Table SM1
The Full Search Process
	Database
	Search Date
	Search Logic

	PsycINFO via Ovid
(n=2908)
	1806 to 2023, August Week 2
	1. structur*.tw.
2. institution*.tw.
3. organization* climate.tw.
4. social environment*.tw.
5. systemic*.tw.
6. stigma*.tw.
7. discrimination*.tw.
8. sexis*.tw.
9. racis*.tw.
10. homophob*.tw.
11. ableis*.tw.
12. measure*.tw.
13. scale.tw.
14. operation*.tw.
15. 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5
16. 6 or 7 or 8 or 9 or 10 or 11
17. 12 or 13 or 14
18. 15 and 16 and 17
19. Limit 18 to (peer reviewed journal and human and english language)

	Medline via Ovid (n=4570)
	1946 to 2023, August 18
	1. structur*.tw.
2. institution*.tw.
3. organization* climate.tw.
4. social environment*.tw.  
5. systemic*.tw.  
6. stigma*.tw.  
7. discrimination*.tw.  
8. sexis*.tw.  
9. racis*.tw. 
10. homophob*.tw.  
11. ableis*.tw. 
12. measure*.tw.  
13. scale.tw.  
14. operation*.tw.  
15. 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5  
16. 6 or 7 or 8 or 9 or 10 or 11  
17. 12 or 13 or 14  
18. 15 and 16 and 17  
19. Limit 18 to (humans and english language and journal article)  

	Embase via Ovid (n=3718)
	1974 to 2023, August 18
	1. structur*.tw. 
2. institution*.tw.  
3. organization* climate.tw. 
4. social environment*.tw.  
5. systemic*.tw.  
6. stigma*.tw.  
7. discrimination*.tw.  
8. sexis*.tw.  
9. racis*.tw.  
10. homophob*.tw.  
11. ableis*.tw. 
12. measure*.tw.  
13. scale.tw.  
14. operation*.tw.  
15. 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 or 5  
16. 6 or 7 or 8 or 9 or 10 or 11 
17. 12 or 13 or 14  
18. 15 and 16 and 17  
19. Limit 18 to (humans and english language and journal and embase) 

	Scopus (n=15,283)
	2023, August 15
	TITLE-ABS-KEY ( structur* OR institution* OR ( organization* AND climate ) OR ( social AND environment* ) OR systemic* ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( stigma* OR discrimination* OR sexis* OR racis* OR homophob* OR ableis* ) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY ( measure* OR scale OR operation* ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( DOCTYPE , "ar" ) ) AND ( LIMIT-TO ( LANGUAGE , "English" ) )

	Web of Science (n=14,030)
	2023, August 14
	TS=(structur* OR institution* OR (organization* AND climate) OR (social AND environment*) OR systemic*) AND TS=(stigma* OR discrimination* OR sexis* OR racis* OR homophob* OR ableis* ) AND TS=(measure* OR scale OR operation*) AND DT=(Article) AND LA=(English)




Table SM2
Measures Used to Estimate Group Differences: Group Disparities
	Domain and Indicators
	Example Paper

	Employment (n=39):
	

	(Un)employment rates
	Abraham et al. (2022); Bartle-Haring & Whiting (2022); Bell et al. (2019); Brown et al. (2022); Chantarat et al. (2022); Chaparro et al. (2022); Dougherty et al. (2020); Eldridge & Berrigan (2022); Finch et al. (2001); Homan et al. (2021); Liu et al. (2019); Lukachko et al. (2015); Owens-Young & Bell (2020); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Stone et al. (2023); Volpe et al. (2021); Wallace et al. (2017); Whiting & Bartle-Haring (2022); Everett et al. (2022); Everett et al. (2022); Lett et al. (2022); Guzi et al. (2021); Homan (2019); Polos et al. (2022)

	Full/part time employment rates
	Clay et al. (2018); Maume et al. (2018) 

	Self-employment rates
	Gaweł et al. (2021); McKetta et al. (2023);

	Employed in professional or managerial or executive occupations
	Abraham et al. (2022); Bartle-Haring & Whiting (2022); Lukachko et al. (2015); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Tan et al. (2021); Volpe et al. (2021); Wallace et al. (2017); McKetta et al. (2023)

	Employed in service occupations
	Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c)

	Employed in technical occupations
	Tan et al. (2021)

	Labor force participation
	Bartle-Haring & Whiting (2022); Homan et al. (2021); Lukachko et al. (2015); Nagle & Samari (2021); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Volpe et al. (2021); Everett et al. (2022); McKetta et al. (2023)

	Productivity gap
	Kampelmann &Rycx (2016); Vandenberghe (2016)

	Pay gap
	Gaweł et al. (2021); Barbezat (1987); Gardeazabal & Ugidos (2005); Chen & Zhang (2018); Hindman & Paulsen (2021); Kampelmann &Rycx (2016); Pailhe (2000); Vandenberghe (2016)

	Predicted probabilities of being employed
	Chantarat et al. (2022)

	Education (n=36):
	

	Educational attainment (Proportion of adults with college or high-school degrees; highest degree attained)
	Abraham et al. (2022); Bartle-Haring & Whiting (2022); Bell et al. (2019); Brown et al. (2022); Chantarat et al. (2022); Anderson et al. (2023); Becares et al. (2022); Clay et al. (2018); Conrick et al. (2023); Dougherty et al. (2020); Eldridge & Berrigan (2022); Finch et al. (2001); Graetz et al. (2022); Homan et al. (2021); Liu et al. (2019); Lukachko et al. (2015); Njoroge et al. (2022); Owens-Young & Bell (2020); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Stone et al. (2023); Volpe et al. (2021); Wallace et al. (2017); Whiting & Bartle-Haring (2022); Lett et al. (2022); Grey et al. (2022); Polos et al. (2022); Walsemann et al. (2022)

	Math performance
	Grey et al. (2022)

	College/ school attendance
	England & Meier (1985); Polos et al. (2022)

	Ratio of years of education
	Homan (2019); Walsemann et al. (2022)

	Duration in school
	Walsemann et al. (2022)

	Drop out rates
	England & Meier (1985)

	School suspension rates
	Polos et al. (2022); England & Meier (1985)

	School characteristics
	Polos et al. (2022)

	Ratio of placement in special education classes
	England & Meier (1985)

	Ratio of admission to gifted or enrichment programmes
	England & Meier (1985)

	Race opportunity gap
	Siegel et al. (2022); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); O’Brien et al. (2020)

	Perceived life chances
	Polos et al. (2022)

	Self-reported school connectedness
	Polos et al. (2022)

	Household expenditure in education	
	Singh et al. (2023)

	Socio-Economic Status (n=36):
	

