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a b s t r a c t

Authenticity at work is characterized as the extent to which individuals feel and act coherently with
themselves. The objective in this study was to adapt and obtain initial construct validity evidence of the
Individual Authenticity Measure at Work in the Brazilian context. The sample consisted of 477 employees,
who answered an initial version of the scale, consisting of 12 items. To correlate the measure with other
variables, tools were used to measure positive and negative constructs associated with work and life.
The results of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses permitted the complete reproduction of the
three-factor structure of the original version. The authentic experience was positively correlated with
positive and significant aspects of work and life and negatively with negative aspects of work and life,
while the opposite happened with self-alienation. It was concluded that the scale demonstrated initial
construct validity evidences, which recommends its use for future research situations.

© 2015 Colegio Oficial de Psicólogos de Madrid. Published by Elsevier España, S.L.U. This is an open
access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

Pruebas de validez de constructo de la medida Autenticidad Individual en el
Trabajo en muestras brasileñas
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r e s u m e n

La autenticidad en el trabajo se caracteriza por el grado en que los individuos se sienten y actúan cohe-
rentemente con ellos mismos. El objetivo de este estudio fue adaptar y obtener evidencia inicial de la
validez de constructo de la medida de Autenticidad Individual en el Trabajo en el contexto brasileño. La
muestra está formada por 477 empleados, que respondieron a una versión inicial de la escala, que consta
de 12 artículos. Para correlacionar la medida con otras variables, se utilizaron instrumentos para medir
constructos positivos y negativos asociados con el trabajo y la vida. Los resultados de las análisis factoriales
exploratorios y confirmatorios han permitido la reproducción completa de la estructura de tres factores
de la versión original. La experiencia auténtica se correlacionó positivamente con los aspectos positivos y
significativos de la vida laboral y negativamente con los aspectos negativos del trabajo y la vida, mientras
que lo contrario ocurrió con la auto-alienación. Se concluyó que la escala demostró evidencias iniciales
de validez de constructo que recomiendan su uso para situaciones futuras de investigación.

© 2015 Colegio Oficial de Psicólogos de Madrid. Publicado por Elsevier España, S.L.U. Este es un
artículo Open Access bajo la licencia CC BY-NC-ND

(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).

The Positive Psychology, in the search to cultivate the best part
of individuals for themselves and for society, revived the interest
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in the study of authenticity (Seligman & Csikszentminhalyi, 2000).
Authenticity can be defined as the extent to which people act cohe-
rently with themselves (Harter, 2002). This construct has shown
to be a positive predictor of different psychological phenomena,
such as the quality of affective relationships, subjective wellbeing,
self-esteem, personality, and emotional regulation (Boucher, 2011;
Brunell et al., 2010; English & John, 2013; Kifer, Heller, Perunovic, &
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Galinsky, 2013; Neff & Suizzo, 2006; Robinson, Lopez, Ramos,
& Nartova-Bochaver, 2012; Sheldon, Ryan, Rawsthorne, & Ilardi,
1997; Theran, 2010; Wenzel & Lucas-Thompson, 2012; Wickham,
2013; Wood, Linley, Maltby, Baliousis, & Joseph 2008), as well as
a negative predictor of psychological vulnerability (Satici, Kayis, &
Akin, 2013).

In the work context, the study of authenticity has also gained
strength. In that sense, authenticity at work has revealed a positive
association with wellbeing at work, with the sense of commu-
nity at work, with the meaning of work and with psychologists’
professional experience (Burks & Robbins, 2012; Cholowski, 2003;
Ménard & Brunet, 2011; Ménard & Brunet, 2012; Rozelle, 2004),
as well as a negative relation with burnout (Grandey, Foo, Groth,
& Goodwin, 2012). The interest in the study of authenticity in
the work context also led to the rising of the authentic lea-
dership concept, used to designate those leaders who are fully
aware of their beliefs and values, which make them act cohe-
rently with it, as well as transparently towards other people (Avolio,
Gardner, Walumbwa, Luthans, & May, 2004; Diddams & Chang,
2012; Freeman & Auster, 2011; Hannah, Walumbwa, & Fry, 2011;
Ilies, Curşeu, Dimotakis, & Spitzmuller, 2013). In summary, being
authentic means acting according to oneself in various activity
contexts, which leads to the healthy development of individuals,
groups, and institutions.

Despite the increasing number of studies focused on authen-
ticity, few measures with good psychometric characteristics have
been developed to assess this construct, particularly regarding the
work context. The Individual Authenticity Measure at Work stands
out in this respect (Van den Bosch & Taris, 2013). Nevertheless,
despite the importance of this construct to predict various work
attitudes and behaviors, Brazilian scales to assess authenticity at
work do not exist (Ménard & Brunet, 2011; Van den Bosch & Taris,
2013). This justifies the development of additional studies to gather
construct validity evidence of the Individual Authenticity Measure
at Work in Brazilian samples, so as to offer organizational experts
a specific measure for the organizational and work context, which
can contribute to the diagnosis of that construct and to the develop-
ment of future research. Based on these considerations, the general
objective in this study was to adapt and collect evidence of the con-
struct validity of the Individual Authenticity Measure at Work in a
sample of Brazilian workers.

Authenticity and its measure

For a long time, authenticity or authentic personality was
discussed in the psychological literature through the lack of authen-
ticity or false behavior, which relates to the hiding of one’s actual
thoughts, making individuals say what others want to hear instead
of what they truly think (Harter, 2002). Today, however, it is consi-
dered that authenticity refers to individuals’ personal experi-
ences. In other words, the concept is related to the thoughts,
emotions, needs, desires, preferences, and beliefs about them-
selves, which results in actions consistent with these experi-
ences.

One of the first authors to focus on the study of authenticity was
Rogers (1983), who considered authenticity, which he also called
sincerity or congruence, as an attitude that facilitated the individu-
als’ complete functioning. Thus, for this author, human beings have
several internal resources that are used to modify the self-concepts,
attitudes, and behaviors, which tend to be activated in the pres-
ence of facilitating psychological attitudes. Therefore, authenticity
is characterized as one of these facilitating attitudes, which makes
people act coherently with what they feel in their interpersonal
relations, so as to reduce the barriers that may emerge in those
relations.

