
Title: A County-level Analysis of the Association Between Medicaid Expansion and Medicare Spending 

Authors and Affiliations Walid G. El-Nahal, MDa; Mattew D. Eisenberg, PhDb 

a Department of Medicine, Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine, Baltimore, MD, USA 

b Department of Health Policy and Management, Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, 

Baltimore, MD, USA  

Corresponding Contact Information:  

Walid El-Nahal, MD MHS 

Johns Hopkins Medicine - Division of Infectious Diseases 

1830 E Monument St, Room 450B 

Baltimore, MD 21205 

welnaha1@jh.edu 

 

 

 

Word Count: 2,090 words 

Funding: This work was supported by grants from the National Institutes of Health [T32 AI007291]. The 

content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not necessarily represent the official views of 

the National Institutes of Health. 

 

 

 

 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 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 (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted August 7, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278455doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:welnaha1@jh.edu
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.08.04.22278455
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Abstract  

Background: If access to Medicaid improves health outcomes, it may also result in lower long-term 

spending, however the association between Medicaid expansion and Medicare spending is unknown. In 

this analysis we sought to investigate the association between Medicaid expansion and per capita 

Medicare spending at the county level. 

Methods: This is an observational analysis of all U.S. counties in the ten years from 2010 to 2019. We used 

a difference-in-difference event study to investigate the difference in per capita Medicare spending 

between counties in states that expanded Medicaid and counties in states that did not expand Medicaid. 

The exposure was treatment year, which characterized whether a county was in an expansion state and 

when expansion occurred. In non-expansion counties, treatment year was assigned 0 for all observations. 

In expansion counties, treatment year ranged from -3 to +6, with treatment year 1 corresponding to the 

first full year of expansion. The primary outcome was fee-for-service Medicare spending per capita in each 

county. A secondary analysis investigated subcategories of per capita spending including inpatient, 

outpatient, skilled nursing care, inpatient rehabilitation, home health, and hospice care.  

Results: We analyzed 1,648 expansion and 1,494 non-expansion counties, with ten observations per 

county, one for each year between 2010 and 2019. In the adjusted event study analysis, the difference 

between expansion and non-expansion counties in expansion year 5 compared to pre-expansion was -200 

[95% Confidence Interval (CI): -406, 6] dollars. In the subcategory analysis, the difference in inpatient care, 

skilled nursing care, outpatient care, and home health spending were -46 [95% CI: -103, 12], -92 [95% CI: 

-194, 11], 57 [95% CI: -67, 181], and 55 [95% CI: -17, 126] dollars per capita respectively.  

Conclusions: Medicaid expansion is not consistently significantly associated with lower Medicare 

spending compared to pre-expansion. However, observed trends towards lower spending and cost-

shifting from inpatient to outpatient settings in expansion counties warrant additional investigation. 
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Introduction 

The expansion of Medicaid to all individuals with income below 138% of the Federal Poverty Level (FPL)1 

through the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (ACA) has significantly contributed to lower 

uninsurance rates in the United States, from 48.3 million in 2010 to 26.4 million in 2022.2,3  Following the 

2012 Supreme Court ruling in NFIB v. Sebelius, the decision to expand Medicaid was left to individual 

states.4 As of this writing, 38 states and the District of Columbia have opted to expand.5 The uninsurance 

rate is nearly twice as high (17.1% vs. 9.1%) in non-expansion states.6 Approximately 2.2 million additional 

adults would be eligible for Medicaid if the remaining states were to expand, more than 75% of whom are 

in just four states: North Carolina, Georgia, Florida, and Texas.7 

A significant body of literature exists around investigating the association between Medicaid expansion 

and patient health.1,8–16 Health insurance is a critical component of access to care, with studies 

demonstrating that insured patients are more likely to seek care.12,13,17,18 While insurance has been shown 

to reduce the financial burden on patients seeking care,9 evidence around its effect on health outcomes 

