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ABSTRACT 

Four studies examined the role of authenticity in romantic relationship outcomes.  

Building on prior work (Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Lopez & Rice, 2006) that has focused 

primarily on the associations between both partners’ self-reported authenticity and 

general well-being, the present paper explored the role of perceiving authenticity in 

romantic partners.  Experimental and correlational data suggest that an individual’s own 

relationship authenticity, as well as his or her perception of his or her romantic partner’s 

authenticity predicts a number of important relationship outcomes. Self and typical 

partner relationship authenticity predicted relationship goals and openness to new 

relationships among individuals not currently involved in a romantic relationship (Study 

1), and perceived partner relationship authenticity was associated with more adaptive 

goal orientations and more positive relationship outcomes among individuals currently 

involved in a romantic relationship (Study 2).  In a sample of dating and married couples 

(Study 3), perceived partner authenticity was a stronger predictor of relationship well-

being than that romantic partner’s actual authenticity. 
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 Authenticity in Romantic Partners 

 

Philosophers have long maintained that the genuine expression of one’s thoughts 

and feelings in daily life is an essential part of experiencing happiness and contentment 

(Harbus, 2002).  The construct of authenticity, or believing that one’s behavior arises 

from a sense of choiceful self expression, has a long history among humanistic and 

existential theorists (Cloninger, 1993; Maslow, 1968; Rogers, 1961) who maintained that 

self-actualizing behaviors allowed individuals a more integrated and organized sense of 

self.  Authentic self-expression is not motivated by rebelliousness or a compulsive drive 

for independence, but rather is an uncoerced expression of one’s inner self that is 

harmonious with the basic needs of others.  An array of personality characteristics are 

associated with authenticity and authentic self-expression, including openness to new 

experiences, momentarily adaptive experience of reality, trust in one’s inner experiences, 

experiencing autonomy in controlling environments, and a creative approach to living 

(Kernis, 2003).  It is clear from this characterization that the degree of authenticity 

experienced by an individual has considerable implications for one’s self-development 

and social functioning.   

Given the central role that close others play in promoting happiness (Baumeister 

& Leary, 1995; Bradbury, Fincham, & Beach, 2000; Reis, Berscheid, & Collins, 2000), 

the authenticity of close others (particularly one’s relationship partner) should play an 

important role in the quality of one’s romantic  relationship, as well as the extent to 

which one feels comfortable increasing intimacy (thus vulnerability) with one’s partner.  

Only recently have social and personality psychologists begun to systematically examine 
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authenticity as personality construct (Kernis, 2003; Kernis & Goldman, 2006).  At 

present, only a handful of studies have investigated the associations between authenticity 

and relationship functioning (Brunell et al., 2010; Lopez & Rice, 2006), and the 

conceptual model underlying this construct is ripe for further theoretical development and 

empirical validation. The present studies aim to provide a more comprehensive 

exploration of the construct by distinguishing between the self-reported authenticity of 

one’s romantic partner, and one’s perception of his or her partner’s relationship 

authenticity (perceived partner authenticity).  This approach leads to a number of 

compelling questions.  Does actual or perceived partner authenticity play a stronger role 

in predicting relationship satisfaction?  Are the presumably beneficial effects of being 

with an authentic relationship partner magnified when one is also highly authentic?  Does 

authenticity reduce or eliminate the need to maintain an idealized view of one’s partner 

(i.e., Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a, 1996b)?  Finally, to what extent are individuals 

able to accurately perceive the presence of authenticity in their romantic partner?  These 

questions were addressed across multiple independent samples, using both correlational 

and experimental methods.  A number of close relationship theories share common 

elements with the concept of authenticity, and later sections also discuss the similarities 

between features of authenticity and aspects of motivation, implicit knowledge structures, 

and attributions for supportive behaviors.     

Authenticity and General Well Being 

Though only a handful of studies have explored the link between authenticity and 

well-being, the results are consistent and positive.  For example, Kernis and Goldman 

(2006) found that self-reported authenticity predicted more adaptive coping styles four 



 

3 

 

weeks later, and many of these associations remained when controlling for general self-

esteem.  Furthermore, higher levels of authenticity were associated with greater self-

concept clarity and self-actualization, lower contingent self-worth, higher levels of life 

satisfaction, positive affect, autonomy, environmental mastery, and general well-being 

(Kernis & Goldman, 2006).  Sheldon and colleagues (Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & 

Ilardi, 1997) found that when college students were asked  to reflect on five primary life 

roles (e.g., student, romantic partner), the roles in which they reported greater 

authenticity were rated as more satisfying and less stressful.  Moreover, individuals who 

reported higher average levels of authenticity across all life roles reported higher overall 

self-esteem, and lower levels of anxiety, depression, perceived stress, and physical 

symptomatology.   

More recently, Wood and colleagues (Wood, Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, & Joseph, 

2008) introduced a tripartite model of authenticity focusing on authentic living, accepting 

external influence, and self-alienation.  Correlational analysis across multiple samples 

indicated that greater authenticity was associated with higher levels of self-esteem, life 

satisfaction, positive affect, and lower levels of negative affect, stress, and anxiety.  

These facets of authenticity were also associated with the autonomy, environmental 

mastery, positive relations, personal growth, self-acceptance, purpose in life, and 

gratitude components of Ryff’s (1989) Psychological Well-being scale.  Using a diary 

method, Heppner and colleagues (Heppner, Kernis, Nezlek, Foster, Lakey, & Goldman, 

2008) found that participants reported higher levels of self-esteem on days in which they 

felt more authentic, and this finding remained significant after controlling for daily 
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positive and negative affect, as well as autonomy, competence, and relatedness need 

satisfaction.  

Finally, Gillath and colleagues (Gillath, Sesko, Shaver, & Chun, 2010) explored 

the potential antecedents of authenticity.  Using a cross-sectional design, they found that 

even after controlling for all Big Five personality traits, attachment anxiety and 

avoidance were significant (negative) predictors of authenticity.  A series of experiments 

also provided evidence of a possible causal relationship between attachment security and 

state authenticity.  The authors reported that both subliminal and supraliminal priming of 

attachment security led participants to report a greater number of embarrassing or 

shameful acts.  Gillath and colleagues reasoned that a willingness to admit greater 

negative self-attributes and behaviors was reflective of non-defensiveness, a 

characteristic of authenticity.   

Authenticity and Relationship Functioning 

Only recently have researchers begun to explore the implications of authenticity 

in the context of romantic relationships (Brunell et al., 2010; Lopez & Rice, 2006).  In 

their validation of a measure of relationship authenticity, Lopez and Rice (2006) found 

that higher levels of authenticity were associated with greater self esteem, relationship 

satisfaction, attachment security, and lower levels of depression, self-concealment, and 

self-concept splitting.  These findings are limited by their reliance on a cross-sectional 

survey design and a large proportion of single participants (individuals without partners), 

calling into question the validity of the relationship satisfaction measure.  More recently, 

Brunell and colleagues (2010) used a 3-wave panel design to examine the extent to which 

authenticity predicts relationship well-being at a later time.  The authors found that 
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individuals who scored higher on a general authenticity measure at baseline reported 

more positive relationship behaviors two weeks later, as well as better relationship 

outcomes and general well-being four weeks later.  Although the longitudinal nature of 

this study provides some evidence for the predictive validity of authenticity, causal 

associations between authenticity in relationships and subsequent relationship outcomes 

have yet to be established.  However, a related theoretical framework provides evidence 

of the importance of authenticity in developing fulfilling close relationships. 

Relationship Authenticity and Related Constructs  

Aspects of authenticity are also found in prior work on self-determination theory 

(SDT; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Knee, Lonsbary, Canevello, & Patrick, 2005; Patrick, Knee, 

Canevello, & Lonsbary, 2007), implicit theories of relationships (ITR; Knee, 1998; Knee, 

Nanayakkara, Vietor, Neighbors, & Patrick, 2001), and attributional processes in close 

relationships (Bradbury & Fincham, 1992; Fincham & Bradbury, 1992).  In terms of 

SDT, the social contexts that satisfy an individual’s basic psychological needs for 

autonomy, competence, and relatedness, should also promote an authentic sense of self 

that is harmonic with one’s environment, leading to intrinsically motivated or self-

determined behavior.  Additionally, supportive environments should help to foster a 

sense of self that is based on stable, internal attributes rather than external approval or 

internal pressures (Hodgins & Knee, 2002).  Although people generally monitor and 

adjust their behavior to fit the demands and expectations of specific environments and 

social settings, this tendency is likely to be weaker when an individual is self-determined 

(Knee, Porter, & Rodriguez, in press).   
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In the context of romantic relationships, being self-determined involves 

authentically endorsing one’s participation in the relationship, rather than feeling coerced, 

guilty, or not knowing why one is involved in the relationship (Knee et al., 2005).  

Alleviating the pressure to behave in particular ways allows one to be more aware and 

present in the moment, and adopt a reflective rather than reactive response to stimuli 

(Hodgins et al., 2010).  For example, Knee and colleagues (2005) found that greater self-

determination, in terms of having more intrinsic reasons for being in the relationship, 

predicts less defensive responses to disagreements, and in turn, more relative satisfaction 

following those disagreements.  This suggests that self-determined relationship partners 

did not feel compelled to maintain (defend) a particular self-image to their partners 

(Hodgins & Knee, 2002).  This relative absence of a coercive, compulsive drive to 

protect one’s ego is reflective of the core aspects of authenticity. 

 Relationship authenticity also likely plays a role in the association between 

perceived social support and relationship satisfaction.  According to the relationship 

enhancement model of social support (Cutrona, Russell, & Gardner, 2005), attributing a 

partner’s supportive behaviors to internal, stable, characteristics such as kindness or 

commitment (Fincham & Bradbury, 1990) leads to an enhanced sense of trust (Rempel, 

Holmes, & Zanna, 1985), greater satisfaction, and lower levels of stress.  Making internal 

attributions for a partner‘s supportive behaviors reflects the perception of authenticity in 

one’s relationship partner.  These attributions of authenticity regarding a partner’s 

behavior reflect a sense of confidence in being able to depend on one’s partner in future 

times of need.  On the other hand, unstable (inauthentic) attributions reflect skepticism 
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about one’s partner’s motives, which leads to doubts about the partner’s ability or 

willingness to provide support in the future.   

Authenticity in romantic relationships is also conceptually similar to the ITR 

cultivation orientation (Knee, Patrick, & Lonsbary, 2003), which is characterized by a 

tendency to view attributes of romantic relationships and partners as malleable and 

subject to change (high growth belief) while simultaneously perceiving partners in non-

evaluative, non-diagnostic (low destiny belief) fashion.  This perspective leads romantic 

cultivators to interpret conflicts as opportunities to develop greater understanding and 

trust, rather than indicators of threat or evidence of a bad investment.  Similarly, 

authentic close relationships are characterized by a non-judgmental, open, and expressive 

approach to romantic partners that is similar to a cultivation orientation.  Knee and 

colleagues (2001) found that unlike non-cultivators, individuals oriented toward 

relationship cultivation did not exhibit the well-documented projected illusions effect 

(Murray, Holmes, & Griffin, 1996a, 1996b), whereby adopting an idealized view of one’s 

partner’s attributes is associated with greater satisfaction.  Knee et al. (2001) found that 

individuals oriented toward cultivation did not adopt the standard idealization bias, but 

rather were equally as satisfied by maintaining a more realistic view of their romantic 

partner.  A similar process is likely operating among individuals who are highly 

authentic.  That is, individuals high in relationship authenticity should be more open to 

accepting their romantic partner for who he or she really is, including less favorable 

qualities, eliminating the need to compensate for their partner’s flaws in character or 

personality.   

The Proposed Research 
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The proposed work seeks to extend prior research by adopting a new perspective 

on authenticity in close relationships.  More specifically, the potential added value of 

having an authentic partner has yet to be directly considered, and leads to a number of 

compelling questions.  First, is simply perceiving one’s partner as more authentic 

predictive of more positive relationship outcomes?  Assuming that individuals are not 

perfectly accurate in judging their partner’s authenticity, which estimate of authenticity 

(partner reported or perceived partner) is a stronger predictor of relationship outcomes?   

Hypothesis 1:  Higher levels of self-rated and perceived partner authenticity 

should be associated with higher perceived (or anticipated) relationship quality, 

and perceived partner authenticity should emerge as a stronger predictor than 

actual partner reported authenticity. 

Relatedly, is the perception of one’s partner as more authentic associated with viewing 

the partner as less “risky” (Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006), and more suitable for a 

committed relationship?  According to the Risk Regulation Model (Murray et al., 2006), 

individuals experience potentially competing goal orientations as romantic relationships 

develop: self-protection and connectedness goals.  Self-protection goals are concerned 

with insulating one’s self from the threat of abandonment or rejection, and they arise 

when romantic partners are perceived as unstable.  Individuals who report higher levels 

of authenticity should be less reactive to potential threats of rejection because their sense 

of self is non-contingent and more resilient to social rejection.  Moreover, romantic 

partners who are perceived as more authentic are likely seen as more stable, predictable, 

and less likely to unexpectedly disengage from the relationship.  As a result, individuals 

who report higher levels of romantic authenticity, as well as individuals who perceive 
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their romantic partner as more authentic are less likely to adopt self-protection goals in 

their romantic relationship (Murray, Derrick, Leder, & Holmes, 2008).  In contrast, 

connectedness goals are associated with seeking to increase closeness and intimacy with 

one’s romantic partner.  Feeling more authentic in one’s romantic relationship may lead 

individuals to be more open to merging with one’s romantic partner as expressed by the 

connectedness goal orientation.  Additionally, perceiving one’s partner as more authentic 

may lead him or her to be seen as less threatening and more stable, and in turn better 

suited for increased intimacy.  More generally, believing that one’s relationship partner is 

highly authentic should be associated with perceiving him or her as less of a risky 

investment.  In contrast, less authentic partners are likely to be perceived as less 

trustworthy and stable. These perceptions may lead individuals who merely believe that 

their partner is more authentic to report more positive relationship outcomes and respond 

less defensively to the possibility of becoming more emotionally committed.   

Hypothesis 2: Higher levels of self-rated and perceived partner authenticity should 

be associated with perceiving (or anticipating) one’s partner as less risky (Murray 

et al., 2006) as indicated by an endorsement of connectedness goals and a 

rejection of self-protection goals. 

Furthermore, does the perception of one’s partner’s authenticity depend on one’s own 

(self-rated) authenticity?  The present work maintains that individuals who perceive a 

discrepancy between their self-rated authenticity and perceptions of their partner’s 

authenticity may report less positive relationship outcomes and will be less willing to 

increase closeness.  On the other hand, participants who report levels of authenticity 
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similar to how they perceive their partner’s authenticity should report more positive 

outcomes and a greater willingness to commit. 

Hypothesis 3: The respondent’s self-rated and perceived partner authenticity 

should interact to predict relationship outcomes such that higher levels of 

perceived partner authenticity should be associated with a stronger (more 

positive) association between self-rated authenticity and relationship outcomes. 

Prior work suggests that the farther a relationship partner is from one’s ideal image, the 

less satisfied one will be with the relationship (Fletcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles, 

1999; Murray & Holmes, 1996a).  Given that highly authentic individuals are less likely 

to engage in biased processing of diagnostic information in an effort to defend their ego 

and justify their actions, acknowledging that one’s partner is less than ideal should be less 

threatening to individuals who value authentic self-expression.  Having a highly authentic 

romantic partner, or perceiving a partner to be highly authentic, means that the partner’s 

strengths, weakness, and motives are “on the table,” reducing the need for one to adopt 

and maintain a partner’s biased self-perceptions.  In other words, because highly 

authentic people are less prone to self-serving biases, partners of highly authentic people 

have no shared delusions to uphold.   

Hypothesis 4:  The respondent’s self-reported, and perceived partner authenticity 

should moderate the association between a direct measure of actual-ideal partner 

discrepancy (Knee et al., 2001) and relationship outcomes, such that higher levels 

of self-reported authenticity, and perceived partner authenticity are associated 

with a weaker association between actual-ideal partner discrepancy and 

relationship satisfaction. 
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Hypothesis 5: The respondent’s self-rated, and perceived partner authenticity 

should moderate the positive illusions bias, such that higher levels of authenticity 

are associated with a weaker association between the partner’s self-reported 

attributes and relationship satisfaction (controlling for self and ideal ratings of 

both partners). 

Finally, the correspondence between perception of one’s partner’s authenticity and the 

level of authenticity actually reported by one’s partner is an important source of inquiry.  

Perceived partner and self-reported authenticity were measured in a sample of couples in 

order to examine the agreement of individual’s perceptions of partner authenticity, as 

well as the unique predictive power of each.   Though authenticity pertains to internal, 

self-focused attributes, authentic self-expression should be readily observable to romantic 

partners.  In other words, people should be able to accurately detect authenticity in their 

romantic partners.  However, given that it is impossible to know every aspect of a 

romantic partner’s true-self, even in the most intimate relationships, the correlation 

between one’s perception of his or her partner’s authenticity, and the level of authent icity 

actually reported by that partner, should be moderate in magnitude (i.e., r = .4 - .6). 

Hypothesis 6:  The respondent’s perceived partner authenticity should be 

moderately (positively) correlated with his or her partner’s self-reported 

authenticity.  Each form of partner authenticity (perceived and self-reported) may 

uniquely predict relationship outcomes. 

These hypotheses will be examined across multiple studies, using correlational and 

experimental research designs.   

Pilot Study 
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Pilot data collected as part of a previous project provides additional evidence of 

the concurrent associations between self and partner-reported relationship authenticity 

and relationship outcomes (H1).  As suggested by the hypothesis described above, higher 

levels of relationship authenticity were expected to be associated with greater relationship 

satisfaction.   

