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INTRODUCTION
TO THE
TECHNICAL
APPRAISAL

ESEARCHERS AT THE
CENTER OF ALCOHOL
STUDIES, RUTGERS
UNIVERSITYwere asked in
May, 1992 by organizing staf
of the President's Commissio
on Model State Drug Laws to
review the existing scientific
literature on cost-offsets of
addictions treatment. As
normally understood by health economists, "cost-

offsets™ are reductions in the future burden of servige®

(usually medical services) that can be attributed
directly to treatments or curative agents applied at t
present time. Medical services that are generally
considered to produce attractive subsequent cost-
offsets include inoculation procedures, early detecti
programs (e.g., "cancer screens" or "cholesterol
clinics") and some other forms of early or primary ca
designed to prevent the onset of a disease process
arrest or reverse an ongoing disease process befor
results are devastating. The costs of many medical
procedures are offset by later benefits, and in the
current restrained funding atmosphere the "offset

literature" is a burgeoning domain in health econom A

The President's Commission is cognizant of the tigh
ening financial atmosphere of the new decade and
wished to adduce evidence on the potential for addi
tions treatment services to deliver significant benefi
through a health care cost-offsets mechanism.

A substantial amount of preparatory work is necess
in presenting data bearing on the socioeconomics g
addictions treatment. The term "socioeconomic
evaluation" (Luce & Elixhauser, 1990) is favored
throughout the Technical Appraisal as a phrase incl
sive of terms that are more specific and frequently U
improperly, including cost-benefit, cost-effectivenes
cost-offset and cost-of-illness analysis.

e

f The work of the authors of this Technical Appraisal
ncommenced on November 12, 1992. The ultimate goal
of the project was to produce a document in which the

socioeconomic literature on addictions treatment

would be reviewed and documented in detail. This

was designed to be a thorough, objective analysis of

the literature, drawn from (1) professional and other
rmal sources contained in or available to the Center

of Alcohol Studies Library, the premier collection of
h%IcohoI literature in the world, and (2) a "Call for

ata" directed to the professional and nonprofessional

communities in order to locate "fugitive” source

oAocuments not held in libraries or other collections.

sréhe resulting review and analysis is available to the

ot ¥eatment Task Force of the President's Commission

- @d to other interested Commission members, as a
thorough study and archive of sources bearing on the
socioeconomics of addictions treatment. It is accompa-
nied by an Executive Summary, using the Technical

icAppraisal as the principal source document, prepared

tJn language and form accessible to the nonspecialist.

C-
< e
The President's Commission requested that socioeco-
omic research on five populations be examined criti-
?é’ally. These were to consist of (1) Blue Cross / Blue
Shield and private insurance eligibles, (2)
Medicare/Medicaid eligibles, (3) employee groups, (4)
criminal justice populations, and (5) pregnant women.
ulégfortunately, the literature as it exists is not organ-
“sl d in this form, but further study showed that the
>available body of research could be organized along
similar lines, with only a few adjustments.
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As it developed, several hundred research papers,
reviews, books and book chapters and private
documents bearing on four groups were surveyed.
These include (1) general clinical populations, whic
include the privately insured, Medicare/Medicaid eli
bles, and self-pay patients, (2) workforce population
which include military service personnel as well as {
private and public civilian sector, (3) narcotics userg
in which the criminal justice population is very heav
represented but is not present exclusively, and (4)
pregnant women. The result is the first integrated
review of the socioeconomic literature on addictions
treatment ever assembled; in no other source are e
any two of the literatures cited above discussed und
the same cover.

The sources used in the design of the Technical
Appraisal, which was prepared with the assistance
professional librarians at the Rutgers Center of Alcg
Studies, were derived from a series of computerized
literature searches and more sensitive hand search
the literature. In addition, a Call for Data was issue
December, 1992, wherein more than 650 managed
companies and HMOs, more than 800 employee as
tance programs, 100 major insurance carriers, and

officials in state health departments and appropriate

arms of the federal government, were personally
contacted, to seek their help in locating any source
materials that could be of value. A large volume of
material was in this way collected and reviewed to
inform the Technical Appraisal. Altogether, the four
literatures described above, plus several others, we
thoroughly explored.

First, a collection of materials on socioeconomic
methods was reviewed. This material is used to
develop Chapter 2Methods of Socioeconomic Evalu
tion, which provides a summary introduction to matt
discussed in later chapters. Second, a large collect
on the historical development of alcoholism and dru
abuse treatment were studied, and are used throug
the Technical Appraisal to provide a sense of depth
and background against which socioeconomic findir
are best studied.

Third, a variety of studies of cost-of-illness, a socio-
economic term introduced in ChapteiCst-of-lliness
Studies of Addictionsvere reviewed. These are
located in Chapter 3, and also in Chaptekddictions
Treatment with Pregnant Womemso far relatively
unexplored area which consists primarily of cost-of-
illness studies at this time.

Next, broad literatures and programs of research we
studied to develop the arguments made in Chapter
Addictions Treatment in General Clinical Population
Chapter 5Addictions Treatment in Workforce Popul
tions, and Chapter ,6Addictions Treatment in Crimi-

Chapter 1

Chapter 7Addictions Treatment with Pregnant
Womena summarizing chapter, ChapteC®nclu-
sions and Recommendatiomsoffered, in order to pull
together from the disparate literatures a number of
h points that could not have been made except in the
pilight of an integrated review.
S,
he
James W. Langenbucher, Ph.D.
Barbara S. McCrady, Ph.D.
John Brick, Ph.D.
Richard Esterly, M.H.S.
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70

METHODS

OF

SoclioECONOMIC
EVALUATION

UANTITATIVE EVALUA-
TION OF ALTERNATE
WAYS TO ALLOCATE
RESOURCESas a long
history, in health care and in
most other areas where the
investment of resources must
be justified on the basis of
outcomes. In the mid-1600's,
the first analysis of the socio-
economics of health care was drawn up by an Engli
physician, Richard Petty, who was able through tort
ous (and sometimes dubious) calculations to prove
various royal societies that the value of lives saved

the Public Health Service, the Veterans Administra-
tion, and a variety of other agencies where costs are
substantial, opportunity costs are large, and there are
many attractive but competing calls on scarce
resources. In health care, early and very influential
cost-benefit studies were reported on programs to
control kidney disease, to develop and deliver maternal
and child health care and care for the poor, and
programs to educate and deploy nursing personnel and
r(1)ther nonphysician health care providers.

S

uBy 1983, a program of scholarly review and original

toesearch by the Office of Technology Assessment

aé@rA), Medical Technology and Costs of the Medicare

result of social investment in the health care of the tirreogram,had resulted in 22 in-depth studies of major

exceeded the costs of that health care. The use of
socioeconomic evaluation in health care in the mod
era did not, however, gather momentum until the las
few decades.

In fact, the use of socioeconomic evaluation method
in any technical area was not widespread until the 2
century. Prior to the 1960's, its use by government
virtually restricted to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, which used cost and projected benefit
estimates to evaluate the prospects for an array of
water and flood control projects it had planned in th
postwar era. Inthe 1960's, other agencies under th
Department of Defense adopted a broad system of
program-budgeting based on socioeconomic metho
In 1965, Lyndon Johnson issued orders requiring th
implementation of cost-benefit analyses for progran
proposals throughout the federal government. In th

way, arms of the federal government became among

the first entities to seize upon quantitative estimates
costs, benefits, and cost-offsets as a way to allocatg
their resources.

These analyses were eventually to include program

medical and psychiatric technologies. The motive for

ethis movement was clear:

5t
The demand for health care exceeds the supply of
resources, and rationing takes place implicitly, incoher-

s ently, and illogically. To identify the best value in

othhealth improvements from a given finite budget, it is

wa<€ssential to identify, measure, and value the costs and
outcomes (in terms of enhancements in the length and
quality of life) of competing treatment options for given
episodes of illness. ( Maynard, 1990, p. 761)

e
e

e

O%linical effects must be understood before socioeco-
Enomic evaluations can be undertaken in a substantive
way. Thus, these evaluation methods have not always
Sbeen broadly applied, nor their results widely accepted.
ow, though, at least six factors are driving an increas-
| g emphasis on socioeconomic evaluation as an

© arbiter of resource allocation in American health care.

First is the "graying of America." People 65 years of
S&’ée comprised 11% of the population in 1980 and will
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Table 2-1

Major Studies in the OTA Health
Technology Series, 1980-1983

CASE STUDY NUMBER AND TITLE

1. Formal Analysis, Policy Formulation, and End-Stage Renal Disease

2. The Feasibility of Economic Evaluation of Diagnostic Procedures:
The Case of CT Scanning

3. Screening for Colon Cancer: A Technology Assessment

4. Cost-Effectiveness of Automated Multichannel Chemistry Analyzers

5. Periodontal Disease: Assessing the Effectiveness and Costs of the
Keyes Technique

6. The Cost-Effectiveness of Bone Marrow Transplant Therapy and its
Policy Implications

7. Allocating Costs and Benefits in Disease Prevention Programs: An
Application to Cervical Cancer Screening

8. The Cost-Effectiveness of Upper Gastrointestinal Endoscopy
9. The Atrtificial Heart: Cost, Risks, and Benefits

10. The Costs and Effectiveness of Neonatal Intensive Care

11. Benefit and Cost Analysis of Medical Interventions: The Case of
Cimetidine and Peptic Ulcer Disease

12. Assessing Selected Respiratory Therapy Modalities: Trends and
Relative Costs in the Washington, DC Area

13. Cardiac Radionuclide Imaging and Cost Effectiveness

14. Cost-Benefit / Cost-Effectiveness of Medical Technologies: A Case
Study of Orthopedic Joint Implants

15. Elective Hysterectomy: Costs, Risks, and Benefits

#16. The Costs and Effectiveness of Nurse Practitioners

#17. Surgery for Breast Cancer

#18. The Efficacy and Cost Effectiveness of Psychotherapy

#19. Assessment of Four Common X-Ray Procedures

#20. Mandatory Passive Restraint Systems in Automobiles: Issues
and Evidence

#21. Selected Telecommunications Devices for Hearing-Impaired
Persons

#22. The Effectiveness of Alcoholism Treatment

increase to 15.5% in 2020 (Price, Galli & Slenker,
1985); elders use triple the amount of health care
services of younger persons, consuming a growing
proportion, now 30%, of the national health care
budget.

Second is the increase in the number and types of
health care professionals, and their demands for sh
of the resource pie. Third is the continued develop-
ment of medical technologies, many of them very
expensive and some having entered wide practice
without evidence of their benefits being even remotse
in line with the costs of the procedure (Banta &
Gelijns, 1987). This is at the heart of widespread
concerns about "unnecessary," "frivolous" or "exper

Chapter 2

sums for the profit of a few.

Fourth is the increased level of public demand for
improved quality or, more preciselyalueof health

care. Particularly as costs for the maintenance of the
American health care system have been shifted to
lower and lower levels, and as growing numbers of
workers and other purchasers feel a financial pinch in
increased premiums and higher deductibles or copay-
ments, the demand for more value per health care
dollar has intensified.

Related to these last two elements is the increasing
pressure to restrain the growth of health care expendi-
tures. Health care costs have been widely recognized
as a leading inflationary and budget-busting factor that
must be brought under control, with direction from the
highest levels of government and industry. Finally,
there is the rise of the managed care sector and third-
party payers during the last few decades, with a closely
built-in and profit-driven motive to control costs. As
will be seen in later chapters, it is often this element of
the private sector, which has planned and conducted
some of the best socioeconomic research in the field.

OVERVIEW OF S)CIOECONOMIC M ETHODS

Luce and Elixhauser (1990) have defined socioeco-
nomic evaluations as "... research methods based on
the social sciences, primarily economics and psychol-
ogy. They are methods which enumerate the costs and
consequences associated with medical products and
services." At the outset of the socioeconomic evalua-
tion era summarized in Table 2-1, OTA published ten
general "principles for excellence" in socioeconomic
analysis, as shown in Table 2-2. Some of these are
straightforward, others only look simple, and many are
rarely met or even approximated in most studies.

(Goals 1 and 2): Problem definition and statement of
the objectives refer to the need to clearly specify the
kinds of information desired, which must, of course,
depend to some extent on the technical and conceptual
limits of the field of inquiry. (Goal 3): By identifying
alternate means to address the research objectives,
scientists are encouraged to experiment with different
methods to collect, evaluate, or estimate cost and
benefit vectors. We will find, for example, in the
a' grature on cost-offsets with general clinical popula-
Ions that researchers have used a variety of imagina-
tive and statistically powerful ways to estimate the
health care utilization of persons with alcohol
,lgroblems who are denied treatment, an ethically impos-
'Sible situation for which statistical modeling of the
hypothetical "no-treatment” condition has sufficed.

"(Goals 4 and 5): Analysis of the benefits is typically a

mental" procedures that, it is feared, soak up enornj

strong point of socioeconomic research, as it
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Table 2-2

OTA "Guidelines for Excellence" in
Socioeconomic Research

ORDER
1

GOAL OR PRINCIPLE

Define the problem

State the objectives

Identify alternative means to address the objectives

Analyze benefits and negative effects

Analyze costs

Differentiate perspectives of analysis

Perform discounting

Analyze uncertainties

Ol (N[o[a|[N]|w]|N

Address ethical issues

~
(=)

Interpret results

Source: Office of Technology Assessment, 198

capitalizes on an increasingly solid area of program
evaluation - scaling of outcomes and long-term
follow-up of patients. Analysis of costs is, unfortu-
nately, a principle of socioeconomic research that h
too often been ignored in research on the addictions
Many studies have overlooked entirely the costs of
treatment, others have found it difficult to estimate
various costs of the addictions themselves, and ma
others have relied on regional or even national
estimates of various cost categories to show chang
due to treatment - for example, the costs of property
crime attributed to the average untreated heroin ad
or the dollar value of an hour of labor derived from &
national estimate - rather than taking data on these
vectors from the subjects themselves.

(Goal 6): The importance of different perspectives, ¢
how the interests of different constituencies affect tk
views of various data and what they think of as imp
tant, is another principle that needs to be addressed
socioeconomic evaluations of addictions treatment.
Table 2-3 shows how different analyses may be cal
for, depending on the particular needs of the social
sector that plans the socioeconomic review. We wi
find, for instance, that in the studies reviewed in
Chapter 5Addictions Treatment in Workforce Popul
tions, costs and benefits that were looked at in the
studies were of the kind that interest employers -
productivity indicators, effects on insured health car
costs, etc. In Chapter Addictions Treatment in CJS
Populations and Narcotics Usensost of the variable:
looked at were of the kind that interests the criminal
justice system - crime-career costs, involvement in
drug dealing, etc.. The perspective of the agency
which has commissioned the socioeconomic analys
more than any other factor, determines what cost af
benefit vectors are looked at. Over time and across
studies this pergective determines the entire ska

and quality of the literature as a whole.

(Goal 7): Costs and benefits are adjusted by a discount
rate whenever they are expected to come into play over
a period of some years. Discounting is a socioeco-
nomic technique that has had virtually no exposure in
studies of addictions treatment, though it is addressed
briefly to examine the anticipated costs of care for
drug- and alcohol-exposed infants in Chaptekddic-
tions Treatment with Pregnant Women.

Briefly, discounting is used to adjust for the principal
of positive value of time preferendsy which benefits

in the future have lower value than benefits received
now, and costs in the future are less aversive than costs
that must be paid now. Thus, a benefit now worth
$100 that will be received at some future time has a
value discounted to well below $100, and a $100 cost
also to be incurred at a future date has a level of
aversion worth well below $100. Typically, discount
rates used in socioeconomic research range from
3-10% per year.

(Goal 8): Sensitivity analysis is a related feature, used
to analyze uncertainties in the data. Because socioeco-
asomic research relies as much on estimates of costs
5.and benefits as on hard facts gathered in the field,
superior pieces of research will present several parallel
lines of analysis in which estimated vectors - discount
nyates, proportions of cost viewed as fixed vs. variable,
anticipated future cost curves, etc. - are allowed to

BS

lict,
A
cost

Table 2-3

Impact of Perspective on
Cost Vectors of Interest

AN PERSPECTIVE
nel
DIr-

1 b

COST VECTORS OF INTEREST

All medical and nonmedical costs
Hospitalization
Long-term care
Home care
Social Welfare services
Productivity losses (indirect costs)

Societal

ec

Crime-Related Costs
Intangible costs

Third-party payer Charges that pertain to reimbursement to

providers

A

Health care Provider  Variable costs that influence the expense of

providing health care

Patient Out-of-pocket costs

Lost wages (indirect costs)

All insurable direct costs
Lost productivity

Employer

Criminal Justice
System

Criminal justice system maintenance
Crime-career

X Interdiction

IS, Costs to victims

nd

Adapted from: Luce & Elixhauser, 1990
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vary. Results are then presented as those that wou
obtain under the conditions stipulated. Sensitivity
analysis has been used sparingly in socioeconomic
research on the addictions, principally only in cost-
offset studies in general clinical populations, to pres
alternate assumptions about medical care cost incré
under "no-treatment” conditions.

Typically, socioeconomic research in general depar|
in many ways from the ideal model described by OT|
Problems are poorly defined or not well understoog
traditional but inappropriate methods are used, cost
and benefits are imperfectly estimated and analyze(
and so on. Much of the body of socioeconomic
research shows other flaws, as well. Horisberger
(1990) voiced concern over a number of them, inclu
ing (1) the fact that socioeconomic results do not ed

Chapter 2

Ichddictions treatment reflect similar patterns and have a
very short history.

For instance, sources of utilization or other treatment
etidita may be limited to hospitals, clinics, and insurers
cagkich, while highly accessible, ignore cross-boundary

use patterns that could be picked up through direct

surveys (McKinlay, 1972). Patient samples may be
tdimited geographically, or may be temporally restricted
Aand cross-sectional rather than longitudinal. There is
, typically an emphasis on quantity of treatment (e.qg.,
snumber of visits, length of stay in a hospital, etc.),
l,rather than quality of treatment. Typically no attention

is paid to the decision-making processes and motiva-

tional and attitudinal variables that led to the choice to
dseek treatment, nor to logistical considerations such as
sihe proximity of treatment, its availability and cost, its

identify courses of remedial action, (2) that reports arsuitability, etc..

often weak in practical knowledge of the area studieg
(3) that some recommendations or conclusions are
naive politically or professionally, (4) that there is to
much evaluation of technologies as they are used ir]
ideal settings, not on how they are used in typical si
tions, and others. Socioeconomic evaluations of

2d
However, socioeconomic research in health care, like

pmost other kinds of research, involves a series of
practical compromises between the ideal standard and

tuhe limitations of the researchers, their technical field,
and the resources they command, as Figure 2-1 shows.

Figur

Ideal Formula

Necessary

Compromises

Problems
with Data

Compromises in Socioeconomic Evaluation

Treatment

N

. Cost Cost Cost Cost uality Cost Cost
Practical _ S _ Quality  Cost
Benefit Utility Effectiveness of lllness of Life ~ Minimization Offset
Alternatives Analysis  Analysis Analysis Studies  Studies Analysis  Analysis

———

Specific Research Design

_— | T

e 2-1

Bt' Ct

=2 (1)

t=0

Uncertainty
of Estimates

Sampling
Problems

Rdapted from: Luce & Ethhayser, i@@?
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The ideal mathematical situation - in which the grar
value (V) of a treatment is expressed straightforwar
as the sum over time of treatment benefits (B) minu
treatment costs (C), adjusted for the size of the pati
group affected (1 + n) - must instead be filtered
methodologically through one of several study types
each vulnerable to specific limitations of the study
sample, the data taken from the research subjects,
uncertainties or ambiguities surrounding the samplir
procedures, measurement processes, follow-up res
and so on. With the ideal as the goal, the product is
always the "do-able," informed by a critical scholar-
ship and a growing consensus on the properties of
high quality socioeconomic literature.

M ODELS OF &CIOECONOMIC EVALUATION

In the addictions treatment system, the operations @
variety of forces which codetermine the use and
outcome of health care resources can be observed,
These include (1) the patient, (2) the network of
primary health care agents and gatekeepers, (3) the

idnsurance system, (5) the interests of employers and

dlpw-level coercive agents, (6) the criminal justice

5 system, and (7) public opinion. To date, no body of

eabcioeconomic research sufficiently sophisticated to
handle all of these forces has been developed. Rather,

,most research follows the simpler outlines of the socio-
egonomics of health care generally, as in Figure 2-2.

an

ngntervention, which has a measurable set of costs, can

ulbspduce any of a variety of physical, psychological and

5 social consequences, as well as three forms of

economic consequences.

A
These are (1) the health effects themselves, which are
changes in state that have an inherent and measurable
economic value, (2) direct and indirect benefits such as
changes in productivity at work or at home brought

fabout by the improvement in the state of health, or
changes in other symptoms which are driven by the
state of ill health, such as accident-proneness, impul-
sivity, involvement in criminal activity, and so forth,

> and (3) changes in the future utilization of health care

system of hospital care and specialty services, (4) t

heesources, both for the patient receiving the treatment

Figur
Elements of Socioeconomic Eval

HEALTH CARE
INTERVENTION

e 2-2
uation and Possible Study Types

OUTPUTS

Ox =0

(YR

POSSIBLE MEASUREMENTS

<

E |

Health Effects
in Natural Units

!

Direct Costs
Indirect Costs
Intangibles
Opportunity Costs

Direct Benefits
Indirect Benefits
Benefits to Society

O

Utilization Offsets
Collateral Offsets

COST-EFFECTIVENESS

v

COST-OF-ILLNESS

(with additional cost data)

|
| cost-BENEFIT |

STUDY TYPES

COST-OFFSET

Adapted from: Luce & Elixhauser, 199(
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Table 2-4
Models of Socioeconomic Analysis

ABBREVIATION

col

CBA

CMA

CEA

cuA

coA
QALY

MODEL
Cost-of-lliness Study

Cost-Benefit Analysis

Cost-Minimization Analysis

Cost-Effectiveness Analysis
Cost-Utility Analysis

Cost-Offset Analysis

Quality-of-Life Study

and for other persons, collaterals, whose well-being is

influenced by the state of health of the person recei
ing treatment. Their relationships, and the kinds of
socioeconomic studies they suggest, are illustrated
Figure 2-2.

In all, at least seven types of socioeconomic analys
have been developed, as shown in Table 2-4. Sevg
the cost-minimization, cost-utility and quality-of-life
study- are rarely used in health care generally and
no bearing at all on socioeconomic evaluations of
addictions treatment. A fourth, the cost-of-iliness

study, is addressed in the next chapferst-of-lliness
Studies of Addictionsand need not be explained heré

Instead, discussion in the sections to follow focuseg o

the most widely used and influential forms of socio-

economic evaluations of addictions treatment, the cpgjf

benefit, cost-effectiveness and cost-offset analysis.
COST—BENEFIT STUDIES

Cost-benefit analysis is the oldest and most frequen
utilized type of socioeconomic evaluation in health
care research and in the evaluation of addictions tre
ment. Most studies with workforce populations, ang
most in which narcotics users and criminal justice
populations have been involved, are cost-benefit
studies.

While other methods seek to discover which benefit
particular are obtainable from a given treatment (like
cost-offset analysis), or which treatment will yield
most benefit for a given level of investment (like cog
effectiveness analysis), cost-benefit analysis (Figurg
2-3) seeks to discover whether the treatment or acti
being tested is at all worthwhile, whether it at least
"breaks even" or instead costs more to deploy than
outcomes are worth. Cost-benefit analysis is usefu
the evaluation of almost any activity in which inputs
and outputs can be valued monetarily. As a special
economic analysis its heyday arrived in the 1950's 3
1960's, when the Program Planning Budget System

Chapter 2

in the federal government. It is still the most appropri-
ate form of socioeconomic analysis when technologies
are relatively new and untested.

There are three general uses of cost-benefit analysis in
health care as elsewhere (Spiegel & Hyman, 1991).
First, cost-benefit methods can provide technical data -
especially "the bottom line" of costs and benefits - that
help resolve management conflicts. Second, CBA
forces planners to consider alternate choices for invest-
ing resources. CBA is rarely undertaken in a policy
vacuum, but rather is most typically done when
resources are limited and arguments have sharpened.
Third, cost-benefit data can help planners to finely
adjust budgeting processes, when, for instance,
projected benefits in a given area can be expected to be
.recouped within a definite period of time.

1n its best form, cost-benefit analysis is conducted in
. Six steps, though the last, sensitivity analysis, is
ITheglected in some cases. These are (1) to clearly
specify program objectives, (2) to identify and express
in monetary terms all present and future program costs,
Sé ) to identify and express in monetary terms all
'Bresent and future benefits, (4) to select an appropriate
discount rate when costs and benefits must be
'PiBjected into the future, (5) to express the ratio of
costs to benefits as a summary measure, and (6) to
perform sensitivity analyses, allowing the discount rate
and important cost or benefit assumptions to vary
3-V\r/]ithin teasible limits.

Qverall, CBA makes few assumptions about the state
0¥ development of the domain of health care or other
domains being investigated. Unlike cost-of-illness
studies CBA does assume that a treatment has been
developed and deployed in the field, but it does not

tly

Figure 2-3

zat

Cost-Benefit Analysis

pe nputg Outcome's nit /Compare
in u Alterhajives
CBA $ $

S |
Economic Yes/No

D
C

t-

D

C

vity The cost-benefit study is a form of socioeconomic
analysis in which all real costs and consequences,
itg inputs and outcomes, of a program or technology are

expressed in monetary terms. Results are given as
benefit-to-cost ratios, or ratios of monetary benefits to
b monetary costs. Two or more treatments, even
il programs in entirely alien domains, can be compared,
asthough competitive advantages of one treatment over

Aannthar ara nat o alhr A fan e Af ~rnct hanafit

in
iz¢
AN(

W

installed in the Department of Defense and elsewhg

re
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assume that more than one treatment is available (3
cost-effectiveness studies). Nor does it assume thg
treatment, if effective, will have any effect on the sta
of health of the individual; the effect could well be in

some other behavioral domain (e.g., appropriate us
scheduled medical visits vs. emergency room use;

taking a taxi home after becoming intoxicated at a b
rather than driving, etc.) and a treatment could still &

deemed cost-beneficial. It is principally for the reas

that few assumptions need be made about the state
technical development of the treatment being studie

that many health care technologies are first studied
their cost-benefit profiles rather than for cost-
effectiveness or cost-offsets, though CBA studies h
many other demands that exceed those of the CEA
COA studies that generally come later in the field's
development.

The principal demand of the cost-benefit study is th
all factors in the analysis - costs of treatment, costs
illness if treatment is denied, benefits of treatment,

even its side-effects if there are any - be expressed
common monetary terms. This has both a positive

aspect and a negative one.

On the positive side, outcomes of CBA studies can

expressed in very simple benefit-to-cost ratios of the
1:1 form. Any ratio above this level shows that a tre

ment yields economic rewards of a value greater th

the resources it absorbs and should probably receiy

policy support unless greater payoffs are available
through some other use of the resource, a concept
calledopportunity cost Conversely, any ratio below

dhedoefits for one social sector in particular. For
texample, an approach like DWI education and deter-
iteence that focuses on reduction of alcohol-related
driving hazards may have very substantial payoffs in
e tefrms of reduced criminal justice activity, but less
payoff or no payoff at all in the form of less drinking,
aless drinking to intoxication, or reduced health risks.
pd-urthermore, if the interests of the socioeconomic
oresearch team studying the matter lead them to ignore
afl but costs associated with motor vehicle safety, the
dow cost per patient of the education class, and the very
fiiigh cost of the rare but measurable event which it
reduces - the motor-vehicle fatality - may yield a much
aviegher CBA ratio for this intervention than might be
amiotained with other treatments that directly target
drinking or drug use itself and that look at a broader
array of cost and benefit vectors.
At

COST- EFFECTIVENESSSI'UDIES
of

In contrast to CBASs, good cost-effectiveness studies
ifFigure 2-4) are notably unavailable in the socioeco-
nomic literature on addictions treatment as in most
other areas of health care. There are a number of
breasons for this dearth of studies.

e
> First, cost-effectiveness research presupposes a fairly
ratature level of technical development in a clinical
affield. The symptoms, problems, disease states, etc.
emust have been proven remediable - that is, treatments
must have been shown to &kectiveto at least some
degree - and at least two treatments that target the same
clinical effects must be available for comparison. The

1:1 indicates that the treatment itself drains the systetreatments should in most cases be easily

and should be viewed skeptically. That is not to say

that the treatment should be discontinued or denied
humanitarian concerns may override economic one
many cases - but few health care technologies will,
the absence of such overriding concerns, long
withstand further scrutiny. Thus, on the positive sid
cost-benefit analysis provides a simple, generalized
statement of a treatment's overall economic worth tf
can be readily compared to CBA ratios derived
elsewhere, even in quite alien domains of activity.

On the negative side, however, CBA has a number
liabilities. First, its insistence that outcomes be valu
in monetary terms means that outcomes that canno
valued in that way, or that resist monetary valuation
and "feel awkward" when so valued, tend to be igng
in the analysis. Second, CBA ratios are likely to be
deceptive policy guides for choosing between altern
ways to allocate resources when the scales of activ
are very different between the alternatives (one alte

tive may yield a highemet benefitvhile showing a less

attractive CBA ratio). Third, CBA studies do not sh
which social sector is likely to benefit from a treat-

ment, and it is possible that an unattractive, even a
negative, CBA ratio can be reported for a given tre
ment even thagh that treatmentields vew substantial

discriminable, manifesting differences that warrant
dtesting. In many cases, there will be an overriding
5 gonsideration favoring one treatment vs. another -
n

e

Figure 2-4
Cost-Effectiveness Analysis

pe nputg Outcomes nit /Compare
i u AlterRafives
€ CBA $ $

Yes/No
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red CEA $  Health Effect Natural Unit Yes
ate . . .
ty The cost-effectiveness study is a form of socioeco-

_nomic analysis in which two or more treatments are
evaluated on the basis of relative cost, relative effec-
tiveness, or both. Inputs are measured in economic
terms, and outcomes are measured in nonmonetary but
naturally quantitative terms of a desired health effect.
Results are always given competitively, favoring one
treatment over another in a socioeconomic
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lower cost, greater accessibility, greater effectivene
which will drive the health care system's interest in
cost-effectiveness comparison.

Unlike the case of cost-benefit analysis, in cost-
effectiveness research the prospect for achieving th
clinical effects of the treatments should already hav
been established as worthwhile; little interest would
shown in a cost-effectiveness trial when the effects
the treatments are unstable, trivial, or otherwise
unacceptable. Though formerly overwhelmed in mq
literatures by the less clinically demanding tradition
cost-benefit research, CEA studies are growing in
influence as health care reaches levels of clinical
maturity and proficiency in various domains, and ca
be expected to be used more frequently in addiction
research as the basic parameters of raw treatment
effectiveness become established and accepted
throughout the field.

Second, the cost-effectiveness researcher must shg
considerable powers of discernment, being able to
identify and measure with some precision all releva
costs, direct and indirect, associated with each trea
ment. Only those costs that are very small, or that I
equal weight in each treatment being compared, ca
safely disregarded, and because final differences
between the treatments being compared may deper
slender cost differentials, costs take on an importan
in CEA research not seen elsewhere. Cost estimat
at least with the subtlety required for quality CEA
analyses, has been historically an underdeveloped
technical area in socioeconomic research, and may|
have hindered the progress of this research traditio

Third, a quality CEA that purports to evaluate the
overall effectiveness of two or more treatments mus
include patients with mild, as well as those with sev
symptoms. Excluding more severe cases limits the
generalizability of the results to only the patient
population that was tested. This is perhaps the mos
difficult requirement of CEA. For ethical reasons,
patients who are in clear need of more intensive tre
ment cannot be put in less intensive environments.
number of otherwise technically sound CEA studies
the more severe cases - those with medical or psyc
ric complications - were excluded which then limits
generalizability of the results. Although these limital
tions are often pointed out in the study, the outcome
may be distorted in further reports of the findings.

Fourth, CEA requires that treatments be evaluated
identical outcomes, which may not be matters of ag
ment between different clinical traditions in the sam
general area of health care. For example, different
programs to enhance longevity - one that targets

improvement in cardiovascular health, and another
focuses on stress reduction - may not be comparab
for purposes of cost-effectiveness analysis in the

Chapter 2

5S -
a In the field of addictions treatment, a drug-satiation
treatment like methadone maintenance is founded on
different principles entirely from the highly controlled
therapeutic community (TC) in the Synanon tradition,
ethough both are specific interventions for serious
enarcotics addiction. CEA techniques could be applied
lie some of the more distal outcomes of both methadone
oaind TC treatment - reductions, for example, in property
crime - but an extra layer of inference is necessary for
sthat kind of analysis, while the proximal outcomes of
othe two treatments - drug satiation in the first case,
denial of opportunity to use drugs in the second - are
incompatible and could not be evaluated via the cost-
neffectiveness paradigm.
s
Cost-effectiveness analysis also proceeds in six steps
(Spiegel & Hyman, 1991). These are (1) to clearly
specify the objectives of the intervention or treatment,
and (2) to identify at least two alternative means for
vachieving the identical objective, (3) to specify and
scale all costs associated with each alternative, (4) to
ntselect a quantifiable measure of effectiveness in reach-
I-ing the program objective held in common by both
nalernatives, (5) to determine the effectiveness of each
n dleernative in achieving the objective, and (6) to
compare the alternative treatments for differences in
natost, effectiveness, or both.
ce
0BEA inputs costs in monetary terms and consequences
in natural units. Many outcome vectors may be used,
but they must, again, be the same for the different
treatments being compared. Typically, results are
n.expressed in costs per unit of outcome - e.g., $1,000 to
achieve one year of drug abstinence for Treatment A,
compared to $2,000 to achieve the same result for
t Treatment B - though they may simply take the form of
er

Figure 2-5

D

t Cost-Offset Analysis

nputg Outcomgs Wnit /Compare
AlterRatives
$ $
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- CBA Economic  Yes/No
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COA Care Utilization Economic  Yes

The cost-offset study is a form of socioeconomic analy-
- sis in which a treatment is evaluated for its ability to
reduce the subsequent utilization of health care
services. Results are usually given as annual cost
savings that can in future be anticipated if treatment is
i delivered now. Cost-offset effects for different treat-
ments can in theory be compared, though competitive
advantages of one treatment over another are not
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a table of comparisons of different treatments on
different outcome vectors.

Just as CBA results may be misleading, so may CE
results unless thoroughly understood. All things be
equal,_ CEA analysis will give the advantage to the I
costly of the treatments being tested. Thus, treatme
much less clinically effective than others may be
preferred on the basis of cost-effectiveniésiseir
proportional cost advantage exceeds their proportio
clinical disadvantage. On the sheer basis of cost-
effectiveness, a treatment that costs $1,000 and in
average patient reduces days per year of intravenol
drug use by 50% will be preferred to a $2,000 treat-
ment that reduces intravenous drug use by 99%, an
treatment that reduces use by 1% for $19 will be
preferred to both. It is therefore necessary to bear i
mind many factors - maximal efficacy, marginal cost
per unit of outcome, the larger social dimensions of
outcome, and the need for a balanced mix of servic
in most health care sectors - when considering the
results of even the highest quality cost-effectivenes

research.
COST- OFFSET STUDIES

receives attention is "averted cost," (Spiegel & Hyman
1991), particularly reductions in health care in the
future that can be anticipated when a treatment is
Aapplied in the present. Speaking in terms of cost-offset
ngesearch in alcoholism, but formulating an idea that
egmansfers as well to other addictions, Holder and
srshachtman (1987) offered the following definition:

Offset: the reduction in total health care costs associ-
nal ated with alcoholism treatment based on what general

health care costs would have been in the absence of
he treatment; that is, [offset consists of] the general health
|s care costs estimated for an untreated alcoholic minus

the total health care costs including the cost of alcohol-
d aism treatment, for a treated alcoholic. (p. 67)
Cost-offset research (Figure 2-5), unlike the other
modes of socioeconomic evaluation discussed above, is
often "archival” in nature, requiring access to large
?odies of data, which in the main consist of utilization

ecords - service logs, insurance claims, and so on.

| Most studies of cost-offsets in addictions treatment are
” observational only, requiring three elements: (1) the
identification of a group of patients with an alcohol or
drug abuse problem, (2) the availability to them of
treatment for that problem, and (3) records of their

n
S

a)

C

In the cost-offset study, the outcome of a treatment

tmﬁalth care utilization before, during and after
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treatment for the alcohol or drug problem is receive
Treatment can vary greatly between cases. Few cg
offset studies specify in any degree of detail the treg
ment(s) actually received, though such specificatior
would be a technical advance that should be encou
aged. Itis also useful - it is in fact necessary when
treatment has an incremental, additive or gradual ef
on health and health care utilization - to have acces
utilization data for several years after treatment is i
tuted. Itis not unusual, therefore, to find cost-offset
studies which have followed patients for five years 3
more after initial identification and referral for
treatment.

Cost-offset analysis in health care can be regarded
special mode combining elements of both the cost-
benefit and cost-effectiveness study. Like CBA the
outcome measure in cost-offset analysis is a direct
indirect benefit - reductions in health care utilization
that will occur over a long course of time. Yet, like

CEA, cost-offset analysis compares alternative cour
of action available to the health care system. Thes¢
not, though, typically alternative treatments; instead
the health care utilization behavior of patients unde
treated conditions is usually compared to their beha
ior under "no-treatment" conditions, as shown in
Figure 2-6.

Unfortunately, this need for data on health care utili
tion under conditions of no treatment poses a numb
of obstacles to the cost-offset researcher. Patients
receive no treatment for a problem like alcohol or dr
addiction often have no contact with a health care
delivery system that could identify them as diagnoss
cases and track their utilization. Even when such
patients do have contact with a system that can trag
their health care use, the fact that they decline treat
ment for their alcohol or drug abuse probably has
significant implications for their case generally: The
may be patients with compliance problems or with
severe problems before which they feel helpless.
Alternately, they may have mild addictions that fail t
concern them. In any case, it is hazardous to assur
that patients who decline service are good matches
scientifically, for other patients who elect to receive
treatment.

Of course, patients who would make good experime
tal comparison subjects for actively treated patients
a cost-offset study - namely, patients who would ele
to have treatment but remain untreated nonetheless
cannot ethically be denied care, especially for cond
tions with the potentially grave consequences of
alcohol and drug addiction.

These difficulties - the methodological problems wit

using utilization records from inappropriate comparit

son subjects who decline treatment, and the ethical
proscription against denying treatment to patients w
would be comarable to the treated Barimentalaroup

Chapter 2

0- has posed serious problems for the cost-offset study,
stwhich depends on a comparison of health care utiliza-
attion behavior under treated vs. untreated conditions.

This difficulty has sparked a surge of sophisticated
r-computer modeling techniques in cost-offset research,

whereby logic and statistical procedures are used to
festimate what the future health care utilization of
stteated alcohol and drug abusersuld belike if they
shiad, in fact, not received treatment at all.

aridifferent estimation procedures produce very different
around which estimation procedures are most appropri-
ate. These are examined in more detail in the cost-
General Clinical Populationsand the reader is
referred there. Also examined there will be an exciting
examination of the ability of treatment for an alcohol
or drug abuser to result in lower health care utilization
> hi/herself.
, SJMMARY
V_
Socioeconomic evaluation methods have a long history
care, and a history shorter still in the evaluation of
vanental health programs and of addictions treatment. In
wiregrams, for example, and some applications of treat-
ument for narcotics users who are often criminally
alilas developed. Some reliable facts are known from
cost-of-illness studies, reviewed in the next chapter. A
- treatment in the general clinical population has also
been developed. Other study types, though, such as
yet to be deployed in addictions research, and one of
the most pragmatic and often called for - cost-
nerief a time.
marshaled and is reviewed in detail in the following
chapters. It should be kept in mind that not only the
isibility for the development and use of socioeconomic
ctesearch.

cost-offset results, and disagreement now centers
asftset section of Chapter Addictions Treatment in
anew area of research onllateral cost-offsefsan
stew his or her family members as well as for the patient
r

of general applications, but a short history in health
esome areas - the evaluation of occupational addictions

involved - a substantial body of cost-benefit research
ksubstantial body of cost-offset research on alcoholism
s@€ost-minimization, cost-utility and quality-of-life, have
peffectiveness - has been used too rarely, and for too
aDespite this warning, however, evidence has been
relinical scientist or the health economist bears respon-

The results of any good and appropriately conducted
socioeconomic evaluation are worthless, unless the
health care organization ... is prepared to adopt the
information and transform it into better actions in order
to improve the performance of the system and the
quality of the outcome. For this, the organizational
design must be flexible to allow for modifications in
existing behavior. (Horisberger, 1990, p. 163)

-
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COST-OF- LLNESS

STUDIES OF
ADDICTIONS

OST-OF-ILLNESS
STUDIESmake up one of
the most basic units of socig
economic analysis. Cost-of;
iliness studies are typically
one of the first areas of
concern when socioeconom
researchers begin to explore
a new area in health care.
This is not because cost-of-
illness studies are the simplest or easiest to condug
Quite the opposite: Cost-of-illness studies are
extremely demanding, requiring the in-depth work o
highly trained health economists and other experts.

Rather, cost-of-illness studies are often some of the
first to emerge from socioeconomic research becau
they make the fewest assumptions about the level @
technical development of a health care area and ar¢
ready to be deployed when little more is known abo
an illness than (1) its presence in the population, (2
prevalence, and (3) some of its direct and indirect
effects. Unlike cost-benefit, cost-effectiveness and
cost-offset studies, all of which look at the absolute
comparative outcomes of applying a treatment to a
problem, cost-of-iliness studies can be conducted
before any treatment is available. As Luce and
Elixhauser (1990) explain:

Cost of illness studies may be thought of as preclft
sors to socioeconomic evaluations ... Rather than

looking at the impact of treatments, cost of illne
studies focus on the economic consequences o

medical conditions themselves. In essence, co4

iliness studies illustrate the socioeconomic
relevance of the disease or condition. (p. 39)

The information necessary to conduct a quality cost-of-

-illness study, however, is often very difficult to extract
from an array of incomplete and alien information.
Most of these data are collected for a different purpose
altogether than for performing a cost-of-illness analy-

icsis; for instance, alcohol-related motor vehicle

> accidents are one of many costs of addictions, yet they
are monitored for a host of reasons concerning police
procedures, drinking-age legislation, auto safety

tregulations, and so on. Rarely is a cost-of-illness
analysis in mind when alcohol-related crashes are

f monitored. The data may thus be poorly scaled, out-of-

date, inappropriately sorted, and otherwise unwieldy

for the health economist, making the use of these data

as cost-of-illness indicators risky and inferential.

5e

fFor instance, Harwood (1991) found that cost-of-

2 illness estimates for drug abuse in the United States

utrose from around $10 billion in studies published
hetween 1973 and 1975, to $16.4 billion in 1977, to
$46.9 billion in 1980, to $58.3 billion in 1988. This
was a nearly six-fold increase that was not justified by

oany inflationary or epidemiological trend. Rather, this
escalation was in Harwood's view due to "... increased
and improved knowledge about the nature of impacts
of drug abuse on society and to differences in estima-
tion methodology." (p. 48). Demands on the skKill,
creativity and discernment of the socioeconomic

clfsearcher are probably nowhere greater than in studies

on cost-of-illness. Thus, cost-of-illness studies have

Ahe paradoxical property of being some of the first

5studies to emerge when an illness is identified, and

f gaong the last to come forth with any firmness and

N q#fahty. It is for this reason that ChaptelCst-of-

5 less Studies of Addictionselies on fewer sources
than the succeeding chapters.

e
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Table 3-1
Use of Cost-of-lliness Studies

GENERAL EFFECT MODE OF EFFECTS

Problem Recognition ~ COI analysis alerts policymakers and the
public to the presence of a problem with
strong economic consequences, thus helping
to focus attention

COl analysis, with results expressed in a
common metric, enables policymakers to
compare the relative economic "weights" of
different problems, thus helping to inform
debate when research and intervention
resources are scarce

Problem
Prioritization

Socioeconomic
Analysis

By estimating the economic and social
impact of an illness, COI analysis can be fed
into other socioeconomic arguments to
suggest the savings which can be realized
under different assumptions of treatment or
prevention effectiveness

In the overall dynamics of socioeconomic analysis,
cost-of-illness studies serve three general functions
illustrated in Table 3-1. First, they help the public a
its policymakers to realize that a problem exists, thg
is of a measurable (and usually alarming) magnitud
and that, therefore, it is a problem that must be take
into account in allocating resources. Cost-of-iliness
studies therefore play a role in focusing attention, in
setting the stage for debate over resource allocatior
introducing a new element in the form of a costly
illness.

Second, cost-of-iliness estimates of a particular
problem can be compared to those of another probl
and the relative economic impacts of disparate
problems can be identified. Cost-of-illness studies
therefore inform and guide the policymaker, lending
economic weight to one side of a complex argumen
Frequently, the level of policy debate can be elevate
in this way, by calling forth from advocates of treat-
ments directed at low-cost problems justifications
based on social, humanitarian or other nonutilitarian
grounds.

Third, cost-of-illness results are useful in other form
of socioeconomic analysis directly tied to treatment
impact, such as cost-benefit, cost-effectiveness and
cost-offset analyses. It is usually reductions in som
the cost vectors identified and quantified in the cost
illness study that are the benefits, effects or offsets
are documented in these other study types. Cost-0
illness studies thus serve to prime later research wi
more direct clinical relevance.

When such later research data (bearing on cost-
effectiveness, cost-benefit and cost-offsets) are

available, however, cost-of-iliness studies should never
be reviewed except with reference to them.

In allocating resources, the guiding principle
should not be the costs of disease per se but
which policies and levels of expenditure
would produce the greatest savings to society.
... [Although some diseases are costly to
society, additional expenditures on treatment
or prevention will not necessarily be produc-
tive. First, we may not know how to treat a
problem ... Furthermore, given what society
already has spent on a problem or accom-
plished in terms of treatment, little productiv-
ity "on the margin" may be attributed to
additional expenditures. (Sindelar, 1991, p.34)

These are matters for cost-benefit, cost-effectiveness
and cost-offset analyses, which should be introduced
along with cost-of-iliness data into debate whenever a

, @@atment technology has grown up in response to an

ndliness with high associated costs. One reason for this

tig that the growth of a treatment or intervention

B program itself feeds back into cost-of-illness estimates,
nwhich may thereby become swollen when treatment is
very expensive, when it is of poor quality and must be
frequently repeated, and so on. The relationship

' bgtween cost-of-illness and treatment for the illness is
therefore circular, especially when addictions are the
focus of cost-of-illness analysis:

This circularity may be acute with regard to
EM.drugs. For example, the government spends
substantial sums on controlling drug-related
crime, such as law enforcement, the judicial
system, and the prison system. The more the
government spends on crime control related to
drug use, the greater the calculated costs of
drugs to society. This would imply then,
according to the implications of the COI
viewpoint, that greater dollar expenditures
should flow to drug policies. (p. 35)

.
d

1%

T

[72)

e of
tof-
that
“Luce and Elixhauser (1990) define the classic cost-of-
hiiness study as a form of evaluation which computes
the current economic impact of a disease, including the
costs of treating the disease when such treatment is
available. Ideally, all logical cost vectors are
accounted for in the analysis, and in most cases costs

COST—OF—I LLNESS M ETHODOLOGY
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are expressed in a common economic metric, thoughwillingness-to-pay approactschelling, 1968), finds a
other iliness outcomes (deaths, serious casualties thaalue for a health status equal to the amount that

resist economic quantification) may also be part of
output. Cost-of-illness methods have been formaliz
in a standard methodology developed by the Public
Health Service of the Department of Health and
Human Services, to which most quality cost-of-illnes
studies closely conform.

Cost-of-illness studies have been published in the
general area of mental health for the past 35 years
Fein, 1958). Though not typically given the impor-
tance or media attention of cost-of-illness studies of
other high-profile illnesses, they appear particularly
appropriate in the field of addictions research and
treatmkent for a variety of reasons. Rice et al (1990
remark:

Alcohol abuse, drug abuse, and mental illness
(ADM) are major causes of widespread
illness, disability, and premature death in the
United States. The burden on society of thes
disorders encompasses the use of costly
medical resources, significant losses of
productivity, serious motor vehicle accidents,
fire destruction, and devastating criminal
activity resulting in property destruction, and
incarceration. Victims of these disorders
experience pain and suffering. They may be
forced into economic dependence, homeless-
ness, social isolation, unwanted job changes,

loss of opportunities for promotion and educar

tion, and other undesired disruptions in life
plans. Families and friends of victims may
also be affected and their lives disrupted. (p.
1)

Rice et al (1990) also warn, though, that "The
monetary burden on society of many of the serious
consequences of alcohol, drug, and mental health
disorders can be measured, although pain, suffering
and family disruption are not quantifiable," (p. 1).
Cost-of-illness studies therefore highlight the gross
economic dimensions of health problems such as
alcoholism and other drug addictions, but they inev
bly yield somewhat conservative measures of illnes
impact. Features of illnesses that sometimes have
more immediacy and persuasive power - their subje
tive cost - may often not be measurable in economi
terms at all.

Several different approaches have been tested to a
values to health, illnesses, and their outcomes for

heeasonable individuals are willing to pay to achieve
ethat status (if the event is positive) or to avoid the
status (if it is negative).

5dn this way, the cost of a particular case of an illness - a
broken limb, for example, a diseased kidney, an
anxiety attack, or any other health or psychiatric
problem - can be derived by averaging across many

&sgryey respondents the amount that members of a
social group would be willing to pay to avoid this
health state or to have it remedied if remediation were
possible. Then, the cost of that illness or negative
health state to the larger social group can be estimated
by multiplying the average amount that members
would be willing to pay to avoid or remedy it by its
prevalence in the population.

J7

Based on empirical analyses of subjectively assigned
values calculated in this way, willingness-to-pay
studies can find consensual dollar values for health

e events ranging from the avoiding the common cold to
preserving human life itself, an event most recently
appraised at a value of from $1.0 million to $3.1
million per case, with a mean of $1.95 million (Miller,
1989).

Willingness-to-pay as a cost-of-illness methodology
has, though, been extensively criticized for its subjec-
tivity, circularity, exceeding difficulty of application
(Robinson, 1986), for its variability depending on the
affluence and value structures of survey respondents,
and especially for its tendency to produce increasingly
unlimited cost figures when applied to large population
statistics. Willingness-to-pay would, because of the
serious health implications of so many addictions, be a
most misleading approach for cost-of-illness analyses
in this area, something that will be avoided in this
chapter.

