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efforts to improve the health of Americans 

will need to account for these underlying 

changes in the population of the country.

THE U�S� HEALTH 
DISADVANTAGE

The inspiration for this Health of the 

States (HOTS) effort, to look deeply and 

comparatively at health across the United 

States, was a ground-breaking 2013 report 

from the National Research Council 

(NRC) and the Institute of Medicine (IOM) 

entitled, U.S. Health in International 

Perspective: Shorter Lives, Poorer Health.1 

The report showed that Americans are 

dying earlier and experiencing poorer 

health compared to residents in other 

high-income countries. This U.S. “health 

disadvantage” is seen among young and 

old, rich and poor, and among Americans 

of all races. Further, the problem has 

been developing over several decades 

and is especially pronounced among 

women.b As worrying as these cross-

national comparisons are, the U.S. health 

disadvantage relative to other aff luent 

countries is dwarfed by health differences 

within the U.S. Ever since the publication 

of the Eight Americas study,2 there has 

been growing awareness of how greatly 

health varies by region and by race-

ethnicity. One study found that Asian 

Americans living in New Jersey live an 

average of 26 years longer than Native 

Americans in South Dakota.3 In many U.S. 

b. These findings continue to be confirmed by 

more recent studies. In March 2013, Kindig 

and Cheng reported that mortality rates for 

U.S. women had increased in 43 percent of 

U.S. counties.176 In August 2013, an interna-

tional study reported that the U.S. mortality 

rate exceeded that of 26 Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development 

(OECD) countries.177 A 2015 study reported 

the rise of mortality rates among middle-aged 

whites.178 A 2016 reported widening gaps in 

life expectancy based on income.87

In 1946, the preamble to the Constitution of 

the World Health Organization, as adopted 

by the International Health Conference on 

June 19–22 in New York, defined health as 

“a state of complete physical, mental and 

social well-being and not merely the absence 

of disease or infirmity.”a This serves as a 

powerful reminder of the many dimensions 

of health (physical, mental, and social) and 

also its positive and negative aspects (well-

being versus disease and illness). 

No single measure can accurately 

reflect an individual person’s health, and 

describing and measuring the health of a 

nation presents even greater challenges. 

For instance, what are the best ways 

to represent the health of an entire 

population – people at different ages and 

stages of life, in different types of places 

and communities, and living under very 

different social, economic, and physical 

conditions? The need to better understand 

the nation’s health, and especially the 

factors that shape and drive it, has never 

been greater. The prevalence of chronic 

diseases and the high costs of health 

care continue to pose major challenges to 

the country — challenges that will only 

deepen in step with the demographic 

changes we know are underway. The 

U.S. population is aging, urbanizing, and 

becoming more racially and ethnically 

diverse—all of which affect health. Any 

Introduction

a.  Preamble to the Constitution of the 

World Health Organization as adopted 

by the International Health Conference, 

New York, June 19-22, 1946; signed on 

July 22, 1946 by the representatives of 

61 States (Official Records of the World 

Health Organization, no. 2, p. 100) and 

entered into force on April 7, 1948.
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and economic conditions such as higher 

rates of child poverty, greater income 

inequality, and lower rates of social 

mobility; and built environments that 

may undermine health. Of course, all of 

these are influenced by a variety of public 

policies and social values that shape living 

conditions in the United States today. 

Ultimately, however, it is clear that the 

existing cross-national evidence gives rise 

to more questions than answers.

The socioecological framework recognizes the 

role of “upstream factors” in shaping health 

outcomes.6 – 9 As stated by Nancy Krieger, 

“the primary drivers of population health 

and health inequities are to be found within 

our body politic, not within our bodies.”10

This project comes at a time 

of growing concerns about health 

inequities. Health disparities have been 

a longstanding interest of academia 

and medicine,11 – 15 but they are now 

increasingly important to national and 

state policymakers, economists, and the 

public.16 – 20 Recent media reports have 

focused public attention on income 

inequality and how it is widening the gap 

in health outcomes among Americans.21,22

The decision to focus this effort on 

states was a critical one. Health varies 

cities, life expectancy varies by as much as 

20 years between neighborhoods.4 

Despite comparing a variety of factors 

which might help explain this U.S. health 

disadvantage, the NRC/IOM report was 

only able to scratch the surface. The 

available cross-national data pointed to 

many possible reasons, including a lack 

of universal health insurance and weak 

primary care; health behaviors that 

increase risks of disease and injury; social 

Following the release of the NRC/IOM report, 

the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation 

decided to sponsor this study in an effort to 

shed a much brighter light on the status of 

Americans’ health at the state level, along 

with the diverse factors associated with 

health — from social and economic conditions 

to health systems and public policy. The 

Foundation has long understood that many 

drivers of health fall outside the formal health 

care system and that there is a need to build a 

Culture of Health across the nation by:

•	 Making health a shared value 

•	 Fostering cross-sector collaboration to 

improve well-being

•	 Creating healthier, more equitable 

communities

•	 Strengthening the integration of 

health services and systems5 

About This Project
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by policymakers and the public at large. 

This practical familiarity, along with the 

fact that there is a manageable number of 

them (50, plus the District of Columbia) is 

an important advantage.  

This work is hardly the first effort 

to compare the health of the states.  

America’s Health Rankings24 has looked 

at health across U.S. states for more 

than 25 years and also gave rise to the 

County Health Rankings and Roadmaps 

project, including that project’s own 

recent effort to track health disparities 

by state.25 Other groups have also 

assembled important state comparisons, 

usually focused on some specific aspect 

of health or health care: these include 

work by the Commonwealth Fund,26 the 

Robert Wood Johnson Foundation,27,28 

Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation,29 

and the Agency for Healthcare Research 

and Quality.30 The American Human 

Development Index has been applied to 

the states,3,31,32 and other organizations 

have produced state scorecards for factors 

that affect health, such as poverty33 and 

community livability.34 However, even 

the most comprehensive of these focus 

on either a small, parsimonious set of 

health outcomes and determinants, or on 

a specific sub-population of interest, such 

as children.35

 HOTS is distinct from these other 

efforts in both its breadth and depth. This 

series of reports presents our first look 

at the HOTS data, data that include 39 

different health outcomes — spanning the 

across many dimensions (e.g., age, gender, 

race-ethnicity, socioeconomic status), only 

one of which is geography. State borders 

are not always the most logical boundary 

for making geographic comparisons. 

States are large and diverse (some even 

larger than independent countries) 

and contain substantial within-state 

variation in health. States include inner 

cities, suburban rings, rural and frontier 

communities, as well as tribal lands. Many 

large metropolitan areas and commuting 

zones span multiple states. 

But there are also important 

advantages to looking at health at the 

state level. First, there is a wealth of 

state data and many of these measures 

(especially those that fall outside of 

the health care system) have yet to be 

systematically assembled or examined 

with a view towards health outcomes. 

Second, given that so many state-level 

policies, programs, and practices affect 

health and its determinants, states are 

exactly the right level of geography on 

which to focus. States have considerable 

autonomy to implement policies that can 

strengthen health outcomes.23 Finally, 

states are familiar and well understood 

“Our goal here is to start the conversation—
to raise questions about intriguing patterns 
observable in the state-level data and to 
encourage researchers and policymakers to 
explore them further”
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an effort to uncover previously unexplored 

associations and patterns between 

population health and investments in 

areas like education, income support, and 

infrastructure (e.g., mass transit). 

THIS REPORT AND 
THE SPOTLIGHT 
SUPPLEMENTS

This report is a summary of our findings, 

to be followed by a series of nine Spotlight 

supplements (Table 1) that will unpack 

the details and will include maps and 

charts to clarify the results. The first 

supplement provides background details 

on our data sources, the methods we used 

life course — and 123 health determinants 

from five major domains: (1) health 

systems, (2) health behaviors, (3) social 

and economic factors, (4) physical and 

social environmental factors, and (5) 

public policies and social spending. These 

include many well-recognized drivers of 

health (e.g., health insurance coverage 

and smoking) alongside other less-studied 

factors (e.g., social support for children, 

spending on social services). HOTS allows 

us to start to relate the environmental 

and policy backdrop with state health 

patterns and to shed a brighter light on 

what is happening in states across the 

country. We also include state spending 

data (not just health-related spending) in 

75.0  – 77. 2

77. 3  – 78.4

78.5  – 79.5

79.6  – 80.3

80.4  – 81.3

Life expectancy at birth (years )

FIGURE 1.  
LIFE EXPECTANCY AT BIRTH (YEARS) BY STATE (2010)
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health; sexually transmitted infections; 

injuries (both unintentional, such as motor 

vehicle fatalities, and intentional, such as 

homicides and suicides); and a variety of 

measures of adult health and functioning —  

especially the chronic diseases of middle 

and older age, which are the major causes 

of poor health and high health care costs 

in the country today. 

Each supplement examines how 

state-level variations in a health outcome 

correlate with variations in factors 

thought to shape or influence health. 

Using the data we have compiled on 

(1) health behaviors, (2) physical and 

social environmental factors, (3) social 

and economic factors of individuals and 

households, (4) health systems, and (5) public 

policies and social spending, we identify 

which factors correlate most strongly with 

the 39 health outcomes we examined. 

for obtaining and analyzing the data, and 

important caveats and limitations that 

readers should keep in mind. The next 

Spotlight supplement examines how life 

expectancy and death rates vary across the 

states, followed by seven supplements that 

take a life course perspective, examining 

health at all stages, from birth outcomes 

to Alzheimer’s disease. Specifically, the 

supplements examine state-level variation 

in birth outcomes; child and adolescent 

Methods
We examined 123 indicators and calculated how strongly they correlated with 39 
health conditions. We report the results throughout this and supplemental reports. 
The data consist of Spearman rank-order correlation coefficients (rs), which measure 
the degree to which the state ranking for the indicator (e.g., poverty) matches 
the state ranking for the health outcome (e.g., strokes), where zero represents no 
association between the two rankings and 1.0 represents an exact match. A positive 
correlation means that a high rank on the indicator is linked to a high rank on the 
health outcome, or vice versa; a negative correlation means that a high rank on the 
indicator is linked to a low rank on the health outcome, or vice versa. More details 
are available in Supplement 1: The Health of the States: Spotlight on methods.

TABLE 1.  
“SPOTLIGHT” SUPPLEMENTS TO SUMMARY REPORT
Supplement 1: The Health of the States: Spotlight on methods 

Supplement 2: The Health of the States: Spotlight on life expectancy and mortality

Supplement 3: The Health of the States: Spotlight on birth outcomes 

Supplement 4: The Health of the States: Spotlight on child and adolescent health

Supplement 5: The Health of the States: Spotlight on sexually transmitted infections

Supplement 6: The Health of the States: Spotlight on injury fatalities 

Supplement 7: The Health of the States: Spotlight on adult health status 

Supplement 8: The Health of the States: Spotlight on overweight/obesity, diabetes, and 
cardiovascular conditions

Supplement 9: The Health of the States: Spotlight on cancer, lower respiratory disease, influenza 
and pneumonia, and Alzheimer’s disease
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produced two “heat maps” that color-code 

the performance of states across the 39 

health conditions we examined, including 

measures of mortality (Figure 2) and 

morbidity (Figure 3). Lighter shading 

reflects favorable health outcomes relative 

to other states, and darker shading reflects 

less favorable ones. Scanning the row 

for any individual state reveals outlier 

conditions with distinctly different 

shading compared to the state’s typical 

rankings on most of the other health 

conditions. For example, Hawaii, the state 

with the highest life expectancy, has high 

rates of asthma and deaths from influenza 

and pneumonia. Southern states with 

generally low health rankings (mostly 

dark shades) are at the top of the list (light 

shades) for some conditions. This portrait 

of health across states exposes exceptions 

to the rule that can be instructive.

WHAT MIGHT EXPLAIN 
THE VARIATIONS?

The heat map raises intriguing questions 

about what might explain state-level 

variations for specific conditions like motor 

vehicle fatalities, asthma, or suicide. This 

project allows us to start to document the 

relationships between health outcomes 

and factors that may be shaping them, such 

Health varies dramatically across the 50 

states of the union. For example, as of 2010, 

the average life expectancy of newborns 

varied by 6.3 years, from 75.0 years in 

Mississippi to 81.3 years in Hawaii (Figure 

1). The prevalence of diabetes ranged 

2.5-fold, from 5.4 percent in Alaska to 

13.5 percent in Alabama. HOTS provides 

a detailed snapshot of the geographic 

footprint of the diseases and injuries 

that aff lict America. Supplements to this 

report detail our findings for conditions in 

different stages of the life-course (Table 1).

Our analysis confirms many well-

known patterns: southern states along 

the Gulf Coast and the Appalachian Ridge 

often have more adverse health conditions, 

epitomized by the “stroke belt,” the 

band of states where the prevalence of 

cerebrovascular disease is especially high. 

But closer analysis reveals exceptions 

to the rule. We found that states with 

generally favorable health rankings 

sometimes scored poorly on specific 

conditions, and vice versa. Certain health 

issues are worst in Mountain states or 

are especially favorable (or unfavorable) 

in the Northern Plains. The Pacific states 

stand out for some health conditions, as 

do states bordering Mexico, with large 

Hispanic/Latino populations. 

To summarize these differences, we 

The Big Picture
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LENG T H OF L IFE UNINTENTIONAL INJURY MORTALITY INTENTIONAL INJURY 

All-cause 
mortality

Newborn life 
expectancy

Years of life 
lost before 

age 75

Life 
expectancy 
at age 65

Infant 
mortality

Unintentional 
injury

Motor 
vehicle

fatalities

Drug 
overdose Suicide Homicide

Mortality rate (median)* 726.8 6.6 43.1 11.97 11.23 14 5

Hawaii

California

Connecticut

New York

Minnesota

Colorado

Florida

Massachusetts

Arizona

New Jersey

New Hampshire

South Dakota

Washington

Rhode Island

North Dakota

Maryland

Utah

Vermont

Nebraska

Oregon

Wisconsin

Iowa

Illinois

Alaska

Virginia

Delaware

Idaho

Wyoming

New Mexico

Texas

District of Columbia

Maine

Kansas

Montana

Pennsylvania

Nevada

North Carolina

Michigan

Georgia

Missouri

Ohio

Indiana

South Carolina

Tennessee

Arkansas

Louisiana

Kentucky

Oklahoma

West Virginia

Alabama

Mississippi

FIGURE 2.
HEAT MAP 1: HOW STATES RANK BY LENGTH OF LIFE AND DEATH RATES (BY CAUSE)
Numbers and colors correspond with each state’s rank for a given outcome

* Age-adjusted rate per 100,000 persons

1 1 10 1 17 4 7 9 11 8
2 4 6 3 5 3 12 12 8 24
3 3 4 4 18 15 8 37 5 12
4 7 7 7 11 1 4 13 3 15
5 2 1 6 10 17 9 6 13 9
6 11 15 10 19 33 18 24 44 16
7 22 29 2 31 14 26 19 24 34
8 6 2 12 3 6 2 36 4 5
9 17 25 5 23 40 33 39 42 32
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13 13 8 18 4 13 6 23 26 13
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24 33 36 28 24 43 10 31 50 28
25 25 20 33 33 10 16 8 17 18
26 31 34 26 45 25 28 40 16 29
27 20 18 21 16 39 40 16 46 3
28 34 35 31 28 45 41 35 49
29 32 41 14 12 49 39 46 47 38
30 28 26 34 20 11 36 7 10 25
31 43 45 32 51 8 1 26 1 47
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50 49 49 49 49 38 49 25 28 45
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33 27 27 30 36 28 34 14 31 20
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CHRONIC DISE A SE MOR TALIT Y

Heart disease 
mortality

Cerebrovascular 
(stroke) mortality

Cancer 
mortality

Lower 
respiratory
mortality

Diabetes
mortality

Renal disease
mortality

Influenza/
pneumonia
mortality

Alzheimer’s
mortality

Mortality rate (median)* 217.1 36.4 168.2 44.1 20.6 13.3 16.2 23.6
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Florida
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217.1 36.4 168.2 44.1 20.6 13.3 16.2 23.6

4 18 2 1 6 20 50 2
22 19 5 10 26 6 28 41
11 5 7 3 3 22 8 5
34 1 12 4 8 12 47 1
1 12 16 11 13 15 6 22
2 11 3 29 5 10 7 33

12 9 15 19 17 19 2 7
3 3 20 6 1 34 36 12
5 6 6 24 37 2 4 44
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17 13 9 14 31 23 19 49
31 24 23 8 16 21 33 3
16 34 1 7 44 31 40 13
14 10 25 26 7 1 1 46
18 26 21 34 29 13 18 26
9 30 27 23 36 5 5 34
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* Age-adjusted rate per 100,000 persons
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51 48 50 44 50 50 51 42

FIGURE 2. (cont.)
HEAT MAP 1: HOW STATES RANK BY LENGTH OF LIFE AND DEATH RATES (BY CAUSE)
Numbers and colors correspond with each state’s rank for a given outcome
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CHILDREN AND ADOLE SCENT S COMMUNICABLE DISEASES
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FIGURE 3.
HEAT MAP 2: HOW STATES RANK BY THE PREVALENCE OF CONDITIONS
Numbers and colors correspond with each state’s rank for a given outcome
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NON - COMMUNIC ABLE /CHRONIC DISE A SE S OF ADULT S HE ALT H - REL AT ED QUALIT Y OF L IFE
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FIGURE 3. (cont.)
HEAT MAP 2: HOW STATES RANK BY THE PREVALENCE OF CONDITIONS
Numbers and colors correspond with each state’s rank for a given outcome
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dive” to explore each domain in greater 

detail, across multiple determinants 

and outcomes. We present a wide range 

of data and examine those patterns and 

associations that correspond with better or 

worse health across the states. 

The companion supplement, Spotlight 

on methods, provides a detailed discussion 

of the caveats about this analysis that 

readers should keep in mind. For example, 

the findings rely heavily on cross-sectional 

analyses—comparing the characteristics 

of groups at a single point in time—and 

this approach carries inherent limitations. 

Chief among these is the ecological fallacy, 

the mistake of drawing inferences about 

individuals based on data for the groups 

to which they belong rather than on 

their own characteristics. Health and 

disease are dynamic processes that evolve 

over time; longitudinal or prospective 

studies provide more definitive evidence, 

especially if they can capture data at 

the individual level and follow people’s 

experiences over a period of years. 

