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Abstract
The current study extends the initial creation and validation of the Anti-Racism Behavioral Inventory (ARBI; 
Pieterse, Utsey & Miller, 2016), a measure designed to assess anti-racism awareness and behavior among Whites 
Americans. Given that the original measure was developed with a sample of graduate students in counseling 
psychology, the current study extends validation to a sample of White individuals who identify as anti-racism 
activists (N=153).  Findings support the original bifactor factor model of the Anti-Racism Behavioral inventory 
(one general anti-racism behavior factor and three domain-specific factors: individual advocacy, awareness of 
racism, and institutional advocacy). Additional evidence for validity was supported through negative associations 
with measures of the color-blind racial attitudes, as well as positive associations with scores on the White Privilege 
Awareness Inventory. Implications of the findings for training and future research are discussed.
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The Anti-Racism Behavioral Inventory: A Validation Study
Racism, the system of racial hierarchy that privileges and oppresses groups based on racial group 

membership, is rooted in unequal allocation of power (Kivel, 2017) and can be understood as a race-based 
system of hierarchy that privileges Whites and disadvantages people of Color within the United States of America 
(US) (Feagin & Doucey, 2018). The system of racial oppression in the US results in the unequal distribution of 
resources and opportunities that benefits Whites and marginalizes people of Color (Marger, 2014) and is noted 
to be an enduring phenomenon with American society (Roberts & Rizzo, 2021). Racism, although often only 
thought of as occurring at the individual level, is a multi-level system that exists at individual, institutional, and 
cultural levels: On an individual level, racism is reflected in racial prejudice and discrimination toward people of 
Color (e.g., racial microaggressions and racially motivated violence; Jones, 1997; Miller & Garran, 2017); on an 
institutional level, racism consists of racial bias within agencies (e.g., the overrepresentation of Whites in positions 
of power); and on a cultural level, it is the practice of treating the cultures of persons of Color as inferior by both 
individuals and institutions (e.g., standards of beauty favoring White phenotypes and the United States’ history 
of colonization; Jones, 1997; Bailey et al., 2017;). This system of racial oppression in the United States is deeply 
rooted in the country’s history of White domination that characterizes the country’s current practices (i.e., Native 
American genocide, kidnapping and enslavement of Africans, European standards of beauty, White domination 
of the media, etc., Feagin & Doucey, 2017).  

The harmful impact of racism on its targets is well-documented: Experiences of racism are associated with 
poorer physical and general health (Paradies et al., 2015; Carter et al., 2019) and negative self-evaluation (Gale et 
al., 2020). Experiences of racism are also associated with negative mental health outcomes such as depression and 
anxiety (Nadal, et al., 2014), psychological distress (Pieterse et al., 2012), and trauma-like symptomology (Kirkinis 
et al., 2021).
Anti-Racism Identity & Behavior

In recent years, the COVID-19 pandemic and high-profile incidents of race-related police brutality such 
as the 2020 killing of George Floyd, has brought increasing attention to the social impact of racist structures, and 
has led to renewed calls for all sectors of US society to respond to the phenomenon of systemic or institutionalized 
racism (Milner et et., 2020; Krieger, 2020).  However, in order to effectively address and confront racial oppression, 
a stance of anti-racism is necessary (Basham, 2004).  Anti-racism refers to a value that seeks to “counter racism as a 
system of privilege, inequality, and oppression based on perceived categorical differences” (Basham, 2004, p. 292). 
Additionally, anti-racism is thought to reflect “forms of thought and/or practice that seek to confront, eradicate, 
and/or ameliorate racism” (Bonnett, 2000, p. 4). Tatum (2017) compares anti-racist behavior to running in the 
opposite direction on a conveyor belt which means that those walking in the direction of belt flow, or standing 
still are complicit in the system of racism. That is, deliberate, active anti-racism action (i.e., moving in the opposite 
direction of the belt) requires effort and energy necessary to challenge the status quo that maintains racism. At 
present the literature provides some conceptual models for understanding anti-racism activism which informed 
the theoretical frame of the Anti-Racism Behavioral Inventory (Pieterse et al, 2016).
Anti-racism identity development

