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INTRODUCTION 

The criteria normally employed to evaluate the effective
ness of drug addiction treatment programs fall under thr:e 
broad categories: (A) Reduction of drug use; (B) ~e~uctl0n 
of criminal behavior, and; (C) Incr~ase of productlvlty and 
related economic gains. Our analysls below conce~tr~tes on 
the third of these categories, though. the economlC lmpact 
of category B, criminal behavior and lts consequences, have 
been dealt with as they have affected the La Lla~e methadone 
treatment program. Needless to say, one cannot Judge th~ 
effectiveness of a methadone treatment program by economlC 
criteria alone, as the main aims o~ su~h prog~a~s have . 
not been economic in nature to begln wlth; Clln1~al, soclal 
and humanitarian aims would also need to be consldered to 
set up appropri ate and re 1 eva.nt criter; a to perform ~n . 
ultimately well. balanced evaluation. Even.w~en conslderlng 
economic aspects alone, one is fo~ced ~o 11mlt the scope 
of inquiry as a result of constralnts 1n type and am()~nt 
of avqilable data; in my case there has been no :xceptlon. 
This study is neither a full-fledged cost-benefl~ nor a 
cost-effectiveness analysis, but rather an appralsal of 
the impact of the program, in terms of a nu~ber of 
quantifiable economic indices on increases In the Gross 
National Product. In addition, we have evalua~ed the 
potential economic impact that an assumed phaslng out of 
the program may have on the community. 

With the possible exception of category B above, no 
"spillover ll or indirect economic effects from the . 
performance of the program, either on th~ cost or ~eneflt 
sides have been considered. The economlC costs ot the 
progr~m have been assumed to be equivalent to its acco.unt
ing costs. No statistic~l .control gro~p has been ~sed 
for purposes of comparablllty. And, final1Y~ I may add, 
that the principal point of view taken in thls study 
is of benefits and costs in tenns of effects on the 
national product, as opposed to consideration of 
private costs or benefits, or econom~c ~s~ects of 
categories which are related to the lndlv~dual! such 
as changes in socialization, family relatlonshlps, 
and improvement of health. 
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SUMMARY 

This study consists in a large measure a partial cost-benefit 
analysis; partial, in the sense that not all conceivable economic 
benefits or costs were, or even could have been, included. I 
believe, however, that the costs and benefits that I was a~le 
to analyze, given the limitations of the data, would be con~idered 
the major ones in any economic appraisal of this typ~ of program. 

The study.applies existi~g l~elevant data mei1~ur'ing the pc:~·t per·· 
formance of the program 1n terms of quantifiable economic ~ari
ables, to a yearly cohort of 500 patients, which represent~ La 
Llave minimum static caseload capacity during thr:: li:.st tw~ 'y::l!.;~~, 
Average benefit-cost ratios are then derived in terms of ;ncl·e&.Sl:S 
of income for the nation as well as for the State of New Mexico. 

I have considered in the evalua'tion program-related changes in 
employment~ underemployment, earnings, drug addiction-associated 
illegal activities and Criminal Justice System costs, federal 
grants, public assistance and program costs. Also derived were 
the economic losses to the nation and to the State of. New Mexico, 
in the event the program were to be phased out. The main con~ 
clusions of this study consequently, may be viewed at from two 
distinct vantage points: that of the nation and that of the State. 

National - Income Perspective: 

a) The yearly benefits resulting from the program in 
terms of increased earnings of patients, is estimated 
to be $2,457,900. 

b) The yearly benefits resulting from decreased under
employment of patients is $1,101,583. 

c) The yearly benefits resulting from increases in newly 
part-time employed patients is $344,269. 

d) The yearly benefits resulting from the impact that the 
program has on the reduction of criminal activities 
as well as on criminal justice costs is $1,660,000. 

-iii .. ' 



An interesting finding of the study is that th~re is little 
difference in the economic costs to the communlty whether 
the addict is on the street stealing from the priva~e 
citizenry or he/she is apprehended, prosecuted and lncar
cera ted at public expense. 

Since the La L1ave treatment budget for the fiscal year 
1973-74 was $1,089,421, this provides a benefit-cost ratio 
of approximately 5 ($5.00 benefit for ev~ry $1.00 of 
public funds spent on the program). On the other hand, 
phasing out the program would imply a total loss to the 
nation of goods and services in the amount of $4,474,331. 

State of New Mexico-Income Perspective: 

The benefit-cost ratio as well as the loss of income to 
the State of New Mexico (if the program were to close) 
would be larger than the above, as on the benefit side, 
Federal funding is an inflow of purchasing power into the 
State, while! on the cost side, State governmental bodies . 
finance only a portion of the program's total c~sts. Specl
fically, the benefit-cost ratio to the state from the opera
tion of the program goes up to 20 ($20.00 of benefits per. 
$1.00 expended). Meanwtlile, the total loss to the communlty 
from phasing out the program in the span of a year would 
be approximately $6,242,870. 

'. 

,-j 

A. INCOME AND PRODUCTIVITY 

In attempting to measure changes in income and deduce an approxim
ate estimate of the progranl's contribution to this change, we made 
us~ of blo sets of data (attached as Exhibits A and B). Exhibit A 
corisists of employment and wage data of La Llave clients active more 
than one month as of January 31, 1974; \'Jhile Exhibit B is made up 
of socio-economic and demographic background data on all clients 
(1,126) entering treatment with La Llave between 6/69 and 4/73 (this 
data was compiled by the Inst'itute of Behavioral Research at Texas 
Christian University). Again I must note the data limitations for 
the analysis attempted herein. 

Crucial for the discussion that follows, was the derivation of the 
following four estimates, see Exhibit C for calculations: 

(1) Average Age at the time of Admission is 26. (2) Average earn
ings of those employed prior to treatment ts $2218.84 per year per 
employed individual. (3) Average length of tl~eatment of an employ-
ed patient I'/ho I'/as in the program in January,31', 1974, was 24.57 
months. (4) Average income of cl i ents, January, 1974, from a 
sample of 458, of which 203 were employed was $6666.64 per year.' 

From the above figures, we may deduce that the typical patient who 
was employed I'/hen he came into the program, experienced an increase 
of $4,447.56,($6666:4-$2218.84), in his money income in approximately 
2 years, or approximately an increase of $2223.78 yearly. This will 
be used as a proxy for the experienced increase in productivity. 
Adjustments for inflation will not be made since this would produce 
minor changes to this figure given that we are dealing with a varia
tion of income in a shortrun period. 

1January, 1974, employment data did not provide underemployment 
information ,prior to admission figures did provide unemployment 
information. Therefore, for purposes of comparability, both series 
were calculated on a per annum basis. We can hypothesize, however, 
that prior to admission underemployment was considerably more severe. 
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Assume next that the remaining years in the labor force for 
the typical patient who has a job in January, 1974, would ~e 
equal to 37 years, (65-28). Employing a 6% discount rate, 
the present value (which refers to the value today.of the 
sum of monetary benefits accruing.in the ~uture) ~'ll be de
duced. Thus the $2,223 per year lncome dlfferen~lal of the 
typical employed patient in th; program when pr~Jected for 
37 years has a present value 01 $32,772. That 1S: 

~ -3J . P.V. = l~- (1 + .06) (2223.78) 
.06 

= 

(14.7369) (2223.78) = $32,772j1'typical employed 
patient" 

On the assumption that the above figures hold for a 500 
patient static capacity per year, of wh~m 7~ (15%)3 are and 
remain employed full-time for a year whlle ln the program, 
and who may be expected to stay on the average for 37 years 
in the 1 abor force, means a total 'present value of goods 
and services of: 

P.V
l
= (75)($32,772) = $2,457,900 

that could be attributed to the program each year, 
given no change in the distribution of ~nder~mployment 
and in the amount of employment. That 1S, glven the 
assumption that society would not have ~nj~yedJ.this increase 
per year in the absence of the drug addlctlon.~rea~ment 
program, it is to the program that the econo~lc galn to 
society must be attributed. Treatment contnbutes t~ the 
inc~'ease in productivity ~f patients in ter:ms of att1t~des 
toward work habits, reduc1ng the level of Job absenteelsm 
and by improving the level of health. 

