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tests, including content validity using Aiken’s V, prerequisite testing via KMO
and Bartlett’s tests, Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), and reliability
testing using Cronbach’s Alpha. The Aiken’s V analysis, involving 6 raters
and a 5-point scale, yielded a value of 0.77. The results of the data feasibility
test using Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) showed a value of 0.780, which falls
within the "fairly good" category. The EFA revealed a consistent three-factor
structure: Invalidation of Emotion, Shame Disguised, and Denial.
Furthermore, the Cronbach’s Alpha reliability test yielded a coefficient of
0.791, indicating that the instrument possesses good internal consistency and
is suitable for use. Consequently, 11 items were identified as valid for
measuring toxic positivity. This scale is an appropriate instrument for
measuring toxic positivity behavioral tendencies. The implication of this study
is the availability of a validated psychological measurement tool to identify
patterns of toxic positivity.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The relationship of today's social civilization upholds the values of positivism as the basis for welfare,
satisfaction, and individual life success. In the concept of positive psychology, the positive potential possessed by
individuals is the main aspect in adapting and self-actualization in the social sphere to the maximum, so that individuals
are able to achieve an optimal prosperous life (Maclntyre, 2019). Through the positivism approach, it is believed that
individuals can exert their maximum potential in achieving a level of life satisfaction biologically, physiologically,
and mentally (Maclntyre, 2019). However, the development of social interaction faced by individuals has various
different aspects that make individuals not always able to apply positivism in their daily lives.

Social perceptions that consider positive attitudes, emotions, and actions as the main aspects in achieving social
satisfaction and well-being, make today's society tend to repress negative emotions that are considered to be obstacles
in optimizing one's potential. This phenomenon is increasingly known as Toxic

positivity, in which individuals will continue to strive to encourage positive attitudes, so that both negative
attitudes and emotions that have the potential to arise can be repressed or ignored without the need to be explicitly
displayed in the individual's daily behavior (Goodman, 2022). This phenomenon tends to be more often faced in
individuals with the age range of early adulthood to intermediate adulthood.
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Quoting Goodman (2022), foxic positivity is a form of advice that is basically intended to provide positive
encouragement, but in practice it often makes individuals feel silenced, punished, and not understood. When a person
uses foxic positivity, he or she indirectly conveys that negative emotions should not exist or should not be felt. Thus,
toxic positivity can be understood as a form of social and cultural encouragement to constantly think positively, even
in uncomfortable or difficult situations. In this context, individuals tend to suppress and ignore negative feelings in
response to social demands to always look "okay" and happy. As a result, the pressure to "always be positive" can
cause individuals to close off access to their own emotions in order to maintain those positive images, which ultimately
leads to inner conflict and decreased psychological well-being.

Toxic positivity is often associated with concepts or theories in the context of positive psychology. However, in
the concept of positive psychology, there is no terminology that suggests individuals to reject, ignore, or emphasize
any form of problems or negative emotions faced by individuals (Maclntyre et al., 2019), as applied to the concept of
toxic positivity itself. Held (in Maclntyre et al., 2019) stated that there is a risk of the emergence of a "tyranny of
positive attitude” in the application of positive psychology itself, which is a condition when the demand to always
think positively actually causes adverse psychological consequences.

Toxic positivity is characterized by an individual's tendency to suppress or reject negative emotions as a form of
response to life experiences (Jain et al., 2024). The emphasis on negative emotions in individuals with high levels of
toxic positivity can have a detrimental impact on overall psychological well-being. Manifestations of toxic positivity
can appear in various forms, such as advising a person to focus only on the positive side of a loss, believing that
positive thinking alone can solve the whole problem, implying that the situation at hand can still get worse, or
criticizing individuals who express negative feelings (Upadhyay et al., 2022).

Rejection of negative emotions is counterproductive because it inhibits the process of adaptation and
psychological recovery from the distressing experience. When individuals continuously suppress negative emotions
and ignore complex problems, this has the potential to cause emotional repression that can increase anxiety levels
(Maclntyre, 2019). In the long run, behaviors and attitudes based on toxic positivity can be internalized in an
individual's daily life, so that they unknowingly contribute to psychological vulnerability and destructive processes
towards oneself.

