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Abstract

This paper reports the results of a multi-stage effort to develop a measure of Academic Enti-
tlement. An empirical/rational approach was taken to develop items and reduce the item set
for a final version of the Academic Entitlement Scale (AES). The measure includes seven
dimensions: Accommodation, Reward for Effort, Responsibility Avoidance, Grade Haggling,
Customer Orientation, Customer Service Expectations, and General Academic Entitlement.
Fit, using Confirmatory Factor Analysis, for the seven-factor correlated model and a bifactor
model including General AE and the six specific factors, was good. The full measure is
reported along with descriptive statistics for the scale and preliminary validation evidence.

Introduction

Academic entitlement (AE) is a growing concern for university professors, staff, and admin-
istration. It is defined as the tendency for students to expect unearned academic success,
undeserved academic services, and/or unrealistic academic accommodations [1, 2].
Although conceptualizations of the construct vary, expectations for reward absent from
achievement, responsibility avoidance, and a consumerism approach to education appear to
be consistent components of AE. Unreasonable expectations associated with excessive enti-
tlement can lead to maladaptive behaviors, such as decreased work performance, productiv-
ity, and personal responsibility [3] and has the potential to negatively alter the university
environment [4].

Defining AE and exploring correlates of AE have been the focus of research in the field of
educational psychology for some time now, while measurement has received considerably less
attention. Researchers have used a variety of strategies and tools to measure AE, which makes
it difficult to compare findings from different studies. In this paper, we will review the existing
AE literature; present a new multidimensional measure of AE, the Academic Entitlement Scale
(AES); and discuss the validity and reliability of this measure.

Much of the existing AE research has focused on personality and individual differences or
on students’ academic attitudes. Chowning and Campbell [1] for instance, found that AE is
negatively correlated with agreeableness and conscientiousness, and McLellan and Jackson [5]
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found that AE is positively correlated with extroversion. Researchers have also suggested that
AE is positively correlated with external locus of control and negatively correlated with self-
efficacy and self-esteem [1, 6-10]. Academic entitlement is positively related to, but distinct
from, narcissism and general psychological entitlement [1, 9, 11, 12]. Several researchers report
that men tend to score higher on self-reported measures of AE compared to women [1, 7, 12,
13].

Exploring the relationship between AE and academic attitudes has revealed that AE is
related to performance goal orientation [8, 11, 14] and grade orientation [15]. Past research
has suggested that AE is related to negative academic outcomes such as higher levels of aca-
demic stress [16] and frustration [3] and it has shown to predict counterproductive research
participant behavior, such as unexcused absence and careless survey responding [17].

There are mixed findings regarding whether AE is related to grade point average (GPA).
Studies thus far have relied on self-reported GPA. While some studies report a negative rela-
tionship between AE and GPA [8, 13] others report a positive relationship [6] or no relation-
ship at all [9]. Such contradictory findings could be due to differing definitions of AE as
operationalized in the measures being used.

Measurement of academic entitlement

Several measures of AE have been identified in our review of the literature. While some of
these measures were well validated and are often used in research, others were used only by
the developing author. Examples of well-developed, frequently used, validated measures
include Chowning and Campbell [1] and Kopp and colleagues [10]. All of the AE measures
reviewed contain items intended to assess students’ sense of entitlement to reward absent from
achievement, avoidance of responsibility, and in most but not all cases, a general underlying
expression of a consumer-oriented mindset or attitude, which denotes that entitlement can
manifest itself through students seeing themselves as consumers rather than students [e.g., 2].
With this view, students may see themselves as being deserving of special treatment because
they are paying for their education.

Although the first known measure of AE appeared in a dissertation [6], Greenberger et al.
[9] presented the first published AE measure, a 15-item single-dimension scale. This measure
captured the authors’ conceptualization of AE as expectation of reward for modest effort and a
demanding attitude towards professors. Example items from this scale include: “If I have
explained to my professor that I am trying hard, I think he/she should give me some consider-
ation with respect to my course grade,” and “I feel I have been poorly treated if a professor can-
cels an appointment with me on the same day as we were supposed to meet.” Unfortunately,
the structure of the scale has not been validated in any published work and researchers have
questioned whether AE can be represented by a single dimension [8, 10, 14].

Chowning and Campbell [1] published a 15-item two-dimension measure of AE. Their
measure appears to be the most popular choice to date. The two dimensions captured by this
measure are Entitled Expectation and Externalized Responsibility. Across four studies, these
authors presented evidence of scale validity and reliability and discussed the scale development
process. The Externalized Responsibility subscale reflects perceptions of student and professor
responsibilities in the learning process and includes items such as “It is unnecessary for me to
participate in class when the professor is paid for teaching, not for asking questions,” and “If I
do poorly in a course and I could not make my professor’s office hours, the fault lies with my
professor.” The Entitled Expectations subscale reflects student expectations regarding policies
and grading, for example, “My professors are obligated to help me prepare for exams” and
“Professors must be entertaining to be good.”
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A strength of Chowning and Campbell’s measure is its ability to predict behavior. In one
study, AE predicted negative evaluations of a researcher; this is one of the only experimental
studies to assess behavior associated with a measure of AE. Those with high scores on the
Externalized Responsibility subscale were more likely to rate the researcher negatively
regardless of receiving negative or neutral feedback. However, drawbacks of this measure
are that the Entitled Expectations subscale consistently demonstrates moderate reliability
(e.g., Cronbach’s o. = .63) [1] and the measure contains double barreled items (i.e., “If I do
poorly in a course and I could not make my professor’s office hours, the fault lies with my
professor”) [13].

A newer measure of AE developed by Kopp et al. [10] has been used in more recent stud-
ies. These authors reviewed the existing literature on AE and identified five domains (origi-
nally outlined by Dubovsky; [18]). They then created items that mapped onto the five
domains: “KR—Knowledge is a Right that should be delivered with a minimum of exertion
and discomfort on the part of the ‘consumer’; OP—Others will Provide all of the education
that is necessary; PL—Problems in Learning are due to the inadequacies of the teacher, the
course, or the system, rather than to the student’s own shortcomings; SC—Students should
have Control over class policies; and, DT—certain outcomes are Deserved because the stu-
dent pays Tuition’ [18]. In terms of psychometric properties, these authors favoured a short-
ened measure over the five-dimensional measure presumably because they experienced
convergence issues (in a confirmatory factor analysis; CFA) with the multidimensional
measure. The shortened measure was considered more practical (i.e., easier to administer)
and was psychometrically sound.

