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Housing,
Community
Support, and
Homelessness

Emerging Policy

in Mental Health

Systems

Paul J. Carling, Ph.D.

This article summarizes the dramatic changes in public policy through which public

mental health systems are attempting to meet the housing and community support needs

ofpersons with severe and persistent mental illnesses, including those who are homeless.

It traces the historical approach to meeting these needs through definingpeople principally

as patients andproviding some combination ofpsychotropic medications, outpatient

therapy, and structured, supervised quasi-institutional settings such as group homes,

shelters, and segregated single-room-occupancy, or board-and-care facilities. A transition

phase in public policy has emphasized defining these individuals essentially as service recipi-

ents who need greater or lesser amounts ofcommunity support services to avoid institution-

alization. This policy focus, while less institutionally oriented than past policies, did little

to alter the kinds ofhousing approachesplannedfor them. An emerging set ofvalues and

policies, which represents a paradigm shift in the field, nowfocuses on thesepersons first as

people and as citizens, with rights, responsibilities, and needs like those of all citizens. Impli-

cations of this new set ofpoliciesfor mental health systems are discussed.

This article summarizes emerging trends in providing individuals with serious and

persistent mental illnesses, including those who are homeless, with decent, safe,

and affordable housing, along with the supports they need to participate fully in the

lives of America's communities. Meeting these needs is a significant public policy

challenge, one which has been the subject of considerable debate, as well as what

appears to be a somewhat surprising policy consensus in recent years. On the one

hand, the literature describes the "failure of deinstitutionalization" and the need for

"asylum," 1 the national crisis of homelessness,2 the low quality of community and hos-

pital programs in mental health,
3 and the orientation toward "maintenance" rather

than rehabilitation
4
in most public mental health service systems. Although mental

health policies stress the need for community support systems, 5 most resources are

still used for institutional programs, 6 and the broad implementation of "model" com-

munity support programs appears to be a rare phenomenon. 7 The literature also

includes debates about the lack of attention to consumers' rights.
8

Paul J. Carling, who teaches courses in public mental health systems and psychiatric rehabilitation at University

of Vermont, Department ofPsychology, is executive director, Centerfor Community Change through Housing

and Support, Burlington.
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On the other hand, we also find significant attention paid in the literature to the

development of more effective community support services,
9 acknowledgement of

the importance of consumer empowerment, 10 more responsive and respectful clinical

interventions, 11 and a clearer emphasis on meeting basic needs for homes, jobs, and

friends, which all citizens share.
12

Considering these dramatically conflicting views, it has been suggested that the

field is in the midst of a "paradigm shift." Ridgway and Zipple summarize the major

dimensions of this shift as a home (not residential treatment settings); choice (not

placement); normal roles (not a patient or client role); client control (not staff control);

social integration (not grouping by disability); in vivo learning in permanent settings

(not transitional preparatory settings); individualized flexible services and supports

(not standardized levels of service); and a focus on the most facilitative environments,

and on long term supports (rather than on the least restrictive environment, and

"independence"). 13

The implications of this paradigm shift for public policy have been described by Car-

ling
14
as representing a fundamental change in assumptions about the people that sys-

tems serve, from an era of institutional and facility-based thinking that characterized

people essentially as "patients," to a "transitional" period in which people were seen

principally as "service recipients" needing a primarily professional support system, 15
to

a world view in which people are seen as "citizens" with a potential for, and a right to,

full community participation and integration.
16 In this respect, it is interesting to note

the parallel evolution of public mental health policy in Canada, in which the case is the

major policy thrust— rather than being focused on "community support systems," as in

the United States— emphasizing a "framework of supports," 17
in which it is assumed

that people should be primarily sustained through self-help and peer support, then

draw on "folk" or "natural" support systems, such as friends, family, neighbors, and

coworkers, then on such generic community services as common social outlets, generic

health care, and so forth, and only then on the professional mental health system. That

system's purpose is not to be the primary treater or intervenor, but the force which bol-

sters the other support networks, so that reliance on professional interventions is either

minimally necessary or significantly reduced over time.

It is clear that the field of public mental health is in the midst of a major rethinking

of the nature, characteristics, and needs of the people it serves and the roles and

responsibilities that derive from dramatically different ways of thinking about its "cus-

tomers." To answer critical questions about whether such a process of rethinking is

likely to effect major changes in public policy nationally, to facilitate the restructuring

of federal, state, and local programs designed to meet the needs of these individuals,

and, most important, lead to observable changes in the life opportunities for these per-

sons, however, it is important to understand the evolution of these changing policies.

During the early years of press attention, the public perception of homelessness, as

well as federal, state, and local policies, focused on people with a mental illness who are

homeless, seemed to assume that these persons represented a distinct subgroup whose

characteristics and needs were fundamentally different from those of other people with

serious and persistent mental illnesses or of citizens in general who carried no label.
18

Such policies and programmatic responses were fueled by the public perception linking

homelessness and mental illness into one amorphous group of "strange" or "marginal"

people. In this context, it is clear why the predominant response of federal, state, and

local government, as well as of mental health professionals, has once again been a focus
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on treatment in specialized settings. Alternative approaches are possible, of course, but

until recently, few systems seemed prepared to tackle what, for mental health policy-

makers, has seemed an overwhelming issue: the lack of affordable housing and limited

availability of high quality, flexible, and attractive community support services.

