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CHAPTER 11

Public Personnel Motivation: The Concept
of the Public Service Culture

. . . W e must wonder why the nurturing of a public service culture has
received so little attention in government organizations, society,

or the research community. Public service motives are the underpinnings for the
uniqueness that defines the public service culture. They provide the basis for activ-
ities that educate and empower the citizens as members of a democratic state. They
are the platform from which public servants bring values and engagement to their
work. They fortify public servants to overcome self-serving interests, moral inertia,
and risk avoidance.

Lois Recascino Wise

READING 11

Introduction
The emphasis on contemporary research in personnel motivation has resulted in an impres-

sive subfield of public administration that deals with the many ramifications of the individ-

ual in public organizations. Today, most scholars and practitioners of public administration

are aware that the handling of personnel motivational issues can be one critical key to the

successful management of any public agency.

Chapter 6 explored how our important understanding of the role of the informal group

within organizations began. Though concerned primarily with business organizations, Elton

Mayo’s discoveries in the field of human relations at Western Electric in the 1920s expanded

the traditional theories of public administration by showing how critical an impact the

human group had on the management process.

However, early researchers in the personnel field tended to accept the basic goals of in-

creased efficiency in organizational activities and actually sought ways by which manage-

ment could obtain greater productivity from workers. Initially, monotony, alienation, and

worker fatigue frequently were problems focused upon in personnel studies. These studies

often recommended a restructuring of the formal or procedural aspects of the institution to

achieve greater or improved efficiency.

The second-generation personnel specialists like Chris Argyris, Warren Bennis, Rensis

Likert, and Douglas McGregor have continued to stress the significance of the problems of
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the individual in organizations, but frequently with less concern about organizational

performance and more careful attention toward helping to achieve worker satisfaction and

personal growth on the job. Such writers de-emphasized traditional administrative goals such

as efficiency and, instead, stressed support of individual values and a humanistic environ-

ment within organizations.

In the following essay, “The Public Service Culture,” written especially for this text, Lois

Recascino Wise offers a unique assessment of the current state of motivational research as

it pertains to the public service. She begins her essay with a review of the current research

literature in this field, but as Dr. Wise suggests, her aim more involves conceptualizing and

“enriching understanding of the construct of public service motives, the process of public

service motivation, and its implications for democratic governance.” Her argument is

premised on the assumption that “a public service motive is a type of human need” that is

“stronger for some people than others.” Professor Wise defines “public motives” as “the

process that causes individuals to perform acts that contribute to the public good as a way

of satisfying their personal needs.” Substantively, such motives entail “affective, norm-based

and rational attributes” that the author discusses in some depth. Not everyone in govern-

ment, of course, is disposed toward public service motivations, nor are they necessarily ab-

sent in other organizations, even in McDonald’s, argues Dr. Wise. She says, however, that

“public service motivation is more prevalent in government than in business or industry”

because of “the nature and mission (of) government organizations.”

Above all, Dr. Wise believes, “Public service motives are significant because they pro-

vide a value basis for governance,” especially in three ways: by (1) fostering “citizenry ed-

ucated in the issues and processes of government”; (2) incorporating values, and not merely

facts or analytical techniques, into administrative decision making; and (3) encouraging com-

mitment and responsibility for the work of government and its consequences. Professor Wise

concludes by suggesting that public managers should make a conscious effort to develop a

culture of public service throughout the workplace, for “if managers do nothing to promote

and reward people who display public service motives, we should not expect those motives

to be important in the organizations they lead.”

Briefly, a word about Dr. Wise’s academic background. Her research interests center on the

broad areas of employment and management, with special focus on the public sector, especially

civil service systems, administrative reforms, attitudes toward change and innovation, perform-

ance motivation in the public and private sectors, and systems for distributing organizational

rewards and determining status in the bureaucracy. Dr. Wise teaches primarily in the areas of

public management and human resource management, and her works have appeared in the major

scholarly and professional journals. She is the author of Labor Market Policies and Employ-

ment Policies in the United States and is one of the most respected international scholars in this

field of study. Dr. Wise serves as a consultant to public- and private-sector organizations in the

United States and Europe and was recently awarded one of the highest prizes in Sweden for

her research contributions to that nation’s public administration development.

As you review her thoughtful exploratory essay on the “state of the art” of this subject,

you might consider the following questions:

How does Dr. Wise define the term “public service motivation”?

Where does the author argue that most of our understanding of personnel motivation

derives from?
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In 1961 President Kennedy issued the challenge “Ask

not what your country can do for you but what you

can do for your country.” The call inspired a genera-

tion of Americans to government service. Thousands

joined the newly created Peace Corps and its domes-

tic counterpart, Volunteers in Service to America, but

interest in working for the state overall was also high

during the 1960s and 1970s. This was a generation

that not only believed it could make the world a bet-

ter place to live but also believed that it had a respon-

sibility to shoulder the burden. In those days, college

graduates who chose their first full-time job based on

the size of the salary offered were seen as odd and

were perhaps even stigmatized by their peers (Orloff

1978; Johnson and Prieve 1975).

Times have changed. In response to flight from gov-

ernment by officials who converted their knowledge

into private sector expertise for higher pay, President

Bush asserted, “Government should be an opportunity

for public service, not private gain” (Waldman 1989:

16). More recent evidence suggests that high pay lures

graduates from programs in public affairs into private

sector consulting (Barrett and Greene 1998). Gradu-

ates are more likely to look with a jaundiced eye at

the notion of employment as a form of personal sac-

rifice. At the same time, public management prac-

tices seem to be increasingly grounded in the

assumption that monetary rewards, rather than purpo-

sive or social rewards, are the principal incentives for

organizational membership and job performance

among government employees. We can see this under-

lying belief in the use of special salary allowances for

recruiting certain occupational groups, for example,

and in continuing efforts to find an effective way to

link performance to pay.

It was in this context that at the beginning of the

1990s Perry and Wise (1990) called for a renewed

interest in studying and testing the propositions of

public service motivation. Drawing on previous

research, including work focused on voluntary organi-

zations (Knoke and Wright-Isak 1982), they at-

tempted to identify a theoretical framework for public

service motivation. They identified three categories of

public service motives and put forward a set of

research propositions about the process of public ser-

vice motivation. They called for research examining

the behavioral implications of those propositions, for

320 Chapter 11 / Public Personnel Motivation

Do you agree with her fundamental idea that public service motivation is more preva-

lent in government?

What does the author mean by the terms “rational,” “norm-based,” and “affective”? How

do these concepts shape public service motivation?

How can “the public service culture” concept specifically help practicing public ad-

ministrators in motivating their employees? Is it a pragmatic and valid conceptual

framework, in your view, that can apply to all levels of public service—local, state,

and federal? If so, explain how you would use her concept to motivate employees in

the public sector.

The Public Service Culture

LOIS RECASCINO WISE

“The Public Service Culture,” by Lois Recascino Wise. This essay
was written especially for this volume.
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research developing new methods to operationalize

and measure public service motivation, and for re-

search that would refine the theoretical framework

and research hypotheses pertaining to the motiva-

tional bases of public service.

Over the last two decades, using various definitions

of the construct, a number of researchers have exam-

ined public service motivation. These empirical stud-

ies can be mainly placed in two different categories.The

first set focuses on finding evidence of whether or not

a public service motivation exists (Rainey 1982; 1976,

1991; Crewson 1995, 1997, Jurkiewicz et al. 1998;

Gabris and Simo 1995; Brewer 1998; Vinzant 1998).

The second set attempts to develop more sophisticated

measurements for operationalizing the public service

motivation construct (Perry 1996, 1997). Research is

still limited, however, regarding the development of a

theoretical framework for how public service motives

affect behavior or for exploring the implications of

public service motivation for bureaucratic outputs.

The contributions that contemporary studies have

made to our ability to measure and compile evidence

of public service motivation, however, are not the

focus of this essay. Our interest lies more in elaborat-

ing and enriching understanding of the construct of

public service motives, the process of public service

motivation, and its implications for democratic gov-

ernance. To this end the essay turns to a discussion of

public service motives and the operating conditions

of public service motivation. It then considers the

linkages and tensions between public service motives

and attributes of bureaucracy in a democracy. Some

management implications for developing a public

service work culture are discussed in the conclusions.

What Do We Know?

In this section we review literature regarding public

service motivation and address four key questions.

The first asks what public service motives are, and the

second, what the operating conditions of public ser-

vice motivation are. Under the second question we

consider whether public service motives are constant

and exclusive to the public sector. The third question

pertains to whether public service motivation is more

prevalent in the public sector, and the fourth seeks to

explore the significance of public service motives.

What Are Public Service 
Motives?

A public service motive is a type of human need. The

desire to fulfill human needs influences behavior. Peo-

ple have many different competing needs. Both theo-

rists and empirical researchers have attempted to define

human need structures and explain the way they affect

behavior in various situations, including the workplace.

Not all motives for work are identified by these con-

tent theories of human needs (Georgiou 1973; Perrow

1978). None of these theories, for example, identifies

human spiritual needs as having implications for work

motivation, but there are many people whose spiritual

needs are so strong that they choose a career in a church,

synagogue, or other religious organization. By the same

token, individuals may have such strong needs to per-

form acts of public service and to contribute to the ad-

vancement of the quality of life in society that they may

choose a career of public service. Like spiritual needs,

public service motives will be stronger for some peo-

ple than they are for others.

Behavior that contributes to the public good fulfills

a human need among those with public service needs

or motives. We believe that these motives are prima-

rily addressed in the public sector because govern-

ment work focuses on public service, because it is in

the interest of public sector organizations to promote

and cultivate these values and motives, and because

the public sector is larger than the nonprofit sector.

