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Guidance Notes 

Support for families and carers affected by someone else’s drug or alcohol use: 

Why Invest? 
 

This document is intended to complement and expand on the presentation Support for families and 

carers affected by someone else’s drug or alcohol use: why invest?, developed to help organisations 

make a strong case to commissioners and other funders as to why investment in family support is 

crucial. It can be used to provide anyone delivering the presentation with the background knowledge, 

references and further information to explain the content of the presentation slides and explore the 

points raised.  

 

A note on definitions 

In this presentation, the terms ‘carer’ and ‘family member’ are used interchangeably. Carers are defined 

as ‘a person who provides, or intends to provide, care for another adult’1; and given the nature of drug 

addiction, it is not uncommon for family members to fulfil a ‘carer’ role. However, a carer could also be 

a friend, neighbour or any concerned other. 

 

 

Slides 1, 2 & 3: Who is affected? 

 

Main argument: you don’t have to use drugs and alcohol to be affected by them. Millions of families 

and children are living with the impact of a loved one’s substance use, and this has ripple effects 

throughout our society. 
 

References: 

1 – UK Drug Policy Commission (2009) Supporting the supporters: Families of drug misusers.  

2 – Addaction (2008) A Tale of Two Generations 

3 – Boyd (1998) ‘Save the Children,’ 10 Addiction Today 17; The Princess Royal Trust for Carers & Alcohol Concern 

(2008) Keeping it in the Family: Growing up with parents who misuse alcohol  

4 – Advisory Council on the Misuse of Drugs (2003) Hidden Harm: responding to the needs of children of problem 

drug users  

  

When a person uses drugs or alcohol, it is not only that person who is affected – the impact can be far-

reaching and multi-faceted. Close family, friends, children and significant others are all particularly 

affected, but extended family and friends, neighbours, colleagues and the community at large can all 

experience negative impacts too. This has knock-on effects throughout society.  

                                                           
1 The Care Act 2014 

http://www.ukdpc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Policy%20report%20-%20Supporting%20the%20supporters_%20families%20of%20drug%20misusers%20%28policy%20briefing%29.pdf
http://www.addaction.org.uk/core/core_picker/download.asp?id=51
http://www.scie-socialcareonline.org.uk/keeping-it-in-the-family-growing-up-with-parents-who-misuse-alcohol/r/a11G00000017tt1IAA
http://www.scie-socialcareonline.org.uk/keeping-it-in-the-family-growing-up-with-parents-who-misuse-alcohol/r/a11G00000017tt1IAA
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/120620/hidden-harm-full.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/120620/hidden-harm-full.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2014/23/contents/enacted/data.htm
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The UK Drug Policy Commission’s claim that 1.5million adults are ‘significantly affected’ by a relative’s 

drug use is in fact a minimum estimate, as it only includes families who are living with their drug using 

relative and where their drug use falls at the most severe end of the spectrum.2 Therefore, there are 

many other families below these thresholds who, for example, do not live with their loved one, or 

whose relatives use other drugs or alcohol. A poll conducted by DrugScope determined that 1 in 5 

respondents had either direct or indirect experience of addiction, with 1 in 20 having experienced it 

within their family.3 The ACMD’s estimate that 250-350,000 children are affected by parental drug use 

only covers heroin and crack users, and the NTA’s prediction that 120,000 children were living with a 

parent in treatment4 does not represent the full extent of the problem. The true picture is uncertain, 

and the stigma and secrecy surrounding addiction also makes accurate estimates hard to come by. 

 

The number of family members affected by someone else’s drinking is also difficult to ascertain with any 

real accuracy. Alcohol misuse is far more prevalent than drug addiction, and it is safe to assume that the 

number of family members affected is much higher than corresponding figures for those affected by a 

relative’s drug use.5 Whilst some have indicated that 1 million children are affected by parental alcohol 

use, others suggest a figure closer to 3.5 million.6 Manning et. al. has estimated that 705,000 children in 

the UK were living with dependent drinkers in 2009.7 This is further complicated by the difficulty of 

defining ‘acceptable’ levels of drinking or when it becomes a ‘problem’.  

 

 

Slides 4 & 5: Impacts of drug and alcohol use on adult family members and costs of harm 
 

Main argument: addiction is a journey taken by the whole family. When an individual uses substances, 

the impacts on families are destructive and wide-ranging.  