Some of the previous work has been well done and carefully validated. However, we felt
that a different approach would be appropriate, one that was not purely theoretically driven
(such as the Kopp et al. approach) and that was more expansive in terms of underlying dimen-
sions. We used a rational/empirical approach, beginning with a large set of items identified as
entitlement and applied theory, reason, and analytical techniques to determine a set of dimen-
sions that we feel more fully encompass the AE construct.

Rationale for another measure of academic entitlement

Most measures currently used have one or two subscales and, in our view, do not fully consider
the role of the consumer model of AE. The Kopp et al. [10] measure was designed to have five
subscales but the shortened unidimensional scale is used in research. Investigators conducting
AE research should have access to a well-developed multidimensional measure and the ulti-
mate utility of a measure such as the current one can be accessed empirically. In our validation
efforts, we have observed interesting patterns of correlations between the subscales of our mea-
sure and other AE-related constructs. For instance, Responsibility Avoidance and Customer
Service Expectations scales of the AES correlate more highly (r> .30) with a measure of atti-
tudes toward academic dishonesty than Reward for Effort and Customer Orientation (r <
.20). Also, the gender of the participant is more strongly related to Grade Haggling and
Responsibility Avoidance (men score higher) and is relatively unrelated to Reward for Effort.
Further, in our approach, we chose to include some elements that might be considered out-
comes of AE such as Grade Haggling, under the assumption that, while this may be a result of
AE, it should also be viewed as a potential marker of AE. Our approach also included focus
groups [2] consulting other measures, discussion with instructors, and first-hand experience.
Diverse approaches to developing a measure will lead to a diversity of measures which is a
healthy state for an emerging field. Researchers can use our measure to assess the antecedents
and outcomes of AE, as well as identify students who may need AE intervention.
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Development of the Academic Entitlement Scale

The Academic Entitlement Scale (AES) reported in this paper is the culmination of several
rounds of data collection. Published measures of AE were collected and items culled from
those measures were assembled into a large question bank, which also included items writ-
ten by the authors of this paper. Based on a review of the literature and consultation of asso-
ciated literature (e.g., literature on entitlement and narcissism), a final set of items that were
judged to come from the general construct of AE were piloted. What followed was four
rounds of data collection and scale revision to arrive at the current instrument. Exploratory
factor analysis was used early on to estimate the number of dimensions and to interpret
those dimensions. Revisions in later rounds employed CFAs to test models for the AES. In
the third round of data collection we arrived at a good fitting model but opted to reword,
remove, and add items to improve the factor structure and remove the need to allow for
some correlated residuals. Earlier versions of the scale included reverse-worded items
which we did not use for creating scale scores, but which were useful for detecting inconsis-
tent or careless responding. These reverse worded items were removed from the final
version.

Previous versions of the AES have been shown to correlate in expected ways with other
measures. For instance, dimensions of AES are correlated with psychological entitlement; aca-
demic self-efficacy; mastery learning orientation; mastery avoidance learning orientation; per-
formance learning orientation; performance avoidance orientation; intrinsic motivation for
knowledge and accomplishment, a motivation, academic self-esteem and attitudes toward aca-
demic dishonesty. Many of these findings were cross-validated over separate data collection
efforts.

Outcome expectations

A rationale and description of all models tested are listed in the S1 Appendix. First, we
expected models containing all items, including reverse-worded items, to not fit as well as
models excluding reverse-worded items. Previous work on our AE measure had demon-
strated that the reverse worded items detracted from model fit [see also: 19]. We antici-
pated removing poor performing items based on analysis of the first sample (we randomly
split our sample, see below). We wished to reduce the length of the questionnaire and had
purposefully piloted more items than would be necessary for the final version. The Cus-
tomer Orientation scale was weak in earlier versions of the instrument and additional
items were written to strengthen it. Models were tested both with and without Customer
Orientation and we had no a priori expectations about which would fit better once the
new items were included. Finally, the General AE scale had previously been found to fit
the data from the items defining it but we were not clear whether it would function as a
correlated factor or a bifactor, so we tested both models. We suspected that our General
AE factor measured trait entitlement rather than specific manifestations of AE because it
was modeled off Campbell and colleagues Psychological Entitlement Scale, which is
intended to measure trait-based entitlement [20]. A bifactor model, where items are speci-
fied to load on a general factor and on their specific factors [21], would allow us to partial
out variance attributable to trait entitlement while a correlated factor model would not.
Typically, researchers specify a bifactor model such that the bifactor is uncorrelated with
other factors and does not contain its own unique manifest variables. In our case, the
bifactor does contain its own defining variables and may be more properly referred to as
an incomplete bifactor model [22]. This has an advantage of providing for an interpreta-
tion of the bifactor.
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Method
Data cleaning

The total sample consisted of 1215 participants. Data cleaning procedures included voluntary
withdraw, missing data analysis, time completion, response patterns, and response consistency
[as outlined in 23]. We began by removing cases where participants had indicated they wished
to have their data withdrawn (n = 10). We then removed cases with more than 10% missing
data (n = 31) based on examining a histogram of missing data frequency among participants.
This histogram revealed that after 10% missing data, the next case doubled to 20%, then to
40% and beyond. Overall, less than 3% of the sample was removed for excessive missing data
and it is possible that those participants were qualitatively different in their responses, but it is
also possible that they were attempting to gain participation bonus points with minimal effort.
We then removed participants who took less than 5 seconds per question on average

(n =212). The completion time cut-off was established based on pilot testing, where partici-
pants were asked to complete the questionnaire as quickly as possible, reading each question.
Next, we removed cases where there was no variability in responding in more than one of six
blocks of 10 items (n = 7). Finally, we used six reverse-worded and positively worded pairs of
items to construct a correlation coefficient to indicate response consistency and removed cases
with inconsistent responses (n = 43). An example of paired items is “Professors should bend
the rules for me” and “I do not deserve special treatment to help me perform better in class.”
We used a cut-off (r = .55) corresponding to a one-tailed test p =.10. A total of 912 cases were
retained for further analyses. The assumption of multivariate normality was not met. Due to
the nature of the questions, distributions tended to be positively skewed.

Participants

The participants in this study were 912 undergraduate students from a southwestern Canadian
university. The majority of the sample self-identified as women (80.4%), with 19.1% identified
as men, and 0.5% as non-binary. The average age of participants was 21 years old (SD = 4.35).
The sample was primarily White or European-Canadian (69.6%), while 9.1% reported being of
Middle Eastern descent, 6.6% Asian, and 4.7% African American/Canadian. Our sample con-
sisted primarily of students from the Faculty of Arts, Humanities, and Social Sciences (41.2%),
and was representative from all years of study (28.8% first year, 24.1% second year, 22.8% third
year, and 24.0% fourth year or above). A small proportion of the sample were international
students (2.9%). A comparison of demographic characteristics between the original and
cleaned samples showed no differences in terms of age, ethnicity, program, year of study and
international status. However, trivial differences were found for gender as data from males
were slightly more likely to be removed during data cleaning.