This is not to say that everyone working in the pub-

lic sector is predisposed to public service motives, nor

is it to say that people who are stimulated by public

service motives do not have other needs that are

responsive to the incentives that their organizations

offer. In the same way, people working for the church,

temple, or mosque are not motivated by their spiritual

needs alone.

Public service motivation pertains to the process

that causes individuals to perform acts that contribute

to the public good as a way of satisfying their personal

needs. Acts rooted in the desire to fulfill a public
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service need can involve the decision to pursue 

public administration as a field of study, and the

decision to join an organization that provides oppor-

tunities to fulfill public service needs, as well as the

performance of a set of responsibilities and tasks re-

lated to one’s status as an employee or volunteer in

an organization. As a form of intrinsic motivation,

the potential gain from public service motivation is a

function of how individuals expect to feel as a conse-

quence of performing acts of public service.

Based on previous theoretical work, Perry and

Wise (1990) organized public service motives into

three broad categories. These are affective, norm-

based, and rational motives. The same act can be mo-

tivated by various public service needs. For example,

one individual may join the military service based on

a love of country, while another joins because of a

sense of duty and responsibility.

Normative orientations are based on social values

and norms of what is proper and appropriate and in-

clude a desire to serve the public interest; to fulfill a

sense of duty to the community; and to express a

unique sense of loyalty to the government (Downs

1967; Karl 1979; Buchanan 1975; Knoke and Wright-

Isak 1982). Frederickson (1970) argues that the pur-

suit of social equity is a primary obligation of public

servants.

Affective motives are rooted in an individual’s

emotions. Affective motives would include a deep

belief in the importance of a particular program to so-

ciety. Gulick referred to this sort of commitment as

anchored in a nobility of the great objectives of pub-

lic service (Blumberg 1981), distinguishing it from

public service acts based on a personal identification

with a public program. For example, person A is mo-

tivated to join public service to advance the goals of

the War on Poverty because she experienced poverty

and deprivation as a child. Person B is motivated to

join the War on Poverty because he abhors starvation

in a rich society. Person A’s behavior is rooted in ra-

tional motives while Person B’s behavior is affective.

An affective love of nature and a desire to protect the

environment draws individuals into public sector em-

ployment. Frederickson and Hart (1985) contend that

a primary motive for public servants is a patriotism of

benevolence, which they define as an encompassing

love of and desire to protect the people within a

political jurisdiction. This love of humanity provides

opportunities for moral heroism and personal sacrifice

for others.

Perry and Wise (1990) include rational motives as

a basis for public service behavior. The underlying

premise is that individual choice among a set of pos-

sible alternatives is motivated by an assessment of the

potential utility maximization from each option. Ra-

tional motives would include a desire to represent

some special interest and a personal identification

with a program or policy goal, as well as desires for

personal gain and personal need fulfillment (Downs

1967). The opportunity to participate in policy formu-

lation or program implementation may be anchored

in needs for power, esteem from others, and self-

esteem. According to Rawls (1971:84), public ser-

vice enables individuals to experience “. . . the

realization of self which comes from a skillful and de-

voted exercise of social duties.”

This third category of public service motives is

not universally accepted. Some argue that public ser-

vice can be rooted only in prosocial behavior (Rainey

1982). According to this school of thought, rational,

self-serving motives by definition are not public ser-

vice motives regardless of the social or public good

they produce. We take the perspective here that human

beings are complex and contradictory and indeed may

embark on public service careers or perform acts of

significant public service primarily based on their

own human needs and self-interest. These motives

may mature and develop into normative or affective

bases for behavior. If this is so, then how members of

a society prioritize their needs and interests becomes

increasingly important for the furtherance of the

public good.

What Are the Operating
Conditions of Public Service
Motivation?

Are Public Service Motives Constant?

Human behavior is based on a mix of motives, and

motives vary over time in their salience to single
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individuals and to society as a whole. By extension,

the motives for public service employment should

vary among countries and geographic regions and

also among units of government that have separate

purposes and client groups. Not only can individuals

switch among the categories of public service mo-

tives that they identify as important, but individuals

may also turn away from these motives altogether as

their needs are fulfilled, as their beliefs are proven

wrong, or as other needs become more dominant

(Homans 1961; Clark and Wilson 1961; Opsahl and

Dunnette 1970; Deci and Ryan 1987). If the under-

lying assumptions for management practice and ad-

ministrative policy in an organization change, we

should expect shifts in the priority attached to differ-

ent motivational bases for work (March and Simon

1958).

Individuals with public service motives are not by

definition devoid of other motives and human needs.

Concerns for basic human needs may be central for a

Peace Corps worker in a primitive setting. Worries

about job security may preoccupy public service–

oriented workers during a reduction in force. Con-

cerns for personal safety and career advancement are

also important motivators for individuals dedicated to

law enforcement, for example. In the same vein, per-

sons pursuing religious careers have needs for per-

sonal development and growth that motivate their

job-related behavior.

Contextual factors may also be significant in ex-

plaining trends in public sector employment. For ex-

ample, the availability of government jobs affects the

likelihood that a particular individual will find em-

ployment in the public sector regardless of the

strength of her public service needs. If government

jobs are clustered in some distant central location,

such as a capital city, or if government imposes a hir-

ing freeze, individuals will turn to other sectors. When

government organizations undergo a reduction in

force or pay cuts, human needs for job security and

monetary reward may gain importance over public

service motives for incumbent employees. If bureau-

cratic red tape prevents action or change for the pub-

lic good, the strength of public service motivation

among individuals will be negatively affected

(Buchanan 1975). The perception that effort exerted

to create change inside the bureaucracy amounts to

“pushing Jell-O” reduces the likelihood that individ-

uals will be motivated to participate in innovation and

reform activities in the future. The rational person

acts under the belief that effort produces some result.

When environmental forces inhibit goal achievement,

motivation is reduced (Luthans and Kreitner 1975;

Pfeffner and Salancik 1978).

Situational factors play a role in explaining when

public service motives surface and dominate individ-

ual behavior and when behavior occurs as a conse-

quence of other motives. Public service motives may

be dominant, for example, when an individual em-

barks on a career or makes similar life choices. Pub-

lic service motives may dominate in certain situational

contexts on the job that trigger deeply held values

and beliefs and call for acts of moral heroism. For ex-

ample, Brewer (1998) reports that fraud and abuse ac-

count for whistle-blowing behavior among individuals

with public service motives. Public service motives

may anchor individual discretion and judgment and

decisions to depart from established practice. The

strength of public service motives may give individ-

uals the courage to resist organizational norms and

peer pressure that are in conflict with the way they in-

terpret the public good. These tensions between self-

serving interests and interests that serve the public

good may occur in the daily performance of their

work. They may develop into a habitual behavior in

which public servants increasingly lean toward the

end of the continuum that represents their own inter-

ests rather than the end that represents the public good

(Gawthrop 1998b: 134).

As Gawthrop (1998b: 139) notes:

Public managers must recover the truly authentic

and creative freedom to decide what they should do

ethically in resolving the daily conflicts and chal-

lenges that confront them. Until they are capable

of freeing themselves from the bondage of habit,

any attempt to define professional behavior as truly

ethical is an exercise in futility that can only result

in a pathetic self-deception. The habits of the 

self-serving good allow public servants to pursue

procedural quasi-ethical life. The net result, to para-

phrase H. Richard Niebuhr, is a government of
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persons without fault, operating in a society with-

out judgment, through the ministrations of a

Constitution without purpose.

Are Public Service Motives Exclusive
to the Public Sector?

We know by deduction that that public service motives

cannot be found exclusively in the public sector. There

is no mechanism to test and sort individuals in the

labor market to identify and steer those with certain

motives into one sector or another. Many people do not

consciously choose a sector of employment and may

not be fully aware of their own motives for joining

a particular organization (Oldham 1976; Orloff 1978;

Soelberg 1967; Wanous 1972, 1979, 1980). Individu-

als in the labor market rely on imperfect information

and assumptions about employers in choosing organ-

izations. Public sector employers may send conflict-

ing signals to potential employees by emphasizing

high pay and monetary benefits in their recruitment

programs, thereby attracting and recruiting individu-

als whose motives for work are met by monetary re-

wards rather than the intrinsic returns from acts of

public service. By the same token, we know that indi-

viduals with strong spiritual motives for work can ful-

fill these needs in other sectors. A priest or rabbi, for

example, can work in the military as a chaplain. A

deeply religious person can find rewarding secular

employment in health care, counseling, or the arts, for

example.

Another reason that public service motives cannot

be exclusive to the public sector is that boundaries be-

tween sectors of employment are vague and organiza-

tional purposes and tasks overlap between sectors. The

health care industry in the United States, for example,

is found in the public, private, and nonprofit sectors.

The opportunity to serve the public interest or to

advance the public good is not exclusively limited to

public sector employment. This is not to say that there

are not unique motives that pertain to public service,

but rather to acknowledge that public service can occur

in many forums. Many corporations have public

policy programs. An individual working for the

McDonald’s Corporation, for example, could fulfill

strong affective needs for public service by being

involved in the Ronald McDonald House Program.

Is Public Service Motivation More
Prevalent in the Public Sector?

If public service motives are not exclusively found in

the public sector, is public service motivation preva-

lent in government organizations (Brewer 1998)? The

question has two meanings. One is whether public

service motivation is more prevalent than other types

of motivation in government. To grant this premise,

we would have to assume that public service motives

are so strong that they always dominate human needs

for growth, social contact, and physical and security-

related needs, for example. Those public servants that

Downs (1967) refers to as zealots may meet this as-

sumption, but it does not seem a reasonable expecta-

tion for most.

The other interpretation is whether public service

motivation is more prevalent in government than it is

in other sectors of employment. There is a logic for

thinking that public service motivation is less pre-

valent in business and industry, as Brewer (1998)

demonstrates. One reason would be that by the nature

of their mission and purpose, government organiza-

tions overall provide more opportunities for individ-

uals to fulfill public service needs and thus would

attract more of those individuals who prioritize their

public service motives than would business or indus-

try. Further, if government employers value public

service motivation, then it should be expected that the

work culture in public sector organizations cultivates

and reinforces public service motives more than or-

ganizations in business or industry, as some research

suggests (Romzek 1990).

