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important.... Often, the decision was contrary to
what he thought should be done. However, if
you stayed in touch with him, communicated
with him, and tried to accommodate his interest,
it would normally be all right (EPA Oral

History, 1993).
Reflecting on his first tenure some thirty

years later, Ruckelshaus suggested that he was
&dquo;beginning to make progress on some of the

larger environmental issues like air pollution
and water pollution, and setting in place some
permit programs for water and air. I think these
were necessary....&dquo; (EPA Oral History, 1993).
This progress was achieved through a series of
decisions regarding the setting of standards and
prosecution of offenders. These decisions were
truly distributed, rather than Ruckelshaus’
individual decisions:

In the course of his travels, [EPA staffer]
Murray Stein had learned where all the worst
water pollution problems were, and when Bill
Ruckelshaus wanted to move out with an

aggressive enforcement program, Murray could
tell him where to begin. (Quarles, 1976, p. 174)

A remarkable feature of Ruckelshaus’ first

term, as reflected by the available records, was
the absence of decisions that were directly
concerned with motivating his subordinates.

Rather, it was the substance of the decisions, and
their successful outcomes in particular, which
did the job:

Three months after EPA was created,
Ruckelshaus summoned the regional directors of
the water pollution program to Washington and
told them to push ahead aggressively with
enforcement cases. When the months that
followed produced little action, I was puzzled.
Slowly I realized that the biggest factor in the
delay was simply the ingrained attitude of most
employees in the agency....They felt inhibited
by the opposition of their state agency
counterparts, who resented the intrusion of
federal officials (Quarles, 1976, p. 47).

This attitude changed following EPA’s

successful action in Birmingham Alabama,
which was conducted without Ruckelshaus’

involvement.
&dquo;It is doubtful that any other single event so

clearly demonstrated to the American public the
power - and the willingness - of EPA to take
strong action against polluters....Little did the
editorials and commentators realize as they

heaped praise on Ruckelshaus for his resolute
action that he too had known nothing about the
incident until it was over&dquo; (Quarles, 1976, p.
57).

Illustrative Decision: Taking on Powerful
OffenderS3

Ruckelshaus chose his first public speech to
a nation-wide gathering of mayors to announce
impending action against three big cities,
Cleveland, Detroit and Atlanta, which lagged
behind deadlines set for the construction of

sewage treatment pipes. Atlanta’s mayor

responded that Ruckelshaus acted out of

political motivation - all three mayors were
Democrats (and black), and construction was
behind schedule owing to delays in federal

funding. While Ruckelshaus’ speech highlighted
his intention to get tough, the mayors’
counterattack raised doubt on his credibility.
Ruckelshaus responded in a decisive manner
which probably energized the commitment of
his EPA staff and implemented his objective of
establishing the Agency’s credibility:

&dquo;Ruckelshaus’ response to that controversy
set an example that was to be followed

repeatedly in the subsequent actions of the

agency. He did not pull back in the face of
criticism or wait for it to die down before

striking again. Instead, he forged ahead
confident that the tide of public opinion would
support an aggressive attack. [In the ensuing
weeks and months he] requested the Justice

Department to bring suit against Armco Steel
Company...Janes and Laughlin Steel

Company...and other major companies....All
these cases spread the word that the EPA stood
ready to get tough, even with the giants of
industry&dquo; (Quarles, 1976, p. 39).

Analysis
Neither Ruckelshaus’ leadership nor his

decision making can be properly understood out
of their EPA context. Similar to other federal

bureaucracies, the EPA is constrained by
conflicting demands from the President,
Congress, other federal departments and public
organizations (e.g., between the typically
tightfisted OMB, and green organizations who
clamor for more protection) (Dobel, 1992; 1995;
Heynmann, 1987; Kaufman, 1981; Moore, 1995;
Quarles, 1976; Wiehl, 1974). Unlike most other
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bureaucracies, the EPA is characterized by a

high level of scientific knowledge and

professionalism, requiring the chief
administrator to rely on the judgment of
scientists who, while formally his subordinates,
are far more knowledgeable than he.