The causal relationship between a 

given measure or health determinant and 

a given health outcome is often complex— 

there may be multiple pathways linking 

them (e.g., high levels of education may 

improve life expectancy because of higher 

levels of health literacy and because higher 

education often leads to higher incomes, 

which often leads to better health), and 

causality may work in both directions 

as neighborhood conditions, housing, 

income, employment, activity limitations, 

and education. Other possible drivers 

of health include things like the food 

environment, child care, transportation, 

and violence. This analysis covers many of 

these (all at the state level), in an effort to 

start to look at relationships and patterns 

 — ones that we know are important based 

on existing studies and evidence, and ones 

that are not yet well understood or have 

not been examined.

Health is the product of multiple 

determinants that accumulate over time 

and vary by place. Conditions in states 

that may optimize some health outcomes 

may appear alongside other conditions 

that compromise health in other ways. The 

HOTS project looks at associations between 

state health outcomes and potential health 

determinants in five broad domains: 

•	 Health behaviors

•	 The physical and social environment

•	 Social and economic conditions of 

individuals and households

•	 Health systems

•	 Public policies and spending

This opportunity to look 

comprehensively at the living conditions 

and resources available to individuals, 

families, and communities and how they 

correlate with state health is a first step. 

While others have already developed 

indicators and metrics for some of these 

domains,36 – 40 our goal was to take a “deep 
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the complex causal pathways that lead to 

health disparities. This first look sets the 

stage for subsequent multivariate analyses 

and the use of machine learning and data 

mining to test potential causal pathways. 

From there, we can begin to disentangle 

the linkages between health determinants 

as they act on a given health outcome. 

This discovery process is an undertaking 

that will require more than the two years 

available for this project. Our goal here 

is to start the conversation—to raise 

questions about intriguing patterns 

observable in the state-level data and to 

encourage researchers and policymakers 

to explore them further. 

pulmonary disease (e.g., emphysema). 

Heath systems, payers, and government 

officials understand the enormous 

economic implications and are looking for 

ways to encourage Americans to pursue 

healthier lifestyles.

Our findings support this thesis. 

Across the five domains we examined, the 

highest correlations with health outcomes 

involved health behaviors (rs as high as 

0.87), followed by social and economic 

factors (rs as high as 0.87), health systems 

(rs as high as 0.84), the physical and social 

environment (rs as high as 0.84), and 

(e.g., poor health can interrupt schooling 

and lead to lower levels of educational 

attainment).41 Many measures that appear 

closely related to a health outcome may 

actually reflect the common influence of 

a third factor. And our results are only as 

good as our data, which are themselves 

subject to error; for example, some states 

may appear to be doing well in regard to 

particular conditions simply because there 

are relatively low rates of diagnosis due to 

inadequate access to health care. 

This project does not attempt to 

fully unravel these complexities. Future 

research will continue to assemble more 

definitive data and begin to understand 

More than 20 years have passed since 

publication of the seminal 1993 article, The 

Actual Causes of Death, in which Michael 

McGinnis and William Foege advanced 

the notion that the leading causes of 

death in the United States were health 

behaviors.42 Subsequent studies have 

continued to emphasize that unhealthy 

or risky behaviors—especially tobacco 

use, physical inactivity, poor diet, and 

problem drinking—are largely responsible 

for the chronic conditions aff licting 

Americans, such as diabetes, heart disease, 

cancer, strokes, and chronic obstructive 

What We Learned
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correlated highly with childhood 

conditions, but even more extensively with 

adult conditions (Figure 5). As research 

has shown,43 the risk of adult diseases 

can be reduced if healthier behaviors are 

adopted at these younger ages.

Our data revealed other expected 

associations between health outcomes and 

health behaviors. Unsafe sexual practices 

correlated with teen pregnancy, sexually 

transmitted infections, and adverse birth 

outcomes.d Teen texting and driving 

correlated with motor vehicle fatalities 

(rs= 0.57). Non-medical use of prescription 

drugs correlated with drug overdose 

deaths (rs = 0.50) and activity limitations 

(rs= 0.58). States where more children lived 

with someone with an alcohol or drug 

problem had higher rates of unintentional 

injury mortality (rs= 0.61), suicides (rs= 0.69), 

and activity limitations (rs= 0.53).  

We also observed interesting patterns 

of co-occurrence—states where people 

often engage in a behavior that causes one 

disease may also rank highly on behaviors 

that cause other diseases or injuries. For 

example, we found that states with high 

smoking rates had a higher prevalence of 

teens carrying weapons or using alcohol 

or drugs before sex. States where children 

got more physical activity reported less 

dating (intimate partner) violence among 

youth. Where teens engaged in more 

unsafe sex, motor vehicle fatalities and 

homicides occurred more frequently. We 

d. Teen births correlated with sex-

ual activity before age 18 (rs= 

0.56) and correlated inversely 

with teen use of birth control 

(rs= -0.65). Use of birth control 

was also inversely correlated 

with rates of chlamydia (rs= 

-0.53) and gonorrhea (rs= 

-0.56). Sexual activity before 

age 18 also correlated with 

low birth weight (rs= 0.53) and 

infant mortality (rs= 0.60).

public policies and spending (rs as high as 

0.79). Social and economic factors emerged 

as an important domain. Of the 175 

correlations in this project that qualify 

as “very high” (rs > +0.70) , 69 involve 

social and economic factors, 48 involve 

the physical and social environment, 

27 involve health behaviors, 24 involve 

the health system, and 7 involve public 

policies and spending. This list includes 

certain indicators that correlated with 

multiple health outcomes. This occurred 

most often with physical inactivity (10 

times), median household income (9 

times), annual dental visits (8 times), 

smokers in households (7 times), having 

a Bachelor’s degree or higher (7 times), 

overall poverty and child poverty (6 times 

each), avoidable hospitalization (6 times), 

childhood trauma (6 times), current 

smokers (6 times), and neighborhood 

resources for children (6 times). Below  

we examine these findings in more  

detail, by domain. 

HEALTH BEHAVIORS

Consistent with the literature, this project 

found that disparities in health across 

states correlated highly with health 

behaviors. For example, tobacco use and 

physical inactivity correlated highly with 

life expectancy, birth outcomes, and a long 

list of adult diseases (Figure 4). Similarly, 

childhood nutrition and physical activity c 

c. Rankings for adult physical 

inactivity also correlated highly 

with pediatric obesity.
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LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  1  3  1  2  1

Life expectancy at age 65  1  2  1  1  1

All cause mortality  5  4  5  5  5

Years of life lost before age 75  5  3  5  4  4

BIRTH OUTCOMES

Low birth weight  4  3  3  4  4

Infant mortality  4  3  4  5  4

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  2  3  3  3  2

Physically unhealthy days  4  4  4  3  4

Mentally unhealthy days  4  4  3  3  4

Activity limitations  4  4  3  3  3

CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  4  3  5  4  5

Diabetes prevalence  4  3  4  4  5

Diabetes mortality  3  3  4  3  4

Heart disease prevalence  4  4  4  4  5

Heart disease mortality  4  3  4  5  5

Stroke prevalence  4  3  4  4  5

Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  4  3  4  4  4

Cancer mortality  5  4  5  5  5

Lung cancer prevalence  4  5  4  4  4

Lower respiratory mortality  5  4  5  4  4

Renal mortality  4  3  4  4  5

Infl uenza/pneumonia mortality  3  3  3  3  4

*Ever smoker = current and former smokers. 
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs), or the strength of the 
relationship. Orange dots indicate an inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables 
that travel together.

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  4  4  3  2  4  3  4

Life expectancy at age 65  4  4  3  2  3  3  4

All-cause mortality  2  2  3  4  3  3  2

Years of life lost before age 75  2  2  3  4  3  3  2

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Children's health status  3  3  3  3  3  4  4

Childhood overweight and obesity  2  2  2  3  2  3  2

Childhood asthma  2  3  3  3  2  2  3

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  4  4  3  2  3  3  4

Physically unhealthy days  3  2  3  3  3  3  3

Mentally unhealthy days  2  2  3  3  2  2  3

CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  2  2  3  5  2  3  2

Diabetes prevalence  1  2  3  4  2  2  2

Heart disease prevalence  3  3  3  4  3  3  3

Heart disease mortality  2  2  3  4  3  3  2

Stroke prevalence  2  2  3  4  2  2  2

Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  3  3  3  4  3  3  2

Cancer mortality  2  3  3  4  3  3  3

Lower respiratory mortality  3  3  3  4  3  3  3

Renal mortality  2  2  3  3  2  3  2

* A history of any breastfeeding (versus exclusive breastfeeding), correlated very highly with 
adult overweight (rs= -0.70), CVD mortality (rs= -0.74), cancer mortality (rs= -0.74). The link 
between breastfeeding and adult health can be attributed to both the known health benefi ts of 
breastfeeding and its co-occurrence with healthy childhood behaviors. Exclusive breastfeeding 
correlated with physical activity (rs= 0.64) and bicycle helmet use (rs= 0.71), as well as with 
adult behaviors, such as walking/cycling to work (rs= 0.68) and physical inactivity (rs= -0.71). 
It also correlated with fewer avoidable hospitalizations and readmissions for heart failure. 

**Correlations observed for bicycle helmet use likely represent the benefi ts of physical activity 
and cycling, rather than the intended purpose of preventing head injuries. 

Rankings for youth soda consumption correlated highly with deaths from cancer (rs= 0.51), lower 
respiratory disease (rs= 0.63), and Alzheimer’s disease (rs= 0.56). Although obesity may play a 
causal role with cancer and other adult diseases, a direct causal link with soda intake is less well 
established.

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Teen births  4  3  3  3  2  2  4  2  4

SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED 
INFECTIONS

Chlamydia  3  3  2  3  2  3  3  3  3

Gonorrhea  3  3  2  2  2  3  3  2  4

HIV infection  3  3  2  2  3  3  3  2  3

INJURY DEATHS

Unintentional  4  4  3  3  3  3  3  3  3

Motor vehicle  4  4  3  3  3  3  4  3  4

Homicide  4  3  2  2  2  2  3  2  4
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coeffi cient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. 
Orange dots indicate an inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.
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emphasize that these associations do not 

reflect causal relationships but rather a 

pattern of co-occurrence, where conditions 

in states seem to “travel together.” The 

co-occurrence of conditions helps to explain 

why rankings for some behaviors, such as 

smoking and physical inactivity, correlate 

highly with conditions related to sexual 

practices or unsafe behaviors that cause 

negative health outcomes — unintentional 

(e.g., motor vehicle fatalities) or otherwise 

(e.g., homicide) (Figure 6). Similarly, 

co-occurrence of different health behaviors 

may explain why breastfeeding correlated 

with such conditions as gonorrhea, HIV, 

homicide, and strokes.

We found other examples where the 

co-occurrence of behaviors may explain 

correlations with birth outcomes, child 

health, and adult health: 

Birth outcomes
We found that birth weight and infant 

mortality, which are affected by 

 behaviors before and during pregnancy, 

correlated with behaviors that occur  

after pregnancy. One might predict that 

women who breastfeed are more likely  

to engage in healthier habits during 

pregnancy. States where children and 

adults have healthier habits—and where 

presumably pregnant women might also  

be healthier—also appear to have better 

birth outcomes (Figure 7).

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  4  4  3  2  4  3  4

Life expectancy at age 65  4  4  3  2  3  3  4

All-cause mortality  2  2  3  4  3  3  2

Years of life lost before age 75  2  2  3  4  3  3  2

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Children's health status  3  3  3  3  3  4  4

Childhood overweight and obesity  2  2  2  3  2  3  2

Childhood asthma  2  3  3  3  2  2  3

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  4  4  3  2  3  3  4

Physically unhealthy days  3  2  3  3  3  3  3

Mentally unhealthy days  2  2  3  3  2  2  3

CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  2  2  3  5  2  3  2

Diabetes prevalence  1  2  3  4  2  2  2

Heart disease prevalence  3  3  3  4  3  3  3

Heart disease mortality  2  2  3  4  3  3  2

Stroke prevalence  2  2  3  4  2  2  2

Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  3  3  3  4  3  3  2

Cancer mortality  2  3  3  4  3  3  3

Lower respiratory mortality  3  3  3  4  3  3  3

Renal mortality  2  2  3  3  2  3  2

* A history of any breastfeeding (versus exclusive breastfeeding), correlated very highly with 
adult overweight (rs= -0.70), CVD mortality (rs= -0.74), cancer mortality (rs= -0.74). The link 
between breastfeeding and adult health can be attributed to both the known health benefi ts of 
breastfeeding and its co-occurrence with healthy childhood behaviors. Exclusive breastfeeding 
correlated with physical activity (rs= 0.64) and bicycle helmet use (rs= 0.71), as well as with 
adult behaviors, such as walking/cycling to work (rs= 0.68) and physical inactivity (rs= -0.71). 
It also correlated with fewer avoidable hospitalizations and readmissions for heart failure. 

**Correlations observed for bicycle helmet use likely represent the benefi ts of physical activity 
and cycling, rather than the intended purpose of preventing head injuries. 

Rankings for youth soda consumption correlated highly with deaths from cancer (rs= 0.51), lower 
respiratory disease (rs= 0.63), and Alzheimer’s disease (rs= 0.56). Although obesity may play a 
causal role with cancer and other adult diseases, a direct causal link with soda intake is less well 
established.

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Teen births  4  3  3  3  2  2  4  2  4

SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED 
INFECTIONS

Chlamydia  3  3  2  3  2  3  3  3  3

Gonorrhea  3  3  2  2  2  3  3  2  4
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INJURY DEATHS
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BEHAVIORS?

-1.00 
to 

-0.70

-0.69 
to 

-0.50

-0.49 
to 

0.49

0.50 
to 

0.69

0.70 
to 

1.00

The size of the dot represents the correlation coeffi cient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. 
Orange dots indicate an inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.

FIGURE 6. 

WHAT ELSE CORRELATES WITH HEALTH BEHAVIORS?
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THE ENVIRONMENT

States have high or low rates of health 

behaviors for a reason. It is not simply 

because they are populated by people who 

do not take responsibility for their health. 

Advocates of personal responsibility 

have often seized on the important role 

of behavior in disease and too often 

have “blamed the victim,” arguing that 

people are responsible for the health 

consequences if they choose to smoke, 

eat poorly, or avoid exercise.45 However, 

it is widely understood—both through 

research and lived experience—that our 

ability to change our lifestyle depends on 

whether we live in an environment that 

is safe and conducive to good health.46 

We also know that “many of today’s food 

environments exploit people’s biological, 

psychological, social, and economic 

vulnerabilities, making it easier for them 

to eat unhealthy foods. This reinforces 

preferences and market demands for foods 

of poor nutritional quality, furthering the 

unhealthy food environments.” 47 People 

with the best intentions to live healthier 

or to encourage their children to adopt 

Child health
Certain childhood conditions correlated 

with behaviors that cause other childhood 

conditions, or even adult disorders. For 

example, teen use of birth control correlated 

very strongly (inversely) with pediatric 

obesity (rs= -0.71); we reasoned that states 

where teens practice safe sex may also 

be states where youth eat healthier or get 

more physical activity. Conversely, states 

where violent behaviors cause a higher 

rate of one type of injury may be where 

other violent or risky behaviors, or access 

to dangerous weapons, cause different 

injuries. For example, states where youth 

were more likely to carry weapons (e.g., 

guns, knives) had higher rates of suicide 

and unintentional injury deaths, especially 

motor vehicle fatalities (rs= 0.72).e The 

violent crime rate correlated highly with 

teen births: unprotected sexual intercourse 

often results from unsafe sexual behaviors 

or intimate partner violence.44

Adult health
Unhealthy youth behaviors also correlated 

with adult diseases caused by different 

behaviors. For example, sexual activity 

before age 18 was correlated with a long 

list of adult diseases, most of which have 

strong behavioral causes.f Again, we suspect 

that co-occurrence, in which certain health 

behaviors “travel together,” may explain 

these correlations.

e. States where youth carry 

weapons more often had fewer 

annual dental visits by adults 

(rs= 0.67), less state spending 

on mass transit per capita  

(rs = -0.65) and colorectal 

cancer screening (rs= -0.64), 

and had fewer persons with 

college degrees (rs =-0.60).

f.  These include adult health 

status, physically and mentally 

unhealthy days, activity limita-

tions, adult overweight/obesity, 

diabetes prevalence, heart 

disease prevalence/mortality, 

stroke prevalence/mortality, 

lung cancer prevalence, and 

deaths from lower respiratory 

and renal disease.

“healthier habits may fail if community 
conditions present barriers that stand  
in the way”
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healthier habits may fail if they live in 

a state where community conditions—

including both the physical and social 

environments—present barriers that stand 

in the way.

The Physical Environment 
Physical activity—a means to control 

obesity and reduce the risk of heart disease 

and other chronic conditions—is far easier 

when one lives in a built environment 

that promotes walking and cycling over 

driving and that provides safe, accessible 

green space (e.g., parks, playgrounds) 

where children can replace idleness and 

screen time with outdoor activity.48 – 51 We 

found that certain states performed better 

in creating these conditions: states with 

more neighborhood resources for children 

that promoted active play (e.g., sidewalks, 

parks, and community centers) had higher 

walkability scores (rs= 0.76) and fewer 

residents commuting by motor vehicle 

(rs= -0.76). States where more people 

commuted to work by walking or cycling 

had fewer motor vehicle commuters (rs= 

-0.81) — and commuting patterns have 

health implications because they affect 

activity levels. For example, in Denmark, 

where the bike lane system enables 25 

percent of the population to cycle to work, 

mortality is 30 percent lower among cycle 

commuters than among those who use 

passive transport.52 In the United States as 

well, we found that states with healthier 

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  5  4  4  2  4  3

Life expectancy at age 65  4  4  4  2  4  3

All-cause mortality  1  2  2  5  2  2

Years of life lost before age 75  1  2  2  4  2  3

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Childhood overweight and obesity  2  3  3  4  2  3

INJURY DEATHS

Motor vehicle  1  1  2  5  3  1

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  4  4  4  2  4  3

Physically unhealthy days  2  2  2  4  2  3

Mentally unhealthy days  1  2  2  4  1  3

Activity limitations  2  2  2  4  3  2

CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  1  2  2  5  2  2

Diabetes prevalence  2  2  2  4  1  3

Diabetes mortality  2  2  3  4  3  2

Heart disease prevalence  2  3  2  5  2  2

Heart disease mortality  2  3  3  4  2  3

Stroke prevalence  2  2  2  4  2  3

Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  2  2  3  4  2  2

Cancer mortality  2  3  3  4  3  

Lung cancer prevalence  2  3  2  4  3  3

Lower respiratory mortality  2  1  2  5  3  1

Renal mortality  2  2  2  4  1  3

*Average number of amenities, out of four (a park, sidewalk, a library, or community center), as 
reported by parents.
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infant mortality, teen births, gonorrhea, 

unintentional injury,h and homicide 

(Figure 9). We suspect that much of 

this association is due to confounding 

variables: for example, these diseases and 

injuries may have no causal relationship 

but co-occur in places with unhealthy 

built environments because each of these 

factors (the listed conditions and poor built 

environments) are more common in places 

with low socioeconomic status.58 

The Social Environment
Our data support research that links 

h.  Unintentional injuries include 

motor vehicle fatalities but 

also other injuries such as 

poisonings, falls, drownings, 

and burns.

built environments had dramatically 

better health outcomes. As shown in 

Figure 8, these states had longer life 

expectancy, were more likely to describe 

their health as good or excellent, and had 

fewer unhealthy days per month. These 

states had fewer motor vehicle fatalities, 

fewer overweight and obese people, and 

lower rates of chronic diseases such 

as heart disease, diabetes, and lower 

respiratory disease. 

