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Introduction 

 This paper will explore public policy at the national level. I am specifically interested in 

in a little known passage to the 1988 Anti-Drug Abuse Act that revolutionized long term 

recovery for people in recovery from drug and alcohol addiction: Oxford House, Inc. This is 

genius social policy at its best: cost effective, evidence based, and peer supported.  

Anti-Drug Abuse Act 

  In the reading of the 1988 Anti-Drug Abuse Act it is apparent that this is Reagan 

administration tough politics aimed at reducing drug addiction, increasing awareness, dishing out 

stiffer penalties to the buyers and sellers of drugs, and established the Office of National Drug 

Control Policy (UNDCP), a national council to enforce and oversee the outcomes of the war on 

drugs. There are a lot of passages in the Act, however, for the sake of this paper I want to focus 

specifically on Title II; Treatment and Prevention Programs-Subtitle A: Provisions Relating to 

Public Health Service Act. The fifth paragraph of Title II contains the text: 

Conditions FY 1989 funding to a State upon the State's agreement to establish a 
revolving fund to make loans for the costs of establishing group housing for 
persons recovering from alcohol or drug abuse. Requires the State to assure 
continuing operation of the fund in order to receive payments for FY 1990 and 
thereafter. Requires reporting: (1) by States in connection with new mental health 
services and programs; and (2) by the Secretary of HHS to the Congress, by 
October 1, 1990, on State activities under the alcohol and drug abuse and mental 
health services block grant program. Directs the Secretary to provide technical 
assistance to States in connection with the program (Foley & Michel, 1998). 

While plenty of the language throughout the entire bill is geared at halfway homes, transitional 

housing, shelters, etc. this is the only paragraph in the act geared at long-term recovery housing.  

According to the Tax Policy Center of Urban Institute and Brookings Institution, a 

revolving fund is, “Revolving fund: A fund that conducts continuing cycles of businesslike 

activity, in which the fund charges for the sale of products or services and uses the proceeds to 

finance its spending, usually without requirement for annual appropriations. There are two types 
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of revolving funds: public enterprise funds, which conduct businesslike operations mainly with 

the public; and intragovernmental revolving funds, which conduct businesslike operations 

mainly within and between government agencies (Center, 2010).” In this case the revolving fund 

is a loan fund that functions as a public enterprise funds. Upon further review I am curious if the 

loan fund may have a duality: the initial intragovernmental revolving fund from the Federal 

government to the State government and the ongoing public enterprise fund from the State to the 

local contractor. Specifically for the Oxford Houses the loan fund is non-interest bearing and has 

a 24-month term.  

Because this initial act of legislation does not cover the details of who, what, where, 

when, and why “the additional mandate was changed to a permissive provision in 1990 and is 

now codified as 42USC.300x-25 (House, 2012).”  This code covers Group homes for recovering 

substance abusers. The code is written so that, essentially, the only entity able to access it is 

Oxford House, Inc. 42 USC.300x-25 states that: 

 (a) State revolving funds for establishment of homes 
A State, using funds available under section 300x–21 of this title, may 

establish and maintain the ongoing operation of a revolving fund in accordance 
with this section to support group homes for recovering substance abusers as 
follows: 

(1) The purpose of the fund is to make loans for the costs of establishing 
programs for the provision of housing in which individuals recovering from 
alcohol or drug abuse may reside in groups of not less than 6 individuals. The 
fund is established directly by the State or through the provision of a grant or 
contract to a nonprofit private entity. 

(2) The programs are carried out in accordance with guidelines issued under 
subsection (b) of this section. 

(3) Not less than $100,000 is available for the fund. 
(4) Loans made from the revolving fund do not exceed $4,000 and each such 

loan is repaid to the revolving fund by the residents of the housing involved not 
later than 2 years after the date on which the loan is made. 

(5) Each such loan is repaid by such residents through monthly installments, 
and a reasonable penalty is assessed for each failure to pay such periodic 
installments by the date specified in the loan agreement involved. 