The total sample was randomly split into two smaller samples consisting of 459 and 453
participants, respectively. There were no differences in demographic characteristics between
these two samples. Participants were recruited from the psychology department’s participant
pool where they received course credit for research participation. Informed consent was pro-
vided by participants electronically. This study was approved by the University of Windsor
Research Ethics Board (REB).

Measures

Academic Entitlement Scale (AES). The AES (the focus of this paper) is a 30-item multi-
dimensional measure of AE. This scale measures seven domains including General Academic
Entitlement, Reward for Effort, Accommodation, Responsibility Avoidance, Customer
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Orientation, Customer Service Expectations, and Grade Haggling. Participants respond to
items using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s
alpha from previous versions of this questionnaire suggest good to excellent internal consis-
tency with coefficients ranging from .75 to .95 [11].

Academic Entitlement Questionnaire (AEQ) [10]. The AEQ is an eight-item unidimen-
sional measure of AE. Items on this scale include “It is the professor’s responsibility to make it
easy for me to succeed,” and “Because I pay tuition, I deserve passing grades.” Participants
respond to items using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
The authors of this scale previously reported good reliability (w = .81) and concurrent validity.

Pathological Narcissism Inventory (PNI) [24]. The PNI is a 52-item multidimensional
measure that assesses aspects of narcissistic pathology. Due to an error when creating our
online questionnaire only 50 items from this scale were included; “My self-esteem fluctuates a
lot” and “When I get a glimpse of my needs, I feel anxious and ashamed” were unintentionally
omitted. The PNI measures seven domains of narcissism: Exploitativeness, Grandiose Fantasy,
Self-sacrificing Self-enhancement, Contingent Self-esteem, Hiding the Self, Devaluing, and
Entitlement Rage. Items on this scale include “Everyone likes to hear my stories,” and “I often
fantasize about being recognized for my accomplishments.” Participants respond to items
using a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all like me) to 6 (very much like me). This scale has
previously demonstrated good reliability with Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .71 to .93 [25].

Legitimate Entitlement Questionnaire (LEQ) [26]. The LEQ measures students’ percep-
tions of their university campus, facilities, and faculty. A 13-item version was administered,
but a reduced 7-item version was used for the subsequent analyses. Items on this scale include
“The campus buildings and facilities are clean and well cared for,” and “Instructors in my clas-
ses are competent at their job.” Participants respond to items using a 7-point Likert scale rang-
ing from 1 (not at all true) to 7 (definitely true). The LEQ has demonstrated good reliability (o
=.81) in past research [26].

Demographics. The demographic questionnaire assessed participants’ gender, age, eth-
nicity, year of study, and program of study.

Data analysis

Data were randomly split into two samples which were approximately equal in sample size and
demographic characteristics. Three sets of CFAs were then conducted. The first sample

(N = 459) was used to test a series of candidate models identified through analyses of data col-
lected using a previous version of the AES, as well as to test post-hoc exploratory modifications
(see S1 Appendix). The second sample (N = 453) was used to cross-validate the best fitting
models from Sample 1. The two samples were then recombined and the final selected models
were fit to the total sample to report the most stable parameter estimates.

CFAs were performed in R [27] using the Lavaan package, version .5-22 [28]. The maximum
likelihood estimation procedure was used. Based on analyses with the previous version of the
AES, we identified several candidate models that were tested using the first sample. Due to lack
of conceptual clarity regarding the General AE factor, the best fitting model was tested twice:
first with the general AE scale as a correlated factor, and second with the general AE scale as a
general factor in the bifactor model. To evaluate model fit, we examined the chi-square statistic,
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) [29], Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) [30], Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) [31], Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) [32], and
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) [33]. The fit indices reported are robust, calculated in
accordance with the sample-based correction endorsed by Brosseau-Liard, Savalei, and Li [34]
The following cut-off values were used to determine acceptable model fit: Chi-square p-value <
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.05, CFI and TLI >.95, RMSEA < .06, SRMR < .08 [35]. We also examined standardized resid-
uals and factor loading magnitude to evaluate the suitability of various models.

Results
Confirmatory factor analyses

Sample 1. Table 1 provides the means and standard deviations of the total sample on the
AES, PNI, LEQ and AEQ items. Table 2 contains the fit indices for all models tested in Samples
1 and 2, as well as the total sample. As expected, Model 1 (with all possible items, including
reverse-coded items) had the poorest fit of all models tested. Though the fit improved by
removing the reverse-coded items in Model 2, it was still deemed inadequate. Fit improved
marginally after all subscales except Customer Orientation were reduced to include four items
each (Model 3). The items were reduced based on the magnitude of factor loadings and paying
attention to item content. In our previous work on this measure, the Customer Orientation
factor in the AES showed poor reliability and low factor loadings. As such, two items intended
to strengthen the Customer Orientation factor were added in Model 3. Based on the item load-
ings in Model 3, the Customer Orientation factor was reduced in Model 4, resulting in accept-
able fit (CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .05 [.04 —.05], SRMR = .05, AIC = 34664).

Two new items were added to the model, which had been written after analyses of the previ-
ous version of the AES; one on Reward for Effort and the other on Customer Service, which
resulted in a decrement in fit (Model 5). However, fit improved after further reducing the sub-
scales and allowing an item (“If I do poorly in a course, the fault lies with my professor”) to
cross-load onto both Responsibility Avoidance and Accommodation, as suggested by the mod-
ification indices (Model 6). Subsequently, we trimmed the path of this item so that it only
loaded on Accommodation (Model 7) and removed another item from Accommodation (“A
professor should modify course requirements to help me achieve a better grade”) so that all
factors had four items. This model (Model 8) had the best fit of any model tested in Sample 1

Table 1. Means and standard deviations (total sample).

