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This thesis examines the perception of authenticity of the self and others in a 

social media context. The field of communication, as well as other relevant fields such as 

Sociology and Advertising, holds Goffman’s work as a seminal theoretical framework 

that continues to guide modern scholarly inquiry. This work uses his theoretical 

framework to help explain self-presentation as it unfolds in computer-mediated 

communication (CMC) contexts, specifically in the case of Social Networking Sites 

(SNS). Using an online survey, this study recruited participants to complete measures that 

tap into the dependent and independent variables. Specifically, this study examines and 

explores authenticity and its relationships to social trust, social comparison, and overall 

self-presentation on social media. Perceptions of authenticity online appear to play an 

increasingly growing role in social media, and examining variables that appear related, 

such as social trust and social comparison, can help us understand how these perceptions 

are functional and relevant in today’s online world.  
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Statement of the Problem 

In the last decade, there has been much research done in relation to the digitally 

curated self on social media in terms of selective self-presentation and impression 

management (Leary and Kowalski, 1990). However, to the author’s knowledge, 

consumer’s perceptions of their own behaviors and how it affects their perceptions of 

other’s behaviors in terms of authenticity has not been examined. In addition, this 

research advances the topic of perceptions of an authentic self in an online context. By 

understanding the impact of social media curation on perceptions of the self and others, 

the literature can begin to explore the relatively uncharted territory of authenticity into a 

continued exploration into an important and relevant marketing tool, by studying how 

social media and authenticity tie in together to form people’s perceptions of themselves 

self and of others. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to understand how selective self-presentation and 

impression management of the curated self in social media platforms affects people’s 

authenticity perceptions of both themselves and others. Do people who curate their digital 

self and manage their online impressions have a tendency to trust others less? Do they 

also think that others that have similar impression management behaviors are less 

authentic? Specifically, this work examines the individual difference variables of self-

esteem, life satisfaction, self-monitoring, tendency to engage in social comparison, and 

authenticity, and how these variables influence perceptions of the self and others. Since 

there has been little research done on how social media affects how people perceive 

themselves or others through these variable lenses, diving deeper into this subject is 
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necessary. Considering that social media plays a considerable role in shaping societal 

norms, this is an important and relevant topic. It is important to increase people’s 

awareness of how social media use impacts their perceptions of the self and others. 

This work utilizes self-presentation theory and impression management theory to 

better understand the digital self and how presenting the self online impacts perceptions 

of both the self and others.  It is hypothesized that selective self-presentation and 

impression management behaviors of the self is correlated to perceptions of trust and 

authenticity of others. Further, this study predicts that people who curate their digital self 

are more likely to perceive others’ online profiles as less authentic. 

The next section provides a review of relevant literature, pertaining to self-presentation 

and impression management in the context of computer-mediated communication, 

specifically social networking sites. This will be followed by a discussion of the 

Methods, Results, and the Implications of this work. 

 

Literature Review 

In today’s world, social lives of billions of people around the globe have become 

intertwined and even somewhat dependent on modern social communication technology. 

These communication technologies take a plethora of forms and can include simple types 

of channels such as a mobile phone, or something as complex as a virtual world. 

Regardless of the channel of mediated communication, the fact that new communication 

technology, or computer-mediated communication (CMC), has become so pervasive and 

popular in usage, indicates that we are seeing a change in the way that people interact 

with others. Of course, there is still face-to-face (FtF) communication, and this remains 
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the foundation of human communication; however, interactions facilitated and even 

somewhat enhanced by CMC remain a vastly innovative and curious area to study. This 

is particularly true provided the rapid pace with which new communication technology is 

developed, adopted, and continues to evolve. 

I. The Presentation of Self 

In his seminal work, Erving Goffman (1959) discusses self-presentation in terms 

of dramaturgical performance. Specifically, he uses the metaphor of an actor performing 

a role in a play in order to explain how individuals communicate or express messages to 

an audience. Goffman notes, “the very structure of the self can be seen in terms of how 

we arrange for such performances” (1959, p. 252). In other words, individuals are 

constantly and actively engaged in performing a role, the self, and this performance is put 

on for the outside world, the audience, which interprets the meaning associated with this 

performance. Either correctly or incorrectly, the audience makes an attempt to interpret 

the messages the actor generates, through their performance, and come to an 

understanding of who the performer is. 

The central tenets of Goffman’s work can be applied in the context of CMC. For 

example, individuals give a similar performance through their interactions with other 

people. Specifically, a person’s Facebook page or Instagram can be considered a 

performance of self. This platform serves to communicate messages and pictures about 

the self to others, usually to portray a specific image of the self. This self-performance 

can be seen by one’s friends, or oftentimes anyone with an Internet connection. Beyond 

Facebook and Instagram, any CMC context in which a person interacts with another 

human being is an opportunity for the presentation of self. 
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Idealized Performance 

According to Goffman (1959), the performer is able to have a certain level of 

control over his or her performance. For example, the performer may purposely portray 

an idealized version of themselves in order for the audience to react favorably towards 

them. The actor or performer may also accomplish this by highlighting certain aspects of 

his or her performance to help support this image. Generally, “when the individual 

presents himself before others, his performances will tend to incorporate and exemplify 

the officially accredited values of the society, more so, in fact, than does his behavior as a 

whole” (Goffman, 1959, p. 35). Through a careful manipulation of both verbal and 

nonverbal cues, the actor can exert a degree of control over the messages he or she 

communicates and, in turn, portray an idealized version of him or herself. This conveys 

the idea that most people want or even aim to convey their ideal selves, rather than trying 

to present or define their actual true selves to the audience. It can be further inferred that 

because of these performance manipulations, most people would like to convey the 

idealized version of themselves, which can also be seen by examining self-presentation 

behaviors in a CMC context. 

Goffman’s (1959) idea of an actor portraying an idealized version of him or 

herself is certainly present in CMC contexts. On social networking sites (SNS) users may 

only disclose information which sustains a positive portrayal of the user. On a similar 

level, users may be more likely to hide or obscure content that would negatively impact 

this idealized portrayal. For example, if someone is on the job market, they may decide to 

solely post information that portrays the self in a certain way (e.g., professional, kind, 

responsible), while hiding tagged photos of themselves in compromising situations. 
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Similarly, a college student who is post-breakup may post only happy pictures to 

purposefully convey a happy self, even if that is not the case. Both of these examples 

related to Goffman’s notions of signs and symbols to portray and idealized self.  

Goffman (1959) argues that performers use signs or symbols to communicate 

meaning to the audience. This is usually accomplished through two different types of sign 

activities. The first signs are expressions the actor “gives,” and the second are signs or 

expressions the actor “gives off.” The expressions the actor gives are typically verbal, 

and sometimes textual messages or the use of symbols that have an agreed upon meaning. 

These can be viewed as the intentional messages the actor wishes to portray in 

performing his or her role. The expressions an actor gives off are all of the different 

actions that the audience may treat as characteristics of the performance or, as Goffman 

(1959) puts it, symptomatic. Perhaps the prime example of signs “given off” is all of the 

nonverbal behaviors that happen in the communication process. Goffman states that 

audiences often view these nonverbal cues as demonstrating the actor’s true intention, 

since his or her body language is perhaps more revealing and truthful than what he or she 

has prepared to say verbally. That said, Goffman specifically asserts that the “individual 

does of course intentionally convey misinformation by means of both of these types of 

communication” (1959, p. 2). Therefore, the audience can view the signs the actor gives 

and the signs given off as ways in which an actor communicates with his or her audience, 

and this occurs through the use of signs and symbols in a performance. 

The Front and Backstage 

The performances that Goffman refers to metaphorically manifest in an area 

called “the front.” This area can be considered, as Goffman describes it, “the expressive 



	
 
	

	 6	

equipment of a standard kind intentionally or unwittingly employed by the individual 

during his performance” (1959, p. 22). This front is constituted by two main parts: the 

setting and the personal front. The setting includes all of the background elements that 

might help the audience to understand the context of the performance, while the personal 

front references to the characteristics of the actor. For example, sex, age, and physical 

appearance are characteristics of the personal front, and a lot of these characteristics are 

invariant (Goffman, 1959). The audience then makes use of this setting and personal 

front to interpret the actor’s performance. 

Even though much of the activity of the performance is portrayed in the front, 

Goffman establishes that an additional area, the backstage, also exists. The backstage 

refers to the area that is for the most part unseen by the audience, whereas the performer 

“can relax; he can drop his front, forgo speaking his lines, and step out of character” 

(Goffman, 1959, p. 112). This area is usually off limits to the audience, as it exists as a 

place in which the performer can be him or herself, without the presence of an audience.  

Consistent with Goffman’s theoretical framework, there are also extremely present 

aspects of both the front and backstage in the CMC context. For example, any post a user 

makes to Facebook would be an example of self-presentation occurring in the front. 

These posts are the messages that are viewable by a wide audience and deliberately 

communicated by the performer. Additionally, the private messages the user sends and 

receives with other users, or the content they choose to label as private, is an example of 

what happens in the backstage area. These backstage communications are all the 

functions that the user wants to remain hidden and not viewable or judged by the 

audience. 
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Although the metaphor of frontstage and backstage can be useful in explaining 

self-presentation, it is worth noting that this is still only a metaphor. In the context of 

CMC, the lines between frontstage and backstage are not as clearly defined as they would 

be in an actual play. Goffman’s use of frontstage and backstage is used as a 

contextualized metaphor and it would be discerning to keep this in mind when applying 

this metaphor to contexts outside of a play. Yet given these parameters, the overall 

metaphor of an actor presenting his or her performance to an audience can be applied to 

CMC, but there should be care in interpreting it too literally. 

Audience(s) 

In addition to the performance portrayed by the actor, it is equally necessary to 

understand that, at times, the actor may portray a character or performance for a 

particular audience. However, these varying performances can sometimes contradict each 

other and, in this case, it would be in the actor’s best interest to keep the contrasting 

performances and respective audiences separate from one another. That being said, there 

are times audiences may experience performances that are not meant for them. When this 

occurs, the audience’s perceptions of both the actor and his or her performance may come 

into question, questioning whether the person is not being his or herself, or not being 

authentic (Goffman 1959). 

As Goffman (1959) states “when individuals witness a show that is not meant for 

them, they may become disillusioned about this show, as well as about the show that is 

meant for them” (p. 136). Connected with this idea of differing performances for certain 

audiences are the problems that arise when audiences encounter each other or when these 

audiences blend together. Goffman (1959) also notes, “when audience segregation fails 
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and an outsider happens upon a performance that is not meant for him, difficult problems 

in impression management arise” (p. 139). In this particular situation, both the intended 

and unintended audience members might have their impressions of the actor shift based 

on this situation. The audiences might even be able to temporarily have access to the 

backstage and witness the performer attempt to create a performance that is relevant or 

fitting for the audiences. Another option is for the actor to try to assimilate the unintended 

audience members and make it seem as though they are welcome to witness this 

particular performance from the start (Goffman, 1959). 