For example, taking Miller's (1989) estimate of a
willingness to pay $1.95 million to avoid a premature
death and applying it to the 4,000 to 6,000 deaths
attributed annually to illicit drug use, yields a cost of
$7.9 billion to $11.7 billion for this drug-related
J,mortality problem; applied to the 30,000 or so victims
of lethal alcohol-related motor vehicle accidents, we
reach $58.5 billion, to which is added $136.5 billion
for the other 70,000 or so lives lost yearly to alcohol
Itabuse; considering the 400,000 deaths caused each
5 year by tobacco smoking, we see a mortality cost of
$780 billion. Willingness-to-pay methods could thus
Cbe used to suggest a cost-of-iliness for drug and
C alcohol addiction of nearly $1 trillion annually, consid-
ering only mortality costs, which may be a minority of
those associated with the problem.
5sign
Further confusion would be added were we to continue

purposes of cost-of-illness research. One method, t

hin this vein andas is often done with cost-of-illness
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estimates, use ours to indicate the amount of saving
that can be expected from addictions treatment. Us
the $1 trillion mortality cost as our outcome vector a
ignoring completely the value of any other clinical
improvement, the value of a treatment which reduce
mortality by 50% across the board could be given a
half a trillion dollars, the value of a treatment that
reduces mortality by 25% (perhaps a reasonable ex
tation) could be given as a quarter of a trillion dollar
and so on. Since only mortality costs would be
included in the calculation, these savings could be
reported as conservative estimates.

By this route it would not be difficult to argue that
addictions treatment which touches less than 1% of]
population and is administered by an even smaller
number of people has a monetary value, in terms of
willingness-to-pay for the outcomes it produces, of §
or more of the gross domestic product, a ridiculous
conclusion. For these and other reasons, we know
no COlstudies in the area of addictions that rely ex
sively on willingness-to-pay data.

In contrast, thdauman capital approacfRice, 1966)

assigns a value to health events based strictly on th
impact on economic productivity. lllnesses, recover
remission and relapse are evaluated solely in terms
their implications for the individual's future earnings
stream. Relying on readily available data, the huma

jcapital study estimates direct (e.g., outlays) and
imgdirect costs (e.g., resources and opportunities lost)
nfbr every health event.

2sUnfortunately, the human capital method is bound to

5 depreciate the illnesses and health states of homemak-
ers, the retired, the unskilled, and others with limited

pecHar valuations of their economic worth. It takes no

5.cognizance of the "softer" cost elements and subjective
worth of health events, something which the
willingness-to-pay approach does take into account.

But, while being vulnerable to a long list of its own
shortcomings and criticisms, the human capital
tapproach is by far the most broadly applied method to
estimate the costs of various illnesses, and is the only
form in which cost-of-illness data on substance abuse

b%6 available.
CO | ESTIMATES

Though using 1985-based dollar accounting proce-

dures, still the most thorough and best respected cost-
eff-illness analysis of alcohol and other drug problems
yis The Economic Costs of Alcohol and Drug Abuse and
d¥lental lliness: 1985published by researchers at the

Institute for Health and Aging, UC San Francisco
r(Rice, Kelman, Miller & Dunmeyer, 1990).

of
tlu-

Figure 3-1

Costs of Alcohol Abuse, Drug Abuse,
~and Mental lllness
by Diagnostic Category, 1985

48% = MENTAL ILLNESS
($104.64 BILLION)

32% = ALCOHOL PROBLEMS
($69.76 BILLION) 20% = DRUG PROBLEMS

($43.60 BILLION)

Figure 3-2

Costs of Alcohol Abuse, Drug Abuse,
and Mental lliness
by Cost Type, 1985

24% = DIRECT COSTS
($52.32 BILLION)

23% = OTHER COSTS
($50.14 BILLION)

37% = MORBIDITY
($80.66 BILLION)

16% = MORTALITY
($34.88 BILLION) —

Adapted from: Rice et al, 199

Adapted from: Rice et al, 199
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Figure 3-3

Cost Breakdown of Alcohol Abuse,
Drug Abuse and Mental lliness
by Type of Cost

39% = MORBIDI
($27.3 Bl

10% = DIRECT COSTS
($7 BILLION)
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0 =
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($9.28 BILLION)

Adapted from: Rice et al, 199

Rice et al (1990) use a human capital technique. If the
cost-of-illness study, as noted above, is one way by
which to assess the seriousness of a problem, then the
Rice et al (1990) study indeed demonstrates the
seriousness of alcohol and other drug abuse from an
economic point of view.

The goals of the researchers were:

To measure as precisely as possible the
economic costs to society of the ravages of
[alcohol abuse, drug abuse and mental illness],
three related behavioral disorders, by estimat-
ing the economic costs for 1985, the most
recent year for which reliable data are
available.

To update previous cost estimates on the basis
of comprehensive data sources and improved
methodology.

To develop an improved methodological
approach ... [and]

To conduct a review of the literature on the
economic costs of illness, with emphasis on
studies related to [alcohol abuse, drug abuse
and mental iliness], and to provide a current
descriptive list of recent empirical and
methodological research in this area. (p. 1)

Accordingly, Rice et al (1990) is a huge, book-length
report with nine chapters and four appendices, only
some of which inform this Technical Appraisal. First,
the report found that, in 1985, all alcohol, other drug
problems and psychiatric disorders had a combined
cost of $218 billion to the American economy.
Remarkably, though alcohol and other drug addictions
account for only a small proportion of the total
diagnoses, Rice et al show that they account for a
majority of the economic costs of all alcohol, drug and
mental health disorders, about 52% (or $114 billion) in
1985 (Figure 3-1). In later analyses, they show that by
1988 the cost had risen to $144.1 billion. Assuming
this level of cost remains stable, in 1993 inflation alone
would push the cost for alcohol and drug problems to
more than $160 billion.

Yet this would probably be a somewhat low estimate.
All published estimates show a fairly steep increase
over time when the latest figures are compared to
earlier ones, as more becomes known about the distal
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Table 3-2

Direct and Indirect Costs (s billions) Of
Alcohol and Other Drug Problems

TYPE OF SUBSTANCE ABUS E
TYPE OF COST ALCOHOL DRUGS
Total Costs in 1985 $70.3 $44.1
Costs Due to Treatment in All Settings 6.3 1.9
Support Costs (Research, Training of
Specialists, Program Administration, and
Net Insurance) 0.5 0.2
Morbidity 27.4 8.5
Mortality 24 2.6
Other Direct 7.4 13.2
Other Indirect 3.1 19.2
Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome 1
Fetal Alcohol Syndrome/Effects 1.6

Source: Rice et al, 1990

effects of addictions. Rice et al are unusual in takin
fairly conservative tack, and are recommended herg
that reason.

For instance, they contrast their findings with estima
released in 1980 by the Research Triangle Institute
(RTI), and find in most respects that their total cost
estimates are somewhat lower than RTI's after accd
ing for inflation and medical care cost expansion.

Other estimates given by Rice, as well - costs derivi
from special populations such as persons affected k
AIDS or FAS, or the homeless - are modest. There
every reason, then, to suppose that Rice's figures fq
costs due to alcohol and other drug abuse in 1985 3

Table 3-3

Number and Causes of Deaths in
1985 Associated with Alcoholism

projected for 1988, $114 and $144.1 billion, respec-
tively, are "low-ball" estimates.

This is even more the case since other cost components
of addiction - the continued deterioration of the crack-
cocaine phenomenon, the spread of HIV infection due
to intravenous drug use, the arrival each year of at
least 500,000 seriously alcohol, nicotine and other
drug-exposed infants with their phenomenally expen-
sive intensive neonatal care costs, etc. - are not well
reflected yet in any cost-of-illness study and will
eventually be factored in. These and other cost vectors
which are harder to track have caused some experts
(Gardner, 1992; Kozel, 1986) to suggest a current cost
of between $250 and $300 billion, total, for all
substance use problems in the United States.

Certainly, an estimate of the cost-of-iliness for alcohol
and other drug problems in the United States in 1993
that lies well into the upper half of the $150-200

billion range is justified by all findings, including

Rice's conservative ones.

e

In breaking down their cost analysis by cost type, Rice
gei al showed that only about a quarter of the total cost
» ffr$218 billion in 1985 for all alcohol problems, drug
problems, and other mental health problems (hereafter
called "ADM problems") was in the form direct
tegstsor costs directly related to the treatment or

support of persons with the disorders (Figure 3-2).

About an equal amount was attributabletioer
uigtated costsuch as costs of crime, motor vehicle

accidents, and social welfare activitiddortality
ngosts or the loss of potential lifetime earnings by those
wwho succumbed to death because of their illnesses,
j@ccounted for the smallest proportion, only 16%.

r
ind

Table 3-4

Number and Causes of Deaths in
1985 Associated with Drug Abuse

CAUSE OF DEATH NUMBER
CAUSE OF DEATH TOTAL ALC- % OF
RELATED TOTAL Drug Psychoses 11
Alcohol Diagnosis (e.g., cirrhosis,
poisoning, withdrawal, etc.)) 17,611 17,611 100 Drug Dependence 1,165
Alcohol-Related Causes Nondependent Drug Abuse 524
M7,/7/ﬁ,r;iaer;[ f,fdl\ffg?;:; z 41,165 15883 38 Neonatal Drug Withdrawal 1

. ., o 92,132 34,863 38 Accidental Drug Poisoning and Overdose 3,552

Suicide, Homicide, Justified Death s 49.276 12157 25

Other Diseases Associated with or

Aggravated by Alcoholism 131,132

331,316

14,254
94,768

11
29

TOTAL
Source: Rice et al, 1990

33
832
6,118

Other Adverse Drug Effects

Accidental or Purposeful Injury or Poisoning

TOTAL

Source: Rice et al, 1990
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The largest proportion of cost, 37%, was due to
morbidity costswhich are "... the value of goods and
services not produced ..." because of illness, a refle
tion of "... the degree [to which alcohol, drug and ot
psychiatric illnesses] prevent or deter people from
producing goods and services in the marketplace, i
public sector, or in their homes ..," (p. 17).

However, when viewed independently of one anothg
as in Figure 3-3, important differences between

loss of life, property and functional capacity due to

drinking, a logical result given the confidence with

which alcohol is linked to a variety of pathophysiologi-
ceal prolcesses and to failure of judgment and impulse
nerontrol.

e

This implies that cost savings from the treatment of
tralcoholism can be looked for in two places. The firstis
in the form of increased functional capacity as a result

1 the

alcohol, other drug, and mental health problems standf successful treatment for alcoholism. This is likely

out. For instance, while direct costs (treatment
resources, training and research, overhead for the
mental health infrastructure, and so on) accounted {
41% of the costs due to mental health ilinesses, diré
costs accounted for a relatively insignificant proport
(10% and (5%) of the costs of alcohol and other dru
addictions, respectively. In fact, of the total of $51
billion spent on direct costs for the treatment and
treatment-related support activities for persons with
ADM problems in 1985, less than 17% was spent o
the treatment and treatment-support of alcohol and
other drug abusers.

Figure 3-3 and Table 3-2 show another important
finding of the report, one supported by humerous pf
studies. In general, a disproportionate share (39%
the total) of the costs incident to alcohol abuse are
to morbidity, which can be loosely defined as a loss
functional capacity due to the effects of an illness st
- for example, deterioration of the ability to earn
income or care for a family. Nearly as large a shareg
34%, is due to mortality, the 95,000 lives lost to
alcohol-related causes in 1985. Of these, only abol
fifth could be linked to alcohol as the main or sole
cause. Most of these deaths were indirectly linked
suicides, accidents, etc. - but their total effect was
devastating: Each victim's life was cut short, on the
average, by more than 28 years, resulting in the los
a quarter of a million dollars per death from the hum
capital perspective favored by Rice and an even gre
one from the sheerly humane point of view.

Smaller in number, but even larger in economic imp
per case (average loss of $418, 857) are the 6,000
lost yearly to drug addiction as the direct cause.
Altogether, alcohol and other drug abuse, not includ
tobacco use, cost about 100,886 American lives in

1985, accounting for about 4.8% of deaths that yeat.

Mor- tality results for both alcohol and other drug
abuse are given in Table 3-3 and 3-4.

Combine these data with other losses due to alcohg
(destruction of property in motor vehicle crashes an
fires, etc.) and we learn that more than 77% of the
economic costs of alcohol abuse, $54.6 billion in 19
are in the form of mortality, morbidity and property
damage. The clear emphasis in the alcohol cost-of;

to take the form of a cost-benefit finding, and cost-
benefit studies showing increases in functional capac-

oity and productivity on the job will be reviewed in

2dChapter 5Addictions Treatment in Workforce

oRopulations.

gThere is another area, though, where cost savings can
be expected on the basis of these cost-of-illness data.
This is in the form of lowered health care costs if treat-
ment for alcohol abuse is successful, and we will

N review a number of such cost-offset studies in Chapter
4, Addictions Treatment in General Clinical Popula-
tions Cost-of-illness data showing the potential for
such savings were assiduously examined in the Rice et
al report.

ior

ofAs suggested by the high proportion of costs related to

dueortality and morbidity, health-related costs are the
girincipal burden on society of alcohol abuse, account-

aileg for nearly three-quarters of the total economic
encumbrance. Ricet al(1990) show a charge for
,direct treatment in general medical centers of more
than $3 billion, without accounting for the very large

utsnare of alcohol-related medical admissions that are
not diagnosed or otherwise available to C@la
coders. The National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and
Alcoholism (1989Hospital Discharge Surveipund

s of

an Table 3-5

Eat‘E?rosts of Treating (s bilions) Alcohol and
Other Drug Problems in 1985

act

iV' TYPE OF SUBSTANCE ABUS E

. TYPE OF COST ALCOHOL DRUGS

N $6.8 $2.1
Medical Center 3 $1.1

0.7
0.2
0.1
13
0.7
0.3
0.5

0.2
0.1
0.03
0.3

Federal Providers

Municip. Psych. Hospitals

Private Psych. Hospitals

Specialty Hospitals

d Nursing Homes
85 Office-based MD, PhD, etc.

0.1
0.2

Other Support Services

illness data in Ricet al (1990 and elsewhere is on th

Source: Rice et al, 1990
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594,234 discharges from medical centers in 1985
attributed to alcoholism as the primary condition, an
an additional 516,000 attributable to alcoholism as &
secondary ill- ness - or more than 1 million total cas
In 1985, the total short-term hospital bill for alcohol
problems came to more than $3 billion, and to more
than $4.25 billion when the charges due to other dry
problems were added.

Not just frequency of hospitalization for alcohol and
drug problems as primary conditions, but length of s
for other medical problems, is another health care
parameter adversely affected by alcohol and other ¢
problems that are present in a secondagoarorbid
form. Depending on the primary admitting medical
condition, a secondary diagnosis of alcohol or drug
dependence can increase the average length of sta
short-term medical unit by up to four days, thus
locking up costly medical resources that could be
better deployed elsewhere, or the cost saved entire
In addition to these costs due to alcoholism, Rice et
find additional costs in 1985 as shown in Table 3-5.
Basic and additional health care costs attributable t
other drug problems are also found in this table.

It should be borne in mind throughout this discussio
that, however well designed the cost study of health
care outlays, all research on costs attributable to eg
denied, socially undesirable, and perhaps not persqg
ally well understood behavior patterns is bound to

underestimate true costs, perhaps by a wide margin.

Attempts to tease out of the overall medical cost
picture the portion due to alcohol and other drug ab
when these are not the main presenting complaints
when they are, rather, secondary or comorbid diagn
ses - are typically not very successful. Cost-of-illne
studies which factor in secondary or comorbid costs
alcohol and other drug abuse have even been disca
aged, since (1) they veer from the conservative path
estimation that is preferred by cost-of-illness resear
ers, and (2) the proportion of hazard added by alcok
or other drug involvement to some disease or injurie
not very well understood.

Therefore, even a fairly broad literature on the cove
presence of alcohol problems in a substantial propg
tion of the country's general medical service beds
(many experts settle on figures of 20 to 25% as ave
for most hospitals) cannot be well accounted for, sg
far, in cost-of-illness studies, and it is likely that
problems with other drugs, where they contributed t
medical hospitalization, are similarly underrepresen

Therefore, even Rice et al (1990), an otherwise
valuable source, can be expected to underestimate
true costs to the economy, hidden and overt, of alcg
and drug abusers' utilization of health care resource
Also not well reflected in the cost-of-illness data are
the costs for health care that is administered to

fec

and other drug users) but that is nevertheless due to
dalcoholism and other drug dependence. These kinds of
a collateral health effects of addictions are just begin-
eging to receive some attention, and necessarily repre-

sent another huge hidden cost burden of alcohol and

other drug abuse.
1g

e

If much of the cost-of-illness data on alcoholism

tapncerns mortality, morbidity and other issues relevant
to health care, cost-of-illness analysis of other drug

jragdiction yields a different picture. Costs due to
morbidity and mortality, 19.4% of the total, account for
little more than a quarter, proportionately, of the
burden they bear in the case of alcoholism. Instead,

ytimeaclear emphasis in the data on other drugs is the cost
due to drug-related phenomena ("Other Direct" and
"Other Indirect" in Table 3-2).

y.

arhis is not to say that significant medical care costs are
not attributable to addiction to drugs other than

p alcohol: A recent NIDA study (Gfroerer, Adams &

Table 3-6

silkegal and Indirect Costs ($ milions) Due
n- to Alcohol and Other Drug Problems

>

TYPE OF SUBSTANCE ABUS E
OTHER

HsS DRUGS

TYPE OF COST ALCOHOL

_ Criminal Justice System
Police Protectio n
Legal and Adjudicatio n

0
ES $1,338
‘ 274

$5,810
1,108

State and Federal Prison s
° Local Jail s 884 2,130
ur 1,238 460
IS Total CJS 3,734 9,508
ch

Drug Traffic Control
nol

S

Preventio n

Law Enforcemen t 175

1,380
1,555

Total Drug Traffic Contro |

It Other Legal Costs
Private Legal Defens e
r- Property Destructio n

342
175

517

1,381
759

2,140

Total Other Legal Cost s

Other Direct Costs
Motor Vehicle Accident s
Fire Destructio n
Social Welfare Administratio n

rau

2,584

457
88

3,129

0o

Total Other Direct Cost s

Indirect Costs

th
hc
S.

Victims of Crim e
Incarceratio n
Crime Career s

465
2,701

842

4,434
13,976

3,166 19,252

Total Indirect Cost s

non-abuserfyvpicallv, soouses and children of alcohg

L S0urcer RiGg eraf, 1990

TATAIL

D
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Moien, 1988) in which researchers were able to seg
gate discharge diagnosis for drug problems by drug
abuse and by age of patient found that, of the 263
million hospital discharges in the United States duri
the period 1979-1985, 0.8%, or about 2 million case
showed evidence of non-alcohol drug problems. Th
were concentrated in young working-age males 25 {
34 years old. More than 700,000 cases were diagn
as drug dependence (25% dependent on opiates, 1
on cannabis, 6% on cocaine and the remainder uns
fied) and about 45% of the total 2 million were
diagnosed as drug abusers, also distributed among
opiates, cannabis, cocaine, and a large unspecified
polysubstance group. Thus, problems with drugs ot
than alcohol are indeed implicated to some extent if
preventable illnesses and overuse of health care
resources. However, two other elements of the dru
abuse phenomenon appear more costly to society.

The first element is contained in the observation tha
nearly a third of the costs due to abuse of drugs oth
than alcohol are due to police activity and criminal
justice system processing ($11.1 billion in 1985) an
related elements such as legal defense fees, incarc
tion, drug interdiction, property destruction, costs to
crime victims, and a myriad of others. Table 3-6
shows legal and other indirect costs associated with
drug abuse, with alcohol figures also given for
purposes of comparison. As seen there, the total ci
nal justice cost for drug problems is almost three tin
as large as for alcohol control; legal defense costs,
incarceration costs, property damage, and so on, alf
much higher for drugs than for alcohol, with the exc
tion of alcohol-related fires and motor vehicle
accidents.

The most significant cost vector, however - the large

element in the drug abuse data reviewed by Rice et a

is loss to the legitimate economy from drug abusers
crime careerg$14 billion), or their tendency to not
participate in the legitimate economy in preference
marginal, illegal, or underground employment. Mos
of these crime career costs, it is believed, are contri
uted by users of heroin and/or cocaine Altogether,
crime-related costs to society due to drug abuse tot
in 1985 to more than $32.5 billion, an amount more
than three times the crime-related costs of alcohol
abuse ($10 billion) and nearly equal to three-quarte
of the total social cost burden of drug problems othe
than alcohol. Even more than is true of alcoholism,
disproportionate share of these total costs attributec
drug abuse are contributed by the young and very

young.
e

If the costs of alcohol abuse, then, are borne dispro
tionately by health problems and their effects on
productivity and longevity, the costs of other drug
addiction (not including nicotine) are borne in large

réhe legitimate economy, and by other elements of drug
adbuse's illicit quality. It is therefore possible to antici-
pate in these data the kinds of treatment cost-benefit
n@nd cost-offset studies to be reviewed later.
S,
edée will see there that while a good deal of evidence
ofrom alcoholism treatment studies can be marshaled to
oshdw positive returns on productivity, the most elegant
Agtd convincing studies demonstrate useful effects of
paldeholism treatment on medical care utilization. In
contrast, we can find no well done study showing
positive effects of drug abuse treatment on medical
arare cost-offsets; instead, a powerful body of evidence
hieas been developed to show a good rate of return to
n society in terms of lowered crime and social welfare
costs. Itis no coincidence that the outcome indicators
y preferred by drug abuse researchers, and those
reviewed in detail in Chapter Bddictions Treatment
in CJS Populations and Narcotics Usgbgar on lower
itrates of crime and higher rates of gainful employment.
er
Two significant issues, however, have come even more
0 to the fore since the data available to Rice et al (1990)
eveere gathered and which can be expected to materially
alter the view of cost-of-illness data, particularly in
regard to abuse of drugs other than alcohol.

Table 3-7

Descriptions and Representative
eall  Costs in 1988 of Alcohol and
*P- Other Drug Treatment Programs

imi-
nes

TREATMENT MODALITY AND SETTING COST
Lot
’b: Alcohol Education Program $150-350
i : Course of Social Detoxification $150-500
Employee Assistance Counseling and Referral $250-1000
Or Halfway-House or other Sheltered Living Program $750-2000
[ Course of Treatment with a Medical or Other Menta |
- Health Practitioner, Including Outpatient
Detoxification $1000-1500
ale Inpatient Medical Detoxification $1500-3500
High Intensity (Partial Hospital) Outpatient Program $2000-5000

Short-Term (14-28 day) Rehabilitation Program with

Low-Intensity Aftercare $5000-10000

IS
8
a
|l t\ Specialty Hospital Intermediate Program (1-6

Months Inpatient Care with Extended Aftercare and
Sheltered Living Setting Post-Discharge)

Short-Term (14-28 day) Relapse Program with

High-Intensity, Extended Aftercare $8000-15000

$10000-25000

Long-T erm (6-24 month) Rehabilitative Program or
Therapeutic Community (with Custodial Care

Capabilities) $15000-30000

PC Medically Intensive Intermediate Rehabilitation

(with Intensive Medical and Rehabilitative Care) $15000-50000

Source: Wright, 1988

amount ly crime by mawinal utility of drua abusers to
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The first is the rapid escalation of HIV seropositivity
populations of addicts, their sexual partners and
offspring, and the direct attribution of this spread to
proximal drug-taking practices (e.g., heedle-sharing
and effects (drug-induced toxic suppression of auto
mune function). HIV is, of course, an issue of urger
concern to a variety of decision-makers and cannot
much addressed here, except to indicate that HIV
seropositivity, still hidden in most of the cost-of-illne
data of the 1980's, is likely to become a major direc
cost-of-illness vector in the 1990's.

Of total AIDS cases, about 20% are intravenous dru
users, and high-risk health practices constellating
around intravenous drug use must be viewed as on
the main transmission channels for the HIV virus. i
different study, Rice (Scitovsky & Rice, 1987)
estimated that total direct and indirect costs for AID
about 20% of which could be attributed to intraveno
drug abuse, would rise from $4.9 billion in 1985 to
$66.5 billion in 1991, a more than 13-fold increase i
only six years. Much of this cost is borne directly by
the health care sector, especially as desperately ill
individuals come more and more to depend on the
public hospital for emergency management and eve
long-term care and hospice. Therefore, drug abuse
treatment, especially treatment targeted at reductio
HIV risk behaviors (intravenous use, needle-sharing
unsafe sex practices) is bound to yield a very subst
tial new crop of medical care cost-offsets in the nex
few years.

The other cost-of-iliness issue of more concern in
recent years, one addressed more substantively in
Technical Appraisal, consists of complications to
perinatal and pediatric health caused by drug and
alcohol abuse by the parent. Estimates of the numk
of infants exposed to alcohol and other drugs each
vary, but a sense of the problem's scope is beginnin
emerge. Data published by the Institute of Medicine
(1990) indicate that between 350,000 and 625,000
infants are drug exposed each year. Cost-of-iliness
studies concerning fetal alcohol and drug effects arg
addressed in detail in ChapterAgdictions Treatment
with Pregnant Women

COSTSOF TREATMENT

In all of the data examined by Rice et al (1990) and
others it is quite clear that a relatively modest portig
of the costs of alcohol and other drug abuse borne
society are in the form of payments for treatment or
prevention. While treatment and activities that supp
treatment account for more than 40% of the costs tg
society of most psychiatric disorders, they account {
only 10% of the costs of alcoholism, and 5% of the

other drug abuse respectively, an amount far out of
iproportion to their costs to society.

It would be quite difficult to argue in light of these
figures that the treatment infrastructure of alcohol and
nurug treatment is "overbuilt" or even overutilized. In
tone recent study, O'Neill (1990) found that for the
baverage managed care company in his survey of 473

HMOs, "... the total cost for chemical dependency

ssreatment was approximately 60 cents per plan member
[

per month," (p. 42). Altogether, alcohol and other drug
treatment accounts for only 1.23 % of total HMO
costs, and an even smaller proportion (between 1 and
¥%, depending on the study) of the costs of other
health insurers.
e Of
n Bxpansions in coverage and in the availability of treat-
ment does not have much effect on utilization of
Salcohol and drug treatment, which in most ways has an
usinelastic" demand, or a demand for the service that is
relatively unresponsive to price and supply. Thus,
nunlike many other benefits, especially other psychiatric
benefits, few patients access insurance coverage for
alcohol or other drug treatment. Hallan (1981) noted
"The available data ... suggest ... that utilization of
nalcoholism treatment benefits is remarkably low,
usually less than one-half of 1 percent,” (p. 21), a
n fidure that has proven fairly stable across a variety of
,studies where utilization - or what some program
antevelopers call the "penetration rate” - has been an
I object of study.

In a recent survey, MEDSTAT (1991) examined the
health care claims of over 3 million employees from
hégproximately 50 commercial insurance companies.
They found that only one-third of one percent were
admitted to inpatient addictions treatment in 1989
neFhese inpatient claims accounted for only 3.4% of all
yégpatient admissions and 3.8% of all claims (compared,
dgoo example, to 10.6% for psychiatric claims). The
2 average cost of addictions treatment was $7,676 for
adults and $12,551 for adolescents.

2 Most significantly, only 21% of those patients who
completed a 22-30 day treatment were readmitted to
the hospital for any reason (including relapse) in the
year following treatment. In comparison, 48% of those
treated for seven days or less were readmitted within a
year.

Thus, while psychiatric coverage often promotes a
N"woodwork effect," whereby new service candidates
P\elect service when rules are eased or coverage is

expanded, little additional utilization, particularly of
JHpatient services, is expected when coverage for
P addictions is expanded, and it has already been demon-
Olétrated that the baseline of utilization is comparatively

ow.

costs of drug abuse. In 1985, $6.8 billion and $2.1

billion were spent directly on treatment for alcohol antgthijs quality of addictions treatment can be

3-
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demonstrated empirically. In one study, Siegel,
Haugland, Goodman and Wanderling (1984) compa
the direct costs of care of alcoholic patients to costs
treating psychiatric patients in a large sample of 841
individuals, consisting of 325 alcoholics and 516
patients with psychiatric diagnoses. The costs for ¢
of each patient over a two-year post-intake period w
tracked, including both inpatient days and outpatien
services.

The authors found that although alcoholics were the
single largest diagnostic group in the cohort, 39% o
the total, the costs of their care were only 22% of th
total. Inpatient admissions in particular were much
briefer for the alcoholics, averaging a total of 28 day
during the two-year follow-up compared to 108 days
for the other patients. "Thus alcoholics, who essen-
tially reside in the community and who are the large
diagnostic subgroup among users of inpatient and
outpatient services of the mental health system, do
overutilize the system in terms of services received
costs incurred," (p. 508).

CONCLUSIONS

Cost-of-illness data associated with alcohol and oth
drug abuse reveal very substantial costs to society

many forms. Alcoholism especially promotes high

health care costs, but these are less for the direct c
of alcoholism than for the symptomatic and often te
ary treatment of organ damage and traumatic injurig
due to alcoholism and hazardous drinking practices

The absolute dimensions of the health care costs d
alcohol and other drugs are not known, because of
hidden or covert nature of these problems, but somg
estimate that as much as 15% of the national health
care budget is spent for the treatment of conditions
related to addictions, explicit or covert. In addition,
interesting new line of research oollateral health
care costsor the tendency of close family members
alcohol and other drug users to develop themselves
physical problems - perhaps in reaction to the stres
living with an active addict - is examined in Chapter
and is another cost-of-iliness factor that may be ent
in futureCOl estimates.

Add to this the phenomenal health care cost implica
tions of HIV transmission and effects of alcohol,
nicotine and other drug exposure on developing
fetuses, and swollen health care costs due to the pe
cious effects of alcohol and other drug abuse must
loom large in the current debate over health care
reform. The effects of treatment for alcohol and dry
abuse on these health care cost vectors is a prime {
of this Technical Appraisal, covered in detail in
Chapters 4, 5, 6 and 7.

Other costs too, though, have been documented. A

implicated in alcohol abuse and other drug problems,
rade large morbidity costs or loss of productive capacity
alue to alcohol or other drug impairment. The single

| largest cost factor associated with alcohol abuse, and a
significant factor as well in abuse of other drugs,

aocemes in the form of impaired productive capacity -

diene out of work, accidents on the job, early retire-

t ments, waste of skills and experience, etc. - that so
troubles American industry and its competitive
position. These are costs that are explored in further

» detail in Chapter 5Addictions Treatment in Workforce

f Populations

[¢)

Other significant costs appear most burdensome when
sdrugs other than alcohol are considered. Especially in
the case of heroin, cocaine and other narcotics, large
numbers of youthful, healthy and otherwise promising

sindividuals are regularly diverted from a path of
productivity and into a marginal "crime career," that
noontributes nothing to the legitimate economy or social
ogood, but rather has very significant costs in property
theft, criminal violence, maintenance of the legal
control apparatus, and other elements. In fact, about
three-quarters of the total cost of drug abuse, not
including alcohol, is in the form of these "other direct"
r:‘F:osts, mostly the effects of the crime career.
NSurprisingly, despite these huge medical and morbidity
costs in general clinical populations and workforce
afroups and among pregnant women, and the large
[lsocial costs and crime career losses among narcotics
rSusers, very few resources are actually targeted at the
treatment of alcoholism (rather than of the liver disease
that is caused by alcoholism), or of drug abuse (rather
UeHAN of the urban crime problem it generates). These
th&re issues that, in these difficult economic circum-
£ stances, only firm evidence bearing on cost-benefits,
cost-effectiveness, and cost-offsets with general clini-
cal populations, workforce populations, criminal
Ajustice populations, and pregnant women, can address.
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ADDICTIONS
TREATMENT
IN GENERAL
CLINICAL
FOPULATIONS

ENERAL CLINICAL
POPULATIONSnNclude
both Medicaid and Medicare,

Blue Cross / Blue Shield, and

private insurance eligibles.
Members of these groups
differ in financial control and
accountability for their
substance abuse treatment.
They show as well substantial differences in some

demographic characteristics. Their avenues of acct
to most treatment, though, and the contingencies uf
which they seek treatment, are sufficiently similar th

they are treated here as they tend to be in the clinic
setting, as common members of a general clinical

population. Obviously, many members of the gener

clinical population are employed, and so overlap
substantially with the workforce population studied i

Chapter 5. Yet, even when they are employed, or g
studied because of their membership in an insurang

plan available through their place of work, it is their
health care utilization as part of a general populatio
sample, rather than their work performance, that is

interest to researchers. Many additional members ¢

the general clinical population seek treatment as
dependents of employed and insured workers, and
course the larger general clinical population include
the economically disadvantaged who are neither
employed nor insured, but seek treatment through t

public mental health and addictions treatment secto

For purposes of socioeconomic evaluation, general
clinical populations differ from the other groups
reviewed in this Technical Appraisal - workforce
populations, narcotics users, criminal justice populs
tions, and pregnant women - in many important
respects. Cost-benefit ratios, for instance, may be
harder to calculate in general clinical populations,
since these patients are not being tracked for

treatment-related drops in criminal activity and its
associated costs as is usually true of studies of
criminally-involved narcotics users, nor for increases

in productivity, as is true in studies of workforce
populations. There are then, in some ways, fewer
sources of data to search for evidence on the socioeco-
nomic effectiveness of addictions treatment in general
clinical populations, and this may be a limitation of

this literature.

2€3n the other hand, use of medical resources, rather
1dban of criminal justice resources or of vocational
atesources that would be better devoted to other
alvorkers, is a principal interest in research with general
clinical populations. So, it is here that budget analysts
ahnd policy planners are likely to look for the cost-offset
analyses that will justify, as part of the healthcare
nreform movement, continued outlay of treatment
relollars for care of the addictions. Though cost-benefit
eanalysis may be an underdeveloped component of the
socioeconomic literature on general clinical popula-
ntions, we will find that cost-offset analysis is quite well
pideveloped, and it is here that people with the power to
pfmake real differences are likely to look when health-
care budgets, rather than drug control budgets or
oCorporate development plans, are on the table.
S

e

In a different vein, socioeconomic evaluations of
addictions treatment in general clinical populations
typically focus, almost exclusively, on problems with
alcohol, while other drug problems are represented in
athe literatures on narcotics users and, in an incomplete
way, in the still nascent literature on pregnant women.
It is possible that the applicability of findings reviewed
here on alcoholism - which are based, after all, on
treatment for the abuse of a highly accessible, licit,

ne

-
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socially approved and culturally significant substang
to other drug problems may be only a matter of conj
ture. On the other hand, there are some lines of
connection of work on alcohol problems in general
clinical populations to other literatures. Alcohol caf
be itself the focus of criminal complaints and of inte
ventions carried out within the criminal justice syste
such as drunken-driver intervention and court-
mandated referrals in cases of alcohol-related viole
by the same token, many patients with mixed drug
problems who are criminally involved now seek treal
ment in traditionally alcohol-focused settings; and
substitutive alcohol use is frequently a focus of stud
on narcotics users; some evaluations of workforce
programs focus on both alcohol and other drug abu
and so on.

There is, in short, significantly more overlap in the
actual case material worked with by researchers tha
reflected in the reports they produce. To some extg
divisions in the literature between general clinical
populations, narcotics users, and workforce popula-
tions, are forced. It will not be surprising to see soc
economic evaluations in future focus broadly, on mg
drugs of abuse and on more cost and benefit vectoi
more kinds of cases than has been characteristic of
field so far.

Other changes, these taking place at the clinical lev
are likely to occur which are bound to change the ki
of questions pursued by socioeconomists. Cost-
effectiveness - with its important bearings on availa
ity of treatment, its attractiveness to third-party
reimbursers, and the place of prestige for addictiong
treatment within the larger health care community -
likely to gain ground as both a research area and vg
for professional debate. Other issues that are antic
pated are addressed below.

e

Below, important socioeconomic analyses of these
other issues concerning the treatment of alcohol an
other drug abuse in the general clinical population 3
presented. Unfortunately, there are a number of
problems with much of this literature (Holder &
Hallan, 1986).

In many instances, only small numbers of patients
participated as subjects in even influential studies,
making generalization of their results difficult. Many
studies lack appropriate comparison groups. Other
present results taken during only a brief window of

time immediately before and after treatment, a char
teristic especially of older studies that may overesti-
mate the impact of addictions treatment when patie
functioning is at its nadir just prior to treatment, and
its maximum for a brief period of time just after the

L

e -

estill other studies have had to rely for logistical
reasons only on surrogate measures of impact such as
reduced sick days or sickness and accident benefits,

n rather than on direct measures of utilization and cost.

-We have selected for review studies of high quality,

mhut cover as well those that are well known in the field,

or that use unusual techniques.

nce,

t- e

ids should again be mentioned that, in historical terms,
socioeconomic evaluation of addictions treatment is

seiew and the field, as of this writing, is incomplete.

With few exceptions, socioeconomic findings on the

treatment of general clinical populations, based princi-

pally on alcoholism treatment, can only with great care

arbis generalized to other drug problems. However, some

niransfer of findings, as there has been of clinical
technique, is possible.

Dre

COST—BENEFIT STUDIES
S, in

tAenong socioeconomic analyses of addictions treat-
ment in general clinical populations, cost-benefit
studies are underrepresented. Cost-benefit analyses are
efrominent in studies of addictions treatment in
neerkforce populations (Chapter 5), and are also well
represented in studies of criminal justice groups (Chap-
biter 6), but in general clinical populations they are much
more limited in number for the reasons explained
5 above. Also in general clinical populations, they pay
dittle respect to problems with drugs other than alcohol.

Nnu
- &ICCHINELLI, BINNER & HALPERN (1978)

One of the earliest cost-benefit studies to appear in the
literature on general clinical populations involved the
application to community-financed alcoholism treat-
ment of a special, very limited type of cost-benefit
alysis calledutput-value analysi€Cicchinelli,
gBinner & Halpern, 1978). As used by the researchers,
réutput value analysis is a form of cost-benefit analysis
imited in that "... only the discharged patient is consid-
ered in estimating the benefits of a program, and only
direct treatment costs are considered in estimating
costs of a program. Other costs or benefits to society,
the patient, or family and friends are not considered
within this simplified framework," (p. 435).
Cicchinelli et al (1978) should therefore be understood
s as quite limited in scope. Many direct costs and
benefits and nearly all indirect costs are explicitly
h&xcluded from OVA at the outset.

O-

ol

htl here are at the same time, though, some significant
attractions of the Cicchinelli study, not the least of
which was its early appearance at a time when socio-
economic evaluations of addictions treatment were

patient is dischared.
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rarely contemplated, or even thought really necessdrindicated that alcoholism treatment has a sound finan-

The sample size was also quite large and the rese
included females. The authors worked with the
records of 2,299 male and female patients admitted
the Fort Logan Mental Health Center in Colorado.

Another very important aspect of the Cicchinelli stug
is its ability to compare the benefits of dollar outlays
for addictions treatment to dollar outlays for the trea
ment of major mental illnesses. The researchers h
unusual access to cost-benefit data from adult psyc
ric programs in the Fort Logan system, making this
kind of direct comparison possible. The authors
estimated the benefits of each program - addictions
treatment vs. adult psychiatry - by estimating the
enhanced economic productivity of patients that col
be attributed to the treatment they'd received.

To carry out this design, the authors measured outc
on a response-to-treatment dimension, a variable
created by combining a 1-4 scale of impairment at
admission with a 1-5 scale of response-to-treatmen
each patient, ranging from marked improvement to
clinical deterioration. In this way, a unique value fo
the clinical outcome, or response-to-treatment, coul
be calculated for each patient. Thus, clinical deterig
tion during treatment in a patient who was only sligh
impaired at admission would have a negative implic
tion for the program's output-value. On the other h3
marked clinical improvement observed in a patient
who was severely impaired at intake would be givern
the maximum output-value. This unique approach
proved useful to Cicchinelli's study of the relative
efficiency of treating patients at differing levels of
illness severity at intake. Predictably, they found th
the efficiency of the program - the average output-
value or response-to-treatment - tended to decline v
the severity of the problem.

This is not an unusual finding in any area of health

care, where the most ill 20% of many patient groups
absorb 80% of the clinical resources and still respo
poorly, if at all. This is a finding that should be view
in humane terms, larger than merely economic oneg

Within the stated limitations of the Cicchinelli study
and the kinds of cost and outcome data evaluated,
results are impressive. Overall, the authors found 4
return of $9.69 for each $1.00 spent on treatment.

"Over the years studied, the program returned appr
mately $8 to $12 in value for every dollar invested ir
the program,” (p. 441).

Significantly, the authors found that this ratio

compared very favorably to the $3/1 ratio observed
some adult psychiatry programs. They also noted t
the superior ratio for alcoholism treatment could be
due to the lower average cost of alcoholism treatme
and to the higher estimated economic potential of

jrcdhal payoff even separate from reductions in later

health care costs, but as a mechanism to improve the
teconomic viability of the individual.

RUNDELL & PAREDES (1979)

|

yAnother of the earliest and most intriguing cost-benefit
tanalyses to reach the literature was reported by Rundell
a@nd Paredes (1979). These researchers conducted a
hiast-benefit analysis of the treatment in the mid-1970's
of 3,034 individuals seen at state-monitored alcoholism
programs in Oklahoma.

These programs operated under state contracts with
il@rrangements to bill the state on a fee-for-service basis
for treatment activities, allowing Rundell and Paredes

to calculate with considerable accuracy the cost of
ofgsvices by simply reviewing the fee-for-service
records sent in to the state health department by
participating service providers. The researchers were
falso able to estimate, on an actuarial basis, a number of
benefit vectors, including subsequent taxable earnings
for the patients, costs attributable to alcohol-related
d motor vehicle accidents, and other crime and legal
Hre@sts, with post-treatment figures being available, in
tipany cases, for a total of 18 months.
a-
inbhe large sample, the diversity of programs and treat-
ments represented, and the array of cost and benefit
vectors examined, are strong points of Rundell and
Paredes. The report, though, gives very little detail
regarding the means by which these benefit vectors
were calculated, and some clients can be expected to
ahave received additional medical and perhaps mental
health services in other settings, so that total treatment
viepsts may be underestimated. Also, while the research-
ers did attempt to gather data on a variety of outcome
(benefit) dimensions, they were not able to access
future medical care cost offsets, collateral benefits
s experienced by families, and so on, so that total treat-
hdnent benefits may be underestimated as well.
ed
5. A comparison group was available, consisting of those
patients who contacted the system of treatment sites
but then received less than $14 in care. There are a
heumber of reasons for suspecting that this comparison
group differed from the experimental group (partial or
full treatment) in many ways, but fortunately the
nyduthors used this comparison's group's results as a
1 correction factor for the cost-benefit ratio experienced
by the treated group.

To apply this correction factor, the authors generated
itheir main findings by subtracting the costs of treat-
hament for the treated group from the value of the

benefits, defined before as subsequent earnings,
nteduced costs for motor vehicle accidents, for other

crime and legal affairs. This is the classic cost-benefit

alcoholicpatients. In shortCicchinelli et a(1978

approach. The authors then corrected their resylts b
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subtracting the benefits derived by the untreated gr
from those derived by the treated group, as an atten
to remove from the cost-benefit ratio benefits that
could not be ascribed to treatment, but rather to
maturation, spontaneous improvement, or other hist
effects.

The final result suggested that, for every $1.00
invested by the State of Oklahoma in its treatment
efforts, $1.98 was earned back. There was, for
example, an increase in earnings of about $1,130 p
client per year, averaged across 682 clients with
18-month follow-ups. The authors found, however, 1
very little additional savings could be attributed to
treatment costs in excess of about $300, which
purchased "about 3 weeks of intermediate care with
daily group therapy." (p. 329).

This is in direct contrast to main findings with narco
ics users and criminal justice populations, which ha
shown with some consistency just the opposite effe
Treatment-derived benefits tend not to be observed
narcotics users prior to the receipt of a substantial
"dose" of treatment, often three months, six months
more. However, the findings of Rundell and Paredg
were overall quite positive, though somewhat less s
than a much larger study, reviewed next.

THE JWK STuDY OF NIAAA
ALCOHOLISM T(I'\?L%é\g)MENT CENTERS

In the mid 1970's, the JWK corporation received a
contract to perform an ambitious cost-benefit analys
of the treatment of more than 4,700 individuals who
received treatment for alcoholism through the

federally-sponsored system of Alcoholism Treatmern
Centers or ATCs. During the early 1970's the Natiof
Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA)
was heavily involved in direct service work, using th
nearly national system of ATCs to develop services
and train researchers and service personnel. Rese
feedback from this arrangement was possible, since
patients treated at these ATCs could serve as reses
subjects to address treatment research questions.

The JWK study examined the outcome of the treatn
of a group of 4,777 individuals who entered any of 4
NIAAA-sponsored ATCs in 26 states in 1974. Thes
advantages of size and geographic dispersion are

typically only possible in studies using federally owr
or sponsored clinical services or health care databa
The JWK researchers also designed elegant metho
for showing the costs and benefits of alcoholism tre
ment at several "levels," a method for developing dé
not usually encountered in cost-benefit analysis.

These levels include: (1) the national level (costs of
treatment in federal tax dollars, and benefits in redu
tax expenditures that can be expected as the result

bigeatment), (2) the community level (local concessions
npihd in-kind contributions to the clinical service
matched against anticipated benefits to the commu-
nity), and (3) the individual level (out-of-pocket
oexpenses, time out of work and other opportunity costs
of receiving treatment, balanced against increases in
earnings and other benefits). This multilevel mode of
analysis is unique in the literature, and assists policy-
makers at different levels to assess the possible
ebenefits of addictions treatment which they, in particu-
lar, can expect.
hat
There are many problems with this study. The lack of
a comparison group is troubling. The follow-up period
did not allow for a full recruitment of potential
benefits. Subjects were almost all male. Many of the
means used to calculate estimates are not well expli-
-cated in the report. However, the sample size is very
veéarge, the multilevel analysis of results is an important
Ctefinement, and the status of this ambitious study as
Ione of the first socioeconomic studies of its scale and
type is worthy of respect.
, or
SWith all its flaws, the results of the study are impres-
osive. At the national level, the researchers found a
$2.96/$1 benefit-to-cost ratio, most of this in reduced
]S:os_lt_s_for subsequent hospitalization in federally-funded
acilities.

Significantly, the costs experienced by communities

were very low, since most treatment burden was borne

by NIAAA, but many of the benefits of treatment - in

i educed motor vehicle accidents, criminal justice activ-
y and so on - accrued at the community level, so that

the cost-benefit ratio for the community was very

large: The researchers estimated that communities

ould expect $11.46 in savings for every $1.00 spent

n treatment or the support of treatment activities.

z

At the individual level of analysis, the ratio, while not
Elgj,[attractive, was still very substantial: Fewer hospitali-
i ions, less cost of alcohol consumption, increased
irﬂg\e_ on the job and resulting earnings, reduced crimi-
| justice involvement and motor vehicle accidents,

etc., combined to yield a $6.21 payoff for every $1.00
]eg#expense borne by the individual. Some collateral
ld ects were also noted, including a change in welfare

e

o pendency of 410 families at pre-treatment, to only
162 families at the six-month follow-up.

S éjmming up their findings, the researchers noted:

ds | theory, the major part of the earnings increase result-

at- ing from alcoholism treatment occurs during a long

ta period of time following treatment. By the time he seeks
treatment, the typical alcoholic has developed a pattern
of living which involves a growing productivity deficit
relative to the norm for his earnings group. The benefi-

cedcial results of successful treatment enable the client to

of control the alcoholic impairment which has brought on

4-4



this productivity deficit. The client's earning deficit is
not eliminated immediately, instead, his productivity and
earnings begin a long-term upward movement. This
growth trend will generally continue, diminishing and
eventually removing his earnings deficit, allowing the
person to regain the earnings norm for his age-sex-
education group. (Sec. Il, p. 18)

This argument is persuasive, of course, to the exten

that alcoholism treatment and, by extension, treatmeﬁk

for other drug problems as well, has effects that are
significant and especiallgnduring or that have
additive effects across the treatment career.

SAXE, DOUGHERTY, ESTY & FINE (1983)

Much of the literature published up until the time of

1942 by Voegtlin and Lemere (1942), scholars who
examined more than 100 published reports that
appeared between 1909 and 1940. Disappointingly,
none of the treatments offered in those days to
alcoholics in the general clinical population appeared
effective under the authors' scrutiny. Over the next
decades, however, as the service delivery sector
tcontinued to expand, as treatments proliferated and
inical outcome research was boosted by NIAAA in

e early 1970's, more encouraging results appeared.

Soon, other major reviews, including those of Emrick
(1974, 1975), Baekeland, Lundwall and Kissin (1975),
Costello (1975, 1977), Lettierie et al (1985), Miller and
Hester (1986), Nathan and Skinstad (1987), NIAAA
(1987), the Institute of Medicine (1989), and still

the studies just reviewed was surveyed by Saxe ang Others were to appear. While some ambiguities and
Co”eagues in 1983 as Case Study #22 in a much |ar%'rcerta|nt|es continued to nag, most recent sources

program of cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness anal

y
of American medical care, under contract to the Offic

of Technology Assessment (OTA) of the U.S.
Congress. This fine overview is often referred to ag
the "OTA Study" or the "Saxe Study," though itis in

%ve found that, at the minimuspme treatmentgre

ective forsome patientandersome conditiongnd

the actual state of clinical efficacy may be somewhat
more encouraging than that.

fact not a study at all but rather a literature review wit fact, that most typically administered treatments
a strong section on cost-benefit analysis, probably therovide measurable benefits of some stability to a
most incisive and detailed review of its kind publishednajority of their patients is a conclusion with which

to date.