Research by Kojongian and Wibowo (2021) indicates that toxic positivity behavior often arises due to inequality
of experience between individuals and their interlocutors. The perpetrator's lack of understanding of the crisis situation
experienced by the individual causes a lack of empathy, so the response given, even if it is intended positively, actually
has a destructive impact. Furthermore, Goodman (2022) elaborates on the complexity of toxic positivity through five
fundamental aspects. The first is denial, where individuals are defensive about bad situations and reject negative
emotions because they feel hindered from being happy. Second, there is shame disguised as positivism, which triggers
self-criticism when negative emotions arise. The third is emotional suppression, which is the tendency to suppress or
bury negative feelings. Fourth, gaslighting behavior, which manipulates an individual's perception of reality to the
point of doubting the validity of their own feelings. The last is emotional invalidation, which is the tendency to
underestimate or ignore the significance of negative emotions in order to maintain a positive image.

A number of previous studies have shown that the emphasis on emotions has a significant negative impact on the
management of individual emotions. Gross and John (2003) found that individuals who suppressed their emotions
tended to experience negative emotions with higher intensity as well as express positive emotions at a lower level. In
addition, the strategy of emotion suppression was also found to be negatively related to the level of psychological well-
being. Similar findings were put forward by Campbell-Sills et al. (2006), who stated that emotion suppression does
not effectively reduce feelings of inadequacy
comfortable when the individual is faced with a stimulus that triggers negative emotions. Furthermore, research by
Wood et al. (2009) shows that inauthentic positive statements about oneself can actually worsen an individual's
emotional state. Based on these findings, it can be concluded that a forced positive mindset, otherwise known as toxic
positivity, does not provide adaptive benefits for individuals and can even have a detrimental impact on mental health.

Based on the results of previous research and the meaning of the term foxic positivity put forward by experts,
this study aims to develop a measurement tool that can identify the potential of individuals in showing toxic positivity
behavior. Lubna and Achmad (2023) stated that toxic positivity behavior is increasingly found in generation Z and
millennials, especially in the current digital era, as a result of the intensity of social media use. Therefore, the
development of this measurement tool is expected to be the first step in understanding the phenomenon more deeply,
as well as helping in formulating strategies to minimize the negative impact caused by toxic positivity on individuals.

Research on the phenomenon of toxic positivity in Indonesia is currently still relatively limited. Therefore,
this research was conducted to enrich research related to the topic. The results of this research are expected to provide
theoretical contributions and become a reference for the development of academic studies in the future.
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2. RESEARCH METHOD

Research methodology is a way or technique to obtain information and data sources that will be used in
research. (Widyastuti et al., 2024). This research uses a quantitative method, which is a systematic scientific study of
parts and phenomena and the causality of their relationships. Quantitative research is defined as the systematic
investigation of phenomena by collecting measurable data by performing statistical, mathematical or computational
techniques. Quantitative research is mostly carried out using statistical methods used to collect quantitative data from
research studies, with the aim of developing and using mathematical models, theories or hypotheses related to natural
phenomena. The measurement process is a central part of quantitative research because it provides a fundamental
relationship. (Abdullah, et al., 2021).

The method used in this quantitative research is a descriptive quantitative method, which is a quantitative
research method with a problem formulation that combines research to explore or photograph the social situation to be
studied thoroughly, broadly, and in-depth. It aims to systematically describe the facts or characteristics of a particular
population or a certain field factually and carefully (Abdullah, et al., 2021).

Based on the urgency found in the field, the researcher decided to compile a psychological measuring tool
regarding toxic positivity behavior. This is based on the fact that in Indonesia there is no official measuring tool that
measures this behavior. In addition, the results of initial data collection show that people are still unfamiliar with the
term toxic positivity and have not understood its meaning in depth.

Participants

The participants involved in this study were in the age range of 18 — 53 years which was in the stage of early
adult development to intermediate adulthood, while the number of study respondents was 205 respondents. The survey
was conducted first in small groups as an effort to see field conditions related to toxic positivity behavior. The results
of the initial survey showed that many people experienced toxic positivity, but they did not realize and understand that
this behavior was included in the category of toxic positivity. After the initial data collection, a large amount of data
was taken with a total of 205 respondents. This small group is commonly referred to as a sample, while a large group
is commonly referred to as a population. A sample is a part of a population that has certain characteristics or
circumstances that will be researched by Riduwan in Abdullah, et al., 2021 whereas, Population is a generalized area
consisting of objects or subjects that have certain qualities and characteristics that are determined by the researcher to
be studied and then drawn conclusions (Sugiyono, 2016)

Sampling in the study was carried out using the Non-Probability sampling technique with a specific convenience
sampling approach. According to Sugiyono (2016) Non Probability Sampling is a sampling method in which not all
members of the population have the same opportunity to be selected

into samples. Uma Sekaran (2013) explained that convenience sampling is a sampling procedure by selecting the
most accessible respondents to be used as research subjects. As the term implies, this technique focuses on collecting
information from the most accessible members of the population (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). The use of this technique
is based on the availability of elements and the ease of the researcher in reaching respondents at the right place and
time.