In fact, there is considerable evidence that the apparent link between homeless-

ness and mental illness is much more complicated. A high proportion of people with

mental illness have never been hospitalized;
19

it is extremely difficult to ascertain the

effects of homelessness, as contrasted with those of mental illness, on the human
psyche; many people with serious mental illness appear to be "episodically homeless,"

moving in and out of a condition of homelessness, often linked to the availability of

income or the use of mental health residential programs or hospitals; and the use of

widely differing definitions of homelessness, including some that categorize all indi-

viduals in psychiatric hospitals or residential programs as "at risk of homelessness"

has become increasingly problematic. 20

Do people with mental illness who are homeless systematically differ from those

with mental illness who have a home? There are few studies where people with mental

illness live. A broad range of studies
21 on where people with this label want to live,

however, reveals a high level of transience and residential instability.

This article assumes that there are no fundamental differences between people

with mental illnesses in general and those who, at a given time, happen to be home-

less. There are, to be certain, particular service approaches that appear to be more

relevant to people who are homeless while they are being served, but at least at pre-

sent, there does not appear to be any substantial evidence that the fundamental needs

of these individuals differ in any significant ways from those of others who are

served in public mental health systems.

Background and Scope of the Problem

Since the late 1950s, this country has significantly reduced public hospital use and

expanded community services.
22 A focus on stable housing linked to supports, how-

ever, has emerged only in the last ten years.
23 Although research has been relatively

scant in this area, major public policy studies have concluded that a majority of the

1.7 to 2.4 million Americans considered "long term mentally ill" based on diagnosis,

disability, and duration of disorder24
live in inadequate housing, lack needed supports,

or are homeless. 25 The problem is complex: without active rehabilitation, many per-

sons lack the skills and supports necessary for successful community living. The
recurring nature of psychiatric disabilities may also result in the loss of housing with

repeated hospitalizations. 26 Housing discrimination is rampant, as landlords refuse

to rent to these individuals.
27 Most people with psychiatric disabilities are poor, with

average annual incomes from $3,000 to $7,000, and unemployment rates as high as

85 percent. 28 A recent national study of the extent to which individuals on a Supple-

mental Security Income (SSI), the most typical income source for individuals served

by public mental health systems, 29 concluded that there is not a single county in the

United States where these individuals can afford either an efficiency or one-bedroom

apartment, using the federal Department of Housing and Urban Development's

(HUD) standard of affordability. This lack of income, coupled with the stigma and

public rejection associated with mental illness, appears to represent the major barrier

that people who are homeless and mentally ill face in their quest for decent housing.
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Failure of public mental health systems to focus on decent and stable housing

means that as many as one third of inpatients remain in psychiatric hospitals unnec-

essarily.
30 Others cycle through emergency rooms and general hospitals in costly and

often inappropriate stays.
31 Others are "placed" in "custodial" nursing and boarding

homes, which lack rehabilitation or treatment, contribute to declines in functioning,

and are often exploitative.
32 The lack of stable housing and support substantially bur-

dens families,
33 who serve as case managers and landlords with little or no support.

Those who do find housing often live in very low-income neighborhoods with sub-

standard dwellings and high crime rates. "Oversaturation" of these neighborhoods

by people with disabilities often leads to community backlash. 34 An increasing

number are homeless: studies reported that as few as 10 percent and as many as

75 percent of people who are homeless have severe psychiatric disabilities
35 although

they have not necessarily used mental hospitals.
36
Finally, these individuals compete

for housing with other low-income groups, most ofwhom are generally viewed as

more suitable tenants.

As public outrage about homelessness has grown, along with the public percep-

tion linking most or all homeless people with deinstitutionalization, and given

traditional role definitions for mental health and traditional assumptions about the

incapacities of "mental patients," many mental health systems have, at least initially,

remained passive as a whole new industry of service providers began developing

alternative "facilities" for this new "special population" of people with mental ill-

ness, such as shelters and segregated single-room-occupancy hotels.
37

The Affordable Housing Crisis

The housing problems faced by people served by public mental health systems

are compounded by dramatic changes in the current housing scene, where a

decade-long decline in affordable housing stock, and the rising cost of housing

in relation to income, reduce access to decent housing for all people with limited

incomes. Home ownership is out of reach of the middle class, as is decent hous-

ing, for most people at or below the poverty level. These trends have included a

cut of nearly 80 percent in federally assisted housing for low-income and special-

needs groups since 1981, and a dramatic increase in homelessness in all parts of

the country.38

Because disabilities can be economically catastrophic, people with disabilities

are disproportionately represented among the "very poor" — those with 20 per-

cent of median income — and even lack access to "affordable housing" programs,

which typically require 50 percent to 80 percent of median income. Paradoxically,

since access to affordable housing has become a national crisis, the public's sup-

port for increased federal and state spending and taxation for this purpose is at an

all-time high. 39 Thus, even as federal housing programs were being cut in 1988,

Congress was drafting sweeping new affordable housing legislation to reverse

these trends,40
as well as new disability-related legislation. Passage of the National

Affordable Housing Act, the Fair Housing Amendments Act, and the Americans

with Disabilities Act all represent a major set of opportunities to introduce inno-

vative strategies for more successful community integration to the public agenda

through a focus on housing.
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Mental Health's Response

Historically, the mental health field has considered housing a social welfare problem

and defined its role as "treatment." The public housing field, reflecting societal stigma,

contends that mental health consumers need "specialized residential programs," for

which mental health is responsible.
41 Housing needs are ignored: residential services

typically produce treatment facilities, not housing. Transitional halfway houses "prolif-

erated in the 1960s. In the 1970s, the concept of a "residential continuum" emerged,

including "quarterway" and "halfway houses"; 42 "three-quarterway houses";43

"family foster care";
44

"crisis alternative models"; 45 "Fairweather Lodges"; 4* "apart-

ment programs"; 47 "boarding homes"; 48 "nursing homes"; 49 and "homeless shelters".
50

These programs have typically been segregated, professionally staffed, and congre-

gate in nature. 51

The Current State of Practice

A national survey of over twenty-five hundred community residential programs in all

states serving adults with psychiatric disabilities
52 found that a relatively small number

of agencies actually provide these services in most states. In spite of the continuum

model, few agencies offer more than one option. Most programs were large congregate

facilities, accounting for fewer than a quarter of the settings but most of the residents.