Consequently, the EPA administrator must pay
attention to scientific, political, and

organizational considerations:
&dquo;Typically, environmental problems are a

long time in developing, are enormously
complex technically, require for their solution
substantial advances in science and engineering,
are expensive to solve and call for creation of
novel institutional mechanisms to control them.
These characteristics suggest that a society set
on solving such problems should make the long-
term commitments of resources and attention

appropriate to a process that is expected to take a
considerable length of time. That length of time
will be governed less by the goadings of

politicians than by the slow and painstaking
discovery of facts and techniques and by much-
maligned but indispensable grinding of public
institutions&dquo; (Ruckelshaus, 1984 a, p. 98.

Two points, apart from the complexity of
the EPA’s external environment, are noteworthy
in the above quote. The first is Ruckelshaus’

profound understanding of the nature of the
EPA’s task and the conflicting constraints that
its context imposes on its operation. The second
related point is the temporal dilemma in which
these conflicts place the EPA’s leadership. On
the one hand there is the demand for quick
action presented by the EPA’s political
constituencies (politicians and environmental

groups which are not mentioned in the quote).
On the other hand there is the demand for a

slow, deliberate pace presented by the scientific
community on which the EPA relied for its

solution, and its own bureaucratic nature, which
in Ruckelshaus’ opinion, ought to prevail. This
conflict throws an interesting light on the second
illustrative decision that we analyze below.

Another unique feature of the EPA is that it
is a value laden organization: &dquo;I’ve had an awful
lot of jobs in my lifetime, and in moving from
one to another, have had the opportunity to think
about what makes them worthwhile. I’ve

concluded there are four important criteria:

interest, excitement, challenge, and fulfillment.
I’ve never worked anywhere where I could find

all four to quite the same extent as at EPA.... At
EPA, you work for a cause that is beyond self-
interest and larger than the goals people
normally pursue. You’re not there for the money,
you’re there for something beyond yourself’
(Ruckelshaus, quoted in EPA Oral History,
1993).

These attributes have two implications for
leading the EPA effectively. The first

implication regards the motivating functions of
leadership. Properly used, the ideological nature
of the organization can solve the problem of
motivating for the leader. Motivating EPA
employees can be handled by selecting
employees who are intrinsically motivated

through their commitment to the environment.
This commitment can then be sustained by
focusing the organization’s actions on this

mission; empowering its members to act

accordingly; and successfully achieving the

organization’s goals. This explains why
Ruckelshaus could seemingly ignore the

problem of motivating the EPA staff and focus,
instead, on influencing key external
constituencies of the Agency. In direct relation
to the first implication, the second implication is
that a leader’s ability to realize his vision or
objectives depends on his ability to influence
various stakeholders in the organization’s
external environment more than on his ability to
motivate his subordinates. Granted that
Ruckelshaus was an effective leader, these

implications entail that Ruckelshaus would be
less preoccupied with motivating his
subordinates then with influencing his external
stakeholders. And since decisions require
decision makers’ attention (March & Heath,
1994), this prediction can be tested by
examining the substance of Ruckelshaus’
decisions.

The above outline of Ruckelshaus first term
as administrator shows that his decisions can be
classified into one of 4 categories: Determining
on a mission (&dquo;pollution abatement); selecting a
course of action (or courses of action) for

realizing the mission (e.g., hit the ground
running, prosecute specific offenders); selecting
a top team of managers and advisors, assigning
to them areas of responsibility and marshalling
their support and commitment, and ensuring
successful implementation of the first two types
of decisions. Conspicuously missing from this
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classification are decisions that specifically deal
with motivating EPA’s employees. As noted
above, Ruckelshaus paid relatively little direct

attention to motivating his subordinates (the
agency’s internal stakeholders), focusing instead
on influencing its external stakeholders in the

Administration, Congress and the public at

large. His contribution to ensuring subordinates’
motivation was indirect, achieved by recruiting
persons who were committed to the

environment, and sustained through the

integrity, substance, style or process (e.g.,
daring) and success of Ruckelshaus-led EPA
decisions. Ruckelshaus’ continued attention to
external stakeholders shows that he was greatly
concerned with implementation - courting the
public provided EPA with independent source of
power and placating the President, Congress and
other agencies moderated their potential
objections to EPA initiatives.

