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Authenticity, Well-Being, and Minority Stress in LGB 
Individuals: A Scoping Review
Emily R. Roberts, BPsycHons a, Megan F. Lee, PhD a, Kate Simpson, BPsycHonsa, 
Nicholas J. Kelley, PhD b, Constantine Sedikides, PhD b, 
and Douglas J. Angus, PhD a

aSchool of Psychology, Bond University, Robina, Australia; bSchool of Psychology, University of 
Southampton, Southampton, UK

ABSTRACT
In general (i.e. in heteronormative and cisgendered samples), 
authenticity appears protective against threats to well-being. 
Authenticity may also, in part, protect well-being against the 
minority stressors experienced by sexually minoritized (LGB; 
lesbian, gay, and bisexual) individuals. In this scoping review, 
we examined the relation between authenticity and well-being 
in LGB samples experiencing minority stress. We hypothesized 
that (i) LGB minority stress relates to decreased authenticity (i.e. 
inauthenticity), (ii) authenticity relates to increased well-being, 
and (iii) authenticity influences the relation between LGB min-
ority stress and well-being. We identified 17 studies (N = 4,653) 
from systematic searches across Medline, ProQuest, PsycINFO, 
and Scopus using terms related to sexual identity, minority 
stress, authenticity, and well-being. In almost all studies, prox-
imal (but not distal) stress was associated with inauthenticity, 
and inauthenticity with decreased well-being. In all but one 
study, the association between proximal stress and well-being 
was associated with inauthenticity. Although these results are 
consistent with our hypotheses, the included studies were lim-
ited in scope and heterogenous in their methods, instruments, 
and samples, restricting conclusions regarding mediation or 
moderation. The results require replication, well-powered direct 
comparisons between LGB and non-LGB samples, and consid-
eration of the varied ways authenticity can be conceptualized 
and measured.

KEYWORDS 
Authenticity; well-being; 
minority stress; LGB

LGB (lesbian, gay, and bisexual) individuals report lower psychological 
well-being more often and intensely than non-LGB individuals (Centre 
for American Progress, 2021; Statistics Canada, 2021; Stonewall, 2018). 
One well-evidenced explanation for this is the prejudice uniquely experi-
enced such individuals, termed minority stress (Brooks, 1981; Meyer, 2003). 
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However, according to an emerging perspective, minority stress experience 
may decrease well-being by motivating LGB (compared to non-LGB) indi-
viduals to behave inconsistently with their true self (i.e., inauthenticity; 
Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Sedikides et al., 2017; Wood et al., 2008). In 
this scoping review, we first asked (i) whether minority stress is negatively 
related to authenticity in LGB samples. Well-being is robustly related to 
authenticity in undergraduate or general samples, and so we asked (ii) 
whether authenticity is positively related to well-being in LGB samples. 
Finally, we asked (iii) whether inauthenticity relates to the association 
between minority stress and (poor) well-being.

Authenticity

Historically, authenticity has been considered trait-like, dependent on how 
connected/disconnected one is to their “self” (Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Wood 
et al., 2008). In keeping with this perspective, the most frequently used 
measure of authenticity in general samples assesses whether individuals 
would consider themselves to be accepting of external influence, alienated 
from their true self, and/or able to live authentically over their lifetimes (Wood 
et al., 2008). Similarly, the most frequently used measure of authenticity in 
LGB samples (the Authenticity sub-scale of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual Positive 
Identity Measure; LGB-PIM; Riggle et al., 2014) focuses on trait authenticity as 
it relates to one’s sexual identity. There is no research on differences in the 
reported authenticity of LGB individuals when measured via the Wood 
Authenticity Scale or the Authenticity sub-scale of the LGB-PIM.

Contemporary conceptualizations of authenticity focus on contexts in 
which individuals can be authentic rather than on authenticity as a trait 
(Cooper et al., 2018; Sedikides et al., 2017, 2019). According to the State 
Authenticity as Fit to the Environment (SAFE; Schmader & Sedikides, 2018) 
model, individuals evaluate whether their authentic self fits the environment. 
The SAFE model recognizes that, due to stress, socially disadvantaged and 
minoritised identity groups likely more often experience environmental misfit 
(perceptions that the self does not “fit” the environment) than general samples 
(Aday & Schmader, 2019).

