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Thp Ip v p I nf

always lagged behind tha t  a v a i l a b l e  to  d i s a b l e d  persons r e s i d i n g  in 
most o ther s ta tes .  This gap has been e spec ia l l y  apparent in the area 
o f  housing f o r  the d i s a b l e d .  However, the f a c t  t h a t  a need e x i s t s  
does no t  by i t s e l f  i d e n t i f y  how t h a t  need can b e s t  be s a t i s f i e d .  In 
o r d e r  to  a t t a c k  th e  prob lem e f f e c t i v e l y ,  p la n n e r s  must be a b le  to  
answer a m u l t i p l i c i t y  o f  questions. Some areas o f  concern include the 
t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  needs o f  d i s a b l e d  pe rsons  in  A la ska ,  the deyree to  
which a r c h i t e c t u r a l  b a r r i e r s  c o n s t i t u t e  a p rob lem , and how much 
d i s a b l e d  p e rson s  can a f f o r d  to  pay f o r  hous ing .  In  o r d e r  to  o b t a in  
answers  tc  these and o t h e r  q u e s t i o n s ,  the A laska D i v i s i o n  o f  
Vocationa l R eh ab i l i t a t i o n  (DVR), a t  the request o f  the Anchorage based 
O r thoped ica l ly  Handicapped Action Group (OHAG) surveyed o r thoped ica l ly  
handicapped present and former DVR c l i e n t s .  This survey was conducted 
by mai l d u r ing  the summer o f  1980 .  I t  asked que s t i o n s  conce rn ing  
handicapped I n d i v i d u a l ' s  p r e f e r e n c e s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  h o u s i n g ,  
i n f o rm a t i o n  conce rn ing  the sou rce  and l e v e l  o f  t h e i r  Income, and 
f i n a l l y ,  t h e i r  opin ion as to what t h e i r  needs were and what they f e l t  
was needed 1n the way o f housing f o r  the severe ly  disabled.

Study Approach
Data was c o l l e c ted  v ia  a mal l survey o f  400 c l i e n t s  and fo rmer c l i e n t s  
o f  the agency, who were served during the per iod from October 1, 1979 
t o  May o f  1980. C l i e n t s  to be surveyed were se lected on the basis o f  
b e ing  both o r t h o p e d i c a l l y  handicapped and s e v e r e l y  d i s a b le d .  The



survey Itself consisted of one mailing of questionnaires. Owing to 

time constraints surrounding completion of the survey a second 

mailing was not attempted. However, a total of 157 out of the 400 

questionnaires were returned. This represents a response rate of 

almost 40®, which 1s nearly double the 19 to 25% rates typically 

observed with mall surveys. Indeed, 1n view of the high response rate 

on the first mailing, 1t Is arguable that a second mailing would not 

have generated significant additional responses. This line of 

reasoning would postulate that the vast majority of the surveyed 

individuals who were likely to respond In fact did so on the first 

mailing since the response rate 1n question, 1n fact, approximated 

what one would normally expert after serveral mailings.

Processing of -.urvey responses was accomplished using the Division of 

Vocational Rehabilitation's GMAT micro computer system. Data from the 

survey forms was coded and transferred onto summary sheets. It was 

then entered Into the computer where It was stored on a floppy disk. 

This allowed Investigators great flexibility In terms of retrieving 

and manipulating data. It also preserved survey data In a readily 

retrievable, relatively permanent form so that It can b- easily used 

by future researchers. Statistical calculations such as mean and 

standard deviation as well as various statistical tests were 

accomplished using both the GNAT and en Alpha 325 Scientist desk top 

programmable calculator. Which machine was used was determined 

largely by the availability of software for a specific application.