Newer supervised apartment programs use larger numbers of standard-size house-

holds, an approach more consistent with "normalization" principles. 53 Intermediate

care facilities, nursing homes, and shelters had few formal ties with mental health

services. Transitional housing, with time limits, was not as common as expected.

Most programs provided long-term services. Residential services, although assumed

to be "intensive," are staffed primarily by paraprofessionals who have not been

trained in the traditional mental health care disciplines. Follow-up services were

essentially informal, suggesting that efforts to assist clients to find and maintain stable

housing may be relatively weak. Sixty thousand individuals received services from

these residential programs. Extrapolating that figure to the survey universe, the

authors concluded that, nationally, fewer than 5 percent of people with psychiatric

disabilities live in such settings.
54 This is consistent with state estimates that between

2 percent and 5 percent of people with psychiatric disabilities are served in residen-

tial programs.55 Individuals served were primarily young adults with diagnoses of major

mental disorders. Using a functional rating scale, over half the programs served per-

sons with moderate to severe disabilities. The rest served people who were either

gravely disabled or functional; surprisingly, these programs served twice as many
persons who were functional as they did those who were gravely disabled. This find-

ing contradicts the popular notion that residential programs serve those with the most

severe disabilities and raises serious concerns as to whether such scarce resources

should be serving so many persons who are functioning relatively well.

Evaluation of Residential Program Approaches

Our knowledge about "what works" in residential programs is hampered by both

methodological and conceptual problems. Few evaluations of community residential
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services have been rigorous enough for conclusions to be drawn. 56 Also, since the

goals of community programs are rarely well defined, most outcome evaluations

have been conceptually flawed. The most frequent evaluation question is whether

community programs are more successful than institutional treatment in helping

persons achieve more independent living. In six major reviews covering several hun-

dred "alternatives to hospitalization," only a handful of studies met basic criteria of

experimental design.
57 Taken as a whole, these studies indicate that community-based

treatment is virtually always as effective as or more effective than hospital-based

treatment in helping people with psychiatric disabilities achieve employment outcomes,

gain reentry into the community, and reduce the use of medication and outpatient

services. Apparently, any of a wide range of community services can assist in achiev-

ing some measure of community integration.

With regard to residential programs, Cometa, Morrison, and Ziskoven,58 review-

ing a total of 109 studies, concluded that evidence of the effectiveness of transitional

halfway houses in reducing recidivism and improving economic self-sufficiency and

community adjustment was "highly suspect." So transitional residential programs may
in fact be preferable to institutional care, but according to this review, they fall con-

siderably short of helping people achieve lasting housing or community integration.

Perhaps the most intriguing findings in this area came from an extensive study of

sheltered care environments conducted by Segal and Aviram59 and a review by Tabor, 60

which indicated that characteristics of the community are more important than char-

acteristics of residents in predicting the degree to which people actually participate in

community life, while specific characteristics of the facility were the least important

factor. These studies suggest that outcome research should be reframed to focus on

where people live and how they spend their time, rather than only on the interventions

that professionals provide. There have been few rigorous evaluations of specific resi-

dential programs, and even fewer attempts to examine professionals' success in

helping people get and keep normal housing. Lack of information on program effec-

tiveness is a critical deficit, which can result in grossly inefficient use of resources

and, most important, seriously curtailed opportunities for people with psychiatric

disabilities, particularly those who are homeless.

Problems with Traditional Approaches

It is clear from the literature on residential services and on the emergence of new
models, that residential programs do not, per se, meet housing needs. In fact, serious

questions have been raised about confusing residential treatment and housing, or

assuming that people who are institutionalized or homeless need such programs prior

to "independent living."
61 The growing acceptance of a rehabilitation approach62

demystifies acquiring stable housing by defining it as a process of building critical

skills and supports to "choose," "get," and "keep" the housing one desires. A range

of research and training activities undertaken by the Center for Community Change

(CCC) at the University of Vermont, partly in collaboration with Boston University's

Center for Psychiatric Rehabilitation, has revealed significant dissatisfaction among
consumers, their families, and service providers with the concept of a "residential

continuum" and with the "transitional services" model. In a summary, Carling and

Ridgway63
criticize the notion that "transitional" stays in residential settings is a sim-

plistic approach to "independent living," which creates major difficulties for the indi-
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vidual including: (1) having to learn skills that are mostly relevant to group living;

(2) chronic dislocation through successive moves, since improvement in functioning

requires a physical move; and (3) an ultimate return to family, boarding home, hos-

pital, or homelessness, due to the inattention of many treatment-oriented systems to

stable housing.

Similarly, the "residential continuum" allocates resources to separate facilities

rather than to services and supports linked to normal housing. The transition and

the continuum concepts often require participation in a service program in order to

receive housing. These trends are particularly evident in the national explosion of

shelters for people who are homeless, and of segregated "housing programs for

the homeless." Such programs have, in part, been encouraged by federal policies

and resource allocation strategies, such as are found in HUD's Section 202 and early

McKinney Act programs, which required that housing be both segregated and con-

gregate in nature. The findings are also echoed in the literature on developmental

disabilities.
64 Based on these findings, Randolph et al.