Interaction with the natural 

environment (e.g., green space) has been 

linked with improved mental health and 

wellbeing, positive emotions, and lower 

stress.53 We found that states with greater 

access to parks, neighborhood resources 

for children to be active, and opportunities 

for walking and cycling had fewer 

mentally unhealthy days (Figure 8). We 

also found an inverse correlation between 

public transportation and suicide rates 

(rs= -0.52). Further research is necessary to 

understand which factors are causal.

The physical environment can of 

course affect health in other ways. For 

example, we found a high correlation 

between air pollution (airborne fine 

particulate matter) and poor birth 

outcomes and cardiovascular mortality,g 

a pattern reported in the literature.54 – 57 

We also noted that the built environment 

and commuting practices correlated with 

conditions seemingly unrelated to physical 

activity or motor vehicle crashes—e.g., 

g.  The concentration of fine par-

ticulate matter was correlated 

with low birth weight (rs= 0.58) 

and infant mortality (rs= 0.53) 

and with cardiovascular mor-

tality (rs=0.50), as well as with 

lower life expectancy at age 65 

(rs= -0.50).

BIRTH OUTCOMES

Low birth weight  3  3  3  3  2  3

Infant mortality  2  2  3  4  2  3

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Teen births  2  2  3  4  3  2

INJURY DEATHS

Unintentional  2  3  2  4  3  2

Homicide  2  3  3  3  2  3

*Average number of amenities, out of four (a park, sidewalk, a library, or community center), 
as reported by parents.
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later, their work life and social mobility.65 

According to Chetty et al., children’s 

prospects for intergenerational upward 

mobility—where children face a better 

economic future than their parents—are 

keyed to living in areas with “(1) less 

residential segregation, (2) less income 

inequality, (3) better primary schools, 

(4) greater social capital, and (5) greater 

family stability.”66 

Conversely, exposure to childhood 

trauma and adverse childhood events 

(ACEs) predicts poor health, both in 

childhood and later in life.67 – 69 We 

observed correlations at the state 

level—albeit cross-sectional—between 

rates of adult diseases and childhood 

trauma (ACEs), and lower disease rates 

in association with social support for 

children (Figure 10). Such associations are 

complex, because early life experiences 

correlate with other factors that also 

cause diseases. For example, states 

with higher ACE exposure also tend to 

have lower socioeconomic status. In 

addition, childhood trauma and ACEs 

can precipitate behaviors that affect 

health by other means, such as the use 

of tobacco, alcohol, or drugs. Finally, the 

socioeconomic status of the neighborhood 

can act as a confounding variable: for 

example, youth in areas with deep poverty 

may face greater exposure to ACEs and 

also receive inadequate social support 

for education,70 and the latter may be the 

our health with the social fabric of our 

communities. Studies have shown that 

neighborhood social resources, such 

as social cohesion and opportunities 

for engagement, correlate with health 

behaviors, improved psychological 

wellbeing (e.g., lower rates of depression), 

and lower mortality rates.59 – 61 Although we 

could not compare the social environment 

of adults at the state level, our data did 

shed light on state differences in social 

support for children. Communities 

where more parents read and talked to 

children and where children found more 

support from neighbors—the measures 

we did examine—may also be places 

with healthier social environments for 

adults. Further research to examine social 

capital, which can be measured by various 

indices,62 – 64 may help clarify how the social 

environment affects adult health.

The social environment experienced 

by children is, of course, very important to 

their growth and development. A large and 

growing literature has documented how 

early childhood and brain development 

are influenced by nurturing and maternal 

bonding. Children’s social environments 

can affect their success in school and, 

“Our data support research that links 
our health with the social fabric of our 
communities”
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FIGURE 10. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST WITH THE SOCIAL 
ENVIRONMENT OF CHILDREN?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coef ficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. 
Orange dots indicate an inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  3  3  3  3  1

Life expectancy at age 65  3  3  3  3  2

All-cause mortality  3  3  3  3  5

Years of life lost before age 75  3  3  3  3  5

BIRTH OUTCOMES

Low birth weight  3  2  3  3  3

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Children's health status  4  5  4  3  3

Children's dental problems  3  3  3  2  3

Childhood overweight and obesity  3  3  2  3  3

Teen births  3  3  2  3  4

SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED INFECTIONS

Gonorrhea  3  2  2  3  3

HIV infection  2  2  2  3  3

INJURY DEATHS

Unintentional  3  3  3  3  5

Motor vehicle  3  3  3  3  4

Suicide  3  3  3  3  4

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  4  3  4  3  2

Physically unhealthy days  3  3  3  3  4

Mentally unhealthy days  3  2  3  3  4

Activity limitations  3  3  3  3  5

CHRONIC DISEASES

Diabetes mortality  3  3  3  3  4

Stroke prevalence  3  3  3  3  4

Cancer mortality  3  3  3  3  4

Lower respiratory mortality  3  3  3  3  5
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FIGURE 11. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST WITH YOUTH 
SAFETY?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coef ficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. 
Orange dots indicate an inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  3  2  2  3  3  3

Years of life lost before age 75  4  4  3  2  3  3

BIRTH OUTCOMES

Low birth weight  3  3  4  1  3  4

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Children's health status  2  3  2  5  5  2

Children's dental problems  3  3  3  2  3  3

Childhood overweight and obesity  4  3  4  2  3  4

Childhood asthma  3  3  3  2  2  3

Teen births  3  4  3  2  3  3

SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED INFECTIONS

Chlamydia  5  3  3  2  2  3

Gonorrhea  4  3  4  2  2  3

HIV infection  4  3  4  1  1  3

INJURY DEATHS

Homicide  5  3  4  2  2  4

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  3  3  2  4  3  3

Physically unhealthy days  3  3  3  2  3  3

Mentally unhealthy days  3  3  3  2  3  3

CHRONIC DISEASES

Diabetes prevalence  3  3  4  2  3  3

Heart disease mortality  3  3  3  2  3  3

Stroke prevalence  3  3  3  2  3  3

Renal mortality  3  3  4  3  3  3
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non-consensual and unsafe sexual practices 

that lead to infections and unplanned 

pregnancies. But safe communities also 

have less poverty; better education; more 

young adults in school, employed, or in 

the military; less residential segregation; 

and fewer single-parent households. 

Again, confounding variables may play an 

important causal role.

Stress related to living under these 

conditions may also influence the risk 

of developing some of the diseases listed 

in Figure 11. Research shows that stress, 

including that induced by exposure to 

violence or other traumas, can affect 

chromosomes72 and the function of the 

endocrine and immune systems.73 Stress 

induces a phenomenon called allostatic 

load, which can lead to heart disease, 

diabetes, and other adult diseases listed 

in Figure 11.74 Stress can affect birth 

outcomes and harm young children, 

causing alterations in brain development 

and other biological effects.75, 76 

In summary, while our health—and 

the health of our families, communities, 

and states—is driven by the lifestyle 

choices we make and by avoiding 

behaviors that cause disease and injuries, 

our behaviors and our health are 

shaped strongly by our environments. 

Regardless of how seriously we take our 

health, our success in staying healthy 

depends on whether we live in a physical 

environment that is unpolluted, safe, and 

causal link to certain health problems. 

All this may explain why we observed 

correlations between ACE exposure and 

such conditions as lower respiratory 

mortality and motor vehicle fatalities 

(Figure 10). Further research will be 

necessary to know for sure.

Vital to a healthy social environment 

for adults, youth, and children is a sense 

of safety—protection from being harmed 

physically, emotional, and sexually—in 

our homes and communities. Some 

states have cities where street violence 

is common. As expected, we found that 

violent crime rates correlated with 

homicide rates and premature death 

(years of life lost), but fear of crime and 

inadequate safety can affect health in 

other ways, such as discouraging outdoor 

physical activity.71  

We also found that sexually 

transmitted infections and teen births 

were more likely in states with more 

violent crime and dating violence, and they 

were less likely in states where children 

and parents described their schools and 

neighborhoods as safe (Figure 11). One 

explanation is obvious: young people in 

violent environments may be at risk for 

“the health of the states correlated highly 
with the population’s level of education, 
employment, and income”
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designed with features that encourage 

healthy choices. Perhaps as important, 

the social environments in our homes and 

neighborhoods determine whether our 

children and youth escape the long-term 

damage of trauma, develop healthy bodies 

and minds, and achieve physical and 

mental wellbeing as adults.46

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC 
CONDITIONS 
Economic circumstances matter greatly 

to the previous two domains (health 

behaviors and the environment) because 

they determine how easily people can 

live a healthy lifestyle and whether they 

can afford to live in places with healthy 

physical and social environments — those 

with nice homes, clean air, green space, 

and good groceries and schools.46 People 

working two jobs to make ends meet may 

lack the time for regular exercise or access 

to recreational facilities.77 Fast foods may 

be more affordable and convenient than 

healthier meals.78 Low-income families 

may lack adequate savings and assets to 

cushion themselves during difficult times. 

“The typical household with less than 

$25,000 in income has enough savings 

to replace only six days of household 

income.”79 These conditions have 

disproportionate impact on racial and 

ethnic minorities, who tend to face greater 

socioeconomic disadvantages and other 

health consequences from discrimination. 

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  4  4  4  4  5  5  4  5  1  3  1
Life expectancy at age 65  3  3  3  3  4  4  3  4  2  3  2
All-cause mortality  3  3  3  3  2  1  2  1  4  3  4
Years of life lost before age 75  2  2  2  2  1  1  2  1  5  3  5
BIRTH OUTCOMES

Low birth weight  3  3  2  3  2  3  2  3  4  4  4
Infant mortality  3  3  3  2  3  3  3  3  4  3  4
CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Children's health status  3  3  4  4  4  3  4  3  3  1  2
Children's dental problems  2  2  2  2  2  3  3  3  3  4  4
Childhood overweight and obesity  2  2  2  1  2  3  2  3  4  4  4
Childhood asthma  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  4  3
Teen births  2  1  1  1  1  1  2  2  5  3  5
SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED INFECTIONS

Chlamydia  2  2  2  1  2  3  3  3  4  4  4
Gonorrhea  2  3  2  2  2  3  2  3  4  4  4
HIV infection  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  5  3
INJURY DEATHS

Homicide  2  3  2  2  2  3  2  3  4  4  4
ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  4  4  4  4  5  4  5  5  1  2  1
Physically unhealthy days  3  3  2  3  1  2  1  1  5  3  5
Mentally unhealthy days  3  3  2  3  2  2  1  2  4  3  4
Activity limitations  3  3  3  3  2  2  2  1  4  3  4
CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  3  3  3  3  2  2  3  2  4  3  3
Diabetes prevalence  3  3  2  3  2  2  1  2  4  4  4
Diabetes mortality  3  2  3  3  2  1  2  1  4  3  4
Heart disease prevalence  3  3  3  3  3  2  2  2  4  3  3
Heart disease mortality  2  3  2  3  2  2  2  2  4  3  4
Stroke prevalence  2  3  2  2  2  2  1  2  5  3  5
Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  3  3  3  3  2  2  3  2  4  3  3
Cancer mortality  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  2  4  3  4
Lower respiratory mortality  3  3  3  3  2  1  3  1  4  3  3
Alzheimer's mortality*  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  2  3  3  3

*Alzheimer’s mortality correlated more closely with household income (rs= -0.52) than with any other variable in our study. 
Suicide mortality correlated with the percentage of children age  -   3–4 who were not enrolled in preschool or Head Start (rs= 0.75)

FIGURE 12. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST WITH HOUSEHOLD EDUCATION 
AND INCOME?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. Orange dots indicate an inverse 
relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.
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Researchers distinguish between the 

economic status of households—the net 

worth (assets, or wealth) of families88—and 

the economic status of the neighborhoods 

in which they live.89 Apart from whether 

families are rich or poor, their health 

depends on “place-based” socioeconomic 

circumstances. Living in areas of 

concentrated disadvantage can affect 

physical and mental health.90 Our state 

data showed that multiple outcomes 

correlated with the percentage of people 

living in census tracts with concentrated 

poverty, and with the percentage of poor 

people who lived in such census tracts. 

The neighborhood economy determines 

property values, the tax base, and the 

capital resources on which communities 

depend to invest in schools, parks, 

transportation systems, and mixed-income 

housing—which, as noted earlier, can 

affect health. 

Income inequality, independent of 

absolute income, has also been linked 

with poor health.91 In our state data, 

income inequality (as measured by the 

Gini coefficient) correlated with low birth 

weight (rs= 0.57), child and adolescent 

overweight and obesity (rs= 0.55), asthma 

(rs= 0.55), gonorrhea (rs= 0.58), HIV 

infection (rs= 0.74), mentally unhealthy 

days (rs= 0.51), and the prevalence of 

diabetes (rs= 0.53). Income inequality was 

inversely correlated with self-reports of 

good or excellent health among children 

(rs= -0.57) and adults (rs= -0.51). These 

“One quarter of black households would 

have less than $5 if they liquidated all of 

their financial assets.”79

Education provides the key to 

opportunity in today’s knowledge economy, 

the jobs of the future, and social mobility 

(the ability to climb the economic ladder). 

Together, education and income are 

among the most powerful predictors of 

good health.80 – 84 We found that the health 

of the states—measured across multiple 

childhood and adult diseases/injuries—

correlated highly with the population’s 

level of education, employment, and 

income (Figure 12). This relationship is also 

complex and can operate in two directions: 

education can affect income, and income 

can affect education—and this is true for 

both individuals and communities. For 

example, public schools depend on property 

taxes, which are lower in poor districts.85 

According to one study, children in school 

districts with the highest poverty rates 

scored more than four grade levels lower on 

reading and math than did children in the 

richest districts.86

Much of our data emphasize poverty 

rates, but it bears emphasis that the 

relationship between income and health 

is a continuum: the middle class and 

even those with higher incomes have 

poorer health than people who are 

higher on the economic ladder.87 Health 

is also linked to the economic wellbeing 

of neighborhoods and communities.46 

What about race? 
Any examination of health disparities in 

the United States is incomplete without 

a discussion of race and ethnicity and 

their alarming associations with health 

outcomes.103 Compared with non-Hispanic 

whites, African Americans, Native Ameri-

cans, and some Latinos and Asian Ameri-

cans experience higher disease rates; they 

are more likely to get sick, injured, disabled, 

and die prematurely. The health of African 

Americans especially lags significantly 

behind that of whites. For example, the life 

expectancy of African Americans in 2010 

(74.7 years) was seen among whites three 

decades earlier, in 1980.3 People of color 

face barriers to education, income, and the 

resources to live in healthy neighborhoods. 

History and generations of disinvestment 

have left them in segregated communities 

that pose health and safety risks and limit 

economic opportunity and social mobility.104

Despite the enormous importance of 

this issue, this study does not systematically 

quantify the health inequities that exist by 

racial or ethnic groups. Other commissions, 

reports, and interagency initiatives focus on 

the many ways that race and racism shape 

health. Race is a social, not a biological 

construct. The many pathways through 

which race influences health in our society 

are complex and operate at multiple levels—

structural, institutional, interpersonal, and 

internal.105,106 Health and wellbeing are 

damaged by growing up in concentrated 

poverty, being subject to routine prejudice 

and discrimination in housing or employ-

ment, and internalizing racist ideology in 

the form of risky behaviors and harmful 

attitudes.107 – 111 

Instead of race, the focus of this 

analysis is on the wider (non-medical) 

determinants of health, with an under-

standing that the major drivers of health 

are life conditions and opportunities such 

as education, income, stable families, and 

safe homes and communities. It is denied 

access to these health-promoting opportu-

nities that accounts for much of the health 

inequity we observe across different groups 

of people and places. Opening the doors to 

these health-promoting conditions through 

stronger policies and concerted action—

including efforts to eliminate structural 

racism—will improve population health, 

wellbeing, and equity for all Americans.112
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FIGURE 13. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST WITH HOUSEHOLD LIVING CONDITIONS?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. Orange dots indicate an inverse 
relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.
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All-cause mortality  3  3  3  4  3  5  3

Years of life lost before age 75  3  3  4  4  3  5  3

BIRTH OUTCOMES

Infant mortality  3  3  4  3  3  4  3

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Children's health status  4  2  3  3  2  3  2

Children's dental problems  3  3  4  4  4  3  3
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CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  3  3  3  3  3  4  3

Diabetes prevalence  3  3  3  4  3  3  3

Diabetes mortality  3  3  3  4  3  4  3

Heart disease prevalence  3  3  3  3  3  4  3

Heart disease mortality  3  3  3  3  3  4  3

Stroke prevalence  3  3  4  4  3  3  3

Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  3  3  4  4  3  4  3

Cancer mortality  3  3  3  3  3  4  3

Lower respiratory mortality  3  3  3  4  3  4  3
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FIGURE 15. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST 
WITH ECONOMIC BARRIERS TO 
HEALTH CARE?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs ), or 
the strength of the relationship. Orange dots indicate an inverse 
relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.
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associations are important at a time of 

widening income inequality, during 

which the middle class has experienced 

economic pressures,92, 93 severe poverty 

has increased,94 and both households and 

communities are struggling to recover 

from the Great Recession95, 96 due to losses 

of businesses, jobs, investment, and tax 

revenue.97 The economic pressures of 

income inequality are often greatest in 

racially segregated communities.98 [F13]

Given the strong links between income 

and health, it came as no surprise in this 

study that characteristics associated with 

lower household income—e.g., single 

parents, food insecurity, housing problems, 

and racial segregation—correlated highly 

with a variety of income-sensitive health 

conditions (Figure 13). For example,  

we found very high correlations between 

housing disrepair and all-cause mortality 

and between racial segregation and 

infectious diseases like HIV and chlamydia. 