Results

Ddlo yivefi bslcw is for Alaska, statewide. Anchorage and statewide 

less Anchorage. The possibility of breaking out data for Fairbanks 

was considered as well. However, with a total of only 23 respondents 

from that community it was not felt that meaningful conclusions could 

be drawn concerning housing needs of Fairbanks' total orthopedically 

handicapped population. The results are presented as percentages of 

total responses on an item. This 1s because there 1s no reliable 

Information currently available concerning the total disabled 

population statewide or sub-populations thereof residing in the 

various communities around the state. As a result it was Impossible 

for us to develop gross estimates for any of the items covered in the 

survey. Assuming the sample reflected by our respondents is in fact 

representative of the orthopedically handicapped population 1n terms 

of their response to our survey, the percentages given here should 

reflect the proportion of the total orthopedically handicapped 

population in terms of the item in question.

In any case, survey data is presented below in the order that it 

appeared on the questionnaire and is followed by a brief discussion. 

The first question dealt with Income.

Respondent’s Income States

Percentages Statewide Anchorage Rest of State

Receiving 831 87% 781
Mot Receiving 17 13 22



Ir
Percent of Respondents Having Income 

Receiving Various Types *

Type
Wages
Aid to Disabled 
Social Security 
AFDC
Food Stamps 
Other

Statewide
29.2%
18.5
37.6 
5.4
15.4
24.2

Anchorage

20.4%
21.7
36.7 
7.2
17.4
26.6

27.9%
14.8 
38.6
3.3
13.12 1 .8

Rest o f  S ta te

* Percentages given above will add to more than 100% because some 
respondents received more than one type of income.

Monthly Income 
For Persons Reporting Income *

Income Amounts

Maximum
Minimum
Average

Statewide

$3200
25
796

Anchorage

$2500
25
736

Rest of State

$3200200868
* The income amount question was optional. Ninety-one persons 

responded statewide, fifty-one of whom resided in Anchorage.

Of the group of individuals who responded to our survey, 83% statewide 

indicated that they were in fact receiving Income. This percentage 

was slightly higher for Anchorage (87%) and slightly lower for the 

balance of the state (78%).

However, while a majority of the persons surveyed reported receiving 

income, only a relatively small number of those reported wages as 

being included in their Income. Of those clients reporting Income 

statewide, only 29% indicated they were receiving wages. When the 

nunber of persons receiving some form of wage and salary Income is 

applied to total respondents, one finds that roughly 24% were in fact



For those clients receiving non-wage income, the majority indicated 

that this came in the form of transfer payments from Social Security, 

Aid to the Disabled or Aid to Families with Dependent Children. 

Indeed Social Security payments were the most common form of income 

cited with 38% of respondents having Income, reporting Social 

Security payments as comprising some or all cf it.

In terms of average income amount, persons who responded to that 

question on the survey listed monthly incomes which, for the most part 

lagged significantly below the average for Alaska's working 

population. Statewide, respondents indicated an average Income of 

less that $800 per month. Comparatively, the estimated average 

monthly wage for Alaskan non-agr1cultural wage and salary workers 

during 1979 was $1741, according to statistics compiled by the Alaska 

Department of Labor. *
a

Of those respondents who indicated that they were working, roughly 60% 

were engaged 1n competitive employment. Another 20% were employed in 

a sheltered work setting, while the balance were engageo in another 

form of employment, (i.e., self employed, unpaid family worker, etc.)

Public transportation In most Alaskan communities is spotty at best, 

even for the non-disabled. For the orthopedically handicapped, the 

situation is much worse, as can be seen from the table below.
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Percent of' Respondents Utilizing 
Various Types of Transportation 0

Transportation Statewide Anchorage Rest of State
Mode o f

Private Car 59.1* 57.1% 61.1%
Public Transportation 15.5 21.4 9.3
Car Pool 4.5 3.6 5.6
Parents 2.7 1.8 3.7
Special Transportation 6.4 10.7 1.9
Other 11.8 . 5.4 18.5

As 1s readily apparent, the private automobile is the primary means by 

which most survey respondents travel to and from school or work. Only 

1n Anchorage did a significant proportion of respondents indicate 

public transportation as their primary means of transportation. 