Based on Rogers’ conception, Barrett-Lennard (1998) consi-
dered the authenticity as a person-centered tripartite construction,
which involves coherence among three levels: people’s primary li-
ving, that is, their actual psychological status in terms of emotions,
beliefs and opinions; awareness of their own psychological con-
ditions; and emotional expression of their own behavior. The first
level expresses the incoherence between the actual living and their
own awareness, manifested in the individuals’ self-alienation, that
is, in the experience of not knowing themselves sufficiently and
feeling out of touch with their core self. The coherence between
conscious awareness and behavior, in turn, represents the second
level and is revealed in authentic living. This last concept refers
to the extent to which individuals are capable of expressing their
emotions based on their conscious awareness, that is, the extent
to which they are true to themselves in most situations, behav-
ing and expressing themselves coherently with their emotions,
beliefs, and opinions. The third level of authenticity refers to the
acceptance of external influences, that is, other people’s opinion.
Those influences manifest themselves in both self-alienation and
authentic living, and (Schmid, 2005). Thus, accepting external influ-
ences refers to the extent to which individuals conform to other
people’s expectations, independently of their own values (Robinson
et al., 2012; Van den Bosch & Taris, 2013).

Several measures have been developed to assess authenti-
city. Among them, the Authenticity Inventory (Goldman & Kernis,
2002, 2004), the Authenticity Scale (Wood et al., 2008), and the
Authenticity in Relationships Scale (Lopez & Rice, 2006) should be
highlighted.

The Authenticity Scale by Wood et al. (2008), for example,
was developed based on the afore-mentioned three-factor model
(self-alienation, authentic living, and accepting external influences)
proposed by Barrett-Lennard (1998). The instrument consists of 25
items, distributed across those three factors. Internal consistency
coefficients of these factors, calculated using Cronbach’s alpha,
were .69 (authentic living), .78 (accepting external influences), and
.78 (self-alienation). When comparing the factorial structure and
validity evidence of some previously developed authenticity mea-
sures, however, White (2011) concluded that the factor structures
of the Authenticity Inventory (Goldman & Kernis, 2002, 2004) did
not get empirical support, although the three-factor structure of
the Authenticity Scale was confirmed (Wood et al., 2008).

The different instruments that have been developed to assess
authenticity, including that by Wood et al. (2008), are based on
the premise that this construct is a personality trait. Some authors
(Fleeson & Wilt, 2010; Schmid, 2005), however, have argued that
it can be considered a state instead of a trait, as it receives influ-
ences from the individuals’ social environment (Schmid, 2005).
Besides, people who are more satisfied with themselves act in a
more authentic manner (Fleeson & Wilt, 2010). In addition, stu-
dies in which high levels of self-esteem, satisfaction with life, and
positive affection were positively associated with authenticity also
contributed to support the argument that authenticity is a state and
not a trait (Wood et al., 2008).

Authenticity in the work context and its measure

Based on the conception of authenticity as a state, different
authors (Barrett-Lennard, 1998; Schmid, 2005; Sheldon et al., 1997;
Wood et al., 2008) have conceptualized authenticity as the degree
to which individuals feel and act coherently with themselves in
the different work situations they experience due to a perfect
adjustment between themselves and the work environment. This
construct has demonstrated a positive association with several pos-
itive psychological phenomena, such as wellbeing at work (Ménard
& Brunet, 2011; Ménard & Brunet, 2012), satisfaction at work,
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performance, and work engagement (Van den Bosch & Taris, 2013).
In addition, it has been negatively related with heavier workloads,
time pressure, negative emotions, and lower levels of decision-
making control (Robinson et al., 2012).

Referring to Rogers’ humanistic conception (1983), Van den
Bosch and Taris (2013) consider authenticity at work as a phe-
nomenon in the form of state, which can be measured through
a continuum that ranges from a completely authentic to a com-
plete unauthentic hub. In order to assess this construct, the authors
developed the Individual Authenticity Measure at Work, based on
the Authenticity Scale by Wood et al. (2008), rewriting the items
to adapt them to the work context. Thus, to give an example, the
item ‘I am true to myself in most situations’ turned into ‘I am true to
myself in most work situations’. Seeking to assess the authenticity
as a state, the respondents were also instructed to concentrate on
their most recent position and to imagine the degree to which the
assertions applied to them in the last four workweeks.

The results of the exploratory and confirmatory factorial ana-
lyses, obtained in a study that was conducted in a sample of 516
Dutch workers, reproduced the initially established three-factor
structure, removing four items from the initial scale. Thus, the final
version of the measure consisted of 21 items, distributed in three
factors, which obtained the following internal consistency coef-
ficients (Cronbach’s �): authentic living = .81, self-alienation = .81,
accepting external influences = .69.

For practical reasons, however, the authors found it conve-
nient to create a short version, including only those items with
the highest loadings estimated by the exploratory factor analyses.
Therefore, the short version consisted of 12 items, per factor, which
showed internal consistency coefficients of .81 (authentic living),
.83 (self-alienation), and .67 (accepting external influences).

The confirmatory factor analysis yield evidence of the three-
factor structure of the reduced version. In addition, the existence
of positive correlations between authenticity and positive work
results, as well as negative correlations between authenticity and
negative work results, indicated the convergent construct validity
of the short version (Van den Bosch & Taris, 2013).

Therefore, based on the three-factor model of authenticity at
work, the objective in this study is to adapt the Individual Authen-
ticity Measure at Work for Brazilian Portuguese, and to obtain
construct validity evidence of this measure, through the adoption
of exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses procedures and
the correlation of the measure with other measures of constructs
related to authenticity at work. Therefore, the following constructs
were chosen: emotional social support at work, flourishing at
work, work engagement, work role performance, satisfaction with
life, workload, and neuroticism.

As mentioned earlier, authenticity is measured through a con-
tinuum, ranging from a completely authentic (authentic living)
to another completely unauthentic hub (self-alienation), in which
authentic living is associated with the extent to which individuals
show to be true to themselves in most situations (Robinson et al.,
2012; Van den Bosch & Taris, 2013). Therefore, positive correlations
would be expected with positive aspects of the work environment
and with positive attitudes towards work and life, as verified earlier
by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013).

As work engagement is a positive state, characterized by vigor,
dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010; Schaufeli,
Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002), the hypothesis was
raised that it would be positively correlated with authentic liv-
ing (Hypothesis 1a). The performance of work roles, in turn, refers
to non-voluntary behaviors, but which are expected as part of the
organization’s formal requirements (Williams & Anderson, 1991).
In that sense, the hypothesis was raised that authentic living is pos-
itively correlated with the performance of work roles (Hypothesis
1b).

