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ABSTRACT
This paper details the development and psychometric validation of the Everyday
Colourism Scale (ECS), a measure designed to capture perceived skin shade
prejudice from the ingroup (ethnic peers) and the outgroup (White people). The
ECS was adapted from the Everyday Discrimination Scale using existing research,
expert reviews, and acceptability interviews. Exploratory and confirmatory factor
analysis, and reliability and validity analyses were conducted based on responses
from 540 people of colour living in the UK. Predictive validity was tested based
on data from an additional 201 participants. Results supported a 2-factor model,
with good internal and test–retest reliability, and construct validity. Colourism
from White people was associated with more frequent experiences of racism,
higher internalized colourism, and greater anxiety. Colourism from participants’
ethnic peers was associated with lower self-esteem and perceived social support.
Findings suggest the ECS is a promising new tool for assessing perceived
colourism among a multi-ethnic UK sample.
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Introduction

Colourism is a form of prejudice and discrimination based on skin shade
penalizing those with dark skin (Dixon and Telles 2017). Though related to
racism, colourism is a distinct phenomenon that occurs both within and
between racialized/ethnic groups and affects people of colour globally
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(Dhillon-Jamerson 2018). Studies have demonstrated compelling evidence of
colourism in a range of institutional settings including employment, edu-
cation, and the justice systemwhereby people of colour with dark skin experi-
ence greater disadvantage compared with their peers belonging to the same
racialized/ethnic group with light skin (e.g. Burch 2015; Monk 2019; Ryabov
2016). Colourism is also pervasive in global industries such as the media,
advertising, beauty, fashion, and music where light skin is promoted and
sold as symbolic of beauty, femininity, and social class (Jha 2015; Mitchell
2020; Shroff, Diedrichs, and Craddock 2018). Research has also documented
the adverse health consequences of colourism, with people of colour with
dark skin experiencing worse physical and mental health symptoms com-
pared with peers from the same racialized/ethnic group who have light
skin (see Keyes, Small, and Nikolova 2020 for a review).

The current literature provides valuable evidence showing how colourism
affects the lives of people of colour. However, the majority of quantitative
studies are based on either observed or self-reported skin shade (Harvey,
Tennial, and Hudson Banks 2017). Yet, when considering the impact of preju-
dice and discrimination on health-related outcomes, it is valuable to also
assess perceived discrimination. This is because subjective beliefs that one
has experienced unfair treatment based on a personal characteristic (e.g.
skin shade) can often explain more variance in individual health-related out-
comes than objective data on the personal characteristic in question (Wil-
liams and Mohammed 2009).

Research consistently shows that perceived discrimination (based on per-
sonal characteristics such as racialized group, weight, and sexual orientation)
is associated with worse physical and mental health (Pascoe and Smart
Richman 2009). Therefore, perceived experiences of colourism are also
likely to have negative health consequences for people of colour. However,
to date, there are no validated measures of perceived experiences of colour-
ism, limiting possible research in this area.

The need for a specific scale on perceived colourism

One of the most widely used general measures for perceived discrimi-
nation is Williams et al.’s (1997) Everyday Discrimination Scale (EDS)
(for a review of scales, see Bastos et al. 2010). Based on Essed’s (1991)
theory of everyday racism, the EDS measures perceived unfair treatment
in everyday life. Studies testing the psychometric properties of the nine-
item EDS show good reliability and construct validity as a unidimensional
scale (e.g. Kessler, Mickelson, and Williams 1999; Krieger et al. 2005).
However, though the EDS allows participants to identify skin colour as
the main reason for their mistreatment, it does not capture the
nuances and complexities of colourism. As Monk (2021, 40) argues, “it
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is important to emphasize that colourism, as a form of perceived discrimi-
nation, is… unique”.

One other relevant scale on colourism currently exists. Harvey, Tennial, and
Hudson Banks (2017) developed the Ingroup Colourism Scale (ICS) to assess
the degree to which skin shade variation is personally important across five
domains (Self-Concept, Affiliation, Attraction, Impression Formation, and
Upward Mobility). Harvey, Tennial, and Hudson Banks (2017) reported good
psychometrics for the scale. However, the ICS captures the internalization
of colourism (i.e. the extent to which participants have adopted colourist
ideals for themselves) rather than people’s experiences of perceived colour-
ism, and so it does not meet the requirements of the current study.

Several recent papers report differences on health and wellbeing outcomes
in association with perceived ingroup and outgroup colourism based on the
National Survey of American Life (NSAL) 2001–03 (Monk 2015, 2021; Oh,
Lincoln, and Waldman 2021). The NSAL includes two single-items on perceived
colourism with five response options from 0 (never) to 4 (very often):

(1) “How often would you say that Whites treat you badly because of the
shade of your skin colour (outgroup colourism)?”

(2) “How often would you say that Blacks treat you badly because of the
shade of your skin colour (ingroup colourism)?”

While Monk’s (2015, 2021) and Oh, Lincoln, and Waldman (2021)’s findings
based on this nationally representative US dataset are illuminating in regard
to the impact of perceived colourism for Black Americans, they are limited by
their dependence on single-itemmeasures as well as their focus on only Black
and White racialized groups. Therefore, the development of a specific vali-
dated scale on perceived colourism is required to allow for rigorous assess-
ments of experiences of colourism and investigation of how such
experiences affect people’s lives.

The everyday colourism scale

We developed the Everyday Colourism Scale (ECS) to capture common
experiences of perceived skin shade discrimination. Items include people’s
perceptions of how they are treated or viewed due to their skin shade in com-
parison with peers of the same racialized group with lighter skin (e.g. do they
feel they are perceived as less attractive?). Items also capture perceptions
related to stereotypes associated with dark skin shades (e.g. participants
are asked about the extent to which they are treated as less trustworthy,
less educated, less affluent). Items are designed to be delivered twice
based on experiences of colourism from people from the same broad racia-
lized group (the ingroup) and then from White people (the outgroup) to
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distinguish between ingroup and outgroup experiences of colourism. White
people were chosen as the outgroup in the present study as this research was
conducted in the UK, which is majority (86 per cent) White (Census 2011).
Moreover, White people historically created and/or systematically reinforced
existing skin shade hierarchies in many countries around the world via their
enslavement of people of colour and via colonialism (Dhillon-Jamerson 2018;
Dixon and Telles 2017).

Items for the ECS were developed by the first and second authors (subject
experts) and were reviewed by the fourth and sixth authors (social/health
psychologists with expertise in appearance-based prejudice). Items on the
nine-item Everyday Discrimination Scale (Williams et al. 1997) served as a
foundation for the creation of a new colourism-specific scale. The develop-
ment of new items was informed by findings from a recent qualitative
study on adults’ experiences of colourism in the UK conducted by the first
and second authors (Phoenix and Craddock 2022; Phoenix and Craddock in
prep), as well as a review of the literature. This resulted in a pool of 42 items.

Next, six external subject matter experts (identified based on their existing
publications on colourism) of different racialized/ethnic backgrounds were
invited to review each item and indicate how relevant they considered the
item (relevant/maybe relevant/not relevant/unsure) to the experience of col-
ourism, in addition to providing suggestions for additional or redundant
items. Four were able to review the items in the given timeframe. Based on
this feedback and further qualitative item analysis (relevance of each item,
wording of items, checking for redundancy across items) by the first and
second authors, 15 items were removed due to repetition or being too
specific, resulting in a total of 27 items remaining in the scale for further testing.

Finally, four acceptability interviews were conducted with individuals of
colour who were members of the first two authors’ professional networks.
These interviews further assessed the content validity and clarity of the
measure. Interviewees raised an issue related to the specificity anddirectionality
of the first 17 items (e.g. “because of my skin shade… people treat me with less
respect”). To address this, a comparative clause was added to these items: “…
thanother peoplewhoappear to be the same ethnicity asmebut have lighter skin”.

The present work

Few studies have focused on colourism in the UK despite increased media
attention on the topic (Phoenix and Craddock 2022). Therefore, an overarch-
ing objective of this paper is to present how colourism is perceived and
experienced by people of colour in the UK. Such a goal is important, as evi-
dence indicates that structural and institutional racism exacerbates long-
standing health inequalities affecting ethnic minority groups in the UK
(Razai, Majeed, and Esmail 2021). Consequently, understanding colourism

4 N. CRADDOCK ET AL.



and racism in tandem may eventually help us to tackle interethnic disparities
in the UK and elsewhere. The first aim was to develop and psychometrically
validate a scale of everyday experiences of colourism with a UK sample. The
second was to test the predictive validity of a “perceived experiences of col-
ourism” scale, examining associations with experiences of racism, internalized
colourism, and health-related outcomes. Additionally, as colourism occurs
both between and within racialized groups, the third aim was to explore
whether and how experiences of colourism differ depending on whether
they are perpetuated by people of the same racialized group (the ingroup)
or White people (the outgroup).

