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Objectives. To determine a measurable definition of academic entitlement, measure academic enti-
tlement in graduating doctor of pharmacy (PharmD) students, and compare the academic performance
between students identified as more or less academically entitled.
Methods. Graduating students at a private health sciences institution were asked to complete an
electronic survey instrument that included demographic data, academic performance, and 2 validated
academic entitlement instruments.
Results. One hundred forty-one of 243 students completed the survey instrument. Fourteen (10%)
students scored greater than the median total points possible on 1 or both of the academic entitlement
instruments and were categorized as more academically entitled. Less academically entitled students
required fewer reassessments and less remediation than more academically entitled students. The
highest scoring academic entitlement items related to student perception of what professors should
do for them.
Conclusion. Graduating pharmacy students with lower levels of academic entitlement were more
academically successful than more academically entitled students. Moving from an expert opinion
approach to evidence-based decision-making in the area of academic entitlement will allow pharmacy
educators to identify interventions that will decrease academic entitlement and increase academic
success in pharmacy students.
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INTRODUCTION
Academic entitlement is a propensity to hold an ex-

pectation of academic success without taking personal
responsibility to achieve said success.1 The concept of ac-
ademic entitlement is frequently associated with the mil-
lennial generation of college students.1-3 There is a theme
of increased academic entitlement resonating among the
current generation of students compared to previous gen-
erations.1,4 There are several postulated theories relating
the perceived rise of academic entitlement with the estab-
lished increase in generational narcissism.5 Themost com-
monly cited theories are shifts in educational paradigms,
and the influence of technology and the media.6 Students
now matriculate through a student-centered educational
model with high levels of positive reinforcement and in-
appropriate grade inflation.6,7 Students are also accus-
tomed to self-promoting media outlets, such as YouTube
and Facebook, which allow and embrace self-glorification.

These factors may have helped create “Generation Me,”
which has been referred to as the most narcissistic and
generally entitled generation to date.8

Academic entitlement is not to be confused with gen-
eral entitlement.General entitlement is typically associated
with narcissism, in that entitled persons believe they de-
serve a particular outcome because they are superior to
others.9,10 Academically entitled students believe they de-
serve an outcome, not necessarily because they feel supe-
rior to others, but because of their role as a customer in the
sense that they have paid for their education. This is com-
monly referred to as student consumerismand occurswhen
students perceive their education as delivered goods
exchanged for tuition dollars.11,12Many institutions rely
upon tuition as a main source of revenue and, thus, treat
students as customers by catering to their academic de-
sires, which in turn amplifies this belief.13 This approach
can result in students treating their education as some-
thing that is owed to them rather than an opportunity for
learning and earning a degree.3

When considering possible explanations or causes
for the increase in academic entitlement over time, this
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progression is entirely theory based and objective data
comparing academic entitlement across generations do
not exist. In an effort to address this gap in the literature,
several validated instruments have been created to mea-
sure academic entitlement.1,3,6 In 2009, Chowning and
Campbell created and published one of the more com-
monly cited academic entitlement instruments.1 It con-
sists of 15 items intended to quantitatively measure
academic entitlement and has been validated multiple
times in undergraduate college students. Two years later,
Kopp and colleagues developed an instrument containing
8 items that also has been validated in undergraduate
college students. Both of these instruments quantified
the level of academic entitlement in students.3 However,
neither of these authors, nor any other experts in the
field, have determined a measurable definition that would
ultimately identify a student as academically entitled.
Consequently, students who have been identified as aca-
demically entitled have not met any objective threshold.
Despite this, multiple publications openly reproach the
current as generation predominately consisting of aca-
demically entitled students.