Research Instruments

The data collection technique used is a questionnaire (Google Form). This technique was chosen because it allows
researchers to study and know the attitudes, behaviors, and characteristics of individuals efficiently. A questionnaire
is a form of questionnaire that contains questions that must be filled in by respondents. In addition, researchers also
used this questionnaire to find out the number of individuals who experienced or were exposed to the toxic positivity
phenomenon in a predetermined age range.

Questionnaire is a data collection technique that is carried out by giving a set of questions or written statements
to respondents for them to answer. Questionnaires are an efficient data collection technique if the researcher knows
exactly the variables to be measured and knows what can be expected from the respondents. In addition, questionnaires
are also suitable for use if the number of respondents is large enough and spread over a large area. Questionnaires can
be in the form of closed-ended or open-ended statement questions, can be given to respondents directly or sent by mail,
or the internet (Sugiyono, 2013).

Based on the construct and aspects that have been determined, the researcher compiles a blueprint of the
measuring instrument as a reference in the development of the instrument. The blueprint contains a mapping between
the toxic positivity construct with aspects of measurement, behavioral indicators, number of items, and item direction
(favorable and unfavorable). The preparation of this blueprint aims to ensure that each item developed has a clear
relationship with the aspect being measured and represents the construct well.
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Table 1. Blueprint

Yes Aspects Indicator F UF
1 Invalidation Responding to complaints in self-defense or even ignoring them 1,2,3,4
Emotion Receiving support without first being listened to for their true emotional 5
needs
2 Shame Disguised Feeling guilty for feeling negative emotions 6

Feeling that showing negative emotions will make others uncomfortable or 7 8
perceived weak

3 Denial Avoid negative feedback 10 11
Trying to think positively in situations that don't wear 9

Development of measuring tools and data analysis techniques

The development of measuring tools in this study refers to the stages of development of the psychological scale
as stated by Azwar (2005). The development process is carried out systematically to ensure that the resulting instrument
has a strong theoretical basis and meets psychometric requirements.

The initial stage of development begins with the formulation of a construct, namely toxic positivity, which is
compiled based on the conceptual framework proposed by Goodman (2022). At this stage, the researcher conducts a
theoretical study to obtain a comprehensive understanding of the characteristics and manifestations of toxic positivity
behavior. Furthermore, the determination of the measurement area (domain) is carried out by identifying the main
aspects that represent the construct. Based on the study, toxic positivity is mapped into three main aspects, namely
emotional invalidation, shame disguised, and denial.

The next stage is the operationalization of the construct, which is the process of elaborating aspects into
measurable behavioral indicators. These indicators are then used as the basis for the preparation of the blueprints of
measuring instruments. Based on the grid, the researchers compiled 22 initial items designed to represent each aspect
of toxic positivity. Item writing is carried out by paying attention to the rules of psychological scale writing, including
language clarity, context suitability, and the use of favorable and unfavorable items.

items that have been compiled then go through a content review process (content validity) through expert
judgment. The assessment of the validity of the contents is carried out using the Aiken's V index to assess the suitability
of the item with the constructed being measured. Items that meet the eligibility criteria are then proceeded to the
empirical testing stage, while items with values close to the minimum limit are still considered based on their
theoretical relevance.

The next stage is an empirical analysis of the research data. The data obtained from 205 respondents were
first analyzed through data feasibility testing using Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity to
ensure the fulfillment of factor analysis prerequisites. After the data is declared feasible, a construct validity test is
carried out using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). This analysis aims to identify the structure of the factors that are
formed as well as select items that have an adequate contribution to the constructed being measured. The results of the
EFA show the formation of three factors that are consistent with the theoretical framework, namely emotional
invalidation, shame disguised, and denial.