Altogether, Saxe et al (1983) reviewed six quality
studies on the cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness of

alcoholism treatment. Several of these, however, were

reviewed earlier by Jones and Vischi (1979, see
below), others are cost-offset studies of alcoholism
treatment in general clinical populations, and still

most reviewers would agree. Nonetheless,

There are continuing policy discussions concerning the
need and/or value of health insurance benefits for
alcoholism treatment. This discussion can be aided by
more objective analysis of the effectiveness of treatment
and the cost of such treatment. The results of such
analysis are unlikely either to abolish all alcoholism
treatment as non-cost beneficial or to sanction all such

others are worksite-based studies, and so are revieivedreatment as cost-beneficial. Rather, specific modalities
in Chapter 5. The conclusions of this broadly based; if for alcoholism treatment can be compared on the basis

empirically limited, review, however, are worth study
ing as a summary for this section and introduction to
the next:

There is some evidence to support the hypothesis that
alcoholism treatment is cost-beneficial. The benefits of
alcoholism treatment, even if they fall short of what may
be claimed, seem to be in excess of the costs of provid
ing such treatment. ... (p. 66).

COST— EFFECTIVENESSSTU DIES

of their effectiveness and the costs involved in providing
the treatment. Despite the obvious need for such a
policy analysis, to date it has not been done. (Holder et
al, 1991, p. 517)

HOLDER, LONGABAUGH, MILLER &
RUBONIS (1991)

"A first approximation" of the cost-effectiveness of
alcoholism treatment in the general clinical population
is contained in the document just excerpted, a review
of the costs, typical applications, appropriate settings
for, and both negative and positive empirical findings

As outlined in this review, although treatment has, in for'33 tested clinical treatments for alcohol problems,

the last 20 years, demonstrated itself to be effective
and cost-beneficial, cost-effectiveness research hasg
been methodologically difficult to conduct (see

some of which are applied as well to the treatment of
other drug problems. This is one of the most complex
and informative studies to appear in the socioeconomic

Chapter 2). Recent advances in patient assessmentaghture on addictions treatment. As the authors
treatment matching promises better CEAs in the futUi@&mark at the outset:
5

How- ever, ethical issues continue to complicate thi
type of analysis.

The first major review of the effectiveness literature
with general clinical populations was published in

The goal of this study is limited to addressing questions

of cost and effectiveness by reviewing the best available
information for a determination of whether the variety of

alcoholism treatment modalities are differentially
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Table 4-1

Alcoholism Treatments Classified by
Cost and Effectiveness

COST

MINIMAL
($0-99)

Low
($100-199)

MED-LOW  M-HIGH
($200-599) ($600-999)

HIGH

EFFECT (> $1,000)

Brief
Good Motivat'

Evidenc eCoun-
seling

Social
Skills;
Community
Reinforce't;
Behav'l
Mar'l Ther.

Self-Control ;
Stress-Mgmt

Behavior Antabuse

Contracting

Aversion;
Covert
Sensitiz'n;
Antidepress
ant Med'n

Fair
Evidenc e

Marital
Ther.;
Cognitive
Ther.;
Lithium

Indeter-
minate
Evidenc e

Hypnosis

Educ'l Ther. Nausea
Aversion;
Residential
Milieu;
Psychodyn
amic Ther.

Confront'n;
Electrical
Aversion;
Video Self-
Confront'n;
Group Ther.

Antianxiety
Med'n;
Psyche-
delics;
Metronida-
zole;
General
Counseling

No
Evidenc e

Minnesota
Residential
Programs

Calcium
Carbimide;
Antipsych-
otic Med'n;
Acupunc-
ture;
Halfway
House

Alcoholics
Anonymous
Insuf-
ficient
Evidenc e

Apnea
Aversion

Source: Holder et al, 1991

effective, and what the expected costs are for each

were carefully specified.

The authors then "costed out" representative regimes
of each treatment and summarized the evidence
bearing on their effectiveness, weighting this evidence
for quantity and quality and finally classifying each
treatment as having good evidence of effectiveness,
fair evidence, indeterminate, insufficient or no
evidence. The findings are summarized in Table 4-1.

The reader should bear in mind that while the cost
estimates for all treatments appear reliable, insuffi-
ciency of evidence for good effect should not be inter-
preted as "no evidence," or as evidence contravening
these treatments' effectiveness. Those treatments
classified by the authors as lying in the "no evidence of
effectiveness" category may indeed be poor clinical
bets. Those in the "insufficient evidence" category, on
the other hand, such as Alcoholics Anonymous, may
have discouraged research, or may simply not have
been well tested yet.

Summarizing, Holder et al noted and Table 4-1 shows
a generally negative relationship between the cost of a
treatment and the evidence for its effectiveness.

The conclusions of this "first approximation" of the
cost-effectiveness of various treatments for alcoholism
are particularly persuasive, given the authors' care in
appealing to evidence not just on treatment effective-
ness as others have done, but on cost-effectiveness.
Yet they were aware of the limitations of much of the
research they reviewed. Many designs, for instance,
used subject selection criteria that injected a bias
toward less severe cases that would be more likely to
benefit from brief treatments or low levels of care, and
some of the more costly alcoholism treatments simply
had not yielded a body of evaluation literature that

modality. ... [This] requires the use and synthesis of datawould permit a firm conclusion about their cost-

on treatment effectiveness, estimated treatment cost ar

ties ... We expect that the contribution of our effort will
be to provide an initial step in which cost and effects
research are joined for the first time to establish a base
upon which future analysis can build. (p. 518)

The authors first described 33 specific treatment
modalities and self-change vehicles, representing 2
general categories of activity, including acupuncture
Alcoholics Anonymous, antidipsotropic medication
(e.g., "Antabuse"), aversion therapy, behavior contr
ing, brief motivational counseling, cognitive therapy
community reinforcement, confrontational interven-
tions, directive and supportive counseling, educatio
lectures and films, group psychotherapy, hypnosis,
marital therapy, psychodynamic psychotherapy,
psychotropic medication, residential milieu therapy,

A
1

N

self-control training, social skills training, stress-

management training, and videotape self-confrontawicgﬂ

Rules of evidence for evaluating their effectiveness

il

deffectiveness. Thus,
recommended treatment providers, settings and intensiz

As a first step in developing cost/effectiveness estimates,
we do not propose that major treatment planning or
funding decisions be based on this single study. Our
study is to stimulate the interest of other researchers in
conducting the types of studies need to settle
cost/effectiveness analyses. (p. 533)

HAYASHIDA ET AL (1991)

Sl(f&hother treatment measure that has been subjected to

cost-effectiveness analysis is detoxification, which is
ne of the most frequently utilized initial treatment
gimens for alcohol and narcotic addicts beginning the

treatment continuum. Though most commonly

performed on an inpatient unit or with 24-hour obser-

vation in a "social detoxification" setting in order to

ard against the medical emergencies that sometimes

company withdrawal, experimentation with
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ambulatory or outpatient detoxification began in the
1970's (e.g., Feldman et al, 1975) with encouraging
results, at least for the 90% or so of patients withou
serious withdrawal histories. The Hayashida study
first look at the comparative costs and effectiveness
inpatient vs. outpatient detoxification.

Patients were male veterans, recruited from those
applying for detoxification services to the Philadelph
Veterans Administration Medical Center in 1985-19
These men, with mild to moderate withdrawal, were
randomly assigned to either the inpatient or outpati¢
detoxification condition, and were followed for six
months thereafter. Results strongly support the
superior cost-effectiveness of outpatient vs. inpatier
detoxification for many patients. The exclusion of
severely addicted patients from the study, though,
because of the potential hazards of some alcohol
withdrawal syndromes and the need for close medig
supervision in such cases, should be borne in mind

Though more patients (95%) completed inpatient
detoxification (72% completed the outpatient
program), no differences in subsequent enroliment
the subjects in long-term rehabilitation, inpatient
rehabilitation, or outpatient treatment were found.
Also, though a higher proportion of inpatients (81%
remained sober for the first month follow-up
(compared to 66% of outpatients), these differenceg
disappeared at six months.

The only striking differences between the two
programs for patients with mild to moderate
withdrawal were in terms the greater proportion of
patients who completed inpatient compared to outp
tient treatment. This 23% difference was viewed as
"highly significant" by Hayashida (page 361) and mg
well have distorted the results particularly if the
dropouts were the more severely ill. The other diffe
ences were in terms of opportunity cost to the patie
6.5 days for outpatient detoxification, during which
they could pursue many normal activities, compared
9.2 days for inpatient care, during which the activity
patients was completely restricted - and dollar outla

Though the concept has since become more familiar

t under the rubric of "intensive outpatient treatment,"” the
spartial hospital program as a level of care for the treat-
ofient of addictions, and as applied by the McCrady
team, grew out of the inpatient treatment tradition, as a
"... cost-effective alternative to inpatient treatment ...
[which is] less restrictive than inpatient treatment,
iallowing patients to maintain some job and community

BTesponsibilities," (p. 708)

2rin a previous report (Longabaugh et al, 1983), the
authors had reported on the outcome of a randomized
clinical trial in which a large group of patients, after
1itbeing briefly detoxified and stabilized on an inpatient
basis, were then assigned to either (1) continued stay
on the inpatient treatment units of a private psychiatric
hospital in Providence, Rhode Island, or (2) treatment
ah a partial hospital setting at the same facility. In the
partial hospital, patients received cognitive-behavioral
treatment for alcohol problems during a six and a-half
hour treatment day Monday through Friday, with stays
at home overnight and on weekends. The 1983 report
pffound no differences between the groups at six months
posttreatment on measures of drinking, psychological
and social functioning. There was a one-third reduc-
tion in treatment costs in the partial hospital setting,
resulting in a more cost-effective profile for that setting
as the treatment mode for these patients. In the 1986
report, 12-month outcomes are reported, and more
detailed cost-effectiveness results are presented,
making this one of the cleanest and most methodologi-
cally sound study designs in the socioeconomic litera-
ture on general clinical populations.
There are some problems with the study that must be
aynoted. Most significantly, the study did not meet one
of the requirements of a CEA study. Here, all patients
rwere treated in the same program and shared the same
ntherapy for 6 1/2 hours a day. Members of the partial
hospitalization group went home at night. In addition,
| the patient population was limited in that they were a
dimiddle-class and socially stable" group of alcoholics.
y Thhe sample did not include more severe cases, the

oL

provide the service - $175-388 for outpatient detoxifi-unemployed, the polydrug addicted or those having a

cation, compared to $3,319-3,665 for the inpatient
program.

MCCRADY ET AL (1986)

Another important report, and one of the few in the
literature reviewed in this Technical Appraisal to ust
randomized clinical trial design, @Gost Effectiveness
of Alcoholism Treatment in Partial Hospital versus
Inpatient Setting After Brief Inpatient Treatment:
12-Month Outcome@McCrady et al, 1986). This was
one of several reports by this group to focus on the
effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of what was at
time an innovative setting for addictions treatment, {
partial hopital.

dual diagnosis. Also in this study, subjects needed to
be recruited a second time in order to participate in this
longer-term follow-up, since the original design called
only for six-month follow-up data, and subjects'
informed consents had expired by the time of the new
wave of data collection. For this reason, 30.7% of

o partial hospital patients and 38.3% of inpatients could
not be re-recruited. Fortunately, an extensive series of
checks failed to find any significant differences
between the continuing and noncontinuing patients.
Drug use, which was most likely a significant problem
with at least a portion of both patient groups, was not
tinedtll queried in the assessment battery. The most

hsignificant problem with the study was that "partial
hogital treatment” was not conducted wiyotin an
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Table 4-2

Alcoholism Treatments Classified by
Cost and Effectiveness

COST-EFFECTIVENESS MEASURE  PARTIAL

HOSPITAL
5.4

EXTENDED
INPATIENT

4.2

Abstinent Days per $100 Tx Cost

Ounce Reduction in Quantity/

Frequency per $100 Tx Cost 0.2 0.1

Total Treatment Costs per Abstinent

Subject $18,935 $21,637

Total Treatment Costs per Abstinent
or Moderate Drinking Subject

Total

$9,966 $13,222

$654,672 (-$329,359)
Source: McCrady et al, 1986

ambulatory basis, but commenced with an average
almost seven days of inpatient care. For this reaso
large inpatient treatment costs accrued to even the
partial hospital patients (total inpatient costs averag
$3,164 for the partial hospital patients, vs. $4,851 fq
the extended inpatient subjects). Other important
study design elements, however, more than made U
for these deficiencies.

First, the assessment protocol took a sophisticated
approach to scaling the outcome of alcoholism treat
ment. It required monthly telephone contacts with
patients, verified their self-reports by cross-checking
with a close friend or family member, and evaluated
baseline and outcome functioning in the domains of
alcohol use, occupational functioning, legal problem
interpersonal and psychological functioning, and
physical health. Second, the authors did a thorougk
job of calculating treatment costs. Not just direct cd
of treatment (or posted charges) were used, but ind
cost vectors were also scaled, including lost wages

child care while inpatient or at the partial hospital, and

extended care costs (rehospitalization and outpatie
Visits).

Most importantly, the authors calculated straightfor-
ward cost-effectiveness ratios, or average costs to
produce equivalent outcomes under each treatment
condition, in terms of abstinent days per $100 in tre
ment costs, changes in the quantity and frequency (
drinking per $100 in treatment costs, and total treat;
ment costs per abstinent subject and per abstinent
moderate drinking subject. These are the clearest ¢
effectiveness data in the literature on general clinica
populations.

Main results are given in Table 4-2. As shown theré
partial hospital treatment has a decided cost-
effectiveness advantage over extended inpatient tre
ment when applied to patients who are able to bene
from it. More current partial hospital or intensive

outpatient programs would probably show even more
impressive results, since treatment costs for this kind
of program have continued to decline relative to
inpatient costs, and since few programs commence
treatment with the week of expensive treatment called
for in the McCrady study.

e

To summarize, cost-effectiveness studies of alcoholism
treatment in socially stable, middle-class general clini-
cal populations tend to favor low levels-of-care treat-
ment vehicles. This result follows directly from the

low cost of these treatments, and the great difficulty in
demonstrating the superior, durable effectiveness of
one treatment over another. As noted in Chapter 2, in
most cost-effectiveness horseraces, the advantage lies
with the lowest cost treatment, which may evetelss
otlinically effectivethan its higher cost competitors and
nstill show amore attractivecost-to-effect ratio.

edt some point, this tendency to favor low-cost

rsolutions runs against a limit: An ineffective or barely
effective treatment, no matter how cheap, is no bargain

pand should not be an element of the clinical armamen-
tarium when more promising treatments are available,
even at somewhat higher cost. Fortunately, this has not
been the finding in cost-effectiveness studies of

-alcoholism treatment in the general clinical population.
Lower cost treatments are shown there to be at least as

) effective as the higher cost options, at least with

18’ Figure 4-1
féf:t Cost-Offset Effect of Treatment
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patients who are able to manage at these lower car
levels. To some extent, though, these issues fade i
examination of the next area, cost-offset studies, wik
consistently show high payoffs, in terms of reduced
medical care to alcohol and other drug abusers and
their families. Treatment of (primarily) alcohol
problems in the general clinical population will be sé
in the next section to have an attractive "bottom ling
when measured against its ability to reduce subseq
health care costs. The next challenge to socioeco-
nomic analysts may well rest in examining differenc
in the ability of treatments of various costs to delive
good medical care cost-offsets. This is a matter of
great socioeconomic sensitivity that has only been
approached by studies such as those in the next se

COST- OFFSET STUDIES

In terms of costs to society, one of the most troublin
characteristics of alcohol and other drug abusers lig
their susceptibility to a variety of traumas and disea
states, their frequent failure to take proper preventiy
or health-restorative steps, and their consequent
tendency to be some of the highest cost users of
medical services in the country (Zook & Moore, 198
An impressive early finding of the socioeconomic
literature was its demonstration that alcohol abusers
reliably consume significantly more in insurance-
reimbursed health care than they pay in insurance
premiums, thus driving up costs for other policyhold
and overloading an already strained health care del
ery system.

Accordingly, the negative effects of alcohol and othg e

drug problems on medical care utilization and, more
importantly, the potential fareatmentof alcohol and
other drug problems to significantly reduce medical
care utilization, is one of the most important socioeq
nomic issues now raised in the field of addictions
research and treatment.

This interest fits nicely with other developments in t
clinical approach to addictions in the medical center
where alcoholism and other drug addictions have be
traditionally treated under the cover of other diagno
(e.g., pancreatitis, gastric disease, cellulitis, etc.),

without proper assessment and treatment. Sometin
insufficient understanding of the alcohol or drug aby
underlying the admission of a medical patient can s
up a pattern of fruitless, repeat admissions. Cover
alcohol and other drug problems are matters of incr
ing clinical as well as socioeconomic concern, forcir
addiction medicine and related fields to search for

effective detection measures, as well as brief interv
tion and referral techniques, that will promote the us
of the medical center as an identification and treatm
site, rather than a hiding place, for patients with adg
tions.

E the

e

nidétme concept of the cost-offset is shown graphically in
Figure 4-1. In this figure, monthly health care costs for
the untreated alcoholic behave in typical fashion: From
a position already somewhat in advance of the health
ragare costs of nonalcoholic patients, their utilization of
,medical services and attendant costs "ramp up" sharply
uénthe year or few months preceding a medical crisis
and resultant hospital admission. This ramping may
esake the form of repeated visits to the family doctor, to
[ the emergency room or specialist's office, or to the
hospital ward, with increasingly severe complaints or
loss of function which, if the drinking itself is not
ctimated, continue to escalate to the point of crisis and
hospitalization. Brief, unsuccessful admissions to the
medical center are now the common course for the
patient, but care is not properly targeted. The alcohol
and other drug abuse is denied or minimized by the
%q tient and silently colluded with by the medical team,
S%ﬁo resist the potential for confrontation and possible
o npleasantness that proper identification of the primary
problem - alcoholism - implies.

OThey instead send the patient home in a briefly stabi-
ized but essentially unimproved condition, to be
. readmitted at frequent intervals thereafter. The
" medical problems of the patient can no longer be
ignored. Instead, they require constant maintenance at
ofshigh level of health care investment, as the essential
I\flsntant of the gastric, cardiac, neurological or other
problem - the addiction - keeps the patient sympto-
matic and complaining. It is this kind of constant
| exacerbation of a physical health problem, and the use
" of increasingly urgent, specialized and expensive
medical services to treat the symptomatic aftereffects
of drinking, that cause alcohol and other drug problems
0 absorb as much as 15% of the nation's health care
udget, though without any real relief for the patient or
benefit for society.

“£n the other hand, successful treatment for the under-
ing addictive disorder can remove the element -
cessive drinking - that drives the iliness process and
%ﬁed for treatment. In all cases, health care utilization
such a treated patient group is observed to fall
amatically and, over time and in most cases, will
nverge to very near the level of use of the normal
opulation. Only in cases where the physical damage
one by drinking or drug use is permanent, or where
é’é@ patient is no longer physically resilient, will signifi-

D 5 = <D=

[

nt convergence not be observed, but even in these
ases there may well be attractive cost-offsets as the
| medical problems still complained of by the patient
”eg]nd treated by his or her doctors, no longer curable, are
’e%ttleast unexacerbated and contained.

ic-

N

e
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Table 4-3

Addictions Studies Included in the
Jones & Vischi (1979) Review

STUDY TITLE

lllinois Bell Telephone Study
Philadelphia Police Department
Study

AUTHOR(S) & YEAR

Hilker, 1974
City of Philadelphia, 1975

Philadelphia Fire Department Study
Oldsmobile Study

City of Philadelphia, 1975
Alander & Campbell, 1975
Kennecott Corp., 1976
NIAAA, 1976

Lunn, 1976

Holder & Hallan, 1976
Edwards et al, 1977
Hunter, 1978

Brock & Boyajy, 1978
Sherman et al, 1979

Kennecott Study
JWK Study

General Motors of Canada Study

California Pilot Program Study
U.S. Navy Study

Arizona Health Plan Study

GHAA Study
Kaiser-Permanente of So. Cal.
Study

Source: Jones & Vischi, 1979

This is the heart of cost-offset analysis in medical ci
a research area that is in the field of the addictions
developed in studies of the general clinical populati
though even here much remains to be known. Unfq
nately, research is almost silent on the issue of cost
offsets for the treatment of addictive illnesses other
than alcoholism. There may be still too great a dich
omy, with treatment of alcohol problems viewed fror
within the medical domain and so subjected to cost;
offset studies, while intervention with other drug
problems is viewed from the criminal justice perspe
tive, and so studied for cost-benefits in reduced crin
and social disruption. It is also true that, until the
influx of cocaine-induced cardiac crises into
emergency rooms around the country, problems wit
drugs other than alcohol were not as frequently the
province of the medical professional, except for
sporadic detoxifications, provision of methadone
maintenance, or management of the occasional
overdose.

Though limited almost exclusively to alcoholism trea
ment, a variety of cost-offset studies have been
reported, with generally encouraging results. Sever
different research teams are now quite active in the
area, and the gathering momentum of health care

reform is certain to focus increasing attention on co
offset studies of alcoholism, as well as other drug,

treatment. Below, the best studies, as well as those

best known, are reviewed, beginning with a major
literature review that is also discussed in the next
chapter.

JONES & VISCHI (1979)

This major review|mpact of Alcohol, Drug Abuse and
Mental Health Treatment on Medical Care Utilization
was published as a special issue of the jouvielical
Careby scholars in the federal Alcohol, Drug Abuse
and Mental Health Administration. The Jones and
Vischi review emphasized studies done in employee-
based programs or organized care settings, and thus lay
unequal stress on low-cost and minimal level-of-care
programs, especially those that do not take the patient
away from the workplace. This conservatism may put
cost-offset findings in the review at a disadvantage,
and it is possible that the Jones and Vischi review
helped set the, at first, ambiguous tone about cost-
offsets of addictions treatment.

Few quality studies, though, do not match those in the
Jones and Vischi review in some way, either through
conduct at the worksite or in an organized health care
setting like an HMO. These are simply the structured
environments, with access to naturally accruing, large
longitudinal samples of health care utilization behav-
ior, that can accommodate this kind of research.
Therefore, this criticism should not detract from the
value of the work, and may merely indicate that Jones
arand Vischi provided a conservative test of cost-offset
bagd cost-benefit effects. The review is even more
piyaluable given (1) its early date, (2) its broad coverage
rief-alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health treatments,
-(3) the large number of studies in each tradition which
the authors examined, and (4) its focus on cost-offsets,
othen an area which was barely emerging in the addic-
ntions field.
Jones and Vischi planned to examine two questions:
(1) Do alcohol, drug abuse and mental health treatment
c-have effects on medical care utilization? If so, (2)
havhat are the policy implications of this impact? The
focus of the study was therefore to be on what is now
called cost-offset, and what was then termed the "treat-
hment spillover" effect.

The promise of treatment was advanced in the follow-
ing way:

When a patient receives an [alcohol, drug abuse and

mental health treatment] service, the payor of that

\t- patient's medical care services may receive a free,
unexpected, spillover benefit in the form of reduced

al expenditures for that patient's medical care. (p. 1)

The authors then went on to look in great detail at 25

| studies, 12 in the area of alcohol and drug treatment, as

PShown in Table 4-3. Five of the studies used only

| surrogate measures of health care cost offsets (reduced

sick days, sickness and accident benefits). This is a

real weakness, but another five used some form of

comparison group, an unusual feature in the socioeco-

nomic literature being developed then. A number of

the specific studies are reviewed independently

elsewhere in this Technical Appraisal, and so are not

covered in any detail here.
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Summarizing, all 12 studies of alcohol and other ad
tions treatment found "very substantial" reductions i
later utilization of medical care or its "surrogates,”

such as sick days and sickness and accident benef

HOLDER (1987)

The next incisive review of the literature was
tpublished by Holder in 1987, also in the journal
hdledical Care The goal of the review was to look at

dic-
n

Decreases of utilization of various measures followiné/!

treatment ranged from 26% to 69%, with a mean of
40%. Across the studies, sick days fell from 38% tq
47%, and sickness and accident benefit collection f¢
from 33% to 48%., depending on the specific report

It should be remarked that these "very substantial”
results would only have been described as such in t

literature of that day. The most modern studies, some

of which are reviewed below, show much larger
decreases in health care utilization following addic-
tions treatment, when follow-up periods are long
enough and patients are not restricted in age or
problem severity.

In Jones and Vischi's review, few studies used
windows of observation - pre-treatment overutilizati
of medical care or its surrogates compared to post-
treatment reductions - longer than a year or two. Al
while the reductions observed typically exceeded th
obtained for the comparison group in those studies
where comparison figures were available, the subje
were, pre-treatment, very high users of sick days ar
sickness and accident benefits, and the reductions
noted, while very substantial in relative terms, left th
subjects still in the range of very high service and
benefit use. Overall, the authors came ultimately to
conclude that the impact of addictions treatment on
utilization is due principally to declines in utilization
by previously high-volume users of health care. Th¢
findings, though, are more of interest for their impac
at the time than they are for their currency.

Speaking more particularly to the issue of drug abus
15% of the Oldsmobile study group (Alander &
Campbell, 1975) were found to have problems with
drug abuse, and this sample as a whole had a 33%
decline in sickness and accident benefits, suggestin
that at least a portion of the improvement noted in t
studies generally for alcoholism treatment obtains fg
other addictive patterns as well. This is merely spe
lative, and it is possible that the drug users in the
Oldsmobile plant showed no improvement while the
alcohol-only coworkers showed even greater improy
ment than the 33% group average. However, the
lllinois Bell Study (Hilker, 1974) found that a drug
rehabilitation program offered to the users in that wi
group had the same job rehabilitation rate, 72%, as
equivalent alcoholism program.

Thus, the mild conclusions on drug abuse treatmen
voiced by Jones and Vischi appear plausible: "The

scant evidence available is at least consistent with th

hypothesis that the impact [of treatment] would be

Studies on changes in health care utilization following
alcoholism treatment published in the period 1979-
h|L987, or after the Jones and Vischi (1979) appraisal.

| His intent was to articulate the view that

Many health insurance companies see alcoholism treat-
he ment costs as only "add-on" to existing general health

costs. An alternative perspective is that alcoholism
treatment serves two positive functions: 1) it serves as
an appropriate primary diagnosis other than "surrogate
diagnoses" and thus is a basis of more appropriate treat-
ment, and (2) it provides rehabilitation and contributes
to improved patient health and thus lower overall health
care utilization and associated costs. (p. 52-53)

In the tradition of Saxe et al (1983), Holder's approach
Diwas less broad than Jones and Vischi, as he chose to
discuss just six each of controlled studies - Edwards et
sal (1977), Longabaugh et al (1983), McLellan et al
06E982), Reiff (1981), Forsythe et al (1982) and Hayami
and Freeborn (1981) - and naturalistic studies -
CGregory et al (1981), Holder & Hallan (1976, 1981),
dPlotnick et al (1982), Becker and Sanders (1984),
Lawrence Johnson and Associates (1985) and Holder
eet al (1985). Several of these - e.g., Edwards et al
(1977), Longabaugh et al (1983) and McLellan et al
(1982) - were less in the tradition of socioeconomic
research than of straightforward treatment outcome
research and won't be reviewed here. Several others
2 are reviewed independently elsewhere in this Technical
tAppraisal. We note, though, that Holder presaged in
his remarks the continued development of this litera-
ture, saying:
5e,
The recent set of studies has a number of improvements.
Most studies employ a pre-treatment and post-treatment
or longitudinal design ... Study groups are larger, with
consequently greater statistical robustness. ... The major-
ity of recent studies has developed comparison groups of
either "low to minimum" treatment or a matched nonal-
coholic group for baseline comparison. (p. 66)

g
ne

Dr
CU-

. .Holder and his group had been largely responsible for
ir L alls o .
eElstabllshmg in a series of reports (e.g., Holder &
allan, 1976, 1981) the real health-economic implica-
tions of untreated alcoholism, and the potential for
hikatastrophic growth in expenditures for medical
tiggrvices directed at the aftereffects rather than the
pattern itself of abusive drinking. In his 1987 review
he summarized:
[ On the average, untreated alcoholics usually incur
general health care costs that are at least 100% higher
€ than those of nonalcoholics over pretreatment levels, and
as such untreated alcoholics are greater risks for

similar to that of treatment for alcohol abus®."14).
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Figure 4-2

Annual HMO Utilization by
Alcoholic vs. Nonalcoholic Patients
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Source: Forsythe et al, 1982

above-average health care utilization and costs. This
difference ... increases over time prior to alcoholism
treatment ... [In the last 12 months before treatment, th
alcoholic's costs are close to 300% higher than costs 0
comparable nonalcoholics. Most of this difference is
attributable to inpatient utilization resulting from higher
inpatient days per month per person for alcoholics. (p.
66).

Against this pattern of heavy utilization, once alcohg
ism treatment is applied, the resultant cost-offsets ¢
be impressive. For instance, the study by Becker 4
Sanders (1984), reviewed below, of the health care
costs of 176 alcoholic Medicaid patients suggested
savings of more than a third of a million dollars over
18 months. As more generally summarized by Holds
(1987):

Four studies found that post-treatment initiation costs

converge to the level of a comparable group of nonalcg
holics. Holder and Hallan found convergence after five
years for families with alcoholic members enrolled with
Blue Cross-Blue Shield. ... Taken as a group, the studi
reviewed confirm the potential of alcoholism treatment

to contribute to sustained reductions in total health care¢

utilization and costs. They also suggest that reduction
in post-treatment costs are likely to continue ... into the|
fourth and fifth year following the start of alcoholism
treatment. (pp. 68-69).

himself had noted, larger samples and the inclusion of
comparison groups, much wider observation windows
and the use of more direct measures than the mere
surrogates of sick days and sickness and accident
benefits were to become commonplace in the more
sophisticated research environment of the 1980's.

Under these much more rigorous conditions, what
kinds of pre-treatment "cost ramps" and post-treatment
"cost convergences" would be observed? As with the
early Jones and Vischi review, the earliest of the
improved studies produced results that appeared more
mixed and less optimistic than currently.

FORSYTHE,GRIFFITHS & REIFF (1982)

One of the earlier studies reviewed by Holder, the
experiment of Forsythe, Griffiths and Reiff (1982), had
at best a tepid view of the potential of addictions treat-
ment for reducing medical costs. Using samples drawn
from the Kaiser-Permanente HMO system in Califor-
nia, these scientists tracked the health care utilization
of matched samples of 191 alcoholics and 191 nonalco-
holics for a four-year period in the mid-1970's, includ-
ing two years prior to the referral of the alcoholic

group for comprehensive treatment within the Kaiser-
Permanente system, and two years after referral.

The kind of criticism already voiced by Saxe et al

(1983) about cost-benefit studies, as well as others, are

ealready evident in the Forsythe study, including a

f relatively small sample, restriction to a highly managed
health care setting and, in this case, lack of geographic
dispersion.

To begin, the authors added evidence to the already
robust argument of Holder and his colleagues: People
lwho use alcohol experience vastly increased levels of
ARealthcare expenditure. The alcoholic subjects in the
nFf’orsythe study showed significantly greater inpatient
and outpatient medical care costs than normal compari-

Ason subjects, even two years prior to identification and
fr?eferral (Figure 4-2).

The researchers also found, though, that referral of
these patients to the Kaiser-Permanente alcoholism
_clinic reduced subsequent healthcare utilization,
though alcoholic subjects were still using significantly
more outpatient care, and more than three times as
Lnuch inpatient care, even two years following their
treatment. The authors summarize:

D

D
s Even though costs began to decline for alcoholics
following referral and participation in the comprehen-
sive treatment program, after two years they were still
considerably higher for alcoholics than for nonalcohol-
ics. Alcoholism is associated with chronic medical

As is obvious from these remarks, the literature avajl- Problems which require continued medical care. Many

able for Holder to review was of a much higher caliber

than that available to Jones and Vischi (1979). As

alcoholics, although referred for treatment, do not
he participate. After a period of sobriety, the alcoholic may
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"slip" causing a medical crisis which forces him to
return for treatment (the "revolving door" syndrome).
On the other hand, although alcoholics who do partici-
pate in treatment tend to increase outpatient costs, the
overall expenses of participants are lower than those o
nonparticipants. (p. 601)

Overall, the results of the Forsythe study are encou
ing, but not overwhelmingly so. The study, though,
has several important weaknesses as a source of ir]

mation on cost-offsets. The most important liability fig,

its choice of comparison group. In the Forsythe stu
subjects served as their "own controls" (pre-treatme
to post-treatment), a quasi-experimental design that
confounds intervention effects with historical and

maturational processes. The other selected source
contrast, nonalcoholic comparison subjects, bears |
relationship to the central issue of cost-offset resea
Ideally, this kind of study would have random assigr
ment of alcohol and drug using patients to one of tw
conditions, the first of which would receive treatmen
the other of which would receive no treatment, or

perhaps an innocuous "placebo” treatment. Obvioy
ethical proscriptions make such a study impossible.

However, the real question in cost-offset research -
what extent are the post-treatment healthcare utilizg
tion histories of patients, and other measures of
functioning as well, mediated by the treatment expe
ence? - can be addressed in other ways than the
randomized clinical trial. A series of reports publish
during the late 1970's and early 1980's, described ir
next section, is an excellent example of the large-sq
observational study.

THE GHAA STUDY (1982)

Alcoholism Treatment Programs Within Prepaid
Group Practice HMOs: A Final RepofPlotnick,
Adams, Hunter & Rowe, 1982) is the third and final
account of three released by the Group Health Assg
tion of America (GHAA), the others beifgcoholism
Within Prepaid Group Practice HMO4978) and
Alcoholism Treatment Programs Within Prepaid
Group Practice HMOs: an Updai@d980). Each
version, particularly the 1978 report by Brock and
Boyajy, has been referred to as "The GHAA Study,”"
though the~inal Report reviewed here, is most
authoritative.

Altogether, these reports chronicle the multidimen-
sional outcome of seven years of clinical alcohol an
other drug research at four large HMO's. Originally
three sites participated, (1) the Health Alliance Plan
Detroit, (2) the Arizona Health Plan of Phoenix, and
(3) the Kaiser-Permanente Medical Care Program @
Portland. This latter site, though, dropped out of thé
study for administrative reasons in 1978; Kaiser-
Permanente of Los Angeles replaced her sister he
care program in 1979. Researchers used two meth

to collect data, from patients themselves (via a Patient
Assessment Form) and from their medical records as
kept by their HMO (via a Chart Abstraction Form).

F with these methods, GHAA collected a wealth of
information on over 1,000 alcoholics in treatment, over
200 spouses and other family members (at Arizona

[49aalth Plan and the Kaiser-Permanente Los Angeles

fsite only), and over 700 HMO members matched to the
B%perimental group for age, sex, and length of enroll-

; ent. Data were gathered on health care services

ispensed by the participating sites in the mid- to late

M970's. The data "window" was long for the research
designs of that era, with up to two years of

re-treatment and four years of post-treatment data
t‘gé/ailable for some patients.

CPhe study as a whole pursued a number of objectives
“concerning the pattern of service utilization by alcohol-
‘t)ics and their families both before and after intervention
in the drinking problem, the role of demographic
variables, patient functioning variables, total health
Sservices utilization, and so on. The advantages of this
study deserve special note. They include (1) its large
.Isample size, (2) its multiple self-report and objective
Reasures, involving not just medical care behavior but
Vindicators of social and vocational well-being as well,
(3) the long pre- and posttreatment periods, (4) a large
M3and appropriate matched comparison group, and (5) the
eographic dispersion of the study sample which,
hile not as great as that of some national samples
cussed below, still included subjects from the Indus-
fral Midwest, the Southwest, and the West Coast.

&
N

The results of the study confirmed a number of impres-
sions about, first, the delivery of alcoholism treatment
services to alcoholics in the general clinical popula-
tion. There was a problem with gender-based treat-
ment access (86% of the study subjects were male),

id even with patient access generally: Less than 1%

total patients received alcoholism treatment services
over the course of this multiyear study conducted at a
consortium of highly vigilant and cost-conscious
organized care settings. This translates to success in
reaching less than 10% of patients who would probably
be treatment eligible, not an encouraging figure for
these primary health care settings with powerful
motives to identify and treat the underlying addiction,
not mere symptoms.

D

Additional findings went on to discuss patterns of
health care utilization observed prior to treatment. The
verage alcoholic, it was found, lost 32 days to illness
‘ﬁer year, almost one day in ten, prior to intake.

d

> a—

Most impressive, though, was a strong treatment effect:
" Days lost to illness by treated alcoholics declined by
It 0% by the 18-month follow-up. In general, rates of
ospitalization for treated alcoholics declined by
arly 50% at three of four sitethe excetion beira
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the Detroit site with a much more chronic populatior

In terms of outpatient care, prior to treatment alcohg
ics had seven times as many ambulatory encounter
their matched comparison subjects, a ratio that fell 1
three to four times as many ambulatory visits as
comparison subjects during the first six to 24 month
post-treatment, then finally to three times as many
visits during the remaining 24 months. And though
ambulatory visits remained frequent, an effect of tre
ment was to render them more planned, scheduled,
appropriate: "Decreases in utilization may be cause
by treatment; the patient becomes a more approprig
utilizer with treatment visits substituting for inappro-
priate medical visits in some cases," (p. 44). Again

Alcoholics show an immediate decline in the percentag
of [their encounters that are through the emergency
room] (from 31 to 9 percent at six months) and an
increase in the percentage of regularly scheduled visits
(from 59 to 78 percent at six months). (p. 49)

An additional very important early finding of the
GHAA study was the indication that family members
also, can show a significant decline in service utiliza
tion following the treatment of their alcohol relative,
phenomenon discussed later under the heading of
collateral cost offsets.

Finally, across sites the number of reprimands at w¢
reported by patients declined by 75% at six months
All of these results, however, did not occur in every
case. In fact, the authors took care to describe four
kinds of treatment and health outcomes for plan

members utilizing the addictions treatment services e

their HMOs.

First, Good Treatment Outcomes / Good Medical
Outcomes accounted for approximately 20 to 25% ¢
cases. These patients were younger, less chronic,
more likely to be married. Treatment with them cou
be less expensive than that offered to more resistan
patients, and the cost-offsets were often immediate
perceptible as these essentially healthy, resilient an
well cared for individuals were helped by treatment
return to a fairly high level of functioning.

The largest group of patients, from 35 to 40% of cas
consisted of Poor Treatment Outcomes / Good Med
Outcomes. As the authors explained:

These cases are enigmatic. From the therapist point o
view, the patient did not comply with treatment or
appear to benefit. Yet medical utilization decreased
and/or changed to reflect apparent improved health. ...
the patient may have relied on other family or commu-
nity resources to effect positive change. (p. 55)

The smallest group, 15% of the sample, was the mg
expensive to treat and perhaps the most poignant t(

1.witness, consisting of Good Alcoholism Treatment
Outcomes / Poor Medical Care Outcomes. These
Dlpatients tended to be older, more chronic, and were
stgpically never married or divorced. Their alcoholism
otreatment, unfortunately, could not reverse the already
severe systemic damage they'd sustained and, overall,
sthis group may be the most intensive service users in
the population, accepting and not refusing addiction
services, and so raising utilization rates in that way, but
atshowing no offsetting decline in the demand for other
dehualth care services.
ite Diseases, most often of the cardiovascular, cardiopul-
monary, or digestive systems, seem to be discovered for
the first time or go out of control as treatment continues
and drinking declines. ... it seems likely that the success
of the referral was in part traceable to motivation on the
part of the patient who has developed illness and is
told frankly by health care personnel that alcoholism
treatment is an essential part of medical recovery. It
may be these patients who are responsible for most of
the hospital days in the post treatment period. (p. 56)

[¢)

The final group consisted of Poor Treatment
|-Outcomes / Poor Medical Outcomes, about 20 to 30%
~0f plan members. These patients would typically

refuse to be involved with addictions services, but

would instead persist in demanding inappropriate and

symptomatic treatment for the secondary effects of
yribeir drinking. This patient group might be considered

an untreated control group, but these patients were

older in general than members of the other groups and

much more severe in terms of alcoholic, social, and

medical problems generally. They were described in
ct in the report as similar in many ways to the public
inebriate population, and therefore are not an appropri-
ate comparison group.

¢ The findings of the study overall are summed up in a
LREef executive summary:

Id
t

Yy
d

to

The sustained improvement of alcoholic clients in treat-
ment over the three year treatment period is shown by
comparing client functioning data collected at treatment
at intake with functioning data collected at six month
intervals for a three year treatment period.
Quantity/Frequency of alcohol consumed declined by
65% six months after intake. ... Alcoholic clients in

5€S treatment also showed sustained improvement on work-
icalrelated dimensions, as measured through reduced repri-
mands (seventy-two to ninety percent decline from
intake) throughout the three-year follow-up. Days sick
or absent from work declined by fifty percent throughout
this period ... Clients showed sustained reductions in
ambulatory health care service utilization ... Client
ambulatory utilization declined eleven percent from the
pre-treatment value six months after intake to a twenty-
nine percent decline four years after intake. Alcoholics
remain higher utilizers of ambulatory services than their
matches throughout the study. Relative utilization
changed, however, from seven times as many encounters
with health care providers as their matches for the

St

O
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pre-treatment period to three times as many encounter,
four years after intake.. Sustained reductions extend t
family members of alcoholics as well; three times as

many encounters with health care providers were found

for family members prior to client intake; this decline
(sic) to two times as many encounters than the matche
group four years after intake. ... Hospital utilization
experience is more equivocal, with modest reductions
relative to matches in three sites and substantial

Though the focus was principally on health care
offsets, the authors were careful to highlight the imp
cations of some of their work improvement data:

The project (and any research centered in an HMO) hg
to concentrate on the medical care offsets. Neverthe-
less, the real offsets may be elsewhere. The data

contained in the body of this report demonstrate that fo

the population treated absenteeism rates, reprimands at

work (and by implication productivity) and rates of time
lost due to contacts with the criminal justice system all
improved. It may be here that the real payoff occurs.
(Appendix 4, p. 3).

To summarize, the GHAA Study stands out in the
socioeconomic literature on addictions treatment in
several respects. It was one of the first of the large
sample, multisite studies that were later to become
ideal of research in mental health, and its designers
were sufficiently talented to include in it many
advanced technical elements that would become
standard.

It also showed that addictions treatment, even if the
patient were merely identified as treatment appropri
but then declined service, can produce improvemen
in physical health, and consequent reductions in he
care utilization, that are substantial. Still stronger
studies on medical care cost-offsets in general clini
populations, however, were to shortly become
available.

THE ILLINOIS MEDICAID STUDY (1984)

The GHAA study reviewed above was one of the fe
studies of its type to include in its sample of treated
alcohol and other drug abusers patients from disad
taged backgrounds. The only cost-offset study of a
quality to focus exclusively on such patients was
conducted in the early 1980's by Becker and Sande
(1984) of the Center for Policy Studies and Program
Evaluation at Sangamon State University in Spring-
field, lllinois.

The Illinois Medicare/Medicaid Alcoholism Services
Demonstration: Medicaid Cost Trends and Utilizatio
Patterns,often called the lllinois Medicaid Study, is &
straightforward cost-offset study similar in some wa
to those presented elsewhere in the Technical

5 manuscript form and was made available to the authors
b of the Technical Appraisal through the lllinois
Alcoholism and Drug Dependence Association, in
response to outall for Datain December, 1992.

Becker and Sanders explain the background for their
study in the following way:

In the spring of 1984, the lllinois Department of

Alcohol and Substance Abuse (IDASA) contracted with
the Center for Policy Studies and Program Evaluation
of Sangamon State University to perform a program
analysis of the lllinois Medicare/Medicaid Alcoholism
Services Demonstration. The scope of the contract was
limited to examining health expenditures, client charac-
teristics, and utilization patterns of 176 Medicaid

clients who received services under the auspices of the
program in [state fiscal year 1983].

r
The 176 Medicaid clients studied in this report were
determined to be at the bottom of the socioeconomic
ladder, and prospects for improvement of their position
were slight. It was of no surprise to learn that these
clients placed high demands upon the public health
assistance system. On the average, it cost the State of
lllinois approximately $188 in health care costs for
every month that each of these clients was eligible to
receive benefits. (p. i).
an
The goals of the study, coming shortly after the expan-
sion of the Medicare/Medicaid role in addictions treat-
ment funding in the early 1980's, were (1) to explore
patterns of utilization of the expanded
Medicare/Medicaid benefits for addictions treatment,
and (2) to discover the relationship between use of
aggldictions services and other health care access in
t¢hese medically indigent program enrollees.
alth-
The lllinois Medicaid Study has a number of serious
cdlaws. First, the sample size is not large. In order to
manage a complex project with a very limited budget,

Table 4-4

M Health Care Utilization of Medicaid
an-Patients with Alcoholism Coverage

ny
COST CATEGORY % OF AVG PER

rs TOTAL $ TOTAL CLIENT MEDIAN
Inpatient Hospital $378,572 62.4 $2,151 $248
Outpatient Hosp. 59,484 9.8 338 126
NIPS' General 36,707 6 209 97
NIPS Supplies 11,339 1.9 64 < 1

n Drugs/Pharmacy 26,457 4.4 150 44

)\  Alcohol Treatmen t 94,012 15.5 534 231

/S TOTAL $606,571 100 $3,446 $1,588

Appraisal. Itis not published, but is available in

Source: Becker & Sanders, 1984

% Non-Institutional Providers
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the authors were forced to consider the health care
behaviors of only Medicaid patients, and only those
who accessed addictions services through the syste
fiscal year 1983, yielding a mere 176 cases.

Second, the window of observation of health care
behavior, before and after treatment, was extremely
narrow, only 18.3 months for the average case.

Third, the data are at times presented in a confusin
way: For example, the authors charted changes in

health care utilization behavior over the course of th
study without respect to the onset of treatment, so t
the utilization behavior of some patients who receiv
treatment early in the study period was lumped in w
the utilization behavior of other patients who receive
treatment much later. The historical event of openif
up access to addictions treatment is contained withi
the observation window, and changes in utilization

behavior for patients as a whole who accessed that
treatment at some point are apparent, but other fact
that may have influenced the drinking and drug use
demand for health care (such as changes in drug a
ability, the Illinois economy, etc.) cannot be ruled ou

There are also, though, some significant advantage
the study. First, it is the only study of its kind to foc
exclusively on Medicaid-eligibles, and is capable of
indicating the extent to which the socioeconomic
literature on general clinical populations - most of it
derived from studies of middle-class patients - gene
izes (tjo the medically indigent and socially disadvan-
taged.

Second, the quality of the basic units of data
themselves is high: Becker and Sanders had acces
fairly comprehensive records of their subject samplé
including a variety of demographic markers as well
health care and other service utilization data from th
Illinois Department of Public Aid and the lllinois
Department of Alcohol and Substance Abuse. They
had access, as well, to the types of addictions treat

received by their sample, a variable rarely made much
of in the cost-offset literature, where researchers often

rsimply contrast the health care utilization behavior of
"treated" vs. comparison groups, without accounting
for the type of treatment received, much less its effec-
tiveness.

The limitations of these data, as well, were treated
quite respectfully by the authors, who took great care
y to edit and limit their analyses and conclusions. Most
importantly, though, the authors had access to a
ecomparison sample of 176 Medicaid enrollees matched
hah a variety of important indices. This type of experi-
pdnental control for observed cost-offsets was joined in
tkhe lllinois Medicaid Study by the use, too, of statisti-
rctally predicted values for health care utilization that
ngnay have obtained had the treated patients not, in fact,
nreceived treatment. This more subtle form of experi-
mental control using raw regression techniques does
not have the elegance of Holder and Schachtman's
0f$987) method, for example, but it was a fair effort of
aBdcker and Sanders to impose some appropriate
aibntrols over their data and the conclusions drawn.

—*

The authors commenced with a look at the utilization
5 &b addictions treatment and other medical services
usaccessed by their patients when treatment for alcohol-

ism and drug abuse became reimbursable under the

Illinois Demonstration Project. Results are shown in

Table 4-4.
ral-

A point of similarity between these patients and those

studied elsewhere is that most of the cost of their

general health care derives from inpatient hospital
stays. Very little (15.8% total) goes to outpatient care
5 pooviders in either institutional or non-institutional
p,settings. About an equal amount, 15.5%, went to
aglcoholism treatment when this became available to the
eMedicaid Demonstration patients. As will be seen
later, the new availability of addictions treatment that
became effective during the demonstration project
memtised a temporary increase in care costs as patients

Table 4-5
Concentration of Service Resources in Medium- and High-Resource Users

TYPE OF RESOURCE USER LOW-RESOURCE MEDIUM-RESOURCE HIGH-RESOURCE
TOTAL % OF % OF % OF % OF % OF % OF
NUMBER OF PATIENTS SERVICE PATIENTS SERVICE PATIENTS SERVICE
PATIENTS USING RESOURCES USING RESOURCES USING RESOURCES
COST CATEGORY USING SERVICE USED SERVICE USED SERVICE USED
Outpatient Services 124 26.6 2.7 62.9 52.5 105 44.7
Inpatient Detoxification 39 30.8 7.1 59 53 10.3 39.9
Inpatient Rehabilitation 37 135 1.7 70.3 71.4 16.2 27
Jpiess: Bralienr & Saonriss, 14BY
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availed themselves of addictions treatment. This is

extra limiting condition which did not obtain in any g
the other cost-offset studies. Obviously, the authors
would need to find an even more robust cost-offset

effect if this increase in overall health care costs du
the new availability of addiction services were to be
effectively countered.

Though the figures given in Table 4-4 show average
of utilization, the authors were also able to show a
marked concentration of addictions treatment servig
in a relatively few cases (Table 4-5). In this table,
patients are divided according to intensity of resour
use.

For example, the 124 users of outpatient services w
categorized as low-resource users is if they had les
than two but greater than zero outpatient counseling
hours during the study period, high-resource users |
they had more than 26 hours of counseling, and
medium-resource users if they had intermediate use
The 39 users of detoxification services were catego
rized as low-, medium- or high-resource users if the
had more than zero but less than two, from two to
seven, and more than seven days of detoxification,

amehabilitation services were similarly categorized if
f they had more than zero but less than 4, from four to
5 30, and more than 30 days, respectively.

eAs is clear from this table, the relatively large number
of low-resource users consume very little of outpatient,
detoxification or inpatient rehabilitation services, while
the relatively few high-resource users consume
pservices at a rate two to four times what their numbers
would justify. This kind of resource concentration is a
efeature of the socioeconomics of addictions treatment
that is rarely brought into the discussion, though a few
caf the studies reviewed in ChapterAgidictions Treat-
ment in CJS Populations and Narcotics Uséiave
segregated patients by intensity of service use and have
esbown how that clinical feature relates to outcome.
5
) This was not done in the lIllinois Medicaid Study, but
f the data do show that intensity of service use is not
sheerly a function of ability to pay, at least in the
>.public sector. All patients in the study were, in terms
+ of health care resources, equally indigent, so that the
y concentration of resources among a relative few may
be more a function of clinical need than is typically
shown by other utilization surveys.

respectively; and the 37 users of inpatient

Figur
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Finally, the authors presented data (Figure 4-3)
showing trend lines for health care utilization of both
the treated alcoholic and comparison groups. It hag
already been noted that these data are charted acc
ing to the calendar of when treatment became avail
able, rather than according to the beginning of treatt
ment for the subjects themselves.

