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Introduction

Resdentia services play a dominant role in overal control of the lives of clients. The well-being
of resdents can he dramaticaly helped or hurt by the character of the services and those who work in
them. The range of ethicd issues tha may he faced is subgtantid since virtuadly dl aspects of life are
affected by one's home life. What has been sdected here for discusson are merely some of these issues.
While the issues selected are important, they are presented here only in the briefest forms.

Often the whole character of a human enterprise may turn on a dngle choice. So it is with
reSdentid sarvices that ther eventud identity may be massvely dependent upon what their sponsors
conclude in practice is best for clients. If they choose the wrong path, it is quite possble that thousands
of lives can he hamed. Smilarly if a condructive path is chosen great good can follow. Thus it is very
important that the crucial day-to-day ethics of resdentid services not be teken as automaticdly sdf-
evident and beneficid.

Ethics are often reduced to decison rules concerning choices and conduct. While this view has
vdidity it ignores that ethics draw for their authority on the deeper vaues of society. Often these vaues
ae embedded In everyday culture as "taken for granted” assumptions and beliefs. These vaues will
eventudly summeate into practicd ethics whether these are recognized as such or not. This paper will
examine five sdected examples of ethicd matters that rest deeply in the current culture of resdentid
sarvices. While they are referred to here as "issues" they may actudly not be trested by many as a
problem in everyday life. In thisway they reved themsdves to be "settled” matters.

This paper will fird examine the current character of our residentid services from the vantage
point of whether they help provide genuine homes for people and whether the act of providing service
detracts from this sense of home. Secondly, the clients of most services may be endangered by being
subject to ether the harmful effects of sarvices themsdves or the genera hazards of community life.
This will be presented with a view toward discerning whether intentional safeguards may be needed.
Thirdly, the paper will examine what may be a dake if a devdopmentd mentdity gives way to a
custodid one. Fourth, client choice will be examined from within the web of conditions that influence
its eventud expresson. Findly, the often hidden use of clients as involuntary paticipants in a wide
vaiety of well-intended, but not necessarily advantageous, experiments will be examined.

A "Home" or a"Facility"

It matters immensey what a thing redly is as opposed to what it may seem to be. The same
essentid house, apartment, or condominium can for one person be a "home" yet for another, it can be a
"program gte' or “fadlity." The difference is not merdy one of vocabulay, but of two quite
dramdicdly different concepts and redities We are tempted by the supefficial smilarities (i.e, the
same house) into thinking that in socid, psychologica, legd, and mord dimensons the contexts are
gmilar. Yet a "fadlity” is not a "home" even though it may aspire to maintain as much of the idea of
"home" as may be possible.



"Home" as we commonly use the idea can smply be something like "household” or "dwdling."
Yet for most people, "home' goes much further in that it refers to a place of consderable personal,
intimate meaning. It is the place where we are most oursalves, surrounded by those closest to us and
where we are mogt able to achieve privacy. While few people have identica senses of what is and isnt
important in the cluster of meanings involved In our common sense of "home," few would disagree that
there isindeed arich meaning to what most people mean by "home" in our culture.

"Facility" is a quite different matter than "home." It is a programmatic term intended to describe
a resource for the dispensation of some form of trestment rendered under agency and professond
authority. A "facility” needn't be a "home' (in the normative sense of the, word) even though people
resde there. This can dso be seen in the common adminigrative description of resdentid ingtitutions as
"fadilities” Mog people can readily disinguish the difference between homes and facilities when such
facilities and groupings are larger than the sze of mogt ordinary peoples homes. Even mini-inditutions
may quickly be recognized as facilities. Where it becomes more difficult is when the sze, grouping, and
generd gppearance of a household is within the range of what is normative. Under these circumstances,
the things that make it a fadlity can be so subtle that it may be had to immediady identify the
edements of both. Nonethdless, it is not purdy a "home' even a this point. This Is because the
characteristics of the home are non-normative on many other less obvious dimensons beyond those of
grouping size and household appearance.