Derman-Sparks and Phillips in 1997 introduced a model of anti-racism identity development that 
included four phases: (1) an informational introduction to racism and initial exploration of the “social meaning of 
one’s personal experiences” in the context of racism; (2) realization of the contradiction between American values 
and unequal treatment based on race; (3) the provocation of “cognitive and emotional disequilibrium”; and (4) 
development of belief in the efficacy of anti-racist action and implement strategies for activism (Derman-Sparks 
& Phillips, 1997, p. 40-66). Shortly thereafter, D’Andrea and Daniels (1999) provided a model to understand 
the development of anti-racism development specific to Whites characterized by five phases: (1) simplistic, 
stereotyped, and “illogical” thinking patterns about race; (2) dichotomous thinking on race relations and conflict; 
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(3) complexity in understanding human rights that can still create disproportional valuation of White values; 
(4) historically situated understanding of racism; and (5) excitement and cynicism about dismantling racism. 
Together, these models provide a foundation for understanding the mechanisms by which anti-racism identity 
development may work.  More recently Ray & Fuentes (2020) have presented a racial equity frame in which they 
suggest a racially inclusive society can be created and sustained. Their conceptual frame includes three phases 
including “racial equity learners” in which individuals learn and educate themselves about racial inequality; “racial 
equity advocates” in which individuals challenge and confront forms of racial inequality, holding themselves and 
others accountable; “racial equity brokers” in which individuals advocate for and engage policy development 
for racial equity built on accountability and transparency. Contemporary approaches to anti-racism are noted 
to consistently include an anti-racism knowledge component and an accompanying set of behaviors directed at 
dismantling racist attitudes and racist structures (Ben et al., 2020).
Anti-racism behavior

Anti-racism behavior refers to behaviors that aim to dismantle racist attitudes or institutions (Ben et al., 
2020; Pieterse et al., 2016). That is, “anti-racism behaviors are designed to challenge prejudicial attitudes and 
institutional aspects of racism” (Pieterse et al., p. 358). As such, these behaviors can occur at institutional as well 
as interpersonal levels.  Examples of such behaviors include involvement in organizations focused on racial justice 
(Pedersen et al., 2005), interrupting racist jokes or confronting negative racial stereotypes (cf. Pollock, 2008).  
Further, it stands to reason that in order to continue to engage in such behavior, it is important to continuously 
work internally on one’s own racial identity, awareness and knowledge.  In connection with aforementioned theory, 
scholars have theorized that in order to enact anti-racism behaviors, one must both accept that racism exists and 
have a knowledge and understanding of the history of racism and how it operates in present day society (Derman-
Sparks, & Phillips, 1997; Kivel, 2017). 
Anti-Racism Among Whites

In terms of research and scholarship in the area of anti-racism behavior for White individuals, qualitative 
research has identified “understanding one’s Whiteness and White privilege” as a key piece of anti-oppressive work 
for Whites (Mallot et al., 2014; Smith & Reddington, 2010). Similarly, Kiselica’s (1999) argues that anti-racism 
advocacy consists of behavioral domains in addition to awareness/knowledge domains.  Along the same lines, 
Smith and Redington (2010) qualitatively examined the qualities of anti-racist allies finding that action was often 
precipitated by racial awareness and integrated into participants’ work and daily lives.  This notion was echoed by 
White women involved in anti-racism who explained that the activism went beyond traditional understanding 
of activism (e.g., boycotts, marches) to speaking up against racial injustice throughout their personal lives (Case, 
2012).  Other anti-racist activists described anti-racism action as integral in their development of a positive White 
identity (Mallott et al., 2014).  Bolstering these qualitative findings with a measure of anti-racism behaviors could 
add to the field’s understanding of anti-racism in practice.
Measurement of White Anti-Racism Behavior 

