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Introduction

Background
igma is a well-documented dmmumn of adverse health

Additional Criteria for Full-Text Review

Abstract Review

References from other sources.

outcomes across. identities including race, gender, sexuality, ) i) Inclusion 1.In English 1.G iy bound y
socioeconomic status, substance use, "W status, & disability. = = Crites 2. Original peer-reviewed research (must involve data collection or data analysis | 2. Stigma is directly measured (e.g., neighborhood attitudes,|
Most stigma research has focused on the individual-level. ProQuest (n = 3247) Citation searching (n = 0) cnhcrg u‘mf:nu\‘ or qualitative, .E example surveys, interviews, “cohort i nmm*)g or clearly I'ru):ncd as mu-:ej mfmmi (e, stigma-
Less is known about stigma as a structural or context Web of Science (n = 538) Grey literature (n = 0) duan q ! v . - e o S
feature of nug‘boﬂmds and other localized geographic units. PubMed (n = study,” etc.) motivated hats crimes)

+ Emerging cvidence  suggests neighborhoods can  become PayeINFO (n = 218) F— m 3. Stigma (also can be “violence,” “hate crimes,” “discrimination,” “ra 3. Violenee explicitly motivated by and/or framed as rooted in
symbalicaly associaied Wil deviance, disonder, or e Premium Collection (ProQuest) (n = eferences removed prior to homaphobia amphobia -biphaia. sencphobin~dibees gt or [signa

failure. || screening (n =756) other synonym. 4. Violence explicitly mofivated by and/or framed as roofed in
Neighborhood-levelstigma isoften operationalized through B Duplicate records 4. Unit of analysis should be neighborhood or synonym (also can be 7ip code, |stigma
> Concentrated disadvantage Semiemi Ser Compltie (10109 fcred (o2 56 ensus tract, census block, “street,” “geospatial clustering,” “geospatia
Racialized spaial sgegation”
> Crime labeling’ Exclusion 1. Non-English 1. Community not geographically bound (¢.g. social media
= Environmental neglect” Criteria 2. C study protocols, reviews, diasporas)
Commuricylevl avides tovard - maginaled [Studies sought for retreval (n n<)}——[smmw ot reirieved (1=0)] revicws, or otherwise not involving data collction . Sigma not measured or o framed s stigma-relate
 popultions”! T 3. Does not mention stigma or synonym. . 4 or ot
Honerer M’q mly" P de Ceplicily define or theorize cligibility (n =116) Retracted (n = 1) 5. Explicitly states a different level of geospatial analysis (¢.g.,state, country). _|stigma

Not framed as stigma or synonym (n = 5)
Does not measure stigma or synonym (n — 4)
Does not mention stigma or synonym (n = 4)
Docs not mention ncighborhood or synonym (n = 1) ationsl: Socio-Political Ei nt (Correlates)
Unit of analysis is not neighborhood or synonym (n SEMEOREroviRel

st 2 st process.
Objecti
! Sysematically eviw existing licratur o geospail stigma.
« Focus specifically on neighborhood-level (or equivalent) units of
analysis
« Identify how stigma is defined and measured at localized
geographic evcls.
nthesize evidence on neighborhood-level stigma as a contextual
predictor of health
« dentify gaps in the literature to inform future research and
ervention development

ocio-Political Environment (Correlutes)

Municipal: Socio-Political Environment (Correlates)
Neighborhood:

patial setting is not geographically Unit(s)of

across space), zip code, census block,
census tract, culralneighborhaod unit

1y
Stigma is part of the background framing, not the
analytic focus (n = 1
Doss ot descibe or provide exapls of
neighborhod vl sigma o

Vi ot s ugm..mm\mu and/or framed as Types of Sigma Attibutions: Racis,

Viole
eing rooed n sigrma (n =

Methodolog

hamophobia, biphobis, trnphobis, Pre.

Design
+ Systematic scoping review of literature on geosparial stigma

tudies included in synthesis

« Focus an neighborhood-level or equivalent geographic units " .
Software [ Tncluded studies ongoing (n = 0) i
« Covidence used for abstract and full-text screening, tagging, and | Studies awaiting classification (n = 120) |
Eximastion rpersonal: Corr
Literature Scarch Strategy pritepeeeh
Scarch terms included combinations of stigma and geographic unit
+ Stigma-related Terms: “Stigma,” “Violence,” “late crimes.”
“Discrimination,” “Racism,” “Homophobia,” “Transphobia.”
“Biphobia.” “Xenophobia,” “Diabetes stigma” (or synonym) Results / Next Steps @y
ographic Terms: “Neighborhood,” “Zip code,” *Census tract,
“Census block,” “Strect,” “Geospatial clustering,” “Geospatial,” | | Current Progress Future Steps/Recommendations for Rescarch
“Ecological unit” N g ’ + Final cesults have not yet been obtained, Data extraction sad synthesis ate stllin pragress. * The rest of this project should omlslst of finalizing full-text meenmgand extracting relevant information on neighborhood-level geospatial stigma.
ological umif” (cr symonym i ave oty PoR PRt proe « Future research o his topic sh settings an t eter understand how stigma affects all communites.
* English-language, pecr-reviewed studics with original data Common Trends & Frellminsry Observations * Researchers should focus speci |Iv on historically mamwmllzud or excluded groups to address gaps in neighborhood-level stigma research.
Screcning Process  Where people live shapes what they ge: In highly segregated ULS. cites, sigmatizing policies toward
« Initial scarch: n = 3,804 ahstracts Black and low-income neighborhoods contribute to child poverty rates of 43.7% for Black children vs.

+ Double-screened abstracts and full texts using Covidence 14.9% for White children.® Acknowledgements
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