Audiences & New Communication Technologies 

It can be said that the advancements made in communication technology over the 

past three decades have had a major impact on the ways in which people interact with 

other each other. Society has moved far beyond personal web pages, which, although still 

widely exist, have become far more interactive than in the 1990’s. Today, an individual 

can comment on his or her friends’ Facebook page, follow a cultural influencer via 

Twitter or Instagram, use Google Hangouts to place a video call, make a Skype phone 

call, and even interact with audiences in virtual worlds like Second Life. Additionally, 

people can watch YouTube videos and post opinions on them, as well as rate products on 

Amazon and provide feedback that others may use to inform their purchasing behaviors. 

Both audiences and performers can quickly and easily start a blog or comment on another 

person’s blog posts. Users can observe or participate in discussions with other people on 

all topics with a wide range of audiences. In essence, these advancements have taken 

what people do via FtF interactions and created a new, virtual space through which we 

can perform these same actions, although differently than in FtF, and with a potentially 
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larger audience. One communication technology that takes this FtF interaction, but shifts 

it to a virtual space, is social networking sites. 

Social Networking Sites 

Conceivably the newest communication technology adopted by a global audience 

is social network sites (SNS). These websites are online services that provide a system 

for users to “(1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a bounded system, (2) 

articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, and (3) view and 

navigate their list of connections and those made by others (Boyd & Ellison, 2008, p. 

211).” SNS like Facebook or Instagram have become extremely popular over the past 

decade and today millions of unique users visit these sites to communicate with others on 

a day to day basis. Beyond the popularity of such sites, SNS allow users near instant 

contact with their social network, regardless of geographic location. In other countries, 

SNS and other social media have been used to protest dictators and spread free speech. 

Clearly, SNS is a powerful communication tool, not just for organizing for collective 

action, but for interpersonal and organizational ties as well. 

Perhaps one of the best examples of a successful and widely known SNS is 

Facebook. The social networking site Facebook has over 1 billion active users and half of 

those users login to Facebook everyday (Facebook, 2017). Using Facebook, virtually 

anyone can keep in contact with her/his friends, regardless of geographic location. 

Furthermore, users can not only post updates about what is going on in their lives, but 

also comment on the posts or updates of others, irrespective of how trivial that 

information might be. Users also have the ability of uploading and editing digital photos 

and videos, and identify which of their friends or connections are present in that content. 
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This connection between user generated content and other users is an invaluable 

contribution that Facebook adds to the influence and richness of CMC. Beyond the 

richness that an SNS like Facebook allows, the sheer popularity and magnitude of this 

CMC context is an important consideration. With over 1 billion active users, Facebook 

essentially connects more than 10% of the roughly 7 billion people that make up the 

world’s total population. This ability to connect and perform to such a vast number of 

people is something that has never been accomplished before; partly because social 

networking sites have only more recently (since the mid 2000’s) become widely popular 

and accessible to anyone with a smart device. 

II. Impression Management 

Much of Goffman’s (1959) book The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life, is 

dedicated to explaining the unique attributes that construct the performance of self. 

However, in the later sections of his book, Goffman unites these attributes by introducing 

the concept of impression management. Impression management can be generally 

defined as the techniques used by performers to express the characteristics of the 

performance of self (Goffman, 1959). Some other scholars have defined impression 

management as “the process by which individuals attempt to control the impressions 

others form of them” (Leary & Kowalski 1990, p. 34).  

Goffman (1959) identifies three applications for engaging in impression 

management: defensive measures used by a performer to save his or her own show; 

protective measures used by an audience and/or outsiders to help assist the performer in 

saving the performer’s show; and finally, the measures the performer must take in order 

to make it possible for the audience and/or outsiders to exert protective measures on the 
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performer’s behalf. (p. 212). Through these three practices, Goffman hypothesizes that a 

performer can purposely work towards influencing how other people perceive them by 

aiming to control the information communicated through a performance. This central 

hypothesis forms the basis of impression management and self-presentation.  The key 

tenets of impression management pertain to the CMC, as consumers often use social 

media platforms to actively manage a specific desired impression (Goffman 1959). 

In sum, perhaps the only difference between the two theories is that self-

presentation specifically alludes to the control of information concerning the self, while 

impression management can be used in a broader sense beyond the self, as pertaining to a 

specific  person, idea, or event (Schlenker & Pontari, 2000). However, as Leary and 

Kowalski (1990) state, “most writers have used the terms impression management and 

self-presentation interchangeably” (p. 34), and this thesis takes this same approach 

towards both terms. 

Strategic Sharing of Information and Stigma 

Moving beyond Goffman’s The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life (1959), 

Goffman’s 1963 work on stigma is also important to consider in terms of understanding 

of how stigma can impact self-presentation. Particularly, Goffman’s explanation of 

techniques of information control gives clarification as to why individuals might keep 

certain information secret from other people. Stigma is essentially a characteristic of a 

person that, based on either societal categorization or personal judgment, can be viewed 

as being discrediting. In effect, this discrediting can cause a person to be “reduced in [his 

or her] mind from a whole and usual person to a tainted, discounted one” (Goffman, 

1963, p. 3). The stigmatized individual’s social identity is impacted by this discrediting, 
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and this stigma can be something readily obvious, something physical, or even something 

psychological. The key idea here is that the cause of the stigma for a certain individual 

may not actually be readily apparent, and can be something they self-disclose to others. 

An especially particular interest to this thesis is the strategic sharing or not sharing of 

information that may discredit a person. Specifically, how individuals manage certain 

discrediting information, across varying CMC contexts, and whether they choose to share 

this information in one CMC context as opposed to another. Understanding information 

management is important in furthering a scholarly understanding of communication 

occurring in CMC contexts. 

In addition to sharing or not sharing discrediting information, the underlying 

potential for sharing or passing of stigmatizing information from one CMC context to 

another, as well as the possible damage this might cause to the individual’s social 

identity, is yet another area worth exploring. Goffman (1963) gives an example of a 

commonly used strategy to manage this potentially damaging information. In this 

strategy, “the discreditable person is to handle his or her risks by dividing the world into 

a large group to whom he or she tells nothing, and a small group to whom he or she tells 

all, and upon whose help he or she then relies” (Goffman, 1963, p. 95). This exact 

example, revealing a small group everything and then hiding that same information from 

a larger group, also applies to CMC interactions. For example, a user of an anonymous 

chat room might self-disclose information that may be potentially damaging (i.e., 

compromising) to them; yet, perhaps that same person would likely not share this 

information on Facebook, or some other context in which his or her identity is more 

easily visible. 
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That aside, the prospective sharing of the stigmatizing information from one 

context to another, which is possible in both FtF and CMC contexts, is an idea of interest 

given the social impact this might have on an individual. For instance, a person may 

intentionally keep his or her online identities for two different contexts completely 

separate, for distress that knowledge of his or her involvement in one context could 

discredit him or her in the other. Although, there are some individuals that may not 

engage in this level of control, and would allow for information from each context to 

mix. Given this capacity, the control or lack of control of information management 

between varying contexts is something to take into consideration when examining self-

presentation in CMC contexts. 

III. Changing Landscapes of Self-Presentation and Impression Management 

The focus of this current study is to examine and explore how consumers’ 

curation of the self in the context of online presentation of self affects their perceptions of 

themselves and others. It is already known that the presentation of self plays a crucial 

lead role in everyday, FtF interactions (Goffman, 1959). It is also known that this 

presentation or performance of self happens regularly in CMC contexts and that 

communicators can use advantageous information sharing strategies available to them, by 

the medium and context, to selectively present themselves (Walther, 1996; 2006). 

Furthermore, scholars from a wide variety of disciplines have examined how individuals 

form online identities and form identities in their physical lives that shift between the real 

world and the online one (Turkle, 1995); however, much of this research occurred 

decades ago during the 1990s. Therefore, such research mainly focuses on 

communication technologies of the time, which are primarily text-based in nature. 
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Modern day communication technologies like Facebook, YouTube, Instagram, and other 

virtual environments continue to maintain much of the communicative abilities of their 

text-based forerunners; yet, these modern CMC contexts also present new challenges to 

the presentation of self, and many of these challenges have yet to be thoroughly 

investigated. Thus, this thesis will examine self-presentation or identity impression 

management in contemporary CMC contexts of Social Networking Sites (SNS) and focus 

on how self-presentation in social media impacts authenticity, tendency to engage in 

social comparisons with others, and social trust of others.  

The CMC contexts will be discussed generally in this thesis, but will mainly be 

referring to the social networking sites Instagram and Facebook. Not only are each of 

these CMC contexts the most widely used SNS, but they also effectively capture how an 

individual may use different impression management, or self-presentation, strategies in 

each environment. 

Self-Presentation in Context of CMC 

A specific area of study that can help scholars more fully understand the impact of 

society's digital existence is the study of the presentation of self, accomplished through 

newer communication technologies. As discussed above, Goffman’s work is appropriate 

to apply to this work. He observes that “the general notion that people make a 

presentation of themselves to others is hardly novel; what ought to be stressed...is that the 

very structure of the self can be seen in terms of how people arrange for such 

performances” (1959, p. 252). Goffman’s work has had a deeply profound impact on 

scholarly understanding of the concept of the self, as well as the interactions that take 

place in the communication process. Specifically, the notion that people perform a 
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version of themselves to an audience is an important and crucial consideration to take 

into account in any study of identity or self-presentation. 

         Furthermore, the part that communication plays in this process is a particular area 

of interest to the communication discipline. The following part of this thesis reviews how 

the communication discipline has examined self-presentation. Particularly, it investigates 

how communication scholars have examined online self-presentation in a variety of 

contexts, including personal homepages and social networking sites (SNS). 

         Undeniably, there are a wide variety of scholars from a range of fields that 

continue to apply Goffman’s (1959) work to topics such as identity construction. Of 

relevance to this current study is the way in which CMC has affected how people engage 

in self-presentation online. More so, how does Goffman’s work inform society’s 

understanding of the performance of self via CMC? Although there might be not a 

definitive answer to this question, Miller (1995) provides a compelling connection 

between Goffman’s presentation of self and electronic communication (EC), a precursor 

to CMC. Specifically, Miller defines and highlights the idea of the electronic self. In a 

way, the electronic self can be similar to the self that is communicated in the physical 

world. Yet the key difference is that the electronic self exists entirely in the virtual worlds 

of cyberspace and perpetually lives on, even when people are not actively online. Welser, 

Smith, Fisher, and Gleave (2008) state that “many social interactions now take place in 

contexts where people leave behind traces of their identity, their actions, and their social 

relations” (p. 116). These digital traces or footprints then continue to exist in the digital 

world, and far after users have logged off. In a way, the electronic self acts as an 

extension of the self as performed in everyday life, yet also exists in a manner not 
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formerly available due to limited communication technology. Miller continues to suggest 

that, with advances in EC, society might even see the emergence of this electronic self. 

