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1   |   INTRODUCTION

Authenticity refers to people's subjective feelings of 
knowing and expressing their true selves (i.e., who they 
believe they really are; Rivera et al., 2019; Schlegel, Smith, 
et al.,  2013). Authenticity is a common experience that 
most people are strongly motivated to achieve (Lenton 
et al.,  2013). The cultural value ascribed to authenticity 

seems warranted, as varied perspectives from psychology 
and philosophy converge on the idea that feeling in touch 
with one's true self is important to optimal human func-
tioning (e.g., Kierkegaard,  1983; Rogers,  1959). Lending 
credence to this proposition, a recent meta-analysis re-
ported a medium to large effect size of r =  .40 between 
authenticity and well-being (Sutton,  2020), an estimate 
nearly double the average effect size observed in the 
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broader social psychology literature (r  =  .21; Richard 
et al., 2003). Although authenticity has attracted consider-
able research attention in recent years, the empirical study 
of this construct is still relatively young, and several issues 
warrant further investigation.

The present study sought to glean insight into three 
such issues using daily diary methodology. The first issue 
concerns how authenticity operates at different levels of 
analysis, that is, at the trait (or between-person) and state 
(or within-person) levels. While authenticity has typi-
cally been conceived of—and studied as—a dimension of 
individual differences (e.g., Wood et al.,  2008), state ap-
proaches are receiving increasing attention (for a review, 
see Sedikides et al.,  2019). We thus sought to examine 
whether the different components of authenticity estab-
lished at the between-person level relate to each other 
in the same ways at the within-person level. Second, we 
examined how considering these levels of analysis might 
enrich our understanding of the relationship between 
authenticity and well-being, with a particular focus on 
meaning in life and satisfaction with life. In examining 
this second issue, we also sought to interrogate the nu-
ance in the relationship between authenticity and mean-
ing in life by considering different facets of meaning in 
life. Third, there is growing concern about whether per-
ceived authenticity can be distinguished from constructs 
such as positive affect and self-esteem (Jongman-Sereno 
& Leary, 2019; Rivera et al., 2019)—as such, we also ex-
plored whether relationships between authenticity and 
well-being persisted after accounting for these variables.

1.1  |  The authenticity facets at different 
levels of analysis

One of the most popular trait conceptualizations of the 
construct is Wood et al.'s (2008) person-centered model, 
which consists of three components: authentic living (be-
having in ways that are consistent with one's values and 
beliefs), self-alienation (feeling disconnected from one's 
true self), and accepting external influence (adhering to 
others' expectations). Various studies have supported the 
structural and criterion validity of this tripartite view, 
demonstrating that these facets are distinct and have nu-
anced relationships with well-being indicators (e.g., Lopez 
et al.,  2015; Wood et al.,  2008). While researchers have 
fruitfully used Wood et al.'s (2008) model to study authen-
ticity as a stable trait, an emerging line of work has begun 
to examine authenticity as a fluctuating state (Sedikides 
et al., 2019). These efforts raise questions about whether 
Wood et al.'s tripartite trait model maps well onto state au-
thenticity. This is important, as between-person relation-
ships are statistically orthogonal to and represent distinct 

psychological processes from within-person relationships 
(Affleck et al., 1999; Nezlek, 2001). It is not uncommon 
for constructs to exhibit differential effects when stud-
ied as a trait rather than a state or vice versa (e.g., Yeo & 
Neal, 2006). Such a phenomenon was reported by Lenton 
et al.  (2016) who report the only published work on the 
person-centered conception of authenticity at both the 
trait and state levels using day reconstruction and expe-
rience sampling methods. As predicted by Wood et al.'s 
model, the authors found that at the trait level, authentic 
living was negatively associated with self-alienation and 
accepting external influence, while the latter two facets 
where positively associated. However, a different pattern 
of relations emerged at the state level. Authentic living 
was still negatively associated with self-alienation but 
was instead positively associated with accepting external 
influence and there was no association between accept-
ing external influence and self-alienation. The authors 
argued that as opposed to chronically conforming to oth-
ers' expectations, doing so on a situational basis need not 
be inauthentic. Indeed, there may be contexts in which 
one may accept another's influence for autonomous rea-
sons such as to facilitate successful goal pursuit. Given 
this, they suggested that accepting external influence is 
not a critical feature of state authenticity and that the con-
struct is better characterized by only authentic living and 
self-alienation. We were curious to discover how the au-
thenticity facets functioned under a daily diary approach, 
which is also well suited to study within-person variation 
but inquires about participants' states at the end of the day 
instead of multiple times a day, as was the case for the 
methods employed by Lenton and colleagues. This is also 
important because additional research is needed to con-
ceptually replicate their findings, as their article appears 
to be the only attempt to clarify the components of state 
authenticity. Further investigating how authenticity can 
be best conceptualized at different levels of analysis may 
also provide a more nuanced understanding of its rela-
tions with other constructs.

1.2  |  Authenticity and the experiences of 
meaning in life and satisfaction

Considerable research suggests there is a relationship 
between authenticity and meaning in life and satisfac-
tion (e.g., Boyraz et al.,  2014; Lopez et al.,  2015; Rivera 
et al.,  2019; Schlegel et al.,  2009, 2011; Schlegel, Hicks, 
et al.,  2013; Wood et al.,  2008). Although this work has 
greatly advanced our understanding of these relation-
ships, it can be extended in several ways. With respect to 
meaning, prior investigations have tended to adopt a uni-
dimensional conceptualization of the construct (Lenton 
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et al., 2016; Lopez et al., 2015; Schlegel et al., 2009, 2011). 
In recent years, several scholars (George & Park,  2016; 
Martela & Steger, 2016) have proposed a multidimensional 
view of meaning in life that is comprised of three distinct 
facets: purpose (perceiving that one has valued goals and 
a clear direction in life), comprehension (or coherence; 
perceiving that one's life and experiences make sense), 
and mattering (or significance; perceiving that one's exist-
ence is valuable, important, and unique). Unidimensional 
approaches that do not differentiate between these three 
subconstructs struggle to capitalize on the theoretical and 
empirical nuances that the tripartite model of meaning 
has to offer (George & Park, 2016). With respect to satis-
faction, researchers have either analyzed authenticity as 
an omnibus construct (Boyraz et al., 2014), studied rela-
tively narrow aspects of satisfaction (e.g., with decisions; 
Schlegel, Hicks, et al., 2013), or viewed authenticity as a 
trait (Wood et al., 2008). Accordingly, examining how the 
authenticity facets relate to overall evaluations of people's 
satisfaction with their lives as a whole (i.e., life satisfac-
tion) at both levels of analysis is an important avenue to 
explore. Below we outline several lines of research that 
offer both direct and indirect support for relationships be-
tween the three facets of authenticity and the three facets 
of meaning in life, as well as life satisfaction at both levels 
of analysis. In all cases, the research on authentic living 
and self-alienation tends to be clearer than the research 
on accepting external influence.