2A commonly assumed rate by analysts of federally funded human 
recource programs. See Joint Economic Committee Congress of 
the U.S., Benefit-Cost Analysis of Federal Programs, 92nd 
Congress, 2nd Session, U.S. Govnmt. Printing office, Wash. D.C., 
1973. 
3Based on the assumotion that the ratio of fully-employed individ- ) 

. (Footnote continued) 
-2-
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In addition, treatment tends to increase the number of years of the 
typical patient in the labor ferce. 

The above gain must be qualified insofar as employed patients v.lQulc. 
have had available productive and legitimate alternative employ
ment opportunities had the program not been there. This however 
would have been highly unlikely not only due to the fact'of relatiVE 
ly high.unem~loyment rates characterizing the nation, and particular 
New Mex1co, 1n the recent years under consideration, but also due 
to fundame~tal problems ~hat tend to limit the economic capability 
of the add1ct as a suppl1er of labor, such as the excessive costs 
of maintaining a heroin habit on the one hand, and the considerable 
amount of psychological and social instability that addiction pro
duces on the other hand. It is precisely the amelioration of both 
of these circumstances that a methadone treatment program tends to 
achieve and, thereby, addicts are assisted to be economically pro
ductive members of society, as opposed to the potential increased 
addiction which the addict faces without treatment. 

On net, therefore, the differential. gain of $2,223.78 per year 
per typical employed addict may have a downward bias, and an 
adjusted gain attributable to the program could well be larger 
than this amount once we consider those who, though employed at 
the time they come into the program, would have lost their jobs 
as a result of addiction had there not been a treatment center; 
$2,223.78 per year per typical employed addict is, most probably, 
therefore, a conservative estimate. 

B. UNDEREMPLOYMENT 

Based on the background data on 1,126 clients entering treat
ment with La Llave between 6/69 and 4/73, the number of months 
of underemployment in the year prior to treatment (derived from 
TeU Data)4 , is shown i~ the following table: 

uals to the total number of patients remains constant and the 
same as that found in the background data on 1,126 clients who 
entered treatment with La Llave between 6/69 and 4/73. 
4 Exhibit B 
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Months 

11-10 
9-8 
7-6 
5-4 
3-2 
1-0 

,-, 

# of Patients 5 

147 
146 
146 

87 
79 

167 
775 -
351 

1 ,126 

tota 1 number fully employed 
167=608: # of underdemployed 
number unemployed ("0" employ-

ment) 
total # of patients 

The weighed average of the number of months of underemployment 
is: 

(lO.5)(147t+(8.5)(146)+(6.5)(146)+(4.5)(87)+(2.5)(79) = 
608 

4322.5 
608 = 7 months/ year/underemployed patient 

Therefore, the average percent of underemployment tim~ per 
year was 58%. Since it has been estimated nationally 
that the average value of goods and services foregone from 
production by an addict who is underemployed 75% of the 
time per year is $3,450. Employing this as a proxy, the 
average value of goods and services foregone when an ad
dict is underemployed 58% of the time per year in Albuq
uerque, (assuming proportionality with respect to under
employed time) is $2,668. To the extent that methadone 
maintenance diminishes underemployment, a net economic 
gain to the community takes place. From the above referenced 

5There were no answers for 42 persons out of the total sample 
of 1,126. Thus 'tIe decided to distribute them evenly among 
~ll groups. 

See Wi 11 i am McGl oth 1 in, .G.o...'1.ts... Benefj ts~ 
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs; US Uept. of Just
ice, Nov. 8, 1973. 
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national study (which includes both underemployment and 
unemployment,under the same rubric lIunernployment rate"), it 
has been est1mated that the unemployment rate fell to 40% 
for the first 100,000 methadone maintenance patients as 
compared to the 70~ in pre-treatment. The corresponding 
figure for La Llave would be a fall from 58~ to 33~. These 
figures are, of course, not entirely comparable: in the 
first place, because the national study does not differentiate 
between unemployed and underemployed time, and in the second 
place, because some of the socio-economic and ethnic character
istics of Albuquerque and of the program's patients, are rather 
different from those of New York and Washington, for example. 
For these rea~ons we will make a conservative assumption that 
the decrease 1n the average percent of underemployment time 
per year was half as large in La Llave as that indicated above. 
Then we can tentatively conclude, until more appropriate data 
becomes availabl~, that a decrease of 12.5 percentage points 
to 45:5%, could have been a reasonable indicator of the program's 
exper1ence. If so, the programs net economic contribution to 
societY,through its incidence on decreasing underemployment per 
year would be $575 per year per underemployed patient, ($2,668-
$2,093). On the assumption that the following }~atios, given the 
available data, remain constant: 

# of underemployed _ 
# of employed - .79 

# of employed = 
# of ~.atients 

We then have: 

.33 

(Derived from data of 1,126 
clients entering treatment 
with La Llave between 6/69 
and 4/73) 

(Derived from the employment 
status of patients as of Jan
uary, 1974, at time of admis
sion) 

# of underemployed = (.79)(# of employed) 
= (.79\ (.33)(# of patients) 
= (.26)(#Of patients) 

-5-
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It follows~ then that given a cohort of 500 patients per 
year, 130 patients, (.26 x 500), will be the approximate 
number of underemployed ones. Consequently $44,750 will 
be the programls noncapitalized net contribution to society 
per year from a reduction in underemployment, i.e. ($575 x 
130 pts.) 

If this is accepted, th~n the present value of this amount 
(assuming a discount rate of 6% and a typical patient who 
has 37 years remaining in the labor force) will be 

P.V. 2 ~1 - (1+ .06 ) -3~] (74,450) = $1,101,583 
.06 

This amounts to an economic. gain whose present value per 
underemployed patient is $8,474. 

C. CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 

Considering the change in employment, we know from the 
sample that \'las taken of all clients who were active more 
than one month as of January 31, 1974, that the net change 
in employment consisted of an increase in 1'.56%. We do 
not know hO\,I ma.ny of those who gained employment wh i 1 e in 
treatment ended up employed full-time and how many star'ted 
vwrking on a part-time basis. However, assuming that the 
benchmark of the typical years of treatment remain 2, then 
we can say that the program has experienced an average net 
increase of 5.75% per year in the number of newly employed 
individuals. We know already that from a yearly cohort of 
500 patients, 130 will be the approximate number of under
employed ones, while 75 \·/;11 be the nt1mber of fully employ
ed ones. This gives us a total number of employed individ
uals of 205 per year. If to this we now add an average 
net increase in employment of 5.75%, we then have as 217, 
the total number of employed individuals, or an addition 
of 12 additional individuals to the ranks of the employed. 
If \'/e distribute them in proportion to the weight that 
underemployment and full-employment had initially,then 
~ have 7.6 newly underemployed individuals (.63 x 12 ) 
,d 4.4 newly fully employed individuals (12 - 7.6). As 

'ractions of individuals do not exist, we will assume that 
'~ have 8 new underemployed persons and 4 more fully emp1oy

-6-
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ed ones. If once again we hold that these individuals fall into 
th~ average ~attern of being und~re~ployed 7 months per year, or 
58~ of the tlme, then the net galn 1n earnings when jumping from 
unemploymen~ to ayer~g~ underemployment, is $1,932, ($4.600 _ 
$2,668). W,th 8 lndlvlduals, the total net gain is S15'456(8 x 
1~3?): We stated above, however, that underemployment tends to 
dlmln~sh throughout the year from 58% to approximately 45 5~ per 
year l~ La Llave. Applying this new percentage, we now h~v~ a 
~et,g~ln of 52,507 ~er year, ($4\600 - $2,093), so that for S 
1ndlvlduals, the galn now after. a year of treatment is $20 056/year (8 x $2,507). ., , 

On the other hand, the net economic gain resulting from those who 
became fully em~loyed is $26,666/year, (4 x 56666,4'. Since not 
all of these galns would ~ta~t,flowin~ at the begin~ing of the year 
of tr~a~ment for all the,lndlVlduals 1n question an adjustment 
~oefflClent must b, applled. On the reasonable assumption tha. this 
1S 1/2, we have total gains amounting to $23,361. ~ 

The present value of the aggregate gain, resulting from increased 
full employment and decreased underemployment, is as follows: 

P.V· 3 = [1- (1 + .06)-37]($23,361) = $344 369 
.06 '.' 