To our knowledge, neither the Campbell nor the Kopp
academic entitlement instruments have been administered
and evaluated in health professions students at the doctoral
level. Still, academic entitlement has an established history
in healthcare-related education and was first discussed in
a letter to the editor in The New England Journal of Medi-
cine in 1986.14 In the past 5 years, there has been amultitude
of editorials in the healthcare literature linking academic
entitlement to decreased academic performance, but none
have provided evidence for their claims.4,15-17 There are
consequences to this opinion-based approach. As a result
of assuming a link between entitlement and performance,
theoretical interventions to decrease academic entitlement
or better educate students with high levels of entitlement
have been posed without the means to assess or measure
intervention effectiveness. Also, educators may be falling
into a trap of devaluing the accomplishments of younger
generations and making blanket statements regarding aca-
demic entitlement without gathering objective data to sup-
port these claims.5

The primary aim of this study was to establish an
objective definition of academic entitlement andmeasure
academic entitlement in graduating pharmacy students.
Our second aim was to compare the academic perfor-
mance of students identified as being more academically
entitled to students identified as being less academically
entitled. We hypothesized that less academically entitled
students would perform better academically because of
a propensity to place the onus of learning and success on
themselves rather than relying on outside influences to

deliver knowledge to them. This hypothesis was based
on the association between academic entitlement and stu-
dent consumerism. Furthermore, we hypothesized that
more academically entitled students would take a more
lackadaisical approach to their education and rely upon
the university and professors to deliver their education to
them, with little personal responsibility to earn the edu-
cation themselves.11,12

METHODS
The College of Pharmacy at Roseman University of

Health Sciences, a private institution, has 2 campus loca-
tions. Typical enrollment is 145 students at campus 1 and
115 students at campus2.The3-year PharmDprogramuses
a “pass/no pass,” mastery learning educational model de-
livered in a block curriculum.

In this block curriculum, the students in this study
completed 1 course at a time and then progressed to the
next block. There were also a few longitudinal courses in
the curriculum to ensure correlation of each block. Suc-
cessful mastery of program content was determined using
a combination of testing and performance-based assess-
ment. Students were deemed to have achieved mastery
when they scored 90% or higher on assessments. The pass
point for all courses in the program was 90%. Within
a block, students were assessed every other Friday. Stu-
dents who did not pass the initial Friday assessment were
reassessed the followingMonday. If they still did not pass,
they were required to complete summer remediation. For
the 2011-2012 academic year, pass rates for the Friday
assessments ranged from 46% to 100%. Pass rates for the
Monday reassessments ranged from86% to 100%. The on-
time graduation rate for the collegewas 81%, and the over-
all graduation rate for the college was 88%.

This studywas a descriptive analysis with the primary
goal of measuring and defining academic entitlement in
graduating PharmD students. To test the hypothesis that
students with lower levels of academic entitlement were
more academically successful, students were placed into 2
groups, more entitled and less entitled, based on their re-
sponses to 2 academic entitlement instruments. Multiple
measures of academic performance between the 2 groups
were compared.

The survey instrument created for this study contained
33 items in 4 content areas: demographic data (3 items),
academic performance (4 items), student satisfaction (3
items), and all items from 2 previously validated academic
entitlement instruments (23 items). The first (instrumentA)
of the 2 academic entitlement instruments included was
validated using data from 1,805 undergraduate students
enrolled in an introductory psychology class at a state uni-
versity. It contained 15 items1 with questions grouped into

American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education 2014; 78 (6) Article 116.

2



2 categories, externalized responsibility and entitled expec-
tations in an effort to identify subgroup characteristics of
academic entitlement. The externalized responsibility
items focus on placing the responsibility for education on
others. The entitled expectations items focus on the class-
room and grading policies. The second (instrument B) ac-
ademic entitlement instrument included was validated
usingdata from2,152 incoming freshman students at a pub-
lic university, and contained 8 items.3 Respondents were
asked to rank each item in instruments A and B using a 7-
point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree).18 The survey instrument, e-mail text,
and study protocol were submitted to and approved by
the RosemanUniversity of Health Sciences Institutional
Review Board.

SurveyMonkey (SurveyMonkey Inc, Palo Alto, CA)
was used to administer the survey. Study participants
were recruited via an e-mail sent to 243 students at cam-
pus 1 and campus 2 who were completing their third and
final year of the pharmacy curriculum. Students were on
campus to complete their final capstone course, which
took place the week prior to graduation. The e-mail, titled
“Student view on education,” asked students to partici-
pate anonymously in a survey to better understand stu-
dents’ point of view about their education. The same day
the e-mail was sent, the deans of each campus visited the
students in the classroom and verbally asked them to par-
ticipate. Reiterating the e-mail text, the campus deans
explained that the survey was not a part of the capstone
course, students were not required to complete the survey,
and all participationwas anonymous and voluntary. Three
e-mail reminders containing the same title, text, and Sur-
veyMonkey link were sent every 3 days for the 10-day
period that the survey remained open. For their responses
to be included in the final database used for analyses,
respondents had to rate all academic entitlement state-
ments. Completion of items regard demographics, aca-
demic performance, and student satisfaction were not
required for inclusion.