According to Miller (1995): 

Sociality and interaction are necessary for [people] to know who they are and 

what they can say about themselves to others, and much more depth and richness 

in EC is needed before ‘electronic selves’ can emerge. Contrariwise, much of the 

depth and richness that [individuals] can think of adding would be to make EC 

more like face-to-face interaction, which might suggest that electronic selves 

could be developed in a different social context...but that many of the basic issues, 

moves and processes that go on would be the same as they always were. (p. 7) 

This notion is both interesting and surprisingly accurate, especially following the hugely 

significant advances in communication technology since Miller wrote this and how some 

of Miller’s ideas have come to fruition. Miller also proposes that added richness and 

depth to EC can allow for an extension of the self to this new, digital context, all while 

the basic processes, themes, and issues present in the physical world’s performance of 

self would continue to be at play in the digital world. Therefore, it appears that a true 

electronic self will likely not be able to emerge until CMC contexts are able to 

communicate greater depth and richness by, theoretically, making those contexts more 

similar to FtF interactions. Lastly, the most interesting part of Miller’s observation is that, 

in modern day CMC, society is likely to have reached the depth and richness necessary 

for the electronic self to emerge (Miller 1995). 

         Due to the technology available in 1995, Miller predominantly discusses personal 

web-pages and how these web-pages can function as a medium for the performance of 
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the self in EC. Miller describes that “the selves as presented in web-pages have not 

seemed...to be qualitatively different from selves presented in other ways, and their styles 

of presentation can be easily likened to non-electronic presentation of self” (1995, p. 7). 

While there is agreement that virtual presentations of self can very certainly be compared 

to the real-world presentation of self, it can be argued that society has reached a point in 

its technological development in which the electronic self can be qualitatively different 

from society’s non-electronic or FtF presentation of self (Waggoner, 2009). 

         Therefore, while scholars have already addressed this notion and examined issues 

such as identity and how it is impacted by the Internet (Turkle, 1995), how people use the 

Internet for leisure and communication activities (Waskul, 2003), and the relationship 

between a person’s virtual and real-world or non-virtual identity (Waggoner, 2009), 

much of this research focuses on outdated communication technology and can augment 

from additional research that takes modern CMC channels into account (such as 

Facebook and Instagram). 

Self-Presentation in Context of SNS 

Boyd and Ellison (2007, p.2) define social networking sites (SNS) as web-based 

services that permit users ‘‘to (1) construct a public or semi-public profile within a 

bounded system, (2) articulate a list of other users with whom they share a connection, 

and (3) view and probe their list of connections and lists made by others within the 

system.’’ SNSs also offer users almost countless self-presentation opportunities. Users 

can utilize personal web-pages in order to select attractive and enhancing photos or to 

provide self-promoting descriptions of themselves (Buffardi & Campbell, 2008). SNSs 
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users can then manage their self-presentations even more strategically than in face-to-

face situations (Ellison, Heino, & Gibbs, 2006). 

SNS users also have more control over their CMC self-presentation behaviors 

than in face-to-face communications, as they have the opportunity to think about and 

curate what aspects of their personalities are presented or which photos convey their best 

attributes. Walther, Slovacek, & Tidwell (2001) use the term ‘‘hyperpersonal’’ to 

categorize computer-mediated communication (CMC) relationships that have the ability 

to be more intimate than traditional offline relationships. According to their perspective, 

CMC users can often benefit from selective self-presentation and asynchronous 

communication. Through selective self-presentation, CMC users are also able to create 

and maintain a positive impression by curating the scope and depth of their self-

disclosure to conform to the cyber image they desire to project. As an asynchronous 

channel of communication, CMC users can plan, scrutinize, curate, and edit their 

comments far more than is possible or acceptable in spontaneous and synchronous face-

to-face conversations. Compared to other CMC contexts such as instant messaging, SNSs 

encourage and allow more open, one-to-many communication (Antheunis, Valkenburg, 

& Peter, 2009). 

SNSs such as Instagram or Facebook provide platforms for self-presentation 

which are defined as any behavior that “creates, modifies, or maintains an impression of 

[individuals] in the minds of others” (Brown, 2007, p.160). Furthermore, SNSs provide 

an interactive online environment that facilitates the “actual self” (aspects that are 

authentic), “ideal self” (who one wishes/desires to be) and “false self” (aspects that are 

not fully truthful) presentations (Michikyan, Dennis, & Subrahmanyam, 2014). These 



	
 
	

	 19	

presentations are often done through inferred self-descriptions, such as showcasing one’s 

identity or personality through posting photos (Hum et al., 2011, Manago et al., 2008 and 

Zhao et al., 2008). 

Users' photos on SNSs have become a common and expected source of other 

users' impression (Ivcevic & Ambady, 2012). Additionally, profile photos now have 

practical implications and effects since their appeal often raises the response rate to friend 

requests (Tifferet, Gaziel, & Baram, 2012). SNS users also tend to show rather than tell 

their identities through the use and curation of photographs. SNSs such as Facebook and 

Instagram are highly used for viewing, posting and tagging photos (Junco, 2012). 

Individuals tend to present photographs that focus on their face, as well as full body 

images (Haferkamp & Krämer, 2011). It should also be noted that the majority of the 

profile pictures are posed photos rather than candid photos (Hum, 2011). Toma and 

Hancock (2010) discovered that Facebook users tend to curatively post their most 

favorable photos and even airbrush or photoshop their undesirable images to increase 

their appearance attractiveness. Meanwhile, those same users limit or eliminate their 

unflattering images in order to manage their self-presentation (Lang & Barton, 2015). 

These results indicate that SNS users have a selective self-presentation through which 

they curate and display their best and most attractive photos including idealized body. 

Indeed, SNSs provide an interactive environment through which users are not only 

enabled to selectively present their own physical images, but additionally experience an 

increased perceived social pressure to do so. This perceived social pressure then leads to 

the likelihood that users curate idealized images of their physical appearance on their 
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profiles, in hopes that others will be impressed by their aesthetic curation of photos 

(Manago et al., 2008). 

IV. Individual Difference Variables 

Self-Concept: Actual Self vs. Ideal Self 

Self-concept is defined as the affective and cognitive understanding of who and what we 

are, and can take on two forms: the “actual self” and the “ideal self” (Kraus, Chen, & 

Keltner, 2011). The actual self is often based on the perceived reality of oneself (such as 

who and what I think I am now), whereas the ideal self is more shaped by imagination of 

ideals and goals that are related to what an individual believes that he or she would like to 

be or aspire to become (Lazzari, Fioravanti, and Gough 1978; Wylie 1979). 

         Rogers (1961) argues that self-concept plays an important role in regulating 

behavior by determining which aspects of experience are relevant and admissible to 

awareness and which aspects must be ‘repressed’ so as to minimize conflict or 

dissonance, whether with oneself or with others. Yet which particular aspects of the self-

concept are deemed acceptable or not is partially determined by the nature of one’s 

interactions with others, including the experience of being conditionally regarded by 

others (Lynch, La Guardia, & Ryan 2009). As fundamental as one’s immediate or actual 

self-concept is, Rogers also believes that individuals have an ideal view of themselves, 

and that the gap between the immediate or actual view of self and the ideal view of the 

self acts as an essential gauge of self-esteem: the bigger the gap between the actual and 

ideal self, the lower one’s self-esteem, while the closer people are to their ideal self the 

better off they should be (Rogers 1961). 
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Across several innovative studies, Rogers and his colleagues are able to provide 

empirical support for a link between self-concept discrepancies and well-being (Rogers & 

Dymond, 1954). In these studies, Rogers views a reduction in ideal/actual discrepancies 

to be a significant therapeutic outcome, considering it to be a sign of positive personality 

change (Rogers,1961). And from a social-cognitive perspective, Higgins (1987, 1989) 

similarly argues and provides empirical evidence supporting the notion that when people 

experience a discrepancy between their actual self-concept and their ideal self-concept, 

they are more likely to experience distress in the form of a depressed affect. 

Self-Concept Consistency 

         Furthermore, self-concept consistency refers to the consistency with which people 

view aspects of themselves (i.e., traits, themes, goals) across varying contexts (e.g., 

Block, 1961; Donahue, Robins, Roberts, & John, 1993; Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & 

Ilardy, 1997). For example, a person who views himself or herself differently in varying 

contexts (i.e., shy at work but not at home) is thought to have low self-concept 

consistency. Self-concept consistency is influenced by several social factors including 

immediate social environment (i.e. Donahue et al., 1993), cultural background (i.e., 

English & Chen, 2007; Markus & Kitayama, 1991), and certain types of relationship 

partners with whom one engages (e.g., Chen, Boucher, & Tapias, 2006). 

Consequently, people are generally motivated to seek to reduce ideal/actual self-concept 

discrepancies. Rogers (1961) argues that the therapeutic relationship, characterized by 

empathy, genuineness, authenticity, and unconditional positive regard, could help 

facilitate the reduction of ideal/actual discrepancies by creating an environment in which 

people would feel safe to explore and integrate aspects of themselves that previously 
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stood outside their self-concept, and therefore had been treated as off-limits or alien to 

the self (Lynch, La Guardia & Ryan 2009). 

         As demonstrated in the following section, it is shown how the concept of 

authenticity is heavily tied into self-concept consistency. In fact, self-concept consistency 

predicts greater felt authenticity among high self-esteem individuals relative to their low 

self-esteem counterparts (Kraus, Chen, & Keltner, 2011). 

Authenticity 

The idea of the true or actual self and authenticity has long been of interest and 

importance to scholars, psychologists, and even marketers. Especially in recent years, the 

concept of authenticity has received significant and increased attention from researchers 

due to the rise of positive psychology (Tekin & Satici, 2014). Positive psychology 

attaches and connects particular importance to the concept of authenticity in order to 

understand a meaningful life, since authenticity is often seen as one of the most important 

forms of an optimally functioning individual. Over the years, scholars have asserted a 

number of definitions for authenticity. To begin, in ancient Greek philosophy, the famous 

statement of “to thine own self be true” is point of departure for the conception of 

authenticity (Harter, 2002). Kernis (2003) further defines authenticity as the unobstructed 

function of one’s core or true self in one’s daily operations, and specifies four 

distinguishable components of authenticity: action, awareness, unbiased processing, and 

relational orientation. 

Authenticity can also be defined as accepting and representing one’s true self, 

beliefs, values, and behaviors to oneself and to others, representing oneself sincerely 

(Snyder & Lopez, 2009), and speaking truthfully; but more exactly, authenticity means 
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behaving honestly, presenting oneself in a genuine way; being truthful; and taking and 

accepting responsibility for one’s emotions and actions (Peterson & Park, 2004). 

According to Bialystok (2009), authenticity can be defined as a harmony between how a 

person presents him or herself and what he or she actually is. Harter (2002) defines 

authenticity as a person’s ability to understand and own his or her thoughts, emotions, 

wants, needs, preferences, and beliefs, while behaving consistently with his or her inner 

thoughts and emotions. 

