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Abstract 

The aim of this study is to gain a deeper understanding of the relationship between 

selfie-sharing frequency and the Narcissism Personal Inventory scale, Contingent Self-

Worth scale and Proneness to Guilt and Shame scale through the lens of age and 

gender. An online quantitative, correlational coefficient survey was implemented to 

gather the necessary data. A convenience sample of 106 Irish adult participants 

completed the survey which consisted of the Narcissism Personal Inventory 16 scale, 

Contingent Self-Worth scale, Proneness to Guilt and Shame scale, demographic and 

frequency of selfie-sharing questions. Analysis found that men had higher levels of 

narcissism and lower levels of proneness to guilt and shame. However, levels of selfie-

sharing had no correlations with narcissism, contingent self-worth or proneness to guilt 

and shame for this sample. Future research should include examining correlations 

between narcissism levels and contingent self-worth sub-scales for samples of high 

selfie-sharing frequency.   
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 Introduction 

 The interaction between social media usage and mental health is a topic that is hotly debated 

as highlighted in the article published recently by Jonathan Haidt and Nick Allen (2020), Haidt 

arguing that the increase in depression rates in adolescents aligns with social media usage increases 

in the last decade. On the other hand, Allen suggests that it is unreasonable to condemn such a 

ubiquitous technology usage without enough evidence to understand its effects. With that idea in 

mind this research attempts to greater understand the interaction between levels of social media usage, 

particularly selfie-sharing and its correlations with the psychological measures Narcissism, 

Contingent Self Worth (CSW) and Proneness to Guilt and Shame (GSP). This is done to understand 

the relationship between selfie-sharing levels and mental health in terms of age and gender. 

 This chapter will first explore narcissism, it’s links to mental health and how narcissism can 

be broken into grandiose and vulnerable narcissism. It will look at two sub-traits of vulnerable 

narcissism CSW and GSP. Following this, the sub-scales of CSW, particularly CSW appearance, 

CSW others’ approval and their connections to mental health will be discussed. Then the sub-scales 

of GSP and connections to unethical behaviour will be considered. Selfie-sharing behaviour and its 

connection to mental health and to levels of narcissism, CSW and GSP will be explored. Finally, it 

will describe some previous research in this area. 

 

Narcissism  

Freud first theorised narcissists as those who begin to choose themselves as their own love-

object which leads to a stage of sexual development between auto-eroticism and object-love 

(Laplanche, 2018). Another view is that narcissism can be categorized as an exaggerated emphasise 

on one’s image at the expense of the self, a denial of the true self (Lowen, 2004). Kohut would develop 

Freud’s view of narcissism as a divergence from a normal process or stage of development. Every 

child needs a time to feel like they are a center of attention and when this is denied there follows a 
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narcissistic need for attention that can become a character defect (Frager & Fadiman, 2002). Levels 

of narcissism can be seen slightly differently depending upon which psychodynamic theorist is used 

but it is generally viewed as a measure of the amount of investment of energy upon the self (Pervin, 

2010).  

Levels of narcissism have increased in the last few decades, specifically at college age. 

Twenge, Konrath, Foster, Campbell and Bushman (2008) conducted a meta-analysis of narcissism 

confirming a significant consistent rise in narcissism scores in American colleges. They found that 

mean narcissism scores were significantly correlated with year of data collection when weighted by 

sample size (ß =.53, p < .001). This shows a thirty percent increase in mean scores in twenty-four 

years (See Figure 1 College students’ Narcissistic Personality Inventory scores, 1982–2006 

(Twenge et al., 2008).  

 

Figure 1 College students Narcissistic Personality Inventory scores, 1982-2006 (Twenge et al., 2008)  

Levels of narcissism have been shown to have increased consistently in all adults (Stewart & 

Bernhardt, 2010). This increased level of narcissism aligns with the individualisation of western 

culture particularly since the 1970’s. While this has been noted by academics, popular culture 

continuously contends that emerging adults are the most narcissistic and entitled age-group in modern 

times (independent.ie, 2019). 

http://independent.ie/
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Levels of narcissism have been shown to be higher in men (t = 2.31, df = 101, P = 0.023) 

(Dutta, Sharma, Shah, Bharati, Sonavane & Desousa, 2018). Mehdizadeh (2010) conducted 

interesting research in the area of narcissism, self-esteem and self-presentation on Facebook. By 

analysing and categorising participants Facebook page content, the study found that men have higher 

levels of narcissism which correlated to different kinds of online presentation category particularly in 

‘About Me’ category, (F (1, 96) = 6.37, p = 0.013). In other words men’s Facebook page content had 

more content emphasising their own personal qualities which correlated with their higher levels of 

narcissism. However, Mehdizadeh’s study was limited by size and the limitations of self-reporting.  

 While traditionally high levels of narcissism were viewed as aligning with a lack of 

psychological awareness and empathy (Poless, Torstveit, Lugo, Andreassen & Sütterlin, 2018), 

Social Psychology now conceptualises sub-clinical narcissism as a normative personality trait, which 

can be adaptive and maladaptive (Yakeley, 2018) (Miller & Campbell, 2008). Ames, Rose, and 

Anderson, (2006, pp. 440-1) creators of the Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI-16) measure, 

argue that narcissism is a “…complex of personality traits and processes that involve a grandiose yet 

fragile sense of self and entitlement as well as a preoccupation with success and demands for 

admiration …” Baumeister, Bushman and Campbell (2000) found that maladaptive traits such as 

aggression are likely to occur when people with a narcissistically inflated view of their own personal 

superiority, encounter someone who explicitly disputes that opinion. Narcissism can equally be 

considered for adaptive traits, such as the ability of narcissists to make good first impressions, 

however this can be explained by narcissistic tendencies to manipulate and exploit on first 

acquaintance (Back, Schmukle & Egloff, 2010). Historically narcissism was associated with fragile 

self-esteem however there has been conflicted findings to this, particularly related to social media use 

(Mehdizadeh, 2010). There are arguments for the positive relationship of narcissism with self-esteem 

and resilience as a functional and practical coping strategy to deal with the modern world (Campbell, 

2001). 
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 Narcissism can be divided into grandiose narcissism and vulnerable narcissism which differ 

in that the vulnerable subgroup often are more prone to negative emotions (Poless et al., 2018). 

Grandiose narcissism can be distinguished by higher levels of arrogance, entitlement and lack of 

empathy (Gore & Widiger, 2016). Vulnerable narcissism is distinguished by feelings of inferiority, 

general dissatisfaction with the self, shame-proneness and being very sensitive to others’ evaluation. 

However, there is an overlap with levels of manipulativeness, distrustfulness and non-compliance. 

They do differ in terms of central trait domains in that grandiose narcissism is positively related to 

extraversion and negatively related to neuroticism whereas vulnerable narcissism is positively related 

to neuroticism and negatively related to extraversion (Hyatt, Sleep, Lynam, Widiger, Campbell & 

Miller, 2018). Interestingly, while there have been differences shown in the levels of narcissism 

between men and women, levels of vulnerable narcissism are more closely aligned between the 

genders (Grijalva, Newman, Tay, Donnellan, Harms, Robins and Yan, 2015). Vulnerable narcissists 

are more prone to negative emotions, which can be expressed in higher levels of GSP and CSW 

(Poless et al., 2018).  

 

Contingent Self-Worth 

 Contingent Self Worth refers to self-esteem that is derived from external sources. High levels 

of CSW can effect physical health directly, through stress, and indirectly, through self-destructive 

behaviour. However, like narcissism, CSW can be adaptive or maladaptive as “… contingent self-

worth can be very motivating because when their self-worth is on the line, people really want to 

succeed and not fail. However, when self-esteem is at stake, self-regulation tends to prioritize 

maintaining, enhancing, and protecting self-esteem over accomplishing other goals, with pitfalls for 

self-regulation, especially on difficult tasks …” (Crocker, Brook, Niiya & Villacorta, 2006, p. 1753). 

Crocker and Park (2004) argue that pursuing self-esteem by attempting to prove oneself by external 

success in domains of contingency is costly. In other words, attempting to maintain self-esteem 

externally would tend to lead to greater fluctuations in self-esteem. 
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 High levels of CSW when a person encounters failure is related to negative affect, sadness, 

anger and shame (Crocker & Parker, 2004). However, when experiencing success high levels of CSW 

lead to higher levels of self-esteem and pride (Zhang, Carr, Garcia-Williams, Siegelman, Berke, 

Niles-Carnes, & Kaslow, 2018). This does infer that levels of CSW are associated with greater 

fluctuations in affect. 