The recent focus on Whiteness as a construct that informs racism has resulted in literature focused on 
both conceptual and measurement aspects of Whiteness (Grzanka et al.,2019; Schooley et al., 2019). The current 
focus on Whiteness and racism builds on the multicultural literature in counseling and education and attempts 
by these fields to incorporate multicultural competency and social justice into their training programs (Bemak, 
et al., 2011). In view of a dearth of measurement instruments designed to assess antiracism practice, Pieterse 
et al., (2016) developed the Anti-Racism Behavioral Inventory (ARBI), as an attempt to measure anti-racism 
awareness and behavior and to determine the efficacy of anti-racism training among White counseling psychology 
students. This work was informed by the recognition that that anti-racism development and training needs for 
White students may be unique (Boatright-Horowitz, 2005; Pieterse, 2009). Through a series of studies that include 
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item construction and examining the factor structure of the ARBI employing both exploratory and confirmatory 
procedures, the ARBI provided evidence for internal consistency, temporal stability, and construct validity.
Current Study

The current study sought to extend findings of the initial validation of the Anti-Racism Behavior Inventory 
(ARBI; Pieterse et al., 2016) by re-examining the factor structure of a sample of White individuals who self-
identified as anti-racist activists and who were involved with racial justice organizations (e.g., the Anti-Racist 
Alliance). The goal was to establish validity on a new population thereby extending the utility of the ARBI beyond 
counseling students and other mental health professional trainees. We expected that the findings would replicate 
the Bifactor model of the initial scale construction indicating one overall anti-racism factor and three second 
order domains, namely anti-racism awareness, individual advocacy, and institutional advocacy.

Upon adequately replicating the factor structure, we planned to assess criterion validity with measures 
of related constructs including colorblindness via the Colorblind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS; Neville 
et al., 2000), and awareness of white privilege via the White Privilege Awareness subscale of the Privilege and 
Oppression Inventory (WPAI; Hays et al., 2007).  We also decided to include a measure of social desirability using 
the Marlowe-Crowne Short Form Social Desirability Scale (MC-10; Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972) to account for the 
possible influence of impression management. We expected the ARBI to be negatively related to the CoBRAS as 
it stands to reason that being unaware of racism (e.g., colorblindness) would not cause one to engage in behaviors 
to end racism (e.g., anti-racism).  Other studies have found a connection between colorblindness and oppressive 
system justification (Yogeeswaran et al., 2018) as well as anti-affirmative action beliefs (Oh, et al., 2010).  We 
expected the ARBI to be positively related to the WPAI because previous research has shown that awareness of 
White privilege is related to similar constructs like racial prejudice and antidiscrimination behavior (Stewart et al., 
2010).

Method

Participants
Participants were recruited by individually contacting chapter leaders of anti-racism groups (e.g., Anti-

Racism Alliance; Showing up for Racial Justice, SURJ) and asking leaders to forward the survey to chapter 
members. See Procedures for additional information. A total of 153 adults comprised the participant group. Of the 
participants who completed the survey, 131 identified as racial justice/anti-racist advocates, however analyses were 
conducted on all 153 participants because depending on participants’ level of development (e.g., racial identity) 
not all individuals engaging in anti-racism will self-identify an anti-racist (Pieterse et al., 2016).

All 153 participants self-reported their racial group memberships as White (100%; n = 153). In terms of 
gender, the sample was primarily female (85.6%; n = 131), followed by male (11.8%; n = 18), transgender (<1%, n 
=1) and other (2%; n = 3). Participant ages ranged from 21-79 years old (M = 42.31, SD = 15.94). Most participants 
were highly educated having attained graduate-level educations (45.8%; n = 70) followed by undergraduate degrees 
(39.9%; n = 61). Smaller percentages of participants had attained professional degrees (9.2%; n =14), only high 
school diplomas (3.3%; n = 5), or less than high school (1.3%; n = 2). One participant did not report their highest 
level of education.