1.2.1  |  Purpose

True self-concepts help specify which goals are worth 
working toward (Schlegel & Hicks, 2011). Perceptions of 
living in accordance with one's true self may contribute 
to a sense of purpose because behaving in such a manner 
is likely to facilitate the achievement of goals outlined by 
one's inner guide (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). Alternatively, if 
people feel disconnected from their true selves, they may 
have difficulty following their perceived internal com-
pass and could experience a sense of aimlessness, as they 
struggle to set and pursue worthwhile goals. Conforming 
to others' expectations (at least chronically) may entail 
shifting valuable attention and effort away from the pur-
suit one's own goals. Supportive of these ideas, authentic 
living, self-alienation, and accepting external influence 
are linked to purpose in expected directions at the trait 
level (Wood et al., 2008). Personal projects that align with 
one's true self are associated with greater meaning in life 
(McGregor & Little, 1998), while self-alienation predicts 
academic amotivation (i.e., diminished pursuit of aca-
demic goals; Kim et al., 2018). However, it is worth noting 
that, at the state level, Lenton et al. (2016) note that there 

may be situations in which adhering to another's influ-
ence is advantageous because it can lead to desired ends.

1.2.2  |  Coherence

True selves also play a critical role in helping people 
comprehend and organize their experiences (cf. Christy 
et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2014). Indeed, they can assist 
individuals in navigating their lives by identifying which 
relationships, goals, and modes of conduct are worthwhile 
(Schlegel & Hicks,  2011). These perspectives converge 
with the notion that perceived authenticity facilitates self-
coherence (Lenton et al.,  2013; Sheldon et al.,  1997). In 
fact, perceptions of behaving in accord with one's values 
and beliefs likely indicate that one is integrated (Sheldon 
et al., 1997). Feeling uncertain about who you are would 
seem to have the opposite effect, ultimately undermin-
ing perceptions of coherence (George & Park,  2016). 
Chronically accepting the influence of others may feel dis-
ingenuous, potentially detracting from perceived coher-
ence. However, there may be situations in which following 
the demands of others actually feels ‘real,’ contributing to 
a sense of understanding regarding one's life.

1.2.3  |  Mattering

True selves also appear to contribute to our sense of mat-
tering. Schlegel, Smith, et al. (2013) suggest that one rea-
son why people assign considerable importance to their 
true selves is because they make us feel unique as a per-
son, that deep down we each have an underlying true na-
ture or essence (see Christy et al., 2019). Therefore, living 
in an authentic manner could indicate that one is acting in 
alignment with an important source of uniqueness, poten-
tially increasing feelings of mattering. Conversely, feeling 
alienated from one's true self may be existentially threat-
ening because it indicates that one is detached from some-
thing that makes one feel as though their life is special 
and significant. Consistent with these ideas, Koydemir 
et al. (2020) demonstrated that at the trait level, authen-
tic living is positively associated with a personal sense of 
uniqueness (PSU), whereas self-alienation is negatively 
associated with PSU. However, Koydemir et al. (2020) re-
ported that trait accepting external influence did not cor-
relate with trait PSU. The authors reasoned that feeling 
a sense of existential uniqueness entails neither adhering 
to nor opposing other's expectations, but rather following 
one's own trajectory. They also note that uniqueness is 
rooted in an internal locus of control; therefore, the influ-
ence of others is not a particularly potent determinant of 
one's behavior.
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1.2.4  |  Life satisfaction

Perceived authenticity is posited to facilitate feelings of 
satisfaction (Rivera et al., 2019). Indeed, authenticity has 
been positively linked to satisfaction in particular domains, 
including satisfaction with one's decisions (Schlegel, 
Hicks, et al., 2013), job (Van den Bosch & Taris, 2014), and 
relationships (English & John, 2013). At the trait level, au-
thentic living has been shown to be positively associated 
with life satisfaction, whereas self-alienation and accept-
ing external influence have been shown to be negatively 
associated with life satisfaction (Wood et al., 2008). We are 
not aware of any work that has examined these relation-
ships at the within-person level.

1.3  |  Distinguishing authenticity 
from positivity

A key criticism of the perceived authenticity construct is 
that self-reports of authenticity are contaminated by as-
pects of positivity, such as positive affect and self-esteem 
(for a review, see Rivera et al., 2019). One way to provide 
evidence that authenticity can be distinguished from these 
variables is to demonstrate that it can continue to predict 
outcomes such as meaning and life satisfaction after these 
other positively valanced constructs have been controlled 
for, as has been previously shown (e.g., Kim et al., 2018; 
Schlegel et al., 2009, 2011). Such an approach is adopted in 
the present study to further investigate this issue.

1.4  |  The present study

Using a 14-day daily diary study, we aimed to: (1) examine 
how the authenticity facets relate to one another at the be-
tween- and within-person levels of analysis; (2) systemati-
cally examine how the facets of authenticity relate to the three 
facets of meaning in life, as well as life satisfaction at these 
levels of analysis, including exploratory lagged analyses from 
one day to the next; and (3) examine the aforementioned re-
lationships with and without controlling for important co-
variates (i.e., positive affect, negative affect, and self-esteem; 
Rivera et al., 2019). Measures, data, scripts, and Supporting 
Information for the present study are publicly available on 
the open science framework: https://osf.io/3pd6k/.1

2   |   METHOD

2.1  |  Participants and procedure

Our goal was to collect data from as many participants as pos-
sible within the constraints of the subject pool. We initially 

collected data from 215 undergraduate students enrolled at 
a western Canadian university. After applying data screen-
ing procedures described below, our final sample consisted 
of 203 students (79.3% female, 19.2% male, 1.5% another 
gender identity; 59.6% Caucasian, 14.3% South Asian, 10.8% 
East Asian, 4.9% other, 2.5% Southeast Asian, 2.0%, African 
American, 2.0% Middle Eastern, 1.5% Métis, 1.0% Hispanic, 
1.0% First Nations, 0.5% Pacific Islander). Their ages ranged 
from 17 to 35 (M  =  19.89, SD  =  3.04). Students received 
course credit in exchange for their participation.

Small groups of participants attended an initial orien-
tation session where they received information regarding 
the study procedures and completed informed consent. 
Next, participants completed a survey containing trait and 
demographic measures. Beginning the day after the lab 
session, participants were emailed a link to a daily sur-
vey every evening at 6:00 p.m. for 14 consecutive nights. 
Participants were asked to complete their daily question-
naires before going to sleep, and we accepted entries until 
10:00 a.m. the following morning. Entries completed after 
10:00 a.m. the next day were considered to be invalid (e.g., 
Machell et al., 2015).