N

]

It might appear that, with the onset of treatment avall
ability, the health care costs for the treated alcoholi
group increased. Table 4-4 shows that about 15.59
the whole, or about 18.3% of the former total health
care costs, was an alcoholism treatment "add-on" th
Medicaid had first to absorb at the beginning of the
demonstration program. However, the authors expl
that the observed costs escalation in fact shows the
characteristic cost "ramping" effect found in other
similar evaluations. This is shown clearly in other
figures in the report, which chart sharp rises and

declines in costs for health care other than alcoholis
treatment:

N
"

0

The first month of treatment ... reflects a substantial
increase in other health care costs. Due to [the] methg
of collecting expenditure data (i.e., by month), the
coincidence of this high level of other health expendi-
tures with the beginning of treatment was unavoidable.
However, this increase in other health costs is not due
to the alcoholism treatment: rather, this increase
immediately precedes treatment. This is clear by
examining the individual client files. Probably, the
substantial increase indicates a crisis in health which is
the motivating factor for the client seeking treatment or
for case managers insisting that such treatment be
sought. (p. 28)

Following this rise, which is characteristic of health

care users with all types of serious, chronic illnesse
there appears a steady decline in health care costs
these medically indigent alcoholics, with their utiliza
tion rates mirroring those of the comparison subject
within a year and a-half of treatment availability.

S

S

The actual treatment cost-offsets began to accrue
shortly into the demonstration period - in about the
fifth month - and by the authors' calculations reduce

}M

o

health care costs occur within the first seven months of
treatment.

hrd-2) For savings to continue, treatment must continue.
| The increase in health costs the first month of leaving

treatment are dramatic. This supports the notion that

perhaps the limits upon outpatient services should be

liberal to insure continued savings and successful treat-

ment outcomes.

3) Those clients who leave treatment have "crises" at
Ofintervals of approximately every four months. For

many, however, there are "residual” impacts of the

1at alcoholism treatment. After every crisis, health care

costs decline - each time to a lower level.

ain

4) ... [Some successful outcomes require long treatment
cycles. This implies that no absolute limits should be
placed upon length of eligibility to receive alcoholism
outpatient services.

5) Allowing a client to miss two consecutive months of
treatment almost ensures that previous gains will be lost
... This implies the need for an aggressive follow-up
system by therapists. (pp. 28-32)

To summarize, the lllinois Medicaid Study, despite
some ambiguities in the interpretation of the data,
appears to show substantial cost-offset effects for
alcoholism treatment, even when applied to persons for
whom "prospects for improvement ... were slight.”
These offsets more than compensate for the expense of
conducting the treatment. Cost-effectiveness of the
various treatments applied to patients in the study -
outpatient counseling, detoxification and inpatient
rehabilitation - was not addressed, but the concentra-
tion of treatment resources among a few individuals is
an interesting observation that suggests the role of
more than merely ability to pay in the utilization of

f@hore costly treatment resources in some communities.

THE AETNA STUDY (1985)

Among the largest and most influential studies of a

Table 4-6

the estimated costs, had treatment not been available,

by about half over thhe 8ourse of the dek;nonstrati?nbI Average Costs of Alcoholism
project. Assuming, had treatment not been available, ;

that health care utilization would have remained at a Treatment in the Aetna StUdy

high level following the cost ramp immediately preced- }
ing treatment, the authors calculated that total health UTILIZATION / COSTS 4-YEAR AVERAGE
care costs for the treated alcoholics, including those fc inpatient stays per person 1.22
alcoholism treatment, would have equaled in SOMe | “yean fength of stay 21.7 days
months less than 10% of this high predicted level Average oot $3.125

under a "no treatment" condition.

In other analyses, the authors made the following
points, excerpted here:

1) Most of the mpor gains in terms of ippacting other

64.8%
.076%

Proportion paid by policy

Utilization rate

Cost per average enrollee $3.43 annually

Source: NIAAA, 1985
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Figure 4-4

Monthly Healthcare Utilization by
Alcoholic vs. Nonalcoholic Families
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general clinical population is the detailed report,
Alcoholism Treatment Impact on Total Health Care
Utilization and Costs: Analysis of the Federal
Employee Health Benefit Program with Aetna Life
Insurance CompanyN(AAA, 1985). This huge
effort, ultimately to become known as the "Aetna
Study," was a large, controlled program evaluation
with four objectives: (1) to compare the healthcare
utilization and costs of families with at least one
alcoholic member with families without alcoholism,
(2) to examine the pattern of service utilization by
alcoholics in a large sample of federal employees, (|
to study changes in health care utilization attributab
to alcoholism treatment, and (4) to estimate the potg
tial health care cost-offsets from alcoholism treatme

It should be noted that objectives 1 and 3 include ar
examination of "collateral health effects," following &
intriguing body of evidence that began to develop in
another large project, the "California Pilot Program"”
(Holder & Hallan, 1976, 1978, 1981) showing that
alcohol and drug use causes higher-than-expected
health care utilization in family members of the alco
(and perhaps drug) user and that, therefore, cost-of
of addictions treatment should be looked for, not jus
in the later health care bills of the successfully treat
drinker or drug user, but in the health care bills of
spouses and children.

The Aetna Study researchers produced, with the
Midwestern Study (reviewed below), one of the two

strongest designs in the addictions literature bearing on
cost-offsets in general clinical populations. No fewer
than 20 million health insurance claims filed over a
three-year period by nearly a half-million families were
scrutinized, and about 3,000 families with at least one
alcoholic member were identified by the researchers.

Ultimately, large samples of both alcoholicX 1,645)
and nonalcoholicr(= 3,598) families were selected.
Using Aetna's archive of healthcare claims, the service
utilization patterns of these groups were tracked for as
BJong as six years (depending on the length of participa-
dion of the claimant in the Aetna plan), allowing a true
phengitudinal contrast between the health care utiliza-
ntion patterns of alcoholics, their family members, and
the total alcoholic family, on the one hand, and a
n matched comparison group on the other. Type and
aramount of treatment delivered explicitly for alcohol
problems was examined, and results were broken down
by gender, age range, and family type. Families of
alcoholics of both sexes and various age ranges were
studied, and subjects resided in all 50 states of the
hohion. The study's inclusion of information on treat-
faatnts of varying intensity and duration, and the
tresearchers' application of very sophisticated data-
ednalytic strategies including probabilistic modeling of
cost-offset effects, add still more weight to this very
strong research design.

The results are complex, and illustrate convincingly the
broad influence of alcohol problems on the health care
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utilization of alcohol-affected individuals. The
patterning and costs of alcoholism treatment itself w
also explicated clearly (Table 4-6).

More importantly, the study found very strong

evidence of attractive cost-offsets for alcoholism tre
ment, and the extension of these benefits to membe
of alcoholic families, as well. In addition, a set of
elaborate relationships between offset effects and b
gender and age of patient was suggested. Some of
more important results are presented below.

In terms of the comparative health care utilization of
alcoholic vs. nonalcoholics and their families, the
findings of the Aetna study are clear and impressive
their ability to show the broad influence of alcoholis
on the utilization patterns not just of alcoholics, but
their nonalcoholic family members as well (Figure

4-4): Policyholders in alcoholic families used rough

by alcoholic patients ramp up steeply in the months
gueor to treatment for their drinking problem. Peaking
is common in the health care histories of many patients
with a variety of chronic disease, and reflects the
development of a severe illness that normally precipi-
atates a hospitalization or other expensive service.
IS
In the Aetna study, for example, costs for the average
adicoholic claimant averaged $167/month during the
theriod of 36 to six months prior to receiving treatment
for their alcoholism. During the six months immedi-
ately preceding treatment, their costs rose to
$452/month, and during the final month prior to treat-
ment, costs rocketed to as much as $1,370/month. In
 feigure 4-5, this effect is seen in the sharp ramp for all
mage cohorts occurring around the time of treatment
pbnset. Also apparent in this figure, though, is a strong
cost-offset argument for alcoholism treatment based on
ysubstantial downturn in health care utilization follow-

twice the services of nonalcoholic families. Nearly aling treatment.

of this was a greater use of inpatient resources, sin
the groups did not differ in terms of ambulatory care
utilization, at least in the service environment of the
early 1980's.

In terms of the study's second objective, assaying
patterns of service utilization by alcoholics, the resu
are similarly remarkable: The vast majority of alcohc
ism treatment services utilized were inpatient servic
(only 37% of the treated group received any "ambul
tory" or outpatient treatment), accounting for 95% o
the care costs. Rates paid for inpatient stays varied
from $83/day to more than $193/day in specialized
addictions hospitals. It should be borne in mind tha
these costs are computed in 1980-83 dollars. Resuy
of alcoholism treatment utilization are given in Table
4-6.

An additional important finding of the Aetna study,
similar to that of Forsythet al (1982) was a clear
demonstration of the phenomenon called "peaking”
(Figure 4-5), wherein the health care charges incurr

Table 4-7

Three-Year Cost-Offsets
Projected from Aetna Data

CUMULA-
TIVE COST
SAVINGS
AFTER TX

After 1 year

36-MONTH 24-MONTH 12-MONTH MARKOV
PRE-TX PRE-TX PRE-TX CHAIN
RAMP RAMP RAMP MODEL

(-$2,159)
(-$1,116)
$405

(-$1,501)
$658
$3,751

(-$671)
$3,372
$9,400

(-$1,063)
$705
$2,515

After 2 years

After 3 years

Source: NIAAA, 1985

ce
No comparable data bearing on other drugs problems
are available at this time, but these results are sugges-
tive, as stated in the report: "After alcoholics start
treatment, their health care costs drop significantly and
eventually reach approximately the level that existed
Itseveral years prior to treatment," (p. 2), that is, prior to
blthe sharp, upward pre-treatment ramp. This is most
esignificant in younger patients, as shown in Figure 4-5,
aand it is these patients who are most likely to be
[ experiencing problems with drugs other than alcohol.

Older patients show less of a post-treatment decline.

t This is due to a number of factors, including natural

Itaging and illness onset, and perhaps the serious

> medical sequelae of the kinds of health crises that
provoke treatment referrals in the first place, and to
which the more compromised older drinker is less
resilient. The role of patient age as a mediator of cost-
offsets has been suggested elsewhere (Blose & Holder,
1991; Holder & Blose, 1986) and is the particular

efbcus of another study reviewed in detalil in this
section.

Interestingly, the authors of the Aetna study concluded
their data analyses with a series of probabilistic
models of cost-offsets that Aetha could expect to
receive from the alcoholism treatment provided to
these patients. These researchers, of course, did not
have access to a true control group - a group of treat-
ment eligible alcoholics who in fact receive no treat-
ment - because of the obvious ethical problems with
refusing treatment to persons with serious illnesses, as
already discussed. Instead, they used a variety of
mathematical modeling technigues to estimate what
treatment costs would have been like in the "post-
treatment" period, if

these same individuals, who received treatment in the
study, had instead received none. The models selected
bv the researchers are based on two different
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forecasting techniques.

The first isregression analysisin which observed
trends are presumed merely to continue in some lin
upward fashion indefinitely. The second is a more
subtle technique that will be demonstrated in Figure
4-6,Markov Chain modelingwvhich uses advanced
statistics to generate change curves that don't conti
indefinitely at a constant slope, but that rather stabi
at a high level, as health care utilization in the after-
math of a severe illness might be expected to do. T
latter method is presented in more detail when the
Holder and Schachtman study is reviewed below.

In both techniques used by the Aetha researchers,
are then projected, and are contrasted to the medic
care costs of alcoholic patients who received treatm
The difference is the anticipated cost-offset. Cost-
offsets were calculated by the researchers accordin
the different methods shown in Table 4-7, which are
excellent methodological illustration of the ability for
socioeconomic analysis to generate different finding
as a function of the assumptions made at the start @
the analysis. In this case, the assumptions governe
whether the continued rise in health care utilization
shown by untreated alcoholics would resemble the
gentle upward trend observed 36 months prior to tre
ment, the more pronounced slope of 24 months out
steep ascent at 12 months, or the nonlinear growth
the Markov Chain.

Regardless of the method used to estimate the cost
trends had patients in the Aetna study not received
treatment to which they were in fact exposed, the
results are clear. Using the sharply ramping cost cy
observed immediately prior to treatment to estimate
anticipated future costs under conditions of
no-treatment results in a very generous estimated ¢
offset (the 12-Month column in Table 4-7).

This sharp continued increase is unlikely, though.
More likely, continued health care utilization would
follow the nonlinear, plateauing course predicted by
the Markov model. Even with this more conservativ
expectation, the costly series of procedures constel
ing around a successful referral to alcoholism treat-
ment can be offset or essentially "paid for" by reduc
medical costs within two years of treatment. As not
earlier, other studies (e.g., Brock & Boyajy, 1978;
Sherman, Reiff & Forsythe, 1979) and critical reviey
(Saxe, Dougherty, Esty & Fine, 1983) show a mater
cost-offset effect for appropriate addictions treatme
a phenomenon very well presented in the Aetna stu

HOLDER & BLOSE (1986)

Data excerpted from the Aetna study data base wer
used by Holder and Blose (1986) for another cost-
offset study reviewed here. Briefly, using in large p
the methods alregdiescribed for the Aetna stydhe

authors studied health insurance claims filed between
1980-1983 for a large group (1,645 individuals) of
enrollees. Health care utilization, and changes attribut-

eable to alcoholism treatment, could be studied under
these circumstances.

As in other studies, the results showed clear contrasts
nbetween the health care utilization of untreated
izdcoholics and their families, compared to the health
practices of normal families. Overall, the four-year
hésrerage per capita monthly health care cost (in 1980
dollars) for families with an alcoholic member was
$209.60, most of this ($164.50) being for by inpatient
care costs, compared to about half this figure ($106.54
C@ts capita per month) for families without alcoholic
almembers.
ent.
As in the Aetna data already described, pre-treatment
gdeaking, the effect of treatment, and resulting good
aost-offsets, were observed by the researchers:

[On the average, from 36 to 12 months before alcohol-
ics begin treatment their medical care costs gradually
increase, with average monthly costs per person rising
from approximately $130 to $179. During the year
before treatment begins, however, total medical care
\qt- COSts rise much faster. The average monthly medical
I th&sare cost rose to $452 in the six-month period before

of
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Table 4-8

Three-Year Cost-Offsets
Proiected from Aetna Data

PROJECTED SAVINGS

POSTTREATMENT PERIOD BASED ON MARKOV MODEL
Year 1, First Quarter (- $2070)
Year 1, Second Quarter +$178
Year 1, Third Quarter +$404
Year 1, Fourth Quarter + $425
Year 2, First Quarter + $440
Year 2, Second Quarter + $460
Year 2, Third Quarter (Break-Even) + $462
Year 2, Fourth Quarter + $406
Year 3, First Quarter + $426
Year 3, Second Quarter +$454
Year 3, Third Quarter + $424
Year 3, Fourth Quarter + $506
Estimated Savings After 3 Years + $2515

Source: Holder & Schachtman, 1987

alcoholism treatment and to $1,370 in the final month.
After treatment begins, total medical care costs drop
fairly rapidly for about 12 months. This drop contin-
ues, though more slowly, during the next two years.
Total health care costs averaged $294 per month durin
the six months following treatment initiation, but only
$190 per month by the third post-treatment initiation
year. (p. 1459)

Explaining this sharply ramping and declining patter
the authors note:

It appears that within the six months prior to the start o
alcoholism treatment, the emotional and physical
problems of the average alcoholic escalate. These
worsening problems manifest themselves in the use of
additional health care services. This sharp upward
ramp is not unique to alcoholism but also occurs for
other chronic diseases (p. 1459).

HOLDER & SCHACHTMAN (1987)

The same database of 1,645 alcoholic Aetna enroll¢
under the Federal Employees Health Benefit Progrd
(FEHBP) was used by Holder and Schachtman (19¢
to further experiment with Markov modeling and oth
methods for projecting anticipated cost-offset result

operate once the opportunity passes," (p. 67). This
logic is difficult to argue with, and appears to justify
statistical modeling as a substitute for the randomly-
assigned untreated control group in circumstances in
which such assignment would be unethical and
inhumane. The probabilistic modeling techniques
adapted by these researchers to socioeconomic analy-
ses appear to render the untreated control group super-
fluous In this type of research.

The Holder and Schachtman study discusses a variety
of these methods, which now include growth-curve
analysis, life tables (survivorship) analysis, and time-
series (Box-Jenkins) methods. It presents a series of
elegant figures demonstrating the means by which two
of them - ordinary least square regression and Markov
Chain analysis (both of which, it will be

recalled, were applied to statistical models of the main
Aetna data) - simulate the continued consumption of
health care resources that would be observed if treated
alcoholics were to receive instead no treatment, but
were merely to continue on as before.

The results of projecting health care costs by Markov
modeling, the reasonableness of the estimates and their
coherence with actual data, are given in Figure 4-6. As
can be seen in this figure, the health care costs of
alcoholic patients gradually rise over time, and then
ramp up sharply in the months just prior to treatment
onset.

gHowever, it would be unreasonable to expect that
health care costs, were treatment not received, would
continue to soar upward as was the assumption in the
12-Month column of Table 4-7, derived from the first

nAetna report. Instead, the Markov Chain shows the
expected plateauing of costs at a high level, within the
range of expectation for persons with untreated serious
medical illnesses, and well below estimates that would
be otherwise derived by the (probably unrealistic)
regression models.

As in the Aetna study, the Markov estimates are used
to calculate probable medical care utilization costs
under assumptions of "no treatment." Then, because
the patients in the Aetna database did, in fact, receive
treatment, the medical care utilization costs later
observed for them in the years following treatment can
be subtracted from the Markov estimates of utilization
L &Osts under "no treatment” conditions, and an elegant
rnathematical solution to the problem of estimating
37€§ost—offsets under actual conditions is obtained.

e , , , :
5 The resulting estimates of cost savings as time
‘progresses, using the Markov model to estimate

the remark that "It is not an unreasonable assumpti

#-8. The authors summed up:

The authors justify the use of statistical modeling WgtﬁaVingS three years into the future, are given in Table

that the same factors which influence health care u

li- [O]ne can conclude that the cost of alcoholism treat-

zation before a treatment opportunity continue to

ment can be offset in reduced other health care absts
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leastby the end of the 3rd year following treatment
initiation... Abstinence as a central goal in most

alcoholism treatment programs can retard and in some|

cases stop physical health deterioration associated wit

heavy drinking. Thus reductions in general health care

utilization and associated costs are possible long after
alcoholism treatment has ended.

... During these times of cost consciousness in health
care and efforts to contain costs, the potential for

alcoholism treatment to reduce general health care cog

as shown in this study and to yield a dollar-to-dollar

return for treatment costs has important implications for

health insurance carriers, Health Maintenance Organi-
zations, and self-insured employers. (p. 71)

THE MIDWESTERNSTUDY (1991)

Amplifying some of these results, the last major ser
of cost-offset studies of addictions treatment in the
general clinical population to be reviewed here is a
series of reports by Holder and colleagues (Blose &
Holder, 1991; Holder & Blose, 1991), from which an
increasingly intricate model of cost-offsets is begin-
ning to emerge. These papers focus on data derive
from the health care utilization patterns of a large
midwestern manufacturing company, and are called
collectively the "Midwestern Study." The Midwester
research plan (Blose & Holder, 1991) has, like the

Aetna study, several components, including a study
utilization patterns (reviewed in Section 4, Americar
Social Responses) and a strong section on the effe
of alcoholism treatment on medical care utilization.

Advantages of the Midwestern study resemble in sg
respects those of the Aetna study, including the useg

a large treatment population £ 2,259), each member

of which was matched to six nonalcoholic comparis
subjects i = 13,397), the availability of extremely
long time windows, up to 14 years of data in some
cases, during which healthcare utilization could be
observed, and the use of data from patients receivir
variety of alcoholism treatment regimens (the costs
characteristics of which are detailed in Holder &
Blose, 1991) with, presumably, a variety of degrees
effectiveness and resultant offset effects on subseq
healthcare utilization.

The study aims, though, are focused on different

guestions than are those of the Aetna study. Thes
aims are (1) to explore gender-based and age-base
influences on healthcare and addictions treatment ¢
for treated alcoholics, (2) to examine the role of pat

Table 4-9

Six-Year Changes in Average
Monthly
Health Care Costs for 3 Age Cohorts
of Alcoholic Patients .

-

AVERAGE
COSTS  AVERAGE
ts DURING COSTS
FINAL ~ DURING 6TH
PRE-TX POST-TX  PRE-POST
AGE COHORT YEAR YEAR  DIFFERENCE

30 Years Old and Under
31-50 Years Old
51 Years Old and Over

$115
$179
$198

$81
$120
$332

(-$34)
(-$59)
$133

es Source: Blose & Holder, 1991

The authors accessed the health care records of a large,

self-insured manufacturing company, covering employ-

ees enrolled in the plan for at least six years during the
dperiod 1974 to 1987. Of the entire workforce and

covered collaterals, more than 3,000 were identified as

having been treated under an alcohol-related diagnosis
Nduring the study period.

A total of 1,788 males and 469 females were eventu-
ally identified as meeting the six-year coverage
Cleequirement, and:

Various measures of monthly medical care cost were
medeveloped for each individual, defining months in terms
of of the time prior to and following the initiation of
alcoholism treatment. ... Costs were defined as total
health care charges from providers. Duplicate charges
and multiple billings were eliminated. All dollar figures
... were adjusted for inflation and are reported in

DN

constant December 1985 dollars. (pp. 15-16)
g’mere were two additional advantages to this study.
e first was the provision of the largest comparison

ample yet achieved, more than 13,000 individuals.
iﬁg second was the implicit test of the cost-offset

cts of alcoholism treatment generally (and, almost

certainly, of other drug addiction treatment, as well)
since patients were treated in a wide variety of clinical
| settings accessible in the communities where the
amanufacturing company was located.

OStSreatment settings, modalities, and effectiveness are
€Nljikely to vary widely in the large population studied

age in mediating healthcare costs before and after treakere. The results presented represent aggregate changes
ment, and (3) to look at shifts in the type of healthcdre in medical care costs for the entire population (or
received by treated alcoholics, and to relate this shift inspecific subgroups), including a diverse mix of treat-

service mix to observed cost-offsets. These are th

ment services and ranges of treatment effectiveness. (p.

most sophisticated study hypotheses yet to emerge|in 16)
cost-offset research in general clinical populations ar

elsewhere.

The results of the Midwestern Study fit in well to a
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picture of gathering complexity in the cost-offset
guestion. First, gender was observed to have little
impact on either the costs or cost-offsets of general
medical care as well as of alcoholism treatment. Th
finding may not stand out at first glance, but the imp
tance of this result can hardly be underestimated, g
the gender bias in health care generally - women
consume substantially more health care than men -
the more limited representation and vulnerable posi
of women in addictions treatment populations.

A firm set of beliefs - that female alcoholics and oth
substance abusers are more severe, are more char
disordered, are more fragile physically and, in most
ways, are simplgickerthan males - was challenged i
this study's results. A question that might otherwise
have poisoned policy debates - Do female patients,
despite their relatively small numbers in addictions
treatment populations, account for the same disproj
tionate share of treatment costs that they tally in the

general medical center, and is their addictions treatt

ment then less cost-beneficial, and a poorer use of
society's resources? - appears to have been met, w
negative response, in the Midwestern Study. "Male
and female alcoholics in treatment have quite similg
pretreatment cost patterns, and similar posttreatme
initiation patterns as well," (p. 25). The finding is
unambiguous, and is presented graphically in

convincing form in the Blose and Holder (1991) report.

Otherwise, trend lines published in the report are
imlmost identical to those in the Aetna study, with two
oexceptions. First, average costs during all time
veeriods, pre- and post-treatment, are higher in the

Midwestern Study, probably because of the effects of
gpiice inflation and because of more liberal reimburse-

tioment policies followed by the Midwestern insurance

carrier.

e more substantive finding in the Blose and Holder
a¢1®91) report, however, is a clear indication of the role
of patient age as a mediator of cost-offsets from
nalcoholism treatment. Older patients (51 years old and
above) had significantly higher health care costs in
nearly all periods than did younger patients, and,
moreover, they showed far less decline, pre- to post-
pdreatment, in health care utilization, as in Table 4-9.
Two factors are clearly evident here.

First, the treatment provided to younger patients (50
ithesars old and below) had a powerful impact on medical

care utilization. Tracked against the costs registered
rby the nonalcoholic matched comparison sample in the
htstudy, the authors remark:

Around the time of alcoholism treatment initiation the

Figur

Total Monthly
Alcoholism Treatment: Treated

Health Care Costs Over Annual Intervals Before and After

e 4-7

Alcoholics and Matched Cohort

Number of Month

600
500 -
400
===== Treated Alcoholics
——— Nonalcoholic Matched Cohort
300 -
200 -
100 —
-120 0 +84

s Pre-/Post-Treatment

Adapted from: Blose & Holder, 1991
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total health care cost levels of alcoholics rise dramati-
cally for a brief period, after which they stabilize and
then begin a downward posttreatment trend... Although
the trends for the alcoholic and nonalcoholic groups dg
not converge by the end of the study period [six years
from treatment initiation], convergence would occur at
some point if the trends shown here were to continue
(pp- 23-25)

This trend toward convergence is striking, in view of
the fact that the alcoholic group, prior to treatment f
their drinking, had experienced health care costs
nearly twice those of the matched comparison samy
a cost differential that was clearly apparent el/@n
years prior to identification and referrahs the avail-
ability of up to 14 years of data on some individuals
the Midwestern Study was able to show. These dat
are shown in Figure 4-7.

Second, the picture for older alcohalics is less optin
tic. They showed little if any decline in health care |
following treatment. In fact, the long-term trend of
service utilization in this group is generally upward &
health care continues to be utilized to counter the Iqg
term pathophysiologic effects of drinking.

This continued upward trend, however, does not
indicate a lack of cost-offset from treatment, since t
stabilization of the upward cost curve, or even redu
tion in its degree of slope, should be considered a ¢
offset in its true sense. Blose and Holder (1991)
conclude:

These data imply that when initial alcoholism treatment
does not occur until later in life, it is less likely that
total health care costs will decline following treatment
to levels as low as those which existed prior to treat-
ment. This may indicate that alcoholism treatment
interventions which occur earlier in an individual's
drinking career are more likely to produce reductions ir
total health care costs... [However], one cannot
conclude from our analysis that the treatment of older
alcoholics is financially disadvantageous. Although the
data show that posttreatment medical care costs for
older alcoholics ... do not decline to their pretreatment
levels, this does not preclude the possibility that the
posttreatment costs experienced by this group are lows
than would have occurred had treatment not been
undertaken (p. 25).

What emerges from the study, then, is a clearly
optimistic picture of the financial advantages of
alcohol treatment with younger patients, diminished
expectations if not less humanitarian urgency in
providing this treatment to older individuals, and a
manifest premium on interventions performed well g
early, before illness processes are intractable and
requiring of ever-ascending levels of remedial
resources.

comes forward in these data, relatively free of the
sexist bias that pervades so much of the addictions
literature. Overall, the convergence of the health care
utilization lines of treated alcoholic versus matched
comparison samples is clearly and unambiguously
visible in the ability of the Midwestern research team
to follow this large group of patients for up to seven
years post-treatment.

e

0 summarize, cost-offset research in general clinical
opulations is one of the most convincing demonstra-
tions yet of the financial worth to society of investment
iin alcoholism treatment and by extension, in addictions
gireatment generally. All studies show impressive cost-
offsets, perhaps somewhat less substantial in the treat-
ment of older or more physically deteriorated patients,

ifhat "pay for" the cost of even the more expensive
,aarms of alcoholism treatment within two to three
ears of clinical contact. These results appear durable

pr

)]

,dor up to seven years out, and are equally marked in
n male and male treatment populations.

In addition, the fact that cost-offsets are most marked
in the treatment of younger patient cohorts, with their
| dnore prominent mixed and polysubstance abuse
‘gatterns (that are often only reimbursable when coded
08s alcohol problems, thus raising the suspicion that a

gfeat number of the nicely responding younger patients
in the Aetna and Midwestern Studies are, in fact, drug
users) lends weight to the argument that medical care
cost-offsets can be expected from less specifically
alcohol-focused (or CD) treatment in the general clini-
cal population.

Other benefits of drug treatment, of course, are
discussed in the following chapters, and still another
benefit observable in the general clinical population is
discussed below.

COLLATERAL COST— OFFS ETS

Table 4-10

Pre- to Posttreatment (4-year)
Changes in Total Sample Health care
Costs, 71 Employees and Families

CLAIMANT PRE-TX POST-TX PRE-POST
NC g pioyees $241,858 $117,975 (-$123,883)
Other Family $412,814 $207,339 (-$205,476)
Total $654,672 $325,314 (-$329,359)

Source: Spear & Mason, 1991

A much clearer view of the female alcoholic, too,
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A final report that builds on the Aetna study, based
an EAP evaluation effort but reviewed here because
its illustration of the kinds of collateral health effects
suggested in the Aetna and Midwestern studies, wa
recently published by Spear and Mason (1991). Co
eral health effects and cost-offsets - that is, health
benefits and changes in service utilization that are
observed in other family members when one memb
of the family is treated for alcohol or drug addiction
is an intriguing new area with broad relevance not g

to the socioeconomics of addictions treatment, but to

family medicine, psychiatry, and other disciplines.
SPEAR & MASON (1991)

Spear and Mason (1991) reported an interesting co
offset study similar in some respects to the researck
just reviewed. In this study of collateral cost-offsets
they excluded health claims of the primary alcohol @
drug abuser, and instead searched their archive of
insurance claims and other utilization data for signs
collateral changes in health care utilization when thg
alcoholic member of a family receives treatment.

The study is not a particularly strong one - for
example, the sample size is smalbf treated alcohol-
ics = 71), the only treatment to which the primary
patients were exposed was a 28-day inpatient progf
and the study uses an "own control” design. Its
window of observation (four years) is respectable,
though, and its use of a generic "chemical depende
rather than alcohol-specific treatment base and con
tration on collateral health care cost-offsets warrant
review here.

The authors analyzed personnel files, EAP records
insurance claims for 71 employees of a manufacturi
firm and their covered family members between 198
and 1983. Most of the employees were referred to
EAP by their supervisor or shop steward, and all we
referred on for short-term residential treatment in a
28-day rehabilitation program offering general chemn
cal dependency treatment that included a family
therapy component. For these patients and their
families, four years of healthcare records, two years
either side of EAP referral and inpatient treatment,
were then scrutinized.

The results (Table 4-10) are striking: The healthcaré
claims of the treated alcoholics fell off markedly
following their referral - claims for the treated emplqg
ees fell off by nearly 49%, and claims for the familig
as a whole, including the alcoholic member, decline
by 49.6%.

Even more marked, though, was the decline in heal
care utilization by family members other than the

individuals treated for alcohol and other drug abuse
50.2%. In fact, of the total decline in health care co

nmore than 62% was attributable to decreased claims by
> fZfmily members. The authors make the further point
that "... this decrease took place during a time period
swhen medical costs and the medical insurance claims
lithat reflect those costs were rising rapidly. If the
claims had been computed in constant dollars, even
larger decreases could be expected,” (p. 186). It should
eibe noted that the employee group studied here was
+ fairly young (mean age = 38) and, again, was referred
nfgr and treated for alcohol and other substance abuse.

Thus, though the important studies reviewed earlier in
this section have shown substantial post-treatment
decreases in health care utilization and even positive
projected cost-offsets from alcoholism treatment, Spear
stand Mason (1991) have specifically focused on broad

1 effects beyond those exclusive to alcoholism treatment,

, and have revealed an addictions treatment cost-offset at

rleast as large as that seen in the health care records of
treated substance users: Namely, a shrinkage of health-

afare bills by other family members of marked propor-

2 tions, more than 50% in this study. As can be seen,
nearly two-thirds of the total family health care cost-
offsets are due to reduced health care seeking by other
family members, a sum made possible by their larger
numbers and their heavy service seeking.

am, HOLDER & HALLAN (1986)

The last study to be examined in this chapter returns us
nagain to the important work of Holder and his
cenHeagues. Though the report of Holder and Hallan
5(1986) is a study of cost-offsets in the general clinical

population, enough of the findings bear on collateral

cost-offsets that it has been reserved for this section.
aAd in other reports by this group, the authors found
ngccess to an advantageous database, and were able to
luse it to conduct:

the

re ... asix-year longitudinal study to determine if the treat-

ment of alcoholism as a primary diagnosis results in a

reduction of total health care cost and/or utilization for

the alcoholic as well as other nonalcoholic family

members. (p. 1)

%ﬂtogether, the authors drew data on 90 families (245
persons), one member of which received treatment
under a specific alcohol-related diagnosis in the
L mid-1970's, and contrasted their health and utilization
[ behavior with that of a matched comparison group of
y§33 families (291 persons).

glt should be borne in mind that these treatment cases
are old, having received treatment for an alcohol
problem in the 1970's prior to the many recent develop-

tHnents and refinements. This is an experimental group,
as well, tiny in size when compared to the huge Aetna

. Study. Nevertheless, the analyses applied to the data

@nd the findings on collateral cost-offsets are of inter-
ést, and the limitations may render the study one of the

of almost a third of a million dollars over twears
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more conservative tests of the cost-offset phenome
reviewed here.

All respondents were enrolled with Blue Cross / Blu
Shield of California, through the California Public

Employees Retirement System. With access to the
data, Holder and Hallan (1986) were able to access
most, perhaps nearly all, health care utilization data

pertaining to these persons for a period of six years|

The results, once again, powerfully point up both th
enormous medical costs of untreated alcohol proble
as well as the large cost-offsets to be expected fron
treatment. In terms of inpatient services, prior to tre
ment alcoholic enrollees averaged .118 inpatient
admissions per month for a monthly cost of $86

(adjusted to the 1975 base); even their nonalcoholi¢

family members averaged .044 inpatient admissions
per month at a cost of $27, compared to the membe
of normal families who experienced .005 inpatient

admission per month at $6.50. These striking disto
tions in the health care costs of members of alcohol
families - more than four times the rate of resource

absorption of matched nonalcoholic families - is the
most dramatic demonstration of this effect in the litg
ture.

Five years following the receipt of service for an
alcohol-related condition, though, inpatient utilizatio
for the alcoholic subjects declined by almost 80%, t
only .023 hospitalizations per month at a cost of $1(
this improvement generalized to family members, w
experienced at five years post-treatment .012 hospi
zations per month at a cost of $8.70, even lower th
the c?]mparison group's use of .014 hospitalizations
month.

Ambulatory services showed impressive, if less
substantial, decreases over time, and appear to hay
reflected appropriate service utilization by alcoholic
claimants: Outpatient services initially rose for the
alcoholics from .284 visits per month (at $9.30) prio
to treatment to .440 visits per month in the first two
years post-treatment, before dropping to .068 visits
month (at $3.40) by year five.

Nonalcoholic family members simply declined in
outpatient utilization across the entire five-year
followup, from .235 visits per month pre-treatment
($8.36) to .066 visits (at $3.40) in year five. The
alcoholic patients, themselves, however, showed th
greatest improvement, their total monthly health car
costs falling from nearly $100 in the two-year
pre-treatment for the alcoholics to a mere $13.34 in
fifth year post-treatment. The authors conclude:

1. At the end of the follow-up period the individual
alcoholic family member experienced a substantial
reduction in inpatient admissions per month as did
others members of his/her family. In like manner the

nonper-person monthly costs for inpatient care dropped by
a factor of 8.

2. At the end of the study period the alcoholic family
member utilization and costs of inpatient care converge
to the experiences of matched comparison family
members. ...

4%

Three prime conclusion can be drawn from this study.
(1) ... the alcoholic and his/her family members use
health care services and incur health care costs substan-
tially greater (some 15 times greater) than the general
MSpopulation. (2) ... all forms of health care services and

N their costs would as a minimum continue at their

at- observed rates prior to treatment ... (3) ... following
initiation of alcoholism treatment, total health care costs
for a family with an alcoholic member can be expected
to decline significantly over time. This decline appears
to be the direct result of treatment and not a result of
natural changes ... the decline appears attributable to
not only a reduction in theseof various health care
services but also in thaix of service, i.e., more

reliance on ambulatory as opposed to inpatient care.
Further, we observe that declination of health care costs
holds for all elements of the alcoholic family," (pp.

9-13).

112
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e

NIn summary, collateral cost-offsets are an intriguing,
Dthough so far quite understudied and under-reported,
D;benefit of addictions treatment. The potential savings
h@ere, though, is enormous, much larger than those
tadccruing from cost-offsets from reduced health care
Aliitilization of treated alcoholics and addicts themselves,
P&ihce the target group for these collateral cost-offsets -
their families - is many times larger than the core group
of substance-impaired individuals.

€The additional effects of providing targeted treatment
to the affected family members has not yet been tested
in a collateral cost-offset study, but surely warrants

[ attention in the future.

er
p CONCLUSIONS

The socioeconomic literature on addictions treatment
in general clinical populations is still emerging - in
fact, the activity witnessed so far promises the appear-
ance of ever more sophisticated analyses of large
edatabases during the coming decade. However, a few
efirm conclusions can already be drawn, and others can
be advanced tentatively.
the
First, though there are limitations to cost-benefit
studies, there is evidence that the treatment of alcohol-
ism, and perhaps other addictions as well, is cost-
beneficial. Better rates of earning, lower out-of-pocket
expenses for drinking and drug use, lower and more
appropriate use of social welfare and other serviedls
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combine to suggest positive cost-benefit ratios. Wh
reductions in criminal (typically vehicular) offenses,
and resultant legal and court costs, are factored in,
cost-benefit ratios become more attractive still.

There is some indication that the local community o
state government unit bears most of these costs by
alcohol and drug users in the general clinical popula
tion, and so stands to benefit most from their contro
When reductions in still other costs, such as to fami
members, are entered into the cost-benefit equation
is clear that addictions treatment shows positive reg
in cost-benefit terms, and probabigry positive
results.

e

This notion is underscored by the strong findings on
cost-offsets that are coming out of a research traditi
that has produced in the last decade and is still pro
ing evidence that alcohol treatment causes sharp rg
tions in medical care utilization and encourages mo
appropriate utilization when services are delivered.

These cost-offsets are a stable, long-term effect of

treatment from which society will reap benefits for a
period longer than any research team has been so

able to follow.

The concentration of this effect in younger patients
suggests that cost-offsets can be expected when
problems with drugs other than alcohol are treated.
The research reported out so far fails to find much
justification, from the cost-offset point of view, for th
treatment of alcohol problems in older patients, but
few treatments applied to the aged can, or should b
justified on economic grounds alone. In addition,
treatment of addictions in female and male patients

appears to perform similarly in socioeconomic terms

showing good cost-offset properties that are
pronounced and durable in both sexes.

Overall, cost-offset studies are the best, and most
persuasive, socioeconomic arguments for support g
the treatment of alcohol and other drug addictions i
the general clinical population. Such treatment, the
data say, will not be an expensive "add-on" to an
already strained system, but an important and clinic
smart component under health care reform that will
save enormous sums in the long run. The intriguing
findings on collateral cost-offsets, if they can be rep
cated and extended in future research, may be an €
more sizable cost-offset vector than that obtained fr
reductions in health care demand on the part of the
treated alcoholic or addict alone. Future research
should study this "systemic" effect of addictions tres
ment, so as to comprehend more fully the entire ter
of treatment costs and benefits.

ehowever, distract from the clear imperative to contain
costs in the health care system, even costs that are later
repaid handsomely. Cost-effectiveness of addictions
treatment in the general clinical population is a
guestion just recently gaining currency. Despite insti-

r tutional inertia and clear financial interests on many

sides, the treatment community that provides service to

1-the general clinical population may, with the assistance

|.of assessment criteria and early intervention
ytechniques, find ways to do more with less. This will
,ecessarily be through provision of a comprehensive

uttsntinuum of services of varying intensities, early
detection and intervention and appropriate patient
assessment and treatment matching. This approach
will offer even smaller cost profiles for cost-benefit,
cost-effectiveness and cost-offset analyses. It may be
only in this way that sufficient resources can be
husbanded for the much costlier and long-term treat-
ment of severely alcohol- and drug-dependent patients

oim the general clinical and other populations.
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ADDICTIONS
TREATMENT
IN
WORKFORCE
POPULATIONS

REATMENT OF
MEMBERSOF THE
AMERICAN
WORKFORCHas histori-

cally been one of the strongt

est motives for the

development of addiction

treatment services. Specifig

programs directed to particu

lar employee groups have
been a presence in some American industries for ng
a half-century, with a tradition of evaluation work
stretching back nearly as far, to a study of the role @
"human relations program" in reducing absenteeism
a Northeastern electric utility company, reported by
Mann in 1952.

One of the first contributions of the Center of Alcohg
Studies, then at Yale, to the addictions treatment
community in the mid to late 1940's was the develoj
ment and pioneering of the occupational alcoholism
program concept, later expanded to include service
a variety of emotional and addictions problems undgé
the employee assistance program (EAP) title. This
an attempt to meet at the worksite the increased
alcohol and serious mental health problems that ha
been inadvertently drawn into industry with the vast
workforce expansion occasioned by the wartime
buildup. Though EAP has a meaning more generic
than a program to provide service to only the alcohg
and other drug-addicted worker, it is the term favore
throughout industry and so is used in this chapter tg
refer to worksite based referral and brief-treatment
alcohol and other drug addiction in American indust
frequently with referral to off-site rehabilitation
services.

Intervention in addiction in the American workforce
an area of clinical endeavor that, socioeconomically

should show good promise. Employers pay in some
instances nearly half of the health care costs in their
community (NIAAA, 1986), and the perennial interest
of industry leaders in reducing these costs, combined
with findings like those reviewed in ChapterAtidic-
tions Treatment in General Clinical Populatigns
showing strong medical care cost-offset effects of
addictions treatment, especially when treatment is
- applied to persons of working age, make continued
support of worksite-based addictions treatment and
cadierral services likely.

fA historical argument, and a socioeconomic one, can
ibe strengthened by a straightforward clinical rationale:
There is simply reason to expect improved clinical
results when treatment is made available to active and
purposeful persons who have powerful incentives to
| participate in treatment, such as saving jobs put in
jeopardy by alcohol and other drug abuse. The voices
n-0f clinicians and of industry in this matter have been
joined for decades by a strong message at the state and
féederal level encouraging the use of workforce inter-
prventions. In fact, the National Institute on Alcohol
walsuse and Alcoholism (NIAAA) has for its entire
history set policy indicating that alcohol and now other
0 drug abuse is the single most important employee
health problem, and that the worksite is an ideal place
to detect, confront and refer cases in need of treatment
(Engelhart, Robinson & Carpenter, 1992).

d
e
Df

nResearch seems to support the concern about alcohol
and drug abuse voiced by NIAAA. Data from another
federal source, the National Institute on Drug Abuse
(NIDA) 1988 Household Survey, show that 70% of

sthose in the general population who report current

, illicit drug use are employed, most of them full-time.
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These data show that about 8.2% of wage-earners

admit to current illicit drug use. The figure climbs tq
almost one in four (24%) when the group at highest
risk - young males - is considered alone. These arg
estimates based on self-reports and must be viewe
conservative figures for the true point-prevalence of
addictions among the employed. Most of these
workers also abuse alcohol, and an additional 6.3%
the workforce report heavy drinking without the
complication of other drug abuse.

In summary, nearly 15% of workers report use of illi
drugs, a current problem with alcohol, or both. Othg
data (NIAAA, 1986) show the presence of serious
personal problems in 10% of the workforce, a factor

that greatly undermines productivity and job satisfa¢

tion. At least half of these problems are alcohol- or
drug-related, and this mixed personal and substanc
abuse problem appears especially concentrated in

would otherwise be the most productive work years
when experience is ripened and vigor is at its peak,
from age 30 to 49.

e

wilhe types of substance abuse encountered by

workplace programs have changed dramatically over

the past decade (Figure 5-1). Some reports indicate an

approximate doubling of nonalcohol drug-involved

| BA\P cases during the 1980s, a problem that is

especially acute in organizations with a high represen-

tation of skilled, unionized males among their workers.

dfnfortunately, while EAPs blossomed in the 1970s and

1980s, awareness of employee drug problems, and

management willingness to intervene in them beyond

the provision of a drug-screening program, was not

citvell developed until relatively recently.

2r

Attention to employee drug abuse was briefly

prominent during the early 1970s, although

the concerns were diffuse and not well-

e defined. ... The issue of employee drug abuse

hajyas not ignored by employers concerned with
job performance and safety issues, and was
considered within both fitness-for-duty and
assistance-oriented policies. However, as an

issue "in its own right," it was relatively

Figur
Primary Types of Substan

Alcohol (60-65%)

Cocaine (21-26%)

Employee Assistance Programs

e b5-1
ce Abuse Encountered by

Other lllicit Drugs (6-8%)
Cannabis (8-10%)

Source: Roman, 1989
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Figure 5-2
Employee Coverage for Addictions
Treatment, by Industrial Sector
Wholesaling E—l
Service I |
Manufacturing |: |
Mining L |
Finance 1 |
Retailing l | |
Transportation | :I
20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
[ ] Drug Treatment [_] Alcohol Treatment
Source: Morrisey & Jensen, 1988

dormant during most of the decade of the
1970s and into the early 1980s, the period
during which EAPs diffused rapidly and the
number of EAP workers expanded geometri-
cally. (Roman, 1989)

It can therefore be expected that much of the resea
reviewed in this chapter will suffer from the same
problem with focus as that reviewed in Chapter 4,
namely an emphasis on alcoholism to the near excl
sion of other drug involvement in the workers being
studied. This despite the fact that Roman's (1989)
show that nearly a quarter of patients referred to EA
report primary problems with cocaine, and almost a
equivalent number report problems with cannabis,
diverted pharmaceuticals, and other addictive agen

e

An attempt at reclamation of these valuable workers
appears warranted on the basis of organizational

research. When addicted workers are identified,

referred and successfully treated, most studies find
differences between them and their normal coworke
in terms of performance, on-time attendance, job re
tion, error rates and wastage, job satisfaction, and ¢
important performance markers (Graham & Gottcen
1978; Wijting, 1979). In fact, some studies show th

workers referred to treatment through worksite
programs show extremely high success rates and a
return to optimum functioning. Prognosis is particu-
larly favorable when the worker occupies a position of
prestige and has long periods of training and credenti-
aling invested in his or her career (Korcok, 1983).

This is a finding that has given much momentum to the
development of "impaired professional” programs of
all sorts, making them increasingly prominent on the
professional landscape.

Even when direct services are not offered, but health
insurance coverage for addictive illnesses is, the
outlook and attitude of American employers continue

to improve. Coverage for alcohol and other drug abuse
treatment, once extremely rare in most benefit
packages, is now quite commonplace, as Figure 5-2
indicates. In fact, the majority of the workforce in

most industries has some health insurance coverage for
addictions treatment, and in some industries, such as
transportation, a fairly generous level of benefits is the
standard appealed to when labor/management contracts
are renegotiated. Drug abuse coverage, once practi-
cally ignored as a benefit, is now very nearly on a par
with coverage for the more traditional concern of
employers, alcoholism. This positive response of
industry in the form of benefit packages is supported

by the many advantages of the worksite program to
workers, their employers, the employer's health insur-
ance underwriter, and treatment programmers, some of
which are summarized in Table 5-1.

In the single decade of the 1980s, the number of EAPs
in the United states increased by a factor of 4, from
5,000 to 20,000, now serving more than a third of the
entire work force (Englehart et al, 1992). These
rdprograms are especially common in the largest

Table 5-1

Some Advantages of
Worksite Intervéentions

TECHNICAL ADVANTAGES

| |-

Hata
Ps
N

S. Convenience to employees
Presumed high quality if company sponsored
Services viewed as part of compensation
High degree of voluntary participation
Potential for social support of lifestyle changes
’ Potential for long-term interventions

HEALTH PROMOTION BENEFITS TO COMPANY

fe' Reduced health care costs

I'S Reduced turnover and absenteeism

ler Increased productivity and worker fitness

nth
t,
at

Increased worker coping ability

Source: NIAAA, 1985
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industries, where 70% of management see their EA
a standard employee benefit, 50% see it as an aid t
supervisory work, 40% see it as a form of health ca
cost containment, and 30% see it as way to avoid
litigation (Kingman, 1990).

Now, though, even small employers are able to
combine with others in consortia to purchase EAP
services from any of the more than 600 private consg
ing firms now offering these contracts.

