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ABSTRACT 

Objectives 

To identify geographic hotspots and coldspots of work disability burden and associated 

sociodemographic factors in Australia.  

Methods 

Using Australian workers’ compensation and census data, we calculated weeks of 

compensated time off work per 1,000 labour force at Statistical Area Level 4, an indicator of 

work disability burden. Records included all claims with at least one day of compensated 

time off work lodged between 2010 and 2015. Work disability burden was z-transformed by 

state and mapped across Australia. Statistical Areas ≥ 1.5 standard deviations from the 

state/territory mean were considered hotspots and coldspots. We tested several 

sociodemographic factors as predictors of work disability burden.  

Results 

Work disability burden hotspots were concentrated in lower socioeconomic suburbs and 

exurbs of state capitals, plus several regional areas. Coldspots were primarily in wealthy 

central urban and suburban areas. Factors associated with greater work disability burden 

include socioeconomic disadvantage, rurality, lower labour force participation, higher 

unemployment, and more people with core activity limitations, aged 65+ years, and aged 

65+ but fewer foreign-born.  

Conclusions 

Work disability burden is unequally distributed across Australia and strongly influenced by 

sociodemographic factors. The findings can guide more efficient allocation of resources for 

primary and secondary work disability prevention and rehabilitation.  

Key terms: geospatial analysis; work injury; administrative claims data; social determinants 

of health 
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INTRODUCTION 

Work disability occurs when an injury, illness or medical condition restricts the ability of a 

person to engage in paid employment. Extended periods of work disability are common and 

can have substantial financial, health and social impacts on the worker.1,2 The presence and 

duration of work disability is now understood to be a product of multiple features of the 

person and their environment, incorporating social, cultural, health-related, and 

psychological factors.2 These contextual factors vary geospatially. Accordingly, work 

disability burden varies by location, though there are relatively few studies on this topic.3  

Injured workers tend to spend more time off work in socioeconomically disadvantaged 

areas where more people are off work and there are larger populations of ethnic 

minorities.4,5 Rates of work-related injury vary across industry and occupation,6,7 which are 

often geographically concentrated. And while the evidence on rurality is mixed, or suggests 

at the very least a highly complex dynamic,
8
 people living in rural areas generally have 

longer work disability duration.3 

Areas in which multiple of these factors are apparent may be geographic hotspots of work 

disability, which may warrant a more efficient and targeted reallocation of preventive and 

rehabilitation resources.9 One example of a community approach are the Centers of 

Occupational Health and Education in Washington state, a community-based occupational 

healthcare intervention that aims to minimise work disability with secondary health services 

to improve care coordination and training, incentivise best practice, and engage a broad 

range of stakeholders. Evaluations suggest these centres reduced both disability duration 

and the likelihood of long-term disability.
10

  

In this paper, we sought to identify hotspots and coldspots of work disability burden in 

Australia and determine whether it is associated with several sociodemographic factors. 

There is substantial potential to reduce Australia’s work disability burden and its associated 

costs. In 2012/13, work injury cost and estimated $61 .8 billion AUD, equivalent to 4.1% of 

Gross Domestic Product.11 Even small reductions in work disability could result in substantial 

savings in addition to the numerous health, social, familial, psychological, productivity, and 

community benefits.12  
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METHODS 

Setting 

In Australia, workers’ compensation is managed by states and territories. Federal 

government employees are covered by a Commonwealth scheme, Comcare, which also 

regulates self-insured interstate employers.13 Each system is cause-based, meaning 

compensation is contingent on establishing that injury or illness is attributable to work.
14

 In 

2014, these schemes covered 10.8 million workers, or 94% of the labour force.15 

Work disability burden 

We calculated the number of compensated weeks off work per 1,000 labour force as an 

indicator of work disability. Compensation data were extracted from the National Data Set 

for Compensation-based Statistics, a minimum administrative dataset that combines data 

from each of Australia’s nine major workers’ compensation systems.16 We previously used a 

similar measure to compare work disability burden among Australian first responders,17 

though there are several caveats. Cumulative compensated time off work underestimates 

actual time off work
18

 and benefit cessation does not necessarily mark the end of disability 

duration.1,18 Nevertheless, it is considered the most accurate measure that can be derived 

from administrative claims data.18 To account for extreme outliers, individual claims were 

capped at five years of compensated time off work. The labour force denominator includes 

all workers, regardless of compensation coverage.19 The proportion of uncovered workers 

likely varies regionally and may be a source of systematic error. While populations change 

over time, labour force estimates at Statistical Area Level 4 are not available for every year. 