2.2  |  Trait measures

Trait measures were administered during the in-person 
session. Participants were instructed to “answer how you 
would generally respond.” Variables were created by av-
eraging the respective items. Descriptive statistics and al-
phas are reported in Table 1.

2.2.1  |  Authenticity

The Authenticity Scale (AS; Wood et al., 2008) is a 12-item 
measure designed to assess a tripartite conception of au-
thenticity. The measure consists of three 4-item subscales: 
Authentic Living (e.g., “I always stand by what I believe 
in”), Self-Alienation (e.g., “I feel alienated from myself”), 
and Accepting External Influence (e.g., “Other people in-
fluence me greatly”). Items were rated on a 7-point scale 
with end points of 1 (does not describe me at all) and 7 (de-
scribes me very well).

2.2.2  |  Meaning in life

The Multidimensional Existential Meaning Scale (MEMS; 
George & Park, 2017) is a 15-item instrument consisting 
of three 5-item subscales that capture a tripartite view of 
meaning in life: Purpose (e.g., “I have overarching goals 
that guide my life”), Comprehension (e.g., “My life makes 
sense”), and Mattering (e.g., “I am certain that my life 
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is of importance”). Items were rated on a 7-point scale 
(1 = very strongly disagree, 7 = very strongly agree).

2.2.3  |  Life satisfaction

The Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener et al., 1985) is 5-item 
measure of global life satisfaction. Items (e.g., “I am satisfied 
with my life”) were rated on a 7-point scale with end points 
labeled 1 (strongly disagree) and 7 (strongly agree).

2.2.4  |  Positive and negative affect

The Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE; 
Diener et al., 2010) contains 12 items that assess respond-
ents' positive (“positive,” “good,” “pleasant,” “happy,” 
“joyful,” “contented”) and negative (“negative,” “bad,” 
“unpleasant,” “sad,” “afraid,” “angry”) feelings. Items 
were rated on a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (very rarely or 
never) to 5 (very often or always).

2.2.5  |  Self-esteem

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg, 1965) 
is composed of 10 items (e.g., “I feel that I have a number 
of good qualities”) that provide an overall assessment of 
an individual's self-esteem. Respondents rated each item 
on a 4-point scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 
(strongly agree).

2.3  |  Daily measures

Daily items were either selected from their correspond-
ing trait scales used in the intake survey based on a 

consideration of factor loadings and suitability for 
daily administration (Nezlek,  2012) or from prior re-
search. For all daily questionnaires, participants were 
instructed to “pick the number which best describes 
you today.” Variables were created by averaging their 
respective items.

2.3.1  |  Authenticity

Daily authenticity was measured using items adapted 
from the AS. The authentic living items were “Today, 
I stood by what I believe in,” and “Today, I was true to 
myself in most situations.” The self-alienation items were 
“Today, I felt as if I didn't know myself very well” and 
“Today, I felt out of touch with the ‘real me’.” The accept-
ing external influence items were “Today, I did what other 
people told me to do” and “Today, other people influenced 
me greatly.” Each item was rated on a 7-point scale with 
end points labeled 1 (very strongly disagree) and 7 (very 
strongly agree).

2.3.2  |  Meaning in life

Daily meaning in life was measured using items 
adapted from the MEMS. The purpose items were 
“Today, I had goals that were very important to me” 
and “Today, I had aims that were worth striving for.” 
The comprehension items were “Looking at my day 
as a whole, things seem clear to me” and “Today, I 
knew what my life is about.” The mattering items were 
“Even considering how big the universe is, today I can 
say that my life matters” and “Today, I am certain that 
my life is of importance.” Each item was rated on a 7-
point scale ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7 
(very strongly agree).

T A B L E  1   Descriptive statistics and correlations between trait measures

M SD α AL SA AEI Pur Comp Mat LS PA NA SE

Authentic living 5.56 .74 .62 –

Self-alienation 3.16 1.39 .90 −.41 –

Accepting external influence 4.03 1.25 .83 −.30 .38 –

Purpose 5.60 .94 .91 .44 −.48 −.22 –

Comprehension 4.57 1.01 .88 .39 −.68 −.28 .62 –

Mattering 4.30 1.33 .91 .32 −.49 −.30 .54 .63 –

Life satisfaction 4.77 1.16 .81 .30 −.48 −.27 .37 .57 .49 –

Positive affect 3.74 .60 .86 .24 −.55 −.25 .40 .57 .50 .64 –

Negative affect 2.85 .64 .79 −.19 .48 .27 −.27 −.55 −.31 −.54 −.63 –

Self-esteem 2.78 .54 .89 .30 −.62 −.41 .46 .69 .60 .63 .65 −.65 –

Note. All correlations were significant at p < .01.
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2.3.3  |  Life satisfaction

Two items taken from Oishi et al.  (2007) were used to 
assess daily life satisfaction. Respondents rated the first 
item, “How was today?” on a 7-point scale (1 =  terrible, 
7 = excellent), and they rated the second item, “How sat-
isfied were you with your life today?” on a 7-point scale 
(1 = very dissatisfied, 7 = very satisfied). These items have 
evidenced good reliability and validity in previous daily 
diary studies (e.g., Newman et al., 2018).

2.3.4  |  Positive and negative affect

Participants rated their daily positive and negative affect 
using the 12 items of the SPANE. They were instructed 
to report how much they experienced each of the 12 af-
fect adjectives that day. Responses were rated on a 5-point 
scale ranging from 1 (very rarely or never) to 5 (very often or 
always). The SPANE has been used successfully to meas-
ure daily affective states in previous diary studies (e.g., 
Hill et al., 2018).

2.3.5  |  Self-esteem

Following prior research (e.g., Newman et al., 2018), four 
items adapted from the RSES were used to measure daily 
self-esteem: “Today, I felt like a failure,” “Today, I felt that 
I had many good qualities,” “Today, I thought I was no 
good at all,” and “Today, on the whole, I was satisfied with 
myself.” Responses were made on 7-point scale ranging 
from 1 (very uncharacteristic of me today) to 7 (very charac-
teristic of me today). Prior research supports the reliability 
and validity of these items (e.g., Newman et al., 2018).

2.4  |  Compliance and data 
cleaning procedures

Two participants only completed the trait questionnaires 
and did not complete any of the daily questionnaires. 
As a result, their data were not used for analyses. Of the 
initial 2613 daily reports collected from 213 participants, 
we removed 251 entries from analyses that were either 
completed after the two-week period had ended, com-
pleted after 10:00 a.m. the following morning, were dupli-
cate entries, or were completed in less than one minute. 
Additionally, participants who provided fewer than five 
valid entries were removed. This resulted in a final sample 
of 203 participants (95.31%) who provided 2335 daily en-
tries (89.36%), a rate of compliance that is similar to most 
daily diary studies (Nezlek, 2012, pp. 45–49). Participants 

completed an average of 11.93 of the possible 14 daily re-
ports (SD = 2.00; median = 12, minimum = 5).