Emotional social support at work can be understood as the
employee’s perception that there are people in the organiza-
tion who are trustworthy, who demonstrate concern for others,
and who value and like one another (Siqueira & Gomide Junior,
2008). Therefore, positive correlations with authentic living would
be expected (Hypothesis 1c). Flourishing at work is associ-
ated with positive functioning in the work context (Mendonça,
Caetano, Ferreira, Sousa, & Silva, submitted for publication).
Therefore, a positive correlation with authentic living would be
expected (Hypothesis 1d). Finally, satisfaction with life refers
to the global assessment of the different aspects of life, such
as work, family, leisure (Gouvêia, Barbosa, Andrade, & Carneiro,
2005). Thus, the hypothesis was raised that authentic living
would show positive correlations with that construct (Hypothesis
1e).

As regards the negative aspects of the work environment and the
negative attitudes towards life, negative correlations with authen-
tic living would be expected, as verified earlier in Van den Bosch and
Taris (2013). Therefore, considering that workload is characterized
as the perceived pressure due to the amount of work and the weight
of the task (Tomic & Tomic, 2010), negative correlations would be
expected between authentic living and the workload (Hypothesis
1f). Neuroticism, in turn, is associated with negative emotions, such
as depression and anxiety (Penley & Tomaka, 2002). Therefore, ne-
gative correlations would be expected between authentic living and
neuroticism (Hypothesis 1 g).

Another authenticity dimension is self-alienation, which cha-
racterizes the completely unauthentic hub and refers to the sub-
jective experience that they do not know themselves and feel
out of touch with their core self (Robinson et al., 2012; Van den
Bosch & Taris, 2013). Thus, positive correlations would be expected
with the negative aspects of work environment and with the ne-
gative attitudes towards life. Therefore, the hypothesis was raised
about positive correlations between self-alienation and workload
(Hypothesis 2a) and with neuroticism (Hypothesis 2b).

On the other hand, negative correlations were also expected
between self-alienation and the positive aspects of the work envi-
ronment and with the positive attitudes towards work and life.
Thus, the hypothesis was raised that self-alienation would be ne-
gatively correlated with work engagement (Hypothesis 2c), with
work performance (Hypothesis 2d), with emotional social support
(Hypothesis 2e), with flourishing at work (Hypothesis 2f), and with
satisfaction with life (Hypothesis 2 g).

The third dimension of authenticity is the acceptance of exter-
nal influences, which refers to the extent to which individuals
accept the influence of other people, so as to conform to other peo-
ple’s expectations, independently of their own values (Robinson
et al., 2012; Van den Bosch & Taris, 2013). When people receive
influence from others in their beliefs and opinions, they tend to
feel more distant from their core self, leading to the assump-
tion that accepting external influences probably lies closer to
the self-alienation dimension and more distant from authentic
living. Hence, it would be expected that this dimension were
positively correlated with the negative aspects of the work envi-
ronment and with the attitudes towards life. Therefore, the
hypothesis was raised that accepting external influences would
be positively correlated with workload (Hypothesis 3a) and with
neuroticism (Hypothesis 3b). On the other hand, negative corre-
lations between accepting external influences and the negative
aspects of work environment and attitudes towards life would
also be expected. In that sense, the hypothesis was raised that
accepting external influences would be negatively correlated with
work performance (Hypothesis 3c), work engagement (Hypoth-
esis 3d), emotional social support (Hypothesis 3e), flourishing
at work (Hypothesis 3f), and satisfaction with life (Hypothesis
3 g).
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Method

Participants

In this study, a convenience sample was used, consisting of 477
Brazilian workers, mainly from two states, Minas Gerais (72.1%)
and Rio de Janeiro (16.1%). One third were males and two thirds
were females (66.1%) and their age ranged from 18 to 79 years old,
with an average of 34.9 (SD = 11.07). Regarding education, a large
part of the sample (64.4%) held a higher education degree. Among
the participants, 56.2% belonged to the private sector and, con-
cerning the activity area, 31.4% belonged to the education sector
and 20.0% to the service sector, while the remainder was dis-
tributed among health, industry, trade, and research, among others.
Job types were very diversified, including lawyers, psychologists,
teachers, public servants, secretaries, telemarketing attending, and
so on. With regard to the organizational level, 66.7% were adminis-
trative/operational employees, and the remainder was distributed
among supervisors, independent professionals, directors/owners,
and managers. Respondents’ current length of work experience
ranged between 1 and 42 years, with an average of 6.21 years
(SD = 7.49). The total time of work ranged between 1 and 47 years,
with a mean 12.85 years (SD = 10.31). The sole criterion for inclu-
sion in the sample was the fact that the individual had to have been
working for at least one year when the instruments were applied,
as the intent of the research was to investigate the variations in
feelings towards work.

Instruments

The short version of the Individual Authenticity Measure at
Work (Van den Bosch & Taris, 2013) was used to assess the authen-
ticity at work. It consists of 12 items, associated with the feelings
towards the current job experienced in the last four weeks, to be
answered on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (does not
describe me at all) to 7 (describes me very well). Example of items:
“I behave in accordance with my values and beliefs in the work-
place” [in Portuguese, “Em meu local de trabalho, comporto-me de
acordo com os meus valores e crenças”] and “At work, I feel out
of touch with the ‘real’ me” [in Portuguese, “No trabalho, sinto-
me longe do meu verdadeiro eu”]. Adopting the back-translation
method, three people initially translated and adapted the scale to
Portuguese. Then, a bilingual teacher translated it back to English, as
recommended by Borsa, Damasio, and Bandeira (2012). Next, two
experts verified the inter-item equivalence, making small changes
in some of the items for the sake of adjustment to the original scale.

The workload was measured by a subscale of the Perceived Orga-
nizational Support Scale (Tamayo, Pinheiro, Tróccoli, & Paz, 2000),
originally developed in Brazil, based on the scale by Eisenberger,
Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa (1986). It consists of five items
with answers on five-point Likert scales, ranging from 1 (never) to
5 (always). Example of items: “My boss sets unrealistic deadlines
to execute the tasks” and “My organizations submits the employee
to an excessive workload”. In the current study, the internal con-
sistency of the scale, calculated using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient,
corresponded to .85.