Second Term (1983 - 1985)

Chronology4
Ruckelshaus second term was under

President Reagan. Reagan’s agenda, clearly
publicized during the election campaign, and
energetically pursued by OMB director David
Stockman, called for a smaller government and
deregulation. The effects on the EPA were

palpable: &dquo;My own feeling is that the White
House view of the environment was very ill

informed....Nobody was really paying any
attention to it....I don’t think they had any idea
what they wanted at EPA. They just thought it
was a big irritant&dquo; (Ruckelshaus quoted in

Lippincott, 1985, p. 15).
Reagan’s first EPA administrator, Ann

Gorsuch-Burford, did her best to implement
Reagan’s agenda. She cut down the agency’s
budget, reduced the number of employees,
curtailed enforcement activities, and replaced
environmentally committed professionals, who
resigned in droves, with political appointees who
&dquo;just did not know what the hell they were
doing. They were in over their heads&dquo; (a senior
EPA staffer, quoted in Lippincott, 1985, p. 8).
One result of these actions was an emasculated,
thoroughly demoralized &dquo;dead agency [in which]
some middle-level bureaucrat had a big, hand
printed scroll across his office that said ’No

good deed goes unpunished&dquo;’ (Lippincott, 1985,

p. 6). Another was an actively hostile press
which damaged the Administration to such
extent that Gorsuch-Burford had to be replaced.
To salvage the Agency and shield his
Administration President Reagan recalled

Ruckelshaus, who by that time had acquired
immense personal prestige both as a champion
of the environment and as a person of integrity
(owing to his refusal to fire Watergate Special
Prosecutor Cox).

Once again, Ruckelshaus was appointed by
an environmentally indifferent President for

purely political reasons. &dquo;Reagan desperately
needed Ruckelshaus to keep EPA off the front
pages of the nation’s newspapers&dquo; (Lippincott,
1985, p. 11). There were additional similarities
between the challenges confronting Ruckelshaus
in his two terms, although the EPA faced a

turnaround rather than a start-up situation: A
directionless agency, a listless workforce, and a
lack of credibility in the White House, on the
Hill, and among the public (much of this owing
to Gorsuch-Burford leadership). Thus,
Ruckelshaus’ second term paralleled the first in
many respects:

Reorganizing the EPA
There was not much to do by way of

organizing the agency, since its root problem
was a malfunctioning leadership rather than

defective structure or policies:
The agency had greatly matured over the

ten year interval. It was better able to deal with

problems confronting it, simply because the staff
had accumulated an awful lot of experience
dealing with the issues. The people in the agency
also had a better appreciation of the enormous
impact their decisions had on the society...and
much deeper appreciation for [their complexities
in 1983 than in 1973]&dquo; (EPA Oral History,
1993).

One area of organizing that required urgent
attention was the staffing of key personnel. After
asking for, and receiving from the President a
free hand in appointing his top team,
Ruckelshaus &dquo;sought persons with professional
management experience, not caring too much
about their political persuasion; just that they be
good, solid professionals. With that team in

place, I thought it was possible to restore

credibility&dquo; (EPA Oral History, 1993).
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While this decision helped, no doubt, to

improve employees’ morale and motivation,
these were primarily affected by the simple fact
of Ruckelshaus’ return: &dquo;There was a

tremendous feeling among the career staff...that
this guy saw his child [the EPA] in jeopardy.
And he was coming back to save [the EPA]&dquo; (A
political appointee quoted in Lippincott, 1985, p.
3).

&dquo;I think it’s fair to say the mood swung
from despair to jubilation. The people felt their
long nightmare was over, and it was a

nightmare. What the Gorsuch-Burford political
appointees had done was terrible. I mean, it

really was awful. If anything, the press
underplayed its seriousness&dquo; (Ruckelshaus
quoted in EPA Oral History, 1993).