Perhaps the mogt important ditinguishing factor to note is whether the home is indeed that of
the person(s) who reside there. In this sense, did they eect to live there or was the place sdected for
them by others? At issue is whether they exercise some normative sense Of sovereignty over the home
typica of tha enjoyed by mog citizens. Specificdly, there should be no confuson as to hose home it
redly is. For many dlients of services, the home isnt redly theirs, but rather is controlled by others
typicaly agencies or other corporate bodies. Ownership may be less the issue than persona dominion
over one's place of resdence. To be one's home, such dominion need not be absolute in the sense that it
may be shared with others, yet the underdanding that it is authenticaly "your place' should not be in
dispute.

Ancther useful diginction that can illuminate the essentid character of a dwelling is whether it is
a home or "home-like" The intent to make a home a red home is quite antitheticd to the commitment to
crediing a "home-like' subditute. By definition, a "home-like' entity is, a essence, intentiondly not a
home. As such, it represents an unambiguous resolve to intentionally
compromise the nonnative concept of home. Putting in familiar persond furniture and decorations may
maeke a nursng home room more "homey,” but it cannot make it a home. This is because a its most
fundamentd level, anursang home isintentiondly a program.

Many resdentid settings can be didtinguished from homes by whether they are, at ther core,
private rather than public places. In the normative sense of "home" ones dwdling is essentidly private
property even if one rents. This is not so with residentid programs in that the place is subject b public
overdght and management in ways not done in regards to private homes. Perhaps the most obvious of
these is the regulaion of access to the home of the resdent. In resdentid services, it is not uncommon
for a wide range of persons associated with the program to have access to the dwdling. This is most
noticesble in larger programs or heavily daffed programs. Some managers reduce this invasiveness
through rules that require the resdents permisson before access is granted. Still, this is a difference that
does not actudly change the essentid dtatus of the dwelling frown public to private. Of course, for most
clients, the place they livein is unapologeticdly public in nature.

In most cases, a resdentid setting is in actudity the private-gppearing expresson of a public
activity, i.e, running a resdentid program. The setting is often sdected by the agency, partidly pad for
out of program funds or even owned outright by the agency, managed as an agency asst, registered



publicly as a program dSte, presented in agency promotiond materid as the agency's, managed and
maintained by agency personnd, disposed of by the agency when no longer of programmatic utility, etc.
As a consequence, it is a fiction to pretend that this type of setting is, in fact, private. It is much more
accurate to see it as an indrumentality of interests other than those of the resdent. In most cases these
interests are ultimately public. Even those programs managed by so-cdled private agencies ill render
the dite to be something other than the private home of the resident.

An additiond dimenson of usurpation of the private character of the homes of resdents is the
lavful intruson into the home by various regulatory and public safeguarding groups Thear right to
ingoect the home comes from the essentid identity of the setting as a facility for programmatic activity.
Whether this oversght is licenang, cetification, quaity assurance, human rights monitoring, or
whatever, may not matter as much as the datus of these activities, and the invasveness they represent is
gamply not norméative in private homes. These practices are permissible only when the activities in the
home characterize it as a publicly sanctioned service.

Few of us would normaly have people placed in our home under the will and direction of others.
Yet, that is essentidly what is done when we daff resdentid programs. These daff often indst on a
whole range of daff accoutrements, accessories, and activities such as offices, dtaff parking, deff
mestings, resdential logs, safes and other locked cabinets, various required programatic rituds, eg.,
"group,” house meetings, etc. Not untypicaly, the staff are not persons recruited, sdected, managed, and
disposed of by the resdent, but are unmistekably the agents and employees of other interets. As
remarkable as it may seem, these patterns are so taken for granted as necessary compromises with the
concept of "home' that few persons even stop to congder wha things might be like if the concept of
"home" were wholeheartedly pursued and edified.