 
References: 

5 – UKDPC (2009) Supporting the supporters: Families of drug misusers; Copello & Templeton (2012) The Forgotten Carers: 

Support for adult family members by a relative’s drug problem. UKDPC 

6 – UKDPC (2009) Supporting the supporters: Families of drug misusers 

                                                           
2 UKDPC (2009) Adult family members and carers of dependent drug users: prevalence, social cost, resource savings 
and treatment responses  
3 DrugScope/ICM (2009) What does the public really think about addiction and its treatment? 
4 National Treatment Agency (2009) Moves to provide greater protection for children living with drug addicts  
(media release) 
5 Copello et al (2010) ‘The impact of addiction on the family: Estimates of prevalence and costs,’ 17 Drugs: 
education, prevention and policy 63 
6 Ibid 
7 Manning et al (2009) ‘New estimates of the number of children living with substance misusing parents: results 
from UK national household surveys,’ 9 BMC Public Health 377 

http://www.ukdpc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Policy%20report%20-%20Supporting%20the%20supporters_%20families%20of%20drug%20misusers%20%28policy%20briefing%29.pdf
http://www.ukdpc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/the-forgotten-carers-support-for-adult-family-members-affected-by-a-relatives-drug-problems-.pdf
http://www.ukdpc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/the-forgotten-carers-support-for-adult-family-members-affected-by-a-relatives-drug-problems-.pdf
http://www.ukdpc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Policy%20report%20-%20Supporting%20the%20supporters_%20families%20of%20drug%20misusers%20%28policy%20briefing%29.pdf
http://www.fead.org.uk/docs/UKDPC_Families_of_drug_users_research_report_final.pdf
http://www.fead.org.uk/docs/UKDPC_Families_of_drug_users_research_report_final.pdf
http://www.drugscope.org.uk/Resources/Drugscope/Documents/PDF/Policy/MarcusreportICM.pdf
http://www.nta.nhs.uk/uploads/3_11_09_moves_to_provide_a_greater_protection_for_children_living_with_drug_addicts.pdf
http://www.nta.nhs.uk/uploads/3_11_09_moves_to_provide_a_greater_protection_for_children_living_with_drug_addicts.pdf
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/232069349_The_impact_of_addiction_on_the_family_Estimates_of_prevalence_and_costs
http://www.researchgate.net/publication/232069349_The_impact_of_addiction_on_the_family_Estimates_of_prevalence_and_costs
file://adfamdc/GroupData/14.%20REGIONAL%20DEVELOPMENT/Anna%20Kasmir/Anna%20-%2003.15/REG%20DEV/EAST%20MIDS/Copello%20et%20al%20(2010)%20‘The%20impact%20of%20addiction%20on%20the%20family:%20Estimates%20of%20prevalence%20and%20costs,’%2017%20Drugs:%20education,%20prevention%20and%20policy%2063
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/9/377
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2458/9/377
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7 – Gilchrist et. al. (2003) ‘Domestic Violence Offenders: Characteristics and offending related needs.’ Findings 217, London: 

Home Office, N.B. it is unclear from the findings how ‘dependency’ was determined. 

8 – Grandparents Plus (2010) Family and Friends Care “What if we said no?”  [Please note: these figures relate to carers 

generally, and are not specific to those caring for children because of parental substance use] 

 

Much of the research into the impacts on family members has focused on their health and wellbeing. 

Studies have found, for example, that family members: 

 are more likely to be diagnosed with their own medical conditions than non-drug using families, to 

levels of seriousness comparable with psychiatric outpatients8 

 suffer stress-related physical and psychological symptoms that can be severe and long-lasting, which 

are associated with high use of primary care services9  

 are at a similar or higher risk of disease, emotional issues and behavioural problems to families with 

a relative suffering from a chronic health condition.10  

Common complaints attributed to familial substance use include sleep problems, weight changes, an 

increase in psychological symptoms of anxiety and depression, and physical symptoms such as 

hypertension, pains and migraines.11 Exposure to heavy drinkers has been shown to reduce personal 

wellbeing and utility health scores, particularly in relation to areas such as reduction in usual activities, 

increased pain and discomfort and higher levels of anxiety and depression.12 One piece of research 

found that families consistently reported higher health service-related costs and use than comparison 

groups – mental health care, substance use services and presentations at the hospital emergency 

department being especially relevant13 – whilst another found ‘greater rates of a variety of health 

conditions.’14 

 