Study 1

Following the initial development of the Everyday Colourism Scale (ECS)
detailed above, Study 1 aimed to (1) establish the overall factor structure
of the ECS among people of colour living in the UK based on experiences
with people of the same racialized group and with White people, (2) test
the internal consistency and test-retest stability of the ECS, and (3) present
the descriptive statistics of the final scale and to explore whether there
were differences in ECS scores by gender, broad racialized/ethnic group,
UK region, and occupation category. Although colourism is often discussed
as a gendered construct (Hall 2017; Hunter 2002), evidence is mixed in
terms of how individuals experience and perceive colourism by gender. For
example, after controlling for racialized/ethnic group, Perreira et al. (2019)
found skin shade was associated with greater odds of “fair”/ "poor” (as
opposed to “good”) health in women but not men, though no differences
by gender were observed for depressive symptoms. Meanwhile, Assari and
Caldwell (2017) found that Black Caribbean adolescent boys with dark skin
perceived more discrimination than Black Caribbean adolescent girls with
dark skin (as well as their peers with light skin), and speculated that this
may be due to factors such as racial profiling and threat-based discrimination.
Consequently, we did not make an a priori hypothesis based on ECS scores
and gender. Similarly, we did not make a priori hypotheses for broad racia-
lized/ethnic group, UK region, and occupation – rather, our intent was to
present a more complete picture of perceived colourism in the UK.

Method

Procedure and participants

Participants were recruited using convenience sampling on social media and
via Prolific. Inclusion criteria for participation were (i) aged 18 years or over, (ii)
lived in the UK, and (iii) self-identification as a person of colour.
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Two waves of data were collected during March–May 2021 using an online
survey hosted on Qualtrics as part of a wider investigation on colourism in the
UK. A total of 547 participants completed the Time 1 (T1) survey, which
included informed consent, demographics questions, the ECS, and a series
of additional measures presented randomly following the ECS. A subset of
these participants (n = 139) completed a Time 2 (T2) survey approximately
one week later. This second survey included ECS items and as well as three
open-ended qualitative questions about the ECS, colourism in the UK and
participation in the research. Ethical approval was granted by the University
of the West of England ethics committee, HAS.21.01.092.

Based on those who provided complete data, participants were 540 (57.8
per cent women; Mage = 30.16 years, SD = 9.3) people of colour living in the
UK. Over half of participants self-identified as Asian/Asian British (58.5 per
cent) and a further 17.0 per cent identified as Black/Black British, closely
reflecting the proportion of Asian and Black people in the 2011 Census.1

See Table 1 for participant demographic information.

Additional measures

Skin shade
Skin shade was measured using a single-item self-report measure. Partici-
pants were asked, “compared with people of the same ethnic group as you, is
your skin shade: Very dark, dark, medium, light, or very light?”.

Perceived racism
Perceived racism was assessed using nine-items from the Experiences of Dis-
crimination Questionnaire (Krieger et al. 2005). Participants were asked to
report if they “had ever experienced discrimination, been prevented from
doing something, or been hassled or made to feel inferior because of their
‘race’, ethnicity, or colour” in nine situations (e.g. at school, at work, on the
street, or in a public setting). Participants were asked to respond to each
item on a 4-point scale (1 = never, 2 = once, 3 = two-three times, 4 = four
times or more) to create a scale variable whereby higher scores indicate
more frequent lifetime experiences of racism. Internal consistency was
good, Cronbach’s α = .83.

Qualitative open-ended questions
A free-text response box was provided at the end of Survey 1 for participants
to share any general reflections. Then, three open-ended questions were
included at the end of Survey 2 asking participants for (1) their thoughts
on the ECS, (2) how they felt taking part in the research, and (3) if they had
anything further that they would like to share about colourism in the UK or
in response to participation.
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Table 1. Participant demographics for Study 1 (N = 540) and 2 (N = 201).
Study 1 Study 2

Time 1 (N = 540) Time 2 (n = 139) (N = 201)
% (n) % (n) % (n)

Gender
Woman 57.8% (312) 71.2% (99) 61.2% (123)
Man 41.1% (222) 26.6% (37) 37.8% (76)
Non-Binary/Gender Queer 1.1% (6) 2.2% (3) 1.0% (2)
Age
Mean (SD) 30.16 (9.33) 30.58 (9.44) 28.62 (9.17)
Ethnicity
Black/Black British 17.0% (92) 16.5% (23) 19.9% (40)
Black African 11.0% (60) 10.8% (15) 11.4% (23)
Black Caribbean 5.6% (30) 5.0% (7) 7.0% (14)
Black Other 0.4% (2) 0.7% (1) 1.5% (3)
Asian/Asian British 58.5% (316) 54.7% (76) 45.8% (92)
South Asian (e.g. Indian, Pakistani) 49.3% (266) 45.3% (63) 25.3% (51)
East & Southeast Asian (e.g. Chinese, Malay) 7.0% (38) 7.9% (11) 20.4% (41)
West Asian (e.g. Afghan, Turkish) 0.6% (3) 1.4% (2) –
Asian Other (not specified) 1.7% (9) –
Mixed 20.7% (112) 24.5% (34) 24.4% (49)
Black – White 10.2% (55) 13.7% (19) 9.5% (19)
Asian – White 6.7% (36) 6.5% (9) 9.0% (18)
Mixed Other (e.g. Arab – White, Black – Asian) 3.9% (21) 4.3% (6) 6.0% (12)
Other (e.g. South American, Arab) 3.0% (16) 4.3% (6) 8.5% (17)
Prefer not to say 0.7% (4) – 1.5% (3)
Religion
Buddhist 1.9% (10) 1.4% (2) 2.0% (4)
Christian 19.3% (104) 17.3% (24) 22.9% (46)
Hindu 7.4% (40) 8.6% (12) 7.5% (15)
Muslim 33.3% (180) 25.9% (36) 21.4% (43)
Sikh 3.7% (20) 2.9% (4) 2.0% (4)
Other 3.0% (16) 2.9% (4) 3.0% (6)
No religion or belief 28.7% (155) 37.4% (52) 37.3% (75)
Prefer not to say 2.8% (15) 2.2% (3) 4.0% (8)
Sexual orientation
Asexual/Greysexual 0.6% (3) – 1.0% (2)
Bisexual/Pansexual 7.4% (40) 10.1% (14) 9.5% (19)
Gay/Lesbian 2.4% (13) 2.2% (3) 2.5% (5)
Straight 87.2% (471) 84.2% (117) 82.1% (165)
Prefer not to say 1.5% (8) 2.2% (3) 4.0% (8)
Other 0.9% (5) 1.4% (2) 1.0% (2)
Relationship status
Single 48.3% (261) 48.9% (68) 53.7% (108)
In a relationship(s) 21.5% (116) 23.7% (33) 22.4% (45)
Married/Civil Partnership 28.0% (151) 23.7% (33) 22.4% (45)
Divorced, Widowed, or Other 2.3% (12) 3.6% (5) 1.5% (3)
UK region
Scotland/Wales 2.9% (16) 2.9% (4) 7.0% (14)
Yorkshire and the Humber 3.7% (20) 5.8% (8) 5.5% (11)
North West/East England 9.6% (52) 7.9% (11) 10.0% (20)
South West/East England 15.2% (82) 16.5% (23) 19.4% (39)
West/East Midlands 11.1% (60) 11.5% (16) 21.4% (43)
East of England 3.5% (19) 4.3% (6) 3.0% (6)
London 23.9% (129) 25.2% (35) 33.8 (68)
Missing* 30.0% (162) 25.9% (36) –
Born in the UK
Yes 75.4% (407) 74.8% (104) 57.7% (116)

(Continued )
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Data analysis

Data were analysed using IBM SPSS version 28. Seven cases were omitted
from analyses due to missing data. In total, 540 participants provided com-
plete data on every item at T1. This sample was split into two comparable
data sets using random assignment to run exploratory factor analyses (EFA;
n = 270) and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA; n = 270). Parallel analysis
(Hayton, Allen, and Scarpello 2004) and Velicer’s Minimum Average Partial
(MAP) (Velicer, Eaton, and Fava 2000) were conducted to decide the
number of factors to retain. With 27 original items, a sample of 270 met Nunn-
ally and Bernstein’s (1994) 10:1 participants-to-items ratio recommendation
to minimize sampling error and to ensure the stability of factor analysis for
the EFA.