In addition to authenticity being crucial to the understanding of positive 

psychology, it is also highly relevant in marketing and advertising. Consumers are on a 

constant search for the authentic (Belk & Costa, 1998; Kozinets, 2001; Leigh, Peters, & 

Shelton, 2006). In marketing, the term authenticity broadly refers to what is genuine, 

unique, real, and true (Arnould & Price, 2000; Bendix, 1992; Thompson, Rindfleisch, & 

Arsel, 2006; Moulard et al., 2015). Yet authenticity is not an inherent characteristic held 

by an object or person; authenticity is a socially constructed interpretation, or evaluation, 

formed by a consumer founded on what is observed and experienced (Beverland, 2006; 

Grayson & Martinec, 2004; Rose & Wood, 2005). 

An increasing stream of marketing research considers the perceived authenticity 

of a wide array of market offerings. Yet few studies in marketing address the perceived 

authenticity of other people, and studies that focus primarily on the outcomes of a 

person’s authenticity. In the context of service employees, research finds that actors 

engaging in high levels of authenticity leads to greater customer–employee affinity and 

positive affect (Hennig Thurau, Groth, Paul, & Gremler, 2006) and to greater satisfaction 
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and repurchase intentions (Gountas, Ewing, & Gountas, 2007) than those engaging in low 

levels of authenticity. 

On top of that, Moulard et al. (2014) discovered that an artist’s authenticity 

positively affects attitudes toward the artist and ensuing behavioral intentions. Moulard’s 

recent research also provides evidence that the perceived authenticity of another person 

leads to positive outcomes (Moulard 2014). However, in the author’s knowledge to date, 

no quantitative research has focused on identifying and testing the constructs that 

influence the perceived authenticity of another individual. 

Basic Trust 

While trust is a universal social phenomenon, it is not an innate human ability: 

trust is a social capacity acquired in the path of socialization, and is rooted in infancy. 

Several psychological and social psychological works (Giddens, 1990. 92–110.; 

Fukuyama, 2000; Erikson 2002; Bereczkei 2009) analyze the phenomenon of basic trust 

that develops in the course of early interaction with significant others: the presence of 

caregivers, and the development of trust in their return. This foundational reliance on 

significant others is the key to both self-confidence as well as the capacity of 

interpersonal and social trust. This basic trust, or “ontological security” (Giddens, 1990), 

also known as strong attachment, develops only under the correct conditions, and a 

deficiency of a strong attachment can be traced back to the impairments of early 

experiences of being cared for, as well as the quality of early influences of significant 

others. Unstable self-confidence, extra aggression, anxiety, and a suspicious personality 

tend to be rooted in the foundational level of basic trust (Fuzer, 2016). 
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Social and Interpersonal Trust 

Although some scholars consider social trust as a stable personality trait 

established by socialization processes (Uslaner, 2002), the ability to trust is useful to treat 

it as an attitude that can develop or change over time. Since trust is a belief that others 

will not consciously or purposely harm us, trust is built upon flawed knowledge. Online 

social networks permit users to learn detailed or intimate information about their friends 

and contacts, including personal background, music tastes, interests, groups, and 

whereabouts. This information helps reduce uncertainty about other users’ motivations 

and behaviors, which is an essential condition for developing a standard of trust and 

reciprocity (Berger & Calabrese, 1975). If people are unable to get to know each other, 

the potential that they will develop a lasting, trusting relationship is reduced. Although, 

uncertainty reduction does not automatically lead to increased social trust (Berger, 1986). 

In relation to trust in the context of SNS, users may possibly learn that their 

friends or contacts possess characteristics that make them less attractive, which may 

likely lead to mistrust. Thus, the more people know and learn about others, the more they 

may trust or distrust them (Newton, 1999). However, it is unlikely and improbable that 

SNS users will keep friends or people in their personal list who they truly distrust. 

Therefore, Facebook usage can be positively correlated to having an online network of 

trusting and likeable members (Sun & Wu, 2012). Likewise, the belief that others will not 

consciously or purposely harm us may encourage usage of online network services. Or in 

other words, Facebook use and social trust may have a reciprocal relationship. 

Interpersonal and social trust develops and evolves on the foundations of basic 

trust, the capacity to depend on self, others, and the world, in a succeeding phase of 
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socialization. This phase embraces the normative dimension of society and the 

understanding and acquirement of the rules of social intercourse (Fuzer, 2016). In 

different territories of socialization (family, friends, media, peer groups, 

educational/governmental institutions), the norms of social intercourse and rules of 

cooperation anticipated in various networks are learned and inoculated. Society’s youth 

are acquainted to and internalize the norms and rules of how to cooperate with parents, 

peers, siblings, friends, relatives, and individuals in other roles, while at the same time 

develop a breadth of expectations of those roles. Then, those children develop  an 

(implicit) index of other people’s motivations and those roles’ normative context 

(Seligman 1997). Norms of cooperation in relation to interpersonal trust do not come in 

too wide an array, and develop in the phase in which basic trust is not dominated by 

reciprocity, but by altruism accepted solely by caregivers. In addition, social networks, in 

which interpersonal and social trust is embodied, are characterized by norms of 

reciprocity such as reliability, honesty, and integrity. 

Common examples of networks involving interpersonal trust are friendships, 

partnerships, relatives, family, and communities that envision loyalty from other 

members and enforce norms among members, for example things like certain religious or 

ethnic communities. On the other hand, the norms of cooperation of interpersonal trust 

are established upon moral or ethical principles which are expected to be followed by 

members who are part of those networks (Fuzer, 2016). 

Social Comparison 

Members of society have a tendency to compare themselves to others in their 

social surrounding, mostly for purposes of self-improvement, self-evaluation, or self-
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enhancement (Corcoran, Crusius, & Mussweiler, 2011). Upward social comparisons, 

refer to comparisons made with a referent that is that is perceived to be better on the 

comparison attribute (career success, physical appearance) (Festinger, 1954). On the 

other hand, downward social comparisons, refer to comparisons made to referents who 

appear to worse off on the comparison attribute (Festinger, 1954). 

Social networking sites (SNS) highlight interpersonal connections with whom 

people are usually well acquainted, maximizing the ease or accessibility of making social 

comparisons with others. The SNS environment is high-yielding for making social 

comparisons, and is related directly to the amount of Facebook friends or connections 

Facebook users have on the SNS (Smith, 2014). This situation provides a plethora of 

opportunity for upward and downward social comparisons to like others on a multitude of 

dimensions, and particularly for practicing selectivity in those same social comparisons. 

Moreover, SNS allow for a superficial or peripheral surveillance of others, enabling a 

private mode of comparison that can be expected to increase and heighten comparison 

tendencies (Buunk & Ybema, 1997). This sort of potential for selectivity then allows 

people to make motivated choices in levels of media exposure that can adjust mood and 

the self-concept (Knobloch-Westerwick, 2015). 

An experiment done by Haferkamp and Krämer (2011) presents participants with 

an SNS profile containing either an upward or downward comparison, and discovers that 

downward comparisons increase self-evaluation and—for physical appearance 

comparisons—produce a more positive mood. SNS users are also shown to be selective 

in their social comparisons, based on their mood, as demonstrated in a study by Johnson 

and Knobloch-Westerwick (2014): Whereas upward social comparisons are usually 
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preferred over downward comparisons, there is more time spent viewing downward 

comparisons among people who are prompted into a negative mood compared to a 

positive mood. Yet, this study relied on aggregated prompts such as ratings to indicate the 

career success or relative attractiveness of SNS profile owners, as opposed to using vivid 

cues like photographs. However, the results demonstrated that SNS users exercised 

selective exposure to manage moods by way of social comparison. 

Additionally, survey research that shows relationships between SNS social 

comparisons and damaging outcomes infers that comparisons diminish overall well-

being. Chou and Edge (2012) have found links between time spent on Facebook and 

misinterpretations and misperceptions of others as being more successful and happier. A 

cross-sectional survey done by Lee (2014) found that both the frequency of SNS social 

comparison and negative emotion that follows comparisons were correlated negatively 

with self-confidence and self-esteem. However, the relative directions of social 

comparisons were not evaluated in that survey. Yet other scholars have established links 

between social comparison and depression with panel data, but relied on measures that 

confounded social comparisons with their corresponding emotional effects (Feinstein, 

2013; Steers, Wickham, & Acitelli, 2014). 
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Research Questions 

Based on the thorough literature review provided above, this work focuses on three 

different type of authenticity: general authenticity, which evaluates their beliefs of 

authentic behaviors; authenticity perceptions of self, which is a self-evaluation of their 

own authenticity; and authenticity perceptions of others, which is an evaluation of how 

they perceive other people’s authenticity.  These three types of authenticity will then act 

as predictors of how they relate to the individual’s ability and tendency to trust and to 

compare oneself to others. The relationship between these items pose the following 

research questions: 

1. Are perceptions of general authenticity, authenticity of the self, and authenticity 

of others, related to perceptions of social trust of others? 

2. Are perceptions of general authenticity, authenticity of the self, and authenticity 

of others, related to tendency to make social comparisons? 

3. Do consumers believe that curating a social media profile creates an unrealistic 

perception of self? 

These research questions are addressed through an exploratory study, which is described 

below. 
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Methodology 

Procedure for Data Collection 

This study was conducted using an online-based questionnaire survey. A total of 

404 participants were recruited for this study. Specifically, the researcher posted the link 

to the survey on her personal Facebook page, as well as several Facebook Group pages. 

In addition, students from a large, public university in Texas were recruited through a 

class assignment and were asked to voluntarily take this survey through Canvas. Of those 

surveys, a total of 86 were discarded for incompletion, leaving a final sample size of 318. 

The sample was 48% male and 51% female, with 1% other/preferring not to say. The age 

ranged from 18-67 years of age, with the average age being 31. The sample was 

comprised of a racial demographic of 50% White, 42% Asian, 1% Black or African 

American, 1% American Native, 12% Multiracial/Other. 

The majority of the sample indicated to have some college (47%), and this was 

followed by 39% who have a bachelor’s degree, 5% who have a graduate or higher 

degree, 5% who are high school graduates, 3% who hold an associate's degree. 

Upon clicking on the URL to the survey link, participants first read and agreed to 

the consent form. Next, participants answered questions about their social media usage, 

self-presentation behaviors, perceptions of trust, authenticity, and tendency to engage in 

social comparison (see Table 1 in Appendix A). Finally, they completed demographic 

questions. 
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Results 

Authenticity and Social Trust 

To assess the research question, a stepwise multiple regression analyses was conducted to 

examine the relationship between potential predictors and the dependent variable of 

social trust. The potential predictors were general authenticity, authenticity perceptions of 

self, and authenticity perceptions of others. General authenticity in this context is defined 

as behaving honestly, presenting oneself in a genuine way; being truthful; and taking and 

accepting responsibility for one’s emotions and actions (Peterson & Park, 2004).  

Authenticity perceptions of self are defined as the individual’s self-evaluation of their 

own authenticity behaviors regarding their social media profiles, and authenticity 

perceptions of others were the individual’s evaluations and beliefs about other 

authenticity behaviors on their social media profiles. Social trust is defined as the 

individual’s self-evaluation of their ability and tendency to trust others (Burns & Kinder, 

2000). 