has been outcome-dependent.8 Several studies have shown Medicaid to be associated with improved 

outcomes including earlier diabetes detection,13 better diabetes control,15 lower rates of diabetic 

complications,16 less frequent depression,13 earlier cancer diagnoses,19–21 and improved renal22,23 and 

cardiovascular outcomes,11 with some even showing improved mortality.10 However, these health 

improvements have not been universal, with studies of different outcomes showing no significant 

improvement with Medicaid expansion.13,24  

If Medicaid does indeed improve some health outcomes, we hypothesize that Medicaid beneficiaries may 

utilize less healthcare resources in later life once they have aged into Medicare. Whether access to 

Medicaid does ultimately reduce Medicare spending however is unknown. In this analysis we aim to 
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investigate this, by studying the association between Medicaid expansion and county-level per capita 

Medicare spending.  

Methods  

Data Sources- We used data on Medicare spending for each county through the Medicare Geographic 

Variation file from the Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services (CMS). The contents and methodology 

for this file are publicly described.25 It includes data describing Medicare fee-for-service per capita 

spending, average beneficiary age, race, ethnicity, gender, and Medicaid eligibility distributions of fee-for-

service beneficiaries in each county. Data on healthcare resources including number of hospital beds, 

skilled nursing beds, and physicians per capita were obtained from the Area Health Resources File 

compiled by the Health Research & Services Administration.26 

Study Sample- Our sample consisted of county-year level-data of 3,142 counties in the 50 states. Annual 

per capita Medicare fee-for-service spending data from 2010 to 2019 was calculated, resulting in 10 

observations per county. In Louisiana and Alaska, where there are no counties, parishes and boroughs 

respectively were used as county equivalents. Independent cities (e.g. Baltimore City) were also used as 

county equivalents. The District of Columbia and United States territories were excluded from the 

analysis.  

Outcome of interest- The outcome of interest was the standardized Medicare fee-for-service spending per 

enrollee in each county in each year. Standardized spending accounts for geographic variations in costs 

and is included in the Medicare Geographic Variation file. The methodology for standardization is 

described elsewhere.25 Per capita spending was used to account for differences in population. 

Exposure- The exposure of interest was Medicaid expansion status. The expansion status was manually 

assigned to counties based on the state they are in and the year the state expanded Medicaid (if ever). 

Counties were assigned their first expansion year based on the first full year of Medicaid expansion, 
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described in Table 1. The implementation of expansion status in the event study is described in the 

Statistical Analysis.  

Covariates- We report difference-in-difference estimators from unadjusted and adjusted models. The 

covariates of interest in adjusted models were factors that may impact the health of beneficiaries. We 

used demographic covariates including the average age of Medicare fee-for-service beneficiaries and the 

proportion of beneficiaries of a given race, ethnicity, and gender. We included the proportion of 

individuals living in poverty in each county, as this correlates with the proportion of Medicaid eligible 

beneficiaries. To account for access to healthcare resources, we included the number of per capita acute 

care hospital beds, skilled nursing beds, primary care physicians, and specialist physicians. All models 

included variables for state and year fixed effects and were clustered by state.  

Statistical Analysis- We used difference-in-difference11,25–30 methods to compare how our outcomes 

changed over time between populations that did and did not receive an intervention. We used this 

method to determine whether a change in our outcomes was truly associated with the intervention or 

merely a product of an ongoing trend.27 Similar methods have been extensively used to study the effects 

of the ACA Medicaid expansion on other outcomes. 11,15,28–30 Our analysis used multivariate linear 

regression accounting for state and calendar year fixed effects. We used an event study or dynamic 

difference-in-difference design.31  

An event study analysis, the implementation of which has been described elsewhere,32 allows for different 

intervention times in different areas, which was appropriate given the variable timing of Medicaid 

expansion across states. For this model, we created a treatment year variable which ranges from -8 to +6 

based on when a state expanded. For example, Baltimore County, Maryland was in treatment year -3 in 