 Crocker and Knight (2005) suggests that irrespective of whether a person has high or low self-

esteem, they seek positive emotions from success in domains of CSW and try to avoid negative 

emotions from failure in these domains. Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper and Bouvrette (2003), who 

created the measurement CSW (Crocker, Luhtanen, Cooper & Bouvrette, 2012), argue that our 

contingencies of self-worth shape our emotions, thoughts, and behaviour. The CSW Scale measures 

the tendency for individuals to base their self-esteem on the following sub scales: physical 

appearance, outdoing others in competition, academic competence, others’ approval, family love and 

support, God’s love and being a virtuous or moral person (Zeigler-Hill, Clark & Pickard, 2008). 

Physical appearance, academic competence, others’ approval and family support require external 

extrinsic motivation, with competition and being a virtuous person also involving comparison to 

others for evaluation (See Table 1 Sub-scales of contingent self-worth descriptor). Academic 

competences, others’ approval and family support are domains were CSW interacts with a persons 

idealised version of themselves whereas competition and being a virtuous person are domains where 

the idealised level is defined by comparison to others.  

 High levels of CSW appearance are aligned with greater attempts to perceive others’ 

admiration of their perceived idealised body image standard, which can be shown to be a component 

of a self-objectification process (Barzoki, Vahedi, Nourmohamadi & Kalantari, 2018). Crocker and 

Knight (2005) argue that college freshmen who have high levels of CSW appearance (ß = .13; p < 

.01) report greater levels of risky behaviour such as alcohol and drug use (Crocker, 2002), arguably 

to gain approval from others. Levels of CSW has a relationship to levels of narcissism as they both 

involve considerable expenditures of time and effort in the pursuit of self-esteem (Crocker & Park,  
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Table 1 Sub-Scales of Contingent of Self-Worth 

Contingency Description 

Academic 

Competence 

Self-worth derived from academic success and approval of teachers and mentors (Crocker, 

Luhtanen, Cooper & Bouvrette, 2003). 

Competition  Self-worth derived from not necessarily being superior but from outdoing others in some form of 

competition (Crocker et al., 2003). 

Approval From 

others  

Self-worth derived positive acceptance and approval of others (Crocker et al., 2003) 

Family support Based upon Bowlby’s (1982) Attachment theory, self-worth is derived from perceived approval or 

love of family members (Crocker et al., 2003) 

Appearance  Derived from Fredrickson and Roberts’s (1997) Objectification theory, self-worth derived from 

evaluation of one’s own appearance (Crocker et al., 2003). 

God’s Love  Self-worth derived from the positive effects of loved or valued in the eyes of God (Crocker et al., 

2003). 

Virtue  Self-worth derived from feelings of worth aligned with being moral or good (Crocker et al., 2003). 

 

2004). Zeigler-Hill, Clark and Pickard (2008) argued that relationship between levels of narcissism 

and CSW are complex (See Table 2 Contingent self-worth, correlations with neuroticism, self-

esteem, grandiose and vulnerable narcissism (Zeigler-Hill, Clark & Pickard, 2008)).  
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Table 2 Contingent Self-Worth, Correlations with Neuroticism, Self-Esteem, Grandiose and Vulnerable Narcissism (Zeigler-Hill, Clark 

&Pickard, 2008) 

Contingent Self Worth Sub Scale  Positive Correlations  Negative Correlations 

Appearance Neuroticism (ß=.13, p< .01) Self-Esteem (ß =-.15, p<.001) 

Competition Grandiose Narcissism (ß=.20, p<.05) 

Vulnerable Narcissism (ß = .29, p<.001) 

 

Academic Competence Neuroticism (ß = .14, p<.01)  

Other’s Approval Neuroticism (ß =.15, p<.001) Self Esteem (ß =-.31, p<.001) 

Family Support Neuroticism (ß =.19, p<.001)  

God’s Love Neuroticism (ß =.09, p<.001) 

Self-Esteem (ß =.24, p<.001) 

 

Virtue Self-Esteem (ß =.10, p<.05)  

 

Zeigler-Hill, Clark and Pickard (2008) found that domain-specific contingencies of self-esteem were 

correlated in a complex way with neuroticism, self-esteem, grandiose and vulnerable narcissism. For 

instance, grandiose narcissism included a positive association with CSW sub-scale competition, 

negative associations with three CSW sub-scales appearance, other’s approval and family support 

and no associations with the remaining three sub-scales academic competence, God’s love and virtue. 

It is important to note that they found levels of CSW appearance to be positively associated with 

neuroticism and negatively associated with self-esteem (Zeigler-Hill, Clark and Pickard, 2008). CSW 

others’ approval is also connected to vulnerable narcissists’ ability to cope with social exclusion 

(Nash, Johansson, & Yogeeswaran, 2019). 

 Fredrickson and Roberts (1997) argue in objectification theory that particularly in women, 

anything that increases self-objectification, fosters habitual body monitoring and leaves individuals 

with surplus levels of guilt and shame. Therefore, it would be reasonable to infer that there is a 

relationship between levels of CSW appearance and levels of guilt and shame. Velotti, Garofalo, 

Bottazzi and Caretti (2017) argued that high levels of shame are linked to higher fluctuations in levels 
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of self-esteem, in other words people who tend to feel greater levels of shame rather than guilt, are 

more prone to feelings of low esteem and greater fluctuations in self-esteem. Higher levels of CSW 

are connected to higher fluctuations in self-esteem inferring that there is a relationship between levels 

of CSW and greater levels of shame. 

 

Proneness to Guilt and Shame 

 To measure and differentiate the two self-conscious emotions, guilt and shame, Cohen, Wolf, 

Panter and Insko (2011) who created the GSP measure, argued that an individual’s ability to feel guilt 

and shame are key differentials between those who suffer from antisocial disorder and well-adjusted 

individuals. Guilt and shame are both defined by negative affect in response to personal perceived 

wrongdoing. High levels of GSP are implicated in an individual’s tendencies towards depression, low 

self-concept, social withdrawal and obsessive reaction (Tangney, 1990). High levels of GSP also 

impairs people's ability to generate effective solutions to interpersonal problems (Covert, Tangney, 

Maddux & Heleno, 2003). 

 GSP measures individual differences in likelihood to experience guilt and shame across a 

range of personal transgressions. The GSP measure contains two guilt sub-scales that assess a 

person’s negative evaluation of behaviour and a person’s tendency to repair after a private 

transgression (See Table 3 Sub-scales of proneness to guilt and shame matrix (Cohen et al., 2011). 

Table 3 Sub-Scales of Proneness to Guilt and Shame Matrix (Cohen et al., 2011) 

 Guilt Negative Affect on Behaviour Shame Negative Affect on Self 

Response to Public Transgression Guilt Negative Self Evaluation Shame Negative Self Evaluation 

Private Sense of Transgression Guilt Repair Shame Withdraw 

 

 Ferguson and Crowley (1997) argued that there was a difference in levels of self-reported 

guilt-proneness and shame-proneness between the genders. However, they felt that the difference was 

overly complicated by the difference between men and women in self-reporting of the emotions. Men 
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are less likely to report feelings of guilt or shame as opposed to feeling those emotions. However, 

Benetti-McQuoid and Bursik (2005) suggest that biological differences are less important in 

predicting the self-reported feelings of guilt and shame than a person’s schematic gender role. They 

found that both men and women with a feminine gender role anticipated feeling levels of guilt as well 

as higher levels of GSP. However, similarly to Ferguson and Crowley (1997), they do concede the 

difficulty with comparing meaningful mean levels of self-reported data due to gender differences in 

self-reporting. 