Thi~ ~mounts to a present value of $1,947 per newly employed 
lnd1Vldual per year. 

D. ILLEGAL ACTIVITY AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM COSTS 

F~om the background data on 1,126 clients entering treatment 
Wlt~ La ~lave between 6~69 a~d 4/73, 375 of them admitted thdt 
th:1r maJor ~ou~ce of flnanclal support in the last 2 months 
pr'lOr,to admls~10n was frolll illegal activities. This figure 
const1tutes 33~ of the total number of patients admitted during 
a 1 mas t 4 yea rs . 
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national study (which includes both underemployment and 
unemployment under the same rubric "unemp1oyment rate ll ), it 
has been estimated that the unemployment rate fell to 40% 
for the first 100,000 mp.thadone maintenance patients as 
compared to the 70~ in pre-treatment. The corresponding 
figure for La Llave would be a fall from 58~ to 33~. These 
figures are, of course, not entirely comparable: in the 
first place, because the national study does not differentiate 
between unemployed and underemployed time, and in the second 
place, because some of the socio-economic and ethnic character
istics of Albuquerque and of the program's patients, are rather 
different from those of New York and Washington, for example. 
For these reasons we will make a conservative assumption that 
the decrease in the average percent of underemployment time 
per year was half as large in La Llave as that indicated above. 
Then we can tentatively conclude, until more appropriate data 
becomes availabl~, that a decrease of 12.5 percentage points 
to 45.5%, could have been a reasonable indicator of the program's 
experience. If so, the programs net economic contribution to 
society through its incidence on decreasing underemployment per 
year would be $575 per year per underemployed patient, (52,668-
$2,093). On the assumption that the following ratios, given the 
available data, remain constant: 

# of underemployed = .79 
# of employed 

# of employed = 3 
# of patients .3 

We then have: 

(Derived from data of 1,126 
clients entering treatment 
with La Llave between 6/69 
and 4/73) 

(Derived from the employment 
status of patients as of Jan
uary, 1974, at time of admis
sion) 

# of underemployed = (.79)(# of employed) 
= (.79\ (.33)(# af patients) 
= (.26)(#Of patients) 
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It follows, then that given a coho~t of 500 patient~ per 
year, 130 patients, (.26 x 500),W111 be the approX1m~te 
number of underemployed ones., COliSequent~y $~4,750 wll~ 
b the programls noncapitalized net contrlbut19n to soc1ety 
p:r y~ar from a reduction ;n underemployment, 1.e. ($575 x 
130 pts.) 

If this is accepted, then the present va1~e of th~s amount 
(assuming a discount rate of 6% and a typlca~ patlent who 
has 37 years remaining in the labor force) w111 be 

P.V. 2 £1 - (1+ .06 ) -3~J (74,450) = $1,101,583 
I .06 

This amounts to an economic. gain whose present value per 
underemployed patient is $8,474. 

C. CHANGES IN EMPLOYMENT 

Considering the change in emp10~ment, we know fro~ the 
sampl e that Vias taken of all Cll ents who were actlVe more 
than one month as of January 3~, 1974, ~hat thee net change 
in employment consisted of an 1ncrease ln 11.56%. ~e d? 
not know how many of those who gained employment wh11e 1n 
treatment ended up employed full-time and how,many star'ted 
\'wrking on a part-time basis. HO\'/ever, asstnn1ng,that the 
benchmark of the typical years of treatment remaln 2, then 
VIe can say that the program has experienced an average net 
increase of 5.75% per year in the number of newly employe~ 
individuals. We know already that from a yearly cohort OT 
500 pat; ents, 130 wi 11 be the approximate nUillber of under
employed ones, while 75 \·lil1 be the nL'mber of fully.em~19Y
ed ones. This gives us a total ,number of ~mployed lnd1v1d
uals of 205 per year. If to thls we now aad an average 
net increase in emploJ~ent of 5.75%, we then have a~ ~17, 
the total number of employed individuals, or an addltl0n 
of 12 additional individuals to the ranks of~he employed. 
If we distribute them in proportion to the,W~19ht that 
underemployment and full-employment had imtlallv,then 
" have 7.6 newly underemploY'ed individuals (.63 x 12 ) 
,d 4.4 newly fully employed individuals (1~ - 7.6). As 

'ract;ons of individuals do not exist, \'Ie wl11 assume that 
,~ have 8 new underemployed persons and 4 more fully employ-
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ed ones. If once again we hold that these individuals fall into 
the average pattern of being underemployed 7 months per year, or 
58% of the time, then the net gain in earnings when jwnping from 
unemployment to average underemployment, is $1,932, ($4,600 -
$2,668). \~ith 8 individudls, the total net gain is 515,456(8 x 
1932) . We stated above, however, that under'employment tends to 
diminish throughout the year from 58~ to approxi~ately 45.5~ par 
year in La Llave. Applying this new percentage, we new have u 
net gain of $2,507 per year, ($4,600 - $2,093), so that for 8 
individuals, the gain no\'/ after a year of treatment is S20,056/year, 

(8 x $2,507). 

On the other hand, the net economic gain resulting from those who 
became fully employed ;s $26,666/year, (4 x $6666.4). Since not 
all of these gains would start flowing at the beginning of the year 
of treatment for all the individuals in question an adjustment 
coefficient must be applied. On the reasonable assumption that this 
;s 1/2, we have total gains amounting to $23,361. 

The present value of the aggregate gain, resulting from increased 
full employment and decreased underemployment, is as follows: 

P.V· 3 = [1- ~66+ .06,-37](t;23,361'.= $344,369 

This amounts to a present value of $1,947 per newly employed 
individual per year. 

D. ILLEGAL ACTIVITY AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM COSTS 

From the background data on 1,126 clients entering treatment 
wi th La L 1 ave between 6/69 and 4/73, 375 of them admitted thd t 
their major source of financial support in the last 2 months 
priOi'\O admission was from illegal activities. This figure 
const;~utes 33% of the total number of patients admitted during 
almost 4 years. 
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If the program had not intervene~ in the lives,of ~hese 
individuals, we may assume that ln order to malntaln the 
increasing costs of heroin addiction they would have had to 
continue being involved in illegal activities at an increas
ing rate. For purposes of analysis we are going to a~sume 
a constant rate of illegal activities. We must keep ln 
mind, therefore, that this will ~ake our estimates ~e!l~ct 
the minimum economic loss to soclety from these actlvltles. 
It has been estimated nationally7, and also e~ployed for 
analysis in Albuquerque8 that the average addlct spends 
$25 to $40 a day to support his habit. Taking ~30 as a 
relatively low estimate of the cost per day, thlS turns 
out to be $10,950 as the cost per year per addict engaged 
in illegal activity. On the othero hand, we have 16.2 
months as the estimated average length of stay per 
patient, calculated on a base of persons in treatment 
from July 1, 1973, to December 31, 19~3 ~ where ~re~ t~ent 
time was traced back to 1969, by exam~n1ng the lndlvld-
ual records of each patient involved. 

