
Health spending was 9% of GDP on average in the OECD,  
ranging from 4.3% in Turkey to 17.2% in the United States 

Note: Expenditure excludes investments, unless otherwise stated. 
1. Australian expenditure estimates exclude all expenditure for residential aged care facilities in welfare (social) services. 
2. Includes investments. 

Source: Health at a Glance 2017. 

Health expenditure as a share of GDP, 2016 (or nearest year) 
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15.1

Distribution of National Health Expenditures in the 

United States, 2010

Category Share of Spending

Hospital care 31%

Physician, clinical care 20

Prescription drugs 10 

Nursing home care 6

Other personal health care 15 

Other health spending 16 
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15.1

Americans’ Source of Health Insurance Coverage, 

2010

People 
(millions)

Population %

Private 201.0 64.0

Employment-based 176.3 55.3

Direct purchase 26.8 9.8%

Public 87.4 31.0

Medicare 43 14.5

Medicaid 42.6 15.9

TRICARE/CHAMPVA 11.6 4.2

Uninsured 46.2 16.3
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15.1

Illustrating the Tax Subsidy

Jim Peter

Wage 30 30

Employer health insurance
spending

0 5

Pre-tax wage 30 25

After-tax wage 20 16.67

Personal health spending 4 0

After-tax, after-health 
spending income

16 16.67
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15.1

Why Employers Provide Private Insurance, 

Part II: The Tax Subsidy

The subsidy to employer-provided health insurance is 
generally not well understood. 

• Subsidy to employees not employers.

• Employer is indifferent between payments in wages 
and in health insurance (both are tax deductible).

• Worker prefers to be paid in health insurance rather 
than wages, the worker reduces her tax payments. 

• To end the tax subsidy, don’t increase the corporate 
tax paid by the firm; instead, include employer 
spending on health insurance as part of an employee’s 
taxable income.



Public Finance and Public Policy   Jonathan Gruber   Third Edition   Copyright © 2010  Worth Publishers 10 of 32 

C H A P T E R  1 6   ■   H E A L T H  I N S U R A N C E  I I :  M E D I C A R E ,  M E D I C A I D ,  A N D  H E A L T H  C A R E  R E F O R M 

16.3 
The Medicare Program 
The largest public health insurance program in the United States is Medicare. 
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15.1 
An Overview of Health Care in the United States 

HEALTH INSURANCE AND MOBILITY 

Is job lock an important problem in reality? 

Initially, a large literature compared the mobility rate of those who have 
and do not have health insurance. 

A more sophisticated literature in the 1990s surmounted this problem in 
two different ways: 

•  Studies used a difference-in-difference strategy that compared a 
treatment group of those who valued health insurance particularly 
highly with a control group of those who did not. 

•  Studies examined the impact of state laws that allowed workers 
to continue to purchase their employer-provided health insurance 
for some period of time after leaving their jobs. 

The results from these studies support the notion that job lock is 
quantitatively important. 

M P I R I C A L  E V I D E N C E E
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Price of visit

Number of visits
to doctor’s office

0

Moral Hazard Costs of Health Insurance for Patients

15.2

Deadweight loss

Supply = 
social marginal cost

Demand = 
social marginal benefit

Private marginal cost

Q1 Q2

10

$100
A B

C



Source: Finkelstein et al. 2012 



Source: Finkelstein et al. 2012 



Source: Finkelstein et al. 2012 



Source: Finkelstein et al. 2012 
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16.2

EVIDENCE: Using State Medicaid Expansions to 

Estimate Program Effects

Eligibility for all Children, by State

Year Missouri Eligibility Michigan Eligibility

1982 12% 20%

2000 76% 34%

Eligibility for Children by age in Washington, D.C.

Year Age 13 Age 0

1982 18% 48%

2000 59% 56%



Costs Per Life Saved of Various Regulations

Regulation concerning … Year Agency

Cost per life 
saved

($ millions)

Childproof lighters 1993 CPSC $0.1

Food labeling 1993 FDA 0.4

Reflective devices for heavy trucks 1999 NHTSA 0.9

Medicaid pregnancy expansions 1996 Currie & 
Gruber

1.0

Children’s sleepware flammability 1973 CPSC 2.2

Rear/up/should seatbelts in cars 1989 NHTSA 4.4

Asbestos 1972 OSHA 5.5

Value of statistical life 7.0

Benezene 1987 OSHA 22

Asbestos ban 1989 EPA 78

Cattle feed 1979 FDA 170

Solid waste disposal facilities 1991 EPA 100,000

Source: Chetty Undergraudate Slide



9 

 
First stage: sharp increase in coverage; more for disadvantaged 
(From NHIS; age measured in quarters) FIGURE 1

Source: David Card et al (2008)



13 

Hospital discharge data (CA, FL, NY 1992-2002), ages 60-70 

 
 
Increase is driven by discretionary medical care, diagnostic heart treatments.  