Reframing the EPA’s Mission
At the beginning of the second term,

Ruckelshaus reframed the agency’s mission in
two ways. Deciding that restoring public trust
was dependent on the way the EPA handled
risks to public health, he reframed the agency’s
mission from &dquo;pollution abatement&dquo; to &dquo;the
reduction of risk, whether to public health or to
the environment&dquo; (Ruckelshaus, 1984 b, p. 354).
More significantly, he conceived a new mission
for the EPA and for himself, that of a trusted
educator who informs the public, the Congress,
and the President, of the needs of the
environments and the boundaries imposed on
aspirations for a clean environment by existing
scientific knowledge and economic realities:

’The environmentalists and the

Congress...want you to be an advocate.... [T]he
EPA Administrator should be an advocate for
the environment. Occasionally, you do have to
perform this function; obviously, you have to
stand up for what you think is right. But I think
this country is just full of advocates for the
environment.... You really need someone who
will perform the role of a trusted educator, and
there is no one more suited to it than the
administrator of EPA (EPA&dquo; Oral History,
1993).

Re-Establishing the EPA’s Credibility
This effort was conducted on three fronts.

To gain the President’s trust and commitment,
Ruckelshaus assured him that he would recruit

people who were loyal to the President’s agenda,

and persuaded him to publicly endorse EPA’s
mission and several specific objectives during
Ruckelshaus swearing-in ceremony (Lippincott,
1985). In addition, and in contrast to the
confrontational style of the early stages of the
first term, he &dquo;tried very hard to start off on the

right foot with OMB director David Stockman
and to improve the relationship between the

agency, the OMB, and the White house&dquo; (EPA
Oral History, 1993). He also went back to

working hard with Congress. None of these
efforts succeeded in promoting support for the
EPA’s agenda (see below). In contrast,
Ruckelshaus’ efforts to regain the confidence of
the press and of the public were very successful.
Basically, this was done &dquo;by a policy of open
communication about our decision-making with
respect to the control of health and
environmental risks&dquo; (Ruckelshaus, 1984 a, p.
99). The policy was implemented by adopting
objective methods of risk management and by
increasing the public’s involvement in the
EPA’s decision making. Both these aspects and
the effects of the EPA’s reframed mission are

highlighted in the case of the Tacoma smelter to
which we turn next.

Illustrative Decision: The Tacoma
Smelter5 5

In July of 1983, the EPA issued standards
for regulating emissions of arsenic, which is a
carcinogenic agent, by copper smelting plants.
One plant that was particularly affected was the
Asarco smelter on the outskirts of Tacoma,
Washington, the only plant in the US that used
high arsenic content copper ore. The decision to
implement the standards in this plant proved to
be fraught with uncertainty and value conflicts.
Uncertainty was high because it was impossible
to identify a single threshold for safe emission of
arsenic. Owing to the fact that even minute
emitted amounts could cause cancer, it was

necessary to select from a range of technological
solutions that decreased the amounts of emission
for correspondingly increasing manifold costs.
Since the plant had been losing money for
several years, additional expenses threatened to
force its closure, spelling a disaster for both its
employees and the company town of Ruston, in
which it was the principal employer. Thus, the
decision presented itself as a classic E[conomy]
vs. E[nvironment] conflict.
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Feeling &dquo;very strongly that the people in
Tacoma whose lives were to be affected by my
decision ought to have a deeper understanding of
the case than they could get from the usual
public hearing process&dquo; (Ruckelshaus, 1984 b, p.
356), Ruckelshaus ordered the EPA’s northwest
regional office to organize a series of workshops
in which the agency and the public would
determine together &dquo;what is ’acceptable’ or

’reasonable’ risk to public health from arsenic
emissions&dquo; (regional administrator Barns, quoted
in Scott, 1988, p. 3). The decision drew

widespread criticism from environmentalists, the
press, and the public, about an EPA &dquo;cop out&dquo;.

Ruckelshaus, however, maintained that, far from
abdicating his obligations, he was embarking on
&dquo;an extraordinary campaign of public education&dquo;
(Ruckelshaus, 1984 b, p. 356) to &dquo;see if a
consensus emerged from the public meetings
(Scott, 1988, p. 4).

The public hearings consisted of three well
attended workshops with nation-wide TV

coverage. Following presentations by the EPA
staff of the agency’s formal risk assessment,
participants divided into small discussion groups
in which EPA staffers, including high-level
officials, heard and responded to specific
citizens’ concerns. The discussions, which
revealed a wide range of concerns not

necessarily covered by the risk assessment, were
informative not only for the participating
citizens. As one EPA analyst noted, &dquo;We were
also educated. The questions raised at the

workshops sent some people back to the drawing
board&dquo; (Scott, 1988, p. 6).