Anchorage was also the only area in which respondents indicated making 

any use of special transportation aimed specifically at the 

handicapped. Presumably this reflects the almost total lack of such 

specialized transportation elsewhere in the state. Further 

suggesting that transportatlon Is a significant problem for 

orthopedically handicapped, are written comments from survey 

respondents. These cite the hardship involved having to depend upon 

family and friends for such crucial activities as shopping and going 

to the doctor. Indeed, it appeared that many respondents were 

literally housebound by the inadequacy or non-existence of public 

transportation service to the areas In which they reside.

Attendent Care Meeds

When respondents were queried concerning their needs for assistance in 

various activities of daily living, Just over 40%, statewide, 

indicated needing assistance for one or more of the listed activities.
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Roughly the same proportion was noted for survey respondents residing 

in Anchorage.

The table below gives the proportion of respondents indicating a need 

for assistance in accomplishing specific activities.

Proportion of Respondents 
Requiring Assistance for Various 
Activities of Daily Living *

Activity Statewide Anchorage Balance of State

Bathing 14.6% 13.9% 15.4%
Dressing 12.9 11.4 14.1
Toileting 8.9 8.9 9.0
Transfer 12.1 11.4 12.8
Eating 6.4 6.3 6.4
Cooking 22.9 22.8 23.1
House Cleaning 30.6 32.9 28.2
Laundry 23.6 26.6 20.5

* Percentages will add to more than 100%. since many respondents 

required help for more than one activity.

As is apparent from an examination of the above table, there is little 

if any difference between Anchorage and the rest of the state in terms 

of the proportion of disabled respondents requiring various types of 

assistance. In order to get an idea of the proportion of total 

respondents whose disabling condition substantially limits their 

ability to function, we obtained a count of those persons who required 

assistance with one or more of the first 5 activities (i.e., bathing, 

dressing, toileting, transfer aid eating). The raticnale behind this 

is based on the assumption that these are activities that even a 

moderately impaired person can generally perform unaided.



Using the above methodology, we found that apK, u a . . . . ________   u t

respondents both statewide and in Anchorage require fairly substantial 

assistance from another person (I.e., an attendent) in order to 

function on a day to day basis.

On-going Health Care Needs

As can be seen from the table below, the most common form of on-going 

medical care required by survey respondents was physical therapy.

On-Going Health Care 
Needs of Respondents

Type of Care Statewide Anchorage Balance of St_

Physical Therapy 33.81 36.71 30.8%
Occupational Therapy 8.9 10.1 7.7
Speech Therapy 1.9 1.3 1.3
Aide Care 1.9 2.5 1.3
Skilled Nursing Care 5.1 5.1 2.6
Other 10.8 6.3 15.4

This was true both in Anchorage and statewide. When a count was 

obtained of total persons requiring medical assistance (I.e., ar\y one 

of the categories listed) on an ongoing basis, it was found that 

45.2% of respondents statewide and 44.3% in Anchorage required some 

form of periodic medical care.

•
Current and Preferred living Situation

When respondents were queried as to their current living arrangements, 

the vast majority (64% statewide) were found to be living In their own 

house or apartment.



• ' -« K>ninnamanfc

Current
Living Situation Statewide
Own house or apartment 66.0% 
Nursing home 3.3
Parents 13.1
Other 17.6

anonur'age

69. n 
5.3
14.5
10.5

C’. 3%
1.3
11.7
24.7

Rest o f  Statp

On!'' a very small proportion were residing 1n nursing homes. 

Presumably, this at least partially reflects the fact that persons 

Institutionalized on a long term basis are not usually eligible for VR 

services, and therefore would not have been surveyed in this study.

With respect to preferred living arrangments, as the table below 

indicates, the majority of respondents (55X in Anchorage and 62% 

statewide) would prefer to live independently as opposed to with a 

roommate or with parents.

Preferred Living Situation

Living Situation Statewide Anchorage Rest of State

Independent 591 55% 63%
With Attendent 16 16 15
With Roommate 8 9  7
With Parents 3 3  3
Nursing Home 0 0  0
Other 15 17 13

Many who Indicated this preference stressed that to them “independent" 

meant with spouse and farily. Interestingly, only 3% Indicated that 

living with parents was their preferred living situation. In view of 

the fact that some 13% of respondents are currently residing with 

their parents, this appears to indicate that the vast majority of
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pe rson s  in  t h i s  l i v i n g  s i t u a t i o n  wou ld ,  in  f a c t ,  move out  were 
s u i t a b l e  q u a r t e r s  a v a i l a b l e .  No one who resDonded to  
ind ica ted  nursing home as a p re fe r red  l i f e  s t y le .