Source: David Card et al (2008)



22 

 

 
Nontrivial decrease in mortality. 

Source: David Card et al (2008)
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15.2

The “Flat of the Curve”



37 of 42

C H A P T E R  1 6 ■ H E A L T H  I N S U R A N C E  I I :  M E D I C A R E ,  M E D I C A I D ,  A N D  H E A L T H  C A R E  R E F O R M

Public Finance and Public Policy   Jonathan Gruber   Fourth Edition   Copyright © 2012  Worth Publishers

16.6

• In 2006, Massachusetts pushed to cover remaining 8% 
without insurance.

• “Three-legged stool” approach:

o Ban pre-existing conditions exclusion, health-based 
pricing.

o Individual mandate, avoiding adverse selection.

• Mandate: A legal requirement for employers to 
offer insurance for individuals to obtain some 
type of insurance coverage.

o Subsidized/free insurance for low-income families.

The Massachusetts Experiment with Incremental 

Universalism
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16.6

• Striking results:

o MA uninsurance rate 3%, compared to 18% 
nationally.

o Half of the increase in coverage from Medicaid or 
government subsidized plans.

o Premiums in the non-group market have fallen by 
half relative national trends.

o Costs of the reform roughly consistent with 
projections.

The Massachusetts Experiment with Incremental 

Universalism



Figure 2: Annual spending distribution (in 2008)

The �gure displays the distribution of total annual prescription drug spending in 2008 for our baseline sample. Each

bar represents the set of people that spent up to $100 above the value that is on the x-axis, so that the �rst bar

represents individuals who spent less than $100 during the year, the second bar represents $100-200 spending, and

so on. For visual clarity, we omit from the graph the 3% of the sample whose spending exceeds $6,500. The kink

location (in 2008) is at $2,510. N =1,251,969.

36

 
Source: Einav, Finkelstein, Schrimpf (2013)



Figure 3: Distribution of spending around the kink, by year

The �gure displays the distribution of total annual prescription drug spending, separately by year, for individuals in

our baseline sample whose annual spending in a given year was between $1,500 and $3,500 (N=1,332,733 overall; by

year it is 447,006 (2007), 442,317 (2008), and 442,410 (2009)). Each point in the graph represents the set of people

that spent up to $20 above the value that is on the x-axis, so that the �rst point represents individuals who spent

between $1,500 and $1,520, the second bar represents $1,520-1,540 spending, and so on. We normalize the frequencies

so that they add up to one for each series (year) shown.

37

 
Source: Einav, Finkelstein, Schrimpf (2013)





NOTES: Current status for each state is based on KFF tracking and analysis of state activity. ◊Expansion is adopted but not yet implemented in SD. 
^Implementation of Medicaid Expansion is contingent on appropriations in the SFY 2023-2024 biennial budget in NC. See link below for additional 
state-specific notes. 
SOURCE: “Status of State Action on the Medicaid Expansion Decision,” KFF State Health Facts, updated March 27, 2023. https://www.kff.org/health-
reform/state-indicator/state-activity-around-expanding-medicaid-under-the-affordable-care-act/
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WY

WI

WV

WA

VA

VT

UT

TX

TN

SD◊

SC

RI
PA

OR

OK

OH

ND

NC^

NY

NM

NJ

NH

NV
NE

MT

MO

MS

MN

MI
MA

MD

ME

LA

KYKS

IA
INIL

ID

HI

GA

FL

DC  

DE

CT

CO
CA

ARAZ

AK

AL
Not Adopting At This Time (10 States)

Adopted (41 States including DC)

https://www.kff.org/health-reform/state-indicator/state-activity-around-expanding-medicaid-under-the-affordable-care-act/