We used 2015, the only year for which we could find data that falls within our study period. 

Geospatial units 

Using residential postcodes, we aggregated claims at Statistical Area Level 4, which is the 

smallest level for which the Australian Bureau of Statistics produces labour force data and 

relevant sociodemographic data, and the largest of the Australian Statistical Geography 

Standards regions below state/territory. Statistical Areas at Level 4 are constructed around 

labour markets and usually have populations over 100,000.20 
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Sociodemographic indicators 

The Australian census captures a number of sociodemographic factors that have previously 

been associated work disability burden4,5 that are also available at Statistical Area Level 4. 

These include labour force participation and unemployment rates,19 median personal 

income,21 and proportions of foreign-born residents,22 needing assistance with core 

activities, and aged 65+ years (retiree proxy).23 We also included proportion with non-

proficient English22 as a proxy for newly-arrived foreign residents. Other data were 

aggregated from smaller units. We converted remoteness rankings24 to a rurality indicator 

by scoring postcodes 1 to 5 (from “Major Cities of Australia” to “Very Remote Australia”) 

and calculating the Statistical Area mean. Socioeconomic advantage and disadvantage is 

measured with separate variables, calculated as the proportion of postcodes within a 

Statistical Area that fall within the top and bottom quintiles of the Indicators of Relative 

Socioeconomic Advantage and Disadvantage.25 Each factor was taken from the 2011 Census.  

Inclusion and exclusion criteria 

Records were limited to accepted workers’ compensation claims with at least one day of 

compensated time off work that were lodged between 2010 and 2015. Records are updated 

for six years after initial recording. At the time of writing, these were updated up to July 

2017, providing a minimum of 1.5 years of follow-up. Records were excluded if they did not 

have postcode information, or the postcode could not be linked to a Statistical Area. The 

Australian Capital Territory was excluded because it consists of a single Statistical Area, 

which would not allow scaling that was necessary to account for state fixed-effects (see next 

section). 

Analysis 

Descriptive analyses summarise claims by state and territory with counts, rate per 1,000 

labour force, mean disability duration in weeks, work disability burden, and proportion 

compensated by a different system from the state/territory of residence. This also 

summarises the Australian Capital Territory or claims that were missing postcode data. 
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We converted work disability burden and sociodemographic data to z-scores. Each was 

scaled by state and territory, to account for known differences in disability durations 

between Australia’s compensation systems, likely due to system factors,
26,27

 and known 

sociodemographic differences between states.28,29 This zeroes the means and scales 

differences between Statistical Areas by standard deviation. Of note, this is not the overall 

state/territory mean, but the mean of Statistical Areas within states and territories. Scaling 

also standardises associations for sociodemographic factors, making them directly 

comparable. We define hotspots and coldspots as Statistical Areas that are at least one 

standard deviation away from the state/territory mean. Assuming a normal distribution, -/+ 

one standard deviation is roughly equivalent to the 32nd and 68th percentiles, while -/+ 2 

standard deviations is roughly equivalent to the 5th and 95th percentiles. Using geospatial 

data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics,20 we mapped these scaled distributions.  

To test associations between sociodemographic factors and work disability burden, we 

analysed each in separate univariate linear regressions. Multivariable regressions were 

impractical due to the small number of cases (86 Statistical Areas) and a high degree of 

multicollinearity (most Variance Inflation Factors ≥ 2.5; see Table 2).  

Statistical software and data availability 

We conducted analyses in R30 using RStudio31 with the following statistical packages: 

broom.mixed,32 janitor,33 lubridate,34 magrittr,35 readxl,36 see,37 sf,38 tidyverse,39 tmap,40 and 

zoo.
41

 Aggregate data and analytical code are archived on a public repository.
42

 Case-level 

data are not available because they contain personal identifiers and are sensitive, though 

we also provide cleaning code to demonstrate how we aggregated data.   
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RESULTS 