 Guilt and shame do have an inherent link with self-representation as Lewis (1997) argues that 

infants do not have the ability to feel guilt and shame until they are able to recognise themselves in a 

mirror. The general public can see concepts of guilt and shame as interchangeable as both are 

characterised by feelings of distress arising in response to personal transgressions (Baumeister, 

Stilwell & Heatherton, 1994). However, their differences and their effect on a person’s self-esteem 

are profound (Cohen, Wolf, Panter & Insko, 2011). Tracy and Robins (2004) theorised a process 

model of self-conscious emotions. This model described how an individual internalised self-

conscious feelings that occur after experiencing an event thus arguing that if the event does not 

interfere with a person’s ongoing appraisal of oneself, the emotion can be said to be on a guilt-pride 

spectrum whereas if it does interfere with a person’s ongoing appraisal of oneself, the emotion can 

be said to be on a shame-hubris spectrum. This highlights the main difference between guilt and 

shame. If a person feels guilty about something, they feel bad about what they did whereas if a person 

feels shame about something they did, they feel bad that they are a person that could do the 

objectionable thing. Shame is deeper, more long-term and insidious. However, this is not the universal 

view as Ferguson & Crowley (1997) failed to find significant difference guilt-proneness and shame-

proneness. Cohen et al. (2011) argued that the guilt sub-scales are negatively correlated with unethical 

behaviour and Bybee Williams and Merisca (1994) argue that high levels of guilt are associated with 

prosocial behaviour. Research indicates that both vulnerable and grandiose narcissism have the 

tendency to make unethical decisions, and they are more likely to engage in unethical behaviour 
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(Poless et al., 2018). Both levels of narcissism and levels of GSP have been linked to levels of 

unethical behaviour. The present research would aim to greater understand the interaction between 

narcissism and GSP due to their distinct connections with unethical behaviour.  

 

Selfie Usage  

 The Oxford dictionary defines a “selfie” as a photograph that one has taken of oneself, 

generally clicked with a smartphone or a web camera and shared through social media (Livingstone, 

2013). It is reasonable to think of selfies as just a continuation of the artistic genre of self-portraiture 

(Saltz, 2014). Like authorship before the printing-press, self-portraiture was for a specialised few who 

took the time to develop the practical skills to produce their art. The instantaneous and ubiquitous 

nature of technology, as well as the interaction of this process with social media sites has caused an 

explosion of selfie-sharing behaviour. 

 McCrindle and Wolfinger (2009) describe generations as an age range shaped by a similar set 

of life events. Generation X (GenX) are aged between forty and fifty-four, Generation Y (GenY) are 

aged between twenty-five and thirty-nine and Generation Z (GenZ) are aged up to twenty-four. The 

life events that McCrindle and Wolfinger (2009) describe are of course historical and socioeconomic 

but they are also shaped by the generation’s interactions with technology. While cameras have existed 

in mass for decades, the release of the apple iPhone in 2008 (Campbell & Pastina, 2010) marked a 

technological social change where the ability to take, edit, upload and share digital images are 

ubiquitous in western culture. Selfie-sharing has been associated with higher use in emerging adults 

(Dutta et al., 2018) and it is reasonable to argue that there would be different attitudes towards selfie-

sharing between those born after 2000 for whom selfie-sharing is a daily possibility from an earlier 

age than those born before 2000. There are also gender differences to consider in social media usage. 

 In general selfie-sharing rates by gender are not clear. Mehdizadeh (2010) found that gender 

differences influenced the type of self-promotional content presented by individual Facebook users. 

Male Facebook users were more inclined to share images and content that would enhance their social 
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status. Likewise, Correa, Hinsley and de Zúniga (2010) found that there were not any differences 

between levels of social media sharing between extraverted men and women yet they found that men 

with lower levels of emotional stability were more likely to be regular users of social media which 

could imply higher levels of CSW and GSP. However, Correa, Hinsley and de Zúniga’s (2010) 

research is different from the present study as it focusses on selfie-sharing which is a subset of social 

media sharing behaviour. 

 Social Psychology has expressed concern about the possible effects of social media usage. 

Peoples’ online identity have a strong impact on their offline realities (Chan, 2000). The motivation 

for selfie-sharing can differ based on personality type. For instance, extraverted people post selfies 

for attention seeking, communication, and archiving motive while agreeable individuals post them 

only for communication and archiving (Chaudhari, Patil, Kadiani, Chaudhury and Saldanha, 2019). 

Also, levels of neuroticism were negatively correlated with motivation to share selfies. This does 

complicate research relating to selfie-sharing behaviour as it searches to see the correlation of 

maladaptive factors with selfie-sharing when neuroticism inhibits selfie-sharing. 

 Critics of excessive selfie-sharing highlight that there has been an emergence of dangerous 

selfie-taking behaviour with numerous fatalities (Dutta et al., 2018). Also, selfie addiction among 

teenagers highlights the emergence of a psychological disorder “selfitis” which is obsessive selfie-

taking, aligns with higher levels of body-dysmorphic disorder which has caused severe harm 

(Sowndarya, Gayathri & Vishnupriya, 2019). However, there are many benefits to social media usage 

and how it can facilitate prosocial behaviour (Morahan-Martin & Schumacher, 2003), in terms of 

how social media connects individuals with an online community. However social media usage is not 

universally condemned, author John Higgs in his book The Future Starts Here (2019) argues that 

GenZ’s ability to make online connections will be a powerful agent in solving the world’s problems. 

 The fact that emerging adults are more prone to addictive use of social media (Andreassen, 

Pallesen & Griffiths, 2017) has led to increased research in the connection between narcissism and 

social media use and posting of selfies particularly in emerging adults as addictive social media user 
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effects a need to feed the ego (Andreassen, Pallesen & Griffiths 2017). Sung, Lee, Kim, and Choi 

(2016) argued that there are four main motivations for selfie-sharing behaviour: Attention seeking, 

communication, archiving and entertainment. They argued that there is a high correlation between 

the attention seeking motivation and levels of narcissism which in turn is related to looking for 

external validation through CSW. 

 Rates of narcissism have been shown to be positively associated with online activities 

(Andreassen et al., 2017). High levels of selfie-sharing show a need to feed the ego (Utz, Tanis & 

Vermeulen, 2012). In particular high levels of narcissism are correlated with high levels of addictive 

use of social media. However, it is problematic to examine the relationship between levels of 

narcissism and social media usage. Sociotropic individuals, who have an excessive need to please 

others, have higher levels of addictive use of social media, and outwardly, for the same reason as 

those who have high levels of narcissism, as a method of increasing their social status (Demir, Tufan 

& Erem, 2010). McCain and Campbell (2018) argue that high levels of grandiose narcissism (r =.11)  

are positively related to frequency of selfie-sharing whereas vulnerable narcissism is not. An 

interesting caveat to this was found by Koterba, Ponti and Ligman’s (2020) mix methods study that 

found irrespective of levels of narcissism, participants responded that they posted selfies for 

narcissistic reasons.  

 Research in social media usage highlights the potential harms with excessive social media 

usage to mental health. Sowndarya et al. (2019) argue for the need for greater awareness of the various 

self-esteem issues in teenagers exposed to excessive social media usage. Lee and Stapinski (2012) 

argue that socially anxious individuals are prone to problematic levels of social media use and types 

of social media use. There is a self-evident connection between selfie-sharing and CSW, particularly 

in the CSW appearance. Essentially, they overlap in terms of their linking in the search for external 

validation. Stefanone, Lackaff, and Rosen (2011) in a study of time spent on social media sites found 

that CSW appearance (ß = .242, p < .001) has the strongest relationship with the intensity of online 

photo sharing. Understanding this relationship may therefore help in understanding the self-
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objectification process inherent in excessive selfie-sharing, as Carrotte and Anderson (2019) argued 

the usefulness to consider clients’  self-objectification and body image as targets for treatment as a 

means of early intervention against body-dysmorphia. 

Chang’s (2019) study did not find a relationship between levels of CSW and selfie-sharing 

however the study did find that the levels of CSW appearance was both directly and indirectly related 

to the extent to which women edit their photos and argued that levels of CSW appearance predict 

body surveillance levels leading to body-dysmorphia. Nash, Johansson and Yogeeswaran (2019) 

commented on another interaction between CSW, narcissism and selfie-sharing in that approval from 

others via social media can alleviate vulnerable narcissists from negative affect associated with social 

exclusion. 

 There are not a lot of studies that relate GSP specifically to selfie usage, only that high levels 

of vulnerable narcissism, of which GSP is an associated trait, tends to effect the need for control 

people have, on how selfies are displayed (Casale & Fioravanti, 2017). 

 

Previous Studies 

 Andreassen, Pallesen and Griffiths (2017) conducted a study to examine the associations 

between addictive use of social media, narcissism and self-esteem in (N=23,532) Norwegians. Their 

study while not arguing strong correlations did argue that addictive social media reflects a need to 

feed the ego and attempts to inhibit a negative self-evaluation. However, this study suffered from 

self-selection bias leaning towards younger female participants. Barry, Reiter, Anderson, Schoessler 

and Sidoti, (2017) in a month-long study of active Instagram users focused on selfie usage and self-

perception and particularly narcissism. While they did not find any strong correlation between selfie 

usage and rates of narcissism, they did find however an interesting correlation between number and 

types of posies and attitudes towards appearance.  

