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Abstract 
Students’ self-evaluation of academic success does not always align with their 
performance, yet this subjective dimension shapes how they engage with their 
studies and respond to academic demands. The Subjective Academic Achieve-
ment Scale (SAAS) is a brief, five-item instrument designed to measure this 
construct; however, no validated Greek version currently exists. The present 
study aimed to translate, adapt, and examine the psychometric properties of 
the Greek SAAS in a sample of Greek university nursing students. A total of 
496 undergraduate nursing students from eight Greek universities partici-
pated. The sample was randomly divided into two equal subsamples for Ex-
ploratory Factor Analysis (EFA; n1 = 248) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA; n2 = 248). Reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s α and McDonald’s 
ω. Convergent validity was examined through Pearson correlations with the 
Self-Efficacy subscale of the Student Coping Instrument (SCOPE), the four 
subscales of the Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ), and academic GPA. 
The EFA supported a unidimensional solution accounting for 59.2% of the to-
tal variance, with all factor loadings above 0.40. The CFA confirmed the single-
factor structure, with very good incremental fit indices (CFI = 0.996; TLI = 
0.992) and acceptable absolute fit (RMSEA = 0.078; SRMR = 0.039). Internal 
consistency was satisfactory (α = 0.843; ω = 0.848). Convergent validity was 
supported by significant positive correlations with self-efficacy (r = 0.483), 
achievement goal orientations (r = 0.397 - 0.486), and academic GPA (r = 
0.201). These findings indicate that the Greek version of the SAAS is a reliable 
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and valid instrument for assessing subjective academic achievement among 
Greek university students. 
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1. Introduction 

Academic achievement constitutes a central outcome of higher education, closely 
linked to students’ academic progression, persistence, and future educational and 
professional opportunities (Jansen & Bruinsma, 2005). Although often described 
as an umbrella construct encompassing the knowledge, skills, and attitudes devel-
oped through higher education, academic achievement does not correspond to a 
single, universally agreed-upon definition and is commonly operationalized 
through diverse objective academic indicators (Mašková et al., 2024; Sadler, 1983). 
It is generally conceptualized as the set of performance-related outcomes through 
which students accomplish specific educational goals within instructional envi-
ronments, reflecting the acquisition and application of knowledge and skills rele-
vant to future professional practice (Ishaq et al., 2019; Schneider & Preckel, 2017). 

In higher education, academic achievement is defined through multiple criteria, 
including the attainment of specific educational goals, individual performance in 
exams or assessments, and cumulative performance across all courses, typically 
summarized as aggregate academic indicators such as average grades or grade 
point average (GPA) (Bacon & Bean, 2006). However, assessment practices vary 
substantially across countries and educational systems, and summary measures 
such as GPA do not constitute a universally applied metric of academic perfor-
mance. In the Greek educational context, GPA-based grading has been docu-
mented primarily at the secondary education level, whereas university-level as-
sessment is based on performance across the required courses of each degree pro-
gram (Papadogiannis et al., 2023). 

Within this context, prior research among Greek university students has exam-
ined several academic-related constructs, including achievement goal orientations 
(Apostolou, 2013), academic hardiness (Kamtsios & Karagiannopoulou, 2013), 
and academic well-being (Katsarou et al., 2025), as well as structural and social 
factors associated with academic performance conceptualized as objective out-
comes (Tzafea & Sianou, 2018). However, academic achievement has also been 
conceptualized beyond grade-based indicators as a subjective construct, reflecting 
students’ own evaluation of academic success in relation to personally meaningful 
goals, effort investment, and perceived accomplishment. In this context, Stadler 
et al. (2021) developed the Subjective Academic Achievement Scale (SAAS) to op-
erationalize subjective academic achievement as a distinct construct that captures 
dimensions of goal attainment and effort not fully represented by objective per-
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formance indicators. The SAAS has demonstrated sound psychometric properties 
in its original validation study and has subsequently been applied in international 
research (Gatzka, 2021; Hammoudi Halat et al., 2023; Munguiko et al., 2025). To 
date, however, academic achievement has not been examined within the Greek 
higher education literature as a subjective construct, nor has the Greek version of 
the SAAS been evaluated with respect to its psychometric properties in samples of 
Greek university students. Therefore, the aim of the present study was to translate, 
adapt, and examine the psychometric properties of the Greek version of the SAAS, 
including evidence of reliability and construct validity. 