In order to assess emotional social support at work, a subscale
of the Perceived Social Support Scale at Work was used (Gomide
Junior, Guimarães, & Damásio, submitted for publication). This
scale was originally developed in Brazil, based on the premises of
Rodriguez and Cohen (1998). The subscale consists of six items,
to be answered through a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1
(I completely disagree) to 1 (I completely agree). Example of items:
“In my work, people like each other” and “In my work, you can
trust people”. In this research, the internal consistency of the scale,
calculated using Cronbach’s alpha, equaled .89.

To assess the flourishing at work, the Scale of Flourishing at
Work was used (Mendonça et al., 2014), developed in Brazil based
on the adaptation to the work context of the Scale of Flourishing
(Diener et al., 2010). It consists of eight items, to be answered on a
six-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (I completely disagree) to 6 (I
completely agree). Example of items: “In my work, my social rela-
tions give me support and are rewarding” and “My work contributes
to make me a good person and live a good life”. In this research, the
internal consistency of the scale, calculated using Cronbach’s alpha,
was equal to .82.

Satisfaction with life was measured using the Brazilian version
of the Scale of Satisfaction with Life (Gouvêia et al., 2005), adapted
from the Scale of Satisfaction with Life by Diener, Emmons, Larsen,
and Griffin (1985). The instrument consists of five items, answered
on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (I completely disagree)
to 7 (I completely agree). Example of items: “In most aspects, my life
is close to my ideal” and “The conditions of my life are excellent”.
The internal consistency of the scale, in this study, calculated using
Cronbach’s alpha, equaled .88.

In order to assess the work engagement, the short Brazil-
ian version of the Work Engagement Scale was used (Ferreira
et al., submitted for publication), adapted from the Utrecht Work
Engagement Scale of Engagement (UWES) by Schaufeli, Bakker,
and Salanova (2006). The instrument consists of nine items with a
seven-point Likert scale, ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (always). Exam-
ple of items: “At my work, I feel bursting of energy” and “My job
inspires me”. The internal consistency of the scale, calculated using
Cronbach’s alpha, equaled .93 in this study.

The Work Role Performance Scale (Williams & Anderson, 1991)
was used to assess the work performance. It consists of seven items
on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (I completely disagree)
to 5 (I completely agree). Example of items: “Adequately complete
assigned duties” and “Perform tasks that are expected of you”. The
internal consistency of the scale, calculated using Cronbach’s alpha,
was equal to .72 in this research.

To measure neuroticism, one of the Scales of the Big Five Inven-
tory (BFI) by John, Donahue, and Kentle (1991) and adapted to
Brazilian samples by Andrade (2008). The neuroticism subscale
contains six items, on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (I
completely disagree) to five (I completely agree). Example of items:
“I consider myself as someone who stays calm in tense situations”
and “I consider myself as someone who gets nervous easily”. The
internal consistency of the scale, calculated using Cronbach’s alpha,
was estimated at .78, in this research.

Procedure

The participants were contacted by e-mail and through face-
to-face meetings. In the online application, a short explanation
was provided about the research objectives, followed by a link
that led directly to the initial screen of the research. The ques-
tionnaire, in a Word file, was also forwarded to those participants
who indicated their desire to answer it electronically and then
forward the file to the researcher. The face-to-face application
happened in groups or individually. The participants initially
read the instructions and then completed the questionnaire and
returned it to the researcher. In total, 212 participants answered
the questionnaire electronically, while 275 answered it face-to-
face. In all situations, the respondents were informed about the
voluntary nature of the research and the anonymity of their
answers.

Data Analyses

The exploratory factor analyses were developed in SPSS (version
21) as well as in Software Factor (version 9.3.1). The confirmatory
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factor analyses were performed in the software Mplus (version
7.0), using the maximum-likelihood (ML) parameter estimation
method. The adjustment ratios were assessed according to the
recommendations of Hox and Bechger (1998), for whom a model
that is well-adjusted to the data should be in accordance with
the following indicators: �2/gl < 5, CFI and TLI > .95, RMSEA <
.05. In the reliability estimation, the internal consistency rates
were calculated using Cronbach’s alpha. Pearson’s correlations
were calculated to investigate the relations between the Indi-
vidual Authenticity Measure at Work and the other related
constructs.

Results

Exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis of the individual
authenticity measure at work (IAMW)

The item inter-correlations are shown in Table 1. In order to
explore the internal structure of the translated version of the IAMW,
first, the results of parallel analysis and the Hull method were
considered. The parallel analysis was performed using the permu-
tation procedure (Buja & Eyuboglu, 1992). This method permits
the estimation of random matrices in which some part of the data
is permutated with the original database. The real-data eigenval-
ues were paralleled with the random eigenvalues estimated by
the 95% percentile of 500 random correlation matrices. The first
four real eigenvalues were, in order: 3.75, 1.89, 1.50, and 0.90; in
contrast, the first four random eigenvalues were, in order: 1.33,
1.24, 1.18, and 1.13. These results called for the extraction of three
factors due to the value of the fourth real eigenvalue, which was
below the fourth random one. The Hull method (Lorenzo-Seva,
Timmerman, & Kiers, 2011) showed similar results. The compar-
ative fit index (CFI) was used to compare a model of x factors
with a previous model of x – 1 factors. The increase in the good-
ness of fit was significant up to the third factor (CFI = .83). Based
on these results, the twelve items were submitted to exploratory
factor analysis, using the principal axis (PAF) estimation method
of the item parameters with a promax rotation. This configura-
tion was set as equal to the original study by Van den Bosch and
Taris (2013). Table 2 represents the items, factor loadings, eigenval-
ues, and communalities. Pondering the oblique rotation method,
the communalities were estimated based on the following equa-
tion:

h2 =
∑

(�pattern × �structure), where �pattern is the factor loading in
the pattern matrix, and �structure is the factor loading in the structure
matrix.

The results presented in Table 2 show suitable factor loadings
(above .30), and, except for items 4, 9 and 12, all the remaining loa-
dings were above .50. The factors explained 45.9% of the variance

Table 2
Exploratory factor analysis (n = 477).