Impacts may also vary between different family members, for example: 

 siblings may be affected by the user’s chaotic behaviour and can feel neglected by the parents if 

their focus is drawn to managing the user 

                                                           
8 Adfam, Supporting families affected by drug and alcohol use: Adfam evidence pack 
9 Copello et al (2010) ‘The 5-Step Method: Evidence of gains for affected family members,’ 17 Drugs, Education, 
Prevention and Policy 100-112 
10 Thomas et. al. (2009) ‘Family members of persons with alcohol or drug dependence: Health problems and 
medical cost compared to family members of persons with diabetes and asthma: Family members of persons with 
AODD,’ 104(2) Addiction 203 
11 Copello & Walsh (in press) Families, friends and addiction: Impacts, psychological models and interventions,  
in Addiction Psychology and Treatment 
12 Copello et. al. (2010) ‘The impact of addiction on the family: Estimates of prevalence and costs,’ 17 Drugs: 
education, prevention and policy 63 
13 Ray et. al. (2009) ‘Family members of people with alcohol or drug dependence: Health problems and medical cost 
compared to family members of people with diabetes and asthma,’ 104 Addiction 203 
14 Thomas et. al. (2007) ‘The excess medical cost and health problems of family members with persons diagnosed 
with alcohol or drug problems,’ 45(2) Medical Care 116 

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110218135832/http:/rds.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs2/r217.pdf
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20110218135832/http:/rds.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs2/r217.pdf
http://www.grandparentsplus.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/Findings2010_ONLINE_NEW.pdf
http://www.adfam.org.uk/docs/adfam_evidencepack.pdf
http://sapkenya.weebly.com/uploads/1/2/5/5/12553698/the_5-step_method.pdf
http://sapkenya.weebly.com/uploads/1/2/5/5/12553698/the_5-step_method.pdf
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2008.02447.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2008.02447.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2008.02447.x/abstract
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3109/09687637.2010.514798#.Vaz1MPkriV8
http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3109/09687637.2010.514798#.Vaz1MPkriV8
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2008.02447.x/abstract
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1360-0443.2008.02447.x/abstract
http://journals.lww.com/lww-medicalcare/Abstract/2007/02000/The_Excess_Medical_Cost_And_Health_Problems_of.3.aspx
http://journals.lww.com/lww-medicalcare/Abstract/2007/02000/The_Excess_Medical_Cost_And_Health_Problems_of.3.aspx
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 partners may have to assume sole responsibility for running family life, in addition to coping with 

the stress, worry and possibly guilt about the impact on any children 

 parents can experience an overwhelming sense of self-blame and guilt and feel stigmatised due to 

the prejudices surrounding drug use and ideas of ‘bad families’  

 other family members – particularly grandparents – may assume care for substance users’ children, 

with all the emotional, financial and legal complications this entails.  

 

Families will often feel ashamed, embarrassed and stigmatised. Consequently, they may try and conceal 

or minimise the problem out of fear of judgement, blame or criticism from other relatives, their social 

network and wider society. This represents a negative feedback loop in which families lose the social 

support that could help address the build-up of problems, which then feeds back into psychological 

distress.15 These interlacing and mutually reinforcing factors ultimately amount to considerable negative 

impact on all aspects of family members’ lives. 

 

Whilst it is extremely difficult to ascribe a notional financial value to the impacts, the harm caused to 

those families as a result of a loved one’s drug use has been estimated at a cost of £1.8 billion per year. 

The figure was based on the following: 

 £9,741 per annum = the average cost per affected family member/carer (at 2008 prices) 

 £450 per annum = average healthcare costs per affected family member (at 2008 prices) 

 

As before, this amount was limited to the costs borne by family members of crack cocaine and heroin 

users only; therefore, the real cost to families whose relatives use all types of substances (including 

alcohol) is substantially higher. Impacts such as mental distress and quality of life were not considered in 

the estimate; however, research suggests that these costs are extensive. For example, criminality can be 

extremely costly to family members; most obviously due to the theft of property and money so that the 

user can buy drugs or alcohol. The UKDPC estimated the cost of crime to family members at £2,840 per 

annum, not including costs incurred by the criminal justice system.16 Further associations between 

substance use and, for instance, domestic violence, child neglect or abuse, and even sexual abuse, have 

been substantiated. The connection between alcohol and domestic violence is fraught with controversy, 

and alcohol does not cause domestic violence: still, victim and perpetrator reports clearly evidence a 

correlation, and where domestic violence does exist, alcohol is often present, with 73% of perpetrators 

in one study reporting that they had been drinking at the time of the assault. Substance use in and of 

itself can have tremendous impacts, but when we consider the associated behaviours that can come 

with it, we can then begin to appreciate the true cost to families. 