2. Method 
2.1. Participants 

The study sample consisted of 496 nursing students recruited through conven-
ience sampling from eight nursing schools across Greece, representing a geo-
graphically diverse student population. Participants were enrolled in different 
years of study. Inclusion criteria were enrollment in a nursing department, irre-
spective of age and gender. Exclusion criteria included inactive students, students 
on long-term leave of absence (e.g., due to military service or medical recovery), 
and individuals not enrolled in a nursing department. Participation was voluntary 
and anonymous, and informed consent was obtained from all participants prior 
to data collection. Ethical clearance was granted by the Research Ethics Commit-
tee of the University of Ioannina (Approval No. 46852/05-12-2024). Data collec-
tion was conducted either electronically via university learning platforms (e.g., 
Moodle) or through printed questionnaires administered in person during les-
sons. Printed questionnaires were used only at the University of Ioannina, allow-
ing direct supervision of the data collection process, whereas participants from 
the remaining institutions completed the questionnaires electronically. 

2.2. Measures 
2.2.1. Subjective Academic Achievement Scale (SAAS) 
The Subjective Academic Achievement Scale (SAAS) is a brief five-item self-re-
port measure assessing students’ evaluation of their academic achievement in 
relation to personal goals, invested effort, and perceived success (Stadler et al., 
2021). Responses are rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), with higher scores indicating higher perceived ac-
ademic achievement. Total SAAS scores were calculated by averaging item re-
sponses. Item 4 (“My fellow students study more successfully than I”) is negatively 
worded and was reverse scored prior to analysis. Prior to the main data collection, 
the Greek item wording was pilot tested with a small group of nursing students to 
confirm comprehensibility; no difficulties in understanding were reported.  

2.2.2. Student Coping Instrument (SCOPE) 
Convergent validity of the SAAS was examined using the Greek-validated version 
of the Student Coping Instrument (SCOPE) (Struthers et al., 2000), as adapted for 
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the Greek context by Vakrou (2019). The SCOPE assesses students’ perceived 
strategies for managing academic stress and has been widely used in research ex-
amining academic functioning and adjustment. Items are rated on a five-point 
Likert scale, with higher scores indicating greater use of the corresponding coping 
strategies. The SCOPE was selected as a theoretically related construct given its 
established association with students’ academic engagement and perceived aca-
demic competence. 

2.2.3. Achievement Goal Questionnaire-Revised (AGQ-R) 
The Achievement Goal Questionnaire–Revised AGQ-R (Elliot & Murayama, 2008) 
was used to assess achievement goal orientations in university students. The ques-
tionnaire includes 12 items and four subscales: Mastery Approach, Mastery Avoid-
ance, Performance Approach, and Performance Avoidance, with three items per 
subscale. Responses were rated on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Higher scores correspond to stronger endorsement 
of the respective achievement goal orientation. The Greek version of the AGQ–R 
has demonstrated satisfactory psychometric properties in Greek university stu-
dent populations (Apostolou, 2013). 

2.3. Translation Procedure 

The Greek adaptation of the SAAS was based on the published English item for-
mulations provided by the original authors (Stadler et al., 2021). Two bilingual 
members of the research team with expertise in psychological assessment and 
higher education research translated the items into Greek, prioritizing conceptual 
equivalence and linguistic appropriateness over literal translation, with minor 
wording adjustments where necessary to ensure fluency and clarity (van de Vijver 
& Hambleton, 1996). The final Greek version was submitted to the original scale 
developer (M. Stadler) for review and approval. A formal back-translation proce-
dure was not carried out, as this was deemed unnecessary given the brevity of the 
scale. The resulting Greek item formulations are presented alongside their English 
equivalents (see Appendix).  

