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Abstract. This research aimed to investigate the structural validity of the Dark Triad Dirty
Dozen (DTDD) within the Indonesian cultural context. At the preliminary stage, content
validity and response process were assessed as part of a systematic translation verification to
ensure item clarity and conceptual relevance. Even though satisfactory performance was
reported, items 3 and 10 required further cultural refinement. Structural models were also
tested using Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Exploratory Structural Equation
Modelling (ESEM). The results showed that the three-factor structures of Machiavellianism,
Narcissism, and Psychopathy were supported as the most conceptually sound and statistically
stable option. The bifactor solution reported interpretive limitations, such as low item
loadings even though alternative models suggested acceptable fit. Subsequently, ESEM
captured subtle cross-loadings, stating the psychological overlap between traits. These results
supported the suitability of DTDD and offered an enhanced understanding of the structural
complexity of dark traits to strengthen the relevance of cross-cultural personality assessment.
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Introduction

Personality is a crucial determinant of human behavior
in psychological research. In this context, a well-
known personality concept is the Five Factor Model
(FFM), consisting of Extraversion, Openness to
Experience, Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and
Neuroticism (McCrae & John, 1992). This concept
evolved into HEXACO- Honesty-Humility (H),
Emotionality (E), eXtraversion (X), Aggreableness
(A), Conscientiousness (C), and Openness to
experience (0). The dimensions are not directly
developed through modifications of the Big Five
personality theory but represent the adaptations of
B5/FFM personality model (Lee & Ashton, 2004). A
unifying theme has been reported in research relating
to the Big Five and HEXACO framework. This is in
contrast to the relatively positive or neutral dimensions
emphasized by the FFM and HEXACO models (Dini¢
et al., 2018). A concept proposed by Paulhus and
Williams (2002) has also explored the "dark” side of
human personality, known as the Dark Triad. Recent
decades have witnessed high prominence of Dark Triad
within personality research across organizational,
social, and political contexts (Braun, 2017; Furnham et
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al., 2013; Gatzsche-Astrup, 2021; Nugraha et al., 2023;
O’Boyle et al., 2012; Pavlovi¢ & Franc, 2021; Putri et
al., 2021).

Dark triad personality includes three components,
namely, Machiavellianism, Narcissism, and
Psychopathy (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). These three
traits share similarities in terms of manipulative
tendencies, lack of empathy, and egoistic orientation.
Machiavellianism refers to shrewd, self-centered, and
manipulative people who use devious strategies to
pursue personal goals (Christie & Geis, 1970; Muris et
al., 2017; O’Boyle et al., 2012; Rizal & Handayani,
2021). The measurement of the MACH-IV scale was
developed by Christie and Geis (1970). Psychologists
refer to Machiavellianism as a two-faced interpersonal
style, characterized by indifference to morality and a
focus on self-interest and personal gain (Muris et al.,
2017). The construct of Narcissism is based on a
subclinical concept of Raskin and Hall (1979) to
describe personality disorders diagnosed by the DSM.
Therefore, Narcissism is based on the NPI (Narcissistic
Personality Inventory) measure and clinical construct.
The conceptualization of the construct as subclinical is
extensively supported by substantial literature (Morf &
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Rhodewalt, 2001). Psychopathy is characterized by
high impulsivity and sensation seeking as well as low
empathy and anxiety (Paulhus & Williams, 2002).

In the context of the Dark Triad, the assessment of
Psychopathy often relies on self-report instruments
such as the Self-Report Psychopathy (SRP) scale.
These scales are designed to measure psychopathic
traits in non-clinical populations, distinguishing
individuals with and without Psychopathy (Hare &
Neumann, 2008; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Jonason
and Webster (2010) developed a practical and concise
instrument to measure the three components into an
instrument called the Dark Triad Dirty Dozen (DTDD),
which consists of 12 statement items. In addition, Jones
and Paulhus (2014) also developed the Short Dark
Triad (SD3) to measure the dark triad, consisting of 28
statement items.

Previous research supported the psychometric
feasibility of the DTDD, including internal
consistency, test-retest, and factor structure (Jonason &
McCain, 2012; Jonason & Webster, 2010; Lee &
Ashton, 2014). DTDD is an abbreviated and efficient
measure, particularly advantageous when faced with
constraints on time and resources (Jonason & Webster,
2010). The psychometric properties have been
validated across numerous cultures, supporting the
applicability in diverse research contexts. In addition,
DTDD has been validated in Canada (Savard et al.,
2017), Poland (Czarna et al., 2016), Spain (Pineda et
al., 2020), Serbia (Dini¢ et al., 2018), Turkey (Ozsoy et
al., 2017), Swedish (Garcia et al., 2018), Portugal
(Jonason et al., 2022), Iran (Yousefi & Piri, 2016),
France (Gamache et al., 2018), Arab (ElI Keshky,
2022), Peru (Lingan-Huaman et al., 2023) and
Bangladesh (Ahmed et al., 2020). In the Indonesian
context, Hasanati (2019) and Arnietta et al. (2025)
conducted validation research of Short Dark Triad
(SD3) and Short Dark Tetrad (SD4), while Devi et al.
(2024) and Ali & Prasetyawati (2025) examined the
validity of DTDD.