	Gini coefficient
	Ormseth et al. (2022); Bakhtiari et al. (2018); Roulston et al (2023); Carlson (1992); Homan et al. (2021)

	Per capita GDP*
	Guzi et al. (2021)

	Proportion living in poverty
	Bell et al. (2019); Abraham et al. (2022); Anderson et al. (2023); Brown et al. (2022); Conrick et al. (2023); Dougherty et al. (2020); Graetz et al. (2022); Homan et al. (2021); Nagle & Samari (2021); Ormseth et al. (2022); Siegel et al. (20223a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Tan et al. (2021); Lett et al. (2022); McKetta et al. (2023); Homan (2019);

	Income level
	Abraham et al. (2022); Clay et al. (2018); Chantarat et al. (2022); Chaparro et al. (2022); Dougherty et al. (2020); Finch et al. (2001); Graetz et al. (2022); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2022); Nagle& Samari (2021); Njoroge et al. (2022); Owens-Young & Bell (2020); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Wallace et al. (2017); Everett et al. (2022); Lett et al. (2022); Homan (2019); Grey et al. (2022)

	Economic mobility gap
	Islami et al. (2021)

	Home ownership rates
	Bell et al. (2019); Brown et al. (2022); Becares et al. (2022); Chantarat et al. (2022); Chaparro et al. (2022); Conrick et al. (2023); Homan et al. (2021); Njoroge et al. (2022); Owens-Young & Bell (2020); Siegel et al. (2022); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Lett et al. (2022);

	Business ownership rates
	Hatzenbuehler et al. (2022)

	Frequency of car use
	Becares et al. (2022)

	Subjective SES*
	Becares et al. (2022) 

	Perceived overcrowding of living environment
	Becares et al. (2022)

	Justice (n=26):
	

	Conviction rates
	Lynch & Omori (2018)

	Incarceration rates
	Bartle-Haring & Whiting (2022); Brown et al. (2022); Chamber et al. (2018); Conrick et al. (2023); Dougherty et al. (2020); Eldridge & Berrigan (2022); Homan et al. (2021); Liu et al. (2019); Lukachko et al. (2015); Siegel et al. (2022); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Stone et al. (2023); Tan et al. (2021); Volpe et al. (2021); Wallace et al. (2017); Whiting & Bartle-Haring (2022); Lett et al. (2022); Jeffers et al. (2023)

	Juvenile custody rates
	Wallace et al. (2017)

	Ratios of final sentence length for convicted defendants
	Lynch & Omori (2018)

	Death sentence
	Lukachko et al. (2015)

	Total felony disenfranchisement
	Bartle-Haring & Whiting (2022); Eldridge & Berrigan (2022); Lukachko et al. (2015); Siegel et al. (2023b); Whiting & Bartle-Haring (2022)

	Police killings or brutality
	Das et al. (2021), Ibragimov et al. (2019)

	Police stops
	Hargreaves (2018); Stelter et al. (2022)

	Firearm homicide
	Conrick et al. (2023)

	Health and Social Care (n=11):
	

	Public assistance rates
	Abraham et al (2022)

	Primary care rates
	Dougherty et al. (2020)

	Rates of health insurance types
	Njoroge et al. (2020); Stone et al. (2023); 

	Ambulatory care rates
	Dougherty et al. (2020)

	Rates of hospital security emergency response calls
	Karvonen et al. (2023)

	Rates of behaviour contracts with patients’ families
	Karvonen et al. (2023)

	Mortality ratio
	Dougherty et al. (2020);

	A1c test follow-up ratio*
	Dougherty et al. (2020)

	Mammogram ratio
	Dougherty et al. (2020)

	Urine toxicology screening rates
	Karvonen et al. (2023)

	Rate of women living in a county without an abortion provider
	Homan et al. (2021); Nagle & Samari (2021); Homan (2019)

	Child protective services referral rates
	Karvonen et al. (2023)

	Revenues and profits from hospitals with different patient racial composition
	Himmelstein et al. (2023)

	Covid Disadvantage Index
	Janeviv et al. (2022)

	Annual state-level rates of buprenorphine prescriptions
	Miles et al. (2023)

	Politics (n=10):
	

	Voting rates
	Bartle-Haring & Whiting (2022); Brown et al. (2022); Eldridge & Berrigan (2022); Homan et al. (2021); Lukachko et al. (2015); Siegel et al. (2023b); Volpe et al. (2021); Whiting & Bartle-Haring (2022); Everett et al. (2022)

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Proportion of legislative representation
	Hatzenbuehler et al. (2022); Homan et al. (2021); Lukachko et al. (2015); Siegel et al. (2023b); Whiting & Bartle-Haring (2022)

	Family Circumstances (n=4):
	

	Single parent households
	Conrick et al. (2023)

	Female-headed households
	Abraham et al. (2022)

	Relationship Status
	Njoroge et al. (2022)

	Husband-to-wife age ratio
	Homan (2019)


Note. Sample sizes refer to number of papers identified using that measure. Right column provides examples of papers using the measure. 
* GDP = Gross Domestic Product; SES = Socio-Economic Status; A1C test is a blood test used to diagnose type 1 and type 2 diabetes.


Table SM3
Measures Used to Estimate Group Differences: Area Composition
	Domain and Indicators
	Example Paper

	Residential Segregation (n=48):
	

	Dissimilarity index
	Anderson et al. (2023); Chambers et al. (2018); Gee (2002); Homan et al. (2021); Ormseth et al. (2022); Siegel et al. (2022); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Slade et al. (2022); Mendez et al. (2012); Mendez et al. (2012); Popescu et al. (2018)

	Concentration index
	Chambers et al. (2018); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023c)

	Entropy index
	Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023c)

	Spatial theory information index
	Siegel et al. (2022); Tan et al. (2021)

	Exposure or Isolation index
	Chambers et al. (2018); Karbeah & Hacker (2023); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023c); Siegel & Wiklund (2023); Mendez et al. (2012); Mendez et al. (2014); Hung et al. (2022); Tan et al. (2021)

	Racial composition/segregation
	Abraham et al (2022); Chantarat et al. (2022) Tackett et al. (2019); Lett et al. (2022); Mendez et al. (2014); Reid et al. (2024); Stone et al., (2023)

	Area density of same-sex partner households
	Charlton et al. (2019); Frye et al (2010); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2014a); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2015); Hatzenbuehler & McLaughlin (2014); Hollinsaid et al. (2023); Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021); Oldenburg et al. (2015); Perez-Brumer et al. (2015); Titus et al. (2021)

	Area density of LGBT adults
	Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021)

	Race of household heads order (Sequence Index of Segregation)
	Karbeah & Hacker (2023)