Coverage Gains Vary by State 

% Uninsured  Expanded 
Medicaid State  2013 2015 

California 21.6 11.8 Yes 

Colorado 17.0 10.3 Yes 

Florida 22.1 15.7 No 

Illinois 15.5 8.7 Yes 

Kentucky 20.4 7.5 Yes 

Massachusetts 4.9 3.5 Yes 

New York 12.6 8.6 Yes 

Oregon 19.4 7.3 Yes 

Texas 27.0 22.3 No 

Virginia 13.3 12.6 No 



There was a pause in midlife mortality decline in the 1960s,
largely explicable by historical patterns of smoking (13). Otherwise,
the post-1999 episode in midlife mortality in the United States is both
historically and geographically unique, at least since 1950. The turn-
around is not a simple cohort effect; Americans born between 1945
and 1965 did not have particularly high mortality rates before midlife.
Fig. 2 presents the three causes of death that account for the

mortality reversal among white non-Hispanics, namely suicide, drug
and alcohol poisoning (accidental and intent undetermined), and
chronic liver diseases and cirrhosis. All three increased year-on-year
after 1998. Midlife increases in suicides and drug poisonings have
been previously noted (14–16). However, that these upward trends
were persistent and large enough to drive up all-cause midlife mor-
tality has, to our knowledge, been overlooked. For context, Fig. 2 also
presents mortality from lung cancer and diabetes. The obesity epi-
demic has (rightly) made diabetes a major concern for midlife
Americans; yet, in recent history, death from diabetes has not been
an increasing threat. Poisonings overtook lung cancer as a cause of
death in 2011 in this age group; suicide appears poised to do so.
Table 1 shows changes in mortality rates from 1999 to 2013 for

white non-Hispanic men and women ages 45–54 and, for com-
parison, changes for black non-Hispanics and for Hispanics. The
table also presents changes in mortality rates for white non-His-
panics by three broad education groups: those with a high school
degree or less (37% of this subpopulation over this period), those
with some college, but no bachelor’s (BA) degree (31%), and those
with a BA or more (32%). The fraction of 45- to 54-y-olds in the
three education groups was stable over this period. Each cell shows
the change in the mortality rate from 1999 to 2013, as well as its
level (deaths per 100,000) in 2013.
Over the 15-y period, midlife all-cause mortality fell by more

than 200 per 100,000 for black non-Hispanics, and by more than
60 per 100,000 for Hispanics. By contrast, white non-Hispanic
mortality rose by 34 per 100,000. The ratio of black non-Hispanic
to white non-Hispanic mortality rates for ages 45–54 fell from

2.09 in 1999 to 1.40 in 2013. CDC reports have highlighted the
narrowing of the black−white gap in life expectancy (12). How-
ever, for ages 45–54, the narrowing of the mortality rate ratio in
this period was largely driven by increased white mortality; if
white non-Hispanic mortality had continued to decline at 1.8%
per year, the ratio in 2013 would have been 1.97. The role played
by changing white mortality rates in the narrowing of the black
−white life expectancy gap (2003−2008) has been previously
noted (17). It is far from clear that progress in black longevity
should be benchmarked against US whites.
The change in all-cause mortality for white non-Hispanics 45–54 is

largely accounted for by an increasing death rate from external
causes, mostly increases in drug and alcohol poisonings and in sui-
cide. (Patterns are similar for men and women when analyzed sep-
arately.) In contrast to earlier years, drug overdoses were not
concentrated among minorities. In 1999, poisoning mortality for ages
45–54 was 10.2 per 100,000 higher for black non-Hispanics than
white non-Hispanics; by 2013, poisoning mortality was 8.4 per
100,000 higher for whites. Death from cirrhosis and chronic liver
diseases fell for blacks and rose for whites. After 2006, death rates
from alcohol- and drug-induced causes for white non-Hispanics
exceeded those for black non-Hispanics; in 2013, rates for white non-
Hispanic exceeded those for black non-Hispanics by 19 per 100,000.
The three numbered rows of Table 1 show that the turnaround

in mortality for white non-Hispanics was driven primarily by in-
creasing death rates for those with a high school degree or less.
All-cause mortality for this group increased by 134 per 100,000
between 1999 and 2013. Those with college education less than a
BA saw little change in all-cause mortality over this period; those
with a BA or more education saw death rates fall by 57 per
100,000. Although all three educational groups saw increases in
mortality from suicide and poisonings, and an overall increase in
external cause mortality, increases were largest for those with the
least education. The mortality rate from poisonings rose more
than fourfold for this group, from 13.7 to 58.0, and mortality from
chronic liver diseases and cirrhosis rose by 50%. The final two
rows of the table show increasing educational gradients from 1999
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Fig. 1. All-cause mortality, ages 45–54 for US White non-Hispanics (USW),
US Hispanics (USH), and six comparison countries: France (FRA), Germany
(GER), the United Kingdom (UK), Canada (CAN), Australia (AUS), and Swe-
den (SWE).
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Fig. 2. Mortality by cause, white non-Hispanics ages 45–54.
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Figure 10.15. The rise of the social State in Europe, 1870-2015 