P re fe rence Statewide

B a r r i e r  Free 
Housing P re fe rence

Anchorage Rest o f  S tate
Eight-plcx-Handicapped 
Tenents Only 

Within a Regular 
Apartment Build ing 

House 
Other

48
20
15

17%
46
25
7

22%

49
15
23

13%

In terms o f  b a r r i e r  f r e e  l i v i n g  s i t u a t i o n s ,  the l a r g e s t  p roport ion  o f  
respondents indicated a preference f o r  l i v i n g  in an apartment w ith in  a 
regu la r  apartment bui ld ing which had been modi f ied  to accomodate t h e i r  
func t iona l  l im i t a t i o n s .  Some 20% ind ica ted a pre fe rence f o r  l i v i n g  in
a house o r  s ing le  dwe l l ing uni ts .  Presumably these are homeowners (o r  
spouses the reo f )  who could bene f i t  from having t h e i r  abode modified to 
make i t  e a s i e r  f o r  them t o  f u n c t f o n  t h e r e .  I n  f a c t ,  s e v e r a l  
re sponden ts  commented on the  need f o r  a program to  f l n a c i a l l y  he lp  
d i s a b l e d  homeowners m od i fy  t h e i r  d w e l l i n g s  and make them more 
h a b i t a b l e .  F i n a l l y ,  some 171 o f  t o t a l  r e sponden ts  I n d i c a t e  a 
preference f o r  an e igh t -p le x  t a i l o r e d  s p e c i f i c a l l y  f o r  the disabled.

10



Preferences 
With Respect to  

Furnishings
Type o f  Furn ishings 
P re fe r red  • Statewide
Furnished Apartment 58%
Unfurnished Apartment 17
P a r t i a l l y  Furnished 
Apartment 25

50%
29

Anchorage

21

66%
6

28

Rest o f  State

As can be seen f r om  the above t a b l e ,  the g r e a t  bu lk  o f  responden ts  
ind ica te  a need f o r  at l e a s t  some fu rn i t u r e ,  with over h a l f  Ind ica t ing 
a preference f o r  a t o t a l l y  fu rn ished apartment.

a

When respondents were queried as to t h e i r  p re fe rence with respect to 
the l o c a t i o n  o f  k i tchen  and d in ing  f a c i l i t i e s ,  71% In d ic a t e d  a 
p re fe rence f o r  k i tchen f a c i l i t i e s  1n the apartment. Only 4% Indicated 
a p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  a c e n t r a l i z e d  d in in g  h a V .  However, some 25% 
Ind ica ted a pre fe rence f o r  both a din ing h a l l  and kitchen f a c i l i t i e s  
In t h e i r  apartment. h -

P re fe rence
Apartment 
Dining Ha l l  
Both o f  Above

Pre fe rence With Respect f f  
to  Location o f  Kitchen and F a c i l i t i e s

Statewide
71%
4

25

Anchorage
70%
7

23

Rest o f  State
72%
2

27

Degree o f  Immediate Need f o r  Adequate Housing
R - f  ondents were not quer ied s p e c i f i c a l l y  as to whether o r  how soon 
they wou ld  be w i l l i n g  to  move i n t o  b a r r i e r  f r e e  hous ing once such 
housing became ava i lab le .  However, by ana lyz ing respondent comments,