Clearly, if the vast mgority of people can manage to have a genuine home, why is it that persons
desgnated as clients of sarvices must forfet this posshbility? In pat, it derives from the socid
devauation of the clients. Few normative courteses add consgderations are granted to those who are
deemed lowly in society. A condition of recalving sarvice which is not usudly explictly daed, but
nonetheless is in effect, is that once you are a client, you must abide by the rules of your caretakers. You
are beholden to them through your "neediness” As such, a kind of programmatic dominaion gets
created whereby the persons served lose their ability to direct their own lives. Ingtead the server and
saving organization teke its place. This conquest is often portrayed as a voluntary surrender of
autonomy and control, but it is rarely ever done explicitly enough to pass mos reasonable tests of
consent. Thus, this process of takeover might be better portrayed as an assumption of control by the
serving authority over the person, even if such a stance was not recognized conscioudy by ether the
client or the server. Neverthdess, the public typicaly expects service providers to be "in charge' and
holds such providers to a sandard of judgement commensurate with their presumed custodid
obligations, i.e, "duty of care” In this way a lower standard of "home" is accorded to socialy devalued
persons who become clients of a service provider.

A second possible reason that the concept of home is so0 readily sacrificed is thet it is either not
thought to be of any particular importance intringcaly to persons with disabilities or it is not a primary
congderaion in rendering assdance to people. "Home' in this sense is treated as a "frill* of no
particular importance that can be gotten to once the more important programmatic work is done. If the
people being sarved are socidly devalued or stigmatized, it may well be assumed that they do not
deserve to be trested as wel as most citizens would expect. In dl likelihood, they will be trested less
well than others by giving very little sanding to many other normative humanneeds not only that of
"home."



These preceding speculations as to why "home' may be denied to dlients of services focus
largdy on societd views of the dient. It is dso possble that another contributing factor is that the
socidization and outlook of professonds and leaders in the fidd do not prepare them to see the
importance of not only "home" but a wide range of other universd human needs. Cetanly in the
generd fidd of disability, it often has been difficult and divisve to get the field to adopt normdized
life-style gods (eg., , community living, integration etc.) for dients Consequently, it is highly possble
that a least some of these leaders and professonds in the field are either doubtful that "home' can be
achieved as a practica matter, or are actively resstant to the propostion. When a fidd is dominated by
a view of dients as pahologicaly or irreversbly different, it is undergandable that the dominant
resdentid modd will not be normative and probably sgnificantly deficient. As the fidd moves towards
a view of dients as being people like dl other people, one can expect the growth of resdentia patterns
that are closer to what istypica for most people, i.e., "home."

The Probable Endangerment of Clients and the Need for
Appropriate Intentional Safeguards

Mog dlients of human services are in a disadvantaged position in society. Most are poor, lack
power and powerful alies, often are frown groups which are socidly devdued, etc. It is quite reasonable
to portray them as vulnerable to being treated less wel than mogt citizens. In fact, persons with
diabilities are disproportionately at risk of abuse and migreatment in comparison to their nondisabled
peers. As a consequence, it is useful to see such persons as living an existence of reative endangerment
or heghtened vulnerability to socidly condructed and patterned mistreatment. In this sense, their
mistreatment is neither random nor anomaous, but is better understood as organized and systematic.
Obvioudy, agroup's risk factors are not necessarily fulfilled in the experience of a given person.

Logicdly, if one lives a life filled with probable dangers, one learns to live defensvely so as to
better the odds that some misfortune does not befal onesdf. The actions one takes conditute a
sdfeguarding drategy which may have multiple and complementary components. Taken together, these
measures reduce the likdihood of bad things heppening. If for instance one lives in an area with high
crime rates, one travels about with various precautions, one's home is made secure; help is organized b
be nearby if needed; one avoids certain high-risk situations or behaviors, etc. Thus, heightened risk does
not necessxily trandae into negaive consequences if ones intentiond safeguards are substantia
enough to compensate for the level of danger pesent. Proper safeguarding may not be foolproof, but it
does provide a pogtive, condructive, and feasble response to living with societdly  induced
endangerment

Many resdentid service providers fal to fully recognize the degree to which dients are more
vulnerable to midreatment, abuse, or neglect. This may dmply be due to the nave and wighful
assumption that human service dients are "just like everybody ese” when it is patently clear that they
labor under disadvantages which are not shared by more privileged persons and classes. While it is true
that their needs as human beings are like those of everyone ese they must cope with the additiona
burdens of being disadvantaged or devaued In society. Persons who have never been deprived of their
credibility through mideading dereotypes may have trouble perceiving the problems recipients of
menta hedlth services have in being taken serioudly.