2010, treatment year 0 in 2013, and treatment year +6 in 2019, because Maryland expanded Medicaid in 

2014. Non-expansion states had 0 as their treatment year for all observations. Using this treatment year 
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variable, ten dummy variables were created, designating each possible treatment year. The model 

included nine of these ten variables as separate terms, resulting in nine difference-in-difference 

estimators, one for each treatment year, allowing for examination of the magnitude of the effect over 

time. The dummy variable corresponding to treatment year -1 was omitted from the model to capture 

the baseline difference between control and treated counties prior to expansion of Medicaid.32 In a 

traditional event study analysis, all observations for all treatment years are included, which was the case 

for our primary analysis. We also conducted a sensitivity analysis, balancing observations around the 

treatment year, which restricts to treatment years closer to zero (5 lag and 4 lead years) such that there 

is a comparable number of pre- and post-treatment observations.  

Secondary Analysis- In the primary analysis, we utilize total Medicare spending. We repeat these analyses 

using 6 difference categories of spending to determine what type of spending contributed most to the 

changes. These categories of spending were: inpatient spending, outpatient spending, skilled nursing 

facility spending, inpatient rehabilitation spending, home health spending, and hospice spending, each 

per capita.   

This work was reviewed by the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health Institutional Review 

Board (FWA 00000287) and deemed to not qualify as human subjects research and not require review 

board oversight (IRB00020671). All analyses were conducted in Stata 16.133 using the eventDD 

command.32 

Results 

The analysis included 1,648expansion and 1,494 non-expansion counties, with ten observations per 

county, one for each year between 2010 and 2019. County characteristics (Table 1) among Medicare 

beneficiaries in each county included: mean of 10,607 fee-for-service beneficiaries, mean age 71.6 years, 

mean 6.9% percent Black population, mean 4.4% percent Hispanic population, mean 54% percent female 
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population. The mean number of primary care providers, specialists, acute hospital beds, and skilled 

nursing beds were 51.8, 27.2, 256.1, and 777.8 per 100,000 county residents respectively. 

In the adjusted event study analysis (Table 2), the difference between expansion and non-expansion 

counties in treatment year 5 compared to pre-treatment was -200 [CI: -406, 6] dollars. In the secondary 

analysis, this difference-in-difference coefficient for treatment year 5 in inpatient care, skilled nursing 

care, outpatient care, and home health were -46 [CI: -103, 12], -92 [CI: -194, 11], 57 [CI: -67, 181], and 55 

[CI: -17, 126] dollars respectively.  

Discussion 

The main finding of this analysis is that Medicaid expansion in the first 5 years was not consistently 

significantly associated with lower Medicare spending compared to pre-expansion, however we did 

observe a demonstrable trend towards lower spending, with two post-treatment years reaching 

significance. Additionally, the secondary analysis demonstrated trends of decreased Medicare spending 

on inpatient acute care, skilled nursing facilities and rehabilitation hospitals, and trends of increased 

Medicare spending on outpatient care and home health with Medicaid expansion. The observation of 

trends without consistent statistical significance suggests that the analysis of 3,143 counties may have 

been underpowered to detect the effect under study, and that future work to further explore this 

association is warranted. 

Our initial hypothesis was that access to Medicaid may result in reduced Medicare spending per capita in 

the long run, following the hypothesis that Medicaid expansion would offer eligible patients access to 

consistent long-term care, allowing for better management of chronic conditions. This is reflected in 

existing literature demonstrating that Medicaid expansion was associated with improved outcomes of 

several chronic disease including diabetes,13,15,16 kidney disease,22,23 cardiovascular disease,11 mental 

health disorders,13  and cancer.19–21 In turn, our expectation was that this improved control of chronic 
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conditions would result in less frequent spending on catastrophic care, such as hospitalizations for life-

threatening and costly complications of diabetes, hypertension, heart disease, etc. While our findings 

were not statistically different from zero, the observed trends are consistent with the hypothesis. 