 

                                                           
15 Ibid 
16 UKDPC (2009) Adult family members and carers of dependent drug users: prevalence, social cost, resource 
savings and treatment responses 

file://adfamdc/GroupData/14.%20REGIONAL%20DEVELOPMENT/Anna%20Kasmir/Anna%20-%2003.15/REG%20DEV/EAST%20MIDS/Thomas%20et.%20al.%20(2007)%20‘The%20excess%20medical%20cost%20and%20health%20problems%20of%20family%20members%20with%20persons%20diagnosed%20with%20alcohol%20or%20drug%20problems,’%2045(2)%20Medical%20Care%20116
http://www.fead.org.uk/docs/UKDPC_Families_of_drug_users_research_report_final.pdf
http://www.fead.org.uk/docs/UKDPC_Families_of_drug_users_research_report_final.pdf
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Kinship carers such as grandparents, who take on the care of children because their substance using 

parents cannot, are particularly noteworthy, as they commonly sacrifice their employment and are often 

insufficiently supported to fulfil their caring responsibilities. Kinship carers have reported a lack of 

financial support for the children they look after and difficulty in accessing help and information. Only a 

third of participants in one Grandparents Plus survey received an allowance from their Local Authority 

to help look after the child, and 57% reported having had to give up work or reduce their hours. 

Research by Mentor yielded similar results: the majority of grandparents had financial difficulties and 

many had to give up work or take lower paid jobs; Mentor therefore recommended that grandparents 

be urgently provided with information and advice on accessing financial support and the benefits 

available to them. Furthermore, payments to kinship carers were found to be wholly inadequate in 

comparison to the financial assistance provided to, for instance, foster carers.17 Grandparents also 

reported experiencing health and emotional issues, such as stress and depression, and social isolation 

linked to the stigma surrounding drug and alcohol use.18 

 

 

Slide 6: Impacts on children 
 

Main argument: parental substance use has a number of detrimental impacts on children, thereby 

increasing the likelihood of negative outcomes as they grow older.   
 

References: 

9 - ACMD (2003) Hidden Harm: Responding to the needs of children of problem drug users  

  

The 2003 Hidden Harm report estimated that there were 250,000-350,000 children of problem drug 

users in the UK, while in 2008 the Princess Royal Trust for Carers and Alcohol Concern said that there 

were up to 1 million children affected by parental alcohol problems. It has been suggested that there are 

up to 5 times more children affected by parental alcohol use than drug use,19 and that parental 

substance use ‘can and does cause serious harm to children at every age from conception to 

adulthood.’20  

Adverse effects on children encompass a wide range of emotional, cognitive, behavioural and other 

psychological problems, and they are potentially exposed to many sustained and intermittent hazards as 

a result of parental substance use, including: 

 

 inadequate supervision 

 inappropriate parenting practices 

                                                           
17 Mentor (2007) Mind the Gap 
18 Ibid 
19 Alcohol Harm Reduction Strategy for England (2004) 
20 ACMD (2003) Hidden Harm: Responding to the needs of children of problem drug users 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/120620/hidden-harm-full.pdf
http://mentorinternational.org/uploads/UK_Grandparents_Project_Report.pdf
file://adfamdc/GroupData/14.%20REGIONAL%20DEVELOPMENT/Anna%20Kasmir/Anna%20-%2003.15/REG%20DEV/EAST%20MIDS/Mentor%20(2007)%20Mind%20the%20Gap
http://newcastle-staffs.gov.uk/documents/community%20and%20living/community%20safety/caboffce%20alcoholhar%20pdf.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/120620/hidden-harm-full.pdf
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 separation 

 inadequate accommodation or instability of residence 

 dangerous substances in the home 

 interrupted or otherwise unsatisfactory education and socialisation 

 exposure to criminal or inappropriate behaviour 

 social isolation 

 increased likelihood of early substance misuse and offending behaviour 

 poor educational attainment. 

One study found that mothers with drug dependencies, whilst trying to manage their own difficulties, 

are not always aware of the child’s needs. As a result, they can tend to focus on ‘functional parenting’ – 

whereby being a mother is seen as a simply functional role in their life – and believe that by merely 

fulfilling the child’s basic needs, their responsibilities are satisfied. However, this means that mothers 

can be less engaged with the child, commonly arousing issues of neglect.21 The impact of substance use 

on parenting is illustrated in its prevalence in referrals to social services and its common citation in care 

proceedings.  

 

 

Slide 7: The value of support which family members provide 
 

Main argument: the value of support that families and carers provide is substantial and needs to be 

sufficiently recognised. 
 

References: 

10 - UKDPC (2012) The Forgotten Carers  

 

Families are frequently an unpaid and unconsidered resource in providing health and social care services 

to their relatives. Were this support provided by the health and social care sector, it would come at a 

cost of £747 million a year; again this is an underestimate as it only covers the parents and partners of 

heroin and crack users. Families provide ‘services’ like routine care and support, home detox, 

accommodation and day-to-day care, all of which would otherwise have to be provided by the state at 

considerable cost.  