2.4. Statistical Analysis 

All analyses were performed using Jamovi (Version 2.3.28; lavaan package) and 
SPSS (IBM Corp) statistical software. No missing item responses were recorded 
for the questionnaire-based measures; all 496 participants provided complete re-
sponses. GPA data were not available for all participants, as cumulative grade av-
erages had not yet been issued or reported for some students at the time of partic-
ipation. Therefore, analyses involving GPA were conducted on available cases 
only (n = 439). Descriptive statistics were computed for all variables. For the psy-
chometric evaluation, analytical approaches widely accepted in scale development 
and standardization research were adopted (Dragioti et al., 2011; Kyriazos, 2018). 
The internal consistency of the scale was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha coeffi-
cient (Cronbach, 1951) and McDonald’s omega (Malkewitz et al., 2023). Item re-
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liability statistics, including item-rest correlations and the effect of item removal 
on overall reliability, were also examined. To evaluate the construct validity of the 
SAAS, the sample was randomly divided into two equal subsamples (n1 = 248 for 
EFA and n2 = 248 for CFA). This procedure was adopted to avoid recycling the 
data in the same dataset, given that exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses 
serve different analytical goals (Dragioti et al., 2011). The two subsamples did not 
differ significantly in terms of age or gender (p > 0.05). An Exploratory Factor 
Analysis (EFA) was first conducted on the first subsample (n1 = 248) using maxi-
mum likelihood extraction. Although varimax rotation was initially specified, the 
final solution retained a single factor and therefore rotation was not applied. The 
suitability of the data for factor analysis was assessed using Bartlett’s Test of Sphe-
ricity (Dziuban & Shirkey, 1974) and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of 
sampling adequacy (KMO = 0.842). The number of factors was determined on the 
basis of parallel analysis and the scree plot criterion. Following the EFA, a Con-
firmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was performed on the second subsample (n2= 
248) using the Diagonally Weighted Least Squares (DWLS) estimation method 
with robust standard errors, given the ordinal nature of the scale items (Rosseel, 
2012). The goodness-of-fit of the single-factor model was evaluated using the fol-
lowing indices: the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), 
for which values above 0.95 indicate good fit (Bentler, 1990); the Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), for which values below 0.08 are con-
sidered acceptable (Steiger, 1990); and the Standardized Root Mean Square Resid-
ual (SRMR). Both classical and robust fit statistics were reported. Convergent va-
lidity was examined by computing Pearson correlation coefficients between the 
SAAS total score and scores on the Self-Efficacy subscale of the Student Coping 
Instrument (SCOPE) (Struthers et al., 2000), as well as the four subscales of the 
Achievement Goal Questionnaire (AGQ) (Apostolou, 2013): Mastery Approach, 
Mastery Avoidance, Performance Approach, and Performance Avoidance goals. 
In addition, the association between SAAS scores and academic GPA was exam-
ined as an indicator of criterion-related convergent validity. Pearson correlations 
were used, as composite scores were treated as approximately continuous varia-
bles, a practice widely adopted in psychological research involving Likert-type 
scales. Statistical significance was set at p < 0.001 (two-tailed). 

3. Results 
3.1. Characteristics of the Sample 

The study included a total of 496 nursing students from eight nursing schools 
across Greece. The sample was predominantly female (79.6%, n = 395), with 
20.4% male (n = 101). Participants’ mean age was 22.77 years (SD = 7.69), ranging 
from 18 to 56 years. Mean BMI was 23.73 (SD = 4.04). The majority of students 
were in their third year of studies (36.7%), followed by first-year (27.0%) and sec-
ond year (23.0%) students. Of the participants, 58.9% reported that nursing was 
their actively chosen field of study. Mean academic GPA was 7.92 (SD = 0.83), 
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available for 439 participants. Full demographic characteristics are presented in 
Table 1. 
 