If we posit that public service motivation is more

prevalent in government than in business or industry,

we acknowledge that systemic and organizational fac-

tors contribute to an organization’s value orientation,

and in turn, that public organizations must have sep-

arate value orientations. Consequently, the extent to

which agencies or firms are able to recruit people

with public service motives and are able to maintain

and strengthen those human needs should also vary.

We should also expect variations within organizations
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in the extent to which public service motivation ac-

counts for behavior. Individuals will adapt to the op-

erating incentive structure (Deci 1975; Wanous 1972;

Clary and Miller 1986). For different reasons, certain

branches or divisions might be less likely to recruit or

nurture public service motives. Individuals working

in certain occupational groups or professional areas

may be more or less likely to be motivated by public

service needs than others. Vinzant (1998), for exam-

ple, contends that public service motivation enables

protective services workers to cope with the particu-

larly difficult stresses of their occupation.

In defining public service motivation, we have

given examples of various categories of public service

motives, identified factors in the public service moti-

vation process, and identified some contextual factors

important in the process of public service motivation.

Public service motives are at the root of the behaviors

and actions taken to achieve outcomes that serve the

public good. The performance of public service acts

and the attainment of public good outcomes are both

dependent upon the strength and nature of an individ-

ual’s public service motives and needs. But the pub-

lic service motivation process is affected by individual

and contextual factors, as motivation theories indi-

cate. For example, an individual may have a strong

desire to work for the state but believe that some

personal attribute or characteristic makes such

employment unlikely. The expectancy theory of

motivation would posit that such an individual would

have low motivation to apply for a government job,

despite the high value she or he attaches to it as a

vehicle of public service. Recruitment agents of the

state could reinforce or counter the belief of low prob-

ability. The mission, policies, administrative struc-

ture, and culture of organizations can promote or

dampen an individual’s belief that the workplace pro-

vides an opportunity to fulfill public service needs.

At the same time, an individual might think that even

if the public service act were performed, factors

affecting political, economic, or social capital would

make goal achievement unlikely, and this in turn can

reduce the amount of motivation an individual would

have. These expectations might vary at times, de-

pending on factors such as leadership support or

available resources.

Of What Significance Are Public
Service Motives?

If public service motives can exist in any sector and

may appear in varying degrees of strength within pub-

lic organizations, what significance does the construct

have for public administration or more generally for

the advancement of democratic and social values?

Public service motives are significant because they

provide a value basis for governance.

In developing the notion of the human side of

public administration, Gawthrop (1998a) argues that

members of the public service must act from a per-

sonal commitment to a public problem and an alle-

giance to the community. Public service motives

anchor bureaucratic behavior and action, a connec-

tion that becomes increasingly significant as prevail-

ing ideas about the role and status of public servants

are rejected, and calls for responsibility, courage,

flexibility, and proactive behavior are continually

heard. Three ideas are central to these writings. These

are the responsibility for educating the public in dem-

ocratic issues and processes, the importance of indi-

vidual values in administrative life, and the

responsibility for engaging the citizenry in the admin-

istrative process.

Education

An important output of bureaucracy is a citizenry

educated in the issues and processes of government

(Gaus 1947; Gawthrop 1998a). Gaus (1947) sees ed-

ucation as a way of enhancing human growth and the

value of human worth. Gawthrop (1998a) describes

the responsibility for educating the citizenry as rooted

in affective motives and based on a love of humanity.

Education of the citizenry contributes to the bureau-

cracy’s responsibility for engaging the public in the

democratic and administrative process and achieve-

ment of an enriched sense of community. Education

empowers the citizenry. It balances bureaucratic val-

ues and engagement as inputs in the administrative

process because an educated citizenry is an empow-

ered partner in governance.
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Educating the public is in tension with both the

tenets of efficiency and professionalism. The norm of

professionalism means that individuals should use

their professional expertise to make the best judg-

ment based on the facts of the case (Mosher 1978).

The tenet of efficiency means that tasks should be per-

formed with the least use of resources and in the least

amount of time. Educating the public would slow

down the process, increase costs related to educa-

tional activities themselves, and occupy greater num-

bers of public servants in the education process itself.

Values

Gawthrop (1998a) contends that there is an integral re-

lationship between administration and democratic val-

ues. In arguing for the appropriateness of values in

public administration, he contends that an emphasis on

facts and evidence in decision making does not mean

that values must be excluded from the equation. Both

facts and values contribute to solutions of public

administration questions, but the public servant must

weigh the consequences of both in making a decision.

Marini (1971) also makes a strong case for incorpo-

rating values into public administration when he as-

serts “Administrators are not neutral, they should be

committed to both good management and social equity

as values. . . .” If we are concerned about justice and

equity in the outcomes of government, value judg-

ments are an integral part of the administrative process.

Shared values may be the cornerstone of a cohe-

sive public organization (Meier 1997: 73, 74). To the

extent that shared values facilitate achieving a com-

mon goal among members of an organization, they

may be associated with greater commitment to or-

ganizational purposes, and consequently to higher

levels of motivation and performance related to

achieving those goals (Meier 1997). Individuals with

congruent values are more able to anticipate each

other’s actions and are more likely to have the same

assessments regarding which workplace behavior is

important (Schein 1985; Kluckhohn 1951). Empirical

studies show that especially when an individual pub-

lic servant’s values are like those held by the work

group or organization, personal values are more likely

to be reflected in decisions involving discretion (Meier

1997:74). But at the same time, shared values may

limit the range of problem solutions considered and

may function as a form of peer pressure. The strength

of individual public service motives may counter the

possibility of “group think” and other conformist be-

havior when they challenge the public interest.

In direct conflict with the notion of introducing in-

dividual values to administrative behavior is the pre-

vailing administrative norm of neutrality. The norm

of neutrality means that bureaucrats should remain

emotionally disaffected by the problems they face

and detached from the clients they serve. Thompson

(1985) captures the kernel of the neutrality ethic:

The use of discretion . . . can never be the occasion

for applying any moral principles other than those

implicit in the orders and policies of the superiors

to whom one is responsible in the organization.

The ethic of neutrality portrays the ideal adminis-

trator as a completely reliable instrument of the

goals of the organization, never injecting personal

values into the process of furthering these goals.

Many years ago Herbert Simon (1945: 2) posited and

Blau’s (1955: 30) pioneering work demonstrated that

even lower-level public servants make discretionary

decisions that modify public policy outcomes and have

significant consequences for agency clientele—for

example, in determining eligibility for benefits or op-

portunities for employment. Neiderhoffer (1967: 10)

similarly found that police officers may decide if and

how the law should be applied. These decisions may

be turning points in the lives of young offenders, for

example. Some research suggests that police discretion

is bounded by organizational norms and values (Jones

1977: 300–301; 200). Vinzant (1998) argues that pub-

lic servants who clearly articulate value conflicts in their

work demonstrate higher job satisfaction and greater

motivation even in a highly stressful work situation.

Engagement

Aconcern for engagement focuses on securing greater

personal involvement from public servants for their
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work and its consequences. Many scholars think that

bureaucrats mainly try to limit their responsibility and

risk in discretionary situations and that this behavior

reduces the quality of government outputs for target

citizens and undermines an organization’s ability to

achieve its primary mission (Jones 1977: 301; Blau

1955: 50).

Engagement means that public servants should not

take a passive role in the policy implementation

process, for example, but should be fully engaged in

the event and able to identify pitfalls and problems

that can undermine program success. In defining the

philosophy of a New Public Administration, Freder-

ickson (1971), for example, calls for public servants

to become engaged in change. New Public Adminis-

tration means “changing those policies and structures

that inhibit social equity.”

Engagement also means that public servants

should “. . . think of what ought to be done instead of

merely doing that which must be done” (Gawthrop

1998a). They cannot seek refuge within the bound-

aries of their job description and assigned responsi-

bilities when presented with professional dilemmas.

Gawthrop (1998a) submits that both moral inertia and

unimaginative performance on the part of public ser-

vants are unacceptable. In this sense, the demand for

engagement challenges the morality of rule-following

behavior. A religious leader may perform the forms

and rituals of the sacrament without engaging an in-

ternal spiritual emotion that creates an affective bond

with the congregation. Similarly, a bureaucrat may go

through the routines and motions of a job following

the forms and rules prescribed but never engaging an

affective emotion for the citizen clients he or she is

positioned to serve, or in turn, feeling any concern for

the outcome of their interaction.

The call for greater engagement is similar to what

Carnevale (1995: 38) calls “working beyond con-

tract.” Working beyond contract means that job per-

formance includes moral involvement, innovative

behavior, spontaneity, and prosocial behavior. Work-

ing beyond contract means doing more than meeting

minimum job performance standards or even meeting

satisfactory standards. Similarly, Wise (1999) de-

scribes as outmoded the notion that a civil servant’s

tasks and responsibilities can be defined and contained

in a box, arguing that civil servants must step outside

the box and anticipate the work that needs to be done,

contributing their creativity and problem-solving abil-

ity to the organization.

This call for engagement is in tension with what

Thompson (1985) refers to as the tenet of structure.

That is the notion that a person’s position and status in

an organization determines his or her responsibility.

The ethic of structure asserts that, even if admin-

istrators may have some scope for independent

moral judgment, they cannot be held morally re-

sponsible for most of the decisions and policies of

government. Their personal moral responsibility

extends only to the specific duties of their own

office for which they are legally liable.