 

One study which looked specifically at dual diagnosis – the coexistence of mental health and substance 

use problems – found that, on average, family members (both living with and apart from the drug using 

relative) devoted 226 hours every year to the care and support of a dual diagnosis relative. Another 

study found that carers spent 29 hours a year dealing with a number of presenting issues, including 

                                                           
21 Silva et. al. (2012) ‘Balancing motherhood and drug addiction: The transition to parenthood of addicted mothers,’ 
18(3) JHP 359 

http://www.ukdpc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/the-forgotten-carers-support-for-adult-family-members-affected-by-a-relatives-drug-problems-.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22544158
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22544158
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illness, medications, crisis management and treatment services (which would have cost a professional 

£783 to provide) and 197 hours a year on home help tasks (a saving to the state of £3,152). Considering 

the financial burden being relieved by these carers, taken with the gravity of harms they experience 

financially, socially, emotionally and physically, the need to invest in their support is clear.  

 

 

When family members receive support for their own needs… 
 

 

Slides 9 & 10: The benefits to adult family members  
 

Main argument: supporting families for their own unique needs results in a number of benefits across 

the spectrum of health and wellbeing. 
 

References: 

11 – Adfam (2009) We count too, 2nd ed. 

12 - Holt-Lunstad et. al. (2010) ‘Social Relationships and Mortality Risk: A Meta-analytic Review,’ PLOS Med 7 (7) 

   

A considerable number of studies have revealed the positive outcomes associated with providing 

support to family members in their own right (i.e. as an individual, rather than as an ‘add-on’ to their 

relative’s substance use treatment). Where family members are supported, a number of improvements 

are observable in: 

 

 self-esteem 

 ability to set boundaries 

 coping skills 

 relationships with friends and other family relations 

 levels of independence 

 psychological stress  

 overall family functioning.   

 

One study which examined the effectiveness of intensive interventions for families found that once 

family members had undergone the intervention, they were often described as being happier, more 

confident, more assertive, less anxious and depressed and/or eating better or smoking less.22 Adfam’s 

study of one family support service also found that significant outcomes were being achieved for family 

members, with the service generating £145,000 worth of value specifically for the family members 

                                                           
22 Copello et. al. (2009) ‘The relative efficacy of two levels of a primary care intervention for family members 
affected by the addiction problem of a close relative: a randomized trial,’ 104 Addiction 49 

http://www.adfam.org.uk/professionals/reference_and_research/adfam_publications/we_count_too
http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.1000316
https://pure.york.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/the-relative-efficacy-of-two-levels-of-a-primary-care-intervention-for-family-members-affected-by-the-addiction-problem-of-a-close-relative-a-randomized-trial%28e59718be-6b7d-4d3e-b264-2e2a59889101%29/export.html
https://pure.york.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/the-relative-efficacy-of-two-levels-of-a-primary-care-intervention-for-family-members-affected-by-the-addiction-problem-of-a-close-relative-a-randomized-trial%28e59718be-6b7d-4d3e-b264-2e2a59889101%29/export.html
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attending.23 This figure was reached after considering the resulting benefits to their health and 

wellbeing, their regaining of independence, bettering of their relationships with others and 

improvements in their financial situations. 

One of the most pervasive effects of drug use on family members is damage to, and reduction of, social 

relationships because of stress, anxiety, stigma and isolation. A study that looked at the interplay 

between social relationships and mortality found that individuals with strong social relationships have a 

50% greater likelihood of survival compared to those with weak social relationships. The magnitude of 

this effect is actually comparable with stopping smoking and exceeds many well-known risk factors for 

mortality, such as obesity, thus epitomising the extent of damage that familial drug use can have on 

people close to the substance user. Further research suggests that providing support to families helps 

combat stigma and prejudice in the wider community and the media.24  

 

Of relevance here is the government’s carer’s strategy, which encourages the tailoring of support to fit 

the individual’s needs and circumstances, enabling carers to reach their full educational and 

employment potential, so that they are able to have a family and community life whilst being supported 

to remain physically and mentally well.25 

Secondary effects arising from improved relationships, health and wellbeing are plentiful, including an 

improvement in work-life balance or education. When individuals are supported to feel better in 

themselves this can positively reflect on all aspects of their life.  

 

 

Slide 11: The benefits to children 
 

Main argument: when families and children are supported, children can benefit in a number of ways 

and their life chances can be improved.   
 