	Redlining index
	Gee (2002); Szoko et al. (2023); Kowalski et al. (2023); Mendez et al. (2011); Mendez et al. (2012); Mendez et al. (2014); Mentias et al. (2023); Schuyler & Wenzel (2022); Uzzi et al. (2022); Zhou et al. (2017); Mendez et al. (2011)

	Racial bias in mortgage lending
	Zhou et al. (2017). Michaels et al. (2022); Pearson et al. (2023), Black et al. (2005); Sewell (2021)

	Risk-screening environmental indicators
	Siegel et al. (2023b)

	Perceived residential segregation
	Dove-Medowset et al. (2022); Janevia et al. (2017)

	Perceived neighbourhood disorder and crime
	Dove-Medowset et al. (2022)

	Subjective neighbourhood resources
	Follis et al. (2023); Njoroge et al. (2022); Janevia et al. (2017); Becares et al. (2022)

	Economical segregation (n=13):
	

	Index of Concentration at the Extremes (ICE)
	Siegel et al. (2022); Siegel et al. (2023a); Siegel et al. (2023b) Siegel et al. (2023c); Uzzi et al. (2022); Bishop-Royse et al. (2021); Chambers et al. (2019); Goel et al. (2022); Janevic et al. (2022); Jeffers et al. (2023); Karvonen et al. (2022); Linton et al. (2020); Scott et al. (2022);

	Others (n=8):
	

	Composition in legislature seats or government officials
	Everett et al. (2022); Homan et al. (2019); Homan et al. (2021); Jackson et al. (2023); McKetta et al. (2023); Nagle & Samari (2021); Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021)

	Area religious composition
	Everett et al. (2022); Homan et al. (2019); Homan et al. (2021); Nagle & Samari (2021)

	Workplace Segregation (n=5):
	

	Dissimilarity index
	Dickerson et al. (2010); Kulls & Shaw (1996)

	Occupational segregation
	Hindman & Paulsen (2021); Szolo et al. (2023)

	Workforce composition
	Kulis & Shaw (1996); Maume et al (2018)

	School Segregation (n=3):
	

	Black-White dissimilarity index
	Lee et al. (2022)

	School composition
	Park & Favero (2023); Polos et al. (2022)


[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]Note. Sample sizes refer to number of papers identified using that measure. Right column provides examples of papers using the measure. 


Table SM4
Measures Used to Estimate Structural Stigma in Policy Indices
	Indicators
	Example papers

	Publicly Available Indices

	Global Gender Gap Index (GGGI)
	Chundakladan & Sasidharan (2022)

	Institutional Gender Equality (World Economic Forum)
	Chundakladan & Sasidharan (2022)

	Social Institutional and Gender Index (SIGI)
	Ferrant & Nowacka (2015); Obenauer & Rezaei (2023); Fontanella et al. (2020)

	Gender Equality Index (GEX)
	Baron (1990)

	Gender Equality Index (GEI)
	Scheer et al. (2022); Velde et al. (2021)

	Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX)
	Levecque & Rossem (2015); Yang & Ham (2017); Bakhtiari et al. (2018); 

	Homophobia Climate Index (HCI)
	Melendz-Torres et al. (2020)

	Transgender State Equality Index (SEI)
	Tran et al. (2023)

	International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans, and Intersex Association-Europe (ILGA-Europe) Rainbow Index
	Bränström & Pachankis (2023); Layland et al. (2023); Górska et al. (2017a); Górska et al. (2017b); Pachankis et al.(2015); Pachankis et al. (2017a); Pachankis et al. (2017b); Pachankis & Bränström (2018); Stojanovski et al. (2022); van der Star et al. (2021a); van der Star et al. (2021b)

	Municipality Equality Index (MEI)
	Blosnich et al. (2016); Zelin et al (2020)

	Racial Equity Index
	Siegel et al. (2023b)

	Indices Composed by Researchers from Publicly Available Data

	City-level nondiscrimination and projective laws, policies and programs for LGB
	Chen & van Ours (2022); Lattanner et al. (2021); Lyons et al. (2023)

	State-level of LGBTQI+ policies and laws
	Aivadyan et al. (2023); Almazan et al. (2021); Blosnich et al. (2016); Boertien & Vignoli (2019); Campbell & Mena (2021); Cascalheira et al. (2022); Charlton et al. (2019); Chien et al. (2022); Doyle & Molix (2015); Drabble et al. (2021a); Drabble et al. (2021b); Du Bois et al. (2018); Duncan (2014); Duncan et al. (2014); English et al. (2021); English et al. (2022); Everett et al. (2016); Everett et al. (2022); Everett & Agenor (2023); Flentje et al. (2021); Gonzales & Ehrenfeld (2018); Gonzales et al. (2022); Gordon et al. (2023); Greene et al. (2021); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2010); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2014a); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2020);Hatzenbuehler et al. (2015); Hatzenbuehler & McLanghlin (2014); Jackson et al. (2023); Hollinsaid et al. (2022); Hughes et al. (2022); Kail et al. (2015);  Kcomt et al. (2023); Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021); Lett et al. (2022); McDowell et al. (2020); Meyer et al. (2019); Miller et al (2018); Nelson et al. (2023); Pachankis et al. (2014); Pearson et al. (2021); Perez-Brumer et al. (2015); Prairie et al. (2023); Price et al. (2023); Rabasco & Andover (2020); Raifman et al. (2017); Raifman et al. (2018); Raifman et al. (2023); Seelman & Walker (2018); Skinner et al. (2023); Snyder & Henry (2023); Solazzo et al. (2018); Titus et al. (2021); Watson et al. (2021); White et al. (2023); Woodford et al. (2015)

	State-level percentage of public high schools with Gay-Straight Alliances (or Gender-Sexuality Alliances)
	Eisenberg et al. (2021); Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021); Charlton et al. (2019); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2014a); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2015); Hatzenbuehler & McLanghlin (2014); Jackson et al. (2023); Oldenburg et al. (2015); Perez-Brumer et al. (2015); Poteat et al. (2013); Saewyc et al (2014); Watson et al. (2020)

	School-level LGBTQI+ policies and programs
	Eisenberg et al. (2021); Kaczkowski et al. (2022a); Kaczkowski et al. (2022b); Philbin et al. (2021); Saewyc et al. (2014); VanKim et al. (2020) Watson et al. (2020); Woodford et al. (2018)

	Community-level LGBTQI+ programs
	Eisenberg et al. (2021); Watson et al. (2020)

	Turkey same-sex union partnership; Anti-discrimination policies
	Ayoub & Kollman (2021)

	Country-level institutionalized/legal homophobia
	Lamontagne et al. (2018)