Descriptives 

State and territory work disability profiles are summarised in Table 1. N = 1,010,022 

accepted time loss claims were lodged in the study period, of which 0.8% (N = 7,731) are 

from the Australian Capital Territory and 8.2% (N = 82,367) were missing postcode data and 

could not be linked to a Statistical Area, leaving N = 919,924 analysable records. Though 

there are large differences in claim rates and mean compensated weeks between states and 

territories, work disability burden was relatively similar. The vast majority of claims (96.1%) 

were compensated by the state or territory in which the injured worker resided. Mean 

disability duration was longest among claims that could not be linked to a Statistical Area, 

suggesting that postcode data are not missing at random and the work disability burden 

measure is an underestimate.  
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Table 1. Summary of state and territory work disability burden for all time loss claims (≥1 day) lodged between 2010 and 2015 

State/territory 

Time loss claims 

(column %) 

% of included 

claims 

Claim rate per 

1,000 labour 

force 

Mean disability 

duration 

(weeks) 

Compensated 

weeks/1,000 

labour force 

(work disability 

burden) 

Under state/territory 

scheme* (row %) 

New South Wales 350,590 (34.7%) 38.1% 96.0 13.5 1,294 337,291 (96.2%) 

Victoria 149,126 (14.8%) 16.2% 50.3 24.1 1,211 140,134 (94.0%) 

Queensland 256,835 (25.4%) 27.9% 110.2 9.3 1,021 249,388 (97.1%) 

South Australia  49,800 (4.9%) 5.4% 61.8 20.9 1,291  47,661 (95.7%) 

Western Australia  80,217 (7.9%) 8.7% 60.4 15.4 928  77,733 (96.9%) 

Tasmania  23,800 (2.4%) 2.6% 99.2 13.3 1,321  22,863 (96.1%) 

Northern Territory   9,556 (0.9%) 1.0% 72.0 14.7 1,059   9,278 (97.1%) 

Total 919,924 (91.1%) 100.0% 80.3 14.6 1,172 884,348 (96.1%) 

Excluded 

Australian Capital Territory   7,731 (0.8%) - - 21.6 -   2,342 (30.3%) 

Missing postcode  82,367 (8.2%) - - 24.6 - - 

*Not compensated by a system different from the state/territory in which they live or Comcare 
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Work disability burden hotspots 

Hotspots and coldspots of work disability burden are mapped in Figure 1. Hotspots and 

coldspots more than a standard deviation away from state or territory mean are listed in 

Table 2; a full table of raw and scaled work disability burdens by Statistical Area can be 

found in Supplementary Table 1. A Shapiro-Wilks test of normality suggests the distribution 

is non-normal, though it is barely significant (W = 0.97, p = 0.048). Maximum work disability 

burden z-scores are two standard deviations in either direction, suggesting no substantial 

outliers. The histogram in Figure 1 suggests a relatively normal distribution, though fat-

tailed.  

Hotspots (red) are concentrated in more deprived and suburban/exurban areas of state 

capital cities, including Adelaide - North in South Australia; Mandurah, an exurb of Perth in 

Western Australia; South West Sydney (better known as the Western Suburbs) in New South 

Wales; and Logan – Beaudesert in Queensland. The Hunter Valley region around New South 

Wales’ second-largest city, Newcastle, is also a hotspot. Other hotspots are regional, 

including Wide Bay and Moreton Bay - North in Queensland, and Murray and Central Coast 

in New South Wales.  

Coldspots (blue) are concentrated in wealthier central areas and suburbs of state capitals. 

Not one of the top ten coldspots is outside of Melbourne, Sydney (including the wealthy 

Eastern Suburbs and north shore areas of Ryde and North Sydney and Hornsby), Perth, or 

Brisbane. To a lesser extent, the same pattern is visible in Adelaide – Central and Hills (z-

score: -1.47).  
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Figure 1. Mapping of scaled work disability between 2010-2015, where blue denotes 

below state average and red above state average, nationally and by state capitals; 

Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are designed central/inner areas 
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Table 2. Top ten hotspots and bottom ten coldspots of work disability burden* 

State Statistical Area (#) 

Work disability burden† 

Compensated 

weeks per 1,000 

labour force 

Z-score scaled by 

state/territory 

 

Hotspots of greater work disability burden (≥ 1 standard deviation) 

Queensland Logan - Beaudesert (311) 1668 1.94 

South Australia Adelaide - North (402) 1827 1.71 

Western Australia Mandurah (502) 1852 1.71 

Queensland Wide Bay (319) 1583 1.68 

New South Wales Sydney - South West (127) 2228 1.56 

New South Wales Hunter Valley excluding Newcastle (106) 2101 1.33 

Tasmania Hobart (601) 1410 1.25 

New South Wales Murray (109) 2024 1.19 

New South Wales Central Coast (102) 2011 1.16 

Queensland Moreton Bay - North (313) 1401 1.15 

New South Wales Sydney - Outer South West (123) 1966 1.08 

Victoria Ballarat (201) 1798 1.07 

Victoria Latrobe - Gippsland (205) 1785 1.04 

 