Furthermore, a sensitivity analysis of balanced treatment years, years with comparable numbers of pre-

expansion and post-expansion observations, demonstrated a significant decrease in per capita Medicare 

spending associated with Medicaid expansion. 

The secondary analysis also demonstrated trends of decreased inpatient spending on acute care, inpatient 

rehabilitation, and skilled nursing. In contrast, we observed increased spending on outpatient care and 

home health. This shift in cost from inpatient settings to outpatient settings would also be consistent with 

the hypothesis that Medicaid-eligible patients benefit from access to outpatient care, which may continue 

into their Medicare years and mitigate the risk and cost of hospitalizations for acute events. Interestingly, 

prior literature has suggested that Medicaid access is associated with an increase in utilization of long-

term care,34 including home health which is consistent with our findings, but also skilled nursing which 

was inconsistent with our findings. This could suggest that reduced Medicare spending on skilled nursing 

is merely an artifact of shifting the burden to Medicaid, which is an important source of skilled nursing 

reimbursement. Future work is warranted to investigate how Medicaid expansion impacts the distribution 

of expenses, to better characterize its economic impact on our healthcare system. 

Several limitations of this analysis are worth noting. This is a county-level analysis of per capita spending 

at a population level. While we adjusted for available covariates including population demographics and 

social determinants, these covariates are unlikely to account for all factors that influence Medicare 

spending, such as individual comorbidity. County-level analyses are also limited to 3,142 observations, 

which restricts the power of the analysis to detect smaller differences in spending, and may explain the 

observation of trends that in some cases did not reach statistical significance. Future individual-level 

analyses are needed to build on this work. Additionally, costs do vary across the country. We used 
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standardized costs to mitigate this effect, but it likely has some influence on the outcome. Future work is 

also needed to assess the trends studied herein over longer timescales. If Medicaid does improve health 

in a way that ultimately results in lower long-term healthcare costs, such a phenomenon would likely be 

better observed over a longer time scale than the 5-year post-expansion period studied in this analysis. 

Finally, dynamic difference-in-difference or event study analyses have known limitations, including 

reliance on pre-treatment parallel trends and assumptions about homogeneity of the treatment effects, 

which limit the strength of inference.35,36 Regardless of these limitations however, this analysis does 

demonstrate that further investigations into the impact of Medicaid expansion on Medicare spending are 

warranted to determine if Medicaid may meaningfully curb long-term care costs. 

Conclusion 

In summary, Medicaid expansion is not significantly associated with reduced Medicare spending, but 

there is a demonstrable trend in that direction, which appears to be driven by trends towards shifting 

expenses from inpatient care to outpatient care. While this work does not definitively demonstrate an 

association, it holds value as a means of generating hypotheses around the link between access to 

insurance and long-term healthcare costs. Future work is needed to re-evaluate this trend as more 

patients with access to Medicaid expansion age into Medicare, and individual-level investigations would 

be of particular value. If future analyses bear out the trends observed here, they may have significant 

implications on the importance of expanding insurance access on health and healthcare spending. 
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Tables and Figures 

Table 1 County Characteristics in 2019 by County Expansion Status 

County Characteristics in 2019 Total 
Mean, Median [IQR] 

Never Expanded Medicaid 
Mean, Median [IQR] 

Expanded Medicaid 
Mean, Median [IQR] 

 3,142 counties 1,494 counties 1,648 counties 

Demographics    

        Fee-for-Service Beneficiaries [people] 10606, 3886 [1829-9450]   8136, 3259 [1488-7429]   12849, 4565 [2212-11476]   

        Average Beneficiary Age [years] 71.6, 72.0 [71.0-73.0] 71.7, 72.0 [71.0-73.0] 71.5, 72.0 (71.0-72.0) 