LGB minority stress and authenticity

Minority stress can be either distal or proximal (Meyer, 2003). Distal stressors 
(e.g., discrimination, stigma, violence, microaggressions) are interpersonal 
stressors perpetrated by others, whereas proximal stressors (e.g., internalized 
homophobia, expectation of LGB identity-based rejection, concealment) 
involve intrapersonal stress perpetrated against oneself. These two types of 
stressors are causally related: proximal stressors often emerge, at least in part, 
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as a product of distal stress (Hatzenbuehler, 2009), when external negative 
perceptions are internalized and integrated into one’s self-concept (Jerald 
et al., 2017).

All LGB individuals are vulnerable to minority stress, although some sexual 
identities comparatively less so; lesbian and gay identities are theorized to gain 
some protection from adherence to the heterosexual/homosexual binary 
(Callis, 2014; Roseneil, 2002). The heterosexual/homosexual binary generally 
enforces “binegativity” (stressors uniquely faced by bisexual-identifying indi-
viduals; Dyar et al., 2014; Yost & Thomas, 2012). Examples include perpetua-
tion of the misconception that fluid sexualities are not real identities and that 
bisexuality is an impermanent, half-way point between heterosexuality and 
homosexuality (Hayfield et al., 2014; Katz-Wise & Hyde, 2012; Yost & 
Thomas, 2012). Research on stress experiences associated with plurisexualities 
(comprising attraction to any/all genders) other than bisexuality is limited, 
though pansexual, asexual, and queer identifying individuals likely experience 
heightened vulnerability to minority stress for similar reasons (Feinstein et al.,  
2021; Mitchell et al., 2015; Morandini et al., 2022).

There is a conceptual crossover between the proximal stressor of conceal-
ment and state presentations of an inauthentic, false self. Both comprise 
a censored self-presentation and can the risk of distal minority stress experi-
ences (Brennan, 2021; Huang & Chan, 2022). However, it is necessary to 
distinguish between the two and empirically explore both as independent, 
though related, constructs. Concealment/disclosure refers to an individual’s 
level of openness about their LGB identity, whereas state inauthenticity is the 
global judgment (inclusive of but beyond their LGB identity) that one cannot 
truthfully present all facets of their self in an environment. An LGB indivi-
duals’ state (in)authentic presentation is likely to inform decisions to conceal/ 
disclose their identity but may not hinge on such. For example, authenticity 
may be maintained while concealing if the environment fits other elements of 
the individual’s personality, and likewise disclosure may not guarantee 
authenticity if the environment is ill-fitting of the individual in other areas 
(Riggle et al., 2017). Behaviors like code-switching (monitoring/changing 
one’s language based on their environment; Asakura, 2017) or compartmen-
talization (separating one’s sexual identity from the rest of the self; Jaspal,  
2021) may also be enacted within or between concealment and inauthenticity.

These findings suggest that minority stress experiences may signal that the 
environment is not receptive to or does not fit with one’s presentation of self as 
an LGB individual. The SAFE model of state authenticity posits that this 
signaling likely encourages inauthentic presentations of an adjusted, censored 
self that does fit the environment (Schmader & Sedikides, 2018). Put other-
wise, minority stress might be linked to purposefully behaving inauthentically: 
adopting a socially advantageous gender/sexuality identity if one feels their 
authentic gender/sexuality identity should not, or cannot, be embraced in the 
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given environment (Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Sedikides et al., 2019; Wood 
et al., 2008). This inauthenticity, although potentially adaptive in limiting 
exposure to distal stress, may be conducive to further proximal stress, should 
one become alienated from or resentful of their true identity. In all, both 
authenticity and inauthenticity among LGB individuals likely have implica-
tions for well-being similar, if not more severe, to those reported by general 
samples, as we discuss next.

Well-being and (in)authenticity

Contemporary approaches to conceptualizing well-being focus on pleasure 
and the pursuit of positive emotional states/avoidance of negative states (i.e., 
hedonic well-being) or fulfillment and the pursuit of purpose (i.e., eudaimonic 
well-being). Both types of well-being are multifaceted: hedonic well-being is 
typically conceptualized as a subjective current happiness (i.e., satisfaction 
with life; Diener et al., 1985), as well as more frequent and intense experiences 
of positive affect relative to negative affect. In this review, we define positive 
affect to include adaptive psychological adjustment, and negative affect to 
include psychological maladjustments such as depression and psychological 
distress. Eudaimonic well-being, on the other hand, is typically conceptualized 
as the more existential appraisal of psychological well-being and functioning 
(i.e., perception of purpose and life meaningfulness; Ryff, 1989).