References: 

13 - ACMD (2003) Hidden Harm: Responding to the needs of children of problem drug users  

 

Children affected by parental substance use are vulnerable to a wide range of risks, from threats to 

physical safety, to the psychological and practical results of poor parenting. Given that children are still 

developing, there are a number of risk factors that are unique to them: issues encountered during 

childhood can have severe and lifelong effects. For example, educational disruption can have an impact 

on their life chances, ability to form positive relationships, their aspirations and self-esteem. Research 

shows that children of dependent drug users are seven times more likely to go on to misuse substances 

                                                           
23 Adfam (2012) Social Return on Investment of Drug and Alcohol Family Support Services  
24 Copello et al (2010) ‘The 5-Step Method: Evidence of gains for affected family members,’ 17 Drugs, Education, 
Prevention and Policy 100 
25 HM Government (2010) Recognised, valued and supported: next steps for the carer’s strategy 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/120620/hidden-harm-full.pdf
http://www.adfam.org.uk/cms/docs/Adfam_SROI_report.pdf
http://opus.bath.ac.uk/21593/
http://opus.bath.ac.uk/21593/
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/213804/dh_122393.pdf
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themselves,26 and similar patterns of intergenerational transmission have also been highlighted with 

behaviours such as offending and antisocial activity.27  

 

When family support is in place children will see many of the same benefits to their physical and 

psychological health and wellbeing as adult family members, with negative impacts, including the risk of 

involvement in substance use themselves in later life, potentially prevented or reversed. The provision 

of family support acts as a protective factor for the child, saving the state a huge amount long-term, 

when considering all those children who do not go on to burden the criminal justice, welfare and 

healthcare systems.  

 

 

Slide 12: The benefits to the user 

 

Main argument: positive outcomes for substance users are more likely when their families and carers 

are receiving support for their own needs.  

 

It is now widely recognised that family support positively influences outcomes for substance users in a 

number of ways, with an increasing amount of evidence to support this. In one study, 74% of significant 

others successfully managed to engage their ‘previously treatment-resistant drug-using relative’ into 

treatment28; as well as supporting users to enter treatment, family support can also make drug and 

alcohol users more likely to remain in treatment, and successfully recover.  

 

When families are supported themselves, they are more able and better equipped to support and 

encourage the user’s recovery journey. The government’s drug strategy explicitly recognised that 

‘treatment is likely to be more effective, and recovery to be sustained, where families, partners and 

carers are closely involved,’ and NICE guidance also recommends the involvement of families and carers 

in decisions around the treatment and care of the user. The Carer’s Trust’s ‘Triangle of Care’ guide also 

emphasises the importance of ensuring that carers receive the support they require, whilst also 

promoting the involvement of families in their relative’s recovery.29 As such, it is considered good 

practice that families are both supported themselves and involved in their relative’s treatment. 

Navigating the treatment system can be extremely challenging for families, and family support can 

                                                           
26 McKeganey (2004) ‘Pre‐teen Children and Illegal Drugs,’ 11(4) Drugs: Education, Prevention & Policy  
315 
27 Dick & Agrawal (2008) ‘The genetics of alcohol and other drug dependence,’ 31(2) Alcohol research and health 
111 
28 Meyers et al (1999) ‘Community reinforcement and family training (CRAFT): engaging unmotivated drug users in 
treatment,’ 10 J Sub Abuse 291 
29 The Carer’s Trust (2013) The Triangle of Care, Carers Included: A guide to best practice in mental health care in 

England, 2nd Ed. 

http://informahealthcare.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09687630410001687888
http://informahealthcare.com/doi/abs/10.1080/09687630410001687888
http://pubs.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/arh312/111-118.pdf
http://pubs.niaaa.nih.gov/publications/arh312/111-118.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10689661
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10689661
https://babble.carers.org/sites/default/files/media/the-triangle-of-care-carers-included-final-6748.pdf
https://babble.carers.org/sites/default/files/media/the-triangle-of-care-carers-included-final-6748.pdf
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enable family members to better understand the treatment system, and act as a bridge between the 

family member and the treatment system. Support for families themselves and their involvement in 

treatment have far-reaching positive repercussions for the user.  

 

 

Slides 13 & 14: The benefits to the community and State   

 

Main argument: Family support benefits the state both in social and economic terms.  
 

References: 

14, 15 – Adfam (2012) The Social Return on Investment of Drug and Alcohol Family Support Services  

 

Adfam’s Social Return on Investment study found that because supporting family members improves 

outcomes for the user; there is a marked reduction in use of the criminal justice system and the NHS. 

The reduced impact on the NHS is mostly attributable to the user’s reduction in use of healthcare 

services (26%), and whilst there is only a small level of change in use by families (2%), this is mainly 

because most had not been accessing those services in the first place.  

 

In the same study, Adfam looked at a sample family support service and found that the value created by 

the service amounted to over £240,000, with investment in the service totalling £52,000. Therefore, for 

every £1 invested, £4.70 of social value30 was created, mostly for the clients themselves. The return to 

the state alone, at £69,000, was greater than the investment in the service, meaning it provided good 

value for money even prior to accounting for the health and wellbeing benefits to clients themselves. 