Prior to formal EFA, a correlation matrix of the original 27 items was exam-
ined to assess the extent of correlation between items, whether items

Table 1. Continued.
Study 1 Study 2

Time 1 (N = 540) Time 2 (n = 139) (N = 201)
% (n) % (n) % (n)

Education (highest obtained)
GCSE and Equivalents 6.5% (35) 6.5% (9) 5.5% (11)
A-Level and Equivalents 18.7% (101) 12.9% (18) 23.4% (47)
HE Diploma/Foundation Degree 6.9% (37) 6.5% (9) 8.5% (17)
Undergraduate Degree 42.0% (229) 41.7% (58) 41.3% (83)
Postgraduate Degree 24.3% (131) 30.2% (42) 20.9% (42)
Rather not say or Other 1.6% (9) 2.1% (3) 0.5% (1)
Annual income
Less than £15,000 25.0% (135) 20.1% (28) 38.8% (78)
£15,001–£25,000 21.6% (118) 19.5% (27) 19.9% (40)
£25,001–£35,000 19.4% (106) 21.5% (30) 14.4% (29)
£35,001–£45,000 12.4% (68) 11.5% (16) 8.0% (16)
£45,001–£55,000 3.5% (19) 5.8% (8) 2.5% (5)
More than £55,000 7.2% (40) 9.4% (13) 2.0% (4)
Prefer not to say or missing 11.1% (61) 12.3% (17) 11.4% (23)
Employment status
Student 19.6% (106) 20.9% (29) 30.8% (62)
Homemaker 2.0% (11) 0.7% (1) 2.5% (5)
Unemployed 5.9% (32) 5.8% (8) 3.5% (7)
Employed 70.4% (380) 70.3% (98) 62.5% (125)
Retired 0.2% (1) – 0.5% (1)
Missing 1.8% (10) 1.4% (2) 0.5% (1)
Self-reported skin shade relative to ethnic group
Very dark 1.1% (6) 1.4% (2) 1.0% (2)
Dark 15.7% (85) 15.8% (22) 12.9% (26)
Medium 53.3% (288) 52.5% (73) 59.7% (120)
Light 25.9% (140) 25.9% (36) 24.4% (49)
Very light 3.9% (21) 4.3% (6) 2.0% (4)

Notes: (1) Breakdown by ethnicity does not add up to 100 as not all participants specified precise eth-
nicity beyond broad group. (2) Unfortunately, almost of a third of participants misread the free-text
response question asking which UK county they resided in, responding either “England” or “UK”.
This data was labelled as missing and the remaining data was categorized into collapsed UK regions.
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clustered, local dependence, and the number of times each item correlated
with the other items with r > 0.4, and r > 0.5. These exploratory analyses
identified some items which did not strongly correlate with the majority.
To account for correlated factors, Principal Axis Factoring with the non-
orthogonal direct oblimin rotation were used, testing ingroup and outgroup
data separately. To determine the number of items to retain in the EFA, the
Guttman-Kaiser criterion (Yeomans and Golder 1982), parallel analysis cri-
terion (Horn 1965), and Velicer’s MAP were used. Items not correlated with
other items and items which did not load onto any factor were tentatively
removed from the analyses.

The stability of identified factors was assessed by using other factor extrac-
tion processes (e.g. maximum likelihood) and rotation schemes. Items tem-
porarily removed from analysis were reconsidered to see if they would load
on any identified factor. EFA was additionally performed using all of the
data from the ingroup comparison and the outgroup comparison combined.

To confirm the goodness of fit of the number of factors identified in the
EFA, a CFA was performed with the remaining 16 items. Model fit for the
CFA was evaluated using the comparative fit index (CFI; Bentler 1990),
Tucker-Lewis index (TLI; Tucker and Lewis 1973), root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA; Steiger 1980a), and minimum discrepancy per
degree of freedom (CMIN/df). CFI and TLI values greater than 0.90 indicate
adequate fit to the data (Hu and Bentler 1999). A RMSEA value smaller than
0.08 indicates good model fit, values between 0.08 and 0.10 indicate ade-
quate fit, while values larger than 0.10 indicate poor fit (Schreiber et al.
2006). Finally, it is desirable to have CMIN/df < 5 (Kline 2011).

The stability (test-retest reliability) of the final ECS was determined using
Pearson’s correlation coefficients comparing T1 and T2 scores (n = 139). The
reliability of the global scale and two subscales was assessed using Cron-
bach’s (1951) alpha coefficients. Internal consistency is suggested to be
acceptable when Cronbach’s alpha is at least 0.70 (DeVellis and Thorpe 2021).

Convergent validity, a form of construct validity, was tested by examining
Pearson’s correlation coefficients between ECS and experiences of racialized
discrimination scores on the T1 data. Steiger’s (1980b) test was used to
compare overlapping correlated correlation coefficients and determine
whether the extent of correlation of ECS scores with Experience of Discrimi-
nation scores differed between ECS ingroup and outgroup scores.

Results and discussion

Preliminary analyses

Table 2 presents the percentage endorsement for all original items for the
ECS based on ingroup and outgroup. Nine items (originally numbered 1–5
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and 23–26) did not strongly correlate or consistently load onto factors irre-
spective of the number of factors considered. In addition, two potential
sources of local dependency were identified (items 6–7 and 14–15) based
on very high paired-correlations r = .90, r = .89 respectively for ingroup data
and r = .88, r = .94 for outgroup data respectively, leading to the removal of
Item 6 (People treat me with less courtesy…) and Item 15 (People view me
as less educated…).

Factor analyses

Results from parallel analysis and Velicer’s MAP indicated a consistent two
factor solution, with the first factor capturing more subtle experiences of col-
ourism while the second factor capturing more overt forms of colourism.
Accordingly, Factor 1 was labelled “subtle” and Factor 2 was labelled
“overt”. For the ingroup analyses, the first two eigenvalues were 9.24 (95
per cent CI: 7.68–10.80) and 2.40 (95 per cent CI: 2.00–2.80) and all other
eigenvalues were less than 1. These two components accounted for 72.8
per cent of the total variation. For the outgroup analysis, the first two eigen-
values were 9.90 (95 per cent CI: 8.23–11.56) and 2.041 (95 per cent CI: 1.70–
2.39) and all other eigenvalues were less than 1. These two components
accounted for 74.9 per cent of the total variance. Velicer’s MAP, parallel analy-
sis, and scree plots supported a two-factor solution for ingroup and outgroup
(see Figure 1). The same items and factor structure were obtained using
ingroup and outgroup data as shown in the pattern matrix in Table 3.

Summed rating scales for Factor 1 and Factor 2 were created as an equally
weighted total for the ingroup and outgroup. That is, scored items were
added together to obtain a total score for Factor 1 (subtle) and scored
items were added together to obtain a total score for Factor 2 (overt).
Table 3 also provides the corrected item-total correlation for ingroup and out-
group data for the summated rating scales derived from the two-factor sol-
ution. These corrected item-total correlations are large for each and every
item, indicating that the items on each subscale measure the same under-
lying construct.

Table 4 shows model fit statistics for the final CFA model based on ingroup
and outgroup data. In both cases, the two-factor solution uncovered by EFA
was considered and modification indices used to guide model re-specifica-
tion, allowing the correlation of error terms. Permitting correlated error
terms between Item 7 and 9 [respect/poor service], Item 11 and 13 [aggres-
sive/threatening behaviour], Item 14 and 16 [intelligence/affluence] on Factor
1, and Item 20 and Item 22 [make fun of skin shade/attractiveness], and Item
22 and 27 [attractiveness/find a partner] on Factor 2, made good conceptual
sense and formed the final re-specified model. The CFI scores based on
ingroup and outgroup were ≥ 0.95 and the RMSEA values were 0.08,
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Table 2. Item means (possible range = 1-5) and percentage endorsement for all original items for the ingroup and outgroup data – Study 1 at T1 (N =
540).

Mean Never (%) Rarely (%)
Sometimes

(%) Often (%) Always (%)