Scale
Subscale

AES

General AE

Reward for Effort
Accommodation
Responsibility Avoidance
Customer Orientation
Customer Service

Grade Haggling

PNI

Contingent Self Esteem
Exploitative
Self-Sacrificing Self-Enhancement
Hiding the Self
Grandiose Fantasy
Devaluing

Entitlement Rage

AEQ

LEQ

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.t001

Summed Scores Averaged Scores
M SD Min-Max M SD Min-Max o/w
15.71 7.01 6-42 2.61 1.16 1-7 .87/.87
12.22 5.33 4-28 3.05 1.33 1-7 .83/.83
7.58 3.52 4-28 1.89 .88 1-7 .751.77
6.65 3.23 4-28 1.66 .81 1-7 .68/.70
14.39 5.04 4-28 3.59 1.26 1-7 .70/.71
7.01 3.51 4-28 1.75 .88 1-7 .771.79
7.21 3.87 4-28 1.80 .97 1-7 .82/.83
2.92 1.15 1-6 93
3.04 94 1-6 77
3.77 .90 1-6 77
3.97 99 1-6 74
3.91 1.12 1-6 .87
2.72 1.02 1-6 .85
2.94 .99 1-6 .86
20.52 7.76 8-56 .81
33.35 6.47 7-49 .81
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Table 2. Fit indices of models tested in Sample 1, Sample 2, and the total sample.

Model

Model 1
Model 2
Model 3
Model 4
Model 5
Model 6
Model 7
Model 8
Model 9
Model 10

Model 8
Model 9
Model 10

Model 8
Model 9
Model 10

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.t1002

Scaled xz

1913.19
1175.58
606.73
441.04
571.05
406.60
406.42
359.07
617.75
590.21

375.53
636.88
580.45

492.21
877.49
810.20

df CFI TLI RMSEA [90% CI] SRMR AIC
Sample 1 (N = 459)
930 .85 .84 .05 [.05, .06] .06 66881
614 .90 .89 .05 [.05, .06] .06 53336
334 93 92 .05 [.04, .05] .05 40001
260 95 94 .05 [.04, .05] .05 34664
309 93 93 .05 [.04, .06] .05 37168
259 .96 95 .04 [.03, .05] .05 34148
260 .96 95 .04 [.03, .05] .05 34146
237 .96 .96 .04 [.03, .05] .04 32720
384 95 94 .04 [.04, .05] .05 41283
366 95 94 .04 [.04, .05] .04 41280
Sample 2 (N = 453)
237 95 94 .04 [.04, .05] .05 32941
384 94 93 .05 [.04, .05] .05 41438
366 95 94 .04 [.04, .05] .04 41391
Total Sample (N = 912)

237 .96 95 .04 [.04, .05] .04 65617
384 94 94 .04 [.04, .05] .04 82653
366 95 94 .04 [.04, .05] .04 82593

(CFI =.96, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .04 [.03 - .05], SRMR = .04, AIC = 32720), with all fit indices
meeting or exceeding conventional cut-offs.

To investigate the influence of the General AE subscale, we added it as a correlated factor to
the previous model solution (Model 9), which resulted in decremented, but still acceptable fit
(factor loadings are shown in Table 3). However, we suspected that the General AE factor mea-
sured trait entitlement rather than specific manifestations of AE. To attempt to model this trait
aspect, we tested a bifactor model (Model 10). The six unique General AE items and all the
other items in the scale loaded onto an orthogonal general factor, and the non-general items
also loaded onto their specific factors. This model showed adequate fit (factor loadings are
shown in Table 4), and consistent with the trait interpretation of the General factor, attenuated
the correlations among the specific AE latent variables.

Sample 2. Based on the fit indices, Models 8, 9, and 10 were tested in Sample 2. The fit of
Model 8 (CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .04 [.04 - .05], SRMR = .05, AIC = 32941) was compara-
ble to that of Model 10 (CFI = .95, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .04 [.04 - .05], SRMR = .04 AIC = 41391).
Model 9 had slightly worse fit than Models 8 and 10, though still acceptable fit (see Table 2).

Total sample. Models 8, 9, and 10 were also tested in the total sample. Model 8 had the
best overall fit, which was consistent with both Sample 1 and Sample 2 (CFI = .96, TLI = .95,
RMSEA = .04 [.04 - .05], SRMR = .04, AIC = 65617). Model 10 had slightly worse fit, followed
by Model 9 (see Table 2).

Using General AE in the bifactor model reduced the relationships among the specific AE
factors and reduced the variance of the specific AE factors. All six of the specific AE factors still
had significant variance in the bifactor model. The average reduction in variance was 35% and
it was highest for Reward for Effort (49%) and Accommodation (43%), and lowest for Respon-
sibility Avoidance (11%). On average, including the bifactor reduced the specific AE factor
covariances by 55%. The largest reduction in covariances was for Reward for Effort’s relation-
ship with both Responsibility Avoidance (76%) and Grade Haggling (73%). The smallest
reductions were observed for covariances involving Responsibility Avoidance.
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Table 3. Factor loadings for the correlated 7-factor model (Model 9).

Subscale Factor Loadings Item
# Item Standardized | Unstandardized | R>
Reward for Effort
1 | EvenifI do not perform well, I should get a good grade if I worked hard. 78 1.00° .60
2 | Ishould get an A for attending all lectures and completing all of the course material. .79 1.05 .62
3 | Ishould never fail an assignment I put effort into. .69 1.02 47
4 | If I have completed most of the reading for a class, I deserve a good grade. 74 0.89 .54
Accommodation
5 | Professors should bend the rules for me. .75 1.00* .56
6 | My test date should be moved if I am not prepared. .72 1.10 .51
I should not have to think too hard to learn the material for a class. .60 1.05 .36
8 | IfI do poorly in a course, the fault lies with my professor. .61 0.98 .38
Responsibility Avoidance
9 | Iam not motivated to put effort into group work, because another group member will end up doing the work. .55 1.00% .30
10 | For group assignments, it is acceptable to take a back seat and let others do most of the work. 72 1.15 .53
11 | It is acceptable to lie to a professor if it helps me to avoid failing an assignment. .60 1.34 .36
12 | In group assignments, I should receive the same grade as the other group members regardless of my level of effort. .56 1.20 .32
Customer Orientation
13 | I deserve to have more input in how my classes are taught. .61 1.00" .37
14 | I should be able to choose how my knowledge is tested. 71 1.21 .51
15 | I ought to be able to choose the courses required for my degree. .56 1.05 .31
16 | I deserve to be entertained by my professors’ lectures. .57 0.96 .32
Customer Service Expectation
17 | A professor should be willing to meet with me at a time that works best for me, even if inconvenient for the professor. .61 1.00" .38
18 | Professors should respond to e-mails within 30 minutes. .62 1.00 .38
19 | Ishould be able to call my professor at home if I need help. .79 1.07 .62
20 | Ishould have my instructor’s cell phone number to contact him or her if I need help. .75 1.00 .56
Grade Haggling
21 | No tactic is too extreme when arguing for an improved grade. .69 1.00° 48
22 | Professors just make grades up, so it is not a problem to argue for a higher grade. .81 0.99 .66
23 | I always deserve a higher grade than I am given, making it necessary to argue for extra points. .85 1.07 .73
24 | Students should complain to the Dean or higher level of authority to get the grade they want. .61 0.82 .38
General Academic Entitlement
25 | Great academic success should just come to me. .52 1.00" .27
26 | I am worthy of more praise from my professors. .64 1.22 41
27 | If a professor were only allowed to give one “A” in a course, it should be given to me. .68 1.42 .46
28 | I honestly feel I am more deserving than other students. .79 1.54 .62
29 | I demand the best grades because I deserve them. .84 1.83 71
30 | I deserve more A’s .84 1.94 71