Coldspots of less work disability burden (≤ -1 standard deviation) 

Queensland Brisbane - South (303) 595 -1.21 

Queensland Queensland - Outback (315) 571 -1.28 

New South Wales Sydney - Inner West (120) 651 -1.37 

New South Wales Sydney - Northern Beaches (122) 614 -1.43 

South Australia Adelaide - Central and Hills (401) 758 -1.47 

New South Wales Sydney - City and Inner South (117) 588 -1.48 

New South Wales Sydney - Eastern Suburbs (118) 582 -1.49 

Queensland Brisbane Inner City (305) 494 -1.51 

Queensland Brisbane - West (304) 476 -1.56 

Victoria Melbourne - Inner South (208) 615 -1.68 

New South Wales Sydney - Ryde (126) 474 -1.69 

Western Australia Perth - Inner (503) 161 -1.84 

New South Wales Sydney - North Sydney and Hornsby (121) 384 -1.86 

Victoria Melbourne - Inner (206) 480 -2.00 

Victoria Melbourne - Inner East (207) 459 -2.04 

* Full table available with archived data and code on Bridges 

† Compensated weeks of working time loss per 1,000 labour force, claims lodged 2010-

2015 

 

Sociodemographic indicators and work disability burden 

Geospatial distributions of sociodemographic indicators are mapped in Supplementary 

Figures 1 through 10. All sociodemographic factors except proportion with non-proficient 

English were significantly associated with work disability burden, as illustrated in Figure 2 

and summarised in Table 3. Most associations were in the expected direction: work 
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disability was lower where there was greater socioeconomic advantage and higher where 

more people were out of work, more people had core activity limitations, and the area was 

more rural. The strongest associations were observed with the concentration of 

disadvantaged and advantaged quintiles. For every standard deviation increase in the 

proportion of postcodes from the most disadvantaged quintiles, work disability burden 

increased by 0.67 standard deviations (95% CI: 0.51 to 0.83), explaining 45% of the variance, 

while the most advantaged quintile decreased the burden by -0.73 (95% CI: -0.88 to -0.58), 

explaining 53% of the variance. The proportion of residents with core activity limitations had 

a similarly large association, where for every increase in the standard deviation, work 

disability burden increased by 0.67 standard deviations (95% CI: 0.50 to 0.83), explaining 

44% of the variance.  

The proportion of foreign-born residents was associated with reduced work disability 

burden (-0.36, -0.56 to -0.15). As this result was unexpected, we examined whether 

proportion of foreign-born was associated with other sociodemographic variables and 

whether statistically adjusting for them individually affected the statistical association. All 

sociodemographic factors were significantly associated with the proportion of foreign-born 

residents at p < .001, with the exception of unemployment rate (p = 0.299). Areas with more 

foreign-born residents were more socioeconomically advantaged, less rural, had higher 

labour force participation and median earnings, with fewer limitations with core activities 

and older people. When each of the significant factors was added to the foreign-born 

regression model, the association between proportion of foreign-born residents and work 

disability burden attenuated to non-significance (p > .05) in all but two cases (population 

65+, rural score). These analyses are summarised in Supplementary figures 11 and 12.  
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Table 3. Univariate associations between socioeconomic/demographic factors and work 

disability burden, scaled for comparability, plus Variance Inflation Factor 

Scaled predictor 

Standardised 

effects 95% CI p-value R
2
 

Variance 

Inflation 

Factor 

Disadvantaged quintile 0.67  0.51 to  0.83 < 0.001 0.45 8.8 

Advantaged quintile -0.73 -0.88 to -0.58 < 0.001 0.53 5.1 

Rural score 0.22  0.01 to  0.43 0.041 0.05 6.0 

Labour force participation % -0.57 -0.75 to -0.40 < 0.001 0.33 5.0 

Unemployment % 0.34  0.13 to  0.54 0.002 0.11 2.3 

Median earnings -0.57 -0.75 to -0.39 < 0.001 0.32 4.4 

Need assistance with core activities % 0.67  0.50 to  0.83 < 0.001 0.44 8.8 

Population 65+ years 0.30  0.09 to  0.51 0.005 0.09 4.9 

Foreign-born % -0.36 -0.56 to -0.15 0.001 0.13 10.3 

Non-proficient English % -0.20 -0.42 to  0.01 0.061 0.04 4.8 
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DISCUSSION 