To meet the definition of “more entitled,” students
had to score above the median of the total possible points
for each academic entitlement instrument. Using a scale
of 1 to 7, the minimum score for instrument A was 15
points, and the maximum score was 105 points, resulting
in a median of 60. The minimum score for instrument B
was 8 points and the maximum score was 56 points, with
amedian of 32 points. Instrument Awas validated using 2
reverse entitlement statements. Student scores were re-
versed in our database as they were in the original study
by Chowning and Campbell for all calculations and com-
parisons. The reversal of scores was necessary to unify
interpretation of lower and higher scores of agreement

about entitlement, where lower scores were associated
with less entitlement and higher scores were associated
with more entitlement.

Academic performance was characterized by the
self-reported number of Monday reassessments and sum-
mer remediations required during the first-year (P1) and
second-year (P2) curriculum. To meet the criteria for be-
ing higher academic achievers, students must have com-
pleted the P1 and P2 curriculum without the need for
reassessment or summer remediation. Students were
placed in the lower academic achievers group if they re-
quired at least 1 reassessment or summer remediation
during their first or second year of study.

Survey responses were downloaded from Survey-
Monkey as an SPSS file and the data were categorized
as nominal or scale. Likert data from instruments A and
B were labeled as scale, and means and standard devia-
tions were calculated for each academic entitlement
item. Frequencies, means, and standard deviations were
calculated for demographic data, academic perfor-
mance, and student satisfaction responses. To address
the secondary goal of the study of comparing the aca-
demic performance of less-entitled and more-entitled
students, all academic performance variables were cat-
egorized as nominal or scale. Nominal variables were
compared using a chi-square or Fisher exact test, when
cell count was less than 5. Scale variables were com-
pared using a Student t test. The same statistical methods
were used to compare differences between lower and
higher academic performers. The alpha was set at 0.05
and P values less than 0.05 were identified as significant.
Statistical analysis was performed with SPSS, version
19.0 (IBM Corp, Armonk, NY).

RESULTS
One hundred forty-one of 243 students responded to

the survey (a 58% response rate) and 138 of those students
completed all survey items. The sample size necessary to
avoid a nonresponse or sample bias was 122 (a 50% re-
sponse rate).19 Three students did not complete either the
demographic or academic performance sections. Their
responses to the academic entitlement items from instru-
ments A and B were included. Means and standard de-
viations in order of highest to lowest score for instruments
A and B are reported in Table 1 and Table 2, respectively.
In both academic entitlement instruments, students
reported the most entitlement for items related to the role
of professors in students’ academic performance. The
only academic entitlement items from instruments A or
B that scored higher than the median of 4 on the 7-point
Likert scalewere, “Myprofessors are obligated to helpme
prepare for exams,” and “Professors are employees who
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get money for teaching.” The academic entitlement items
students ranked the lowest were related to their own aca-
demic responsibilities. They strongly disagreed that they
deserved passing grades because they paid tuition or that
if theymissed class it was someone else’s responsibility to
get them the notes. Additionally, students strongly dis-
agreed with items indicating that there was not a need to
be an active participant in group work.

Respondent demographic data, student satisfaction
responses, and academic performance are listed in Table
3. The mean score of 7.061.8 for faculty efficacy was
determined with a question in which students were asked
to rate how effective faculty members were as educators.
A 10-point scale was used on which 1 represented not
effective and 10 represented extremely effective. The
mean scores of education value prior to starting the
PharmD program (7.762.01) and after completion of
the curriculum (6.962.1) used a 10-point scale on which
1 represented poor and 10 represented excellent. There
were 17 assessments each academic year, yielding a reas-
sessment rate of 17% for each year based on a mean of 3.
The number of summer remediations in the P1 and P2
years was 0.6761.27 and 0.5861.28, respectively, for
a rate of 3.5%.