In recent decades, the Dark Triad has evolved into
new traits, such as everyday sadism (Buckels et al.,
2013). However, some experts have proposed reducing
the Dark Triad to a Dark Dyad by removing Narcissism
(Denovan et al., 2024; Egan et al., 2014; Kowalski et
al., 2016). The concept of the Dark Dyad assumes that
Machiavellianism and Psychopathy are closely related
and can be treated as two facets of a construct (Rogoza
& Cieciuch, 2018). Empirically, the distinction
between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy appears
unclear (Miller et al., 2017, 2019; Vize et al., 2018).
Few research have investigated the structure and
samples of students in Indonesia even though Dark
Triad has grown rapidly.

Several empirical results support the need to
understand the measurement structure of dark traits
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across different samples and cultures due to overlap
(Muris et al., 2017; O’Boyle et al., 2012). Rogoza and
Cieciuch (2017) differentiated Dark Triad traits into
only two constructs, namely Narcissism and a "Dark
Dyad" consisting of Machiavellianism and
Psychopathy. Other experts have proposed the addition
of sadism to Dark Triad to form "Dark Tetrad" (Book
et al., 2016; Buckels et al., 2013). Pabian et al. (2015)
also reported a high correlation between
Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. However, some
research reported only moderate correlations between
the two constructs (Malesza et al., 2019). Kajonius et
al. (2016) identified a bifactor model showing the
presence of a general factor measuring dark traits
beyond the Dark Triad.

In the Indonesian sample, Devi et al. (2024) found
that three residual correlations were required to achieve
adequate model fit, showing the possibility of
inappropriate  specifications in CFA. Ali &
Prasetyawati (2025) also suggested a high correlation
between  Machiavellianism and  Psychopathy.
Therefore, a  significant  overlap  between
Machiavellianism and Psychopathy is potentially
present. These results show methodological concerns
since CFA postulates a single-factor loading for each
item and imposes zero restrictions on cross-loadings.
The method can introduce bias, particularly when used
to measure constructs with conceptual and empirical
interrelation (Kline, 2023). A potential for overlap
exists between factors or items despite the practical
advantages offered by the concise 12-item scale for
measuring dark personality. Further investigation is
needed using ESEM since personality traits often
overlap and do not operate independently (Marsh et al.,
2010).

ESEM combines the strengths of EFA and CFA,
resulting in more accurate factor solutions, improved
model fit, and reduced inflated inter-factor correlations
(Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009; Marsh et al., 2014). The
concise format of DTDD introduces the potential for
conceptual overlap among Dark Triad traits since
ESEM is a more suitable analytical method than CFA.
Therefore, this research confirmed the basic structure
of DTDD in the Indonesian population and contributed
new methodological insights by applying a more
flexible and realistic modeling framework to address
previous inconsistencies.

Study 1

Methods

A comprehensive translation verification process was
carried out to ensure the clarity and conceptual
consistency of the items before conducting a structural
investigation of the Indonesian DTDD. Subsequently,
a forward—backward translation method including four
independent translators was used. In each group, one
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Table 1
Translation Result
Forward Forward Translation Back Back

No. Original Translation 1 2 Synthesis Translationl  Translation 2

1 I tend to want others ~ Saya cenderung  Saya cenderung Saya cenderung ingin 1 tend to I have a
to admire me. ingin orang lain menginginkan orang lain mengagumi  wants others  tendency, that

mengagumi saya  orang lain saya to admire | want others
mengagumi Saya me to adore me.

2 | tend to want others ~ Saya senang Saya cenderung saya cenderung ingin I tend to I have a
to pay attention to menjadi pusat menginginkan orang lain untuk wants others  tendency, that
me. perhatian. orang lain untuk memperhatikan saya to pay | want others

memperhatikan attentionto  to pay their
Saya me attention to
me.

3 I tend to expect Saya cenderung  Saya cenderung Saya cenderung I tend to I tend to wish
special favors from mengharapkan mengharapkan mengharapkan expect others would
others. perlakuan bantuan special dari  perlakuan khusus dari ~ special treat me as

khusus dari orang lain orang lain. treatment special as
orang lain from others  other people.

4 I tend to seek Saya cenderung  Saya cenderung Saya cenderung I tend to I tend to chase
prestige or status. mengejar mencari mengejar kehormatan ~ pursue after honor or

kehormatan atau  prestise/kehormatan  atau status honor or status.
status atau status status

5 I tend to lack Saya jarang Saya cenderung Saya jarang merasa I rarely feel | rarely regret
remorse. merasakan tidak merasa menyesal atas regret for my actions.

penyesalan bersalah perbuatan saya my actions

6 I tend to be callous Saya tidak Saya cenderung Saya cenderung tidak | tend to be I tend to be
or insensitive. sensitif terhadap  tidak berperasaan berperasaan atau tidak  heartlessor ~ heartless or

perasaan orang atau tidak peka peka. insensitive insensitive.
lain

7 I tend not to be Saya cenderung  Saya cenderung Saya cenderung tidak  Itend notto | tend not to
extremely tidak menaruh tidak terlalu peduli peduli pada moralitas  care about put my
concerned with perhatian pada pada moralitas atas perilaku saya the morality  attention on
morality or the moralitas ataupun moralitas of my the morality
morality of my perilaku saya dari tindakan Saya behavior. of my actions.
actions.