This means that the policies of an organization

can be morally wrong, but individual employees can

be held harmless if they perform the duties and

routines of their jobs and follow existing rules and

regulations. Such thinking inhibits democratic ac-

countability (Thompson 1985). Public servants must

assume the moral responsibility for their work. By

engaging in questions of public administration, we

require public servants to accept accountability for

the full consequences of public administration

activities. Good intention does not absolve public ser-

vants of responsibility for their actions; administrators

must demonstrate that they were fully engaged in the

issue and that they attempted to foresee possible neg-

ative consequences (Thompson 1985). Individuals

need to bring imagination and creativity to their work

(Gawthrop 1998a).

Conclusions

Public service motives have the potential for advanc-

ing the democratic state, but they also are at the heart

of a fundamental tension with key tenets of adminis-

trative behavior. These ideas run counter to a large

body of work and thinking in public administration

that rests on a different set of notions about what

should be prioritized in bureaucratic conduct. If

“good” public administration means rule-based,
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efficient, economical, and professional management,

then it is incompatible with an emphasis on values, ed-

ucation, and engagement. Efficiency, for example, is

clearly at odds with the slow task of engaging and ed-

ucating the citizenry so that people can participate in

the administrative process. Similarly, if professional

management means reliance on expert advice and

knowledge, it too is at odds with education and en-

gagement. Likewise, rule-following behavior is in

tension with the tenets of moral responsibility and in-

dividual courage. It may fail to deliver socially equi-

table public outcomes and may cloak acts of moral

cowardice.

Public service motivation does not occur in a

vacuum. We have argued that contextual factors re-

lated to individual actors, situations, events, and the

organizations in which behavior occurs influence

the strength of public service motivation. This means

that to some significant degree both organizations

and societies can enhance or reduce the prevalence

of public service motivation, and in turn, the per-

formance of acts that serve the public good and rep-

resent the public interest.

Organizational policies and practices may account

for variations within the public sector in the strength

of public service motives. If managers do nothing to

promote and reward people who display public service

motives, we should not expect those motives to be

important in the organizations they lead. Without evi-

dence that the administrative policies and management

practices of a particular organization reward and pro-

mote public service motivation, we cannot expect to

find public service the motivational basis for behavior.

Steven Kelman (1987: 94) remarked that “if the

norm of public spirit dies, our society would look

bleaker and our lives as individuals would be more im-

poverished.” In that spirit we must wonder why the

nurturing of a public service culture has received so

little attention in government organizations, society,

or the research community. Public service motives

are the underpinning for the uniqueness that defines

the public service culture. They provide the basis

for activities that educate and empower the citi-

zens as members of a democratic state. They are

the platform from which public servants bring values

and engagement to their work. They fortify public

servants to overcome self-serving interests, moral

inertia, and risk avoidance. They anchor acts of judg-

ment and discretion in a concern for the common good.

It is for these reasons that public service motives are

significant.
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CASE STUDY 11

Introduction
The Red Cross was founded in 1881 by Clara Barton, as described in her own words, “to af-
ford ready succor and assistance to sufferers of national or widespread calamities.” Over the
next century the Red Cross became America’s premier, nonprofit disaster-relief organization
with much of its work accomplished through volunteers in its 1034 local chapters across the
United States. Today as a huge $3 billion, quasi-governmental agency, it operates under a con-
gressionally mandated charter and is governed by a fifty-person board made up of several ap-
pointed senior federal officials.

In 1999, after an extensive national search, the Red Cross selected Dr. Bernadine Healy to
succeed Elizabeth Dole as its president. Publicly at least, Healy was chosen because she
“knew blood.” Though, as one board member added, we hired “a change agent for a culture
resistant to change.” After eight years of listening to the Red Cross promise to reform and up-
grade the safety of its blood-testing procedures, the Federal Drug Administration (FDA) obtained
a court-ordered supervision decree over the Red Cross’s blood-testing processes in 1993.
Under Dole’s presidency, significant progress at improving its blood testing had been achieved.
Nonetheless, by 1999 the Red Cross still remained under FDA court-ordered supervision, and
its Atlanta chapter had recently been cited for a number of testing violations.

In many ways, Healy was an ideal candidate to assume the Red Cross presidency at that
particular moment. As a Harvard Medical School Graduate, she “knew blood,” and as a for-
mer head of the National Institutes of Health and dean of the Ohio Medical School, she pos-
sessed impressive administrative credentials for managing large, complicated health-related
facilities. Moreover, she had just survived a life-threatening brain tumor operation and there-
fore wanted badly to serve as Red Cross president in order “to do good” and make a positive
difference for society. Yet, despite all these “pluses” that she brought to the job, within two years
Healy was forced to resign.
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As you read the following story by New York Times Magazine writer Deborah Sontag, try
to think about how it relates to Lois Wise’s foregoing conceptual essay on public service
motivation.

What motivated Healy to accept the Red Cross presidency? Would you judge these motives
to be in line with “public service motives” as described by Wise?

How would you characterize “the traditional” Red Cross organizational culture? Its values?
Outlook? Do you think this culture also “squared” with the “public service values” outlined
by Wise? What were the essential sources of differences between the public service ideals
professed by Healy vs. the Red Cross volunteers?

In your view, was Healy well enough informed about the Red Cross culture prior to accept-
ing the presidency? Likewise, was the Red Cross knowledgeable enough about Healy’s man-
agerial style prior to hiring her? What would you recommend both the potential employee
(Healy) and employer (the Red Cross) do to ensure “a better fit” during the recruitment and
selection process?

Ultimately, what were the chief causes of Healy’s forced resignation? In retrospect, might you
suggest some specific strategies that Healy could have used to better “read” and then “ac-
commodate to” the traditional Red Cross culture? If she accepted your recommended strate-
gies, what personal behavioral as well as value changes would Healy have had to adopt?

Generally do you think the notion of “public service culture” as advanced by Wise has rele-
vance to this case study? Does it offer practical advice for resolving conflicts apparent in this
case? If so, how and in what ways? If not, where would you amend or revise that concept?

Who Brought Bernadine Healy Down?

DEBORAH SONTAG

331Deborah Sontag / Who Brought Bernadine Healy Down?

The vast, empty foyer of the American Red Cross’s
stately headquarters in Washington seemed as remote
from ground zero as white marble from rubble. That was
my inescapable, if facile, thought as I glided up the
Tara-like central staircase one morning in early
November. The holy hush was misleading, though. It
gave no hint of the passionate, even viperous intrigue
that was playing out behind closed doors. At a moment

when the Red Cross was supposed to be absorbed with
ministering to a nation in crisis, it was confronting an
internal crisis of its own making.

It had been just over a week since Dr. Bernadine
Healy, 57, had announced her resignation under pres-
sure as Red Cross president. I sat waiting for her in the
president’s office wing, which was still her domain but
increasingly provided her little sanctuary. Healy, baldly
showcasing her impatience toward Red Cross sanctities
about tradition, had long displayed a saying attributed
to Clara Barton above the mantle: “It irritates me to be
told how things have always been done. . . . I defy the
tyranny of precedent.”

From Deborah Sontag, “Who Brought Bernadine Healy Down?
The Red Cross: A Disaster Story Without Any Heroes.” New 

York Times Magazine (December 23, 2001) © 2001, Deborah
Sontag. From The New York Times Magazine. Reprinted by
permission.
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Sweeping into the room, Healy sank into a cran-
berry-colored chair and exhaled. Healy is a fine-boned,
exquisitely tailored woman who, with her crisp blond
coif and colorful blazers, looked more like the Repub-
lican senator she once aspired to be than a cardiologist
who ran a humanitarian organization. That day, she
was showing the jittery strain of the previous two
months, in which she first commanded a huge disaster-
relief effort and then suffered the humiliation of rejec-
tion by the Red Cross’s 50-member board of governors.
Under her severance agreement, Healy was supposed
to stay on through year’s end while the general coun-
sel, Harold J. Decker, took over as acting C.E.O. But it
was already getting pretty uncomfortable.

“I can’t believe it,” she said, a great sigh collapsing
her small frame. “They’ve just fired my chief of staff.
Poor Kate. They gave her a few hours to pack up and
be gone. They want to get rid of us that badly?” Over
the next couple of hours, there were many knocks at the
door and sniffles outside it as Healy’s assistants were re-
assigned, a first step toward their eventual firing. Healy,
who had spent the previous day at a grueling Congres-
sional subcommittee hearing, was agitated. She be-
lieved that the Red Cross might be seeking to deflect
criticism—and avoid self-criticism—by scapegoating
her. She could feel it coming, she said. The board was
going to reverse course and blame unpopular decisions
on her. Healy decided that day to pack up her office and
return to her Ohio home as soon as possible.

It was a terribly intimate moment to observe, and
Healy later said that she regretted I had been there. Her
eyes watery, Healy had stared at a portrait of Barton, her
heroine, who founded the American Red Cross in 1881.
“You know Clara Barton was fired, too,” she said,
coughing up a dry laugh. “The difference is, she lasted
20 some years and I only lasted two. They got her on a
trumped-up charge that she used lumber left over from
a disaster recovery program in her home. It tarnished her
reputation, although history ultimately redeemed her.”
Healy paused, hearing herself. “Not that I’m Clara
Barton.” She shook her head and rolled her eyes. “Far
from it.”

The Red Cross has come a long way since Barton es-
tablished it “to afford ready succor and assistance to suf-
ferers in time of national or widespread calamities.” It
now generates about $3 billion in revenues a year as a
quasi-governmental bureaucracy with a split personal-
ity. On the one hand, it is what Barton intended, a non-
profit disaster-relief organization, and that chapter-based
service side gives the Red Cross its identity as an icon

of volunteerism. But the Red Cross is also a blood busi-
ness, which after a history of indebtedness and re-
gulatory troubles has come to operate like a centralized
corporation. Tensions between the two sides are echoed
in other turf battles: between the 1,034 local chapters
and the national headquarters, between veterans who
believe their “mission” is good deeds and newcomers
who believe theirs is good management and between
the president and a board so big that Decker said his
first impression was “politburo.”