Participants and Procedure   

Both partners of 71 heterosexual couples who were not cohabiting and who had 

been dating for at least one month completed measures of authenticity and relationship 

functioning as part of a larger project.  Participants were relatively young (Mage = 22.02 

years, SDage = 5.46 years) and ethnically diverse, with 31% Hispanic/Latino, 28% Asian, 

21% Caucasian, 13% African American, and 7% who marked “Other.”  Average 

relationship length was 1.57 years (SD = 1.49 years) and both members of most couples 

(n = 62 couples; 87.32%) reported that they were exclusively dating or engaged.  Four 

couples (5.63%) reported they were casually dating and five couples disagreed about 

level of involvement, with one partner stating they were exclusively dating and the other 

reporting they were only casually dating.  In exchange for participation, students received 

course credit and nonstudents received entries into six lottery drawings for $50 cash.  

Due to the slow pace of data collection, after the first six weeks of data collection, all 

couples (n = 41; 58%) were paid $25 cash for completion of the study.   

Measures   

Participants responded to a 5-item measure of relationship satisfaction (e.g., “I 

feel satisfied with our relationship.”; αmen = .94; αwomen = .91) drawn from Rusbult’s 

investment model scale (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998), using a 9-point Likert scale 
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labeled “Do Not Agree At All” to “Agree Completely.” Additionally, participants 

completed the authenticity index (AI; Kernis & Goldman, 2006), though only the 

relational orientation subscale is included in the current analysis.  The AI subscale is 

comprised of 12 items (e.g., “I want people, with whom I am close, to understand my 

strengths and weaknesses”; αmen = .69; αwomen = .71) and participants responded using a 

5-point Likert scale labeled “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.”  Participants also 

completed both the unacceptability of deception (UOD; e.g., “I’d rather my partner have 

a positive view of me than a completely accurate one;” αmen = .88; αwomen = .85) and 

intimate risk taking (IRT; e.g., “I am totally myself when I am with my partner;” αmen = 

.86; αwomen = .85) subscales of the authenticity in relationships scale (AIRS; Lopez & 

Rice, 2006) using a 9-point Likert scale labeled “Not at all Descriptive” to “Very 

Descriptive.”  Finally, participants completed the 10-item Rosenberg self-esteem scale 

(Rosenberg, 1965; e.g., “On the whole, I am satisfied with myself;” αmen = .77; αwomen = 

.89), using a 5-point scale labeled “Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” 

Analysis Strategy   

Actor-partner interdependence analysis (APIM; Kenny, 1996; Kenny, Kashy, & 

Cook, 2006) was applied using SAS PROC MIXED (SAS Institute, 2011).  Non-

independence between dyad members was modeled by estimating a covariance parameter 

between men’s and women’s outcomes using a REPEATED statement with TYPE = UN.  

Actor and partner authenticity (AI, AIRS-IRT, AIRS-UOD) scores were mean centered 

and entered as predictors in separate APIM analyses, along with respondent gender 

(effect coded: men = +1, women = -1).  Initially, a fully saturated form of the APIM was 

estimated with all 2-way (actorgender, partnergender, actorpartner) and 3-way 
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(actorpartnergender) terms. The actorpartnergender and actorpartner terms 

were dropped in subsequent models if they failed to reach statistical significance, to 

provide more precise estimate of first-order actor and partner coefficients.   

Results 

Descriptive Statistics.  Table 1 contains zero-order correlations among the 

constructs of interest.  Correlations for men are listed above the diagonal, and women are 

listed below.  As expected, the relationship authenticity variables are positively 

associated with measures of satisfaction and commitment, as well as general self-esteem.  

However, it is important to note that these correlations only describe the unpartialed actor 

effects, therefore the primary analysis will provide a more complete and compelling 

description of the findings.  Additionally, although the subscales of the AIRS and the AI 

are significantly correlated, the association is modest enough to suggest that these 

measures assess unique components of the relationship authenticity construct.  As 

expected, significant positive correlations emerged among the authenticity indicators and 

global self-esteem.  However, the global self-esteem measure was practically unrelated to 

relationship satisfaction.  Finally, the intra-dyadic correlations for each variable are listed 

along the diagonal.  Significant positive correlations emerged for most of the variables, 

suggesting that individuals belonging to the same dyad have similar values for self-

esteem, relationship satisfaction, AIRS-IRT, and AIRS-UOD.  An unexpected negative 

correlation was observed for the AI measure, indicating that when one dyad member 

reported higher authenticity, the other dyad member reported lower levels of authenticity.  

However, given the number of correlations present, the unanticipated direction of this 

effect may be attributable to a Type I error. 
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APIM Analysis and Discussion.  Unstandardized coefficients for the APIM 

analysis are provided in Table 2.  Actor and partner versions of global self-esteem were 

initially included in all models.  However, these coefficients failed to reach significance 

and were subsequently dropped from the analysis.  Using the AI subscale to predict 

relationship satisfaction revealed marginally significant actor (pr = .19, t = 1.91, p = .06), 

and non-significant partner (pr = -.03, t = -0.27, p = .79) effects for men, indicating that 

higher levels of one’s self-rated authenticity were marginally associated with higher 

levels of one’s own relationship satisfaction.  Among women, the actor effect failed to 

reach significance (pr = .13, t = 1.30, p = .20), however the partner effect was significant 

(pr = .26, t = 2.98, p < .01).  The significant actor effect for men, combined with a 

partner effect for women suggests that a man’s authenticity was the only significant 

predictor of relationship satisfaction.
1
  In contrast, women’s relational orientation was not 

associated with her own, or her romantic partner’s relationship satisfaction. 

Using the AIRS-IRT subscale to predict relationship satisfaction among men, a 

significant actor effect (pr = .32, t = 3.88, p < .01) emerged, though the partner effect was 

non-significant (pr = .03, t = 0.24, p = .97).  However, the lower-order actor effect among 

men was qualified by a significant actor x partner interaction (pr = -.29, t = -3.30, p < 

.01), suggesting that the positive effect of a man’s self-rated authenticity becomes weaker 

when his partner is highly authentic.  Among women, significant actor (pr = .19, t = 2.01, 

p < .05), and partner (pr = .21, t = 2.30, p < .05) effects emerged, suggesting that both a 

woman’s self-rated, and her romantic partner’s authenticity contribute (positively) to her 

relationship satisfaction.  Using the UOD subscale as a predictor of men’s relationship 

satisfaction revealed a significant actor effect (pr = .29, b = .41, t = 3.30, p < .01), 
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however the partner effect was non-significant (pr = -.09, t = -0.83, p =.41).  Thus, men’s 

unwillingness to deceive is associated with higher levels of their own satisfaction, but 

women’s UOD was unrelated to men’s relationship satisfaction.  In contrast, a non-

significant actor effect (pr = .02, t = 0.16, p = .88), but a significant partner effect (pr = 

.20, t = 2.01, p <. 05) for women, suggesting that women with partners who report greater 

unwillingness to deceive are more satisfied. 

A consistent finding across all three measures of relationship authenticity was a 

positive association between men’s authenticity and women’s relationship satisfaction.  

In contrast, the association between women’s authenticity and men’s relationship 

satisfaction was non-significant across all authenticity measures.  The results suggest that 

having a romantic partner who is highly authentic is associated with greater satisfaction 

among women, but not men.  Moreover, men’s authenticity was also associated with their 

own satisfaction, though women’s authenticity was unrelated to their own satisfaction.  

These preliminary results suggest that men may serve as “satisfaction barometers” 

because their relationship authenticity predicted their own, and their partner’s 

satisfaction, while women’s authenticity was unassociated with their own, and their 

partner’s satisfaction.  However, women’s authenticity did moderate the association 

between men’s IRT and relationship satisfaction, as suggested by the significant 

actorpartner interaction.  Though compelling, these results should be interpreted with 

some caution given the reliance on a single sample.  The remaining studies sought to both 

replicate and extend these findings among single and coupled individuals, using both 

correlational and experimental methods. 

The Present Work 
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 Much of the prior work investigating the role of authenticity in romantic 

relationships is limited in two ways.  First, all prior published work has focused solely on 

individuals who were involved in a romantic relationship at the time of the study, which 

is problematic because authenticity may be an important trait that people value in 

potential mates.  Additionally, most of these earlier investigations have also relied on 

cross-sectional or panel designs.  Study 1 addressed both of these issues by sampling 

individuals who were not involved in a romantic relationship (i.e., “single”) at the time of 

the study and applying a within-subjects experimental design to examine the role of one’s 

self-rated, and perceived authenticity of a potential partner.  Study 1 also used 

correlational methods to examine the association between respondents own (self) 

relationship authenticity, perceptions of their typical romantic partner’s relationship 

authenticity, and outcome variables related to the perceived riskiness of new 

relationships.  Measures of well-being were also included in Study 1 to examine the 

extent to which relationship authenticity predicts general personal functioning.   

In Study 2, reports of self and perceived partner authenticity, along with a number 

of relationship outcome measures were collected from a sample of individuals currently 

involved in a romantic relationship.  Participants completed measures of their own 

relationship authenticity, their perception of the current romantic partner’s relationship 

authenticity, and a number of relationship outcomes.  Finally, Study 3 used correlational 

and experimental methods to examine the role of self- and perceived partner relationship 

authenticity in a sample of dating and married couples.   

Study 1 
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Study 1 examined the association between self-reported feelings of authenticity in 

relationships and relationship-relevant constructs, as well as indicators of general well-

being.  Hypotheses 1-3 were tested in a sample of individuals not involved in a romantic 

relationship, using a cross-sectional survey design.  Specifically, measures of an 

individual’s own relationship authenticity, and his or her perception of the authenticity of 

his or her typical romantic partner were correlated with measures of self-protective and 

connectedness goal orientations (Murray et al., 2008).   The association between 

relationship authenticity and respondents’ reported openness to initiating new romantic 

relationships was also examined.  Higher levels of self and typical partner authenticity 

should be associated with being oriented toward connectedness in relationships and 

greater willingness to form new relationships.  Additionally, individuals who perceive 

themselves and their typical romantic partners as more authentic will be less likely to 

endorse self-protective relationship goals.  Finally, a within-subjects experiment 

examined H1-H3 by presenting participants with a series of relationship vignettes to 

manipulate the degree of authenticity present in a series of hypothetical romantic 

relationships.   

Participants 

Undergraduate students who were not involved in a romantic relationship were 

recruited from the University of Houston subject pool via the Sona research management 

system and through direct appeals to undergraduate psychology classes.  Of the 154 

participants who completed the survey, 7 were identified as being involved in a romantic 

relationship at the present time and were excluded from the analysis.  The remaining 147 

participants (111 female) were relatively young (Mage = 21.55 years, SDage = 4.63 years) 



 

19 

 

and ethnically diverse, with 25% Hispanic/Latino, 28% Asian/Pacific Islander, 22% 

Caucasian, 14% African American, 6% Middle Eastern, and 4% who marked “Other.”  

Participants reported an average of 1.36 prior romantic relationships (SDNumRel = 1.69; 

MdnNumRel = 1), and 54 individuals reported having no prior relationships.    

Materials 

Participants completed the following self-report measures and responded to a 

series of vignettes describing relationships characterized by varying levels of self and 

partner authenticity. 

Authenticity Index (AI).  Participants responded to self (e.g., “I want people, 

with whom I am close, to understand my strengths and weaknesses”) and typical partner 

(ex. “My partner wants people with whom he/she is close to understand his/her strengths 

and weaknesses”) items from the relational orientation subscale of the authenticity Index 

(AI; Kernis & Goldman, 2006) using a 5-point Likert scale labeled “Strongly Disagree” 

to “Strongly Agree.”  Many of the items of the original AI assessed redundant aspects of 

each construct (e.g., “For better or for worse, I am aware of who I truly am” and “I am 

aware of when I am not being my true-self”); therefore the number of items in each 

dimension was reduced to eight items.  Reliability analysis for both self- and partner 

versions of the scale revealed that one item (“I tend to idealize close others rather than 

objectively see them as they truly are”) exhibited item-total correlations near 0.  

Dropping this item resulted in good reliability (αself = .82; αpartner = .85).   

Authenticity in Relationships Scale (AIRS).  The self version of the AIRS was 

drawn from Lopez and Rice (2006), and the perceived (typical) partner version of the 
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scale was created by modifying the target of the original (self) items.  The AIRS 

measures two related dimensions of relationship authenticity.  The unacceptability of 

deception (UOD) subscale is comprised of 12 items, and the intimate risk taking (IRT) 

contains 10 items.  The UOD measures the extent to which partners are willing to refrain 

from misleading or inaccurate self and partner appraisals (e.g., “I avoid raising certain 

topics for discussion with my partner” (reversed); αself = .91; αpartner = .92).  The IRT 

subscale measures the degree to which partners are willing to disclose private, intimate 

thoughts and feelings with one’s partner (e.g., “I am totally myself when I am with my 

partner”; αself = .90; αpartner = .93). Participants responded using a 9-point Likert scale 

labeled “Not at all Descriptive” to “Very Descriptive.”   

Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS).  The PANAS (Watson, Clark, & 

Tellegen, 1988) is a 20-item instrument evaluating state-level positive (e.g., “excited”; α 

= .91) and negative (e.g., “irritable”; α = .88) affect.  Respondents rated the extent to 

which they agree or disagree with each item using a 5-point Likert-type scale, with higher 

numbers indicating greater agreement.   

Relationship Goals Scale (RGS).  Murray and colleagues (2008) constructed this 

17-item measure designed to assess the extent to which a person adopts connectedness 

and self-protection goals in romantic relationships.  Connectedness goals involve a desire 

to maintain focus on the positive aspects of a relationship (e.g., “I often think about how I 

will achieve my goals for maintaining a satisfying relationships”; α = .90), while self-

protection goals are related to a preoccupation with avoiding the potential negative 

aspects of relationships (e.g., “I worry that I will do something that creates problems in 
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my relationships”; α = .94).  Participants indicated their agreement with each statement 

using a 7-point Likert-type scale. 

Openness to New Relationships Scale (ONRS).  This 15-item measure 

(Appendix C) was developed for this study to measure the extent to which individuals are 

willing to initiate new romantic relationships.  Items were generated in an attempt to 

assess distinct components (cognitive, affective, and behavioral) of willingness to initiate 

a new relationship.  Cognitive aspects of relationship initiation include reasons for 

engaging (or not) in a new relationship (e.g., “If the right person was available I would 

consider starting a new relationship”).  Affective components involve emotional reactions 

to beginning a new relationship (e.g., “The prospect of a new romantic partner is exciting 

to me”).  Finally, the behavioral component measures overt attempts to attract new 

potential mates (e.g., “I make an effort to maintain my appearance (i.e., clothing, 

makeup, etc.) so that I will be attractive to potential romantic partners”).  Participants 

reported the extent to which they “Strongly disagree” vs. “Strongly agree” using a 9-point 

Likert-type scale.   

Exploratory factor analysis was conducted to determine the factor structure of the 

ONRS.  Analysis of the scree plot revealed two dominant factors (eigenvalues: 8.69 and 

3.86), which were essentially orthogonal (r = .08) following promax rotation.  Items with 

strong cross-loadings (both Λ > |.3|) or weak loadings (i.e., Λ < .5) on one factor were 

excluded from further consideration.  Analysis of item content for the remaining 

indicators suggested a set of items corresponding to approach (items 1, 2, 6, 11, 13; e.g., 

“If the right person was available I would consider starting a new relationship”; α = .82) 

and avoidance (items 9, 10, 15; e.g., “The idea of a new relationship is scary”; α = .69) of 
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new relationships. The correlation between ONRS Approach and ONRS Avoidance 

composites was essentially zero (r = -.01). 

Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWL).  The SWL (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & 

Griffin, 1985) is a 5-item scale designed to assess the respondent’s overall, global 

satisfaction with life (e.g., “In most ways my life is close to ideal”; α = .84).  

Respondents rated the extent to which they agree or disagree with each item using a 7-

point Likert-type scale, so that higher scores reflect greater satisfaction. 

Subjective Vitality Scale (SVS).  The SVS (Ryan & Fredrick, 1997) is a 7 item 

measure designed to assess the extent to which an individual feels alive, alert and have 

energy available to the self (e.g., “I feel alive and vital”; α = .87).  Participants responded 

using a 7-point Likert scale ranging from “Not at all true” to “Very true.” 

Self and Potential Partner Authenticity Experiment.  After completing the 

self-report questionnaires described above, participants were presented with the following 

instructions: “Each of the following 5 pages contains a short paragraph describing a 

romantic relationship. Each paragraph contains information about how you and a 

hypothetical relationship partner think, feel, and behave.  We are interested in your 

perception of the quality of each potential relationship.  After reading each paragraph, 

you will be asked to respond to a number of statements using the scale below…”  Each 

vignette described a potential relationship partner as low or high in authenticity (e.g., low 

authenticity: “You notice that he is often pre-occupied with making sure that he always 

appears responsive and caring, but he doesn’t always follow through in times of need”).  

The participant’s own (self) authenticity was also described as high or low (e.g., low 

authenticity: “You don’t really feel comfortable showing this person who you really are, 
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deep-down inside”), leading to a 2 (low vs. high partner authenticity) X 2 (low vs. high 

own authenticity) within-subjects design.  To reduce the impact of order effects, an 

anchor vignette in which both the respondent and his/her partner are described as 

exhibiting moderate levels of authenticity was presented first: 

“You have been in this relationship for 3 months and things seem to be going 

well.  You and your partner enjoy spending time together, and are compatible in 

many ways.  You notice that sometimes your partner is pre-occupied with making 

sure that s/he appears responsive and caring, but s/he usually follows through in 

times of need.  In some situations s/he puts on a public persona or image that is 

not genuine, but in other situations you can tell that s/he is being real. You feel 

somewhat comfortable showing this person some parts of who you really are, 

deep-down inside.  While you are open to sharing some aspects of yourself with 

him/her, you also tend to “hold back” and keep some things about you hidden. 