And adult incarceration, which is more 

common among racial-ethnic minorities and 

people living in poverty,99 correlated highly 

with lower life expectancy and poorer 

health outcomes.

As others have reported,100 we found 

a correlation between state death rates 

from injuries (specifically motor vehicle 

crash fatalities) and levels of education 

and income (Figure 14). Although strong 

economic conditions and employment 

put more motorists on the road and thus 

FIGURE 16. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST WITH INADEQUATE 
AMBULATORY CARE?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. 
Orange dots indicate an inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  2  2  3
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Low birth weight 3  4  4
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HIV infection 3  3  5
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Physically unhealthy days 3  4  3
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Diabetes prevalence  4  5  4
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Heart disease mortality  4  5  4

Stroke prevalence 3  4  3

Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  5  4  3
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Lower respiratory mortality  4  3  3

Renal mortality  4  5  3
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with the prevalence and mortality rates 

for chronic diseases such as diabetes, 

heart disease, cancer, and HIV infection, 

all of which require long-term medical 

management to optimize outcomes.

We found that measures of access to 

health care sometimes correlated with 

health problems that originate largely 

outside the clinical setting (Figure 17).i 

Such associations may be spurious, 

reflecting co-occurring conditions in 

these states that, taken together, help 

explain the correlations. For example, the 

following possibilities might explain the 

correlation (shown in Figure 17) between 

private insurance coverage and teen 

births, car crashes, and homicide: (1) states 

with fewer uninsured persons may also 

be states with lower unemployment rates 

and higher levels of education, (2) states 

with higher education and income may 

have higher rates of healthy behaviors, 

and (3) healthier and less risky behaviors 

reduce the risk of teen births, car crashes, 

and homicide. On the other hand, the 

correlation with conditions such as teen 

birth may also reflect greater access to 

primary care services, where patients 

can receive counseling about safe sex, 

prescription contraceptives, or screening 

i.  We suspect that rates 

of cancer screening and 

immunizations often 

acted as a marker of 

socioeconomic status and 

access to primary care, 

as when they correlated 

with conditions that do 

not benefit from screen-

ing or immunizations 

but require well-coordi-

nated outpatient care. 

For example, Pap and 

mammography screening 

correlated inversely with 

children’s dental prob-

lems, perhaps because 

states where residents 

have greater access to 

cancer screening also 

have greater access to 

dental care.

increase exposure to accidents, death rates 

from crashes are more common among low-

income persons for a combination of reasons 

that include individual factors, locale (e.g., 

rural areas with poorer road design and 

limited access to trauma services), and the 

conditions of their vehicles.101, 102

HEALTH SYSTEMS
Socioeconomic status, among other 

factors, limits one’s ability to access 

and afford health care. We found that 

life expectancy and a variety of adult 

and child health outcomes correlated 

with state rankings on private health 

insurance coverage and the percentage 

of respondents who could not afford 

their doctor (Figure 15). In other data 

(not shown in Figure 15), we found 

that the share of the population that 

was uninsured correlated inversely 

with adult health status (rs= -0.65) and 

correlated positively with children’s 

dental problems (rs= 0.64), teen births  

(rs= 0.63), physically unhealthy days (rs= 

0.61), and activity limitations (rs= 0.52).

Our measures for inadequate 

primary care—less than one primary care 

physician per 2,000 persons, high rates of 

avoidable hospitalizations (for conditions 

that can be managed outside the hospital), 

and rehospitalizations within 30 days—

were associated with lower life expectancy 

and higher mortality rates (Figure 16). 

These variables often correlated highly 

“measures for inadequate primary care 
correlated with lower life expectancy and 
higher mortality rates” 
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most powerful tools to improve population 

health.”113 A comprehensive examination 

of how health-relevant policies differ by 

state was beyond the scope of this project, 

but we did find some interesting clues. 

For example, states with higher taxes on 

cigarettes had lower smoking rates, as well 

as longer life expectancy and lower death 

rates, especially from tobacco-related 

illnesses such as lower respiratory disease 

and strokes. Some health outcomes were 

more favorable among states that had 

expanded Medicaid coverage under the 

Affordable Care Act.j 

j.  The Affordable Care Act 

expands coverage for 

most low-income adults 

to 138% of the federal 

poverty level. Whereas 

all but one of the 10 

states with the lowest 

cerebrovascular mortality 

rates had adopted Med-

icaid expansion—some 

expanding coverage 

above 200 percent of the 

federal poverty level—all 

but two of the 10 states 

with the highest mortality 

rates had not adopted 

Medicaid expansion; 

these nonparticipating 

states set eligibility 

limits between 18 and 

67 percent of the federal 

poverty level, except for 

Tennessee, which set 

eligibility at 110 percent. 

The data reported 

here refer to Medicaid 

coverage for adults with 

dependent children.

tests. Only further research can unravel 

which of these factors are causal.

PUBLIC POLICIES AND 
SPENDING 
The health of the states and the various 

determinants of health we reviewed 

here—health behaviors, the physical 

and social environment, socioeconomic 

conditions, and access to health care—are 

often influenced by policy decisions 

made by government, industries, and 

communities.23  The Institute of Medicine 

has noted that public policy is “among the 

These states also had better outcomes 

for unrelated conditions, such as motor 

vehicle fatalities and teen births, which 

cannot be attributed to higher tobacco 

taxes or Medicaid expansion. However, 

these policies may serve as a marker for 

states with the economic resources and 

political constituency to act in other ways 

to promote public health. For example, 

research shows that states with higher 

tobacco taxes are more likely to pass 

comprehensive smoke-free indoor air 

laws.114 We also know that such states tend 

to have higher socioeconomic status,115 and 

this may explain why states with higher 

tobacco taxes in our study tended to be 

states where residents had healthier 

diets, commuted less by motor vehicle, 

had more walkable neighborhoods, and 

had fewer shortages of primary care 

providers. These state governments may 

be more prepared—economically and 

politically—to invest public dollars on 

programs and services to improve educa-

tion, income, and other factors that shape 

health. Conversely, states with poorer 

health rankings may lack the budgets 

or political base to support economic 

programs for vulnerable populations.

The United States spends more per 

capita on health care than any other 

country.1 Elizabeth Bradley and colleagues 

examined the ratio between social and 

health spending at the state levelk and 

k.  Bradley et al. calculated 

the ratio as the sum of 

social service spending 

and public health spend-

ing divided by the sum of 

Medicare spending and 

Medicaid spending.

FIGURE 17. 

WHAT ELSE CORRELATES WITH HEALTH SYSTEM CHARACTERISTICS?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. Orange dots indicate an inverse 
relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.
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found—as they had in a previous 

international study116—that health 

outcomes are better when governments 

spend more on social services than on 

health services. Such states had lower rates 

of adult obesity; asthma; mentally 

unhealthy days; days with activity 

limitations; and mortality rates for lung 

cancer, acute myocardial infarction, and 

diabetes.117 

Our data allowed us to explore this 

issue further by examining specific areas 

of social spending, and their correlation 

with a longer list of health outcomes.l For 

example, we found a correlation between 

spending on income support m and better 

health outcomes (Figure 18).n Interestingly, 

one of the strongest correlations was the 

link between income support and motor 

vehicle mortality; as noted earlier, the risk 

of motor vehicle crashes decreases with 

socioeconomic status.101 In addition, more 

aff luent states—those with the resources 

and political base to invest in income 

support—may also be better positioned to 

invest in road design and maintenance, 

law enforcement, emergency medical 

services, and other measures that can 

reduce crash injuries and fatalities.102 

Further research is necessary to determine 

which factors are responsible.

The correlation between education 

spending and health was less robust. 

Despite extensive evidence in the 

l.  Rather than comparing 

the ratio of social to health 

spending, we compared 

states on per capita 

spending in each budget 

area. Unlike Bradley et 

al., we included some 

forms of federal spending 

over which states exercise 

control. We also did not 

follow Bradley’s protocol 

of grouping public health 

spending as a form of 

social spending.

m.  We measured income 

support relative to the size 

of the population living in 

poverty (incomes below 

100 percent of the federal 

poverty level) or near pov-

erty (below 200 percent of 

the federal poverty level).

n.  Health outcomes did not 

correlate with per capita 

spending in some areas—

housing and community 

development, police, and 

libraries—perhaps because 

the general population 

benefits less from these 

forms of spending. Spending 

for libraries and police 

did correlate with health 

outcomes when spending 

was divided by the number 

of persons living in poverty, 

but this is not persuasive 

without further research to 

determine more definitively 

whether such populations 

benefit differentially from 

these services.

These states also had better outcomes 

for unrelated conditions, such as motor 

vehicle fatalities and teen births, which 

cannot be attributed to higher tobacco 

taxes or Medicaid expansion. However, 

these policies may serve as a marker for 

states with the economic resources and 

political constituency to act in other ways 

to promote public health. For example, 

research shows that states with higher 

tobacco taxes are more likely to pass 

comprehensive smoke-free indoor air 

laws.114 We also know that such states tend 

to have higher socioeconomic status,115 and 

this may explain why states with higher 

tobacco taxes in our study tended to be 

states where residents had healthier 

diets, commuted less by motor vehicle, 

had more walkable neighborhoods, and 

had fewer shortages of primary care 

providers. These state governments may 

be more prepared—economically and 

politically—to invest public dollars on 

programs and services to improve educa-

tion, income, and other factors that shape 

health. Conversely, states with poorer 

health rankings may lack the budgets 

or political base to support economic 

programs for vulnerable populations.

The United States spends more per 

capita on health care than any other 

country.1 Elizabeth Bradley and colleagues 

examined the ratio between social and 

health spending at the state levelk and 

k.  Bradley et al. calculated 

the ratio as the sum of 

social service spending 

and public health spend-

ing divided by the sum of 

Medicare spending and 

Medicaid spending.
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literature that education itself is a major 

determinant of health,41 we did not find a 

high correlation between per capita 

spending on education and health 

outcomes.o A variety of factors could help 

explain this discrepancy, among them the 

possibility that government investments in 

education do not always translate into 

better educational outcomes in the 

classroom. A notable exception is 

investment in early childhood education, 

which is known to markedly improve 

educational and health outcomes and to 

yield economic benefits.118,119 

Although spending on specific health 

care services (e.g., cancer screening, 

immunizations) is known to be effective, 

health care as a whole is thought to 

account for only 10 to 20 percent of 

health outcomes.120 We examined data 

from the National Health Expenditure 

Accounts and found that spending on 

health services did not correlate highly 

(rs > +/-0.50) with any health outcome, and 

the same was true when we examined 

data on Medicaid spending. We observed 

a positive correlation between Medicare 

spending and higher disease rates but did 

not report these data because they simply 

reflect the higher demand for health 

care services that exists in states where 

o.  Per capita spending on elementary/secondary education 

was inversely associated with children’s dental problems  

(rs = -0.51).

LENGTH OF LIFE

Life expectancy  4  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3

All-cause mortality  2  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3

Years of life lost before age 75  2  2  2  3  3  3  2  3  3  3

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Childhood overweight and obesity  2  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3

Teen births  2  2  2  2  3  3  2  2  2  2

INJURY MORTALITY

Motor vehicle  1  1  1  1  3  3  1  1  2  2

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  4  4  4  3  4  4  3  3  4  4

Physically unhealthy days  2  2  2  3  2  2  3  3  3  3

Mentally unhealthy days  2  3  3  3  2  2  3  3  3  3

CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  2  2  3  3  3  3  2  2  3  3

Diabetes prevalence  2  3  3  3  2  3  3  3  3  3

Diabetes mortality  2  2  2  3  2  2  2  2  3  3

Heart disease prevalence  2  2  3  3  3  3  2  3  3  3

Stroke prevalence  2  2  2  3  2  3  3  3  2  2

Cerebrovascular (stroke) mortality  2  2  2  3  3  3  2  3  3  3

Lower respiratory mortality  2  2  3  3  3  3  3  3  3  3

FPL = Federal poverty level. <100% FPL and <200% FPL refers to spending divided by the population living with 
incomes below 100 percent and 200 percent of the FPL, respectively. The figure shows correlations with income support 
provided by state dollars, state and federal dollars combined, and specific subcategories of income support spending 
(public welfare, unemployment benefits, and federal public assistance.

FIGURE 18. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST WITH SPENDING ON INCOME SUPPORT?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. Orange dots indicate an 
inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.
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LENGTH OF LIFE

All-cause mortality  2  3  3  3  3  3

CHILDHOOD CONDITIONS

Childhood asthma  3  3  3  3  2  3

Teen births  3  3  2  3  3  3

SEXUALLY TRANSMITTED INFECTIONS

HIV infection*  3  3  3  3  2  3

INJURY MORTALITY

Unintentional injury  2  3  3  3  3  3

Motor vehicle  1  2  2  3  3  3

Suicide*  3  3  3  3  4  3

ADULT SELF-REPORTED HEALTH

Adult health status  3  3  4  4  3  3

Physically unhealthy days  3  3  2  3  3  3

CHRONIC DISEASES

Adult overweight and obesity  2  3  3  3  3  3

Diabetes prevalence  3  3  3  2  3  3

Lung cancer prevalence  3  3  3  3  3  2

Lower respiratory mortality  2  3  2  3  3  3

*Per capita spending on sewers/waste management was inversely correlated with suicide (rs= - 0.52). Positive 
correlations between HIV infection and suicide and several forms of spending (natural resources, waste 
management) were considered spurious.

FIGURE 19. 

WHAT CORRELATES THE MOST WITH OTHER FORMS OF 
NON-HEALTH SPENDING?
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The size of the dot represents the correlation coefficient (rs ), or the strength of the relationship. Orange dots 
indicate an inverse relationship, blue dots indicate variables that travel together.
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residents have greater disease burden. 

Although spending did not correlate 

meaningfully with health, certain features 

of the health care system did correlate 

highly with health outcomes, notably rates 

of health insurance coverage and access 

to affordable care (not having to forego 

care due to cost). As noted earlier, our data 

also suggested that health outcomes were 

better in states with adequate primary 

care services to manage chronic diseases 

and prevent hospitalizations for conditions 

like heart attacks, congestive heart failure, 

and pneumonia. 

Finally, we found that infrastructure 

spending (e.g., mass transit) correlated 

with health outcomes (Figure 19). Such 

data signal the importance of policy 

decisions regarding the built 

environment. For example, as noted 

earlier, people in states with lower rates 

of overweight and obesity reported more 

walkable neighborhoods, proximity to 

parks, and less commuting by motor 

vehicle. These states with lower obesity 

rates also spent more per capita on mass 

transit, and states that spent more on 

mass transit also had lower death rates 

from motor vehicle crashes (Figure 19). 

Other forms of infrastructure spending 

also seemed important. For example, 

spending on parks and recreation 

correlated with health outcomes that 

benefit from physical activity and green 
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TABLE 2.  
NUMBER OF APPEARANCES IN THE TOP 10 
1.                U t a h 21

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Infant mortality, (4) Childhood 
overweight, (5) Childhood asthma, (6) Chlamydia infection, (7) Gonorrhea infections, (8) Homicide, 
(9) Adult health status, (10) Physically unhealthy days, (11) Mentally unhealthy days, (12) Adult 
overweight/obesity, (13) Diabetes prevalence, (14) Heart disease prevalence, (15) Stroke prevalence, 
(16) Cancer mortality, (17) Lung cancer prevalence, (18) Colorectal cancer prevalence, (19) breast 
cancer prevalence, (20) Prostate cancer prevalence, (21) Lower respiratory mortality

2 .                M a s s a c h u s e t t s 21

(1) Newborn life expectancy,  (2) Years of life lost before age 75, (3) All-cause mortality rate, (4) Infant 
mortality, (5) Adult health status, (6) Dental problems, (7) Teen births , (8) Chlamydia infection, (9) 
Gonorrhea infections, (10) Unintentional injury deaths, (11) Motor vehicle fatalities, (12) Suicide, 
(13) Homicide, (14) Adult health status, (15) Activity limitations, (16) Adult overweight/obesity, 
(17) Diabetes mortality, (18) Cardiovascular mortality, (19) Stroke prevalence, (20) Cerebrovascular 
mortality, (21) Lower respiratory mortality

3 .                H a w a i i 20

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, 
(4) All-cause mortality rate, (5) Unintentional injury deaths, (6) Motor vehicle fatalities, (7) Drug 
overdose deaths, (8) Homicide, (9) Physically unhealthy days, (10) Mentally unhealthy days, (11) 
Activity limitations, (12) Adult overweight/obesity, (13) Diabetes mortality, (14) Heart disease 
prevalence, (15) Cardiovascular mortality, (16) Cancer mortality, (17) Lung cancer prevalence, (18) 
Prostate cancer prevalence, (19) Lower respiratory mortality, (20) Alzheimer’s mortality

4 .                C o n n e c t i c u t 20

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, 
(4) All-cause mortality rate, (5) Dental problems, (6) Teen births , (7) Motor vehicle fatalities, (8) 
Suicide, (9) Adult health status, (10) Physically unhealthy days, (11) Activity limitations, (12) Adult 
overweight/obesity, (13) Diabetes mortality, (14) Heart disease prevalence, (15) Stroke prevalence, 
(16) Cerebrovascular mortality, (17) Cancer mortality, (18) Lower respiratory mortality, (19) Influenza/
pneumonia mortality, (20) Alzheimer’s mortality

5 .                Ve r m o n t 20

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Years of life lost before age 75 (3) Low birth weight, (4) Infant 
mortality, (5) Adult health status, (6) Dental problems, (7) Childhood overweight, (8) Teen births, 
(9) Chlamydia infection, (10) Gonorrhea infections, (11) HIV infection, (12) Adult health status, (13) 
Physically unhealthy days, (14) Adult overweight/obesity, (15) Diabetes prevalence, (16) Diabetes 
mortality, (17) Stroke prevalence, (18) Cerebrovascular mortality, (19) Renal mortality, (20) Influenza/
pneumonia mortality