8 I tend to be cynical.  Saya meragukan  Saya cenderung Saya meragukan I doubtthat | doubt others
orang lain sinis orang lain memiliki others have  have sincere
memiliki niat niat dan tujuan yang sincere intentions and
dan tujuan yang tulus intentions goals.
tulus and goals.

9 I have used deceit or  Saya rela Saya pernah Saya pernah menipu I have | have cheated

lied to get my way. berbohong untuk  menggunakan tipu atau berbohong untuk  cheated or or lied to
mendapatkan daya atau mendapatkan lied to achieve what
apa yang saya berbohong untuk keinginan saya. achieve I want.
inginkan mendapatkan apa what | want.
yang Saya inginkan

10  Itendto manipulate  Saya akan Saya cenderung Saya akan I will I tend to
others to get my mempengaruhi memanipulasi orang mempengaruhi orang influence influence
way. orang lain untuk  lain untuk lain untuk mencapai others to others to

melakukan apa mendapatkan apa tujuan saya achieve my  achieve my
yang saya yang Saya inginkan goals. purpose.
inginkan

11 | have used flattery =~ Saya Saya pernah Saya pernah I have used I have used
to get my way. menggunakan menggunakan menggunakan compliments  compliments

pujian untuk sanjungan untuk sanjungan untuk togetwhati to getwhat |
mendapatkan mendapatkan apa mendapatkan apa want. want.
keinginan saya yang Saya inginkan  yang saya inginkan

12 | tend to exploit Saya Saya cenderung Saya cenderung I tend to I tend to use”
others for my end. mengarahkan memanfaatkan memanfaatkan orang “used” other  other people

orang lain pada orang lain demi lain demi kepentingan  peoples for for my
tujuan yang saya  tujuan Saya sendiri pribadi saya my personal interests.
inginkan interests.
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Table 2
DTDD Blueprint Indonesian Version
No Item Dimensions
1 Saya cenderung ingin orang lain mengagumi saya
2 Saya cenderung ingin orang lain untuk memperhatikan saya
3 Saya cenderung mengharapkan perlakuan istimewa dari orang lain Narcissism
4 Saya cenderung mengejar kehormatan dan status
5 Saya jarang memiliki rasa penyesalan atas perbuatan saya
6 Saya cenderung tidak berperasaan atau tidak peka
7 Saya cenderung tidak peduli pada moralitas atas perilaku saya Psychopathy
8 Saya meragukan orang lain memiliki niat dan tujuan yang tulus
9 Saya pernah menipu atau berbohong untuk mendapatkan keinginan saya
10  Saya cenderung mempengaruhi orang lain untuk mencapai tujuan saya
11  Saya pernah menggunakan sanjungan untuk mendapatkan apa yang saya inginkan
12 Saya cenderung memanfaatkan orang lain demi kepentingan pribadi saya Machiavellianism
Table 3
Validity Based on Content
Relevancy Clarity
Result Result
Expert Expert
Assess Interpreta Assessm
ments CVR I-CVI  Validity tion ents CVR I-CVI Validity Interpretation
Item 1 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used
Item 2 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used
Item 3 7 .56 .78 Invalid Revised 8 .78 .89 Valid Used
Item 4 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used
Item 5 8 .78 .89 Valid Used 8 .78 .89 Valid Used
Item 6 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used
Item 7 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used
Item 8 9 1 1 Valid Used 8 .78 .89 Valid Used
Item 9 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used
Item 10 7 .56 .78 Invalid Revised 7 .56 .78 Invalid Revised
Item 11 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used
Item 12 9 1 1 Valid Used 9 1 1 Valid Used

Relevancy: S-CVI/UA = .75, S-CVI/Ave = .95; Clarity: S-CVI/UA: .75°, S-CVI/Ave = .95

Valid and Used

Table 4

Model Fit Indices For Competing Models Dirty Dozen Indonesian Version (N=346)

Model p-value TLI CFI SRMR RMSEA p-value RMSEA

CFA Results

Two Factor Correlation Model .000 .940 .952 .057 .051 420
Three Factor Correlation Model .059 978 .983 .050 .031 961
Bifactor Model 402 .997 .998 .031 011 .966
ESEM Results

Two Factor Correlation ESEM .001 .949 .968 .046 .047 .588
Three Factor Correlation ESEM .702 1.000 1.000 .021 .000 .999
Bifactor ESEM .993 1.000 1.000 .010 .000 1.000

Note: y2 = chi-square, TLI = Tucker—Lewis index, CFl = Comparative Fit Index, GFI = Goodness of Fit Index, SRMR =
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual, RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation.

translator possessed a background in psychology and
psychometric measurement, while the language experts
remained unaware of the content to ensure neutrality.