After the factor structure is obtained, reliability testing is carried out using Cronbach's Alpha coefficient to
determine the level of internal consistency of the measuring instrument. The results of the analysis show that the toxic
positivity scale has reliability that is in the good category, so it can be concluded that the items in this scale are able to
measure constructs consistently.

Based on the overall stages of development and analysis that have been carried out, the items that pass are
then assembled into the final measuring tool. Thus, the toxic positivity measurement tool developed in this study has
met the requirements for content validity, construct validity, and reliability, making it feasible to use as an instrument
to measure the tendency of toxic positivity behavior in adult individuals.

3. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
Data responden

Based on the research conducted on as many as 205 respondents, an overview of the demographic data of the
subjects based on age, gender and province of residence as presented in table 2 can be obtained. The study participants
ranged in age from 17 to 55 years, with a predominance in the early adult age group in their 20s. The participants were
mostly female. Data collection involved participants from various regions in Indonesia, both from Java Island and
outside Java, with the dominance of domicile in the West Java region and followed by DKI Jakarta.

Item analysis
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The results of the reliability test for each pass are presented in table 3. All items had item—rest correlation above
the minimum limit, indicating that each item was able to distinguish respondents with different levels of toxic positivity
and contribute positively to the total score of the scale. The highest correlation values were found in Item 6 and Item
7, indicating a strong contribution to consistency, while the items with the lowest values remained in the sufficient
category and were still worth defending. Overall, there are no items that degrade the measurement quality

Table 2. Respondent Description
Total Participants Total Frequency Percentage

Gender

Men — men 57 27,9%
Women 148 72,1%
Age

17 -20 51 25%
21-30 114 55,4%
31-40 8 3,9%
41 -50 28 13,7%
51-55 4 2%
Province

West Java 147 71,5%
DKI Jakarta 28 13,7%
Sumatra Selatan 1 0,49%
Central Java 17 8,3%
Banten 2 0,9%
East Java 5 2,4%
Lampung 1 0,49%
Kalmantan Barat 1 0,49%
East Kalimantan 1 0,49%
West Sumatra 1 0,49%
Riau 1 0,49%

Tabel 3. Item Rest correlation
Item Item-rest correlation Item Item-rest correlation

Item 1 0.287 Item 7 0.612
item2 0.487 Item 8 0.573
Item 3 0.360 Item 9 0.316
Item 4 0.349 Item 10 0.363
Item 5 0.557 Item 11 0.470
Item 6 0.639

Reliability

According to Amanda (2019), reliability is an index test that shows the extent to which a measuring instrument
is reliable or reliable. That can be seen from how consistent the measurements are even though they are tested in time,
and different samples. So that the test kit can be trusted by Putri et. al (2022). Reliability is a measure of measurement
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credibility (Kothari, 1990; Mercer, 1991). A reliable measuring tool is not necessarily valid. But a valid measuring
tool must be reliable

According to Azwar in Putri (2022), the resulting reliability value is between 0-1. Which can be interpreted that,
getting closer to the number 1 indicates that The measurement tool is increasingly has a high reliability test
value. Based on the results of the reliability test that the researcher has conducted, it can be found that the reliability
value of the measuring instrument obtained with 205 respondents is 0.791.

Validity

Validity is the extent to which the test measures what it is meant to measure. The validity of the measuring
instrument is not compromised. In general, there are three approaches to examining the validity of a measuring
instrument, namely 1) content validity, 2) construct validity, and 3) criterion validity (Suryabrata, 2005). In this study,
the validity testing process was carried out through two approaches, namely content validity and construct validity, so
that the instrument used has a strong and accountable measurement basis. Content validity ensures that the items have
been expertly reviewed and match the aspects being measured, while construct validity ensures that the structure of
factors and relationships between items matches the underlying theory. Thus, the use of these two types of validity is
further strengthened.

Content Validity

The validity of content or content is a statement, not a behavior that is reflected from the score obtained by the
assessment instrument. The validity of the content is different from the conclusion score obtained from the assessment
data. (Mesick, 1993) in Thsan 2015. Question items in the instrument can be used to measure expected knowledge. The
indicators of the validity of the content weighed are: 1) the suitability of the indicator with the question item, 2) the
suitability of the question item with the aspect being studied, 3) the clarity of the language or image in the question, 4)
the suitability of the question item for the sample, and 5) the suitability of the material or concept being tested. Validity
checks can be carried out by several validators who are competent in their fields. Consideration for the selection of
validators is because they know the domain, content, and purpose of the research study (Novikasari, 2016). In this
study, 6 raters of 5 scale options were used and produced V=0.77 to conduct expert judgement on the items that had
been prepared. The results of the Aiken's v validity test in this study are:

Table 4. Aiken's V Validity Results
item V item V

1 0,88 Valid 7 0,83 Valid
0,88 Valid 8 0,79 Valid
0,88 Valid 9 0,71 Invalid
0,92 Valid 10 0,79 Valid
0,71 Invalid 11 0,79 Valid
0,83 Valid

N[ | WD

Based on results expert judgment shown in table 4 there are several items that obtained an Aiken's
V value below the norm limit of 0.77, namely items 5 and 9, with a value of 0.71 each. Where the value of the
item has a relatively small difference from the set norm, after conducting a theoretical analysis the item is
considered for but continues to the next stage which is the validity of the construct.

Construct Validity

Construct validity is a description that shows the extent to which the measuring tool shows results
that are in accordance with the theory (Azwar, 2005). Construct validity is commonly used for instruments that
are intended to measure concept variables, which are typical performance. To determine the validity of the
construct, it is necessary to carry out a theoretical review process of a concept of the variables to be measured,
starting from the formulation of the construct, the determination of dimensions and indicators, to the elaboration
and writing of the instrument items. (Ramadhan, et al. 2024)

Construct validity testing is carried out through Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is a technique

in multivariate statistical methods. The goal is to define the least hypothetical constructs or factors as dimensions,
latent variables, synthetic variables, or internal attributes that succinctly explain the observed relationships
between a set of measurable variables (Ersoy et al., 2023).
These measurable variables are also referred to as observed variables, real variables, effect indicators, reflective
indicators, or surface attributes. Basically, the EFA seeks to uncover the general factors underlying the structure
and organization of these measurable variables. The following are the results of the exploratory analysis test that
the researcher has conducted:
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Table 5. Instrument Loading Factor Results
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Uniqueness

Item 1 0.899 0.250
Item 2 0.828 0.342
Item 3 0.753 0.449
Item 4 0.673 0.520
Item 5 0.497 0.689
Item 6 0.800 0.351
Item 7 0.768 0.467
Item 8 0.685 0.567
Item 9 0.925 0.145
Item 10 0.752 0.391
Item 11 0.796

Based on the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) process carried out on items that were previously declared
valid through the Aiken's V test, the EFA results showed that only some items had adequate factor loading values
and did not undergo cross-loading, so these items were retained as part of the final construct. This analysis yields three
main factors that correspond to the conceptual framework, namely Invalidation Emotion, Shame Disguised, and
Denial. The first factor, Invalidation Emotion, loaded five items (items 1 - 5) with loading values ranging from 0.497
to 0.899, indicating that the items represented a consistent experience of emotional denial or abandonment. The second
factor, Shame Disguised, consists of three items (items 6 — 8) that have a high load (0.685—0.800), thus depicting forms
of shame emotions that are disguised and not directly expressed. The third factor, Denial, is formed from two main
items (items 9 and 10) that have strong loading, and one additional item, item 11. Item 11 initially showed a high
uniqueness value, but after further analysis based on theoretical linkages and correlations between items, the item was
considered the most suitable to be included in the Denial factor.

Table 6. KMO and BARTLET Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .0780

Bartlett’s Test of Approx. Chi-square 1363.318
Sphericity df 171

Say. .000

In addition, the Kaiser - Meyey Olkin (KMO) Test was also used in this study. The KMO method measures the
sufficiency of the sample for each variable in the model as a whole. The lower the proportion, the more suitable it is
for the factor analysis carried out (Mudri & Hardjomuljadi, 2019). The results of our KMO test showed that the KMO
value was at 0.780, which was in the category of quite good, so the data was considered adequate for factor analysis.
This value indicates that the correlation pattern between - is quite strong and eligible for further analysis.

Table 7. Reliability Test Results

Estimate Cronbachs’ a
Point Estimate 0.791
95% CI lower bound 0.744
95% CI upper bound 0.831
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Tabel 8. Item final Toxic Positivity
Item

1. When I'm sad I find it hard to show my feelings to others
2. I realized that I shouldn't show my negative feelings to others.
3. I believe that expressing negative emotions is normal and does not make me appear weak
4. T am able to show my negative feelings without feeling afraid of being judged.
5. When I try to share a problem, they immediately give a positive solution without asking how I really feel
6
7
8

. I feel like my complaints are often ignored, like I shouldn't feel that way
. I rarely show a bad mood so as not to disturb others
. I feel comfortable expressing my concerns without feeling judged.
9. I always think of fun things when I am faced with problems
10.1 feel bad when someone corners me over a problem I am experiencing.
11.1 feel appreciated all the time about the trauma I experienced, without trying to compare it to the greater
suffering.