6 .                M i n n e s o t a 20

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) 
All-cause mortality rate, (5) Low birth weight, (6) Infant mortality, (7) Dental problems, (8) Teen 
births, (9) Chlamydia infection, (10) Motor vehicle fatalities, (11) Drug overdose deaths, (12) 
Homicide, (13) Adult health status, (14) Physically unhealthy days, (15) Mentally unhealthy days, (16) 
Activity limitations, (17) Diabetes prevalence, (18) Cardiovascular mortality, (19) Stroke prevalence, 
(20) Influenza/pneumonia mortality

7.                C a l i f o r n i a 16

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) 
All-cause mortality rate, (5) Low birth weight, (6) Infant mortality, (7) Unintentional injury deaths, 
(8) Suicide, (9) Heart disease prevalence, (10) Cancer mortality, (11) Lung cancer prevalence, (12) 
Colorectal cancer prevalence, (13) breast cancer prevalence, (14) Prostate cancer prevalence, (15) 
Lower respiratory mortality, (16) Renal mortality 

8 .                C o l o r a d o 16

(1) Life expectancy at age 65, (2) All-cause mortality rate, (3) Childhood overweight, (4) Adult 
overweight/obesity, (5) Diabetes prevalence, (6) Diabetes mortality, (7) Heart disease prevalence, (8) 
Cardiovascular mortality, (9) Stroke prevalence, (10) Cancer mortality, (11) Lung cancer prevalence, 
(12) Colorectal cancer prevalence, (13) breast cancer prevalence, (14) Prostate cancer prevalence, 
(15) Renal mortality, (16) Influenza/pneumonia mortality

9.                N e w  H a m p s h i r e 15

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Years of life lost before age 75, (3) Infant mortality, (4) Adult health 
status, (5) Dental problems, (6) Childhood overweight, (7) Teen births, (8) Chlamydia infection, (9) 
Gonorrhea infections, (10) HIV infection, (11) Homicide, (12) Adult health status, (13) Cardiovascular 
mortality, (14) Stroke prevalence, (15) Cerebrovascular mortality

10 .          N e w  J e r s e y 15

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Years of life lost before age 75, (3) All-cause mortality rate, (4) Infant 
mortality, (5) Dental problems, (6) Childhood overweight, (7) Teen births, (8) Chlamydia infection, (9) 
Unintentional injury deaths, (10) Motor vehicle fatalities, (11) Suicide, (12) Activity limitations, (13) 
Lower respiratory mortality, (14) Influenza/pneumonia mortality, (15) Alzheimer’s mortality

TABLE 2.  
NUMBER OF APPEARANCES IN THE BOTTOM 10 
1.                M i s s i s s i p p i 31
(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) 
All-cause mortality rate, (5) Low birth weight, (6) Infant mortality, (7) Dental problems, (8) Childhood 
overweight, (9) Childhood asthma, (10) Teen births, (11) Chlamydia infection, (12) Gonorrhea 
infections, (13) HIV infection, (14) Unintentional injury deaths, (15) Motor vehicle fatalities, (16) 
Homicide, (17) Adult health status, (18) Physically unhealthy days, (19) Mentally unhealthy days, (20) 
Activity limitations, (21) Adult overweight/obesity, (22) Diabetes prevalence, (23) Diabetes mortality, 
(24) Cardiovascular mortality, (25) Stroke prevalence, (26) Cerebrovascular mortality, (27) Cancer 
mortality, (28) Colorectal cancer prevalence, (29) Lower respiratory mortality, (30) Renal mortality, (31) 
Influenza/pneumonia mortality

2 .                A l a b a m a 30
(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) 
All-cause mortality rate, (5) Low birth weight, (6) Infant mortality, (7) Childhood overweight, (8) 
Childhood asthma, (9) Teen births, (10) Chlamydia infection, (11) Gonorrhea infections, (12) Motor 
vehicle fatalities, (13) Homicide, (14) Adult health status, (15) Physically unhealthy days, (16) Mentally 
unhealthy days, (17) Activity limitations , (18) Adult overweight/obesity, (19) Diabetes prevalence, (20) 
Diabetes mortality, (21) Heart disease prevalence, (22) Cardiovascular mortality, (23) Stroke prevalence, 
(24) Cerebrovascular mortality, (25) Cancer mortality, (26) Lung cancer prevalence, (27) Prostate cancer 
prevalence, (28) Lower respiratory mortality, (29) Renal mortality, (30) Influenza/pneumonia mortality

3 .                L o u i s i a n a 29
(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) 
All-cause mortality rate, (5) Low birth weight, (6) Infant mortality, (7) Dental problems, (8) Childhood 
overweight, (9) Teen births, (10) Chlamydia infection, (11) Gonorrhea infections, (12) HIV infection, 
(13) Unintentional injury deaths, (14) Motor vehicle fatalities, (15) Drug overdose deaths, (16) 
Homicide, (17) Adult health status, (18) Physically unhealthy days, (19) Mentally unhealthy days, (20) 
Diabetes prevalence, (21) Diabetes mortality, (22) Heart disease prevalence, (23) Cardiovascular 
mortality, (24) Cerebrovascular mortality, (25) Cancer mortality, (26) Colorectal cancer prevalence, 
(27) Prostate cancer prevalence, (28) Renal mortality, (29) Alzheimer’s mortality

4 .                K e n t u c k y 25
(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, 
(4) All-cause mortality rate, (5) Childhood overweight, (6) Childhood asthma, (7) Teen births, (8) 
Unintentional injury deaths, (9) Drug overdose deaths, (10) Adult health status, (11) Physically 
unhealthy days, (12) Mentally unhealthy days, (13) Activity limitations, (14) Adult overweight/
obesity, (15) Heart disease prevalence, (16) Cardiovascular mortality, (17) Stroke prevalence, (18) 
Cerebrovascular mortality, (19) Cancer mortality, (20) Lung cancer prevalence, (21) Colorectal 
cancer prevalence, (22) Lower respiratory mortality, (23) Renal mortality, (24) Influenza/pneumonia 
mortality, (25) Alzheimer’s mortality

5 .                W e s t  V i r g i n i a 25
(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) 
All-cause mortality rate, (5) Low birth weight, (6) Teen births, (7) Unintentional injury deaths, (8) 
Motor vehicle fatalities, (9) Drug overdose deaths, (10) Adult health status, (11) Physically unhealthy 
days, (12) Mentally unhealthy days, (13) Activity limitations, (14) Adult overweight/obesity, (15) 
Diabetes prevalence, (16) Diabetes mortality, (17) Heart disease prevalence, (18) Cardiovascular 
mortality, (19) Stroke prevalence, (20) Cancer mortality, (21) Lung cancer prevalence, (22) Colorectal 
cancer prevalence, (23) Lower respiratory mortality, (24) Renal mortality, (25) Influenza/pneumonia 
mortality

6 .                A r k a n s a s 23

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) All-cause 
mortality rate, (5) Adult health status, (6) Teen births, (7) Chlamydia infection, (8) Gonorrhea infections, (9) 
Motor vehicle fatalities, (10) Homicide, (11) Adult health status, (12) Mentally unhealthy days, (13) Activity 
limitations, (14) Adult overweight/obesity, (15) Heart disease prevalence, (16) Cardiovascular mortality, 
(17) Stroke prevalence, (18) Cerebrovascular mortality, (19) Cancer mortality, (20) Lung cancer prevalence, 
(21) Lower respiratory mortality, (22) Renal mortality, (23) Influenza/pneumonia mortality

7.                O k l a h o m a 23
(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, (4) 
All-cause mortality rate, (5) Infant mortality, (6) Teen births, (7) Unintentional injury deaths, (8) Motor 
vehicle fatalities, (9) Drug overdose deaths, (10) Homicide, (11) Adult health status, (12) Physically 
unhealthy days, (13) Mentally unhealthy days, (14) Activity limitations, (15) Adult overweight/
obesity, (16) Diabetes prevalence, (17) Diabetes mortality, (18) Heart disease prevalence, (19) 
Cardiovascular mortality, (20) Stroke prevalence, (21) Cerebrovascular mortality, (22) Cancer 
mortality, (23) Lower respiratory mortality

8 .                Te n n e s s e e 23

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Life expectancy at age 65, (3) Years of life lost before age 75, 
(4) All-cause mortality rate, (5) Low birth weight, (6) Infant mortality, (7) Unintentional injury 
deaths, (8) Drug overdose deaths, (9) Adult health status, (10) Physically unhealthy days, (11) 
Mentally unhealthy days, (12) Adult overweight/obesity, (13) Diabetes prevalence, (14) Diabetes 
mortality, (15) Heart disease prevalence, (16) Cardiovascular mortality, (17) Stroke prevalence, (18) 
Cerebrovascular mortality, (19) Cancer mortality, (20) Lung cancer prevalence, (21) Lower respiratory 
mortality, (22) Influenza/pneumonia mortality, (23) Alzheimer’s mortality

9.                S o u t h  C a r o l i n a 16

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Years of life lost before age 75, (3) All-cause mortality rate (4) 
Low birth weight, (5) Infant mortality, (6) Childhood overweight, (7) Chlamydia infection, (8) 
Gonorrhea infections, (9) Motor vehicle fatalities, (10) Homicide, (11) Mentally unhealthy days, (12) 
Adult overweight/obesity, (13) Diabetes prevalence, (14) Stroke prevalence, (15) Cerebrovascular 
mortality, (16) Alzheimer’s mortality

10 .          D i s t r i c t  o f  C o l u m b i a 14

(1) Newborn life expectancy, (2) Years of life lost before age 75, (3) Low birth weight, (4) Infant 
mortality, (5) Adult health status, (6) Childhood overweight, (7) Childhood asthma, (8) Teen 
births, (9) Chlamydia infection, (10) Gonorrhea infections, (11) HIV infection, (12) Homicide, (13) 
Cardiovascular mortality, (14) Prostate cancer prevalence
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deviated from regional norms and might 

suggest successful strategies and polices 

for other states to consider. The following 

interesting examples emerged from these 

data, but further research is necessary 

to understand causal factors and policy 

decisions that might explain the results: 

The Pacific and  
Pacific Coast
Hawaii was designated by America’s 

Health Rankings as the nation’s healthiest 

state,24 and in our study ranked in the 

highest quintile (Top 10) for 20 health 

outcomes (Table 2). Noteworthy exceptions 

to this favorable trend included its 

high rates of childhood asthma and it 

high death rates from influenza and 

pneumonia. Further research should 

explore explanatory factors. For example, 

the high asthma prevalence in Hawaii may 

relate to high sulfur dioxide emissions 

from the Kilauea Volcano, which generate 

an acidic haze called “vog.”121

California also ranked highly for many 

outcomes (Table 2) but ranked 51st for the 

low proportion of children described in 

good or excellent health; it also ranked 

poorly (47th) for children’s dental health 

and had intermediate rankings for asthma, 

childhood overweight/obesity, and 

teen births. These results could ref lect 

inaccuracies in these measures (e.g., 

such as relying on parental report to 

assess children’s health status), or they 

may reflect real problems with children’s 

health, perhaps because of the challenging 

socioeconomic conditions facing California’s 

space. Per capita spending on natural 

resources (including regulation of 

industries) correlated with lower  

asthma rates.p 

Figure 19 presents correlations 

between spending and seemingly 

unrelated health outcomes, such 

as spending on housing and death 

rates from motor vehicle crashes. We 

suspect they are acting as markers of 

states with the resources and political 

inclination to make greater investments 

in infrastructure and social programs, 

including those not measured here that 

could inf luence the diseases listed in  

the table. 

THE GEOGRAPHY OF 
HEALTH

The determinants of health—health 

behaviors, the environment, 

socioeconomic conditions, health systems, 

and public policies—may help explain 

the geographic footprint of states with the 

best and worst outcomes. The forthcoming 

supplements to this report include U.S. 

maps and listings of the Top 10 and 

Bottom 10 states for 39 health conditions. 

Table 2 lists the states that ranked most 

often in the Top 10 or Bottom 10 (and the 

conditions to which those rankings apply). 

The scope of this project did not permit 

a complete analysis of the historical and 

contextual factors that might explain the 

patterns we observed by region, nor the 

backstory behind “outlier” states, where 

rankings for specific health conditions 

p.  Bear in mind that such 

states also have other 

characteristics (e.g., more 

walkable neighborhoods 

and built environments, 

fewer primary care shortage 

areas) that may contribute 

to these associations.
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The Mountain States
Mountain states like Utah and Colorado 

often ranked in the Top 10 for health 

statistics, but this region dominated the 

Bottom 10 for suicide rates (Figure 20). The 

Bottom 10 states for motor vehicle fatalities 

included Montana and North Dakota, 

where 47 percent of motor vehicle fatalities 

involved alcohol, more than twice that 

of Utah (20.2 percent).122 The Mountain 

states generally lack primary seat belt 

laws and allow higher speed limits and 

helmetless riding of motorcycles—all of 

which increase the risk of motor vehicle 

deaths.98, 102 The Mountain states also have 

youth. Kids Count, the annual report on 

child wellbeing produced by the Annie E. 

Casey Foundation, ranked California 36th on 

child wellbeing (47th on Economic Wellbeing 

and 35th and 41st, respectively, on Education 

and Family and Community).q Kids Count 

noted that California had the highest 

percentage of children living in families 

not headed by a high school graduate and in 

households struggling with housing costs.35 

In 1970, California was in the top quintile 

for preschool enrollment but fell from the 

top 10 in subsequent decades. By 1980-1990, 

California had entered the highest quintile 

for violent crimes.32

q.  Kids Count gave California a 

higher ranking on child health 

(11th) but did so based on 

birth weight, children with 

health insurance, child/ado-

lescent mortality, and teen 

substance abuse.

Suicide Mortality per 100,000 2013

5.7 – 11.8

11.9  – 12.9

13.0  – 14.7

14.8  – 17.4

17.5  – 23.7

FIGURE 20.  
SUICIDE MORTALITY (PER 100,000) BY STATE (2013)
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young people were in school or working, 

and crime rates grew. By 2010 Nevada 

had received the lowest score on an 

index of economic opportunity.32 Further 

research is needed to determine how 

these socioeconomic trends might explain 

Nevada’s health statistics.

The Midwest 
Our data were noteworthy for the 

favorable health status of the West North 

Central region, including Minnesota and 

adjacent states. North Dakota, a state that 

experienced an economic boom and now 

has the nation’s largest proportion of 

residents living in prosperous zip codes,97 

ranked in the Top 10 or second quintile 

for 22 health outcomes. Studies show that 

upward economic mobility is greatest 

in the Great Plains.66  Conversely, Rust 

Belt states facing economic losses in the 

manufacturing sector had poorer health 

outcomes. For example, Michigan, a state 

affected by setbacks in the automobile 

industry, stood out among Midwestern 

states for its poor heart health—it ranked 

43rd in the prevalence of overweight and 

obesity, 45th in the prevalence of angina 

and coronary artery disease, and 42nd in 

cardiovascular mortality. In the period 

of 1970–2010, Michigan experienced 

“sharply increasing income inequality and 

unemployment coupled with the greatest 

increase in poverty and steepest decline in 

income of any state.”32 

among the nation’s highest rates of firearm 

ownership.124 Easy access to rif les and 

other weapons may affect suicide rates, 

especially for individuals predisposed 

to impulsive self-harm. Montana, the 

state with the highest suicide rate in our 

study, also had the nation’s highest rate 

of household firearm ownership (62.6 

percent) in 2004 (the last year for which 

state-level firearm ownership data are 

available); conversely, New Jersey, the state 

with the lowest suicide rate, had the lowest 

firearm ownership rate (11.4 percent).124 

Gun laws are a politically volatile issue,125 

but research shows that states that 

regulate access to handguns have lower 

suicide rates.126 And the converse also 

appears to be true—one year after South 

Dakota repealed a mandatory waiting 

period for handgun purchases, suicide 

rates increased by 7.6 percent (compared 

with 3.3 percent nationwide).127

Economic conditions might also 

explain health patterns in certain 

Mountain states. For example, Nevada 

ranked highly for many outcomes but 

appeared in the Bottom 10 for children’s 

health status (50th, second only to 

California), childhood dental problems 

(48th), fatal drug overdoses (43rd), lower 

respiratory disease mortality (43rd), and 

physically unhealthy days (42nd). Nevada 

experienced heavy job losses and economic 

setbacks after the Great Recession, the 

pace of education reforms slowed, fewer 
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reason for these contrasts could provide 

important clues to causal factors. 

The South
States in Appalachia and along the Gulf 

Coast, including nearby West South Central 

states such as Arkansas and Oklahoma, 

dominated the Bottom 10 (Table 2). These 

states, struggling with weak economies 

and the loss of once-vibrant industries 

(e.g., cotton, tobacco, coal mining), have 

high rates of unemployment, poverty, 

food insecurity, and poor housing,128 

especially in Central Appalachia and the 

Mississippi Delta (Figure 21). Upward 

New England
New England states dominated the Top 10  

with superior health statistics (Table 2), 

a pattern that could be easily attributed 

to the region’s high socioeconomic status. 

For example, New Hampshire has been the 

top-scoring state for economic opportunity 

since 1990.32 However, noteworthy 

departures from this trend could be 

instructive. For example, we found that 

fatal drug overdoses were more common 

in Massachusetts than elsewhere in New 

England. Vermont had a higher death 

rate from Alzheimer’s disease than other 

New England states. Understanding the 

8.4%  – 11.2%

11.3%  – 12.6%

12.7% – 14.2%

14.3% – 15.8%

15.9% – 20.9%

Poverty Rates, by State, 2012FIGURE 21.  
POVERTY RATE BY STATE (2012)
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resistance also limit state spending on social 

services, income support, or education.129 

Outlier patterns in the South raise 

intriguing questions about success stories. 

For example, we found that Georgia 

had distinctly lower death rates from 

injuries, lower prevalence of angina and 

coronary heart disease, and fewer people 

reporting activity limitations than did 

nearby Alabama and Mississippi and most 

other Southern states. West Virginia and 

Kentucky had among the lowest rates of 

chlamydia and gonorrhea in the nation. 

It is unclear whether these differences 

are an artifact of weaker systems for 

surveillance and reporting of infectious 

diseases or a success story in preventing 

sexually transmitted infections. Further 

research is needed to understand the 

policy history and epidemiological context 

behind these patterns. 