Content and response process validities were
performed in line with the translation review
(American Educational Research Association et al.,
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2014). Content validity was assessed by nine
psychologists from diverse subfields, including social,
clinical, developmental, and psychometrics. The
review included an analysis of DTDD content against
the criteria of relevance and item clarity. The experts
are to evaluate the content of each item by answering
questions, considering a rating scale with values
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ranging from 1 to 4. A rating of 1 signified "not relevant
at all" or "not clear at all," while a rating of 4 showed
"very relevant" or "very clear". The results were
calculated using the Content Validity Index (CVI) for
each item based on the responses of the experts.
Students representative of the target sample reviewed
the item clarity and interpretability to evaluate response
process validity (Almanasreh et al., 2019; Lawshe,
1975).

Results and Discussion

Table 1 shows that the translation verification process
comprises two forward translators, a reconciled
version, and backward translation into English by two
independent translators. The content validity of each

item was evaluated after the completion of the
translation stage. This was carried out by asking nine
expert judges to evaluate the items for relevance and
clarity. Furthermore, the Content Validity Ratio (CVR)
and Item-Level Content Validity Index (I-CVI) were
calculated for each item, as shown in Table 2. For the
relevance aspect, DTDD items exceeded the minimum
required thresholds. This showed that the items were
considered appropriate for measuring the core
components of the dark triad personality
(Machiavellianism, Narcissism, and Psychopathy). The
lowest CVR values were observed in items 3 and 10 at
.56. Lawshe (1975) stated that the minimum criteria for
accepting CVR value was based on the number of
experts. For example, the minimum number of CVRs
considered acceptable was .78 when experts were 9.

Table 5
DTDD Reliability Results Indonesian Version (N=346)
No. Dimensions Cronbach's o McDonald's Items CR AVE
1. Narcissism .841 .846 4 .849 591
2. Psychopathy .615 .640 4 664 .343
3. Machiavellianism 792 791 4 .795 494
Table 6
Validity Related to Other Variables
Nars Psiko Mach Greed Sincerity Fairness Modesty
Nars —
Psiko 374 *** —
Mach 586 *** .690*** —
Greed - 422%** -.210%** -.336*** —
Sincerity -.439%** -.400%** -.568*** .386*** —
Fairness -.154** -.351*** -.305%** .149** 279%** —
Modesty -.038 -.086 -.030 .058 .011 .351*** —
Note. * p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001
Table 7
Standardized Factor Loadings CFA and ESEM Models of DTDD
CFA Models ESEM Models
Item 2F 3F Bifactor 2F 3F Bifactor
Narc. g;l:; Narc. Psyc Mach Narc. Psyc Mach Core Narc. g;;z Narc Psyc Mach Narc. Psyc Mach Core
Nars1 82 - 82 - - 70 44 85 -.05 86 00 -05 69 -01 .00 44
Nars2 83 - 83 - - 72 42 87 -.06 87  -04  -04 76 -01 07 38
Nars3 80 - 80 - - 61 50 77 04 77 03 .00 61 .00 .00 49
Nars4 58 - 58 - - 35 50 48 19 48 .03 16 31 -.06 .09 57
Psycl - 31 - 48 - - 37 31 -02 33 -.00 46 02 A1 31 15 42
Psyc2 - 43 - 70 - - 51 42 00 42 01 62 04 00 54 09 38
Psyc3 - 38 . 69 - - 66 37 -05 42 04 82  -07 .06 65 02 37
Psyc4 - 35 - 39 - - 19 35 12 28 a3 21 09 15 27 18 24
Machl 58 - - 59 - - 53 42  -06 61 -07 -03 .65 01 05 55 36
Mach2 5 - - 76 - - 25 2 12 67 12 04 65 10 05 .36 63
Mach3 69 - - 70 - - 32 63 03 68 01 -00 .77 04 13 32 89
Mach4 - 74 - - 74 - - 33 66 -.05 .79 -.05 12 70 01 13 43 59
Note: 2F= two factor correlation, 3F = three factor correlation
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Several other items received the highest ratings
and were categorized as valid by nine experts, based on
CVR and I-CVI calculations. At the scale level, the
content validity for the relevance aspect was .75, as
measured by the Universal Agreement Index (S-
CVI/UA). Based on the Average Content Validity
Index (S-CVI/AVE), the score was .95, and the scale
was valid overall. However, previous research argued
that this item could be included in the measurement for
several reasons. First, the concept of "expecting special
treatment” is one of the important aspects of
Narcissism, which is often reflected in the daily
behavior of individuals with the trait (Raskin & Hall,
1979). In the context of Narcissism, the expectation of
special treatment reflects a sense of superiority and a
need for attention (Krizan & Herlache, 2017; Morf &
Rhodewalt, 2001; Muris et al., 2017).