Table 1. Characteristics of the sample (N = 496). 

Variable N Column % 

Sex   

Female 395 79.6% 

Male 101 20.4% 

Year of Study   

1st year 134 27.0% 

2nd year 114 23.0% 

3rd year 182 36.7% 

4th year 41 8.3% 

Graduate 25 5.0% 

Enrolled in desired field of study   

Yes 292 58.9% 

No 204 41.1% 

Age (Mean ± SD) 22.77 ± 7.69 n = 496 

BMI (Mean ± SD) 23.73 ± 4.04 n = 496 

Academic GPA (Mean ± SD) 7.92 ± 0.83 n = 439 

Note. The sample was randomly divided into two equal subsamples for psychometric anal-
ysis. (n1 = 248 for EFA; n2 = 248 for CFA). 

3.2. Internal Consistency 

The internal consistency of the SAAS was satisfactory for the total scale (Cronbach’s 
α = 0.843; McDonald’s ω = 0.848). Item-rest correlations ranged between 0.575 
and 0.748, indicating that all items contributed meaningfully to the scale (Figure 
1). Reliability estimates when each item was individually removed ranged from α 
= 0.784 to α = 0.831, confirming that no single item substantially reduced overall 
reliability. Descriptive statistics and item reliability indices are presented in Table 
2. 
 
Table 2. Item reliability statistics (N = 496). 

Item Mean SD 
Item-rest 
correlation 

Cronbach’s α if 
dropped 

McDonald’s ω 
if dropped 

SAAS1 3.75 1.023 0.630 0.816 0.823 

SAAS2 3.90 0.946 0.722 0.793 0.799 

SAAS3 3.59 0.999 0.748 0.784 0.791 

SAAS4 4.03 0.997 0.575 0.830 0.838 

SAAS5 3.72 1.091 0.584 0.831 0.834 

Total Scale 3.80 0.793 — α = 0.843 ω = 0.848 

Note. Item-rest correlations are based on the corrected item-total correlation. α = 
Cronbach’s. alpha; ω = McDonald’s omega. 
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Figure 1. Item-rest correlation of the Greek version of the SAAS 
questionnaire. 

3.3. Construct Validity 
3.3.1. Exploratory Factor Analysis 
To explore the latent structure of the SAAS, an Exploratory Factor Analysis was 
conducted on a random subsample of 248 participants. Bartlett’s Test of Spheric-
ity yielded χ2(10) = 597, p < 0.001, and the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin measure of sam-
pling adequacy was KMO = 0.842 both confirming that the data were suitable for 
factor analysis. The EFA supported a unidimensional solution: a single factor ac-
counted for 59.2% of the total variance (SS Loadings = 2.96). Factor loadings 
ranged from 0.689 to 0.862, with all items demonstrating loadings above the con-
ventional threshold of 0.40, and uniqueness values ranging from 0.357 to 0.526. 
These results are presented in Table 3. 
 
Table 3. Exploratory factor analysis-factor loadings and uniqueness (N = 248).  

Item Factor Loading Uniqueness SS Loadings 

SAAS1 0.786 0.383  

SAAS2 0.800 0.360  

SAAS3 0.862 0.357  

SAAS4 0.698 0.513  

SAAS5 0.689 0.526  

Factor 1 % Variance: 59.2% Cumulative: 59.2% 2.96 

Note. Maximum likelihood extraction method was used. As a single factor was identified, 
rotation was not applied 