District of Columbia
The nation’s capital stood out from the 

states, not only because it is a city, with 

a smaller population and geographic 

footprint, but also because our data tell 

a story of two cities. Some of the data 

describe a city in poor health: the District 

of Columbia ranked in the Bottom 10 for 

life expectancy, premature mortality, 

sexually transmitted infections, and 

poor children’s health; its rates of infant 

mortality and asthma were higher than 

those of any state. But other data describe 

mobility is lowest in the Southeast,66 where 

there is greater income inequality and 

spatial inequality (e.g., the gap between 

metropolitan and rural distress).97 

Less than 10 percent of the population 

of Mississippi and West Virginia live 

in a prosperous zip code. Educational 

opportunities are more limited: in the 

Gulf Coast states of Louisiana, Mississippi, 

and Alabama, the percentage of public 

schools that were racially segregated r in 

2012 was 22.1 percent, 23.3 percent, and 

24.1 percent, respectively (compared to 1.4 

percent in Hawaii).129

These socioeconomic difficulties 

could explain the region’s higher 

rates of smoking, obesity, and physical 

inactivity—behaviors that are linked with 

socioeconomic status—as well as high 

rates of opioid abuse in states like West 

Virginia and Kentucky.130 However, the 

role of public policy in the region must 

also be considered. Southern legislatures 

have set lower tobacco tax rates than 

elsewhere in the country and tend to 

have less progressive policies to promote 

health and prevent injuries. For example, 

as of 2014, six of the seven states with no 

bans on indoor smoking (seven of the nine 

states with no bans on workplace smoking 

as of 2011) were in the South and West South 

Central regions.131, 132 Southern governors 

have generally resisted the expansion of 

Medicaid eligibility under the Affordable 

Care Act.133 Weak economies and political 

r.  Defined as a school where 

more than 90 percent of 

students were the same 

race and the students’ 

racial composition differed 

significantly (more than 5 

percentage points) from 

that of the overall public 

school student population 

in the county.
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but the health advantages may not  

all be artefactual. For example, a study  

of the 50 largest U.S. cities ranked 

Washington, D.C. first in “community 

and environmental factors” that promote 

fitness. Among these cities, it ranked above 

the 90th percentile in land area devoted 

to parks; park proximity to residents; per 

capita spending on parks; use of public 

transportation; and the density of farmers’ 

markets, recreational centers, swimming 

pools, and tennis courts.134

1. Understanding how health in the 
United States varies by geography 

Obtaining more current data: We 

examined the most current data that were 

available at the time our analysis began. 

Our findings should be updated and tested 

with the most recent data available.

Obtaining data on more indicators: 

Some state-level indicators were not 

a city in good health: the District of 

Columbia had the lowest rates of motor 

vehicle fatalities and suicides. It also 

ranked in the Top 10 for adult health 

status; for low rates of adult overweight 

and obesity, angina, and coronary heart 

disease; and for low death rates from 

strokes, lower respiratory disease, and 

renal disease. 

The “apples and oranges” problem 

of comparing a city with 50 states may 

explain part of these findings,  

 

 
THE RESEARCH AGENDA
Despite its length, this report serves only 

as a conversation starter. Its “deep dive” 

into the data reached only a shallow 

depth: more granular data analysis and 

systematic policy research are needed to 

understand how the health of the states 

varies, what factors are responsible, and 

which policies can best close the gap. 

Three overarching research priorities 

emerge from our analysis:

 

Going Forward
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into the data reached only a shallow 

depth: more granular data analysis and 

systematic policy research are needed to 

understand how the health of the states 

varies, what factors are responsible, and 

which policies can best close the gap. 

Three overarching research priorities 

emerge from our analysis:

 

Going Forward

2. Understanding what factors are 
responsible for geographic health 
disparities 

Moving from correlations to 

multivariate analyses: Our analysis 

relied on Spearman rank order correlation 

coefficients and bivariate relationships 

(see Supplement 1: Spotlight on methods), 

an approach that necessarily glossed over 

the complex interactions and confounding 

relationships that exist between the 

factors we examined. We are eager to 

subject our data to multivariate modeling 

and alternative statistical computing 

methods, which were beyond the scope 

of this initial project but are an essential 

next step to determine which associations 

observed in our analysis remain 

significant when examined together. Our 

study began by calculating the correlation 

between 386 indicators and 56 health 

outcomes, creating a matrix of 21,616 

cells. A “big data” opportunity exists in 

modeling the interrelationships in large 

data sets like ours, especially if they are 

expanded to include many more years and 

multiple geographic levels. New machine 

learning tools can help identify important 

patterns in such data. For example, using 

a data mining procedure (random forest 

analysis), Basu and Siddiqi reported that 

three factors—the teen birth rate, Native 

examined in this analysis, including 

data on additional health outcomes and 

determinants of health that may be 

important to understanding geographic 

disparities. We also identified a number  

of data sources that are available for  

major cities and metropolitan areas.s

Examining geography at multiple 

levels: By design, this project focused 

on the health of the states, but health is 

influenced by conditions and decisions at 

multiple geographic levels. For example, 

health is affected by federal policy and 

by regional trends, such as market forces 

affecting states that have historically 

relied on agriculture, manufacturing, 

or coal mining industries. Health is also 

affected at smaller geographic levels, 

including the conditions that exist in 

counties, cities, zip codes, census tracts, 

and census block groups. Some data 

and some policy matters are unique to 

geography. Statistics on the prevalence 

of health behaviors often exist for states 

but not always for communities. Policies 

under the authority of city councils, county 

supervisors, and school boards differ  

from those under the purview of 

governors and state legislatures. A true 

understanding of geographic disparities 

requires a multilevel analysis that 

accounts for these differences. 

s.  Examples include data on golf 

courses, park units, recreation 

centers, and other resources 

for physical activity from The 

Trust for Public Land. Other 

efforts, such as the 100 Million 

Healthy Lives initiative, are 

amassing large data sets for 

local indicators. 
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potential causes that may apply across 

the nation. Conversely, the Mountain and 

West North Central states dominated the 

Top 10 for their low asthma rates, perhaps 

suggesting lower exposure to allergens. 

Uncovering causal factors or links to policy 

decisions can be helpful nationwide.

Studying outliers: Geographic patterns 

can point to causes, but departures from 

geographic patterns can be equally 

instructive. Outliers that break from the 

pattern stand out visually on the heat 

maps (Figures 2 – 3). What can we learn 

from these exceptions? For example, the 

six states that ranked most often in the Top 

10 (Table 2) — Utah, Massachusetts, Hawaii, 

Connecticut, Vermont, and Minnesota—

ranked poorly on certain health outcomes. 

Why did New Jersey rank in the Top 10 

for low infant mortality rates, low rates 

of overweight, good dental health, and 

low rates of teen birth — appearing in 

the Bottom 10 only for high rates of HIV 

infection — while the adjacent states of 

New York and Pennsylvania appeared 

in the Bottom 10 four and seven times, 

respectively? Low birth weight is less 

common in states that report low rates 

of overweight and obesity. Why did Iowa 

rank in the Top 10 for birth weight but 

ranked 39th on overweight and obesity? 

Off-diagonal studies of outliers, “bright 

American population, and proportion of 

children who were uninsured—could 

identify the 14 U.S. counties with the 

highest premature death rates.135

Studying longitudinal trends and 

cohort effects: Our analysis relied on 

cross-sectional data (from the most 

current, but often not the same, year) to 

draw correlations, but every variable 

we examined is dynamic in nature 

and changes over time, sometimes 

dramatically. The demographics, 

socioeconomic conditions, physical 

and social environment, and policy 

and spending landscape are moving 

targets—and their effects on each other 

and on health outcomes often lag over a 

period of years. Differences across states 

must take account of migration patterns 

and the proportion of state residents who 

come from other states or countries. For 

example, we found that Florida often had 

better health statistics than other Southern 

states but the majority of Florida’s 

population was born outside the South.136 

Understanding geographic patterns: 

Another clue to causality is the geographic 

fingerprint of health disparities, such 

as the patterns discussed earlier. The 

concentration of injury deaths in the 

Mountain states holds clues about 
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agent-based modeling and predictive 

analytics can marshal quantitative data 

to forecast which policy levers are most 

likely to improve health outcomes.139

Conducting health impact assessments 

of potential policies: The National 

Research Council defines health impact 

assessment as “a tool that can help 

decision-makers identify the public-health 

consequences of proposals that potentially 

affect health.”179 See the Health Impact 

Project for examples.

THE POLICY AGENDA

Policies and action steps to improve the 

health of the states can be informed by 

further research but should not wait for 

it. Our work, and that of others before us, 

makes a compelling case for action despite 

the limitations of the data and methods 

and the many unanswered questions that 

linger. The evidence for the U.S. health 

spots” analyses, and other forms of 

counterfactual research can provide new 

insights about causal pathways. 

3. Understanding which policies can 
best close the gap 

Learning from the successes of states 

and communities: The study of outliers 

may uncover success stories, such as 

policies or strategies responsible for 

improved health outcomes, and cautionary 

tales about factors that compromised 

health outcomes. The policy research 

agenda should include a closer probe 

of specific states, first to confirm our 

findings and then to dig deeper by 

examining compilations of state laws 137 

and investigating the backstory that 

underlies health trends. For example, 

Mississippi, a state that often has 

unfavorable health statistics, achieved the 

highest vaccination rate for school-aged 

children through a strong public health 

program that removed loopholes in its 

mandatory vaccination law.138 

Using simulation modeling to predict 

the outcomes of policy options: 

Computational modeling and machine 

learning techniques could prove 

useful in understanding these complex 

interrelationships. Tools such as 

“job creation, economic development, 
transportation, the environment, and 
education are integral to improving health”
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economic conditions and healthier 

environments. Exhortations for the 

public to be more active will have 

modest impact unless accompanied by 

investments in public transportation and 

urban planning that discourage driving, 

create green space, and promote walking 

and cycling.25  

The data we report about 

employment, education, and concentrated 

poverty remind policymakers that 

matters seemingly unrelated to health 

and medicine—such as job creation, 

economic development, transportation, 

the environment, and education—are 

integral to improving the health of 

the states (and controlling the costs 

of health care). Important health 

gains can be achieved by improving 

education—especially early childhood 

education—and by raising household 

incomes.68, 118, 140 – 145  Specific policies 

have health implications. For example, 

decisions about the minimum wage can 

affect infant birth weight,146 premature 

mortality,147 and other health outcomes. 

This means that the local economy 

is important to health, especially in 

distressed communities. The health 

of distressed communities is tied to 

economic empowerment to reverse the 

long-term consequences of disinvestment; 

provide better education and employment 

disadvantage is too strong and consistent 

for policymakers to ignore. Publishing the 

results of this analysis will not benefit the 

public unless coupled with action. 

As noted earlier, our data reaffirm 

that health behaviors—notably physical 

inactivity and smoking—correlate 

highly with health outcomes, but we 

also found that social and economic 

factors (e.g., poverty) often correlated 

just as strongly (rs as high as 0.87) and 

with a larger number of conditions (36 

versus 15). Conditions in the physical 

and social environment (e.g., motor 

vehicle commuting, childhood trauma) 

correlated with 25 conditions, with 

coefficients as high as 0.78. 

This means that states with poor 

health outcomes cannot make meaningful 

progress without investments, at the 

state and local level, to create stronger 

“Reducing income inequality and enhancing 
the financial wellbeing of Americans have 
the potential to boost the economy while 
also improving the health of employees, 
increasing workforce productivity, and 
lowering health care costs”



45

Federal Reserve,152 have warned that 

income inequality is curbing economic 

growth. By one analysis, eliminating 

racial disparities in income would 

boost the U.S. gross domestic product 

by 14 percent ($2.1 trillion per year).153 

Reducing income inequality and 

enhancing the financial wellbeing of 

Americans have the potential to boost the 

economy while also improving the health 

of employees, increasing workforce 

productivity,154 and lowering health care 

costs. Whether or not governments are 

prepared to act, employers, investors, 

health care systems, and communities 

are increasingly interested in the social 

determinants of health and in social 

impact investments in education, job 

training, affordable housing, and 

local economic development.149 – 151 The 

business case is compelling. Prominent 

economists, including the chair of the 

Federal Reserve,152 have warned that 

income inequality is curbing economic 

growth. By one analysis, eliminating 

racial disparities in income would 

boost the U.S. gross domestic product 

by 14 percent ($2.1 trillion per year).153 

Reducing income inequality and 

enhancing the financial wellbeing of 

Americans have the potential to boost the 

economy while also improving the health 

of employees, increasing workforce 

opportunities; reduce crime; and attract 

supermarkets, doctors’ offices, and  

child care. 

Reversing the harmful effects 

of racial segregation requires the 

dismantling of conditions that isolate 

minorities and impede their participation 

in the larger economy, beginning with 

education. Inspired by the success of 

the Harlem Children’s Zone, the Federal 

government’s Promise Neighborhoods 

program is working to improve the 

education of students in distressed 

neighborhoods.148 Sustaining such 

governmental programs is difficult, given 

fiscal and political realities. The weak 

economies and tight budgets in some 

regions make such support even more 

difficult. In Mississippi—the state that 

ranked most often in the Bottom 10 in  

our study—income assistance has 

declined by more than 7 percent over  

the past two decades.33  

Whether or not governments are 

prepared to act, employers, investors, 

health care systems, and communities 

are increasingly interested in the social 

determinants of health and in social 

impact investments in education, job 

training, affordable housing, and 

local economic development.149 – 151 The 

business case is compelling. Prominent 

economists, including the chair of the 
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The message that community and 

social wellbeing matter greatly to health 

is consistent with the Culture of Health 

movement launched by the Robert Wood 

Johnson Foundation and with other 

efforts to think about the “upstream” 

drivers of health and wellbeing. For 

example, the Culture of Health model 

identifies civic engagement, a sense of 

community, mindsets and expectations, 

and investment in collaboration as 

important drivers of health outcomes.5 

This project lends some empirical support 

to these efforts by demonstrating, 

through our data, that health is 

correlated with the quality of the  

social environment. 

Opioid addiction has emerged as 

an acute public health crisis during 

the years this project was completed. 

Policymakers are rightly focused 

on improving physician prescribing 

practices and broadening access to 

substance abuse and addiction treatment 

services, but the socioeconomic 

conditions discussed throughout this  

and the supplemental reports deserve  

as much attention. People living  

amid these stressful conditions rely  

on coping mechanisms and sometimes 

turn to smoking, alcohol, or drugs —  

and increasingly those drugs are heroin 

or painkillers. Not acting to address 

productivity, and lowering health care 

costs.133, 154 Policymakers, employers, 

and investors who are looking for 

specific, actionable plans can find “take 

action” resources that identify effective 

programs and monetize the value of 

these investments.155 – 161 Collective impact 

initiatives—in which stakeholders in a 

community collaborate across sectors 

to share data, resources, and strategies 

to achieve explicit health goals—are 

becoming more common across the 

country.150 Cross-sector collaborations 

of this sort are also being pursued on a 

national scale.162, 163

The health of Americans is deeply 

interconnected with the pressing social 

issues of our time, such as income 

inequality, racism, violence, and the 

decline in civic engagement.164 Our data 

suggest that the health of states is directly 

connected to the social fabric of our 

communities. Movements and policies to 

enhance social capital — to promote trust, 

engagement, and supportive relationships 

among neighbors and increase the agency 

and voice of marginalized populations —

are not only a civic priority but are 

essential to public health. 62, 165  – 169 Our 

data hint at the possibility that these 

efforts to strengthen social ties may 

even be more important to health than 

sidewalks and supermarkets.
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disorder, underscoring the importance 

not only of trauma-informed care, but 

also trauma-informed policies and 

community building.172, 173

In addition, our data signal the need 

to support youth of all ages, especially 

teens. Adolescence is a period when 

unhealthy behaviors are often first 

adopted, when mental illness often first 

appears, and when teens experiment 

with risky behaviors or react to stresses 

in ways that increase their risk of injury, 

unplanned pregnancy, and untimely 

death. We found strong correlations 

between the conditions faced by teens 

and the health of the states in which they 

live, including their rankings for the 

diseases of late life. Programs to help 

teens cope with stress, graduate from 

high school, find employment, and afford 

college are important on many fronts. 

Helping states where children face the 

greatest risks will, in sheer numbers, 

persistent poverty and economic stresses 

on the middle class may neglect an 

important root cause for the acute rise  

in addiction. 

Although all age groups are our 

concern, the literature points to early 

childhood as a critical priority for 

action. Efforts to create a more nurturing 

environment for infants and young 

children, early childhood education, and 

other “cradle to career” interventions are 

important to the health of children and 

adults and beneficial to society.68, 118, 170, 171 

Our work adds to a large body of research 

about the immediate and long-term 

consequences of childhood exposure  

to trauma.68 As others have reported,67, 68  

we found high correlations between  

ACEs and rates of pediatric morbidity,  

as well as the risk of adult diseases,  

such as heart disease and strokes.t 

Victims of discrimination and violence 

live with a form of post-traumatic stress 

t.  As noted earlier, the biological 

effects of trauma affect the 

growing child in ways that can 

last a lifetime, and the field 

of epigenetics suggests the 

effects can be transmitted 

genetically across generations.

“Sharpening our focus on broadening social and economic opportunity, 
enhancing the environments in which we live, and setting new 
priorities for public policies and spending that optimize those 
conditions are our best hope for improving health”



48

country—from region to region, across 

state lines, and within our communities. 

Sharpening our focus on broadening 

social and economic opportunity, 

enhancing the environments in which we 

live, and setting new priorities for public 

policies and spending that optimize 

those conditions are our best hope for 

improving health. They are also essential 

to the economic vitality and social 

stability of our communities.  

States have an important role to play in 

this endeavor. 

have the biggest impact on the nation’s 

future because those states tend to have 

the largest youth populations.174

We found little evidence that 

spending more on health care services 

would be associated with better health 

outcomes. Our data do support the need 

for improving access to health insurance 

coverage, making health care more 

affordable, and expanding primary 

care services so that chronic diseases 

like diabetes and heart disease can be 

properly managed without the need for 

frequent hospitalizations. Adequate 

care requires investments in training 

programs and other policies to address 

the nation’s shortages in primary 

care and mental health providers. By 

one estimate, eliminating the current 

shortage in primary care providers 

would require the addition of nearly 

7,000 rural physicians and nearly 13,500 

inner-city physicians.175

As stated at the outset of this 

report, Americans live shorter lives and 

experience poorer health than their peers 

in other high-income countries,1 but 

that cross-national health disadvantage 

is exceeded by the wider gaps in life 

expectancy and other health outcomes 

that exist domestically within our 



49

Bryce Peterson, Kathryn Pettit,  

Molly Scott, and Janine Zweig.