In non-LGB (e.g., undergraduate and community convenience) samples, 
authenticity is consistently associated with eudaimonic well-being. Individuals 
who experience higher authenticity report greater self-efficacy, perceived well-
ness, competence, autonomy, and optimism for the future (Sedikides & 
Schlegel, 2024; Sutton, 2020). Conversely, inauthenticity is associated with 
poor eudaimonic well-being, including vulnerability to psychopathology 
(Sedikides & Schlegel, 2024).

Authenticity is also related to hedonic well-being. Individuals high in trait 
authenticity report more positive affect, less negative affect, and greater sub-
jective well-being (Kifer et al., 2013; Thomaes et al., 2017; see Sedikides & 
Schlegel, 2024). In the context of ecological momentary assessment, authen-
ticity conduces to more positive affect in response to social interactions with 
close others (Venaglia & Lemay, 2017). Finally, authenticity is causally related 
to both eudaimonic and hedonic well-being, as suggested by studies that 
experimentally manipulate authenticity (Kelley et al., 2022, Study 4). Taken 
together, authenticity is linked to both eudaimonic and hedonic well-being 
across contexts.

The associations between authenticity and well-being are particularly rele-
vant to LGB individuals, who experience lower hedonic well-being via depres-
sion, psychological distress, and lower life satisfaction compared to non-LGB 
individuals (Centre for American Progress, 2021; Statistics Canada, 2021; 
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Stonewall, 2018). LGB individuals also report lower eudaimonic well-being 
(social connectedness and self-esteem) compared to non-LGB individuals 
(Checa et al., 2022; Greene & Britton, 2012). Hatzenbuehler’s (2009) psycho-
logical mediation framework suggests that this decreased well-being is due, in 
part, to minority stress experience (Baams et al., 2015; Chen et al., 2022; 
Chodzen et al., 2019) and the inhibitive influence these stressors have on 
affective and psychological processes. We contend that authenticity is a yet 
underrecognized psychological process, inhibited by minority stress experi-
ence; this inhibition contributes to lower well-being.

The current review

Based on our literature review, we offer three hypotheses: (i) LGB minority 
stress is related to decreased authenticity (i.e., inauthenticity); (ii) LGB authen-
ticity is related to increased well-being; (iii) LGB authenticity influences the 
relation between minority stress and well-being. We aimed to conduct 
a systematic analysis of the literature, but this was unfeasible due to lack of 
research and replication, non-peer-reviewed findings, and heterogeneity of 
both variable operationalization and methodology. Therefore, we proceeded 
with a scoping review. Such reviews are beneficial in heterogenous fields of 
research with an abundance of unpublished findings that render systematic 
comparisons difficult, if not impossible (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005).

Method

Design

We conducted our scoping review using Covidence data extraction software 
(Covidence Systematic Review Software, 2022). We asked how authenticity 
relates to LGB individuals’ experience of minority stressors and well-being. 
Relying on the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and Meta- 
Analysis framework (PRISMA-ScR; Tricco et al., 2018), we implemented a six- 
step approach (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005): (i) research question identification; 
(ii) inclusion and exclusion criteria identification; (iii) study selection; (iv) 
data charting; (v) data summarizing; (vi) data reporting.

Search strategy

Two coauthors (ER and KS) independently conducted a full-text literature 
search in December 2022 using the following key terms: LGB* OR “sexuality 
diverse” OR “sexual orientation” OR lesbian OR gay OR bisexual OR queer 
OR questioning OR asexual OR demisexual OR pansexual OR WSW OR MSM 
AND “minority stress” AND authentic* OR inauthentic* AND well*being OR 
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“mental health” OR “psychological distress” OR affect. Three coauthors (ER, 
KS, and ML) independently screened articles by title and abstract. This search 
was updated in May 2024.

Our search included all articles published up to 2024 across four databases: 
PsycINFO, Medline, Scopus, and ProQuest. We chose these databases for their 
breadth of coverage of quantitative and qualitative psychological research. We 
manually checked the references and citations of relevant papers with both 
Connected Papers and Research Rabbit to find any other relevant works. We 
also included unpublished literature. We implemented the following inclusion 
criteria for study selection: (i) primary research; (ii) LGB sample; (iii) analysis 
of relations among (in)authenticity, minority stress, and well-being; (iv) 
English language.