The informal workshops were followed by
three days of formal hearings in which the
various parties affected by the decision

presented arguments. The plant was forced to
close in 1985 before the new standards were
issued owing to declining global prices. This
outcome seemingly rendered Ruckelshaus
decision to involve Tacoma’s citizens in the

process meaningless. Quite to the contrary, the
decision had numerous benefits. By taking the
problem out of the restricted Washington D.C.
arena in which EPA decisions are typically
made, Ruckelshaus helped participants to

reframe it from a zero sum game of E vs. E to a

problem in which Environmentally and

Economically sound solutions can be sought.
This prompted a collaborative effort by the

unions, Asarco employees, and a host of civic,
state and non-profit organizations which

organized a retraining program that served as a
model for absorbing additional plant closures
that followed. Expanding the arena also allowed
Ruckelshaus to neutralize the political pressures
for quick solutions. The lengthy participative
process suited the leisurely pace of the
bureaucratic process and enabled Ruckelshaus to
educate the public on the relevant scientific and
economic factors constraining the possible
solutions. Finally, the workshop had a

significant effect on the EPA and its modus

operandi:
Despite substantial administrative costs,

regional EPA staff felt that the process educated
them not only about alternative solutions, but
helped build regular contacts with the public for
further engaged participation. They took much
pride in being ’way out ahead in real

participatory government and public
involvement’ even before this series of public
workshops became a special part of EPA lore
known as the ’Tacoma process.’ Public
comment forms elicited input on how to further
improve the workshop agenda, and on the kind
of information and discussion that would be
most helpful in future ones. The workshops also
enabled local administrators to educate

headquarters staff in Washington about what it
meant to be on the front line in such disputes,
and how important it was for local staff to
control the process and reframe the discourse in
terms that were not purely scientific (Sirianni,
n.d.).

Thirdly, the Tacoma smelter case helped to
rebuild the EPA’s credibility among its various
stakeholders (Heifetz, 1994), and provided the
agency with a methodology for implementing its
new mission of educating the public on the
possibilities and limits of environmental science,
and on taking responsibility for making value
laden decisions for which science has no

definitive answers.

Analysis
As the EPA’s context during Ruckelshaus’

second term did not differ materially from that
of his first, his range of decision types and foci
of attention in the two terms is virtually
identical. Upon his return he concentrates again
on revisiting the agency’s mission, appointing
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his top staff, and on establishing its credibility
among its key external stakeholders in the White
House, Congress, and the public. Also similar to
the first term, he is primarily preoccupied with
managing the latter relationships, and continues
to rely on the EPA’s staff to sort out problem
areas compatibly with the agency’s reframed
mission, and to supply the best available
technical solutions. An additional point of

similarity is the absence of explicit attention to
motivating his close subordinates and EPA’s

employees in general. Finally, when asked to
reflect on his achievements, Ruckelshaus
mentions again getting the agency to work and
rebuild the trust of its stakeholders, together
with the institution of formal risk assessment.

. In one respect the second term was a failure
relative to the first: the agency’s success in

implementing its decisions. In the final analysis,
Ruckelshaus failed to break through President
Reagan’s basic indifference to the environment
and to override the power of champions of
competing agendas. His failure on the issue of
acid rain is a case in point (Lippincott, 1986).
Ruckelshaus assumed that acid rain was a

widely acknowledged problem, and

consequently argued that tackling it would be

politically expedient. He was defeated by
OMB’s administrator David Stockman who took
the high road, argued against proceeding on the
basis of expediency, and questioned both the
seriousness of the problem and the effectiveness
of the EPA’s proposed solution: &dquo;Solving a few
dead lakes in the north east is not worth doing
much about&dquo; (Lippincott, 1986, p. 17).