3.3.2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
A Confirmatory Factor Analysis was subsequently conducted to test the single-
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factor structure identified by the EFA. The analysis employed the DWLS esti-
mation method with robust standard errors, treating the five items as ordered 
categorical variables on a separate subset of 248 participants. The single-factor 
model converged in 14 iterations with 25 free parameters. The fit indices indi-
cated good fit of the one-factor model to the data. The incremental fit indices 
were very good (CFI = 0.996; TLI = 0.992; NNFI = 0.992; IFI = 0.996), consist-
ently surpassing the recommended threshold of 0.95. The classical RMSEA was 
0.078 (90% CI: [0.024, 0.134]), with a non-significant p-value for close fit (p = 
0.160), and the classical SRMR was 0.039, indicating acceptable absolute fit. Ro-
bust fit statistics also supported the adequacy of the model (Robust RMSEA = 
0.127; Scaled RMSEA = 0.123), which is expected given the ordinal nature of the 
data and the conservative nature of robust corrections for small models (Beauducel 
& Wittmann, 2005; Xia & Yang, 2019). The standardized factor loadings were 
0.715 for SAAS1 (“My grades are appropriate for my effort”), 0.841 for SAAS2 
(“I am successful in my studies”), 0.850 for SAAS3 (“I progress adequately fast 
in my studies”), 0.613 for SAAS4 (“My fellow students study more successfully 
than I”) and 0.641 for SAAS5 (“I am satisfied with my grades at university”), all 
statistically significant at p < 0.001. Fit indices are summarized in Table 4. Fig-
ure 2 presents the path diagram for the Greek Version of the SAAS question-
naire. 
 
Table 4. Goodness-of-fit statistics for the single-factor CFA model (N = 248). 

Model CFI TLI RMSEA RMSEA 90% CI SRMR χ2/df 

Single-factor 
(CFA) 

0.996 0.992 0.078 [0.024, 0.134] 0.039 12.6/5 

Note. CFI = Comparative Fit Index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index; RMSEA = Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation; SRMR = Standardized Root Mean Square Residual. Clas-
sical fit indices based on standard chi-square test; robust indices based on mean-adjusted 
scaled and shifted test statistic. 
 

 
Figure 2. Path diagram for the Greek Version of the SAAS questionnaire. 
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3.3.3. Convergent Validity 
Prior to the analyses, the internal consistency of the AGQ–R subscales and the 
Self-Efficacy dimension of the SCOPE were examined. Reliability estimates were 
as follows: Mastery-Approach (α = 0.479, ω = 0.485), Mastery-Avoidance (α = 
0.547, ω = 0.575), Performance-Approach (α = 0.630, ω = 0.655), and Perfor-
mance-Avoidance (α = 0.798, ω = 0.805); Self-Efficacy α = 0.880, ω = 0.885. Item-
rest correlations ranged from approximately 0.30 for the mastery-based subscales 
to 0.55 - 0.70 for the Performance-Avoidance subscale, indicating that items were 
positively and consistently related to their respective subscale totals. Moreover, 
the brevity of each subscale (three items) further constrains the theoretical maxi-
mum of α, as this coefficient is sensitive to the number of items. These values 
should be interpreted with appropriate caution, particularly for the mastery-based 
subscales, as they fall below conventional reliability thresholds. Nonetheless, the 
positive and consistent item-rest correlations support the use of these subscales as 
indicators of convergent validity in the present study. Convergent validity was as-
sessed by examining the correlations between the SAAS total score and the Self-
Efficacy subscale of the SCOPE, as well as the four sub-scales of the Achievement 
Goal Questionnaire (Apostolou, 2013). All correlations were statistically signifi-
cant at p < 0.001. The SAAS demonstrated moder-ate-to-strong positive correla-
tions with Self-Efficacy (r = 0.483), Mastery Approach goals (r = 0.486), Mastery 
Avoidance goals (r = 0.418), Performance Approach goals (r = 0.473), and Perfor-
mance Avoidance goals (r = 0.397). These findings indicate that students who per-
ceive themselves as higher academic achievers also tend to re-port higher self-ef-
ficacy and endorse a broader range of achievement-oriented goals, providing sup-
porting evidence for the convergent validity of the SAAS. To further examine con-
vergent validity, the correlation between SAAS total scores and academic GPA 
was computed for the subsample of participants for whom GPA data were availa-
ble (n = 439). A small but statistically significant positive correlation was observed 
(r = 0.201, p < 0.001), indicating that students who reported higher subjective ac-
ademic achievement also tended to have higher objective academic performance. 
The modest magnitude of this association is consistent with the theoretical dis-
tinction between subjective and objective academic achievement and aligns with 
findings from the original validation study (Stadler et al., 2021), where a compa-
rable pattern was reported. These results suggest that while the SAAS captures a 
dimension of academic success that overlaps with GPA, it also reflects aspects of 
students’ academic self-evaluation that are not fully represented by objective per-
formance indicators. The full correlation matrix is presented in Table 5. 
 