*The variable loading was set to 1.0 to scale the latent factor.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.t003

Correlation analyses

To examine the relationship between the AES factors and related constructs, subscale scores

were computed by summing the items on each factor. We used only the six items designed to
identify the General AE factor to create its scale score. Bivariate correlations between the AES
scores and those from other measures are reported below (see Table 5).

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721 September 30, 2020 9/17


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.t003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721

PLOS ONE

Measuring academic entitlement

Table 4. Factor loadings for the bifactor model (Model 10).

Factor Loadings

Subscale Standardized Unstandardized | Item R?
# |Item Specific | Bifactor | Specific | Bifactor
Reward for Effort
1 | Even if I do not perform well, I should get a good grade if I worked hard. .56 .55 1.00° 1.19 .61
2 | Ishould get an A for attending all lectures and completing all of the course material. .57 .55 1.06 1.22 .62
3 | Ishould never fail an assignment I put effort into. .53 45 1.10 1.12 .48
4 | If T have completed most of the reading for a class, I deserve a good grade. 45 .57 0.76 1.17 .53
Accommodation
5 | Professors should bend the rules for me. .57 .50 1.00" 0.68 .57
6 | My test date should be moved if I am not prepared. .57 44 1.17 0.70 .52
7 | I'should not have to think too hard to learn the material for a class. 41 43 0.95 0.77 .36
8 | If I do poorly in a course, the fault lies with my professor. 44 42 0.93 0.68 .37
Responsibility Avoidance
9 | Tam not motivated to put effort into group work, because another group member will end up doing the work. .52 21 1.00° .30 31
10 | For group assignments, it is acceptable to take a back seat and let others do most of the work. .66 .30 1.11 0.38 .53
11 | It is acceptable to lie to a professor if it helps me to avoid failing an assignment. 51 .30 1.21 0.53 .35
12 | In group assignments, I should receive the same grade as the other group members regardless of my level of .52 22 1.19 0.37 .32
effort.
Customer Orientation
13 | I deserve to have more input in how my classes are taught. 49 .36 1.00° 0.82 .37
14 | I should be able to choose how my knowledge is tested. .64 .36 1.37 0.84 .54
15 | I ought to be able to choose the courses required for my degree. 45 31 1.06 0.81 .30
16 | I deserve to be entertained by my professors’ lectures. 44 .34 0.93 0.77 31
Customer Service Expectation
17 | A professor should be willing to meet with me at a time that works best for me, even if inconvenient for the .50 .34 1.00° 0.57 .36
professor.
18 | Professors should respond to e-mails within 30 minutes. .50 .34 0.99 0.57 .37
19 | I should be able to call my professor at home if I need help. 73 .32 1.23 0.46 .64
20 | I should have my instructor’s cell phone number to contact him or her if I need help. 73 .26 1.20 0.37 .60
Grade Haggling
21 | No tactic is too extreme when arguing for an improved grade. .54 42 1.00° 0.76 .47
22 | Professors just make grades up, so it is not a problem to argue for a higher grade. 71 43 1.11 0.65 .69
23 | I always deserve a higher grade than I am given, making it necessary to argue for extra points. .62 .57 1.00 0.88 71
24 | Students should complain to the Dean or higher level of authority to get the grade they want. .55 .31 0.94 0.51 .40
General Academic Entitlement
25 | Great academic success should just come to me. - .52 - 1.00° .27
26 | I am worthy of more praise from my professors. - .65 - 1.23 42
27 | If a professor were only allowed to give one “A” in a course, it should be given to me. - .68 - 1.42 .46
28 | I honestly feel I am more deserving than other students. - 78 - 1.54 .61
29 | I demand the best grades because I deserve them. - .84 - 1.82 71
30 | I deserve more A’s - .84 - 1.94 71

“ The variable loading was set to 1.0 to scale the latent factor.

https:/doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.t004

Pathological narcissism. On average, the General AE factor was most highly correlated
with the PNI subscales compared to the other AES subscales, which supports the interpretation
of the General AE scale as trait-based AE. Consistent with this interpretation, the highest cor-
relation among the General AE scale and PNI subscales was for PNI Entitlement Rage (r =
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Table 5. AES and PNI, AEQ, LEQ Inter-correlations.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. General AE --
2. Reward for Effort .60° --
3. Accommodation .56° .57¢
4. Responsibility Avoidance .35% 31° 57% --
5. Customer Orientation 44° 56" 46" 26" --
6. Customer Service 407 407 .59° .54° 407 --
7. Grade Haggling .50" 48" 65" 57% 43" .63" --
CSE 25% 20° 25% 20% 20% 21° .16%
EXP 26" .10° .16* .18* 20% .19° .18%
SSSE 25° 23° 12° .08° 19° 17 09°
HS 117 .06 .08° .05 .06 .05 .01
GF 29% 172 14% 14% .19% 128 .15%
DEV .32% 23% .30° 27% 26% 28% 25%
ER 41% 28% .32% 26% 27% .30° .28%
LEQ -.06 -13°% -23° -20° -22° -.14° -.20°
AEQ 45% .60* .63% A41% .57% .54% 57%

CSE = Contingent Self-Esteem, EXP = Exploitative, SSSE = Self-Sacrificing Self-Enhancement, HS = Hiding the Self, GF = Grandiose Fantasy, DEV = Devaluing,
ER = Entitlement Rage, LEQ = Legitimate Entitlement Questionnaire, AEQ = Academic Entitlement Questionnaire.

“Correlation is significant at the .01 level.

PCorrelation is significant at the .05 level.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.t1005

.41). The specific AES subscales had the lowest correlations with the PNI Hiding the Self (r
ranging between .01 and .11). In contrast, the specific AES subscales were most highly corre-
lated with Entitlement Rage and Devaluing.