 McCain and Campbell’s (2018) meta-analysis Data from 62 samples of published and 

unpublished research (N=13,430) are meta-analysed with respect to the relationships between 
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grandiose and vulnerable narcissism and social media (See Table 4 Correlations between grandiose 

narcissism and social media behaviour (McCain & Campbell, 2018). They particularly did find a 

correlation between selfie-sharing frequency and levels of grandiose narcissism. Other studies have 

struggled to show the connection between social media usage and narcissism such as Bergkvist (2016) 

who argued that Dark Triad levels did not significantly predict selfie-sharing behaviour. Similarly 

Burns (2018) could not find significant relationships between Facebook intensity and private self-

consciousness, or fear of negative evaluation. 

Table 4 Correlations between Grandiose Narcissism and Social Media Behaviour (McCain & Campbell, 2018) 

Correlations between levels of Grandiose Narcissism and aspects of Social Media Behaviour 

Time spent on social media (r =.11) 

Frequency of status updates/tweets (r =.18) 

Number of friends/followers (r =.20) 

Frequency of posting pictures of self or selfies on social media (r =.14) 

 

Limitations 

 One weakness of this literature review is that there are both positive and negative motivations 

that influence selfie-sharing behavior (Utz et al., 2012). This therefore adds challenges to the present 

study as it seeks to ask appropriate control questions to understand the selfie-sharing behavior. Utz et 

al. (2012) argued that low self-esteem promotes social media use, however some social media has 

positive effects upon self-esteem and therefore both effects could cancel each other out, explaining 

the frequent null findings. 

 

 Conclusion 

 The present study attempts to ascertain if there is any relationship between levels of selfie-

sharing and levels of narcissism and levels of two sub-traits of vulnerable narcissism; CSW and GSP. 

The value of the present research is in creating a greater understanding of the implied effect of social 

media use on CSW and to see if there are groups defined by age and gender that are at greater risk. 
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Similarly understanding of the implied effect of social media use on levels of GSP to see if there are 

groups defined by age and gender. The hypotheses first examine levels of narcissism and GSP 

interactions with age, gender and selfie-sharing frequency levels to understand the population. It then 

focuses on CSW appearance and others’ approval interactions with age and gender selfie-sharing 

frequency levels. 
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Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1:  There is a significant difference in levels of narcissism between men and women.  

Hypothesis 2:  There is a significant difference in levels of narcissism between the three age ranges 

GenX, GenY and GenZ. 

Hypothesis 3:  There is a significant difference in levels of GSP between men and women. 

Hypothesis 4:  There is a significant difference in levels of Narcissism between the three groups of 

selfie-sharing levels. 

Hypothesis 5:  There is a significant difference between levels of GSP between the three groups of 

selfie-sharing levels.  

Hypothesis 6: There is a significant relationship between levels of narcissism and levels of GSP. 

Hypothesis 7:  There is a significant difference between levels of CSW appearance between men and 

women. 

Hypothesis 8:  There is a significant difference between levels of CSW appearance between the three 

age ranges GenX, GenY and GenZ. 

Hypothesis 9:  There is a significant difference between levels of CSW others’ approval between men 

and women. 

Hypothesis 10: There is a significant difference between levels of CSW appearance between the three 

groups of selfie-sharing frequency levels. 
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Methodology 

 This chapter describe the research methodology used in order to explore the relationship 

between selfie-sharing frequency and narcissism, CSW and GSP in an Irish adult sample. Five 

subsections will describe the participants, design, materials, procedure and ethical considerations of 

the study.  

  

Participants  

 The target population for the current study was both males and females of a wide age range 

that share selfies to varying levels. One hundred and nineteen Irish adults consented to participate 

without any compensation in the study, however twelve were excluded as they had never shared a 

selfie and one was excluded for being under eighteen. The questionnaire sought to develop an 

understanding of the relationship between mental health and social media usage. The one hundred 

and six (M27, F79) participants were drawn from acquaintances of the researcher and then the online 

link was shared on social media in a snowball effect. The ages and genders are shown in Figure 2 

Age and Gender Descriptor. Based on the way the participants were selected it would be reasonable 

to assume that the participants were educated for the most part to third level.  

  

Design 

 This partly quasi-experimental partly correlational study employed a questionnaire using a 

quantitative between-sample design that sought to investigate the relationship between the variable 

levels of selfie-sharing and three non-clinical independent variable measures: The NPI-16 Subclinical 

narcissism (Ames, Rose, & Anderson, 2006), Contingent Self Worth Scale (Crocker et al., 2012) and 

Measure of Guilt and Shame Proneness Scale GSP (Cohen et al., 2011). The participants were able 

to be grouped by age in terms of generation X, Y and Z. They were also grouped by gender in terms 

of male, female, non-binary and an option not to prefer not to say. And finally, they were grouped by 
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their level of selfie-sharing frequency as: less than once a year, once a year, several times a year, once 

a month, once a week, a few times a week, once a day or several times a day (Bergkvist, 2016).  

 

Materials  

 The materials used for this study consisted of a 73-item questionnaire created on Microsoft 

Office Forms. The first page contained an introduction to the study and consent question informing 

participants of the inclusion criteria, their right to withdraw, their confidentiality and the anonymous 

nature of their participation. It also gave details as to how to ask questions about the study if they 

wished. Participants were also asked to “Yes” if they agreed with the outlined terms and conditions, 

therefore, to provide informed consent as to participation in current research (See Appendix A). 

 The first section of the questionnaire started with an inclusion question which defined what a 

selfie is and whether the participant had ever shared a selfie. A question on gender was asked and 

then a demographic age question was asked with an inclusion component if the participant said they 

were under 18. Then a question was asked to ask the level of selfie-sharing frequency where 

participants could choose to define their level of selfie-sharing frequency as: less than once a year, 

once a year, several times a year, once a month, once a week, a few times a week, once a day or 

several times a day (Bergkvist, 2016).  

 The second section of the questionnaire included standardised questionnaires used to measure 

the CSW scale (Crocker et al., 2012) (See Appendix B). CSW is a psychological measure that assesses 

an individual’s external and internal sources of self-esteem. It is broken into seven sub-scale sources 

of self-esteem: academic competency, appearance, approval from others, competition, family 

support, God’s love and virtue (Crocker et al., 2003). However, the questions from the God’s love 

sub-scale (items 2, 8, 18, 26, and 31) were amended in order to attempt to consider higher rates of 

secularisation in Ireland (Halikiopoulou, 2017). For instance, in the case of item 2 “feeling spiritually 

connected” was added to form the question “My self-worth is based on God’s love or feeling 

spiritually connected.” 
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The third section included standardised questionnaires were used to measure Proneness to 

Guilt and Shame GSP (Cohen et al., 2011) (See Appendix C). GSP consists of sixteen questions that 

assess two guilt sub-scales that assess negative behavior-evaluations and repair action tendencies 

following private transgressions and two shame sub-scales that assess negative self-evaluations and 

withdrawal action tendencies following publicly exposed transgressions. 

 The fourth section included standardised questionnaires from the NPI-16 short measure of 

narcissism (Ames, Rose & Anderson, 2013) (See appendix D). The narcissism measure NPI-16 

(Ames, Rose & Anderson, 2006) is based on Raskin and Hall’s (1979) 54-item, forced-choice 

questionnaire Narcissistic Personality Inventory (NPI), designed to measure individual differences in 

narcissism as a personality trait. This was later shortened to a 40-item measure (Raskin & Terry, 

1988). Ames, Rose, and Anderson (2006) argue that the NPI-16 has notable face, internal, 

discriminant, and predictive validity and that it functions well as an alternative to the NPI-40 where 

there is a time constraint. However, there is criticism of the NPI such as Ackerman, Witt, Donnellan, 

Trzesniewski, Robins, and Kashy (2011) who argue that the measure encapsulates factors of adaptive 

narcissism including leadership and authority as well as maladaptive exhibitionism and entitlement. 

This does weaken the measure’s usefulness to the present research aims in making connection 

between selfie-sharing and maladaptive behaviour. However NPI-16’s brevity out-weighed those 

considerations.  