3   |   RESULTS

3.1  |  Relationships among trait measures

In Table 1, we present correlations between all trait meas-
ures. In line with previous research (Lenton et al., 2016; 
Lopez et al.,  2015; Wood et al.,  2008), authentic living 
was negatively related to self-alienation and accepting 
external influence. The latter two were positively related. 
Authentic living was positively related to the positively-
valent well-being measures (e.g., meaning in life, positive 
affect) and was negatively related to negative affect. In the 
exact opposite manner, self-alienation and accepting ex-
ternal influence were negatively related to the positively-
valent well-being measures and were positively related 
to negative affect. These results are consistent with the-
oretical and empirical work indicating that authenticity 
is positively linked to well-being (e.g., Rivera et al., 2019; 
Sutton, 2020; Wood et al., 2008).

Next, we ran a series of multiple regression analyses 
to further examine trait relationships between the authen-
ticity facets and meaning and satisfaction. In the first set 
of these models, each primary measure of trait well-being 
(purpose, comprehension, mattering, life satisfaction) was 
separately regressed onto each trait authenticity facet. We 
then ran the same analyses, controlling for trait positive 
affect, negative affect, and self-esteem. The results of these 
analyses are presented in Table 2. As anticipated, authen-
tic living predicted greater well-being and self-alienation 
predicted lower well-being. Following the addition of the 
covariates, all relationships remained significant except 
the relationship between authentic living and life satis-
faction, which remained marginally significant, as well as 
the relationship between self-alienation and life satisfac-
tion, which was no longer significant. Accepting external 
influence's relationships appeared to be more tenuous. 
Indeed, although this facet predicted lower well-being 
when entered as the sole predictor, these relationships did 
not remain significant upon controlling for positive affect, 
negative affect, and self-esteem.

3.2  |  Daily measures: Descriptive 
statistics, reliability, and validity

Our primary analyses concerned the within-person re-
lationships between the facets of authenticity and well-
being. Before running these analyses, we first examined 
the descriptive statistics, reliability, and validity of the 
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daily measures. Unless specified, we used the program 
SPSS version 25 to conduct multilevel models. Null or un-
conditional models provide estimates of the means and 
variances. In these two-level models, each variable was 
entered at the outcome variable with no predictors. These 
models showed that all daily measures exhibited consider-
able within- and between-person variability (see Table 3). 
Similar to Lenton et al. (2016), we found that the authen-
ticity facets varied more within- than between-persons.

Reliability can be calculated from three-level uncondi-
tional models in which items of a scale are nested within 
days, and days are nested within persons (Nezlek, 2017). 
As shown in Table  3, these analyses revealed that the 
scales of accepting external influence, comprehension, 
and mattering had reliabilities that were not as high as 
we had hoped (.50, .51, and .42, respectively). We could 
not remove items to improve the reliabilities of these mea-
sures, as they each consisted of only two items. Although 
some of these reliabilities seem low in comparison to the 
comparable trait measures, the daily reliabilities were sim-
ilar to daily measures from prior diary studies (e.g., Krejtz 
et al., 2016; Nezlek et al., 2019). Moreover, the bayes esti-
mates from the multilevel models compensates for these 
low reliabilities to some extent when the parameter esti-
mates are calculated (see Nezlek, 2012, for a discussion).

Construct validity of daily measures can be, in part, 
assessed with the correlation between daily averages and 
the corresponding trait measures. To calculate the correla-
tion, we created a two-level (days nested within persons) 
null model and a model that included the corresponding 
trait measure as a predictor at level 2. We calculated the 
square root of the percentage the level 2 variance of the 
null model was reduced after adding the trait measure at 
level 2. These models indicated that the correlations were 
reasonably high (between .50 and .82; see Table 3).

3.3  |  Within-person relationships among 
authenticity facets

To address one of our primary research questions, 
we used the program Mplus Version 8.4 (Muthén & 
Muthén, 1998–2017) to examine the within-person cor-
relations between each of the authenticity facets based 
on a maximum-likelihood estimation of the within-
person covariance matrix. Authentic living was nega-
tively related to self-alienation, r  =  −.49, p < .001, and 
accepting external influence, r = −.23, p < .001. The lat-
ter two were positively related, r =  .22, p < .001. These 
associations mirror those found at the between-person 
level discussed above and are consistent with Wood 
et al.'s (2008) trait model of authenticity but are incon-
sistent with Lenton et al.'s  (2016) findings concerning 
the pattern of relations among the authenticity facets at 
the within-person level.

3.4  |  Within-person relationships 
between authenticity and well-being

To examine same-day relationships between the au-
thenticity facets and meaning and satisfaction, we first 
specified a series of multilevel models in which each 
daily authenticity facet was entered as the sole predic-
tor of each of our primary measures of daily well-being 
(meaning in life and life satisfaction). The predictors 
were group-mean centered, that is, centered around 
each individual's mean (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). The in-
tercepts and slopes were allowed to vary randomly, and 
we trimmed error terms whose p-values exceeded .15 as 
recommended by Nezlek  (2012). Following the recom-
mendations of Rights and Sterba (2019), we report model 

T A B L E  3   Descriptive statistics of daily measures

Variable Mean

Variance

ICC Reliability ValidityWithin Between

Authentic living 5.16 .56 .46 .45 .61 .51

Self-alienation 3.11 .97 .75 .43 .60 .73

Accepting external influence 3.62 .75 .73 .49 .50 .50

Purpose 5.05 .61 .65 .52 .69 .63

Comprehension 4.54 .63 .82 .56 .51 .74

Mattering 4.66 .43 1.57 .79 .42 .82

Life satisfaction 4.58 1.24 .73 .37 .77 .58

Positive affect 3.48 .38 .35 .48 .84 .70

Negative affect 2.11 .37 .36 .49 .75 .65

Self-esteem 4.92 .95 .87 .48 .76 .75

Note: ICC = intraclass correlation coefficient; proportion of between-person variance divided by total variance. ICCs calculated using unrounded variances.
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R2w
(fv) as an index of effect size, which captures “the pro-

portion of within-cluster outcome variance explained 
by level-1 predictors via fixed slopes and random slope 
variation/covariation” (p. 315; see also Raudenbush 
& Bryk,  2002). These estimates were obtained using R 
code provided by Rights and Sterba (2019).2 The models 
were as follows:

Day level: yij (meaning or satisfaction)  =  β0j  +  β1j 
(authenticity facet) + rij

Person level: β0j = γ00 + u0j
β1j = γ10 + u1j

The results of these analyses are presented in Table 4. As 
expected, authentic living and self-alienation on a given 
day predicted higher purpose, comprehension, mattering, 
and life satisfaction, and self-alienation predicted lower 
purpose, comprehension, mattering, and life satisfaction. 
Accepting external influence also negatively predicted the 
primary well-being measures.