Results

Database searches yielded 1,314 sources, with an additional 104 identified by 
reference list searching (N = 1,418). We removed 367 duplicates, leaving 1,051 
studies to screen. Upon screening titles, abstracts, and full texts, we excluded 
1,038 studies for the following reasons: (i) not a LGB sample; (ii) did not 
measure authenticity; (iii) did not measure well-being; (iv) did not analyze 
primary data; (v) not in English language. We excluded studies focused solely 
on gender minorities but included studies focused on solely sexual minorities 
and studies sampling both gender and sexual minorities. We provide more 
detailed reasons for exclusion in Supplementary Material. The final sample 
consisted of 17 studies: 11 peer-reviewed journal articles, four unpublished 
PhD theses, one unpublished Master’s thesis, one pre-print. The PRISMA-ScR 
(Moher et al., 2009) flow diagram maps the screening and selection process 
(Figure 1). Two coauthors (ER, ML) conducted data extraction (Table 1). 
These data comprised title, author, year, country, focus population, number 
and description of participants, measures, and analyses.

Is LGB minority stress related to authenticity?

Eleven studies addressed this question. Of these, two were qualitative. Some 
LGB individuals from the USA reported feeling pressure to present inauthen-
tically (to misrepresent or hide their identities) in order to maintain economic 
choice in employment, housing, and medical services (Levitt et al., 2016). 
LGBTQ+ youth in the USA also reported that experiences of intolerance and 
hostility prevented them from living authentically (Rand & Paceley, 2022).

Nine quantitative studies addressed this question. Proximal stressors 
(Table 2) were examined in all eight studies that assessed minority stress. 
Despite variation in stressors assessed, measures used, design, and sample 
characteristics, proximal stressors were consistently associated with 
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inauthenticity. Across five studies, internalized homophobia was related 
to inauthenticity. These studies tested bisexual and pansexual individuals 
in Hong Kong (internalized homophobia here referred to as sexual iden-
tity negation; Chan & Leung, 2023), gay men in the USA (Birichi, 2015), 
LGBTQ individuals in Canada (Collict, 2020), LGBTQ individuals in the 
USA (Fredrick et al., 2020), and LGB individuals in Italy (Petrocchi et al.,  
2020). Also, across five studies, concealment/disclosure was related to 
inauthenticity. These studies tested gay men in the USA (Birichi, 2015), 
bisexual men and women in the USA (Brownfield & Brown, 2022), 
LGBTQ individuals in the USA (Brennan, 2021; Riggle et al., 2017), as 
well as LGB individuals in Hong Kong (Huang & Chan, 2022). 
Expectations of LGB identity-based rejection were unrelated to (in) 
authenticity (Birichi, 2015).

Distal stressors (Table 2) were examined in three of the eight cross-sectional 
studies assessing minority stress but were generally unassociated with authen-
ticity. These null effects were reported in studies examining discrimination 
(Birichi, 2015), violence, and microaggressions (Collict, 2020). In a cross- 
sectional study of LGBTQ individuals in Canada, public stigma was associated 
with inauthenticity (Fredrick et al., 2020). However, the measure used 

Figure 1. PRISMA-ScR flow diagram of data screening and collection (k = 1,418).
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(Perceived Stigma Scale; Mickelson, 2001) primarily reflects the internalized 
perception of stigma and likely captures proximal stressors (e.g., internalized 
homophobia).

In summary, these results provide partial support for our first hypoth-
esis, insofar as proximal, but not distal, stressors are associated with (in) 
authenticity. We note that eight of these nine studies assessed LGB-specific 
authenticity with the Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual Positive Identity Measure 
(Riggle et al., 2014). The remaining study (Birichi, 2015) assessed authen-
ticity with a general scale (e.g., the Wood Authenticity Scale; Wood et al.,  
2008).

Is authenticity related to increased well-being among LGB individuals?

Fourteen of seventeen studies addressed this question. Of these, two were 
qualitative. Living authentically was raised by LGB focus group participants as 
a theme impacting their psychological well-being. Participants discussed the 
“freedom” and “comfortability” of “being whoever you wanted to be and doing 
what you wanted to do” (Anderson, 2018, p. 9). Communicating authentically 
emerged as an element of growth-fostering in social interactions between gay 
men, wherein “self-disclosing” and “just being present” were thought to 
increase personal growth and resilience (Williams, 2023).