In a confidential memo to the board in late October,
Healy bitterly described how the organization’s in-
ternecine dynamic was summed up for her by another
executive when she arrived in September 1999: “Red
Crossers will give you the shirt off their back, but will
as easily put a knife in your back.”

All this makes the Red Cross a difficult, unwieldy
institution to head. Since 1989, there have been three
leaders and four interim leaders, counting Decker.
Healy succeeded Elizabeth Dole, the first female pres-
ident since Clara Barton. Dole spent much of the 1990’s
at the helm, taking a year off when her husband ran for
president, then returning and eventually leaving to pre-
pare her own presidential bid. The Red Cross board
chairman, David T. McLaughlin, said that Dole’s depar-
ture was “not terribly dissimilar” from Healy’s. Dole
“got out ahead of the game and stepped down,” he
said, “but she, too, left under some pressure,” the result
of combustible internal politics. Unlike Dole, McLaugh-
lin said, Healy “more than brought on” her own depar-
ture, but both women were “fighting a culture, a culture
that had grown up over a long period of time.”

In two years on the job, the biggest disasters under
Healy’s watch as Red Cross president were Hurricane
Floyd and Tropical Storm Allison. On Sept. 11, she stood
outside on the headquarters’ marble steps as snipers
positioned themselves on the White House roof and, in
the distance, smoke rose in blankets from the Pentagon.
She knew in her gut that the day would have serious
consequences for the organization that she commanded
and for her personally.

McLaughlin would say later that Healy, the first
physician-president of the organization, went at the ini-
tial Sept. 11 response “very clinically, and I have to say
not emotionally. She was totally in action, on point.”
That intensity of focus, however, was not a quality of
Healy’s that was roundly admired within the Red Cross.
Some thought her too driven and steely for an organi-
zation that they considered an affair of the heart. The
previous Red Cross president, they say, had more of a
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politician’s human touch. “Elizabeth Dole would notice
the pin you were wearing, and Dr. Healy would notice
the stain on your jacket,” the director of one chapter
said. “Dr. Healy was not people-oriented, and the Red
Cross is all about people.”

That day, however, the Red Cross had to be all about
performance. And Healy found what she considered a
serious wrinkle in an operation otherwise shifting into
high gear efficiently. At noon, Healy’s office received a
call from the Pentagon: “Where the hell are you guys?
Where’s the Red Cross?” The Pentagon requested
“water, food and other things we typically provide,”
according to an internal memo. Charles DeVita, the
organization’s security chief, placed a puzzled call of
inquiry on Healy’s behalf to the Disaster Operations
Center, a corporate-style bunker known as the DOC,
which is the Virginia-based command center for all dis-
asters. The DOC was run by two women with 60 years
of experience between them. They resented DeVita’s
phone call, a colleague of theirs told me: DeVita was a
former assistant Secret Service director whom Healy
had recruited just last year. What did the two of them
know about activating the DOC?

That evening, Healy, believing the problem resolved,
took a police escort to the site. She arrived at a scene
of breathtaking devastation, with an army of firefight-
ers “doing everything possible” to battle the blazing
building. She saw “the Sallies,” as the Salvation Army
is called in charity circles, out in full force. But, to echo
the caller from the Pentagon, where the hell was the Red
Cross?

Healy expected to find the specialized teams usually
dispatched by the DOC after plane crashes. Instead she
found only four volunteers from the small, local Arling-
ton County chapter—“bless their hearts”—earnestly try-
ing to provide assistance to hundreds of emergency
workers. There was no E.R.V., or emergency response
vehicle, because Arlington’s was in the shop. They did-
n’t have any cots, so some firefighters were stretched out
on the ground. Stunned, Healy punched out the phone
number of a senior administrator who oversaw the two
women at the DOC. She suggested the administrator re-
port immediately to the scene, “get down on his knees
and pray to God for forgiveness that we’re not here.”

Over the next week, Healy also stumbled on other
serious problems that originated in the DOC—a failure
to dispatch chaplains to the Pennsylvania crash site and
a failure to realize that a confidential database of hos-
pitalized victims existed. And by the professional stan-
dards of Healy and her executive team, the problems

demanded a swift, sure response: the two women had
to go. Although it was not Healy who actually fired the
women, she was held responsible by many for what was
seen as a coldhearted, ill-timed attack on two women
who meant well. Adding a touch of melodrama, one
of the women collapsed after she was dismissed and
ended up in an intensive-care unit. All told, the inci-
dents served to accelerate opposition to Healy.

Some of the reaction was anxiety. “We’re all afraid
for our jobs,” one senior official at the DOC wrote in
an e-mail message that ended up circulating widely
through the Red Cross’s quite gossipy e-mail system.
Some of it was resentment. “We have been silent up to
now, but the deeply disturbing news of Dr. Healy firing
two of our top people in Disaster Services is just too
much,” one couple, former co-chairpeople of the vol-
unteer system, wrote in another e-mail message. Refer-
ring to themselves as previous victims of Healy’s, they
asked: “Why isn’t the board of governors doing some-
thing about her?”

Well before Sept. 11, some Red Cross governors
were growing uncomfortable with what they told Healy
in her July evaluation was her hard-charging style. She
had been encountering mounting resistance from the
chapters too. The chapters had always operated pretty
autonomously. They did not like it when Healy, who
was aghast to learn how much of their financial report-
ing to headquarters was voluntary, sought to oversee
them more closely. Although the Red Cross is effec-
tively a public trust, it has never been a particularly
transparent organization, not even internally.

Some chapter directors opposed her oversight for
philosophical reasons; they feared that it represented the
first steps toward centralization in an organization that
should belong to the grass roots. Others didn’t want Big
Brother peering into their affairs. Or streamlining the
chapter system in a way that would reduce their power
or cut jobs. And then there were those with something
to hide, like the administrator in Jersey City.

Healy thinks that her downfall probably began, im-
probably, right there in Jersey City when all these ten-
sions exploded. An audit of the small, poor Hudson
County, N.J., chapter had uncovered irregularities, sug-
gesting embezzlement by the director; he was a long-
time Red Crosser who apparently had treated his fief as
a personal charity ward. Healy was horrified, suspended
the man and his bookkeeper without pay and hired an
outside firm to do a forensic audit. The auditors found
what appeared to be significant theft, and the Red Cross
turned the matter over to the local prosecutor’s office.
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In mid-December, a grand jury handed up indictments
of Joseph Lecowich, the director, and Catalina Escoto,
the bookkeeper, on charges of stealing $1 million in Red
Cross funds.

The fact that Healy’s suspicions were proved right in
the end did not matter. Several board members and vet-
eran administrators thought that she should have sus-
pended the employees with pay, and they objected to
involving external auditors. During her July evaluation,
some members criticized her for being “too fast and too
tough” in Jersey City. She asked them, “What should I
have been, too soft and too slow?” And they said, “See,
you’re too defensive.”

When the Red Cross board hired Healy, a Harvard
Medical School graduate and mother of two daughters,
ages 15 and 22, it understood exactly whom it was get-
ting. From her stints as the first female director of the
National Institutes of Health and as dean of the Ohio
State University medical school, she had an established
track record. A blunt-talking New Yorker born and bred
in working-class Queens, she was not known as a diplo-
mat. Rather, she was known as a driven professional
who ruffled feathers but made things happen.

Dimon R. McFerson, then the C.E.O. of Nationwide,
was the Red Cross governor who oversaw the 1999
search. He said that Healy was selected because she
was the best candidate and that he would make the
same choice again now. The board was unconcerned
about Healy’s “head-on style,” he said, although in
retrospect it seems inevitable that the board and Healy
would end up on a collision course. “We hired a change
agent for a culture resistant to change,” one board mem-
ber said.

Under the Red Cross’s Congressionally established
charter, seven of its 50 board members are senior gov-
ernment officials, like cabinet secretaries, who almost
never participate. Another 12 are corporate, business
and academic leaders who are not Red Cross lifers.
Neither is McLaughlin; he is a former chairman of CBS,
president of Dartmouth College and president of the
Aspen Institute who, like his predecessors, was ap-
pointed Red Cross chairman by the president of the
United States.

The remaining 30 governors, who are selected by
local Red Cross chapters through a competitive nomi-
nation process, really control the organization. They
tend to be lifelong Red Crossers who have worked their
way up from local to national prominence within the
organization; they also tend to be protective of tradi-
tions—and of veteran employees with whom they have

longstanding relationships. Not all of them, McLaughlin
said, straining to be diplomatic, “possess strong govern-
mental or financial or programmatic experience on top
of their incredible loyalty to the Red Cross.” But because
they are willing to give so much of their time, many of
them end up presiding over the board’s internal commit-
tees—for as long as six years—and those committee
chairmen dominate the executive committee whose
decisions tend to be rubber-stamped by the full board.

During the year that Dole took a sabbatical, the ex-
ecutive committee started playing a more hands-on
role, and quickly took to it. When Dole returned, ac-
cording to many Red Crossers, she did not exercise the
same strong leadership she had previously. (Dole did
not return several calls to her Washington office.) Then,
during the year between Dole and Healy, there was
another interim president. And so by the time Healy ar-
rived, the board was acting like a hydra-headed C.E.O.,
“overstepping its role and authority,” McLaughlin, who
took over last May, said.

“I tried to pull them back,” he added. “I tried to help
her.”

The board hired Healy at the hefty salary of
$400,000, twice what Dole made, because that was
Healy’s value in the marketplace. According to McFerson,
the board was attracted to Healy’s medical background
and the fact that she “knew blood,” since “blood was
the area that needed the most attention.” The board’s
sole concern was that Healy was coming off “a med-
ical challenge,” as McFerson put it. She had just recov-
ered from a brain tumor.