The demographics, academic performance, and stu-
dent satisfaction of students identified as less entitled and
more entitled were compared (Table 4). Fourteen (10%)
students scored greater than the median total points pos-
sible on either instrument A or B, and were, therefore,
categorized as more entitled. Eleven of the 14 students
(7.8%)were identified asmore entitled based on scores on
both instruments A and B. The significant differences
found between more academically entitled and less aca-
demically entitled studentswere thenumberof P2 reassess-
ments, P1 and P2 summer remediations, and total summer
remediations. While more entitled students scored the ef-
ficacy of faculty members and educational value provided
by the institution lower than did less entitled students, the
difference was not significant.

To explore the relationship between academic per-
formance and entitlement further, a comparison between
lower academic performers and higher academic per-
formers was conducted. There were no statistical differ-
ences in demographic data or satisfaction scores between
the groups. Significant differences in mean scores for
academic entitlement items from instruments A and B
are given in Table 5 from largest to smallest differences
between groups. The top 2 differences between these

Table 1. Academic Entitlement Item Analysis of Instrument A (N5141)

Category Item Mean (SD)

EE My professors are obligated to help me prepare for exams. 4.8 (1.8)
ER Professors are employees who get money for teaching. 4.6 (1.9)
EE Professors must be entertaining to be good. 3.8 (1.7)
EE I should never receive a zero on an assignment that I turned in. 3.4 (2.1)
EE My professors should curve my grade if I am close to the next letter grade. 3.0 (1.9)
ER I believe that the university does not provide me with the resources I need to

succeed in college.
2.9 (1.5)

ER For group work, I should receive the same grade as the other group members
regardless of my level of effort.

2.8 (1.9)

EE My professors should reconsider my grade if I am close to the grade I want. 2.6 (1.8)
ER I believe that it is my responsibility to seek out the resources to succeed in

college (reversed numbers).
2.6 (1.6)

ER Most professors do not really know what they are talking about. 2.4 (1.4)
ER It is unnecessary for me to participate in class when

the professor is paid for teaching, not for asking questions.
2.3 (1.6)

ER I am not motivated to put a lot of effort into group work, because
another group member will end up doing it.

2.0 (1.5)

ER If I do poorly in a course and I could not make my professor’s office hours,
the fault lies with my professor.

2.0 (1.4)

ER For group assignments, it is acceptable to take a back seat and let others do most of the
work if I am busy.

1.7 (1.4)

ER If I miss class, it is my responsibility to get the notes (reverse numbers shown). 1.7 (1.4)
Instrument A total score (105 possible) 42.7 (12.7)

Abbreviations: EE5entitled expectations; ER5externalized responsibility.
Mean scores using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
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groups were statements related to course or assignment
grades.

DISCUSSION
Using 2 previously validated academic entitlement

instruments, we found that a large majority of graduating
PharmD degree students had high expectations for them-
selves and for their professors. As a whole, students felt
stronger about their own responsibilities than the respon-
sibilities of their professors. The statements with the low-
est scores in both academic entitlement instruments related
to the students’ own responsibilities. Students identified

that they were responsible for participating in group learn-
ing, procuring their notes, and seeking help when needed.
The statements with the highest scores were all related to
students’ perception of what the professor should do for
them, including prepare them for examinations, teach for
pay, be entertaining, and seek out struggling students.

Only 14 (10%) respondents met the definition of
being academically entitled. This finding may be sur-
prising as multiple institutional and student characteris-
tics theorized to be associated with high levels of
academic entitlement and student consumerism exist
within this university. For example, the university is

Table 2. Academic Entitlement Item Analysis of Instrument B (N5141)

Item Mean (SD)

If I am struggling in a class, the professor should approach me and offer to help. 3.6 ( 2.0)
Professors should only lecture on material covered in the textbook and assigned readings. 2.9 (1.8)
I should be given the opportunity to make up a test, regardless of the reason for the absence. 2.6 (1.8)
If I don’t do well on a test, the professor should make tests easier or curve grades. 2.4 (1.6)
It is the professor’s responsibility to make it easy for me to succeed. 2.3 (1.6)
If I cannot learn the material for a class from lecture alone, then it is the professor’s fault

when I fail the test.
2.3 (1.5)