Applying these figures to the abo0e mentioned 375 clients 
who admitted illegal activity prior to admission to La 
Llave, gives us: 

(16.2 months)($10,950)= $14,782/client 
12 months ' . 

which is the gross (i.e. we have not yet adjusted for 
treatment costs) amount saved by society per average
stay-time patient. This amounts to a total gross 

7Wi11iam McC10thlin, Ph.D., Costs, Benefits and Potential, 
Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, US Dept. of Justice 
June, 1972,p.2. 
8Stephen Blake, Jeffie Riley, Stephany W~l~on, Hero~n and 
Crime in Albuquerque, A report of the Crlmlnal Justlce Pro
gram, University of New Mexico, March 9, 1973, p. 3. 
9From a study by Patricia Cole, Information Control Center 
Director, March, 1974. Note that the average length of 
stay of an employed client was longer, as indicated pre
viously. 
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gain of $5,543,437 per 16.2 months ( 375 x $14,782.5) or to 
$4,106,250 per year for 375 clients on the assumption that 
they would have stayed in illegal activities had the program not 
intervened. When adjusted for addict years 10 (i.e. 255 days = 1 
addict year) the amount of gross economic savings as a result of 
treatment has been approximately $2,868,750 per year; or for the 
16.2 months per patient average length of stay in the program this 
has amounted to $3,870,000 of gross economic gain to society, i.e. 
avoided loss through theft and other i111ga1 means. 
It is important to note that there would have been only a 
relatively small difference in the economic cost to society 
had a proportion of them been arrested for their activities, 
as it has been estimated that th~ approximate average criminal 
justice cost in early 1974 of a 4th Degree f,lony ( the most 
typical addict crime) was $8,021 per year. And $8,021 
falls within the range of the estimated economic costs of 
illegal activity per addict year. It is ironic, we may 
add, that whether the addict is on the street stealing from 
the pri vate citi zenry or he is apprehended, pl~osecuted and 
incarcerated with public funds, his cost to society falls 
within a fairly narrow range of difference. 

One important qualification must be added in selecting the 
economic costs that we must use as alternatives to program 
treatment costs, since they would fall in between the 
above-mentioned tlt/O estimates. Thus, while the average 
addict is considered to support his habit 255 days a cal
endar year, a fraction of the ~emaining 110 days in the 

lOop; cit., Heroin and Crime 'in Albuquerque, p. 3. 
11 As estimated by Gerald G. Swanson, Client Support Services 
Director at La Llave, in June 1974. The specifics of the estimate, 
\'/hich must be considered very approximate, are sh.O\vn below: 

Estimated criminal justice cost per Year of a 4th Degree Felont 
(Sentence 1-5-Yrs); 

1. Arrest: 165.00 
2. Pretrial Confinement (3 months): 1,200.00 
3. Court Appearance Escort: 85.00 
4. Pretrial Court Appearances: (Including magistrate 330.00 

ArraigmentfGrand Jury, Preliminary Hearing and Motions) 
5. Defense Counsel: 510.00 
6. Prosecution: ) 570.00 
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calendar year he may spend in jailor in a hospital, 
and this also has to be subsidized by the taxpayers. 
Therefore, a figure approximating SlO!OOO would be a mor~ 
appropriate proxy for our purposes, s~nce the av~r~ge crlm
inal justice costs of S8,021 and the 111eaa1 actlvlty per 
calendar year costs of $10,950, weighted by the proportion 
of time that the average addict is expe~ted to ~e lnvolved 
in one or the other, .3 and .7, respectlvely, glves us 
that sum. Thus, with $10,000 as.the average ~o~t per year 
per addict in i11ega'l activity, In or out of Jall, ~he 
gross economic gain that r£sulted fro~,the program,lnter
vention in the lives of the aboV2-mentlOned 375 cllents 
consisted of 313,500 per lS.2 months per client, 
(16.2 mont~~($lO,OOO), or a total of $5,062,500, (375 

12 months 
x S13,500). Converted to gross economic gains per year 
this has amounted to S3,75J,OOO/year, ($10,000 x 375). 

We must, of cou~se, add that the above costs do not,include 
foregone income, which is incurred either when a ~llent _ 
performs illegal activities while unem~loyed, or 1S unemploy
ed while in jailor in treatment. It ~s unfor~u~atelY,true, 
that not even half\"ay reli2.o1e (~ata e~lsts on (,h1s,SllbJei~ 
in New Mexico which would ~ermit meanlngful comparlsons. 
In our case, neglect of foregone income will not tend to 
bias the figures by the to~al magnitude of that income, and 
the reason is that we are dealing with a segment of indivd
uals in this case who ought to be considered in a large 
measure unskilled and hard-core addicts, and, therefore, who 
are characterized by nearly zero opportunity costs, i.e. 
they will tend to be unemployed or highly underemployed re-

7. Court Reports: 185.00 
8 .. Trial: 440.00 
9. Sentencing 65.00 

10. Incarceration ( 9 months): 3,020.00 
11. Parole Board Hearing: 55.00 
12. Overhead Cos ts (20 ): 1 ,336.00 

Total: 58,021.00 
12 For a menu of the data problems v/hich one \'/ho tries to do 
an'analysis in these areas in New Mexico encounters, see 
Governor's Organized Crime Prevention Commission, The Begin
ning of the Task, Santa Fe, New Mexico, December, 1973. 
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gardlessof whether they are inside or outside jailor prison or 
in the program. Adjustments would have to be introduced when 
work done while incarcerated is rewarded or when emplo~nent gains 
occur while in the program. Since such an adjustment will require 
a totally arbitrary choice in view of the lack of data, I have 
decided to neglect it. 

The respectable employment gains (discussed earlier) character
izing the La L1ave program had to also affect clients previously 
in illegal activities, although the degl'ee to which this occurred 
cannot be specified from available data. Thus, the economic 
losses to society from foregone income by these individuals while 
under treatment must be considered smaller than the comparable loss
es which would have occurred had they not been under treatment. 

Assuming, next, an average yearly cohort of 500 patients being 
treated in La Llave, and in addition that 33% of them would have 
continued in i11eg~1 activities had the program not been there, 
then the gross economic cost to society from the aforementioned 
activities by 166 individuals, would have been $1,660,000 
(166 x $10,000). The approximate average treatment cost per 
patient per year in La Llave during the fiscal year 1972/73 has 
been $1,288. For 166 individuals, the treatment cost would have 
amounted to $213,808/year, (166 x $1,288). It follows therefore, 
assuming no illegal activities by the aforementioned clients 
while under treatment (treatment after all, does eliminate the 
major economic reason for illegal activity of a heroin addict: 
the high cost of maintaining the habit). that the net economic 
gain resulting from the intervention of the program in this 
Gase is $1,446,192 per year, ($1,660,000 - $213,808). Consequently, 
were the ,program to fold, the net economic loss to society, on 
the assumption of the existence of a yearly cohort of 500 individ
uals being treated, with 33% of them expected to return to illegal 
activitie~ to .support their addiction, would be close t? $~,446,192 
per calendar year at a bare, and perhaps greatly unrea11stlc, 
minimum.' 

E. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

The consensus among economists who have done work in cost-
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benefit analysis of private and public programs has been to 
consider public assistance payments as "transfer payments ll 

that is, as expenditures that involve no economic costs 
of resources from the societal point of view. Increases 
or decreases of welfare payments do not constitute 
increases or decreases of resource costs, but rather redis
tributions of income within the nation, and, thus they 
constitute shifts in the command over resources. 'If, for 
example, earned ~ages are replaced by welfare payments as 
the means of famlly support, the loss of output, as measured 
by the loss of earnings, constitutes society's economic loss' 
to add welfare payments to this loss would be double ' 
counting, since the disposable income of recipients increase 
by its corresponding decrease among taypayers, with no 
net change in the value of goods and services produced. 13 

Nev~rtheless,.for.tho~e who may be in~erested in questions 
of lncome redlstrlbutl0n through publlC assistance to needy 
families among La Llave patients, it is interesting to 
note that from the background data compiled by T.C.U. on 
1,126 clients entering treatment with La Llave between 6/69 
and.4/73, 97 ~r 8.61% or the total were receiving public 
asslstance prl0r to treatment. From the 1970 census, the 
mean annual amount of public assistance er public welfare 
income in Bernalillo County was $1,153 per family. As 
a point of information, applying this as an approximate 
index for the La L1ave clients, we have a total amount of 
transfer payments received of $111,841, if payments were 
received for only a one year' period by all 97 individuals 
with families. 

Since data collection began in April, 1974 on the number 
of La Llave clients receiving public assistance, it has 
been found that during a 13 month period, the monthly 
average consisted of 76 patients, which represents an 
average of 7 .31~~ of the active caseload per month of patients 
who are Bernalillo County residents, indicating that, 

13 See Robert Dorfman, ed., Measuring Benefits of Govern
m~nt Investment,(Hashington D.C.: The BrooKwgs Instltu
bon, 19(5): especially the article by Herbert F. Klarman. 
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perhaps, there has been a downward trend in the percent
age of families receiving transfer payments. If the La 
~lave program would be phased out. this would certainly 
lncrease the ranks of those receiving public assistance and 
decrease the disposable in~ome of taxpayers. The precise 
amount of the income redistribution, however, is a matter 
of utter speculation as it is well known, to compound the 
problematic nature of the estimate, that many families in 
Bernalillo County who would qualify for public assistance 
do not in fact request it. This I am sure would also be ' 
prevalent among the La Llave patients. 

Finally, I may add that focusing on public assistance payments 
from the point of view of the income of the State of New Mexico, 
marginal increases or decreases in the number of welfare recipients, 
do not signify equivalent losses to the taxpayers of the State. 
This would be the case if the aforementioned transfer payments 
were funded 100% from the State's taxpayers. However, this is not 
the case. For example, the Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children (AFDC) Public Assistance Program (the most common 
type of assistance among La Llave v.Jelfare receipients) is funded 
approximately 70% from federal monies and only 30% from the 
State. It would be certainly correct to observe that the inflow 
of purchasing power into the State, as a whole, exceeds outflow 
through Federal taxation obligations pe~ additional AFDC public 
aid recipient, given the relatively low income per capita 
characterizing New Me~ico and thus relatively low federal tax 
obligations, as compared to the majority of the other states. 

F. FEDERAL FUNDING IMPACT 

In this section will be considered a number of economic 
consequences on Bernalillo County and the rest of New 
Mexico, that would follow! loss of Federal monies specific
ally granted for drug addiction treatment. The total La 
llave grant request for 1974-75, as revised by the National 
Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA) in May, 1974, is for 
$1,113,900; the federal share is 5779,729 (70%), and the 
local share is 5334,171 (30~). For personnel services, 
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the approved budget line item is $727,392, this includes 
ft'inge benefits of 12-'. Thus, the amount fat s.alaries 
Q!lJ.y ;s $667,314; the federal share of salaries being 
$467,120, and the local share being $200,194 . 

The local share, awarded from the State of New Mexico, 
Bernalillo County and tho City of Albuquerque, is made up 
of monies with alternative uses within the state and do 
not constitute additional purchasing power that comes to 
the state from outside sources. This is, of course, not so 
with regard to Federal funds, when looked at from the point 
of view of the SLate (instead of from the societal economic
efficiency point of view), then these monies constitute add
itional income and a corresponding economic benefit to the 
state. . 
On the assumption that $779,729 of federal funds is cut, 
this constitutes, ipso facto, a loss of an equivalent 
amount of goods and services to the state. The impact 
that this will have on income and employment will I however, 
be larger than indicated by this amount and will depend 
on the magnitude of the local income and employment multi
pliers. It has been estimated from an input-output table 
constructed for the State of New Mexico at the Bureau of 
Business Research of the University of New Mexico '4 , that 
the income multiplier for Albuquerque may range from 1.5 
to 1.76. Applying both of these estimates to the presumed 
decrease in the salaries component ($467,120) of the fed
et'al funds, \'Ie have a total loss of income to the community 
which may range anywhere from $1,013,289 to $1,134,740 in 
a span of a year, as it takes ~pproximate1y' that long for 
the full impact of the multiplier to take place. On the 
other hand, according to a' number of studies made for 

14 Infotmation from Larry Adcock from the Bureau of 
Business Research, University of New ~lexico. 
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Lincoln, Nebraska, Los Angeles County and Hawaii 15 the 
magnitude of the employment multiplier has been found to 
fluctuate anywhete from 2.31 in Lincoln to 1.25 in Los 
Ange 1 es County. For a city of the size and economi c base 
of Albuquerque, an employment multiplier approximating 
1.5 would probably be appropriate. Applying it to the 
estimated 85 ~ersons whose employment is suppot'ted by the 
Federal funds 6, we would have a loss of approximately 128 
jobs. This will, of course, also produce a loss, though 
I could not either find or devise non-arbitrary estimates 
of the magnitude,in revenues from direct and indirect 
taxation to the state, county and city governments, respect
ively. 

G. PROGRAM COSTS 

In the following charts we have depicted the total costs 
for, and total number of, individuals treated in the La 
Llave program during each fiscal year, with the percent 
rate of change between the years included. The third 
chart depicts the average cost per patient for the same 
length of time. 

15See , G.F. Thompson, "An Investigation of the Local Employment 
Multiplier, "Review of Economics and Statistics Feb., 1959; G 
Hei del brand and A. Mace, liThe Employment Mul ti p''Ii er in an 
Expanding County: Los Angeles County 1940-47,: Review of 
Economics and Statistics, August, 1960; K. Sasaki. "Military 
Expenditures and the Employment Multiplier in Hawaii," Review 
of Economics and Statistics, Aug., 1973. 
16 Estimated by Manuel Ferran, Ph.D., Executive Director, 
General Addictions Treatment Effort. 
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Program Costs 
$IS (000) 

CHART I 

Program Costs Per Year (C) 

with Percent Rate of Change 
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Costs 

168 * 
169 +43. 07~ 
170 - 3. 7;~ 
171 +34. 9~~ 
172 + 14. 8~~ 
1'73 + 2.2% 
174 

Program/Fiscal 
Year 

\The initial 43% increase in costs from fiscal year 1969 to fiscal 
year 1970 reflects high stcirt up costs. The following year 
required fewer dollars for fixed cost items, and, therefore, cost 
economy is observed. Subsequent years show a decreasing rate 
in the percentage increase of costs-- a phenomena which we may 
perhaps be able to attribute to economy of ~ize, i.e. treatment 
of additional patients resulting in a more efficient use of 
existing program resources. Since we have not adjusted for 
inflation, it is noteworthy to observe that a large portion 
of the increase' in costs has to be attributed to that source. 
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CHART II 

Number of Individual 

Patients Treated Per Year (p) 

with Percent Rate of Change 
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168 '1( 

169 +1 09 .m~ 
170 + 15.7% 
171 + 44.0% 
172 . 1. 7% 
173 - 5.2% 
174 

L--.:... 

Program/Fi sca 1 
Year 

The La Llave program patient counts fell in 1973, as did patient 
counts nationally. Interpretations of the decrease in patient 
counts are not, however, within the scope of this study. 