(6) Such loans are made only to nonprofit private entities agreeing that, in the 
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operation of the program established pursuant to the loan— 
(A) the use of alcohol or any illegal drug in the housing provided by the 

program will be prohibited; 
* (B) any resident of the housing who violates such prohibition will be 

expelled from the housing;  
(C) the costs of the housing, including fees for rent and utilities, will be paid 

by the residents of the housing; and 
(D) the residents of the housing will, through a majority vote of the 

residents, otherwise establish policies governing residence in the housing, 
including the manner in which applications for residence in the housing are 
approved. 

The most important aspects of this code is number six. If you do a Google search for “alcohol 

and drug free recovery housing that is democratically ran” the third hit is Oxford House. How 

did this non-profit enact legislation into the Anti Drug Abuse Act? The founder, J. Paul Molloy 

is a former Congressional staffer on both Senate and House committees ("J. paul molloy," ). 

Molloy is also a recovering alcoholic.  

Oxford House, Inc.: Evidence Based and Cost Effective 

 The Oxford Model (a fraternal organization) is important to note because the entire 

premise is based on democracy. For many people entering into recovery from addiction Oxford 

House is their first introduction to parliamentary procedure, getting to vote, and exposure to a 

bottom up power structure governed by a larger body. Decisions are voted on at the house level, 

each house president attends a Chapter Meeting, each Chapter Chair attends the State 

Association Meeting. Oxford has houses in 48 states, The United Kingdom, Ghana, and 

Australia. Each house is chartered by the umbrella organization. Staff is located within states that 

hold contracts with Oxford Inc., one of which is Oregon.  

 

* In 2006 Oregon became the only state to be accountable to local Landlord/Tenant laws because 

of Burke v. Oxford House of Oregon Chapter V. The Oregon Supreme Court enacted legislation 

specifically addressing expulsion for relapse within the Oxford House of Oregon structure 
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When the 1988 Anti Drug Abuse Act was signed into law Oxford House was not an 

evidence-based organization.  The organization collaborated with DePaul University to conduct 

research on the efficacy of the Oxford House model, in 2006. In 2006 DePaul University 

published some astonishing findings in the American Journal of Public Health. DePaul 

collaborated with treatment centers that randomly assigned 150 clients to either Oxford Houses 

or usual aftercare (outpatient or 12 step meetings) after they had received inpatient treatment for 

substance abuse.  The participants interviewed every six months for a 24-month period. All 75 

individuals assigned to the Oxford Houses showed greater positive outcomes than the usual after 

care methods. At 24 month follows the Oxford House members had lower substance use (31.3% 

vs. 64.8%) and higher incomes with less recidivism (Jason, Olson , Ferrari & Anthony, 2006). 

These astonishing numbers demonstrate the effectiveness of evidence-based practices. 

Oxford Houses puts money back into the economy and peer supported services are more 

cost effective for long term recovery. The cost per bed in an Oxford House is about $2.50 per 

bed night as opposed to $24-$60. Members of the houses are required to pay their equal expenses 

shared for rent and utilities. This equates to approximately $3.5 million going back into the rental 

market (Project, 2013). That is pretty good for unstaffed housing (staff supports organizational 

memory and technical assistance, they do not live on site). In 2002, Illinois spent an average of 

$23,812 per year to incarcerate drug addicts. Because of Oxford House’s ability to reduce 

recidivism, the state had an annual savings of $119,000. The productivity and incarceration 

benefits yield an estimated $613,000 in savings per year, or an average of $8173 per Oxford 

House member (Jason, Olson, Ferrari & Anthony, 2006). 

Summary 
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 This one passage in the 1988 Anti Drug Abuse Act has set in motion policy that has 

saved states millions of dollars in incarceration, demonstrated evidence based long term housing, 

and paved the road for peer supported services. It is incredible, to me, that in 1988 one 

recovering alcoholic was able to enact policy focused on the members of the services running the 

services. This is genius social policy at its best: cost effective, evidence based, and peer 

supported. 
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