A second and maor source of endangerment for such clients arises from ther rdiance on
sarvices and the control of many aspects of their lives by service providers. "Services' ae often
portrayed by ther practitioners in largdy podtive and endbling terms. Such depictions are not
completdy without merit in that a good dedl of ingpirationd and even heroic conduct occurs in human
sarvices, much as it does in dl waks of life However, such virtue cannot he inditutiondized to the
degree that it would subgtantiate the utopian fantasy that al services are consgtently noble. The more
eathly redity is that services are subject to the same forces of decadence, imperfection, entropy,



dysfunctiondity, and perversity that have been evident in human experience through the ages. Whether
it is an attractive notion or not, human services are deeply flawed by dl manner of shortcomings. In this
sense, they are indeed "human” services.

The implictions for dients who ae now highly vulnereble to the erors limitations, and
tranggressons of imperfect services are as numerous as the dangers that each specific  shortcoming may
cregte. For ingtance, if services are poorly concelved as to what clients redly need, it is highly probable
that the service will miss the mark and provide sarvice tha is unneeded or even harmful. Smilarly, if
the modd of sarvice is reasonably vdid, but those implementing it are unmotivated, corrupt, or Smply
incompetent, the service will dill shortchange or perhaps even injure the dient. Smilaly, if a vend
adminigrator surreptitioudy thieves from the private funds of dients a trust will have been breached
that results in a loss to the persons affected. In al of these indances and in multitudes of others, the
central point is not just that services are flawed and dlients are vulnerable to the resulting effects, rather
the central ethicad preoccupation should be on assuring such clients the greatest degree of appropriate
sdfeguarding feasble. By this, it is not meant that dl wdl-intended safeguards are likdy to be effective
or gppropriate, snce many safeguarding measures are themsdves flaved and insufficient. The more
important point is that good service is not possble or redigic without good safeguards againgt the
intrindc limitations of the sarvice itsdlf.

For resdentid services, the implication is that clients should be provided the means or context
by which they can mogt optimaly benefit from both society and services. However, this must be done in
such a way as to ensure that the least harm comes from the engagement. This obligation derives not only
from the abdract principle that the server must ensure safety and security, but aso from the practica
necessties of living in a world where bad things happen disproportionately to clients, and many of these
ae patidly, if not whally, preventable and reducible. The server is not being of much sarvice if the
client remains weighted with endangerments that could have been avoided or limited through astute
service practices.

A further dimenson of the problem of redidic safeguarding is the redity that services do not
"per &' exig soldy or even primarily for the exclusve benefit of the client. Services are suffused with a
vaiety of legitimate and not s0 legitimate vested interests whose needs, preferences, priorities, vaues,
and outlook may subgantidly clash or compete with that of the clients Competing and conflicting
interests may well adopt practices tha are actudly detrimenta to the dlient. Given tha most clients are
not wel postioned to struggle againgt more powerful interests, it is predictable that their ability to aone
prevall agang these forces is severdy limited. As such, most sarvices, quite routindy, may not be
soldy "consumer driven,” but rather “interest driven” The common fecile poguring that "only the
clients interest matters' cannot possibly be true even if it were our fervent wish.

One clearly essentid proactive safeguarding preoccupation must be the defense of clients aganst
other interests tha may unfarly preval over theirs. Put into other terms, it is the question of, "Whose
savice is it anyways?' Given that other interests may overwhem those of the dients, thoughtful service
providers must confront the question: To whom do they owe their greatest loydty? For ingance, is it
one's professon, the client, one's colleagues, etc.? It is noteworthy that the server's own persond vested
interes may collide with that of the client. This is the normd and quite ancient chdlenge of addressing
one's inherent conflicts of interest. However, if the server bdieves it to the imperative to fathfully dly
with the dient againg legitimate or other vested antiethical interests, which might further disadvantage
the client, such fiddlity to clients may occasonaly cost people their jobs.