EAPs have developed around a "core technology" @
six elements. First is the use of job performance
measures to identify, confront, and evaluate the pog
treatment fitness for duty of impaired employees.
Second is the provision of consultation and personn
management training to supervisors and shop stew.
particularly training in the identification and "constry
tive confrontation" of impaired employees. Third is
the constructive confrontation of the employee
him/herself, who is usually informed that his/her job
in jeopardy, performance-based improvement is
expected, and referral to treatment may be a helpfu
step in affecting that change. Fourth is the referral
process, by which workers are briefly evaluated and
typically, referred on to in-house or off-site substang
abuse treatment. Fifth is the maintenance of workin
alliances between the organization, the supervisor &
the addictions treatment service provider, and sixth
the development of an organizational structure that
intolerant of drug abuse but friendly to its treatment

e

No solution, however, whether EAP, employee

wellness program, or alcohol and drug abuse treatn
coverage as part of an employee's benefit package,
without cost. Problems with addicted employees ar
exceedingly expensive for industry to ignore. Butw

Pvearkforce popula- tion.
0
eThese are concerns that were raised before, and
answered affirmatively, in a tradition of research going
back now nearly 40 years. In fact, just as industry was
among the first elements of society to install addictions
services, it was also one of the first to evaluate its
outcome from both clinical and socioeconomic
uberspectives. Nonetheless, "The growth of profession-
alization and the concomitant increase in demand for
third-party payments ... call for reliable evidence that
fthe escalating demand for resources is justified by
program results," (Kurtz et al, 1984, p. 43). A national
tsurvey conducted in the late 1980's (Backer, 1989) of
1238 EAPs nationally indicated that concern about the
ehbility of workplace programs to effectively confront
althe issue of drug abuse was the single most important
cissue likely to emerge in worksite programming in the
1990s. In the discussion which follows, much of this
_research will be reviewed.
is

e

, With a few exceptions, socioeconomic analyses of
eaddictions treatment in workforce populations are the
gmost unsatisfying, occasionally even misleading, of
arahy in the broader literature examined in this Technical
iAppraisal. Like the literature examined in Chapter 6,
isAddictions Treatment in CJS Populations and Narcot-
ics Users most studies with workforce grous focus on
cost-benefit analysis. Cost-effectiveness research is
rare, and cost-offset research, though the worksite
would be as conducive to this kind of work as were the
HMOs and group health practices reviewed in the last
chapter, is represented by only a single study so far.
nent
iThe forces behind these problems with the literature
eare understandable. First, most early workforce inter-
tlrentions were an additional capital and above-the-line

addictions treatment accounting for a relatively smallexpense for employers, who demanded hard arguments

proportion of the total health care cost to industry
(between 1-4%) and with a demonstrated health ca
cost-offset following treatment of addicted employee
this outlay continues to be an excellent investment.
When treatment costs of alcoholism and other drug
dependencies are broken out from other health care
expenditures, substantial cost-benefits ratios quickly
emerge.

e

Currently, a movement toward cost-containment is
beginning to take root, both within the EAP industry
and in public advisory councils (e.g., Office of
Technology Assessment, 1983). This is in respons
the growth in overall health care costs, a growth tha
has caused the re-emergence of concerns for the u
on strictly socioeconomic terms, of addictions treat-

justifying their cash outlays if worksite addictions

rgprogramming were to survive in the business environ-

rgnent. The prime interest of these managers and corpo-
rate decision makers was in the potential for worksite
addictions programs to benefit their employee groups

> and therefore their managers, so that outcomes
expressed in the financial and industrial terms of cost-
benefit analysis - reduced sick time, fewer disciplinary
actions, etc. - were to dominate the socioeconomic
research in this area.

At the same time, there were few treatments in appar-
ent competition for resources in this early era. Thus,
there was little motivation to conduct high quality cost-
p ¢ffectiveness research except in systems such as the
t United States Air Force, which had developed a system
ilafy competing treatment approaches susceptible to cost-
effectiveness research. Similarly, medical care was

ment and other health care as benefits offered to th

elessprominent a feature of the balance-sheet when
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most of the collected literature was developed, and
thus the impetus for cost-offset research was delays
nearly until the present.

If some of these features explain the focus of the litg
ture as a whole on cost-benefit analysis, others exp
the generally poor quality of the data. Most obvious
much of the research reported on workforce popula
tions was developed before clinical outcome resear
in mental health - certainly before controlled outcomn
research on addictions treatment - was at a more th
rudimentary level, methodologically.

Second, those awarded the research mission - cong
ants called in from the local office of the National
Council on Alcoholism, an occasional academic
venturing into the field, and most frequently the treq
ment programmers themselves - typically had neithg
the research background nor the material resources
needed to improve the quality of their research.

Third, the zeitgeist for much of the addictions resea
community at that time leaned more to program eva
tion than to controlled research. As one of the leag

of the occupational alcoholism movement remarked:

There is yet no effort to stimulate or recruit
research skills into the field; rather there
seems to be a general assumption that if
research is done it will be carried out by
occasional efforts of outsiders or by the hasty

but enthusiastic, efforts of energetic amateurs.

(Trice, 1980, p. 4)

This had also been the case for the treatment of dru
abuse (as discussed in the next chapter), but this s¢

of the addictions treatment community was, paradoxi
cally, "saved" by the presence of serious narcotic and

other drug addicts with criminal justice involvement,
who caused federal service and research institutes

along with their highly competent researchers to fog R
substantial resources on the development of the kind®

of longitudinal prospective cohort evaluations
reviewed in the next chapter. Neither this kind of
anxiety nor funding levels were available to those
conducting evaluations of addictions treatment in
workforce populations.

For all of these reasons, most of the studies reviews
in this chapter are examples of program evaluationg

rather than methodologically sound outcome studie$

COST— BENEFIT STUDIES

As should already be clear, cost-benefit studies
dominate this literature. As already noted, most of 1

introduction into informed debate a mixed blessing,
cdhough a number of poor quality reports are regularly
introduced in reviews such as the present one without
regard to their quality. This is not necessary, and it
onail be shown that, even with appeal only to studies
awvith good scientific quality, strong cost-benefit
harguments can be made for worksite addictions

L programs.

ch

e

an Kurtz, Goocins & Howarp (1984)

The most appropriate place to begin the discussion of
sugast-benefit analysis of addictions treatment with
workforce populations is with the most incisive
methodological review of the area yet published, the
tpiece by Kurtz et al (1984). In their review, these
srscholars at the Florence Heller School at Brandeis
analyzed 25 studies purporting to measure the
"success" of occupational alcoholism programs.

rdRurtz et al (1984) noted three principal difficulties
|facing reviewers of this area. They are (1) lack of
epgreement across studies on how success of occupa-
tional programs should kefined (2) lack of rigor in

how success isieasuredr evaluated, and (3) mainte-
nance of strondarriers to improving the state of the
literature, both from within the corps of program
analysts, but more importantly from the organizations

in which the programs are deployed and where success
is gauged.

In regard to the first point, the authors noted four
outcome markers with which the field has historically
been interested. These are (1) change in drinking (or
drug use), (2) improvement in work performance, (3)

eduction of production and management costs, and (4)
fi{gpetration rate. They found little quality of measure-
.:ment for any of these domains in most of the literature,
hdior in many cases even general agreement on the
proper criteria by which to judge program perform-
ance. For example, changes in drinking or drug use
ugehavior have been variously operationalized as (1)
gabstinence or sobriety as in the lllinois Bell study, (2)
reduction in consumption as in the GHAA study, (3)
"recovery," as in a report from Boeing Corporation, or
as "social recovery," "rehabilitation," and so forth.

Similarly, improvement in work performance, though

theoretically and even practically susceptible to fine
~§caling techniques, has not been well documented in
'many of the studies reviewed. "Clearly, the majority of
. these measures lack operational specificity. This
‘confounds attempts to make an overall assessment of
program outcomes," (Kurtz et al, 1984, p. 35). Differ-
ent studies have used different measures of work
performance, including absenteeism, disciplinary
actions, illness, accidents, turnover, and work
hefficiency, making the accumulated results very diffi-

literature lacks evidentigrstandim, makirg its

cult to compare and synthesize.

5-5



Cost reductions have also been approached from a
confusing array of directions, with savings from lessg
worker replacement, disciplinary actions, number of
accidents, or instances of early retirement being
emphasized by some program evaluators, while oth
looked at increases in production, and still others
focused on positive changes in morale, job satisfact
relations with other employees, and so on.

Finally, penetration ratds a specialized concept in
occupational addictions program that

... Is based on the extent to which a program reaches th
target population. The concept of penetration is deriveq
from the public health model for intervention and is
based on the assumption that there is a group at risk
within the general population and that intervention

programs are successful to the extent that they penetrate

the risk group. (p. 36)

Penetration rates vary among EAPs as a perceived
function of the program's effectiveness. Penetratior
rates are typically on the order of 1.5% of the work
force during a 12-month period (Blum, 1989). The

penetration rate is one of the most common and mds®

highly touted measures of occupational addiction
program success, frequently being the only measur
mentioned in a report. But penetration says nothing

about treatment success, much less the socioecongnfy

worth of treatment, and its emphasis in much of the
evaluation research has not been helpful to the gro
of occupational programs.

In regard to the second point, Kurtz and his colleagl
noted serious, nearly universal flaws in the conduct
program evaluations in worksite settings. "In our
review of the literature, we were unable to find any
evaluation of [EAP]s that represented a reasonable

approximation of the minimal research design," (p. 3
They noted significant flaws in assignment of subject

to treatment groups, in provision for adequate follow
ups, and in the documentation of outcome measure
particularly measures bearing on changes in drinkin
or drug use as the criterion of program success.

The final and most troubling point raised by the
authors concerns the barriers to improvement of the

research designs that may well be part of the "cultufe®

of the worksite and of the occupational addictions

programmers who conduct and evaluate their serviged

there.

The lack of evaluations is due in part to the
recency of the activity but also to the real
obstacles that make such evaluations difficult
the orientation of corporations, the orientation
of program staff, the orientation of patients,

problems of record-keeping, access to
programs and perception of the value of
research. ... The absence of professional
researchers is perhaps more prominent in

E'S OAPs than in any other treatment context.
ionAcademic researchers who have actually
conducted research in such settings number
less than a dozen. In part, this is a function of
the lack of interest on the part of researchers
for who OAPs are unknown research environ-
ments. Moreover, those who venture to
conduct research in occupational contexts are
often put off by the relatively complex
relationships that must be negotiated. (pp.
43-44)

e
)

Nevertheless, "As the novelty and excitement of the

y initial growth of the EAP movement subside, there will
be an increasing demand for documentation of the
benefits of the programs,” (p. 42). The review of
sptudies which follows is an attempt to satisfy this
demand for documentation, though with an eye to the
L kinds of difficulties already noted by Kurtz and

I colleagues. In their review of 25 studies, only a few
gre in their view and are in ours worth a studious
ook here. Unaccountably, one very high quality study,
vthe RAND Air Force Study (Orvis et al, 1981) was
overlooked by Kurtz, and of course several other
studies have appeared since the earlier review and are
igyesented here.

of

e

nother review of 25 studies, many of them with a
\Q'orkforce focus, was examined in Chapter 4. This is
_the detailed review of Jones and Vischi (1979), who
slooked at 13 studies of the socioeconomics of mental
ghealth care, and at 12 studies of the socioeconomic

outcomes of occupational addictions programs. Of
these, most - such as the lllinois Bell Telephone Study
(Hilker, 1974) or the Oldsmobile Study (Alander &
Campbell, 1975) - are seriously flawed, while the best
restudies - the JWK StudiNIAAA, 1976), the GHAA
Study (Brock & Boyajy, 1978) or the Kaiser-
ermanente Study (Sherman et al, 1979) - were evalua-
tions of addictions treatment with general clinical
populations rather than workforce groups, and so are
reviewed in Chapter 4.

However, one of the most frequently cited studies
featured in the Jones and Vischi review is presented
below. It featured health-oriented outcome measures,
and is given in enough detail that the findings, as well
as the shortcomings, can be usefully evaluated. The
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work also includes enough information about progra
costs that it can be presented for more than the me
purpose of illustrating the underdeveloped state of t
workforce literature, but rather for defining as well tf
socioeconomic results of addictions treatment in
workforce populations.

PriLabeLpHia Povice ano Fire Stubies (1975)

The study referred to is an evaluations of an occupa
tional alcoholism program for municipal employees
the Philadelphia Police Department and Fire Depart
ment. It is particularly useful in that it includes repo
of comparative costs to the sponsoring organization
Occupational Alcoholism Program (OAP) program
referrals utilizing inpatient vs. outpatient treatment
services, and of estimated dollar benefits accruing t
the municipality as a result of the OAP program.
These kinds of detailed cost and cost-benefit figures
are rare: Houts (1991) reports that while 79% of E
administrators agree with the need for cost-
justification, only 40% of them claim to do any kind
socioeconomic evaluation of their services, only 104
claim to be able to report dollar figures, and an eve
smaller number can actually do so. The Philadelph
report, particularly that larger and more detailed rep
of the program developed for the Philadelphia Polic
Department, must therefore be viewed as remarkab
for its time.

At the time of the study, the Department included
8,000 uniformed officers and an additional 2,000 ciy
ians who were eligible for program services. Aftert
appropriate startup period in which supervisory dets
tion and referral training was provided to 915 senior
officers, the program achieved a referral rate of
150-170 new cases a year, a very respectable pene
tion rate of 15 to 20% of the service-eligible group.

An evaluation was then conducted by specialists frg
the National Council on Alcoholism, who used OAP
counselor salaries and overhead along with sick lea
pay of the referred officers while in inpatient treatme
as their cost vectors. Reduction in sick leave was t
primary outcome variable. While this focus on sick
leave may seem to narrow to some reviewers, the
emphasis is in fact well placed: Schramm (1977)
reports that lengthy absence is by far the dominatin
cost of workforce alcoholism, with workers who are
eventually referred through their EAP accounting fo
up to eight times the sick leave benefits and tempor
replacement costs of normal workers in the year pri
to their referral.

In the Philadelphia Police study, results were report
for the first 170 cases seen by the program. Of thes
cases, only about 65% came through the "normal"
channel of supervisor confrontation and coerced re
ral. Rather, the Philadelphia program showed a go
proportion (15%) of self-referralswith another 20% o

N

he,
¢ Figure 5-3
raCosts vs. Benefits (s thousands) in Phila-
delphia Police Department OAP
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nneferrals split between family/friend pressure and the
eadvice of the departmental medical office.

he
nel' he researchers were careful to calculate a cost vector

consisting of both direct costs (the resources necessary
to operate the Police Department program) as well as
the kinds of indirect costs that Schramm (1977) later
emphasized but that are rarely included in reports of
this type, such as sick leave time and benefits neces-

1-sary for patients to participate in treatment. Cost
ofigures did not, however, include the direct cost of

-inpatient treatment for the undetermined number of

rtpolicemen who received this higher level of care, under

fdre theory that inpatient treatment costs were borne by
the Police Department's insurance underwriter and
were not a direct cost to the City of Philadelphia.

oBenefits were easily evaluated, consisting principally

of savings from reduced sick pay and leave payments,

5 as well as of other performance parameters such as
ARjuries and suspensions. The authors also had access

to departmental norm figures for three of the outcome

pfindicators - annual sick leave, injured days, and

psuspensions - and include these in the report.

arheir contrast of the outcomes of inpatient treatment
ows. outpatient counseling is contaminated, though, by

ean unfortunate limitation of the data on outpatient

ldreatment: "[T]hree groups had to be included in this
category - those who actually accepted and received
outpatient counseling, those who refused treatment and
improved through their own efforts, and those who

ilkefused treatment and grew worse. Unfortunately there
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was no adequate way to separate these groups ..."
12). Only the inpatient treatment group did not cont
treatment refusers or dropouts, so that the
inpatient/outpatient contrasts are at best misleading
and are not presented here. It should be borne in n
though, that even the data in which the inpatient an
outpatient results are collapsed includes some prop
tion of cases "who refused treatment and grew wors
so that the test of program cost-benefit must certain
be a more conservative test than some others.

Results for the principal test of cost-benefit during tf
combined first two years of program operation are
given in Figure 5-3. As shown there, benefits for a
two-year period exceeded costs by more than 10%,

Figure 5-4
_ Other Outcome Indices in
Philadelphia Police Department OAP
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(@n additional benefit equal to 42% of program costs
awas anticipated for succeeding years, based on the

improvement of policemen already treated and without
,the investment of additional treatment or OAP

ninekources.
d

ofhus, based merely on benefits recouped during the

sgoeriod of service delivery without any assumption of

Iyhe durability of treatment effect, the Police Depart-
ment program shows a CBA ratio of 1.1:1, a ratio that
rises to 1.52:1 if treatment effects are believed to be

nesustained in total for an additional year, 1.94:1 if

effects persist still another year, and so on. In terms of
costs to the Police Department its occupational addic-
aimh program appears justified in cost-benefit terms on
th(ai basis of immediately tangible treatment effects
only.

Additional non-dollar-based benefits were observed in
injuries (62% decline) and suspensions (24% decline),
and program participants compared favorably,
posttreatment, to the figures for the "typical police-
man" developed by the authors (Figure 5-4). Similarly
positive results were obtained with an program devel-
oped subsequently in the Philadelphia Fire Department
and reported in the same source.

Franco (1960)

An even earlier study to appear was a five-year follow-
up evaluation of the occuEational alcoholism program
of ConEd of New York, which had been put in place in
the late 1940's as one of the original OAPs in Ameri-
can industry. Kurtz found the study to have a too-brief
follow-up period of only one-year in some cases, and
the treatment refusers who constituted the comparison
group must be suspected to differ in many important
respects from those who accepted referral and
completed treatment, but the study is otherwise
superior in many respects to its peers, even those
reported much later.

Altogether, Franco followed the outcome of 253 cases
who were referred to the Consultation Clinic for
Alcoholism that was set up at Bellevue Hospital in
New York to handle referrals from ConEd and other
local companies. Cases were admitted to the clinic
between 1952 and 1957, and were reevaluated at about
a year posttreatment. Treatment processes themselves
were not specified, nor was one of the indices of
outcome - social recovery - but job retention was the
principal object of interest due to the high cost of
replacing skilled electrical workers, and is featured in
the report. Results are shown in Table 5-2.

As is shown there, the supervisory confrontation and
referral components of the OAP may have had some
effect. About three-fifths of ConEd workers who were
confronted and referred, whether they accepted the
referral to the OAP or instead viewed the confrontation
as a "warning shot" and modified their behavior
without help, retained their jobs. Franco remarked that
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Table 5-2

Job Retention Effects of ConEd OAP
at One-Year Follow-up

NUMBER AND OUTCOME
TOTAL
NUMBER

RETAINED TERMINATEL

TREATMENT STATUS JOB FROM JOB

Referred to OAP
Continued Treatment
. Discontinued Treatment

190
128
62

47
16

60%
43%

40%
57%

43%
69%

57%
31%

Refused Referral to OAP
Not Referred to OAP

Source: Franco, 1960

most of those who would lose their jobs would do s¢
within a year of referral to the OAP, so that the high
percentage of workers who were retained at one ye
were likely to be secure thereafter.

He also notes, though, that while those who accepts
or refused a referral to the OAP differed little in tern
of job retention outcome, they differed markedly in
terms of continued drinking symptoms. In the group
that accepted referral and continued treatment, "...
more than 60% are considered socially recovered g

30% are much improved. By contrast, among the 57

of refusers] who maintained their jobs ... only 25%
ave made real progress toward social recovery," (f
161). Franco concluded:

The long-term experience with the Consoli-
dated Edison Company Procedure on Alcoho
ism in the 10 years from 1948 to 1957
indicates ... that nearly 60% [of employees
with a drinking problem] were successfully
rehabilitated when reviewed over a follow-up

eriod of more than five years. There has als

een a reduction in absenteeism in the
rehabilitated cases. These facts would
indicate that a company program is a positive
step toward the prevention of disability from
chronic problem drinking. (p. 162).

Franco's findings are by no means definitive, and ar
troubled by the lack of detail and inappropriateness
the comparison group, as Kurtz had already noted.

However, the unambiguity of job retention as oppos
to the softer measure of "rehabilitation” used in so

many other studies is a strong point. Also intriguing
the finding that even persons who refuse referral fo
treatment can be sufficiently affected by a supervisg
confrontation that they control their drinking behavid
and salvage their jobs.

Twe Detroit Sruby (1978)

One of the most detailed and valuable cost-benefit
analyses to emerge from the occupational literature

Assistance Programs: Test of an Evaluation Method
often referred to as the Detroit Study. Prepared by
faculty of the joint Institute of Labor and Industrial
Relations of the University of Michigan and Wayne
State University, the research report of Foote, Erfurt,
Strauch and Guzzardo (1978) is the result of one of
those rare intrusions of academically trained program
evaluation researchers into the occupational arena.

Published under one cover as a thick monograph, the
Detroit Study discloses findings on occupational
program effectiveness and cost-effectiveness with a
comglexit rarely attempted elsewhere. It has a
number of strengths as a cost-benefit stud?/ in the
workforce area, including (1) a large sample sizgl (
549, depending on the specific analysis), (2) its use of
multiple cost and benefit measures, ﬁ:"s) its use of multi-
ple research sites, the onl?/ study in this literature to do
S0, (4) the generous detail provided in the report, and
b others that will be developed in the discussion to
follow. It has, as well, a number of weaknesses, some
Abf them springing from limitations in the databases at
Par_ticular sites, and others proceeding from general
:dmltatlons of the kind of data accessed.

'S=or example, the authors were able to assign dollar
values to a variety of pre-/postintervention worker
erformance indicators, in true cost-benefit fashion.
hey were not able, though, to access authoritative
Nihformation on program costs for the worksite
ograms they evaluated, so that explicit cost-benefit
ratios could not be reported. The authors had to rely
D-on figures of postintervention cost-savings, a less
definitive approach to the cost-benefit question.

The research developed out of an inter-institutional
-dialogue in Detroit in the mid-1970's.

The research reported in this book is a product
of the concerns of employee assistance
program staff members regarding methods for
evaluating program impacf. ThesSe concerns
became a major agenda item for the Research
Committee of the Greater Detroit Area
Chapter of ALMACA ... and in early 1976

that committee began to develop a research
design that it hoped could be implemented
individually by interested programs in the

(e) ; greater Deétroit area. (p. VSJ.

[®)

Funds for a demonstration project were made available
effom the Office of Substance Abuse Services of the
Michigan Department of Public Health, and the
Ifesearchers set out to address two major questions.

rd) Is it feasible to gather evaluative data at a
'reason able cost, across a group of heterogene-
ous
occupational programs?

(2) Can the data so gathered be used to estimate a
pro- gram's cost-benefit? (p. 1).

Cost-Effectiveness of Occupational Employee

Occupational programs at eight industrial sites in the
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Table 5-3

CBA and Program Performance
Variables in the Detroit Study

VARIABLE TYPE VARIABLE

Absenteeism

Work Performance Number of disciplinary actions received

Measures Number of grievances filed

Number of on-the-job accidents

Number of visits to plant medical unit
Amount of Worker's Compensation paid
Amount of Sickness and Accident benefits

paid

Demographic characteristics
Job classification, wage level, seniority
Source of referral to OAP
Type of work performance problem
Type of behavioral/medical problem
Type of treatment received and diagnosis
Worker's acceptance of OAP intervention
Source: Foote et al, 1978

Client Data

Detroit area at first expressed an interest in particip
ing, but four were dropped from the design because
management interference or limitations of their perg
nel databases. Finally, four programs - two at dural
goods manufacturing companies, and one each in g
nondurable goods and service industry, and all serv
corporations with workforces of between 600 and

10,000 - joined the research consortium, with samp
of 311, 22, 57 and 159. They are very well describg
in the report, but are referred to there anonymously

The authors sought cost-benefit data in seven doma
and were able to obtain it in most instances from m
of their sites, though peculiar limitations of certain d
at certain sites are candidly discussed in the report,
Questionnaires and data collection instruments are
given in the report's appendix, and major variables i

job (eight to 15 years) for their company peers.

Though one program had a 74% self-referral rate, most
employees in the study as a whole were referred b
their supervisors or their company medical unit. The
kinds of problems experienced by these workers are
shown in Table 5-4. In many cases, the behavioral or
medical problem classified for each worker was
derived from the client's own description, as well as the
diagnosis offered by the treating agency if the worker
was referred for service. The authors were required to
make this adjustment because of the relative rarity with
which workers construed their problems themselves in
terms of alcohol or other drug use. The authors found
a substantial number of drug problems, not specified
further, in this multisite sample, typically concentrated
among younger workers.

At the time they entered the program, the

clients were very reluctant to admit to the

counselor, and perhaps to themselves, that

they had a problem with alcohol or other

drugs. The clients often described their diffi-

culties as some type of family or marital

at- problem, or as a medical problem or a

of problem with their job. (p. 16)

on-

pl@nce confronted and referred to the worksite program,
most employees responded well. About 71% of

ingorkers accepted the attempt to intervene in their
problems, and about 70% of these cases were found

eserious enough that they were referred on for treat-

\gnent. Most often, alcoholism treatment was the

service to which the employees were referred, on either

NS,

)stt Table 5-4
ata

Problems reported to OAPs in
e Detroit Study

given here in Table 5-3. At each of the four participat: 9% COMP. % COMP. % COMP. % COMP.
Ing sites, COMPANY A B c D
i i . (n=343) (n=22) (n=57) (n =159)
The study gathered information for each client ProsLEm
on these seven work performance variables fOr “performance probiem
a period of 24 months - 12 months prior to the Attendance ¢ " 20 72
month of initial entry into the program ... and | productiviy . » o .
12 months after the month of entry. There- o e eton
- . . y
fore, in order to be included in the study, other 3 14 9 9
clients must have been employed full time for| . ... noneReportea 2 9 0 0
at least one year ﬁrlor to program entry and 8 13 ; .
one year aftér. The target group of clients 0 7 12
were those clients entering the yﬁrogram during ——————
(051e4())r more of the years 1973 through 1975. [ .0 ea propem
. . Alcohol Problem
51 27 75 62
Other Drug Problem
All data were gathered either by program staff, or by  vena Health Probem 7 5 0 ”
research assistants from the University of Michigan| ~“a"@/am Frosem o 5 2 A
Though there was a good deal of variation in workef Financial Problem 12 4 0 0
demographics across the four companies, in general Legal Problem 5 (5) g 3
most employees relfer(red to the \ﬁvorkﬁ_lte &nterventlo n oob Problem o 0 5
programs were male (64 to 99%), White (61 to 90%), - - - - NoneReporte 1 0 , 8
of average age (36 to 49 years old) and seniority o tt - Source: Foate et ah 1978
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an inpatient or outpatient basis. Unfortunately, the
report gives little detail about the kind of treatment
actually received by these employees, other than to
note that their program counselors "... felt that the
available treatment agencies in the community were
better equipped to treat alcohol problems than other
kinds of problems," (p. 22).

The authors next presented an extensive look at the

raw clinical impact of the programs they studied. Data
on several variables - average hours of absenteeism,
average workmen's compensation claims, and sickness

and accident benefits received, were analyzed on a
quarterly basis.

Figure 5-5 shows these data, from which findings om

absenteeism and claims for the month of interventian
itself have been edited. In terms of absenteeism, the

authors concluded that "... occupational prograars
have a significant impact on clients' attendance. ... |
addition, 1t appears that the impact maY be gradual
over the year after intervention, possibly due to a
greater use of sick leave in the early months," (p. 2§

=]

Workmen's compensation claims, as well, showed

improvement, though the measure was clouded by 1...

the fact that claims for a single incident may be paid
out over a period of several years," (p. 36). It may

therefore take a longer follow-up period for gains in
workmen's compensation to become fully manifest.

Sickness and accident benefits did not in general sh
increases, though they were heavily confounded by
their use to cover time-in-treatment and other

~—

NUMBER OF INCIDENTS

Figure 5-6

Job Performance Outcome
Measures in the Detroit Study
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dimensions of employee functioning not attributable to
poor treatment effects. "In any case, it seems clear that

ne-year follow-u

ﬁ period after program intervention
not a long enough period of time in which to
measure a program's impact on the use of S&A

Figure 5-5

Three Outcome Measures in the Detroit Study
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benefits," (p. 41).

The four other principal outcome measures - numbe
disciplinary actions, grievances, on-the-job accident
and visits to the medical unit - were not analyzed wi
the same longitudinal method, but merely at a more
gross level of average number of incidents before a
after treatment. Results are given in Figure 5-6. In
terms of effects of the Detroit programs on indices @
work performance, the authors were quite satisfied.

In general, the four programs included in this
study showed a similar impact on their clients
work performance, as indicated by the seven
measures described above. Absénteeism
declined for those (t]ro_u s that had excessive
absenteeism prior fo intervention, and was
near normal levels by the second half-year
after intervention, Grievances and discipli-
nary actions declined substantially ... and wer
near the company norm, for the one program
that had company norms available.

On-the-ljob_acudents, visits to the company
medical unit, and workers' compensation
payments %eneral_ly showed reductions after
program intervention. (p. 41)

The authors drew additional points from their data.
First, theY caution that programs which deal with
chronic ilinesses such as alcoholism and drug addig
"... must expect slow recoveries," (p. 42). Second,
it would appear that a longer time period is necessa
to evaluate a program's impact,” (p. 42), particularly,
when economic indicators that are closely tied to th
recovery process and are slow to change, such as
sickness and accident benefits, are the criterion
measure. And third, they caution that company nori
should be appealed to whenever possible, just as th
socioeconomic researchers looking at cost-offsets i
general clinical populations compare the health caré
utilization rates for alcohol-involved patients to
uninvolved comparison subjects.

The authors went on to conduct a variety of contras
between employees with different presenting medic
and behavioral problems - e.g., alcoholism vs. other
drug addiction vs. mental health problems. They fo
that, in general, employees identified with alcohol
abuse had work performance difficulties no worse t
other patients, but that dru% abusers had more seve
work impairment on a number of dimensions.

e

Having shown the general clinical effectiveness of t
worksite programs participating in their stud¥l, the
authors turned to a cost-benefit analysis of the Detr
results. As the authors noted,
One of the objectives of this study was to
determine whether cost-benefit analysis of
occupational programs could be done using

the types of work performance measures
described ... This Is an important question,
r ofbecause cost-benefit analyses are often used to
s, assist in making judgments about where to
th allocate company resources. If an occupa-
tional program can demonstrate that, for a
nd certain level of cost, an equivalent or larger
monetary benefit can be produced, then'itis in
a good position to argue tor increased
Ersegsjources, or at least a stable resource base. (p.

=h

The authors then went on to devise and report a series
of decision rules for valuing changes in the seven
performance parameters they studied. Absenteeism
was valued straightforwardly at the hourly wage of the
absent employee. On-the-job accidents were valued as
the wages lost because of the accident, a visit to the
medical unit was valued as one hour's lost time, a disci-

eplinary action was valued as three hours lost wages,
grievances as five lost hours, and both workmen's
compensation and sickness and accident benefits could
be translated directly into dollar terms.

Unfortunately, their cost-benefit analysis plan was
frustrated by two problems. The first involved limita-
tions of the data at two of the sites - the largest
(Company A) and the smallest (Company Bi - so that
results could not be calculated. Company A did not
have reliable data on changes in absenteeism, the
tlangest benefit vector, forcing the authors to compute a
'.negative cost-saving. The referred workers in
rCompany B did not differ, pretreatment, from company
norms on many important performance indicators, so
e that their improvement was capped by a "ceiling
effect,” also showing a negative cost-saving.

miglore importantly, however, the authors could report
eonly cost-savings as a result of occupational program
nactivity, not true cost-benefit ratios, since program

> costs themselves were difficult to determine. The
authors indicate that "... the measured benefits were
sufficiently large to suggest that both programs
[Companies C and D] were cost-beneficial for their
tscompanies,” (p. 82).

2

They found, for instance, that the average emploxee in
uibmpany C who accepted referral to the plant EAP
experienced more than $2,700 in reduced costs to the
naompany - mostly in reduced absenteeism and sickness
rrand accident benefits - during the first post-referral
year. The average employee in Company D experi-
enced about $1,250 in first-year cost savings. These
first-year cost-saving presumably exceed Brogram costs
themselves, rendering the programs cost-beneficial as
the authors indicate.

e

They, however, did not point out, as they might have,
pithat these cost-savings can be expected to persist over
time, so that the benefits ultimately reaped longitudi-
nally might be several times those observed during the
first post-referral year. The next study reviewed

explored just that issue, the persistence of program
effects, among other matters.

N
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THe Canabian RaiL Srupby (1985)

One of the strongest studies to emerge in the literat
on socioeconomic analyses of addictions treatment
workforce populations was performed at the behest
the Canadian National Rail System - Great Lakes

observation of the study. Five solid measures of
worker performance were available. Two of them -
sick-benefit claims to the Canadian workmen's
Utsmpensation authority, and long-term disability
Ihayments - were readily digestible in financial terms.
Ofhe three others - days absent, number of disciplinary
actions, and days on worker disability - are also

Region by Groeneveld, Shain, Brayshaw, Keaney angheasures of primary importance to employers.

Laird (1985). It is often referred to as the Canadian
Rail Study. It is one of the very few controlled studi
in this literature, and is one of the most impressive
cost-benefit studies of an occupational addictions

program ever conducted. As was the Detroit Study| t

Canadian Rail Study was conducted by academical
trained researchers, from the Addiction Research
Foundation in Toronto. Their presence clearly
improved the quality of the research.

The study is methodologically superior to most othe
on a number of grounds. These include (1) the larg
size of its employee sample (tote 429) including

E&roeneveld then selected all 131 Canadian Rail
employees who had been treated through Canadian
National Rail Company's occupational addictions

fogram during the index years of 1977 through 1979.

YThese patients had received any of an array of services
that are not well specified in the report, but that
included brief outpatient counseling through Canadian
Rail's proprietary program, involvement in self-help
groups, and occasional hospitalization and rehabilita-

lYion. Most were returned to their jobs, after which

€additional follow-up data were taken, for as long as
three additional years in some cases. An additional

131 occupational addictions program participants anc

randomly selected comparison group of 298 similar
workers, (2) its use of multiple outcome measures {
were objective and open to independent verification
and (3) the analysis of its data, which resemble in
many respects the cost-offset analyses in the Midw
ern and Aetna Studies (see Chapter 4).

Even more remarkable, however, is the longitudinal
design of the study: Groeneveld and colleagues trag
the work performance of alcohol impaired employee
over no less than a nine-year period, from five years
prior to contact with their occupational addictions

program, through intervention, to three years after thgg

contact year. No other study in workforce populatio
and few elsewhere, have attempted to impose such
long observation window.

@98 comparison subjects were selected from the
personnel rolls of the Canadian Rail system, and their
hgé&havior on the five performance dimensions was used
» to calculate "company norm" averages against which
the performance of the treated OAP clients could be

egompared.

Results from the longitudinal tracking of the treated

group are drawn together in Figure 5-7. The resem-
tk§ieince of this figure to those in the health care cost-
Soffset section of Chapter 4 is noteworthy.

Clearly, workers referred eventually to their occupa-
nal addictions program show, several years prior to
Neeferral, the kinds of performance problems that later
drompted the referral. These include sick-benefit

claims 120% the normal level, days absent 335% of

normal, disciplinary actions 235% of normal, and so

This methodological advance was made possible by te

authors' access to an organization, Canadian Rail,
a large and extremely stable workforce, so that only,
subjects with a continuous nine-year band of data
could be selected, while still retaining the sample si
necessary to the basic design. Also in place at
Canadian Rail was an OAP with an excellent penet
tion rate, this also allowing the development of a lar
treated sample, and available too was an exception
orderly, thorough, and accessible array of personne
records, from which pre- and posttreatment levels o
various criterion behaviors could be extracted. In th
way, Groeneveld was able to conduct a large-scale
retrospective controlled longitudinal study that is dif
cult to conceive of except under these unique
circumstances.

The actual mechanism of the research was quite
simple. To begin, Groeneveld identified those
performance indices which were available on every
Canadian Rail employee during the window of

vith
Remarkably, all five performance criteria show a
marked "ramping up" effect just prior to confrontation
r&and referral to the program. This is also quite reminis-
cent of the health care cost ramping effect just prior to
ghe index hospitalization of an alcoholic as shown in
Q8everal of the figures in Chapter 4, and may occur for
atlye same reason: prior to referral to the worksite
| program, as prior to hospitalization, the alcohol- and
f drug-impaired worker is approaching a crisis in which
I$linesses and physical dysfunction are experienced
_(thus the increase in absenteeism, sick days and
Idisability payments) and to which the environment
responds (e.g., through disciplinary actions) in brief
and unsuccessful ways. Just as in the health care utili-
zation spike around the time of index hospitalization,
the negative performance indicators in the Canadian
Rail data ramp up and spike around the time of referral.

Just as imressive however is theposttreatment

5-
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decline in all outcome indicators. Ultimately, alcohg
and drug-involved railworkers referred to the occups
tional addictions program show a 56% reduction in
disciplinary actions, a 55% reduction in absenteeisn
53% reduction in days on disability, etc.. Curiously,
the authors themselves voiced in the report some d
pointment with the lack of "convergence" in these
outcome measures with data derived from the norm
comparison group, not shown.

Since the inception of EAPs many working in
the field have been making the implicit
assumption that the adopting company will
benefit financially by running these programs.
... This study was an attempt to put this
assumption to the test.

Research results involving 131 alcohol
dependent employees indicated that the cost
managing program participants increased
steadily during the pre-intervention period,
reaching its highest level during the referral
year which on some variables was 300%
higher than the [initial] value. However, the

I- predicted post-program improvement was

* only marginal. An exception to this was disci-

h, aPline which was normalized during the first
follow-up year but increased again thereafter

Sap:. (p. 86)

al
This situation requires explanation; fortunately, an
obvious one is suggested in Chapter 4. The insuffi-
ciently converging trend lines of referred alcoholics vs.
normal comparison worker as shown in the Canadian
Rail Study are reminiscent of the finding of Forsyghe
al (1982) in Chapter 4, in which insufficient conver-
gence in health care costs between treated alcoholics
and normal comparison subjects was also shown. Just
as was done in Forsythe's case, however, Groeneveld's
disappointment should be corrected with the observa-
tion that true program benefits are not best measured
by the degree of correspondence between a formerly
gery ill group's behavior and the behavior of a compari-

O%on group that was always well.

Rather, true program benefits are best measured as the
likely difference between the ill group's behavior in
treated and untreated conditions, th&eatthat stands
behind the sophisticated probabilistic modeling of
untreated group effects in the cost-offset literature

reviewed in Chapter 4. In the Canadian Rail data we

Figur
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have only a rather weak "own control" method, a
lengthy pretreatment baseline, by which to judge
improvement, the same limitation that beset Forsyth
and to which the Holder team responded with Mark
Chain and other models.

Whether future research in Groeneveld's tradition ¢
import to the workforce literature the elegant metho
of cost-offset research in general clinical population
e.g., extremely long time-frames, statistical estimati
(such as Markov Chain modeling) of worker perform
ance under untreated conditions, etc. - remains to b
seen.

Three other possibilities can be offered to explain th
(relative) lack of convergence between the perform-
ance parameters of treated alcoholic workers and tf
normal peers. First, the authors note that many of t
Canadian Rail employees were virtually tenured in
their position, with limited contingencies in effect

employee assistance program is well designed
and run, it lacks a follow-up component.
Consequently, the reintegration and sustained
close supervision of the program participants
were not provided either by the supervisor or
the program coordinator. It is possible that
post-program performance is more satisfactory
in work environments where aftercare has
more emphasis. (p. 86)

e

an
S
S -
DN

e

_This problem of missing follow-up and clinical conti-
IBuity is another explanation for the more-modest-than-
hoped findings of Groeneveld. Results reviewed in the

leiext chapterAddictions Treatment in CJS Populations

hand Narcotics Userswill underline the importance of
continuity and follow-up.

between improvement in performance and continuati®r the moment, the broader overview of the literature

on the job. Thus, the kinds of trend lines observed
Figure 5-7 include the behavior of a great many

individuals who felt little or no compulsion to control
their drinking or otherwise improve their performanc
The trends shown in the figure are for the referred
groupas whole regardless of the effectiveness of the
treatment they received, even of whether they in fag
received any treatment or not.

Two other explanations are suggested in the report
"The question of why alcohol abusing employees
maintain their pre-treatment work behavior patterns
following treatment is clearly a question for future
research. Our speculation is that in most cases the
identification takes place at a later stage in the devg
opment of alcoholism," (p. 86). The discussion in t
last chapter concerning the relatively poor cost-offsg
response to treatment when patients are in the olde
age groups informs this discussion, too. As will be
recalled from Chapter 4, older patients who are mof
advanced in their medical diseases as a result of
lifelong excessive drinking frequently show little
decrease in medical care utilization following treat-
ment for their alcoholism. In fact, the GHAA study
(Plotnick et al 1982) found a substantial group of
patients, mostly older, who responded well to alcoh
ism treatment but continued to decline medically. If
Groeneveld is correct in suspecting that "most case
in the Canadian Rail system are identified late in th¢
drinking careers, then the kind of limited convergen
she observed would be expected.

Finally, one more possible explanation is given in the

report:

The poor post-program performance could
also be the result of inadequate [clinical]
follow-up procedures. Although CNR's

nafforded by the integrated approach of this Technical
Appraisal allows us the unusual luxury of evaluating a
research report in more generous and optimistic terms

ethan its authors: Groeneveld showed, in fact, good
clinical results from the Canadian Rail EAP, results

? that may have been diminished in absolute magnitude

tby the advanced disease states of many of the referred
workers and the lack of clear contingencies for
improvement. The results may have been diminished
in durability by the lack of clinical continuity in the
follow-up phase.

Probabilistic modeling like that generated in the more
recent reports by Holder's team, is the most promising
lway to address the issue of true program benefits.
N&hese methods, though, were not within the compe-
ettence of Groeneveld et al (1985), which nevertheless
I'stands as the most sophisticated study of its type in the
literature.
e

e

Summarizing the cost-benefit literature on addictions
treatment in workforce populations, we find that much
is lacking. As Kurtz and his colleagues noted almost
10 years ago, very little research of any quality has
fipeen published on occupational addictions programs.

D

*®he conclusion, though, that addictions treatment in
workforce populations is not supported from the stand-
point of cost-benefit analysis is not warranted, and flies
in the face both of the logic presented in the introduc-
tion to this chapter and the evidence presented herein.
As argued there, occupational programs are especially
accessible to potential users of the program when they
are available at the worksite. In addition, high levels

of patient motivation can be expected when a life
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feature as important as one's job is on the line.

A subtle point from Groeneveld that should not be
missed involves the assessment window across wh
"baseline" or pretreatment performance indicators &

workforce populations have focused on issues of cost-

benefit, very few have approached differential cost-

effectiveness for different treatments. Bechtel
cBorporation in 1984 released a brief report detailing its
rehift from inpatient to outpatient referrals for alcohol

calculated. Groeneveld showed a strong ramping effeaid drug-involved employees, resulting in a near-90%

on negative performance indicators in the year priof
treatment, after which these indicators relaxed as th
clinical benefits of treatment were absorbed and
consolidated. Many of the occupational studies whi
used very brief pretreatment baselines against whic
the later clinical gains of EAP involvement were
contrasted, must thus be suspected to have exploite
the statistical anomaly of the pretreatment ramping
effect. This artificial inflation of "treatment effects" i
a problem with which cost-offset research in genera
clinical populations has been long aware, and which
has also received the attention of researchers in cri
nal justice populations, as seen in the next chapter.

Groeneveld, however, produces a picture which is
difficult to explain in terms other than those adduce
explain the cost-offsets of addictions treatment in
Chapter 4: As health deteriorates in active alcoholig
and drug addicts prior to a medical emergency, so d
work performance deteriorate prior to a vocational
emergency.

And just as long-term follow-ups of health care cost
indicate that, over time, the previously swollen healt
care costs incurred by treated alcohol and drug add
abate and converge toward normal levels, so do the
problematic performance indicators of impaired
employees abate and converge when an OAP refer
effected. As Franco showed, most such workers ar
able to retain their jobs, and as the Philadelphia Firg
and Police Studies and the Detroit Study showed, tk
cost-savings to the sponsoring organization of
improved performance can more than pay for the cg
of providing OAP support.

The need for still more sophisticated research
techniques including mathematical modeling of
impaired employees in "untreated" conditions and ¢
long-term follow-ups like those developed in cost-
offset research and shown to some extent in Groen
eld would be assets that would further support the
cost-beneficial nature of occupational addictions
programs. The additional findings of Groeneveld,
however - that supervisory referral be directed at
impaired workers early in their alcohol and drug use
careers, and that active follow-up be arranged in mg
cases - are warnings about the limitations of cost-
benefit analyses that should not escape occupation
program developers.

COST— EFFECTIVENESSSTU DIES

While a number of studies of addictions treatment in

tehrinkage in costs to the company without significant

echange in treatment outcome. Another study was
developed by Masi and Boyle (1987) under a federal

chontract, showing the attractiveness from a cost-

heffectiveness point of view of a partial-hospital
program developed for impaired employees of the U.S.

xdDepartment of Health and Human Services. Neither
study, though, is of a quality worth reviewing, and

5 little other cost-effectiveness research other than that

I which will be reviewed in this section has been

1 conducted.

mi-

The lack of good cost-effectiveness research may be

due in part to the same influences that have driven the

hesitancy of cost-effectiveness research in general

J tdinical populations and among narcotics users:
Namely, that cost-effectiveness research has numerous

smethodological difficulties, including the inconsistent

aese of standardized assessment, staging and treatment
placement criteria, and the ethical issue of insuring that
patients are not referred to a treatment that is insuffi-
cient for their level of severity. It is therefore even

5 more pleasing to review the few attempts at cost-

heffectiveness analysis with occupational groups that

idieve been done.

’ RAND Air Force ReEPORT(1981)
ral is

e One of the most complex and compelling reports on

o cost-effectiveness of addictions treatment in any

neontext was reported by Orvis, Armor, Williams,
Barras and Schwarzbach of the RAND Corporation in
st9®81. Effectiveness and Cost of Alcohol Rehabilitation
in the United States Air Forceften referred to as the
Air Force Report, remains the most sophisticated and
definitive assessment of the cost-effectiveness of
different treatment modes ever conducted within a

nfsingle workforce group - United States airmen - and is
all the more remarkable for its relatively early date. It

eﬂeserves careful analysis and is presented in detail

ere.

The Air Force Report was instigated by a General
Accounting Office (GAO) survey in the mid-1970s that
indicated that the armed services of the United States
pdrarbored a larger and more hidden problem with
alcohol and other drugs than its chiefs realized, and
athat expenditures for treatment and research may have
been insufficient at that time.

The Air Force had responded by developing a unique
system of treatment services, in which inpatient treat-
ment was de-emphasized and centralized in only 10 Air

! Force Alcohol Rehabilitation Centers worldwjde
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where about 15% of its referred personnel were
treated. Most airmen instead were referred to one (
two less intense treatment regimes at a local level.
This system was in marked contrast to that of other
services, especially the U.S. Navy, which had alway
emphasized inpatient rehabilitation. Little was know
about either the costs or effectiveness of the Air
Force's unique approach. GAQO's interest in addictig
problems in the military, and its clear call for progra
development and continuity, provided an opportunit
to test the effectiveness of the Air Force approach.

As it developed, Air Force policy recognized two typ
of alcohol problems. These were (1) alcoholism, in
which the criteria for a medical diagnosis of alcohol
dependence were met, and (2) problem drinking, in
which misuse of alcohol has resulted in social or
family problems, health or psychiatric problems, or
impaired fitness for duty, but in which more formal
medical criteria are not met. This was a rather prog
sive conceptual system for the time, one that would
validated later in th®SM-IIl system of Alcohol Abusé
vs. Alcohol Dependence. The Air Force's treatment
system as it developed was similarly progressive,
consisting of three levels of care to which cases of
differing levels of severity or diagnostic certainty
might be assigned.

As described in the report, all case-related activities
USAF personnel were the responsibility of the local
Social Actions office, which formed a Rehabilitation
Committee to monitor case assignment, treatment g
follow-up for each patient in the system. At the lowe
level of care was the Alcohol Awareness Seminar,
consisting of two four-hour educational sessions he
locally on-base. Most patients identified or self-
referred were admitted first to the seminars, after
Whi(cj:h additional treatment recommendations might
made:

The decision is made after the individual
completes the seminar, receives further

evaluation, and has his recent job performang

reviewed. If these assessments indicate that
the problem is serious, he is then formally
entered into the rehabilitation program; other-
wise, no further intervention is undertaken (p.
7).

At the next level was Social Actions Outpatient
Counseling, consisting of two phases. In the first,
Local Rehabilitation, the individual received one to
three months of outpatient individual and group
therapy, which might include conjoint treatment,
occupational or recreational therapy, and referral to
AA.

In the later Follow-on Support phase, for a period of
bftwo to 12 months the airman was additionally assisted
by allowing him "... to demonstrate normal functioning
in work and social situations, with a minimum of
isstructured intervention. During this phase, individuals
rreceive the same types of services as those received in
[Local Rehabilitation], but with diminished

prfsequency,” (p. 7). In outpatient counseling, most
mtreatment was in a group format, with an average of

y 16.4 sessions of all types attended.

Of the more than 15,000 patients treated in the Air

eBorce system during the years of the RAND study
(1977-1978), more than 13,000 (84%) received only
outpatient counseling or awareness seminar, without
referral to inpatient treatment. Patients who proved
unsuccessful at this lower level, or whose cases were
immediately deemed sufficiently serious, were referred
on to one of the Air Force's ARCs.

res-

b®f the ten ARCs, two initially used a 14-day design

2 before switching to the 28-day schedule used by the
eight other programs. Treatment in the ARCs was
loosely of the Minnesota Model type, consisting of
educational sessions, individual and group therapy, and
so on. One-third of patients admitted to the ARCs
were prescribed Antabuse, though compliance with
fthat treatment regime after discharge was not studied.
or

The intention of the RAND researchers, in confor-
mance to GAO's recommendations, was to evaluate the

ncbsts and outcomes of this program in its normal

sbperational mode.

d It was our intention to evaluate the [program]
as it actually operates in the field. We there-
fore relied on the normal treatment and assign-
ment procedures used by program personnel ...
Compared with a randomized experimental
design, this approach has the advantage of
providing information about the treatment
assignment process and of ensuring that the
rehabilitation modes compared operate as they
would in everyday practice ...

be

e

The field approach, however, places certain
limitations on the conclusions that may be
drawn from the study results. First, because
persons with serious problems almost always
receive rehabilitation services after identifica-
tion, a no-treatment condition does not exist in
the field. Hence the contribution of natural
remission to improvement ... cannot be
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Table 5-5

Patient-Treatment Matching in Air
Force Study

Table 5-6

Absence of Serious Alcohol
Problems at Follow-up by Treatment

Type
TREATMENT % ADMITTED % ADMITTED % ADMITTED TREATMENT

TO TO TO INPATIENT  OUTPATIENT AWARENESS
ADMISSION STATUS INPATIENT  OUTPATIENT  SEMINAR ADMISSION STATUS MODE MODE SEMINAR
Alcoholic (Alcohol 42.4 46.1 7.3 Alcoholic (Alcohol 72.3 76.6 Insufficient
Dependent Dependent Cell Frequency
Problem Drinker 111 62.2 234 Problem Drinker 61.9 722 66.1
(Nondependent) (Nondependent)

Source: Orvis et al, 1981

Source: Orvis et al, 1981

assessed. Second, because clients were
assigned to treatment by normal rather than
random procedures, the admission characteri
tics of clients assigned to different modes
could vary in important ways that may affect
posttreatment status. (p. 2)

Aware of these limitations, the researchers were
careful throughout their analyses to employ statistic
control and correction factors where possible, and t
separately evaluate the impact of each treatment
modality on patients of different severity levels.
Moreover, the authors were confident of the general
ability of their results, remarking:

[A]lthough this research takes place in a

military environment, it does not stand in isola

tion. The alcohol problems we have assesseg
are the same as those found in the civilian
population. Moreover, the rehabilitation

services comprising the Air Force program .|.

are common elements in [civilian programs]

Therefore, the results reported here should ¥
be considered unique to the Air Force popul
tion, but should be viewed in the larger contg
of the growing body of literature concerning

the effectiveness of various interventions ... (p

3).