  

Procedure 

 Potential participants were sent either a link directly or indirectly from the researcher with a 

message outlining the nature of the study. The link brought the participants to a Microsoft forms 

survey. The first page explained the details of the study and the participants were warned of the slight 

possible harm of participating and they were then asked to consent to participate (See Appendix A). 

The following page included two forms of exclusionary criteria: having never shared a selfie on a 

social media platform and being under eighteen. These two groups were then sent to different pages 
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(See Appendices E & F) which thanked the potential participants for their desire to participant and 

explained why they would be excluded from participation. These two groups were then led to the 

final debrief page (See Appendix G) giving details in order to contact the researcher if they had any 

questions and information. All participants who were not excluded went through the four sections of 

the questionnaire and then led to the debrief page (See Appendix G). 

  

Ethics 

 No incentives or rewards were given to participants on completion of the study. The study 

was given approval by the Dublin Business School Psychology Research Ethics Committee and all 

ethical principles in the PSI Code of Professional Ethics were adhered to throughout the 

implementation of survey and collation of data. In particular, the principle of respecting the rights of 

the individual was maintained by informing participants of their rights in terms of their right to 

withdraw or refuse to answer at any time, that their data would submitted anonymously and their data 

would be treated confidentially and their data would be stored securely within the EU for up to two 

years and then destroyed and that the participants could contact the researcher at any time if they had 

any questions. The principle of responsibility to the participants was observed by informing the 

participants of information of possible support resources and advising participants to seek help if they 

felt any distress from taking part in the study. Extra care was put in place to ensure as best possible 

to exclude under eighteens from accidentally taking part in the study.  
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Results 

 This chapter will provide a description of the results obtained in the study. Two subsections 

will outline the descriptive statistics and the inferential statistics of the results of the study.  

 

 Descriptive statistics  

 All statistics were computed on SPSS 26 for Mac. Twelve participants having never shared a 

selfie and one for being under eighteen were excluded from the one hundred and nineteen who 

responded. The one hundred and six (27M, 79F) participants broke down relatively evenly (See 

Figure 2 Age and gender sample descriptor).  

 

Figure 2 Age and Gender Sample Descriptor 

The selfie level usage categories in this sample where predominately in the low to mid-range 

of selfie usage and in fact no respondents were in the higher to levels of usage categories (See Figure 

3 selfie sharing level).  

 

Figure 3 Selfie Sharing Frequency 
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It therefore made sense to regroup the categories into three groups as follow in order to make groups 

that are make more sense for statistical comparison (See Figure 4 Level of selfie sharing in three 

groups). 

 

Figure 4 Selfie Sharing Frequency in Three Groups 

The descriptive statistics for the three psychological measures and their sub-scales are 

displayed (See table 5 Descriptive statistics for psychological measures). There are three points 

about the sample statistics that need to be pointed out. Firstly, the results were not distributed 

normally in particular the narcissism measure (See Figure 5 Histogram for narcissism results). 

Figure 5 Histogram for Narcissism Results 
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Secondly the CSW God’s love did stand apart from the other CSW sub-scales in that it had 

the lowest mean (14.06), highest standard deviation (8.18). In fact, 29% of respondents gave it the 

mode score (5) which was the lowest possible. 

Thirdly while the full measures all had higher than .7 Cronbach Alpha score, two of the GSP 

sub-scales scored low guilt-repair (Cronbach’s  = .488) which argues that the measure had poor 

internal consistency for the items in the scale and shame withdraw (Cronbach’s  = .540) had 

questionable internal consistency for the items in the scale (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). This limits the 

power of any inferences that can be made from these measures.  
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Table 5 Descriptive Statistics for Psychological Measures 

Measure  N Mean SD Variance 
Possible 

range  

Actual 

range 
Skewness  Kurtosis  

Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

NPI 16  103 3.14 3.12 9.73 0-16 0-13     1.25     1.08      .803 

Contingent Self-

Worth   
100 161.79 22.08 487.42 35-245 79-209 -     .72     1.75      .867 

CSW Family 

Support 
103 22.12 4.57 20.93 5-35 8-35 -    1.43     3.31      .715 

CSW 

Competition 
104 22.08 6.15 37.56 5-35 6-35 -     .68      .19      .882 

CSW 

Appearance 
103 24.79 5.49 30.15 5-35 8-35 -     .65      .76      .770 

CSW God’s 

Love 
105 14.06 8.18 66.86 5-35 5-35      .44 -     .85      .961 

CSW Academic 

Competence 
103 25.16 5.52 30.51 5-35 5-34 -    1.44     3.35      .883 

CSW Virtue 104 27.70 4.86 23.63 5-35 9-35 -    1.58     4.12      .814 

CSW Approval’s 

from Others 
103 20.84 6.46 41.74 5-35 5-34 -     .32 -     .24      .836 

Proneness to 

Guilt and Shame 
98 81.89 11.69 136.62 16-112 34-105 -    1.55     4.46      .761 

GASP Guilt 

Negative 

Behaviour 

evaluation 

104 23.28 4.69 21.95 4-28 4-28 -    1.42     2.34      .710 

GASP Guilt 

Repair 
106 23.56 3.57 12.74 4-28 10-28 -    1.35     2.55      .488 

GASP Shame 

Negative Self 

Evaluation 

101 23.85 4.41 19.45 4-28 10-28 -    1.72     2.86      .758 

GSP Shame 

Withdraw 
105 11.20 4.51 20.35 4-28 4-23      .54 -     .47      .540 
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Inferential statistics 

 Hypothesis 1: A Mann-Whitney U test revealed that the male levels of narcissism (mean rank 

= 62.09) is significantly greater than the female levels of narcissism (mean rank = 48.41) (Z = -2.07, 

p = .039). This sample did show that men scored significantly higher in narcissism than women. 

 

 Hypothesis 2: A Kruskal-Wallis H test showed that the three age ranges GenZ (mean rank = 

52.81), GenY (mean rank = 54.75) and GenX (mean rank = 47.24), did not differ significantly in 

levels of narcissism (᙭2(2) = 1.22, p = .543). This sample was unable to show any significant 

relationships between age range and levels of narcissism. 

 

 Hypothesis 3: A Mann-Whitney U test revealed that levels of GSP in men (mean rank = 32.88) 

were significantly lower than levels of GSP in women (mean rank = 54.89) (z = 3.3, p = .001). This 

sample showed that women scored significantly higher than men in levels of GSP. 

 

Hypothesis 4: A Kruskal-Wallis H test showed that the three levels of selfie-sharing frequency 

once a year or less (mean rank = 54.48), several times year (mean rank = 45.18) and once a month or 

more (mean rank = 57.02), did not differ significantly in levels of narcissism (᙭2(2) = 2.82, p = .244). 

This sample found that there was no significant difference in narcissism levels between the three 

groups defined by their levels of selfie-sharing frequency. 

 

Hypothesis 5: A Spearmans ⍴ correlation found that there was no significant association 

between levels of selfie-sharing and GSP (⍴ (98) = .08, p = .460). This argues that there is no 

relationship between the frequency of selfie-sharing and levels of GSP. 
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Hypothesis 6: A Spearman’s ⍴ correlation found that there was a significant association 

between levels of narcissism and levels of GSP (⍴ (95) = -.31, p = .002). This argues that levels of 

narcissism have a negative association with levels of GSP. 

 

 Hypothesis 7: An independent samples t-test found that there was not a statistically significant 

difference between levels of CSW appearance in men (M = 23.19, SD = 6.05) and women (M = 25.33, 

SD = 5.23) (t(101) = -1.73, p = .087, CI (95%) -4.58 -> .31). This argues that levels of CSW 

appearance in men and women are roughly similar. 

 

 Hypothesis 8: A one-way analysis of variance showed that the levels of CSW appearance 

between the three age ranges GenX, GenY and GenZ differed significantly (F (2, 100) = 3.17, p = 

.046). More specifically a Tukey HSD post hoc analyses highlighted that the level of CSW appearance 

in GenZ was significantly higher than in GenX (Mean difference = 3.55, p = .037, CI [95%] .17, 

6.93). Thus, highlighting that levels in CSW appearance is significantly higher in GenZ than in GenX.  

