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Locality, neighbourhood and health: a literature review 

 

Simon Pemberton and Rachel Humphris 

 

Highlights 

 Who you are and where you live are associated with health behaviours and outcomes (see 
Cummins et al., 2007). 

 On average, those who are socioeconomically disadvantaged or live in deprived 
neighbourhoods experience higher levels of disease and die earlier compared with those 
more advantaged (Do and Finch, 2008). 

 Neighbourhood research on health has centred on a ‘context’ and ‘composition’ dichotomy. 
This involves a consideration of the degree to which spatial variations in health outcomes are 
informed by the people who live in the areas or by the places themselves (MacIntyre et al., 
2002). 

 Three types of explanation for geographical variations in health have been developed in the 
context of the neighbourhood: compositional, contextual, and collective (MacIntyre et al., 
2002). 

 With reference to contextual effects, negative neighbourhood factors such as violence, noise, 
traffic, litter, low socioeconomic status and poor air quality increase the risk of poor health 
(Kim et al., 2013). 

 In terms of collective effects, the relationship between social capital and health has generated 
considerable debate (Altschuler et al., 2004). Social capital varies from place to place and may 
explain variations in health (Nogueira, 2009). 

 The protective effects of particular cultures have frequently been reported as outweighing the 
impact of neighbourhood deprivation on the health of older people. 

 The ‘ethnic density’ effect is important in highlighting how positive health outcomes for 
ethnic minorities may be attributed to the buffering effect that enhanced social cohesion, 
mutual social support and a strong sense of community provide against the direct or indirect 
consequences of discrimination and racial harassment (Bécares et al., 2009). 

 Despite an increased focus on neighbourhood effects and health, a number of other factors 
may be important in shaping the outcomes of research. These include issues concerned with 
boundary drawing; the selection of participants; the extent to which a relational / dynamic 
view of place is adopted; the adoption of a longitudinal / life-course perspective; the 
identification of particular area or neighbourhood characteristics; and the extent to which a 
variety of cross-sectional and observational research designs are combined (O’Campo 2015; 
Truong 2006; Diez Roux, 2001).  

 A multi-scalar approach is required to highlight how ‘beyond neighbourhood’ policies and 
interventions may interact with neighbourhood factors to reinforce health inequalities. 

• Policy interventions have focused on improving or addressing neighbourhood contextual 
factors, for example by the development of neighbourhood-level health care resources and 
social capital, However, there is also a need to consider the underlying factors that shape 
neighbourhood resources that structure health outcomes (Chum, 2011). 

 
Gaps 

 To date, little attention has focused on the importance of the ‘superdiverse’ neighbourhood 
and the extent to which the differing features of such areas may impinge on health and 
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wellbeing. At best, most work has taken an ethno-cultural focus to locality, neighbourhood 
and health. 

 The work of Bernard et al. (2007) can be extended to explore how access to health and 
welfare services in superdiverse neighbourhoods may be shaped through a number of 
intersecting ‘rules of access’ that inform the production of neighbourhood domains, and 
through which residents in superdiverse areas do or do not acquire resources for health and 
wellbeing in everyday life.  

 There is a need to consider the importance of immigration status on shaping neighbourhood 
effects in superdiverse areas.  

 In relation to ‘ethnic density’, there is a need to explore how superdiverse neighbourhoods 
act positively or detrimentally on health, and the extent to which residents are accessing 
services without fear of racial discrimination. 

• Methodologically, there is a need to incorporate life-course concepts, as well as a focus on 
neighbourhood temporal change, residential mobility and spatial scale in the context of 
superdiverse neighbourhoods. This would help to identify when in life superdiverse 
neighbourhoods matter most for health and health inequalities (see Osypuk, 2013). 
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Introduction 

Traditionally, the study of place in public health, epidemiology, medical geography and medical 

sociology has been neglected. However, over time there has been increasing recognition of the 

importance of place in shaping health (Tunstall et al., 2004). Indeed, research into whether 

neighbourhoods affect individual health behaviours and outcomes has become increasingly 

prominent over the last 20 years (O’Campo et al., 2015). In part, this reflects the recent interest in 

health inequalities research in social networks and social capital in communities (Tunstall, 2005). 

Many studies have emphasized the socio-economic position of the neighbourhood as being most 

important (Kawachi and Berkman, 2003). However, while structural disadvantage is crucial in 

determining health outcomes, there is also a need to consider the range of neighbourhood-level 

determinants of health outcomes (Tunstall, 2005). As such, growing geographical inequalities in 

health between deprived and non-deprived neighbourhoods cannot be wholly explained by 

differences in the characteristics of individuals living in such neighbourhoods (Pearce et al., 2007). 

A considerable number of cross-sectional and (more recently) longitudinal studies have linked area 

characteristics to a range of health behaviours and outcomes, such as distress and anxiety, 

depression, disease, substance abuse, obesity and lack of physical activity, partner violence, perinatal 

outcomes and poor self-rated health and chronic conditions (O’Campo et al., 2015: 65). Many of 

these studies have been conducted in dense metropolitan areas and have gravitated towards 

analyses of economically deprived neighbourhoods within metropolitan centres (Sooman and 

MacIntyre, 1995). Very few studies have been undertaken outside high-income countries to explore 

the links between the effects of the neighbourhood on health, although research by Montgomery 

and Hewett (2005) in low-income countries indicated that household living standards, rather than 

the neighbourhood, might be more important. 