        Percent Women (Age 65+) [%] 54.0, 54.3 [52.7-55.6] 54.2, 54.4 [52.9-55.8] 53.9, 54.3 (52.7-55.5) 

        Percent Black (Age 65+) [%] 6.9, 1.1 [0.3-7.1] 9.3, 2.2 [0.3-13.0] 4.7, 0.7 (0.3-3.8) 

        Percent Hispanic (Age 65+) [%] 4.4, 1.3 [0.7-3.0] 5.5, 1.5 [0.9-3.7] 3.4, 1.1 (0.7-2.3) 

        Percent below Federal Poverty Level [%] 13.4, 13.4 [10.4-17.5]  14.5, 14.5 [11.2-18.5]  12.6, 12.6 (9.7-16.3)  

    

Healthcare Resources    

        Primary Care Providers [per 100k] 51.8, 45.7 [27.7-69.7] 46.0, 41.6 [24.0-61.6] 57.2, 50.4 [31.9-76.3] 

        Specialist Providers [per 100k] 27.2, 14.6 [0.0-37.0] 21.9, 10.7 [0.0-30.9] 32.0, 18.4 [5.2-42.8] 

        Acute Hospital Beds [per 100k] 256.1, 163.5 [51.8-303.7] 268.3, 169.1 [39.9-317.0] 245.1, 159.0 [63.3-291.7] 

        Skilled Nursing Beds [per 100k] 777.8, 663.0 [389.0-1026.5] 815.3, 682.8 [396.8-1085.5] 743.7, 655.4 [382.6-976.5] 

    

County Urbanicity 
   

        Large Central Metropolitan 68 (2.2%) 22 (1.5%) 46 (2.8%) 

        Large Fringe Metropolitan 368 (11.7%) 139 (9.3%) 229 (13.9%) 

        Medium Metropolitan 372 (11.8%) 180 (12.0%) 192 (11.7%) 

        Small Metropolitan 358 (11.4%) 161 (10.8%) 197 (12.0%) 

        Micropolitan 641 (20.4%) 302 (20.2%) 339 (20.6%) 

        Non-Core 1,335 (42.5%) 690 (46.2%) 645 (39.1%) 

    

Expansion Counties by Year   Counties (Cum.) States (Cum.) 

        2014  - 1,098 (1,098) 25 (25) 

        2015  - 160 (1,258) 3 (28) 

        2016  - 177 (1,435) 3 (31) 

        2017  - 64 (1,499) 1 (32) 

        2018  - 0 (1,499) 0 (32) 

        2019  - 149 (1,648) 2 (34) 

 

Expansion Year was the first full year of expansion: 
2014: AZ, AR, CA, CO, CT, DE, DC, HI, IL, IA, KY, MD, MA, MN, NV, NJ, NM, NY, ND, OH, OR, RI, VT, WA, WV (1/1/2014) 
2015: MI (4/1/2014), NH (8/5/2014), PA (1/1/2015) 
2016: IN (2/1/2015), AK (9/1/2015), MT (1/1/2016) 
2017: LA (7/1/2016) 
2018: None 
2019: ME (1/1/2019; retroactive coverage to 7/2/2018), VA (1/1/2019) 
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Table 2 Difference-in-Difference in Medicare Fee-for-Service Spending (Dollars Per Enrollee) in Medicaid 
Expansion Counties compared to those without Medicaid Expansion 

 

Treatment 
Year 

Unadjusted 
Primary 

Adjusted 
Primary 

Adjusted 
Inpatient 

Adjusted 
Outpatient 

Adjusted 
SNF 

Adjusted 
Rehab 

Adjusted 
Home Hlth 

Adjusted 
Hospice 

Observationsa 31,395 31,358 31,315 31,355 30,745 23,207 30,172 29,322 

         

-4 49 69 -11 -59 72 6 -3 3  
(-145, 244) (-92, 231) (-45, 24) (-172, 53) (-0, 144) (-19, 31) (-80, 74) (-19, 25) 