Discussion

Decision Making & Leadership vs.
Decision Making & the Leadership
Literature

Several scholars of leadership suggest that
decision making is a core leadership activity.
Neuschel (1969 p. 20), for example, proposed
that &dquo;decisions are at the heart of executive

power, the visible evidence of the manager’s
day-to-day competence,&dquo; and Reeves (1993, p.
100), claimed that &dquo;We don’t pay
the president of the US to work hard, at the end
of the day we pay him for (one two ...four)
major decisions that he makes during his term of
office.&dquo; Placing decision making at the core of

leadership is plausible under the assumption that
leaders institute changes, influence their

followers, overcome adversity, and leave their
mark on history largely through their decisions
and their resulting actions. This assumption has
been granted by scholars of leadership in

organizations (Kotter, 1996; Mintzberg,
Ahlstrand & Lampel, 1998; Quinn, 1980; Yukl,
2002), as well as by Selznick (1957) in his
classic on &dquo;Leadership in administration&dquo;.

Peculiarly, the mainstream literature on

leadership ignores decision making.
Symptomatically, Bass and Stogdill’s massive
Handbook of Leadership (Bass, 1990), has no
chapter on decision making among its 37

chapters, Conger, Spreitzer, and Lawler’s (1998)
more recent &dquo;Leader’s Change Handbook&dquo; does
not list decision making in its index.

Ruckelshaus & the Leadership Decision .

Making Task Structure
Based on a review of the former literature

on leadership in organizations the three defining
leadership characteristics which they identified,
Lipshitz and Mann (2004) proposed a five-fold
leadership decision making task structure. This
framework posits that leaders of three tier

organizations (the leader, his top team of

managers and advisors, and the remaining
members of the organization) make five generic
decisions: Establish a new strategic direction or
change an existing direction (visioning); decide
on a course of action to achieve the new

direction; recruit and marshal the support of a
top team of subordinates and advisors; how to
generate the commitment of mid-level mangers
and the remaining members of the organization,
and how to manage the implementation process.
The framework can be derived analytically
based on the following argument: Assuming (a)
that leaders are defined by their concern for the
organization’s strategic direction, mission, or

vision; change (improving the status quo); and
generating followers’ commitment; and (b) that
they exercise their formal and informal power
through their decisions, leaders of three tiers

systems must set the system’s direction, decide
on a course of action to achieve it, gather a team
to help them (since a task of any sizable

magnitude cannot be performed by a single
person) decide on how to use the team, get the
rest of the organization on board, and then see
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their decision through until the objectives are

achieved. Alternatively, the framework can be
derived empirically. Lipshitz and Mann (2004)
have shown that that it organizes the diverse
literature on leadership decision making where
conceptual and empirical works typically focus
on one or at most two of the five generic
decisions. The analysis of Ruckelshaus’ two

terms at the helm of the EPA illustrates the

utility of this framework for analyzing
leadership through the conceptual lenses of
decision making.

The fact that Ruckelshaus pays little

explicit attention to motivating his
subordinates/followers is interesting given that
mainstream leadership research and theory focus
on the leader-follower influence relationship
(Rost, 1991). This is not an entirely new finding:
In a study of six chief administrators of federal
bureaucracies, Kaufman (1981) similarly found
that they spent the least attention to motivating
subordinates. Kaufman, however, used an overly
restrictive definition of decision making (as a
deliberate choice among alternative), and his

subjects may or may not have been leaders (see
research on managers # leaders e.g., Kotter,
1990; Rost, 1991; Zaleznik, 1977). In contrast,
this study treated decision making inclusively as
the process that begins with attending to a

problem and ends with committing to an

implementing a certain course of action. More
importantly, Ruckelshaus is a bona fide leader.
Thus our finding raises an interesting puzzle:
Why did a leader (and exemplary successful one
at that) pay so little attention to motivating his
followers, the core leadership activity by every
account of this phenomenon, and its single
defining characteristic according to at least one
important account (Rost, 1991)?