Participants reported their sexual orientation as heterosexual (67.32%; n = 103), followed by bisexual 
(7.84%; n = 12), other (6.54%; n = 10), gay or lesbian (5.23%; n = 8), queer (4.58%; n = 7) and pansexual (3.27%; 
n = 5). Eight participants did not disclose their sexual orientation.  Participant annual income ranges were as 
follows: less than $40,000 (n = 65), $41,000-$55,000 (n = 14), $56,000-$70,000 (n = 23) $71,000-100,000 (n = 26), 
$101,000-$115,000 (n = 2), $116,000-130,000 (n = 3), greater than $131,000 (n = 17). Three participants did not 
report their annual income. 
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Measures
Demographics. Participants self-reported their race, ethnicity, religion, income, age, gender, sexual 

orientation, and whether they identify as a racial justice or anti-racism advocate/activist.
Anti-Racism-Behavior Inventory. The Anti-Racism-Behavioral Inventory (ARBI; Pieterse et al., 2016) is 

a 21-item self-report measure designed to assess knowledge and behavior associated with anti-racism, was used 
for this study which employed a 5-point Likert- type response (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = uncertain, 4 
= agree, and 5 = strongly agree). Examples of items include: “I interrupt racist jokes when I hear my friends talking 
that way”. The original validation study yielded three subscales: Institutional Advocacy, Individual Advocacy, 
and Awareness, in addition to a Total ARBI score, with higher scores representing more engagement in anti-
racism advocacy. In the original sample, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were as follows: individual advocacy α = 
.83; awareness of racism α = .83; institutional advocacy α = .79, and total score α =.83. Reliability coefficients for 
current sample were as follows:  α =.84 (individual advocacy); α = .81 (awareness of racism); α =.79 (institutional 
advocacy), and α = .89 (total score). 

White Privilege. The Privilege and Oppression Inventory (Hays et al., 2007) includes a 13-item subscale, 
White Privilege Awareness (WPA) that assesses a cognitive awareness of racial advantage. Each item is rated on a 
6-point Likert scale ranging from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (6).  Example items include: “Whites have 
the power to exclude other groups” and “There are benefits to being White in this society”. The authors obtained 
Cronbach alpha coefficients α = .92. Reliability coefficients for the current sample was α = .95. Hays et al., provided 
evidence of construct validity through expected relationship with other measures of discrimination.

Social Desirability. The Marlowe-Crowne Social Desirability Scale Short Form (Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972) 
is a 10 item scale in true/false format aimed to measure social desirability, defined as “the need to obtain approval 
by responding in a culturally appropriate and acceptable manner” (Crowne & Marlowe, 1961, p. 353). Example 
items include: “I never hesitate  to  go  out  of  my  way  to  help  someone  in trouble” and “I  have  never  intensely  
disliked  anyone”.  The original authors obtained Cronbach alpha coefficients ranging from .49 to .75 (Strahan & 
Gerbasi, 1972). Reliability coefficients for current sample was α = .67. 

Color Blind Racial Attitudes. The Color Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS; Neville et al., 2000) is 
a 20-item self-report measure designed to assess color-blind racial attitudes which measures implicit racism-
related attitudes as reflected in unawareness of racial privilege, unawareness of institutional discrimination, and 
unawareness of blatant racism. This scale employs a Likert-type response format. Scores are obtained by summing 
all items for a total score, and summing relevant items for the three subscales. The total score can range from 20 
to 120 with higher scores reflective of greater levels of color-blind racial attitudes. The authors obtained Cronbach 
alpha coefficients ranging from .70 to .86. Evidence for construct validity includes positive associations between 
scores on the CoBRAS and a measure of racial intolerance. Further evidence of construct validity has been noted 
by an inverse relationship between scores on the CoBRAS and scores on the White Privilege Attitudes Scale, a 
measure of awareness of racial privilege (Pinterits et al., 2009). Reliability estimates for the current sample was as 
follows:  α = .84 (racial privilege), α = .86 (institutional discrimination), α = .58 (blatant racism), and α = .91 (total 
score). These reliabilities are in the same range as other studies that have utilized the CoBRAS (Gamst et al., 2011). 