■ ■ . ■
i t  appeared th a t  some o f  respondents sta tewide (29% in Anchorage) 
were in immed ia te  need o f  s a t i s f a c t o r y  hous ing .  In c lud ed  in t h i s
group were ind iv idua ls  who complained o f  the great f in anc ia l  burden
•

posed by r e n t a l  payments o r  who were in  an o b v i o u s l y  u n f a v o r a b l e  
l i v i n g  s i t u a t i o n  ( i . e . ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d ,  l i v i n g  with parents o r  with 
f r i e nd s ) .  Another 32% statewide (and 35% in Anchorage) appeared to be 
u n i n t e r e s t e d  in  moving i n t o  b a r r i e r ,  f r e e  hous ing .  These were 
p r im a r i l y  pe rsons  who owned t h e i r  own homes o r  who I n d i c a t e d  o n ly  
minimal m ob i l i t y  problems. With respect to the homeowners, 1 t  should 
be noted t h a t  w h i l e  they were n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  1n moving p e r  se , many 
expressed an in t e r e s t  In f in a n c ia l  ass is tance to  make t h e i r  dwel l ings 
more access ib le .

F o r  l a c k  o f  a b e t t e r  te rm , th e  rema inde r  o f  the re sponden ts  were 
c l a s s e d  as pe rsons  who might move I n t o  more a p p r o p r i a t e  hous ing ,  
assuming such housing was ava i lab le .  These were persons who, ne i th e r  
own t h e i r  c u r r e n t  re s id en ce  no r  exp re ssed  a p o s i t i v e  i n t e r e s t  1n 
staying where they were, and did have some concerns with respect f o r  
housing f o r  the d i s a b l e d .  However,  based on t h e i r  comments o r  l a c k  
t h e r e o f ,  they were not  co n s id e re d  to  be In  as d i r e  s t r a i t s  w i th  
r e s p e c t  to  t h e i r  l i v i n g  s i t u a t i o n s  as th e  group we f e l t  would be 
w i l l i n g  to  move on a short  term bas is  should adequate housing become 
ava i lab le .  The tab le  below breaks out the r e s u l t s  o f  our anay ls l s .
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Wil l ingness to Move 
to  Obtain Be t te r  Housing

Statewide Anchorage
Rest 

o f  State

Would Move Immediately 24% 19%
Might Move 44 36 53
Hot In te re s ted  in  Moving 32 35 28

ANALYSIS AND CONCLUSIONS
There are a number o f  conc lus ions tha t  can be in fe r r ed  from the survey 
data .  The f i r s t  o f  t h e s e  i s  t h a t  in o r d e r  f o r  the o r t h o p e d i c a l l y  
handicapped to  take advantage o f  any housing program targeted towards 
them, such a program w i l l  have to  f n c o r p o r a t e  some form o f  hous ing 
subsidy. To see that t h i s  i s  so, consider that ,  as noted p rev iou s ly ,  
the average monthly income o f  survey respondents statewide a t  $796, 
i s  l e s s  than h a l f  the $1741 reported by the Alaska Department o f  Labor 
f o r  n on -ag r lcu l tu ra l  workers 1n Alaska during 1979. Although no data 
was c o l l e c t e d  on r e n t s ,  i t  seems s a r e  to  assume t h a t  the a b i l i t y  o f  
• o ve re ly  o r thoped ica l ly  < 1 sab l r  *• (and Indeed other severe ly  d isab led )
Alaskans to p a /  f o r  s h e l t e r  bears s im i l a r  r e la t i on sh ip  to I t s  actual 
c o s t ,  to  t h a t  which i s  c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by the  d i s p a r i t y  between t h e i r  
Income and t h a t  o f  n o n -d i s a b l e d  employee \1askans. This tends to be 
substant ia ted by respondents comments, many o f  which c i t e  the cos t  o f  
r e n t  and u t i l i t y  b i l l s  as pos ing  a s i g n i f i c a n t  ha rd sh ip  to  them. 
Indeed ,  one s i n g l e  m o the r  o f  two i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  o f  h e r  r o ugh ly  $600 
month ly  Income, $400 went f o r  r e n t  and u t i l i t i e s ,  w i th  the ba lance  
going f o r  f o od  stamps in  v r d e r  t o  a l l o w  h e r  and h e r  c h i l d r e n  to  e a t .
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L i t t l e  i f  any was l e f t  o v e r  f o r  t h e  e x t r a s  which most o f  us take f o r  
g ran ted .  As a r e s u l t ,  f a i l u r e  o f  p o l i c y  makers to in c o r p o r a t e  a 
subs idy  mechanism i n t o  any hous ing program f o r  the o r t h o p e d i c a l l y  
handicapped cou ld  r e s u l t  in e s t a b l i s hm en t  o f  b a r r i e r  f r e e  dw e l l i n g s  
which th cgh  t a i l o r e d  to the needs o f  t h i s  group would be una f fo rdab le 
to them. Such a conclusion may appear obvious and indeed, i t  probably 
is .  I t  i s  s ta ted  here p r im a r i l y  because the h i s t o r y  o f  public housing 
programs in the United States i s  dotted with numerous blunders with 
r e s p e c t  to  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  a c t u a l l y  add res s  the  needs o f  the the 
populat ion a t  which they are targeted.2