Legitimate entitlement. Factor correlations between the AES and AEQ scale [10] were
computed by simultaneously modeling both measures in a CFA and examining the factor cor-
relations. The General AE factor correlated with the AEQ (r = .45), and the specific subscales
ranged from r = .41 (Responsibility Avoidance) to r = .63 (Accommodation). The AES sub-
scales generally had low, negative correlations with the LEQ. These findings suggest that there
was a slight tendency for students who score higher on dimensions of AE to feel that their uni-
versity is not meeting their expectations regarding the things they are legitimately entitled to
receive. Conversely, there was a slight tendency for students who score lower on AE to feel
their school is doing a good job of providing things, such as adequate and accessible educa-
tional resources and competent instructors.

Age and gender differences. Bivariate correlations computed between age and AES sub-
scales were all non-significant (p-values>.05), except for customer expectation which was neg-
atively related to age (r = -.13). Additionally, ANOVA results suggest that AES subscale scores
do not differ by year of study. In general, the AES subscale scores do not appear to be related
to age or to year or study.

To assess gender differences, t-tests were conducted (see Table 6). Statistically significant
gender differences were observed for four AES subscales (grade haggling, customer expecta-
tion, accommodation, and responsibility avoidance), in all cases men tended to report higher
AES scores than women. To further evaluate these differences, we calculated an upper tail
ratio effect size [see e.g., 36]. The subscales were recoded into dichotomous variables (1 = one
standard deviation above to mean or higher, 0 = lower than one standard deviation above the
mean). Odds were calculated to determine whether men were more likely to be at least one
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Table 6. Mean gender differences in study scales.

Subscales

General AE

Grade Haggling
Customer Expectation
Accommodation
Responsibility Avoidance
Reward for Effort
Customer Orientation
CSE

EXP

SSSE

HS

GF

DEV

ER

LEQ

AEQ

M
2.73
2.02
1.95
2.02
1.94
2.94
3.48
2.85
3.46
3.78
3.88
4.13
2.71
2.97

33.65
21.08

Descriptive Statistics t-test Results
Men ‘Women
n=174 n=733
SD M SD t df’ p UTR
1.21 2.59 1.16 1.52 904 .13 1.33
1.22 1.75 0.89 2.69 216.89° < .05 1.52
0.99 1.71 0.84 2.81 235.66° <.05 1.77
0.97 1.86 0.86 2.19 904 < .05 1.76
1.03 1.60 0.73 4.18 214.55° < .05 1.42
1.39 3.08 1.32 -1.00 904 32 0.86
1.18 3.63 1.28 -1.37 904 .17 0.69
1.12 2.93 1.16 .88 905 .38 74
1.00 2.94 .90 6.74 905 <.05 2.73
.94 3.77 .90 .14 905 .89 1.04
.94 3.99 1.00 1.26 905 21 .73
1.11 3.86 1.11 2.87 905 < .05 1.32
1.01 2.72 1.02 .19 905 .85 .99
1.02 2.92 .99 .58 905 .56 1.18
6.53 33.26 6.46 71 905 48 1.07
8.14 20.39 7.67 1.06 905 .29 1.19

UTR = Upper Tail Ratio and demonstrates the likelihood that males in appear one standard deviation above the mean relative to females.

“Indicates corrections for unequal variances.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.t006

standard deviation above the mean (for all AES scales) compared to women. For all but two
AES subscales men were more likely than women to score at least one standard deviation
above the mean (i.e., to have higher AES scores). For instance, men are 1.52 times more likely
than women to have scores one standard deviation or higher above the mean for Grade Hag-
gling. Women were more likely to score at or above one standard deviation above the mean
compared to men on the Reward for Effort and Customer Orientation AES scales. MAN-
COVA results revealed that gender differences on the AES subscales remain after partialling
some PNI subscales (i.e., Hiding the Self, Devaluing, and Entitlement Rage; p-values < .01)
but not others (i.e., Contingent Self-Esteem and Grandiose Fantasy; p-values >.05).

Discussion

Defining AE and exploring its correlates has been the focus of research in the field of educa-
tional psychology, while measurement of AE has received considerably less attention. The pur-
pose of the present study was to report on the development of a new measure, the AES, and
provide evidence of construct validity (factor structure) and concurrent validity via the rela-
tionship between the AES and other measures including narcissism (PNI), legitimate entitle-
ment (LEQ), and maladaptive AE (Kopp et al.’s AEQ).

In the present study, we identified seven domains that define the construct. As anticipated
from earlier rounds of scale development [as discussed in 14] the results from the current
study suggest that AE should be treated as a multidimensional construct. Further, the findings
suggest that AE can be measured as a general trait that is related to but distinct from more spe-
cific manifestations of AE. The resulting 30-item AES demonstrated psychometrically sound
properties and has important implications, as past research has linked AE to maladaptive
behaviors and student outcomes.
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Domains of academic entitlement

The seven domains of the AES are General AE, Reward for Effort, Accommodation, Customer
Orientation, Customer Service, Responsibility Avoidance, and Grade Haggling. These
domains align with aspects of previous conceptualizations of the AE construct that were dis-
cussed in the introduction of this paper. For instance, students’ expectations of unearned aca-
demic success are inherent in our subscales measuring Reward for Effort, Responsibility
Avoidance and Grade Haggling. Students’ expectations of unearned or undeserved academic
services are inherent in our subscales measuring Customer Orientation and Customer Service.
And finally, students’ expectations of unrealistic accommodations are captured in our subscale
measuring Accommodation. We modeled our General AE subscale off work by Campbell and
colleagues [1] so our conceptualization is consistent with theirs—academic entitlement is a sta-
ble and pervasive sense in that, compared to others, one is more deserving and is entitled to
more in an academic setting. Results from the bifactor model and correlations with the PNI
support the trait interpretation of the General AE factor. This finding suggests that some stu-
dents may possess entitled attitudes and behaviors in academia due to entitlement that is likely
a broader part of their personality.

Which model?

Of the three final models, our preference is for Model 10 (Fig 1), the bifactor model including
General AE. However, we feel that different research endeavors might result in a different choice
of model. In SEM research, Model 10 has the advantage of partialing out trait variance from the
specific AE constructs so that relationships among AE constructs and other variables of interest
can be examined separately for trait AE and specific AE factors. For instance, one might want to
know the relationship between locus of control and General AE, as well as Grade Haggling, but
with the latter having variance attributable to General AE removed. In some research projects,
either Model 8 or Model 9 is appropriate, depending upon whether the researcher wishes to use
General AE in analyses. In this case, summed or mean scores for each construct could be used
for analyses with other variables. Although researchers might choose Model 8, and choose to
administer only the items for the six primary factors, we highly recommend using all items
(Model 9) so that General AE scores are available for analyses and so that further research can
shed light on the usefulness of General AE in research involving academic entitlement.