Mental Health. The Mental Health Inventory-5 (MHI-5. Berwick et al., 1991) is a brief, five-item mental 
health screening tool to assess general mental health and to screen for depressive and anxiety related symptoms. 
Example items include: “During the past month, how much  of  the  time  were  you  a  happy  person?” and 
“How  much  of  the  time,  during  the  past  month,  have  you  felt  so  down  in  the  dumps  that  nothing  could  
cheer  you  up?” For each question, participants are asked to choose one of the following responses: 1 = all of the 
time, 2 = most of the time, 3 = a good bit of the time, 4 = some of the time, 5 = a little of the time, and 6 = none 
of the time. Because two items ask about positive feelings, their scoring was reversed. The score for the MHI-5 is 
computed by summing the scores of each question item and then transforming the raw scores to a 0–100-point 
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scale. Higher scores reflect greater mental health and lower scores reflect increased psychological distress. The 
reliability coefficient for current sample was α = .78.
Procedure

After receiving approval from the Institutional Review Board, an online data collection procedure was 
utilized. To assist with the data collection process, a list of anti-racist groups was generated by Google search. 
Chapters leaders were contacted via e-mail and asked if they and/or their chapter would be interested in 
participating in the study. Chapter leaders who expressed interest were provided with a URL link to the survey, 
along with a message of introduction to the survey. E-mails requesting participation were sent by chapter leaders, 
directing members to a URL where they could review informed consent and access the online survey. Prior to 
data collection, each participant was presented with informed consent. Upon completion, participants received 
a debriefing form. Participants were not compensated for their participation in the study. All data collection was 
undertaken online. 

Results

Preliminary Analyses
Descriptive statistics indicated a normal distribution of the ARBI total scores as evidenced by the frequency 

distribution and measures of central tendency (M = 82.09, SD = 11.66.4, range = 43-102; skewness = -.80 and 
kurtosis = .27). Given that these findings suggested adequate variability of participant responses to the initial item 
pool, we proceeded to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis to examine if the original factor structure could be 
supported in a new sample of White individuals who identified as anti-racism activists.
Missing Data

In order to determine the percentage of each variable that was missing, a missing values analysis was 
conducted in the open-source statistical program R (R Development Core, 2014) using the mice package (van 
Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2010). Overall, missing data for specific variables ranged from 0% to 3.27%. 
Missing data on the ARBI ranged from 0% to 2.61%; missing CoBRAS data ranged from 0% to 1.31%; missing 
MHI-5 data ranged from 0% to .65%; missing WPAI data ranged from 0% to 3.27%; and missing SDS data ranged 
was 0%.  Based on further analysis of the distribution of missing data across variables, it appears that WPAI items 2, 
10, and 12 had the highest percentages of missing data (56.21%), followed by ARBI 3.3 (1.96%) and CoBRAS 2.12, 
CoBRAS 1.1, CoBRAS 3.18, CoBRAS 3.15 (1.31%). While there is no firm consensus regarding the percentage of 
missing data that becomes problematic, scholars have suggested that between 5% and 20% of missing data will 
yield biased results. Since we found that data were missing completely at random (MCAR, Schlomer et al., 2010), 
we addressed missing data by using the nearest point procedure within the VIM package (Shopfhauser et al., 
2016). To impute the data using the KNN Nearest Neighbor Imputation, an algorithm that matches a point with 
its closest neighbor, assuming that a point can be approximated by the values of the points that are closest to it, 
based on other variables. 
Analysis of Variance

We also tested for differences on the ARBI scores across gender and education via a two-way MANOVA. 
Results were insignificant for interaction effects [Wilks’ λ = 1.27, F (21, 112) = .81, p = .21] and main effects for 
education [Wilks’ λ = .79, F (21, 112) = 1.42, p = .12] and gender [Wilks’ λ = .80, F (21, 112) = 1.31, p = .18] 
suggesting that education and gender groups did not differ significantly on ARBI scores. 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis

The purpose of this study was to further examine the factor structure with confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) with a new sample of White adults. Typical approaches to scale validation and development include 
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the replication of the initial factor structure with new samples as well as the examination of validity through 
correlation-based procedures (DeVellis, 2016). 

To validate the factor structure and examine construct validity, a maximum-likelihood estimation model 
CFA utilizing LISREL8.54  (Joreskog & Sorbom, 2006) was conducted and was guided by the confirmatory 
procedure utilized in the initial development study (Pieterse et al., 2016).  Model fit threshold was guided by 
general guidelines of model fit including RMSEA equal to or less than .06 and CFI equal to or greater than .95. (Hu 
& Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2010).