	Country-level LGBTQI+ rights, laws and policies
	Bränström, Fellman & Pachankis (2022); Branstrom & Pachankis (2021); Unsal et al. (2023); Everett et al. (2022); Everett et al. (2022); Fischer et al. (2016); Falck & Branstrom (2023); Górska et al. (2017a); Górska et al. (2017b); Hatzenbuehler, Bränström, & Pachankis (2018); Hatzenbuehler & Keyes (2013); Mann et al. (2022); Miedema et al. (2019); Oldenburg et al. (2015); Pachankis & Bränström (2019); Passell et al. (2021)

	LGBTQ+ protection bill
	Rucco et al. (2023)

	Country-level immigrant employment protection index (EPL)
	Guzi et al. (2021)

	State-level immigration policies
	Martino et al. (2023)

	US immigration policies
	Samari et al. (2021); Sudhinaraset et al. (2021)

	Country-level social institutional overall gender inequality and educational and labour market
	Fontanella, et al. (2020)

	County-level abortion provider
	Charlton et al. (2019); Everett et al. (2022); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2022); Homan (2019); Homan (2021); Nagle & Samari (2021)

	State-level Jim Crow birthplace status for racism
	Krieger et al. (2013)

	State-level racial equity inclusion and prosperity
	Siegel et al. (2023b)

	Country-level religion and State-Minorities (RAS-M)
	Akbaba & Fox (2011); Fox (2013)

	County-level religious climate towards homosexuality
	Hatzenbuehler et al. (2023)

	Australian inclusion towards indigenous
	Bourke et al. (2019)

	National ageism policies
	Chang et al. (2021)

	State-level mental health legislative outcomes
	Conley (2021); Conley & Baum (2022) 

	Indices Composed by Researchers from Responses of Institutional Representatives

	State-level presence or absence of discrimination laws towards LGBT
	Baldwin et al. (2017)

	State-level presence or absence of alcohol exclusion laws
	Azagba et al. (2022)

	The LGBT-friendly campus climate score
	Coulter et al. (2016); Lapinski & Sexton (2014)


Note. Measures used in the literature to estimate structural stigma in policy indices. The right column provides examples of papers using the measure. 



Table SM5
Measures Used to Estimate Public Attitudes
	Scales
	Papers
	Contents

	Majority Group’s Attitudes Towards Minority Groups

	Healthcare Provider HIV/AIDS Stigma Scale
	Leyva-Moral et al. (2020)
	30-item scale with three subscales: Prejudice (13 items), stereotype (11 items), and discrimination (6 items) towards HIV/AIDS patients. Example items: “I worry about contracting HIV from HIV+ patients;” “I think if people act responsibly they will not contract HIV;” “I would avoid conducting certain procedures on HIV + patients.”

Response scale: Six-point scale from 1 (complete disagreement) to 6 (complete agreement).

	Perceived systemic racism
	Zell & Lesick (2021)
	Nine-item scale measuring individual’s assessment that racism was pervasive in each domain. Example item: “The portrayal of African Americans in U.S. entertainment media.”

Response scale: Participants indicated on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 7 (certainly) how certain they were that each item reflected racism.

	Adaptation of motivation to control HIV/AIDS prejudice scales
	Miller et al. (2011); Miller et al (2018)
	Two parts: internal motivation and external motivation.

Internal motivation scale with three items.
Example item: “I attempt to act in non-prejudiced ways towards people with HIV/AIDS because it is personally important to me.”
External motivation scale with three items.
Example item: “Because of today’s politically correct standards, I try to appear non-prejudiced towards people with HIV/ AIDS.”

Response: Four-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

	Explicit attitudes towards Latinx people and immigrants
	Martino et al. (2023); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2022)
	Two thermometer ratings of explicit attitudes towards Latinx people and immigrants, from the American National Election Survey.

	White’s attitudes towards African Americans
	Reid et al. (2014)
	Using a feeling thermometer to rate Whites’ warmth or cool-ness towards African American from 0 (unfavorable) to 100 (favorable)

	Attitudes of Minority and Majority Group Members (or Unspecified Group Membership) about a Minority Group

	Attitudes towards homosexuals and their socialization 
	Beck et al. (2017)
	Two questions: “accept, tolerate or hate homosexuals” and “would hang-out in public with homosexuals?”

Response scale: “Accept”, “tolerate” or “hate” for first question; “hang-out in public” or “lime (a Caribbean expression for socializing)” for second question. 

	Homophobic attitudes
	Hatzenbuehler et al. (2020)
	Four items from Gender Social Survey (GSS). Example item: “If some people in your community suggested that a book in favor of homosexuality should be taken out of your public library, would you favor removing this book, or not?”

Response scales: “Yes” or “no”.

	Explicit bias towards homosexual individuals
	Hollinsaid et al. (2023); Pachankis et al. (2023); Snyder & Henry (2023)
	Thermometer ratings of warmth toward homosexual and heterosexual individuals (10-point).

	Explicit attitudes towards acceptance of sexual minorities 
	Gordon et al. (2023); Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021); Lattanner et al. (2021); Hatzenbuehler & McLaughlin (2014); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2017)
	Explicit attitudes toward acceptance of homosexuality and legality of same-sex marriage. Two questions included, (1) selected a statement comes closer to own views” homosexuality should be accepted by society or homosexuality should be discouraged by society”. (2) reported their attitudes towards “allowing gays and lesbians to marry legally”.

Response: (1)“Homosexuality should be accepted by society” or “homosexuality should be discouraged by society”. (2) 
“Strongly favor”, “favor”, “oppose”, or “strongly oppose”.

	Public attitudes towards homosexuals
	Pachankis et al. (2015); Pachankis et al (2017a)
	Three questions of the 2008 wave of the European Values Survey. Example item: “thought homosexuality could be justified”.

Response scales: “Yes” or “no”.

	Public attitudes towards immigrants
	Pachankis et al (2017b)
	Five immigrant-related questions of the 2008 wave of the European Values Survey concerned immigrants and crime, jobs, financial strain, national threat, and cultural erosion. 


	Public opinion toward sexual minorities
	Hatzenbuehler et al. (2014a); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2015); Pachankis et al. (2014); Charlton et al (2019); Hatzenbuehler & McLaughlin (2014); Perez-Brumer et al. (2015); Gordon et al. (2023); Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021); Lattanner et al. (2021); Hatzenbuehler & McLaughlin (2014); Oldenburg et al. (2015)
	Data from 41 national polls from Poper Center’s iPol archive (data: 1999-2008), included seven domains, “gay adoption, hate crimes, health benefits, discrimination in jobs and housing, marriage, sodomy, and civil unions”. Example item: "Do you think there should be adoption rights for gay and lesbian couples?"

Response: “Yes” or “no”.

	Attitudes towards policies protecting sexual minority rights
	Pearles & Todd (2018); Saxby et al. (2020); Saxby et al. (2022)
	One question at the electorate level. Item: “Should the law be changed to allow same-sex couples to marry?”