Next, we examined the same within-person effects 
after controlling for the effects of positive affect, negative 
affect, and self-esteem. We added positive affect, negative 
affect, and self-esteem as group-mean centered (i.e., cen-
tered around each individual's mean) predictors at level 1 
to the models above.3

As can be seen in Table 4, all of these effects became 
attenuated but were nevertheless significantly related to 
meaning and satisfaction in similar ways as before. The 
exception was the relationship between accepting external 
influence and purpose.

3.5  |  Lagged relationships between 
authenticity and well-being

The prior models considered within-person relationships 
between variables measured on the same day. To gain 
insights into the direction of the relationships between 
authenticity and meaning and satisfaction, we conducted 
lagged analyses by creating two sets of models. In the first 
set of models, meaning in life or satisfaction on a given day 
(n) was predicted by each authenticity facet on the previ-
ous day (n − 1) in separate models while controlling for 
levels of meaning in life or satisfaction on the previous day 
(n − 1), respectively. A series of complementary models 
were then specified in the reverse direction. That is, each 
facet of authenticity on a given day (n) was predicted by 
meaning or satisfaction on the previous day (n − 1) while 
controlling for levels of each respective authenticity facet 
on the previous day (n − 1). All level-1 predictors were 
group-mean centered. Both sets of models were estimated 
with and without previous day's (n − 1) positive affect, 
negative affect, and self-esteem as additional covariates as 
follows: T
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Lagged model from authenticity:
Day level: yij (meaning or satisfaction day n) = β0j + β1j 

(authenticity facet day n − 1) + β2j (meaning or satisfac-
tion day n − 1) + rij

Lagged model to authenticity:
Day level: yij (authenticity facet day n)  =  β0j + β1j 

(meaning or satisfaction day n − 1) + β2j (authenticity day 
n − 1) + rij

As shown in Table  5, authentic living positively pre-
dicted next day purpose, comprehension, mattering 
(marginally), and life satisfaction. When the additional 
covariates were included in the models, authentic living 
continued to predict both next day purpose and compre-
hension marginally. When considering the reverse direc-
tion, there was a marginally significant positive lagged 
effect from comprehension to authentic living that did not 
persist following the addition of the covariates.

Self-alienation predicted significant decreases in next 
day purpose, comprehension, mattering, and life satisfac-
tion; however, only lagged effects to purpose and compre-
hension remained marginally significant and significant, 
respectively, after the additional covariates were entered 
as predictors. The series of reverse sequence models re-
vealed the presence of a significant negative lagged effect 
from comprehension to self-alienation that did not persist 
following the inclusion of the additional covariates. All 
other reverse lagged effects from our primary well-being 
measures to self-alienation were nonsignificant.

Results indicated that there were few lagged effects for 
accepting external influence. Specifically, only adhering 
to other people's influence on a given day predicted lower 
purpose the following day. This relationship remained sig-
nificant after the inclusion of the additional covariates. 
All other effects involving accepting external influence 
were nonsignificant.

Taken together, these results provide more consistent 
evidence in favor of authenticity leading to well-being 
than vice-versa.

4   |   DISCUSSION

Authenticity is a multifaceted construct that has garnered 
considerable scholarly attention in recent years. Numerous 
empirical studies have supported its theorized role as an im-
portant facilitator of human flourishing. Most of this work 
has focused on authenticity as a trait (Wood et al., 2008); 
however, interest in authenticity as a state is growing 
(Sedikides et al., 2019). This work aimed to examine several 
questions that have emerged as important in terms of in-
tegrating both trait and state perspectives. Specifically, we 
aimed to examine how the facets of Wood et al.'s (2008) in-
fluential model of authenticity relate to one another at both 

the between- and within-person levels of analysis, how 
these facets relate to meaning in life (i.e., purpose, compre-
hension, mattering) and life satisfaction at both of these lev-
els of analysis, and whether these relationships persist after 
accounting for other positively valent constructs. The pur-
pose of the present study was to employ daily diary method-
ology to help address these issues.

4.1  |  How are the authenticity facets 
related to each other at different levels of 
analysis?

In line with Wood et al.'s (2008) trait model of authentic-
ity, at the between-person level, we found that authentic 
living was negatively associated with self-alienation and 
accepting external influence, while the latter two facets 
were positively associated. Notably, the same pattern of 
relations was observed at the within-person level. These 
results do not fully align with those reported by Lenton 
et al. (2016) who found that accepting external influence 
was positively correlated with authentic living at the state 
level and unrelated to state self-alienation. We suspect 
this discrepancy may be the result of differences in meth-
ods across the studies. More specifically, the day recon-
struction and experience sampling techniques employed 
by Lenton et al. took repeated assessments of participants' 
states of authenticity throughout the day, thus, capturing 
within-person within-day relationships. By contrast, the 
daily diary technique employed here took a single assess-
ment of participants' daily states of authenticity at the end 
of the day, thus, capturing within-person between-day 
relationships. Just as between-person and within-person 
relationships are distinct, so too are within-person within-
day relationships and within-person between-day relation-
ships. With this finer distinction in mind, it is possible that 
accepting the influence of others in a particular moment 
or situation may not threaten authenticity and could lead 
to desired ends as per Lenton et al.'s contention. However, 
when reflecting on daily experiences at the end of the day, 
instances of adhering to others' expectations and demands 
may start to feel inauthentic. This potentially points to in-
teresting qualitative differences between the experience of 
authenticity in the moment versus judgments of authen-
ticity upon reflection. Future research should continue to 
interrogate this important issue.

4.2  |  How are the authenticity facets 
linked to well-being indicators?

Next, we turned our attention to the relationships be-
tween the authenticity facets and our primary well-being 

 14676494, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jopy.12753 by U

niversity O
f C

alifornia, San, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/04/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense



552  |      LUTZ et al.

measures of interest (i.e., meaning in life and satisfaction 
with life). Although much research has linked authen-
ticity to these outcomes, this area of study has tended 
to either examine authenticity or meaning as omnibus 
constructs (e.g., Boyraz et al.,  2014; Lopez et al.,  2015), 
focused on narrower aspects of satisfaction (e.g., with de-
cisions; Schlegel, Hicks, et al., 2013), or only considered 
one level of analysis (e.g., Wood et al., 2008). We aimed 
to extend this work by systemically investigating the re-
lationships between the three facets of authenticity and 
three theorized facets of meaning (George & Park, 2016; 
Martela & Steger,  2016), as well as people's satisfaction 
with their lives at both levels of analysis. We observed that 
trait and daily judgments of authentic living positively 
predicted perceptions that one's life is motivated by clear 
goals (purpose), makes sense (comprehension), is of value 
(mattering), and that things are going well overall (life 
satisfaction), whereas judgments of self-alienation and ac-
cepting external influence negatively predicted such per-
ceptions. These findings underscore the value of viewing 
authenticity as a multifaceted construct, as its relation-
ships with well-being differed depending on which subdi-
mension was being evaluated.