In Chart III the pattern of change of the average costs per 
patient reflect, of course, the combined forces behind the changes 
in total costs and patient counts. The fiscal year 1973 increase 
of 16.8% in average costs was largely attributable to new federal 
methadone regulations, that went into effect in the spring 1973, 
resulting in additional security arrangements to store and trans
port methadone, and additional staff to meet increased daily 
recordkeeping requirements. 
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CHART III 

Average Costs Per Year 

Per Patient (CA/P), 

with Rate of Change 

YEAR 
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Change of 
Ave. Costs 
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172 +16.8~~ 

.--..$= 4 -20.4% 
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4.3% 16.8% CA/ P 173 + 7.9% 
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* Data not Available 

174 

''7~ Program/Fiscal 
Year 

The authorized La L1ave treatment budget for fiscal year 1973-74 
is $1,089,421; requested funding for fiscal year 1974-75 is 
$1 ,113,900. (Hate: La L 1 ave has two Pl"oj ects under s epa ra te 
budgets: (1) a statewide Extension Services Project; and (2) 
an Albuquerque Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime Project. 
The treatment dollars from project (1) above, are included in 
the larger treatment budget; other costs under the two projects 
which are not treatment money, are not included.) The funding 
profile of the program since its inception is presented on the 
following page. 
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Conclusion 

Benefits discussed throughout this study, which met the 
single criterion of increasing national income, will be 
sunlned up as applicable to a cohort of 500 patients per 
year, and compared to the aggregate yearly costs of the 
La Llave program. 

Before proceeding, an explanation is nceded for using a 
500 patient size cohort. The reason is that a 500 cohort 
represents La Llave's minimum static capacity, i.e. number 
of treatment slots available daily for 365 days per year. 
The National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA)~ funds programs 
on the basis of treatment slots provided, rather than 
individual patients occupying these treatment slots. It 
must be noted, however, that while this has forced us to 
diminish the number of indivtdual patients treated during 
the year to 50Q for purposes of cost-benefit comparability, 
that the number of individual patients treated by the pro
gram during recent years has been considerabley larger (e.g. 
952 patients were treated during the 1972/73 program year). 
This has of course implications of minimizing the magnitude 
of total economic benefits that actually accrue yearly 
from the program, resulting in calculations of the h~ 
minimum quantifiable economic benefits attributable to the 
operation of the program. The total gross benefits on 
the assumption of a 500 cohort of patients per year is 
the sum of the following: 

1. Benefits from increased earnings: 
2. Benefits from decreased underemployment: 
3. Benefits from increased employment: 
4. Benefits from decreased costs of crime 

and criminal justice costs: 
TOTAL BENEFITS: 

$2,457,900 
1,101,583 

344,269 
1,660,000 

$5,563,752 

The authorized La Llave treatment budget for the fiscal year 
1973 -74 is 51,089,421. Using this as the yearly economic 
cost of the program, gives us a benefit-cost ratio of: 
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Total Benefits =- $5,,563,752 = 5 11 
Total Costs $1,089,421 . 

The relatively high economic benefits received, $5.11 per $1 
invested per year from the operation of the program, weighs 
heavily in favor of continuing La Llave in operation. 

Assuming the projected budget for the 1974-75 fiscal year or 
$1,113,900, the benefit-cost ratio ~ould remain nearly as high: 

Total Benefits - $5,563,753 - 5 
Total Costs - $1,113,900 -

Meanwhile, from the national-efficiency point 01 view, phasing 
La Llave out would produce a total loss of goods ~nd services. 
durinq the first ye~r of its abs~oce, of approximately $4,474,331 
(5,563,752 - $1,089,421). 

The loss of income to the State of New Mexico will be larger than 

" 

this amount, as a rp.su1t of the economic impact of decreased Federal 
funding, as analyzed in the body of the paper. Specifically, local 
monies comprise a 30% share of the yearly costs of the program, 
taking the projected expenditures for next year, the economic costs 
to local governments of operating the program would be $334,171. 
The total economic benefits to the State, on the other hand, exceed 
those calculated above by the impact that the inflow of federal 
funds has on the income of the State. It has been shown previously 
that depending on the size of the input-output "income multiplier", 
this may range from $1,013,289 to $1,134,740, for a federal grant of 
$779,729, which is the one projected for fiscal year 1974-75. Looked 
at from the economic point of view of the local community, the economi:: 
costs and benefits of the program, for an income multiplier of 1.5 
provides the following cost-benefit ratio: 

Total Benefits = $5,563,752 + $1,013,289 = 19.7 
Total Costs $334,171 
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Conclusiofl. 

Benefits discussed throughout this study, which met the 
single criterion of increasing national income, will be 
sunmed up as applicable to a cohort of 500 patients per 
year, and compared to the aggregate yearly costs of the 
La Llave program. 

Before proceeding, an explanation is needed for using a 
500 patient size cohort. The reason is that a 500 cohort 
represents La Llave's minimum static capacity, i.e. number 
of treatment slots available daily for 365 days per year. 
The National Institute of Drug Abuse (NIDA)~ funds programs 
on the basis of treatment slots provided, rather than 
individual patients occupying these treatment slots. It 
must be noted, however, that while this has forced us to 
diminish the number of indivtdual patients treated during 
the year to 50n for purposes of cost-benefit comparability, 
that the number of individual patients treated by the pro
gram during recent years has been considerabley larger (e.g. 
952 patients were treated during the 1972/73 program year). 
This has of course implications of minimizing the magnitude 
of total economic benefits that actually accrue yearly 
from the program, resulting in calculations of the bare 
minimum quantifiable economic uenefits attributable to the 
operation of the program. The total gross benefits on 
the assumption of a 500 cohort of patients per year is 
the sum of the following: 

1. Benefits from increased earnings: 
2. Benefits from decreased underemployment: 
3, Benefits from increased employment: 
4. Benefits from decreased costs of crime 

and criminal justice costs: 
TOTAL BENEFITS: 

$2,457,900 
1,101,583 

344,269 
1,660,000 

$5,563,752 

The authorized La Llave treatment budget for the fiscal year 
1973 -74 is 51,089,421. Using this as the yearly economic 
cost of the program, gives us a benefit-cost ratio of: 
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Total Benefits 
Total Costs 

- $5,563,752 = 5 11 
- f1,089,421 . 

The relatively high economic benefits received, $5.11 per $1 
invested per year from the operation of the program, weighs 
heavily in favor of continuing La Llave in operation. 

Assuming the projected budget for the 1974-75 fiscal year or 
$1,113,900, t~e benefit-cost ratio would remain nearly as high: 

Total Benefits - $5,563,753 - 5 
Total Costs - $1,113,900 -

Meanwhile, from the natiol\ill-efficiency point of vie\.", phasing 
La Llave out would produce a total loss of goods and services, 
durinq the first ypRr of it~ abs~nce, of approximately $4,474,331 
(5,563,752 - $1,089,421). 

The loss of income to the State of New Mexico will be larger than 
this amount, as a result of the economic impact of decreased Federal 
funding, as analyzed in the body of the paper. Specifically, local 
monies comprise a 30~ share of the yearly costs of the program, 
taking the projected expenditures for next year, the economic costs 
to 1 oca 1 governments of operati ng the prog)"um waul d be $334,171. 
The total economic benefits to the State, on the other hAnd, exceed 
those calculated above by the impact that the inflow of federal 
funds has on the income of the State. It has been shown previously 
that depending on the size of the input-output "income multiplier ll

, 

this may range from $1,013,289 to $1,134,740, for a federal grant of 
$779,729, which is the one projected for fiscal year 1974-75. Looked 
at from the economic point of view of the local community, the economt 
costs and benefits of the program, for an income multiplier of 1.5 
provides the following cost-benefit ratio: 

Total Benefits = $5,563,752 + $1,013,289 = 19.7 
Total Costs $334,171 
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For an income multiplier of 1.75: 

Total Benefits 
Total Costs 

= $5,563,752 + $1,134,740 = 20 
. $334,171 

Apotentia1 $20 return to the community for each $1 invested 
in the program, constitutes indeed a highly attractive form 
of investment, it even compare? favorably with the rate of 
return of oil companies in recent months! 