65 recommended that the field

move away from the concepts of a residential continuum, transitional and congregate

programming, and focus instead on housing and supports; and that the field establish

consumers' preferences and choices as the single most important determinant of the

housing and support options available. So how can this approach be implemented?

Mental Health and Cross-Disability Literature

Two reviews of the research on psychiatric disabilities
66 summarize effective ways to

provide people, including those who are homeless, with decent housing and ongoing

support and conclude that: (1) this disability is not a lifelong degenerative process;

(2) most people can maintain homes, jobs, and friendships; (3) services must be

highly flexible to respond to individual needs; people with the most severe disabili-

ties need the most individualized approaches; (4) people can make positive choices

about needed supports; (5) people don't define themselves principally as "chronic

mental patients," but value independence and productivity more than any other

treatment outcomes.

Mental health also has much to learn from other groups who need special sup-

ports in their housing: people with low incomes, those who are elderly, and those

with developmental disabilities, including mental retardation. A review of the

research on housing and community integration for all disability groups67 concluded

that: (1) housing needs are similar for all groups, although support needs vary; (2)

supports are the critical determinant of whether people can remain in their chosen

housing; (3) housing problems relate less closely to disability than to economic and

social factors such as poverty, affordable housing, and discrimination; (4) strong

differences of opinion often exist between professionals and consumers about spe-

cific needs for housing and supports, regardless of disability group; (5) choices and

control over one's environment are critical necessities; consumers want to be cen-

trally involved in planning and managing their own housing and services; (6) elders

and people with disabilities, without in-home supports, are plagued by transience,

dislocation, and the risk of institutionalization; and (7) the model of a residential

continuum is increasingly beset by conceptual and practical problems. This review

concluded that the broader disability community is increasingly emphasizing normal

housing and the need to avoid transforming housing into service settings. Thus,
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community integration approaches avoid congregation and segregation, and instead

focus on building relationships between disabled and nondisabled individuals.

Consumer Preferences

Finally, the preferences of consumers, including those who are currently homeless,

are emerging as a powerful determinant of the need for housing and supports. In a

countywide needs assessment in Washington State, Daniels and Carling68 reported

on data from providers and their clients about their perceptions of the need for

housing and supports. Professionals and consumers held virtually opposite views

about housing and support needs, with professionals favoring transitional, highly

staffed residential programs for the great majority of consumers, and consumers

expressing preference for normal housing with flexible supports. Most consumers

preferred to live with one other person, rather than alone or in a larger group. The
first statewide study of consumers' preferences for housing and supports was con-

ducted in Vermont, 69 involving a random sample of individuals who were homeless,

in the state hospital, or receiving community services. Most persons preferred to

live in their own apartment or house (and, in fact, given financial support, to own
their own housing), rather than in a mental health-operated facility, single-room-

occupancy hotels (SROs), with their family, or in a community care (boarding) home.

The major barrier consumers saw to realizing this preference was a lack of adequate

income. Most people wanted to move to a better location, have more space in better

repair, and have more freedom and autonomy. People in SROs were the least satis-

fied of all respondents, including those in the state hospital and those who were

homeless. The most preferred characteristics of living situations were freedom and

autonomy, permanence, security, and privacy. These preferences did not differ sig-

nificantly across the three groups of respondents.

Traditionally, the field has assumed that many people need live-in staff to assist

them during crises to teach them skills. Only one tenth of the respondents, however,

wanted live-in staff. Most preferred that staff be available by telephone, or in person

if necessary, on a twenty-four-hour basis. As contrasted with traditional "placement"

into group settings, most people preferred not to live with other consumers, feeling

that it was difficult enough to cope with their own problems. Instead, they wanted to

live with a friend or romantic partner. In this and over forty-three similar studies

reviewed by Tanzman,70
it is clear that consumers, whether homeless, in a state hos-

pital, or in community programs, can articulate their needs for housing and supports

and overwhelmingly prefer integrated housing.

Consumer perspectives were also solicited in a national housing policy forum71

attended by a group of nationally recognized consumer leaders, all ofwhom had been

homeless. Individuals recounted their own experiences with homelessness and resi-

dential programs, and concluded with the following recommendations. The group felt

that systems should develop the housing options that most people prefer, indepen-

dent or shared apartments with support services; that integrated, decent, and perma-

nent housing should be developed in safe neighborhoods, near shopping, services,

and transportation. They urged that support services focus on helping people develop

skills, manage stress, deal with landlords, manage money, and seek support.

With regard to income, the group urged that disability benefit levels be improved

and that special funds be made available to help people move into and keep hous-

288



ing, including loan funds for security deposits, rent subsidies, and creating employ-

ment opportunities. Participants called for improved case management with lower

caseloads and higher pay and urged the creation of new staff roles, such as a personal

care attendant model. They urged that staff be specifically trained to help people

choose, acquire, and keep housing, and to value and respond to the consumers' per-

spective on needs. They urged that consumers be hired and trained as service providers,

as outreach workers, case managers, skills teachers, and program managers.

Participants called for the development of self-help options, including user-run

housing. They pressed for greater input into decision making, by conducting housing

forums, using ex-patients to collect information, and always involving consumers in

planning and developing housing and supports. They encouraged public education

efforts to reduce stigma, including teaching public officials about consumers' concerns.

The group urged tighter regulation of board-and-care homes, and stressed the need

for further legislation for affordable housing. Finally, they emphasized the importance

of working in coalitions, and keeping the public's awareness of this issue at a high

level. Throughout this forum, participants stressed that the major barrier that mental

health systems face in working with homeless people with mental illness is one of cred-

ibility: that mental health services are seen as unattractive and, in fact, dangerous, in

that any involvement with "the system" puts one at risk for involuntary treatment.