The 21-item first order oblique three-factor ARB model (Model 1) exhibited mixed results regarding 
model fit, SB χ2(186, N = 153) = 349.992, p < .05, RMSEA = .077 (.064; .088), SRMR = .087, CFI = .941. All of the 
factor loadings and uniqueness terms were significant and the standardized factor loadings ranged from .24 (item 
4) to .88 (item 13) (See Table 3). Factor correlations ranged from .45 (AWA and INST) to .70 (IND and INST). 
In addition, we tested a bifactor model (Reise, Moore, & Haviland, 2010), which assumed one general factor that 
accounted for variance in all ARBI items and three domain-specific factors which accounted for variance (above 
and beyond the variance accounted for the by general factor) in three separate subsets of ARBI items (Model 2). 
We tested a bifactor model given the conceptual plausibility of a general anti-racism factor which accounted for 
common variance among all items. In addition, we assumed that a bifactor model might be most appropriate 
given the moderate factor correlations identified in Model 1 (Reise, Morizot, & Hays, 2007). 

The 21-item bifactor ARBI model exhibited good model fit, SB χ2(168, N = 153) = 210.450, p < .05, RMSEA 
= .041 (.019; .057), SRMR = .061, CFI = .976. All but two factor loadings for the general factor (items 4 and 6) were 
significant. Five domain-specific factor loadings (Individual specific factor items 3, 5, 12, and 15; AWA specific 
factor item 4) were significant. Standardized general factor loadings ranged from .10 to .81 and domain specific 
factor loadings ranged from .02 to .74. (See table 2). Likelihood ratio testing with the scaled chi-square difference 
test (Td; Satorra & Bentler, 2001) indicated that the bifactor model exhibited a statistically significant improvement 
in model fit compared to the first-order three-factor model, Td(18) = 83.59, p < .0001. 
Correlational Analysis

Bivariate correlations were examined to assess for evidence of validity. Evidence of criterion validity was 
assessed by examining correlations between scores on the ARBI and Scores on the CoBRAS. Finding indicated 
that individuals who endorsed racism-related attitudes (i.e., CoBRAS) were less likely to endorse anti-racism 
knowledge and behaviors as measured by the ARBI (r = -.75, p <.000). When examining the association between 
anti-racism awareness and behaviors and White privilege attitudes, finding indicate that awareness of White 
privilege was significantly and positively associated with scores on the ARBI (r = .64, p =  <.000). Examine the 
subscales an interesting pattern was observed in that the strongest relationship was observed for WPA and ARBI-
Awareness (r = .81, p = <.000) while the weakest relationship was observed for WPA and ARBI-Institutional (r = 
.27, p = .001).  (see Table one). Finally, findings reveal that social desirability had a modest inverse association with 
scores on the ARBI  (r = -.24, p = .003), and scores in the mental health inventory were inversely associated with 
scores on the ARBI (r = -.19, p = .018)

Discussion
Findings of this study support the original bi-factor structure of the Anti-Racism Behavioral inventory 

(ARBI). Given that the factor structure has been replicated with the current sample of predominantly White, 
female, self-identified anti-racism activists, this finding suggest that the validity of the ARBI extends beyond the 
initial sample of White college students, and holds the promise for application with White antiracism activists. 
Furthermore, the mean ARBI score evidenced by the current sample (M= 82.03) in comparison to the mean 
scores from the original sample (M=66.03) (Pieterse et al., 2016) suggest that the ARBI is also sensitive to anti-
racism activities as evidenced by higher means scores among anti-racism activists. Therefore, given the current 
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findings we believe that the ARBI represents an important addition to measures focused on awareness of racism, 
white privilege, and antiracism activity (Schooley et al., 2019). 