Other social spending
Social transfers (family, unemployment, etc.)
Health (health insurance, hospitals, etc.)
Retirement and disability pensions
Education (primary, secondary, tertiary)
Army, police, justice, administration, etc.

6% 

10%

11%

Interpretation. In 2015, fiscal revenues represented 47% of national income on average in Western Europe et were used as follows: 10% 
of national income for regalian expenditure (army, police, justice, general administration, basic infrastructure: roads, etc.); 6% for education; 
11% for pensions; 9% for health; 5% for social transfers (other than pensions); 6% for other social spending (housing, etc.). Before 1914, 
regalian expenditure absorbed almost all fiscal revenues. Note. The evolution depicted here is the average of Germany, France, Britain and 
Sweden (see figure 10.14).  Sources and séries: see piketty.pse.ens.fr/ideology.
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FIGURE I 

Female Judges Are 20 Percentage Points Less Likely to Deny Women a Wanted 
Abortion 

This figure plots the distribution of the judge-specific likelihood of denying an 

abortion-rights tutela separately for male and female judges, where each judge is 
weighted by the number of abortion-rights tutelas handled. 19,760 abortion-rights 
tutelas are handled by a total of 125 judges, 42.3% of whom are female. Female 
judges are 20 percentage points less likely to deny women a wanted abortion than 

are male judges. Online Appendix Table A.8 , column (1) reports the coefficient and 
associated standard errors of the difference in abortion-denial rates between male 
and female judges. 

Source. Authors’ calculations using Constitutional Court and Rama Judicial 
data. 

of the judge-specific likelihood of denying an abortion separately 

for male and female judges. Male judges are substantially more 

likely to deny an abortion than their female counterparts are. In 

contrast, female judges are far more inclined to rule in favor of 
the woman seeking an abortion. 

We examine this finding in a regression framework using an 

OLS specification, 

y i = αF emale j(i ) + δo(i ) + X 

X X 

′ 
j(i ) � + νi , (1) 

where y i is the judge j’s decision to reject, accept, or declare case i 
inadmissible, F emale j(i ) is a female-judge indicator, δo(i ) are office- 
by-time fixed effects, X 

X X j(i ) is a vector of other judge characteris- 
tics, and νi is the error term. 

Female judges are 19.5 percentage points less likely to deny 

an abortion ( Online Appendix Table A.6 , column (1)). Given that 
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TABLE V 

EFFECTS OF BEING DENIED A WANTED ABORTION ON CHILDBEARING AND 

MORTALITY 

Non-denied mean IV 

(1) (2) 

Panel A: Current pregnancy (within 9 months from filing) 
Live birth 0.290 0.307 

(0.032) 
Death 0.016 0.025 

(0.009) 
Septicemia and infections 0.003 0.034 

(0.005) 
Obstetric causes 0.001 −0.001 

(0.003) 
Other health causes 0.010 −0.010 

(0.007) 
External causes 0.002 0.001 

(0.003) 
Live birth and death 0.002 −0.003 

(0.003) 
Panel B: Subsequent pregnancy (at least 10 months after filing) 
Live birth 0.061 −0.013 

(0.018) 
Death 0.008 −0.002 

(0.008) 
Another abortion-rights tutela 0.007 −0.007 

(0.005) 

Notes. This table presents the effects of being denied a wanted abortion on childbearing and mortality, using 
the judge’s sex as an instrument for abortion denial, following equation (2) . Panel A focuses on outcomes 
within 9 months of filing an abortion-rights tutela , and Panel B focuses on outcomes occurring at least 10 
months after filing the tutela . Panel A includes 19,759 women who filed between 2006 and 2022, with four 
mutually exclusive causes of death reported. In P anel B , the first two rows balance the sample to 16,731 
women whose outcomes are tracked for 60 months after filing. The final row shows the likelihood of filing an 
abortion-rights tutela for a subsequent pregnancy. Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered at the judge 
level. 