The Emergence of a Supported Housing Approach

In summary then, the information gleaned from the community support and rehabil-

itation literature in mental health, from other fields, and from people with mental

illness themselves, including those who are homeless, suggests that the key ingredi-

ents of community integration are a focus on consumer goals and preferences, an

individualized and flexible rehabilitation process, and a strong emphasis on normal

housing, work, and social networks. 72 In the field of mental health, this approach

has been termed "supported housing." 73 The National Association of State Mental

Health Program Directors approved a policy statement that sharpens their focus and

endorses the concept of "supported housing." It reads:

All people with long-term mental illness should be given the option to live in

decent, stable, affordable and safe housing, in settings that maximize their inte-

gration into community activities and their ability to function independently.

Housing options should not require time limits for moving to another housing

option. People should not be required to change living situations or lose housing

options when their service needs change, and should not lose their place of resi-

dence if they are hospitalized. People should be given the opportunity to actively

participate in the selection of their housing arrangements from among those living

environments available to the general public . . . Necessary supports, including case

management, on-site crisis intervention, and rehabilitation services should be avail-

able at appropriate levels and for as long as needed by persons with psychiatric

disabilities, regardless of their choices of living arrangements. Services should be

flexible, individualized and provided with attention to personal dignity. Advocacy,

community education and resource development should be continuous."74

"Supported housing" is organized around three central principles: (1) consumers

choosing their own living situations; (2) consumers living in normal, stable housing,

not in mental health programs; and (3) consumers having the services and supports
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required to maximize their opportunities for success over time. Reviews of charac-

teristics of local supported housing programs, 75 and of related state-level innovations,76

provide information on the specifics of this approach.

Implications for Public Policy

Systems that are moving toward a supported housing approach face significant chal-

lenges. Traditional funding streams, program requirements, administrative approaches

to resource allocation and management, and even staff skills are not oriented toward

intensive support for consumers in normal housing and work settings, particularly to

individuals who reject traditional services, often for very legitimate reasons. Systems

interested in being more responsive, rather than developing more residential pro-

grams, often emphasize developing better community services, increasing consumers'

income through employment and subsidies, building relationships with the public

and private housing sectors to access and develop housing, focusing on tangible out-

comes from their service providers, and restructuring their policies, funding, and

regulations to be consistent with these outcomes. Further, they attempt to fully

involve consumer representatives in key aspects of their decision making. 77 Systems

that have moved even further have curtailed future group home development or

have begun "decongregating" these programs.78 Key to success is a clear mission that

articulates the role of consumers in this process, the types of housing options, and

the types of services that will actually be available.

The Need for Further Research

As public policy appears to shift away from an expectation that transitional or other

residential facilities will meet any significant proportion of the need for stable housing

and community supports for people with mental illness who are currently homeless,

more research into questions of where and how consumers prefer to live, successful

strategies for facilitating meaningful client choices, for developing housing and sup-

ports, for developing relationships with people without disabilities, documentation of

the costs and benefits of housing and support initiatives, identification of clinical inter-

ventions best suited to normal housing, and an elaboration of the role of peer support

in community success, will all be vital. Research on supported housing has largely

consisted of descriptive studies of current programs. 79 This is appropriate given the

early state of evolution of the supported housing approach. In order to demonstrate

the effectiveness of this approach, further studies that assist the field in putting into

operation this set of concepts, as well as studies that assess its impact on consumers

and their families, are essential.
80
Carling, Randolph, Blanch, and Ridgway81 concluded

that further research is not needed on hospital versus community alternatives per se or

on the efficacy of residential treatment settings (for example, group homes), particu-

larly since these settings are so rarely operationally defined. The key unresearched

questions, according to that review, are: Where do people with mental illness live?

Who is especially at risk of homelessness? Where do people want to live? and How
can we help them succeed there? In the final analysis, this policy shift will also require

a shift from professionally defined to consumer defined research, focusing more on

the commonalities between people with and without disabilities and defining "success"

in terms of the aspects of quality of life that are important to all citizens.^

290



Notes

1. M. Wasow, (1986). "The Need for Asylum for the Chronically Mentally III," Schizophrenia Bul-

letin 12 (1986): 162-7; A. Zipple, R Carling, and J. McDonald, "A Rehabilitation Response to the

Call for Asylum," Schizophrenia Bulletin 13 (1988): 539-46.

2. L. L. Bachrach, "The Homeless Mentally III and Mental Health Services: An Analytical Review

of the Literature," in H. R. Lamb, ed., The Homeless Mentally III (Washington, D.C.: American

Psychiatric Association, 1984), 1 1-54; E. Baxter and K. Hopper, " Troubled in the Streets: The

Mentally Disabled Homeless Poor," in J. A. Talbott, ed., The Chronic Mental Patient: Five Years

Later (New York: Grune & Stratton, 1984), 49-62.

3. E. F. Torrey and S. M. Wolfe, Care of the Seriously Mentally III: A Rating of State Programs

(Washington, D.C.: Public Citizen Health Research Group, 1988).

4. W. A. Anthony and A. Blanch, "Research on Community Support Services: What Have We
Learned?" Psychosocial Rehabilitation Journal, 12, no. 3 (1989): 55-81.

5. National Association of State Mental Health Program Directors, Position Statement on Commu-
nity Systems for People with Severe and Persistent Mental Illnesses (Alexandria, Va., 1986).

6. R J. Carling, F. L. Randolph, A. K. Blanch, and R Ridgway, Rehabilitation Research Review:

Housing and Community Integration for People with Psychiatric Disabilities, National

Rehabilitation Information Center Review (Washington, D.C.: D:ATA Institute, 1987).