When the tumor was diagnosed, Healy told me,
she had, in true medical-drama style, been given
three months to live. Her unexpected recovery played
a role in her decision to take the Red Cross job. In her
grateful, post-illness state of mind, she was drawn to the
chance to “do good.” And in a way, some Red Cross
veterans were a bit taken aback by Healy’s insta-pas-
sion about the Red Cross itself. She was an outsider with
the zeal of an insider; she came on so strong and fast
with designs for the organization’s “greatness” that some
grew suspicious that Healy, who had waged a failed
campaign for the United States Senate in Ohio, was
motivated more by personal ambition.

It wasn’t long after Healy moved to Washington from
her home in Ohio, where her husband, Dr. Floyd Loop,
runs the Cleveland Clinic Foundation, that she realized
she would be butting heads with the board.

“She was an entrepreneur, and entrepreneurs don’t
like boards or controls,” McLaughlin said. “She kept
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getting out ahead of the board, and the board was chas-
ing after her. In hindsight, her decisions were right. But
her personal style was uneven.”

Healy, in turn, did not like what she found organi-
zationally. In a confidential memo that she sent the
board shortly before her resignation, Healy laid out a
withering analysis of the Red Cross that she had inher-
ited. She described “a corporate culture steeped in silos,
turf battles, gossip and very little teamwork. Manage-
ment structure was almost militaristic . . . [but] unlike
the military, there were few commonly understood per-
formance measures, and almost no system of reward or
consequences for performance.”

On the “blood side” of the Red Cross, which out-
siders know so little about, such a corporate culture was
not only costly but also potentially dangerous. The Red
Cross began “sticking” people on a large scale during
World War II, when it was called on to provide blood
for soldiers. Now, the Red Cross collects blood dona-
tions at thousands of sites, tests and processes the blood
at its regional plants and then sells the blood prod-
ucts—red blood cells, platelets and plasma—to hospi-
tals. It is an almost $2 billion a year industry. But for
years, Red Cross officials say, they underpriced their
blood, thinking of themselves as a charity. With that
mind-set, they went deeper and deeper into debt, un-
derpaying employees and ignoring infrastructure and
quality controls.

Food and Drug Administration inspectors found
egregious problems: some Red Cross blood centers
would keep testing blood until the tests delivered the
desired results; for instance, blood that tested border-
line-positive for a given virus would be retested five or
six times until the numbers came out negative. “That
was a huge issue,” said Dr. Jerry E. Squires, the chief
scientific officer of the Red Cross.

In 1993, after eight years of listening to the Red
Cross promise to reform, the F.D.A. obtained a court-
supervised consent decree, forcing the organization to
improve its practices to ensure the safety of the national
blood supply—45 percent of which is provided by the
Red Cross.

Dole oversaw an administrative and financial “di-
vorce” of blood from the chapters and centralized it so
that it would operate more like a business. It was such
a radical overhaul that the Red Cross was “declaring vic-
tory long before we should have,” McLaughlin said.
Even though the Atlanta blood center had just been
cited for multiple violations, the violations did not seem
to Red Cross executives as “critical or dangerous” as the

ones from previous years, a senior official said. So when
Healy took over, the board told her that the organiza-
tion’s battle with the F.D.A. was nearing resolution and
that Atlanta was an isolated case.

After Healy had been on the job five months, how-
ever, F.D.A. inspectors paid an unexpected visit to na-
tional headquarters. They stayed almost two months. In
the end, they delivered a 21-page notice listing all the
violations at headquarters itself. These included inade-
quate “tracking of inventory”: pints of blood that were
supposed to be quarantined because of their donors’
medical histories ended up released for distribution.
There were also labeling problems: blood testing posi-
tive for cytomegalovirus (CMV), for instance, was la-
beled negative.

Healy was “stunned,” she told a senior F.D.A. offi-
cial. Subsequently, in a meeting with F.D.A. officials,
Healy candidly acknowledged widespread “infra-
structure, quality and auditor problems,” including a
headquarters computer system that periodically
“lost func-tionality,” according to an affidavit in the
court file. Healy also said that some Red Cross staff
members treated the F.D.A.’s demands with a “willful
lack of urgency.”

In her meeting with the F.D.A., Healy said she found
that some Red Cross officials possessed a startling “lack
of concern for patients.” The F.D.A. wanted the Red
Cross to move from an “ear stick” to a “finger stick”
method of drawing blood for testing, for instance; the
ear-stick method often overestimated the blood count,
deeming some with low blood counts eligible for do-
nation. “In one instance in the past, this caused a per-
fectly healthy donor to require an emergency blood
transfusion hours later,” Healy wrote in a memo, adding
that the reason the Red Cross was resisting the change
was that it would decrease blood collections by 5 to
6 percent.

“Although the blood supply was safe,” Healy wrote
in her memo, “the near misses that had occurred pre-
sented a clear risk for the future.” The gravity of the
findings propelled the board to set aside $100 million
to upgrade the blood business. Healy hired several
high-profile executives to oversee the process. One
new executive was Decker, who had been associate
general counsel at Pharmacia. He and others moved
quickly into positions of power within the organization,
which some veteran Red Crossers found threatening,
although in fairness, Healy was promoting insiders
too. Would the Red Cross be overtaken by bloodless
professionalism?
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McLaughlin said that he considered Healy’s “bril-
liant” hires to be her legacy, ensuring a solid future for
the American Red Cross—if the individuals stay. The
F.D.A., however, is dubious about the Red Cross’s abil-
ity to follow through on its intended reforms. Despite
Healy’s concern and investment of time, money and
personnel, the F.D.A. also found serious problems under
her watch, citing the troubled Salt Lake City blood cen-
ter for multiple violations last spring. In mid-December,
the F.D.A. for the first time asked a judge to hold the Red
Cross in contempt of the 1993 consent decree and to
authorize serious financial penalties—$10,000 a day
per violation, which could amount to more than $10
million a year.

In the days after Sept. 11, Healy oversaw the trans-
formation of the Red Cross’s austere headquarters into
what looked like the stage set for a field hospital. Med-
ical technicians were stationed at gurneys beneath
stained-glass windows, drawing blood in assembly-line
fashion. Outside in the garden, the Red Cross choir per-
formed “God Bless America” and received a standing
ovation from hundreds of phlebotomists and donors.
Healy found it moving. “It was like a temple of healing
and grieving,” she said.

At first, the Red Cross sought to impose a system on
would-be donors, urging them to make appointments
to return as needs arose. But people would not be turned
away. They wanted to wait in long lines and give of their
vital fluids. It was a spiritual thing, Healy said, and her
intuition told her to respect those feelings, even if it
wasn’t the most logical way to proceed.

Over the following two weeks, the Red Cross’s three-
day reserve of blood built to a 10-day reserve because
the demand was less than expected: there were rela-
tively few wounded. Nonetheless, the Red Cross con-
tinued to collect blood, having decided it should
stockpile in anticipation of another attack or a military
deployment. Eventually, some red blood cells, which
expire after 42 days, had to be thrown away, which
engendered considerable criticism of the Red Cross for
being overzealous in its collections. Healy shrugs this
off: “Look, the plasma was saved and frozen. People
don’t realize that red blood cells are perishable com-
modities. They expire. It happens. Better to have had
too much than too little.”

It is that kind of crisp logic that Healy’s critics found
off-putting—even when she was right and especially
when she displayed a certainty that she was right. It
bothered the board again and again. She would not
walk them through the paces of her decision making;

she didn’t like stupid questions; she wanted action—
yesterday. Then Healy, after taking insufficient time to
explain herself, would end up feeling misunderstood.
It happened with her subordinates too.

On Sept. 13, for instance, Healy boarded an Amtrak
train for New York. The head of Amtrak had lent five
mail cars to the Red Cross to transport supplies to the
World Trade Center relief effort. Healy pushed her sub-
ordinates to load up the cars by 11 a.m., which required
working through the night. Some of the workers thought
her haste was excessive and that she simply wanted the
glory of personally delivering the goods. But she was
unaware. She was elated as she watched the Red Cross
executives on the train working their cellphones, like
Ramesh Thadani, her new “C.E.O. of blood,” who was
trying to line up freezers for plasma. “I was thinking,
‘Hey, we did it guys,’” she told me wistfully. “I didn’t
know they were irritated.”

That same week, Healy taped a first batch of solici-
tations for donations. Many Americans believed that
she was asking them to use the Red Cross as a conduit
for cash assistance to the Sept. 11 victims themselves.
But she never said any such thing. Her appeals were
vague, the essence of which was that Americans should
give of their blood and their dollars to help the American
Red Cross provide “lifesaving assistance.” “Together, we
can save a life,” each public service announcement
ended.

Healy’s appeals were purposely general because the
American Red Cross sees its role in a disaster as broad.
It is not a charity per se but a disaster-relief organiza-
tion that sets up mess halls and respite centers for emer-
gency workers while providing food, comfort, coun-
seling and safe haven for survivors and their families.
The Red Cross never solicits funds just for individual
victims.

In fact, until Sept. 11, it had never solicited donations
for individual disasters, either, but rather—and this is
mandated language—“for this and other disasters.”
Since the Red Cross can raise serious money only in the
wake of a high-profile disaster, it uses the high-profile
disasters to beef up general disaster-relief funds. That
way, there is money in the pot to assist, as Decker puts
it, “the little old lady in Philadelphia who loses her
home to fire”—and to cover some of the operating
expenses of the DOC.

This practice of the Red Cross has come under fire
many times—after the San Francisco earthquake of
1989, the Oklahoma City bombing of 1995, the Red
River floods of 1997, the wildfires in the San Diego
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area last January. Some communities just didn’t like the
idea that the money being raised because they suffered
an earthquake, say, was going to be used elsewhere or
tucked into the Red Cross’s coffers. In several instances,
the Red Cross ended up having to redirect funds back
to disaster-struck communities because the pressure
grew too intense.