The pattern of relationships gleaned from the correlational analysis presents some interesting findings 
worth further discussion. For the current sample antiracism knowledge and behavior is not associated with 
positive mental health as assessed by the MHI-5. Although this finding might be disappointing at first glance, it 
should not be surprising that individuals engaged in social justice activism might also experience lowered levels 
of wellbeing as evidenced by studies that document the experience of burnout among social justice advocates 
(Cheng & Gorski, 2015; Gorki, 2019). Although qualitive examinations of the experience of antiracism advocacy 
among White individuals indicate that these individuals describe the work as meaningful, they are also document 
significant challenges which is a reminder of the need for support and self-care when engaging activism that 
challenges entrenched system of oppression and structural racism (Smith & Redding, 2010). This finding also 
serves as a reminder that White people who have an awareness and commitment to anti-racism (i.e., actively 
fighting and thinking about it), could experience ongoing racial injustice as distressing and discouraging (Smith 
& Redding). 

When examining evidence of criterion validity, we note that individuals who endorse higher awareness 
of White Privilege are more likely to endorse and engage antiracism activism. This finding is consistent with 
the developmental frame for antiracism activism outlined by Derman-Sparks and Phillips (1997) who suggest 
that knowledge of racism and Whiteness is a prerequisite for individual and institutional antiracism activities. 
Furthermore, a closer examination of this relationship indicates that White Privilege Awareness, while positively 
associated with antiracism has weaker associations with antiracism behavior as assessed by the ARBI individual 
(r = .43) and ARBI Institutional ( r = .27) subscales. This finding provides preliminary evidence that awareness of 
White privilege does not necessarily translate to engaging in anti-racism activism. It appears that there might be 
other variables that either mediate or moderate the White privilege awareness and antiracism activism relationship. 
Limitations

Although the findings do lend strong support for the psychometric strength of the ARBI, it is important 
to consider limitations that might preclude generalizability. This validation of the ARBI was on a highly educated, 
White American sample who were predominantly members of anti-racist groups. Given the rather narrow sample 
represented in this current research, it is clear that the findings cannot be generalized beyond individuals that 
share characteristics of the current sample. Future research might examine the validity of the ARBI on a multiracial 
sample. There is some evidence to suggest that people of Color and Whites have a different process in regard to 
exploring racial awareness and engaging anti-racism activism (Pieterse et al., 2016; Gorki, 2019). Additionally, 
the current  sample was highly educated, suggesting that educational attainment may influence anti-racist attitudes 
and behavior. Given mixed findings regarding the relationship between level of education and anti-racist attitudes 
and behavior (e.g., Hagendoorn & Nekuee, 2018; Norrlof, 2019) future research should examine the interaction 
between education, racial group and gender, and its influence on the endorsement of anti-racism knowledge and 
behaviors. 
Implications

The ARBI could be a useful tool when seeking to assess the efficacy of anti-racism instruction and training 
for racial awareness for Whites. Applications could include using the ARBI in a pre-test post-test format to assess 
the effectiveness of anti-racism training. For individuals who are less familiar with anti-racism behaviors, the ARBI 
also provides examples of the type of knowledge and the specific behaviors associated with anti-racism activism.  
Ongoing racial bias and systemic racial oppression within the US (Abramowitz & McCoy, 2019; Clayton et al., 
2019) highlights the need to more aggressively pursue anti-racism instruction. The findings also highlight the type 
of training needed for anti-racism activism, specifically the need to examine and understand White privilege, as 
well as the need to disrupt Colorblind racial attitudes. 
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Future Research 
The ARBI was developed on a sample of White students in various mental health training programs, 

and in the current study, further validation has been provided with a sample of White adults engaged in various 
activism associated with anti-racist activism. Given the focus on anti-racism in other fields such as education 
(Escayg, 2019), nursing (Coleman, 2020), medicine (Monroe et al., 2021) and public health (Breny, 2020), further 
development of the ARBI should draw on individuals from these disciplines to extend utility of the ARBI beyond 
counseling and anti-racism activists. In keeping with further populations for validation – it would be important to 
extend the ARBI beyond White identified individuals and included other racial groups as part of future validation 
samples. Additionally, the utility of the ARBI might be enhanced by the development of a normative sample of 
anti-racist advocates that could serve as a reference point when applying the ARBI to anti-racism training. Finally, 
the factor loadings suggest that some or the current items could benefit from revision. Additionally, the utility of 
the ARBI could be further extended with the addition of items that speak to engaging anti-racism  in the world of. 
social media.
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Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Item
ARBI 
Total