We also thank Stephanie Zaza, Centers 

for Disease Control and Prevention, for 

assistance in accessing data from the Youth 

Risk Behavior Surveillance System (YRBSS) 

and Robert Johnson, Vanderbilt University, 

for biostatistical consulting. Other col-

leagues who gave us advice included Oscar 

Arevalo, Nicklaus Children’s Hospital; 

Elizabeth Bradley, Yale University; Ichiro 

Kawachi, Harvard School of Public 

Health; Matthew Penn, Public Health Law 

Program, Centers for Disease Control and 

Prevention; Robert Phillips, Jr., American 

Board of Family Medicine; Christopher B. 

Swanson, Editorial Projects in Education; 

Daniel Taber, University of Texas Health 

Science Center at Houston, School of Public 

Health; Alan Ellis, Joseph Morrissey, and 

Kathleen Thomas at the University of 

North Carolina Cecil G. Sheps Center for 

Health Services Research; and Angela 

Kimball, Oregon Health Authority.

FUNDING

This project was funded by grant  

number 71508 from the Robert Wood 

Johnson Foundation.

 

The authors are thankful for the wise 

guidance of our Expert Advisory Panel, 

which included Nancy Adler, Paula 

Braveman, Debbie Chang, Ana Diez 

Roux, Neal Halfon, David Kindig, Anna 

Schenck, and Jonathan Showstack. We 

also appreciate the advice we received 

from the staff of the Robert Wood Johnson 

Foundation, notably Matthew Trujillo, 

who served as our program officer, and 

his predecessor, Herminia Palacio.

We thank our colleagues at Virginia 

Commonwealth University for their  

roles in this study, including Sarah 

Blackburn and Cassandra Ellison for 

graphic design, layout, and dissemination 

of this report, and Jill Hellman, for 

administrative support. We also thank 

Allison Phillips for managing the first 

phases of this project and Steven Cohen 

for providing advice on demographic 

research methods.  

We thank our colleagues at the  

Urban Institute, especially Julia Isaacs 

for guiding our analysis of spending data, 

but also William Adams, Nan Astone, 

Richard Auxier, Maeve Gearing, Linda 

Giannarelli, Chris Hayes, Olivia Healy, 

Carl Hedman, Carrie Heller, Ryan King, 

Carlos Martin, Will Monson, Rolf Pendall, 

Acknowledgments



50

30. Agency for Health care Research and Quality. 
State Snapshots (website). Accessed 9-9-16 
at http://www.ahrq.gov/research/data/state-
snapshots/index.html 

31. Burds-Sharp S, Lewis K, Martins EB. The Measure 
of America: American Human Development 
Report 2013-2014. Brooklyn, NY: Measure of 
America, 2013.

32. Measure of America and Opportunity Nation. 
Opportunity Since 1970: A Historical Report. 
Brooklyn, NY: Measure of America, 2014.

33. West R, Odum J. State of the States Report 
2015. Poverty and Opportunity in the States: The 
Good, the Bad, and the Ugly. Washington, D.C.: 
Center for American Progress, 2015.

34. American Association of Retired Persons. AARP 
Livability Index: Great Neighborhoods for All 
Ages (website). Accessed 9-9-16 at https://
livabilityindex.aarp.org/ 

35. Annie E. Casey Foundation. Kids Count 
Databook: State Trends in Child Well-Being. 
Baltimore: Annie E. Casey Foundation, 2016. 

36. Institute of Medicine. Vital Signs: Core 
Metrics for Health and Health Care Progress. 
Washington, D.C.: National Academies Press, 
2015.

37. Prevention Institute. Measuring What Works 
to Achieve Health Equity: Metrics for the 
Determinants of Health. Oakland, CA: Prevention 
Institute, 2015.

38. National Academies of Science, Engineering, 
and Medicine. Metrics That Matter for Population 
Health Action: Workshop Summary. Washington, 
D.C.: National Academies Press, 2016.

39. Health Resources and Services Administration. 
HRSA in Your (website). HRSA Data Warehouse. 
Accessed 9-9-16 at https://datawarehouse.hrsa.
gov/topics/hrsainyour.aspx 

40. Build Healthy Places Network. Metrics for 
Healthy Communities: Building a Culture 
of Health Through Better Measurement 
(website). Accessed 9-9-16 at http://
metricsforhealthycommunities.org/ 

41. Zimmerman EB, Woolf SH, Haley A. 
Understanding the relationship between 
education and health: a review of the evidence 
and an examination of community perspectives. 
In: Kaplan RM, Spittel ML, David DH, eds. 
Population Health: Behavioral and Social Science 
Insights. AHRQ Publication No. 15-0002. 
Rockville, MD: Agency for Health care Research 
and Quality and Office of Behavioral and Social 
Sciences Research, National Institutes of Health, 
pp. 347-384, 2015.

42. McGinnis JM, Foege WH. Actual causes 
of death in the United States. JAMA. 
1993;270:2207-2212.

43. Lake AA, Adamson AJ, Craigie AM, Rugg-Gunn 
AJ, Mathers JC. Tracking of dietary intake and 
factors associated with dietary change from early 
adolescence to adulthood: the ASH30 study. 
Obes Facts. 2009;2:157-65.

14. Braveman P. Health disparities and health equity: 
concepts and measurement. Annu Rev Public 
Health. 2006;27:167-94.

15. Braveman P. What are health disparities and 
health equity? We need to be clear. Public 
Health Rep. 2014;129 Suppl 2:5-8.

16. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. A 
Practitioners Guide to Advancing Health Equity: 
Community Strategies for Preventing Chronic 
Disease. Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, 2013.

17. National Association of County & City Health 
Officials. Expanding the Boundaries: Health 
Equity and Public Health Practice. Washington, 
D.C.: National Association of County & City 
Health Officials, 2014.

18. Braveman PA, Kumanyika S, Fielding J, et al. 
Health disparities and health equity: the issue 
is justice. Am J Public Health. 2011;101 Suppl 
1:S149-55.

19. Minnesota Department of Health. 
Advancing Health Equity in Minnesota: Report 
to the Legislature. St. Paul, MN: Minnesota 
Department of Health, 2014. 

20. Association of State and Territorial Health 
Officials. Health Equity Reports by State and 
Territory (website). Accessed 9/7/16 at http://
www.astho.org/Programs/Health-Equity/
Health-Equity-Reports-by-State-and-Territory/ 

21. Kolata G. Death rates rising for middle-aged 
white Americans, study finds. New York Times, 
November 2, 2015.

22. Irwin N, Bui Q. The rich live longer everywhere: 
for the poor, geography matters. New York 
Times, April 11, 2016.

23. Macinko J, Silver D. Improving state health policy 
assessment: an agenda for measurement and 
analysis. Am J Public Health. 2012;102:1697-705.

24. United Health Foundation. America’s Health 
Rankings Annual Report. Minnetonka, MN: 
United Health Foundation, 2015.

25. University of Wisconsin Population Health 
Institute. 2016 County Health Rankings: 
Key Findings Report. Madison: University of 
Wisconsin Population Health Institute, 2016. 

26. McCarthy D, Radley DC, Hayes SL. Aiming 
Higher: Results from a Scorecard on State 
Health System Performance. New York: The 
Commonwealth Fund, 2015.

27. State Health Access Data Assistance Center. 
For Kids’ Sake: State-Level Trends in Children’s 
Health Insurance. A State-by-State Analysis. 
Minneapolis: Regents of the University of 
Minnesota, 2014.  

28. Commission to Build a Healthier America. 
Reaching America’s Health Potential: A State-
by-State Look at Adult Health. Princeton: Robert 
Wood Johnson Foundation, 2009. 

29. Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation. State Health 
Facts (website). Accessed 9-9-16 at http://kff.org/
statedata/ 

1. Woolf SH, Aron L, eds. U.S. Health in 
International Perspective: Shorter Lives, Poorer 
Health. Panel on Understanding Cross-National 
Health Differences Among High-Income 
Countries. National Research Council, 
Committee on Population, Division of Behavioral 
and Social Sciences and Education, and Board 
on Population Health and Public Health Practice, 
Institute of Medicine. Washington, D.C.: The 
National Academies Press, 2013.

2. Murray CJL, Kulkarni SC, Michaud C, et al. Eight 
Americas: Investigating mortality disparities 
across races, counties, and race-counties in the 
United States. PLoS Medicine. 2006;3(9):e260.

3. Lewis K, Burd-Sharps S. A Century Apart: New 
Measures of Well-Being for U.S. Racial and 
Ethnic Groups. Brooklyn, NY: American Human 
Development Project, 2010.

4. Evans BF, Zimmerman E, Woolf SH, Haley AD. 
Social Determinants of Health and Crime in Post-
Katrina Orleans Parish. Virginia Commonwealth 
University Center on Human Needs, 2012.

5. Robert Wood Johnson Foundation. From 
Vision to Action: A Framework and Measures to 
Mobilize a Culture of Health. Princeton: Robert 
Wood Johnson Foundation, 2016.

6. Commission on Social Determinants of Health. 
Closing the Gap in a Generation: Health Equity 
Through Action on the Social Determinants of 
Health. Final Report of the Commission on Social 
Determinants of Health. Geneva, Switzerland: 
World Health Organization, 2008.

7. Braveman P, Egerter S, Williams DR. The social 
determinants of health: coming of age. Annu Rev 
Public Health. 2011;32:381-98.

8. Braveman P, Gottlieb L. The social determinants 
of health: it’s time to consider the causes of 
the causes. Public Health Rep. 2014;129 Suppl 
2:19-31.

9. Penman-Aguilar A, Talih M, Huang D, 
Moonesinghe R, Bouye K, Beckles G. 
Measurement of health disparities, health 
inequities, and social determinants of health 
to support the advancement of health equity. 
J Public Health Manag Pract. 2016;22 Suppl 
1:S33-42. 

10. Krieger N. Living and dying at the crossroads: 
racism, embodiment, and why theory is essential 
for a public health of consequence. Am J Public 
Health. 2016;106:832-3.

11. Heckler M. Report of the Secretary’s Task 
Force on Black & Minority Health Report of the 
Secretary’s Task Force on Black and Minority 
Health. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services, 1985.

12. Whitehead, M. The concepts and principles 
of equity and health. Int J Health Services. 
1992;22;419-45.

13. Whitehead, M., Dahlgren, G. Concepts and 
Principles for Tackling Social Inequities in Health: 
Levelling Up, Part 1. Geneva: World Health 
Organization Europe, 2006.

References



51

57. Glinianaia SV, Rankin J, Bell R, Pless-Mulloli 
T, Howel D. Does particulate air pollution 
contribute to infant death? A systematic review. 
Environ Health Perspect. 2004;112:1365–71. 

58. Jones MR, Diez-Roux AV, Hajat A, et al. Race/
ethnicity, residential segregation, and exposure 
to ambient air pollution: the Multi-Ethnic Study 
of Atherosclerosis (MESA). Am J Public Health. 
2014;104:2130-7. 

59. Jones MR, Diez-Roux AV, Hajat A, et al. Social 
engagement and chronic disease risk behaviors: 
the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis. Prev 
Med. 2015;71:61-6.

60. Moore KA, Hirsch JA, August C, Mair C, 
Sanchez BN, Diez Roux AV. Neighborhood social 
resources and depressive symptoms: longitudinal 
results from the Multi-Ethnic Study of 
Atherosclerosis. J Urban Health. 2016;93:572-88. 

61. Pinquart M, Duberstein PR. Associations of social 
networks with cancer mortality: a meta-analysis. 
Crit Rev Oncol Hematol. 2010;75:122-37. 

62. Putnam RD. Bowling Alone: The Collapse and 
Revival of American Community. Simon & 
Schuster; New York: 2000.

63. Rupasingha A, Goetz SJ, Freshwater D. The 
production of social capital in U.S. counties. 
Journal of Socio-Economics. 2006;35:83–101.

64. Lee CJ, Kim D. A comparative analysis of 
the validity of U.S. state- and county-level 
social capital measures and their associations 
with population health. Soc Indic Res. 
2013;111:307-26.

65. Brown E. For kids in poverty, clearing barriers to 
learning. Washington Post, December 21, 2015.

66. Chetty R, Hendren N, Kline P, Saez E. Where 
is the land of opportunity? The geography of 
intergenerational mobility in the United States. 
NBER Working Paper No. 19843. Q Journal Econ 
Research 2014;129:1553-1623.

67. Felitti VJ, Anda RF, Nordenberg D, et al. 
Relationship of childhood abuse and household 
dysfunction to many of the leading causes 
of death in adults. The Adverse Childhood 
Experiences (ACE) study. Am J Prev Med. 
1998;14:245-8. 

68. Braveman P, Sadegh-Nobari T, Egerter S. Early 
Childhood Experiences and Health. Issue brief 
2. Princeton: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 
2011.

69. Campbell JA, Walker RJ, Egede LE. Associations 
between adverse childhood experiences, high-
risk behaviors, and morbidity in adulthood. Am J 
Prev Med. 2016;50:344-52.

70. Harlan C. Graduating, but to what? Washington 
Post, December 21, 2015.

71. Evenson KR, Block R, Diez Roux AV, McGinn 
AP, Wen F, Rodríguez DA. Associations of adult 
physical activity with perceived safety and 
police-recorded crime: the Multi-ethnic Study 
of Atherosclerosis. Int J Behav Nutr Phys Act. 
2012;9:146. 

44. Stockman JK, Lucea MB, Campbell JC. Forced 
sexual initiation, sexual intimate partner violence 
and HIV risk in women: a global review of the 
literature. AIDS Behav. 2013;17:832-47.

45. Brownell KD, Kersh R, Ludwig DS, et al. Personal 
responsibility and obesity: A constructive 
approach to a controversial issue. Health Affairs. 
2010;29:379-387.

46. Frumkin H. Health, equity, and the built 
environment. Environ Health Perspect. 
2005;113:A290-A291.

47. Roberto CA, Swinburn B, Hawkes C, et al. Patchy 
progress on obesity prevention: emerging 
examples, entrenched barriers, and new thinking. 
Lancet. 2015;385:2400-9. 

48. Braveman P, Cubbin C, Egerter S, Pedregon 
V. Neighborhoods and Health. Issue brief 8. 
Princeton: Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 
2011.

49. Sallis JF, Cerin E, Conway TL, et al. Physical 
activity in relation to urban environments in 14 
cities worldwide: a cross-sectional study. Lancet. 
2016;387:2207-17. 

50. Christine PJ, Auchincloss AH, Bertoni AG, et al. 
Longitudinal associations between neighborhood 
physical and social environments and incident 
type 2 diabetes mellitus: the Multi-Ethnic Study 
of Atherosclerosis (MESA). JAMA Intern Med. 
2015;175:1311-20. 

51. Creatore MI, Glazier RH, Moineddin R, et al. 
Association of neighborhood walkability with 
change in overweight, obesity, and diabetes. 
JAMA. 2016;315:2211-20. 

52. Andersen LB, Schnohr P, Schroll M, Hein HO. All-
cause mortality associated with physical activity 
during leisure time, work, sports, and cycling to 
work. Arch Intern Med. 2000;160:1621–28. 

53. Marselle MR, Irvine KN, Lorenzo-Arribas A, 
Warber SL. Moving beyond green: exploring the 
relationship of environment type and indicators 
of perceived environmental quality on emotional 
well-being following group walks. Int J Environ 
Res Public Health. 2014;23;12:106-30. 

54. Zeger SL, Dominici F, McDermott A, Samet J. 
Mortality in the Medicare population and chronic 
exposure to fine particulate air pollution in urban 
centers (2000-2005). Environ Health Perspect. 
2008:116:1614-1619. 

55. Brook RD, Rajagopalan S, Pope CA, et al., on 
behalf of the American Heart Association Council 
on Epidemiology Prevention, Council on the 
Kidney in Cardiovascular Disease, and Council 
on Nutrition, Physical Activity and Metabolism. 
Particulate matter air pollution and cardiovascular 
disease. Circulation. 2010;121:2331-78. 

56. Kaufman JD, Adar SD, Barr RG, et al. Association 
between air pollution and coronary artery 
calcification within six metropolitan areas in the 
U.S.A (the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis 
and Air Pollution): a longitudinal cohort study. 
Lancet. 2016;;388:696-704. 

72. Needham BL, Carroll JE, Diez Roux AV, 
Fitzpatrick AL, Moore K, Seeman TE. 
Neighborhood characteristics and leukocyte 
telomere length: the Multi-Ethnic Study of 
Atherosclerosis. Health Place. 2014;28:167-72. 

73. Nazmi A, Diez Roux A, Ranjit N, Seeman TE, 
Jenny NS. Cross-sectional and longitudinal 
associations of neighborhood characteristics with 
inflammatory markers: findings from the multi-
ethnic study of atherosclerosis. Health Place. 
2010;16:1104-12.

74. Kershaw KN, Diez Roux AV, Bertoni A, Carnethon 
MR, Everson-Rose SA, Liu K. Associations of 
chronic individual-level and neighbourhood-level 
stressors with incident coronary heart disease: 
the Multi-Ethnic Study of Atherosclerosis. J 
Epidemiol Community Health. 2015;69:136-41.

75. McEwen BS, Gianaros PJ. Central role of 
the brain in stress and adaptation: links to 
socioeconomic status, health, and disease. Ann 
N Y Acad Sci. 2010;1186:190-222.

76. Witt WP, Park H, Wisk LE, et al. Neighborhood 
disadvantage, preconception stressful life events, 
and infant birth weight. Am J Public Health. 
2015;105:1044-52. 

77. Jones SA, Moore LV, Moore K, et al. Disparities 
in physical activity resource availability in six U.S. 
regions. Prev Med. 2015;78:17-22. 

78. Larson NI, Story MT, Nelson MC. Neighborhood 
environments: disparities in access to healthy 
foods in the U.S. Am J Prev Med. 2009;36:74-81.

79. Pew Charitable Trusts. The Role of Emergency 
Savings in Family Financial Security: What 
Resources Do Families Have for Financial 
Emergencies? Washington, D.C.: Pew Charitable 
Trusts, 2015.

80. Krueger PM, Tran MK, Hummer RA, Chang 
VW. Mortality attributable to low levels of 
education in the United States. PLoS One. 
2015;10:e0131809. 

81. Woolf SH and staff of Center on Society and 
Health. Education: It Matters More to Health 
than Ever Before. Issue brief. Richmond: Center 
on Society and Health, Virginia Commonwealth 
University, 2014.