Previous research suggested that the behavior of
expecting special treatment could be expressed in
different ways across cultures. In collectivist cultures,
narcissistic behaviors such as expectations of special
treatment can be carried out prososially as a strategy for
achieving social status. Therefore, the expectation of
special treatment in hierarchical or social relationships
can be considered normal and does not necessarily
show a personality disorder (An et al., 2024).
Collectivist culture can also alter the manifestation and
evaluation of Narcissism. Certain aspects, such as
superiority and self-entitlement, may be consistent with
social role expectations within group or family
relationships. (Fatfouta et al., 2021). Even though this
item may seem less explicitly relevant, the expectation
of special treatment remains in narcissistic behavior
across cultures. Items such as “saya mengharapkan
perlakuan istimewa” are relevant as indicators of
Narcissism and part of collective social norms, such as
reciprocity, hierarchy, or privileges based on relational
closeness.

The observed low CVR suggests the limited
relevance, potentially from an  inadequate
representation of the Narcissism construct within the
specific local cultural context. However, the item was
included based on research by Jonason et al. (2013). In
this research, items related to expectations of special
treatment statistically showed significant correlations
with dimensions of Narcissism across cultural contexts.
This construct retained significance in the assessment
of Narcissism despite the variation between the
articulation of expectations for special treatment.

The validity assessment for the clarity aspect
showed only 1 invalid item (item 10) with a CVR value
of .56. In the clarity aspect, these items reported quite
good clarity since only 1 was invalid. At the scale level,
the validity of the clarity aspect based on the content
validity index universal agreement (S-CVI/UA) was
.75. Therefore, the overall clarity of this scale lacked
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full validity due to insufficient inter-expert agreement.
A value of .95 was reported as valid when viewed from
the average scale content validity index (S-CVI/AVE).

Item 10 was consistently invalid because the
translation result selected was not near the original.
This affected the assessment of experts related to Item
10. In the original version, "I tend to manipulate others
to get my way" was interpreted as "I tend to manipulate
others to get what I want". However, the translation
result using the word “mempengaruhi”, "influence"
rather than "manipulate" was preferred. From a
psycholinguistic perspective, this substitution carried
the risk of diluting the antisocial connotation central to
the original conceptualization by Paulhus and Williams
(2002), who reported manipulation as a core trait
within Machiavellianism. The selected wording altered
the interpretation, diverging from the intended
manipulative behavior even though the translation
aimed to mitigate the risk of "faking good" responses
(Monaro et al., 2021; Williams et al., 2019).
Gudmundsson (2009) stated that semantic drift in item
translation led to systematic distortions in item
functioning and lower expert agreement. Most items
were considered sufficiently clear by experts.
However, items 3 and 10 required special attention to
improve relevance and clarity.

All participants in this stage showed a clear
comprehension of the instructions, assessment
responses, and the statements' auditory presentation.
Consequently, the entire instrument proved to be
readily understandable in measuring a negative
behavior. Among the 10 students, a single comment
was provided by one participant during the readability
test. The suggestions and comments were directed to
item 11, “I have used flattery to get what [ want”.

According to the participant, the term "flattery"
was not commonly used in Indonesia. Alternative
suggestions showed a preference for "praise," a word
frequently encountered across various demographic
groups. Johnson et al. (2004) found that flattery and
praise were processed differently. Flattery was often
perceived as insincere and manipulative in line with
Machiavellian behavior, while praise was interpreted
as sincere and pro-social. In this context, the suggestion
was important in the decision to use the word "flattery"
or "praise”. This research showed that all items were
included in the model testing.

Study 2
Methods
Participants

A total of 470 undergraduate students were recruited
for participation. Distractor items were incorporated to
monitor participant concentration, and 124 participants
failed to maintain concentration. The minimum sample
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size was 200 participants based on MacCallum et
al. (1996) using a power of .80 with df close to 55.
This research obtained a sample exceeding the
minimum target of 346 college students. The age
range of the participants was 17-31 years (M =
19.5, SD = 1.53), consisting of 70 males (20.2%)
and 276 females (79.8%). Evidence was gathered
in research 2 through the inclusion of diverse
sources.

Instruments

The DTDD scale used consisted of 12 items with 4 in
each dimension (Jonason & Webster, 2010).
Machiavellianism, Psychopathy, and Narcissism
contain items such as “I tend to manipulate others to

Psympathic : Jurnal Ilmiah Psikologi 12:1, June 2025

get what | want”, “I tend to have no remorse”, and “I
tend to want others to admire me”, respectively. This
scale was assessed on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

The HEXACO scale was used for validity related
to other variables, specifically on honesty-humility
facets adapted in Indonesian by Sugiarto et al. (2022).
This variable consisted of 16 statements from Sincerity,
Fairness, Greed-Avoidance, and Modesty dimensions.
Sincerity, Fairness, Greed-Avoidance, and Modesty
Dimensions comprised of items such as "I will treat
people I don't like very well if I want something from
it", "If I know | will never be caught, I will be willing
to steal billions of rupiah”, "Having a lot of money is
not too important for me", and "'l am an ordinary person
who is no better than others,” respectively. The
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response scale used was 5 points, starting from 1 (very
inappropriate) up to 5 (very appropriate).