Items Loading

SA AEI AL h2

Aut 1 .54 .30
Aut 2 .86 .71
Aut 3 .55 .31
Aut 4 .36 .16
Aut 5 .55 .32
Aut 6 .73 .57
Aut 7 .90 .80
Aut 8 .85 .77
Aut 9 .48 .26
Aut 10 .86 .72
Aut 11 .65 .42
Aut 12 .37 .15

Eigenvalues 3.63 1.83 1.46

Correlations
SA AEI

AEI .31
AL −.40 −.17

Note. SA = self-alienation (first-order factor), AEI = accepting external influences
(first-order factor), AL = authentic living (first-order factor), h2 = communalities.

of the items. Considering the range restriction of the items, an
additional factor analysis was performed using a polychoric cor-
relation matrix and the non-weighted least squares estimation
method. The results were similar to those yielded by PAF (with
a Pearson’s correlation matrix). The maximum difference between
the loadings was .16 (mean of the differences = .07), and the cor-
relation among the loadings was .90. Therefore, we decided to
assume the loadings of the PAF analysis, in order to keep the con-
gruence between the results of the present study and the original
one.

In the confirmatory factor analysis, different models were
tested, and Table 3 presents the goodness of fit indices. In accor-
dance with the original study, models 1 and 2 set one general
second-order factor as well as three first-order factors. Model 1
did not assume correlations between the errors and showed accep-
table adjustment indicators. In model 2, the covariance between
the residuals of items 9 and 12 was freely estimated. This strategy
is justified due to the similarity in the content of the items. Model
2 obtained better adjustment indices than model 1, although both
confirmed the originally previewed three-factor structure. Taking
into account the small and medium loadings between the second
and the first-order factors (Figure 1), rival models also were tested.
Model 3, without second-order factor and free correlations among
first-order factors, fitted the data in the same way as model 2,
as expected. Actually, model 3 was tested only to be nested with

Table 1
Item intercorrelations.

Items Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 5.61 1.34
2 5.95 1.19 .52**

3 6.09 1.16 .38** .47**

4 5.71 1.51 .23** .30** .30**

5 2.39 1.65 −.15** −.13** −.12** −.05
6 2.23 1.69 −.24** −.24** −.18** −.13** .51**

7 2.11 1.59 −.20** −.25** −.25** −.21** .50** .67**

8 2.03 1.48 −.21** −.32** −.22** −.22** .45** .68** .87**

9 3.93 1.95 −.08 −.05 −.09 .06 .18** .19** .19** .20**

10 2.32 1.44 −.11* −.16** −.12* .02 .26** .23** .23** .27** .44**

11 2.72 1.58 −.08 −.11* −.07 −.06 .18** .18** .19** .25** .29** .65**

12 3.63 1.92 −.08 −.06 −.04 −.03 .17** .16** .15** .18** .38** .26** .26**

* p < .05,
** p < .01
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model 4, with the correlations among factors being experimentally
fixed to 0. The reason of this last model was to evaluate whether
small correlations could be reduced to 0, in a completely orthogo-
nal model. The goodness of fit of model 4 shows that the data do
not support the hypothesis of orthogonality of the model. There-
fore, in accordance with the original study, we decide to assume
the second-order model.

In Table 4, the unstandardized parameters are displayed. It can
be observed that in the 95% confidence interval no 0 is included
and all critical ratios are superior to 1.96, thus indicating that the
estimated parameters are significantly different from 0. Therefore,
all can be considered useful to the model. As regards the standar-
dized factor loadings of the items in the final model, according to
Figure 1, it is verified that between the second-order and the first-
order factors, the highest loading refers to self-alienation (−.82),
followed by the loadings for authentic living (.49) and accepting
external influences (−.39).

Considering the items’ range restriction, the second-order
model was also estimated using the weighted least squares robust
(WLSMV) method, based on polychoric correlations. Then, the esti-
mations with WLSMV were compared with the estimation yielded
by ML. The maximum differences between the standardized para-
meters were .13 (mean of the differences = .06), and the correlation
among parameters was high (r = .99). Based on these results, we
decide to assume the ML method in order to keep the congruence
between the present study and the study by Van den Bosch and
Taris (2013).

The internal consistency coefficients of the factors, calculated
using Cronbach’s alpha, were equal to .67 (authentic living), .70
(accepting external influences), and .86 (self-alienation). These
results indicate that the estimated scores for the three factors

are minimally stable and free from measuring errors, specifically
regarding the absence of internal consistency.

Relations with other variables

The means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients
between the different scales used in the study are displayed in
Table 5. Positive correlations were obtained between authentic li-
ving and work engagement (r = .31), work role performance (r = .21),
emotional social support at work (r = .17), flourishing at work
(r = .32), and satisfaction with life (r = .19). These results confirmed
the Hypotheses 1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, and 1e. On the other hand, negative
correlations were observed between authentic living and workload
(r = −.15) and neuroticism (r = −.12), which permitted the confirma-
tion of Hypotheses 1f and 1 g.

Self-alienation, in turn, showed positive correlations with work-
load (r = .30) and neuroticism (r = .23), confirming the Hypotheses
2a and 2b. In addition, negative correlations were found between
self-alienation and work engagement (r = −.41), work role per-
formance (r = −.32), emotional social support at work (r = −.22),
flourishing at work (r = −.42), and satisfaction with life (r = −.23).
These results confirmed Hypotheses 2c, 2d, 2e, 2f, and 2 g.

Finally, accepting external influences showed a positive cor-
relation with workload (r = .17) and neuroticism (r = .13), so that
Hypotheses 3a and 3b could be confirmed. On the other hand,
the acceptance of the external influence was negatively correlated
with work role performance (r = −.17) and satisfaction with life
(r = −.15), solely confirming Hypotheses 3c and 3 g. Thus, these
results contributed to the validity evidence of the scores based on
the relation with other variables.

Table 3
Goodness of fit of the confirmatory factor models (n = 477)

Models �2 (df) TLI CFI SRMR RMSEA (IC) BIC

1. Second-order 154.07 (51) .935 .950 .043 .065 (.053 - .077) 19223.11
2. Second-order (modified) 118.57 (50) .956 .967 .039 .054 (.041 - 0.66) 19193.81
3. Correlatedfirst-order (modified) 118.57 (50) .956 .967 .039 .054 (.041 - 0.66) 19193.81
4. Uncorrelatedfirst-order (modified) 216.14 (53) .902 .921 .127 .080 (.069 - .092) 19272.85

Notes. Model 1 = three first-order factors and one second-order factor. Model 2 (modified) = three first-order factors, one second-order factor and free residual correlation
between items 9 and 12. Model 3 (modified) = three correlated first-order factors and free residual correlation between items 9 and 12. Model 4 uncorrelated = three
uncorrelated first-order factors (i.e., correlations among factors fixed to 0) and free residual correlation between items 9 and 12.