If the program were to close, the potential economic losses 
to the local community in a span of a year, and at the bare 
minimum would increase to an absolute amount of: 

($5,563,752 + $1,013,289) - $334,171 = $6,242,870 

In concluding, I would like to emphasize that throughout the 
study I consciously attempted to minimize nearly all the eco
nomic benefits which I was able to attribute to, and estimate 
for, the La Llave program. I would not be surprised in the 
least if, when more data becomes available and less downwardly 
biased benefits are estimated, another more thorough evaluation 
would show that ~he total economic losses to the community, in 
the event tbat :he closing of the program would occur, would 
exceed $6,242,870. Until then, however, and despite the fact 
that I stacked the cards against La L1ave, a $20 return per 
$1 invested is bound to ma~a the program one of the elite 
investment prospects for New Mexicans. 
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EXHIBIT A 

May 14, 1974 

To: Mike Berger, Program Director 

From: Judith Reynolds, Pat Cole, Information Control Center 

Subject: Employment Among La Llave Clients 

In response to frequent requests for data on employment 
amo~g La Llave clients, we reviewed the charts of all clients 
actl ve more than one month as of January 31 1974. The 
following items were noted: ' 

A. Employment at time of admission. This was obtained 
from the intake form for the current admission. 

B. Employment as of January, 1974. This information 
was obtained from the client follow-up form for 
January. If there was no form for Janua ry, the 
December or February forms Vlere used instead. If 
there was no information for any of there 3 months 
the clients \'1as listed as an "unknown" in regard ' 
to current employment. 

C. If the client was employed as of January, his 
hourly wage was noted when the information was 
a va il ab 1 e. 

D. 0ny ~nformati~n.regarding current participation 
1n elth~r tralnlng or school was also tabulated. 

The following results were obt~ined: 
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A. Employment Status at Time of Admission: 

Length of Time in 
Program This Admission Emplo~ed Unemployed Total 

# ,v # JI # '0 Iv 

2-3 months 13 (16.67) 65 (83.33) 78 
4-6 months 20 (40.00) 30 (60.00) 50 
7-9 months 7 (21.87) 25 (78.13) 32 

10-12 months 7 (17.95) 32 (82.05) 39 
13-24 months 34 (39.53) 52 (60.4·7) 86 
25-36 months 29 (36.25) 51 (63.75) 80 
37-48 months 25 (43. 10) 33 (56.90) 58 
49 + months 17 (48.57~ 18 (51.43~ 35 

Total 152 ( 33.19 306 (66.81 458 

From the above table it may be seen that, for clients active 
more than one month as of January 1974, approximately one-third 
were employed at the time of admission, while two-thirds were 
unemployed. 

It is interesting to note that the percentage of clients 
unemployed at admission has increased from 51.4:3% in 1969 to 
83.33% in late 1973. 

The Employment Security Commission of New Mexico has pro
vided the following unemployment figures for Albuquerque for the 
same time period: 

Albuquerque Unemployment 1969 - 73: 

Time Period 

4/69 - 1/70 
2/70 - 1/71 
2/71 - 1/72 
2/72 - 1/73 
2/73 -12/73 

Albuquerque 
~ Unemployment Rate 

4.7 
5.5 
5.4 
.5.0 
5.4 

If the above data is plotted on a graph, as on page 
26,it may be observed that unemployment among clients at 
time of admission followed the same general fluctuations as 
Albuquerque unemployment, with both reaching a low point 
between 2/72 and 1/73. (The ESC figures on the graph have 
been multiplied by 10 for visual comparison purposes only.) 
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B. ~!l1eloymentStatus as of January, 1974; 

Length of Time in Unemployed 
p}J>jJ!am Th; s Adm; ss i on Emp1o~ed 1/74 1/74 Total 

# % # 0/ 1/ /.' 

2-3 months 17 (21.79) 61 (78.21) 78 
4-6 months 21 (42.00) 29 (58.00) 50 
7-9 months 13 (40.62) 19 (59.38) 32 

10-12 months 12 (30.77) 27 (69.23) 39 
13-24 months 42 (48.84) 44 (51.16) 86 
25-36 months 43 (53.75) 37 (46.25) 80 
37-48 months 34 (58.62) 24 (41. 38) 58 
49 + months 21 ~60.00~ 14 t40.00~ 35 

Total 203 44.32 255 55.68 458 

By compari~g the above table with that in Part A, it 
may be seen that there has been an increase in employment. from. 
the time of admission to January, 1974, for every longevity 
group. This increase is graphically demonstrated on page 4. 
However, some clients who were working at admission were no 
1 onge\~ y/Orki ng as of January, 1974. These fi gures are campa red 
with the employment increase figures to provide the net change 
for each group in the table below. 

La Llave Unemployment Rate at Time of Admission and Albuquerque 
Unemployment Rate. 

8 

72 

64 
2-71/1-72 

2-72/1-73 
·5 4-69/l-7.~0:..--__ 

r\ 

-\--.-_,~ --~ \ - I '--::-:::-I-l-::-:--~---=--,=I -::--
49+ mos. 37-48 mos. 25-36 mos. 13-24 mos. 2-12 mos. 

. I , I 
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La Llave 
Albuquerque 

La Llave Clients Employed at Admission, and La L1ave Clients 
Employed 1-74. 

ole 

0-16 , . 
2-12 mos. 13-29 mos. 25-36 mos. 37-48 mos. 49+ mos. 

Length of Stay in Program This Admission 

m.=m.-• .----... Employed at Admission 
~1-4-~-+-~-4 +4- Employed 1 .. 74 
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(-) (+) 
% emp. at admis. 
put unemp. 1/74 

% unemp. at admis. 
but emp. 1/74 % net change 

2-3 months 0.00 

!~i 
5.13 (4~ + 5.13 

4-6 months '10.00 12.00 (6 + 2.00 
7-9 months 3.12 21.88 (7) + 18.76 
10-12 months 2.56 (l 15.38 (6) + 12.82 
13-24 months 8.14- (7) 17.44 (15 ) + 9.30 
25-36 months 5.00 (4) 22.50 ( 18) + 17.50 
37-48 months 3.45 (2) 18.96 (11 ) + 15.51 
49 + months 8.57 {3} 20.00 {7} + 11.43 

x= "t'r:-,O x= 16.66 x= + 11 .56 

While an overall mean increase of 11.5% may be observed 
above, several factors may have influenced this result: 

a) This survey includes only the clients who 
were act; ve at the end of January. \-Ie have 
no data on clients who left the program 
prior to this time. It is possible that 
the clients motivated to stay in treat
ment may be more motivated in general 
and thus have made greater efforts to 
seek and obtain employment. 

b) This survey covers only two points in 
time,adnrission arid. January 1974. We 
have no input as to what happened be
tween these two points. It is conceiv
able that some clients could have been 
employed the majority of this time 
period, yet happened to be working 
at one or both of the points selected. 
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C. ~lour1.Y Hages as of January, 1974 :_ 

For the clients who were employed as of January, 1974, the 
following hourly wage data iI/as obtained: 

Lenqth of 
Time in 
Program $1.50 $2.51 $3.51 $4.51 
This Admission -2.50 -3.50 -4.50 -5.50 5.50 Unknown 