Response: “Yes” or “no”.

	Implicit attitudes toward gay men and lesbian women
	Gordon et al. (2023); Jackson et al. (2023); Lattanner & Hatzenbuehler (2021); Lattanner et al. (2021); Hatzenbuehler & McLaughlin (2014); Hollinsaid et al. (2023); Pachankis et al. (2023); Snyder &Henry (2023)
	Sexuality IAT

	Social attitudes from European Commission’s survey towards transgender people
	Branstrom & Pachankis (2021); Falck & Branstrom (2023); Unsal et al. (2023)
	Data from Special Eurobarometer 393 with one question:
“Using a scale from 1 to 10, please tell me how you would feel about having a transgender person in the highest elected political position in [COUNTRY]? Where ‘1’ means that you would feel “totally uncomfortable” and “10” that you would feel “totally comfortable”.”

	Transphobic attitudes
	Price et al (2023)
	24 transgender-specific items. Example item: “How warm or cold do you feel towards transgender people?”

Response scales: Seven-point scale from 1 (strongly warm) to 7 (strongly cold).

	Familiarity with transgender sports bans
	Pharr et al. (2022a); Pharr et al. (2022b)
	One question: “How familiar are you with state-level transgender sports bans being proposed or passed in several states across the US?”

Response: “Not at all familiar”, “somewhat familiar”, “familiar”, and “very familiar”.

	Discrimination towards LGBTI people in employment
	Moretti (2023)
	One question: “In [country] when a company wants to hire someone and has the choice between two candidates with equal skills and qualifications, which of the following criteria may, in your opinion, put one candidate at a disadvantage?”
Items: “The candidate’s gender identity (being transgender); The candidate’s sexual orientation (being gay, lesbian or bisexual); The candidate’s sex characteristics (being intersex).”

Response: 1=yes, 2=no.

	Color blind racial awareness (COBRA) 
	Bornstein et al. (2012); Cahoon et al. (2023); Diehl et al. (2020); Garcia et al. (2020); Hoang et al. (2022); Hsu et al. (2022); Ludwig et al. (2019); Ludwig et al. (2022); Neville et al. (2000); Okah et al. (2023); Parks (2022); Su & Behar-Horenstein (2017)
	Seven items of subscale awareness of institutional discrimination. Example item: “Immigrants should try to fit into the culture and adopt the values of the U.S.”

Response scale: Six-point scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree).

	Structural racism scale
	Kantack & Pasxhall (2023)
	Eight items, 4 in ‘solution subscale’ and 4 in ‘problem’ subscale. Example items: “Irish, Italian, Jewish, and many other minorities overcame prejudice and worked their way up. Blacks should do the same”; “How much of the racial tension that exists in the United States today do you think blacks are responsible for creating?”

Response: Range from 1 to 3/4. Higher scores indicated greater acknowledgment of the problem.

	Awareness of structural racism 
	Szoko et al. (2023)
	Six items about equity, implicit bias, microaggression, system of oppression, White guilty, cross-racial hostility. Example items: “Please rate your familiarity with the above terms or concepts”

Response scales: Three point scales with “not at all familiar”, “somewhat familiar”, and “very familiar” with concept. 

	County-level explicit and implicit racial bias
	Park & Favero (2023); Hatzenbuehler et al. (2022); Kellogg et al. (2023)
	Explicit racial bias: Participants were asked their level of preference of African Americans to European Americans with a seven-point scale ranging from 1 (I strongly prefer African Americans to European Americans) to 7 (I strongly prefer European Americans to African Americans).

Implicit racial bias was measured by the Racial IAT*.

	Willingness to tolerate racists
	Gibson (1995); Hatzenbuehler (2014b); Regnerus (2017)
	Three items. Example item: “Consider a person who believes that Blacks are genetically inferior. If such a person wanted to make a speech in your community claiming that Blacks are inferior,  should he be allowed to speak, or not?”

Response scale: “Yes, allowed to speak”, “not allowed” or “don’t know”. 

	Racial discrimination in job applications
	Kline et al. (2022)
	Rate of response to job applications sent out with typical Black/White names.

	State-level anti-Black racism and homophobia
	Roulston et al. (2023)
	Using data from Project Implicit with explicit questions from two modules: Race Implicit Association Test and Sexuality Implicit Association Test.

	Attitudes towards people who have received mental health treatment
	Gaddis et al. (2018)
	Three items. Example item: “I would think less of a person who has received mental health treatment.”

Reponses scale: A five-point scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).

	Clinicians’ attitudes  towards mental illness (MICA-2)
	Babicki et al. (2021)
	16 items. Example item: “I just learn about psychiatry because it is in the exam and would not bother reading additional material on it.”

Response scale: Six-point scale from 1(I strongly agree) to 6 (I strongly disagree).

	Public acceptance of structural discrimination towards individuals with mental illnesses
	Angermeyer & Matschinger (2004)
	Six items. Example items: “People with schizophrenia should be excluded from health insurance to keep insurance contributions low.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1(very much agree) to 5(don't agree at all).

	Scale for community attitudes toward the mentally ill (CAMI-12)
	Bhavsar et al. (2019)
	12 items including social exclusion, benevolence, tolerance, and support for people affect by mental illness. Example item: "One of the main causes of mental illness is a lack of self-discipline and willpower".

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (strong disagreement) to 5 (strong agreement).

	Discrimination towards mental health 
	DeLuca et al. (2017)
	Experimental Resource Allocation Test (RAT). Participants allocate resources to different programs. The proportion of funding allocated to mental health programs relative to other human services represented discrimination towards mental health.

	Anti-HIV attitudes
	Babalola (2007)

	Seven items across three subscales: status disclosure dimension (2 items), symbolic interaction dimension (2 items), labeling/ blame attribution dimension (3 items). Example item: “people with HIV or AIDS should be legally separated from others to protect the health of the public”.

Response scales: Five-point scale range from 1(strongly agree) to 5(strongly disagree).

	Familiarity with the law protecting PLHIV from discrimination
	Gottert et al. (2020)
	One question: “Do you know if there are any laws in your country to protect PLHIV from discrimination?”

Response: :”Yes” or “no”.

	Traditional views on family and gender roles
	Fischer et al. (2016)
	Ten items. Example item: “Working mothers can have warm relationship with children”.

Response scale: Scale from agree strongly to disagree strongly; dichotomy answer 0 (disagree/ no) and 1 (agree/ yes); or trisection answer of 1 (disapprove), 2 (depends) and 3 (approve).

	Internalized gender norms
	Homan (2019)
	Four items. Example item: “A woman’s place is in the home”.

Response scale: Four-point scale from 1 (strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree).