The first model included only the variable of general authenticity, which 

explained about 12.7% of the variance in the model (R2=.127, F =45.6, p<.001). In 

addition to that, the model shows that β=.356, t=6.75, and p<.001. 

When perceived authenticity of self was added to the second model, the amount 

of variance explained in the model doubled to 25.8% (R2=.258, F=54.4, p<.001). For the 

second model, β=.369, t=7.44, and p<.001. 

When the third variable was added, perceived authenticity of others’, the amount 

of variance increased, but only by roughly 10% (R2=.329, F=51.05, p<.001). Thus, 
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according to the model, authenticity perceptions of oneself and others is an important 

predictor in understanding social trust. For the third model, β=.337, t=5.75, and p<.001. 

Provided all three types of authenticity are significantly related to social trust, the 

final model consisted of a multiple regression analysis using all three types of 

authenticity as independent variables on the dependent variable of social trust. The 

multiple regression model with all three predictors (overall authenticity, authenticity of 

self, and authenticity of others) produced R2 = .323, F (3, 135) = 51.05, p < .001.The 

multiple regression model summarizes the descriptive statistics and analysis results. As 

depicted in the data, each authenticity construct beta value is positively and significantly 

correlated to social trust. This indicates that those with higher levels of each type of 

authenticity have higher levels of social trust. 

In sum, authenticity perceptions of self and authenticity of others are positively 

related with social trust, indicating that the more a person considers themselves authentic, 

as well as perceiving others as authentic, are more likely to have more social trust. 

Authenticity and Social Comparison 

To assess the second research question, a stepwise multiple regression analyses 

was conducted to examine the relationship between potential predictors and the 

dependent variable of social comparison.  

The first model included only the variable of general authenticity, which 

explained about 17.1% of the variance in the model (R2=.171, F =64.9, p<.001). In 

addition to that, the model shows that β=.414, t=8.05, and p<.001. 
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When perceived authenticity of self was added to the second model, the amount 

of variance explained in the model increased to 23.1% (R2=.231, F=47.1, p<.001). For 

the second model, β=.250, t=4.94, and p<.001. 

When the third variable was added, perceived authenticity of others’, the amount 

of variance increased, but only by about 2% (R2=.252, F=34.9, p<.001). Thus, according 

to the model, authenticity perceptions of oneself and others is an important predictor in 

understanding social comparison. For the third model, β=.337, t=5.75, and p<.001. 

Provided all three predictors were significant, a multiple regression model with all 

three predictors of general authenticity, authenticity perceptions of self, and authenticity 

perceptions of others produced R2 = .252, F (3, 135) = 34.9, p < .01. The multiple 

regression model summarizes the descriptive statistics and analysis results. As depicted in 

the data, each authenticity construct beta value is positively and significantly correlated 

to social comparison. This indicates that those with higher levels of each type of 

authenticity have higher levels of social comparison. 

Profile Curation & Perception of Self: Open-Ended Responses  

For the open-ended response section of the survey, a crucial question asked is “Do 

you think that curating your social media profile creates an unrealistic perception of 

self?” The majority of respondents answered “yes”, with 79% agreeing that curating 

one’s social media profile creates an unrealistic perception of self (n=251). On the other 

hand, 21% disagreed with that statement (n=67), but it is to be noted that most of those 

who answered “no” did not elaborate on why they believed that, while those who 

answered “yes” typically explained why they believed it. Below are some of the most 

rich and descriptive responses: 
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I think it does, but I think those particular people often curate themselves in real life too. It's 
difficult to say if they would have curated themselves in real life as much without social media being a 
thing, but I have noticed a correlation. 

 
Yes — I think that over time what you're essentially doing is creating a standard for everyday life 

that is inherently impossible to live up to. You can't exercise wanderlust every day. You can't have a perfect 
hair day every day. You put the best version of yourself online physically and psychologically — and I 
think that over time, the pressure to be your social media self begins to wear on you. 

 
I think that social media is great as along as I am not identified with my digital persona because 

my digital persona is not really who I am. But to answer the question, yes most definitely. Most of us only 
upload happy stuff, to receive validation from friends, peers and social circles. Most of us aren't always as 
flawless and attractive as in pictures. 

 
I think it enhances the perception of oneself and the impression it gives to others. But it also 

differs from person to person. We hear people complain about the impact of social media a lot, often more 
in a negative than positive light, but what we really need is to learn to love ourselves. I have friends who 
cares a lot about appearance and only update the best pictures of themselves online, sometimes with 
exaggerated enhancement, but I also have friends who just don't care and post a normal (unedited) pictures 
of themselves. 

 
Maybe in some ways, but unless you are completely manipulating your photos, lying about 

everything, and putting fake interests up, your social media still shows who you are (generally speaking). 
For example, all the couples that post photos looking very happy ALL the time, may create an unrealistic 
image of their true relationship. 

 
It depends on the person, personally, mine is a pretty realistic representation.  I do feel that 

sometimes the perception on social media is that people are perfect, because we do not see the "behind the 
scenes" I also don't think that imperfections are necessary on social media though. 

 
Yes-- this is so true. Many friends will put one thing on social media, and then in person tell a 

completely different story. One in particular will post all these family pictures and say how much she loves 
her family, but in reality, her parents are getting divorced, she hates her dad, her dad is bipolar...all these 
things that social media does not accurately depict. 

 
If a person is intentionally altering his or her profile picture and posting lies about themselves, 

then it does create an unrealistic perception of self. If someone is posting basic information and a picture of 
him or herself, then I don't believe he/she is creating an unrealistic perception of self. 

 
Definitely. We've seen time and time again in most suicide cases that the person comes across as 

having a happy life and sharing photos with friends and family. A person's social media profile does not 
depict a true view of someone's life or feelings. 

 

In summary, these responses support the third research question, and finds that 

individuals, for the most part, do believe that curating one’s social media profile creates 

an unrealistic perception of self. 
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Discussion 

The purpose of the present study was to examine the relationship between 

perceptions of the self and others in terms of authenticity, social trust, and social 

comparison among social media users. The results revealed that greater authentic 

perceptions of self and others are positively linked to greater social trust. They also 

revealed that greater authentic perceptions of self and others are positively linked to 

social comparison. Moreover, it has been found that profile curation can create an 

unrealistic perception of self.  

Firstly, results indicated that authenticity is an important predictor of social trust. 

To the authors’ knowledge, no other studies have investigated authenticity and social 

trust directly. For example, earlier studies revealed positive relations between well-being 

and authenticity (Ménard & Brunet, 2011; Wood et al., 2008). The results of other studies 

showed that authenticity is positively correlated with social safeness (Satici, Uysal, & 

Akin, 2013), as well as subjective well-being, psychological well-being and self-esteem 

(Wood et al., 2008). These findings extend this work and provide additional support to 

authenticity being related to social trust, as factors like safeness and well-being are often 

connected to social trust as well. The correlation between scores on the authenticity 

models of social trust model suggest the open and trusting stance towards one’s self-

aspects inherent to authenticity is positively related with tendencies and ability to 

recognize authenticity in others, and therefore having higher tendencies to trust those that 

are authentic. That is, objectively acquiring and processing positive and negative self-

related information (i.e., unbiased processing), possessing a rich and highly integrated 

self-concept, and behaving in ways that reflect personally endorsed values and beliefs 
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(i.e., behavior) likely both contribute to and stem from evaluating oneself as authentic, 

and is positively related with one's ability to exercise social trust. 

Secondly, results also indicated that general authenticity, authenticity perceptions 

of self, and authenticity perceptions others are an important predictor of social 

comparison. The positive correlation between scores on the authenticity models and 

social comparison model suggest the open and trusting stance towards one’s self-aspects 

inherent to authenticity is related to having the tendencies and ability to recognize and 

socially compare authenticity of others with authenticity of self, and therefore having 

higher tendencies to trust those that are authentic. That is, objectively acquiring and 

processing positive and negative self-related information, possessing a rich and highly 

integrated self-concept, and behaving in ways that reflect personally endorsed beliefs and 

values are both highly likely to contribute to evaluating oneself as authentic, as well as 

having the ability to socially compare one’s behaviors with the behaviors of others. 

Results of the open-ended question on profile curation and perceptions of 

authenticity of self showed that curation is linked to creating an unrealistic perception of 

self. Curating oneself on social media leads to a less authentic perception of self. Upon 

analyzing the textual data, the responses show that the more one curates and edits their 

profile, the less authentic they believe they are portraying themselves. It can be posited 

that, if authenticity of self and others is positively correlated with social trust, it people 

who frequently curate their profiles perceive themselves to be less authentic, and also 

perceive others in a similar matter and trust other less. This is an interesting and novel 

conclusion of this study.  
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Limitations 

Several limitations of this study should be acknowledged. First, the participants in 

this study are in majority university students, and therefore, this study should be 

conducted on other social media populations to generate a more homogeneous 

relationship between the constructs investigated in this study. Second, the data gathered 

on authenticity, social trust, social comparison, and profile curation in this study is based 

on self-reports. In this regard, other assessment methods, such as interviews or or peer 

reports, can be useful in understanding the factors significant to individuals’ levels of 

authenticity, social trust, and social comparison. Moreover, longitudinal studies may 

provide a better understanding of the significance of authenticity in social media and 

online perceptions. Psychological constructs intervening in the relationship between 

authenticity and perceptions of self and others would yield more knowledge.  

In conclusion, the current study reports that authenticity directly predicts social trust and 

social comparison. As a result, the current findings increase the understanding of the 

relationships between authenticity, social trust, and social comparison. However, 

additional research is needed to investigate the implications of profile curation and 

authenticity. 
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Conclusion 
 

The analysis of the literature review, data collection and interviews assisted in cultivating 

answers to the following research questions. 

1. Are perceptions of general authenticity, authenticity of the self, and 

authenticity of others, related to perceptions of social trust of others? 

2. Are perceptions of general authenticity, authenticity of the self, and 

authenticity of others, related to tendency to make social comparisons? 

3. Do consumers believe that curating a social media profile creates an 

unrealistic perception of self? 

The purpose of this study was to understand how selective self-presentation and 

impression management of the curated self online affects people’s perceptions of both 

themselves and others. All in all, it was posited that authenticity and social trust are 

positively correlated when it comes to social media profiles, and that the more authentic a 

person appears to be online, the more they are trusted. Also, the more authentic a person 

considers themselves on social media, the more likely they are to trust other people’s 

profiles.  Specifically, this work examines the individual difference variables of self-

esteem, life satisfaction, self-monitoring, tendency to engage in social comparison, and 

authenticity, and how these variables influence perceptions of the self and others. Further 

exploratory work into authenticity and online self-presentation appears to be timely in a 

relevant in a world that becomes more digital every day. Considering that social media 

plays a considerable role in shaping societal norms, this is an important and relevant 

topic. In conclusion, it is important to increase people’s awareness of how social media 

use impacts their perceptions of the self and others. 
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Appendix  
 

Section A: Tables 
Table 1: List of Scales and Items 

Scales Items  Citation 

Social Media 
Integration  

Attitudes Towards Socials Media Usage: 
What do you consider to be an acceptable amount of time to use social media? 
What do you consider to be a good use of social media? 
Do you think being actively posting is a good idea? 
Do you think refraining from posting is a good idea? 
  