But the Red Cross stuck by its approach until Healy
declared Sept. 11 an extraordinary disaster that be-
longed in a class of its own. It didn’t make sense to her
to treat Sept. 11 as if it were an earthquake. Americans
were responding quite specifically to the enormity of a
terrorist attack. They were donating buckets of money,
over $600 million in the end, because she believed
they were heartbroken and scared. She thought that to
commingle those emotions and those funds with the
money set aside for more plebeian disasters would
never stand up to public scrutiny. Besides, she did not
want huge sums of money deposited in a general
disaster-relief fund that is sometimes used as a “piggy
bank” for the chapters. So she created a stand-alone
fund for Sept. 11 and whatever might follow it. The
Liberty Fund, with its own team of 800 outside auditors,
was born.

This set off alarms throughout the Red Cross system.
What about the little old lady in Philadelphia? Was
Healy single-handedly changing a Red Cross commit-
ment to equity for all victims? Was she making Sept. 11
victims into a special class whose treatment would raise
difficult demands from other disaster victims down the
road? Was she unwittingly creating public expectations
that all money raised would go to Sept. 11 victims?

Healy didn’t think she was creating such expecta-
tions, not among reasonable people. She didn’t call it
the Sept. 11 Fund, after all. And Healy said she felt that
the Red Cross needed to plan ahead at the same time
as it dealt with the crisis of the moment creatively. So
while she set up a cash gift program for victims’ fami-
lies, which was novel for the Red Cross, she also seized
the opportunity to beef up some expensive pet projects
that had gained new urgency—like the weapons-of-
mass-destruction-preparedness program and the cre-
ation of a strategic reserve of frozen blood. She thought
this was logical, but she didn’t initially bother to explain
herself to the American public. She didn’t even bother
to explain herself to the board, which turned out to be
a fatal lapse. For while the governors ended up endors-
ing the Liberty Fund, they were forced to do so after
Healy had already made it a fait accompli. And they
would never forget that.

On Oct. 3, as if the Red Cross didn’t have enough
to deal with, a board member from Louisiana placed a
big thorny issue on the table: Israel, or specifically the
Israeli Red Shield of David, Israel’s disaster-relief organi-
zation. The executive committee asked Healy to leave
the room so that they could discuss the matter freely.
Members were concerned that she would stifle open
discussion because of her intense, domineering views
on the subject.

The American Red Cross has long opposed the ex-
clusion of Israel’s Red Shield of David, called Magen
David Adom (M.D.A.), from the international federation
of Red Cross and Red Crescent societies. But Healy
decided to give teeth to that quiet opposition. She
believed that the international movement needed to be
prodded to clear the legal and diplomatic hurdles
preventing it from accepting the Star of David as an
emblem. If the Geneva Convention—which recognizes
only the cross and the crescent as internationally pro-
tected symbols of humanitarian aid societies—needed
to be amended, then amend it, she believed. If not,
then skirt it.

Two months after assuming command of the Amer-
ican Red Cross in September 1999, Healy flew to
Geneva to address a large assembly of the Interna-
tional Red Cross movement. And, in the eyes of inter-
national officials, she charged in like a bull in a china
shop.

“She comes in and makes a speech in which she ha-
rangues the assembled membership about the inequity
of the exclusion of M.D.A. and how the American Red
Cross is going to make inclusion happen now, whether
we liked it or not,” said Christopher Lamb, an execu-
tive of the international federation. “She spoke about the
movement, describing everyone as cowards and failures
and people who didn’t understand.”

Healy nominated Lawrence Eagleburger, the former
secretary of state, to the commission that governs the
international movement. After her speech, he lost the
election. Officials in Geneva postulated that Healy felt
humiliated, which in turn fueled a redoubling of her
commitment to Israel. But Eagleburger, who went on to
serve as her ambassador on the Israel issue, wrote in a
Washington Post op-ed column recently that Healy sim-
ply refused to turn “a blind eye on a moral wrong.” And
persuaded by her passion, the American Red Cross
board went right along with her. It agreed to start with-
holding its $4.5 million annual dues to the international
federation; that money is 25 percent of the federation
headquarters’ budget.
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Officials in Geneva contend that they had been pro-
ceeding quietly, on a diplomatic track, to include Israel
since 1995. Yet just two months after the Americans
began withholding their dues, there was progress. An
international working group decided the world needed
a neutral emblem to stand alongside the cross or cres-
cent. Switzerland was laying the groundwork for a
diplomatic conference when the latest wave of Israeli-
Palestinian violence broke out in September 2000,
stalling things.

After Sept. 11 this year, a high-ranking official from
Geneva flew to the United States to try to persuade the
American Red Cross to resume dues payments before
the federation’s fall assembly. The American policy was
counterproductive, causing unhealthy tensions within
the international movement, he said. The board mem-
ber from Louisiana was persuaded to reconsider, and so
were others. They didn’t like the idea that Healy was
forcing the American Red Cross to take a strong politi-
cal stance, because one of its credos was neutrality.

In an Oct. 3 closed-door meeting, the executive
committee voted 9 to 1 to second the Louisiana board
member’s motion to stop withholding dues. The vote
was tentative, pending future discussions. But Healy
found out about the vote as the board members
emerged from their session, considered it decisive and
exploded.

“I said, ‘This is not the time to do this,’ she told me.
“I said, ‘You can’t overturn this principle in a secret
proposal in a secret session. Deserting Israel right now—
what’s the signal that you’re sending?’ They got mad at
me. Later, they said I was insubordinate. It was all down-
hill from there.”

At about that time, Terry J. Sicilia, a chapter director
in Denver, wrote a letter to a senior vice president at
headquarters to express his disappointment in Healy’s
leadership since Sept. 11. He asked, “Do you really feel
the need to raise more money and blood?” He was con-
cerned in part that the Sept. 11 fund-raising drive would
make it more difficult for local chapters to raise money
for their own needs.

Sicilia’s letter was leaked to the Chronicle of Philan-
thropy Web site, which is checked daily by those in the
charity world. It opened up the internal drama of
the Red Cross to the public eye, and it helped create a
drumbeat against Healy.

Healy, however, was getting mixed signals from
within the Red Cross. In mid-October, she received a
huge bouquet of flowers from the Watergate Florist with
a card that read, “Thank you for being a truly great
boss.” It was signed by 11 senior Red Cross executives,

including Decker, “and our 1.6 million colleagues.”
She placed the card on her mantel—and later gave it to
me, saying, “I don’t want this anymore.” Shortly after
getting the flowers, Healy received a standing ovation
from Red Cross executives who traveled to Washington
to attend a weapons-of-mass-destruction-preparedness
seminar. “I could have gotten a sunburn from all that
warmth,” she said.

Nonetheless, after the firing of the DOC women, the
creation of the Liberty Fund by fiat and the blowup over
the Israel issue, Healy’s departure was becoming in-
evitable. “Bernadine brought discipline, authority and
accountability to the American Red Cross,” McLaugh-
lin said. “But every time she took a strong position, a
little more of her capital with the board was spent. At
a certain point, you can’t recoup.”

On Tuesday, Oct. 23, the governors met to vote on
whether they had confidence in Healy’s leadership.
Some sat in the board room in D.C.; others were piped
in by speakerphone. In the end, six members voted for
Healy, three abstained and about 27 voted against her,
according to McLaughlin. By that count, 14 of the board
members did not participate in the vote. Gloria White,
a retired vice chancellor at Washington University, was
one of very few board members who spoke on the
record about the decision. She gave me a succinct state-
ment about Healy: “She was one of the finest leaders
the Red Cross has ever had.” Then she said: “It will have
to rest there. There’s nothing to be served by going
beyond that. They have made their decisions.”

McLaughlin said that he recommended that Healy’s
departure be put off for six months, but that he did not
prevail. Three days later, McLaughlin and Healy ap-
peared together publicly to announce her resignation.
Healy told me that McLaughlin wanted her to say that
she was exhausted; as someone who prides herself on
her stamina, she bristled at the very notion. So instead,
she and McLaughlin gave no reason for her departure.
Reporters were puzzled; they pushed Healy to explain
why she was “abandoning” the Red Cross. Healy, grow-
ing teary-eyed, said that she had no choice; she was
forced out. McLaughlin, sticking to the original script in
which they were going to keep this fact hidden for the
sake of her dignity, then denied this. It was, she said
later, the “press conference from hell.”

A few days later, she wrote a letter to the board:
“Maybe you wanted more of a Mary Poppins and less
of a Jack Welch.”

Shortly after Healy’s resignation, hundreds of Red
Cross executives from around the country gathered in
an all-white ballroom on E Street NW in Washington for
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another “W.M.D.,” or weapons-of-mass-destruction
workshop. This time, Healy was not invited. But her face
stared up from the cover of The Humanitarian magazine
at every place setting. “If they were trying to disappear
her, they should have lost the magazine,” one woman
in a red jacket whispered. Her colleague pointed to a
faux balcony hanging over the ballroom, saying that
he kept expecting Healy to appear. “Don’t cry for me,
disaster relief workers,” someone joked.

The workshop did not impart a tremendous amount
of new information. But it did serve unofficially as a kind
of pep rally for those who felt, in a nondenominational
way, that they had been doing God’s work since Sept. 11
and did not deserve to have their good intentions ma-
ligned. The public questioning of the Red Cross had in-
tensified in the wake of Healy’s departure, and while
some in the room resented her for that, most resented
the “negativity of the media” instead.

Barry White from South Carolina passed around a
cartoon from The Oregonian that elicited groans and
“darns!” The cartoon showed the Statue of Liberty lying
on a cot waiting for blood as Dracula, on the next bed,
sucked from the donations. The blood bag was labeled
“Sept. 11th Aid,” and the vampire wore the Red Cross
logo on his chest.