Aut1 Aut2 Aut3 Aut4 Aut5 Aut6 Aut7 Aut8 Aut9 Aut10 Aut11 Aut12

AL SA AEI

Authenticity

–.39–.83.48

.66 .78 .62 .41 .52 .73 .93 .93 .47 .91 .71 .31

.28

Figure 1. Second-order model of the Individual Authenticity Measure at Work. AL = authentic living (first-order factor), SA = self-alienation (first-order factor), AEI = accepting
external influences (first-order factor).
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Table 4
Unstandardized parameters of the confirmatory factor analysis.

Unstandardized parameters

Parameters Coefficient � Standard Error Critical Ratio CI (95%)

Authen → AL .58 .17 3.30 .24; .93
Authen → SA −1.00
Authen → AEI −.50 .16 −3.17 −.82;−.20
AL → Aut1 1.00
AL → Aut2 1.11 .10 10.65 .91; 1.32
AL → Aut3 .82 .08 9.92 .67; .99
AL → Aut4 .71 .10 7.14 .52; .91
SA → Aut5 1.00
SA → Aut6 1.42 .12 11.23 1.18; 1.67
SA → Aut7 1.70 .13 12.48 1.44; 1.97
SA → Aut8 1.59 .12 12.49 1.35; 1.85
AEI → Aut9 1.00
AEI → Aut10 1.42 .16 8.72 1.11; 1.74
AEI → Aut11 1.22 .13 9.41 .97; 1.48
AEI → Aut12 .64 .10 6.44 .45; .84
Correlations
Error 9 ↔ Error 12 r = .28
Goodness of fit
�2 (gl) = 121.17 (50)
TLI = .95
CFI = .96
RMSEA (CI 90%) = .05 (.04 - .06)

Notes. Authen = authenticity (second-order factor), AL = authentic living (first-order factor), SA = self-alienation (first-order factor), AEI = accepting external influences (first-
order factor).

Table 5
Means, standard deviations, cronbach’s alpha and correlation coefficients.

M SD ˛ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

AL(1) 5.85 .91 .67
SA(2) 2.17 1.34 .7 −.33**

AEI(3) 3.15 1.25 .86 −.14** .32**

WL(4) 2.56 1.02 .85 −.15** .30** .17**

ESSW(5) 3.17 .86 .89 .17** −.22** .06 −.31**

FW(6) 4.84 .76 .82 .32** −.42** −.02 −.41** .42**

SL(7) 5.01 1.3 .88 .19** −.23** −.15** −.18** .26** .40**

WE(8) 3.87 1.24 .93 .31** −.41** −.05 −.33** .28** .72** .45**

WRP(9) 4.31 .53 .72 .21** −.32** −.17** −.16** .07 .33** .23** .38**

N(10) 2.64 .85 .78 −.12** .23** .13** .21** −.17** −.30** −.22** −.25** −.24**

Note. AL = authentic living, SA = self-alienation, AEI = accepting external influences, WL = workload, ESSW = emotional social support at work, FW = flourishing at work,
SL = satisfaction with life, WE = work engagement, WRP = work role performance, N = neuroticism.
*p < 05.
** p < 01.

Common method variance

Because all data are self-reported and collected through the
same questionnaire during the same period of time with a cross-
sectional research design, we explore the extent to which common
method variance was a concern. We conducted Harman’s single-
factor test to examine whether a general factor emerged and
accounted for the majority of covariance among the measures
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2003). In doing so, all of the
items were entered into an exploratory factor analysis with an
unrotated principal axis factoring procedure. The results showed
that eight factors emerged with eigenvalues greater than 1. These
factors together accounted for 52.47 per cent of variance, and the
first (largest) factor did not account for the majority of the vari-
ance (22.24%). Thus, no general factor is apparent. These results
suggest that common method variance did not pose a serious
threat to the validity of our study. In addition, to help reduce the
likelihood of socially desirable responding, we followed the rec-
ommendations by Podsakoff et al. (2003) and stressed the survey
instructions that there were no right or wrong answers and that
they were anonymous and would be used for research purposes
only.

Discussion

The objective in this study was to adapt and to verify the inter-
nal structural validity of the authenticity scores predicted by the
Brazilian version of the Individual Authenticity Measure at Work, as
well as collect evidence of validity based on the relation with other
variables. Therefore, the collected data were analyzed through
exploratory and confirmatory factorial analysis. Also, the corre-
lations of the scale with other measures of constructs related to
authenticity at work were analyzed.

The exploratory factor analysis showed results similar to the
analysis performed by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013). The paral-
lel analysis, MAP, and loadings support the three- factor model. The
small effect size of the correlations among factors was similar to the
correlations presented by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013). We high-
light the shrunk covariance between authentic living and accepting
external influences (presented in the original study as well as in the
present research). This result can also indicate a reduced relation
among these factors and the general construct of authenticity. Stud-
ies of correlations with other external measures could increase the
importance of these two constructs for the authenticity. Regarding
the factor analysis, it must be mentioned that the parallels between
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the present study and the original one must be drawn with caution.
Although the estimation method was the same, Van den Bosch and
Taris (2013) presented only a factor analysis for the entire scale,
and not for the reduced one. Considering that the loadings usu-
ally change when some items are excluded (due to the chance of
the total scores), the loadings of the present factor analysis (with
the reduced scale) cannot be compared straightforwardly with the
loadings of the original research (with the full scale).

The confirmatory factor analyses tested different models setting
first and second-order factors. The uncorrelated first-order factors
model showed only a slightly acceptable fit to the data. It means
that the correlations between the factors shall be estimated, even
if these correlations achieve only small effect sizes. The correla-
tions among first-order factors also supported the estimation of a
second-order factor. In fact, the second-order model (with a resi-
dual covariance between items 9 and 12 due to the similar
content of the items) fitted the data well. This model confirmed
the three-factor structure of the scale. These results were similar
to those presented by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013), who also
tested three different models and chose to retain a second-order
model, with one general factor explaining three first-order factors.

As observed, the highest factor loading corresponded to the self-
alienation dimension. These data are in accordance with the results
by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013), who found similar factor loa-
dings, −.98 for self-alienation, .73 for authentic living, and −.50 for
accepting external influences. In addition, this result can be consi-
dered an evidence that authenticity seems to be characterized
much more by the lack of authenticity or alienation than by authen-
tic living. This evidence is also in accordance with the first proposals
of the authenticity concept, in which this construct was addressed
through the lack of authenticity or hiding of one’s actual thoughts
(Harter, 2002). This finding also find support in the model by
Barrett-Lennard (1998), for whom self-alienation is characterized
as the first level of authenticity, as it expresses the incoherence that
exists between actual living and one’s own awareness.