Fundamentally, neighbourhood research on health has centred on a ‘context’ and ‘composition’ 

dichotomy. This involves a consideration of the degree to which spatial variations in health outcomes 

are informed by the people who live in the areas (i.e. individual or composition effects, and labelled 

as the ‘Behavioural Model’; Aday and Andersen, 1974) or by the places themselves (i.e. area or 

context effects; for example, see Macintyre et al., 2002). 

In terms of the behavioural model, this identifies that access to and utilization of health services may 

be influenced by three different types of determinants – i) predisposing (those characteristics that 

exist prior to the occurrence of illness and which explain why some individuals have a propensity to 

use services more than others - e.g., age, sex, marital status, education, occupation); ii) enabling (the 

means by which people use health services  - e.g., income, health insurance, cost of health services, 

place of residence, supply of health services); and iii) need, which corresponds to an individual’s 

current health status (Law et al., 2005: 368). 

The most prevalent scholarly work with reference to the behavioural model has been concerned with 

explaining the relationship between self-reported health (SRH) and socio-economic position (SEP). 

For example, Badland et al. (2013) found from a study across 200 neighbourhoods in Brisbane that 
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those who lived in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods were more likely to report poor SRH 

than those living in the least disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Collins et al. (2009) found similar 

results across nine neighbourhoods in Vancouver. The strongest predictors of poor health status 

were employment status, Body Mass Index (BMI), neighbourhood satisfaction and age.  

However, such explanations have not provided a full understanding of health disparities at the 

neighbourhood level (Choi 2009, p.1262). As a result, there has been a growing interest in how 

neighbourhood-level contextual factors interact with individual characteristics. Indeed, there have 

been calls for a new (more dynamic) approach that considers the inter-relationships between 

‘context’ and ‘composition’ to understand how ‘people create places, and places create people’ 

(MacIntyre and Ellway, 2007). 

Notwithstanding this, the situation is rather complex: the literature suggests that there appear to be 

some area effects on some health outcomes, in some population groups, and in some types of areas 

(MacIntyre et al. 2002: 128). Moreover, recent work on multi-level modelling highlights that the 

strength of associations between contextual factors and health outcomes is stronger than previously 

thought (Bilger and Carrieri, 2013). However, it differs by the scale of administrative units applied 

(Giles-Corti et al., 2006), the health outcomes examined and measures of area-level exposure (Do et 

al. 2013). In addition, MacIntyre (2007) identified that having a low SEP and living in a deprived area 

may expose individuals to a double disadvantage.  

‘Place effects’, neighbourhood and health 

There was previous scepticism about neighbourhood effects (Mayer and Jencks 1989). However, over 

time three types of explanation for geographical variations in health have been developed in the 

context of the neighbourhood: compositional, contextual, and collective (MacIntyre et al., 2002). 

Compositional explanations focus on the characteristics of individuals concentrated in particular 

places. Contextual explanations, on the other hand, refer to opportunity structures in the local 

physical and social environment, such as healthy environments, good housing, the availability of 

health and social services and the socio-economic environment (for example, employment 

opportunities). Collective explanations draw our attention to socio-cultural and historical features of 

communities (MacIntyre et al., 2002). 

With reference to contextual effects, research has shown that negative neighborhood factors such as 

violence, noise, traffic, litter, low neighbourhood socioeconomic status, and poor air quality increase 

the risk of poor health (Kim et al., 2013). The quality and aesthetics of housing and neighbourhoods 

can also influence mental wellbeing (Bond et al., 2012). It has also been reported how changing 

opportunity structures in a neighbourhood may play a key role in reducing individuals' feelings of 

hopelessness (Mair et al., 2012). In addition, there is a rich literature on the neighbourhood stress 

process, given the role of stressors such as social disorder, concentrated and cumulative poverty, and 

crime and incivilities in determining poor mental health. There has also been an interest in how 

green space and walkability, as well as strong social ties and support, can elevate mental health or 

even act to counter the negative impact of stressors (see Stockdale et al. 2007).  

Other studies of contextual factors have shown that the availability of supermarkets and food stores 

on the one hand, and a lack of fitness facilities on the other, may be associated with levels of obesity 
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(Black et al., 2010). Living in both poor and affluent neighbourhoods can increase the risk of drinking 

and drug use; whilst the availability of alcohol may be more concentrated in more deprived 

neighbourhoods; consumption is often greater in less deprived neighbourhoods (Pollack et al., 2005). 

In relation to smoking, physical neighbourhood stressors are related to smoking and may contribute 

substantially to neighbourhood inequalities in smoking over and above individual level characteristics 

(van Lenthe and Mackenbach, 2006). 

The degree to which individuals have either positive or negative perceptions of the neighbourhood 

and how this shapes health has also been explored in various contexts, and especially disadvantaged 

communities. Unfavourable neighbourhood perceptions by low socio-economic groups can partly 

reflect their residence in less aesthetic and less safe neighbourhoods, and partly their perceptions of 

low social neighbourhood cohesion and adverse psychosocial circumstances (Kamphuis et al., 2010). 

‘Collective functioning and practices’, on the other hand, refer to the socio-cultural and historical 

features of communities, including norms, values, community support networks, social cohesion and 

participation, and social capital – including the importance of ‘bonding’ (attachment to 

neighbourhood), ‘bridging’ (contact amongst friends) and ‘linking’ social capital (Murayama et al. 

2015).  

The relationship between social capital and health has generated considerable debate (Altschuler et 

al., 2004). It has been reported how social capital varies from place to place and that such variations 

are relevant for explaining variations in health (Nogueira, 2009). But living in an advantaged area 

does not automatically guarantee access to potentially beneficial social networks (Yung-Browne et 

al., 2013). Given this complexity there have been calls for more nuanced measures of social capital 

and a critical appraisal of the mechanisms linking social capital and health (Moore et al., 2011; 

Ziersch et al., 2005). This is because personal socio-economic disadvantage may be equally – if not 

more – important in shaping health outcomes (Stafford et al., 2008). 