	Prejudice towards older persons 
	Chang et al. (2021)
	One question from the World Values Survey, asking how much participants agreed that “older persons are a burden on society”.

Response scale: Four-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). 

	Anti-immigrant prejudice
	Morey et al. (2017)
	Five questions. “Do you think the number of immigrants to America nowadays should be increased a lot, increased a little, remain the same as it is, reduced a little, or reduced a lot?” 

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (agree strongly) to 5 (disagree strongly).

	Proportion of Google searches containing the “N-word”
	Chae et al. (2015)
	The proportion of google searches containing the “N-word” in total Internet search queries using Google in each market area.

	Public attitudes associated with disability support pension 
	Martin et al. (2022)
	The frequence of fraud language related to Disability Support Pension in Australia’s five largest newspapers between 2001 and 2016.

	Public attitudes towards persons with mental illness
	Evans-Lacko et al. (2012)
	Data from the Eurobarometer surveys with five parts:
Help-seeking or mental health problems (2006). 
Item: “in the last 12 months, did you seek help from a professional because of a psychological or emotional problem”.
Response: “Yes” or “no”.

Attitudes towards mental illness (2006) with four items. 
Example items, “people with psychological or emotional health problems constitute a danger to others”.
Response, four-point scale from 1(totally disagree) to 4(totally agree).

Access to mental health-related information (2006).
Item, “how easy or diﬃcult do you find it is to find information on psychological or emotional health problems and how to deal with them”.
Response included “very easy”, “fairly easy”, “fairly diﬃcult”, “very diﬃcult” and “don’t know”.

Antidepressants use (2010).
Item: “Have you taken any antidepressants in the last 12 months”
Response: “Yes” or “no”.

Comfort when talking to someone with a mental health problem (2010).
Item: “Which of the following two statements best describe how you feel: “(1) You would find it diﬃcult talking to someone with a significant mental health problem? or (2) You would have no problem talking to someone with a significant mental health problem?”

	Broad acceptance scale
	Lee et al. (2022)
	10 Items.
Example item: “People with mental illness are a public nuisance”.

Response: “Yes” or “no”.

	Social network characteristics of structural HIV stigma
	Lee et al. (2023)
	With two mechanisms: “(1) a reduced propensity towards HIV serodiscordant partnerships (exclusion); and (2) a reduced propensity towards partnerships with seroconcordant individuals who themselves have serodiscordant partnerships (ostracism).”

	School support for GLBT students
	Denny et al. (2016)
	Four items for teachers. Example item: “‘The staff at this school support students who identify as gay, lesbian, bisexual, or transgender”.

Response: Five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Social attitude towards sexual minorities from European Social Survey 
	Bränström, Fellman & Pachankis (2022); Bränström & Pachankis (2023); Hatzenbuehler, Bränström, & Pachankis (2018); Pachankis & Bränström (2018)
	One question: “Gay men and lesbians should be free to live their own life as they wish”.

Response: Five-point from “agree strongly” to “disagree strongly”.

	Global Acceptance Index (GAI) for LGBTI
	Van der Star et al. (2021a); van der Star et al. (2021b)
	A country-level index of population attitudes towards LGBTI people in 175 countries.

	LGB climate index 
	Solazzo et al. (2018)
	Developed by the Williams Institute, summarizes survey data, such as 2013 Roper Center polls. This index reflects the attitudes to sexual memories, and higher score indicates friendly attitudes.


Note. Measures used in the literature to estimate public attitudes. The middle column provides examples of papers using the measure. 
*IAT=Implicit-association test. 


Table SM6
Measures Used to Estimate Perceived Regional or Institutional Discrimination
	Scales
	Papers 
	Measures

	Discrimination Perceived by Members of Minority Groups

	Experienced structural discrimination in hospital treatment
	Dobener et al. (2022)
	15 items. Example item: “When my mother/father was in hospital because of the mental illness, I could always approach the staff if I had any questions about my mother’s/father’s illness.”

Response scale: A visual analog scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 101 (strongly agree).

	HIV-related stigma in community
	Gottert et al. (2020)
	One question: “if you experienced at least one type of stigma/discrimination (described above) in the last 12 months”.

Response: “Yes” or “no”.

	Perceived LGBT structural stigma at regional level
	Lattanner et al. (2021)
	Eight items. Example item: “There are LGBT laws in my state [town/city] that I would like to see changed.”

Response scale: Four-point scales from 1 (do not agree) to 4 (agree strongly).

	Measure of Indigenous racism experiences (MIRE)
	Paradies & Cunningham (2009)
	Three items. Example item: “There is hardly ever anything good about Indigenous people in the media (TV, radio, newspaper, etc.).”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Perceived religious discrimination scale (PRDS)
	Every & Perry (2014)
	33 items across three subscales: Religious prejudice and stigmatization (22 items), bicultural identification and conflict (five items), and exposure to a religiously discriminatory environment (six items). Examle item: “Have you heard the media express hatred toward Muslims?”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very frequently). 

	Perceived organizational tolerance of sexism
	Ciftci et al. (2020)
	Four items. Participants answered four questions three times, referring to peers, managers, and organizational policies.

Example item: “Unequal treatment of men and women is clearly discouraged in my workplace (including stereotypical comments or jokes)”.

Response scale: From 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Cluster-level injunctive beliefs around homosexuality
	Miedema et al. (2019)
	Two perceptions: “the proportion of all men in the cluster who believed it was shameful to have a homosexual son” and “the proportion of all men in the cluster who believed that there should not be laws or policies to protect homo- sexual people”.

	Prevalence of school GLBT bullying
	Denny et al. (2016)
	Two questions, answered by students. One, ‘‘This year how often have you been bullied in school?’’ The other one, “What was the reason you were bullied (you may answer as many as apply)?”

Response: For first questions, responses were, ‘‘I haven’t been bullied in school’’, ‘‘I haven’t been bullied this year’’, ‘‘It has happened once or twice’’, ‘‘About once a week,’’ ‘‘Several times a week,’’ and ‘‘Most days.’’ For the second questions, one response was ‘‘I was bullied because I am gay or because people thought I was gay.’’ Students’ responses of the second question aggregated to the school level.

	Mental health professionals stigma scale (MHPSS) -perceived structural stigma
	Clough et al. (2019); Clough et al. (2020)
	Four items. Example item: “Where I work, a MHP who reports experiencing occupational stress or burnout is more likely to experience discrimination or prejudice”.

Response: Seven-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to (strongly agree).

	Hometown structural stigma for sexual minority
	Pachankis, Eldahan, & Golub (2016)
	Accessed 10 items. Participants rated the acceptance of 10 institutions in their hometown, such as workplace and high school.

Response: Four-point scale from 1 (very accepting) to 4 (not accepting at all). 