One answer to this question is that while
the finding is valid, it is of limited

generalizability: Ruckelshaus does not need to
attend explicitly to his subordinates’ motivation
because of his specific situation. As detailed in
the analysis of the case, the issue of motivation
is taken care of by the ideological nature of the
EPA and, through it, by proper selection of the
EPA’s staff, and the compatibility of
Ruckelshaus’ decisions with this ideology and
their determined style and successful outcome.
This analysis assumes that EPA is a normative
organization which relies on the moral

involvement of its members to achieve their

compliance (Etzioni, 1975), and is consistent
with Fiedler’s (1967) assertion that under such
conditions that are favorable for them, leaders
should be task oriented in order to be effective.)
This argument has merit and provides a

satisfactory solution to the puzzle of
Ruckelshaus’ case. At the same time it raises a

second, arguably more basic, puzzle: In what
sense is Ruckelshaus (or any other person

operating in similar circumstances) a leader if
the principal task of leadership is not an issue?

How Leaders Motivate Their Followers
Our answer to the latter puzzle is that it is

the result of conceptualizing leadership too

narrowly as influence relationships between a
leader and his followers. Instead, leadership (at
least of sizable three-tier systems such as

organizations, communities, and nations), should
be conceptualized as influence relationships
between a leader and several communities of
internal and external stakeholders which, in

addition, requires leaders to pay attention to a
wider set of tasks, notably setting strategic
direction, selecting a course of action for its

realization, and guiding its implementation to a
successful fruition. (The latter characteristic may
be reserved for distinguishing effective from
ineffective leaders.)

Returning to the first puzzle, it is possible
to claim that it, too, is a spurious artifact

produced by our focus on decision making,
which is simply irrelevant to the task of

motivating followers. Consistent with the vast
research on leadership which ignores decision
making, our own findings show, that followers
can be motivated without making specific
decisions towards this end. While this argument
also has merit, we prefer to leave the relevance
of decision making to motivating open for
further research. Considerable anecdotal
evidence shows that leaders do occasionally
make decisions specifically aimed at motivating
subordinates. Consider, for example, the

following vignette involving Stanley Gault, the
CEO of Rubbermaid, which provides a

particularly vivid example of such decisions that
are absent in the data on the EPA:

&dquo;Back at Rubbermaid we had a union at our

Wooster, Ohio, headquarters. One day an

associate, a union member who drove one of our
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big over-the-road trucks, said he had heard that
my door was never closed and asked if that

applied to him. I said, ’ Sure, when are you going
to be around?’ He said, ’Well, I’m coming into
town next Thursday morning. I’ll be there at

seven.’ I said, ’What time do you really get in?’
He said, ’Well, I ought to roll in about 5:30.’ I

said, ’I’ll meet you here at six and I’ll make the
coffee. I’ll be waiting for you.’

So he came in. He must have run that rig
wide open all night because he was freshly
shaved and his hair was still damp. He had been
home and showered and had changed clothes. I

think he was surprised to see me there. We had a
good chat, and he told me some things that were
bothering him. One item ... was that some of the
cabs were too old. That following Sunday I went
out early in the morning, and I went in every cab
we had. Some had 500,000 or 600,000 miles on
them, and some had rusty floorboards. I don’t
want any driver in those kinds of cabs. So I

raised hell with our people the following
morning. I want those cabs traded, and I want
the guys who drive them involved in selecting
the vendor. Boy did that go through the system
like wildfire.

After listening to him review his list of

topics, I said ’Now, I want to share something
with you. Together, we have this golden goose
here at Rubbermaid, and we don’t want anything
to screw it up. That means the Rubbermaid

family comes first.’ And did I ever strike a

nerve. He looked at me somewhat startled, and I
said, ’It has to be that way, and you know it.
You don’t have to acknowledge it to me, but we
all have to understand it.’

Well, he went back over to the motor pool
where all his buddies were waiting because they
knew damn well I wouldn’t see him that

morning. He went over with his list. He said, ’I

sat down with him in his office. He served me
coffee. He took the time for me to go through
everything on my list.’