Theoretically, in the context of place and social capital, Bourdieu’s work is frequently drawn upon to 

consider relationships between neighbourhood social capital forms (social support, social leverage, 

informal social control, and neighbourhood organization participation) and adult health behaviours 

(smoking, binge drinking) and perceived health, as well as interactions between neighbourhood 

social capital and individuals’ access to such social capital (Carpiano, 2007). 

Finally, recent research has found that the correlation between neighbourhoods and health may 

develop via selective residential mobility rather than causal neighbourhood effects (Jokela, 2014). 

This is subject to continued debate (Reijneveld, 2001; Rollings et al., 2015). 

Empirical evidence: Health and the neighbourhood – the importance of age, gender and 

ethnicity  

Studies have explored the specific impacts of the neighbourhood on particular groups, and are both 

qualitative and quantitative in nature, although the majority are more quantitative and often involve 

some type of (cross-sectional / national) large-scale survey. Furthermore, whilst age, gender and 

ethnicity are discussed separately below, they may intersect at different times and in different ways. 
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Age and gender 

A concern with different features of the neighbourhood environment and active ageing is a common 

theme in the literature – for example, several studies have explored how aspects of the built 

environment such as local shopping and services, traffic and pedestrian infrastructure, 

neighbourhood attractiveness (i.e. cleanliness, peacefulness, opportunities for exercise and social 

interaction), and public transportation can influence activity among older adults (Day, 2008; Michael 

et al., 2006). 

Mixed messages emerge in respect of the importance of neighbourhood deprivation and the health 

of older people. For example, Diez Roux et al. (2004) note how neighbourhood disadvantage is 

related to rates of cardiovascular death in elderly white adults, and Pascual et al. (2013) report a link 

between the physical inactivity of older (but not younger) adults and neighbourhood deprivation in 

Spain. However, a lack of association between area-level deprivation and mental wellbeing in older 

people has been identified in other contexts (for example, see the work of Gale et al. (2011) in the 

UK).  

The protective effects of particular cultures have frequently been reported as outweighing the 

impact of neighbourhood deprivation on the health of older people. For example, strong social 

support and a lower prevalence of smoking, drinking, and recreational drug use has been reported 

for older Mexican Americans living in ‘barrios’ (Eschbach et al. 2004). However, this may not be true 

for mental health (Lee, 2009).  

For younger age groups, Schmidt et al. (2015) have highlighted how obesity in children may be 

related to perceptions of the attractiveness of the neighbourhood (a positive influence) and levels of 

social capital / neighbourhood social ties (also positive), rather than the neighbourhood's safety as 

perceived by parents.  

With reference to gender, Kavanagh et al. (2006) identify how females may benefit more than men 

from higher levels of area social capital. Work by Stafford et al. (2005) focusing on gender differences 

in the associations between health and the neighbourhood environment in the UK found that the 

residential environment has a greater influence on women’s health – and particularly non-work 

based stressors. Such findings are supported through the research of Bell et al. (2014), which found 

an association between neighborhood characteristics and obesity was evident for women only.  

Ethnicity and race 

With reference to ethnicity, the work of Bécares et al. (2013: 76-77) is particularly important as it 

highlights the significance of the ‘ethnic density’ effect. This hypothesises that positive health 

outcomes for ethnic minorities may be attributed to the buffering effect that enhanced social 

cohesion, mutual social support and a strong sense of community provide against the direct or 

indirect consequences of discrimination and racial harassment (Bécares et al., 2009). However, the 

majority of ethnic density studies have been conducted in the US and in the UK and findings cannot 

necessarily be generalized to other contexts. In this respect, Bécares et al. (2013) note how the 

ethnic density effect may vary among indigenous peoples, and that institutional structures and racist 

practices that may create existing health and socio-economic inequities in the first place (and which 

maintain the unequal distribution of concentrated poverty) must be addressed. Gender and the 
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degree of language acculturation may also shape the extent of buffering provided by ethnic density 

(Jimenez et al., 2015). 

Research by Kim et al. (2014) has also identified how higher immigrant density is significantly more 

protective for poor children and those with foreign-born caretakers; conversely, it is significantly less 

protective for children in worse health and those with higher BMI. Co-ethnic concentration may also 

be associated with increased mortality but can be mediated by neighbourhood income (Bjornstrom, 

2011). 

The persistence of black health disadvantage in the US has been extensively studied, and recent work 

has considered the extent to which variation in neighbourhood context may contribute to a black / 

white health gap. Do et al. (2008) have noted how the contribution of neighbourhood context to the 

observed racial health gap varies considerably by age and gender, and that place explains a larger 

proportion of the racial health gap experienced in younger age groups. This is because the health of 

young adults is relatively robust and less likely to be influenced by individual-level factors. In 

addition, current neighbourhood conditions may fail to capture the life-long residential context that 

can result in cumulative health disadvantage, and thus are less likely to explain health differences at 

older ages (Do et al., 2008, p.1265).  

It is also important to consider issues of temporality and neighbourhood change over time and how 

this may impact on health. Ford and Browning (2014) have shown how mental health and wellbeing 

in minority ethnic groups may change as the neighbourhoods within which they reside change. It 

may also vary according to ethnic group (see Mair et al., 2010). As such, those neighbourhoods with 

decreasing levels of violence and with improving aesthetics, safety and cohesion may be positively 

associated with levels of depression amongst some ethnic minority residents (also see Gary et al., 

2007). In contrast, where racism exists within particular neighbourhoods, this can act as a health 

defeating stressor (for example, see Kwate and Goodman’s (2015) study of mental health among 

residents of black neighbourhoods in New York City). 