Frequency of Social Media Usage:  
What is your overall frequency of using social media? 
How often do you use it to post personal things? Selfies? Activism posts? 
  
Usefulness:  
How do you think your posts on social media contribute to society? 
Do you post things you consider useful to others? 
Do you post to as a form of self-expression? 
  
Access to Peers: 
I access social media in order to know more about my peers 
I access social media to get inspiration from my peers 
I access social media to see if people are being consistent  

Michael, 
Stephen, & 
Brain, 2013 

Social 
Comparison 

I often compare myself with others with respect to what I have accomplished 
in life 
If I want to learn more about something, I try to find out what others think 
about it 
I always pay a lot of attention to how I do things compared with how others 
do things 
I often compare how my loved ones (boy or girlfriend, family members, etc.) 
are doing with how others are doing 
I always like to know what others in a similar situation would do 
I am not the type of person who compares often with others 
If I want to find out how well I have done something, I compare what I have 
done with how others have done 
I often try to find out what others think who face similar problems as I face 
I often like to talk with others about mutual opinions and experiences 
I never consider my situation in life relative to that of other people 
I often compare how I am doing socially (e.g., social skills, popularity) with 
other people 

Gibbons & 
Buunk, 1999 

Social 
Comparison 

Do you determine a person's social standing and popularity based off how 
many likes or comments they receive on a photo or status update? 
If you do not receive the amount of likes you had hoped on a photo, will you 
take it off the social networking platform? 
Does the potential for positive feedback and number of likes you could 
receive on a picture encourage you to post your selfie to a social networking 
platform. 
Does posting selfies on social networking platforms help you feel empowered 
and important amongst your friends and family? 

Ackerman, 
1979 
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Do you believe that the use of social networking platforms as a way to 
maintain and build social relationships has changed the way we as a society 
interact and perceive others? 
Do you believe your generation puts too much energy and effort into creating 
an online persona for themselves? 
Do you think that an online profile is a true depiction of who a person really 
is? 
Have you ever had an experience with a social networking platform that 
boosted your confidence or made you feel good about yourself? 
Have you ever altered a photo of yourself as a way of making yourself seem 
more attractive or desirable? 

Life 
Satisfaction 

In most ways my life is close to my ideal 
The conditions of my life are 
I am satisfied with my life 
So far I have gotten the important things I want in life 
If I could live my time over, I would change almost nothing 

Diener, 
Emmons, 
Larson & 
Griffin, 1985 

Social Trust Generally speaking, would you say that people can be trusted 
People try to take advantage of you if they got the chance 
People try to be fair 
You can’t be too careful in dealing with people 
People try to be helpful 
People are just looking out for themselves 
Most people tell a lie when they can benefit by doing so. 
Those devoted to unselfish causes are often exploited by others. 
Some people do not cooperate because they pursue only their own short-term 
self interest. Thus, things that can be done well if people cooperate often fail 
because of these people. 
Most people are basically honest. 
There will be more people who will not work if the social security system is 
developed further.  

Burns & 
Kinder, 2000 

Basic Trust Most people are basically honest. 
Most people are trustworthy. 
Most people are basically good and kind. 
Most people are trustful of others. 
I am trustful. 
Most people will respond in kind when they are trusted by others.  

Yamagishi, T. 
& Yamagishi, 
M., 1994 

Authenticity I think it is better to be yourself, than to be popular. 
I don’t know how I really feel inside. 
I am strongly influenced by the opinions of others. 
I usually do what other people tell me to do. 
I always feel I need to do what others expect me to do. 
Other people influence me greatly. 
I feel as if I don’t know myself very well. 
I always stand by what I believe in. 
I am true to myself in most situations. 
I feel out of touch with the ‘real me.’ 
I live in accordance with my values and beliefs. 
I feel alienated from myself. 

Wood, Maltby, 
Gillette, 
Linley, & 
Joseph, 2008 
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Section B: Key Survey Results 

Social Media Usage: How often do you post selfies to social networking platforms? 

  

# Answer % Count 

1 0-1 times per week 84.91% 270 

2 2-3 times per week 9.12% 29 

3 4-5 times per week 1.57% 5 

4 5+ times per week 4.40% 14 

  Total 100% 318 

 
  

Social Media Usage: How often do you check or update your online profile?  

# Answer % Count 

1 0-1 times per day 41.19% 131 

2 2-3 times per day 26.73% 85 

3 4-5 times per day 7.55% 24 

4 5+ times per day 24.53% 78 



	
 
	

	 42	

  Total 100% 318 

 
  

Social Media Usage: Using the following scale, please indicate how often you use social media:  

# Answer % Count 

1 Daily 3.77% 12 

2 4-6 times a week 0.94% 3 

3 2-3 times a week 3.77% 12 

4 Once a week 19.81% 63 

5 Never 71.70% 228 

  Total 100% 318 

 

# Question Daily   4-6 
times 

a week 

  2-3 
times 

a week 

  Once a 
week 

  Never   Total 

1 How often do you 
post status 
updates to 

Facebook? 

3.77% 12 0.94% 3 3.77% 12 19.81% 63 71.70% 228 318 
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2 How often do you 
post photographs 

of yourself on 
Facebook? 

0.94% 3 0.94% 3 1.57% 5 35.85% 114 60.69% 193 318 

3 How often do you 
update your 

profile 
information on 

Facebook? 

0.63% 2 0.31% 1 2.52% 8 17.92% 57 78.62% 250 318 

4 How often do you 
change your 

profile picture on 
Facebook? 

0.63% 2 0.94% 3 0.63% 2 13.52% 43 84.28% 268 318 

5 How often do you 
tag pictures of 

yourself on 
Facebook? 

0.63% 2 0.94% 3 4.40% 14 21.07% 67 72.96% 232 318 

  

Authenticity of Selfies (Self Perception): Please answer the following questions about the selfies that 

you post on social media.  

# Question Strong
ly 

agree 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neithe
r 

agree 
nor 

disag
ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagre
e 

  Disagr
ee 

  Strong
ly 

disag
ree 

  Tot
al 

1 I try to act in a 
manner that is 

consistent with 
my held values, 

even if others 
criticize or 

reject me for 
doing so. 

22.96
% 

73 38.36
% 

12
2 

18.24% 58 15.41
% 

49 1.57% 5 2.52% 8 0.94% 3 318 
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2 I care about 
openness and 

honesty in 
close 

relationships 
with others. 

43.08
% 

13
7 

36.48
% 

11
6 

7.55% 24 9.75% 31 2.20% 7 0.31% 1 0.63% 2 318 

3 In general, I 
place a good 

deal of 
importance on 

others 
understanding 

who I truly am. 

19.18
% 

61 38.36
% 

12
2 

23.27% 74 13.84
% 

44 2.52% 8 1.57% 5 1.26% 4 318 

4 People can count 
on me being 

who I am 
regardless of 
the situation. 

25.79
% 

82 38.05
% 

12
1 

20.75% 66 12.26
% 

39 1.89% 6 0.31% 1 0.94% 3 318 

 
  

Authenticity of Selfies (Perception of Others): Please answer the following questions about the selfies 

that your friends post on social media. 

  

# Question Strong
ly 

agree 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neithe
r 

agree 
nor 

disag
ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagre
e 

  Disagr
ee 

  Strong
ly 

disag
ree 

  Tot
al 
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1 My 
friends 

try to act 
in a 

manner 
that is 

consisten
t with 

their held 
values, 
even if 
others 

criticize 
or reject 
them for 

doing so. 

8.18% 26 42.45
% 

13
5 

27.04% 86 13.21
% 

42 6.60% 21 1.57% 5 0.94% 3 318 

2 My 
friends 

care 
about 

openness 
and 

honesty 
in close 

relationsh
ips with 

others. 

14.47
% 

46 48.74
% 

15
5 

21.70% 69 11.95
% 

38 1.89% 6 0.63% 2 0.63% 2 318 

3 In general, 
my 

friends 
place a 

good deal 
of 

importan
ce on 

others 
understan
ding who 
they truly 

are. 

11.32
% 

36 43.71
% 

13
9 

25.16% 80 13.52
% 

43 4.40% 14 1.26% 4 0.63% 2 318 
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4 I can 
count on 

my 
friends 

being 
who they 

are 
regardles

s of the 
situation. 

13.84
% 

44 44.65
% 

14
2 

21.70% 69 14.15
% 

45 3.77% 12 1.26% 4 0.63% 2 318 

 
  

Social Trust: Using the following scale, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 

following statements. Think about your friends who have social media accounts, specifically on 

Facebook and Instagram, and answer the following questions.  

# Question Strong
ly 

agree 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neithe
r 

agree 
nor 

disag
ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagre
e 

  Disagr
ee 

  Strong
ly 

disag
ree 

  Tot
al 

1 Most of my 
friends on 

social 
media are 
basically 

honest. 

4.40% 14 33.33
% 

10
6 

30.19% 96 19.18
% 

61 7.86% 25 4.09% 13 0.94% 3 318 

2 Most of my 
friends on 

social 
media are 

trustworthy
. 

3.77% 12 34.59
% 

11
0 

27.36% 87 23.58
% 

75 8.49% 27 1.89% 6 0.31% 1 318 

3 Most of my 
friends on 

social 
media are 
basically 
good and 

kind. 

6.60% 21 37.11
% 

11
8 

29.56% 94 19.18
% 

61 5.97% 19 1.26% 4 0.31% 1 318 
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4 Most of my 
friends on 

social 
media are 
trustful of 

others. 

3.77% 12 31.45
% 

10
0 

27.04% 86 24.84
% 

79 10.06% 32 2.52% 8 0.31% 1 318 

5 I am 
trustful. 

19.18
% 

61 45.91
% 

14
6 

14.78% 47 11.32
% 

36 5.66% 18 2.52% 8 0.63% 2 318 

6 Most of my 
friends on 

social 
media will 
respond in 
kind when 

they are 
trusted by 
others on 

social 
media. 

6.92% 22 41.51
% 

13
2 

25.47% 81 22.01
% 

70 3.46% 11 0.31% 1 0.31% 1 318 

7 Most of my 
friends on 

social 
media tell a 

lie when 
they can 

benefit by 
doing so. 

4.09% 13 14.15
% 

45 17.30% 55 30.19
% 

96 17.30% 55 15.41
% 

49 1.57% 5 318 

8 Those 
devoted to 

unselfish 
causes are 

often 
exploited 
by others. 