Even brief interventions for family members have been found to reduce ‘both stress-related 

psychological and physical symptoms...and as a result costs associated with health and welfare service 

demands made by affected family members.’31  

 

With regards to crime, according to the NTA, drug treatment and recovery systems in 2010-11 

prevented 4.9 million crimes, with estimated savings valued at a staggering £960million.32 Evidence has 

come to light that local crime rates have an effect on the mental wellbeing of residents, mostly 

associated with anxiety and depression; therefore, decreases in crime will result in happier, healthier 

and safer communities. The potential for the state to make great savings through the provision of family 

support is highlighted by these findings.  

 

                                                           
30 The social return on investment analysis conducted looked at the various types of social benefits (e.g. health and 
wellbeing and improvements in social relationships) resulting from investment into a family support service, and 
ascribes a value to these benefits, based on an accepted model. 
31 Copello et.al. (2009) ‘The relative efficacy of two levels of a primary care intervention for family members 
affected by the addiction problem of a close relative: a randomised trial,’ Addiction 104 
32 NTA (2012) Estimating the crime reduction benefits of drug treatment and recovery 

http://www.adfam.org.uk/cms/docs/Adfam_SROI_report.pdf
https://pure.york.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/the-relative-efficacy-of-two-levels-of-a-primary-care-intervention-for-family-members-affected-by-the-addiction-problem-of-a-close-relative-a-randomized-trial%28e59718be-6b7d-4d3e-b264-2e2a59889101%29/export.html
https://pure.york.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/the-relative-efficacy-of-two-levels-of-a-primary-care-intervention-for-family-members-affected-by-the-addiction-problem-of-a-close-relative-a-randomized-trial%28e59718be-6b7d-4d3e-b264-2e2a59889101%29/export.html
http://www.nta.nhs.uk/uploads/vfm2012.pdf
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Slide 15: What are the costs of not providing family support? 

 

Main argument: an area without sufficient family support provision is likely to experience a variety of 

negative impacts on the local population, and increased burdens on local statutory services.  
 

References: 

16 – Holt-Lunstad et. al. (2010) Social Relationships and Mortality Risk: A Meta-analytic Review, PLOS Med 7 (7)  

17 - Demos (2010) In loco parentis 

 

The benefits of providing families with support have already been addressed: improvements in the 

health and wellbeing of substance users and families, better outcomes for children, an increase in the 

number of users entering and completing treatment, and all the results of these: reductions in crime, 

reduced burden on the criminal justice system, health services and welfare system, and associated cost 

savings to the state. It follows, then, that without family support, the burden on public services 

increases, population health and wellbeing suffers, successful treatment outcomes are reduced and 

children are at risk of poorer outcomes. Essentially, the substantial benefits of family support are absent 

or reversed. The cost of failing to provide family support is great and spans across a number of 

interconnected fields.  

 

 

Slide 16: So, why invest in family support? 

 

Main argument: investment in family support services is necessary, desirable and justifiable. 

 

 To reduce crime and criminal justice expenditure 

 

Crime is often a priority for local communities and their residents. When family members are 

supported, crime is reduced and savings to the public purse made, since more drug users are in 

treatment and less are involved in criminal behaviour. Reduced local crime rates will also have a 

positive effect on the psychological wellbeing of residents. 

 

 To improve public health 

 

The improvements to family members’ physical and mental health and wellbeing have been 

evidenced. We know that this group are associated with high usage of public health services, and 

the burden on public health and social care systems is significantly reduced when families receive 

support for their own needs. A decrease in social isolation also has great public health benefits, and 

feeds back into the reduction in use of public health services.  

http://journals.plos.org/plosmedicine/article?id=10.1371/journal.pmed.1000316
file://adfamdc/GroupData/14.%20REGIONAL%20DEVELOPMENT/Anna%20Kasmir/Anna%20-%2003.15/REG%20DEV/EAST%20MIDS/Demos%20(2010)%20In%20loco%20parentis
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 To improve outcomes for substance users and ensure the potential of drug treatment is maximised 

 

Families are an important source of recovery capital. We need to ensure that families and carers 

receive support for themselves, in order to increase the likelihood that their substance using 

relatives enter treatment, continue to engage with it and finally achieve successful outcomes. 

Simply put, families receiving support are better able to support the user.  

 

 To improve outcomes for children 

Family support provides certain protective factors for children. It increases their resilience and 

ability to cope with adversity and helps prevent intergenerational transmission of substance misuse 

and associated behaviours, bettering outcomes for children across the board. Support should 

enable families to exert positive influences on the child, and to build resilience in children: 

resilience and parenting practices are both highly influential factors when considering how risks to 

children and the adverse impacts of parental substance use can be mitigated.  

 

 

Slide 17: What can effective investment in family support give you? 