Methodological and theoretical considerations 

Despite the increase of neighbourhood research in the area of public health, there is considerable 

disagreement on which measures and data sources should be used to explore the importance of 

neighbourhood attributes (Schaefer-McDaniel, 2010). Traditionally, multilevel epidemiological 

studies utilizing census data and household surveys have been used to assess neighbourhood 

conditions. However, they have been criticized as lacking a theoretical and methodological 

underpinning (O’Campo, 2003). 

In recent years, neighbourhood observations have been increasingly used for characterizing 

neighbourhood environments. But there has been considerable variability in how observations have 

been conducted and analysed, making it impossible to compare findings across studies and to 

estimate the causal impact of neighbourhood effects (Do et al., 2013). Improving the design of such 

studies has therefore been seen as a particular priority, including the use of natural experiments to 

further our understanding of the impact of place on health (O’Campo et al., 2015: 73).  
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Sampling is another area that has received less attention. O’Campo et al. (2015) note how many 

studies start with a random sample of individuals and subsequently link residential neighbourhood 

data. But this may result in too few participants being focused upon, making it difficult to distinguish 

household or individual-level effects from broader neighbourhood effects. More emphasis on 

neighbourhood-based sampling may therefore be required (ibid.: 66), as well as the employment of 

new techniques, such as participatory photo mapping (PPM) (Cummins, 2007). 

Methodologies employed in neighbourhood-level research need to be more strongly linked to a 

number of theoretical considerations. In particular, methods need to critically interrogate notions of 

place and the neighbourhood, as well as exploring the dualism between composition and context in 

neighbourhood-level health research.  

With reference to place and the neighbourhood, few studies discuss how neighbourhoods are 

defined although results can be very sensitive to how neighbourhood zones are constructed. This is 

part of the Modifiable Areal Unit Problem (MAUP) (Sabel et al., 2013). More pertinently, Cummins et 

al. (2007) highlight the importance of adopting a relational perspective to place and health, and that 

there is a need to think of places as being dynamic and fluid, with different social meanings and 

importance for different people. Importantly, power relations at varying spatial scales maintain 

them.  

In addition, individuals may move through multiple places and contexts over the life-course. Hence 

there is a need to move beyond conventional ideas of place that are characterized by notions of 

health and place that are static and territorially bounded in time and space. Indeed, most studies of 

area effects on health are cross sectional and so measures of place and of residents’ health are 

collected at roughly the same time. However, such study methods may be inappropriate given that 

the effects of the environment on adult mortality are likely to have a particularly long time lag 

(MacIntyre et al., 2002: 135). For some, this has led to the development of the concept of ‘activity 

spaces’ (see Vallée et al., 2010) and / or ‘healthscapes’, which can be used through longitudinal 

studies to understand which contexts are most relevant to health, in terms of location and duration, 

as well as how an individual’s personal characteristics mediate place and health relationships 

(Rainham et al., 2010: 674). 

In terms of context and composition, Bernard et al.’s (2007) work is useful as it adopts a relational 

view of place. Using Giddens’ structuration theory, they propose that neighbourhoods essentially 

involve the availability of, and access to, health-relevant resources in a geographically defined area. 

They further propose that such availability and access are regulated according to four different sets 

of rules: proximity, prices, rights, and informal reciprocity. These rules give rise to five domains, the 

physical, economic, institutional, local sociability, and community organization domains which cut 

across neighbourhood environments through which residents may acquire resources that shape their 

life-course trajectory in health and social functioning (Bernard et al., 2007). 

The nature of policy interventions – a focus on structure and agency and multi-scalar 

influences 

Much emphasis in respect of policy interventions has been around improving or addressing 

neighbourhood contextual factors, for example by the development of neighbourhood-level health 
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care resources and social capital, as well as through the mobilization of both formal and informal 

networks (Choi, 2009; Prentice, 2006).  

It has been found that living in a well-served neighbourhood can be a significant predictor of realized 

access (Harrington et al., 2012). However, potential accessibility to neighbourhood-level health care 

resources may be reduced for linguistic minorities as well as for recent immigrant populations 

(Bissonnette et al., 2012). 

Chum (2011) highlights the need to consider the underlying factors that shape neighbourhood 

resources that structure health outcomes. Indeed, addressing poverty and the inequitable 

distribution of socioeconomic resources by ethnicity and place is vital to improving health and 

reducing inequalities. Given the often racialized nature of access to goods, services, and 

opportunities, this also requires a strong commitment to eliminating racism (Bécares et al. 2013: 76). 

Beyond this, it is suggested that policies aimed at improving neighbourhood influence on health must 

address the competitive and fragmented municipal structure that produces a patchwork of affluence 

and deprivation. There have also been various calls to address the geography of opportunity at a 

(broader) regional level in addition to improving deprived neighbourhoods (Osypuk and Acevedo-

Garcia, 2010). 

A final point of relevance has been made by Nogueira (2009) who argues that it is not possible to 

divorce health planning from urban planning, as well as from the promotion of social capital. This, it 

is suggested, is due to the fact that a sense of place, identity and belonging needs to be at the core of 

all healthy planning interventions. 

Implications: key gaps in knowledge in the context of superdiversity, neighbourhood and 

health 

To date, little attention has focused on the importance of the ‘superdiverse’ neighbourhood, and the 

extent to which the differing features of such areas may impinge on the health and wellbeing of 

those residing in such neighbourhoods. At best, most work has taken an ethno-cultural focus to the 

importance of locality, neighbourhood and health (for example, see Chang and Chan, 2015 in the US) 

rather than a focus on issues of superdiversity more broadly.  