	Public attitude concerns of violence-related stigma scale
	Mellen & Hatzenbuehler (2023)
	Three items. Example item: “Most people believe a person who has experienced SV is dirty”.

Response scale: Four-point scale from 0 to 3.

	Confucian values scale 
	Pu & Xu (2023); Xu et al. (2022)
	23 items, with three dimensions: communalism (9 items), filial piety (7 items) and traditional gender roles (7 items).

Example items: Communalism, “One should maintain harmony with others even when compromising”; filial piety, “One has to respect one’s parents no matter what mistakes they have made”; traditional gender roles, “A family should be led by the man”.

Response: Four-point Likert scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

	Family stigma in Alzheimer disease scale—structural stigma
	Tudose et al. (2017); Werner et al. (2011); Werner et al. (2012)
	16 items. Example item: “Adequate community services for persons with AD”.

Response: Five-point Likert scale from 1 (lowest point of the scale) to 5 (highest point of the scale). 

	Discrimination Perceived by Members of Minority and Majority Groups or Unspecified Group Membership

	Workplace (racial) prejudice and discrimination inventory (WPDI)
	Chakravarty & Lawrence (2022)
	16 items. Example item: “I have sometimes been unfairly singled out at work because of my racial/ethnic group.”

Response scale: Five-point scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Psychosocial workplace environmental measure 
	McCluney et al. (2018)
	Six items. Example item: “Workers have opportunities for advancement.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 to 5, with higher indicating that item is more important to work performance.

	Five basic discrimination area towards ethnic minorities
	Halici & Kasimoglu (2006)
	Five items. Participants were asked if there was discrimination in their organization across five areas.

Example item: “job advertisements and the evaluation of job applications”.

Response scale: Five-point scale from low discrimination to high discrimination.

	Awareness of racial and ethnic biases in bioscience professions
	Gay et al. (2022)
	11 items. Example item: “I am aware of the specific obstacles that many individuals underrepresented in biomedical science have encountered.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree).

	Racism in health care index
	Hausmann et al. (2013)
	Four items. Example item: “Racial discrimination in a doctor’s office is common.”

Response scale: A five-point scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree).

	Neo-racism scale
	Lalonde (2011)
	11 items. Example item: “Discrimination against women in the labour force is no longer a problem in Canada”.

Response scale: A seven-point from 1(strongly disagree) to 7(strongly agree).

	Black women’s experiences of discrimination
	Dove-Medows et al. (2022)
	Nine items. Example item: “Have you ever experienced discrimination at school?”

Response scale: 1=yes, 2 =no.

	Perceived institutional tolerance for discrimination towards sexual minorities
	Bernstein & Swartwout (2012)
	Five questions. Participants answered each question twice. The first time, they answered “how often they had engaged in these behaviors in the past 5 years directly to someone they thought was a homosexual man or woman.” The second time, they answered “how many coworkers they observed participating in such behavior.”
The questions ranged “from avoiding contact with a gay man or lesbian to making negative comments and leaving notes, letters, or other objects of a sexual nature to call attention to their sexual orientation.”

Response options: “0”, “1”, “2”, or “3 or more times”.

	Perceived organizational barriers and facilitators of female leadership
	da Silva et al. (2022)
	48 items across six categories: Gender stereotypes, gender equality, gender discrimination in the organization, support for female leadership in the organization, individual difficulties to advance in one’s career, and action plan to advance in one’s career. Example item: “The fact that women can get pregnant tends to make their promotion to leadership positions more difficult.”

Response scale: Five-point scale, from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Perceived gender bias against women in the organization
	Foley et al. (2015)
	Five items. Example item: “Men are more likely than women to obtain training opportunities in the organization.”

Response scale: Six-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).

	Institutional forms of sexism
	Blodorn et al. (2012)
	Eight items. Example item: “Police protective wear was made to fit men, resulting in uncomfortable and less safe protective wear for women.”

Response scale: From 1 (definitely not an example of sexism) to 7 (definitely an example of sexism). 

	Organizational climate for gender equity
	Taka et al. (2016)
	11 items across three subscales: Women utilization, organizational promotion of gender equal society, and consultation service. Example item: “Your workplace actively utilizes women in decision-making positions.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree).

	Equal opportunity climate scale (EOCS)
	Estrada et al. (2007)
	50 items, with five categories: sexual harassment behaviors, differential command behaviors, positive command behaviors, racist/sexist behaviors, and reverse discrimination behaviors.

Example item: “estimate the chances that the actions listed COULD have happened’ in the last 30 duty days at the respondents duty location” “When the Commander/CO held staff meetings, women and minorities, as well as majority men, were asked to contribute suggestions to solve problems.’’

Response scale: From 1 (very high chance of occurrence) to 5 (almost no chance of occurrence).

	Organizational fairness
	Bilotta et al. (2022)
	One item: “Does your [organization] act fairly with regard to career progression /promotion, regardless of ethnic background, gender, religion, sexual orientation, disability or age?”

Response scale: “Yes,” “no,” or “don’t know.”

	Perceived systemic gender inequity
	James et al. (2023)
	33 items. Example item: “At TNC (The Nature Conservancy), career/professional development opportunities are equally available to women and men in my team.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree).

	Immigrants perceived institutional discrimination 
	Chen (2013)
	Three items. Example item: “In your day-to-day life, how often have any of the following circumstances happened to you?; You encounter more difficulties in finding jobs than others?”

Response scale: From 1 (never) to 5 (very often).

	The stigma of occupational stress in doctors
	Favre et al. (2023)
	11 items across three dimensions: Perceived structural stigma, personal stigma and perceived other stigma. Example item: “Where I work, a doctor who is experiencing occupational stress or burnout would probably be better off not telling anyone.”

Response scale: Seven-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

	Structural discrimination subscale in the Family Stigma in Alzheimer’s Disease Scale (FS-ADS)
	Stites et al. (2018)
	Seven items. Example item: “To what extent do YOU think that Mr. Andrews and other persons with [disease label] that is [prognosis] will be worried about: Discrimination by insurance companies based on genetic information.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1(not at all) to 5 (to a very great extent).

	Marginalized-group-focused diversity climate scale (MGF-DCS)
	Sakr et al. (2023)
	16 items. Example item: “In this organization, historically marginalized employees have the same opportunity to receive mentoring as historically non-marginalized employees”

Response scale: Nine-point scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 9(strongly agree).

	Perceived age discrimination climate
	Kunze et al. (2011)
	Five items. Example item: “Age-discriminatory behavior regarding job assignments exists in our company.”

Response scale: A seven-point scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 7(strongly agree).

	Institutional support for women/ girls
	Gray et al. (2021)
	Participants asked about the extent to which those in power support the women/ girls.