Of the remaining 12 quantitative studies, eight tested associations between 
authenticity and hedonic well-being. Authenticity was consistently, positively 
associated with hedonic well-being. Positive associations between authenticity 
and hedonic well-being were observed for trait positive affect (Birichi, 2015), 
satisfaction with life (Birichi, 2015; Fletcher & Everly, 2021; Huang & Chan,  
2022), general hedonic well-being (e.g., fewer feelings of crying; Brennan,  
2021), and overall quality of life (which also included eudaimonic well- 
being; Fredrick et al., 2020). Authenticity was also associated with less negative 
affect (Birichi, 2015), as well as depression and stress (but not anxiety) 
symptoms (Chan & Leung, 2023; Collict, 2020; Riggle et al., 2017).

Across seven studies, authenticity was consistently, positively associated 
with eudaimonic well-being. These positive associations were observed for 
overall psychological well-being (Brennan, 2021; Brownfield & Brown, 2022; 
Fredrick et al., 2020; Huang & Chan, 2022; Petrocchi et al., 2020; Riggle et al.,  
2017) and domains of eudaimonic well-being: autonomy (Collict, 2020; 
Rostosky et al., 2018), environmental mastery (Collict, 2020; Rostosky et al.,  
2018), personal growth/self-actualization (Collict, 2020; Rostosky et al., 2018), 
supportive social relationships (Birichi, 2015; Collict, 2020; Rostosky et al.,  
2018), purpose in life (Birichi, 2015; Collict, 2020; Rostosky et al., 2018), self- 
acceptance (Collict, 2020; Rostosky et al., 2018). The results are consistent with 
our second hypothesis that the positive association between authenticity and 
well-being observed in general samples is also found in LGB individuals. These 
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associations were evident in studies using not only (and mostly) population- 
specific measures of authenticity (Riggle et al., 2014), but also general authen-
ticity scales (Wood et al., 2008).

Does authenticity impact the LGB minority stress—Well-being association?

Twelve studies addressed this question. We obtained mixed evidence that 
authenticity influences the (negative) relation between the experience of 
proximal minority stressors and well-being. In the studies assessing interna-
lized homophobia, (in)authenticity mediated the association between this 
minority stressor and hedonic well-being (e.g., satisfaction with life, positive 
affect, negative affect; Birichi, 2015; Chan & Leung, 2023) as well as eudai-
monic well-being (e.g., autonomy, environmental mastery, self-acceptance; 
Birichi, 2015; Collict, 2020; Fredrick et al., 2020). Mediation of the authenti-
city—well-being link was observed both for domain-general (Birichi, 2015; 
Chan & Leung, 2023; Fredrick et al., 2020) and domain-specific measures (e.g., 
autonomy, environmental mastery, self-acceptance; Collict, 2020). In all four 
studies, authenticity weakened the link between internalized homophobia and 
well-being. Authenticity also emerged as the most significant predictor of well- 
being, alongside positive perceptions of self and social safeness, whereas 
internalized homophobia (here, called internalized sexual stigma) was not 
significant in the final regression model (Petrocchi et al., 2020). It is unclear 
whether internalized homophobia was a significant predictor at an earlier 
stage in the model, becoming non-significant due to the presence of other 
variables, though these findings demonstrate the same pattern as above: the 
relation between authenticity and well-being seemingly withstands interna-
lized homophobia.

Although expectations of rejection were associated with lower hedonic and 
eudaimonic well-being, this effect was not mediated by (in)authenticity 
(Birichi, 2015). Further, in moderated mediation analysis, anticipated binega-
tivity on well-being was not buffered by authenticity among bisexual indivi-
duals (Vanmattson, 2023).