The work of Bernard et al. (2007) can be extended to explore the extent to which the availability and 

access to health and welfare services in superdiverse neighbourhoods may be shaped in particular 

ways through a number of intersecting ‘rules of access’ that inform the production of neighbourhood 

domains – physical (environment), economic, community, institutional and local sociability – through 

which residents in superdiverse areas do or do not acquire resources for health and wellbeing in 

everyday life. In so doing, a consideration can also be made of the extent to which it is worse for 

health to be poor in a poor superdiverse neighbourhood than poor in a wealthier superdiverse 

neighbourhood, as is often implied (Tunstall 2005: 132). 

Phillimore (2015) has identified how immigration status has emerged as one of the most important 

factors in determining maternity experiences of superdiverse populations, given the way it impacts 

upon women’s rights and entitlements and levels of agency. Hence there is a need to consider the 
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importance of immigration status on shaping neighbourhood influences and effects in superdiverse 

areas.  

In relation to ‘ethnic density’, there is a need to explore how superdiverse neighbourhoods act 

positively or detrimentally on health, and the extent to which residents access services without fear 

of racial discrimination. 

Methodologically, there is a need to incorporate life-course concepts, as well as a focus on 

neighbourhood temporal change, residential mobility and spatial scale in the context of super-

diverse neighbourhoods. This would help to identify when in life superdiverse neighbourhoods 

matter most for health and health inequalities (see Osypuk, 2013). 

Bibliography 

Aday, L.A., Andersen, R.M. 1974. A framework for the study of access to medical care. Health Serv. 

Res. 9(3), 208-220. 

Altschuler, A., Somkin, C.P., Adler, N.E. 2004. Local Services and Amenities, Neighborhood Social 

Capital, and Health. Social Science & Medicine 59(6), 1219–29. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.01.008. 

Badland, H., Turrell, G., Giles-Corti, B. 2013. Who does well where? Exploring how self-rated health 

differs across diverse people and neighborhoods, Health & Place, 22, 82-89,  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2013.03.006. 

Bécares, L., Nazroo, J., Stafford, M. 2009. The Buffering Effects of Ethnic Density on Experienced 

Racism and Health. Health & Place 15(3), 700–708. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2008.10.008. 

Bécares, L., Cormack, D., Harris, R. 2013. Ethnic Density and Area Deprivation: Neighbourhood Effects 

on Māori Health and Racial Discrimination in Aotearoa/New Zealand. Social Science & Medicine 88, 

76–82. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.04.007. 

Bell, J.A., Hamer, M. Shankar, A. 2014. Gender-Specific Associations of Objective and Perceived 

Neighborhood Characteristics With Body Mass Index and Waist Circumference Among Older Adults 

in the English Longitudinal Study of Ageing. American Journal of Public Health 104(7), 1279–86. 

doi:10.2105/AJPH.2014.301947. 

Bernard, P., Charafeddine, R. Frohlich, K.L., Daniel, M., Kestens, Y., Potvin, L. 2007. Health Inequalities 

and Place: A Theoretical Conception of Neighbourhood. Social Science & Medicine, Placing Health in 

Context, 65(9), 1839–52. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.05.037. 

Bilger, M., Carrieri, V. 2013. Health in the Cities: When the Neighborhood Matters More than 

Income. Journal of Health Economics 32(1), 1–11. doi:10.1016/j.jhealeco.2012.09.010. 

Bissonnette, L., Wilson, K., Bell, S., Shah, T.I. 2012. Neighbourhoods and Potential Access to Health 

Care: The Role of Spatial and Aspatial Factors. Health & Place 18(4), 841–53. 

doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.03.007. 



 

14 | IRIS WORKING PAPER SERIES NO.13/2016 
 

Bjornstrom, E. 2011. To Live and Die in L.A. County: Neighborhood Economic and Social Context and 

Premature Age-Specific Mortality Rates among Latinos. Health & Place, Health Geographies of 

Voluntarism, 17(1), 230–37. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2010.10.009. 

Black, J.L., Macinko, J., Dixon, L.B., Fryer, G.E. Neighborhoods and Obesity in New York City. Health & 

Place 16(3), 489–99. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2009.12.007. 

Bond, L., Kearns, A. Mason, P. Tannahill, C. Egan, M., Whitely, E. 2012. Exploring the Relationships 

between Housing, Neighbourhoods and Mental Wellbeing for Residents of Deprived Areas. BMC 

Public Health 12, 48. doi:10.1186/1471-2458-12-48. 

Carpiano, R.M. “Neighborhood Social Capital and Adult Health: An Empirical Test of a Bourdieu-Based 

Model.” Health & Place 13(3), 639–55. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2006.09.001. 

Chang, E., Chan, K.S. 2015. Variations in Asian Americans: How Neighborhood Concordance Is 

Associated With Health Care Access and Utilization. American Journal of Public Health 105(1), 66–68. 

doi:10.2105/AJPH.2014.302275. 

Choi, J.Y. 2009. Contextual Effects on Health Care Access among Immigrants: Lessons from Three 

Ethnic Communities in Hawaii. Social Science & Medicine 69(8), 1261–71. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.08.001. 

Chum, A. 2011. Policy Implications of Neighbourhood Effects on Health Research: Towards an 

Alternative to Poverty Deconcentration. Health & Place 17(5), 1098–1104. 

doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.05.014. 