I am a product of my environment. Therefore, if I do poorly in class, it is not my fault. 2.0 (1.5)
Because I pay tuition, I deserve passing grades. 1.8 (1.4)
Instrument B total score (56 possible) 19.9 (10.0)

Mean scores using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Table 3. Student Demographic Data, Academic Performance, and Satisfaction Survey Responses (N5141)a

Demographic

Male, No. (%) 66.0 (47.1)
Age, years, Mean (SD) 30.1 (6.3)
Location

Campus 1, No. (%) 81.0 (58.3)
Campus 2, No. (%) 58.0 (41.8)

Effectiveness of faculty on 10-point scale (SD) 7.0 (1.8)
Perceived level of education to be provided by the college

pre-enrollment on 10-point scale (SD)
7.7 (2.0)

Perceived level of education provided by the college currently
on 10-point scale (SD)

6.9 (2.1)

Academic performance
Reassessment in P1 year, No. (%) 99.0 (71.2)
Reassessments in P1 year, Mean (SD) 2.9 (3.4)
Reassessment in P2 year, No. (%) 94.0 (67.6)
Reassessments in P2 year, Mean (SD) 3.0 (3.7)
Over 3 assessments in P1 or P2 year, No. (%) 59.0 (42.1)
Summer remediation for P1 year, No. (%) 46.0 (33.1)
Summer remediations for P1 year, Mean (SD) 0.7 (1.3)
Summer remediation for P2 year, No. (%) 34.0 (24.4)
Summer remediations for P2 year, Mean (SD) 0.6 (1.3)
Summer remediation for either P1 or P2 year, No. (%) 55.0 (39.3)
Summer remediations for either P1 or P2 year, Mean (SD) 1.3 (2.4)

a The n for each item varied because not all respondents answered all items.
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a private institution reliant upon tuition for most of its
budget, which likely creates a setting for student consum-
erism and academic entitlement to flourish. Additionally
it is a health sciences university, which may attract stu-
dents with the higher levels of entitlement commonly
seen among healthcare professionals.20-22

This inverse relationship between academic entitle-
ment and academic success aligns with our hypothesis.

The null hypothesis can be rejected as more academically
entitled students performed worse in all measures of ac-
ademic performance collected, including the number of
reassessments in each of the first and second years, total
P1 and P2 reassessments, summer remediations in each of
the first and second years, total P1 and P2 summer re-
mediations, a summer remediation in either the first or
second year, and 3 or more summer remediations in the

Table 4. Comparison of Student Characteristics and Academic Performance of More Entitled and Less Entitled Students for
Academic Entitlement Instruments A and B

Instrument A Instrument B

Less
Entitled,
N=124

More
Entitled,
N=14 P

Less
Entitled,
N=124

More
Entitled,
N=14 P

Male, No. (%) 57.0 (46.0) 9.0 (69.2) 0.096 58.0 (46.8) 8.0 (61.5) 0.235
Age, years, Mean (SD) 29.9 (6.2) 31.5 (6.6) 0.411 30.3 (6.5) 28.5 (3.7) 0.319
P1 reassessments, Mean (SD) 2.7 (3.3) 4.6 (4.4) 0.057 2.7 (3.3) 5.2 (4.0) 0.010
P2 reassessments, Mean (SD) 2.7 (3.6) 5.2 (4.5) 0.018 2.7 (3.6) 5.9 (4.3) 0.003
Total reassessments in P1 and

P2 years, Mean (SD)
5.5 (6.4) 9.8 (8.5) 0.085 5.4 (6.4) 11.1 (7.9) 0.003

P1 summer remediations, Mean (SD) 0.6 (1.2) 1.7 (1.8) 0.031 0.5 (1.2) 1.9 (1.7) 0.014
P2 summer remediations, Mean (SD) 0.5 (1.2) 1.6 (1.8) 0.029 0.5 (1.2) 1.9 (1.7) 0.013
Total summer remediations in P1 and

P2 years, Mean (SD)
1.0 (2.1) 3.4 (3.4) 0.025 1.0 (2.1) 3.8 (3.2) 0.010

Student had a summer remediation in
either P1 or P2 year, No. (%)

47.0 (37.9) 8.0 (57.1) 0.135 45.0 (36.0) 10.0 (76.9) 0.005

Student had over 3 summer remediations
in either P1 or P2 year, No. (%)