2-3 months 4 2 1 0 1 9 
4-6 months 4 5 2 0 0 10 
7-9 months 4 2 0 1 1 5 
10-12 months 2 5 0 2 0 3 
13-24 months 8 15 9 0 0 10 
25-36 months 6 14 6 5 2 10 
37-48 months 5 7 5 4 0 13 
49 + months 5 6 3 0 2 5 

Total 38 56 26 12 6" 65 
(18072%)(27.59%) (12.81%)(5.91%) (2.95~O (32.02;::) 

If we translate these hourly wages into yearly figures, we have: 
. % of clients employed 

Yearly salary as of 1/74 

$3,120 - 5,200 
$5,221 - 7,280 
$7,301 - 9,360 
$9,381 -11 ,440 
more than 11,440 

Total 

18.72~~ 
27 . 59~b 
12.81% 

5. 91 ~~ 
2 . 95$~ 

67 . 98i~ 
Unknown 32.02~ 

100. OO;~ 

Thus, fOI~ those clients employed as of 1/74, the most 
frequent salary range is $5,200-$7,300. 
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EXHIBIT B 

Background data on 1,126 Clients Entering Treatment with 
La Llave Between 6-69 and 4-73. 

This data \'tas compiled by the institute of Behavioral 
Reascarch at Texas Christian University, under a contract 
with the H~t1onal Institute of Mental Health. Submission of 
data to thls sjStem was funding requirement of NIMH. 

A. §ex. 

Female 
Male 

# 
180 
946 

1,i26 

B. ~ge at Time of Admission: 
-# 

17 or under 
18-20 
21-25 
26-30 
31 or over 

C. Ethnic Group: _ ..... _,,~,t __ 

Anglo 
Black 
Chicano 
Indian 

34 
186 
349 
266 
291 

1:12"6 

# 
269 
16 

836 
5 

1,126-

D. ~ducatiqna1 Background: 

(1) Highest Grade Completed 

o 
1-3 
4-6 
7-9 

10-12 
13 .. 14 
15-16 

# 
f 
4 

34 
268 
700 
85 
14 
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% of total 
15.99 
84.01 

100.00 

% of total 
3.02 

16.52 
30.99 
23.62 
25 . ~84:,--_ 
99.99 

% of total 
23.89 
1.42 

74.24 
.44 

99.99 

% of total 
.09 
.36 

3.02 
23.80 
62.17 
7.55 
1.24 

; 

17+ 
no answer 

(2) Does 

Yes 
No 

6 
14 

1,i26 

Client Have a" High 
# 

442 
684 

1 ,126 

E. Employment Background 

School 

.53 
1.24 

100.00 

Diploma or G.E.D. 
% of total 

39.25 
60.75 

100.00 

? 

(1) Number of Months Employed in Year Prior to Entering 
Treatment: 

o 
1-2 
3-4 
5-6 
7-8 

9 -10 
11-12 
no answer 

# 
351 
140 
139 
139 

81 
73 

161 
42 

1,126-

% of total 
31 • 17 
12.43 
12.35 
12.35 

7.19 
6.48 

14.30 
3.73 

100.00 

(2) Number of Days Worked in 2 Months Prior to Admission: 

o 
1-15 

16-30 
31-45 

46+ 
Total 

F. Financial Background: 

. # 
648 

91 
110 
109 
168 

1 ,126 

% of total 
---s7. 56 

8.08 
9.77 
9.68 

14.92 
-lOQ.OO 

(1) Amount Earned in 2 Months Prior to Admission (legitimate 
jobs) 
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o 
$ 1 100 
$ 101-300 
$ 301-500 
$ 501-700 
$ 701-1000 
$1001-1500 
$1500-+ 

1/ 
648 

64 
101 

92 
71 
61 
20 
69 

1,~ 

~~of tota 1 
57.56 
5.68 
8.97 
8.17 
6.30 
5.42 
1. 78 
6.13 

100.01 

From the above figures it may be observed that, projected 
from a 2-month to an annual basis: 

G. 

57 .56·~ earned nothing 
22.82~ earned less than 53,000 per year 
11.72~ earned between $3,000--S6,000 per year 
7.91~ earned more than '$6,000 per year 

(2) Major Source of Financial Support in 2 Months 
Prior to Admission 

if r, of total 
legitimate job 364 32.33 
public assistance 97 8.61 
spouse 42 3.73 
fami ly or friends 130 11 .55 
illegal 375 33.30 
other 113 10.40 
no answer 5 .44 

total 1, 126 100.00 

Ma rita 1 Status * 
# % of total 

Never married 451 40.05 
1 s t rna rri age 314 27.89 
re-married 79 7.01 
separated 69 6. 13 
divorced 188 16.70 
\'Ii dowed 15 1. 33 
no answer 10 .89 

1 ,126- 100.00 

* There was no provlslon for "Conlmon-la\·/II relationships 
in answer to this question. 
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H. Number of De~endents: 

" %of tota 1 
0 61? 54.80 
1 176 15.63 

2-3 227 20.16 
4-5 73 6.48 
6-7 12 1.07 

8+ 5 .~A 
no ansv/er 16 L42 

1 ,126 100,00 --

I. Number of Households Served: 

In the above sample (N= 1,126), 70 persons comprised 35 husbcpci .. 
wife pairs whel~e both spouses were in trea tmenL l'IlUS, th.:: 
number of households served would be 1,126 - 35 = 1,091. 

J. Location of Clients; 

A study completed in July, 1973 resulted in the following dis
tribution of 1,210 clients residing within Bernalillo County: 

Southwest quadrant 
Southeast quadrant 
Northwest quadrant 
Northeast quadrant 

# % of total 
450 37.'1 9>.i 
192 15.87% 
350 28.92% 
218 18.02~ 

2,210 - 100.00l~ 

During FY 1973-74, the approximate distribution of clients treated 
has been: 

City of Albuquerque 60% 
Rest of Bernalillo County 29% 
Rest of New Mexico 10% 
Out-of-State 1% 

100% 
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(1) 

EXHIBIT C 

Average Age at the time of Admission 
from 6/69 to 4/73 

(derived from Exhibit B) 

(l1H34) _+ (j9)(l86J + (23)(3491 + (28)(266) 
1,126 

+ (36 H.?JJ.1 = 26 
1 , 126 

(2) Average earnings of those employed prior to 
treatment ~t any time during 6/69 - 4/73 (derived 
from Exhibit B). 

Total Clients Total Unemployed Total Employed 

1 ,126 351 = 775 

286,600 = $469.8 - ($369.8)(6) ~ $2218.84/ 
year/employed individual. 

Where the weighed total income of employed individ·· 
uals, 286,600 was calculated (from Exhibit B) by 
taking the midpoint of income ranges, as follows: 

(50)(64) (200)(101) + (400)(92) + (600)(71) 

+ (850)(61) + (1250)(20) + (1550)(69) = $286,600. 

(3) Average length of treatment of an employed patient 
who \'Ias in the program on January 31, 1974 

( derived from Exhibit A): 

(25)(17) + (5)(21) + Jill(13) + (11)(12) + (18.5)(42) 
203 . 

+ (31.5)(43) + {42.5)(34) + (49)(~1l = 24.57 
203 Months 

~ , . ' - 34~ .. J ... 

• 

I' 

(4) Average ;ncon~ of clients, January, 1974, (derived from 
Exhibit A) from a sample of 458, of whom 203 were employed • 

Midpoint incon~s weighted by percentage of total cl'ients 
employed: 

4160 (27.6%) = 1148.16 
6250.5 (40.2%) = 2512.7 
8330.5 (18.9%) = 1574.46 
10410.5 (8.8%) = 916.52 
11440.0 (4.5%) = 514.8 
Average ;nconE = $6666.64 / year 
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