Table 5. Convergent validity: Pearson correlation matrix (N = 496). 

 SAAS Self-Efficacy Mastery Approach Mastery Avoidance Perf. Approach 

SAAS —     

Self-Efficacy (SCOPE) 0.483*** —    

Mastery Approach Goals 0.486*** 0.235*** —   
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Continued 

Mastery Avoidance Goals 0.418*** 0.164*** 0.748*** —  

Performance Approach Goals 0.473*** 0.231*** 0.682*** 0.577*** — 

Performance Avoidance Goals 0.397*** 0.181*** 0.676*** 0.726*** 0.462*** 

Note. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001. SAAS = Subjective Academic Achievement Scale; Self-Efficacy = Self-Efficacy subscale of 
SCOPE; Achievement goal dimensions from the Achievement Goal Questionnaire. 

4. Discussion 

The present study aimed to translate, adapt, and examine the psychometric prop-
erties of the Greek version of the Subjective Academic Achievement Scale (SAAS) 
in a sample of Greek university nursing students. The results provided evidence 
supporting the reliability and construct validity of the Greek SAAS, consistent 
with the findings of the original validation study (Stadler et al., 2021). The unidi-
mensional factor structure of the scale was confirmed, internal consistency was 
satisfactory, and convergent validity was supported through significant positive 
correlations with theoretically related constructs. 

The single-factor solution accounted for 59.2% of the total variance, with factor 
loadings ranging from 0.689 to 0.862, which are comparable to those reported in 
the original study (ranging from 0.45 to 0.90). The CFA confirmed the adequacy 
of the one-factor model, with incremental fit indices well above the recommended 
threshold of 0.95 (CFI = 0.996; TLI = 0.992). The classical RMSEA of 0.078 and 
SRMR of 0.039 indicated acceptable absolute fit. The elevated robust RMSEA 
(0.127) is attributable to the use of the DWLS estimator with robust corrections, 
which is the appropriate method for ordinal Likert-type data but is known to pro-
duce fit statistics that are not directly comparable to the conventional cutoff values 
developed under maximum likelihood estimation with continuous data (Beauducel 
& Wittmann, 2005; Xia & Yang, 2019). The internal consistency of the Greek 
SAAS was satisfactory, with Cronbach’s α = 0.843 and McDonald’s ω = 0.848. 
These values compare favorably with those reported in the original validation 
study, in which α ranged from 0.79 to 0.82 across two independent samples 
(Stadler et al., 2021), as well as with a subsequent application of the scale reporting 
α = 0.80 (Gatzka, 2021). Item-rest correlations ranged from 0.575 to 0.748, indi-
cating that all items contributed meaningfully to the scale, and no single item sub-
stantially reduced overall reliability when removed. Convergent validity of the 
Greek SAAS was supported by significant positive correlations with all theoreti-
cally related constructs examined. The SAAS demonstrated moderate-to-strong 
correlations with the Self-Efficacy subscale of the SCOPE (r = 0.483), indicating 
that students who perceive themselves as higher academic achievers also report 
greater confidence in their ability to manage academic demands. This finding is 
consistent with the well-established role of self-efficacy as a key correlate of aca-
demic achievement in higher education (Schunk & DiBenedetto, 2021). In the 
present study, SAAS scores also demonstrated a small but significant positive cor-
relation with academic GPA, supporting the relationship between subjective and 
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objective indicators of academic achievement while also suggesting that the two 
constructs are not fully overlapping. Furthermore, significant positive correla-
tions were observed across all four subscales of the Achievement Goal Question-
naire, including Mastery Approach (r = 0.486), Mastery Avoidance (r = 0.418), 
Performance Approach (r = 0.473), and Performance Avoidance goals (r = 0.397). 
The positive associations with both mastery- and performance-oriented goals sug-
gest that students who subjectively perceive themselves as academically successful 
tend to demonstrate stronger motivational engagement across different achieve-
ment domains, regardless of whether these orientations are directed toward per-
sonal growth or normative comparison. This pattern also extended to avoidance-
oriented goals and may reflect a broader investment in academic engagement, in-
cluding concerns related to avoiding failure or falling behind peers, rather than 
exclusively threat-related motivational processes. These findings provide further 
support for the convergent validity of the Greek SAAS and are consistent with 
theoretical frameworks linking subjective academic achievement to motivational 
dimensions in higher education (Elliot & McGregor, 2001; Frumos et al., 2024). 
The present study provides initial evidence for the reliability and construct valid-
ity of the Greek SAAS; however, additional forms of validity remain to be estab-
lished, and further validation work is recommended before the scale is applied 
more broadly in Greek higher education research. 