The internal consistency of the three dimensions was satisfac-
tory, although the results also differed somewhat from the findings
by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013) in their development of the ori-
ginal measure. Hence, in the present study, the dimensions authen-
tic living, self-alienation, and accepting external influences showed
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients equal to .67, .86, and .70, while in
the study cited these coefficients corresponded to .76, .85, and .67,
respectively. It is highlighted, however, that the internal consis-
tency, mainly when estimated using Cronbach’s alpha, depends
on the sample variance (Thompson, 2003) and that, consequently,
discrepancies in the estimated precision were expected.

In summary, the results of the confirmatory factorial analyses
evidenced that the scores of the Brazilian version of the Indivi-
dual Authenticity Measure at Work displayed evidence of inter-
nal structural validity. The scores also showed acceptable internal
consistency. These evidences are also in line with the three-factor
model of the complete original scale, which includes twelve items,
three first-order factors, and one second-order factor.

As regards the correlation between the scale and other mea-
sures, it was observed that authentic living (completely authen-
tic hub) showed positive correlations with work engagement, with
work role performance, emotional social support at work, flourish-
ing at work, and satisfaction with life, thus supporting Hypotheses
1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, and 1e, respectively. These results confirm the ear-
lier findings by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013), who also obtained
positive and significant correlations between authentic living and
work engagement, role performance, and global satisfaction at
work. The findings from both studies reveal the coherence between
conscious awareness and behavior: when individuals feel accom-
plished, involved, and satisfied with their work activity and their
life, they act in a way that is true to themselves, even at work.

In addition, negative correlations were observed between
authentic living and workload (Hypothesis 1f) and with neuroti-
cism (Hypothesis 1 g), thus confirming the Van den Bosch and Taris
(2013) study, in which negative correlations were found between
authentic living and negative feelings and stress. These results
demonstrated that, when individuals are overloaded with work
and negative feelings towards themselves, they act coherently with
these states, making them take distance from authentic living in
the work context. It should be registered, however, that these cor-
relations, although significant, were low, what means these results
should be considered with caution.

In the self-alienation dimensions (completely unauthentic hub),
the results of this study evidenced the existence of positive corre-
lations with the workload and neuroticism, supporting Hypotheses
2a and 2b. This dimension also showed negative correlations
with work engagement, work role performance, emotional social
support at work, flourishing at work, and satisfaction with life, con-
firming Hypotheses 2c, 2d, 2e, 2f, and 2 g. These data are coherent
with the studies by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013), who found po-
sitive correlations between self-alienation and negative feelings
and stress, as well as negative correlations between self-alienation
and work engagement, work role performance, and global sat-
isfaction with work. The findings from these studies reveal the
incoherence between the actual experience and conscious aware-
ness, that is, when individuals feel out of touch with their core self,
they can diminish their positive experiences related to work and
reinforce the negative experiences.

The dimension accepting external influences showed positive
correlations with the workload and with neuroticism, confirm-
ing the Hypotheses 3a and 3b. Negative correlations were found
between this dimension and work role performance and satisfac-
tion with life, supporting Hypotheses 3c and 3 g. These findings
are coherent with the study by Van den Bosch and Taris (2013),
who also found positive correlations between accepting external
influences and negative feelings and stress, as well as negative
correlations with work engagement. Accepting external influ-
ences makes individuals conform to other people’s expectations,
annulling their own values. By accepting these influences, the indi-
viduals can get overloaded by some professional activity or take
responsibilities for other people, which can deepen their emotional
instability.

In accordance with Schmid (2005), accepting external influ-
ences affects both self-alienation and authentic living, so that it is
present in the relation between the actual experience and conscious
awareness (self-alienation) and between conscious awareness
and behavior (authentic living). These results, however, indicated
a stronger relation between accepting external influences and
self-alienation, as the correlation pattern found between these
dimensions and the other variables was similar. In other words,
by accepting external influences and taking distance from their
own beliefs and emotions, individuals seem to get closer to self-
alienation.

The results of this study reinforce the conception by Van den
Bosch and Taris (2013) that authenticity at work is a state phe-
nomenon, subjectively experienced, that can be measured on a
continuum with two hubs: authentic living and self-alienation.
Authentic living reflects the extent to which individuals feel and act
coherently with themselves, in the different situations they expe-
riences, due to a perfect adjustment between them and the work
environment, which explains the positive correlation with the posi-
tive aspects of work and life and the negative correlation with the
negative aspects of work and life. Self-alienation, on the other hand,
refers to the completely unauthentic hub, in which individuals feel
out of touch with their core self, which explains the fact that it is
negatively correlated with the positive aspects of work and life and
positively with the negative aspects of work and life.
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Study limitations

The survey design of this research does not permit any causal
statements about the relations between authenticity at work and
the other variables addressed in the research. In addition, the con-
venience sample restricted the diversity of subjects. Likewise, the
use of a single personality factor (neuroticism) reduced the evi-
dence of the nomological network, especially regarding its relations
with other personality characteristics. The fact that the study was
based on a single data collection did not permit any stability ana-
lysis of the structure of the IAM work scale in Brazilian samples.
The results indicated that common method variance was not of
great concern and it was unlikely to have significantly confounded
the interpretation of the results. Therefore, in future research it
would be desirable to further reduce the bias of common variance
using different sources of data collection (e.g., co-workers and the
supervisor).

Another limitation refers to range restriction of the items. Some
items showed averages close to the maximum or the minimum
limit of the Likert scale. Such a restriction is a potential explanation
for the shrunk correlations. It also could lead to underestimated
factor loadings. ‘Not so authentic’ populations could be assessed
in order to evaluate the impact of a non-restricted variability on
the estimation of correlations and loadings of the scale. Another
suggestion is to rewrite some items to make them more difficult
(or easy) to endorse.

Implications of the study

Based on these results, it can be concluded that the scores of the
Individual Authenticity Measure at Work present initial evidence
of construct validity and precision in Brazilian samples. Conse-
quently, it can be adopted in future research to assess the extent
to which individuals act truly to themselves in the work environ-
ment. It can also be useful in individual or group interventions to
enhance individual authenticity at work. Nevertheless, future stu-
dies in other countries would be interesting to verify whether the
three-factor structure is maintained in other cultures, as well as to
extend its nomological network. New studies can also investigate
the predictive power of authenticity on attitudes and organiza-
tional behaviors, not addressed in this study. Longitudinal studies
might also contribute to deepen the discussion about whether
authenticity is a state or trait.

