
































against," such as a residential agency, than if it only 
funds-let us say-referral, or job counseling. 

Even where the service provider is not the funder of 
Citizen Advocacy, or even where the service 
provider's funder is not the funder of Citizen Advo­
cacy, one should strive for"maximally feasible 
distance" between the source that funds Citizen 
Advocacy, and the source that funds services to 
those people for whom Citizen Advocacy recruits 
advocates. 

For instance, a welfare office is apt to have all sorts 
of societal-rather than client-interests to promote; 
and furthermore, it is apt to have all sorts of conflicts 
with its clients, for all sorts of reasons. Thus, such a 
welfare office ·would not be a suitable agency to 
either run-or even to fund-a Citizen Advocacy 
office that is apt to have proteges who are clients of 
that welfare office. It may not even be a suitable 
agency to run a Citizen Advocacy office that does not 
have proteges who are also clients of the welfare 
office, because its entire mentality is apt to be 
steeped too deeply in the welfare office culture to 
muster the kind of mentality that is necessary in a 
healthy Citizen Advocacy culture. 

These first three rules can all be summarized by the 
principle ofhaving "maximally feasible distance" 
between the funds and funding source for Citizen 
Advocacy, and those parties whom citizen advocates 
might have to confront. 

The fowth principle forminimizing conflicts of 
interest from funding is that a Citizen Advocacy 
office should strive to have multiple sources of 
funding-in fact, as many as possible. There are two 
rationales for this rule. (a) With multiple sources of 
funds, and especially if these have non-concurrent 
fiscal years, the Citizen Advocacy office is less likely 
to feel threatened and to cave in when one of the 
funders begins to put pressure on it to bold back its 
advocates. (b) Funds can dry up for reasons other 
than hostile attack on Citizen Advocacy. A diversit)' 
of funding greatly increases the likelihood that a 
Citizen Advocacy office will continue to exist over 
the long run. One rule of thumb is to strive never to 
have fewer than two major sources of funds , so that 
the loss of either could be sustained. Of course, the 
larger the number of funding sources, and the more 
diverse they are, the less likely is it that the loss of 
any one source would be crippling to the office's 
operations. 
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Funding issues are much harder to resolve than 
governance issues, because there are so few sources of 
unconflicted funds, plus in addition, even those sources 
that do exist tend to be time-limited. 

Theoretically, doing without funds would solve the 
funding issues, but it is of the very essence of Citizen 
Advocacy to have staff that put the wheels under per­
sonal advocacy, and having staff rneans in more than 
99% of cases-paid staff, hence a need for funds. 

Ideally, the most unconflicted enduring source of 
funds for Citizen Advocacy is an endowment. Very few 
Citizen Advocacy offices have been fortunate enough to 
receive such. Those that have receive only a small 
portion of their income from their endowments, because 
the endowments themselves have been relatively small so 
far. More offices could be vigorously pursuing this option, 
but even then, only a tiny minority of offices are apt to be 
successful in this quest, and even then would probably 
never be able to cover 100% of operating costs from this 
source. 

As Wolfensberger explains elsewhere, certain 
conflicts of interest can only be minimiz.ed, never totally 
eliminated. But it is of the essence of Citizen Advocacy 
that at least two conflicts be entirely eliminated: (a) 
payment or other compensation to the advocates, and (b) 
funding to the Citizen Advocacy office that denatures 
Citizen Advocacy, either because such funding has 
conditions attached to it that are incompatible with the 
very nature of the kind of advocacy that citizen advocates 
are expected to conduct, or because of the high likelihood 
that such conditions will be stipulated by the funder in the 
foreseeable future, after the Citizen Advocacy office has 
become dependent on it. 

One thing should be clear from all the above, namely, 
that if a Citizen Advocacy office has a conflict of interest, 
this is most likely to express itself in two ways: (a) 
recruitment of•"tame" advocates, perhaps those mostly 
interested in the so-called expressive elements of relation­
ships rather than in the instrumental ones that are of an 
advocacy nature; and (b) poor potentiation of advocates, 
as via little initial, or inappropriate, orientation to advo­
cacy, and little in the way of potentiating support for it. 

Miscellaneous Points 

Lest there be any misunderstanding, we emphasize 
one last time that the functions of the Citizen Advocacy 
office are different from the functions oftbe citizen 
advocate. This needs reiterating because people might 
easily get confused about this distinction. 
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\lle can foresee that the sketching of the four core -
functions of Citizen :\dvocacy offices could confuse 
people as to where safeguarding activities might fit in. 
. .\ctivities that safeguard the identity, quality and viabilit)' 
of a Citizen Advocacy office ( discussed in more detail in 
other contexts) are essential, but many such acti\'ities are 
not unique to Citizen Advocacy . . Any enterprise should 
constantly work on issues of identity, quality and viability. 
Thus, such activities should not be confused with actuallv • 

"doing Citizen Advocacy," except that "doing real Citizen 
:~dvocacy" would assure identity, and to a large degree 
quality as well. Viability is only partially under the control 
of a local office, but generally, "doing real Citizen .A.dvo­
cacy," and doing it ~·ell, can be expected to make at least 
some contribution to viability. 

One thing that can hardly be emphasized enough is 
that the long-term soundness of a Citizen Advocacy 
program depends primarily on the board of directors; or, if 
the Citizen Advocacy program is run by an organiz;i.tion 
that runs other activities, then by the combination of the 
board and the committee that the board should establish in 
order to oversee the Citizen Advocacy portion of the 
agency, i.e., by a Citizen Advocacy "sub-board:' 

Elsewhere in the Citizen Advocacv culture one will . ' 
find various elaborations on the Citizen .A.dvocacy office, 
such as issues of Citizen Advocacy office governance, 
who is suited to be Citizen Advocacy staff, funding 
issues, etc. Here, we only want to very briefly touch on 
two points. 

1. FromCitizenAdvocacy's first implementation in 
Nebraska in 1970 (see Wolfensberger & Zauha, 
1973 ), it had been explained that people can function 
in support roles to Citizen .A.dvocacy offices without 
being citizen advocates. Such persons were called 
advocate associates. It is helpful to perceive such 
advocate associates as an unpaid parallel to the paid 
Citizen Advocacy staff, and often specifically in the 
support role in service to advocate potentiation. 

2. In Citizen Advocacy training, it has also been empha­
sized in more detail (a) that a Citizen Advocacy 
office should never be started without a governing 
board firmly in place, (b) that matching of advocates 
and proteges should never be started without paid 
staff on board, and ( c) that it is also desirable ( even 
though rarely possible) to have an office with paid 
staff at the state/provincial level, both to promote the 
establishment of Citizen Advocacy offices, and to 
give such offices ongoing support. (See 
Wolfensberger & Zauha, 1973, on these points.) 
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Conclusion 

One very large lesson that one can dra~· from the 
analysis presented here is that Citizen .A.dvocacy offices 
should not disguise, or even deny. their identity, as some 
have acn1ally done. Apparently, this has happened 
because of distaste for organized services, discomfort 
about de facto manipulating people into relationships, 
discomfort about exercising oversight or control over 
relationships, and possibly other fluffy-minded reasons. 
But if one understands not only the desirable but also 
absolutely essential core functions of paid staff as part of 
the fifth cornerstone of Citizen Advocacy, Citizen Advo­
cacy office people \\·ould--0_r at least should-have no 
compunctions about professing these functions as their 
purpose. 
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