Cugtodia or Developmentd Ethics

As has been indicated earlier, there is a widespread tendency in services that results in clients
becoming objects of cugtodid care. Cudtodidization may have many advantages in that it ensures that



cients of services are maintained in safety and in hedthy circumdances. Given the atrocities found in
"bad" cudtodid gtuations, it is possble to recognize a "good' cugodidization. Nonetheess, human
beings ae much more than insensate bodies requiring civil, hospitable, and clean accommodation.
Bang "in the community" is no insulaion from becoming cugtodidized, though this brand of it might
be ussfully digtinguished as a neo-cugtodidiam.

Perhaps the most obvious universd of human needs is "to have a lifeé" to grow and to not waste
ones potentid. This can express itsdf as a search for chdlenge, a love of learning and simulation, a
hunger for experience, an impatience with tedium, a ddight in novety, or whatever. This dirring
indicates in people a propensity towards development and growth that must somehow be answered. The
ethic that would guide such a quest would necessarily have at its foundation a view of dients as having
such a potentid, a practicd grasp of the many ways such a need might be addressed, and a resolve not to
lgpse into a non developmental posture, i.e, to retrest to merdly a cugtodia or maintenance-oriented
outlook. Choices do exig in daly life in resdentid programs. Clearly some of these choices will be far
more developmenta in outlook than others.

As has been noted, socidly devdued persons may have a paticular difficulty in having ther
humanity and potentid recognized. If they ae not actudly seen as vduable human beings then it is
probable their lives and what might be accomplished in them will be discounted. If the concluson is that
they are not a priority for a developmenta invesment, then it will follow that they will be impoverished
and deprived, if not outright neglected or harmed. Given that many clients of services do not reach their
redidic potentid, it is logica tha sufficient developmentd invesments were not made. Such persons
may quite accuratdly be seen as auffering from a lack of developmental commitment beyond that
experienced by most people. Happily, the sustained neglect of people can be subgtantialy reversed, even
a alate age. It must be recognized nonetheless that this is predicated on the presence of persons and
organizations with a developmentd ethic.

While custodid and developmentd ethics are not mirror images of themsdves, it is crucid to
note that a thoroughgoing developmenta ethic will require a great ded more of people in a sarvice role
than smply providing custody adone. Consequently, a developmenta orientation may indeed be more
taxing overdl. This burden of development may wel be offset by the ddights and joys of being pat of a
life-giving and enriching growth experience Even 0, it would be unwise to inordinately diminish the
vay red cods of development. Doing nothing may indeed be esser. Deveopment is effort and,
thereby, is harder to do.

Cugtodid functions do not necessarily preempt developmental ones, though each may condrain
the other. Nonethdess, an indifferent custodia outlook may well place a premium on the wrong things,
resulting in a thwarting of the client's will, a deprivation of opportunity and encouragement, and a
hodtility to a wholesome ambition. In many indances, custodid imperdives do drive out or diminish
devdlopmentd ones-much like many organizations whose mantenance activities eadly extinguish
essentiad growth experiences. One of the worst aspects of unrepentant custodidism is the injury that can
come to people through the calous paterndism of professonds, agencies, and governments who "know
best" dready and can no longer learn from, be guided by, and respond to the emergent redity of the
cients lives. Growth would require a partnership between dlients and others that is undermined by a
disegard for the essentid dignity of people wanting to control their own lives. Yet for many people to
grow, there must be the engagement of their will, their convictions, and their efforts.

The Context of Client Choice
While it has become commonplace for people to abdractly favor client "choice” it is not

necessarily the case that wha is meant by this sentiment is particularly obvious or even wholesome.
Like dl incantations, its true function may be more to reassure ether the spesker or ligener as to their



virtue than to bespeak a promise or obligation. It is imperative to examine the ways in which dient
choice is discussed in order to see which verson of "choice' one ultimady can favor. Behind each
dogan of "choice' lies quite vaiable epigemologies These ae crested not only by differing
philosophical assumptions, but as wel by the milieu within which such choices are eventudly made.
"Choice' is not freetanding as it is dways embedded in a web of both visble and unseen conditions
that shape the nature of its enactment.