There is an obvious physical attraction between the two of you.  Your values 

systems and beliefs about the world are compatible.  Disagreements are rare, and 

are often quickly resolved.  Friends and family members who have met your 

partner have voiced their approval of him/her.” 

The remaining vignettes were presented in counterbalanced order (see Appendix D).  

Following each vignette, participants were asked to rate the (using a 9 point Likert scale) 

the extent to which they would like to be in this relationship (i.e., “I would like to be in 

this relationship”), share intimate aspects of themselves (i.e., “I could feel comfortable 

becoming emotionally attached to this romantic partner”), become emotionally attached 

to this potential partner (“I could feel comfortable becoming physically intimate with this 
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romantic partner”), and consider this person as a long-term mate (“This potential partner 

feels like a safe bet for my future”).  These items exhibited a high degree of reliability (α 

= .92) and were averaged to for a composite index of perceived relationship quality for 

each vignette. 

Procedure   

After agreeing to the consent document on Sona, participants were directed to the 

Qualtrics survey software website where they completed the self-report measures 

described above.  Order of presentation of the self and typical partner versions of the 

authenticity measured were counterbalanced, and the PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) was 

administered between the presentation of the self and partner versions in order to 

minimize the effect of a response set.  Finally, participants completed the self and 

potential partner Authenticity Experiment, after which they were probed for suspicion, 

debriefed, and compensated with 1 hour of research credit. 

Study 1 Results 

 The first study examined the association between self and typical partner 

authenticity (H1 and H2, respectively) and self-reported relationship-relevant outcomes 

among individuals not currently involved in a romantic relationship.  The interactive 

effects of self and typical partner authenticity were also examined (H3).  Additionally, a 

within-subjects experiment provided a test of H1-H3 using a series of vignettes 

describing relationships characterized by low and high levels of self and partner 

authenticity.   

Analysis Strategy.  Cross-sectional survey data were analyzed using structural 

equations modeling.  Separate path models were specified for each authenticity predictor 
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(i.e., AI, IRT, UOD).  The within-persons experiment was analyzed using a mixed-effects 

model for repeated measures (Snijders & Bosker, 1999).     

Descriptive Statistics.  Table 3 contains descriptive statistics and correlations for 

the measured variables.  Zero-order correlations among self and typical partner versions 

of the authenticity scales were moderate for AI (r = .56) and IRT (r = .62), and strong for 

UOD (r = .79).  The strength of these correlations suggests that single individuals exhibit 

a considerable degree of assumed similarity regarding their own, and their typical 

partner’s relationship authenticity.  Correlations among authenticity measures and 

relationship outcomes were small to moderate in magnitude and in the expected direction.  

Among the different indicators of relationship authenticity, correlations suggest that 

although self AI and self IRT were moderately related (r = .47, p < .01) and self IRT was 

correlated with self UOD (r = .43, p < .01), however self AI and self UOD were only 

weakly related (r = .18, p < .05).  Similarly, partner AI and partner IRT were moderately 

related (r = .48, p < .01), and partner IRT and partner UOD were moderately correlated (r 

= .50, p < .01), but partner AI and partner UOD were uncorrelated (r = .13, p  = .19).   

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Authenticity Measures.  The degree of 

empirical overlap among the authenticity indicators was examined through confirmatory 

factor analysis.  Using SAS PROC CALIS 9.3 (SAS Institute, 2011), a correlated two-

factor model was specified with items targeting the self and typical partner authenticity 

loading on separate factors.
2
  Scale-specific correlations were specified among observed 

residuals (i.e., rAI-self, AI-partner, rIRT-self, IRT-partner, and rUOD-self, UOD-partner) were also specified.  

All factor loadings were statistically significant, and the correlation between self and 

typical partner authenticity was significant and strong (rself, partner = .87, p < .01).  A non-
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significant Chi-square (χ
2
 (5) = 1.28, p > .93) statistic and small RMSEA (.00; 90% CI: 

.00, .03) index suggest that the model describes the data well.  However, closer 

examination of the residual variances and standardized factor loadings revealed that the 

hypothesized model may not be appropriate.  More specifically, the fully standardized 

factor loadings for the AI and UOD indicators were low (all Λ < .41), whereas the IRT 

indicators exhibited extremely high standardized loadings (Λself = 1.18, Λpartner = 1.22) 

and negative residual variances (i.e., “Heywood cases”; Bollen, 1989).  Additionally, the 

proportions of variance explained for the AI and UOD indicators were low (all r
2
 < .17).  

Together, these results suggest that collectively, AI, IRT, and UOD (self and partner) 

exhibit very little empirical overlap.  Given the relatively low proportion of common 

variance among the indicators of self and partner authenticity, a structural model based 

on these latent variables is unlikely to yield meaningful results.  As a result, separate 

observed variable path models (Figure 1) were specified for each of the authenticity 

scales (i.e., AI, IRT, UOD)..  

Path Analysis Models.   Path analysis models were specified for each 

authenticity predictor.  Each model was initially estimated as fully saturated (df = 0).  

However, in order to increase the power and precision of the first-order coefficients, 

follow-up models were estimated in which non-significant paths leading from the 

interaction term (selfpartner) were fixed to zero.  Parameter estimates for each model 

are listed in Table 4.   

AI Model.  Although significant zero-order correlations were observed between 

self AI and four of the six outcome variables, all regression paths leading from self AI to 

the outcome variables were non-significant (all ps >.09), suggesting that an individual’s 
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own authenticity was not a unique predictor of relationship openness, goals, or general 

well-being.  Paths leading from typical partner AI to ONRS Approach (β = .20, p < .05) 

and RGS connectedness goals (β = .40, p < .01) were significant, indicating that 

individuals who perceive their typical partner as more authentic report a greater 

willingness to initiate new relationships and are more likely to adopt connectedness 

goals.  Additionally, a significant selfpartner interaction emerged for ONRS Avoidance 

(β = -.27, p < .01).  The interaction was decomposed by computing the association 

between self AI and ONRS Avoidance at low (-1 SD) and high (+1 SD) levels of partner 

AI (Aiken & West, 1991), and a plot of simple slopes is illustrated in Figure 2.  When 

partner AI was low, the association between self AI and ONRS Avoidance was positive 

and significant (βLow = .32, p < .01), and when partner AI was high, the self AI slope was 

negative but non-significant (βHigh = -.14, p = .23).  Individuals who reported similar 

levels of self and typical partner authenticity (low or high) exhibited the lowest levels of 

new relationship avoidance, whereas individuals who report high levels of self 

authenticity but perceive their typical partner as low in authenticity report the highest 

levels of new relationship avoidance.    

IRT Model.  Paths leading from self IRT to ONRS Approach (β = .29, p < .01), 

RGS connectedness (β = .44, p < .01), SWL (β = .25, p < .01), and SV (β =.25, p < .01) 

were significant.  These associations suggest that individuals who report higher levels of 

intimate risk taking also report being more open to initiating new relationships and are 

oriented toward connectedness in their romantic relationships.  A significant path also 

emerged between partner IRT and RGS connectedness (β =.18, p < .05), which suggests 

that individuals who perceive their typical partner as higher in intimate risk taking are 
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more likely to adopt a connectedness goal orientation.  Finally, the significant 

selfpartner IRT interactions for RGS self-protection (β =.-.20, p < .01) and SV (β =.15, 

p < .05).  Simple slope analysis revealed that the association between self IRT and self-

protection goals was non-significant when participants reported low levels of partner IRT 

(β =.10, p = .42), and marginally significant when participants reported high levels of 

partner IRT (β =-.22, p = .08).  Additionally, the path leading from self IRT to SV was 

not significant when partner IRT was low (β =.10, p = .40), but was significant when 

partner IRT was high (β =.41, p < .01).  For both outcomes the interaction emerged in the 

expected pattern, suggesting more favorable outcomes (i.e., less self-protection, greater 

vitality) among individuals reporting high levels of self and typical partner IRT. 

UOD Model.  Paths leading from self UOD to ONRS Avoidance (β = -.49, p < 

.01), RGS self-protection (β = -.38, p < .01), and SWL (β = .30, p < .05) were statistically 

significant.  The significant association between self UOD and ONRS Avoidance 

suggests that individuals with high levels of intolerance of deception in their relationships 

are less avoidant of new relationships, less likely to endorse self-protection goals, and 

also report higher levels of overall life satisfaction.  Although none of the paths leading 

from partner UOD to the outcome variables reached significance, the selfpartner 

interactions were significant for both RGS connectedness (β =.23, p < .01) and SV (β 

=.33, p < .01).  Figure 3 illustrates the selfpartner simple slopes for RGS connectedness 

and SV.  Analyses revealed that the association between self UOD and RGS 

connectedness was essentially 0 when partner UOD was low (βLow = .02, p = .91), but 

was significant and positive when partner UOD was high (βHigh = .41, p < .01).  Similarly, 

the simple slope for self UOD predicting SV was not significant when partner UOD was 
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low (βLow = -.12, p = .41), but was significant and positive when partner UOD was high 

(βHigh = .47, p < .01).  In both interactions individuals who reported high levels of self and 

typical partner UOD also reported the most positive outcomes. 

 Self- Partner Authenticity Experiment.  Responses to the perceived relationship 

quality composite outcome variable across the four vignettes was submitted to a linear 

mixed model with self (low | high) and partner (low | high) factors as fixed predictors.  

To control for individual response tendencies, each participant’s rating for control 

vignette was entered as a covariate in the primary analysis, and the resulting regression 

coefficient was significant and positive, (b = .34, t(135) = 6.47, p < .01), suggesting that 

individuals who rated the control vignette as a higher quality relationship tended to report 

higher levels of relationship quality across all vignettes.  Additionally, significant main 

effects were observed for both self (t(227) = 3.58, p < .01) and partner (t(232) = 6.77, p < 

.01) factors such that high (vs. low) levels of authenticity were associated with greater 

perceived relationship quality.  These main effects were qualified by the predicted 

selfpartner interaction (t(413) = 5.48, p < .01).   Individual cell means are provided in 

Table 5.  Participants reported the greatest perceived relationship quality for the vignette 

in which self and partner authenticity were high, and the lowest levels of perceived 

relationship quality were observed in the low self-low partner cell.   

Study 1 Discussion 

 Using correlational and experimental methods, Study 1 provided consistent 

support for the association between authenticity and relationship relevant outcomes 

among single individuals.  Support for H1 was found using IRT and UOD as indicators of 

relationship authenticity, and support for H2 and H3 was found using AI, IRT, and UOD.  
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Furthermore all significant results were in the anticipated direction, with higher levels of 

self and typical partner authenticity being associated with more positive outcomes.  

Specifically, greater authenticity was associated with more favorable attitudes toward 

approaching new relationships and less favorable attitudes toward avoiding relationships, 

as well as endorsement of a connectedness goal orientation and rejection of a self-

protective goal orientation.  Perceiving oneself and one’s typical partner as more 

authentic were also associated with higher levels of general life satisfaction and 

subjective vitality. 

 Study 1 is distinct from prior investigations of romantic authenticity because it is 

the first (to the author’s knowledge) to focus specifically on the role of relationship 

authenticity among individuals who were not involved in a romantic relationship at the 

time of the study.  The results suggest that individuals who perceive themselves and their 

typical romantic partner as more authentic tend to report a more open and optimistic view 

of engaging romantic relationships.  This finding is consistent with the idea that 

individuals who perceive their social world as characterized by openness to intimacy and 

an aversion to deception tend to view new romantic relationships less intimidating or 

threatening to the self.  The presence of significant selfpartner interactions suggests 

that authenticity is a personality attribute that individuals value in romantic partners.  In 

the correlational analyses, these interactions suggested that individuals reported the most 

positive outcomes when they reported higher higher levels of self and typical partner 

relationship authenticity.  This pattern of findings suggests that individuals who are 

highly authentic in their romantic relationships are better off when they feel that their 

romantic partners are also high in authenticity.  Similarly, in the relationship vignette 
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experiment, participants rated the vignettes characterized by high levels of self and 

partner authenticity as more attractive, but the significant selfpartner interaction 

suggests an added benefit of having both partners that are highly authentic.         

Study 2 

Study 1 provided initial evidence of the association between authenticity and 

perceived relationship quality among single individuals.  The second study extends these 

findings by examining the role of authenticity in a sample of individuals currently 

involved in a romantic relationship.  As before, higher levels of self and perceived partner 

authenticity should be associated with endorsing connectedness goals and rejecting self-

protection goals, as well as higher levels of perceived relationship quality.  Individuals 

reporting higher levels of authenticity should also be less sensitive to their romantic 

partner’s flaws or limitations.   

Participants 

Undergraduate students who were involved in a romantic relationship were 

recruited from the University of Houston subject pool via the Sona research management 

system and through direct appeals to undergraduate psychology classes.  All of the 113 

(103 female) participants completing the survey identified as being involved in a 

romantic relationship at the present time.  Participants were relatively young (M = 23.41 

years, SD = 5.37 years) and ethnically diverse, with 19% Hispanic/Latino, 16% 

Asian/Pacific Islander, 43% Caucasian, 12% African American, 4% Middle Eastern, and 

6% who marked “Other.”  Participants reported an average of 2.30 prior relationships 

lasting longer than 1 month (SD = 1.71).    

Materials 
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Authenticity Index (AI).  Participants responded to self and perceived partner 

items from the relational orientation subscale of the AI (Kernis & Goldman, 2006) 

described in the previous studies.  Reliability analysis for both self- and partner versions 

of the scale revealed that one item (“I tend to idealize close others rather than objectively 

see them as they truly are.”) exhibited item-total correlations near 0, thus dropping this 

item resulted in a notable improvement in overall reliability (αself = .84; αpartner = .79). 

Authenticity in Relationships Scale (AIRS).  Participants responded to self and 

perceived partner items drawn from Lopez and Rice (2006) as described in previous 

studies (IRT: αself = .95, αpartner = .93; UOD: αself = .91, αpartner = .92).   

Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS).  Participants completed the 

PANAS as described in Study 1 (αpositive = .91); αnegative = .90). 

Relationship Goals Scale (RGS).  Participants completed the RGS (Murray et 

al., 2008) as described in the previous studies (αconnectedness = .94; αself-protection = .92). 

Discrepancy from Ideal Partner Measure (DIP).  Participants were asked to 

consider all of the qualities that are really important to them and then complete the 

following sentence: “My current partner is ____% of what I would ideally want in a 

partner.”  Scores were reversed so that higher percentages reflect greater perceived 

discrepancy. 

Need Satisfaction in Relationships Scale (NSR).  The NSR Scale (La Guardia, 

Ryan, Couchman, & Deci, 2000) is composed of 9 items assessing the 3 dimensions of 

basic need satisfaction in one’s romantic relationship.  All items contain a common stem 

(“When I am with my romantic partner,”) followed by prompts assessing relationship 

autonomy (e.g., “I feel free to be who I am”), competence (e.g., “I feel like a competent 
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person”), and relatedness (e.g., “I feel loved and cared about”).   Participants responded 

using a 9-point Likert scale labeled “Do Not Agree At All” to “Agree Completely.” All 

items were combined to form a single measure of relationship need satisfaction (α = .90). 

Perception of Partner Riskiness Scale (PPR).  The PPR was designed to 

measure the extent to which individuals will avoid increasing their intimacy and 

closeness with their present partner (Appendix D).  Items were generated to reflect both 

risk aversion (5 items; e.g., “I am uncomfortable with the idea of disclosing private 

aspects of myself to my partner because he/she might judge me”) security in closeness (5 

items; e.g., “My partner feels like a safe bet for my future” (reversed)).  Participants 

indicated their agreement with each item using a 7-point Likert scale.  Exploratory factor 

analysis revealed a single common factor (eignevalue = 7.75) that explained 87% of total 

variance across items, and the composite exhibited acceptable reliability (α = .82).  The 

composite was scored such that higher values reflect a perception that one’s partner is 

less risky. 

Relationship Satisfaction and Commitment.  Participants responded to the 

relationship satisfaction (5 items; e.g., “I feel satisfied with our relationship”; α = .96) 

and commitment (7 items; e.g., “I want our relationship to last for a very long time”; α = 

.87) subscales of the Rusbult Investment Model scale (RIM; Rusbult et al., 1998) using a 

9-point Likert scale labeled “Do Not Agree At All” to “Agree Completely.”  

Procedure   

After agreeing to the consent document on Sona, participants were directed to the 

Qualtrics survey software website where they completed the self-report measures 

described above.  Order of presentation of the self and typical partner versions of the 



 

34 

 

authenticity measured were counterbalanced, and the PANAS (Watson, et al., 1988) was 

administered between the presentation of the self and partner versions in order to 

minimize the effect of a response set.     

Study 2 Results 

 Study 2 examined the association between self and perceived partner authenticity 

(H1 and H2, respectively), relationship goals, and several indicators of relationship 

quality among individuals involved in a romantic relationship at the time of the study.  

The interactive effects of self and perceived partner authenticity were also examined 

(H3).  Additionally, relationship authenticity was examined as a potential moderator of 

the link between relationship quality and the extent to which individuals perceive their 

partner as less than ideal (i.e., discrepancy from ideal partner). 

Descriptive Statistics.  Table 6 contains descriptive statistics and correlations for 

the measured variables.  Zero-order correlations among self and perceived partner 

versions of the authenticity scales were moderate for AI (r = .49, p < .01) and strong for 

IRT (r = .62, p < .01) and UOD (r = .70).  The strength of these correlations suggests that 

individuals exhibit a considerable degree of assumed similarity regarding their own, and 

their romantic partner’s relationship authenticity.  As in Study 1, the correlations among 

different relationship authenticity indicators were heterogeneous.  Self AI and self IRT 

were moderately related (r = .40, p < .01) and self IRT was correlated with self UOD (r = 

.46, p < .01), however self AI and self UOD were only weakly related (r = .14, p = .14).  