50.0 (40.3) 9.0 (64.3) 0.077 49.0 (39.2) 10.0 (76.9) 0.010

Effectiveness of faculty, 1-10 scale, Mean (SD) 7.1 (1.7) 5.9 (2.8) 0.113 7.2 (1.7) 5.6 (2.5) 0.045
Perceived level of education to be

provided by the college prior to
starting school on 10-point scale, Mean (SD)

7.9 (2.0) 6.6 (2.7) 0.128 7.8 (1.7) 6.9 (2.4) 0.095

Perceived level of education provided
by the college currently on 10-point
scale, Mean (SD)

7.1 (2.0) 5.6 (2.7) 0.076 7.1 (2.0) 5.6 (2.4) 0.010

Abbreviations: P15first year; P25second year.

Table 5. Differences in Academic Entitlement Instrument Statements (N5141)

Instrument Item
Lower Academic
Performers, N=110

Higher Academic
Performers, N=28 P

A My professors should reconsider my grade if I am close to
the grade I want.

2.8 (1.9) 1.7 (1.1) ,0.001

A I should never receive a zero on an assignment
that I turned in.

3.6 (2.2) 2.5 (1.8) 0.023

B Professors should only lecture on material
covered in the textbook and assigned readings.

3.1 (1.9) 2.2 (1.1) 0.002

A If I do poorly in a course and I could not make my professor’s
office hours, the fault lies with my professor.

2.1 (1.4) 1.6 (1.0) 0.030

Mean scores generated using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
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first and second years. Contrary to previous findings,
there was not a difference in age between more and less
academically entitled students; however, the number of
entitled male students was numerically higher than enti-
tled female students, which is in line with prior study
findings.23

Of the students who completed academic entitlement
instrument A, graduating pharmacy students’ levels of ac-
ademic entitlement differed from undergraduate students.1

The mean externalized responsibility and entitled expecta-
tions scores for undergraduate students were 2.3 and 4.5,
respectively. Themean externalized responsibility and en-
titledexpectations scores for graduatingpharmacy students
were 2.1 and 3.5. This indicated graduating pharmacy stu-
dents at a private institution felt more entitled about what
a professor should do for them but less entitled about their
own responsibilities than undergraduate students at a state
university. Similar findings were noted when the mean
scores on instrument B by Kopp and Finney’s population,
which consistedof a randomsample of college sophomores
and juniors, were compared to those of our population.
Graduating pharmacy students in our study had lower
scores of academic entitlement for all 8 statements except
for the highest scoring statement, “If I am struggling in
class, the professor should approach me and offer to help.”
This repeated outcome of pharmacy students expecting or
believing they were entitled to a professor who is respon-
sible for their academic success is a patternworth exploring
further.

Key differences between previously studied students
and the students in this study include demographics, institu-
tion characteristics, and academic path. Undergraduate stu-
dents attending public institutions completed both academic
entitlement instruments A and B. Our population consisted
of older doctoral students at a private health sciences uni-
versity and thus their responses may not be generalizable to
other students. Generalizability to other pharmacy students
is also debatable as this study was performed in a tuition-
funded private university that used a 90% pass/no pass
block curriculum in a 3-year accelerated program. It is
unknown how these variables impacted academic entitle-
ment. Students attending a private university may be more
academically entitled because they typically pay more for
tuition and academic entitlement has been linked to stu-
dents believing they are customers who pay for grades.
However, this attitude does not appear to be prevalent in
the private university pharmacy students in this study as
this question was 1 of the lowest-scoring items of both
academic entitlement instruments. What is not addressed
by either instrument is the existence of a link between
paying tuition and deserving professors whose job requires
them to accommodate a student’s academic desires.

Perhaps the most interesting finding of this investi-
gationwas the relationship between academic entitlement
and academic performance. While this theory is not new
in the literature, this is the first time it has been objectively
measured for this student population. Based on the results
of this investigation, academic entitlement or the devel-
opment of academic entitlement beliefs may be more ac-
curately linked with academic performance. Academic
entitlementmay be fluid and could possibly fluctuate over
time as students perform well or poorly. In courses where
students performpoorly, theymay exhibitmore behaviors
and beliefs of academic entitlement. In courses where
students perform well, academic entitlement behaviors
and beliefs maywane. This is an association that deserves
further investigation.