Our results are congruent with various sources of the-
oretical and empirical evidence offering support for rela-
tionships between authenticity, especially the authentic 
living and self-alienation facets, and our primary out-
comes of interest (e.g., Koydemir et al.,  2020; Schlegel 
& Hicks,  2011; Sheldon et al.,  1997; Wood et al.,  2008). 
They are also in keeping with the true-self-as-guide lay 
theory, which captures the widely held belief that follow-
ing one's true self is a path to meaning and satisfaction 
(Rivera et al., 2019; Schlegel, Hicks, et al., 2013). At first 
glance these results may seem incongruent with those of 
Lenton and colleagues who reported that state accepting 
external influence was generally associated with higher 
well-being (e.g., global meaning). However, it is again im-
portant to consider the level of analysis at which each set 
of findings was derived. Following their line of reasoning, 
there may be contexts in which one autonomously chooses 
to conform to the expectations of others (e.g., to facilitate 
the pursuit of a valued goal), which may be indicative of 
authenticity and, therefore, conducive to well-being in the 
moment (a within-person within-day effect). But upon fur-
ther reflection at the end of the day, the person may instead 
perceive such conformity as inauthentic, resulting in their 
daily state of accepting external influence being negatively 
related to their daily states of well-being (a within-person 
between-day effect). The discrepancies between our find-
ings stress the importance of considering levels of analysis 
in the study of authenticity. Different relationships can be 
uncovered at different levels of analysis for diverse phe-
nomena (Curran & Bauer, 2011), including authenticity.

4.3  |  How robust are the relationships 
between authenticity and well-being?

Authenticity has come under increasing scrutiny in re-
cent years, as some have questioned whether it can be 
differentiated from other positively valent constructs 
(e.g., Jongman-Sereno & Leary, 2019; Rivera et al., 2019). 
Overall, the results from the present study offer some ad-
ditional evidence that it can be. After accounting for the 
contributions of key covariates (i.e., positive affect, nega-
tive affect, self-esteem), all aforementioned relationships 
were attenuated, but those involving authentic living 
and self-alienation tended to remain significant. The ex-
ceptions were the between-person relationship between 
authentic living and life satisfaction that remained mar-
ginally significant, as well as the between-person relation-
ship between self-alienation and life satisfaction that was 
no longer significant. In combination with prior work (e.g., 
Kim et al., 2018; Rivera et al., 2019; Schlegel et al., 2009, 
2011), these results may give researchers greater confi-
dence that authenticity, particularly the authentic living 
and self-alienation facets, can be distinguished from other 
aspects of positivity.

4.4  |  Does authenticity lead to  
well-being and vice-versa?

Although not part of our primary research questions, 
exploratory lagged analyses allowed us to gain insight 
into the directionality of our observed relationships. 
Upon examining lagged effects from one day to the next, 
we found more consistent support for a unidirectional 
relationship in which authenticity leads to well-being. 
That is, authentic living predicted greater well-being the 
following day, whereas self-alienation predicted lower 
well-being the following day. Accepting external influ-
ence predicted lower purpose the following day, but was 
not significantly related to any other of our primary well-
being measures. When considering the reverse direc-
tion, we found a significant negative lagged effect from 
comprehension to self-alienation on the following day. 
Of note, many of the lagged relationships did not per-
sist after entering the covariates. This may be because 
of the loss of statistical power that accompanies lagged 
analyses or that carryover effects between days are rather 
weak, an issue we return to below. Longitudinal studies 
over different timespans have found evidence (to varying 
degrees) of authenticity leading to increased well-being, 
well-being leading to increased authenticity, or both (cf. 
Boyraz et al., 2014; Kim et al., 2018; Knoll et al., 2015). 
Researchers should continue to investigate the direction-
ality of this association.
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4.5  |  How should we think about the 
accepting external influence facet of 
authenticity?

As described above, Lenton et al.  (2016) argued that ac-
cepting another's influence in a given moment or situa-
tion may represent an authentic course of action. Given 
that the authors found support for this notion by dem-
onstrating that accepting external influence did not nec-
essarily have negative implications for authentic living 
and self-alienation and even had positive implications 
for well-being, they proposed that state authenticity is 
best characterized by only the authentic living and self-
alienation facets of Wood et al.'s (2008) model. Similarly, 
Knoll et al.  (2015) developed a two-factor model and an 
accompanying individual difference measure of authen-
ticity that only consists of analogous authentic living 
and self-alienation dimensions also based on the theo-
retical grounds that conforming to others' expectations 
is not necessarily incongruent with authenticity (Ryan 
& Deci,  2000). The current investigation demonstrated 
that feeling as though one accepts external influence both 
chronically and on a daily basis is predictive of reduced 
authenticity and well-being. It is important to note, how-
ever, that this facet tended to have more tenuous relation-
ships overall than the other two facets. We feel as though 
it may be worthwhile for more theoretical and empirical 
work to be done before accepting external influence is ex-
cluded from models of authenticity. However, at present, 
it is difficult to deny that this component seems less cru-
cial than authentic living and self-alienation.

4.6  |  Limitations

As with all research, our study had limitations. First, the 
Canadian undergraduate sample and low reliabilities for 
some of our daily measures, particularly for the authentic-
ity and meaning facets, may constrain the generalizability 
of our findings. We encourage future researchers to draw 
on different samples and use more items if interested in 
using the above measures.

Second, although our daily diary methodology allowed 
us to study between-day processes, the fact that partici-
pants completed single assessments at the end of each day 
prohibited us from examining within-day processes. Such 
variation can only be captured by techniques that col-
lect multiple reports throughout the day (e.g., experience 
sampling). It is possible that the effects of authenticity on 
well-being and vice versa are relatively short lived in the 
context of daily life. This could help explain why the 1-
day lagged relationships we observed were notably weak. 

Same-day lags may illuminate reciprocal relationships be-
tween authenticity and well-being that between-day lags 
may conceal. However, as per our discussions above, each 
may capture different processes.

Third, it should be noted that while our lagged anal-
yses allowed us to probe potential causal relationships 
by providing insight into temporal precedence, we rec-
ognize that this approach is vulnerable to third variable 
confounds. In an attempt to remedy this issue, we ran 
models that controlled for arguably three of the most well-
known covariates of authenticity (Rivera et al., 2019); yet, 
we were still unable to take into account the influence of 
other variables.