7. L. L. Bachrach, "Model Programs for Chronic Mental Patients," American Journal of Psychiatry

137(1980): 1023-31.

8. J. Chamberlin, On Our Own: Patient Controlled Alternatives to the Mental Health System

(New York: Hawthorne Books, 1978); E. Leete, "How I Perceive and Manage My Illness,"

Schizophrenia Bulletin 15 (1989): 197-200.

9. L. I. Stein and M. A. Test, "The Training in Community Living Model: A Decade of Experience,"

in H. R. Lamb, ed., New Directions for Mental Health Services, no. 26 (San Francisco: Jossey-

Bass, 1985).

10. E. Leete, "How I Perceive and Manage My Illness."

11. Anthony and Blanch, "Research on Community Support Services"; J. Strauss, "Subjective

Experiences of Schizophrenia: Toward a New Dynamic Psychiatry," Schizophrenia Bulletin 15

(1989): 179-88.

12. S. J. Taylor, J. Racino, J. Knoll, and Z. Lutfiyya, The Nonrestrictive Environment: A Resource

Manual on Community Integration for People with the Most Severe Disabilities (New York:

Human Policy Press, 1987); S. F Wilson, "Community Support and Integration: New Directions

for Outcome Research," in S. Rose, ed., Case Management: An Overview and Assessment.
In press.

13. R Ridgway and A. M. Zipple, "The Paradigm Shift in Residential Services: From the Linear

Continuum to Supported Housing Approaches," Psychosocial Rehabilitation Journal 13, no. 4

(1990): 11-31; A. K. Blanch, R J. Carling, & R Ridgway, "Normal Housing with Specialized Sup-

port: A Psychiatric Rehabilitation Approach to Living in the Community," Rehabilitation Psy-

chology no. 32 (1988): 47-55; R J. Carling, "Access to Housing: Cornerstone of the American

Dream," Journal of Rehabilitation 55, no. 3 (1989): 6-8; R J. Carling, "Community Integration

of People with Psychiatric Disabilities: Emerging Trends," in J. W Jacobson, S. Burchard, and

R J. Carling, eds., Community Living for People with Developmental and Psychiatric Disabili-

ties. In press.

14. Carling, "Community Integration of People with Psychiatric Disabilities."

15. J. Turner and W TenHoor, "The NIMH Community Support Program: Pilot Approach to a

Needed Social Reform," Schizophrenia Bulletin 4 (1979): 319-44.

291



New England Journal ofPublic Policy

16. R J. Carling, "The Community Support Movement: Transforming Our Future." Keynote presenta-

tion at the Eighth National CSP Learning Community Conference, Burlington, Vermont, October

1987; Wilson, "Community Support and Integration."

17. J. Trainer and K. Church, A Framework for Support for People with Severe Mental Disabilities

(Toronto: Canadian Mental Health Association, 1984).

18. Carling, "Community Integration of People with Psychiatric Disabilities."

19. Baxter and Hopper, "Troubled in the Streets."

20. Carling, "Community Integration of People with Psychiatric Disabilities."

21

.

B. H. Tanzman, Researching the Preferences of Psychiatric Disabilities for Housing and Supports: A
Practical Guide, Monograph Series on Housing and Rehabilitation in Mental Health (Burlington,

Vt.: University of Vermont, Center for Community Change through Housing and Support, 1990).

22. C. A. Kiesler, "Mental Hospitals and Alternative Care: Noninstitutionalization as Potential Public

Policy for Mental Patients," American Psychologist 37 (1982): 349-60.

23. R J. Carling and R Ridgway, "Overview of a Psychiatric Rehabilitation Approach to Housing," in

W. A. Anthony and M. Farkas, Psychiatric Rehabilitation: Turning Theory into Practice (Balti-

more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1987): 28-80.

24. H. H. Goldman, A. A. Gatozzi, and C. A. Taube, "Defining and Counting the Chronically Mentally

III," Hospital and Community Psychiatry 32 (1981): 21-27.

25. Department of Health and Human Services, Report to Congress on Shelter and Basic Living

Needs of Chronically Mentally III Individuals (Washington, D.C., 1983); General Accounting

Office, Estimating the Size and Location of Home/ess Persons with Mental Illness (Washington,

D.C., 1988).

26. R. D. Budson, ed.. New Directions for Mental Health Services: Issues in Community Residential

Care (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1981); L. Chatetz and S. M. Goldfinger, "Residential Instabil-

ity in a Psychiatric Emergency Setting" Psychiatric Quarterly 56 (1984): 20-34.

27. U. Aviram and S. R Segal, "Exclusion of the Mentally III: Reflection on an Old Problem in a

New Context," Archives of General Psychiatry 29 (1973): 126-31; R. Hogan, Gaining Commu-
nity Support for Group Homes, unpublished manuscript, Purdue University, 1985: ibid., Not in

My Town: Local Government Opposition to Group Homes, unpublished manuscript, Purdue

University, 1985; S. R Segal, J. Baumohl, and E. W. Moyles, Neighborhood Types and Commu-
nity Reaction to the Mentally III: A Paradox of Intensity, Journal of Health and Social Behavior

21 (1980): 345-59.

28. W A. Anthony and G. Dion, A Review of Psychiatric Rehabilitation Research (Washington,

D.C.: National Rehabilitation Information Center, 1986).

29. S. S. McCabe, E. R. Edgar, D. A. King, L. Mancuso, and B. Emery, Holes in the Housing Safety

Net . . . Why SSI Is Not Enough: A National Comparison Study of Supplemental Security Income

and HUD Fair Market Rents (Burlington, Vt.: University of Vermont, Center for Community
Change through Housing and Support, 1991).