Concealment (and its inverse, disclosure) was consistently associated 
with lower (and, correspondingly, greater) hedonic (Birichi, 2015; 
Brennan, 2021) as well as eudaimonic (Birichi, 2015; Brownfield & 
Brown, 2022; Huang & Chan, 2022; Riggle et al., 2017) well-being. 
One study used hierarchical regressions to examine whether conceal-
ment or authenticity predicts both psychological well-being and depres-
sive symptoms (Riggle et al., 2017). Concealment emerged as a negative 
predictor of psychological well-being and a positive predictor of depres-
sive symptoms, with both effects remaining significant once authenticity 
was entered into the model. (In)authenticity fully or partially mediated 
the association between concealment and overall hedonic well-being 
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(Birichi, 2015). Mediation was also reported for overall (Birichi, 2015— 
partial mediation; Brownfield & Brown, 2022—fully mediated) eudaimo-
nic well-being. Another study examined whether authenticity moderated 
the association between concealment and hedonic well-being (i.e., psy-
chological distress): this association was stronger in participants with 
lower (compared to higher) authenticity (Brennan, 2021). All but one of 
the eight studies involved a cross-sectional design. The longitudinal 
study reported that concealment predicted poorer hedonic and eudai-
monic well-being 1 year later (Huang & Chan, 2022). However, this 
association was not mediated by authenticity.

We obtained limited evidence that (in)authenticity consistently played 
a role in the associations between distal minority stress and well-being. 
Mediation was only observed for the association between public stigma and 
overall well-being (Fredrick et al., 2020), but there was no direct effect for 
public stigma and well-being. Although victimhood of crime was weakly 
associated with poorer autonomy, and microaggressions were weakly asso-
ciated with poorer eudaimonic well-being (i.e., environmental mastery, posi-
tive social relationships, and self-acceptance), these stressors were 
unassociated with (in)authenticity (see above), and authenticity did not med-
iate any associations (Collict, 2020). Discrimination was only linked to the 
negative affect facet of hedonic well-being and was not mediated by authen-
ticity (Birichi, 2015).

In moderated mediation analysis, binegativity on well-being was not buf-
fered by authenticity among bisexual individuals (Vanmattson, 2023). 
However, at the 1-month follow-up of a study of bisexual and pansexual 
individuals, high authenticity predicted decreased suicidal ideation when 
facing high frequency of antibisexual discrimination and low authenticity 
predicted increased suicidal ideation (Katz et al., 2023). After 2 months, low 
authenticity remained predictive of increased suicidal ideation, but high 
authenticity was no longer predictive decreased suicidal ideation. Average 
authenticity was non-predictive at both time points.

These results provide mixed support for our third hypothesis, namely that 
LGB authenticity influences the relation between minority stress and well- 
being. However, significant mediation appears to be limited to proximal 
minority stressors in studies using measures of distal stressors with 
a substantial internalized component (Mickelson, 2001) or in bisexual popula-
tions. All but two studies (Huang & Chan, 2022; Katz et al., 2023) were cross- 
sectional, precluding appropriate testing of mediation (Maxwell & Cole, 2007). 
Although mediation was nonspecific to hedonic or eudaimonic well-being, the 
studies reviewed typically did not distinguish between facets within these 
domains.
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Discussion

Authenticity fosters eudaimonic and hedonic well-being for those with socially 
advantaged identities (Aday et al., 2024; Schmader & Sedikides, 2018). The 
reverse may be true for those with disadvantaged social identities. The prox-
imal and distal stressors that accompany these social identities may reduce 
authenticity and well-being. In the current scoping review, we evaluated 
support for these hypotheses in the context of LGB individuals. Although 
only 17 studies were eligible for inclusion, their findings are broadly consistent 
with our hypotheses: (i) LGB proximal stress is associated with decreased 
authenticity (i.e., inauthenticity); (ii) authenticity is related to higher hedonic 
and eudaimonic well-being for LGB individuals; (iii) authenticity influences 
the association between proximal minority stress and well-being.

General findings

Our findings indicate that the associations among proximal minority stress, 
authenticity, and well-being apply more to domain-general than domain- 
specific well-being. Although some studies only relied on domain-general 
hedonic or eudaimonic well-being, their results were consistent with other 
studies relying on domain-specific well-being (Collict, 2020). Moreover, 
regardless of type of proximal stressor, authenticity mediated the association 
between exposure to proximal minority stress and well-being.