Similarly, partner AI and partner IRT were moderately related (r = .48, p < .01), and 

partner IRT and partner UOD were moderately correlated (r = .50, p < .01), but partner 

AI and partner UOD were uncorrelated (r = .13, p = .17).  Because the pattern of 
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correlations among relationship authenticity indicators in Study 2 were highly similar to 

the pattern observed in Study 1, CFA results are not presented.  As before, the relatively 

low proportion of common variance among the indicators of self and partner authenticity 

means that a structural model based on these latent variables is unlikely to yield 

meaningful results.  Correlations among authenticity measures and relationship outcomes 

are moderate to strong in magnitude and in the expected direction.  Four of the 6 outcome 

variables (RIM Commitment, RIM Satisfaction, PPR, and NSR) were strongly correlated 

with each other, suggesting that these variables are likely indicators of general 

relationship quality.  The tenability of a general relationship quality factor was evaluated 

using CFA. 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Relationship Quality Measures.  The degree 

of empirical overlap among relationship commitment, satisfaction, perceived partner 

riskiness, and basic need satisfaction in romantic relationships was examined through 

using SAS PROC CALIS 9.3 (SAS Institute, 2011).  A single-factor model was specified 

and a scale-specific correlation was estimated between the residuals of RIM Commitment 

and RIM Satisfaction was also specified.  All factor loadings were statistically 

significant, and the correlation between the residuals of RIM Commitment and RIM 

Satisfaction was positive and significant (rRIM Commit, RIM Satis = .13, p < .01).  A non-

significant Chi-square (χ
2
 (1) = 1.79, p > .18) statistic and small RMSEA (.08; 90% CI: 

.00, .28) index suggest that the model describes the data well.  Furthermore, the 

proportion of variance explained for the observed indicators were high (all r
2
 > .60), 

suggesting that collectively, RIM Commitment, RIM Satisfaction, PPR, and NSR share a 

large proportion of common variance.  Treating each of these indicators as an observed 
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outcome variable would result in highly redundant results in the primary analysis.  As a 

result, the perceived relationship quality latent variable described above was used as an 

outcome variable in the primary analysis, along with the RGS self-protection and RGS 

connectedness scales. 

Relationship Goals and Outcomes Path Analysis.   Structural Equations 

Models were specified for each authenticity predictor.  As in Study 1, each model was 

initially estimated as fully saturated at the structural level, but non-significant paths 

leading from the interaction term (selfpartner) were dropped in order to increase the 

precision of the first-order effects.  Parameter estimates for each model are listed in Table 

7.   

AI Model.   Paths leading from self AI to relationship quality (β = .26, p < .05), 

and from perceived partner AI and relationship quality (β = .23, p < .05), were 

significant.  These associations indicate that individuals who report higher levels of self 

authenticity, and individuals who perceive their partners as more authentic report higher 

quality relationships.  Additionally, the path from self AI to connectedness goals was 

marginally significant (β = .20, p = .06), suggesting that individuals who report higher 

levels of self AI are more oriented toward connectedness and integration in close 

relationships.  None of the selfperceived partner AI interaction paths reached 

significance.  Analysis of fit statistics suggested that the hypothesized model effectively 

explained the associations among observed variables. 

IRT Model.  Self IRT was associated with self-protection goals (β = -.26, p < 

.05), connectedness (β = .24, p < .05) goals, and relationship quality (β = .47, p < .01).  

These paths suggest that individuals who feel comfortable disclosing private aspects of 
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themselves to their romantic partners also report a less guarded, and more open 

orientation toward their romantic partner, as well as higher quality relationships.  

Additionally, paths leading from perceived partner IRT to connectedness goals (β = .35, p 

< .01) and relationship quality (β = .36, p < .01) were significant.  These associations 

suggest that individuals who perceive their partners as more authentic regarding intimacy 

are more likely to feel secure fostering intimate connections with their romantic partner, 

and in addition to reporting higher quality relationships.  None of the selfperceived 

partner IRT interaction paths reached significance, and fit statistics indicated that the 

model fit the data well. 

UOD Model.  Self UOD was associated with lower levels of self-protection (β = -

.25, p < .05) and higher perceived relationship quality (β = .26, p < .05), suggesting that 

individuals who report higher levels of intolerance of deception are less likely to adopt a 

self protective goal orientation, and report higher quality romantic relationships.  

Similarly, the paths leading from perceived partner UOD to self-protection (β = -.34, p < 

.01), relationship quality (β =.47, p < .01), and connectedness (β = .25, p < .05) were 

significant.  As expected, individuals who perceived their partner as less deceptive (high 

UOD) were less likely to endorse a self protective goal orientation, more likely to adopt 

connectedness goals, and perceived their relationships as being of higher quality.  None 

of the selfperceived partner UOD interactions approached significance, and fit statistics 

indicated that the model was a good fit for the data. 

Discrepancy from Ideal Partner Path Analyses.  The potential buffering effect 

of authenticity on the negative association between perceiving one’s partner as less than 

ideal and relationship quality was examined using SEM.  Individuals who report higher 
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levels of self authenticity or individuals who perceive their romantic partners as highly 

authentic should be more tolerant of their romantic partner’s flaws and imperfections.  

This phenomenon should be reflected in significant self authenticityDIP and perceived 

partner authenticityDIP interactions.  Because these interactions are central to the 

hypothesis associated with this analysis, non-significant interactions were retained.   

AI Model.  Replicating the previous analysis, a significant first-order association 

emerged for self AI (β =.23, p < .01), suggesting that individuals who value authenticity 

in their close relationships report higher levels of relationship quality.  The predicted 

first-order effect of DIP as emerged (β = -.55, p < .01), indicating that individuals who 

perceived a greater discrepancy between their current partner and their ideal partner 

report significantly lower levels of relationship quality, but the self AIDIP and 

perceived partner AIDIP interactions were not statistically significant. 

IRT Model.  A significant first-order association emerged for self IRT (β =.40, p 

< .01) and perceived partner IRT (β =.26, p < .01), suggesting that individuals who feel 

comfortable with expressing authenticity  in the form of intimate risk taking, and 

individuals who perceive their partner as open to intimate risk taking report higher levels 

of relationship quality.  The predicted first-order effect of DIP as emerged (β = -.31, p < 

.01), indicating that individuals who perceived a greater discrepancy between their 

current partner and their ideal partner report significantly lower levels of relationship 

quality. The self IRTDIP and perceived partner IRTDIP interactions were not 

statistically significant. 

UOD Model.  A significant first-order association emerged for self UOD (β =.30, 

p < .05) and perceived partner UOD (β =.36, p < .01), suggesting that individuals who 
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express intolerance of inauthentic, deceptive behaviors in relationships, and individuals 

who perceive their partner as rejecting deception report higher levels of relationship 

quality.  The predicted first-order effect of DIP as emerged (β = -.31, p < .01), indicating 

that individuals who perceived a greater discrepancy between their current partner and 

their ideal partner report significantly lower levels of relationship quality. The self 

UODDIP and perceived partner UODDIP interactions were not statistically 

significant. 

Study 2 Discussion 

 The present study examined hypotheses 1 – 4 using a cross-sectional survey of 

individuals involved in a romantic relationship.  Consistent evidence for hypotheses 1 

and 2 was observed, as evidenced by significant paths leading from measures of self and 

perceived partner authenticity to self-reported relationship goals and relationship 

satisfaction, commitment, and basic need satisfaction.  More specifically, individuals who 

reported feeling more authentic, and individuals who perceived their current romantic 

partner as more authentic reported having higher quality relationships (H1), as well as a 

stronger endorsement of connectedness goals and a stronger rejection of self-protection 

goals (H2).  These findings are consistent with the notion that feeling more authentic in 

one’s relationships is associated with perceiving relationships as less of a potential threat 

to the self and more as an opportunity to merge with one’s partner.  The higher levels of 

relationship quality reported by individuals high in relationship authenticity is also 

consistent with the notion that feelings of authenticity are associated with less defensive 

responses to potential conflicts.  Finding as many significant paths originating from 

perceived partner as self relationship authenticity predictors provides strong evidence for 
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the relative importance of authenticity in romantic partners.  In fact, the magnitude of the 

standardized coefficients leading from the perceived partner version of a predictor was 

often greater than the standardized coefficient for the self version.  This phenomenon was 

most pronounced in the UOD model, where perceived partner authenticity was a stronger 

predictor than self authenticity for all three outcome variables.   

 Study 2 found no evidence for hypotheses 3 and 4.  The selfpartner interactions 

for AI, IRT, and UOD predicting relationship goals and perceived relationship quality 

were all non-significant (H3).  Additionally, self and perceived partner authenticity for all 

indicators (AI, IRT, UOD) failed to moderate the association between the extent to which 

one’s partner is less than ideal (DIP) and perceived relationship quality.  In the present 

sample, there is no evidence to suggest that feeling more authentic in one’s relationship, 

or perceiving one’s partner as more authentic can buffer an individual from the negativity 

associated with believing that his/her partner is less than ideal.  However, the first two 

studies have provided consistent evidence that higher levels of self and perceived partner 

authenticity are associated with more adaptive relationship goal orientations (i.e., higher 

connectedness, lower self-protection) and more positive relationship (Study 2) and 

general well being (Study 1) outcomes.            

Study 3 

Study 3 builds on these findings by collecting measures of authenticity and 

relationship outcomes from both partners in a sample of couples.  This design allows for 

an examination of the predictive power of perceived partner authenticity while 

controlling for romantic partner’s actual (self-reported) authenticity.  The correlations 

among self, perceived, and actual partner authenticity also provide insight into the degree 
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of assumed and observed similarity of authenticity ratings within couples.  Finally, 

collecting data from both partners also allows for a test of the potential moderating 

effects of self authenticity on the widely replicated positive illusions bias (Murray et al., 

1996a, 1996b).  

Hypotheses 1 – 6 were examined using a two-part study comprised of a cross-

sectional survey (part 1) and between-subjects experiment (part 2).  In part 1 the romantic 

partners of student participants completed a number of authenticity and relationship 

outcome measures via an online survey system.  In part 2, the participant completed a 

series of self-report measures prior to receiving an experimental procedure designed to 

manipulate their perceptions of their romantic partner’s authenticity.  Following the 

manipulation in which their partner’s authenticity was manipulated using a “false-

feedback” technique, participants responded to a series of measures designed to assess 

changes in the perceived quality of their relationship.   

Responses provided by the partner in part 1 were combined with the pre-

manipulation responses provided by the participant in part 2 to examine the extent to 

which relationship authenticity moderates the positive illusions bias (H5; Murray et al., 

1996a, 1996b) and the potentially deleterious effects of perceiving one’s partner as less 

than ideal (H4).  As in Studies 1 and 2, the association between self and perceived partner 

authenticity, and relationship goal orientations (H2; Murray et al., 2006), as well as 

perceptions of one’s relationship as more satisfying (H1) were examined.  Additionally, 

selfperceived partner interactions were examined (H3) while controlling for self and 

perceived partner authenticity of one’s romantic partner.     

Participants 
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Both partners of 74 heterosexual couples who had been dating for at least 1 month 

were recruited from undergraduate classrooms and through direct appeals via the Sona 

research management system.  Participants were relatively young (Mage = 22.76 years, 

SDage = 4.73 years) and ethnically diverse, with 29% Hispanic/Latino, 25% Asian, 29% 

Caucasian, 12% African American, and 5% Other.  Average relationship length was 

38.37 months (SD = 46.73 months) and 98% reported that they were exclusively dating, 

engaged, or married.   

Materials 

All participants completed the following self-report measures, and the student 

participants were subjected to the experimental manipulation described below. Non-

independence among dyad member responses biases reliability estimates.  As a result, 

scale reliabilities were computed separately for self and partner participants.  In the 

present study, participants are distinguishable on the basis of two variables: gender and 

recruitment status.  Recruitment status refers to whether the participant was directly 

recruited via Sona or classroom appeals (henceforth referred to as “student”), or whether 

the participant was recruited by their romantic partner (henceforth referred to as “non-

student”).  Because non-student participants received no direct compensation, they may 

have been less motivated to complete the measures carefully, leading to inflated scale 

reliabilities.  Differences in reliabilities as a function of gender are less likely.  As a 

result, reliabilities are reported separately for student and non-student participants. 

Authenticity Index (AI).  Participants responded to self and perceived partner 

items from relational orientation subscale of the AI (Kernis & Goldman, 2006) as 

described in previous studies.  Reliability analysis for both self and perceived partner 



 

43 

 

versions of the scale revealed that one item (“I tend to idealize close others rather than 

objectively see them as they truly are.”) exhibited item-total correlations near 0, and 

dropping this item resulted in a notable improvement in overall reliability (student: αself = 

.73; αpartner = .83; non-student: αself = .66; αpartner = .67).   

Authenticity in Relationships Scale (AIRS).  Participants responded to self and 

perceived partner items drawn from Lopez and Rice (2006) as described in previous 

studies (IRT student: αself = .84; αpartner = .94; IRT non-student: αself = .79; αpartner = .86; 

UOD student: αself = .89; αpartner = .94; UOD non-student: αself = .89; αpartner = .91).   

Relationship Goals Scale (RGS).  Participants completed the connectedness 

(student: α = .85; non-student: α = .89) and self-protection subscales (student: α = .94; 

non-student: α = .94) of the RGS (Murray et al., 2008) as described in the previous 

studies. 

Discrepancy from Ideal Partner Measure (DIP).  Participants were asked to 

consider all of the qualities that are really important to him or her and then complete the 

following sentence: “My current partner is ____% of what I would ideally want in a 

partner.”  Scores were reversed so that higher percentages reflect greater perceived 

discrepancy. 

Need Satisfaction in Relationships Scale (NSR).  Participants completed the 

NSR (La Guardia et al., 2000) as described in Study 2 (student: α = .89; non-student: α = 

.88).   

Perception of Partner Riskiness Scale (PPR).  Participants completed the PPR 

scale described in Study 2.  Items were coded so that higher scores reflect perceiving 

one’s partner as less risky (student: α = .86; non-student: α = .87).   
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Relationship Satisfaction and Commitment.  Participants responded to the 

satisfaction and commitment subscales of the RIM (Rusbult et al., 1998) as described in 

previous studies (student: αSatisfaction = .95, αCommitment = .92; non-student: αSatisfaction = .96, 

αCommitment = .91).   

Partner Qualities Scale (PQS).  Participants rated the extent to which 21 

personality traits (e.g., reliable, attractive, spontaneous) described themselves, their actual 

partner, their ideal partner, and their typical partner using a 9-point Likert scale labeled 

“Not at all” to “Very much.”  Negative trait adjectives were reversed so that higher scores 

correspond to a more favorable evaluation (student: αself = .80, αCurrent = .86, αIdeal = .71, 

αTypical = .89; non-student: αself = .81, αCurrent = .90, αIdeal = .90, αTypical = .91). 

Partner Authenticity Manipulation.  Student participants were presented with a 

computer print-out designed to appear as though it were produced by a testing company 

(e.g., containing watermarks, professional formatting, measurement jargon, etc.).  The 

bogus score report (see Appendix F) contained descriptive labels for the facets of 

authenticity (e.g., “Openness – partner is forthright and honest about his/her true 

feelings”), and for each percentile rank (e.g., “Your partner scored in the 80
th
 percentile.  

This means that relative to your partner, 80% people in his/her demographic report higher 

levels of openness”).  Procedures were introduced to increase experimental realism and 

reduce the possibility of contamination by the research assistants.  The “partner profile” 

packet conditions were randomized and placed in blank envelopes prior to the beginning 

of data collection.   

Post-Manipulation Questionnaire.  Following the manipulation of partner 

authenticity participants responded to a number of items designed to measure (directly 
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and indirectly) the impact of the authenticity manipulation on the participant’s perception 

of the relationship.  The direct assessment began with the following stem: “We are 

interested in the extent to which learning this about your partner has influenced the way 

you feel about your relationship.  Relative to how you felt before you read your partner’s 

authenticity profiles, do you feel…”  The stem was followed by items measuring 

satisfaction, commitment, trust, and perceived riskiness.  Participants will respond using 

a 9-point Likert scale labeled “I feel much less…” to “I feel much more…” with “I feel 

the same level of…” in the middle.  These labels were anchored with value labels of -4, 

+4, and 0 (respectively).  An indirect measure of change was obtained by having 

participants complete the PPR and RIM a second time. 

Procedure   

Participants were recruited using classroom appeals and mass emails to students 

registered in the Sona research management system.  Recruitment messages explicitly 

stated that the student participant’s romantic partner must complete the online survey 

(part 1) via the Qualtrics research management website before the student participant is 

allowed to sign-up for the laboratory session (part 2).  After signing-up for the study in 

Sona and agreeing to the informed consent, student participants provided their own and 

their partner’s email address.  In Part 1the romantic partner of the student participant was 

contacted via email with a link to a survey via the Qualtrics research management 

website.  Student participants were contacted with an invitation to sign up for the Part 2 

laboratory session within 24 hours of their partner completing the part 1 survey.   

Upon arrival, student participants were greeted by an undergraduate research 

assistant and seated at a computer workstation.  Participants were instructed that the study 
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involves multiple tasks.  The first task involved completing a number of questionnaires 

using the computer in front of them.  After completing the survey, the participant joined 

the research assistant at a different table.  The research assistant informed the participant 

that the next portion of the study involved interpreting personality test results.  