Results and Discussion
Results

CFA and ESEM used the Robust Maximum Likelihood
(MLR) estimator computed through Mplus 8.6. This
statistical software was robust concerning the non-
normality of observations with standard errors and
goodness-of-fit tests (Brown, 2015; Muthén & Muthén,
2015; Wang & Wang, 2020). The cut-off criteria for
selecting an appropriate fit model were defined as
follows 1) a Chi-square (¥2[df]) p-value showing non-
significance (p > .05), 2) Comparative Fit Index (CFI)
and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) values of .90 or greater,
3) Root Mean Square Error of Approximation
(RMSEA) values of .06 or less, with a "close" fit (CFit)
RMSEA probability value showing non-significance (p
>.05), and 4) Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR) values of .08 or less (Brown, 2015; Hu &
Bentler, 1999).

The two-factor correlational CFA model showed
adequate fit as reported by the Psiko2 and Psiko3
modification indices. In contrast, the three-factor
correlational model based on Jonason and Webster's
(2010) original framework reported highly adequate
results requiring no index modifications. Therefore, an
alternative model was explored based on Kajonius et
al. (2016) by implementing a bifactor CFA model. The
bifactor model showed good fit indices even though
there was no appropriate theory. The model assumed
that each item contained general and specific factors.
These factors empirically accommodated the data but
did not reflect the actual psychological structure. The
presence of factor loadings <.2 showed that the
indicators did not contribute sufficiently to explaining
the dark triad component. This analysis was extended
using ESEM to address CFA limitations and gain an in-
depth understanding of DTDD. Furthermore, ESEM
was adopted to allow for cross-loadings and test two-
factor, three-factor, and bifactor models within a more
flexible framework. The fit indices presented in Table
4 were found to be acceptable across models. However,
item-level analysis reported meaningful differences in
the loading of items on the respective factors to provide
critical insight into the multidimensional nature of the
dark triad traits.

ESEM comprised of narcissism and a combined
Dark Dyad correlated factors with a commendable fit.
However, a residual correlation between ltem Psych2
and Psych3 was important, showing shared item
content. An examination of cross-loading patterns
showed conceptual blending, with Item Mach2
indicating a statistically significant loading on the
Narcissism factor. A weak magnitude (factor loading <
.20) was reported, and Item Nars4 was cross-loaded on
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the Dark Dyad factor. These results suggested a
structural  overlap  between  narcissistic and
manipulative content within the item pool, while the
model maintained statistical adequacy. Model ESEM
three-factors, which retained Narcissism, Psychopathy,
and Machiavellianism, suggested strong model fit and
required no residual modifications. In this context, item
loadings were consistent with the intended constructs.
However, minor cross-loadings were observed as
follows (1) Psych4 and Mach2 weakly loaded on the
Narcissism factor, Mach4 on the Psychopathy factor,
and (2) Nars4 on the Machiavellianism factor. All
cross-loadings were below .20, showing minimal
contamination between factors. These results supported
the distinctiveness of the three constructs, while the
flexibility of ESEM allowed the detection of subtle
item-level multidimensionality.

A Dbifactor ESEM framework was used,
conceptualizing a general "dark trait" factor (Dark
Core) with three orthogonal specific factors. This
model reported a robust fit to the data and was
distinctly segregated from trait-specific variance. The
specific Narcissism factor showed modest and
statistically significant cross-loadings from Psych4 and
Mach2. Conversely, the specific Psychopathy factor
suggested cross-loadings from Mach3 and Mach4.
Machiavellianism factor did not report significant
cross-loadings, suggesting a clearer construct
independence. The entire items showed acceptable
loadings on the general factor, except for Psych4
possessing factor loading below .30. The three-factor
model provided the strongest theoretical and empirical
consistency with the original DTDD framework, while
effectively minimizing cross-loadings. The bifactor
model added insight by stating the separation between
general and specific trait variance. The two-factor
model  reported that  Machiavellianism  and
Psychopathy empirically converged in certain contexts.

The results of the reliability test of 346
participants showed that DTDD items had good
internal consistency with a Cronbach's alpha value
above .7 (= .828). However, Psychopathy had low
internal consistency with a Cronbach's alpha value
below .7 (= .615) when evaluated separately.
Convergent validity found that only Psychopathy had
Composite Reliability (CR<.7) and Average Variance
Extracted (AVE< .5) (Hair et al., 2019).