These domain-general mediation effects were observed in the four studies 
that assessed internalized homophobia as well as hedonic and eudaimonic 
well-being (Birichi, 2015; Chan & Leung, 2023; Collict, 2020; Fredrick et al.,  
2020). The effects are consistent with literature showing that internalized 
homophobia predicts inauthenticity, and inauthenticity predicts decreased 
well-being (Gibbs & Goldbach, 2015; Li & Samp, 2019). For gay men and 
plurisexuals, authenticity mediated the relation between concealment and 
well-being (Birichi, 2015; Brownfield & Brown, 2022; Feinstein et al., 2021; 
Riggle et al., 2017). Further, authenticity mediated the relation between dis-
closure and well-being (Brownfield & Brown, 2022), consistent with findings 
that disclosure is associated with authenticity (Feinstein et al., 2020).

For lesbian, gay, and bisexual individuals, authenticity moderated the rela-
tion between concealment and well-being (Brennan, 2021). A longitudinal 
study, however, reported that concealment is unassociated with authenticity in 
general lesbian, gay, and bisexual samples across time (Huang & Chan, 2022). 
Expectation of identity-based rejection was associated with lowered well-being 
but was unrelated to authenticity for LGB samples (Birichi, 2015; Vanmattson,  
2023).

We did not find evidence that authenticity mediates the relation 
between distal stressors and well-being for lesbian or gay individuals 
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(Birichi, 2015; Collict, 2020; Fredrick et al., 2020). However, authenticity 
mediated the relation between suicidal ideation and anti-bisexual dis-
crimination (Katz et al., 2023). This pattern highlights the differing 
experiences of groups within the LGB community and suggests that 
bisexual individuals face unique challenges (Hayfield et al., 2014; Katz- 
Wise & Hyde, 2012; Yost & Thomas, 2012), possibly increasing the 
utility of authenticity as a resilience factor.

Broadly, our review highlighted that LGB individuals’ authenticity is 
largely unrelated to distal stressors but negatively related to proximal 
stressors. Other aspects of distal stress experience, such as social aliena-
tion or low sense of belonging, may serve as links to negative well-being 
outcomes (Garcia et al., 2020). Further, the differential relations of distal 
versus proximal stress with authenticity may be partly explained by the 
fact that self-directed positive affect is associated with higher authenti-
city/increases authenticity (Cooper et al., 2018; Fleeson & Wilt, 2010; 
Lenton et al., 2013). Proximal stress, the internalization of prejudice, 
consists of self-directed negative affect and, as such, is related to low 
authenticity. Distal stress, however, is not necessarily related to self- 
directed negative affect, given that some individuals may be more 
resistant to this kind of stress. Therefore, these individuals may not be 
as vulnerable to presenting inauthentically following distal stress experi-
ence. Yet, research indicates that distal stress is conducive to proximal 
stress (Hatzenbuehler, 2009; Meyer, 2003), possibly culminating ulti-
mately in inauthenticity. Authenticity might begin to decrease when 
distal stress is internalized into proximal stress.

Interpretation of results involving mediation is challenging. Only two of 17 
studies used longitudinal designs. Without longitudinal studies or experimen-
tal manipulations, it is hard to determine whether the observed effects of 
proximal stress mediation are due to proximal stress influencing authenticity, 
which buffers against well-being, or whether authenticity prevents the devel-
opment of proximal stressors; or indeed, whether reduced well-being, parti-
cularly eudaimonic, leads to lower authenticity (Smallenbroek et al., 2017), 
thereby contributing to the development of proximal minority stressors. The 
use of cross-sectional designs, lack of experimental evidence, or statistical 
methods that can support causal inferences (Directed Acyclic Graphs 
[DAGs]; Moffa et al., 2017), renders each of these models a plausible alter-
native to those we discussed. The issue is further complicated by the hetero-
geneity in the measures of minority stress and well-being and 
conceptualizations of authenticity in the included studies. We consider these 
issues below.
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Recommendations and future directions

Measuring authenticity
Eleven of the seventeen included studies assessed authenticity using an LGB- 
identify-specific measure, the Authenticity subscale within the Lesbian, Gay, 
and Bisexual Positive Identity Measure (Riggle et al., 2014). Although we 
acknowledge the validity of this and other similar LGB-specific measures, 
especially given the centrality of gender and sexual identity for LGB indivi-
duals, using this scale to capture general authenticity through an LGB lens may 
be unnecessarily reductive. Many of the items within this subscale seem to 
capture comfort in one’s LGB identity (e.g., “I have a sense of inner peace 
about my LGBT identity,” “I am comfortable with my LGBT identity”). Even 
items that more clearly assess the subjective sense or behaving authentically 
appear to capture the concealment/disclosure dichotomy of outness (e.g., “I 
am honest with myself about my gender and/or sexual orientation,” “I feel 
I can be honest and share my LGBT identity with others”). Initial validation 
efforts resulted in relatively modest correlations between the scale and more 
general measures of authenticity (Riggle et al., 2014), suggesting a limited 
crossover between the constructs captured in the Lesbian, Gay, and Bisexual 
Positive Identity Measure and the Authenticity Scale (Wood et al., 2008). 
Collectively, these items function well as an authenticity-adjacent subscale 
within a scale designed to assess LGB positive identity but do not align well 
with general measures of authenticity.