In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out

1 … less attractive… 2.46 2.65 20.8 22.9 35.5 21.2 24.5 30.2 15.0 18.9 4.2 6.8
2 … less desirable as a potential romantic partner 2.39 2.70 24.9 22.9 33.1 17.8 24.3 32.8 14.1 19.4 3.7 7.1
3 …more feminine… . 1.71 1.65 51.9 56.1 30.5 28.1 12.6 11.2 4.2 3.7 0.7 0.9
4 …more masculine… 2.10 2.10 41.9 42.3 22.3 22.1 21.2 21.1 12.8 11.9 1.8 2.6
5 …more exotic… 2.22 2.90 36.8 18.9 23.6 17.5 24.0 30.7 11.7 21.0 3.8 11.9
6 … treat me with less courtesy… 2.23 2.56 32.4 23.1 28.9 23.9 24.3 32.7 11.9 14.7 2.6 5.7
7 … treat me with less respect… . 2.16 2.59 32.8 22.2 31.7 22.8 24.4 34.3 9.0 15.4 2.2 5.3
8 … treat me with greater suspicion… 2.21 2.59 36.1 24.4 27.3 20.4 20.0 28.3 12.6 20.0 4.0 7.0
9 … receive poorer service… 2.16 2.55 38.5 26.1 23.8 21.7 25.1 29.4 8.6 17.4 4.0 5.5
10 … avoid me more in public spaces… 1.84 2.32 49.1 32.1 27.5 25.1 15.2 25.7 6.4 12.3 1.8 4.8
11 … view me as more aggressive… 1.98 2.36 46.9 34.6 23.4 22.3 18.1 21.1 7.7 16.3 3.8 5.7
12 … view me as less trustworthy… 1.91 2.35 45.2 33.2 30.6 22.0 14.5 25.8 7.5 15.0 2.2 4.0
13 … view me as more threatening… 1.94 2.38 49.1 33.3 23.8 22.5 14.8 23.6 9.0 13.7 3.3 6.8
14 … view me as less intelligent… . 1.97 2.44 46.3 30.7 25.1 21.8 16.7 25.6 9.0 16.3 2.9 5.7
15 … view me as less educated… 2.02 2.49 46.1 29.8 22.9 21.6 17.4 24.7 10.3 17.6 3.3 6.4
16 … view me as less affluent… 2.21 2.64 38.3 27.6 23.3 15.9 21.6 27.6 13.0 22.7 3.8 6.2
17 …mistake me for someone in a service role… 1.90 2.30 50.2 35.3 22.7 22.5 16.5 24.5 8.1 12.8 2.6 4.9
18 … call me names… . 2.02 2.08 40.2 37.1 30.2 28.5 19.2 24.7 8.6 8.4 1.8 1.3
19 … insult me… 1.87 1.98 45.2 41.7 30.7 28.5 17.2 21.0 5.7 7.7 1.3 1.1
20 …make fun of my skin shade. 1.88 1.96 46.9 41.8 27.5 29.7 18.3 20.7 5.7 6.8 1.6 1.1
21 …make negative comments… 2.14 2.22 38.8 34.9 24.3 23.9 23.4 27.6 11.5 11.0 2.0 2.6
22 …more attractive if I had lighter skin. 1.83 1.69 55.6 59.2 20.1 22.7 13.2 9.7 8.0 6.9 3.1 1.5
23 …more attractive if I had darker skin. 1.34 1.36 77.3 76.4 13.7 14.6 7.1 6.2 1.5 2.0 0.4 0.7
24 … encourage me to lighten my skin shade 1.71 1.40 62.2 75.1 14.3 13.9 15.5 7.7 6.2 2.2 1.8 1.1
25 … encourage me to darken my skin shade 1.29 1.34 80.8 77.5 10.6 13.3 7.3 7.1 1.3 1.8 0.0 0.2
26 … question the extent to which I belong… 2.26 2.32 41.1 40.0 19.9 15.2 19.4 25.2 11.3 11.7 8.2 7.9
27 … tell me that it will be harder to find a partner 1.58 1.57 66.9 65.4 16.8 19.0 10.1 10.3 4.0 3.8 2.2 1.5
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Figure 1. Scree plots for responses to the ECS based on ingroup and outgroup.

Table 3. Pattern matrices (coefficients under 0.3 suppressed) and corrected item-total
correlation (CITC) for the ingroup and outgroup in EFA (Principal Axis factor with
direct oblimin rotation) based on Study 1 data at T1 (N = 540).

Ingroup Outgroup

Item
Factor
1

Factor
2

CITC Factor
1

CITC Factor
2

Factor
1

Factor
2

CITC Factor
1

CITC Factor
2

7 .621 .758 .736 .836
8 .852 .857 .862 .864
9 .749 .816 .713 .813
10 .835 .813 .827 .821
11 .869 .807 .902 .826
12 .954 .865 .924 .905
13 .892 .852 .918 .866
14 .848 .803 .913 .828
16 .830 .809 .865 .837
17 .643 .682 .628 .725
18 .919 .818 .874 .805
19 .916 .853 .955 .877
20 .924 .841 .946 .865
21 .839 .816 .845 .828
22 .648 .683 .660 .694
27 .533 .666 .574 .621

Table 4. CFA model fit statistics based on Study 1 and 2 data.
Study Model CMIN/df CFI TLI RMSEA

1 Ingroup 2.72 0.95 0.94 0.08
Outgroup 2.78 0.95 0.94 0.08

2 Ingroup 2.26 0.94 0.92 0.08
Outgroup 2.42 0.95 0.93 0.08
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indicating acceptable fit. Figure 2 shows the overall covariance parameter
estimates for the final model for ingroup and outgroup. Factor loadings for
the scale were good, with all factor loadings above 0.5.

Internal reliability and test-Retest reliability

Internal consistency for the 16-item ECS and both subscales was high,
ranging from α = 0.90 to 0.96. Test-retest analyses for the total scale score
(sum of all items in the scale) and for the two subscales showed good
reliability, ranging from r = .71 to .83. See Table 5.

Convergent validity

Consistent with conceptualizations of colourism, correlation coefficients indi-
cated that people who reported having darker (relative to lighter) skin

Figure 2. CFA Model of ECS – ingroup and outgroup.
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reported more frequent experiences of both subtle andmore explicit forms of
colourism from both the ingroup and outgroup. Specifically, self-reported
skin shade was significantly correlated with the global ECS score for the
ingroup (r = .34, p < .001) and the global ECS score for the outgroup (r = .25,
p < .001). Subscale scores ranged from r = .19, p < .01 for the outgroup
overt subscale (Factor 2) to r = .31, p < .001 for the ingroup subtle subscale
(Factor 1) score.

Subtle and overt subscale scores were correlated but not colinear based
on experiences of colourism from participants’ ingroup (r = 0.52, p < .001, r2

= 26 per cent) and outgroup (r = 0.61, p < .001, r2 = 37.2 per cent). Analysis
using the modified Pearson-Filon statistic for comparing correlated non-over-
lapping correlation coefficients (Raghunathan, Rosenthal, and Rubin 1996)
indicated that the correlations between subscales were significantly greater
in the outgroup than the ingroup, indicating a greater distinction between
subscales when colourism is perpetrated by one’s own ethnic group. Simi-
larly, correlation coefficients between total scores on Krieger’s Experiences
of Discrimination scale and ECS (outgroup) were significantly higher than
the correlation coefficients between Experiences of Discrimination and the
ECS (ingroup). This finding suggests that perceived colourism from White
people is more similar to how people of colour experience racism in the
UK than perceived colourism from ethnic peers.

Experiences of colourism in the UK

Means and SDs ingroup and outgroup ECS total and subscale scores at T1 and
T2 are presented in Table 6. Additional descriptive statistics (means and stan-
dard deviations for ingroup and outgroup colourism by gender, racialised
group, geographic location, and occupation category) are presented in the
Supplementary Files. Overall, mean total scores were low, indicating that

Table 5. Internal Reliability and Test-Retest Reliability for EECS global and subscale
scores – Cronbach’s α – Study 1, N = 540.
Reliability Global score Subtle subscale Overt subscale

Internal reliability
Time 1 (α)
Ingroup 0.95 0.97 0.91
Outgroup 0.97 0.97 0.91
Time 2 (α)
Ingroup 0.96 0.96 0.91
Outgroup 0.96 0.97 0.90
Test-retest reliability
Ingroup (r)
Time 1 x Time 2 .82* .74* .82*
Outgroup (r)
Time 1 x Time 2 .76* .77* .72*

*p < .001.
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on average participants experienced colourism “rarely” from their ingroup
and slightly more frequently than “rarely” from White people. As most partici-
pants (83.1 per cent) in the present study reported having medium, light or
very light skin compared with peers from the same ethnic group, this
finding was unsurprising.

Overall, perceived colourism scores were consistent across binary gender.
When comparing women and men’s scores on the ECS, Welch separate var-
iances t-tests indicated no significant differences for overall experiences of col-
ourism based on the ingroup or the outgroup. Examining subscale scores, only
means on the ingroup overt subscale significantly differed, with women
reporting more direct experiences of colourism than men. For full descriptive
and inferential statistics by gender, see Table 1 in the Supplementary Files.

When comparing the three largest broad racialized ethnic minority groups
consistent with the UK Census categorizations, the mean ingroup and out-
group ECS total scores were significantly higher for Black participants com-
pared with Asian and Mixed-Race participants, whose scores did not
significantly differ from one another. Closer examinations separating South
Asian and all other Asian (East, Southeast, and West) participants revealed
Black participants reported significantly higher ingroup and outgroup colour-
ism compared with both South Asian and Other Asian participants, while
South Asian participants reported significantly higher ingroup and outgroup
colourism compared with Other Asian participants. See Table 2a and Table 2b
in the Supplementary Files for full information. Returning to the three largest
broad racialized groups, comparisons while controlling for an interaction
term between skin shade and racialized group revealed more nuanced
insights. Overall, Black participants still reported more ingroup and outgroup
colourism than their Asian and Mixed-Race peers. However, now results show
Asian participants reported more outgroup colourism than their Mixed-Race
counterparts. There was a negative trend for perceived ingroup colourism by
skin shade for Black and Asian participants whereby higher ingroup colourism
scores were reported among those who reported having a darker skin shade.
This pattern was not observed for Mixed-Race participants. Interestingly, the
gap between Asian and Black participants widens when participants report
having lighter skin. For outgroup colourism, there is a negative trend by

Table 6. Means and SDs of the global and subscale scores for everyday experiences of
colourism from the ingroup and outgroup from Study 1 at T1 and T2 (possible range =
1–5).