Collins, P., Hayes, M.V., Oliver, L.N. 2009. Neighbourhood quality and self-rated health: A survey of 

eight suburban neighbourhoods in the Vancouver Census Metropolitan Area, Health & Place, 15(1), 

156-164, ISSN 1353-8292, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2008.03.008. 

Kim, Y.-A., Collins, T.W., Grineski, S.E. 2014. Neighborhood Context and the Hispanic Health Paradox: 

Differential Effects of Immigrant Density on Children׳s Wheezing by Poverty, Nativity and Medical 

History. Health & Place 27, 1–8. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2014.01.006. 

Cummins, S. 2007. Commentary: Investigating Neighbourhood Effects on Health—avoiding the ‘Local 

Trap.’ International Journal of Epidemiology 36(2), 355–57. doi:10.1093/ije/dym033. 

Cummins, S., Curtis, S., Diez-Roux, A.V., Macintyre, S. Understanding and Representing ‘place’ in 

Health Research: A Relational Approach. Social Science & Medicine, Placing Health in Context, 65(9), 

1825–38. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.05.036. 

Day, R. 2008. Local Environments and Older People’s Health: Dimensions from a Comparative 

Qualitative Study in Scotland. Health & Place 14(2), 299–312. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2007.07.001. 

Diez Roux, A.V. 2001. Investigating Neighborhood and Area Effects on Health. American Journal of 

Public Health 91(11), 1783–89. 

Diez Roux, A.V. 2004. Rethinking variables, study designs and analytical approaches. Epidemiologic 

Reviews, 26, 104–111. 



 

15 | IRIS WORKING PAPER SERIES NO.13/2016 
 

Do, D.P., Finch, B.K. 2008. The Link between Neighborhood Poverty and Health: Context or 

Composition? American Journal of Epidemiology 168(6), 611–19. doi:10.1093/aje/kwn182. 

Do, D.P., Wang, L., Elliott, M.R. 2013. Investigating the Relationship between Neighborhood Poverty 

and Mortality Risk: A Marginal Structural Modeling Approach. Social Science & Medicine 91, 58–66. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.03.003. 

Do, D.P., Finch, B.K., Basurto-Davila, R., Bird, C., Escarce, J., Lurie, N. 2008) Does Place Explain Racial 

Health Disparities? Quantifying the Contribution of Residential Context to the Black/white Health 

Gap in the United States. Social Science & Medicine 67(8), 1258–68. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2008.06.018. 

Eschbach, K., Ostir, G.V., Patel, K.V., Markides, K.S., Goodwin, J.S. 2004. Neighborhood Context and 

Mortality Among Older Mexican Americans: Is There a Barrio Advantage? American Journal of Public 

Health 94(10), 1807–12. 

Ford, J.L., Browning, C.R. 2015. Exposure to Neighborhood Immigrant Concentration from 

Adolescence to Young Adulthood and Immune Function among Latino Young Adults. Health & Place 

32, 59–64. 

Gale, C.R., Dennison, E.M., Cooper, C., Sayer, A.A. 2011. Neighbourhood Environment and Positive 

Mental Health in Older People: The Hertfordshire Cohort Study. Health & Place 17(4), 867–74. 

doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.05.003. 

Gary, T.L., Stark, S.A., LaVeist, T.A. 2007. Neighborhood Characteristics and Mental Health among 

African Americans and Whites Living in a Racially Integrated Urban Community. Health & Place 13(2), 

569–75. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2006.06.001. 

Giles-Corti, B., Timperio, A., Cutt, H., Pikora, T.J., Bull, F.C.L., Knuiman, K., Bulsara, M., Van Niel, K., 

Shilton, T. 2006. Development of a reliable measure of walking within and outside the local 

neighborhood: RESIDE's Neighborhood Physical Activity Questionnaire, Preventive Medicine, 42(6), 

455-459, ISSN 0091-7435, http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ypmed.2006.01.019. 

Harrington, D.W., Wilson, K., Bell, S., Muhajarine, N., Ruthart, J. 2012. Realizing Neighbourhood 

Potential? The Role of the Availability of Health Care Services on Contact with a Primary Care 

Physician. Health & Place 18(4), 814–23. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2012.03.011. 

Jiménez, M.P., Osypuk, T.L., Arevalo, S., Tucker, K.L., Falcon, L.M. 2015. Neighborhood Socioeconomic 

Context and Change in Allostatic Load among Older Puerto Ricans: The Boston Puerto Rican Health 

Study. Health & Place 33, 1–8. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2015.02.001. 

Jokela, M. 2014. Are Neighborhood Health Associations Causal? A 10-Year Prospective Cohort Study 

With Repeated Measurements. American Journal of Epidemiology 180(8), 776–84. 

doi:10.1093/aje/kwu233. 

Kamphuis, C.B.M., Mackenbach, J.P., Giskes, K., Huisman, M., Brug, J., van Lenthe, F.J. 2010. Why Do 

Poor People Perceive Poor Neighbourhoods? The Role of Objective Neighbourhood Features and 

Psychosocial Factors. Health & Place 16(4), 744–54. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2010.03.006. 



 

16 | IRIS WORKING PAPER SERIES NO.13/2016 
 

Kavanagh, A.M., Turrell, G., Subramanian, S.V. 2006. Does Area-Based Social Capital Matter for the 

Health of Australians? A Multilevel Analysis of Self-Rated Health in Tasmania. International Journal of 

Epidemiology 35(3), 607–13. doi:10.1093/ije/dyl010. 

Kawachi, I., and Berkman, L.F. (eds.) 2003. Neighborhoods and health. Oxford University Press. 