 

 Hypothesis 9: An independent samples t-test found that there was not a statistically significant 

difference between levels of CSW others’ approval in men (M = 19, SD = 6.92) and women (M = 

21.47, SD = .71) (t(101) = -1.70, p = .092, CI (95%) -5.35 -> .41). This argues that levels of CSW 

others’ approval in men and women are roughly similar. 

  

 Hypothesis 10: A Kruskal-Wallis H test showed that the three levels of selfie-sharing 

frequencies once year or less (mean rank = 45.70), several times a year (mean rank = 54.97) and once 

a month or more (mean rank = 59.80), did not differ significantly in levels of CSW appearance (᙭2(2) 

= 3.94, p = .140). This sample showed that there was no significant difference in levels of CSW 

appearance between the three groups defined by levels of selfie-sharing frequency. 
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Analysis was done in order to attempt to look deeper into the relationships between selfie-

sharing and the psychological measures by splitting the data by levels of selfie-sharing frequency and 

comparing narcissism levels to the other CSW, GSP and their sub-scales (See Table 6 Narcissism 

correlations with other measures when groups are split by levels of selfie-sharing frequency).  

One significant result was that a Spearman’s ⍴ correlation found that there was significant 

association between levels of narcissism and levels of contingent self-worth others’ approval (⍴(24) 

= -.43, p = .035) in the highest selfie-sharing frequency group (See Figure 6 Narcissism CSW others’ 

approval scatterplot for highest frequency selfie-sharing group). This argues that levels of CSW 

others’ approval is negatively associated with levels of narcissism in the group who share selfies the 

most often.  

 

Figure 6 Narcissism CSW Others' Approval Scatterplot for Highest Frequency Selfie-Sharing Group 

There are other significant associations between narcissism levels and other measures within 

the high selfie-sharing frequency group, such as CSW family support (⍴(24) = -.43, p = .037), CSW 

competition (⍴(24) = .42, p = .042), GSP (⍴(21) = -.67, p = .001) and  GSP Shame Negative Self 

Evaluation (⍴(23) = -.63, p = 001). These results do infer a nuanced relationship between levels of 

selfie-sharing frequency and levels of narcissism.   
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Table 6 Narcissism Correlations with Other Measures when Groups are Split by Level of Selfie-Sharing Frequency) 

IV DV Once a Month or More Several Times a Year Once a year or Less 

NPI  Contingent Self Worth (⍴(23) = -.23, p = .303) (⍴(32) = .03, p = .887) (⍴(43) = .13, p = .406) 

NPI 
Proneness To Guilt and 

Shame  
(⍴(21) = -.67, p = .001)** (⍴(33) = -.49, p = .785) (⍴(41) = -.25, p = .115) 

NPI  CSW Family Support (⍴(24) = -.43, p = .037)* (⍴(33) = -.94, p = .602) (⍴(43) = -.15, p = .335) 

NPI  CSW Competition  (⍴(24) = .42, p = .042)* (⍴(34) = -.10, p = .574) (⍴(43) = .23, p = .143) 

NPI  CSW Appearance  (⍴(23) = .03, p = .881) (⍴(34) = -.63 p = .724) (⍴(43) = -.84, p = .593) 

NPI  CSW God’s Love (⍴(24) = -.29, p = .163) (⍴(34) = .12, p = .514) (⍴(44) = .03, p = .864) 

NPI  CSW Academic competency (⍴(24) = .20, p = .348) (⍴(34) = .09, p = .627) (⍴(43) = .-.06, p = .708) 

NPI  CSW Virtue (⍴(24) = -.04, p = .856) (⍴(34) = .22, p = .204) (⍴(43) = -.32, p = .838) 

NPI  CSW Others’ Approval (⍴(24) = -.43, p = .035)* (⍴(33) = -.11, p = .540) (⍴(43) = .15, p = .355) 

NPI 
GSP Guilt Negative Behaviour 

Self Evaluation  
(⍴(23) = -.61, p = .002) (⍴(34) = -.10, p = .575) (⍴(44) = -.28, p = .065) 

NPI  GSP Guilt repair (⍴(24) = -.36, p = .087) (⍴(34) = -.12, p = .487) (⍴(45) = -.36, p = .015)* 

NPI 
GSP Shame Negative Self 

Evaluation 
(⍴(23) = -.63, p = 001)** (⍴(33) = -.10, p = .587) (⍴(42) = -.27, p = .087) 

NPI  GSP Shame Withdraw (⍴(23) = -.19, p = .394) (⍴(34) = .09, p = ..630) (⍴(45) = .15 p = .319) 

Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).*  

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).**  
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Discussion 

 This chapter will discuss the results, examine the strengths and weaknesses of this study and 

offer some implications and applications of this study. It will first discus the results of  the interactions 

between narcissism and GSP with age, gender and selfie-sharing frequency. It will then discuss the 

results of interactions between CSW appearance and others’ approval interaction with age, gender 

and selfie-sharing frequency. Then discuss the reasons for further analysis to elucidate a nuanced 

relationship between selfie-sharing frequency, narcissism and particularly CSW other’s approval will 

be discussed. Finally, the strengths, weaknesses and implications of this research and possible future 

research will be considered.  

 

 Narcissism and GSP Interactions with Age, Gender and Selfie-Sharing  

The sample found that men score significantly higher in levels of narcissism which supports 

findings the research carried out by Dutta et al. (2018) and Mehdizadeh (2010). The sample also 

found that men scored significantly lower than women in GSP. These two results combine to provide 

explanations for high levels of antisocial unethical behaviour in men (Baumeister, Bushman & 

Campbell, 2000) (Bybee, Williams & Merisca, 1994) (Poless et al., 2018). It also would act as an 

explanation for higher levels of depression in women in terms of higher levels of narcissism acting 

as a coping strategy in the modern world (Campbell, 2001). Furthermore, higher levels of GSP and 

low levels of narcissism align with depression, low self-concept, social withdrawal and obsessive 

reaction (Tangney, 1990). To highlight this even more levels of narcissism was shown to be 

negatively associated with levels of GSP. However, as this did not highlight any relationship between 

levels of selfie-sharing and either levels of narcissism or levels of GSP it would argue that levels of 

selfie-sharing do not have any of the corresponding associations levels of antisocial behaviour or 

levels of mental health issues. There is a caveat to these findings, comparison between selfie-sharing 

and levels of narcissism, in that selfie-sharing may be behaviour that is done for narcissistic reasons 

but not have any effect on levels of narcissism (Koterba, Ponti & Ligman, 2020) 
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CSW Appearance and Others’ Approval Interaction with Age, Gender and 

Selfie-Sharing 

 The sample also showed that men scored significantly higher in levels of CSW arguing that 

men for the most gain their self-esteem more externally than women. However, CSW appearance 

levels in men and women are roughly similar in this sample. This result appears to conflict with 

Barzoki et al. (2018) argument that women are more prone to body-dysmorphia due to the self-

objectification process that higher levels of CSW appearance would foster. CSW appearance levels 

were found to be significantly higher in GenZ than in GenX which does fit well with the argument 

that the younger generation are more prone to inherent mental health risks associated with higher 

CSW appearance which would partially explain the higher levels of body-dysmorphia. Like CSW, 

others’ approval did not differ significantly between the genders.  

When these findings are put together it suggests that men are more prone to unethical 

behaviour with higher levels of narcissism and lower levels of GSP. Women in GenZ are in turn more 

prone to depression and higher levels of self-objectification which in turns leads to higher rates of 

body-dysmorphia.  

 

Further analysis  

This sample did not find any significant difference between levels of narcissism between the 

three selfie-sharing frequency levels which is in contrast with Andreassen et al’s. (2017) findings. 

However, these results concur with Demir, Tufan and Erem’s (2010) view in terms of the complex 

nature of the motivations for selfie-sharing frequency. Narcissistic individuals share selfies to feed 

their ego whereas Sociotropic individuals share selfies in the attempt to gain others’ approval (Demir, 

Tufan and Erem, 2010). The sample did not show differences in levels of CSW appearance between 

the three groups defined by levels of selfie-sharing frequency which does sound similarly 

counterintuitive. Chaudhari et al. (2019) did argue that extraverted people share selfies for attention 

seeking but Lee and Stapinski (2012) argued that socially anxious individuals are prone to 
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problematic levels of social media use. Essentially this leads to the simple idea that people can display 

the same behaviour for different reasons.  