T1 (N = 540) T2 (N = 139)

Ingroup Outgroup Ingroup Outgroup

Global score 1.99 (.79) 2.26 (.88) 2.06 (.82) 2.32 (.81)
Subtle subscale 2.02 (.91) 2.46 (1.04) 2.08 (.91) 2.48 (.95)
Overt subscale 1.89 (.87) 1.92 (.85) 2.03 (.87) 2.03 (.80)
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skin shade for Black, Asian, and Mixed-Race participants, though here, this
trend remains relatively constant for each racialized group. See Table 2c for
pairwise comparisons and Figure 1 for a graphic illustration in the
Supplementary Files.

Turning to geographic location, no significant differences were found
when comparing ECS scores of participants living in London (59.5 per cent
White) and of those living elsewhere in the UK (91.5 per cent White) using
Welch separate variances t-tests (see Table 3b in the Supplementary Files).
Finally, comparisons were not made between occupation category as some
of the groups are too small for meaningful analyses or interpretation. See
Table 4 in the Supplementary Files for descriptive statistics on perceived
ingroup and outgroup colourism by occupational category.

A total of 198 participants from Study 1 provided some form of brief quali-
tative response. Broadly, participants provided support for the relevance of
the research as well as the ECS more specifically. Example responses can
be found in the Supplementary Files, Table 5 and 6.

To conclude, data from Study 1 provides evidence to support a 16-item,
two-factor scale of everyday experiences of colourism that is internally con-
sistent, and reliable over a 1-week time period. Consistent with conceptualis-
ations of colourism, people with self-reported dark skin reported more
frequent experiences of colourism. Further, as expected, people who
reported more frequent experiences of colourism reported more frequent
general racialized experiences of discrimination. Women reported more fre-
quent experiences of overt colourism from their ethnic peers compared
with men. There were no other gender differences. Finally, in general, Black
participants reported higher perceived ingroup and outgroup colourism
compared with Asians and Mixed-Race ethnic minority participants.

Study 2

Having established the ECS’s factor structure, stability, and reliability in Study
1, the aims of Study 2 were (1) to confirm the factor structure with a second,
independent sample and (2) to test its predictive validity. Conceptually, col-
ourism and racism are related but distinct constructs; according to Dhillon-
Jamerson (2018) colourism is “a hierarchy within a hierarchy – the more palp-
able hierarchy being racism, with colourism mapped atop clandestinely”
(2088). Therefore, at a theoretical level, experiences of colourism should
signal a racialized hierarchy whereby light skin is valued over dark skin
(Dixon and Telles 2017). In turn, colourism, when experienced (particularly
from the outgroup) should prompt people to also perceive racism. Study 1
provided preliminary evidence of this via positive, significant correlation
coefficients between ECS scores and Krieger’s Experience of Discrimination
Scale scores. However, as the Krieger’s scale framed responses based on
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“race, ethnicity, or colour” the distinction between the perceived colourism
scale and perceived racism scale is not as clear as it could have been. There-
fore, in Study 2, we used two different measures of perceived racism and did
not include skin colour in the question framing. We hypothesized that every-
day colourism would predict experiences of racism in a linear model. We also
argue that it is perceived colourism (as measured by the ECS) that should be
particularly important in predicting perceived racism – thus we hypothesized
that experiences of colourism would predict experiences of racism (DV) even
when accounting for self-reported skin shade (covariate) – H1.

In turn, colourism, experienced repeatedly over the lifespan, is proposed to
lead to people internalizing colourism – i.e. coming to believe in colourist
values and stratification themselves (Harvey, Tennial, and Hudson Banks 2017).
Consequently, and focusing on the theoretical distinction between colourism
and racism (Dhillon-Jamerson 2018), we expected experiences of colourism to
uniquely predict internalized colourism (DV)when also factoring in self-reported
skin shade (covariate 1) andexperiencesof racism (covariate2) in themodel–H2.

Next, to further investigate the usefulness of a specific scale capturing the
experiences of skin shade discrimination (i.e. colourism), we examined the
relationships between experiences of colourism and a number of psychologi-
cal wellbeing and health outcomes. This approach is consistent with the con-
ceptualization of discrimination as a form of stress (Brondolo et al. 2005). Prior
research also indicates that greater frequency discrimination negatively pre-
dicts health, psychological wellbeing, and life satisfaction (Pascoe and Smart
Richman 2009; Schmitt et al. 2014). Therefore, we hypothesized that experi-
ences of colourism would be associated with increased anxiety as well as
reduced self-esteem, social support, life satisfaction, and general perceived
health. Further, we hypothesized that perceived colourism is associated
with these variables over and above self-reported skin shade and experiences
of racism, indicating that colourism is a unique form of discrimination – H3.

Finally, recent research exploring health-related outcomes of interracial
and intra-racial colourism among African Americans found perceived colour-
ism from Black peers was associated with worse physical (Monk 2021) and
mental health (Oh, Lincoln, and Waldman 2021) outcomes than was per-
ceived colourism from White people. Therefore, we examined the role of
ECS scores based on ingroup and outgroup perpetration of colourism separ-
ately to assess if they account for unique variance on the outcome variables.

Method

Procedure and participants

A total of 218 participants were recruited via Prolific in September 2021.
Inclusion criteria for Study 1 were retained and two exclusion criteria were
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added: participants were not eligible to participate if (i) they had participated
in Study 1 and (ii) they answered one or more (of three) attention checks
incorrectly. A total of 17 participants did not pass the attention checks so
were excluded from analysis, leaving a total sample of N = 201 (61.2 per
cent women). Sample demographics are provided in Table 1.

Participants completed a brief online survey, lasting approximately 15
minutes. Participants were paid based on a set rate of £7.50 per hour. A
priori power calculations indicated that a hierarchical linear model with up
to seven predictor variables based on a sample size of N = 200 would have
80 per cent power to detect a change in R2 of 0.05 attributable to the ECS vari-
ables. Details of this study were pre-registered on Open Science Framework
https://osf.io/8upqc.

Measures

The demographic questions and the 16-item ECS detailed in Study 1 were
administered (presented twice: ingroup and outgroup). Additional self-
reported measures are detailed in Table 7. Further, two open-ended ques-
tions were included at the end of the survey asking participants for feedback
on the ECS and about their experiences taking part in the study more
generally.

Data analysis

All analyses were conducted on SPSS version 28. Descriptive statistics for all
variables were calculated and the assumptions for analyses were checked and
met.

To test H1, two hierarchical analyses were performed to determine
whether ECS scores (from the ingroup and outgroup) could account for
unique variance in perceived experiences of racism (as measured by the
Everyday Discrimination Scale and Schedule of Racist Events) over and
above self-reported skin shade. Self-reported skin shade variables (Likert-
type scale score and based on skin shade chart) were entered at Step 1
and the two total scores for ECS (from the ingroup and outgroup) were
entered at Step 2. Everyday Discrimination Scale scores and Schedule of
Racist Events scores were entered as dependent variables. To test H2, a hier-
archical model was run to test if ECS (from ingroup and outgroup) scores
(entered at Step 1) contribute any unique variance in internalized colourism
when self-reported skin shade and experiences of racism are also included in
the model at Step 2 and Step 3.

To test H3, five hierarchical models were performed to determine whether
ECS (from ingroup and outgroup) could account for unique variance in health
and wellbeing related outcomes (namely: anxiety, self-esteem, perceived
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Table 7. Additional measures used in Study 2 to assess predictive validity.
Construct Measure (s) Cronbach’s

Alpha

Skin shade
(covariate)

Two single items.
Compared with others: “Compared with people of the same
ethnic group as you, is your skin shade: Very dark, dark,
medium, light, or very light?”
Skin Shade Chart: A skin shade colour chart comprising of
nine skin colours (using colours from The Pantone Skin Tone
Guide: www.pantone.com/) from dark (1) to light (9).
Participants were asked to indicate which colour best
represents their “current skin shade”.

n/a

Experiences of
racism

Everyday Discrimination Scale (EDS; Williams et al. 1997) with
the adapted stem “In your day-to-day life, how often have any
of the following things (e.g. treated with less respect, called
names or insulted) happened to you because of your race/
ethnicity?”
Response options to each of the 9-items are presented on a 6-
point scale from 0 (never) to 5 (almost every day). Global
scores were calculated by averaging participant responses for
all items.

.90

Schedule of Racist Events (SRE; Landrine and Klonoff 1996)
The 18 items of the SRE were adapted for the present study to
“because of your ethnicity” with a lifetime timeframe – i.e.
“ever”. Participants were not asked about the frequency of
such experiences in the past year or to rate how stressful they
found them as specified in the original scale to reduce
participant burden.
Response options range from 1 (Never) to 6 (Almost all the
time).
Sample item = “How many times have you been treated
unfairly by teachers and professors because of your ethnicity?”.