5   |   CONCLUSION

The present investigation builds on prior work by help-
ing to address three emerging questions germane to the 
authenticity-well-being link. First, results revealed that the 
three facets of authenticity advanced by Wood et al. (2008) 
were related in similar ways at both the between- and 
within-person (between-day) levels. Second, authentic liv-
ing predicted greater purpose, comprehension, mattering, 
and life satisfaction, whereas self-alienation and accept-
ing external influence predicted lower purpose, compre-
hension, mattering, and life satisfaction at these levels of 
analysis. Third, most of the aforementioned relationships 
(barring those derived from lagged analyses) involving 
authentic living and self-alienation in particular, largely 
persisted after controlling for positive affect, negative af-
fect, and self-esteem, providing some additional evidence 
that authenticity can be distinguished from other aspects 
of positivity. Taken together, our results help paint a more 
nuanced picture of authenticity and its relationships with 
meaning in life and life satisfaction.
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ENDNOTES
	1	 This study was not preregistered and did not have a preregistered 

analysis plan.

	2	 Error terms were not trimmed for models that were used to obtain 
effect size estimates, as these calculations require that all random 
effects be included in the models.

	3	 The R code provided by Rights and Sterba (2019) only calculates 
the entire effect size for all predictors in a model. Given that we 
were only interested in the effect size of the focal predictor in a 
given model, effect size estimates were not obtained for models 
that included covariates.

REFERENCES
Affleck, G., Zautra, A., Tennen, H., & Armeli, S. (1999). Multilevel 

daily process designs for consulting and clinical psychology a 
preface for the perplexed. Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 67, 746–754.

Boyraz, G., Waits, J. B., & Felix, V. A. (2014). Authenticity, life sat-
isfaction, and distress: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of 
Counseling Psychology, 61, 498–505.

Christy, A. G., Sanders, C., Vess, M., Routledge, C., & Schlegel, R. 
(2017). The true self and existential structure? Unexpected ef-
fects of mortality salience and personal need for structure on 
belief in a true self. Self and Identity, 16, 335–352.

Christy, A. G., Schlegel, R. J., & Cimpian, A. (2019). Why do people 
believe in the a “true self”? The role of essentialist reasoning 
about personal identity and the self. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 117, 386–416.

Curran, P. J., & Bauer, D. J. (2011). The disaggregation of within-
person and between-person effects in longitudinal models of 
change. Annual Review of Psychology, 62, 583–619.

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The 
satisfaction with life scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 
49, 71–75.

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Choi, D., Oishi, S., & 
Biswas-Diener, R. (2010). New well-being measures: Short 
scales to assess flourishing and positive and negative feelings. 
Social Indicators Research, 97, 143–156.

Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in 
cross-sectional multilevel models: A new look at an old issue. 
Psychological Methods, 12, 121–138.

English, T., & John, O. (2013). Understanding the social effects of 
emotion regulation: The mediating role of authenticity for indi-
vidual differences in suppression. Emotion, 13, 314–329.

George, L. S., & Park, C. L. (2016). Meaning in life as comprehension, 
purpose, and mattering: Toward integration and new research 
questions. Review of General Psychology, 20, 205–220.

George, L. S., & Park, C. L. (2017). The multidimensional existential 
meaning scale: A tripartite approach to measuring meaning in 
life. The Journal of Positive Psychology, 12, 613–627.

Hill, P. L., Katana, M., & Allemand, M. (2018). Investigating the 
affective signature of forgivingness across the adult years. 
Research in Human Development, 15, 21–32.

Jongman-Sereno, K. P., & Leary, M. R. (2019). The enigma of being 
yourself: A critical examination oft he concept of authenticty. 
Review of General Psychology, 23, 133–142.

Kierkegaard, S. (1983). The sickness unto death. Translated by H. F. 
Hong and E. H. Hong. Princeton University Press. (Original 
work published in 1849).

Kim, J., Christy, A. G., Schlegel, R. J., Donnellan, M. B., & Hicks, J. 
A. (2018). Existential ennui: Examining the reciprocal relation-
ships between self-alienation and academic amotivation. Social 
Psychological and Personality Science, 9, 853–862.

Knoll, M., Meyer, B., Kroemer, N. B., & Schroeder-Abe, M. (2015). It 
takes two to be yourself: An integrated model of authenticity, 
its measurement, and its relationship to work-related variables. 
Journal of Individual Differences, 36, 2151–2299.

Koydemir, S., ŞimŞek, Ö. F., Kuzgun, T. B., & Schütz, A. (2020). 
Feeling special, feeling happy: Authenticity mediates the rela-
tionship between sense of uniqueness and happiness. Current 
Psychology, 39, 1589–1599.

Krejtz, I., Nezlek, J. B., Michnicka, A., Holas, P., & Rusanowska, M. 
(2016). Counting one's blessings can reduce the impact of daily 
stress. Journal of Happiness Studies, 17, 25–39.

Lenton, A. P., Bruder, M., Slabu, L., & Sedikides, C. (2013). How does 
“being real” feel? The experience of state authenticity. Journal 
of Personality, 81, 276–289.

Lenton, A. P., Slabu, L., & Sedikides, C. (2016). State authenticity in 
everyday life. European Journal of Personality, 30, 64–82.

Lopez, F. G., Ramos, K., Nisenbaum, M., Thind, N., & Ortiz- 
Rodriguez, T. (2015). Predicting the presence and search for life 
meaning: Test of an attachment theory-driven model. Journal 
of Happiness Studies, 16, 103–116.

Machell, K. A., Kashdan, T. B., Short, J. L., & Nezlek, J. B. (2015). 
Relationships between meaning in life, social achievement 
events, and positive and negative affect in daily life. Journal of 
Personality, 83, 287–298.

Martela, F., & Steger, M. F. (2016). The three meanings of meaning in 
life: Distinguishing coherence, purpose, and significance. The 
Journal of Positive Psychology, 11, 531–545.

McGregor, I., & Little, B. R. (1998). Personal projects, happiness, 
and meaning: On doing well and being yourself. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 74, 494–512.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998–2017). Mplus user's guide (8th 
ed.). Muthén and Muthén.

Newman, D. B., Nezlek, J. B., & Thrash, T. M. (2018). The dynamics 
of searching for meaning and presence of meaning in daily life. 
Journal of Personality, 86, 368–379.

Newman, G. E., Bloom, P., & Knobe, J. (2014). Value judgements 
and the true self. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 40, 
203–216.

Nezlek, J. B. (2001). Multilevel random coefficient analyses of event- 
and interval-contingent data in social and personality psychol-
ogy research. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 27, 
771–785.