The findings suggest that hotspots of greater work disability burden are concentrated in 

socioeconomically deprived suburban and exurban areas of the major cities, plus a few 

regional areas, while coldspots are predominantly socioeconomically-advantaged city 

centres and their wealthy suburbs. Burden was extremely unequally distributed. For 

instance, the Statistical Area with greatest burden in Western Australia was Mandurah with 

1,852 compensated weeks/1,000 labour force, 11.5 times greater than the Statistical Area 

with the least burden, inner Perth at 161 weeks/1,000 labour force. This was the most 

extreme difference, though within other states the differences in work disability burden 

between hotspots and coldspots was still high at about 3-5:1 (see Table 2).  

In line with previous research,
4,5,43

 we found that work disability burden is to a large extent 

socially-determined. Occupation is a strongly associated with socioeconomic status,
44

 and 

each carries its own unique set of inherent exposures
6
 and job demand risks.

7
 The nature of 

work also influences how debilitating an injury is; a physical condition is much more likely to 

inhibit manual labour than office work.
43

 Education can also determine how well workers 

can navigate workplace risks, whether through comprehension of safety protocols or 

opportunities to advance to less risky roles.
43,45

 Socioeconomic status is a strong predictor of 

general health,
46

 which can moderate the effect of work injury.
47

 Similarly, one of the 

strongest associations we found was the proportion of residents needing assistance with 

core activities.  

Rurality was associated with higher work disability burden, but only explained 8% of the 

variance. This was not unexpected as the current evidence on urban/rural differences is 

mixed, if leaning toward greater burden in rural areas.
3
 Yet there remain a number of 

indicators to suggest rural Australians should have substantially greater work disability. 

Rural areas have higher rates of disease, likely exacerbated by lower levels education, 

greater socioeconomic disadvantage, and poorer access to healthcare services.
48

 Rural areas 

also have more people employed in higher-risk industries.
8,49

 Indigenous Australians, by any 

measure the country’s most dispossessed people, also have greater representation in rural 

areas.
48

 While a different cultural context, areas with more disposed ethnic minorities in the 

US has previously shown longer disability durations where there are more dispossessed 
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ethnic minorities.
4
 Sociocultural drivers may account for some of the mixed evidence of 

rurality. Rural residents may be more resilient, which may make them more likely to stay at 

work and off compensation, while urban residents have easier access to legal services, 

which is known to delay return to work.
8
 However, rural industries may be 

underrepresented in workers’ compensation, which could lead to underestimates in these 

data. For instance, 99% of the public administration and safety workforce is entitled to 

compensation, compared to only 64% of agriculture, forestry, and fisheries (50). 

There is a necessary distinction to be made between work injury and workers’ 

compensation claims. In this study, we only had records of the latter. Not every injury is 

compensated,
15

 and even those injuries that become a claim are not compensated for the 

full duration of time off work.
18

 Individual earnings are one factor. Higher earners are 

incentivised to exit compensation more quickly
50,51

 due to wage replacement caps, usually 

set around twice state average earnings,
52

 that reduce the proportion of pre-injury earnings 

that are compensated. This may account for some of the inverse relationship between 

higher socioeconomic indicators and reduced work disability burden. Higher unemployment 

rates may make it harder to leave workers’ compensation since there are fewer alternative 

employment opportunities.
4,5

 It may also be more socially acceptable to lodge a claim and 

take time off work where more people are already out of work.
4
  

Work disability burdens were lower where the foreign-born share of the population was 

larger. However, these areas were also more socioeconomically advantaged and less rural, 

and had greater labour force participation, fewer older people, and people with core 

limitations. Further, the association between foreign-born populations and work disability 

attenuated with adjustment for most of these factors. Australia’s emphasis on skills-based 

immigration means foreign-born residents skew towards the higher-educated, entailing 

both less risky work and more ability to work safely.
53

 Correspondingly, foreign-born 

Australians are injured at work (33.0/1,000 population) at one-third the rate of native-born 

Australians (47.8/1,000 population).
54

 The proportion with non-proficient English was not 

significantly associated with disability duration, though this should not be interpreted as 

evidence of no association. With a mean of 1.7% (SD: 1.7), non-proficient English speakers 

are probably too small a group to meaningfully influence community work disability 

burdens.  
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Australia’s social systems tasked with addressing work injury and work disability, including 

occupational health and safety and workers’ compensation, are resource-constrained. The 

broad implications of our findings are that addressing vast inequalities in work disability 

burden, and to reduce work disability at a population level, will require a redistribution of 

resources. However, modifications to these systems are insufficient to fully address 

inequalities. Broader coordinated action targeting the social determinants of work disability 

such as improved education and healthcare are also necessary, though this is a long-term 

proposition. 