Response: From 1 (absolutely nothing to support the women/ gills) to 100 (provided the women/ girl with too much support.

	Self-Reported Personal Experiences with Discrimination Reported by Members of Minority Groups

	Index of race-related stress—Brief Version (IRRS-B)
	Benoit et al. (2019); Cavalhieri et al. (2023); Driscoll et al. (2015); Hope et al. (2021); Lewis-Coles & Constantine (2006); Reynolds et al. (2010); Seaton (2006); Seaton (2010); Seaton & Yip (2009); Shell et al. (2021)
	Institutional racism subscale, 13 items across multiple domains. Example item: ‘‘You think you did not receive a school award you deserved because you are Black.’’

Response scale: Five-point scale ranging from 0 (this has never happened to me) to 4 (this event happened and I was extremely upset).

	Experiences of (racial) Discrimination (EOD)
	Lui & Anglin (2022); Lui et al. (2022); Thomas et al. (2019); Tomas et al. (2020)
	Perceived discrimination across nine institutional domains (“at school; getting hired; at work; getting housing; getting medical care; getting service in a store or a restaurant; getting credit or a loan; on the street or in a public setting; and from the police or in the courts”). Example item: “Have you ever experienced discrimination, been prevented from doing something, or been hassled or made to feel inferior in any of the following situations because of your race, ethnicity, or color?”

Response scale: Four-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 4 (4 or more times).

	Daily life experiences with racism (DLER)
	Volpe et al. (2020)
	A subscale of the Racism and Life Experiences Scale (RaLES, Harrell, 1997) with 18 items.
Example items: “Have you ever been ignored, overlooked, or not given service; observed or followed while in public places.”

Response scale: Six-point scale from 0 (never) to 5 (once a week).

	Institutional racism
	Cozier et al. (2006);
Lu et al. (2019); Oh (2021)
	Three questions. Items: “Have you been treated unfairly due to your race? On the job/ Housing/ Police.”

Response scale: “Yes” or “no”.

	Stress-related to structural and systemic racism (SSR stress)
	Sroka et al. (2023)
	14 items. The scale included questions about housing, financial strain, criminal victimization and partner incarceration. Example item: “Do you have trouble finding a place to live that is suitable and that you can afford?”)
Response scale: 0=no, 1=yes.

	The concern for children scale
	Vines & Baird (2009)
	Eight items. Participants indicated their level of concern for their children experiencing racism now or in the future. Example item: “being harassed by the police.”

Response scale: Four-point scale from 1 (not at all concerned) to 4 (very concerned).

	Adapted gender violence and identity abuse scale
	Restar et al. (2021)
	Seven items. Example item: “Have you ever had a person call you pejorative names that have to do with your LGBTQ status? Have you ever had a person threatened to tell your employer, family, or others about your gender identity? Have you ever had a person using your gender identity against you?”

Response scale: “Yes” or “no”.

	Perceived Devaluation Discrimination Scale (PDD) 
	Conner et al. (2010)

	12 items. The scale evaluated the discrimination against individuals with mental illnesses. Example item: “Most employers will pass over the application of person with depression in favor of another applicant.”

Response scale: Four-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree).

	Unlawful police practices
	Platt et al. (2022)
	A variable included all items of recent law enforcement and unlawful police practices towards ethnically/racially minoritized sex workers, and LGB-identifying sex workers. Example item:“extortion (police accepted sex or money or other goods in lieu of arrest or to avoid trouble)”.

Response: The frequency of the items happened in the past six month. 

	Transphobia, homophobia and genderism scale
	Restar et al. (2021)
	15 items. Example item: “People around me have teased a transgender woman before of her masculine appearance or behavior.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Adopted gender inequality scale used for LGBT
	Restar et al. (2021)
	4 items. The scale asked participants whether they have experienced discrimination because of their LGBT identification. Example item: “Have you have experienced losing your job.”

Response scale: “Yes” or “no”.

	Female migrant perceived discrimination
	Lommel et al. (2020)
	Scale includes six items, with the first three assessing perceived institutional discrimination. Example item: “In your day-to-day life, how often have any of the following circumstances happened to you: You encounter more difficulties in finding jobs than others?”

Response scale: Range from 1 (never) to 5 (very often).

	Perceived immigration policy effects scale (PIPES)
	Hernandez-Castro et al. (2022)
	24 items across four subscales: Discrimination, social isolation, children’s vulnerability, and threats to the family. Example item: “Have you ever been treated unfairly at a restaurant or store?”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always).

	Immigrants’ experience of discrimination at work
	Bowen et al. (2014)
	20 items. Example item: “Perceived discrimination in terms of salary or job security, based on language, race, religion, gender, and/or sexual preference.”
Response scale: 1=yes, 2=no, 3=not applicable.

	Minority Group Member’s Perceptions of Policies and Procedures as Discriminatory

	Perceived work discrimination (career track)
	Ali et al. (2022)
	24 items. Example item: “The dual recruitment system (teachers who work under Basic Pay Scale or Tenure Track System) in public sector universities creates discrimination among the faculty.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Career barriers (gender)
	Aydin & Erbil (2022)
	Six different career barriers: Wage inequality (five items), work hours (three items), male-dominated structure (six items), sexist attitudes (10 items), glass ceiling (seven items) and career balance (five items). Example item: “For the same job, female architects work for lower wages than their male counterparts.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (absolutely agree).

	Perceived institutional discrimination towards Arabs
	Daoud et al. (2018)
	12 items. Example item: “Arab towns lack adequate healthcare services compared to Jewish towns.”

Response scale: Five-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	Impact of social unrest
	White et al. (2022)
	Six questions. Example item: “How has the social unrest regarding systemic racism affected your mentoring relationships?”

Response scale: varied across item.

	Perceived discrimination in policy (health care denial)
	Babbs et al. (2023)
	Three questions: “How does it make you feel knowing that a health care provider could refuse to provide you with care because of your (sexual orientation, SO/ gender identity, GI); How would you feel if a health care provider refused to provide you with care because of your (SO/GI); This policy would make me less likely to disclose my (SO/GI) to a new health care provider”.

Response: The first two questions, the response scale from 0 to 10 (being most distressed); the last one’s response scale from 0 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree).

	Anticipated structural stigma
	Brooks et al. (2022)
	Six questions. Example item: “Given the political climate and considering your sexual orientation and/or gender identity, how much do you think your rights will be infringed upon, restricted, or taken away regarding protection from discrimination at work?”

Response: Five-point Likert scale from 1 (not like at all) to 5 (extremely likely).


Note. Measures used in the literature to estimate perceived regional or institutional discrimination, including personal experiences with structural stigma. The middle column provides examples of papers using the measure. 