The bifactor model warrants further discussion. As would be expected, including General
AE as a bifactor resulted in reductions in latent variable correlations and variances among the
six specific latent AE variables. As noted above, and observable in Table 4, General AE overlaps
more with Accommodation and Reward for Effort than it does with the other latent variables.
The standardized loadings on these two latent variables are roughly equivalent to what they
are on the General AE bifactor. The loadings of items on the remaining latent variables are
appreciably higher than they are for the General AE bifactor. The measured variable R* values
changed very little by specifying General AE as a bifactor, meaning that this specification did
not result in explaining new variance amongst the measured variables, but shifted some vari-
ance away from the specific factors to General AE. This implies that the model chosen for sub-
sequent research could affect the interpretations made by researchers. In the bifactor model,
the specific latent variables are more independent of each other and more independent of trait
variance.

Correlates of academic entitlement

Our findings indicated that, compared to specific AES subscales, the General AE factor was
more highly correlated with traits of narcissism, supporting the notion that the General AE
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Fig 1. Model diagram of preferred model. Due to space constraints, factor correlations have been left off the model diagram.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.g001

subscale measures more trait-based entitlement. The specific AES subscales had the lowest cor-
relations with the Hiding the Self subscale of the PNI. This seems appropriate as AE generally
involves the assertion of personal needs and desires rather than concealing these expectations
from others. Further, the AES subscales were most highly correlated with the Entitlement Rage
and Devaluing subscales of the PNI, constructs that are more consistent with the presentation
of and constructs subsumed by AE.

The general AE and the six specific AES domains were highly correlated with Kopp et al.
[10] AEQ. With respect to the six specific factors, the lowest correlation was for the Responsi-
bility Avoidance Subscale and the highest was for Accommodation. These findings provide
evidence for validity of the AES and the multidimensional nature of AE more generally. The
AES subscales generally had low, negative correlations with the LEQ. As expected, these

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721 September 30, 2020 14/17


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.g001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721

PLOS ONE

Measuring academic entitlement

findings suggest that students who score higher on aspects of AE tend to feel that their univer-
sity is not adequately meeting their expectations regarding the things they are legitimately enti-
tled to receive, such as clean and well cared for classrooms, fair evaluations by instructors,
competent instruction, and affordable food services. However, the relatively low magnitude of
these correlations indicate that AE is largely independent of legitimate entitlement. This find-
ing suggests that AE is not the opposite of legitimate entitlement and may suggest that univer-
sity environments that exceed or fail to meet student expectations regarding legitimate
entitlement will have at best a small effect on AE.

Limitations and recommendations for future research

Future research should focus on replicating the current study using students from a variety of
educational institutions. The AES was developed primarily at one institution, with some data
gathered from a second. Also, invariance testing across populations, such as by gender and
year of study would indicate the appropriateness of mean-level comparisons of AE. The notion
of legitimate entitlement is a fairly novel portion of this study and more work needs to be done
in this area. The low correlations either suggest relative independence of AE and legitimate
entitlement, or that a search for moderators should be undertaken. For instance, motivation
toward seeking an education could interact with legitimate entitlement to produce higher or
lower AE.

Finally, we recommend that future research employ an experimental design to assess the
relationship between AE and student outcomes. AE research using an experimental approach
is currently very limited, and thus, causal links between AE and student outcomes have not
adequately been addressed. For instance, past researchers have concluded that AE does not
pay off in terms of higher grades [e.g., 9] however, these conclusions have been drawn from
correlational research that relied on self-reported GPA which limits accuracy and generaliz-
ability of these findings. We also recommend that future research examines AE using a longi-
tudinal approach to assess changes in students’ entitled attitudes and behaviors over time, and
to assess longer-term educational outcomes such as degree completion.

Supporting information

S1 Appendix. Description of models.
(PDF)

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Dennis L. Jackson, Marc P. Frey, Chelsea McLellan, Jill A. Singleton-
Jackson.

Data curation: Dennis L. Jackson, Marc P. Frey, Chelsea McLellan, Carolyn M. Rauti.

Formal analysis: Dennis L. Jackson, Marc P. Frey, Chelsea McLellan, Carolyn M. Rauti, Paige
B. Lamborn.

Methodology: Dennis L. Jackson, Marc P. Frey, Chelsea McLellan, Carolyn M. Rauti, Paige B.
Lamborn.

Writing - original draft: Dennis L. Jackson, Marc P. Frey, Chelsea McLellan, Carolyn M.
Rauti, Paige B. Lamborn, Jill A. Singleton-Jackson.

Writing - review & editing: Dennis L. Jackson, Carolyn M. Rauti, Paige B. Lamborn, Jill A.
Singleton-Jackson.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721 September 30, 2020 15/17


http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721.s001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721

PLOS ONE

Measuring academic entitlement

References

1.

10.

1.

12

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

Chowning K, Campbell NJ. Development and validation of a measure of academic entitlement: Individ-
ual differences in students’ externalized responsibility and entitled expectations. J Educ Psychol, 2009;
101: 982-997. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016351

Singleton-Jackson JA, Jackson DL, Reinhardt J. Students as consumers of knowledge: Are they buying
what we're selling? Innov High Educ. 2010; 35: 343-358. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-010-9151-y

Anderson D, Halberstadt J, Aitken R. Entitlement attitudes predict students’ poor performance in chal-
lenging academic conditions. Int J of Higher Educ. 2002; 2: 151-158. https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.
v2n2p151

Morrow W. Entitlement and achievement in education. Stud in Philos Educ. 1994; 13: 33—47. https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF01074084

McLellan CK, Jackson DL. Personality, self-regulated learning, and academic entitlement. Soc Psychol
Educ. 2017; 20: 159-178. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-016-9357-7

Achacoso MV. “What do you mean my grade is not an A?”: An investigation of academic entitlement,
causal attributions, and self-regulation in college students. Dissertation, The University of Texas at Aus-
tin, 2002. Available from: https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/handle/2152/2486

Boswell SS. “I deserve success”: Academic entitlement attitudes and their relationships with course
self-efficacy, social networking, and demographic variables. Soc Psychol Educ. 2012; 15: 353—-365.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-012-9184-4