Internal consistency reliability measured through
Cronbach's alpha showed adequate values for DTDD
scale, while Psychopathy had a lower value (a=0.615).
Table 6 shows the relationship between Dark Triad
Personality (Narcissism, Psychopathy,
Machiavellianism) and Honesty-Humility (Greed,
Sincerity, Fairness, Moderation). Narcissism was
negatively correlated with Greed (r = -.422, p < .001),
Sincerity (r = -.439, p <.001), and Fairness (r = -.154,
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Figure 4. Two-factor correlated ESEM

Figure 6. Bi-factor ESEM Model

p < .05). Psychopathy was also negatively correlated
with Greed (r = -.210, p < .01), Sincerity (r = -.400, p <
.001), and Fairness (r = -.351, p < .001). Similarly,
Machiavellianism was negatively correlated with
Greed (r = -.336, p < .001), Sincerity (r = -.566, p <
.001), and Fairness (r = -.305, p <.001). The correlation
results showed that Dark Triad had a negative
relationship with several dimensions of Honesty-
Humility. This test used T-score to standardize data
from different measurement instruments, facilitating
multivariate analysis such as correlation (McDonald &
Ho, 2002).

Discussion

The results of the structural investigation of the
Indonesian version of DTDD scale provide important
contributions to the ongoing debate regarding the most
appropriate structural representation of the construct.
The competing frameworks evaluated through a series
of confirmatory and exploratory structural models are
(1) two-factor, (2) three-factor, and (3) bifactor.

Psympathic : Jurnal Ilmiah Psikologi 12:1, June 2025

The two-factor CFA model combines
Machiavellianism and Psychopathy into a single latent
dimension and separates Narcissism. This result is
consistent with research suggesting that respondents do
not differentiate between Machiavellianism and
Psychopathy (Pabian et al., 2015; Rogoza & Cieciuch,
2017, 2018). The two factors comprising the CFA
model possess statistical validity. From a theoretical
perspective, the Dark Triad's simplification of the
construct proves insufficient in capturing the
differences between Machiavellianism and
Psychopathy as separate entities. This is consistent with
the criticism by Miller et al. (2017, 2019), where the
overlap between the constructs is often reinforced by
the limitations of measurement tools rather than
psychological reality.

CFA Model 2, which is a version of (Jonason &
Webster, 2010), shows the consistent adequacy of a
three-correlated-factor structure. This model has also
reported superior conceptual coherence and cross-
cultural stability in line with DTDD validation research
conducted across various international populations
(e.g, Czarna et al., 2016; Gamache et al., 2018; Garcia
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et al., 2018). Despite the limited number of items per
construct, the underlying three-factor structure remains
both conceptually coherent and structurally strong.
This model is consistent with the initial theoretical
structure proposed by the developers of the Dark Triad
theory (Paulhus & Williams, 2002). Even though three
dimensions share dark characteristics such as
manipulation and lack of empathy, each has a unique
psychological profile (Miller et al., 2017; Muris et al.,
2017). The co-occurrence of the three traits in behavior
theoretically originates from distinct psychological
processes. For instance, Narcissism, Machiavellianism,
and Psychopathy are associated with fragile self-
regulation, deliberate social exploitation, and
emotional dysregulation, respectively (Muris et al.,
2017; O’Boyle et al., 2012). In this context, the three
factors share a common “Dark Core” factor.

The third CFA model (bifactor) obtains results in
line with Kajonius et al. (2016). This model provides
further insights by identifying a general factor used to
explain the common variance across all Dark Triad
items. The Dark Triad shares a common psychological
core known as “Dark Core”, underlying manipulative,
egocentric, and amoral tendencies (Denovan et al.,
2024; Kowalski et al., 2016). This general factor
accounts for the tendency of individuals with high
scores on one dimension to show elevated scores on
others. The bifactor model necessitates a more cautious
interpretation despite the statistical fit. In short
measurement contexts, the contribution of common
factor variance to the total score can be dominant. This
reduces the practical utility of DTDD in research
requiring the separation of effects between traits, such
as predicting more specific types of behavior.

Structural analysis is extended through ESEM to
evaluate the dimensional structure of DTDD. ESEM is
particularly well-suited for modeling multidimensional
psychological constructs like the Dark Triad because
the model combines the flexibility of EFA with the
statistical rigor of CFA (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2009;
Marsh et al., 2014). This model accommodates cross-
loadings among factors, facilitating a more realistic
representation of trait overlap. The feature is important
when constructs share conceptual space, as exemplified
by Machiavellianism, Narcissism, and Psychopathy.
Therefore, ESEM is useful when factor correlations
between Machiavellianism and Psychopathy are very
high, as reported by Ali & Prasetyawati (2025). Devi et
al. (2024) proposed the inclusion of three pairs of
residual correlations to achieve an adequate fit for the
Dark Triad model within the Indonesian population.