An indructive example of the effect of milieu or environment may be seen where
inditutiondlized persons are given "choice' over which foods they might prefer or which televison
show they would like. While the availability of choices may be a rdative improvement, it is notable that
the choices they might exercise are dways subject to the initiative and approva of the authorities who
control their life circumstances. Also noteworthy are al the choices not offered or even consdered. For
indance, what of the choice of one day leaving the indituion and living in the community?
Conceivably, one could have a life where one isn't beholden to the authorities as to which choices are
"on thetable."

A second ingance is where it is assumed that persons are wdl-informed and thus make choices
fuly avare of what they are ganing or reinquishing. Choice without a full gragp of its implications
may not be "choice' 0 much as sdf-directed decison-meking in the framework of poor advice,
information, or guidance. Such a concern may be mogt acute in ingtances where the decison-maker is
impaired in competency to comprehend matters, poorly supported, or advised and/or mistaken. Even
very adute persons can meke foolish decisons if they are given and trust plausble but distorted
versons of redity.

A third ingtance is where "choice’ is bound up in agency practices tha themselves condrain the
qudity of decisorrmaking that may be ultimately possble. For ingance, when the client has no access
to outsde advice and advocacy, he/she may wel be unconscioudy led to prefer options that are
agreeable to those who surround him/her. When the process of making choices is articulated and
indtitutionalized by the system, rather than the people themsdves. it is quite possble that a process will
be devised that is not paticularly suitable for many dients. A common example of this can be found in
the myriad individua program planning schemes that proliferate. These sysems may only be as good as
the people who show up for the meeting even though their rhetoric and operational premises are that the
planning team thinks only of what is best for the person. As indicated esewhere in this paper, this
pretense beies the underlying conflicts of interest, commitments, and tdent of those in atendance, quite
goat from the substantid influence of their fralties and true degree of loydty to the dient. In fact, in
some ingdances the co-planners may be persons the client has no choice but to accept, eg., ther
mandated case manager, €etc.

Another indance is the clash between needs and wants. For many persons, "choice’ contains
within it an obligation to honor al wants expressed by a person, whether these are sensible, meritorious,
or otherwise advantageous. The server may not begin with a sense of obligation to the client such that
he/she would chdlenge the dient's inclinations if those were seen by the sarver to lead to poor
outcomes. Under these conditions, the server would have no scruples supporting even ill-informed
choices as long as it is "what the dient wants" A more eoquent defense for the transparent neglect of
the client's true needs couldn't be found. A different gpproach would be to assume that the client's wants,
needs, and best interests may be in conflict, and it may well benefit the client to ke made aware of these
conflicts, as well as the wide array of choices tha are possble in his best interests. It may wel anger
clients to be chdlenged, but it may ultimatedy mean that whaever choices they eventudly meke ae
done with a clearer sense of what is at stake.

Beyond this point, there may wel be both danger and value in a server arguing a case for a
gpecific choice not currently favored by the client. The server may well be trying to convey important



agpects of the Stuation not fully grasped or accepted by the client. A timid or understated argument may
lack the compdling qudity needed to impress some dients with the import of a matter. The danger is
obvioudy one of choosng to influence-not just inform the the client. Many daff are  uncomfortable
with the thought that they might actudly have legitimate vaues, opinions, and indghts that can and
should be conveyed to clients. They believe they have no right to stand for anything whatsoever for fear
that it may deprive dients of ther right to choice through this untoward impostion or assertion of ther
judgement. As such, they resolve the resulting dilemma by themsdves becoming people without
convictions and principles, a least insofar as sharing these with the client is concerned. A quite different
reolution to the matter would be to be scrupulous in ensuring that the client makes the eventud
decison, but is afforded a process whereby the person is exposed, through a genuine didogue, to
matters or aspects that do not necessarily originate with the client.