Kim, E.S., Park, N., Peterson, C. 2013. Perceived Neighborhood, Social Cohesion and Stroke. Social 

Science & Medicine 97, 49–55. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.08.001. 

Kim, Y.-A., Collins, T.W., Grineski, S.E. 2014. Neighborhood Context and the Hispanic Health Paradox: 

Differential Effects of Immigrant Density on Children׳s Wheezing by Poverty, Nativity and Medical 

History. Health & Place 27, 1–8. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2014.01.006. 

Kwate, N.O.A., Goodman, M.S. 2015. Cross-Sectional and Longitudinal Effects of Racism on Mental 

Health Among Residents of Black Neighborhoods in New York City. American Journal of Public Health 

105(4), 711–18. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2014.302243. 

Law, M., Wilson, K., Eyles, J., Elliott, S., Jerrett, M., Moffat, T., Luginaah, I. 2005. Meeting Health 

Need, Accessing Health Care: The Role of Neighbourhood. Health & Place, Special Section: 

Therapeutic Landscapes: An Evolving Theme, 11(4), 367–77. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2004.05.004. 

Lee, M.A. 2009. Neighborhood Residential Segregation and Mental Health: A Multilevel Analysis on 

Hispanic Americans in Chicago. Social Science & Medicine 68(11), 1975–84. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.02.040. 

Macintyre, S. 2007. Deprivation amplification revisited; or, is it always true that poorer places have 

poorer access to resources for healthy diets and physical activity? International Journal of Behavioral 

Nutrition and Physical Activity 4(1), 32. 

Macintyre, S., Ellaway, A., Cummins, S. 2002. Place Effects on Health: How Can We Conceptualise, 

Operationalise and Measure Them? Social Science & Medicine, Selected papers from the 9th 

International Symposium on Medical Geography, 55(1), 125–39. doi:10.1016/S0277-9536(01)00214-

3. 

Mair, C., Diez Roux, A.V., Osypuk, T.L., Rapp, S.R., Seeman, T., Watson, K.E. 2010. Is Neighborhood 

Racial/ethnic Composition Associated with Depressive Symptoms? The Multi-Ethnic Study of 

Atherosclerosis. Social Science & Medicine 71(3), 541–50. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2010.04.014. 

Mair, C., Kaplan, G.A., Everson-Rose, S.A. 2012. Are There Hopeless Neighborhoods? An Exploration 

of Environmental Associations between Individual-Level Feelings of Hopelessness and Neighborhood 

Characteristics. Health & Place 18(2), 434–39. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2011.12.012. 

Mayer, S.E., Jencks, C. 1989. Poverty and the distribution of material hardship. Journal of Human 

Resources (1989), 88-114. 

Michael, Y.L., Green, M.K., Farquhar, S.A. 2006. Neighborhood Design and Active Aging. Health & 

Place 12(4), 734–40. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2005.08.002. 

Montgomery, M.R., Hewett, P.C. 2005. Urban Poverty and Health in Developing Countries: 

Household and Neighborhood Effects. Demography 42(3), 397–425. 



 

17 | IRIS WORKING PAPER SERIES NO.13/2016 
 

Moore, S., Bockenholt, U. Daniel, M., Frohlich, K., Kestens, Y., Richard, L. 2010. Social Capital and 

Core Network Ties: A Validation Study of Individual-Level Social Capital Measures and Their 

Association with Extra- and Intra-Neighborhood Ties, and Self-Rated Health. Health & Place, 

Geographies of Care, 17(2), 536–44. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2010.12.010. 

Murayama, H., Nofuji, Y., Matsuo, E., Nishi, M., Taniguchi, Y., Fujiwara, Y. Shinkai, S. 2015. Are 

Neighborhood Bonding and Bridging Social Capital Protective against Depressive Mood in Old Age? A 

Multilevel Analysis in Japan. Social Science & Medicine 124, 171–79. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2014.11.042. 

Nogueira, H. 2009. Healthy Communities: The Challenge of Social Capital in the Lisbon Metropolitan 

Area. Health & Place 15(1), 133–39. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2008.03.005. 

O’Campo, P. 2003. “Invited Commentary: Advancing Theory and Methods for Multilevel Models of 

Residential Neighborhoods and Health.” American Journal of Epidemiology 157, no. 1 (January 1, 

2003): 9–13. doi:10.1093/aje/kwf171. 

O׳Campo, P., Wheaton, B., Nisenbaum, R., Glazier, R.H., Dunn, J.R., Chambers, C. The Neighbourhood 

Effects on Health and Well-Being (NEHW) Study. Health & Place 31, 65–74. 

doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2014.11.001. 

Osypuk, T.L. 2013. Invited Commentary: Integrating a Life-Course Perspective and Social Theory to 

Advance Research on Residential Segregation and Health. American Journal of Epidemiology 177(4), 

310–15. doi:10.1093/aje/kws371. 

Osypuk, T.L., Acevedo-Garcia, D. 2010. Beyond Individual Neighborhoods: A Geography of 

Opportunity Perspective for Understanding Racial/ethnic Health Disparities. Health & Place 16(6), 

1113–23. doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2010.07.002. 

Pascual, C., Regidor, E., Álvarez-del Arco, D., Alejos, B., Santos, J.M., Calle, M.E., Martínez, D.. 2013. 

Sports Facilities in Madrid Explain the Relationship between Neighbourhood Economic Context and 

Physical Inactivity in Older People, but Not in Younger Adults: A Case Study. Journal of Epidemiology 

and Community Health 67(9), 788–94. doi:10.1136/jech-2013-202583. 