Source. Authors’ calculations using data from the Constitutional Court and Vital Statistics. 

finding counters the argument that restricting legal abortion does 
not reduce abortion rates but merely drives it underground. In- 
stead, abortion denial meaningfully increases the likelihood that 
women continue pregnancies to term. Moreover, since four-fifths 
of women were childless when they sought an abortion, abortion 

denial pushes many women into motherhood before they want 
it. 15 

15. Consistent with this interpretation, Online Appendix Table A.11 shows 
an increase in the proportion of babies born to first-time mothers. There is no ev- 
idence of sex-selective abortions: these babies are not more likely to be a specific 
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TABLE VIII 
EFFECTS ON WOMEN’S EDUC A TIONAL ATT AINMENT AND LABOR FORCE 

PARTICIPATION 

Non-denied mean IV 

(1) (2) 

Panel A: Educational attainment 
No education 0.093 0.049 

(0.028) 
Elementary 0.447 0.014 

(0.040) 
Middle school 0.148 −0.005 

(0.035) 
High school 0.227 −0.098 

(0.042) 
Postsecondary 0.081 0.040 

(0.029) 
Panel B: Labor force participation 

Employed 0.194 −0.106 
(0.036) 

Self-employment 0.076 −0.052 
(0.020) 

Domestic worker 0.030 −0.031 
(0.013) 

Private sector employment 0.069 −0.013 
(0.016) 

Public sector employment 0.009 −0.005 
(0.007) 

Nonremunerated worker 0.002 0.004 
(0.004) 

Other employment type 0.008 −0.009 
(0.007) 

Looking for job 0.047 −0.047 
(0.017) 

Homemaker 0.558 0.122 
(0.048) 

No activity 0.074 0.085 
(0.030) 

Unable to work due to permanent disability 0.042 0.005 
(0.019) 

Student 0.047 0.008 
(0.018) 

Notes. This table presents the effects of being denied a wanted abortion on women’s educational and labor 
market outcomes, using the judge’s sex as an instrument for abortion denial, following specification (2) . These 
outcomes are realized nearly six years after women file an abortion-rights tutela , when they are just over 
33 years old. The sample is restricted to 11,018 women who filed abortion-rights tutelas before the SISBEN 

IV survey. Standard errors, in parentheses, are clustered at the judge level. 
Source. Authors’ calculations using data from the Constitutional Court and SISBEN IV. 
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TABLE X 

THE EFFECT OF BEING DENIED A WANTED ABORTION ON A WOMAN’S EXISTING 

CHILDREN 

Non-denied mean IV 

(1) (2) 

Panel A: School attendance and work 
Attends preschool, school, or college 0.780 −0.342 

(0.102) 
Truancy 0.104 0.090 

(0.077) 
Grade retention 0.487 0.179 

(0.120) 
Working 0.024 0.102 

(0.041) 
Panel B: During the weekdays, where does the child usually stay and with whom? 

Daycare or school 0.042 0.002 
(0.049) 

Home with parent 0.354 −0.282 
(0.092) 

Home with an adult relative 0.048 0.306 
(0.119) 

Home with child relative 0.161 −0.008 
(0.097) 

Home alone 0.270 0.498 
(0.140) 

Notes. This table presents the effects of a woman’s being denied a wanted abortion on the outcomes of 
her youngest child born before she filed an abortion-rights tutela , using the judge’s sex as an instrument for 
abortion denial, following equation (2) . These children were about 5.5 years old when their mother sought an 
abortion and 12 years old at the time of the survey. The sample is restricted to the 2,317 youngest children of 
women who filed abortion-rights tutelas before the SISBEN IV survey. The question “During the weekdays, 
where does the child usually stay and with whom?” is only available for 882 children. Standard errors, in 
parentheses, are clustered at the judge level. 

Source. Authors’ calculations using data from the Constitutional Court and SISBEN IV. 

the likelihood that children work in the labor market by 10.2 per- 
centage points, or nearly 420%. 

Although women who were denied an abortion are more 

likely to be homemakers, they appear to be less, not more, in- 
volved in caring for their older children. Most non-denied women 

are homemakers, and about 35.4% of their existing children are 

cared for by a parent on weekdays. When women leave the labor 
force due to abortion denial, however, the probability that their 
older child stays home under a parent’s care decreases by 28.2 

percentage points (79.6%). Instead, these children are 30.6 per- 
centage points (365%) more likely to be under the supervision of 
an adult relative, which aligns with previous findings indicating 
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