The Unrecognized, Widespread, and Incessant Use of Clients as Involuntary Fodder for Human Service
Experimentation

Services are a culturad phenomena in tha they typicadly mirror the preoccupations of the broader
society. Consequently, they are congtantly changing as various fads, ideologies, and technologies wash
through them. Not uncommonly, service sysems get enamored of seemingly noved modes and often
ingdl then on a wholesde bass. Whether these practices are particularly vauable to clients may not be
as interesting as the fact of the continuous adoption of largely untested practices. As often as not, the
purveyors of change are agtonishingly wel-motivated and convinced tha their cheats will fare better
under therr "new" regime. The origind creators of our reddentid inditutions were often passonae
progress-minded reformers who had no inkling of wha the red world would actudly do with ther
notions. They were like many people today in that they were so enthused for change and had few
scruples as to what they were asking from the people whose lives would be captured in their experiment.

Sadly, dients of services have had to endure countless thousands of intrusons into ther lives of
the concepts, ideologies, practices, and vested interests that get creasted by each successve reform.
When these reforms do not eventudly fulfill ther originators high hopes and degenerate into much less,
it is extraordinarily rare that such innovators return to gpologize ad compensate those who were
subjected to such tinkerings with ther lives many dients if they live long enough, will have been
witness to and enfleshed by dozens of such experiments. Apparently, it is their duty to cooperate with
the infatuations of thelr service magters.

The difficulty is not that we human beings are endlesdy drawn to search for a better way or that
we are moved by passons for improvement. It is that we do not often recognize that we are using clients
to address our own needs and preoccupations. Clients a such times become "tabula rasa’ to meet our
psychic, professond, and societd needs. Occasondly, the blithe rendering of them to the datus of
experimental fodder is argued as "for their own good." The journds and conferences are full of often
bregthless reports of the laiet experiment and its promisng contribution to human service
improvement. Such experimentation is so common and teken for granted that their status as trids using
red human beings is obscured. It is not just that formalities like consent are overlooked that make these
innovations worrisome. Rather, it is the wholesde use of one group by another that should be worrying.
Staff do not readily become the toys of clients. It is not so easy to say that the reverse is untrue. Where
power, authority, and legitimacy are not evenly divided, there lies the posshility of the misuse of these
advantages unless they are congtrained by suitable ethics.

Pat of the difficulty is tha unredricted human service experimentation often only generates
concan when it is formdly cdled experimentetion. The rules in many dates regarding formd
experimentation with human subjects are often quite a serious counterweight to client ham.
Nonethdess, if the experiment is caled something dse, it actualy does not look to most people to be
experimentation. Instead it is seen as an ordinary pat of program development and modification. For



indance, mogt groupings of dients in resdentia settings do condtitute an experiment in how well people
will get dong, yet this practice seems an innocuous and routine pat of service deivery, dthough it
could affect peoplés hedth and safety every bit as much as a medication trid. It would be useful to
occasondly stand back from our daily hebits of the service world and to condgder them in the light of
what we are subjecting clients to.

Not dl innovations, of course, lack merit, but a culture of indifference to the dams of dients to
not be ussd must force us beyond the specific innovation to the underlying mord, poalitica, and
economic context within which such experiments come into being. It is an ethicd maiter whether we
have the right to assume such a command over peoples lives tha we can indill never ending
progresson of “improvement” upon them. Surdy something is amiss when there is dbsolutdy no
widespread obligation to seek to protect clients from the untoward effects of such experimentation,
however wdl-intentioned it may be. Our human service culture seems confused and uncertain as to how
to best conduct itsdf to ensure that the dignity and well-being of clients is not transgressed.  This
confusion, coupled with the ardent desire for much needed change, produces a brew that sanctions and
rewards progress, or at least he appearance of it. It needs to be tempered by the kinds of ethics that do
not presume that good intentions are dl thereisto redlity.

Concluson

The dients of human services canot be defined properly just by the view of them hed by
sarvice providers. Ther human identity both precedes and transcends the identity ascribed to them by
services and their processes. Foremod in this is their universa identity as human beings. In this they are
entitted to dl the dignity and respect normdly extended to dl persons. Resdentid services must
resolutely commit themselves to not create a dtandard of trestment for their clients that is less than or
peverssly different from that accorded to the most vaued of citizens in our community. To do
otherwise is to risk the inditutionadlized degradation of persons who become dlients. This in turn
requires rigorous ethics on the part of resdentid services to ensure that their "clients' do not lose just by
becoming recipients of services but, in fact, prosper.
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