.89

Internalized
colourism

Ingroup Colourism Scale (ICS; Harvey, Tennial, and Hudson
Banks 2017). 20-items, five subscales: Self-Concept, Affiliation,
Attraction, Impression Formation, and Upward Mobility.
Sample items = “My skin tone is an important part of my self-
concept” and “If you want to get ahead, you have to be the right
skin tone”. Responses are on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 =
Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree).
A global score was calculated by summing and averaging all
20 items with higher scores indicating higher internalized
colourism.

.85

Anxiety General Anxiety Disorder-7 (GAD-7; Spitzer et al. 2006).
The GAD-7 asks participants to rate how often they have been
bothered by seven core symptoms over the past two weeks.
The GAD-7 items are: (1) nervousness; (2) inability to stop
worrying; (3) excessive worry; (4) restlessness; (5) difficulty in
relaxing; (6) easy irritation; and (7) fear of something awful
happening.
Response categories are “not at all” “several days” “more than
half the days” and “nearly every day” scored as 0, 1, 2, and 3,
respectively. The total score of the GAD-7 ranges from 0 to 21.

.92

Self-esteem Rosenberg Global Self-Esteem Scale (RSES; Rosenberg 1965).
Example items include “I feel that I have a number of good
qualities” and “I have a positive attitude towards myself”.
Items were measured on 4-point scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) and 4 (strongly agree).
Five of the ten items were reverse scored so that higher mean
scores indicate higher self-esteem.

.90

.94
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social support, life satisfaction and self-reported health) over and above (1)
self-reported skin shade, (2) perceived racism and (3) internalized colourism.
For each model, self-reported skin shade variables (Likert scale score and
based on skin shade chart) were entered at Step 1, ingroup and outgroup
ECS were entered at Step 2, the ICS assessing internalized colourism was
entered at Step 3, and the two measures for perceived racism were
entered at Step 4. Collinearity diagnostics indicated no problematic multi-col-
linearity (all VIFs < 3.6).

Results and discussion

Model fit statistics for the CFA based on ingroup and outgroup data are
presented in Table 4. The CFI and TLI scores for ingroup and outgroup
data were ≥ 0.92 indicating adequate fit, and the RMSEA values were
0.08, indicating acceptable model fit. Descriptive statistics and correlations
for Study 2 are shown in Table 8. Results for Hypotheses 1 and 2 are dis-
played in Table 9 while results for Hypothesis 3 are shown in Tables 10, 11
and 12.

ECS scores from both the ingroup and outgroup predicted more frequent
experiences of racism measured by the Everyday Discrimination Scale, even
when the two measures of self-reported skin shade were included in the
model. Only ECS scores from White people predicted more frequent experi-
ences of racism measured by the Schedule for Racist Events, when two
measures of self-reported skin shade were included in the model. These
findings partially confirm H1 and suggests that people who are more likely
to experience colourism from White people are more likely to experience
racism regardless of self-reported skin colour. In partial support of H2, experi-
ences of colourism from White people, but not ethnic group peers, predicted

Perceived social
support

Multidimensional Perceived Social Support Scale (MSPSS;
Zimet et al. 1998).
The MSPSS is a 12-item measure of two aspects of social
networks (family network and friend networks) and response
options were on a 7-point Likert scale (very strongly disagree
to very strongly agree).
An example item is “My friends really try and help me”.
Higher mean scores indicate greater perceived social support.

Life satisfaction Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al. 1985).
The scale has five items (e.g. “I am satisfied with my life” and
“In most ways my life is close to ideal”) and responses options
are presented on a 5-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree).
Total scores were averaged so that higher mean scores
indicate greater life satisfaction.

.85

Self-reported health
status

Single item: “In general, would you say your health was… bad/
poor/fair/good/excellent”

n/a
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Table 8. Study 2 variable correlations (N = 201).
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. Everyday Colourism – Ingroup –
2. Everyday Colourism – Outgroup .68*** –
3. Schedule of Racist Events .44*** .60*** –
4. Everyday Discrimination .58*** .72*** .74*** –
5. Internalized Colourism .32*** .34*** .25*** .29*** –
6. Anxiety .11 .19** .26*** .19** .18* –
7. General Health −.09 −.09 −.06 −.16* −.05 −.18* –
8. Self-Esteem −.17* −.03 −.05 −.13 −.12 −.39*** .46*** –
9. Perceived Social Support −.13 −.02 .01 −.12 −.07 −.07 .32*** .41*** –
10. Life Satisfaction −.05 −.02 −.02 −.12 −.06 −.20** .50*** .58*** .47*** –
Mean 1.80 2.09 2.73 1.32 2.84 10.26 3.76 2.89 4.81 3.10
Possible Range 1–5 1–5 1–6 0–5 1–7 0–21 1–5 1–4 1–7 1–5
SD 0.61 0.75 1.05 0.80 0.83 4.81 0.76 0.56 1.12 0.85
N 201 201 197 199 196 193 197 198 195 197
α .918 .941 .885 .904 .854 .907 – .897 .937 .853
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Table 9. Hierarchical model predicting racialized discrimination and internalized colourism, Study 2 (N = 201).
Everyday discrimination scale Schedule of racist events Internalized colourism

R2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3

.09*** .53*** .06** .37*** .02 .14*** .14***

β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI

1. Skin shade
Compared with others −.10 −.28, .07 −.01 −.13, .12 −.05 −.23, .13 .03 −.12, .18 −.03 −.22, .16 .03 −.15, .20 .02 −.16, .20
Colour chart −.23* −.40, −.06 −.02 −.15, .11 −.21* −.39, −.03 −.05 −.20, .11 −.10 −.29, .08 .01 −.17, .19 .02 −.17, .19
2. ECS
Ingroup – .16* .03, .30 – .06 −.09, .22 – .14 −.04, .32 .14 −.05, .32
Outgroup – .61*** .47, .74 – .55*** .40, .71 – .27** .09, .46 .23* .01, .45
3. Experiences of Racism
SRE – – – – – – .08 −.12, .23
EDS – – – – – – .00 −.24, .23
***p < .001.
**p < .01.
* p < .05.
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Table 10. Hierarchical model predicting general anxiety and self-esteem, Study 2 (N = 201).
General anxiety Self-esteem

R2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

.01 .07** .08 .11 .02 .07** .08 .10

β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI

1. Skin shade
Compared with others .06 −.14, .25 .10 −.09, .29 .10 −.09, .29 .08 −.11, .27 −.17 −.36, .02 −.19* −.38, −.00 −.19* −.38, −.00 −.19* −.38, −.00
Colour chart .05 −.14, .25 .12 −.07, .31 .12 −.08, .31 .13 −.06, .32 .04 −.15, .23 −.02 −.21, −.17 −.02 −.21, −.17 −.02 −.20, −.17
4. ECS
Ingroup – .00 −.21, .20 .03 −.23, .18 −.04 −.25, .17 – −.29** −.48, −.10 −.27** −.47, −.08 −.25* −.44, −.05
Outgroup – .26* .06, .46 .22* .02, .43 .13 −.11, .37 – .10 −.10, −.29 .12 −.08, .32 .20 −.04, .44
3. Internalized Colourism (IGS) – – .13 −.02, .29 .12 −.04, .27 – – −.09 −.24, .07 −.09 −.24, .07
4. Experiences of Racism
SRE – – – .24 .03, .46 – – – .15 −.06, .37
EDS – – – −.06 −.31, .19 – – – −.26* −.51, −.02
***p < .001.
**p < .01.
* p < .05.
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Table 11. Hierarchical model predicting perceived social support and life satisfaction, Study 2 (N = 201).
Perceived social support Life satisfaction

R2 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

.00 .04* .04 .08 .02 .02 .02 .05

β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI

1. Skin shade
Compared with others .00 −.20, .19 −.01 −.21, .18 −.01 −.20, .19 −.01 −.20, .19 −.17 −.36, .02 −.17 −.37, .02 −.17 −.37, .02 −.17 −.37, .02
Colour chart −.04 −.24, .15 −.08 −.28, .11 −.08 −.28, .11 −.08 −.28, .11 .14 −.05, .33 .12 −.08, .32 .12 −.08, .32 .12 −.08, .32
4. ECS
Ingroup – −.25* −.46, −.05 −.25* −.45, −.05 −.22* −.42, −.02 – −.04 −.24, .16 −.04 −.24, .16 .00 −.20, .20
Outgroup – .12 −.09, .33 .12 −.07, .36 .22 −.03, .49 – .01 −.21, .19 .00 −.21, .21 .10 −.15, .34
3. Internalized Colourism (IGS) – – −.07 −.23, .09 −.07 −.23, .09 – – −.04 −.20, .12 −.04 −.20, .12
4. Experiences of Racism
SRE – – – .21 .00, .43 – – – .14 −.07, .37
EDS – – – −.31* −.57, −.06 – – – −.28* −.54, −.04
***p < .001.
**p < .01.
* p < .05.
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internalized colourism when accounting for self-reported skin shade and
experiences of racism.