Strengths and limitations 

This study has a number of strengths. We used claims data from workers’ compensation 

systems with near-universal coverage of the Australian workforce. These were combined 

with sociodemographic census data. Analyses were scaled by state/territory to adjust for 

system-level differences and allow direct comparisons of the magnitude of associations.  

There are also several limitations. Work disability burden calculations may be systematically 

biased due the variations in the proportion of the labour force who are covered by 

compensation systems. Around 8% of records were missing postcode data and could not be 

mapped to a Statistical Areas. These also had the longest disability duration, meaning the 

work disability burden was a substantial underestimate. The small number of Statistical 

Areas and high level of multicollinearity rendered multivariable analysis impractical. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Geographic variability in work disability is strongly socially-determined. The differences in 

burden between hotspots and coldspots is stark, though this highlights great potential to 

reduce burden through the reallocation of resources. Hotspots of work disability burden 

correspond to suburban, exurban, and regional areas with greater socioeconomic 

disadvantage, while coldspots are concentrated in central areas of major capital cities and 

wealthy suburban areas. In addition to socioeconomic factors, rurality and having more 

people out of work and who need assistance with core activities are associated with greater 

work disability, though it is lower where there are more foreign-born workers. The findings 

can be used to more efficiently allocate resources to areas with disproportionately high 

work disability burden, though it will be necessary to address the social determinants of 

work disability to achieve population-level reductions.   
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Supplementary figures 

 

Supplementary figure 1. Mapping of scaled proportion of 2011 disadvantaged quintiles in 

a Statistical Area, where blue denotes below state average and red above state average, 

nationally and by state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are 

designed central/inner areas 
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Supplementary figure 2. Mapping of scaled 2011 proportion of advantaged quintiles in a 

Statistical Area, where blue denotes below state average and red above state average, 

nationally and by state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are 

designed central/inner areas 
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Supplementary figure 3. Mapping of scaled 2011 rurality score in a Statistical Area, where 

blue denotes below state average and red above state average, nationally and by state 

capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are designed central/inner areas 
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Supplementary figure 4. Mapping of scaled 2011 labour force participation rate in a 

Statistical Area, where blue denotes below state average and red above state average, 

nationally and by state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are 

designed central/inner areas 
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Supplementary figure 5. Mapping of scaled 2011 unemployment rate in a Statistical Area, 

where blue denotes below state average and red above state average, nationally and by 

state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are designed central/inner 

areas 
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Supplementary figure 6. Mapping of scaled 2011 unemployment rate in a Statistical Area, 

where blue denotes below state average and red above state average, nationally and by 

state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are designed central/inner 

areas 
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Supplementary figure 7. Mapping of scaled 2011 proportion of people needing assistance 

with core activities in a Statistical Area, where blue denotes below state average and red 

above state average, nationally and by state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border 

in city maps are designed central/inner areas 

 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 11, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.08.20246181doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.08.20246181
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 

Supplementary figure 8. Mapping of scaled 2011 population aged 65+ years in a Statistical 

Area, where blue denotes below state average and red above state average, nationally 

and by state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are designed 

central/inner areas 
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Supplementary figure 9. Mapping of scaled 2011 proportion of foreign-born in a Statistical 

Area, where blue denotes below state average and red above state average, nationally 

and by state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps are designed 

central/inner areas 
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Supplementary figure 10. Mapping of scaled 2011 population with non-proficient English 

in a Statistical Area, where blue denotes below state average and red above state 

average, nationally and by state capitals; Statistical Areas with a black border in city maps 

are designed central/inner areas 
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Supplementary figure 11. Association between proportion foreign-born and other 

sociodemographic factors (scores standardised) 

 

 

Supplementary figure 12. Change in association between proportion foreign-born and 

work disability burden when individually adjusting for sociodemographic factors that are 

significantly associated with both proportion of foreign-born and work disability burden 

(scores standardised)   
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