30. Toward a National Plan for the "Chronically Mentally III. " Report to the Secretary by the DHHS
Steering Committee on the Chronically Mentally III (Rockville, Md.: Public Health Service, 1980).

31. Chatetz and Goldfinger, "Residential Instability in a Psychiatric Emergency Setting"; M. R

Geller, "The 'revolving door': A Trap or a Life Style?" Hospital and Community Psychiatry 33

(1982): 388-89.

32. R J. Carling, "Nursing Homes and Chronic Mental Patients: A Second Opinion, Schizophrenia Bul-

letin 7 (1981): 574-79; W Kohen and G. L. Paul, "Current Trends and Recommended Changes in

Extended Care Placement of Mental Patients: The Illinois System as a Case in Point," Schizophre-

nia Bulletin 2 (1976): 575-94; S. R Segal and U. Aviram, The Mentally III in Community-Based

Sheltered Care: A Study of Community Care and Social Integration (New York: Wiley, 1 978);

United States Senate, Special Committee on Aging, Sub-Committee on Long-Term Care, Supporting

Paper No. 7: The Role of Nursing Homes in Caring for Discharged Mental Patients (and the Birth

ofa For-profit Boarding Home Industry) (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1976).

292



33. A. B. Hatfield, R. Fierstein, and D. Johnson, "Meeting the Needs of Families of the Psychiatri-

cally Disabled," Psychosocial Rehabilitation Journal 6, no. 1 (1982): 27^40; M. Wasow, Coping

with Schizophrenia: A Survival Manual for Parents, Relatives, and Friends (Palo Alto: Science

and Behavior Books, 1982).

34. C. L. Coulton, T. R Holland, and V. Fitch, "Person-Environment Congruence and Psychiatric

Patient Outcome in Community Care Homes," Administration in Mental Health 12 (1984):

71-88; R Ridgway, Avoiding Zoning Battles (Washington, D.C.: Intergovernmental Health

Policy Project, 1987).

35. General Accounting Office, Estimating the Size and Location of Homeless Persons with

Mental Illness (Washington, D.C., 1988).

36. Baxter and Hopper, "Troubled in the Streets."

37. Carling, "Community Integration of People with Psychiatric Disabilities."

38. Low Income Housing Information Service, Low Income Housing Bulletin 1, no. 2 (Washington,

D.C., 1988).

39. National Housing Institute, /4 Status Report on: The American Dream (Princeton: RL Associates,

1988).

40. R J. Carling, Coming Home: Meeting the Housing Needs of People with Long-term Mental Ill-

nesses. Testimony presented to the Housing and Urban Affairs Sub-Committee of the Banking

Committee, United States Senate, Washington, D.C., April 1988.

41. Carling and Ridgway, "Overview of a Psychiatric Rehabilitation Approach."

42. Budson, New Directions for Mental Health Services.

43. M. Campbell, "The Three-quarterway House: A Step Beyond the Halfway House toward

Independent Living," Hospital and Community Psychiatry 32 (1981): 500-1.

44. R J. Carling, Developing Family Foster Care Programs in Mental Health: A Resource Guide

(Rockville, Md.: National Institute of Mental Health, 1984).

45. Stein and Test, "The Training in Community Living Model; M. Test, "Effective Community
Treatment of the Chronically Mentally III: What Is Necessary?" Journal of Social Issues 37

(1981): 71-86.

46. G. Fairweather, "The Fairweather Lodge: A Twenty-five Year Retrospective," in G. Fairweather,

ed., New Directions for Mental Health Services, no. 7 (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1980).

47. R J. Carling, "Residential Services in a Psychosocial Rehabilitation Context: The Horizon

House Model," R J. Carling, ed., in New Directions in Mental Health Care: Cooperative Apart-

ments (Adelphi, Md.: National Institute of Mental Health, 1978), 52-64; J. Goldmeier, M. F.

Shore, and F. V. Mannino, "Cooperative Apartments: New Programs in Community Mental

Health," Health and Social Work 2 (1977): 1 19-40.

48. Kohen and Paul, "Current Trends and Recommended Changes in Extended Care Placement."

49. Carling, "Nursing Homes and Chronic Mental Patients."

50. Bachrach, "The Homeless Mentally III."

51. Carling and Ridgway, "Overview of a Psychiatric Rehabilitation Approach."

52. F. L. Randolph, C. Sanford, D. Simoneau, R Ridgway, and R J. Carling, The State of Practice

in Community Residential Programs: A National Survey, Monograph Series on Housing

and Rehabilitation in Mental Health (Boston: Boston University, Center for Psychiatric

Rehabilitation, 1980).

53. Taylor et al., The Nonrestrictive Environment; Turner and TenHoor, "The NIMH Community
Support Program."

54. Goldman et al., "Defining and Counting the Chronically Mentally III."

293



New England Journal ofPublic Policy

55. R Ridgway, Meeting the Supported Housing and Residential Services Needs ofAmericans

with Psychiatric Disabilities: A State by State Review, Full Report (Boston: Boston University,

Center for Psychiatric Rehabilitation, Community Residential Rehabilitation Project, 1986).

56. R Braun, G. Kochansky, R. Shapiro, S. Greenberg, J. Gudeman, S. Johnson, and M. F. Shore,

"Overview: Deinstitutionalization of Psychiatric Patients — A Critical Review of Outcome Stud-

ies," American Journal of Psychiatry 138 (1981): 736-49; Kiesler, "Mental Hospitals and Alter-

native Care;" M. Test and L. Stein, Community Treatment of the Chronic Patient: Research

Overview," Schizophrenia Bulletin 4 (1978): 350-64.