 14676494, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jopy.12753 by U

niversity O
f C

alifornia, San, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/04/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7608-7382
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7608-7382
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1296-5817
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1296-5817
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1296-5817
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7331-4102
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7331-4102
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7331-4102
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4009-0875
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4009-0875


      |  555LUTZ et al.

Nezlek, J. B. (2012). Diary methods for social personality psychology. 
Sage.

Nezlek, J. B. (2017). A practical guide to understanding reliability 
in studies of within-person variability. Journal of Research in 
Personality, 69, 149–155.

Nezlek, J. B., Krejtz, I., Rusanowska, M., & Holas, P. (2019). Within-
person relationships among daily gratitude, well-being, stress, and 
positive experiences. Journal of Happiness Studies, 20, 883–898.

Oishi, S., Diener, E., Choi, D.-W., Kim-Prieto, C., & Choi, I. (2007). The 
dynamics of daily events and well-being across cultures: When less 
is more. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93, 685–698.

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical linear models: 
Applications and data analysis methods (2nd ed.). Sage.

Richard, F. D., Bond, C. F., & Stokes-Zoota, J. J. (2003). One hundred 
years of social psychology quantitatively described. Review of 
General Psychology, 7, 331–363.

Rights, J. D., & Sterba, S. K. (2019). Quantifying explained variance 
in multilevel models: An integrative framework for defining R-
squared measures. Psychological Methods, 23, 309–338.

Rivera, G. N., Christy, A. G., Kim, J., Vess, M., Hicks, J. A., & Schlegel, 
R. J. (2019). Understanding the relationship between perceived 
authenticity and well-being. Review of General Psychology, 23, 
113–126.

Rogers, C. R. (1959). A theory of therapy, personality and interper-
sonal relationships, as developed in the client-centered frame-
work. In S. Koch (Ed.), Psychology: A study of science (pp. 184–
256). McGraw Hill.

Rosenberg, M. (1965). Society and the adolescent self-image. Princeton 
University Press.

Ryan, R. M., & Deci, E. L. (2000). Self-determination theory and fa-
cilitation of intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-
being. American Psychologist, 55, 68–78.

Schlegel, R. J., & Hicks, J. A. (2011). The true self and psychological 
health: Emerging evidence and future directions. Social and 
Personality Psychology Compass, 5, 989–1003.

Schlegel, R. J., Hicks, J. A., Arndt, J., & King, L. A. (2009). Thine own 
self: True self-concept accessibility and meaning in life. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 96, 473–490.

Schlegel, R. J., Hicks, J. A., Davis, W. E., Hirsch, K. A., & Smith, C. 
M. (2013). The dynamic interplay between perceived true self-
knowledge and decision satisfaction. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 104, 542–558.

Schlegel, R. J., Hicks, J. A., King, L. A., & Arndt, J. (2011). Feeling like 
you know who you are: Perceived true self-knowledge and mean-
ing in life. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37, 745–756.

Schlegel, R. J., Smith, C. M., & Hirsch, K. A. (2013). Examining 
the true self as a wellspring of meaning. In J. A. Hicks & C. 
Routledge (Eds.), The experience of meaning in life (pp. 177–
188). Spring Science + Business Media.

Sedikides, C., Lenton, A. P., Slabu, L., & Thomaes, S. (2019). 
Sketching the contours of state authenticity. Review of General 
Psychology, 23, 73–88.

Sheldon, K. M., & Elliot, A. J. (1999). Goal striving, need-satisfaction, 
and longitudinal well-being: The self-concordance model. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 482–497.

Sheldon, K. M., Ryan, R. M., Rawsthrone, L. J., & Ilardi, B. (1997). 
Trait self and true self: Cross-role variation in the Big-Five per-
sonality traits and its relations with psychological authenticity 
and subjective well-being. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 73, 1380–1393.

Sutton, A. (2020). Living the good life: A meta-analysis of authen-
ticity, well-being, and engagement. Personality and Individual 
Differences, 153, 109645.

Van den Bosch, R., & Taris, T. W. (2014). Authenticity at work: 
Development and validation of an individual authenticity mea-
sure at work. Journal of Happiness Studies, 15, 1–18.

Wood, A. M., Linley, P. A., Maltby, J., Baliousis, M., & Joseph, S. 
(2008). The authentic personality: A theoretical and empirical 
conceptualization and the development of the Authenticity 
Scale. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 55, 385–399.

Yeo, G. B., & Neal, A. (2006). An examination of the dynamic rela-
tionship between self-efficacy and performance across levels of 
analysis and levels of specificity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
91, 1088–1101.

SUPPORTING INFORMATION
Additional supporting information can be found online 
in the Supporting Information section at the end of this 
article.

How to cite this article: Lutz, P. K., Newman, D. 
B., Schlegel, R. J., & Wirtz, D. (2023). Authenticity, 
meaning in life, and life satisfaction: A 
multicomponent investigation of relationships at 
the trait and state levels. Journal of Personality, 91, 
541–555. https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12753

 14676494, 2023, 3, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jopy.12753 by U

niversity O
f C

alifornia, San, W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [12/04/2023]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/jopy.12753

	Authenticity, meaning in life, and life satisfaction: A multicomponent investigation of relationships at the trait and state levels
	Abstract
	1|INTRODUCTION
	1.1|The authenticity facets at different levels of analysis
	1.2|Authenticity and the experiences of meaning in life and satisfaction
	1.2.1|Purpose
	1.2.2|Coherence
	1.2.3|Mattering
	1.2.4|Life satisfaction

	1.3|Distinguishing authenticity from positivity
	1.4|The present study

	2|METHOD
	2.1|Participants and procedure
	2.2|Trait measures
	2.2.1|Authenticity
	2.2.2|Meaning in life
	2.2.3|Life satisfaction
	2.2.4|Positive and negative affect
	2.2.5|Self-­esteem

	2.3|Daily measures
	2.3.1|Authenticity
	2.3.2|Meaning in life
	2.3.3|Life satisfaction
	2.3.4|Positive and negative affect
	2.3.5|Self-­esteem

	2.4|Compliance and data cleaning procedures

	3|RESULTS
	3.1|Relationships among trait measures
	3.2|Daily measures: Descriptive statistics, reliability, and validity
	3.3|Within-­person relationships among authenticity facets
	3.4|Within-­person relationships between authenticity and well-­being
	3.5|Lagged relationships between authenticity and well-­being

	4|DISCUSSION
	4.1|How are the authenticity facets related to each other at different levels of analysis?
	4.2|How are the authenticity facets linked to well-­being indicators?
	4.3|How robust are the relationships between authenticity and well-­being?
	4.4|Does authenticity lead to well-­being and vice-­versa?
	4.5|How should we think about the accepting external influence facet of authenticity?
	4.6|Limitations

	5|CONCLUSION
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	ETHICS STATEMENT
	REFERENCES