We would note, though, that patients treated in the
Force's programs were mostly first-enlistment airme
This means that the sample consisted principally of
people with case characteristics - youth, less chroni
of drinking problems, relative vocational stability
within the Air Force system, a well-developed suppg
network - that most researchers find to be good

prognostic signs. It may therefore be that the findings
of the Air Force Report on cost-effectiveness apply
more to clinically favorable situations than to circum-
Sstances in which more severely alcohol and drug
dependent patients are treated. This does not detract
from the quality of the study, but is merely to say that
its strong findings on cost-effectiveness for various
levels of care - educational seminar vs. outpatient
counseling vs. inpatient rehabilitation - should be
Iviewed with this possible sample bias in mind.
a
OThough the research project's goals were themselves
complex and in many instances beyond the limits of
I_the present report, they included an interest
iz-

... in determining whether local rehabilitation

is as effective as the inpatient mode, whether
_ the awareness seminar is as effective as more
d intensive outpatient counseling, and whether

the relative effectiveness of these treatment
modes depends on the severity of impairment

at admission to the program. (p. 13)

To address these questions, the researchers selected

not
ol
Xt

Table 5-7

Absence of Serious Alcohol
Problems at Follow-up by Treatment
: Intensity

TREATMENT
>10
VISITS

<10

Al aprission sTaTus VISITS

n. Alcoholic (Alcohol
. Dependent

Cit Problem Drinker
(Nondependent)

28-DAY 14-DAY

81.3 75.4 74.1 73.2

76.3 73.8 70.6 79.9

prt
Source: Orvis et al, 1981
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Table 5-8

Cost Factors (s milions) in Air Force
Study and Total Costs in 1977

CATEGORY COST FACTOR COST
Lost Production Lost work time
L $26.9
Lost supervision time
Attrition
Medical and Health Care  Hospitalizations
Outpatient visits $21.3
Fatalities
Property Damage Damage to Air Force Property $5.3
Law Enforcement DWI/DUI arrests $2.4
Alcohol-related fights and ’
incidents
Atrticle 15s (Courts Martial)
Alcohol Control Social Action activities
Program Alcohol Rehabilitation Centers $6.5

Source: Orvis et al, 1981l

from the pool of 15,000 admissions a total of 1,033
patients to be administered an extensive baseline
battery. Of these, 756 were selected for the follow-y
study, in which each patient was personally inter-
viewed on-base at up to 26 months after discharge
from their treatment program.

In the findings, of immediate interest is the apparen
accuracy of matching severity of alcohol problem to
level of intervention achieved without much guidanc
in the Air Force program. Although the matching ig
not standardized or well spelled out in the report, th
is one of the few studies that wed patient assessme
and treatment matching. Table 5-5 shows the distri
tion of patient severity levels among the different

programs. The observed small percentages of alco
dependent patients admitted to the awareness sem
only, and the low percentage of nondependent patie
routed to the inpatient ARCs, along with the prefere
for outpatient counseling in both patient categories,
speaks well to both the logic and the judicious use ¢
treatment resources in the Air Force system.

More impressive, though, were the follow-up results
taken on more than 750 patients in face-to-face
detailed interviews at least 12 months following
completion of their treatment. The researchers
compared improvement rates for patients in each of
treatment modes, after statistically adjusting the reg
of each cell to control for problem severity and adm
sion characteristics.

Results for the first level of analysis - a direct comp:s
son of the clinical effects at follow-up of inpatient
treatment, outpatient treatment, and eight-hour sem
attendance - are given in Table 5-6. As shown ther
"... the remission rates for the less intensive treatme

modes compare very well with those reported for the
more intensive interventions," (p. 23). All treatments
were about equally effective, showing success rates
(defined as an absence of serious signs of alcohol
problems) of between 62 and 77%.

The authors next conducted a test of the differential
effectiveness of different amounts of the same treat-
ment, since outpatient counseling as delivered was of
different lengths, and the existence of two 14-day
inpatient programs in the Air Force system allowed
comparison of their results with those of the more
standard 28-day programs. These results are given in
Table 5-7. As the authors conclude:

The results ... conform to the pattern,
described in the preceding section: The remis-
sion rates for the less intensive treatment
modes are comparable to the rates reported for
the more intensive interventions. This is true
both for comparisons between the 28-day and
14-day inpatient programs and for compari-
sons between clients receiving large versus
small numbers of outpatient counseling
sessions at the local level. Neither of the two
comparisons yields statistically significant
results for either the dependent or

p

t
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Table 5-9

Expected Savings
(Treatment Cost minus Cost
Savings) for Different Levels of Care

NET SAVINGS
TREATMENT
AND COST (TREATMENT COST MINUS COST SAVING)
28-DAY 14-DAY ouT-
REHAB REHAB PATIENT SEMINAR
COST SAVINGS $3,057 $1,996 $929 $59

Cost-Savings Over
Time from
Successful
Treatment of
Alcoholic Airman

Year One - $330
Year Two - $1,156
Year Three - $1,982
Year Four - $2,808

(-$2,727)

(-$1,901)

(-$1,075)
(-$249)

(-$1,666)
(-$840)
($14)
$812

(-$599)
$227
$1053
$1,879

$271
$1,097
$1,923
$2,749

Cost-Savings from
Successful Treat-
ment of Problem-
Drinking Airman

Year One - (-$30)
Year Two - $243
Year Three - $516
Year Four - $789

(-$3,087)
(-$2,814)
(-$2,541)
(-$2,268)

(-$2,026)
(-$1,753)
(-$1,480)
(-$1,207)

(-$959)
(-$686)
(-$413)
(-$140)

(-$89)
$184
$457
$730

Source: Orvis et al, 1981

nondependent group. (p. 24)

Analyses of additional outcome measures, including
time lost from work, days of alcohol-related hospital
zation, warnings by physicians, and so forth were

conducted, with generally the same result: Adjusted
severity, lower levels of care produced results equiy
lent to the higher levels of care. These findings wer
validated by record searches and other official logs
work performance of the treated personnel, confirm
that "the less intensive treatments compare very we
with the more intensive interventions,"” and leading

directly to the cost-effectiveness analysis that forms q,

large part of the RAND report and is now discussed

In their look at the cost-effectiveness data, the auth
developed a rather sensitive look at both cost and
benefit vectors, from which cost-effectiveness data
could be derived. As shown in Table 5-8, they
measured costs in five general domains - lost produ
tivity, medical and health care resources, property
damage, law enforcement activity and resources
invested in the alcohol control program. Through a
sophisticated procedure and examination of numerg
information sources they were able to assign dollar

US

values to the consequences of alcohol problems in the
entire Air Force personnel pool.

They had access, as well, to previous work done by
RAND on the prevalence of alcohol problems in the

Air Force, and so were able to provide data rarely seen
in the literature, namely the costs, as described above,
attributable to personnel with varying degrees of
problem severity. Thus, of a total cost of $55.8 million
in 1977 (excluding the cost of the alcohol control
problem), almost half ($26.1 million) was contributed
by the relatively small number of alcohol dependent
personnel, or about $1,003 per case. The more numer-
ous problem drinkers contributed an equal amount
($26.7 million) at $508 per case, and personnel without
signs of alcohol problems contributed about $6 each.

The average alcohol dependent person experi-
enced impairment that cost the Air Force

about $1000, whereas persons with nondepen-
dent problems incurred per capita costs of half
this figure. More detailed analysis shows that
this differential stems almost entirely from

lost workdays and non-ARC hospitalization;
dependent persons report twice as many
occurrences of these problems as persons
classified in the nondependent group. (p. 39).

Just as complex was their approach to the costs of
treatment. The researchers combined data from three
sources, including official budget figures and
independent survey data, to calculate the cost of
providing treatment at each of three levels. Data as
shown in Figure 5-6 indicate that the full course (28
days) of inpatient treatment was, at $3,057 per patient,
“more than three times as expensive as the $929 average
fc:ourse of outpatient treatment, which was itself more
fflan 15 times as costly as the $59 eight-hour awareness
gs'eminar.

O*I'hen, with results bearing on (1) the average costs of
IrI‘Qeatments of varying intensities, (2) the expected costs
due to untreated alcohol problems of varying levels of

severity, and (3) the ability of three different treat-
ents to divert patients from this untreated cost track
* by producing problem-free outcomes at extended
follow-up, the authors were prepared for an evaluation

PI5f the cost-effectiveness of alcoholism treatment that

has still not been equaled though, again, the relative
youth and positive prognoses of many of the treated

cases may have skewed the results, at least to some
Céxtent, to favor the lower levels of care. The authors
worked from the following set of assumptions:

[Flindings suggest that inpatient care and
outpatient counseling are equally effective for
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Table 5-10

Objective and Subjective Outcome
Measures in Walsh et al (1991)

VARIABLE TYPE VARIABLE AND SOURCE

Objective Data from Company Records
Involuntary termination

Self-Reported Data from Subject Interviews
Problems with supervisors
Warning notices
Drinking on the job
Accidents on the job
Any accidents after drinking
Absenteeism because of drinking

Measures of
Job Performance

Supervisors' Assessments from Interviews
Quiality of job performance
Job performance score
Drinking on the job
Intoxication at work

From Company Payroll Files
Hours of work missed

Objective Data from Company Records
Referral for supplementary inpatient Tx.

Self-Reported Data from Subject Interviews
Any drinking
Number of drinking days past month
Average daily drinking
Intoxication episodes
Binges
Blackouts
Score on the lowa Stages Index
Overall impairment
Serious symptoms
Definite alcoholism
Cocaine use past six months

Source: Walsh et al, 1991

Measures of
Drinking and Drug
Use

persons who are alcohol dependent, and that
the inpatient, outpatient and awareness
seminar modes yield comparable outcomes fq
Person_s with nondependent problems. There
ore, minimum per capita cost for a given
level of effectiveness is attained by selecting
the least expensive treatment intervention for
the two types of alcohol problems. ... Accord-
ingly, efficiency would be increased to the
extent that dependent persons are assigned t
outpatient counseling and nondependent

persons to the awareness seminar. (pp. 44-45%

The researchers were thus able to contrast potentig
cost savings due to treatment of various levels of
intensity, given the costs to the Air Force associatec
with problems of differing intensities, and also given
the likelihood that each treatment would produce a
nonproblem outcome for a given level of severity at
cost of treatment already as calculated.

Since the researchers had indications from other pr
valence data that most patients in the alcohol contrg
program were first-term enlisted personnel, a force

replaces itself by attrition every three to four years,
potential cost savings resulting from treatment were
projected out over a four-year period. Results are
given in Table 5-9.

They found for instance that, for persons with severe
(dependent) alcohol problems, inpatient treatment
lasting 28 days at a cost of over $3000 would break
even only if the patient were to remain free of
symptoms (or at least free of symptoms with any
associated costs) for at least four years. Also in the
case of the 28-day programs, the relatively modest cost
recovery seen when a less costly and less dangerous
problem drinker is treated makes it extremely unlikely
that the expensive full course of inpatient treatment
will ever be fully recouped unless the patient experi-
ences a full remission and remains in the service for
repeated periods of enlistment. The less expensive
14-day program can also not be cost-justified for
problem drinkers, nor can even the modestly priced
outpatient counseling unless all treatment gains are
maintained for at least four years.

These findings forced the RAND researchers
ultimately to recommend that Air Force inpatient
resources be reserved only for the most severe patients;
more importantly, even a more advantageous cost-
effectiveness position could be achieved by more
carefully monitoring the flow of the much more numer-
ous problem drinkers, who could actually be treated
economically only through the awareness seminar
mode. These changes together could allow a system
with finite resources to ultimately identify and inter-
vene with a larger number of addicted individuals.

In short, ... the cost-benefit balance of
rehabilitation could be improved by making
greater use of the outpatient counseling mode
for dependent persons and of the awareness
seminar for nondependent persons. The
inpatient mode can be cost-effective, but only
for dependent persons and, even then, only by
assuming that remissions ... persists at least
three or four years. Likewise, outpatient

" counseling requires a minimum of four years
of remission to be cost-effective for nonde-
pendent persons. (p. 46)

[®)

WaLsH ET AL (1991)

thehother intriguing study was published recently by a
large team of researchers at Harvard University's
School of Public Health. The rationale and method of

B A Randomized Trial of Treatment Options for Alcohol-

)@gusing Worker¢ Walsh, Hingson, Merrigan, Leven-

[ n, Cupples, Heeren, Coffman, Becker, Barker,
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Hamilton, McGuire & Kelly, 1991) was captured
succinctly by Walsh at the outset:

Employee assistance programs ... identify

workers who abuse alcohol and refer them for

care, often to inpatient rehabilitation
programs. Yet the effectiveness of inpatient
treatment, as compared with a variety of less
intensive alternatives, has repeatedly been
called into question. In this study, anchored i
the work site, we compared the effectiveness
of mandatory in-hospital treatment with that
of required attendance at the meetings of a
self-help group and a choice of treatment
options. (p. 775)

Most importantly, Walsh et al (1991) is the only

randomized trial of its kind ever conducted, and the

The authors clearly operated from a position in favor
of intervention with alcohol and drug abuse through
worksite programs. Their question was not "Does
treatment for alcoholism instigated by the worksite
produce a satisfactory benefit," but rather "How much
treatment is enough treatment?" Subjects were
recruited among EAP referrals at a large New England
industrial site, and were selected for the study if they
(1) had an active alcohol problem that was interfering
with job performance, (2) were new to the EAP
system, and (3) were not determined to require
himmediate hospitalization for medical or psychiatric
reasons. This then, too, is a limited sample like the one
used in the Air Force Study, in that Walsh conducted
her trial only on patients who were less severe than
those requiring immediate hospitalization.

EAP referrals coming into the system between 1982
and 1987 were screened according to these criteria;
243 referrals were found to meet the requirements of
the study, and of these 227 (93%) consented to partici-
pate. The final sample was 96% male, 90% White,

only study in which three treatments of the sort testedyPically employed in blue-collar or semiskilled

here - (1) inpatient rehabilitation, (2) Alcoholics

Anonymous attendance, the least expensive helping
activity available to most alcohol and drug users, and
(3) a choice of any combination of inpatient rehabilit

positions in the company. Many of the workers
reported recent use of cannabis (59%), cocaine (39%)
or both, and nearly a third of the subjects reported a
gprior history of a "drug problem.” Thus, though the

tion, AA attendance, or outpatient counseling - were gender and ethnic distribution of this sample is not

directly compared.

Table 5-11

Costs and Duration of Initial and
Additional Treatment

TREATMENT

CONDITION oUTPT

CcT
n=42

INPT
CT

n=29

ALL

CcT
n=71

CH
n=73

EVENTS

Probability of Initial

Hospitalization 0.00 1.00 0.41 0.88

Length of Initial
Hospital Stay (days )
Probability of 1

Add'l

Hospitalization
Probability of >_ 2
Add'l

Hospitalization

Hospital Days Add'l
to Initial Plan

0 24.5 10.0 19.6

0.45 0.28 0.38 0.23

0.05 0.14 0.08 0.04

13.2 10.7 12.2 55

Total Hospital Days,
Initial + Add'l Stays

Cost

22.1 13.2 35.2 222 25.1
$8,840 $5,280 $14,080 $8,800 $10,040

Savings Over
Compulsory
Hospitalization $1,200 $4,760 (-$4,040) $1,190

Source: Walsh et al, 1991

without its limitations, the substance use histories of
these subjects render the Walsh group the most repre-
sentative of the research samples yet presented in the
workforce literature.

Subjects were evaluated via a complex interview and
self-report battery measuring alcohol and drug use and
a variety of psychiatric symptoms, and both spouses
and job supervisors were also interviewed, at intake, 12
months and 24 months, in order to gather more data "...
on the subjects' level of functioning and drinking at
work and at home," (p. 777). All cases were evaluated
at intake and at one, three, six, 12, 18 and 24 months.

The scaling procedures in Walsh et al (1991) are the
most thorough ever reported in the workforce litera-
ture, and seem to express the influence of experienced
clinical outcome researchers on the study design. The
types of measures taken, and their sources, are given in
Table 5-10.

After assessment, subjects were randomly assigned to
one of three conditions. In the first, 73 subjects were
assigned to compulsory hospitalization (CH), which
typically lasted about 23 days. Nine refused this
assignment but were retained in the CH sample and
followed. The inpatient treatment was followed by a
year of employment probation, during which thrice
weekly AA attendance, sobriety at work, and weekly
check-ins with the EAP staff were required.

In the second treatment conditi@8 sulpects were
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assigned to compulsory AA attendance (AA). This
condition required patients to attend at least three A
meetings per week, daily meetings if possible, for at
least a year, with sobriety at work and EAP check-in
also being required.

In the third treatment, 71 subjects were allowed a
choice of treatment options (CT), including hospitali
zation, AA attendance, or outpatient counseling.

The subjects randomly assigned to a choice @
treatments were not required to join AA or
enter a hospital, although the staff of the
employee assistance program sometimes
encouraged them to do one or the other, and
were free to elect no treatment, as long as the
remained sober on the job, performed accept
bly, and checked in weekly with the employee
assistance program. (p. 776).

The final choice of treatment by this group was varis
Of the 71 patients randomly assigned to this group,
elected inpatient rehabilitation, 33 joined AA, three
chose some type of outpatient service, and six decl
any type of help. Across all three treatment conditic
clear rules were specified for the provision of
additional treatment when it was warranted, As will
seen, nearly a quarter of CH patients were rehospit
ized at some point during the two-year follow-up, as
were 63% and 45% of the AA and nonhospital CT
groups, making it difficult to evaluate some of the
outcomes reported.

In terms of job performance outcomes, there were f
differences between groups, despite the large appal
differences in level of care among the three treatme
conditions.

The subjects in all three groups showed
substantial and sustained improvement in all
aspects of job functioning. ... Less than 15
percent reported job problems at the 24-mont
follow-up, and 76 percent of the supervisors
interviewed at that time rated the subjects' joh
performance "good" (42 percent) or "excel-
lent" (34 percent). The proportions with
warning notices dropped from 33 percent at
intake to under 2 percent ... The number of
hours ... missed from work dropped by more
than a third in all groups ... On none of our 12
job outcomes did we find any significant
differences among the groups, nor did we find

réml

any in pairwise group comparison, at any
A follow-up point. Logistic regression analyses
s 0On acomposite index of job problems yielded
no significant effects of group assignment. (p.
778).

Overall, these results were evaluated very favorably for
all groups. "Job problems diminished markedly and ...
never returned to the levels before intervention. Super-
visors' evaluations and formal payroll records substan-
tiated [this] pattern ..," (p. 780). Apparently, "[a]ll
three groups brought their drinking problems under
sufficient control at work for group differences in job
performance to be rendered statistically insignificant,"
(p. 780). Nevertheless, as the researchers pointed out,
yalmost twice as many AA and outpatient only referrals
s were hospitalized during the follow-up period. This
result may advance the argument for patient assess-
ment and matching, as discussed previously, to avoid
the mismatching and misplacement of patients. In
addition, the cost of inpatient treatment is high because
@f the exclusive use of hospital based treatment. In
otgrms of payoff to the organization in improved job

performance and lowered collateral costs, there was no
nadvantage gained when patients were referred to
yrigpatient treatment as opposed to AA or a combination
of nonhospital treatment options. Cost data are given
gya Table 5-11.
aIFrom a pure cost-of-treatment point of view, though,
Walsh found little difference between compelling
alcohol and drug impaired workers to enter an inpatient
rehabilitation, on the one hand, or to attend AA
frequently, on the other. This is because nearly
sfyvo-thirds of those who would be ordered only to AA
il experience sufficient failure to control their drink-

f

ning that they will eventually be referred to hospital
anyway, at a cost only about 10% below what would
have been absorbed had the worker been referred to
hospital immediately.

Even when patients are given a choice of treatment
options, Walsh found little ultimate advantage from a
hcost point of view of providing a choice of treatment
options vs. referring the patients directly to a hospital.
This is because almost half of workers given a choice
will opt immediately for inpatient rehabilitation and
will require another 11 days of treatment beyond their
first stay. Even of those given a choice who initially
choose AA or outpatient treatment, nearly half will fail
to improve and will be eventually hospitalized. It
should also be noted that many of the patients given a
choice of "treatment” in fact elected at first nothing
more formal than AA attendance. Walsh's design did
not provide a good test of inpatient vs. outpatient vs.
self-help levels of care, and should not be read in that
way.
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Table 5-12

Medical Care Costs Before, During
and After Addictions Treatment

TREATMENT GROUP  GROUP | GROUP I GROUP Il

n=73 n=18 n=32

STATUS AND COSTS

Treatment in 1987 > $300 > $300 < $300

Treatment After 1987 No Yes No

Average Cost of

Total Treatment $6,497 $8,243 $1,018

Average Medical Costs

for 2 Years Prior to

Treatment $1,793 $1,584 $917

Average Medical Costs
for 2 Years Following
Treatment $917
(-$866)

(-48)

$3,064
$1,480
+93

$1,981
$1,064
+116

Average Difference
% Change

Source: Yu et al, 1991

The need for additional services by some patients,
though, is suggested by the outcome data bearing
directly on alcohol and drug use. On four of these
measures - average daily drinking, number of days
drinking per month, binges, and serious symptoms -
there were no between-group differences. On six 0
the remaining eight, though, the compulsory hospita
zation group showed a better outcome at one or mg
of the follow-up intervals, especially on measures of
continuous abstinence, never becoming intoxicated
and requiring no further treatment. The authors
suggested that "... compulsory hospitalization with A
follow-up addressed drinking problems significantly
more effectively than did compulsory AA alone. Thg
result of [a choice of treatment] were [sic] intermedi
between the two," (p. 780)

It seems clear from the data that patients given a ch
who choose an outpatient solution and are able to
successful at that level - AA, counseling, or informa
self-help of some kind - experience the most cost-
effective treatment for their alcoholism, eventually

using little more than half the health care resources|o

their compulsorily hospitalized peers, and little more
than a third of the resources used by their peers wh
elect hospitalization voluntarily. However, the real
need of some patients for residential services - part
larly patients who themselves sense a need for the
structure and safety of an inpatient unit and so elec
admit themselves there at the beginning of their treg
ment course - should not be minimized. Ultimately,
the results of Walsh et al were less a recommendat
of inpatient rehabilitation or outpatient counseling th
a warning for OAP personnel to not be satisfied with
mere compulsory referral to AA.

Alternatives to the hospital other than AA
need to be evaluated systematically. Struc-
tured outpatient programs, case management,
and matching strategies might make it safer to
use inpatient treatment as a last resort, but
these possibilities remain to be tested. (p. 781)

e

Summarizing the results of cost-effectiveness analyses
of addictions treatment in workforce populations, our
conclusions must be considerably more guarded and
tentative than they were when we considered the litera-
ture on general clinical populations in Chapter 4, or
than they will be when we look at the literature on
narcotics users in Chapter 6.

Only two studies of any quality - the Air Force Study
and Walsh et al (1991) - have been reported, and
though their main findings cohere well, both used
samples that may have been biased subtly in favor of
less severe, less chronic, younger and more prognosti-
cally favorable patients. Also, Walsh adds a dimension
concerning the wisdom of making the right referral
decision straight away when planning the treatment of
mild vs. severe cases.

f Overall, it seems reasonable to concur with the
II%_rowmg chorus of voices in the occupational commu-
I'Bity that are calling for better patient-assessment and

Table 5-13

Medical Care Costs by Substance
Abuse Problem Type - Group |
Patients

A

D
i

ate

oir
e

TREATMENT GROUP ALCOHOL
ONLY
n=32

OTHER ALCOHOL
DRUGS ONLY AND DRUGS
n=17 n=24

STATUS AND COSTS

Average Cost of

. Total Treatment $6,212 $4,873 $8,028

I -
Average Medical Costs
for 2 Years Prior to

O Treatment

A

$2,269 $1,709 $1,217

Average Medical Costs
CL for 2 Years Following

Treatment $944
(-$1,325)

(-58)"

$612
(-$1,097)
(- 64y

$1,122
(-$95)
-8y

I t( Average Difference
At- 9 change

1p =0.0432
or?
ar Zp =0.1167

1 3p=0.6580
Source: Yu et al, 1991
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Table 5-14

Medical Care Costs by
Age Group - Group | Patients

AGE GROUP

STATUS AND COSTS 21-30

n=15

31-50
n=39

Average Cost of

Total Treatment $8,151 $5,905

Average Medical Costs
for 2 Years Prior to

Treatment $1,471 $1,512 $2,623

Average Medical Costs
for 2 Years Following

Treatment $1,635
$164

+11

$529
(-$983)
- 65

$1,185
(-$1,438)
-55

Average Difference
% Change

Source: Yu et al, 1991

treatment-placement criteria. Fortunately, a numbe
efforts are encouraging in this important area. As a
more general principle, referral decisions should be
guided by the case, not the market, and whenever
possible serious attempts to match patients from th¢
start with the appropriate level of care will make for
the best use of resources.

As a rule, patients electing to begin a treatment cyc
by choosing a low level of care should be accommo
dated. Such a low level of care might include outpa
tient counseling or an educational or "early recovery
group treatment. Both the Air Force Study and Wal
indicate that most such patients will succeed, and a
very reasonable cost.

On the other hand, in the case of those patients wh
severely alcoholic or drug-addicted, provision shoul
be available to hospitalize them without more ado.
The costs of their treatment will be high and harder
recoup, but most of these individuals too will be ablg
to reconstitute their lives and careers, and may in f3
save their employer money. There seems little to b
gained, though, from denying these severe cases a
to more structured care settings. Many will deterior
over time, at uninterrupted cost to their employer's
productivity, and with an eventual inpatient care cos
that was only delayed, not averted.

Overall, the only strategy that seems completely un
ported by the data examined in this section is a
dogmatic approach to referral, either the line that
would refer all impaired workers immediately to an
inpatient rehabilitation program, or the other positio
coming into vogue that would refuse to countenance
any inpatient clinical solution until all less expensiv

ones have been tried and exhausted. Walsh shows that
workers exposed to that kind of policy may in the end
require nearly as much treatment as if they'd been
hospitalized immediately.

COST—OFFSETSTUDIES

If cost-effectiveness studies of addictions treatment in
workforce populations are infrequent, cost-offset
research from an obviously occupational perspective is
almost wholly unknown. This is not to say that
nothing is known about the effects on health care utili-
zation of offering treatment to employed persons. In
fact, most of the research reviewed under this heading
in Chapter 4Addictions Treatment in General Clinical
Populations was done with the aid of large insurance
company databases that were built around the health
care histories of persons who had their insurance
policies as a result of their employment. In many
respects, general clinical populations are workforce
populations. Thus, much of what was discovered in
reference to health care cost-offsets in Chapter 4 could
r be as easily reviewed here.

However, one study which looked at reduced health
care costs rather than improvements in worker
o performance measures, or reductions in drinking or
drug use, as a result of EAP involvement has been
reported in the occupational literature. It is not
particularly strong, and certainly doesn't aspire to the
ebreadth and quality of the Aetna, Midwestern or other
- studies reviewed in the last chapter, but does provide
- some relevant data

sh  Yu, CHen, HarsHMAN & McCarTHY (1991)
ta

Table 5-15

Medical Care Costs by Gender
- Group | Patients

D are
o

to

D

C

ct

a)

-

CC( STATUS AND COSTS
Aate

GENDER

MALE
n=59

FEMALE
n=14

Average Cost of

Total Treatment $6,713 $5,590

t

Average Medical Costs for 2 Years
Prior to Treatment

$1,288 $3,919

SU\ Average Medical Costs for 2 Years
Following Treatment
$906

(-$382)
-30

$1,016
(-$2,903)
-74

Average Difference
% Change

M P =

Source: Yu et al, 1991
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An Analysis of Substance Abuse Patterns, Medical
Expenses and Effectiveness of Treatment in the
Workplace(Yu et al, 1991) is one of the few studies
the workforce literature to emanate from a union-
managed, rather than employer-owned or contracte
EAP, and is the only study yet to enter the literature
with an explicit focus on medical care cost-offsets.
study is the product of four administrators of the Bu
ing Service 32B-J Health Fund, "... a self-insured un
welfare fund [which] insures union members workin
in such occupations as doormen, cleaners, elevator
operators, maintenance workers, superintendents,
security guards and porters," (p. 26) with 64,000
members in the Northeast.

The Building Service Union Local had in 1978
commenced funding its own Members Assistance
Program, an EAP which was available to union
members and their families and which typically
referred alcoholic workers to detoxification, inpatien
rehabilitation, or outpatient services. During the life
the EAP, services had gradually expanded until $1.]

analyses on a larger group submitting a claim for an
addictions treatment service in 1987 but no longer
rmmaintained by the plan at two year follow-up, but those
OIdata are omitted in the discussion here.

Because of differences in use patterns and the avail-
[tebility of four years of records, the authors were able
Ide break their sample down into three groups. Group |
i@onsisted of active, one-time users of addictions treat-
jment who submitted claims for at least $300 worth of
treatment in 1987 but in neither of the following two
years. Group Il consisted of active, repeat users of
addictions services who submitted at least $300 worth
of claims in 1987 and again in either or both of the two
follow-up years. Group Il consisted of alcohol or drug
abusers who contacted the union EAP for help in 1987
but who then either refused services or used less than
$300 worth. These are essentially a self-selected
no-treatment group. Additional breakdowns of the

t sample were made on the basis of gender, age, and
girimary substance of abuse, with results that in certain
/ fespects complement, in others confound, some of the

million was spent on addictions treatment services fofindings presented elsewhere in this report.

members in 1987, raising for the authors a pressing
guestion concerning payback for this large outlay,
especially payback in the form of reductions in the
burgeoning medical coverage costs with the union H
been saddled by a variety of forces.

The logic is consistent with cost-offset research, an
reads much like the rationale for a cost-offset study
conducted in the general clinical population in the
early 1980's.

In this study, we concentrate on medical
expenditures. ... We selected participants fron
the records of paid insurance claims who wer
covered for at least two years before their first
substance abuse claims and for at least two
years after the last substance abuse claims.

Then we compared the medical expenses twg
years before the treatment and two years afte
the treatment. We hypothesized that after the
substance abuse treatment, medical costs
should drop dramatically. (p. 26)

Data were collected from the Building Service Loca
32B-J health insurance claims, with the authors

seeking "... a sample of patients that could be studied

longitudinally and data recent enough to be of curre
value," (p. 26). Ultimately, all union members filing
claim for substance abuse treatment in 1987, who h
maintained active membership in the insurance plan
two years prior to and two years following their 198]

Some of the main results are presented in Table 5-12.
As can be seen there, successful treatment for
a&lbstance abuse results in significantly lower subse-
guent medical care costs in a workforce population,
particularly when a treated group (48% decline in

0 medical care averaged over two years posttreatment) is
compared to an identified group that refuses treatment
(116% increase in health care over two years). An
array of significance tests performed on these utiliza-
tion change data by the authors showed that the 48%
decline in Group's health care utilization was signifi-
ncant at thep < .02 level.

ELooking further at Groups results, however, the
authors showed a clear difference in cost-offset poten-
tial depending on the type of drug use problem that
receives treatment (Table 5-13). When the data are
broken down by substance use group, significant cost-
offsets are experienced by the "alcohol only" group
alone. The health care expenses of the "other drugs"
groups decline following treatment, but not to the

' extent observed in the alcohol only group:

Although the medical expense for the "other
drugs only" group drops (64%) more than that
for the "alcohol only" group (58%), larger
variance makes it not quite statistically signifi-
cant. The treatment is relatively less effective
nt for the "alcohol and other drugs" group than

g for the "alcohol only" group at decreasing the
ﬁ%medical expense. (p. 29)

4

14

claim, were selected. The authors reported some

This negative bias of drug use on medical care
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cost-offsets was strong enough in Yu et al's data to

reverse the trend noted in Chapter 4, concerning the

greater medical care cost-offsets expected with
younger patients, while older patients show little if
relief from medical care utilization when offered

n
alcoholism treatment. Table 5-14 clearly shows ch'l

not older, but rather younger patients fail to show a
significant cost- offset effect. Further analyses,
however, showed that this was less an age cohort €
than an effect for type of drug use problem treated.
the younger patients, only 10% had a problem with
alcohol only, apparently the kind of problem that the
cost-effectiveness data in Chapter 4 showed can be
treated successfully, at fairly low cost in many case
and with good cost-offsets in future medical care.

By contrast, the oldest group of Yu's patients contai
88% "alcohol only" problems. This group had only

12% of members with what Chapter 6 shows to be

harder and more costly to treat problems with other
drugs, while 90% of Yu's youngest patients were in
this harder to treat, drug using group.

These are findings that may be important, since Yu
reporting out cost-offset data that, while based on a
sample size that is tiny in comparison to the large c
offset studies reviewed in Chapter 4, are nonetheles
based on more recent data from the kind of polydru
involved younger treatment-eligible population of thg
current era.

Another important finding of Yu, however, is perfect
consistent with the data from Chapter 4 showing no
gender effect for treatment or cost-offsets. As will
recalled, prior bodies of medical research had hinte
that, because women are higher cost users of medi
care and because women substance abusers may |
more seriously ill than their male counterparts, then
addictions treatment may not be as cost-effective fg
females as it is for males. Data from the Midwester
Study strongly challenged that notion.

Here, Yu's data take the argument even further. Ta|
5-15 shows that, though women tended to be highe
cost users of medical care prior to treatment, their
treatment was less expensive and their cost-offset
more than twice as great. These data, too, may be
influenced by a gender bias in type of substance ab
problem treated (a factor not examined by the authg
with women showing more "alcohol only" problems
than their male counterparts, and the sample size o
women is far too small from which to generalize.

However, two studies, the Midwestern Study (Blose
Holder, 1991) and Yu et al (1991), have now shown
that women substance abusers can be treated as
inexpensively, with as good effect, and with as good
outcome in terms of health care cost-offsets, as can
men. Overall, the authors concluded:

Group | participants were under treatment for
one year. Their medical costs decreased 48%.
y Group I participants had various durations of
treatment between the years 1987 and 1990;
their medical costs increased 93%. Group I
participants attended the [union OAP] only
fg‘)ef@nce. Their medical costs increased 116%.
... Group | patients, generally between 20 and
30 years of age, who abused both alcohol and
5, one or more other drugs showed an increase in
their medical cost instead of a decrease,
nedsuggesting no success among those patients. ...
[The data] might indicate that women have
he greater success following appropriate treat-
ment... This suggests that women seeking
treatment achieve greater rates of recovery
than men. Another explanation for the greater
decrease ... is that substance abusing women
bst-may seek personal care and treatment more

53 than their male counterparts. (p. 30).

C

is

D

CONCLUSIONS

YAs is true of both the general clinical population
examined in Chapter 4 and the narcotics users looked
€at in the next chapter, the socioeconomic literature on
Ej ddictions treatment in workforce populations is still
r€merging. Much of the material in this literature
Particularly is flawed, because of the relative absence
until recently of well trained clinical outcome and
I socioeconomic researchers working in occupational
Nsettings.

espite these caveats, there is in general reason to
b spect that addictions treatment, if properly
[ conducted, is cost-beneficial to industry in the form of
improved productivity, and cost-beneficial to the
V@&2ition's health care system in terms of realized and
substantial cost-offset effects. Many of the data looked
U&Fin Chapter 5 - including the ramping up of negative
b performance indicators in alcohol and drug addicts
ggor to treatment, the gradual convergence over time
f tthese indicators with those measured in a compari-
son group of employees, the accrual of good health
are cost-offsets and the absence of a penalty when
omen rather than men are the recipients of treatment,
and the suggestion of superior cost-effectiveness when
intervention occurs early in the progression of the
#hess when less intensive levels of care may be
utilized - all of these are reminiscent of findings
reviewed in Chapter #ddictions Treatment in

5-
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General Clinical Populations They seem clearly to
indicate that addictions treatment in workforce popuy
tions is a good investment which will be repaid

handsomely over time in the form of increased prod

a-

uc-

tivity and morale, reduced management problems, and
decreased utilization of the health care resources that

produce such a bite on American industry.

Also indicated in much of the research are calls for
policy adjustments made elsewhere with more force
than here, namely the necessity (and financial wisd
of intervening early, and of providing follow-up

services to cement the gains made in intensive trea
ment. Above all, flexibility of approach, and a willing
ness to look beyond mere financial motives when s¢
treatment factors - polydrug use, subjective awaren
of severe addiction, etc. - are present, are suggeste
these data. Still other reports, and conclusions with
somewhat different tone, are suggested by research

addictions treatment with narcotics addicts, to follow.
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investigators and policymakers realized: An audit off
methadone maintenance programs in five states
performed for the federal General Accounting Office
sometimes called the "GAO study," found that most
programs (1) failed to eliminate the use of narcotics
and intravenous drug injection practices, (2) tolerate
increased alcohol and cannabis use by attendees,
failed to offer more than basic dispensing services,
(4) failed to follow up on client attendance at ancilla
services to which they were referred (Shikles, 1989

The literature on narcotics addiction and criminal
justice populations has been difficult to integrate wit
the other literature reviewed in this Technical
Appraisal for many reasons. First, the target popula
tion consists of an unusually physically and socially
resilient, youthful cohort with important outcome-

relevant characteristics (high levels of coercion and
patient accountability) that set them apart from geng
clinical populations and workforce populations.

To further complicate matters, the literature is typica
classified according to problem type (e.g., opiate
addiction) or treatment received (e.g., methadone
maintenance vs. therapeutic community), without
adequate attention to the criminal justice characteri
tics of the case material, characteristics that themse
may be more important, in socioeconomic terms, th
the type of drug used or treatment administered. Al
these have made it extremely difficult for scholars a
researchers to integrate the treatment of narcotics
addicts into the larger literature on the socioeconom
analysis of addictions treatment.

Additional technical and conceptual barriers to effeq
tive research - including (1) problems defining the
targeted problem behavior (drug abuse, dependenc
addiction, etc.), (2) disagreement about treatment
goals, (3) disagreement about measurement of outg
domains, (4) the problem of length of treatment, (5)
variability among treatment programs espousing the
same model, and (6) high dropout rates - have bee
discussed elsewhere (e.g., Apsler, 1991). For thess
and other reasons, never are the results in Chapter
and 5 found between the same covers with those
reviewed here in Chapter 6.

e

Despite these discouragements, the transfer of add
tions treatment to groups of narcotics users and thg
with serious criminal involvement has taken on a br
urgency, being, for instance, identified in the recent
report to the Institute of Medicin&reating Drug
Problems as one of the four policy priorities for publ
activity in the drug treatment sector (Gerstein &
Harwood, 1990). In Chapter Addictions Treatment
in CJS Populations and Narcotics Useasnumber of
studies that helped spur this policy development are

Chapter 6

15
Some of these are extremely expensive and time-
,intensive studies of drug abuse treatment outcome
with, secondarily, socioeconomic implications. By and
large, these studies are elements in a vital federal
z¢bresence in drug abuse treatment and in research on its
3accessibility and effectiveness that have been initiated
aatintervals of about a decade, stretching from the Drug
nNAbuse Reporting Program (DARP) studies of the
.1970s to the Treatment Outcome Prospective (TOPS)
Studies of the 1980s and now to the Drug Abuse Treat-
ment Outcome (DATOS) Studies expected in the
h1990s. This is a tradition whose progress is marked by
increasingly strong designs, inclusion of broader arrays
1-0f service settings and patient types, refinement of
follow-up protocols, and so on. As will be shown,
results from these studies are typically presented in
voluminous reports, from which socioeconomic
sralguments can only be extracted with difficulty. Their
advantages include their huge size, geographic repre-
sentativeness and longitudinal designs, often involving
lyhousands of subjects in all regions of the country
:nterviewed time and again for periods of a decade or
onger.

s-Another tradition that contributes to this literature is
Nles more university- or institutionally based tradition
arof research, including the work of the Drug Abuse
®esearch Group at UCLA, studies from various Veter-
dns Administration treatment units and others. Avail-
able, as well, to inform the view are a number of excel-
itent and recent reviews of the efficacy (Anglin & Hser,
1990; NIDA, 1988) and cost-effectiveness of drug
abuse treatment (Apsler & Harding, 1991; Cartwright
-& Kaple, 1991), the role of coercion in treatment
outcome (Rotgers, 1992), and allied literatures.

[¢)

As an area of research on the socioeconomics of addic-
aimas treatment, narcotics users remain relatively
unexplored, despite the fact that an increasing percent-
> age, and in some cases the majority, of admissions to
rraddictions treatment units of all types around the
b country are sent directly by the criminal justice system
S dr in reaction to severe pressure brought by the crimi-
nal justice system. As a recent White Paper by the
Office of National Drug Control Policy (ONDCP)
argues, " ... as many as 90 percent of the people under-
going treatment [do] not seek it on their own," (p. 9).
Thus, "... while the need for treatment is high, the
cactual demand for it is relatively low. The overwhelm-
sing majority of addicts must be 'jolted’ into drug treat-
pawlent and induced to stay there by some external force

.. (p. 10).

c e

Socioeconomic analysts, well-versed in the cost and
outcome vectors of alcoholism treatment in the general
2 clinical or workforce populations, are only now begin-

reviewed.

nina to focus on the increasity importantpopulation
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of serious narcotics users, and need to make many
refinements to their methodologies before this new

addictions treatment with narcotics users. This
approach has yet, unfortunately, to proceed much

work will take on the elegance and gloss of these othbeyond the bare schematization of the important inter-

literatures.

The work of Anglin and Hser (1991) demonstrates
some of the complexities of narcotics use that com
cate socioeconomic analysis. Figure 6-1 illustrates
their model of the relationships between initiation of
drug use, habitual use, the treatment system, absti-
nence, and the criminal justice system. And while g
equivalent schematic of pertinent relationships in th
general clinical population would contain other
elements than the alcohol abuser and the treatment
system (e.g., employer, family and friend networks,
etc.), the relationships diagrammed in Figure 6-1's
view of the narcotics using group must be regarded
more tangled. These are additions to, not alternatiy
to, the relationships governing the treatment of alco
abuse. They are the reason why specialists in the t
ment of criminally-involved patients feel that their
"clients" include the family, the court, the local
community and society, as well as the drug abuser
him/herself. It is this set of relationships and the
effects on the individual and society they govern, th
must be approached by socioeconomic research on

connections illustrated in the Anglin & Hser review.

Work in this field has developed along the path
lieutlined by the following questions, taking on greater
complexity and elegance as improved databases
became available in the 1980s.

nFirst, what are the elements of a quality continuum of
ecare for criminal justice and narcotic using populations
and what is the basis for appropriate referral to varying
intensities of care? What levels-of-care (or, more
accurately, sources of social control) are effective, and
does the presence of coercive agency have a curative,
aar further alienating, effect? This was a question that
emuch of the earliest research was designed to answer,
hak the nation continued to search for the right attitudi-
rewtt balance of libertarian, medical, and criminal under-
standings of drug use and its consequences.

Second, are any treatments - and here, treatment is

more accurately construed as treatment setting (long-
aterm therapeutic community, short-term chemical

dependency rehabilitation, outpatient counseling) than

Figur
Treatment System, Cr

and Individual Elements in Patterning of lllicit Drug Use

e 6-1
iminal Justice System,

Temporary
Abstinence

Treatment
System

Adapted from: Anglin & Hser, 1991
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as treatment content, with the exception of one drug
specific intervention, methadone maintenance - relig
bly more effective than others? Are any patrticular
aspects of treatment - its duration, its intensity, evel
organizational characteristics of the agencies provid
the service - determinative of treatment outcome? 4
patient characteristics such as age, ethnicity, or sey
ity of criminal history important?

Third, on what particular behaviors - from the panog
of relationship problems, criminal activity, drug-
dealing, drinking, property crime, etc. - do these treg
ments have an effect? If some treatments, applied
some patients by some agencies, have a clinical im
can we expect one result to be lower property crime
Can lower rates of prostitution - possibly even futuré
reduction of HIV transmission in the nondrug-using
population - be anticipated as distal benefits of drug
treatment administered now? Are improvements in
gainful employment and economic productivity to be
expected when illicit drug use declines, or does the
patient, though now "clean and sober," remain
economically marginal? What about other addictive
patterns such as drinking or cannabis use? These,
can pose hazards of various sorts. Does treatment
narcotics use have an effect on them?

Finally, how sustained are the improvements obser
If some treatments for drug abuse can be shown to
have an effect on some patient groups in some
response domains, are the effects "worth the effort”
terms of being durable? Do they pay for themselve
is supply reduction through criminal interdiction the
only way to have an economic effect? On the other|
hand, is "durability" of treatment effect, as typically
approached in clinical research on other psychiatric
and medical problems, an appropriate expectation,
where "[r]lecycling through new or repeated treatme
episodes is a common pattern and may be necessa
some clients to accumulate significant treatment
effects,” (Hser & Anglin, 1991, p. 74)?

As is readily apparent, these are questions quite dif
ent from those raised in ChapterAdictions Treat-
ment with General Clinical Populationand Chapter
5, Addictions Treatment with Workforce Populations
though they do, as with the latter, indicate the main
thrust of the socioeconomic literature on addictions
treatment with narcotics users: Cost-benefit analysi

COST— BENEFIT STUDIES

Among socioeconomic analyses of addictions treat-
ment with narcotics users, cost-benefit studies are [
far the best developed literature. In a scholarly revi
of drug treatment and its economic impact, Hser an
Anglin (1991) outlined six general domains in which
the benefits of treatment can be assessed.

Chapter 6

J-First is cessation or reduction of use of the primary
a-(illicit) drug of abuse, and of other concurrently and
illicitly substituted agents, as well as alcohol. This
n outcome domain is most accurately a focus of treat-
imgent effectiveness and cost-effectiveness research, and
Arghat little quality empirical research can be brought to
ebear on the cost-effectiveness question is developed
below. But though cessation or reduction of drug use
is necessary in most cases for benefits in other domains
Iyo be detected, these data are not readily translated into
the economic terms necessary for cost-benefit analysis.
At-
tol'he second outcome domain is increased social and
péatily functioning, and the third is improved psycho-
?ogical functioning. These two would have a place,
> either in cost-effectiveness or cost-utility research.
Cost-effectiveness, though, is poorly developed in
addictions research with narcotics users and cost-utility
analysis has never been attempted. It is generally true,
in fact, that the "collateral outcome domains" of social,
family and psychological health that are so well devel-
oped in alcoholism research are rarely touched in drug
treatment outcome, much less in socioeconomic
tevaluations of addictions treatment with narcotics
ofisers. Neither, though, are they appropriate to CBA,
for the reasons adduced above.

ebe fourth outcome domain is decreased morbidity and
mortality, and improved physical health. While possi-
bly an important outcome vector in the socioeconomic
ianalysis of drug treatment in narcotics users, this
5 domain is appropriate to cost-offset research. Medical
care cost-offsets, though well developed in socioeco-
nomic research on addictions treatment in general
clinical populations and, to a lesser degree, in research
on workforce populations, are almost entirely absent as
a focus of research with narcotics users, for reasons
ntiscussed in the appropriate section below. Cost-
npffsets are, in any case, a special type of benefit, not
typically found in cost-benefit studies.

Fifth and sixth of Hser and Anglin's outcome domains

fén narcotics users are ones directly usable by cost-
benefit researchers, and it is here that policymakers
tend to look for justification of treatment: Decreased
level of criminal involvement, including drug dealing,
property crime, and prostitution; and increased adapta-
tion to the legitimate economy, including return to

5.mainstream economic productivity and decreased
reliance on the social service network. As these
guestions are approached, however, basic results
bearing on treatment effectiveness per se will also be
presented.

0y ANGLIN, SPECkART, BooTH & Ryan (1989)

ew

0 An intriguing place to begin the discussion of cost-
benefit studies in the treatment of narcotics users is
with the last of several reports published by the Drug

Abuse Research Grpwt UCLA, a research team that
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has proven expert at turning policy shifts and sudde
program closings in Southern California into "naturg
experiments" that illuminate the cost and benefit
vectors of drug abuse treatment in ways not possibl
with intentionally designed research. The research
series discussed here (Anglin & McGlothlin, 1985;
Anglin, McGlothlin, Speckart & Ryan, 1983;
McGlothlin & Anglin, 1981) focused not on the costs
and benefits of providing treatment (methadone
maintenance, in this case), but rather on the costs g
consequences oot providing treatment. More of this
group's research will be returned to at a later point.

In "Costs and Consequences of Shutting Off Methat

done" Anglin et al (1989) provided an accounting of
the kinds of social effects and "cost shifting” that
occurred when a publicly subsidized methadone
maintenance (MM) program in San Diego County w
more than 500 clients closed in response to budget
pressures in 1978. As the authors note, "MM client
often continue some narcotics and other drug use, &
can remain involved in other aspects of the addict
lifestyle as well ... Thus, a pervasive public disappo
ment ... has emerged," (p. 307). Cutbacks in public

funding in California have followed this public disapt

pointment but probably not without substantial, pos
bly hidden, effects, causing the Drug Abuse Resear
Group to question whether or not costs "... may sim
be shifted to other public resources," (p. 308). A
similar natural experiment, involving the abrupt
closing of a methadone clinic in Kern County, had
been detailed earlier by the same group (McGlothlin
Anglin, 1981), but the circumstances around the Sal
Diego program closing had several advantages as &
natural experiment, and so are examined here.

These advantages included (1) the more representa
urban character of the San Diego MM group, (2) the
lack of shift to criminal surveillance by the San Dieg
Police Department of the MM clients when their clin
closed, a prophylactic that was exercised in the Bak
field (Kern County) case and that may have biased
natural outcome of shutting off methadone there, arn
(3) the development in San Diego of alternative,
private MM services, so that the consequences to tk
public of shutting off methadone could be more
straightforwardly assessed.