Tables 10 and 11 shows that everyday experiences of colourism from par-
ticipants’ ethnic group peers predicted (a) lower self-esteem and (b) lower
perceived social support when controlling for skin shade, experiences of
racism, and internalized colourism. Experiences of colourism from White
people did not add unique variance in either of these models. In contrast,
ECS scores from White people but not racialized/ethnic peers predicted
general anxiety when skin shade and internalized colourism were included
in the model. However, significant findings were not maintained at Step 4
when the two experiences of racism scores were entered in the model.
Taken together, results find partial support for H3.

Further, as seen in Tables 11 and 12, neither ingroup nor outgroup colour-
ism predicted life satisfaction or general health. Finally, qualitative data in
response to the open-ended questions were broadly positive, supporting
the value of the research and the relevance of the items on the ECS.
Example responses can be found in the Supplementary Files in Tables 5
and 6.

General discussion

This paper aimed to develop and test the psychometric validity of the ECS, a
measure designed to assess perceived everyday experiences of colourism
from ingroup and outgroup members. While multiple measures of discrimi-
nation based on racialized/ethnic groups exist (Bastos et al. 2010), to date
there has not been a validated measure that specifically captures the
unique experience of perceived colourism. The current research addresses
this gap by developing a reliable and valid scale to assess everyday

Table 12. Hierarchical model predicting self-reported general health, Study 2 (N = 201).

R2

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4

.00 .02 .02 .04

β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI β 95% CI

1. Skin shade
Compared with others −.03 −.22, .17 −.04 −.24, .15 −.04 −.24, .15 −.04 −.24, .15
Colour chart −.04 −.23, .16 −.07 −.27, .12 −.08 −.28, .12 −.08 −.28, .12
4. ECS
Ingroup – −.08 −.28, .12 −.08 −.28, .12 −.04 −.24, .16
Outgroup – −.08 −.29, .12 −.07 −.28, .13 .02 −.23, .26
3. Internalized Colourism (IGS) – – −.02 −.19, .14 −.03 −.19, .13
4. Experiences of Racism
SRE – – – .13 −.09, .35
EDS – – – −.26* −.52, −.01
***p < .001.
**p < .01.
* p < .05.
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experiences of colourism based on the widely used Everyday Discrimination
Scale (Williams et al. 1997).

Drawing on two multi-ethnic samples of participants living in the UK,
results indicated that the ECS demonstrated high internal consistency
and good test-retest reliability. A two-factor structure (overt and subtle
everyday experiences of colourism) was found in the initial sample
(Study 1) and confirmed in a second sample (Study 2). Study 1 provides
initial construct validity as, consistent with conceptualizations of colour-
ism, people of colour with dark (relative to light) skin reported more fre-
quent experiences of colourism from peers of the same ethnicity and
from White people. Further, as expected, ECS scores were positively corre-
lated with the Experiences of Discrimination Scale (Krieger et al. 2005), a
measure of societal experiences of discrimination across multiple
domains. This finding suggests the ECS has good convergent validity
and indicates the ECS is measuring a unique form of discrimination. See
Appendix 1 for the final 16 items.

Everyday Colourism Scale scores ranged from never experiencing poor
treatment based on skin shade to always experiencing skin shade discrimi-
nation for each item. Mean global ECS scores based on the ingroup and out-
group were low, indicating participants only rarely experienced colourism in
their daily lives. However, this finding should be considered in light of the fact
that only 16.8 per cent of participants in Study 1 and 13.9 per cent of partici-
pants in Study 2 reported having “dark” or “very dark” skin compared with
their ethnic-group peers. Notably, results showed slightly higher global
outgroup ECS scores compared with global ingroup ECS scores indicating
that participants perceived slightly more frequent experiences of colourism
from White people than they did from their ethnic-group peers. Though col-
ourism is often discussed as an intra-racialized group issue (Dhillon-Jamerson
2018), evidence from the current research highlights the presence of colour-
ism from White people on an interpersonal basis.

Descriptively, a closer examination of data from Study 1 indicated that
subtle (but not overt) experiences of colourism from White people were
more frequent than from people of the same racialized/ethnic group. This
finding is consistent with Dhillon-Jamerson (2018)’s articulation of colourism
from White people being more “covert”. Though we did not make a priori
hypotheses by gender, results showed no significant differences when com-
paring women and men’s ECS global or subscale scores with one exception.
Women reported higher ECS scores in response to the overt subscale based
on perceived experiences of colourism from the ingroup. This finding is con-
sistent with qualitative research exploring ingroup colourism (e.g. within
families and peer groups), where women and girls often report being the
target of explicit colourist comments (e.g. Hall 2017; Wilder 2010; Wilder
and Cain 2011). Additionally, data from Study 1 suggested that Black
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people perceive colourism more frequently than Asian or Mixed-Race partici-
pants. Further, the finding that there did not seem to be a relationship
between skin shade and ECS ingroup scores among Mixed-Race participants
indicates that ECS may not work as neatly for Mixed-Race individuals, which
will be discussed more below. Finally, data from Study 1 found that there
were no differences in perceived ingroup or outgroup colourism based on
whether participants lived in London (59.5 per cent White) or elsewhere in
the UK (91.5 per cent White).

Findings from Study 2, which focused on predictive validity, support the
usefulness of the ECS. First, we hypothesized that ECS scores would predict
experiences of racism. ECS scores predicted perceived experiences of
racism over and above self-reported skin shade, with experiences of colour-
ism from White people contributing the most variance to the model. Such
results support the use of the ECS over self-reported skin shade to understand
how people of colour experience racism.

Second, we hypothesized that ECS scores would predict greater interna-
lized colourism. Results demonstrated that experiences of colourism from
White people (but not from ethnic peers) contributed to internalized colour-
ism over self-reported skin shade. This relationship was maintained when the
two measures assessing experiences of racism were added to the model. This
finding indicates perceived colourism from White people measured by the
ECS is robustly associated with how individuals internalize colourist beliefs.
Given that this study was conducted in the UK, a majority White country, it
is perhaps unsurprising that it is perceived colourism from White people
that is associated with people of colour’s views on skin shade in relation to
constructs such as social mobility, attractiveness, and impression formation
(Harvey, Tennial, and Hudson Banks 2017).

Third, based on prior theoretical and empirical work positioning perceived
discrimination (including colourism) as a form of stress impacting health
(Brondolo et al. 2005; Monk 2015, 2021; Oh, Lincoln, and Waldman 2021),
we hypothesized that ECS scores would predict a range of health and well-
being outcomes. These assertions were partially supported in the present
study. Findings indicated a pattern based on ingroup and outgroup ECS
scores. Specifically, higher ingroup but not outgroup ECS scores predicted
lower self-esteem and perceived social support when skin shade, internalized
colourism, and perceived racism were included in the model. Such results are
consistent with prior research indicating that ingroup colourism is associated
with worse health-related outcomes (Monk 2021; Oh, Lincoln, and Waldman
2021). Conversely, a reverse pattern was found for anxiety whereby higher
outgroup but not ingroup ECS scores predicted higher anxiety scores when
skin shade and internalized colourism were included in the model, though
this finding became non-significant when the two measures of racism were
added to the model. This pattern based on perceived colourism from the
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ingroup and outgroup in relation to different health-related outcomes war-
rants further investigation.

Taken together, findings from Study 2 confirm the reliability and factor
structure of the ECS. Further, the differential ways that colourism at the
hands of the ingroup vs. outgroup is associated with meaningful outcomes
– including internalized colourism, self-esteem, perceived discrimination,
and perceived social support – underscore the utility of the scale. Our
results suggest that self-esteem and perceived social support are robustly
associated with ingroup colourism. Colourism from the outgroup (White
people), however, is associated with anxiety, perceived racialized discrimi-
nation, and internalized colourism. It is noteworthy that reports of perceived
colourism, despite being relatively uncommon in the present sample, are
associated with racialized discrimination, internalized colourism, and nega-
tive wellbeing outcomes over and above two measures of self-reported
skin shade, particularly as self-reported skin shade itself – a form of “subjec-
tive social status” is important when investigating such factors (Monk 2015,
412). Future work should use our scale to further disentangle how colourism
from the ingroup vs. outgroup is associated, or affects, health, wellbeing, and
outlook.

Strengths, limitations, and future directions

The present work has several important strengths. First, the development of
the ECS involved a rigorous multi-step process, including a literature review,
consultation with subject experts of different ethnic backgrounds, and
acceptability interviews with individuals of different ethnic backgrounds.
Second, the subsequent validation of the ECS was based on two multi-
ethnic samples. Third, the majority non-student sample overcomes a
common limitation in many psychology studies, bolstering the ecological val-
idity of the findings. Therefore, the 16-item ECS allows for a good snapshot of
perceived inter-and intra-racialized group colourism among people of colour
living in the UK regardless of racialized group.