Participants were presented with a printed personality score report for a UH student who 

participated in a similar study during a previous semester.  In order to increase the 

credibility of the story, the score report was presented with a cover sheet containing 

demographic information for the earlier participant and his/her romantic partner (i.e., age, 

sex, ethnicity, relationship length). Participants were informed that the personality trait 

described in the score report is known as “Authenticity in Relationships,” and that the 

report contained scores for each of the six facets, along with an overall score.  The 

research assistant explained the meaning of each dimension to the participant using the 

sample profile that contained scores near the mean on every dimension.   

After answering any questions regarding the interpretation of the authenticity 

dimensions, the research assistant removed the sample score report and presented the 

participant with a sealed envelope.  The envelope contained a cover sheet with 

demographic information, as well as a score report describing a person with either 

moderate (mean percentile rank 50%) or high (mean percentile rank 80%) levels of 

authenticity in relationships.  The research assistant presented the participant with a cover 

sheet containing demographic information that the participant and his/her romantic 

partner provided during part 1.  To increase validity of the cover story, the participant 

was asked to review the information and confirm that it was correct.  The participant was 

informed that based on the responses provided during part 1 the research team produced 
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an Authenticity in Relationships score report for their romantic partner, and that the next 

part of the study involved their interpretation of the results. The research assistant handed 

the score report to the participant and informed him/her to signal when he/she was 

finished examining the report.  The research assistant then left the table to set-up the 

computer for the final battery of questions. When the participant signaled that he/she was 

finished examining the score report, the research assistant prompted him/her for an open-

ended interpretation of the results to ensure that the participant understood the report.  

When the participant finished speaking, he/she was directed to the computer workstation 

to complete a final battery of questionnaires designed to assess change in relationship 

satisfaction, commitment, and willingness to “risk” closeness.  After completing the final 

measure, participants were debriefed. 

Study 3 Pre-Manipulation Results   

Analysis Strategy.  Given that self-rated and perceived partner authenticity 

ratings, along with measures of relationship outcomes were collected from both dyad 

members prior to the experimental manipulation, actor-partner analysis (APIM; Kenny et 

al., 2006) was used to examine the concurrent associations.  Figure 4 provides a general 

path diagram for these analyses (described below).   

Descriptive Statistics.  Means, standard deviations, and correlations among 

major variables are listed in Table 9.  Because gender is a more appropriate 

distinguishing variable than recruitment status for the pre-manipulation analysis, raw 

correlations are presented separately for men and women.  The pattern of correlations 

among the authenticity indicators suggested relatively little common variance among the 

AI, IRT, and UOD, and is consistent with the previous studies.  The associations among 
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self and perceived partner correlations within dyads will be addressed in greater detail in 

the following section.  Correlations among the outcome variables were also largely 

consistent with the previous studies.  Although the associations between PPR and the 

other indicators of relationship quality (i.e., RIM satisfaction, RIM commitment, NSR) 

were positive and significant, the strength of these correlations was considerably weaker.  

As a result, the relationship quality latent variable was comprised of RIM satisfaction, 

RIM commitment, and NSR.  PPR was treated as a separate observed outcome variable.  

The correlations between relationship authenticity measures and the outcome variables 

were largely consistent in direction and magnitude across men and women.     

Intra-Class and Agreement Correlations.  Figure 4 provides a graphical 

representation of the possible correlations among self-rated and perceived partner 

authenticity, and the observed correlations for the present data are listed in Table 10.  The 

degree of agreement or similarity between individuals in the same dyad is captured by the 

Intra-Class correlations (ICCs).  In the present situation, the ICCs provide a measure of 

the extent to which aspects of a shared environment and/or assortative mating (Kenny, 

1996) lead individuals belonging to the same dyad to report similar levels of self or 

perceived partner authenticity.  The self ICC was significant for IRT (r = .28, p < .05), 

and marginally significant for UOD (r = .21, p = .07), indicating a low level of dyadic 

similarity across two of the self authenticity measures.  The perceived partner ICC was 

significant for AI (r = .41, p < .01), IRT (r = .25, p < .05) and marginally significant for 

UOD (r = .19, p = .10), suggesting that individuals belonging to the same dyad perceive 

each other as having similar levels of relationship authenticity.    
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Assumed agreement among dyad members on a given relationship authenticity 

dimension is captured by the correlation between self-rated and perceived partner 

authenticity, which reflects the extent to which an individual assumes that they and their 

partner have similar levels of authenticity.  For UOD, both women (r = .72, p < .01) and 

men (r = .60, p < .01) exhibited high levels of assumed agreement.  Similarly, women (r 

= .42, p < .01) and men (r = .35, p < .01) reported moderate levels of assumed agreement 

on IRT. Finally, the UOD assumed agreement correlation was significant for men (r = 

.40, p < .01), but not for women.  Five of the six assumed agreement correlations were 

moderate to strong in magnitude and statistically significant.  

Observed agreement refers to the correlation between one dyad member’s 

perceived partner authenticity and the other dyad member’s self-rated authenticity, which 

reflects the extent to which an individual and their romantic partner agree in their rating 

of one dyad member’s authenticity.  Observed agreement correlations represent the 

degree of accuracy in perception because they measure the association between an 

individual’s perception of their partner’s authenticity, and their partner’s perception of 

their own authenticity.  In the present data, the correlation between men’s perceived 

partner authenticity and women’s self authenticity was significant only for IRT (r = .38, p 

< .01), suggesting that men and women exhibit a moderate level of agreement regarding 

the woman’s level of IRT.  The correlation between women’s perceived partner 

authenticity and men’s self authenticity was significant for AI (r = .37, p < .01), IRT (r = 

.43, p < .01), and UOD (r = .26, p < .05), suggesting that men and women exhibit a 

moderate level of agreement regarding the man’s relationship authenticity across all three 

indicators.   
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Relationship Goals and Outcomes Path Analyses.  The actor and partner main 

effects illustrated in Figure 4 provide a direct test of H1 and H2, and the two-way 

interactions among self-rated and perceived partner authenticity (not shown in Figure 1) 

correspond to H3.  Actor coefficients refer to the association between one dyad member’s 

outcome and his/her own predictor variable, whereas partner coefficients describe the 

relationship between one dyad member’s outcome and his/her partner’s predictor 

variable.  For example, the actor coefficient for men’s self authenticity describes the 

association between the man’s self authenticity and his own outcome.  In contrast, the 

partner men’s self authenticity coefficient describes the association between the woman’s 

self authenticity.  Structural equations models were specified for each authenticity 

predictor.  As in Study 1, each model was initially estimated as fully saturated (df = 0), 

but non-significant paths leading from the interaction term (selfpartner) were dropped 

in order to increase the precision of the first-order effects.  Parameter estimates for each 

model are listed in Table 11. 

AI Model.  No significant actor or partner effects emerged between self AI, 

perceived partner AI, or selfperceived partner AI and self-protection goals.  A 

significant actor effect was observed for women’s perceived partner AI (β = .34, p < .01) 

predicting connectedness goals, suggesting that women who perceive their partner as 

more authentic are more likely to endorse connectedness goals.  Additionally, a 

significant actor effect for men’s selfpartner AI (β = .43, p < .01) emerged.  Simple 

slope analyses revealed that among men, the association between self AI and 

connectedness goals was stronger when men perceived their partner’s as high (β = .23, p 

< .05) vs. low (β = .03, p = .78) in AI.  The simple slope plot illustrated in Figure 5 
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suggests that men report the highest level of connectedness goal orientation when they 

report high (+ 1 SD) levels of self AI and perceived partner AI. 

A significant actor path emerged for women’s perceived partner AI (β = .30, p < 

.05) predicting relationship quality, which suggests that women who perceive their 

romantic partners as more authentic also report higher quality relationships.  

Additionally, a significant actor effect was observed between women’s selfpartner AI 

and relationship quality (β = .24, p < .05).  The positive sign for the interaction term 

means that the observed first-order association between women’s perceived partner AI 

and relationship quality is stronger (i.e., more positive) when the woman reports higher 

(vs. lower) levels of self AI.  Additionally, a significant actor effect was observed for 

women’s perceived partner AI predicting PPR (β = .32, p < .05), which suggests that 

women who perceive their partners as more authentic also report their partner as being 

less of a risky investment.  Finally, a significant partner path for women’s perceived 

partner AI predicting PPR (β = .24, p < .05), indicating that women whose romantic 

partners (i.e., men) report higher levels of perceived partner AI tend to view their 

relationship as less risky.  In other words, women with partners who perceive them as 

more authentic report a viewing their current romantic partner as less risky.   

IRT Model.  Significant actor effects emerged for women’s self (β = -.29, p < .01) 

and perceived partner IRT (β = -.34, p < .01) predicting self-protection goals, and these 

paths were smaller in magnitude (also negative) and marginally significant for men.  This 

finding suggests that individuals who report feeling more authentic in terms of intimate 

risk taking, and individuals who perceive their romantic partner as more authentic, are 

less likely to endorse a self-protection goal orientation.  Similarly, significant actor paths 
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were observed for women’s self (β = .28, p < .01) and perceived partner IRT (β = .31, p < 

.01), suggesting that higher levels of self and perceived partner IRT were associated with 

a stronger endorsement of a connectedness goal orientation.  Among men, a significant 

path from self IRT (β = .34, p < .01) to connectedness goals also emerged, indicating that 

higher levels of self rated authenticity were associated with feeling more open to 

connecting with their romantic partner. 

Actor paths leading to relationship quality from men’s (β = .52, p < .01) and 

women’s (β = .59, p < .01) perceived partner IRT, and from women’s self IRT to 

women’s PPR (β = .50, p < .01) were significant.  These coefficients suggest that among 

both men and women, perceiving one’s partner as more authentic was associated with 

higher relationship quality, and that women who report higher levels of IRT also view 

their relationship more favorably.  Significant actor paths were also observed between 

men’s (β = .39, p < .01) and women’s (β = .43, p < .01) perceived partner IRT and PPR, 

suggesting that simply perceiving one’s partner as higher in IRT is associated with 

viewing him or her as less of a risky investment.  A significant partner effect was also 

observed for men’s perceived partner IRT (β = .23, p < .05), indicating that men whose 

partner reports higher levels of self authenticity feel that their romantic partner is less of a 

risky investment. 

UOD Models.  Significant actor effects were observed for men’s self UOD (β = -

.34, p < .01), men’s perceived partner UOD (β = -.33, p < .01), and women’s perceived 

partner UOD (β = -.35, p < .01) predicting self-protection goals.  The men’s self UOD 

path suggests that men who are highly intolerant of deception in their relationships are 

less likely to adopt a self-protection goal orientation. Similarly, the perceived partner 
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UOD paths suggest that individuals who perceive their partner as more authentic are less 

oriented toward self-protection.  In the APIM with connectedness goals as the outcome, 

only women’s self UOD emerged as a significant predictor (β = .41, p < .01), indicating 

that women who are more intolerant of deception are also more likely to endorse 

connectedness goals. 

Actor paths leading from men’s (β = .29, p < .05) and women’s (β = .54, p < .01) 

perceived partner UOD to relationship quality were significant, however the women’s 

path was qualified by an unexpected selfpartner UOD interaction (β = -.22, p < .05).  

Simple slope analyses revealed that the association between women’s self UOD was 

significant when perceived partner UOD was low (β = .33, p < .05), but not when 

perceived partner UOD was high (β = .00, p = .99).  The pattern of results illustrated in 

Figure 6 is the opposite of the predicted interaction because it suggests that women report 

greater relationship quality when they perceive their partner as lower in UOD.  Finally, a 

significant partner effect emerged for women’s self UOD (β = .44, p < .01) predicting 

men’s relationship quality, which suggests that men whose partners report higher levels 

of relationship authenticity tend to experience more positive relationships.  

For the APIM analysis of PPR, all first-order actor coefficients were significant 

and positive, indicating that a greater intolerance of deception was associated with 

viewing one’s partner as less risky (men β = .30, p < .05; women β = .44, p < .01), and 

that individuals who perceive their partner as more authentic also view him as less of a 

risky investment (men β = .27, p < .05; women β = .29, p < .05).  Finally, a significant 

partner effect was observed for women’s self UOD predicting men’s PPR (β = .30, p < 
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.05), indicating that men whose partners report higher levels of UOD perceive their 

partner (the woman) as less risky. 

Discrepancy from Ideal Partner Path Analyses.  A path diagram for the actual-

ideal discrepancy analysis (H4) is illustrated in Figure 7.  The moderation analyses were 

restricted to self authenticity to limit the number of possible paths. In all three models 

(AI, IRT, and UOD), significant actor effects were observed for DIP predicting 

relationship quality such that greater actual-ideal discrepancies was associated with lower 

quality relationships.  Actor and partner effects for self authenticity were consistent with 

prior analyses.  Given that the primary focus of the DIP analysis concerns the moderating 

role of self authenticity, the first-order DIP and authenticity coefficients will not be 

discussed in detail. 

In the AI Model, 3 of the 4 possible DIPself AI interactions were significant.  

Simple slope analyses of the men DIPmen self AI interaction (β = .25, p < .01) 

revealed that the actor effect of men DIP was significantly weaker when men were high 

(β = -.49, p < .01) vs. low (β = -.96, p < .01) in self AI.  This interaction suggests that the 

potentially deleterious consequences of having a partner who is less than ideal are 

buffered for men who report high levels of self AI.  In contrast, the women DIPwomen 

self AI interaction (β = -.27, p < .01) revealed the opposite, and unanticipated, pattern of 

results.  Simple slope analyses confirmed that the actor effect of women’s DIP was 

significantly stronger when women were high (β = -.83, p < .01) vs. low (β = -.46, p < 

.01) in self AI.  Finally, simple slope analyses of the women DIPmen self AI 

interaction (β = .21, p < .01) suggests that the actor effect of women DIP predicting 

women’s relationship quality was significantly weaker when men’s self AI was high (β = 
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-.43, p < .01) vs. low (β = -.85, p < .01).  Two of the 3 interactions were consistent with 

the prediction that romantic authenticity may weaken the association between actual-ideal 

partner discrepancy and relationship quality. 

In the IRT Model, the men DIPwomen self IRT interaction was significant in 

the predicted direction (β = .25, p < .01).  Simple slope analyses revealed that the actor 

path from men DIP to men relationship quality was weaker when women reported high (β 

= -.45, p < .01) vs. low (β = -.81, p < .01) levels of self IRT.  The results suggest that for 

men, having a partner who reports higher levels of IRT, reduces the strength of the 

association between actual-ideal discrepancy and relationship quality.   

None of the DIPUOD interactions were statistically significant.  

Positive Illusions Path Analyses.  The path diagram for the positive-illusions 

hypothesis (H5) is illustrated in Figure 8.  According to Murray and colleagues 

(1996a,1996b), the paths leading from an individual’s rating of the partner’s actual 

attributes to his or her own satisfaction represents projected illusions, and the path 

leading to their partner’s satisfaction represents reflected illusions.  As expected, the 

projected illusions paths were significant and positive suggesting that an over-idealized 

view of one’s partner uniquely is associated with an individual’s own relationship 

quality.  None of the reflected illusions paths were statistically significant.     

In the AI model, a significant women’s self AIprojected illusions interaction (β 

= .19, p < .05) emerged in the opposite of the expected direction.  Simple slope analyses 

revealed that the projected illusions bias was stronger when women’s self AI was high (β 

= 1.02, p < .01) vs. low (β = .68, p < .01).  In the IRT model, a significant men’s self 

IRTreflected illusions interaction emerged in the hypothesized direction.  Simple slope 
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analyses revealed that the reflected illusions bias was positive when men’s self IRT was 

high (β = .26, p < .05) and negative when men’s self IRT was low (β = -.30, p < .05).  In 

the UOD model, a significant women’s self UODprojected illusions interaction (β = -

.22, p < .01) emerged in the expected direction.  Simple slope analyses suggest that the 

Positive Illusions bias was stronger when women’s self UOD was high (β = -.47, p < .01) 

vs. low (β = -.91, p < .01).  

Study 3 Post-Manipulation Results 

Each direct measure of change in relationship perceptions obtained was entered as 

a predictor in a multiple regression model with self-rated authenticity, experimental 

condition (dummy coded), and their interaction.  Consistent with H1-H3, significant main 

effects were expected for self-rated and partner authenticity (experimental condition) 

such that higher authenticity would be associated with increases in satisfaction, 

commitment, and trust, as well as perceiving one’s partner as less “risky.”  The 

conditionself authenticity interaction was also examined.   

Direct Change Analysis.  Multiple regression analyses revealed no significant 

self or perceived partner authenticity interactions with experimental conditions.  As a 

result, a series of independent samples t-tests were performed to examine the effect of 

experimental condition on the direct measures of change.  Significant differences 

emerged for relationship satisfaction (t (70) = 4.67, p < .01, d = 1.10), commitment (t 

(71) = 3.77, p < .01, d = 0.88), and trust (t (71) = 3.26, p < .01, d = 0.77), but not 

perceived riskiness (t (71) = -1.51, p = .14, d = -0.35).  A histogram and table of cell 

means for each outcome are presented in Figure 9.  On average, participants in the 

moderate condition responded near the scale midpoint, indicating that their current 
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feelings of relationship satisfaction, commitment, trust, and perceived partner riskiness 

were not influenced by reading their romantic partner’s authenticity profile.  On average, 

participants in the high condition provided responses above the scale midpoint for 

satisfaction, commitment and trust indicating that their feelings about their romantic 

partner had become more favorable after reading his or her authenticity profile. 

 Indirect Change Analysis.  The post-manipulation measures of RIM satisfaction, 

RIM commitment, and NSR were highly correlated.  As a result, a latent variable model 

was specified with pre- and post-manipulation latent factors, and a Chi-square difference 

test revealed that constraining the loadings of parallel indicators (e.g., pre-manipulation 

commitment = post-manipulation commitment) did not result in a decrease in model fit. 