In the first ESEM model, a two-factor solution
separates Narcissism from a combined dark dyad of
Machiavellianism and Psychopathy. This model
reports acceptable fit and a residual correlation
between Psychopathy items 2 and 3 in line with CFA
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two-factor model. Significant but weak cross-loadings
are observed, specifically with Machiavellianism item
2 and Narcissism item 4 loading onto the Narcissism
and dark dyad factors, respectively. Machiavellianism
item 2 and Narcissism item 4 assess manipulative and
status-seeking behaviors. These cross-loadings suggest
that the manipulation or influence of others for goal
attainment may incorporate elements of agentic
motivation and self-enhancement (Miller et al., 2017).
Furthermore, narcissistic individuals often perceive the
self as a central figure, deserving of an elevated status.
This perspective enables the use of social influence as
a tool for self-validation. The conceptual overlap
between Narcissism and the Dark Dyad renders
instances of cross-loading, where traits from one
construct are consistent with another (Miller et al.,
2019). Even though the item is structurally placed
under the dark dyad (Machiavellianism and
Psychopathy), the spirit of “influence for personal
gain” resonates with the motives of status and control
in Narcissism (Szabd, 2020). These results suggest a
lack of clear item independence when Psychopathy and
Machiavellianism are collapsed into dark dyad,
echoing concerns from previous research.

The second ESEM model, structured around the
three-factor DTDD framework, shows good fit without
requiring residual correlations or post-hoc adjustments.
A total of three factors constitute a stable model for
identifying dark traits in line with the original (Jonason
& Webster, 2010). In the result using ESEM, factor
loadings for Machiavellianism items are maximized
while allowing free cross-loadings on the Narcissism
and Psychopathy factors. Since ESEM shows better
model fit, there are significant cross-loading items such
as Psych4, Mach4, and Nars4 on Narcissism,
Psychopathy, and  Machiavellianism  factors,
respectively. The conceptual similarities can lead to
item variance where a particular item measures the
aspects intended for other factors. Despite the overlap,
these traits remain distinguishable at behavioral and
psychological levels (Miller et al., 2017; Muris et al.,
2017; Rogoza & Cieciuch, 2017, 2018; Vize et al.,
2018).

Based on the results of bifactor ESEM, the model
fit is similar to other models. However, the model
shows superior fit in line with McLarnon and Tarraf
(2017). Bifactor ESEM shows the best model-data fit
and identifies a strong common factor with statistically
significant factor loadings for every item. This complex
model shows a better fit, as previously explained by
Kajonius et al. (2016). Even though bifactor ESEM
shows a superior global fit when compared to other
structural models of DTDD, the presence of items with
factor loadings below .30 on the general and specific
factors raises significant concerns. Denovan et al.
(2024) argued that the interpretive cost of bifactor
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ESEM was high when item-specific information was
lost or suppressed in instruments with limited item
coverage per trait. The presence of items with factor
loadings below .30 on both the general and specific
factors raises significant concerns, even though
bifactor ESEM shows a superior global fit when
compared to other structural models of DTDD.

Correlations between Dark Triad and honesty-
humility components are reported to establish
convergent validity. Previous research found that all
components of honesty-humility were correlated with
the dark triad components (Hodson et al., 2018;
Kaufman et al.,, 2019; Templer, 2018). However,
modesty does not have any correlation with the other
Dark Triad traits. These results are consistent with
Jonason and McCain (2012), where a negative
relationship existed between dark triad personality and
honesty-humility components. Factors of these
components have been categorized as indicators of an
antagonistic social style since the correlation is
expected (Jonason & McCain, 2012). In this
convergent validity test, Dark Triad measures a
negative personality construct. The traits reflect a
negative personality, representing the conceptual
opposite of honesty—humility. However, this negative
personality construct remains within the same
measurement domain. The overlap does not show that
honesty—humility is similar to Dark Triad since the
majority of the variance is distinct from the three traits.
The relationship necessitates careful consideration
when interpreting and understanding honesty—humility
dimension. The absence of a significant relationship
between modesty and the Dark Triad can be explained
by a combination of developmental factors related to
age, the influence of social norms in the campus
context, and the limited variance in the expression of
the trait.

The reliability shows that DTDD is a concise and
reliable measure for assessing dark personality
dimensions (Jonason & McCain, 2012; Jonason &
Webster, 2010; Savard et al., 2017). Previous research
showed that Psychopathy had lower internal
consistency  compared to  Narcissism  and
Machiavellianism (Muris et al., 2017; O’Boyle et al.,
2012). The three-factor ESEM is the most theoretically
coherent and psychometrically balanced solution
among the tested models. This is because the model is
consistent with the original theoretical distinctions
proposed by Paulhus and Williams (2002).
Furthermore, the three-factor ESEM integrates the
empirical flexibility necessary for valid modeling of
multidimensional constructs. In culturally diverse
settings such as Indonesia, a structurally valid and
culturally sensitive model is offered to facilitate more
investigations into the manifestation and consequences
of dark personality traits.
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Conclusion

In conclusion, the first research confirmed content and
response process validity, even though items 3 and 10
required further cultural and linguistic refinement. In
the second research, structural analysis using CFA and
ESEM supported three-factor model as the most
conceptually sound and psychometrically stable option.
Interpretive limitations were also presented due to low
factor loadings and reduced trait specificity, even
though the two-factor and bifactor models were
statistically significant. An additional result showed
that modesty did not significantly correlate with the
Dark Triad because of age and social conformity
among participants. The results reported the cultural
relevance of DTDD and utility in psychological
research, offering a valid and efficient tool for
academic and applied settings.
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