Further research should focus on faculty and staff
members’ sense of academic entitlement. For example,
an item from academic entitlement instrument A states,
“Professors must be entertaining to be good.” Faculty
members are likely to feel that students who believe this
to be true believe they are entitled to have professors who
are entertaining. Do professors believe they have no obli-
gation to be entertaining in order to be good? Should they
not have some responsibility to engage in activities and
behaviors in the classroom that pique and keep the interest
of students? If they do not feel that they have this respon-
sibility and that students should feel they are good in spite
of whether they are entertaining, are they also not exhibit-
ing their own version of academic entitlement?

Given the current cultural belief that academic enti-
tlement is pervasive among themillennial generation, these
results may be surprising. One explanation for themajority
of pharmacy students not meeting the definition of more
entitledmay be the age and experience of the students. Life
experience may have provided lessons that demonstrated
the need to work for and earn what one desires. Also, given
the existing environment of assessment and measurement
in higher education, pharmacy students probably complete
many survey instruments prior to matriculation and during
their pharmacy education. This experience with surveys
may provide graduate-level students with the ability to de-
cipher the intention of a survey instrument—an ability that
undergraduate studentsmaynot yet have acquired. Thus, in
our study, the pharmacy students may have discerned the
purpose of the survey and chosen their answers so that they
appeared to feel less entitled than they actually did.

This study had several notable limitations. The sur-
vey instrument was sent to students in an e-mail during
their capstone course prior to graduation, a period when
they were pressured to split time between class and grad-
uation preparation. Completing this survey instrument
may not have been given priority status because of these
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competing pressures. The 58% response rate ensured
there was not a sample bias; however, students with the
highest level of academic entitlement may have chosen
not to complete the survey instrument basedon a belief that
their participation in such activities was not a reasonable
request as they saw themselves as the party which should
be placing the requests in their academic relationship with
the college. If this occurred, our results may have under-
reported the level of academic entitlement in comparison to
surveys in which survey completion was required, as in the
surveys conducted to validate academic entitlement instru-
ments A and B. Limitations of the data collected included
the self-reporting of academic performance. To maintain
anonymity, we were unable to match student academic
performance with survey instrument responses. Lower-
performing students may have underreported the number
of reassessments or summer remediations earned. Perhaps
with more accurate reporting, the academic performance
gap between less and more entitled students would have
been even larger. The inclusion of reverse questions in in-
strument A should be noted as a limitation of the accuracy
in which these questions were answered. Five students
were identified as being outliers for reverse questions as
they scored all academic entitlement statements low, in-
cluding revered academic entitlement statements All re-
sponses were kept as entered by students to ensure the
integrity of the database.

To our knowledge, this is the first study that deter-
mined a measurable definition of academic entitlement
and then compared academic performance between stu-
dents who felt more and less academically entitled. These
hypothesis-generating findings lead to the question of
causation; ie, did the graduating pharmacy students with
higher levels of academic entitlement develop this be-
cause of their poor academic performance or did they
perform poorly because of their attitude of academic en-
titlement? To delineate this relationship, the same survey
instrument will be administered to a cross-section of
students in all phases of the curriculum. If students de-
velop a sense of academic entitlement while enrolled in
a PharmD program, efforts could be made to avoid this
phenomenon. If students are entering colleges or schools
of pharmacy with a sense of academic entitlement, a dis-
cussion about this perspective and the negative impact on
academic performance could be integrated into the cur-
riculum and orientation.

CONCLUSION
Only 10% of graduating pharmacy students who

completed a comprehensive survey that included 2 pre-
viously validated instruments were identified as feeling

academically entitled, suggesting that the broad charac-
terization of the millennial generation as academically
entitled may be unfounded and incorrect. Higher aca-
demic entitlement levels were inversely related to aca-
demic success. It is unclear whether the relationship
between academic entitlement and academic success is
related to causation or if it is simply an association be-
tween the 2. To better address the issue of academic en-
titlement, pharmacy educators must move from expert
opinion to evidence-based decision making when assess-
ing the problem.With objective data, pharmacy educators
can identify interventions that will decrease these beliefs
and increase the academic success of future pharmacy
students.
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