(χ
2

D (2) = 0.23, p = .89).  The overall fit of the baseline model was excellent (χ
2
 (11) = 

10.37, p = .50; RMSEA = .00; AGFI = .980).  Although the correlations between PPR 

and the other outcome indicators were strong, PPR was considered as a separate outcome 

variable in order to provide a direct test of H2. To assess the potential change in 

perceived relationship quality and PPR as a function of the experimental manipulation, a 

conditional model was specified in which the post-manipulation version of each outcome 

was regressed on pre-manipulation version, experimental condition (dummy coded), self 

authenticity, and the selfcondition interaction.  Parameter estimates and fit statistics are 

listed in Table 14. 

 As expected, the association between pre-manipulation and post-manipulation 

outcome variables was significant and positive across all model, indicating that 

individuals with more favorable perceptions of their relationship before the manipulation 

also reported higher relationship quality after the manipulation, and that individuals who 
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perceive their partner as less risky before the manipulation also perceive their partner as 

more risky after the manipulation..  Additionally, the effect of experimental condit ion 

was significant in the expected direction across all models, suggesting that individuals 

who were lead to believe that their romantic partner was high in authenticity reported 

higher perceived relationship quality following the manipulation than participants who 

were lead to believe that their romantic partner was lower in authenticity. In both the AI 

and UOD models, self authenticity and was not a significant predictor of post-

manipulation relationship quality or PPR, and the self authenticitycondition interaction 

was also non-significant for both outcomes.   

An interesting pair of first-order effects emerged between self IRT predicting 

post-manipulation relationship quality (β = .20, p < .01) and PPR (β = .23, p < .01).  

These associations were qualified by a significant conditionself interactions for 

relationship quality (β = -.22, p < .01) and PPR (β = -.28, p < .01).  Figure 10 illustrates 

the simple slope analyses for the relationship quality outcome.  The effect of 

experimental condition was significantly stronger when the participant was low (-1 SD) 

self IRT (β = .27, p < .01).  In contrast, when the participant was high (+1 SD) in self 

IRT, the effect of experimental condition was not significant (β = .04, p = .75).   This 

pattern of findings suggests that individuals low in self IRT benefitted by learning that 

their romantic partner was highly authentic, whereas participants high in self IRT were 

not affected by learning about their romantic partner’s authenticity.  The pattern and 

interpretation of the simple slopes was virtually identical for PPR. 

Study 3 Discussion 



 

59 

 

 Strong and consistent evidence for hypotheses 1 and 2 was observed using all 

measures of relationship authenticity.  More specifically, individuals who reported 

feeling more authentic, and individuals who perceived their current romantic partner as 

more authentic reported higher quality relationships (H1), as well as a stronger 

endorsement of connectedness goals, a stronger rejection of self-protection goals, and a 

perception of their partner as less risky (H2).  As in Study 2, the presence of as many 

significant paths originating from perceived partner authenticity provides strong evidence 

for the relative importance of authenticity in romantic partners.  Collecting responses 

from both members of the dyad allowed for an examination of the predictive power of 

perceived partner authenticity, controlling for a romantic partner’s actual self-reported 

authenticity.  In most cases, an individual’s perception of the romantic partner’s 

authenticity was a stronger predictor of relationship outcomes than his or her partner’s 

actual self-reported authenticity.  

Study 3 found limited evidence for hypothesis 3. The selfpartner interactions 

for IRT predicting relationship goals and perceived relationship quality were all non-

significant, and the only interaction involving UOD was in the opposite of the expected 

direction.  However, both of the significant selfpartner interactions for AI predicting 

connectedness goals and perceived relationship quality were consistent with the idea that 

self authenticity and relationship outcomes are more positive when individuals perceive 

their romantic partner as more authentic.  These interactions provide evidence for the idea 

that authenticity is a personality characteristic that individuals value in romantic partners.    

Mixed evidence was found for hypotheses 4 and 5.  Two of the 3 DIPAI 

interactions emerged in the expected direction, with higher levels of authenticity being 
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associated with a weaker path from DIP to perceived relationship quality, however the 

women DIPself AI interaction suggested that higher levels of authenticity were 

associated with a stronger (more negative) association between DIP and relationship 

quality. In contrast, self IRT moderated the DIP path in the expected direction, but only 

among men.  Finally, UOD failed to moderate the association between relationship 

quality the degree to which one’s partner is perceived as less than ideal (DIP).  Thus, 

Study 3 provided inconsistent evidence for the idea that feeling more authentic in one’s 

relationship, or perceiving one’s partner as more authentic can buffer an individual from 

the negativity associated with believing that his/her partner is less than ideal.  Similarly, 

mixed evidence emerged for the moderating role of self and partner authenticity on the 

Positive Illusions bias.  When using AI as an indicator of relationship authenticity, the 

observed self AIprojected illusions interaction emerged in the opposite of the 

anticipated direction, with higher levels of authenticity associated with a stronger 

association between perceptions of one’s romantic partner’s positive attributes and 

relationship quality.  In contrast, IRT and UOD moderated the reflected and projected 

illusions biases in the expected direction, with higher levels of self authenticity being 

associated with a weaker association between perceptions of one’s romantic partner’s 

positive attributes and relationship quality.    

The between-subjects experimental manipulation provided strong causal evidence 

for H1, as evidenced by the notable differences in participant’s ratings of perceived 

change in relationship satisfaction, commitment, trust, and partner riskiness across the 

two conditions.  Using the direct measures of change, participants who were told that 

their romantic partner was only average in relationship authenticity reported virtually no 
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change in relationship outcomes, but participants who were led to believe that their 

romantic partners were above average in relationship authenticity exhibited a significant 

increase in their 3 of the 4 indicators of relationship quality.  These findings suggest that 

believing that one’s romantic partner is more authentic leads to increased satisfaction, 

commitment, and trust with the relationship.  Although none of the self or perceived 

partner authenticitycondition interactions reached significance in the direct change 

measures, a significant self AIcondition interaction emerged in the indirect change 

analysis.  The simple slope analyses suggested the opposite pattern of results than was 

expected: participants who reported low levels of self IRT exhibited a strong treatment 

effect of experimental condition (i.e., the high authenticity feedback condition reported 

better relationship quality), whereas individuals high in self IRT were not affected by 

feedback condition.  Although these results contradict the prediction specified by H3, 

they are consistent with the idea that individuals who were low in self IRT are likely to 

assume that their romantic partner was also low.
3
  Being informed that one’s partner 

possesses positive attributes (i.e., high relationship authenticity) increases his or her value 

as a partner, which may explain the strong effect of condition among low self IRT 

individuals.  

Hypothesis 6 was partially supported by Study 3. The correlations among self and 

perceived partner authenticity ranged from r = .13 (men perceived partner AI and women 

self AI) to r = .43 (women perceived partner IRT and men self IRT).  Although the 

correlations between men perceived partner authenticity and women self were small and 

non-significant for AI and UOD, the remaining perceived-self correlations were 

statistically significant and of the expected magnitude and direction, suggesting a 
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moderate degree of observed accuracy among romantic partners regarding relationship 

authenticity. 

General Discussion 

 Hypotheses 1 and 2 were supported in all 3 studies.  Self and perceived partner 

authenticity were consistently associated with adopting a connectedness goal orientation, 

and rejecting self-protection goals.  This finding is consistent with the idea that 

individuals who perceive their romantic partners as more supportive of their thoughts, 

feelings, and behaviors feel more comfortable expressing who they “really are.”  The 

ability to express oneself in an uncoerced and uninhibited manner likely facilitates a 

sense of non-defensiveness, and in turn, an openness toward increasing intimacy with 

one’s partner.  Similarly, believing that one’s romantic partner is behaving in an 

uncoerced, authentic manner likely serves as additional assurance that the relationship is 

more stable and less risky.  This sense of security in one’s relationship is reflected in the 

relationship goals that individuals adopt.  Finding that individuals who report higher 

levels of self and perceived partner authenticity are also more likely to endorse 

connectedness goals and reject self-protection goals supports the argument that 

authenticity may serve as an important predictor of how individuals perceive the riskiness 

and potential viability of a romantic partner over time.  Evidence for the prediction that 

self and perceived partner authenticity would interact synergistically (H3) was less 

consistent.  A number of significant selfperceived partner authenticity interactions 

emerged in both correlational and experimental analysis in Study 1.  Additionally, actor-

partner analyses in Study 3 found limited support for these effects, and none of these 

interactions were significant in Study 2.  Although most of these interactions were in the 
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anticipated direction (i.e., the association between self authenticity and outcomes is more 

positive when individuals perceive their partners as more authentic), two of these 

interactions suggested the opposite pattern of results. 

Mixed evidence was also found for hypothesis 4.  It was hypothesized that feeling 

more authentic in one’s relationship, or perceiving one’s partner as more authentic may 

buffer an individual from the negativity associated with believing that his/her partner is 

less than ideal.  In Study 2, none of the DIPself or DIPperceived partner authenticity 

interactions approached significance.  In Study 3, multiple DIPAI interactions emerged 

in the expected direction, with higher levels of authenticity being associated with a 

weaker path from DIP to perceived relationship quality.  However, one of the significant 

interactions suggested the opposite pattern of results.  Inconsistent evidence also emerged 

for hypothesis 5.  Specifically, self and partner authenticity were expected to moderate 

the well documented positive illusions bias in which individuals who provide excessively 

optimistic appraisals of their partner’s personality attributes report more satisfying 

relationships.  For two of the three indicators of authenticity, the reflected and projected 

illusions biases were in the expected direction, with higher levels of self authenticity 

being associated with a weaker association between perceptions of one’s romantic 

partner’s positive attributes and relationship quality.  However, for one of the indicators 

of relationship authenticity, the observed self AIprojected illusions interaction emerged 

in the opposite of the anticipated direction, with higher levels of authenticity associated 

with a stronger association between perceptions of one’s romantic partner’s positive 

attributes and relationship quality. 
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 Finally, partial support was found for hypothesis 6 in Study 3, as evidenced by a 

number of significant correlations between self and perceived partner authenticity among 

individuals belonging to the same dyad.  Perceived partner authenticity among women 

was moderately correlated with their partner’s self authenticity across all 3 indicators, 

and men’s perceptions of their partner’s authenticity were significantly correlated with 

their partner’s authenticity for 1 of the indicators.  Comparing the observed agreement 

(i.e., correlations between self and perceived partner across persons) to the assumed 

agreement (i.e., correlations between self and perceived partner within persons) reveals 

varying degrees of “wishful thinking” regarding the assumed level of authenticity in 

romantic partners, particularly with regard to UOD.  More specifically, both men and 

women exhibited very strong assumed agreement correlations that were significantly 

larger than the observed agreement correlations for UOD.  This finding is evidence of the 

value that individuals place on authenticity in romantic partners: men and women assume 

that their partners exhibit similar levels of UOD, and to a lesser extent IRT and AI. 

Limitations and Future Directions 

 The present paper described results from four independent studies, using multiple 

methodologies.  However, the generalizability of Studies 1 and 2 may be limited by the 

pronounced gender imbalance.  Fortunately, the Pilot Study and Study 3 collected 

responses from both members of heterosexual dyads, ensuring an equal number of men 

and women in these studies. The pattern of findings observed in Studies 1 and 2 were 

largely consistent with the effects observed among women participants in the Pilot Study 

and Study 3, which makes sense given that participants in Studies 1 and 2 were 

predominately women.  Additionally, stronger and more consistent effects emerged 
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among women, relative to men.  Future work should strive to better understand the 

potential causes and consequences of gender differences in relationship authenticity. The 

present studies also relied solely on self-report measures of authenticity and relationship 

outcomes.  Future work should seek to overcome the potential biases introduced by the 

reliance on a single method of assessment 

 Studies 1-3 found evidence for an association between perceived partner 

authenticity and relationship outcomes, even when controlling for self authenticity.  

These findings suggest that simply believing one’s partner is higher in relationship 

authenticity is associated with more positive relationship outcomes.  Future research 

should examine potential mediators of this process.  For example, an individual who 

perceives his or her partner as more authentic may also report higher levels of satisfaction 

and more adaptive relationship goals because he or she is more certain about the motives 

or intentions of his or her partner.  More specifically, perceiving one’s partner as more 

authentic may lead to greater confidence regarding the underlying causes of his or her 

behavior.   

 Future work should also attempt to identify the environmental and contextual 

antecedents of relationship authenticity.  Drawing on concepts from humanistic 

psychology, it seems likely that perceiving one’s social environment (e.g., romantic 

partner) as a non-judgmental source of unconditional positive regard (Rogers, 1961) 

should lead to more authentic self-expression and in turn more adaptive relationship 

goals, less defensive conflict resolution strategies, and better relationship outcomes.  

Future research could examine the impact of exposing couples in new relationships (e.g., 

less than 3 months) to a training program encouraging partners to respond to one another 
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in a more open and less judgmental fashion.  Conflict resolution could be examined using 

behavioral observation, and relationship goals and outcomes could be measured using 

longitudinal follow-up assessments.  Similar methods could be applied to individuals 

involved in long-term relationships (e.g., married couples).  However, this population 

would likely require an intensive training program involving multiple interventions in a 

formal clinical setting in order to override the more entrenched response patterns and 

relationship scripts.   

Theoretical Implications and Applications 

Findings from Study 1 suggest that single individuals benefit from feeling more 

authentic and believing that potential romantic partners are more authentic.  Specifically, 

feeling more authentic in romantic relationships was associated with adopting a healthier 

goal orientation characterized by less self-protection and a stronger drive to forge deep 

and meaningful connections with romantic partners.  In a clinical setting, emphasizing the 

development of a more authentic sense of self and encouraging clients to seek out 

romantic partners that they perceive as more authentic may lead single individuals to 

initiate healthier, more adaptive romantic relationships.  Results from the Studies 2 and 3, 

and the Pilot Study, suggest that relationships in which partners report lower levels of 

authenticity or perceive their partner as less authentic are typically rated as less satisfying 

by both dyad members.  This is consistent with the notion that distressed relationships are 

often characterized by a high degree of mistrust and deception.  Encouraging romantic 

partners to communicate in a more authentic manner may help to resolve reoccurring 

conflicts or sources of chronic discourse.  Creating a non-evaluative therapeutic 
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environment may help troubled couples to break out of self-defeating conflict resolution 

styles and promote perspective taking.   

 Although the present work focused specifically on the role of authenticity in 

romantic relationships, these findings should generalize to other types of close 

relationships such as platonic friendships, parent-child or sibling relationships, or 

workplace relationships.  Prior research has demonstrated that the social roles in which 

individuals feel more authentic (e.g., child, employee, friend, romantic partner, student) 

were rated as more satisfying (Sheldon et al., 1997).  Family studies and counseling 

researchers should examine the viability of authenticity-focused therapy techniques for 

assisting dysfunctional families.  Additionally, feeling more authentic in one’s role as an 

employee is likely associated with better job performance, and perceiving one’s 

supervisor or employer as more authentic should be associated with stronger commitment 

to the organization and higher productivity.  In fact, authenticity may lie at the core of 

many key antecedents to optimal organizational functioning.  For example, employees 

who believe that their organization is authentically invested in them should perceive the 

organization as more supportive (Eisenberger & Stinglhamber, 2011).  Similarly, 

perceiving one’s relationship with one’s direct supervisor as more authentic may lead to 

better communication (e.g., leader-member exchange; Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997) 

and job performance.  

The results of the present studies suggest that feeling free to express oneself in an 

uncoerced, uninhibited fashion, and believing that close others also express themselves 

authentically is associated with better outcomes.  However, total authenticity may not be 

adaptive in all circumstances, as the consequences of violating social norms or 
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professional courtesies in the interest of authenticity may lead to detrimental outcomes 

such as social exclusion.  For example, given the strong social norm that prohibits 

“speaking ill of the dead,” an individual giving a eulogy at a funeral is probably better off 

suppressing his or her authentic desire to describe negative attributes of a potentially 

despicable person (e.g., the deceased enjoyed kicking kittens).  Moreover, in the context 

of a close relationship, expressing one’s authentic opinion regarding some aspect of a 

romantic partner’s physical appearance, behavior or personality may be hurtful.  For 

example, informing one’s partner that he or she appears unattractive wearing some article 

of clothing may elicit an overtly negative response, particularly if one’s partner believes 

the look to be flattering.  However, in some cases even initially hurtful authentic 

disclosures may lead to beneficial long-term outcomes if the expression involves concern 

over destructive behaviors or maladaptive conflict resolution styles.  As a general rule, 

authentic self-expression should be associated with more positive relationship 

functioning, however this axiom is qualified by an important caveat: individuals must 

evaluate the overall hedonic implications of authentic disclosures in a given situation.  In 

some cases, authentic self-expression may lead to more harm than good. 

Final Comment 

The concept of authenticity has considerable implications for relationship 

functioning and satisfaction.  Prior work has shown that an individuals’ own authenticity 

in close relationships has implications for their own relationship outcomes (Brunell et al., 

2010; Lopez & Rice, 2006), and results from multiple studies confirm that the 

authenticity of one’s romantic partner (actual and perceived) uniquely contributes to 

one’s own relationship well-being.  The present work extended prior findings in a number 
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of important ways.  First, distinguishing between an individual’s perception of their 

partner’s authenticity and the degree of authenticity reported by an individual’s partner 

provided a more precise and compelling account of the association between authenticity 

and relationship outcomes.  Furthermore, the series of studies presented here was the first 

to distinguish between single individuals (Study 1) and individuals involved in a romantic 

relationship (Studies 2 and 3), which allowed for an examination of focused hypotheses 

for each of these distinct populations.   Furthermore, examining the role of authenticity 

(self-reported, perceived partner, and partner reported) in partner idealization and risk 

regulation processes serves to link the construct to larger theoretical frameworks 

describing relationship development.   
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Footnotes 

1
  The significant actor effects were also observed for remaining dimensions of the AI 

(i.e., awareness, behavior, unbiased processing) predicting relationship satisfaction, 

commitment and trust.  Additionally, significant partner effects were also observed for 

these dimensions, however in many cases, these effects were only significant among 

women.  In other words, the unique contribution of the respondent’s partner’s awareness, 

behavior, and unbiased processing were often only significant for women.  These results 

were not explicitly discussed because the relational orientation subscale is theoretically 

most relevant to the proposed research. 