There was an air of defiance—and denial—in the
ballroom that day as national officials set out to pump
up spirits. Some sounded almost like preachers. “Since
Sept. 11, the network has been working in miraculous
ways,” an executive vice president told the crowd. He
intoned a sacred tenet: “As we all know, we’re the first
on the scene and the last to leave.” A Philadelphia chap-
ter executive told a story about a volunteer who “for-
ever changed” the life of a little boy, as “Red Cross
volunteers do again and again and again.”

Only at the end of the day did some rise to interrupt
the cheerleading, like a New Jersey executive who
began by suggesting that his colleagues realize the Red
Cross is not “omnipotent.” At this point, I was hustled
out of the room by a senior public-relations executive
(who later left the Red Cross) so that the assembled
could have a “free and open discussion.”

It had taken me weeks to penetrate the Red Cross,
which seemed excessively skittish of observation, much
less of scrutiny. Eventually, McLaughlin intervened and
got me into the ballroom that day and later inside the
Red Cross’s new, post-Sept. 11 call-in center outside
Washington. In its nervousness about media scrutiny of
its troubles, the Red Cross had been hiding its assets
too—people like Cyndi Sadler, a volunteer from Louisiana
who was, weirdly, sitting in a converted Levitz furniture

store in suburban Virginia fielding calls from World
Trade Center widows.

As I approached, Sadler was signing off a call to
New Jersey. “I couldn’t get you off my mind all week-
end,” she said into the phone. “It just breaks my heart
for y’all.” Hanging up, Sadler shook her frosted blond
mane. “She ended with ‘God bless you,’” Sadler said.
“Now that’s some progress.”

“This case I’m working?” she continued, taking a
swig of Diet Dr Pepper. “The woman called Saturday
irate, and I mean, iiii-rate. She was going to call the
press. She had lost her sister in the World Trade Center,
and she’d been trying to get benefits for her nephew. But
somehow her paperwork got lost. Just plain fell through
the cracks. So I let her vent; I took her lashes. And be-
fore long, she was eating out of my hands.”

Sadler has a big heart and an easy laugh, and she
was like many of the Red Cross volunteers I met:
earnest and industrious and Middle American. The kind
of person who will follow you into the ladies’ room to
continue a conversation and talk right through the stall
door. “I think it’s awesome that we live in a country like
this, with a Red Cross to reach out,” she said. It was
hard not to be touched by her and by the massive
display of volunteerism that she is part of, the people
who didn’t know much of anything about Healy or
McLaughlin or the F.D.A. or the Liberty Fund. They just
knew about giving three weeks of their time when dis-
aster struck and about how it made them feel queasy
when the goodness of an institution like the Red Cross
was questioned.

I talked to Sadler the day after a grueling hearing in
November, during which congressmen suggested to
Healy that the Red Cross was punch-drunk with dona-
tions and pig-headedly ignoring its donors’ desires for
all their money to go directly to the victims. Represen-
tative Peter Deutsch, Democrat of Florida, told Healy,
“I don’t think anybody who wrote a check for the Red
Cross expected it would be used for frozen blood.”

At that point, the Red Cross was already doing a
pretty good job of getting money directly to the victims’
families—it had handed out emergency cash grants av-
eraging $14,500 to 2,700 families—but it was making
mistakes, and the mistakes were highlighted during the
hearing. Russa Steiner of New Hope, Pa., the widow of
a World Trade Center victim, had received only $1,244
for incidentals until her name was put on the witness
list for the hearing. That listing prompted the Red Cross
to discover that Steiner had “fallen through the cracks.”
Luis Garcia, manager of the gift program, told me later
that Steiner’s application had been approved but that a
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Red Cross worker had accidentally left the requisition
for her check inside her case file and closed it up. So
just before the hearing began, the Red Cross hurriedly
handed her $27,000, which made the organization look
bungling.

Healy’s testimony, a lame duck’s defense of an insti-
tution that had just thrown her out, was almost painful
to watch. Smiling through clenched teeth, she tried to
explain why the Liberty Fund was never meant solely
for victims of Sept. 11. She talked about why she thought
the Red Cross needed to be girding itself for future ter-
rorist acts. But her logic did not pierce the emotion in
the room.

During the hearing, the Red Cross began receiving
an onslaught of angry e-mail messages. Some 1,500 ar-
rived between 6:30 p.m. and 8 a.m. the following day.
A man named Philip wrote: “I am thoroughly disgusted
and disappointed over your failing the families of vic-
tims from Sept. 11. I’ll never contribute another penny
or drop of blood.”

To McLaughlin and Decker, it was becoming clearer
by the day that the Red Cross had to do something. It
could not simply lament that it was being misunder-
stood. It could not just say: “Trust us. We’re the disas-
ter professionals.” That trust was shattered.

So the Red Cross backpedaled away from contro-
versy as fast as it could. In a stunning reversal, McLaugh-
lin and Decker held a news conference in Washington
on Nov. 14—carried live by CNN—to say that it would
spend the entire Liberty Fund to care for the victims of the
Sept. 11 attacks, their families and the rescue workers.
“With this action, we hope to restore the faith of our do-
nors and the trust of the American public,” McLaughlin
declared.

Two weeks earlier, McLaughlin had told me that
Healy’s concept for the fund was “just right.” In fact,
the Red Cross could have stuck by it, if it were not
for its desire to repent. A senior official explained it
to me rather crudely, insisting it was “moronic” to use
the whole Liberty Fund as “an A.T.M. machine for the
victims’ families.” Almost half of the fund was pled-
ged by corporations, he said, and the corporations
may well have agreed to redirect their money to-
ward, say, a blood reserve. This would have allowed
the Red Cross to respect the public’s desire to sup-
port the victims, and only the victims, while sticking
to its plan.

But the Red Cross needed to quell the furor and so
chose a concrete, sentimental response rather than what
might well have been a wiser policy.

It also decided—after many angry e-mail messages
from American Jews—to continue to withhold its dues
from the international federation and reaffirm its com-
mitment to Israel’s equivalent of the Red Cross. (“They
didn’t want to make Healy a martyr is what we heard,”
an official in Geneva said.)

Those actions took the public pressure off the
American Red Cross, and as McLaughlin and Decker
had hoped, the organization faded from the spotlight.
What will happen inside remains to be seen. Clearly,
the American Red Cross’s problems transcend Healy
and will outlive her unless the stresses of Sept. 11 suc-
ceed in shocking the organization through a real
transformation.

McLaughlin and Decker are ambitious about reform,
along the same lines that Healy was, although they
hope to accomplish more by using gentler tactics. Still,
Decker, who expects to serve from six months to a year
as interim C.E.O., is talking tough. “People will be held
accountable for performing,” Decker says. “If we have
to change some culture here, that’s what’s going to have
to happen. People can vote with their feet if they don’t
like it.”

McLaughlin, for his part, said he does not want to
recruit a replacement for Healy until he restructures the
governance system that keeps undermining Red Cross
presidents. He cannot slim down the board unless he
goes to Congress and asks it to revise the Red Cross
charter, which is cumbersome. So he will seek to make
the powerful executive committee more representative
of the board at large—that is, to reduce its dominance
by Red Cross insiders. He also wants to establish qual-
ifications for board members so that loyalty to the Red
Cross alone, while honorable, is not enough.

Inside the Red Cross, these are fighting words. And
McLaughlin and Decker are not Red Cross lifers. There
is no telling what kind of resistance they will encounter
and how they will handle it.

Back in Ohio, Healy’s moods shift as she tries to un-
derstand how she went from commanding a historic re-
lief effort to overseeing her suburban household. When
she is her usual confident self, she declares that it is
common for boards and presidents to clash. But when
she is blue, an uncharacteristic state for Bernadine
Healy, she laments that she was all wrong for the Red
Cross and that she failed at something very important.
“So much potential for greatness,” she says, her voice
trailing off. And though she is talking about the organ-
ization, it sounds for one moment as if she is talking
about herself.
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Chapter 11 Review Questions

1. In your own words, can you describe the Wise concept of “public service culture”? What

does the author mean by that term? What assumptions about human nature does her

motivational concept rest on? Do you believe these are valid assumptions?

2. Why does Wise argue that public service motivation is found more often in government

than business or elsewhere? Do you agree or disagree? Why or why not?

3. Regarding the foregoing case study, “Who Brought Bernadine Healy Down?”, describe the

various cross-pressures and multiple responsibilities that Healy faced. Why do these

persisting cross-pressures and responsibilities make it so difficult to frame a clear, consistent

motivational system in government or nonprofits?

4. Are public sector motives rooted in rational, norm-based, affective categories, as Wise’s

essay theorizes? Why or why not?

5. Given the difficult realities of the contemporary working environment of public

administration today, how would you develop and implement an effective “public service

culture” for a government agency? Assess some of the strengths and weaknesses of this

system that you envisioned, as well as the difficulties in establishing it.

6. Select any one of the prior cases in this text and examine carefully the motivations of

one or more of the public officials. How do these motives compare and contrast with

those discussed in Case 11—are they the same or fundamentally different? Explain why.

Key Terms

public service motives rule-following behavior

public service culture self-interested motives

rational motives normative values

norm-based motives engagement

affective motives professional management

normative orientation
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Service Reform Act of 1978, as well as several oth-
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grave MacMillan, 2007).
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nel motivation are also found in chapters 6 and 7 in
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Bass, 2009). For three recent thoughtful essays, read
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Other current writings on personnel motivation
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Lean Organizations (Woburn, Mass.: Butterworth-
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Motivating and Retaining Employees (New York.:

McGraw-Hill, 2002); Janet and Robert Denhardt,
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America (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1990),
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One would also do well to skim current issues of

Public Administration Review, Harvard Business

Review of Public Personnel Administration, The Bu-
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