Conflict of interest

The authors of this article declare no conflict of interest.

Financial support

FAPERJ - Fundação Carlos Chagas Filho de Amparo à Pesquisa do
Estado do Rio de Janeiro.

References

Andrade, J. M. (2008). Evidências de validade do Inventário dos Cinco Grandes Fatores
de Personalidade para o Brasil (Doctoral dissertation). Brasília, DF, Brasil: Univer-
sidade de Brasília.

Avolio, B. J., Gardner, W. L., Walumbwa, F. O., Luthans, F., & May, D. R. (2004).
Unlocking the mask: A look at the process by which authentic leaders impact
follower attitudes and behaviors. The Leadership Quarterly, 15, 801–823, doi:
10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.09.003.

Barrett-Lennard, G. T. (1998). Carl Rogers’ helping system: Journey and substance.
London, UK: Sage.

Borsa, J. C., Damásio, B. F., & Bandeira, D. R. (2012). Adaptação e validação de instru-
mentos psicológicos entre culturas: Algumas considerações. Paidéia (Ribeirão
Preto), 22, 423–432, doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/1982-43272253201314.

Boucher, H. C. (2011). The dialectical self-concept II: Cross-role and within-role con-
sistency, well-being, self-certainty, and authenticity. Journal of Cross-Cultural
Psychology, 42, 1251–1271, doi: 10.1177/0022022110383316.

Brunell, A. B., Kernis, M. H., Goldman, B. M., Heppner, W., Davis, P., Cascio, E.
V., & Webster, G. D. (2010). Dispositional authenticity and romantic rela-
tionship functioning. Personality and Individual Differences, 48, 900–905, doi:
10.1016/j.paid.2010.02.018.

Buja, A., & Eyuboglu, N. (1992). Remarks on parallel analysis. Multivariate Behavioral
Research, 27, 509–540.

Burks, D. J., & Robbins, R. (2012). Psychologists’ authenticity: Implications for work
in professional and therapeutic settings. Journal of Humanistic Psychology, 52,
75–104, doi: 10.1177/0022167810381472.

Cholowski, B. C. (2003). Authenticity in relationships: An opportunity to build commu-
nity at work (Master’s thesis). Victoria, Canada: Royal Roads University.

Diddams, M., & Chang, G. C. (2012). Only human: Exploring the nature of weak-
ness in authentic leadership. The Leadership Quarterly, 23, 593–603, doi:
10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.12.010.

Diener, E., Emmons, R. A., Larsen, R. J., & Griffin, S. (1985). The satisfaction
with life scale. Journal of Personality Assessment, 49, 71–75. Retrieved from
http://internal.psychology.illinois.edu/.

Diener, E., Wirtz, D., Tov, W., Kim-Prieto, C., Dong-won, C., Oishi, S., & Biswas-
Diener, R. (2010). New well-being measures: Short scales to assess flourishing
and positive and negative feelings. Social Indicator Research, 97, 143–156, doi:
10.1007/s11205-009-9493-y.

Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S., & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived orga-
nizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 500–507. Retrieved from
http://eisenberger.psych.udel.edu/.

English, T., & John, O. P. (2013). Understanding the social effects of emotion regula-
tion: The mediating role of authenticity for individual differnces in suppression.
Emotion, 13, 314–329, doi: 10.1037/a0029847.

Ferreira, M. C., Valentini, F. Mourão, L., Porto, J., Oliveira, D., & Monteiro, A. C.
(submitted for publication). Validade fatorial e convergente da Escala de Enga-
jamento no Trabalho de Utrecht. Manuscript submitted for publication.

Fleeson, W., & Wilt, J. (2010). The relevance of Big Five trait content in behavior
to subjective authenticity: Do high levels of within-person behavioral variabil-
ity undermine or enable authenticity achievement? Journal of Personality, 78,
1353–1382, doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.2010.00653.x.

Freeman, E., & Auster, E. R. (2011). Values, authenticiy, and responsible lead-
ership. Journal of Business Ethics, 98, 15–23, doi: 10.1007/s10551-011-
1022-7.

Goldman, B. M., & Kernis, M. H. (2002). The role of authenticity in healthy psycholog-
ical functioning and subjective well-being. Annals of the American Psychotherapy
Association, 5, 18–20. Retrieved from http://go.galegroup.com/ps/i.do?id=
GALE%7CA95844662&v=2.1&u=capes&it=r&p=AONE&sw=w.

Goldman, B. M., & Kernis, M. H. (2004). The development of the Authenticity Inventory
(Version 3, Working Paper). Athens, GA: University of Georgia.

Gomide Jr., S., Guimarães, L. C., & Damásio, L. F. Q. (2004, setembro). Construção e
validação de um instrumento de medida de percepção de suporte social no trabalho.
II Seminário GIBEST do Grupo de Interinstitucional de Pesquisa sobre Bem-estar,
Suporte Social e Trabalho. Uberlândia, MG, Brasil.

Gouvêia, V. V., Barbosa, G. A., Andrade, E. O., & Carneiro, M. B. (2005). Medindo a
satisfação com a vida dos médicos no Brasil. Jornal Brasileiro de Psiquiatria, 54,
298–305. Retrieved from http://www.vvgouveia.net/.

Grandey, A., Foo, S. C., Groth, M., & Goodwin, R. E. (2012). Free to be you and me:
A climate of authenticity alleviates burnout from emotional labor. Journal of
Occupational Health Psychology, 17, 1–14, doi: 0.1037/a0025102.

Hannah, S. T., Walumbwa, F. O., & Fry, L. W. (2011). Leadership in action teams: Team
leader and members’ authenticity, authenticity strength, and team outcomes.
Personnel Psychology, 64, 771–802, doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2011.01225.x.

Harter, S. (2002). Autenticity. In C. R. Snyder & S. J. Lopez (Eds.), Handbook of positive
psychology (pp. 382–394). Oxford, UK: University Press.

Hox, J. J., & Bechger, T. M. (1998). An introduction to structural equation mod-
eling. Family Science Rewiew, 11, 354–373. Retrieved from http://joophox.net/
publist/semfamre.pdf.
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