The results of this study show that individual experiences related to emotional invalidation, shame
disguised, and denial are interrelated phenomena and form a consistent construct structure in early to intermediate
adult respondents. The content validity process is carried out first through Aiken's V assessment of the initial 22
items, where all items meet the minimum eligibility limit so that they can proceed to the next stage of analysis.
After going through this stage, the researcher then conducts tests using Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to
identify the most suitable factor structure. The results of the EFA show the emergence of 3 aspects, namely denial,
shame disguised, and invalidation of emotions. Most items have a loading factor above 0.40, with strong values
on some items. The item retention criteria in the exploratory factor analysis depend not only on the value of the
factor loading, but also on the consideration of content and theoretical validity (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).
Item 11, which initially had a high uniqueness value, was retained because of its theoretical relevance and
positive contribution to the denial factor after further analysis.

Based on the ideas of Kaiser & Rice (1974) and Field (2018), data feasibility testing through the SME
Test and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is a critical prerequisite stage before conducting Exploratory Factor Analysis
(EFA). The KMO value of 0.780 obtained falls into the category of "Middling" to "Meritorious" according to
Kaiser, which indicates that the sufficiency of the sample for factor analysis is at a sufficiently strong to good
level. This result is further strengthened by the Bartlett value of 0.000 (p <.001), which expressly rejects the null
hypothesis that the correlation matrix is an identity matrix, thus confirming that there is an adequate and
significant correlation structure between variables in the data (Field, 2018). Confirmation of the feasibility of this
data is a valid and solid foundation for factor extraction at the EFA stage. Thus, the data used can be considered
feasible.

Once the factor structure was formed, the researcher continued the reliability analysis using Alpha
Cronbach on the remaining items at 0.791, showing that all items had good internal consistency and that none of
the items significantly degraded the quality of the instrument. Field (2018) emphasized that the reliability test is
a critical step after factor analysis is carried out, in order to evaluate the internal consistency of each dimension
that has been identified. The value of 0.791 in this context serves as a statistical confirmation that the factor
structure resulting from EFA, in which most items have a loading factor above 0.40 and item 11 is maintained
based on theoretical considerations, has formed a cohesive measurement construct.

Field (2018) also explains that Crombach's Alpha interpretation should be accompanied by the
"Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted" and "Corrected Item-Total Correlation" checks. None of the items
significantly degraded the quality of the instrument, meaning that when every item including the 11 items that
had been hypothetically retained was removed from the calculation, the overall Alpha Cronbach value did not
experience a substantial increase. This proves that each item makes a positive contribution and does not
undermine the homogeneity of the scale, so that the theory-based decision to retain a particular item in the EFA
stage has been empirically validated in this reliability stage. Therefore, the structure of the meaningful factors
results in a reliable scale. The value of 0.791 which is in the "good" category provides the final justification that
the instrument has gone through a process of screening and theoretical consideration. The item—rest correlation
value is also in the category of adequate to strong, thus supporting the decision to retain all items that have been
filtered through EFA. These results show that the developed instruments have good quality, both in terms of
factor structure and measurement consistency.
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4. CONCLUSION

The results of the study showed three forms of factors, namely emotional invalidation, shame disguised, and
denial. Based on the analysis process carried out, this measuring tool can describe these three factors quite well. This
study shows that these three forms of experience are indeed interrelated and appear in many early to intermediate adult
individuals. Thus, the measurement tool developed has been able to meet the initial goal of the study, which is to
provide a way to identify a person's tendency to show toxic positivity patterns such as rejecting or covering up negative
emotions.

Based on these results, further research is suggested to add other types of validity tests, such as convergent validity,
discriminatory, or relationship tests with other variables, so that this measurement tool is stronger from a psychometric
perspective. In addition, the aspects of the toxic positivity variable still need to be explored in more depth, so that the
developed instrument truly describes the overall form of toxic positivity behavior and experience that occurs in daily
life. Subsequent research is also expected to involve more specific samples.
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