57. Braun et al., "Overview: Deinstitutionalization of Psychiatric Patients"; M. D. Carpenter, "Residen-

tial Placement for the Chronic Psychiatric Patient: A Review and Evaluation of the Literature,"

Schizophrenia Bulletin 4 (1978): 384-98; D. Dellario and W. Anthony, "On the Relative Effective-

ness of Institutional and Alternative Placements of the Psychiatrically Disabled," Journal of Social

Issues 37 (1981): 21-33; Kiesler, "Mental Hospitals and Alternative Care"; Test and Stein, "Com-

munity Treatment of the Chronic Patient."

58. M. S. Cometa, J. K. Morrison, and M. Ziskoven, "Halfway to Where? A Critique of Research on

Psychiatric Halfway Houses," Journal of Community Psychology 7 (1979): 23-27.

59. Segal and Aviram, The Mentally III in Community-based Sheltered Care.

60. M. A. Tabor, The Social Context of He/ping: A Review of the Literature on Alternative Care for

the Physically and Mentally Handicapped (Rockville, Md.: National Institute of Mental Health,

1980).

61. Taylor et al., The Nonrestrictive Environment.

62. Anthony and Blanch, "Research on Community Support Services"; Blanch et al., "Normal

Housing with Specialized Support."

63. Carling and Ridgway, "Overview of a Psychiatric Rehabilitation Approach."

64. Taylor et al., 77?e Nonrestrictive Environment.

65. F. Randolph, A. Zipple, C. A. Rowan, R Ridgway, L. Curtis, and R J. Carling, Exemplary Resi-

dential Programs: A National Survey, Monograph Series on Housing and Rehabilitation in

Mental Health (Boston: Boston University, Center for Psychiatric Rehabilitation, 1988).

66. Anthony and Blanch, "Research on Community Support Services"; Wilson, "Community

Support and Integration."

67. Carling et al., Rehabilitation Research Review.

68. L. V. Daniels and R J. Carling, Community Residential Rehabilitation Services for Psychiatri-

cally Disabled Persons in Kitsap County (Boston: Boston University, Center for Psychiatric

Rehabilitation, 1986).

69. B. H. Tanzman, J. T Yoe, and S. F. Wilson, "Consumer Preferences for Housing and Supports:

The Vermont Study," in J. W Jacobson, S. Burchard, and R J. Carling, eds.. Community Living

for People with Developmental and Psychiatric Disabilities. In press.

70. Tanzman, Researching the Preferences.

71. R Ridgway, ed., Coming Home: Ex-patients View Options and Needs. Proceedings of a

National Consumer Housing Forum (Burlington, Vt.: University of Vermont, Center for

Community Change through Housing and Support, 1988).

72. Blanch et al., "Normal Housing with Specialized Support"; Carling et al., Rehabilitation

Research Review.

73. National Institute of Mental Health, Guidelines for Meeting the Housing Needs of People with

Psychiatric Disabilities (Rockville, Md., July 1987).

74. National Association of State Mental Health Program Directors, Position Statement on Housing

and Support for People with Long-Term Mental Illness (Alexandria, Va., July 1987).

294



75. Blanch et al., "Normal Housing with Specialized Support"; J. T. Yoe, R J. Carling, and D. J.

Smith, A National Survey of Supported Housing Programs for Persons with Psychiatric Disabil-

ities, Monograph Series on Housing and Rehabilitation in Mental Health (Burlington, Vt.:

University of Vermont, Center for Community Change through Housing and Support, 1991);

J. A. Livingston, L. R. Gordon, D. A. King, and D. S. Srebnick, Implementing the Supported

Housing Approach: A National Evaluation ofNIMH Supported Housing Demonstration Pro-

jects, Monograph Series on Housing and Rehabilitation in Mental Health (Burlington, Vt.:

University of Vermont, Center for Community Change through Housing and Support, 1991).

76. R J. Carling and S. F. Wilson, Strategies for State Mental Health Directors in Implementing

Supported Housing, Report of the Denver Meeting on Implementation of Supported Housing

(Burlington, Vt.: University of Vermont, Center for Community Change through Housing and

Support, 1988).

77. J. A. Livington, and D. S. Srebnick, "State Strategies for Promoting Supported Housing for

Persons with Psychiatric Disabilities," Hospital and Community Psychiatry 42, no. 11 (1991):

1116-19; S. F. Wilson and J. Mahler, The Role of Consumers!Ex-patients in Housing and
Community Support Services (Burlington, Vt.: University of Vermont, Center for Community
Change through Housing and Support, 1991).

78. M. Nagy and H. Gates, "Decongregating a Group Home: Effects on Program, Staff and

Clients," in Jacobson et al., Community Living for People with Developmental and Psychiatric

Disabilities; Ohio Mental Health Housing Task Force, Final Report (Columbus: Ohio Depart-

ment of Mental Health, 1986).

79. G. B. Hall, G. Nelson, and H. S. Fowler, "Housing for the Clinically Mentally Disabled: Part I
—

Conceptual Framework and Social Context," Canadian Journal of Mental Health 2, no. 6

(1987): 65-78.

80. R J. Carling, "Supported Housing: An Evaluation Agenda," Psychosocial Rehabilitation

Journal. Forthcoming.

81. Carling et al., Rehabilitation Research Review.

295


	New England Journal of Public Policy
	3-23-1992

	Housing, Community Support, and Homelessness: Emerging Policy in Mental Health Systems
	Paul J. Carling
	Recommended Citation