This research’s inability to find a significant relationship between levels of selfie-sharing 

frequency and levels of narcissism, levels of CSW appearance or levels of GSP may be due to the 

inherent difficult in finding an association with psychological measures due to the multiple 

motivations for selfie-sharing behaviour (Chaudhari el al.,2019) (Sung et al., 2016) (Demir, Tufan & 

Erem, 2010) (Koterba, Ponti & Ligman, 2020). This fact led this research to look deeper at the 

relationship between selfie-sharing frequency and levels of narcissism by splitting the sample into 

groups based on selfie-sharing level. It then found that in the highest selfie-sharing group, levels of 

narcissism are negatively associated with levels of CSW other’s approval. This argues that if an 

individual posts selfie quite frequently, the more narcissistic they are the less they gain self-esteem 

from the approval of others. Conversely, in the highest selfie-sharing group the less narcissistic an 

individual is the more they are seeking others’ approval to gain self-esteem. The same behaviour for 

slightly different motivations. However it is important to point out that the small size of this high 

selfie-sharing frequency group makes these findings less robust. That being said the fact that there 

was significant relationships between narcissism and other measures in the higher frequency selfie-

sharing group but not the lower levels of selfie-sharing frequency groups (CSW family support, CSW 

competition, GSP and GSP Shame Negative Self Evaluation) does hint at a more nuanced relationship 

between levels of selfie-sharing and narcissism which is worthy of future research. 

 

Weaknesses  

A major weakness of the research is the fact that selfie-sharing frequency categories in this 

sample where predominately in the low to mid-range of selfie-sharing and in fact no respondents were 

in the highest two selfie-sharing frequency categories (See Figure 3 Selfie-sharing level). This argues 

that there were no individuals in this sample that had problematic levels of selfie-sharing and the 

correlated level of social anxiety (Lee & Stapinski, 2012). Another flaw is that the sample did not 
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include any participants under eighteen however this was done for ethical reasons. The measures are 

triggering of negative affect particularly the GSP. Having said that there have number of studies 

previously aimed at adolescents. A larger sample size would have been beneficial as it would have 

hopefully more participants who shared selfie more frequently enabling more robust analysis. A more 

even gender split would have been beneficial in the same way. 

The largest flaw in the design was a lack of measure for vulnerable narcissism such as the 

Vulnerable Narcissism Scale (Pimentel, 2007). A better design would have included narcissism, 

vulnerable and one CSW or GSP. This would be better to find pertinent relationships between selfie-

sharing and mental health issues. 

 

Strengths 

 While the design of this study had numerous weaknesses, its novelty is its greatest strength. 

It is always of interest to look at different samples such as this research’s analysis of an Irish adult 

population. However, research on selfie-sharing frequency on levels of narcissism, CSW and GSP 

has not been done previously which adds to its novelty. Another positive aspect is the broad 

generational approach which differed from most prior studies which focused more on adolescents and 

emerging adults such as Twenge et al.’s (2008) meta-analysis of college student samples and 

Sowndarya, Gayathri and Vishnupriya (2019) examination of adolescents.  

 

Future research  

Based on one of the main design flaws with this study it would be interesting to research 

selfie-sharing behaviour with a vulnerable narcissism measure to better link between narcissism and 

either CSW and or GSP. Either getting greater numbers or focusing on attracting participants with 

greater levels of selfie-sharing would make sense. Another avenue would be to focus qualitatively on 

affect connected to selfie-sharing. A larger sample including a component to attempt to uncover 
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motivations for selfie-sharing frequency could examine the more deeply the relationship between 

narcissism, levels of selfie-sharing and other the psychological measures. 

 

Implications   

 The most significant implication of this research argues that men are more prone to antisocial 

behaviour due to higher levels of narcissism and lower levels of GSP. However, this relationship is 

not related to selfie-sharing levels. Also, this research was unable to find connections between levels 

of CSW appearance and others’ approval and levels of selfie-sharing frequency. There is an argument, 

if not a very robust one, for a nuanced relationship between selfie-sharing and narcissism due to the 

fact individuals may display the same selfie-sharing behaviour for different reasons. 
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Appendices 

 Appendix A Consent of Participant  

 I voluntarily agree to participate in this research study. I understand that even if I agree to 

participate now, I can withdraw at any time or refuse to answer any question without any 

consequences of any kind. I understand that as the data is submitted anonymously permission cannot 

withdrawn to use data from my questionnaire after it is submitted. I have had the purpose and nature 

of the study explained and I have had the opportunity to ask questions about the study by email. I 

understand that participation involves completing an anonymous online questionnaire including 

demographic questions, questions about social media usage and mental health. I understand that I will 

not benefit directly from participating in this research. I understand that all information I provide for 

this study will be treated confidentially. I understand that in any report on the results of this research 

my identity will remain anonymous. I understand that if I inform the researcher that I, myself is at 

risk of harm, the researcher  may have to report this to the relevant authorities - they will discuss this 

with me first but may be required to report with or without my permission. I understand that signed 

online consent forms and questionnaire data will be retained securely within the EU and will be 

destroyed within two years of the research having been returned from the exam board. I understand 

that I am free to contact any of the people involved in the research to seek further clarification and 

information.  

   

Stephen Keeling, XXXXXX@mydbs.ie, Higher Diploma in Psychology student in Dublin Business 

School.  
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 Appendix B Contingencies of Self-Worth Scale 

 

 INSTRUCTIONS: Please respond to each of the following statements by circling your answer 

using the scale from "1 = Strongly disagree" to "7 = Strongly agree.” If you haven't experienced the 

situation described in a particular statement, please answer how you think you would feel if that 

situation occurred.  

 

1. When I think I look attractive; I feel good about myself. 

2. My self-worth is based on God s love or feeling spiritually connected.  

3. I feel worthwhile when I perform better than others on a task or skill. 

4. My self-esteem is unrelated to how I feel about the way my body looks. 

5. Doing something I know is wrong makes me lose my self-respect. 

6. I don t care if other people have a negative opinion about me. 

7. Knowing that my family members love me makes me feel good about myself. 

8. I feel worthwhile when I have God s love or feel spiritually fulfilled. 

9. I can t respect myself if others don t respect me. 

10. My self-worth is not influenced by the quality of my relationships with my family members. 

11. Whenever I follow my moral principles, my sense of self-respect gets a boost. 

12. Knowing that I am better than others on a task raises my self-esteem. 

13.My opinion about myself isn t tied to how well I do in school. 

14. I couldn t respect myself if I didn t live up to a moral code. 

15. I don t care what other people think of me.  

16. When my family members are proud of me, my sense of self-worth increases. 
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17. My self-esteem is influenced by how attractive I think my face or facial features are. 

18. My self-esteem would suffer if I didn t have God s love or feel spiritually connected. 

19. Doing well in school gives me a sense of self-respect. 

20. Doing better than others gives me a sense of self-respect. 

21. My sense of self-worth suffers whenever I think I don t look good. 

22. I feel better about myself when I know I m doing well academically. 

23. What others think of me has no effect on what I think about myself. 

24. When I don t feel loved by my family, my self-esteem goes down. 

25. My self-worth is affected by how well I do when I am competing with others. 

26. My self-esteem goes up when I feel that God loves me or feel spiritually connected. 

27. My self-esteem is influenced by my academic performance. 

28. My self-esteem would suffer if I did something unethical. 

29. It is important to my self-respect that I have a family that cares about me. 

30. My self-esteem does not depend on whether or not I feel attractive. 

31. When I think that I m disobeying God or feel spiritually disconnected, I feel bad about myself.. 

32. My self-worth is influenced by how well I do on competitive tasks. 

33. I feel bad about myself whenever my academic performance is lacking. 

34. My self-esteem depends on whether or not I follow my moral/ethical principles. 

35. My self-esteem depends on the opinion s others hold of me. 

 

FAMILY SUPPORT: items 7, 10*, 16, 24, and 29. COMPETITION: items 3, 12, 20, 25, and 32. 

APPEARANCE: items 1, 4*, 17, 21, and 30*. GOD S LOVE: items 2, 8, 18, 26, and 31. ACADEMIC 

COMPETENCE: items 13*, 19, 22, 27, and 33. VIRTUE: items 5, 11, 14, 28, and 34. 
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APPROVAL FROM OTHERS: items: 6*, 9, 15*, 23*, and 35. Scoring: First, reverse-score answers 

to items 4, 6, 10, 13, 15, 23, and 30, such that (1 = 7), (2 = 6), (3 = 5), (4 = 4), (5 = 3), (6 = 2), (7 = 

1).Then sum the answers to the five items for each respective sub-scale score and divide each by 5. 
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 Appendix C Proneness to Guilt and Shame Scale 

 Instructions: In this questionnaire you will read about situations that people are likely to 

encounter in day-to-day life, followed by common reactions to those situations. As you read each 

scenario, try to imagine yourself in that situation. Then indicate the likelihood that you would react 

in the way described.  