Anglin et al (1989) sampled 195 male and all 168
female MM clients from the 561 who were public Ml
enrollees when the San Diego clinic closed. A

comparison sample of 129 men and 131 women wa

selected from the publicly funded MM roles of
unaffected clinics In Orange, Riverside and San

Bernardino Counties. Approximately 30 months late

the experimental and comparison subjects were
re-interviewed so that the effects of shutting off met

done in the San Diego group could be contrasted tq

equivalent life eras of the continuously medicated
patients in the other counties. An intensive intervie

ninvolving a time-line follow-back procedure was
| supplemented by "... official records of arrests and
intervals of incarceration, legal status, and treatment,"
e(p. 309). Altogether, information concerning narcotic
and nonnarcotic drug abuse, alcohol use, drug dealing
and other criminal activity, employment, and other
important variables was collected to cover the period
of the individual's entire "addiction career” before,
%uring, and after MM clinic involvement.
N
5 In a secondary analysis, the 142 San Diego clients who
were able to transfer their methadone maintenance to
the private providers were compared to the 189 who
were unable to make the switch. Altogether, an
impressive 91% of the initially selected sample was
located and interviewed. Additional strengths of the
study include the use of official archival data, inquiry
thbout an array of outcome vectors, the use of subjects
aigyf both genders and all ethnic groups representative of
5 their communities, the use of a pre-enroliment baseline
aridat commenced with the first use of narcotics, and
follow-up for a substantial post-discharge time period
nttluring which the costs and consequences of shutting
off methadone could be observed.

5i-The study showed, first of all, that entry into MM
chyenerally reduces the use of narcotics and its support-
piyng behaviors. Next, when results from the San Diego
sample that had experienced an involuntary program
closing were analyzed at the aggregate level (collaps-
ing together results from the clients who had trans-
&rred with those who had not) they showed few differ-
hences from the behavior of continuously enrolled

1 clients from the other counties. The aggregate San
Diego sample showed a substantial increase in arrests,
mostly for drug-related offenses, after their methadone
itivas shut off, but few other differences from the
comparison groups. As the authors note, "Generally, ...
othe behavior of the terminated clients does not appear
ao be substantially different from that of the compari-
esen groups, except in areas where pretreatment differ-
t(rjmnces existed ..." (p. 313).

When private resources, then, are available to fill a gap
ndeft by the closing of a public service, and when a
substantial proportion of previously publicly served
population has the resources to shift to a private
provider, costs to the system as a whole appear
bearable.

=

However, when the patients who had transferred or
sfailed to transfer to private MM service were analyzed
separately, a clear pattern of results showing return in
the aftermath of the clinic closing to illicit narcotic use
2rand an increase in all varieties of predatory, property
and "victimless" crime was noted (Table 6-1). Patients
hanable to transfer to private MM treatment in San
tbego showed, over the following 30 months, higher
crime and dealing rates, more criminal justice contact,
vhiaher dail drua use and other increases in

6
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Table 6-1

Transferred vs. Nontransferred MM
Clients in the San Diego Sample

% OF MEN
TRANS  NONTRANS

57 62
21 47

% OF WOMEN
TRANS  NONTRANS

43 49
17 26

STATUS OF
BEHAVIOR

Arrested

Incarcerated
> 30 days

Under CJS
Supervision
Daily Hlicit
Narcotic Use

39 57 30 45

40 74 44 76

Dealing 42 76 34 53

Drugs

Reporting 13 6 7
Property

Crime

Source: Anglin et al, 1989

symptomaticity that had been well contained by MM
treatment and were still contained in the successful
transferred patients and those continuously medica
in the other counties. "It is clear that for the nontran
fer group, the program closure had a negative impa
except for the minority (less than 26%) who had

Chapter 6

fee-for-service programs. That 24% of the nontransfers
eventually returned to MM indicates major problems of
adjustment for these individuals following closure. (p.
316).

These results are not definitive, but their power to
suggest the benefits of treatment by documenting the
costs incurred when treatment is disrupted by a policy
shift are unique to the Drug Abuse Research Group,
and worth citing. Denying access to drug abuse treat-
ment, particularly when it has been offered through the
public sector in the past, may be in the long run more
costly than continuing to provide the treatment for free.
More straightforward cost-benefit figures, though, are
available in the studies discussed below.

Druc Asust ReporTiNg Procravm (DARP)

Introduced briefly above, the Drug Abuse Reporting
Program (DARP) reports were the first node of what
was to become an ambitious set of large federal studies
of drug abuse, its treatment, the effectiveness of treat-
ment, and, in a secondary way, the economic benefits
of treatment. This should be understood explicitly:
DARP was not a program of socioeconomic research,
yand it is not presented here for its direct applicability to
esbcioeconomic questions. Its findings, though, are
shelpful in suggesting the stability of results on the
cieffects of drug abuse treatment, as these are better
developed for cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness

achieved sufficient rehabilitation or who had alternatgurposes in studies such as TOPS reviewed below.

resources to avoid a relapse to addiction," (p. 314).

The return to serious narcotic use in MM clients inv
untarily discharged from treatment when their publig
clinic in San Diego closed resulted in new costs to
society and to law-abiding citizens that absorbed
almost all of the dollar savings the county had reapé¢
from closing the program, and this was without factg
ing in those results - decline in psychological and
social health, effects on crime victims, etc. - that are

DARP was conceived as a collaborative project of the
Dlnstitute of Behavioral Research at Texas Christian
University, and the National Institute on Drug Abuse,
which funded TCU's ongoing data collection process.
Known first by the cumbersome acronym "TCU-NIDA
>MARP," the project eventually took on its simpler title.
prThe main findings were issued in a series of five
volumes by Sells (1974) and Sells and Simpson (1976),
» and were eventually to comprise three studies on client

not quantifiable for the purposes of cost-benefit anallyetention, three focused on the behavioral aspects of

Sis.

The authors concluded that the financial incentives
San Diego County to discontinue its public support
MM treatment were nearly defeated entirely by this
clinical deterioration. "Overall, the savings in MM
treatment costs for men ... are nearly offset by
increased costs for incarceration, legal supervision,
other government-funded drug treatment,” (p. 318).
This was in stark contrast to the behavior of the san
clients during active methadone maintenance, wher
costs associated with criminal justice involvement a
social disruption were reduced by 40% over the
pre-enrollment era.

Overall, it is clear that the program closure had dramati
individual and social consequences for the majority of
those either unable or unwilling to transfer to

drug abuse and its treatment, and two focused on

discriminant analyses looking at patient and treatment
fdactors influencing outcome. DARP data even now are
pfexplored for more subtle findings that continue to find

their way into professional discussions and journals.

Altogether, the TCU and NIDA researchers collected
gratient reports and other data on 43,943 patients admit-
ted to treatment for drug abuse at any of 52 agencies
nehroughout the United States and Puerto Rico, begin-
ning in 1969 and continuing for four years, when the
noeporting system was supplanted by another clinical
information system, CODAP. Three cohorts - 11,383
patients from 23 agencies admitted between June 1,
1969 and May 31, 1971, 15,831 patients from 36
C agencies admitted between June 1, 1971 and May 31,
1972, and 16,729 patients from 50 agencies, admitted
between June 1, 1972 and March 31, 1973 - were
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admitted to the study for purposes of some data col
tion. Of these, 27,460 patients who were diagnosalt
drug abusers and received treatment at any of 46
agencies were retained in the master database.

This large number of cases was divided along differ
categorical dimensions in order to perform analyses
specific interest, so that the DARP sample varies in
consistency as a function of the specific report. The
patient population consisted of all ethnic and racial
groups and both genders but was dominated by the
young of primarily urban and lower Socioeconomic
Status (SES) backgrounds. Proportions of different
demographic groups vary across reports. The avalil
ability of different treatment modalities, as well,
seemed to cause some degree of patient self-select
but in general the DARP researchers selected patig
representative of the kinds of drug addicts targeted
federal policymakers as at the center of the drug ab

Table 6-2

Characteristic of Male African-
American and White Patients in
DARP, n=11,920

TX TYPE

MM ™ DF DT TOTAL

CHAR.

Race
Afr-America n
.« . . White

53
47

60
40

66
34

70
30

Age
<18
18-20
21-25
26-30
. >30

26
40

10
17

22
43

12
15

19
45

13
19

16
39

15
26

Legal Status
None

Probatio n
Parole
. Pending

66
16

34
35

48
23

55
22

57
21

12

22 20 15 15

Referral
Source
CcJS
Fam/Frien d
Other

31

24
45

22

26
52

10

30
60

13

32
55

38
56

Days in Tx
1-30
31-90
91-365
> 365

26
24

32
18

25
30

38
7

44
40

15
1

21
22

30
27

10

36
49

Discharge
Condition
Complete d

QuIit/Ex pelled 28

20 13 21 23
Source: Simpson & Friend, 1989

guroblem with devastating social costs, and therefore
nleequiring higher levels of service and federal support.
These tended to be largely urban, young, male, poor
heroin addicts involved in criminal activity to support
their habits. So it was this kind of patient whose
eatcess to the DARP reporting agencies was least
oéstricted and who tended to show up in the research
sample. The sample most recently worked with (Simp-
> son & Friend, 1988) is described in Table 6-2.

Treatments were offered in four modalities - Metha-

done Maintenance (MM), Therapeutic Community

(TC), Outpatient Drug Free (DF), and Detoxification

- (DT). Though treatment might be assumed to be
uniform, the DARP researchers (e.g., Sells & Simpson,

idr§79) pointed out variations within each of the four

nteeatment modalities, though results were rarely

bsinalyzed with sensitivity to these differences.

use
Both MM and DF treatment types were characterized
by either a change-oriented approach or an adaptive
approach. Just as marked were differences between
the TCs studied, which were in either the long-term,
Synanon and Maxwell Jones tradition, a shorter
duration program with ample professional and institu-
tional oversight, or even a short-term (eight-week)
regime of intensive socialization. DT was much longer
and involved than the "detox" preceding alcoholism
treatment.

Opioid use dominated in all African-American and
older white samples (70 to 80% of these patients
identified heroin use as the principal drug problem),
but mixed substance use was also extremely common,
especially in young white respondents, with cocaine,
sedatives, stimulants, cannabis and alcohol being used
excessively. These data are quite consistent with
others reported among youths in treatment for drug
abuse. Herrington et al (1981), for example, found in a
dual site sample of 238 adolescents that an average of
5.5 different drugs were used concurrently, 2.45 were
used in the same week, and 1.58 in the same day, with
alcohol and cannabis being the most commonly used
agents.

Data were taken in most of the outcome domains
discussed by Hser and Anglin (1991):

The DARP admission record was completed on all
patients at intake and provided demographic classifica-
tion, and individual developmental and background data,
as well as baseline information on variables used as
outcome criterion measures (drug and alcohol use,
productive role activities and employment, and criminal-
ity). The status evaluation record was completed
bimonthly up to termination and included data on family
and living arrangements, each of the criterion measures,
and a summary of treatment experience and components
attended during each 2-month period. (Sells & Simpson,
1979, p. 572)
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Subsamples of the original intake group were selec
and followed for up to 12 years beyond initial DARP
enrollment. The first follow-up studies commenced
immediately after the sample was closed in 1973, a
concentrated on 6,402 patients admitted in three
successive years from 34 agencies and followed for
average of six years after DARP enroliment (Sells ¢
al, 1979; Simpson et al, 1978; Simpson, 1984; Sim
& Sells, 1983). A later 12-year follow-up on 697
opioid addicts added a comparison group who were
initially registered with a treatment center but failed
receive treatment (Simpson et al, 1986). Follow-up
measures varied between the studies, but typically
included five composite scales measuring criminalit

Chapter 6

were, ultimately, of finite durability, was another result
edfhich cast a troubling light on drug abuse treatment.
The problem of repeated admissions and of accounting
for their costs and additive benefits in cost-benefit
n@nalysis is also one that is only now (Hubbard &
French, 1991) beginning to influence thinking about

tics use.

son
On the other hand, the studies illustrated very clear
positive effects of treatment on target behaviors. In a

tapecial youth sample of patients about 19 years of age,
Sells and Simpson (1979) found

Y, The gross outcome results ... showed substantial reduc-

opioid use, nonopioid use, alcohol use, and productive tions of drug use and criminality during all treatment

activities (school or work).

Results of the DARP studies were some of the first
illustrate the potential of the principal treatment
vehicles for serious drug problems - methadone
maintenance, therapeutic community, and outpatier]
drug-free - as well as some of their common probler
such as treatment retention, drug substitution problé
difficulties in showing consistent therapeutic effects
across outcome domains, and others.

For example, retention in treatment appeared in the
DARP data to be a major issue in all treatment
programs, but especially in outpatient drug-free
counseling, which has neither a substitute drug to o
patients (as is true of methadone maintenance), no
abode to offer patients (as do therapeutic communi;
ties). Between half and three-quarters of patients in
TC, DF and DT terminated via early attrition (Sells &
Simpson, 1979). "It is apparent that only the MM
programs retained any substantial percentages of t
patients over 6 months. In the TC and DF programs
over half their patients terminated within the first 3
months," (p. 581). The DARP studies, then, were
among the first to underline early treatment attrition
a marked liability of drug abuse treatment, and
ultimately to focus attention on treatment retention &
first-order programming element.

Another interesting finding helped illustrate what lat
researchers were to call the "treatment career.” Fo
many patients, their DARP admission, ending in treq
ment dropout or therapeutic discharge, was only on
several treatment episodes. Simpson (1981) found
57% of DARP patients were readmitted to their age
at some point during a six-year follow-up, and a

longer-term follow-up by Simpson and Friend (1988
found that, on the average, DF patients were to exp
ence 3.4 treatment admissions during their addictio
career, TC patients were to experience 4.6, MM

patients were to experience 5.1, and DT patients 9.

This pattern of repeated admissions, each of which
delivered at some cost apwbduced results which

and smaller but statistically significant improvements on
other criteria as well ... Overall, the MM treatments

to showed more effects than other types, particularly on
opioid use and criminality. (p. 585-586)

t Findings for the main body of DARP outcome studies
Lwith implications for cost-benefit analysis are summa-
,r{ig%(Ij by Simpson and Sells (1983), and abstracted in
Table 6-3.

On the whole, these findings are very positive with

Table 6-3
ffer

ari 2-Month Outcome for Male African-
American and White Opiate Addicts

X
TX TYPE

MM %MM %TC %TC % DF % DF

nes

1> cHar. PRE-TX POST-T PRE-TX POST-T PRE-TX POST-T
D, .. X X X
Opioids
D‘;Zy Zzg 100 56 100 58 100 64
as -- 7y 100 36 100 39 100 44
Cannabis
IS @ Di’;/y gzz 46 58 56 62 52 69
- pay 10 22 17 23 20 30
L Other
er Nonopioids
[ D‘;Zy Zzg 54 41 60 40 54 45
at- - - Pavy 8 9 10 10 11 10
eho Alcohol Use
tha > g gjﬁgzy 21 39 20 38 21 38
ncy Y10 23 12 21 14 23
Drug Tx
) >1Month 49 38 53 32 48 33
erl- Employment
K M ;,’t’% 66 67 63 72 60 65
) 2 33 57 20 61 24 52
" CJS Activity
>1Arrest
wa. Jail/Priso n 88 21 95 33 87 34

75 28

88ource3Bimpsofb& Sells34.983
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Table 6-4

Comparative Outcomes in DARP:
MM, TC, DF, DT, & Intake Only (10)

TREATMENT

MM  %TC %DF %DT %10

OUTCOME

27
41

28
40

24
33

14
25

14
27

Highly Favorable

Moderately Favorable

At Least Moderately

Favorable 68 68 57 39 41

Source: Simpson & Sells, 1983

reference to behaviors with direct cost-benefit and
cost-offset relevance: Simpson and Sells (1983), fo
instance, compared outcome to "... a severe and hig
favorable outcome standard ... considering the heay
pretreatment drug involvement and criminal history
the sample, [defined as] no use of any opioid or
nonopioid drugs (with the possible exception of lesg
than-daily marijuana use) and no arrests or incarce
tions in jail or prison during the first year after DARR
treatment,” (p. 16). They also developed "... a modé
ately favorable standard ... [of] no daily use of any
illicit drug during the year and no major criminality
indicators (for instance, no more than 30 days in
jail/prison and no arrests for crimes against persong
(p. 16). Again, though not planned with this kind of
comparison in mind, the outcome indicators have cl
relevance to a cost-benefit analysis of DARP treat-
ment. Results are given in Table 6-4.

As can be seen, about two-thirds of DARP patients
at least a "moderately favorable" outcome, as defing
above. About a quarter had a "highly favorable"
outcome, meaning an absence of the aggravated cq
elements - crime, incarceration, police and court ac
ity - that had previously marked their untreated drug
use. Inthe DARP long-term (five- to seven-year)

follow-up studies, these outcome measures were m
favorable still. Simpson and Sells (1983) remarked

... there were many instances of progressive improve-
ment on other outcome measures as well that occurred
over time during the follow-up period. In the present
sample ... 78% had no daily opioid drug use in the last
year prior to the follow-up interview, and 37% and 49%
met the highly favorable ... and moderately favorable ...
outcome standards, respectively. (p. 21).

An effect of treatment, though, which caused much
comment but which has now begun to be addresse
the field concerned the increases in drinking and

cannabis use by patients in all groups. As Table 6-
indicates, between one-third and one-half of patient
each condition increased their use of either or both

intoxicants, despite the decrease in narcotic use noted
for the group as a whole. Three theories can be
adduced to account for this anomalous result with
potentially important implications for treatment and for
cost-benefit and cost-offset analysis of DARP results,
since heavy drinking can cause severe health conse-
guences and is, in the DARP sample, the best predictor
of mortality over time.

The first possibility is that unsuccessful or only
partially successful patients in each condition, follow-
ing a trajectory of unchanged or only partially remitted
narcotic use, increased their cannabis and alcohol use
over time as part of a general pattern of increased
addictive symptomaticity. Results not presented in
Table 6-3 showed similar increases of cannabis and
alcohol use in the detox-only group, so this theory has
| a small element of support and may account for some
]hc?{/the observed increase.

YA second possibility is that the increase in drinking and
Ptannabis use was more general, as even successfully
treated narcotics addicts turned for the first time to
"alcohol and marijuana as substitute intoxicants. The
)athird possibility is that alcohol and cannabis are in the
histories of most narcotic addicts serious, pre-existing
Pldrug abuse problems that are not touched by most
treatment programs and that are more prominently
expressed when narcotic drug activity is suppressed.
In,this theory, alcohol and cannabis use are viewed by
both clients and their MM, TC and DF treatment
gersonnel as lying below a threshold of clinical signifi-
E8hnce, and so not worth treating.
This very question was recently addressed by Lehman,
Barrett and Simpson (1990) in a 12-year follow-up of
h%iRP patients. In this study, 298 patients were
Gocated and reinterviewed in 1982-1983 and were
(E)uestioned closely about the relationship of alcohol use
’So their opiate addiction. In general, all three theories
resented above received some support in the study.
About half of the patients were classified as "nonsub-
stitutors," and showed no marked increase in drinking
OHfter discontinuing narcotic drug use. Another third,
though, were classified in the "low substitution" range,
and the remainder (n = 40 were classified in the "high
substitution” range. These patients tended to have the
poorest outcomes in terms of narcotic drug use - that is,
they showed more drug use of all kinds than the
nonsubstitutors, as the first hypothesis would suggest.
These patients also, though, tended to have histories of
prior serious alcohol problems and resembled in many
ways the "early onset alcoholics" of other literatures,
as the third hypothesis would have it. The finding, too,
1 bf/some amount of substance substitution frankly
admitted by the subjects lent some support, as well, to
3the second hypothesis.
S in
Overall, the continuing problem with drinking and

cannabis use in half the DARRtients and the serious
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health implications of the untreated and apparently
exacerbated alcohol problem, points up the importal
of treating addictive problems generally .

Two other important findings of the earlier DARP
research must be considered together. The first
concerns the timing of apparent therapeutic benefit.
The DARP researchers found that, with few excep-

h
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post-DARP follow-up period was also positively related
ceto the magnitude of favorable outcome changes from
before to after the treatment episode. (p. 879)

Simpson is saying that, across problem types, treatment
modalities, severity of illness, even the nature of the
eventual discharge (voluntary vs. involuntary) in MM,
time in treatment was the most important mediator of
rquitcome. This is a finding that, as will be seen, has

tions, therapeutic effect on the target behaviors of dr@y!

use and reduced crime occurred early: "In all treat-
ments it was noteworthy that most changes observg
occurred early, within the first two months of admis-
sion", (p. 586). Effects of treatment on other dimen
sions of functioning occurred later.

Time in treatment was a differential factor of major
importance in every treatment, particularly with respect
to productive activities, employment, and opioid use.
Patients who remained in treatment longer generally
showed greater improvement on these criteria than
shorter-term patients and showed similar results
occasionally on other criteria as well. (pp. 586-587)

Positive changes in productive activity and employ-
ment were generally not noticeable until three to foy
months after admission. So, while proximal target
behaviors (opioid use and criminal behavior) tendeg
respond quickly to treatment in all the DARP
programs, collateral effects were much delayed and
not become apparent until beyond the point at whic
less than half the patients in DF and TC were still in
treatment. This further underlined the problem of
treatment retention for narcotics users.

The second finding concerns the durability of effects
Further follow-up studies suggested that even chan
that are initially observable in drug-taking and crimir
behavior do not become stabilized in patients who
remain in treatment for less than three months.
Simpson (1979), for example, found that, at one-yezs
follow-up, patients in MM, TC or DF with less than 9
days of treatment prior to dropout or termination we
functioning in every way no better than detox-only o
intake-only groups, as though tenure in treatment, a
treatment, had unique power to affect outcome. In
further look at this issue, Simpson (1981) selected &
DARP subsample of 1,496 patients for six-year
follow-up. With this much longer period of observa-
tion, time in treatment continued to overshadow oth
sources of outcome variance.

Beyond 90 days, the relationship between tenure and
posttreatment outcomes was linear. This general
relationship was consistent across different types of
patients (e.g., addicts and nonaddicts) and the major
treatment modalities (i.e., methadone maintenance,
therapeutic community, and outpatient drug-free treat-
ment); these results could not be explained by
pre-existing baseline differences between the tenure
groups. Similarly, the length of time spent in other

been convincingly replicated. Thus, in drug abuse
ydreatment with narcotics users, a more long-term thera-
peutic approach is called for than in the treatment of

L other groups.

[A] minimum period of several months of treatment

seems to be necessary before outcome differences can be
observed. After a minimum of about three months
necessary for any positive effect, there was a continuous,
linear association between tenure and outcome," (p.

879).

The data appear to indicate that a substantial amount of
time and therapeutic contact - during which the crimi-
nal support of an illicit drug use pattern is interrupted

rin favor of either a drug-satiation (methadone) regime,

a highly supervised environment (TC), or effective
gounseling (DF) - is required in order for new skills

and attitudes to establish themselves in a reliable and
didrable way.

-

It was also suggested that taking into consideration the
differential retention rates of MM, DF and DT treat-
ments previously discussed, patients in DF and DT who
remained in treatment over 6 months showed as much
improvement as patients in MM who remained that
length of time, even though the average improvement in
JESDFE for all patients was lower than that of patients in

al MM, whose overall tenure was considerably longer.

~

D.

...The analysis of time in treatment revealed further that
Al improvements on opioid use increased throughout the
0 period of treatment. Improvement on productive activi-
re ties and employment, which generally appeared not

r before 3 to 4 months after admission, also tended to

ny continue over the entire period that patients remained in
n ~ treatment. This finding is of major importance since it

,  points to what appears to be a valid therapeutic effect.
The widespread early reduction on opiate use, on the
other hand, could be interpreted as compliance with

oy agency surveillance,” (p. 588).

In the DARP study and elsewhere, the willingness to
stay in treatment has not been examined in relationship
to the likely mediator - motivation. As a patient is
removed from a noxious environment and placed in
treatment, particularly inpatient/residential, he/she has
the time to progress from an external to an internal
motivation for recovery, abstinence and a pro-social
way of life. As indicated earlier, many criminal justice
referrals like others, enter treatment under duress from
the outside and are looking for relief from that

(subsequent) drug abuse treatment programs during the

e pressure. Theare not necessayilooking for

6-

10



recovery as they initially begin treatment. It is the tg
of the treatment program to educate the patient,
provide counseling and reward for positive behaviof
transform that external pressure into an inner drive
motivation.

The time-in-treatment issue may be the time it takes
accomplish the task of inculcating this motivational
growth and change. Of course, this may be just as
with an insured patient who is threatened with the Ig
of a job or family as it is for the criminal justice refer
ral. The difference may be that the insured patient
with a job, family and support network may have

additional rewards, a positive value system and a le
noxious environment to return to that both quickens
and enhances the process.

Additional data bearing on the relative effectiveness
the treatment regimes tested in the DARP program
presented later in the section on cost effectiveness.

Treatment Outcome ProspecTiveSrupy (TOPS)

The Treatment Outcome Prospective Study (TOPS
which was conducted during the 1980s and is still
being presented to the scientific community, has be
called "... the largest, most comprehensive study of
effectiveness of drug abuse treatment ever
undertaken," (Hubbard et al, 1989, p. xi). TOPS ha
generated literally dozens of reports on the main
systems of drug abuse treatment in this country, inc
ing studies of retention, effectiveness, cost-benefit &

cost-effectiveness, and others. The results of TOP$

form the heart of the discussion in this section on cq
benefit studies and again are introduced in the sect
on cost-effectiveness, below. Though the literature
generated by TOPS is voluminous, it is presented

under one cover in the massbeug Abuse Treatment]

A National Study of Effectivenesg Hubbard,

Marsden, Rachal, Harwood, Cavanaugh and Ginzb
(1989). This is the text referred to here unless othe
wise indicated.

TOPS bears many points of resemblance to its pred
cessor, DARP, including its look at three main treat;
ment vehicles - methadone maintenance (MM),
therapeutic community (TC), and outpatient drug-fre
(DF), as well as having available information on
narcotic-detoxification patients - its geographically
dispersed sample of thousands of cases, its use of
annual cohorts, its long-term follow-up strategy, and
collection of complex data arrays on each subject.
the scientific successor to DARP, however, TOPS h
the advantage of studying programs with policies an
client bases that have matured and stabilized. Its
sample includes more females, more patients who 3
older, many more who are returning to treatment rat
than entering for the first time, clients with less crim
nal justice system involvement, and those who are |

[

1o show the common pattern of multiple drug use.

t6ompared to DARP, "... TOPS provides more exten-

okive information about the nature of drug abuse treat-
ment, describes the characteristics and behavior of
abusers prior to treatment more comprehensively, and

5 tollects data from clients within the first year after
leaving treatment," (p. 8). Multiple outcome measures

traee available for periods up to five years after the
ssonclusion of treatment. This renders TOPS the

- premier study of treatment and its effects in the field of
drug abuse though another large-scale longitudinal
treatment project, the Drug Abuse Treatment Outcome

sStudy (DATOS) is currently underway with NIDA
funding, and will study treatment in a still broader
array of settings, with still more representativeness in
t?rms of patient mix, fee schedules, and so on.

0

afegOPS was based on the results of a planning meeting
and technical review hosted by NIDA in 1975, just
after the DARP recruitment pool had closed and initial
results were becoming available. The goal of the
planners was to answer a number of questions still

, hagging as DARP's results went to press.

en [DARP's] results strongly suggested that treatment did
the have impact, and that for many heroin users the impact
was surprisingly strong and long lasting. But there were
still almost as many questions left unanswered. Would
the successors to the prototypic programs work as well
|ud_withogt the initial enthusiasm and leadership of their
nd early innovators? Would they work as well for popula-

L tions of older drug users? Would they work as well with
the clients with the most severe problems who returned
pSt- again and again ..? Would they have any impact on the
ON yse of drugs other than heroin? Perhaps of central
importance for public policydid the money invested in
treatment produce equal or greater benefits than
money invested in law enforcement, jails, and other
alternative policy actions@p. x-xi, emphasis added)

5

Irg
rEventually, a contract to conduct the research that
came to be called TOPS was let to Hubbard's team at
the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) in 1977.
eHarwood, a senior economist at RTI, designed the
socioeconomic analyses. The study was designed and
measures were piloted on 400 patients in nine treat-
renent programs, before the study was deployed
formally to the field in 1979. Though criticized in
some quarters for employing a quasi-experimental or
Hieeturalistic" research mode rather than the rigorous
itkesign of the randomized clinical trial (RCT), Hubbard

Agquite deliberately favored the TOPS design over the

aRCT, which can create "... artificial selection condi-
dions and atypical treatment atmospheres that cannot be
generalized confidently ... , " (p. 17), and which other

arstudies of that era (e.g., Bale et al, 1980) were showing

hier be vulnerable to problems with treatment compli-
-ance, uncontrolled cell crossovers, and high attrition.

SN

likely to bepredominanty opiate users and more likel

Rather than rging on random asgnment, which has
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not proven successful across modalities .., causal infer-
ence is accomplished through extensive measurement
key explanatory variables, .. comparison of multiple
cohorts with pre- and posttests, and through replication
that can rule out alternative hypotheses. (p. 16)

TOPS, then, is a quasi-experimental longitudinal
prospective cohort design with a total sample of neg
12,000. A total of 41 selected drug abuse treatmen
programs - 17 MM clinics, 14 TCs, and 10 DF outp
tient agencies - in 10 cities in all regions of the cour
- Chicago, DesMoines, Detroit, Miami, New Orleans
New York, Philadelphia, Phoenix, Portland (Oregon
and San Francisco - were selected to participate. I
1979, 2,985 program registrants entered the TOPS
pool. They were followed in 1980 by 3,626 patients
and in 1981 by 3,378 more. Eventually, nearly 2,00
narcotic-detoxification or contact-only subjects wereg
added, for a total sample of some 11,750. Methadqg
maintenance was represented by 4,184 registrants,
therapeutic communities by 2,891 residents, and oU
tient drug-free counseling by 2,914 clients. Of thesg
careful stratification for treatment modality and time
treatment was used to select a follow-up sample of
4,270 clients.

Table 6-5
Selected Admission Characteristics,
TOPS Treatment Groups
TREATMENT
%MM % TC % DF
CHARACTERISTIC
Age
<21
21-30 527 19 27
> 30 56 52
41 25 21
Gender
S
32 22 33
Race/Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic Whit e
Hispani ¢
African-America n

41

21
37

53 80

40 10

Marital Status
Married or Living as Marrie d
. 40
Never Marrie d 24

75

16
55

53

22
55

34

Previous Treatment for Drug Abuse

Referral Through the Criminal Justice
System

3
24
23
33 60 37
Employed 40 Weeks or More, Last Year 24 15 25

Suicidal Thou ghts or Attempts, Last Year Sourc¥® Hublb#rd et 481989

31
11
34

31
14
12

Public Assistance as Primary Income

lllegal Activity as Primary Income

Involved in Predatory Crime, Last Year

ary
t
A- DRUG, PATTERN, OR CONSEQUENCES

N
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Table 6-6

Drug-Related Admission Characteris-
tics, TOPS Treatment Groups

TREATMENT

MM %TC %DF

try prug
Heroin

' Methadon e 67
19

Other Opioid s
Cocain e 28
28

10
2

15
17

Minor Tranquilizer s
Major Tranquilizer s

! Barbiturate s~ 2° 28 17

0 Sedatives 1 4 2

Amphetamine s 6 15 8

ne Hallucinogen s g ;(7) ;g
Inhalant s

Cannabis 1 10 6

tp‘ Alcoho | 9 2 2

N 55 65 68

ry 47 65 62

In Multiple Drug Use Pattern
Two or More Drug s 79 81 70
Four or More Drug s 22 40 20

Three or More Drug-Related Medical, Mental
Health, Family/Social, Legal, Vocational or
Financial Problems

41 63 50

Source: Hubbard et al, 1989

Clients were interviewed at initial contact, one month
after admission, then at three, six, nine and 12 months
after admission if they were still in treatment at that
time. Otherwise, the follow-up sample was inter-
viewed three months after leaving treatment, then at
one year, two years, and three to five years after
leaving treatment. Follow-up was quite successful for
this difficult to track patient group, with between 70
and 80% of the eligible subjects being re-interviewed
at each follow-up interval.

The assessment batteries used at each interval deliv-
ered the richest data yet developed in this kind of
research, and, where possible, information was
independently validated "... through authorized checks
of such official records as FBI arrest reports and Social
Security Administration employment data, and through
urinalysis," (p. 27). Data included (1) demographic
information, (2) admission characteristics including
source and nature of referral and insurance coverage,
(3) drug use history, pattern, route of administration,
and current use level for 12 major drugs and drug
classes, (4) alcohol use and use history, (5) treatment
history for addiction and mental health problems, (6)
depressive symptomatology, (7) use and availability of
social and community supports, (8) criminal activity
and consequences in 11 classes of offense, (9) employ-
ment and vocational functioning, and (10) income and
expenditures. Most data were collected via
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face-to-face interviews with full-time "program
researchers" located on site but trained and superv
by RTI staff.

e

The first results of the study, those describing the

patient population, point out the costliness to societ
these individuals when still actively addicted to illicit
drugs and, by implication, the potential cost savings

y

6-5 shows admission characteristics for patients in
each of the three treatment modalities, selected fro
the 1989 report. Many clients had experienced multi
ple treatment admissions, for alcoholism and for

psychiatric problems as well as for drug addiction.

While criminal justice system involvement was less
pronounced than in the DARP study group, about

one-third of TC and DF clients were referred throug
the criminal justice system and 20% of MM, 50% of
TC, and 40% of DF clients reported serious legal di
culties either currently or in the recent past. Sixty

percent reported some serious depressive sympton
the year prior to admission; 23 to 34 % had

n

Figure 6-2

Continuation in TOPS: Comparative
Attrition Rates for MM, TC, and DF

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10

Proportion Remaining in Treatment

Adm
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4 wk 13wk 26wk 52wk

Time from Admission
Apmm © 1c B pF
Source: Hubbard et al, 1989

i
treatment can be initiated and gains sustained. Table

i

Sy

contemplated suicide, and 6 to 14% had recently

satfempted it. As shown in Tables 6-5 and 6-6, these

are heavy users of social support systems with many
stubborn problems. The authors remarked,

The young average age of clients, the representation of

females, and the large proportions of race and ethnic

minorities indicate the need for specialized services,
ofsuch as family services, day care, and financial counsel-
ing. The low educational status of these clients indicates
f that many need additional education and training in

order to assume productive lives. (p. 75).

The full assessment battery deployed by TOPS had
obvious advantages for the researchers' ability to
describe their sample and estimate the socioeconomic
impact of their drug abuse and the potential impact of
its treatment. The drug use patterns themselves were
described with great specificity in the report,

abstracted in Table 6-6. These data show the increased
diversity of TOPS drug abuse patterns over the DARP
data, which tended to focus on opiate addicts with

more secondary use of other drugs.

. Weekly or daily use of heroin is the dominant pattern of
rug abuse among outpatient methadone clients. But the
drug abuse patterns of residential and outpatient drug-
free clients before entering treatment are more diverse.

... [T]here are no dominant drugs of abuse among
residential and outpatient drug-free clients. (pp. 78-79).

Data in these tables point out the representativeness of
patients in TOPS. Most reviewers would agree the
TOPS sample is representative of the cross-section of
treatment-eligible drug users nationally.

The findings of the study, again, are complex. Some
are reviewed below, others in the section of CEA with
narcotics users. Beginning, though, with treatment
retention as the criterion of interest, TOPS data repeat
the earlier warning of DARP that attrition from treat-
ment is a serious problem, one worthy of further
research to improve retention rates.

Figure 6-2 shows survival in treatment for each of the
major modalities. Measures of central tendency
showed for MM a mean duration of 38.4 and median
duration of 28.3 weeks; for TC the mean duration of
treatment was 21.3 with a median of 11 weeks, and for
DF the mean was 14.6, median 7.9 weeks.

These results suggest the need for more intensive efforts
early in outpatient drug-free treatment. While residence
and medication are potential motivating factors in other
modalities, outpatient drug-free programs must convince
a client that counseling is beneficial. A very positive
initial experience is necessary to motivate outpatient
drug-free clients to return for subsequent sessions. (p.
95).

Because the DARP researchers had found such a
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strong effect of treatment tenure on ultimate clinical
outcome, the TOPS researchers were interested in
tion and analyzed extensively for case factors that

might have contributed to it. They also took another
look at the influence of treatment tenure on ultimate
success.

As to the first question, logistic regression was used

Chapter 6

ving-as-married patients, perhaps for the same reason.

atverall, though, only two factors seemed to have a

main predictive relationship to time in treatment.

First, heavy drinkers were likely to drop out of treat-
ment early, and criminal justice referrals were likely to
remain in treatment, except in the case of MM, where
©JS referrals were very rare. Further analyses of time

search for factors which might have aggravated treatin treatment are returned to below, after an initial look

ment attrition. Few findings were consistent across
modalities, but even some of the treatment-specific
relationships were of value. For instance, female
patient were observed to remain longer in MM or DF
treatment than did males, but to remain for shorter
periods in TC:

The finding that women stay shorter periods in residen-
tial programs is consistent with the finding of a body of
prior research that cites the demands of family life on
women as reasons for their dropping out of residential
programs. They may be more likely to complete outpa-
tient programs in which they can maintain family ties
more easily. (p. 96)

A similar kind of pattern was observed for married g

=

at outcome results for the main TOPS treatment
modalities.

In Figure 6-3, patient functioning at six points time - at
the time of admission, at the three-month point during
active treatment, then at three months, one year, two
years, and three to five years after discharge - for each
of three treatment modalities is shown for eight
separate outcome measures. Three of these - heroin
use, cocaine use, and illicit use of pharmaceuticals -
were targets of treatment in most modalities. Two
more substance use patterns, cannabis use and heavy
consumption of alcohol, are included as substance
abuse related factors influencing post-treatment
functioning, as are suicide indicators included as a
post-treatment adjustment factor. Two more measures

% of Subjects
% of Subjects

Adm 3 Mo 2Yr
In-Tx 1vYr 3-5Yr

Assessment Interval

3 Mo 2Yr
In-Tx 1vYr 3-5Yr

% of Subjects
% of Subjects

Adm Adm

3 Mo 2Yr
In-Tx 1vYr 3-5Yr
Assessment Interval

3 Mo 2Yr
In-Tx 1vYr 3-5Yr
Assessment Interval

Figure 6-3

Patient Functioning in TOPS Treatment, MM A, TC<> and DA :
Admission, In-Treatment, and 3-Month, 1-, 2- and 3- to 5-Year Follow-ups
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Adm

Adm 3 Mo 2Yr
In-Tx 1vYr 3-5Yr
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3 Mo 2Yr
In-Tx 1vYr 3-5Yr
Assessment Interval

70

60

Crime

50

40

% of Subjects
% of Subjects

20t

10t -

Adm

Mo 2Yr
1yr 3-5Yr

3
In-Tx
Assessment Interval

3 Mo 2Yr
In-Tx 1vYr 3-5Yr
Assessment Interval

Source: Hubbard et al, 1989
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of outcome - predatory crime involvement and full-
time employment - are included as socioeconomic
indicators.

Though the TOPS data have been analyzed in muc
greater detail, this Figure shows the most important
findings of the study, at least in regard to treatment

effectiveness. As can be seen, there is in the TOPS

outcome data some resemblance to the findings of

DARP, though results appear overall more favorabls

and without the increase in drinking and cannabis u
noted in the earlier study.

First, heroin use is not eliminated in any group but i
very sharply curtailed in all. Though 64% of MM
clients were regular users of heroin at the time of
admission, only 18% of MM patients who stayed in
treatment at least three months were still using

regularly three to five years later. Among TC reside
the equivalent decline was from 31% to 12%, and fq

DF clients the decline was from 9% to 5%. This
improvement was immediately apparent for patientg

decreased dramatically and stayed suppressed through-
out follow-up. Predatory crime (defined in the study as
an instance of aggravated assault, auto theft, burglary,
dealing in stolen property, forgery or embezzlement,

hlarceny or robbery) was drastically reduced during
treatment and, though crime rates rose after treatment
(especially for the far more criminally involved TC

5 residents) they showed a long-term reduction of about
75% for DF clients, 50% for MM clients, and 65% for

2 TC residents.

se
This reduction in income-generating crime was
matched in the DF and TC modalities by an increase in

s full-time employment, with the former patients rising
from 27% to 50% three to five years out, and the TC
residents going from 15% to 38% steadily employed.
That is, for these client in these two treatment modali-
ties steady employment about doubled; this effect was

ngsrongest for patients who remained in their TC for at

prleast a year, or remained active in their drug-free clinic
for at least six months. MM clients showed no such
gain, being in fact less likely to be gainfully employed

with adequate program exposure, and was remarkabtiree to five years following enrollment in methadone

durable.

Cocaine use showed a similar pattern of improvemse
While 26% of MM clients were regular users prior tg
admission, only 16% of MM patients who stayed in
treatment at least three months were still using
regularly at three to five years posttreatment. Coca
use in TC residents declined from 28% to about 109
and in DF clients cocaine use declined from 13% to
6%. Pharmaceuticals showed a similar decline, anc
cannabis use, while not suppressed to the same ex
fell from 55% pre-treatment to 36% three to five yed
posttreatment for MM clients, from 64% to 39% for
TC residents, and from 62% to 31% for DF clients;
thus, cannabis use was cut by one-third to one-half

most clients who stayed at least three months in thei

treatment program. The only substance-related act

that was not so affected by TOPS treatment was heav

drinking, which followed a complex path leading to
mild improvement.

The proportion of heavy drinkers decreased substantial
during the first three months of treatment ... In the first
three months after treatment, the percentage of heavy
drinkers rose, close to pretreatment levels. After this ...
however, the percentage of heavy drinkers decreased
steadily until three to five years after treatment. Then
the percentage of heavy drinkers among those who hag
stayed in treatment at least three months was about 6 t
8 percentage points less than in the year before ... Theg
findings suggest that drug abuse treatment has a mode|

ating effect on heavy alcohol use. Although the effect .|.

[is durable] it is not strong. (p. 139)

These improvements in drug use are reflected in the
other three indicators shown graphically in Figure 61
The frequency of suicidal thoughts and attempts

maintenance than they were prior to registration.
Patients who remained on methadone for at least one
ntear showed more improvement.

Overall, the combination of a double stigma - that of

being a drug addict and a criminal - and perhaps, the

irlack of specific vocational focus in the treatment facili-

oties provides for a mixed review of employment

effects. This may be an area for further research and

I program development.

tent,

rs In comparison with other outcomes, relatively small
changes in the employment of clients are associated with
participation in drug abuse treatment. ... the overall

for treatment experience appears to be associated with an

increase in employment, but the increases are not consis-

ent across the time period nor are they large compared

a with other outcomes. ... Many former clients remain
dependent on public assistance as they decrease their
illegal activities. This finding suggests that greater
emphasis be placed on the provision of employment
and training serviceqpp. 134-137, emphasis added).

ir
vit

Yy
The potent findings of treatment efficacy in TOPS are
some of the strongest in the literature, and the robust
naturalistic design of the study, its long-term follow-
ups and high follow-up rates, etc., lend weight to the
study as evidence of the usefulness of treatment with

h harcotics users. The authors concluded in regard to

tesubstance use itself, that

r_

treatment results in substantial decreases in the abuse of

both opioid and nonopioid drugs but that the goal of

abstinence is achieved for relatively few. ... Pretreatment
levels of drug use decline dramatically during treatment,
increase slightly immediately after treatment .., and

again decline in subsequent periods after treatment. ...

Abstinence rates averaged about 40 to 50 percent and

U

3.

6-

15



improvement rates 70 to 80 percent for [heroin, cocain
and pharmaceuticals]. (pp. 124-125)

Similarly, for other factors influencing outcome:

Substantial declines were observed for criminal activity
and suicidal symptoms ... Indeed, one-year abstinence
rates for criminal activity were the highest for any
outcome measure ... Thus, there is a substantial
improvement in many of the negative behaviors associ-
ated with drug dependency, but the findings for the

relative stability of employment indicate that drug abuse

treatment does not necessarily guarantee a return to or
entry into productive activity. (p. 150)

The final argument made by the authors concerning
outcome was raised earlier by DARP researchers: 1

in treatment. In the 1989 report, extensive analyse

are presented to test the impact of treatment tenure

the main outcome indicators - the use of heroin,
cocaine, pharmaceuticals, cannabis and alcohol, pr
tory crime, employment and depressive symptom-

atology. Odds ratios were used to test for significan
differences in outcome for patients who stayed in trg

ment for varying lengths of time.

The TOPS researchers unequivocally confirmed the
earlier DARP finding, remarking "Indeed, our analys
demonstrate that time in treatment is among the mag
important predictors of positive outcomes," (p. 94).
Posttreatment heroin use, for example, was lower ir
MM and TC patients who remained in treatment for
least one year, and in DF patients who remained at
least six months. A similar pattern was revealed for
the use of pharmaceuticals and cannabis, but not fa
alcohol or cocaine. "Posttreatment cocaine use wa
well predicted ... This finding may be more related t

Chapter 6

D

the time in treatment necessary to produce positive
outcomes was relatively long: 6 to 12 months. (p. 125)

e

From these treatment outcome data, "... the most
definitive analysis of the cost-effectiveness of drug
abuse treatment yet conducted," (p. 41) is presented in
the 1989 report. The 1989 data are inclusive of the
entire span of TOPS follow-up (three to five years), but
are concentrated on the socioeconomic performance of
TOPS patients in the year prior to treatment vs. the
year following treatment. Another lengthy and more
focused socioeconomic analysis of TOPS data
appeared independently (Harwood et al, 1988) and is
riglgo discussed below. Actually, most of the findings in
sthe 1989 report are CBA rather than CEA analyses, the
datter being presented in the appropriate section below.
The CBA findings, though, appear robust and are
carth a close look.

tAs already noted, the socioeconomic section of the

4eport was designed by Harwood, who used his 1984
cost-of-iliness framework to estimate the costs of the
drug-related activities of TOPS patients, and the
benefits that could be expected from successful treat-

egient. True to CBA methodology, only those vectors

sthat could be assigned dollar values are included in the
analyses, and so the total benefits of treatment are

y likely to be underrepresented, but the results do “...

aprovide an overview of the magnitude of crime-related
costs of drug abuse borne by the nation," (p. 154).

r Throughout his analyses, Harwood used two principal,
s fignmary socioeconomic measures that intersect, or
hcontain some of the same elements. They have differ-

the growth in cocaine abuse during this study than foent policy and psychological implications, however,

characteristics of treatments or clients,” (p. 125).
Posttreatment employment was strongly related to t

in treatment, as was predatory criminal activity for T|C

patients, the most criminally involved group.

Three factors, though, were more strongly associatg
with pretreatment levels of the same illness indicatg
at least in some groups. These were heavy alcohol
signs of suicidality and depression, and criminal act
ity among MM and DF clients. Among those factors
which are under the control of the treatment commu
nity, however, such as treatment type or specific tre

and so their inclusion in the TOPS report is a signifi-
rfant advance.

The first measure, costs-to-society, has three main
sources, which are costs to victims, costs of maintain-
dng the criminal justice system, and crime-career costs.
r§0sts to victims include medical expenses if a crime-
Jedated injury occurred, property damage, and any loss
\yof a victim's productivity incurred as the result of a
crime. Harwood was able to estimate costs to victims
-based on general population data from the U.S. Depart-
afment of Justice. He also accessed Justice Department

ment ingredient, none were as important as mere timéata to estimate average costs for apprehension, adjudi-

spent in treatment. Longer time spans than the "thn
month threshold" observed by DARP appeared nec
sary, though, to achieve lasting results with TOPS
patients:

Time spent in treatment was among the most important
predictors of posttreatment drug abuse for all types of
drugs. It was a particularly strong predictor of posttreat
ment regular heroin abuse and psychother- apeutic dru
abuse. In contrast to prior studies, however, we found

egation and incarceration.
“SCrime—career costs, which are losses to the criminal
him/herself, and thus to the society of which she or he
is a member, due to the predatory criminal's nonpartici-
pation in gainful employment, are difficult to estimate
and are typically not attempted in this kind of study.
Harwood approached the issue by estimating for each
y TOPS subject "... the difference between the person's
self-reported lgitimate earnigs and the national
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average for persons of the same age and sex. ... Al
included in this cost were estimates of the losses of]
expected fringe benefits and household productivity,
(p. 154). Costs-to-society as a measure neglects s¢
cost vectors which are difficult or impossible to

estimate, but is the most inclusive measure used in
research tradition and is most preferred by policymg
ers.

The second main summary measure favored by
Harwood, costs-to-law-abiding-citizens, is a measu
from which costs borne by the criminal are excluded
and consists merely of costs to victims and criminal
justice costs. This is a more modest measure, but i
focus on law-abiding citizens only, ignoring costs to
the criminal and his/her consorts, gives it immediate
psychological impact. Itis also more sensitive to
change than the costs-to-society measure, which is
based in part on the mainstream economic producti
of the drug abuser, a stubborn factor in some drug
abuse cases even when successfully treated.
Additional measures of socioeconomic outcome
included in costs-to-society and involving only the
narcotics user him/herself, including client expendi-
tures on drugs, illegal earning and legal earnings, a
also provided in the report and are reviewed here.

As shown in Table 6-7, in which dollar figures are
adjusted to the 1979 levels obtaining for the first TQ
annual cohort, the one-year outcomes for treatment
very favorable. "Virtually all economic measures
show that the burden of crime and other economic
consequences of drug abuse are lower after treatm
than before," (p. 155). Costs to law-abiding citizens
fell about 20%, costs to victims fell 30%, and costs

Table 6-7

Socioeconomic Indicators in TOPS,
1-Year Pre-/Posttreatment

ECONOMIC PERIOD

YEAR YEAR

IMPACT CATEGORY PRE-TX POST-TX CHANGE
Crime- Related C osts
Costs to Victim s
Criminal Justice System Cost s $1.802 $1,236 (-$566)
Crime-Career (Productivity) Cost s 3,926 3,049 (-877)
Theft and Casualty Losse s 9534 9,804 270
Net change in Crime-Related Cost s ! 3.094
3,462 ’
(-368)
(-1541)
Costs-to-Law-Abiding-Citizens  # 9,190 7,379 (-1,811)
Costs-to-Society ° 15,262 14,089 (-1,173)
Other Costs
Drug Expenditure s (-4,167)

6,854

2'22; 2,546
' 3858

Source: Hubbard et al, 1989

lllegal Incom e 2,687

Legitimate Earning s

(-4,391)
421

a)
C

sgociety fell about 8%, a lower proportion due, as

indicated above, by the relative intractability of the
,"problem of integrating some patients into the legitimate
braeonomy.

tAike authors make special note, though, of the decrease
1kin illegal income from nearly $7,000 in the year
preceding treatment to about $2,500 in the year follow-
ing, a 73% decline, and of the nearly identical decline
(71%) in personal expenditures on drugs. Referring
recarlier to the decrease in predatory crime, the implica-
,tion is clear that, as drug abuse treatment suppresses
demand for illicit drugs, less predatory crime is

tscommitted and income from that crime declines.