However, the present findings should be interpreted in light of several
limitations. First, the final ECS only captured negative discrimination associ-
ated with skin shade. Accordingly, it may not fully reveal the advantages or
privileges (i.e. positive discrimination) afforded to people of colour with
lighter skin over their ethnic peers with dark skin. Second, the ECS only con-
siders experiences of colourism from ingroup members based on broad racia-
lized/ethnic groups. It may be useful to differentiate the ingroup further – for
example, considering family members since prior research on colourism high-
lights the common occurrence and negative impact of colourism within
families (Hall 2017; Phoenix and Craddock 2022; Wilder and Cain 2011). The
impact of ingroup colourism from family members may be more salient
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than colourism from other members of the same racialized group but who are
not known to individuals.

Third, the ECS does not incorporate other phenotypical features (e.g. hair
texture, nose/lips/eye shape) that are sometimes included in definitions of
colourism (as these features relate to an individual’s proximity to Whiteness;
Hunter 2007; Reece 2019). The decision to focus on skin shade was a practical
one; the ECS was developed for a multi-ethnic sample and while certain phe-
notypic features might be salient to one group in the experience of colour-
ism, they might not be as relevant to others. Future research may wish to
consider adding items pertaining to phenotype when validating the scale
for specific ethnic group samples. Fourth, data indicated that the scale may
work less well for Mixed-Race individuals as comparisons with other Mixed-
Race people are less well defined. This was highlighted in the qualitative
data from across the two studies; as one Mixed-Race female participant
wrote, “[I] sometimes got confused as to whether I was answering as to how
other Mixed-Race people see me or how all Black people see me”. Therefore,
the utility of the scale with this heterogenous group should be explored
further and if appropriate, adjusted accordingly.

Taken together, it should be acknowledged that the ECS does not capture
all the nuances and complexities of colourism. Finally, as the focus of the scale
is on perceived experiences of colourism, this scale does not capture actual
experiences and so scores may reflect over or underestimations of reality. A
few participants highlighted challenges in discerning the cause of their per-
ceived poor treatment by others, perhaps particularly when they occupied
multiple marginalized identities/characteristics. Future research would
benefit from a more intersectional approach to start to address this.
However, by capturing perceived or subjective experiences of colourism,
this work contributes to existing literature and can be triangulated with
studies that examine assessments of skin shade with targeted outcome
variables.

Considering methodological limitations and constraints for generaliz-
ability, though the overall sample size was adequate (re: participant:
item ratio), larger sample sizes would have been beneficial for both
studies. For example, due to sample size constraints, we did not test for
invariance across racialized/ethnic groups. Such tests will form an impor-
tant direction for future research as recent evidence suggests that per-
ceived racial/ethnic discrimination measured by the EDS – the scale the
ECS is based on – is not neatly comparable across racialized groups
(Bastos and Harnois 2020).

Future research would also benefit from closer examinations of perceived
colourism according to factors such as how frequently individuals interact
with White people and people of the same racialised group as them. For
example, people in different locations may be differentially exposed to or
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sheltered from intergroup contact. Likewise, people working in certain pro-
fessions may be exposed to a broader range of people than those in other
professions. Future work would benefit by systematically examining the
social context of those reporting colourism, to work to understand how col-
ourist experiences are linked to peoples’ broader environments and demo-
graphics. In addition, as colourism is considered a global issue (Dixon and
Telles 2017), it would be valuable to validate the scale in different sociocul-
tural contexts and countries as it cannot be assumed that findings based
on a multi-ethnic UK sample are generalizable globally. Future applications
of the scale could explore whether majority/minority ethnicity status makes
a difference in countries where the majority are people of colour.

Conclusion

To the best of our knowledge, the ECS is the first validated multi-
item measure of perceived colourism that incorporates inter- and intra-racia-
lized group discrimination. The ECS allows researchers to capture perceived
experiences of colourism more precisely than existing measures of perceived
discrimination based on skin shade. By repeating questions twice, asking par-
ticipants to consider their experiences based on their ethnic group peers as
well as White people, the ECS allows for variation by perpetuating group to
be captured, thereby advancing understandings of colourism. Consequently,
this scale allows for a deeper understanding of how colourism is experienced.
It is hoped that the development of this scale will propel research into the
causes and consequences of colourism. Such research could inform macro
and individual level interventions to tackle societal level colourism and cir-
cumvent the individual harms caused by skin shade prejudice
and discrimination.

Note

1. According to the UK Census 2011, 61.5 per cent of people living in England or
Wales who belong to a Black, Asian, Mixed or Other ethnic group are Asian/
Asian British while 23.1% are Black/African/Caribbean/Black British.
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Appendix 1. (Simplified) Everyday Colourism Scale

Please state the which broad racialized/ethnic group (e.g. Black, East Asian, South
Asian etc.) you most identify with: _________________________

Thinking about how you perceive people of the same racialized/ethnic group treat you
basedon your skin shade, please respond to the following items using the scale below. For
each item, please indicate to what extent you feel the experience is true for you.

1 2 3 4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always

Ingroup

Subtle Subscale (n = 10 items)
Because of my skin shade I feel… .

1. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people treat me with less respect
than they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who
have lighter skin.

2. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people treat me with greater sus-
picion than they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people
who have lighter skin.
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3. I receive poorer service from [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity]
people compared with other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity]
people who have lighter skin.

4. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people avoid me in public spaces
(e.g. on public transport or in the street) more than they do other [insert partici-
pant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter skin.

5. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people view me as more aggres-
sive than they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people
who have lighter skin.

6. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people viewme as less trustworthy
than they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who
have lighter skin.

7. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people view me as more threaten-
ing than they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who
have lighter skin.

8. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people view me as less intelligent
than they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who
have lighter skin.

9. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people view me as less affluent
than they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who
have lighter skin.

10. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people mistake me for someone in
a service role (e.g. shop attendant, cleaner, nanny) more than they do other
[insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter skin.

Overt subscale (n = 6 items)

11. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people call me names about my
skin shade.

12. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people insult me about my skin
shade.

13. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people make fun of my skin shade.
14. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people make negative comments

about the skin shade of people who have a similar skin shade to me.
15. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people tell me that I would be

more attractive if I had lighter skin.
16. [Insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people tell me that it will be harder

for me to find a partner.

Outgroup

Thinking about how you perceiveWhite people [or insert other target outgroup] treat you
basedon your skin shade, please respond to the following items using the scale below. For
each item, please indicate to what extent you feel the experience is true for you.

1 2 3 4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always
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Subtle Subscale (n = 12 items)
Because of my skin shade I feel… .

1. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people treat me with less respect than they do
other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter
skin.

2. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people treat me with greater suspicion than
they do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have
lighter skin.

3. I receive poorer service from [insert target outgroup e.g. White] people compared
with other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have
lighter skin.

4. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people avoid me in public spaces (e.g. on
public transport or in the street) more than they do other [insert participant’s
racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter skin.

5. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people view me as more aggressive than they
do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter
skin.

6. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people view me as less trustworthy than they
do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter
skin.

7. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people viewme as more threatening than they
do other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter
skin.

8. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people view me as less intelligent than they do
other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter
skin.

9. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people view me as less affluent than they do
other [insert participant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter
skin.

10. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people mistake me for someone in a service
role (e.g. shop attendant, cleaner, nanny) more than they do other [insert partici-
pant’s racialized group/ethnicity] people who have lighter skin.

Overt subscale (n = 6 items)

11. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people call me names about my skin shade.
12. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people insult me about my skin shade.
13. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people make fun of my skin shade.
14. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people make negative comments about the

skin shade of people who have a similar skin shade to me.
15. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people tell me that I would be more attractive

if I had lighter skin.
16. [Insert target outgroup e.g. White] people tell me that it will be harder for me to

find a partner.

36 N. CRADDOCK ET AL.


	Understanding colourism in the UK: development and assessment of the everyday colourism scale
	Abstract
	Introduction
	The need for a specific scale on perceived colourism
	The everyday colourism scale
	The present work
	Study 1

	Method
	Procedure and participants
	Additional measures
	Skin shade
	Perceived racism
	Qualitative open-ended questions

	Data analysis

	Results and discussion
	Preliminary analyses
	Factor analyses
	Internal reliability and test-Retest reliability
	Convergent validity
	Experiences of colourism in the UK
	Study 2

	Method
	Procedure and participants
	Measures
	Data analysis

	Results and discussion
	General discussion
	Strengths, limitations, and future directions

	Conclusion
	Note
	Acknowledgements
	Disclosure statement
	ORCID
	References
	Appendix 1. (Simplified) Everyday Colourism Scale
	Ingroup
	Outgroup