Given that the standardized non-LGB specific measures of authenticity are 
relatively short but would greatly aid between-group comparison and general-
ization, we recommend their inclusion alongside identity-specific scales in 
future studies. At minimum, inclusion of these measures will allow for more 
rigorous testing of theory-driven hypotheses about minority stress, authenti-
city, and well-being. For example, need for autonomy (defined by self- 
determination theory as a sense of choice and ownership in one’s behavior; 
Ryan & Deci, 2000) is predictive of identity-specific authenticity for LGB 
individuals (Clements, 2023), but may be related only to the general authen-
ticity of non-LGB individuals.

Distinguishing between forms of authenticity
Twelve of the reviewed studies (those using the Wood and LGB-PIM mea-
sures; Riggle et al., 2014; Wood et al., 2008) assessed trait as opposed to state 
authenticity (Sedikides et al., 2019). Our conclusions corroborate with those 
from general samples linking trait authenticity to positive affect (Kernis & 
Goldman, 2006; Sedikides & Schlegel, 2024), as proximal stress was associated 
with lower authenticity (Birichi, 2015; Brownfield & Brown, 2022; Collict,  
2020; Fletcher & Everly, 2021; Petrocchi et al., 2020; Riggle et al., 2017). For 
LGB individuals, trait authenticity may not be sufficient to maintain an 
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authentic presentation or to protect well-being, as environmental factors (e.g., 
distal minority stressors) make it intrinsically difficult or even unsafe to 
present oneself authentically. We recommend that future research examines 
state authenticity and explores how contextual/environmental characteristics 
may influence LGB presentations of authenticity. We also recommend that 
future research compares the frequency of variation in (in)authenticity 
between LGB and non-LGB individuals to quantify the impact of minority 
stressor experience on (in)authentic presentation.

Comparing LGB with non-LGB individuals
None of the studies included non-LGB individuals. That is, it is unclear if 
authenticity is more important for LGB individuals compared to non-LGB 
individuals (or relative to other minoritized individuals). Direct comparisons 
between LGB and non-LGB individuals are necessary from both theoretical 
and empirical standpoints (Schmader & Sedikides, 2018). Developing more 
precise estimates of why, in which contexts, and for whom authenticity is 
important will facilitate testing theoretical models that focus on minoritized 
groups. This approach would also allow for the identification of when authen-
ticity is feasible and likely to occur.

The experiences of gender minority individuals
We found some evidence of associations among minority stress, authenticity, 
and well-being for sexual minority individuals. These relationships also exist 
for gender minority individuals (Clements, 2023; Osmetti & Allen, 2023; 
Tebbe et al., 2022) though nuanced by the impacts of unique stressors (e.g., 
the non-concealable nature of gender identity; Bates et al., 2020; D’haese et al.,  
2016). We ran an additional exploratory systematic search focusing on gender 
minority stress and found sufficient literature to support a dedicated review 
(see Supplementary Information for further detail). Such a review will aid 
understanding of diversities within the broader gender and sexuality diverse 
community.

Limitations

This scoping review has several limitations that can be addressed by 
follow-up scoping or meta-analytic reviews. We examined only English- 
language research, presenting cross-cultural evidence. Samples were also 
restricted in age, mostly demonstrative of a midlife demographic. Our 
inclusion of unpublished literature may raise the question of the quality 
of included studies. Although this issue is not typically forbidding in 
scoping reviews (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005), we engaged in critical apprai-
sal as needed.
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Conclusion

Research is in the early stages of testing the role of authenticity in minority 
stress and well-being among LGB samples. Authenticity appeared to protect 
well-being against proximal minority stressors, but there was not enough 
evidence to draw a preliminary conclusion on whether authenticity protects 
against distal minority stressors.
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