These decreases in the crime-related costs of drug abuse
after treatment are consistent with the decreases in
criminal activity among clients in the year after treat-
ment relative to the year before ... They are also consis-
tent with the observation by several authors that criminal
activity is lower during periods of nonaddiction ... That

is, as drug abuse decreases in severity after treatment ..,
criminal activity also decreases and the crime-related
costs of drug abuse correspondingly decline.

Vity

[€Also worthy of note are economic costs incurred by
patients during treatment. These are quantities of some
significance in those cases in which treatment lasts

any months or even some years, as is frequently the
se with MM and even DF cases. Table 6-8 shows,

HeEross treatment modalities, the kinds of changes in

socioeconomic indicators that can be expected while
atients are actively engaged in change-related treat-

ent. The values in the table underscore again the
importance of treatment retention in treatment for

Oharcotics use.

The costs to law-abiding citizens and to society
decreased substantially during treatment for clients in
each of the modalities. The restrictive nature of residen-
tial treatment resulted in particularly low crime-related
costs to law-abiding citizens during treatment ... These
costs may have been from thefts from other clients, from
program staff members, or while working temporarily in
the community. The somewhat higher intreatment costs
of [MM] and [DF] clients is [sic] probably a function of
their less restricted environments. Costs to society
among [TC] clients were also substantially lower ...
during treatment ... These costs nevertheless remained
substantial because the clients could not work and,
therefore, had productivity losses while in treatment.
(pp. 157-158).

It should be pointed out here at the risk of stealing
thunder from the CEA section below that the cost
savings observed during treatment alone more than
recoup the costs of providing the treatment, even the
relatively expensive residential treatment in the thera-
peutic community. As the authors note, "Posttreatment
gains are virtually an economic bonus," (p. 161).
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Table 6-8

Socioeconomic Indicators in TOPS,
Effects of Being In Treatment

ECONOMIC PERIOD

YEAR DURING DIFF YEAR
IMPACT CATEGORY PRE-TX > PRE-/DUR. POST-TX
Costs-to-Law-Abiding-
Citizens
MM
TC $6,628 $2,763 (-$3,865) $8,603
DF 15,757 237 (-15,520) 9,129
4,686 1,825 (-2,861) 4,548
Costs-to-Society
lv;/‘g $16,987 $14,326 (-$,2661) $15,710
DF 19,411 12,092 (-7,319) 16,283
10,202 7,121 (-3,080) 9,610
Source: Hubbard et al, 1989

In another analysis, Harwood et al (1988) provided
more detail bearing directly on the costs and benefi

of treating CJS-involved patients. One of the strend

of this report is its ability to highlight the treatment-

related reductions in costs-to-society and costs-to-1g
abiding-citizens that can be observed when treatme
applied to patients who are either CJS-referred or n

CJS-referred but criminally active by self-report.

The major objective of this study is to estimate the
economic benefits of drug abuse treatment in reducing
criminal activity of drug abusers during and after treat-

ment. The study also examines whether clients referreq

to treatment from the CJS demonstrate reduced crime
costs during the year following treatment discharge. (p.
209-212)

These are matters that, folded into the cost vectors
the TOPS sample as a whole (as in Tables 6-7 and
are not adequately explored in the 1989 report.

Harwood et al (1988) in a separate report present

follow-up data on 2,420 TOPS patients in all modali

ties who were either referred through the criminal
justice system or were criminally active but referred
through another channel. Because criminal justice

referrals are relatively rare in MM programs - metha-

done maintenance is not commonly considered by

courts or probation/parole officers when referring a
drug-involved patient - only data bearing on TC and
DF clients are presented in the report. Further sele
are only those clients entering therapeutic commun
ties, because they were at the time of admission for

TOPS annual cohorts, the patients most representativ

of the CJS-referred population as a whole. The clin
and socioeconomic methods in the Harwood study i

Chapter 6

those of the Hubbard et al (1989) report already
described in detail. Only subsampling from the main
TOPS database distinguishes the more focused work
presented here. Pre-/posttreatment data on the main
socioeconomic indicators favored by Harwood in the
1989 report are given in Table 6-9.

As can be seen, specific effects of treatment that are
obscured in the group data as a whole become clear
when criminally involved subjects are selected for
special study. For most of these contrasts, results
shown in Table 6-7 (the TOPS sample as a whole)
should be compared to Table 6-9, where only the
criminally-involved subjects are studied.

First, it is apparent immediately that these patients are
much costlier in terms of costs-to-society and to
law-abiding citizens than is the TOPS group as a
whole, and considerably greater benefits can be
expected from their treatment. The pretreatment
costs-to-society figure for criminal justice system refer-
rals, for example, is more than a third larger than costs-
to-society for the sample as a whole, and the reduction
in costs-to-society in the year after treatment is nearly
three times as large. A similar reduction in costs-to-
ociety occurs for those subjects who were criminally
ti$volved but not referred through the criminal justice
system, Costs-to-law-abiding-citizens are nearly twice
W45 great in the pretreatment era for criminal justice
NE{ztem referrals than for the total sample, and the
Oposttreatment reduction is more than three and a-half
times as great. Equal or even greater reductions in
costs-to-law-abiding-citizens, in both proportional and
absolute terms, are seen when criminally involved but
self- or other-referred patients enter TC treatment.

i

Table 6-9

for  Specific Treatment Effects on
6-8), Criminally-Involved TC Residents

CJS REFERRAL  CRIMINALLY ACTIVE

YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR
PRE-TX POST-TX PRE-TX POST-TX

ECONOMIC PERIOD

IMPACT CATEGORY

Crime-Related Costs
Costs to Victim s
CJS Cost s
Crime-Caree r
Theft and Casualt y

$928

2,093
10,672
1,620

$3,045
7,137

10,239
7,210

17,392

$1,795
4,776

10,758
4,392

10,963

$2,968
3,550

9,852
4,605

11,123

Costs-to-Law-Abiding-
Cte Citizens

4,641

Costs-to-Society 20,421 17,329 16,370 13,693

tk other costs
Drug Expenditure s
lllegal Incom e
Legitimate Earning s

5,398

6,799
2.601

2,666 7,965 4,641

3,747 9,932 2,444
2.930urce: #Hegvood €32.8541988

ice
are
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In fact, study of Table 6-9 and its comparison to 6-7
show that, in every element used to calculate both
costs-to-society and costs-to-law-abiding-citizens, w
the exception of crime-career (lost productivity) cos
the main pretreatment burden, and most of the pre-
posttreatment improvement - for costs to victims,
criminal justice system maintenance, theft and casu
losses, etc. - is observed in the criminally involved
patients. Further regression analyses reported by
Harwood showed that, again, time in treatment was
determining factor in attaining these gains:

Crime cost benefits were substantial for legally referred
or involved clients, but such clients had to stay in treat-
ment longer than clients not legally involved to accumus
late the same crime cost savings. The most consistent
correlate of favorable crime cost savings was time spen
in treatment; longer stays are associated with lower
posttreatment crime costs. ...[I]t appears that there are
real returns to society and law-abiding citizens from
greater lengths of stay for [criminal justice system]
referrals (pp. 226-232)

A remaining difficulty, involving continued crime-
career costs and lack of substantial improvement in
legitimate earnings may be due to the tendency for
even successfully treated but formerly criminally
involved subjects to remain economically marginal-
ized. This is a feature of the TOPS data worth a
careful look by treatment planners, both for its

implications for provision of services as well as liabil-
ity to relapse in this patient group.

ith
e

S,
to
The final important feature of both of the TOPS studies
algviewed above was their calculating direct CBA ratios
for the three main treatment modalities studied - MM,
TC and DF. Though the comparative figures used in
ahe research lend a cost-effectiveness touch to the
following discussion (rather than an argument purely in
terms of cost-benefit, which is typically not a method
for comparing treatments) it is presented here in
proximity to Tables 6-5 through 6-9, rather than in a
later section, to minimize confusion.

t With their figures adjusted to the 1979 base, Harwood
and his colleagues were able to cost-out representative
treatment units in each modality - a day of residence in
a therapeutic community (valued at $18.00), a
morning's visit and check-in at a methadone distribu-
tion site ($6.00), and the day's share of an ongoing
regime of outpatient drug-free counseling of varying
intensity and quality (also $6.00). Though these
numbers are small in comparison to present price
levels, these are not the addictions treatment services
for which costs skyrocketed in the 1980's. These
figures are used in analyses with other cost and benefit
figures which probably inflated at an equivalent rate in

Table 6-10 Table 6-11
CBA Ratios for Costs-to-Society CBA Ratios for Costs-to-Law-
(CS), Abiding- Citizens (CLAC), by TOPS
by TOPS Modality Madalitg :
TREATMENT TREATMENT
MM TC DF MM TC DF
COST OR BENEFIT VECTOR COST OR BENEFIT VECTOR
Costs and Benefits for Costs and Benefits for
Each Treatment Day Each Treatment Day
Average Cost of Treatment per Da 'y Average Cost of Treatment per Da 'y
Average Benefit (Reduced CS) pe r $6.00 $18.50 $6.00 Average Benefit (Reduced CLAC) pe r $6.00 $18.50 $6.00
Day While in Treatmen 1 Day While in Treatmen 1
Average Benefit (Reduced CS)pe r 5.54 15.77 7.63 Average Benefit (Reduced CLAC) pe r 13.30 33.44 7.65
Day in Year After Treatmen Day in Year After Treatmen
9.95* 21.40 18.06 10.96 37.62 16.40*
Treatment Course of Average Treatment Course of Average
Duration Duration
Average Length of Stay (Days ) Average Length of Stay (Days )
Total Benefits (Reduced CS) 267 159 101 Total Benefits (Reduced CLAC) 267 159 101
In Treatmen t In Treatmen t
Total Benefits (Reduced CS) $1.479 $2,507 $771 Total Benefits (Reduced CS)  $3,551 $5,317 $773
After Treatmen . After Treatmen "
2,657 3,403 1,824 2,026 5,982 1,656
Total Benefits In and After Treatment $1.479 $5,926 $2,595 Total Benefits In and After Treatment $6,477  $11,299 $773
Total Cost of Treatment $1,602 $2,942 $606 Total Cost of Treatment $1,602 $2,942 $606
gag,z sothenef/ts (Reduced CS) 0.92 201 4.08 Ratio of Benefits (Reduced CS)
’ ’ ’ to Costs 4.04 3.84 1.28

* Statistically nonsignificant and not included in ~ CBA ratio

Source: Harwood et al, 1988

* Statistically nonsignificant and not included in ~ CBA ratio

Source: Harwood et al, 1988
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the years since the TOPS CBA results were gatheré
Thus the data should still be quite valid. Results ar
shown in Tables 6-10 and 6-11.

Overall, all treatments appear cost-beneficial. Meth
done maintenance shows a benefit-to-cost ratio of
slightly below the break-even point of 1.0 when cost
to-society are considered, but this is almost wholly ¢
to the employment intractability of the MM group, an
the (probable) particular unhelpfulness, vocationally
of a course of drug-satiation therapy. Since TOPS
conducted, program planners have become more s¢
tive to this problem, and vocational counseling is a
more common treatment feature than formerly. Wh
crime-career or lost-productivity costs are not factor
in (as in costs-to-law-abiding-citizens or CLAC), MM
has a very attractive CBA ratio, as do the other trea
ments when both CLAC and CS is in the CBA
denominator.

Residence in a TC appears to have the greatest
economic return, principally because patients are
removed from a noxious environment and influence
remain in treatment longer, and because of the greg
control imposed by this kind of treatment. In additig
patients who self-select or are referred by the crimin
justice system to this treatment modality have gene
ally higher criminal cost histories than patients who
routed to MM or DR treatment. In terms of costs to
society, "The average residential treatment episode
cost $3000 and yielded a reduction of $6000 in the
costs to law-abiding citizens for both CJS and self-
referrals," (p. 225). Though savings (as expressed
principally in reduced crime and related costs) were
not as great in the other two modalities,

The benefits totaled at this point include only the intreat
ment period and the first year after treatment discharge
While no multivariate estimates have been made, there

is reason to believe that treatment effects may last more

than 1 year. Some clients are completely rehabilitated
through drug treatment, leaving their drug habits and
criminal careers behind. (p. 231).

It is appropriate to let Harwood recapitulate for us th
principal socioeconomic lessons of the TOPS study
least as they have been formulated so far:

The findings from this study indicate that there are
significant economic benefits associated with drug abug
treatment. Generally, these benefits seem to be at leag
as great as the expense of each modality. There also
appear to be greater crime-reduction benefits accruing
treatment in residential facilities than in methadone or
outpatient drug-free programs. Longer term outcome
must be assessed to determine the duration of these
different benefits. (p. 232)

Druc Asuse ResearcHGroupr Stupies

Finally we return to some of the innovative studies k
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2dhe Drug Abuse Research Group at the University of

p California, Los Angeles As was true in our look at
DARP, these experiments are not adduced because of
their primary socioeconomic relevance to questions of

aaddictions treatment with narcotics users.

sThe studies are brought in to the discussion instead
jupecause of their elegance and ability to address some
dssues suggested in the DARP and TOPS research that
, must eventually bear on socioeconomic issues, such as
wiee predictive power of time in treatment, the durabil-
ehitgi-of treatment effects, and the kinds of cost savings
experienced while the patient is in treatment, not just
eafter he or she has "graduated." The research is often
elimited by the reliance on methadone maintenance as
the prime, sometimes sole, treatment vehicle, as well as
t-by the group's use of data on patients who entered
treatment as much as 20 years ago. However, numer-
ous outcome indicators of relevance to the criminal
justice population are used, and some of the analytic
tools experimented with by the Drug Abuse Research
Group are unique to the field.
ter

e

n,

nafirst, a two-part series on survival analysis in drug

r-abuse treatment evaluation (Anglin & Fisher, 1987;

aFésher & Anglin, 1987) is discussed. In these studies,
survival analysis, a data analysis technique developed
originally in the field of cancer research, was applied
to the long-term (six- to eight-year) outcome data of
patients treated in public MM clinics in three Southern

h@&adifornia counties. Survival analysis is newly intro-
duced to drug abuse outcome research by these
researchers, and tests the pattern of "surviving" (not
showing a symptom, developing a problem, or remain-

- ing in treatment) as a function of the passage of time.
As Fisher and Anglin (1987) explain:

5

Survivorship analysis was chosen over more conven-
tional statistical techniques for analyzing program
outcome data because conventional techniques fail to
reflect accurately the temporal aspects of the phenomena
they are used to assess. ... survivorship analysis
€ produces functions over time so that significance tests
, atare performed on data represented as temporal functions
rather than as single points in time ... Survival curves,
also referred to as time-to-failure curves, show the
probability of 'surviving' (not relapsing) at each point in
e time in the follow-up period. (pp. 120-121).
t
In the Fisher and Anglin (1987) study, 346 subjects
Oselected from males admitted to MM programs in Los
Angeles County, San Bernardino County, and Orange
County were tracked for an average of 6.6 years after
their clinic admission. Ninety percent of the patients
were interviewed in 1978 and 1979, resulting in a
survey group of 297 subjects. A retrospective inter-
view procedure covering a multidimensional outcome
y':lrray was used, and was supplemented by objective
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records from the courts and treatment programs, as
the Anglin et al (1989) report reviewed at the begin-
ning of this section.

Fisher and Anglin then used survival analysis to

demonstrate the "survival" (retention in treatment) g
MM patients in the three different clinics. They wer
able to demonstrate statistically different survival

curves between the clinics, and further illustrate the
relationship between time in treatment as a variable
influenced by the clinics' ability to retain patients, an
the overall effectiveness of the clinic as measured
other means. This was a finding that, in the admitte
more narrow domain of MM treatment only, validate
the DARP and TOPS finding on time in treatment as
important outcome predictor, and also as a variable
that can be influenced by clinic policy and qualities.

In the Anglin and Fisher (1987) companion piece,
survival analysis was applied to the same data, but

inollapsed across the three county clinics and targeted
more specifically at the durability of treatment effects.
"From a social cost-benefits perspective, an overall
assessment of treatment intervention is the appropriate
level of analysis. However, there are further questions

f concerning comparative effectiveness during and after

b treatment that survivorship analysis can also address.
... After-treatment effects seem to attenuate rapidly,"
(p. 378). Therefore, survival analysis could be used to
test the durability of treatment effects and even the

dorder in which effects attenuate over time. This was an

yimportant technical advance not available to the DARP
étb] TOPS research teams.

5 &mthe study, the 297 MM clients who had been
successfully followed more than six years after enter-
ing clinic treatment were interviewed according to the
methods following:

nowBriefly, the procedure involves the preparation, before

Figur
Outcome of Metha

100

90

80

Probability of Surviving
iy
o

w
o

N
o

Survival Curves of Seven Outcome Variables

e 6-4
done Maintenance

Crime

- Drug-Dealing
Incarceration
~ Readdiction

Unemployment

Tx Discharge

=
o

Any Drug Use

18 36

Time in Months After Beg

54 72

inning MM Treatment

Adapted from: Anglin & Fisher, 1987

6-

21



the interview, of a schematic time sheet that shows all
known arrests and intervals of incarceration, legal supe
vision, and methadone treatment - data that can be
obtained from the criminal justice system and treat-
ment program records. In discussion with the subjects,
the interviewer first establishes the date of first narcotic
use on the time chart and then proceeds chronologically
over time to the point when narcotic use changes

... Data are then collected on narcotic use, employmen
criminal behavior, and certain other variables for that
interval. The interviewer repeats this process for the
next and following intervals, each recorded interval
being initiated by a change in status or use, up to the
date of the interview. Each interval recorded is homoge
neous in terms of narcotic use, legal status, and drug
treatment enrollment. Each point in the addiction caree
of the subject is thus measured in terms of these and
other variables. (pp. 118-119)

Using this method, Anglin and Fisher were able to
track the behavior of nearly 300 MM clients from the

time of program admission, through discharge, and [fd

up to six years thereafter, in seven domains - (1) cri
nal behavior, (2) drug dealing, (3) incarceration, (4)
any drug use, (5) readdiction to heroin, (6) employ-
ment, and (7) discharge from the MM program. The

typical sequence of events could be established in {

way, and the statistical risk of various outcomes at
different points in time could be estimated for the
average MM client. Results are shown in Figure 6-4

As can be seen in this figure, and as had already be
suggested by the TOPS researchers, few MM patie
abstain entirely from illicit drug use. Little more tha
one-third of MM patients are abstaining entirely whi
in treatment, a proportion that drops to about a qua
within 12 months after entry, and then gradually
declines to less than 10% as the years accumulate.
the authors note, "... any drug use was typically
followed by job loss, then a return to dealing, after
which came discharge from the program, readdictio
commission of crime, and eventually incarceration,”
386).

However, this is not the pattern followed even by m
patients, and the survival curves for the variables of
principal socioeconomic interest - crime, incarcerati
drug-dealing and unemployment - are considerably
more encouraging. By the end of the six-year follow
up, the probability of "surviving" (not committing)
crime has shrunk only to about 50%, and has clearl
that time reached asymptote, probably not to declin
further by an appreciable amount. The probability g
not having been incarcerated at any time during the
follow-up has shrunk only to about 40%, as has the
probability of not being involved in drug dealing, anc
S0 on.

These results are considerably in advance of the ex
sive relapse rates typically expected in the treatmen

Chapter 6

"hard core" drug addicts, especially those exposed

I-merely to a drug-satiation (methadone) treatment
regime without any adjunctive services in many cases.
They speak powerfully to both the robustness and
durability of treatment effects.

The analyses' results showed immediate during-
treatment and enduring post-treatment effects. The
former finding is common in methadone maintenance
evaluation studies ... The latter finding is less frequently
reported and it is often assumed that posttreatment
effects attenuate rapidly. Since the duration of treatment
is markedly different across the three [county] programs
... itis likely that the differences in the posttreatment
outcomes are related to time-in-treatment effects. (p.
385)

=

e

. In the final report of the Drug Abuse Research Group

rgeviewed in this section, Hser, Anglin and Chou (1988)

I.,.ffeveloped the idea that treatment not be viewed in
erms of a single instance or a single "dose," with treat-
ment effects being related only to that criterion

. instance. The study instead pursued the view of the

hi@ddiction career” - not the immediately pretreatment
use level, nor the single treatment episode - as the
phenomenon of interest in drug treatment evaluation.

=

[A] subject's treatment history is rarely a single episode,
but rather is often characterized by several intermittent
and sequential episodes. The cumulative effects of treat-
NS ment are thus often not included in studies where only
1 one treatment episode is investigated. The addiction
€ career history and its embedded treatment periods may
ter cover a long period, often spanning several decades. (p.
548).
As
Therefore in the authors' view, "... the cumulative
effect of treatment on addicts' behavior is a more
nsocially meaningful assessment to make than evaluat-
(mg isolated treatment episodes," (p. 549). This is
clearly a view that has gathered momentum in evalua-
tion research. As Hubbard and French (1991)
bgemarked in a major review of drug abuse treatment
effectiveness,
on,
Weighing the costs and benefits for a specific treatment
episode has been a typical approach for benefit-cost
models. ... Summing the intreatment and posttreatment
bybenefits often yields a favorable ratio of benefits to costs
for society; indeed, in most cases the benefits of provid-
ing treatment are substantially higher than the costs.
...[However,] if one considers the costs of previous and
subsequent treatment in calculating the benefit-cost
ratios, reduction in expected future treatment costs could
be considered as part of the benefit equation. A broader
perspective requires a summing of all treatment costs
compared with the benefits. Thus, the accumulation of
CeShenefits over a drug-using career after initial treatment
t ofshould be compared with the accumulating costs of

ren

y
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)
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treatment over that career. (pp. 99-100).

Accordingly, the Hser and her colleagues were not

their first enrollment, (2) a moderate participation
(MP) group that had used methadone 34 to 66% of the
time, (3) a considerable participation (CP) group that

interested in evaluating the intreatment and posttreathad used methadone 67 to 90% of the time, and (4) a

ment changes in addicts' behavior, as they did not
consider these indices the best gauge of treatment
effects in a population with many embedded "interm
tent" and "sequential” bouts of treatment.

Instead, using the two databases on public methadg
maintenance patients developed by the UCLA grouy
the first consisting of the data presented in Anglin e
(1989) at the beginning of this section, the second
consisting of the Southern California data just
discussed in Anglin and Fisher (1987) and Fisher a
Anglin (1987) - the authors accumulated data on 72
patients over a long period of time, spanning many
treatment admissions for some patients.

As will be recalled from the group's interview
technique, inquiry with each subject commenced at
time of first drug use and continued until the time of
the interview, so that data spanning the entire addig
career of the individual were ready for analysis. Int
current study, the authors found African-American
patients to be so poorly represented numerically in
their data that the authors chose to exclude the few|
cases that were present rather than risk making uny
ranted conclusions about African-American MM
patients on the basis of such limited information.
Hispanics, though, were well represented. The fina
sample consisted of 251 white men and 283 white
women, and 141 Chicanos and 45 Chicanas.

All had been followed by interview from the beginnir
of their drug use, through MM treatment and other

drug treatment episodes, and for four to six years post

admission. The data were then collapsed into threg
categories: (1) Behavior before first treatment, (2)
behavior during "on-treatment" periods, including
sporadic treatment, and (3) behavior during "off- tre
ment" periods, inclusive of any time between sporag
treatment episodes as well as (the more usual)
posttreatment period.

Interview data were culled for information in twelve
domains: (1) daily narcotics use, use of (2) cannabi
(3) nonnarcotics and (4) alcohol, (5) marital status,
spouses' drug use, (7) spouses' use of methadone
maintenance, (8) employment, (9) receipt of welfare
other public assistance, (10) drug dealing, (11)
commis- sion of property crime and (12) legal super|
sion.

Finally, because of the interest of other groups (e.g
DARP and TOPS) on the time in treatment effect, H

et al conducted separate analyses after dividing eac

gender and ethnic group into four cells: (1) the
extremely low participation (LP) group which had us
methadone treatment less than 33% of the time sin

full participation (FP) group that had used methadone
_almost continuously (91-100% of the time) since first
Itenrolling in a clinic. The graphical output of the study
on three of the principal outcome indicators - daily
narcotics use, property crime, and employment - was
rven for each gender and ethnic group. These data are
D eollapsed across gender and ethnic identity, and are
t plesented in Figure 6-5.

As can be seen in this figure, behaviors of principal
dlinical and socioeconomic interest - daily narcotics
Ouse, property crime, and employment - are strongly and
positively affected by treatment. Even while addicts
are no longer in treatment or are between treatment
episodes, these treatment effects are still apparent.
Though there is a great deal of individual variation,
th@d there is variation due to gender and ethnicity that
are in the original Hser et al (1988) figures but are not
tidiastrated here, treatment effects for methadone
h@aintenance are generalized and durable. This
argument is lent still more weight in view of the fact
that the baseline of comparison used in the Hser data is
not based on a highly symptomatic immediately
V@gretreatment period, but includes all drug-related activ-
ity after initial exposure to narcotics and up until the
I time of first clinic admission.
Regardless of sex, ethnicity, or the amount of treatment
involvement, dramatic improvements were observed in
all groups while addicts were in treatment in terms of
reduced daily narcotics use, dealing activities and
property crime involvement, and increased employment.
hst-During periods when addicts were not in treatment after
treatment discharge(s), these improvements are reduced,
but rarely achieve the same levels as in the pretreatment
baseline. (p. 557).

19

Al=

i hese results, which have been widely cited as a

ignificant methodological advance and a unique look
at the effects of treatment, appear, as well, to have

important cost-benefit implications. "Entry into the
MM treatment dramatically reduced deviant behaviors,
’é{lemselves. The reduction in social costs achieved by
eatment has been shown to be much more than those
{ﬂgsts reduced or avoided by the kinds of symptomatic
provement shown in this and other studies can only
benefit of decreasing HIV transmission which should
also be delivered by the kinds of positive effects shown
h
ed

.. which are costly to society as well as to the addicts
sts required for treatment," (p. 567). These social
Vi
ave been underestimated, in view of the additional
ég?re (e.g., Ball et al, 1988)
ce

Summary oF CosT-Benerit REsearcH
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Chapter 6

Anglin and Hser (1990), in their review of a literatureé dimensions of concern to society. Most of the data
based principally on long-term treatment with crimi-| presented here, from DARP, TOPS and the Drug

nally involved opiate users, make a number of Abuse Research Group, support this view. Second,
judicious remarks. First, they note that treatment wijtthey note that coerced or criminally involved clients do
this population is difficult and that dropout rates are| as well as uncoerced or voluntary clients. In fact,
high, but most treatment, once initiated, produces | coerced clients do better on some dimensions in some
improvements in a variety of outcome dimensions, | studies, and nowhere is there indication that coercion
including opiate and nonopiate drug use, criminality, with criminally involved patients produces a counter-
drug-dealing, legitimate employment, and other therapeutic effect. In this Technical Appraisal, data

Figure 6-5

Patient Functioning Before MM, In MM, and Out of MM Treatment:
Response to Low, Moderate, Considerable and Full Involvement in Treatment
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m TOPS were adduced to justify this conclusion.

Third, cultural and other demographic characteristic
of clients may determine who is able to make entry
the treatment system, but, once in, these characteri
have little to do with who succeeds. Rather, the pic
is similar to that obtaining in alcohol research, wher
good prognostic markers include stability, relatively
low pretreatment symptom levels (e.g., low criminal
drug-dealing, etc.), low levels of psychiatric

complaints, and positive program parameters (i.e., &

professional staff with low turnover and high morale)).

Many of the data already discussed support this
conclusion, and more are presented in the next sec

Finally and perhaps most importantly, Anglin and H:s
argue that success is related to time-in-treatment.

Retention in the treatment system, accountability of
patients and their reporting officers, and good follow

through with treatment plans, all are implicated here.

The importance of treatment tenure with narcotics
users seems to be a very general and well replicate
finding though, again, intervening variables such as
patient motivation rather than time-in-treatmpat se

the rise of chemical dependency (CD) units in the

private residential and hospital sector. They consid-
sered the use of narcotic detox technology, and even the
tgpotential for drug abuse treatment in prison, where
sti&®6 of inmates report receiving some form of treat-
tureent while incarcerated, typically equivalent in inten-
esity (and perhaps effect) to outpatient drug-free or

Narcotics Anonymous (NA) programming. They
tywummed up the literature in the following terms:

There is qualified evidence that methadone maintenance,
therapeutic communities, and outpatient nonmethadone
programs are [cost-beneficial]. ... When methadone
tionmaintenance was implemented ..., the individual and
social benefits over several years were substantially
higher than the costs of delivering the treatment. The
overall benefits of therapeutic community treatment

were also substantial, but the near-term costs were
higher .., thus yielding generally higher but still favor-
able cost-benefit ratios. The benefits of outpatient
nonmethadone programs are smaller than those of
methadone maintenance or therapeutic communities, but
the costs are low and the yields are favorable.

(p. 847).

A

ser

o

may be most important to developing a good clinical This dearth of information, unfortunately, still holds

outcome.

When these conditions are met, data examined in d
in this Technical Appraisal show very encouraging
cost-benefit ratios for substance abuse treatment w
narcotics users. In the TOPS studies, ratios of beng
to costs as high as 4:1 have been produced, lending
much weight to the wisdom of providing treatment
rather than just coercive control to narcotics addictg
including those referred through the criminal justice
system.

Another encouraging result from this literature is the
durability and possible additivity of treatment effects
as shown in both DARP and TOPS, as well as in thg¢
studies of the UCLA group. Treatment continues tg
have an effect, even when the patient has complete
treatment or, more frequently, has dropped out of tr
ment and not yet returned. And many patients do
return: TOPS showed that about one-third of its stu
group, most of whom dropped out of treatment at s
point, were readmitted during the follow-up period,
after an average absence of only 12 months. The
robust finding on the positive treatment benefits tha
even these "dropouts" may have enjoyed, and may
have returned to treatment to get more of, encourag
further research on the "addictive career" and the
"treatment career" concepts, and may have a result
clinical outcome research more generally.

In an extensive review, Gerstein and Lewin (1990)
brought up to date the picture of the kinds of treatm
examined in this section. They took as look, for
instance, at the more recent domination of TC resid

true. This is especially so in cost-effectiveness (CEA)

research, examined next. As already noted, virtually
etdilsocioeconomic research on addictions treatment

with narcotics users focuses on issues of cost-benefit,
tlalready reviewed. Calls for CEA data are growing, for
ofits Apsler (1991) has noted:

J
Demands for more capacity to treat drug abusers have

escalated sharply in response to large increases in
cocaine use and concerns about the spread of the human
immunodeficiency virus by intravenous (IV) drug users.
These demands come at a time when the country is
running a large budget deficit, many states are struggling
to avoid budget deficits, and private insurers are under
great pressure to restrain health care expenditures. In
this climate of rising demand for drug abuse treatment
coupled with severe limits on the availability of funds,

d  scarce treatment resources must be carefully allocated so
£al-as to maximize their impact. (Apsler & Harding, 1991).

iy
me

A

D

COST— EFFECTIVEN ESS

The difficulty of conducting quality CEA research in
[ the treatment of serious narcotic problems has so far
proved quite daunting. A principal difficulty, of
esourse, in the conduct of CEA research has to do with
the kinds of patient-treatment matching and self-
M®election pressures that the large prospective cohort
studies like DARP and TOPS did not attempt to
control: That is, patients with different types of
problems tend to be recommended to, and tend to self-
eBelect for, different major treatment modalities.

EMS the extent that the problems treated by these

bv cocaine addictiomat chaaes in MMpolicy. and at
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modalities differ in severity, they lack the requireme
for a powerful CEA test, which should compare on t
basis of cost and effectiveness different treatments
the same problem in the same population. One stu
which attempted, unsuccessfully, to crack the rand

assignment nut in the traditional style of the random

ized clinical trial (RCT) is reviewed in the next
section.

BALE ET AL (1984)

Three Therapeutic Communities: A Prospective
Controlled Study of Narcotic Addiction Treatment,
Process and Two-Year Follow-up Res(Bsle et al,
1984) was to have been an important step in the
evaluation of the treatment of serious drug addictior
Designed and conducted in the mid-1980's by a lar
research team at one of the premier clinical researc
centers in the country, the Palo Alto Veterans Admi
istration Medical Center, the study was designed:

to overcome many of the limitations of past investiga-
tions of residential communities. Specifically, the
design was prospective, with comprehensive baseline
data gathered at intake and a wide variety of variables
assessed at follow-up in a personal interview in which a|
urine sample was collected. All patients who began
treatment were followed up and 96% were located,
including a comparison group who were in treatment a
few days for withdrawal only. Finally, a measure of
experimental control over patient differences was
afforded by randomly assigning patients to the three
communities. (p. 186).

The experimental aim, to test the relative efficacy of
three different TCs under the control of the same
research team, has not been attempted before or si

Table 6-12

Cell Cross-Over Effects in Study of
"Three Therapeutic Communities”

TREATMENT

TOTAL FAMILY QUAD. SATORI

INITIAL
ASSIGNMENT

Family 76 14 12 11

Quadrant s 139 35 18

Satori 134 11 34

Other (MM or Detox ) 213 19 16

Total 562 25 77 79

Source: Bale et al, 1984

Chapter 6

ntn the study, Bale and his colleagues assigned 348 male
heeterans to one of three TC environments - (1) The
faramily, a peer confrontation program "with direct
dynistorical roots to Synanon," (2) Quadrants, a program
niwith a more professionally oriented atmosphere and
-staff, and (3) Satori, a loosely organized environment
with the atmosphere of "a college dormitory during
finals." Another 213 subjects initially selected brief
narcotic detox and were to be used as a comparison
group. Treatment in each of the units was to typically
last 180 days. After discharge, subjects were followed
up either by in-person interview or, for those who had
moved away, telephone survey. Data were taken on
heroin use and the use of other illicit drugs, alcohol
use, criminal involvement, vocational adjustment, and
1.performance on other outcome indicators.
ge
hThe results show clearly the difficulty of bringing
Nvolunteer patients into an environment as demanding
as a TC, and the extreme difficulty of doing RCT-type
research with this clinical population. "If the efficacy
of a drug abuse treatment program is measured in part
by its ability to both attract and retain patients in treat-
mer;t, all programs were relatively ineffective," (p.
189).

Table 6-12 shows the ultimate disposition of cases. Of
the 76 cases that were assigned to the Family, 14
remained in their assignment cell, 23 went to the other
programs and more than half migrated to the minimal
care or detox-only condition. Among the 139 assigned
to Quadrants, 35 stayed, 20 went to the other programs,
and nearly two-thirds migrated to minimal care. Of

the 134 that were assigned to Satori, 34 stayed, 15
went to other programs, and 85 went elsewhere.

nce.

This kind of breakdown of the randomization protocol
was caused by allowing patients to make a "free
choice" of treatment condition after observing a
waiting period if they felt the original assignment was
not suitable. This severe failure, which may have been
unavoidable for the need to preserve the ecological
validity of the research environment at Palo Alto VA in
the larger sense, completely compromised the experi-
mental value of the study, as a variety of important
self-selection biases, including those that could
reasonably be expected to influence outcome, were
revealed in post-hoc comparisons of the actual, if not
initially assigned, treatment samples.

Surprisingly, none of the three programs was able to
induce much more than a quarter of its assigned
patients into treatment. Most patients self-selected for
detox-only, MM or other minimal intervention. For
those who did stay, median length of treatment (from
six to 11.5 weeks, depending on the TC) was well
below the minimum threshold of efficacy suggested by
DARP (which suggested a three-month minimum stay)
and TOPS (which suggested a six- to 12-month
minimum). Perhas for this reasarfNone of the
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programs did better in terms of heroin use than the
withdrawal-only group at follow-up," (p. 190).

Bale et al (1984), however great a scientific disap-

pointment, has been an important object lesson for
field of evaluation research with a seriously impaire
difficult to control group like narcotics users. It was

ultimately, though, not informative in regard to treat-

ment effectiveness, and particularly not in regard to

cost-effectiveness. What little there is to say on the

subject must be gleaned, as before, from the large
prospective cohort studies discussed already in the
preceding section, and from the following suggestiv
report.

BaLL, Lan, Mevers & Friebman (1988)

This report, prepared by researchers at the NIDA
Addiction Research Center in Baltimore, is another

of the very rare studies to test the differential efficad
of apparently equivalent, or nearly equivalent, treat-

ment programs for serious narcotic addicts. In

response to the growth of HIV as a focus of scientifi

and public concern, in this report:

the principal research issue is to ascertain the effective

ness of methadone maintenance treatment in reducing
drug use and concomitant needle sharing practices
among addict patients. Specifically, four research

guestions were addressed: 1) To what extent does long
term methadone maintenance treatment reduce 1V drug
use and needle-sharing?; 2) Are some program marked

more (or less) effective than others?; 3) To what extent
and how rapidly does relapse occur when patients leav
treatment?; and 4) Are patient characteristics or progra
characteristics more important in reducing IV use and
needle-sharing during treatment? (p. 215)

The results of the study, while not formatted in strai

cost-effectiveness terms, are illustrative of the kinds of

program parameters that must be constantly borne
mind when cost-effectiveness of the treatment of
serious narcotic addiction is being contemplated.

The authors selected for study 633 male MM patien
distributed among six methadone maintenance clini

in three different Eastern cities, two each in the citig

of New York, Baltimore and Philadelphia. "We
selected only large stable programs with average of
above-average staff/patient ratios in order to exclud
transitory or grossly inadequate programs,” (p. 216)
Both patient characteristics and treatment process
variables were studied, with thorough review of
records bolstering in-person baseline and follow-up
interviews, including the Addiction Severity Index, f
which the patients were paid. Initial data were

collected in 1985-1986, and 506 patients were intert

viewed for follow-up a year later.

Many of these patients had been in treatment for

several years at the time of their recruitment.
Altogether, data were available on nearly 400 subjects
covering a baseline assessment window of varying
lengths, the admission period, and up to four-years of
titeeatment experience. Another 107 subjects who left
d treatment early were also followed. Principal focus
was on IV drug and needle-sharing as outcome
variables, a fortunate choice given the many health
(and potential cost-offset) implications of IV drug use
practices.

The results as a whole support those of the studies
P already reviewed. "Almost one-fifth of the patients ...
gave up their IV use at the time of admission. ... This
finding establishes that [MM] can stop IV use rapidly
among some heroin addicts." A continued decline in
IV use was observed for as long as the patients
remained in treatment, with the largest drop occurring
oaeound the time of clinic admission.
y
Figure 6-6 shows the rate of IV drug use reported by
those continuously in MM treatment over a four-year
cperiod. As shown in that Figure, the rate of IV drug
use, and thus the rate of possible HIV infection from
needle-sharing, is cut by more than two-thirds by atten-
l\;}lance at a methadone clinic.
This has important health implications, given the high
proportion (36.4%) of the sample who reported having
“shared needles during their last period of IV use.
IyJust as impressive, from the cost-effectiveness point of
view, however, were differences in program
» performance.
" The six methadone maintenance programs varied greatly
in effectiveness of reducing IV drug use among patients
in treatment ... Four of the programs were reasonably
t effective; IV use stopped among 75 to 90 percent of
their patients. In two programs, however, over 56
percent of the patients were till injecting drugs. (p. 221)

Oh

n

By looking at their information on treatment process
variables, the authors were able to identify sources of
rogram variation that accounted for the majority of

t he variance in current IV use.

C

SFirst, adequate methadone dosage was found to be an
important determinant of success. As methadone dose
decreased, patients were more likely to turn to IV use
of narcaotics in, perhaps, a substitutive way. Also

" important, however, were a variety of characteristics
descriptive of the well administered clinic, on the one
hand, vs. the haphazard clinic on the other.

e

P jtisa major finding that some methadone maintenance
programs are markedly more effective than others in
reducing IV drug use and needle-sharing among their
patients because these differences in treatment outcome
are related to definite program variables. The more
effective programs have high patient retention rates
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27



(especially long-term retention rates), high rates of
scheduled attendance, a close, consistent, and endurin
relationship between staff and patients, and year-to-yeg
stability of treatment staff. Conversely, the less effec-
tive programs are characterized by poor patient atten-
dance, inadequate methadone medication, and high rat
of staff turnover. (p. 223).

It should be recalled that the programs were selecte
from among a fairly equivalent group with average @
above average staffing patterns. Their specializatiqg
MM delivery, and the status of this modality as a
highly systematized and replicable treatment systen
probably indicates that the programs had few unit-c
differences that could not be accounted for by geog
phy and location. The authors were frank in stating
that they did not expect to find large performance

differences that were not based on patient characte
tics. Very large differences, however, were observe

These arguments, though no cost data are provided
the report, converge toward a conclusion about the
cost-effectiveness of MM treatments as being varial
suggesting that higher CEA ratios will be found ama
programs of the "successful” type described above.

ProspecTive LonaiTubinaL CoHorT Stubies

Chapter 6

longitudinal studies (DARP and TOPS) surveyed in
J detail earlier in this chapter, cost-effectiveness data, as
I'opposed to the cost-benefit data amply reviewed, are
extremely rare. In one of the DARP reports (Sells &
Simpson, 1979), some findings on differential treat-
Fent effectiveness are reported - that TCs, for
example, are superior on most outcome indicators to
| MM, that DF shows good effects also on most indica-
ors and may be especially well suited to young
Qﬁtients, that MM has powerful effects on opiate use
d criminality but is unsuccessful on most other
A indices, etc. - but they are specific to the youngest
%gtients in the DARP sample, and are completely
[

r
n

? mpromised by the kinds of self-selection pressures
scussed at the beginning of this section.

" he only finding on differential treatment effective-
ess, and thus cost-effectiveness, that appears to
urface reliably in DARP, TOPS, the studies of the

rug Abuse Research Group, even in Ball et al (1988),

time-in-treatment. Time-in-treatment is the one

) ariable always observed to carry enormous weight in

héwﬁost outcome studies of criminally involved drug users

d narcotic addicts.

The relationship between tenure and outcome does not
appear to be a simple or straightforward one. A
minimum threshold of three months above which

Among the voluminous findings of the large-scale

100%

Last Addiction Period

Admission

Figure 6-6

Effect of Methadone Maintenance on Intravenous Drug Use:
Proportion of 388 Male Patients Reporting IV Use

28.9%

Interview

<— |n Treatiment ————>

Adapted from: Ball et al, 1988
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treatment begins to "take," and below which outcomeThough the research reviewed in this chapter focuses
fails to differ from rapid dropouts, has been suggestedrincipally on issues of cost-benefit and, to a much
as have somewhat longer periods. As we've alreadymore limited degree, on issues of cost-effectiveness,

noted, the influence of client characteristics and

several conclusions appear warranted.

attitudes such as motivational variables and of program o _ _ _
parameters on treatment tenure is not well understqairst, addictions treatment with narcotics users is

at this time. However the basic link between favora

outcome and time spent in treatment, much more th

intensity of treatment, appears to be well supported
throughout the literature reviewed here.

e

In the kinds of treatment provided to narcotics users

the per-unit cost of additional treatment provided
beyond the "threshold" amount required to produce

minimum effect - that is, the "marginal cost" or "cost
on the margin” of the treatment that begins to prody

a measurable and durable clinical effect - tails off
sharply over time. Marginal costs decline after the

service-rich admission and early treatment era, whe

assessment and treatment planning is heavy and w

program administrators are busy with the paperwork

ands record-keeping of the case. This observation,
combined with the very strong effect of time-in-

treatment, leads in a very clear way to the conclusidg

that programs with good retention rates, especially
those that are able to keep patients allied with the ¢
provider for a respectable fraction of a year or longe
are most cost-effective.

This conclusion is in all likelihood general and robus
In the literature reviewed, positive changes are evid
for both coerced and noncoerced clients, and in bot
restrictive (residential) and nonrestrictive (outpatien
treatment contexts, so long as treatment is sustaine
This is not to say that treatment must be sustained
single episode. "Recycling through new or repeate
treatment episodes is a common pattern and may b
necessary for some clients to accumulate significan
treatment effects. The considerations suggest that
lifetime cost-benefit for individuals whose drug
dependence career is modified by treatment is an
important measure of cumulative and aggregate tre
ment efficacy" (Hser & Anglin, 1991, p. 74).

An additional cost-effectiveness advantage, then, m
flow to programs which, losing clients to attrition, ar
able to re-attract them, or are able to attract for the
time patients who have been treated elsewhere bef
and lost to follow-up. However, the argument conce
ing marginal cost, combined with the strong and ext
sively replicated finding on time-in-treatment, rende
nearly conclusive the idea that sustained treatment
CJS populations has the best hope for showing attr
tive CEA ratios.

CONCLUSIONS

lighly attractive from the perspective of costs and

abenefits when patients are retained in treatment beyond
what may be a threshold length of at least several
months. Positive effects of therapy can then be
observed on indices of reduced use of narcotics, less
intravenous use and needle-sharing, reduced use of
other illicit drugs, much reduced levels of predatory

5, crime and other legal involvement, less abusive drink-
ing and use of cannabis, less pronounced signs of

adepression, and increased gainful employment.

c8econd, enough work with patients from a variety of
ethnic and racial backgrounds, age ranges, levels of
police involvement and both genders is available to
nindicate that these treatment effects are fairly general,
heeing observable across the populations treated.
Moreover, the effect of court involvement, once
thought to hopelessly compromise the privacy of the
patient and his/her ability to form a good therapeutic
ralliance, appears if anything to keep patients in treat-
ment longer and help them to achieve a more favorable
aemd stable outcome.
lr’
Third, the larger and better longitudinal cohort studies
which have followed patients for up to six years and
stmore after admission show that treatment gains are
edurable. TOPS is especially clear on this, showing that
hwhat were formerly thought to be treatment gains
bvisible only while treatment is active are instead
ddetectable five years out.
as a
I Fourth, the innovative work of the Drug Abuse
eResearch Group shows that the effects may be additive
t across many treatment episodes, slowly aggregating
thentil the problematic behavior of patients in this once
"untreatable" group are substantially reduced. This
intriguing finding on the internal consistency of a
attreatment careeeffect is an important development
from which addictions research generally may benefit.

igkifth, most research shows that effects not specifically
p targeted by treatment - such as vocational planning, in
firstost cases, or alcohol or cannabis use, in many
pliastances - are not as robust as those built in to the
erireatment regime. These are effects that, in the case of
eproductive employment, have important consequences
rfor the CBA effects of treatment and, in the case of
wétkcessive drinking, for the eventual profile of cost-
noffsets. Both should be more vigorously pursued by
addictions programmers working with narcotics users
as well as others.

Sixth, given the very high risk behavior of many
narcotics addicts with criminalstice involvement
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and given also the ability of quality treatment to dim
ish IV drug use and its attendant risks for HIV trans
mission, it is almost certain that the total benefits to
society, estimated to be in ratios as high as 4:1, are
seriously underestimated. When the potential effec
of narcotic drug use, cocaine addiction or HIV positi
ity on fetuses carried by pregnant addicts is factore
true CBA ratios must be much higher than even the
positive ones adduced here. This is material for the
next chapterAddictions Treatment with Pregnant
Womenand will be discussed there. Several of thes
points indicate the potential for real savings from a
cost-offset as well as a cost-benefit perspective, as
as the potential for collateral cost-offsets.

It is far less clear that any one treatment is more eff
tive, much less more cost-effective, than others with
this treatment population. Although a nhumber of

models specific to criminal justice populations and
narcotic users have been proposed (e.g. ONDCP,
1991), there has been no consensus in this area,
though a national model developed by the Americar
Society of Addiction Medicine (ASAM, 1991) is bein
tested and is gaining in acceptance. From both a c
cal and research perspective, the use of more gene
criteria as opposed to ones specific to criminal justi
populations and narcotic users would be preferable
is probably only on the basis of this kind of sensible
distribution of cases, each reaching an appropriate
level of care with appropriate treatment elements, th
meaningful socioeconomic research, and more
meaningful clinical research, can even be attempte(

The issue of patient assessment and treatment plag
ment will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 8 -
Conclusions and Recommendations

However, the very clear implication of most of the
research reviewed here speaks more to the second

of Apsler and Harding: Improved retention and more

vigorous follow-up. The work of Hser and her
colleagues on treatment additivity shows that treatn
benefits are not entirely lost when patients exit therg
but they appear to be less robust and durable when
treatment terminates too soon. Much more attentio
needs to be paid to the very substantial problem of
retaining patients in treatment. Moreover, new work
needs to be undertaken to find better and more vigg
ous ways to follow-up patients who discontinue, an
to entice back those who have dropped out of sight,
The diminished marginal costs of providing extra
"doses" of treatment in outpatient drug-free counsel
methadone maintenance, or therapeutic community
residence lends support to the cost-effectiveness of
notion.

Brief treatment does not appear efficacious, and the
fore cannot be cost-efficacious, with narcotics addid

and perhaps with others who are criminally involved.

It is likelv that treatments administered $taffs of the

Chapter 6

rkind described as successful by Ball and his colleagues
- organizationally stable, satisfied with their agency
and their caseload, with access to required medication
resources, etc. - will prove themselves to be among the

tanost clinically effective, but not among the least

vexpensive. Narcotics users require treatment that is

J inyolved and sustained. The results adduced in the
first section of this chapter show that treatment of this
sort is likely to pay off handsomely from the cost-
benefit perspective.

5e
Treatment of pre-existing alcoholism in drug addicts,

whk use of other drugs by methadone maintenance
patients, the relapse potential of drug addicts who
drink, and other "cross addictions" relationships

ecemains to be addressed. Hopefully, future research
will clarify some of these issues. Finally, the creative
work with collateral health care benefits in the general
clinical populations has not had the equivalent interest
or examination in criminal justice or narcotic abuser
populations. This issue will be discussed in more

1 detail in Chapter 8 €onclusions and

gRecommendations
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