-3 -20 -7 -10 -16 37** 6 -32 3  
(-135, 94) (-115, 101) (-48, 28) (-79, 47) (5, 70) (-5, 17) (-69, 4) (-9, 14) 

-2 -13 -9 -12 -16 29** -0 -22** 1  
(-77, 51) (-70, 53) (-31, 7) (-55, 22) (9, 50) (-8, 7) (-37, -7) (-5, 7) 

0 -15 -18 -19 -10 1 -9** 8 2  
(-61, 31) (-67, 31) (-39, 2) (-32, 11) (-22, 23) (-18, -1) (-6, 22) (-6, 11) 

+1 -75** -80** -21** -4 -15 -17** 16 1  
(-143, -6) (-152, -8) (-42, -1) (-55, 46) (-52, 21) (-31, -3) (-8, 40) (-14, 15) 

+2 -122** -122** -34** 21 -36 -22 14 -9  
(-223, -21) (-225, -18) (-63, -5) (-40, 83) (-93, 21) (-44, 0) (-31, 59) (-26, 8) 

+3 -133 -132 -33** 44 -54 -30** 16 -9  
(-271, 5) (-268, 5) (-67, -0) (-38, 126) (-128, 20) (-58, -2) (-39, 71) (-28, 10) 

+4 -123 -117 -23 69 -69 -37** 46 -13  
(-290, 45) (-285, 52) (-66, 21) (-30, 167) (-164, 25) (-73, -1) (-14, 105) (-35, 8) 

+5 -214** -200 -46 57 -92 -45 55 -13  
(-416, -12) (-406, 6) (-103, 12) (-67, 181) (-194, 11) (-90, 1) (-17, 126) (-39, 12)          

**p<0.05. Difference-in-difference Coefficient (Confidence Interval). 
Units are dollars per capita.  
aTreatment year -1 was omitted from the model, to capture the baseline difference   
between control and treated counties prior to expansion of Medicaid 
bThere are <31,420 observations (10 observations of 3,142 counties) due to missingness 
of data points. 
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Figure 1 Difference in Medicare Fee-for-Service Spending Per Enrollee Between Expansion and Non-

Expansion Counties by Treatment Year 

 

Figure 1 Difference-in-difference (event study) analysis of Medicare fee-for-service spending per enrollee 

in expansion vs non-expansion counties by treatment year. Includes year and state fixed effects and is 

adjusted for average age and proportions of race, ethnicity, and gender of beneficiaries, county poverty 

rates, and per capita hospital beds, skilled nursing beds, primary care physicians, and specialists.  
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Figure 2 Difference in Medicare Fee-for-Service Spending Per Enrollee Between Expansion and Non-
Expansion Counties by Treatment Year and Spending Type 

 

 

Figure 2 Difference-in-difference (event study) analysis of Medicare fee-for-service spending per enrollee 

by spending category in expansion vs non-expansion counties across treatment years. Includes year and 

state fixed effects and is adjusted for average age and proportions of race, ethnicity, and gender of 

beneficiaries, county poverty rates, and per capita hospital beds, skilled nursing beds, primary care 

physicians, and specialists.  
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SUPPLEMENTAL FIGURES 

Supplemental Figure 1 Difference in Medicare Fee-for-Service Spending Per Enrollee Between 
Expansion and Non-Expansion Counties across Balanced Treatment Years 

 

 

Supplemental Figure 1 Balanced difference-in-difference (event study) analysis of Medicare fee-for-

service spending per enrollee by spending category in expansion vs non-expansion counties across 

treatment years. Balanced analysis includes observations from 5 lag and 4 lead years. Model includes year 

and state fixed effects and is adjusted for average age and proportions of race, ethnicity, and gender of 

beneficiaries, county poverty rates, and per capita hospital beds, skilled nursing beds, primary care 

physicians, and specialists.  
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