A second c o n c lu s i o n  t h a t  seems to  f a l l  ou t  o f  the study i s  t h a t  
housing fo r  the disabled should be geograph ica l ly  compatible with the 
se rv ices  they requ i re ,  and with t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  d a i ly  l i v in g .  On 
one hand th i s  means tha t  medical f a c i l i t  es, s to res  and rec rea t iona l  
f a c i l i t i e s  need be l o c a t e d  c l o s e  by. A lthough the su rvey d id  no t  
s o l i c i t  r e sponden ts  p e r c ep t i o n s  as t o  the d i f f i c u l t y  o f  g e t t i n g  
a round ,  the r e l a t i v e l y  low response  t o  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  i tems d e a l i n g  
w i th  t r a n s p o r t a t o n  sugges ts  t h a t  t h i s  1s a s i g n i f i c a n t  p rob lem f o r  
rnaqy o th roped ica l ly  handicapped.

On the other hand, I t  suggests th a t  housing f o r  the d isabled should be
l o c a t e d  in a manner such th a t  i t  can be e f f e c t i v e l y  se rved by para

• •

p r o f e s s i o n a l s  p r o v id in g  those s e r v i c e s  which the d isab led t y p ic a l l y  
r e c e i v e  in the  hor :  ( i . e . ,  a t t e n d en t  c a r e  and homemaking s e r v i c e s ) .  
This i s  e sp e c ia l l y  re le v an t  when one cons iders the shortage o f  persons 
t r a i n e d  in r.i ny o f  these  a rea s .  W h i le  In c r e a s ed  emphasis in a r e a s



such as Independent l i v i n g  r e h a b i l i t a t i o n  shou ld  encourage the 
t ra in ing  o f  more persons with these s k i l l s ,  e l im in a t ion  6 f  shortages 
in  t h i s  a rea  w i l l  n o t  happen o v e rn ig h t .  In the meantime, t h e r e  i s  
th t  need to insure th a t  e f f i c i e n c y  o f  p rov is ion  o f  these se rv ices i s  
maximized.

Th i rd ly ,  survey r e s u l t s  Ind ica te  tha t  the m a jo r i t y  o f  respondents want 
housing which gives them the opportunity to l i v e  as independently as 
poss ib le ,  and in general e x i s t  on an equal f o o t ing  with non-disabled 
p e rson s .  The bes t  I n d i c a t i o n  o f  t h i s  i s  the f a c t  t h a t  a lm o s t  60% o f  
e l l  responden ts  I n d i c a t e d  a p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  l i v i n g  e i t h e r  a l o n e ,  o r  
with t h e i r  nuclear fam i ly .  Another in d ica to r  o f  th i s  Is  the f a c t  th a t  
w h i l e  14% o f  t o t a l  respondents  r e p o r t e d  t h a t  they were c u r r e n t l y  
l i v i n g  with t h e i r  parents , on ly 3% sta ted th i s  as a p re fe r red  l i v i n g  
s i tu a t i o n .