Pearce, J., Witten, K. Hiscock, R., Blakely, T. 2007. Are Socially Disadvantaged Neighbourhoods 

Deprived of Health-Related Community Resources? International Journal of Epidemiology 36(2), 348–

55. doi:10.1093/ije/dyl267. 

Phillimore, J. 2015. Delivering maternity services in an era of superdiversity: the challenges of novelty 

and newness. Ethnic and Racial Studies 38(4), 568-582. 

Pollack, C.E., Cubbin, C., Ahn, D., Winkleby, M. 2005. Neighbourhood Deprivation and Alcohol 

Consumption: Does the Availability of Alcohol Play a Role? International Journal of Epidemiology 

34(1), 772–80. doi:10.1093/ije/dyi026. 

Prentice, J.C. 2006. Neighborhood Effects on Primary Care Access in Los Angeles. Social Science & 

Medicine 62(5), 1291–1303. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2005.07.029. 



 

18 | IRIS WORKING PAPER SERIES NO.13/2016 
 

Rainham, D., McDowell, I., Krewski, D., Sawada, M. 2010. Conceptualizing the healthscape: 

Contributions of time geography, location technologies and spatial ecology to place and health 

research, Social Science & Medicine, 70(5), 668-676,  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.10.035. 

Reijneveld, S.A. 2001. Explanations for Differences in Health Outcomes Between Neighbourhoods of 

Varying Socioeconomic Level. Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 55(11), 847–847. 

doi:10.1136/jech.55.11.847. 

Rollings, K.A., Wells, N.M., Evans, G.W. 2015. Measuring Physical Neighborhood Quality Related to 

Health. Behavioral Sciences 5(2), 190–202. doi:10.3390/bs5020190. 

Sabel, C.E., Kihal, W., Bard, D., Weber, C. 2013. Creation of Synthetic Homogeneous Neighbourhoods 

Using Zone Design Algorithms to Explore Relationships between Asthma and Deprivation in 

Strasbourg, France. Social Science & Medicine 91, 110–21. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2012.11.018. 

Schaefer-McDaniel, N., O’Brien Caughy, M., O’Campo, P., Gearey, W. 2010. Examining 

Methodological Details of Neighbourhood Observations and the Relationship to Health: A Literature 

Review. Social Science & Medicine 70(2), 277–92. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2009.10.018. 

Schmidt, S., Ester, C., Sleddens, F.C., de Vries, S.I., Gubbels, J., Thijs, C. 2015. Longitudinal association 

of neighborhood variables with Body Mass Index in Dutch school-age children: The KOALA Birth 

Cohort Study, Social Science & Medicine, 135, 99-108,  

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.socscimed.2015.04.018. 

Sooman, A., Macintyre, S. 1995. Health and Perceptions of the Local Environment in Socially 

Contrasting Neighbourhoods in Glasgow. Health & Place 1(1), 15–26. doi:10.1016/1353-

8292(95)00003-5. 

Stafford, M., Cummins, S., Macintyre, S., Ellaway, A., Marmot, M. 2005. Gender Differences in the 

Associations between Health and Neighbourhood Environment. Social Science & Medicine 60(8), 

1681–92. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.08.028. 

Stafford, M., De Silva, M., Stansfeld, S., Marmot, M. 2008. Neighbourhood Social Capital and 

Common Mental Disorder: Testing the Link in a General Population Sample. Health & Place 14(3), 

394–405. 

Stockdale, S.E., Wells, K.B., Tang, L., Belin, T.R., Zhang, L., Sherbourne, C.D. 2007. The Importance of 

Social Context: Neighborhood Stressors, Stress-Buffering Mechanisms, and Alcohol, Drug, and Mental 

Health Disorders. Social Science & Medicine, Placing Health in Context, 65(9), 1867–81. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2007.05.045. 

Truong, K.D., Ma, S. 2006. A Systematic Review of Relations between Neighborhoods and Mental 

Health. The Journal of Mental Health Policy and Economics 9(3), 137–54. 

Tunstall, H. 2005. Review of Neighbourhoods and Health. Kawachi, I. and Berkman, L.F. (eds). 

International Journal of Epidemiology 34(1), 231–32. doi:10.1093/ije/dyh387. 



 

19 | IRIS WORKING PAPER SERIES NO.13/2016 
 

Tunstall, H.V.Z., Shaw, M., Dorling, D. 2004. Places and Health. Journal of Epidemiology and 

Community Health 58(1), 6–10. doi:10.1136/jech.58.1.6. 

Vallée, J., Cadot, E., Grillo, F., Parizot, I., Chauvin, P. 2010. The Combined Effects of Activity Space and 

Neighbourhood of Residence on Participation in Preventive Health-Care Activities: The Case of 

Cervical Screening in the Paris Metropolitan Area (France). Health & Place 16(5), 838–52. 

doi:10.1016/j.healthplace.2010.04.009. 

van Lenthe, F.J., Mackenbach, J.P. 2006. Neighbourhood and Individual Socioeconomic Inequalities in 

Smoking: The Role of Physical Neighbourhood Stressors. Journal of Epidemiology and Community 

Health 60(8), 699–705. doi:10.1136/jech.2005.043851. 

Yung-Browne, K., Ziersch, A., Baum, F. 2013. ‘Faking Til You Make It’: Social Capital Accumulation of 

Individuals on Low Incomes Living in Contrasting Socio-Economic Neighbourhoods and Its 

Implications for Health and Wellbeing. Social Science & Medicine 85, 9–17. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2013.02.026. 

Ziersch, A.M., Baum, F.E., MacDougall, C., Putland, C. 2005. Neighbourhood Life and Social Capital: 

The Implications for Health. Social Science & Medicine 60(1), 71–86. 

doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2004.04.027. 