5.35% 17 17.61
% 

56 22.33% 71 34.91
% 

11
1 

13.21% 42 5.35% 17 1.26% 4 318 
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9 Some 
people do 

not 
cooperate 

because 
they pursue 

only their 
own short-

term self 
interest. 

Thus, 
things that 

can be 
done well 
if people 

cooperate 
often fail 

because of 
these 

people. 

7.23% 23 21.07
% 

67 30.50% 97 29.56
% 

94 7.55% 24 3.14% 10 0.94% 3 318 

10 There will 
be more 

people who 
will not 

work if the 
social 

security 
system is 

developed 
further. 

3.46% 11 16.98
% 

54 20.44% 65 39.31
% 

12
5 

9.75% 31 8.18% 26 1.89% 6 318 

 
  

Self Monitoring: Using the following scale, please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the 

following statements: 

  

# Question Strong
ly 

agree 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neithe
r 

agree 
nor 

disag
ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagr
ee 

  Disagr
ee 

  Stron
gly 

disa
gree 

  To
ta
l 
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1 Do you determine a 
persons social 

standing and 
popularity based off 

how many likes or 
comments they 

receive on a photo or 
status update? 

5.03% 16 22.64
% 

72 34.28% 10
9 

14.78
% 

47 7.86% 25 9.75% 31 5.66
% 

18 31
8 

2 If you do not receive 
the amount of likes 
you had hoped on a 
photo, will you take 

it off the social 
networking 

platform? 

3.14% 10 10.38
% 

33 12.89% 41 16.35
% 

52 10.06% 32 31.13
% 

99 16.04
% 

51 31
8 

3 Does the potential for 
positive feedback 

and number of likes 
you could receive on 

a picture encourage 
you to post your 
selfie to a social 

networking 
platform. 

6.29% 20 26.73
% 

85 27.67% 88 19.81
% 

63 5.35% 17 11.01
% 

35 3.14
% 

10 31
8 
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4 Does posting selfies 
on social networking 

platforms help you 
feel empowered and 

important amongst 
your friends and 

family? 

4.72% 15 16.67
% 

53 23.90% 76 23.27
% 

74 9.12% 29 14.78
% 

47 7.55
% 

24 31
8 

5 Do you believe that 
the use of social 

networking 
platforms as a way 

to maintain and 
build social 

relationships has 
changed the way we 
as a society interact 

and perceive others? 

27.67
% 

88 34.28
% 

10
9 

15.41% 49 16.67
% 

53 2.20% 7 2.20% 7 1.57
% 

5 31
8 

6 Do you believe your 
generation puts too 

much energy and 
effort into creating 
an online persona 

for themselves? 

28.62
% 

91 27.36
% 

87 19.18% 61 16.98
% 

54 4.09% 13 2.83% 9 0.94
% 

3 31
8 
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7 Do you think that an 
online profile is a 
true depiction of 

who a person really 
is? 

1.57% 5 6.92
% 

22 19.50% 62 21.38
% 

68 21.38% 68 17.61
% 

56 11.64
% 

37 31
8 

8 Have you ever had an 
experience with a 
social networking 

platform that 
boosted your 

confidence or made 
you feel good about 

yourself? 

9.12% 29 34.91
% 

11
1 

27.36% 87 18.87
% 

60 3.77% 12 4.72% 15 1.26
% 

4 31
8 

9 Have you ever altered 
a photo of yourself 
as a way of making 
yourself seem more 

attractive or 
desirable? 

3.77% 12 27.67
% 

88 19.50% 62 16.67
% 

53 8.49% 27 10.38
% 

33 13.52
% 

43 31
8 

 
 Self Esteem Scale: Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. 

Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with each statement. 

  

# Question Strong
ly 

agree 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neithe
r 

agree 
nor 

disag
ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagre
e 

  Disagr
ee 

  Strong
ly 

disag
ree 

  Tot
al 
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1 On the whole, 
I am 

satisfied 
with myself. 

23.58
% 

75 45.91
% 

14
6 

16.67% 53 7.86% 25 3.14% 10 1.57% 5 1.26% 4 318 

2 At times I 
think I am 
no good at 

all. 

4.40% 14 16.04
% 

51 20.13% 64 19.81
% 

63 10.38% 33 18.87
% 

60 10.38
% 

33 318 

3 I feel that I 
have a 

number of 
good 

qualities. 

23.27
% 

74 52.52
% 

16
7 

12.89% 41 9.12% 29 1.57% 5 0.31% 1 0.31% 1 318 

4 I am able to 
do things as 
well as most 
other people. 

23.27
% 

74 46.54
% 

14
8 

17.61% 56 9.12% 29 2.52% 8 0.31% 1 0.63% 2 318 

5 I feel I do not 
have much 
to be proud 

of. 

2.83% 9 6.92% 22 10.06% 32 13.21
% 

42 21.38% 68 27.67
% 

88 17.92
% 

57 318 

6 I feel useless 
at times. 

3.77% 12 12.26
% 

39 19.50% 62 18.87
% 

60 16.04% 51 20.13
% 

64 9.43% 30 318 
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7 I feel that I'm 
a person of 

worth, at 
least on an 

equal plane 
with others. 

22.33
% 

71 45.91
% 

14
6 

18.55% 59 10.38
% 

33 1.89% 6 0.63% 2 0.31% 1 318 

8 I wish I could 
have more 
respect for 

myself. 

5.03% 16 16.98
% 

54 17.30% 55 22.01
% 

70 13.52% 43 16.98
% 

54 8.18% 26 318 

9 All in all, I 
am inclined 
to feel that I 
am a failure. 

1.57% 5 3.46% 11 9.75% 31 14.78
% 

47 16.67% 53 28.30
% 

90 25.47
% 

81 318 

10 I take a 
positive 
attitude 
toward 
myself. 

20.75
% 

66 38.68
% 

12
3 

20.13% 64 13.84
% 

44 4.72% 15 1.26% 4 0.63% 2 318 

 
  

Social Comparison: Most people compare themselves from time to time with others. For example, 

they may compare the way they feel, their opinions, their abilities, and/or their situation with those of 

other people.  There is nothing particularly ‘good’ or ‘bad’ about this type of comparison, and some 

people do it more than others. We would like to find out how often you compare yourself with other 

people.  To do that we would like to ask you to indicate how much you agree with each statement 

below. 
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# Question Strong
ly 

agree 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neith
er 

agre
e nor 
disag

ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagr
ee 

  Disagr
ee 

  Strong
ly 

disag
ree 

  Tot
al 

1 I often compare 
myself with 
others with 

respect to what I 
have 

accomplished in 
life 

15.09
% 

4
8 

36.79
% 

11
7 

24.84% 79 14.47
% 

4
6 

3.14% 1
0 

3.77% 1
2 

1.89% 6 318 

2 If I want to learn 
more about 

something, I try 
to find out what 

others think 
about it 

11.95
% 

3
8 

29.87
% 

95 29.56% 94 13.52
% 

4
3 

8.18% 2
6 

4.72% 1
5 

2.20% 7 318 

3 I always pay a lot 
of attention to 

how I do things 
compared with 
how others do 

things 

9.12% 2
9 

25.47
% 

81 27.36% 87 18.24
% 

5
8 

11.01% 3
5 

6.29% 2
0 

2.52% 8 318 

4 I often compare 
how my loved 

ones (boy or 
girlfriend, 

family members, 
etc.) are doing 

with how others 
are doing 

6.92% 2
2 

21.07
% 

67 24.84% 79 19.50
% 

6
2 

12.89% 4
1 

11.95
% 

3
8 

2.83% 9 318 
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5 I always like to 
know what 
others in a 

similar situation 
would do 

10.38
% 

3
3 

33.96
% 

10
8 

30.19% 96 14.15
% 

4
5 

6.29% 2
0 

3.46% 1
1 

1.57% 5 318 

6 I am not the type 
of person who 

compares often 
with others 

4.40% 1
4 

11.32
% 

36 14.47% 46 23.58
% 

7
5 

24.53% 7
8 

17.61
% 

5
6 

4.09% 1
3 

318 

7 If I want to find 
out how well I 

have done 
something, I 

compare what I 
have done with 

how others have 
done 

5.97% 1
9 

22.33
% 

71 28.93% 92 23.58
% 

7
5 

11.64% 3
7 

5.66% 1
8 

1.89% 6 318 

8 I often try to find 
out what others 
think who face 

similar problems 
as I face 

8.18% 2
6 

28.62
% 

91 34.28% 10
9 

18.24
% 

5
8 

5.66% 1
8 

2.52% 8 2.52% 8 318 

9 I often like to talk 
with others 

about mutual 
opinions and 
experiences 

13.84
% 

4
4 

39.62
% 

12
6 

24.53% 78 15.41
% 

4
9 

4.09% 1
3 

1.26% 4 1.26% 4 318 

10 I never consider 
my situation in 
life relative to 

that of other 
people 

2.20% 7 8.18
% 

26 15.72% 50 21.07
% 

6
7 

21.38% 6
8 

25.47
% 

8
1 

5.97% 1
9 

318 
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11 I often compare 
how I am doing 

socially (e.g., 
social skills, 

popularity) with 
other people 

5.66% 1
8 

21.07
% 

67 25.79% 82 23.58
% 

7
5 

11.32% 3
6 

8.81% 2
8 

3.77% 1
2 

318 

 
  

Authenticity and Self Scale:  The following contains items about things that describe how you think 

about yourself. There are no right or wrong responses, so please answer honestly. Use the following 

scale when responding to each statement by writing the number from the scale below that you feel 

most accurately characterizes your response to the statement. 

  

# Question Describes 
me 

extremel
y well 

  Describes 
me very 

well 

  Describes 
me 

moderatel
y well 

  Describes 
me 

slightly 
well 

  Does 
not 

describ
e me 

  Total 

1 I think it is better 
to be yourself, 

than to be 
popular. 

28.93% 92 39.31% 125 25.47% 81 5.03% 16 1.26% 4 318 

2 I don’t know how 
I really feel 

inside. 

7.23% 23 10.69% 34 21.07% 67 23.90% 76 37.11% 118 318 

3 I am strongly 
influenced by 

the opinions of 
others. 

4.09% 13 16.98% 54 36.79% 117 24.84% 79 17.30% 55 318 
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4 I usually do what 
other people tell 

me to do. 

2.20% 7 9.12% 29 27.36% 87 28.62% 91 32.70% 104 318 

5 I always feel I 
need to do what 

others expect me 
to do. 

6.92% 22 16.98% 54 26.42% 84 25.47% 81 24.21% 77 318 

6 Other people 
influence me 

greatly. 

4.72% 15 18.87% 60 35.53% 113 27.99% 89 12.89% 41 318 

7 I feel as if I don’t 
know myself 

very well. 

3.14% 10 10.06% 32 23.90% 76 21.07% 67 41.82% 133 318 

8 I always stand by 
what I believe 

in. 

20.13% 64 38.99% 124 31.76% 101 7.86% 25 1.26% 4 318 

9 I am true to 
myself in most 

situations. 