2
  Missing data were handled by the Full Information Maximum Likelihood estimator 

available in PROC CALIS 9.3. 

3
  Recall that the assumed accuracy correlation for IRT ranged from .35 to .42. 
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Table 1.  Correlations Among Authenticity Measures, Self-esteem, and Relationship 

Satisfaction.  

 1 2 3 4 5 

1.  AI -.26* .39* .46* .07 .46* 

2.  AIRS-IRT .41* .30* .67* .31* .26* 

3.  AIRS-UOD .48* .46* .24* .07 .52* 

4.  Satisfaction .24* .45* .37* .43* .19 

5.  Global Self-Esteem .56* .33* .49* .10 .26* 

 

Note: Correlations for women are listed below the diagonal, and correlations for men are 

listed above.  Correlations between dyad members are listed along the diagonal. 
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Table 2.  Unstandardized APIM Coefficients for Authenticity-Relationship Satisfaction 

Analysis. 

  Men Women χ
2

Diff (1) 

A
I 

–
 R

O
 

Actor .79† .37 0.8 

Partner -.11 .84** 3.9* 

ActorPartner -- -- -- 

IR
T

 

Actor .53** .23* 2.6 

Partner .03 .23* 1.1 

ActorPartner -.42** .04 13.2** 

U
O

D
 

Actor .41** .02 5.4* 

Partner -.13 .18* 2.9† 

ActorPartner -- -- -- 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  The χ
2

Diff column contains a likelihood ratio test 

statistic (based on maximum likelihood estimation) evaluating the null hypothesis that the 

coefficients are equal for men and women.   
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Table 3.  Study 1: Correlations Among Major Variables.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1.  AI Self -            

2.  AI Partner .56** -           

3.  AIRS-IRT Self .47** .44** -          

4.  AIRS-IRT Partner .43** .48** .62** -         

5.  AIRS-UOD Self .18* .11 .43** .38** -        

6.  AIRS-UOD Partner .17* .13 .41** .50** .79** -       

7.  ONRS Approach. .23** .26** .27** .15† -.12 -.09 -      

8.  ONRS Avoid .05 .00 -.08 .06 -.34** -.20* -.01 -     

9.  Self-Protection Goals -.03 -.01 -.16† -.20* -.42** -.35** .26** .43** -    

10.  Connectedness Goals .35** .47** .56** .46** .26** .22** .37** -.17* -.18* -   

11.  Life Satisfaction .19* .13 .32** .27** .26** .19* -.07 -.04 -.32** .34** -  

12.  Subjective Vitality .20* .23** .36** .34** .18* .15† .12 -.12 -.35** .48** .49** - 

M 3.60 3.52 5.18 5.30 4.73 4.64 5.16 3.82 4.41 6.81 4.49 4.65 

SD 1.00 0.87 1.04 1.09 1.19 1.23 1.12 1.35 1.92 1.52 1.27 1.17 

 

Note: ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.   



 

80 

 

Table 4.  Study 1 Path Analysis Results. 

 AI IRT UOD 

Parameter Estimate Est./S.E. Estimate Est./S.E. Estimate Est./S.E. 

Self  ONRS Approach .14 (.13) 1.30 .31 (.29) 2.83** -.10 (-.11) -0.78 

Self  ONRS Avoid .12 (.09) 0.92 -.10 (-.07) -0.69 -.56 (-.49) -3.91** 

Self  Connectedness .19 (.12) 1.41 .65 (.44) 5.08** .28 (.21) 1.68† 

Self  Self-Protection -.06 (-.03) -0.32 -.11 (-.06) -0.57 -.62 (-.38) -3.09** 

Self  SWL .21 (.17) 1.69† .30 (.25) 2.46** .33 (.30) 2.34* 

Self  SV .11 (.10) 1.00 .29 (.25) 2.60** .17 (.17) 1.35 

Part  ONRS Approach .25 (.20) 2.03* -.03 (-.03) -0.29 -.011 (-.01) -0.09 

Part  ONRS Avoid -.13 (-.08) -0.86 -.03 (-.02) -0.21 .21 (.19) 1.48 

Part  Connectedness .70 (.40) 4.52** .26 (.18) 2.12* .08 (.07) 0.51 

Part  Self-Protection .00 (.00) 0.02 -.31 (-.18) -1.73† -.08 (-.05) -0.42 

Part  SWL .05 (.04) 0.36 .14 (.12) 1.16 -.05 (-.05) -0.35 

Part  SV .24 (.18) 1.83† .20 (.19) 1.94† .03 (.03) 0.26 

SP  ONRS Approach - - -.13 (.13) -1.76† - - 

SP  ONRS Avoid -.35 (-.27) -3.86** - - - - 

SP  Connectedness - - - - .21 (.23) 3.25** 

SP  Self-Protection. - - -.33 (-.20) -2.83** - - 

SP  SWL - - - - .10 (.14) 1.78† 

SP  SV - - .16 (.15) 2.30* .23 (.33) 4.55** 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Standardized estimates are presented inside parentheses.  Estimates in bold were robust to the 

inclusion of all control variables.  AI = Relational Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD = 

Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  Self = Self Authenticity. Part = Typical Partner Authenticity. SP = Self AuthenticityTypical 

Partner Authenticity interaction.  ONRS = Openness to New Relationships.  SWLS = Satisfaction with Life.  SV = Subjective Vitality.
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Table 5.  Cell Means for Self and Partner Authenticity Vignette Experiment. 

  Partner  

  Low High  

Self 
Low 3.53 4.95 4.24 

High 4.25 7.26 5.76 

  3.89 6.10  

 

Note.   Self = Self Authenticity.  Partner = Partner Authenticity. 
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Table 6.  Study 2: Correlations Among Major Variables.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12  

1.  AI Self -             

2.  AI Partner .49** -            

3.  IRT Self .40** .38** -           

4.  IRT Partner .25** .50** .70** -          

5.  UOD Self .14 .12 .46** .38** -         

6.  UOD Partner .13 .13 .37** .40** .70** -        

7.  PPR .35** .35** .65** .62** .56** .62** -       

8.  Commitment .30** .22* .61** .53** .51** .53** .79** -      

9.  Satisfaction .28** .27* .54** .58** .37** .47** .74** .77** -     

10.  Self-Protection -.10 -.11 -.35** -.31** -.50** -.52** -.51** -.45** -.35** -    

11.  Connectedness .27** .24** .49** .53** .34** .37** .56** .56** .52** -.34** -   

12.  NSR .34** .41** .70** .66** .50** .45** .78** .64** .66** -.47** .51** -  

13.  DIP. -.16† -.23* -.43** -.47** -.38** -.39** -.56** -.47** -.56** -.47** -.59** -.30** - 

M 3.70 3.36 5.57 5.46 4.96 4.80 6.71 6.84 7.29 4.15 7.37 6.79 16.10 

SD 0.82 1.12 1.19 1.06 1.16 1.30 1.37 1.57 1.61 1.80 1.44 1.45 13.47 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Self = Self Authenticity. Part = Typical Partner Authenticity. AI = Relational Orientation of the 

Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD = Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  PPR = Perceived Partner 

Riskiness.  NSR = Need Satisfaction in Relationships.  DIP = Discrepancy from Ideal Partner. 
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Table 7.  Study 2 Path Analysis Results. 

 AI IRT UOD 

Parameter Estimate Est./S.E. Estimate Est./S.E. Estimate Est./S.E. 

Self  Self-Protection .-.14 (-.06) -0.58 -.39 (-.26) -2.13* -.41 (-.26) -2.37* 

Self  Connectedness .35 (.20) 1.94† .29 (.24) 2.19* .21 (.17) 1.38 

Self  Rel. Quality .38 (.26) 2.51* .48 (.47) 4.90** .27 (.27) 2.50* 

Part  Self-Protection -.13 (-.08) -0.73 -.22 (-.13) -1.07 -.47 (-.34) -3.05** 

Part  Connectedness .19 (.14) 1.40 .49 (.36) 3.25** .28 (.25) 2.03* 

Part  Rel. Quality .26 (.24) 2.33* .42 (.36) 3.80** .40 (.44) 3.99** 

SP  Self-Protection - - - - - - 

SP  Connectedness - - - - - - 

SP  Rel. Quality - - - - - - 

χ
2
(df), p χ

2
(19) = 19.16, p = .45 χ

2
(19) = 29.59, p = .06 χ

2
(19) = 27.94, p = .08 

RMSEA (90% CI) .009 (.000, .080) .070 (.000, .117) .065 (.000, .113) 

AGFI .989 .988 .988 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Standardized estimates are presented inside parentheses.  Estimates in bold were robust to the 

inclusion of all control variables.  AI = Relational Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD = 

Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  Self = Self Authenticity. Part = Perceived Partner Authenticity. SP = Self 

AuthenticityPerceived Partner Authenticity interaction.  Rel. Quality = Relationship Quality. 
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Table 8.  Study 2 Discrepancy from Ideal Partner and Authenticity  

 AI IRT UOD 

Parameter Rel. Quality Estimate Est./S.E. Estimate Est./S.E. Estimate Est./S.E. 

Self Authenticity .34 (.23) 2.72** .41 (.40) 4.46** .20 (.20) 2.00* 

Perc. Partner Authenticity .13 (.12) 1.41 .30 (.26) 2.94** .32 (.36) 3.54** 

DIP -.05 (-.55) -6.44** -.03 (-.31) -3.94** -.03 (-.36) -4.10** 

SelfDIP  -.01 (-.11) -1.38 .00 (.05) 0.40 .01 (.09) 0.89 

PartnerDIP .00 (.01) 0.14 -.00 (-.02) -0.16 -.00 (-.10) -0.24 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Standardized estimates are presented inside parentheses.  Fit statistics are unnecessary becase 

all molds were fully saturated (df = 0).  AI = Relational Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  

UOD = Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  Self = Self Authenticity. Part = Perceived Partner Authenticity.  Rel. Quality = 

Relationship Quality. 
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 Table 9.  Study 3: Correlations Among Major Variables.  

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 M SD 

1.  AI Self .08 .22* .32** .12 .19 .17 .21† .01 .07 -.12 .16 .26* 3.99 0.62 

2.  AI Perc. Part. .40** .41** .29* .43** .25* .44** .45** .40** .50** -.31** .43** .46** 3.25 1.21 

3.  IRT Self .37** .16 .28* .43** .65** .45** .63** .44** .50** -.36** .44** .55** 5.93 0.81 

4.  IRT Perc. Part. .16 .32** .36** .25* .46** .62** .61** .35** .70** -.38** .43** .67** 5.57 1.21 

5.  UOD Self .37** .19† .54** .41** .21† .73** .67** .47** .54** -.45** .48** .56** 5.31 1.12 

6.  UOD Perc. Part. .34** .22* .38** .54** .61** .19 .64** .49** .64** -.50** .39** .63** 5.03 1.51 

7.  PPR .14 .13 .33** .49** .49** .48** .39** .73** .83** -.62** .55** .82** 7.01 1.67 

8.  Commitment .07 .02 .36** .40** .29* .33** .77** .09 .69** -.42** .47** .65** 7.49 1.50 

9.  Satisfaction .14 .26* .33** .54** .37** .40** .77** .80** .27* -.52** .58** .78** 7.56 1.76 

10.  Self-Protection -.24 -.23* -.31** -.29* -.55** -.54** -.61** -.30** -.42** .28* -.42** -.58** 3.72 2.07 

11.  Connectedness .05 .02 .35** .17 .19 .25* .48** .59** .53** -.25* .09 .51** 7.57 1.28 

12.  NSR .11 .19 .43** .50** .44** .47** .83** .70** .77** -.66** .59** .27* 7.06 1.38 

M 3.58 3.39 5.74 5.89 5.07 5.08 6.94 6.88 7.32 4.12 7.27 6.72   

SD 1.13 1.23 0.81 1.00 1.22 1.35 1.46 1.68 1.85 1.95 1.25 1.32   

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Correlations for Men are listed below the diagonal.  Intra-class correlations are listed along the 

diagonal, and correlations for women are listed above the diagonal.  Self = Self Authenticity. Perc. Part = Perceived Partner 

Authenticity. AI = Relational Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD = Unacceptability of 

Deception Scale.  PPR = Perceived Partner Riskiness.  NSR = Need Satisfaction in Relationships.  DIP = Discrepancy from Ideal 

Partner. 
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  Table 10.  Intra-Class, Observed Agreement, and Assumed Agreement Correlations 

Corr. Type Interpretation Variables AI IRT UOD 

Intra-Class 
Diff. Person Women Self ↔ Men Self .08 .28* .21† 

Same Var. Women Perc. Part. ↔ Men Perc. Part. .41** .25* .19† 

Assumed 
Same Person Women Perc. Part ↔ Women Self .19 .42** .72** 

Diff. Var. Men Perc. Part. ↔ Men Self .40** .35** .60** 

Observed 
Diff. Person Women Perc. Part. ↔ Men Self .37** .43** .26* 

Diff. Var. Men Perc. Part. ↔ Women Self .13 .38** .15 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p ≤ .10.  Self = Self Authenticity. Perc. Part = Perceived Partner Authenticity. AI = Relational 

Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD = Unacceptability of Deception Scale.   
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Table 11.  Study 3 APIM Analysis for Authenticity and Relationship Outcomes. 

 Path 

Type 
Predictor Self-Pro. Connect. Rel. Quality PPR 

A
I 

Actor 

Men Self  -.31 (.18) .23 (.22)† .07 (.07) .11 (.08) 

Women Self  -.16 (-.05) .14 (.07) .05 (.03) .30 (.11) 

Men Perc. Part.  -.24 (-.15) .23 (.23) .21 (.24)† .08 (.07) 

Women Perc. Part.  -.36 (-.21)† .38 (.34)** .29 (.30)* .44 (.32)* 

Men SelfPerc. Part  - .16 (.43)** - - 

Women SelfPerc. Part  - - .42 (.24)* - 

Partner 

Men Self  .08 (.02) .04 (.02) .07 (.04) .06 (.02) 

Women Self  -.02 (-.01) -.02 (-.02) .16 (.16) -.03 (-.02) 

Men Perc. Part. -.03 (-.02) -.07 (-.07) -.07 (-.08) .05 (.04) 

Women Perc. Part.  -.35 (-.21)† .15 (.14) .20 (.21)† .33 (.24)* 

IR
T

 

Actor 

Men Self  -.50 (-.21)† .53 (.34)** .22 (.16) .23 (.13) 

Women Self  -.75 (-.29)** .45 (.28)** .50 (.34)** 1.01 (.50)** 

Men Perc. Part.  -.41 (-.21)† .13 (.10) .58 (.52)** .57 (.39)** 

Women Perc. Part.  -.59 (-.34)** .31 (.30)** .59 (.59)** .59 (.43)** 

Men SelfPerc. Part  - - - - 

Women SelfPerc. Part  - - - - 

Partner 

Men Self  .22 (09) -.36 (-.23)† -.08 (-.06) -.21 (-.12) 

Women Self  .54 (.21)† -.10 (-.07) -.00 (-.00) -.04 (-.02) 

Men Perc. Part. -.22 (.13) .08 (.08) .16 (.17) .29 (.23)* 

Women Perc. Part.  .08 (.04) .14 (.11) -.06 (-.05) -.24 (-.14) 

U
O

D
 

Actor 

Men Self  -.55 (-.34)** .11 (11) .14 (.15) .36 (.30)* 

Women Self  -.34 (-.19) .47 (.41)** .17 (.16)† .64 (.44)** 

Men Perc. Part.  -.48 (-.33)** .20 (.21) .24 (.29)* .29 (.27)* 

Women Perc. Part.  -.47 (-.35)** .06 (.07) .42 (.54)** .31 (.29)* 

Men SelfPerc. Part  - - - - 

Women SelfPerc. Part  - - -.14 (-.22)* - 

Partner 

Men Self  -.06 (-.04) .17 (.15) .43 (.44)** .39 (.30)* 

Women Self  .12 (.07) -.01 (-.01) .06 (.06) .20 (.14) 

Men Perc. Part. .02 (.02) -.23 (-.28)† -.16 (-.22) -.10 (-10) 

Women Perc. Part.  -.23 (-.15) .06 (.06) -.05 (-.05) -13 (-10) 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Standardized estimates are presented inside parentheses.  

Estimates in bold were robust to the inclusion of all control variables.  AI = Relational 

Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD = 

Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  Self = Self Authenticity. Part = Perceived Partner 

Authenticity. SP = Self AuthenticityPerceived Partner Authenticity interaction.  Self-Pro = 

Self Protection.  Connect = Connectedness.  Rel. Quality = Relationship Quality.  PPR = 

Perceived Partner Riskiness.
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Table 12.  Study 3 APIM for the Discrepancy from Ideal Partner and Authenticity Analysis 

 

 
Predictor 

Men Rel. 

Quality 

Women Rel. 