Well, talk about relationships. We got to be
such buddies that I had to be careful when I

walked out of the office at night, because I

worked long hours and many times I’d be going
out to get in my car in the dark, and one of those
big rigs would be arriving. The driver could see
me, but I couldn’t see the driver. I’ll tell you,
when they get within 50 feet and let that air horn
go, it will lift you off the ground. That was their

way of saying to you, ’He’s our friend, and
we’re all in this together.’ And we were&dquo;

(Graves, 1992, p. 106).
Gault’s decision to commit millions of

dollars to replace Rubbermaid’s s truck fleet
seems odd. But the real point of Gault’s decision
was to transform Rubbermaid to a high-
commitment organization in which every
member feels that his actions count. The drama
that Gault purposefully staged (the CEO coming
to meet a humble driver early in the morning,
the magnitude of the decision, the abrupt manner
in which it is made) is the stuff of organizational
myths and legends which have strong motivating
power (Trice & Beyer, 1984).

Additional research on how leaders decide
to motivate their followers - and make decisions
in general -- is required because the

methodology of the present study does not

reveal Ruckelshaus’ reasoning processes. Such
research requires analysis of the leaders’

reasoning processes similar to those conducted
by researchers on naturalistic decision making
(e.g., Cohen, Freeman & Wolf, 1996; Klein,
1989, or Argyris, 1982). These data may have
shown that Ruckelshaus did have the motivation
of the EPA’s employees very much in mind
while choosing which substantive areas to deal
with, or how to make or announce his
substantive decisions. We return to this issue in
the discussion below.

Conclusion

Five lessons can be drawn from the

application of the leadership decision making
task structure to the analysis of Ruckelshaus’
leadership. 

’

l. The first lesson is that adding direction
setting and concern with change, as the defining
characteristics of leadership, to Rost’s s

motivating followers, is plausible. Ruckelshaus
is clearly concerned with all three, explicitly
with the first two, and implicitly (or indirectly)
with the latter.

2. Analyzing leadership through the
conceptual lenses of the leadership decision

making task structure is useful. It can generate a
detailed description of the actions and
differential concerns of specific leaders, and

highlight distinctions between different leaders,
or how the leadership of a single leader evolves
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over time under different circumstances. Such

descriptions can be enriched by analyzing the
reasoning processes which guide decisions and
by tracing how leaders’ decisions impact their
followers’ actions and how the latter impact
leaders’ consequent decisions.

3. Focusing on leader-follower influence

relationships masks the obvious fact that leaders
at the head of three-tier systems are necessarily
preoccupied with managerial obligations. Rather
than excluding them from consideration as &dquo;non-
leadership functions,&dquo; we should investigate the
possibility that the difference between leaders
and managers may not be so much in what they
do but in how they perform identical tasks.

4. Focusing on leader-follower influence

relationships also masks the fact that the success
of leaders of three-tier systems depends on their
relationship with a wider community of external
stakeholders, as much as on their relationship
with their subordinates (i.e., internal followers).
In fact, in Ruckelshaus’ case, the identity of his
followers is not at all clear. By taking on the role
of an &dquo;educator&dquo; as in the Asarco case,
Ruckelshaus positions himself as the leader (or
one of several leaders) of Tacoma’s citizenry,
and through that, as a champion of the
environment and an &dquo;educator&dquo; (i.e., leader) of
the entire people of the US (in regard to the
issue of a clean environment). A rigid, static
leader-followers conception may mask the fact
that leader-followers relationships are dynamic
and not given.

5. Case studies of exemplary leaders can
complement, or counterbalance, instrument-
driven studies (e.g., studies employing the MLQ
such as Avolio, Bass, & Jung, 1999). The latter
treat leadership as an abstract variable (or set of
variables) that is observable in every person in a
leadership position who can fill out a

questionnaire. These studies provide reductionist
analyses of the relationships between this
variable (or variables) and variables representing
its antecedents or consequences. In contrast,
case studies of exemplary leaders assume that
leadership is a relatively rare phenomenon
observable in the behavior of relatively few,
exceptional individuals, and provide rich holistic
analyses of this phenomenon. Thus, the basic
insight which the present study offers is that
leaders of large and complex bureaucracies such
as the EPA are required to keep five balls in the

air whose orbits, unlike those of the balls

juggled by street artists, interact and often

interfere with one another.

Finally, case studies both acknowledge the
importance of context and are bounded by it.
The above lessons are advanced not as definitive
statements but as hopefully provocative insights
that would encourage further research of other

exemplary leaders that will use methodologies
that would allow us to peek into the reasoning
that drives their decisions.
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