23.27% 74 44.03% 140 24.53% 78 5.66% 18 2.52% 8 318 

10 I feel out of touch 
with the ‘real 

me.’ 

5.03% 16 10.69% 34 20.75% 66 21.07% 67 42.45% 135 318 

11 I live in 
accordance with 

my values and 
beliefs. 

28.62% 91 40.57% 129 23.58% 75 5.97% 19 1.26% 4 318 
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12 I feel alienated 
from myself. 

4.72% 15 7.23% 23 17.61% 56 18.55% 59 51.89% 165 318 

 
  

Authenticity and Others Scale: Please read each of the following items and indicate to the extent 

which you agree or disagree. Please note that some of the items are extremely similar to others, with 

only a few words changed. Please respond to each individual item to the best of your ability. 

  

# Question Stron
gly 

agre
e 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neith
er 

agre
e nor 
disag

ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagr
ee 

  Disagr
ee 

  Stron
gly 

disag
ree 

  Tot
al 

1 I find it hard 
to imitate the 

behavior of 
other people. 

5.03% 1
6 

16.04
% 

51 25.16% 8
0 

28.30
% 

90 12.89% 4
1 

10.06
% 

3
2 

2.52% 8 318 

2 My behavior 
is usually an 

expression 
of my true 

inner 
feelings, 
attitudes, 

and beliefs. 

8.81% 2
8 

37.42
% 

11
9 

24.84% 7
9 

21.70
% 

69 5.03% 1
6 

1.89% 6 0.31% 1 318 

3 At parties and 
social 

gatherings, I 
do not 

attempt to do 
or say things 

that others 
will like. 

5.66% 1
8 

11.95
% 

38 19.81% 6
3 

33.02
% 

10
5 

16.67% 5
3 

10.38
% 

3
3 

2.52% 8 318 
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4 I can only 
argue for 

ideas which 
I already 
believe. 

6.92% 2
2 

20.75
% 

66 22.64% 7
2 

28.62
% 

91 14.47% 4
6 

4.72% 1
5 

1.89% 6 318 

5 I can make 
impromptu 

speeches 
even on 

topics about 
which I have 

almost no 
information. 

5.03% 1
6 

13.84
% 

44 18.55% 5
9 

23.27
% 

74 16.35% 5
2 

16.67
% 

5
3 

6.29% 2
0 

318 

6 I sometimes 
put on a 
show to 

impress or 
entertain 

people. 

5.03% 1
6 

12.89
% 

41 23.27% 7
4 

23.58
% 

75 13.21% 4
2 

16.04
% 

5
1 

5.97% 1
9 

318 

7 When I am 
uncertain 

how to act in 
a social 

situation, I 
look to the 

behavior of 
others for 

cues. 

6.60% 2
1 

20.44
% 

65 30.82% 9
8 

23.90
% 

76 11.01% 3
5 

5.03% 1
6 

2.20% 7 318 

8 I would 
probably 

make a good 
actor. 

9.12% 2
9 

11.95
% 

38 15.41% 4
9 

26.10
% 

83 12.89% 4
1 

14.15
% 

4
5 

10.38
% 

3
3 

318 

9 I rarely need 
the advice of 

my friends 
to choose 

movies, 
books or 

music. 

6.92% 2
2 

18.87
% 

60 15.72% 5
0 

27.36
% 

87 17.92% 5
7 

10.38
% 

3
3 

2.83% 9 318 
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10 I sometimes 
appear to 

others to be 
experiencing 

deeper 
emotions 

than I 
actually am. 

3.77% 1
2 

15.41
% 

49 21.70% 6
9 

26.10
% 

83 12.58% 4
0 

16.35
% 

5
2 

4.09% 1
3 

318 

11 I laugh more 
when I 

watch a 
comedy with 

others than 
when alone. 

9.75% 3
1 

22.64
% 

72 21.07% 6
7 

23.90
% 

76 7.55% 2
4 

10.69
% 

3
4 

4.40% 1
4 

318 

12 In a group of 
people I am 

rarely the 
center of 
attention. 

6.60% 2
1 

16.98
% 

54 20.75% 6
6 

28.93
% 

92 17.61% 5
6 

6.29% 2
0 

2.83% 9 318 

13 In different 
situations 
and with 
different 
people, I 

often act like 
very 

different 
persons. 

6.60% 2
1 

13.52
% 

43 24.84% 7
9 

22.96
% 

73 15.41% 4
9 

12.26
% 

3
9 

4.40% 1
4 

318 

14 I am not 
particularly 

good at 
making 

other people 
like me. 

3.46% 1
1 

7.86
% 

25 13.52% 4
3 

23.90
% 

76 18.87% 6
0 

23.90
% 

7
6 

8.49% 2
7 

318 

15 Even if I am 
not enjoying 

myself, I 
often 

pretend to be 
having a 

good time. 

3.14% 1
0 

15.09
% 

48 27.04% 8
6 

27.99
% 

89 14.78% 4
7 

9.12% 2
9 

2.83% 9 318 
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16 I'm not 
always the 

person I 
appear to be. 

2.83% 9 12.26
% 

39 26.73% 8
5 

26.73
% 

85 13.84% 4
4 

12.58
% 

4
0 

5.03% 1
6 

318 

17 I would not 
change my 

opinions (or 
the way I do 

things] in 
order to 

please 
someone 

else or win 
their favor. 

11.32
% 

3
6 

18.55
% 

59 22.33% 7
1 

30.50
% 

97 12.26% 3
9 

4.72% 1
5 

0.31% 1 318 

18 I have 
considered 

being an 
entertainer. 

4.72% 1
5 

13.84
% 

44 16.67% 5
3 

24.21
% 

77 9.75% 3
1 

17.61
% 

5
6 

13.21
% 

4
2 

318 

19 In order to get 
along and be 
liked, I tend 

to be what 
people 

expect me to 
be rather 

than 
anything 

else. 

3.14% 1
0 

7.86
% 

25 19.81% 6
3 

27.99
% 

89 17.61% 5
6 

17.30
% 

5
5 

6.29% 2
0 

318 

20 I have never 
been good at 

games like 
charades or 

improvisatio
nal acting. 

5.97% 1
9 

7.55
% 

24 16.04% 5
1 

27.99
% 

89 21.70% 6
9 

14.15
% 

4
5 

6.60% 2
1 

318 

21 I have trouble 
changing my 

behavior to 
suit different 

people and 
different 

situations. 

1.89% 6 9.43
% 

30 15.72% 5
0 

28.93
% 

92 22.64% 7
2 

16.35
% 

5
2 

5.03% 1
6 

318 
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22 At a party I 
let others 
keep the 

jokes and 
stories 
going. 

3.46% 1
1 

17.92
% 

57 27.04% 8
6 

28.93
% 

92 11.95% 3
8 

8.49% 2
7 

2.20% 7 318 

23 I feel a bit 
awkward in 

company 
and do not 

show up 
quite so well 

as I should. 

3.46% 1
1 

10.38
% 

33 19.81% 6
3 

31.45
% 

10
0 

17.61% 5
6 

10.06
% 

3
2 

7.23% 2
3 

318 

24 I can look 
anyone in 

the eye and 
tell a lie with 

a straight 
face (if for a 

right end). 

6.92% 2
2 

16.04
% 

51 19.18% 6
1 

26.73
% 

85 11.32% 3
6 

14.47
% 

4
6 

5.35% 1
7 

318 

25 I may deceive 
people by 

being 
friendly 

when I really 
dislike them. 

5.97% 1
9 

15.41
% 

49 25.47% 8
1 

27.99
% 

89 11.01% 3
5 

9.75% 3
1 

4.40% 1
4 

318 

 
  

Basic Trust Scale 

# Question Always   Most of 
the 

time 

  About 
half the 

time 

  Sometimes   Never   Total 

1 Generally 
speaking, 

would you 
say that 

people can 
be trusted 

7.23% 23 39.62% 126 32.39% 103 16.98% 54 3.77% 12 318 
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2 People try to 
take 

advantage 
of you if 

they got the 
chance 

7.23% 23 16.98% 54 29.87% 95 42.14% 134 3.77% 12 318 

3 People try to 
be fair 

3.46% 11 38.05% 121 37.74% 120 18.55% 59 2.20% 7 318 

4 You can’t be 
too careful 
in dealing 

with people 

14.47% 46 24.53% 78 33.65% 107 22.96% 73 4.40% 14 318 

5 People try to 
be helpful 

4.72% 15 46.54% 148 33.96% 108 13.21% 42 1.57% 5 318 

6 People are 
just looking 

out for 
themselves 

9.75% 31 33.33% 106 35.53% 113 19.81% 63 1.57% 5 318 

 
  

Life Satisfaction Scale: Below are statements that you may agree or disagree with. Using the scale 

below, indicate your agreement with each item by placing the appropriate number on the line 

preceding that item. Please be open and honest in your responding. 

  

# Question Strong
ly 

agree 

  Agree   Somew
hat 

agree 

  Neithe
r 

agree 
nor 

disag
ree 

  Somew
hat 

disagre
e 

  Disagr
ee 

  Strong
ly 

disag
ree 

  Tot
al 

1 In most 
ways my 

life is close 
to my 
ideal. 

7.23% 23 34.59
% 

11
0 

24.53% 78 19.18
% 

61 7.86% 25 5.66% 18 0.94% 3 318 
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2 The 
conditions 
of my life 

are 
excellent. 

12.58
% 

40 32.39
% 

10
3 

25.16% 80 19.50
% 

62 6.92% 22 3.14% 10 0.31% 1 318 

3 I am 
satisfied 
with my 

life. 

12.26
% 

39 38.68
% 

12
3 

22.64% 72 16.67
% 

53 5.35% 17 3.46% 11 0.94% 3 318 

4 So far I have 
gotten the 
important 

things I 
want in 

life. 

14.15
% 

45 33.02
% 

10
5 

21.07% 67 19.50
% 

62 7.23% 23 4.40% 14 0.63% 2 318 

5 If I could 
live my 

time over, I 
would 

change 
almost 

nothing. 

10.38
% 

33 20.75
% 

66 24.21% 77 19.81
% 

63 12.58% 40 8.49% 27 3.77% 12 318 

 
  

Gender: What is your gender? 

  

# Answer % Count 

1 Male 48.11% 153 

2 Female 50.63% 161 

3 Other/ Prefer not to say 1.26% 4 

  Total 100% 318 
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Race: What is you race?  

# Answer % Count 

1 White 50.00% 159 

2 Black or African American 1.26% 4 

3 American Indian or Alaska Native 0.94% 3 

4 Asian 41.19% 131 

5 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.63% 2 

6 Other 11.64% 37 

  Total 100% 318 

Age: What is your age?  

 

Education: What is your educational background?  
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# Answer % Count 

1 Less than high school 0.95% 3 

2 High school graduate 5.05% 16 

3 Some college 47.32% 150 

4 2 year degree 2.84% 9 

5 4 year degree 39.12% 124 

6 Professional degree 4.42% 14 

7 Doctorate 0.32% 1 

  Total 100% 317 
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