82. Woolf SH, Aron L, Dubay L, Simon SM, 
Zimmerman E, Luk KX. How are Income and 
Wealth Linked to Health and Longevity? Issue 
brief. Urban Institute and Center on Society and 
Health, Virginia Commonwealth University, 2015.

83. Galea S, Tracy M, Hoggatt KJ, DiMaggio C, 
Karpati A. Estimated deaths attributable to social 
factors in the United States. Am J Public Health. 
2011;101:1456-65.

84. Venkataramani AS, Chatterjee P, Kawachi I, Tsai 
AC. Economic opportunity, health behaviors, 
and mortality in the United States. Am J Public 
Health. 2016;106:478-84. 

85. Rich M, Cox, A, Bloch M. Money, race and 
success: how your school district compares. New 
York Times, April 29, 2016. 



52

102. Transportation Research Board. Achieving Traffic 
Safety Goals in the United States: Lessons from 
Other Nations. Washington, D.C.: Transportation 
Research Board, 2011.

103. Williams DR, Mohammed SA, Leavell J, 
Collins C. Race, socioeconomic status, and 
health: complexities, ongoing challenges, and 
research opportunities. Ann N Y Acad Sci. 
2010;1186:69-101. 

104. Massey DS, Denton NA. American Apartheid: 
Segregation and the Making of the Underclass. 
Boston: Harvard University Press, 1998. 

105. Smedley BD. The lived experience of race and 
its health consequences. Am J Public Health. 
2012;102:933-5. 

106. Christopher GC. Meta-Analysis of Recent Polling 
Data on the Impact of Racism on American 
Society Today. Battle Creek, MI: W.K. Kellogg 
Foundation, 2016

107. Coates TN. Between the World and Me. New 
York, NY: Spiegel & Grau, 2015.

108. Lee Y, Muennig P, Kawachi I, Hatzenbuehler 
ML. Effects of racial prejudice on the health of 
communities: a multilevel survival analysis. Am J 
Public Health. 2015;105:2349-55. 

109. Lewis TT, Cogburn CD, Williams DR. Self-
reported experiences of discrimination 
and health: scientific advances, ongoing 
controversies, and emerging issues. Annu Rev 
Clin Psychol. 2015;11:407-40.

110. Borrell LN, Kiefe CI, Diez-Roux AV, Williams DR, 
Gordon-Larsen P. Racial discrimination, racial/
ethnic segregation, and health behaviors in the 
CARDIA study. Ethn Health. 2013;18:227-43.

111. Kershaw KN, Osypuk TL, Do DP, De Chavez 
PJ, Diez Roux AV. Neighborhood-level racial/
ethnic residential segregation and incident 
cardiovascular disease: the multi-ethnic study of 
atherosclerosis. Circulation. 2015;131:141-8.

112. Williams DR, Mohammed SA. Racism and health 
II: a needed research agenda for effective 
interventions. Am Behav Sci. 2013;57(8).

113. Institute of Medicine. For the Public’s Health: 
Revitalizing Law and Policy to Meet New 
Challenges. Committee on Public Health 
Strategies to Improve Health. Washington, D.C.: 
The National Academies Press, 2011.

114. Lin HC, Park JY, Seo D.C. Comprehensive U.S. 
statewide smoke-free indoor air legislation 
and secondhand smoke exposure, asthma 
prevalence, and related doctor visits: 2007-2011. 
Am J Public Health. 2015;105:1617-22. 

115. Huang J, King BA, Babb SD, Xu X, Hallett C, 
Hopkins M. Sociodemographic disparities in 
local smoke-free law coverage in 10 states. Am J 
Public Health. 2015;105:1806-13.

116. Bradley EH, Elkins BR, Herrin J, Elbel B. Health 
and social services expenditures: associations 
with health outcomes. BMJ Qual Saf. 
2011;20:826-31. 

117. Bradley EH, Canavan M, Rogan E, et al. Variation 
in health outcomes: the role of spending on 
social services, public health, and health care, 
2000-09. Health Aff. 2016;35:760-8.

118. Stanik C. Should We Invest More in Our Young 
Children? Altarum Institute. Accessed 6/23/16 
at http://altarum.org/health-policy-blog/
should-we-invest-more-in-our-young-children 

119. Heckman JJ. Schools, skills and synapses. 
Economic Inquiry. 2008;46:289-324.

86. Reardon SF, Kalogrides D, Shores K. The 
Geography of Racial/Ethnic Test Score Gaps. 
CEPA Working Paper No. 16-10. Palo Alto: 
Stanford Center for Education Policy Analysis, 
2016. 

87. Chetty R, Stepner M, Abraham S, et al. The 
association between income and life expectancy 
in the United States, 2001-2014. JAMA. 
2016;315:1750-66.

88. Pollack CE, Cubbin C, Sania A, et al. Do wealth 
disparities contribute to health disparities within 
racial/ethnic groups? J Epidemiol Community 
Health. 2013;67:439-45. 

89. Macintyre S, Ellaway A. Methodological 
and conceptual approaches to studying 
neighborhood effects on health. In: Kawachi I, 
Berkman LF, editors. Neighborhoods and Health. 
New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2003, pp. 
20–44.

90. Graif C, Arcaya MC, Diez Roux AV. Moving to 
opportunity and mental health: Exploring the 
spatial context of neighborhood effects. Soc Sci 
Med. 2016;162:50-8. 

91. Wilkinson RG, Pickett K. The Spirit Level: Why 
Greater Equality Makes Societies Stronger. New 
York: Bloomsbury Press, 2009. 

92. Gabler N. The secret shame of middle-class 
Americans. The Atlantic, May 2016.

93. Sommeiller E, Price M, Wazeter E. Income 
Inequality in the U.S. by State, Metropolitan 
Area, and County. Washington, D.C.: Economic 
Policy Institute, 2016.

94. Edin KJ, Shaefer HL. $2.00 a Day: Living on 
Almost Nothing in America. Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Harcourt, 2015.

95. Wiedrich K, Sims L, Jr., Weisman H, Rice 
S, Brooks J. The Steep Climb to Economic 
Opportunity for Vulnerable Families: Findings 
from the 2016 Assets and Opportunity 
Scorecard. Washington, D.C.: Corporation for 
Enterprise Development, 2016.

96. Cooper KJ. The costs of inequality. Harvard 
Gazette, March 14, 2016.

97. Economic Innovation Group. The 2016 
Distressed Communities Index: An Analysis of 
Community Wellbeing Across the United States. 
Washington, D.C.: Economic Innovation Group, 
2016.

98. Krieger N, Waterman PD, Spasojevic J, Li W, 
Maduro G, Van Wye G. Public health monitoring 
of privilege and deprivation with the index of 
concentration at the extremes. Am J Public 
Health. 2016;106:256-63.

99. National Research Council. The Growth of 
Incarceration in the United States: Exploring 
Causes and Consequences. Committee on 
Causes and Consequences of High Rates of 
Incarceration, Travis J, Western N, Redburn S, 
Eds. Committee on Law and Justice, Division of 
Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education. 
Washington, D.C.: The National Academies 
Press, 2014.

100. Cubbin C, Smith GS. Socioeconomic inequalities 
in injury: critical issues in design and analysis. 
Annu Rev Public Health. 2002;23:349–75.

101. Harper S, Charters TJ, Strumpf EC. Trends in 
socioeconomic inequalities in motor vehicle 
accident deaths in the United States, 1995-2010. 
Am J Epidemiol. 2015;182:606-14.

120. Hood CM, Gennuso KP, Swain GR, Catlin BB. 
County Health Rankings: relationships between 
determinant factors and health outcomes. Am J 
Prev Med. 2016;50:129-35.

121. Tam E, Miike R, Labrenz S, et al. Volcanic air 
pollution over the Island of Hawai’i: emissions, 
dispersal, and composition. Association with 
respiratory symptoms and lung function in 
Hawai’i Island school children. Environ Int. 
2016;92-93:543-52. 

122. Data U.S.A. Percentage of Driving 
Deaths Involving Alcohol (website). 
Accessed 9-9-16 at http://datausa.io/
map/?level=state&key=alcoholimpaired_driving_
deaths 

123. Lee LK, Monuteaux MC, Burghardt LC, et 
al. Motor vehicle crash fatalities in states 
with primary versus secondary seat belt 
laws: a time-series analysis. Ann Intern Med. 
2015;163:184-90.

124. Monuteaux MC, Lee LK, Hemenway D, Mannix 
R, Fleegler EW. Firearm ownership and violent 
crime in the U.S.: an ecologic study. Am J Prev 
Med. 2015;49:207-14.

125. Osnos E. Making a killing: the business and 
politics of selling guns. New Yorker, June 27, 
2016.

126. Anestis MD, Khazem LR, Law KC, Houtsma C, 
LeTard R, Moberg F, Martin R. The association 
between state laws regulating handgun 
ownership and statewide suicide rates. Am J 
Public Health. 2015;105:2059-67.

127. Anestis MD, Anestis JC. Suicide rates 
and state laws regulating access and 
exposure to handguns. Am J Public Health. 
2015;105:2049-58. 

128. Pollard K, Jacobsen LA. The Appalachian Region: 
A Data Overview from the 2010-2014 American 
Community Survey April 2016. Washington, D.C.: 
Appalachian Regional Commission, 2016. 

129. Jesuit Research Institute. JustSouth Index 2016. 
New Orleans: Loyola University New Orleans 
College of Social Sciences, 2016. 

130. Rudd RA, Aleshire N, Zibbell JE, Gladden RM. 
Increases in drug and opioid overdose deaths--
United States, 2000-2014. MMWR Morb Mortal 
Wkly Rep. 2016;64:1378-82.

131. Lin HC, Park JY, Seo D.C. Comprehensive U.S. 
statewide smoke-free indoor air legislation 
and secondhand smoke exposure, asthma 
prevalence, and related doctor visits: 2007-2011. 
Am J Public Health. 2015;105:1617-22. 

132. Huang J, King BA, Babb SD, Xu X, Hallett C, 
Hopkins M. Sociodemographic disparities in 
local smoke-free law coverage in 10 states. Am J 
Public Health. 2015;105:1806-13.

133. Henry J. Kaiser Family Foundation. Current 
Status of State Medicaid Expansion Decisions 
(website). http://kff.org/health-reform/slide/
current-status-of-the-medicaid-expansion-
decision/ 

134. American College of Sports Medicine. Actively 
Moving America to Better Health 2015: Health 
and Community Fitness Status of the 50 Largest 
Metropolitan Areas. Indianapolis: American 
College of Sports Medicine, 2015.

135. Basu S, Siddiqi A. Geographic disparities in 
U.S. mortality: “hot-spotting” large databases. 
Epidemiology. 2014;25:468-70



53

136. Cohn N. Changing South is at intersection of 
demographics and politics. New York Times, 
August 14, 2014. 

137. Temple University. The Policy Surveillance 
Program. Topics (website). Law Atlas. Accessed 
9-9-16 at http://lawatlas.org/topics. 

138. Frankel TC. Mississippi – yes, Mississippi – has 
the nation’s best child vaccination rate. Here’s 
why. Washington Post, January 30, 2015. 

139. Galea S, Riddle M, Kaplan GA. Causal 
thinking and complex system approaches in 
epidemiology. Int J Epidemiol. 2010;39:97-106.

140. Reynolds AJ, Temple JA, Ou SR, et al. Effects of 
a school-based, early childhood intervention on 
adult health and well-being: a 19-year follow-up 
of low-income families. Arch Pediatr Adolesc 
Med. 2007;161:730-9.

141. Muennig P, Schweinhart L, Montie J, Neidell 
M. Effects of a prekindergarten educational 
intervention on adult health: 37-year follow-up 
results of a randomized controlled trial. Am J 
Public Health. 2009;99:1431-7.

142. Costello EJ, Compton SN, Keeler G, Angold 
A. Relationships between poverty and 
psychopathology: a natural experiment. JAMA. 
2003;290:2023-9.

143. Costello EJ, Erkanli A, Copeland W, Angold A. 
Association of family income supplements in 
adolescence with development of psychiatric 
and substance use disorders in adulthood 
among an American Indian population. JAMA. 
2010;303:1954-60

144. Campbell FA, Pungello EP, Burchinal M, et 
al. Adult outcomes as a function of an early 
childhood educational program: An Abecedarian 
Project follow-up. Devl Psychol. 2012;48:1033.

145. Campbell F, Conti G, Heckman JJ, et al. Early 
childhood investments substantially boost adult 
health. Science. 2014;343:1478-85. 

146. Wehby G, Dave D, Kaestner R. Effects of the 
Minimum Wage on Infant Health. NBER Working 
Paper No. 22373. Cambridge, MA: National 
Bureau of Economic Research, 2016. 

147. Tsao TY, Konty KJ, Van Wye G, et al. Estimating 
potential reductions in premature mortality in 
New York City from raising the minimum wage to 
$15. Am J Public Health. 2016;106:1036-41.

148. U.S. Department of Education. Promise 
Neighborhoods (website). Accessed 9-9-
16 at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/
promiseneighborhoods/index.html 

149. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, 
and Medicine. Applying a Health Lens to 
Business Practices, Policies, and Investments: 
Workshop Summary. Washington, DC: The 
National Academies Press, 2016.

150. Center on Social Disparities in Research and 
the Build Health Places Network. Making the 
Case for Linking Community Development 
and Health. Accessed 9-9-16 at http://
www.buildhealthyplaces.org/content/
uploads/2015/10/making_the_case_090115.pdf 

151. Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco and 
Corporation for Enterprise Development. What 
it’s Worth: Strengthening the Financial Future 
of Families, Communities and the Nation. 
San Francisco: Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco, 2015.

152. Da Costa PN. Janet Yellen decries widening 
income inequality. Wall Street Journal, October 
17, 2014. 

153. Treuhaft S, Scoggins J, Tran J. The Equity 
Solution: Racial Inclusion Is Key to Growing a 
Strong New Economy. Oakland: PolicyLink, 
2014. 

154. Tankersley J.  Discrimination may hold back U.S. 
economy, report says. Washington Post, June 
17, 2016.

155. County Health Rankings and Roadmaps. Action 
Center (website). Accessed 7/16/16 at http://
www.countyhealthrankings.org/roadmaps/
action-center 

156. Low Income Investment Fund. Monetizing 
the Value of Social Investments: The Low 
Income Investment Fund’s Approach to Impact 
Assessment. San Francisco: Low Income 
Investment Fund, 2015.

157. America’s Health Rankings. Take Action 
(website). Accessed 9-9-16 at http://www.
americashealthrankings.org/TakeAction   

158. Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco. Investing 
in What Works for America’s Communities 
- Essays on People Place & Purpose. San 
Francisco: Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco 
and Low Income Investment Fund, 2012. 

159. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas. Health 
Communities: A Framework for Meeting CRA 
Obligations. Dallas: Federal Reserve Bank of 
Dallas, 2014. 

160. Center for Health Advancement, University 
of California-Los Angeles. Win-Win Project 
(website). Accessed 6/21/16 at http://winwin.
uclacha.org/ 

161. Norris T. Can Hospitals Heal America’s 
Communities? Washington, DC: Democracy 
Collaborative, 2015.

162. Baciu A, Sharfstein JM. Population health 
case reports: from clinic to community. JAMA. 
2016;315:2663-4.

163. Office of Disease Prevention and Health 
Promotion. Health People Tools and Resources 
(website). Accessed 9-9-16 at https://www.
healthypeople.gov/2020/tools-resources 

164. National Conference on Citizenship. America’s 
Civic Health Index: Broken Engagement. 
Washington, DC: National Conference on 
Citizenship, 2006. 

165. Coleman JS. Social capital in the creation of 
human capital. Am J Sociol. 1988;94:S95-S120.

166. Lin N. Social Capital: A Theory of Social Structure 
and Action. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press, 2002.

167. Fukuyama F. Trust: The Social Virtues and the 
Creation of Prosperity. New York: Free Press, 
1996.

168. National Conference on Citizenship. Missouri 
Civic Health Index. Washington, DC: National 
Conference on Citizenship, 2013.

169. Prevention Institute. Taking Action with THRIVE: 
Examples of Strategies and Actions to Improve 
Community Determinants of Health. Oakland, 
CA: Prevention Institute, 2016.

170. Brotman LM, Dawson-McClure S, Huang KY, 
et al. Early childhood family intervention and 
long-term obesity prevention among high-risk 
minority youth. Pediatrics. 2012;129:e621-8. 

171. Brotman LM, Dawson-McClure S, Calzada EJ, 
et al. Cluster (school) RCT of ParentCorps: 
impact on kindergarten academic achievement. 
Pediatrics. 2013;131:e1521-9.

172. Bowen EA, Murshid NS. Trauma-informed 
social policy: a conceptual framework for policy 
analysis and advocacy. Am J Public Health. 
2016;106:223-9.

173. Weinstein E, Wolin J, Rose S. Trauma Informed 
Community Building: A Model for Strengthening 
Community in Trauma Affected Neighborhoods. 
San Francisco: Bridge Housing Corporation and 
Health Equity Institute, 2014.  

174. Brownstein R. The states that are failing their 
children. The Atlantic, August 5, 2015.

175. Petterson SM, Phillips R, Jr, Bazemore AW, 
Koinis GT. Unequal distribution of the U.S. 
primary care workforce. Am Fam Physician. 
2013;87(11):Online.

176. Kindig DA, Cheng ER. Even as mortality fell in 
most US counties, female mortality nonetheless 
rose in 42.8 percent of counties from 1992 to 
2006. Health Aff. 2013;32:451-8.

177. Murray CJ, Atkinson C, Bhalla K, et al. The 
state of US health, 1990-2010: burden of 
diseases, injuries, and risk factors. JAMA. 
2013;310:591-608. 

178. (178) Case A, Deaton A. Rising morbidity and 
mortality in midlife among white non-Hispanic 
Americans in the 21st century. Proc Natl Acad 
Sci. 2015;112:15078-83.

179. National Research Council. Improving Health 
in the United States: The Role of Health Impact 
Assessment. Washing-ton, D.C.: National 
Academies Press, 2011.



This report is one of a series produced as part of the Health of the States project —  

an initiative funded by the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation (grant number 71508). 

For more information on the project, and to view other reports in the series, visit 

societyhealth.vcu.edu.

Virginia Commonwealth University

VCU Center on Society and Health

societyhealth@vcu.edu

830 East Main Street, Suite 5035

P.O. Box 980212

Richmond, Virginia 23298-0212

(804) 628-2462

© Virginia Commonwealth University Center on Society and Health, 2016