 

Main argument: dedicated family support is needed to ensure families’ support needs are met and 

provides opportunities to carry out innovative and effective work with families. 

 
References: 

18 – Adfam (2009) We count too, 2nd Ed. 

 

Although families may be able to receive elements of support from services elsewhere, this is 

insufficient and falls short of addressing the extent of the families’ needs for support, particularly those 

family members whose loved one is not receiving treatment. Universal services, for example generic 

carers’ services, can provide valuable opportunities to enhance family support, but they do not have the 

specialist knowledge of the unique circumstances and needs of the families, or the capacity to respond 

to and support them appropriately. Without dedicated family support sitting in the forefront, the 

barriers and stigma that families face also continue to prevent their take up of services.   

Effective investment in dedicated support for families in their own right, together with a service that 

encourages and enables referral pathways, is needed in order to capitalise on the potential benefits to 

adult and child family members, substance users, and the state.  Different service models may be suited 

to the needs identified in different local areas; however, when local commissioning decisions are taken 

and implemented with consultation and good practice in mind, commissioners can expect to receive a 

service that provides the right support and space to enable family members to recover from the harms 

http://www.adfam.org.uk/professionals/reference_and_research/adfam_publications/we_count_too
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they are experiencing, regain their independence and ability to support themselves, and better link in 

with the treatment system where appropriate. 

 

 

Slides 18 & 19: The importance of partnership working: Everyone has a part to play 

 

Main argument: family support spans across a number of fields and cannot work in isolation. Effective 

family support requires investment and strategic support from a range of local leaders and service 

providers. 

 

Substance using families are associated with high use of primary care services, and are often known to 

the police, housing professionals, social services and a host of other local organisations: these services 

must work collaboratively with these families to ensure they receive the support they need. The 

relationship between substance use and mental health, for example, is a strong one, and is receiving 

increasing attention from policymakers and professionals in the sector. Councillors and local Directors of 

Public Health need to be made aware of these facts to be able to commission and direct service 

provision efficiently. 

 

Partnership working and information sharing have been lauded as the key principles for effective 

working in the public sector – and the realm of family support is no exception. Indeed, it is impossible to 

look at family support in isolation, as there are many overlapping and interlinking issues in problem 

substance-using families. The research conducted into ‘troubled families’, as part of the government’s 

national programme of interventions for these families, concluded that ‘perhaps the starkest 

message…is the extent to which the problems of these families are linked and reinforcing.’ The 

programme, intended to tackle families whose problems and needs are complex, overlapping and 

interlinked, recognised that this can only be accomplished through joining up local services, as well as 

the adoption of a holistic, whole-family approach. A more effective approach will enable systemic 

working across agencies, linking the NHS, GPs, prescribers and family support services to create a 

coordinated approach to care, with information sharing across all agencies. 

 

In securing family support, different agencies and individuals will have different roles, but everyone has 

a part to play in improving the situation for family members affected by a relative’s substance use, and 

in ensuring that these families are appropriately supported.  

 

 

Conclusion 
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Families are often the unheard and unseen victims when a loved one uses drugs or alcohol, and on top 

of the physical and psychological strains, they must struggle to get the support they need, whilst all the 

while grappling with the stigma and shame from wider society. The sheer number of families, friends 

and concerned others who are affected is in itself a justification for the provision of sufficient support. 

However, the multitude and severity of the impacts on their health, wellbeing and finances make this 

even more critical.  

 

The benefits of family support are huge, far-reaching and span across a number of different spheres, 

substantially bettering the lives of families themselves (including children) and their communities. 

Advantages include improving treatment rates, retention and outcomes for users; reducing the burden 

on the NHS, criminal justice system and welfare system; and creating significant savings to the state. 

Furthermore, investment in family support services could help improve links between relevant agencies 

and encourage partnership working. Without it, we overlook the needs of a large proportion of the 

population, fail to maximise potential in terms of reducing drug and alcohol misuse and offending, and 

incur great and needless cost to the taxpayer.  

 

Following the reform of health and social care structures, an opportunity to develop drug and alcohol 

and family support services within the public health framework is presented. The reforms are also 

conducive to the development of a dialogue with local communities, which then opens the door to the 

creation of a framework which truly reflects local concerns and priorities. Drug and alcohol services, 

along with family support services, can make a strong, evidence-based case for the work they do, with 

benefits delivered to users, their families and their communities – not to mention their cost-

effectiveness. The potential to diversify and develop the sector is clear, and the contribution that drug 

and alcohol family support services can make to everything from the housing sector, employment, 

mental health and even sexual health, should be highlighted. Local Directors of Public Health and the 

new Health and Wellbeing Boards are therefore ideally placed to build cross-cutting and holistic 

recovery in their communities. 

 

 