Limitations 

The present findings should be interpreted with several methodological consider-
ations in mind. The sample consisted exclusively of nursing students, which may 
limit the generalizability of the findings to other academic disciplines or educa-
tional contexts. Although nursing education provides a theoretically relevant and 
homogeneous context for examining subjective academic achievement, future 
studies should replicate these findings across diverse student populations and ac-
ademic settings. Additionally, the cross-sectional design of the study precludes 
any examination of the stability of SAAS scores over time. Test-retest reliability 
and measurement invariance across demographic groups (e.g., sex, year of study) 
were not assessed, and therefore the temporal stability and measurement equiva-
lence of the scale across subgroups remain to be established in future research. 
Finally, the extent to which the SAAS captures a construct distinct from related 
but conceptually different variables such as academic self-concept or academic 
satisfaction warrants further investigation.  

5. Conclusion 

The present study provides evidence for the psychometric adequacy of the Greek 
adaptation of the Subjective Academic Achievement Scale in a sample of nursing 
students. The single-factor structure of the original scale was replicated, with in-
cremental fit indices surpassing recommended thresholds in the Greek context. 
Internal consistency was satisfactory, as indicated by both Cronbach’s α and 
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McDonald’s ω, while convergent validity was supported by significant positive as-
sociations with self-efficacy, achievement goal orientations, and academic GPA. 
These findings suggest that the Greek SAAS is a reliable and valid measure for 
assessing how nursing students evaluate their own academic success. The scale 
may serve as a practical tool for researchers and educators seeking to incorporate 
students’ self-appraisals of academic performance into studies of academic func-
tioning, stress, and coping within Greek higher education. Future research should 
extend validation efforts to other student populations and examine the longitudi-
nal relationships between students’ self-appraisals of academic success and edu-
cational outcomes in nursing. 
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Appendix 

Greek Version of the Subjective Academic Achievement Scale (SAAS) 
 

English Greek 

My grades are appropriate for my 
effort. 

Οι επιδόσεις μου είναι αντίστοιχες της 
προσπάθειάς μου. 

I am successful in my studies. Η πορεία των σπουδών μου είναι επιτυχημένη. 

I progress adequately fast in my 
studies. 

Σημειώνω πρόοδο με αρκετά γρήγορο ρυθμό. 

My fellow students study more 
successfully than I. 

Η πορεία των συμφοιτητών μου είναι πιο 
επιτυχημένη από τη δική μου. 

I am satisfied with my grades at 
university. 

Είμαι ικανοποιημένος/η από τις επιδόσεις μου 
στο πανεπιστήμιο. 
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