Frey M. Academic entitlement, student motivation, and academic outcomes. Dissertation, University of
Windsor, 2015. Available from: https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/etd/5636/

Greenberger E, Lessard J, Chen C, Farruggia SP. Self-entitled college students: Contributions of per-
sonality, parenting, and motivational factors. J Youth Adolesc. 2008; 37: 1193—-1204. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10964-008-9284-9

Kopp JP, Zinn TE, Finney SJ, Jurich DP. The development and evaluation of the Academic Entitlement
Questionnaire. Meas Eval Counseling Dev. 2011; 44: 105—129. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0748175611400292

Reinhardt J. Conceptualizing academic entitlement: What are we measuring? Thesis, University of
Windsor, 2012. Available from: https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1040&context=
etd

Turnipseed DL, Cohen SR. Academic entittlement and socially aversive personalities: Does the Dark
Triad predict academic entitlement? Pers Individ Dif. 2015; 82: 72—75. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.
2015.03.003

Wasieleski DT, Whatley MA, Briihl DS, Branscome JM. Academic Entitlement Scale: Development and
preliminary validation. Psychol Res. 2014; 4: 441-450.

Jackson DL., Singleton-Jackson JA, Frey MP. Report of a measure of academic entitlement. Am Int J of
Contem Res. 2011; 1: 53-65.

Goodboy AK, Frisby BN. Instructional dissent as an expression of students’ academic orientations and
beliefs about education. Commun St. 2014; 65: 96—111. https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2013.
785013

Barton AL, Hirsch JK. Permissive parenting and mental health in college students: Mediating effects of
academic entitlement. J Am Coll Health. 2016; 64: 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2015.
1060597 PMID: 26151561

Taylor JM, Bailey SF, Barber LK. Academic entitlement and counterproductive research behavior. Pers
Individ Dif. 2015; 85: 13—18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.04.024

Dubovsky SL. Coping with entitlement in medical education. New Eng J Med. 1986; 315: 1672—1674.
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM198612253152609 PMID: 3785338

Ebesutani C, et al. The loneliness questionnaire- short version: An evaluation of reverse-worded and
non-reverse-worded items via item response theory. J Pers Assess, 2012; 94: 427-437. https://doi.org/
10.1080/00223891.2012.662188 PMID: 22404209

Campbell WK, Bonacci AM, Shelton J, Exline JJ, Bushman BJ. Psychological entitiement: Interpersonal
consequences and validation of a self-report measure. J Pers Assess. 2004; 83: 29-45. https://doi.org/
10.1207/s15327752jpa8301_04 PMID: 15271594

DeMars CE. A tutorial on interpreting bifactor model scores. Int J Testing. 2013; 13: 354-378. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15305058.2013.799067

Chen FF, West SG, Sousa KH. A comparison of bifactor and second-order models of quality of life. Mul-
tivar Behav Res. 2006; 41: 189-225. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr41025

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721 September 30, 2020 16/17


https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016351
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10755-010-9151-y
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.v2n2p151
https://doi.org/10.5430/ijhe.v2n2p151
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01074084
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01074084
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-016-9357-7
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/handle/2152/2486
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-012-9184-4
https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/etd/5636/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9284-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9284-9
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175611400292
https://doi.org/10.1177/0748175611400292
https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1040&context=etd
https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1040&context=etd
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2013.785013
https://doi.org/10.1080/10510974.2013.785013
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2015.1060597
https://doi.org/10.1080/07448481.2015.1060597
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26151561
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.04.024
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM198612253152609
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3785338
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2012.662188
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223891.2012.662188
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22404209
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa8301%5F04
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa8301%5F04
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15271594
https://doi.org/10.1080/15305058.2013.799067
https://doi.org/10.1080/15305058.2013.799067
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327906mbr41025
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721

PLOS ONE

Measuring academic entitlement

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Rauti CM. Assessing the effects of survey instructions and physical attractiveness on careless respond-
ing in online surveys. Thesis, University of Windsor, 2017. Available from: https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/
cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8292&context=etd

Pincus AL, Ansell EB, Pimentel CA, Cain NM, Wright GC, Levy KN. Initial construction and validation of
the Pathological Narcissism Inventory. Psychol Assess. 2009; 21: 365-379. do: https://doi.org/10.1037/
20016530 PMID: 19719348

Jaksi¢ N, Milas G, Ivezi¢ E, Wertag A, Joki¢-Begi¢ N, Pincus AL. The pathological narcissism inventory
(PNI) in transitional post-war Croatia: Psychometric and cultural considerations. J of Psychopathol
Behav. 2014; 36: 640-652. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-014-9425-2

Rauti CM, McLellan C, Jackson DL. With all this talk about entitlement, is there such a thing as legiti-
mate entitlement? Poster presented at the Windsor-Oakland Teaching and Learning Conference, Wind-
sor, Canada; June 2017.

R Development Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. URL http://www.R-project.org; 2009.

Rosseel Y. Lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. J Stat Softw.2012; 48: 1-36.

Bentler PM. Comparative fit indexes in structural models. Psychol Bull. 1990; 107: 238—-246. https://doi.
0rg/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238 PMID: 2320703

Tucker LR, Lewis C. A reliability coefficient for maximum likelihood factor analysis. Psychome-
trika.1973; 38: 1-10. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02291170

Steiger JH, Lind JM. Statistically based tests for the number of common factors. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the Psychometric Society, lowa City, lowa, June 1980.

Joreskog KG, Sérbom D. LISREL VI: Analysis of linear structural relationships by maximum likelihood
and least squares methods. Mooresville, IN: Scientific Software, Inc.; 1986.

Akaike H. Factor analysis and AIC. Psychometrika. 1987; 52: 317-332. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF02294359

Brosseau-Liard PE, Savalei V, Li L. An investigation of the sample performance of two nonormality cor-
rections for RMSEA. Multivar Behav Res. 2012; 47: 904-930. https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2012.
715252 PMID: 26735008

Hu LT, Bentler PM. Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: Conventional criteria
versus new alternatives. Struct Equ Modeling. 1999; 6: 1-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10705519909540118

Kline RB. Beyond significance testing: Reforming data analysis methods in behavioral research. Wash-
ington, DC: American Psychological Association; 2004.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721 September 30, 2020 17/17


https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8292&context=etd
https://scholar.uwindsor.ca/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=8292&context=etd
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016530
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016530
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19719348
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10862-014-9425-2
http://www.R-project.org
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.107.2.238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2320703
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02291170
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294359
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02294359
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2012.715252
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2012.715252
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26735008
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239721