Quality 
A

I 
Men Self Authen. .02 (.02) .02 (.02) 

Women Self Authen. .18 (.11) .25 (.14)* 

Men DIP -.06 (-.73)** -.01 (-.08) 

Women DIP -.00 (-.06) -.04 (-.64)** 

Men DIP  Men Self Authen. .02 (.25)** -- 

Men DIP  Women Self Authen. .00 (.01) -- 

Women DIP  Women Self Authen. -- -.02 (-.27)** 

Women DIP  Men Self Authen. -- .01 (.21)** 

IR
T

 

Men Self Authen. .05 (.04) .20 (.14)* 

Women Self Authen. .13 (.10) .28 (.19)** 

Men DIP -.06 (-.62)** -.00 (.04) 

Women DIP -.00 (-.08) -.05 (-.77)** 

Men DIP  Men Self Authen. .01 (.06) -- 

Men DIP  Women Self Authen. .02 (.18)* -- 

Women DIP  Women Self Authen. -- .00 (-.03) 

Women DIP  Men Self Authen. -- -.00 (.03) 

U
O

D
 

Men Self Authen. .12 (.14) -.03 (-.03) 

Women Self Authen. .08 (.09) .27 (.26)** 

Men DIP -.05 (-.60)** -.00 (-.03) 

Women DIP -.01 (-.11) -.05 (-.73)** 

Men DIP  Men Self Authen. .01 (.09) -- 

Men DIP  Women Self Authen. -.00 (-.04) -- 

Women DIP  Women Self Authen. -- .00 (.06) 

Women DIP  Men Self Authen. -- .00 (.03) 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Standardized estimates are presented inside parentheses.  

AI = Relational Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD 

= Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  Self = Self Authenticity. Part = Perceived Partner 

Authenticity.  Rel. Quality = Relationship Quality. 
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Table 13.  Study 3 Authenticity and Positive Illusions. 

 
Predictor 

Men’s Rel. 

Quality 

Women’s 

Rel. Quality 
A

I 
Self Authenticity -.15 (-.15) -.01 (-.01) 

Projected Illusions .48 (.54)** .87 (.83)** 

Reflected Illusions .21 (.21) .05 (.05) 

Self Authenticity  Projected Illusions .07 (.13) .33 (.19)* 

Self Authenticity  Reflected Illusions -.04 (-.07) -.03 (-.02) 

IR
T

 

Self Authenticity .37 (.27)** .33 (.23)** 

Projected Illusions .34 (.38)** .75 (.70)** 

Reflected Illusions -.02 (-.02) -.00 (-.00) 

Self Authenticity  Projected Illusions .04 (.04) -.14 (-.13) 

Self Authenticity  Reflected Illusions -.28 (-.27)** -.12 (-.11) 

U
O

D
 

Self Authenticity .22 (.23)† .23 (.23)* 

Projected Illusions .32 (.36)** .74 (.69)** 

Reflected Illusions .06 (.05) .00 (.00) 

Self Authenticity  Projected Illusions -.04 (-.05) -.20 (-.22)** 

Self Authenticity  Reflected Illusions -.05 (-.06) -.07 (-.07) 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Standardized estimates are presented inside parentheses.  

AI = Relational Orientation of the Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD 

= Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  Rel. Quality = Relationship Quality. 
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Table 14.  Study 3 Indirect Change in Relationship Quality for Authenticity Experiment 

  Relationship Quality PPR  

 Predictor Estimate Est./S.E. Estimate Est./S.E. Fit 

A
I 

Pre-Manipulation Rel. Quality .95 (.95) 20.20** .76 (.85) 13.81** χ
2
(29) = 59.34, p < .01 

Condition .30 (.14) 2.83** .56 (.19) 2.95** RMSEA = .118 (.075, 

.161) Self Authenticity  -.05 (-.03) -0.44 -.19 (-.09) -1.06 

ConditionSelf -.08 (-.03) -0.53 -.30 (-.09) -1.06 AGFI = .919 

IR
T

 

Pre-Manipulation Rel. Quality .93 (.97) 17.40** .76 (.83) 11.09** χ
2
(29) = 36.93, p = .15 

Condition .33 (.15) 3.57** .54 (.19) 2.96** RMSEA = .060 (.000, 

.113) Self Authenticity  .29 (.20) 2.72** .42 (.23) 2.02** 

ConditionSelf -.36 (-.22) -2.70** -.64 (-.28) -2.68** AGFI = .961 

U
O

D
 Pre-Manipulation Rel. Quality .92 (.93) 16.83** .92 (.78) 16.83** χ

2
(29) = 32.72, p = .29 

Condition .29 (.13) 2.84** .50 (.18) 2.70** RMSEA = .041 (.000, 

.101) Self Authenticity  .09 (.09) 1.34 .21 (.16) 1.58 

ConditionSelf -.10 (-.07) -1.12 -.27 (-.14) -1.58 AGFI = .963 

 

 

Note.  ** p < .01. * p < .05. † p < .10.  Standardized estimates are presented inside parentheses.  AI = Relational Orientation of the 

Authenticity Index.  IRT = Intimate Risk Taking Scale.  UOD = Unacceptability of Deception Scale.  PPR = Perceived Partner 

Riskiness.  Condition = Experimental Condition (0 = Low; 1 = High).  Self = Self Authenticity
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. 

Figure Captions 

Figure 1.  Path Analysis Template for Study 1. 

Figure 2.  Study 1 Simple Slopes for SelfPartner AI interaction for ONRS Avoidance.   

Figure 3.  Study 1 Simple Slopes for SelfPartner UOD interactions for RGS 

Connectedness and Subjective Vitality.   

Figure 4. APIM Path Diagram for Self-rated and Perceived Authenticity Predicting 

Relationship Outcomes. 

Figure 5.  Study 2 Simple Slopes for Men’s SelfPartner AI Interaction 

Figure 6.  Study 2 Simple Slopes for Women’s SelfPartner UOD Interaction 

Figure 7.  Conceptual Path diagram for Discrepancy from Ideal Partner and Authenticity 

APIM 

Figure 8.  Positive Illusions Moderated by Authenticity. 

Figure 9.  Histogram and Table of Means for Study 3 Direct Change Measures. 

Figure 10.  Simple Slopes for Indirect Change Analysis in Study 3. 
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Figure 2. 
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Figure 3. 
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Figure 4. 
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Figure 5.   
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Figure 6.   
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Figure 7.  . 
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Note: This path diagram is conceptual, and does not directly correspond to the estimated 

structural equation model.
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Figure 8.  
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Note: This path diagram is conceptual, and does not directly correspond to the estimated 

structural equation model.  Paths in grey are not discussed in detail, but are part of the 

larger positive illusions framework, and were included in the model. 
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Figure 9. 
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Figure 10.   
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Appendix A 

 

 

 

AI-Revised - Self 

 

1. I want people, with whom I am close, to understand my strengths and weaknesses. 

2. I make it a point to express to close others how much I truly care for them. 

3. I tend to idealize close others rather than objectively see them as they truly are. 

4. It is important for me to understand my close others' needs and desires. 

5. I want close others to understand the real me rather than just my public persona or "image." 

6. If a close other and I are in disagreement, I would rather ignore the issue than constructively 

work it out. 

7. The people I am close to can count on me being who I am, regardless of what setting we are in. 

8. My openness and honesty in close relationships are extremely important to me. 

AI-Revised (Partner) 

 

1. My partner wants people with whom he/she is close to understand his/her strengths and 

weaknesses. 

2. My partner makes it a point to express to close others how much he/she truly care for them. 

3. My partner tends to idealize close others rather than objectively see them as they truly are. 

4. It is important for my partner to understand close others' needs and desires. 

5. My partner wants close others to understand the real him/her rather than just his/her public 

persona or "image." 

6. If a close other and my partner are in disagreement, he/she would rather ignore the issue than 

constructively work it out. 

7. The people my partner is close to can count on him/her being who he she really is, regardless of 

what setting he/she is in. 

8. Openness and honesty in close relationships are extremely important to my partner. 
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Appendix B 

 

AIRS-R Self 

 

IRT 

1. I am totally myself when I am with my partner  

2. I share my deepest thoughts with my partner even if there’s a chance that he/she won’t 

understand them  

3. I answer my partner’s questions about me honestly and fully 

4. I disclose my deepest feelings to my partner even if there’s a chance that he/she may not share 

them  

5. When I am hurt by something my partner said,   I will let him or her know about it 

6. I openly share my thoughts and feelings about other people to my partner  

7. I consistently tell my partner the real reasons and motivations behind doing the things that I do.   

8. My life is an “open book” for my partner to read 

9. I feel free to reveal the most intimate parts of myself to my partner      

10. I will confront my partner if I suspect that he or she is not being completely open with me  

UOD 

1. I’d rather my partner have a positive view of me than a completely accurate one  

2. I’m willing to tell a “white lie” about myself if it   will keep my partner happy  

3. I avoid raising certain topics for discussion with my partner  

4. I purposefully hide my true feelings about some things in order to avoid upsetting my partner  

5. Sometimes I find myself trying to impress my partner into believing something about me that 

isn’t really true  

6. If my partner knew the real me, he or she would probably be surprised and disappointed  

7. I would rather be the person my partner wants me to be than who I really am 

8. To avoid conflict in our relationship, I will sometimes tell my partner what I think he or she 

wants to hear even if it’s not true  

9. There are certain things about my partner I’d rather not know much about 

10. If I knew my partner’s true feelings about some things, I’d probably be disappointed or hurt     

11. I’d rather think the best of my partner than to know the whole truth about him or her  

12. I’d rather my partner keep certain thoughts and feelings to him/herself if this will help us  avoid 

an argument  
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AIRS-R Partner 

 

IRT 

1. My partner is totally his/her self when with me 

2. My partner shares his/her deepest thoughts with me even if there’s a chance that I won’t 

understand them  

3. My partner answers my questions about him/her self honestly and fully 

4. My partner discloses his/her deepest feelings to me even if there’s a chance that I may not share 

them  

5. When my partner is hurt by something I said,   he/she will let me know about it 

6. My partner openly shares his/her thoughts and feelings about other people to me  

7. My partner consistently tells me the real reasons and motivations behind doing the things that 

he/she does.   

8. My partner’s life is an “open book” for me to read 

9. My partner feels free to reveal the most intimate parts of him/her self to me      

10. My partner will confront me if he/she suspects that I am not being completely open with him  

UOD 

1. My partner would rather I have a positive view of him/her than a completely accurate one  

2. My partner is willing to tell a “white lie” about him/her self if it will keep me happy  

3. My partner avoids raising certain topics for discussion with me  

4. My partner purposefully hides his/her true feelings about some things in order to avoid 

upsetting me  

5. Sometimes my partner tries to impress me so that I will believe something about him/her that 

isn’t really true  

6. My partner thinks that if I knew who they really were, I would probably be surprised and 

disappointed  

7. My partner would rather be the person I want him/her to be than who he/she really is 

8. To avoid conflict in our relationship, my partner will sometimes tell me what he/she thinks I 

want to hear even if it’s not true  

9. There are certain things about me that my partner would rather not know much about 

10. If my partner knew my true feelings about some things, he/she would probably be disappointed 

or hurt     

11. My partner would rather think the best of me than to know the whole truth about me  

12. My partner would rather I keep certain thoughts and feelings to myself if this will help us  

avoid an argument  
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Appendix C 

 

 

Openness to New Relationships Scale (ONRS) 

Cognitive 

1. Finding a new romantic partner now would have a positive impact on my life. 

2. If the right person was available I would consider starting a new relationship. 

3. I find myself daydreaming about potential romantic partners. 

4. I don’t think that I am ready to begin a new relationship. (R) 

5. Now is not a good time to try to meet a romantic partner.  (R) 

Affective 

6. The prospect of a new romantic partner is exciting to me. 

7. I feel comfortable beginning the dating process. 

8. I am emotionally stable enough to handle a new relationship.  

9. The idea of a new relationship is scary. (R) 

10. I am intimidated by the prospect of meeting a potential partner. (R) 

Behavioral 

11. I make an effort to maintain my appearance (i.e., clothing, makeup, etc.) so that I 

will be attractive to potential romantic partners. 

12. I keep my weekend plans flexible so that I can go out on a date if the opportunity 

arises 

13. I try to identify specific potential partners among the people I regularly encounter  

14. My friends are not aware that I am seeking a romantic partner.  (R) 

15. I try to avoid situations in which I am likely to meet a potential partner.  (R) 
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Appendix D 

.Relationship Vignettes from Study 1 

Instructions: Each of the following 5 pages contains a short paragraph describing a 

romantic relationship. Each paragraph contains information about how you and a 

hypothetical relationship partner think, feel, and behave.  We are interested in your 

perception of the quality of each potential relationship.  After reading each paragraph, 

you will be asked to respond to a number of statements using the scale below: 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Strongly 

Disagree 
 

Disagree 

Somewhat 
 

Neither 

Agree or 

Disagree 

 
Agree 

Somewhat 
 

Strongly 

Agree 

 

Following each of the 5 vignettes, Ps responded to the following items: 

______ 1.  I would like to be in this relationship. 

______ 2.  I could feel comfortable becoming emotionally attached to this romantic partner. 

______ 3.  I could feel comfortable becoming physically intimate with this romantic partner. 

______ 4.  This potential partner feels like a safe bet for my future. 

 

Anchor Vignette: You have been in this relationship for 3 months and things seem 

to be going well.  You and your partner enjoy spending time together, and are compatible 

in many ways.  You notice that sometimes your partner is pre-occupied with making sure 

that s/he appears responsive and caring, but s/he usually follows through in times of need.  

In some situations s/he puts on a public persona or image that is not genuine, but in other 

situations you can tell that s/he is being real. You feel somewhat comfortable showing 

this person some parts of who you really are, deep-down inside.  While you are open to 

sharing some aspects of yourself with him/her, you also tend to “hold back” and keep 
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some things about you hidden. There is an obvious physical attraction between the two of 

you.  Your values systems and beliefs about the world are compatible.  Disagreements are 

rare, and are often quickly resolved.  Friends and family members who have met your 

partner have voiced their approval of him/her.   

 Low Self-Low Partner: You have been in this relationship for 3 months and things 

seem to be going well.  You and your partner enjoy spending time together, and are 

compatible in many ways.  You notice that your partner is usually pre-occupied with 

making sure that s/he appears responsive and caring, but s/he often doesn’t follow 

through in times of need.  In many situations s/he puts on a public persona or image that 

is not genuine, and you can rarely tell if s/he is being “real.”  You don’t really feel 

comfortable showing this person who you really are, deep-down inside.  There are few 

aspects of who you are that you feel comfortable sharing with him/her, and you tend to 

“hold back” and keep many things about yourself hidden. There is an obvious physical 

attraction between the two of you.  Your values systems and beliefs about the world are 

compatible.  Disagreements are rare, and are often quickly resolved.  Friends and family 

members who have met your partner have voiced their approval of him/her. 

Low Self-High Partner:  You have been in this relationship for 3 months and 

things seem to be going well.  You and your partner enjoy spending time together, and 

are compatible in many ways.  You notice that your partner is not pre-occupied with 

making sure that s/he appears responsive and caring, but s/he always follows through in 

times of need.  S/he rarely puts on a public persona or image that is not genuine, and you 

can always tell that s/he is being “real.”  However, you don’t really feel comfortable 

showing this person who you really are, deep-down inside.  There are few aspects of who 
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you are that you feel comfortable sharing with him/her, and you tend to “hold back” and 

keep many things about yourself hidden. There is an obvious physical attraction between 

the two of you.  Your values systems and beliefs about the world are compatible.  

Disagreements are rare, and are often quickly resolved.  Friends and family members 

who have met your partner have voiced their approval of him/her. 

High Self-Low Partner:  You have been in this relationship for 3 months and 

things seem to be going well.  You and your partner enjoy spending time together, and 

are compatible in many ways.  You notice that your partner is usually pre-occupied with 

making sure that s/he appears responsive and caring, but s/he often doesn’t follow 

through in times of need.  In many situations s/he puts on a public persona or image that 

is not genuine, and you can rarely tell if s/he is being “real.”  However, you really feel 

comfortable showing this person who you really are, deep-down inside.  There are many 

aspects of who you are that you feel comfortable sharing with him/her, and you rarely 

“hold back” and keep things about yourself hidden. There is an obvious physical 

attraction between the two of you.  Your values systems and beliefs about the world are 

compatible.  Disagreements are rare, and are often quickly resolved.  Friends and family 

members who have met your partner have voiced their approval of him/her.   

 High Self-High Partner: You have been in this relationship for 3 months and 

things seem to be going well.  You and your partner enjoy spending time together, and 

are compatible in many ways.  You notice that your partner is not pre-occupied with 

making sure that s/he appears responsive and caring, but s/he always follows through in 

times of need.  S/he rarely puts on a public persona or image that is not genuine, and you 

can always tell that s/he is being “real.”  You really feel comfortable showing this person 
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who you really are, deep-down inside.  There are many aspects of who you are that you 

feel comfortable sharing with him/her, and you rarely “hold back” and keep things about 

yourself hidden. There is an obvious physical attraction between the two of you.  Your 

values systems and beliefs about the world are compatible.  Disagreements are rare, and 

are often quickly resolved.  Friends and family members who have met your partner have 

voiced their approval of him/her. 
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Appendix E 

Perception of Partner Riskiness Scale 

1. I am uncomfortable with the idea of disclosing private aspects of myself to my 

partner  

2. My partner has said things that make me feel like we should not share some 

things about our selves 

3. My partner sometimes does things that cause me to question the stability of our 

relationship 

4. Continuing my current relationship is like gambling with my romantic future 

5. It is likely that our relationship will end in the next year 

6. My partner feels like a safe bet for my future (R) 

7. I am at ease with the prospect of becoming more intimate with my romantic 

partner (R) 

8. There is very little risk that something will go seriously wrong in my current 

relationship (R) 

9. I can tell my partner anything about myself (R) 

10. The quality of my current relationship will continue to improve over time (R) 
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Appendix F 

Partner Authenticity Manipulation from Study 3 
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