 

Very Unlikely=1, Unlikely=2, Slightly Unlikely=3 About 50%=4, Likely Slightly Likely=5, 

Likely=6, Very Likely=7 

 

 1. After realizing you have received too much change at a store, you decide to keep it because 

the salesclerk doesn t notice. What is the likelihood that you would feel uncomfortable about keeping 

the money?  

 2. You are privately informed that you are the only one in your group that did not make the 

honor society because you skipped too many days of school. What is the likelihood that this would 

lead you to become more responsible about attending school?  

 3. You rip an article out of a journal in the library and take it with you. Your teacher discovers 

what you did and tells the librarian and your entire class. What is the likelihood that this would make 

you would feel like a bad person?  

 4. After making a big mistake on an important project at work in which people were depending 

on you, your boss criticizes you in front of your coworkers. What is the likelihood that you would 

feign sickness and leave work?  

 5. You reveal a friend s secret, though your friend never finds out. What is the likelihood that 

your failure to keep the secret would lead you to exert extra effort to keep secrets in the future?  

 6. You give a bad presentation at work. Afterwards your boss tells your coworkers it was your 

fault that your company lost the contract. What is the likelihood that you would feel incompetent?  



   52 

 7. A friend tells you that you boast a great deal. What is the likelihood that you would stop 

spending time with that friend?  

 8. Your home is very messy and unexpected guests knock on your door and invite themselves 

in. What is the likelihood that you would avoid the guests until they leave?  

 9. You secretly commit a felony. What is the likelihood that you would feel remorse about 

breaking the law? 

 10. You successfully exaggerate your damages in a lawsuit. Months later, your lies are 

discovered, and you are charged with perjury. What is the likelihood that you would think you are a 

despicable human being? 

 11. You strongly defend a point of view in a discussion, and though nobody was aware of it, 

you realize that you were wrong. What is the likelihood that this would make you think more carefully 

before you speak?     

 12. You take office supplies home for personal use and are caught by your boss. What is the 

likelihood that this would lead you to quit your job? 

 13. You make a mistake at work and find out a coworker is blamed for the error. Later, your 

coworker confronts you about your mistake. What is the likelihood that you would feel like a coward? 

 14. At a coworker s housewarming party, you spill red wine on their new cream-colored 

carpet. You cover the stain with a chair so that nobody notices your mess. What is the likelihood that 

you would feel that the way you acted was pathetic? 

15. While discussing a heated subject with friends, you suddenly realize you are shouting 

though nobody seems to notice. What is the likelihood that you would try to act more considerately 

toward your friends? 

 16. You lie to people, but they never find out about it. What is the likelihood that you would 

feel terrible about the lies you told?  

 

GASP SCORING: The GASP is scored by averaging the four items in each sub-scale.  
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Guilt–Negative-Behavior-Evaluation (NBE):1,9,14,16. 

Guilt–Repair: 2, 5, 11, 15 

Shame–Negative-Self-Evaluation (NSE): 3, 6, 10, 13  

Shame–Withdraw: 4, 7, 8, 12 (Cohen et al., 2011)  
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 Appendix D Narcissism Personality Inventory Scale 

 

 Read each pair of statements below and place an X” by the one that comes closest to 

describing your feelings and beliefs about yourself. You may feel that neither statement describes 

you well, but pick the one that comes closest. Please complete all pairs. 

 

1. ___ I really like to be the center of attention. 

 ___ It makes me uncomfortable to be the center of attention. 

2. ___ I am no better or no worse than most people. 

 ___ I think I am a special person. 

3. ___ Everybody likes to hear my stories.  

 ___ Sometimes I tell good stories. 

4. ___ I usually get the respect that I deserve. 

 ___ I insist upon getting the respect that is due me. 

5. ___ I don't mind following orders. 

 ___ I like having authority over people. 

6. ___ I am going to be a great person. 

 ___ I hope I am going to be successful. 

7. ___ People sometimes believe what I tell them. 

 ___ I can make anybody believe anything I want them to. 

8. ___ I expect a great deal from other people. 

 ___ I like to do things for other people. 
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9. ___ I like to be the center of attention. 

 ___ I prefer to blend in with the crowd. 

10. ___ I am much like everybody else.  

 ___ I am an extraordinary person. 

11. ___ I always know what I am doing. 

 ___ Sometimes I am not sure of what I am doing. 

12. ___ I don't like it when I find myself manipulating people. 

 ___ I find it easy to manipulate people. 

13. ___ Being an authority doesn't mean that much to me. 

 ___ People always seem to recognize my authority. 

14. ___ I know that I am good because everybody keeps telling me so. 

 ___ When people compliment me I sometimes get embarrassed. 

15. ___ I try not to be a show off. 

 ___ I am apt to show off if I get the chance. 

16. ___ I am more capable than other people. 

 ___ There is a lot that I can learn from other people 

 

 

NPI-16 Key: Responses consistent with narcissism are shown in bold. 

 

Scoring: compute proportion of responses consistent with narcissism.  
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Background: The NPI-16 items are drawn from across the dimensions of Raskin and Terry’s (1988) 

40-item measure. Relevant references are noted below.  
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 Appendix E Debrief for underage Participants 

 Thank you for attempting to contribute to this study however due to the nature of the study it 

would be unethical for you to participate. However, if this causes any psychological distress please 

find a list of support services on the next and final page. 

 Appendix F Debrief  for Participants Who Have Never Posted a Selfie 

 Thank you for attempting to contribute to this study however due to the nature of the study it 

would be inappropriate for someone who has never posted a selfie to participate. However, if this 

causes any psychological distress please find a list of support services on the next and final page. 

 Appendix G Debrief Page 

 This study is concerned with selfie sharing and mental health. Previous studies have found 

that under some conditions people experience the return of the very thoughts they try not to think 

about.  

 In this study, you were asked to complete 3 psychological measures:  contingent self-worth, 

proneness to guilt and shame, subclinical narcissism and levels of sharing selfie behavior, 

 We expect to find that there is a correlation from the level of Selfie Sharing and measures of 

contingent self-worth, proneness to guilt and shame and subclinical narcissism. 

 We are also interested Contingent Self-Worth and Proneness to Guilt and Shame as they 

compare by generation and by gender. 

 This study will hopefully add knowledge to the potential psychological harm of excessive 

selfie-sharing. 

 If you are interested in learning more or to ask questions you are welcome to contact the 

researcher at XXXXXX@mydbs.ie 

 If you have any negative thoughts or feelings as a consequence of completing this 

questionnaire, please seek support.  

 

Here are some possible support resources  
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• The Samaritans, www.samaritans.ie, Tel: 116 123, Text: 087 2 60 90 90, Email: jo@samaritans.ie 

• Aware (Depression & Bi-Polar Disorder), www.aware.ie, Tel: 1800 80 48 48, 

supportmail@aware.ie  

• Pieta House (Suicide & Self-harm), National Suicide Helpline (Pieta House) 1800 247 247, 

www.pieta.ie, Tel: 01 623 5606 

• Turn2Me.org (Online one to one or group counselling), Grow (Mental Health support and 

Recovery), www.grow.ie, Tel: 1890 474 474 

• Bodywhys (Eating Disorders Associations of Ireland), www.bodywhys.ie, 1890 200 444 

• Irish Advocacy Network (Peer advocacy in mental health), www.irishadvocacynetwork.com, Tel: 

01 872 8684 

• IACP (Counselling & Psychotherapy), www.iacp.ie, Tel: 01 230 3536 

• Irish Council for Psychotherapy (Counselling & Psychotherapy), www.psychotherapycouncil.ie, 

Tel: 01 905 8698 

• Shine (Supporting people effected by mental ill health), www.shine.ie 

 

Thank you for your participation  

http://www.samaritans.ie/
http://www.aware.ie/
http://www.pieta.ie/
http://www.grow.ie/
http://www.bodywhys.ie/
http://www.irishadvocacynetwork.com/
http://www.iacp.ie/
http://www.psychotherapycouncil.ie/