W ith  r e sp e c t  to  e q u i t y  conce rns ,  most re sponden ts  in d ic a t e d  a 
p r e f e r e n c e  f o r  l i v i n g  w i t h in  a r e g u l a r  apa r tm en t  b u i ld i n g  o r  in  a 
s i n g l e  f a m i l y  d w e l l i n g .  A lthough 171 o f  re sponden ts  d id  I n d i c a t e  a 
prefe rence f o r  e igh t -p lex  housing t a i l o r e d  f o r  the handicapped, there 
did not appear t o  be any great sentiment f o r  a l i v i n g  s i tu a t ion  which 
would tend to segregate the disabled with in the community. Indeed, 
respondent comments repeatedly a r t i c u l a t e  the concern tha t  housing f o r  
the d i s a b l e d  be c o - l o c a t e d  w ith  s i m i l a r  housing f o r  the non- 
handicapped. Th is  seems to  r e p r e s e n t  another man i fes ta t ion o f  what 
the advocacy movement has been t e l l i n g  us a l l  along. That I s  that the 
d i s a b l e d  want the o p p o r tu n i t y  t o  l i v e ,  work and p la y  on an equal



f o o t i n g  w i th  the n on -d i s a b le d .  They don 't  want t o  be s e t  a p a r t  o r  
type cas t  simply on the basis o f  having a physical o r  mental handicap. 
I n  v iew  o f  t h i s  f a c t ,  i t  w ou ld  be w e l l  t o  do a good dea l  o f  
p r e l im i n a r y  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  p r i o r  to  e s t a b l i s h i n g  a b lock  o f  housing 
ca te r ing  to the disabled alone. Poss ib ly  those th a t  would favo r  such 
housing are persons whose funct ioning le v e l  1s such tha t  co - loca t ing  
them w i th  o t h e r  pe rsons  hav ing s im i l a r  im pa i rm en ts  m ight g r e a t l y  
enhance the e f f i c i en cy  o f  providing support se rv ices  such as attendent 
care and homemaking ass istance . Such housing would f a l l  somewhere in 
between the t r a d i t i o n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  model ( i . e . ,  nursing homes) and 
a t o t a l l y  independent l i v i n g  s i tua t ion .  Given tha t  the vast bulk o f  
su rvey  responden ts  appear  to want to  ge t  as f a r  towards the l a t t e r  
(and f a r  away f rom the f o rm e r )  as p o s s i b l e ,  c a u t i o n  i s  adv ised in  
cons ide ra t ion  o f  any housing program that would r e s u l t  in segregating 
the d i s a b l e d  f rom the r e s t  o f  the community ,  o r  l a b e l i n g  them as 
di f f e r e n t .

Concluding Remarks
A re ad in g  o f  the recommendations con ta in ed  in  t h i s  study tends to  
suggest that we are assigning to policymakers . i n  the area o f  housing 
f o r  the  d i s a b l e d  an Im p o s s ib l e  charge .  How, one might ask , g iven 
tha t  resources are scarce, can planners hopo to  come up with a housing 
program which i s  e c on om ic a l l y  a f f o r d a b l e ,  c l o s e  to  s e r v i c e s ,  
employment and r e c r e a t i o n a l  o p p o r t u n i t i e s ,  and which a l l ow s  the 
d isab led  person to maximize his Independence In a c t i v i t i e s  o f  da i ly  
l i v i n g .  The answer i s  t h a t  they p robab ly  can ' t .  Indeed ,  v i r t u a l l y  
a l l  pub l ic p o l i c i e s  represent compromises which seek to maximize the 
p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t s  o f  a program given the c o n s t r a i n t s  posed by the
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environment in which the program must ooerate. Hope fu l ly ,  by l i s t i n g  
as many o f  the c o n d i t i o n s  as p o s s i b l e  which would c h a r a c t e r i z e  an 
e f f e c t i v e  hous ing  program f o r  the o r t h o p e d i c a l l y  d i s a b l e d ,  we can 
provide a bas is  es tab l ishment o f  a program whose e f fec t iveness  w i l l  
be max im ized ,  s u b j e c t  t o  the c o n s t r a i n t s  posed by the  a v a i l a b l e  
resources and the environment in which the program must operate.
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