Individual 
Advocacy

Awareness 
of Racism

Institutional 
Advocacy

1. When I hear people telling racist jokes and using negative racial stereotypes, I usually 
confront them

.274 .618

3. I actively seek to understand how I participate in both intentional and unintentional racism .699 .055
5. I actively seek to educate myself about the experience of racism .752 .035
7. I interrupt racist conversations and jokes when I head my friends talking that way .465 .712
10. I have challenged acts of racism that I have witnessed in my workplace or at school .479 .275
12. I make it a point to educate myself about the experience of historically oppressed groups in 

the US (e.g. slavery, internment of Japanese, American Indians and the trail of tears etc.)
.617 .124

15. I often speak to my friends about the problem of racism in the US, and what we can do 
about it.

.672 -.090

18. I do not like to talk about racism in public -.455 -.250
20. I interrupt racist conversations and jokes when I hear them in my family .420 .623
4. I feel guilty and ashamed when I think of the history of racism and slavery in the US .135 .211
9. It bothers me that my country has yet to acknowledge the impact of slavery .568 .669
11. The US should offer some type of payment to the descendants of slaves .627 .428
13. The US has not acknowledged the impact of slavery. .566 .692
14. Because of racism in the US, Blacks do not have the same educational opportunities as 

compared to Whites.
.660 .445

16. Within the US, racism is largely perpetuated by the White racial majority .513 .505
21. The police unfairly target Black men and Latinos. .565 .528
2. I give money to organizations working against racism and discrimination .536 .381
6. When I read articles in newspapers or magazines that are perpetuating racist ideas, I 

generally write a letter to the editor
.116 .547

8. I am actively involved in exposing companies that uphold exclusionary and racist practices .408 .648
17. I write letters to local and state politicians to voice my concerns about racism .295 .618

19. I volunteer with anti-racist or racial justice organizations .638 .392

Table 2
Factor Loadings for Bifactor ARBI Model with loadings <.03 in bold

Model χ2 df χ2/df CFI RMSEA

BiFactor 250.442 	 168 1.48 .976 .056
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Model χ2 df χ2/df CFI RMSEA

BiFactor 250.442 	 168 1.48 .976 .056

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Item
Individual 
Advocacy

Awareness 
of Racism

Institutional 
Advocacy

1. When I hear people telling racist jokes and using negative racial stereotypes, I usually 
confront them

.450

3. I actively seek to understand how I participate in both intentional and unintentional racism .671
5. I actively seek to educate myself about the experience of racism .715
7. I interrupt racist conversations and jokes when I head my friends talking that way .650
10. I have challenged acts of racism that I have witnessed in my workplace or at school .548
12. I make it a point to educate myself about the experience of historically oppressed groups in 

the US (e.g. slavery, internment of Japanese, American Indians and the trail of tears etc.)
.634

15. I often speak to my friends about the problem of racism in the US, and what we can do 
about it.

.596

18. I do not like to talk about racism in public -.532
20. I interrupt racist conversations and jokes when I hear them in my family .592
4. I feel guilty and ashamed when I think of the history of racism and slavery in the US .239
9. It bothers me that my country has yet to acknowledge the impact of slavery .836
11. The US should offer some type of payment to the descendants of slaves .754
13. The US has not acknowledged the impact of slavery. .877
14. Because of racism in the US, Blacks do not have the same educational opportunities as 

compared to Whites.
.791

16. Within the US, racism is largely perpetuated by the White racial majority .727
21. The police unfairly target Black men and Latinos. .782
2. I give money to organizations working against racism and discrimination .698
6. When I read articles in newspapers or magazines that are perpetuating racist ideas, I 

generally write a letter to the editor
.397

8. I am actively involved in exposing companies that uphold exclusionary and racist practices .680
17. I write letters to local and state politicians to voice my concerns about racism .589

19. I volunteer with anti-racist or racial justice organizations .798

Table 3
Factor Loadings and Fit Indices for 3 factor ARBI Model

Model χ2 df χ2/df CFI RMSEA

3-Factor 389.558 	 186 2.09 .941 .077
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