Leadership Case 1    
Barbara Parsons & the Buchanans
Steve Buchanan was 42 years old when he noticed a pain in his back below the ribs on the right side. It was the fall of 1985, and Steve, a strong-minded carpenter, had done all right in the spiraling Boston housing market of those years. He and his wife, Connie, had married young, and their three children were already teenagers. Connie, who had been working in the home, had recently begun to contemplate what she might do now that the children were getting old enough to leave.

Steve called the doctor whom he had known for ten years since he had suffered and passed a kidney stone. To Dr. Barbara Parsons, Steve’s current complaint sounded like a repeat of the same problem, except milder. Yet a routine study suggested something else, possibly even cancer of the stomach. Without further tests - a CT scan, endoscopies - and possibly surgery, she couldn’t be sure.
Up until that moment, Steve Buchanan and his family had no cause for alarm. They assumed the pain was nothing serious. Yet the need or a CT scan might signal something different. When Dr. Parsons told Steve about the test, however, she buffered the news by saying that there was no reason to be alarmed, that they were just playing it safe and making sure. Parsons saw no need to generate distress before knowing all the facts. Steve’s response was informative: he agreed to the test saying, “No sweat, Doc, I’m sure it will be O.K.”

Dr. Parsons had only bad news. In fact, the tests did indicate cancer of the stomach. Major surgery would be needed to take out the stomach and to find out the extent to which the cancer had spread. That was the technical side. Yet what was Dr. Parsons to say, particularly after Steve’s subtle “instruction” to have O.K. news to tell?

The situation was nothing new to Parsons. Only a few patients in her thirty years of practice had ever said, “Doc, I’m hoping for the best, but just tell me what I’ve got.” Most people needed time to take in information that demanded a major reorientation of their lives. So she told Steve the bad news, but again in buffered form.
Parsons buffered the news in two ways. First, she simply withheld information about the kind of cancer, the odds of curing it, and the likelihood of its spread. Instead, she told Steve that he had a “form of stomach cancer that she hoped was localized to the stomach” and that surgery would be necessary to take it out. Steve didn’t ask for details about the disease.

Parsons’ second form of buffering was more subtle. By emphasizing all the actions that the medical team would be taking, Parsons conveyed a tone of activism and decision that relieved Steve from having to do more than agree at this point. She told him, “Sometimes we find tumor cells in lymph nodes and if that is the case, we will probably need to give you chemotherapy after surgery.” 
Steve’s surgery revealed what his CT scan anticipated. Cancer had spread beyond his stomach, and not all of the cancer could be removed. Statistically comparing his condition with the outcome of other people having the same form and spread of cancer, Dr. Parsons thought that Steve had a thirty percent chance of living more than a year and a five percent chance of living five years.

After surgery, Parsons entered Steve’s room looking for clues to Steve’s readiness to listen. Connie was there, too. Dr. Parsons appeared serious but not somber. She started with a question, “Hello Connie, Hi Steve, how do you feel after the surgery?” Steve responded, “This can’t be real. I’m not ready for this.” Connie asked, “Tell us the good news, Dr. Parsons, Steve’s going to be O.K, isn’t he?”

Dr. Parsons responded in a hopeful way: “Surgery went well. We think we got it all out. But we found some tumor cells in some of your lymph nodes. They can be a problem, so we will need to give you some drugs to try to control the little that’s left, and hopefully prevent any further spread.” Steve responded not by pressing Parsons to elaborate but by saying, “Well that’s pretty close to what I expected. When will I be able to get out of the hospital and go home?” Connie smiled and remained silent, and the conversation focused on Steve’s convalescence from surgery. Before leaving the room, Dr. Parsons asked if they had any questions, and they said they did not.
The rest of the week in the hospital Parsons acquainted herself more fully with Steve and Connie’s world: their children, relatives, friends, and associates from work. 

A month later in her office, after the oncologist gave Steve his first course of chemotherapy, Parsons raised the following question: ‘You know, there is always a possibility that the cancer can worsen in spite of the treatment. If that happens, people frequently don’t survive. Have you two talked about that?” The response was a heavy silence. After a minute or so, Connie spoke up anxiously, “I’ve tried to put the worst out of my mind, but I haven’t been able to do that completely.” There was a pressured quality to her speech, “I had a dream the other night in which I was alone with our kids in a strange town; I was frightened. I haven’t wanted to think about it.” Parsons then looked to Steve: “How about you?” Steve responded quickly, “Yeah, I felt differently when I went back to work this week. I can’t explain it.”

Parsons said: “Steve, I really want you to get yourself covered at work. You see, I don’t want to be concerned about scheduling treatments and having to worry about your job. It would be much better for me if you could hand off your major responsibilities to one of your associates so we can fight this thing.” Steve squeezed Connie’s hand tightly and smiled half-way. 
Later on, when Steve and Connie asked her “what they should tell their children”, Parsons did not respond directly, letting them understand they should make that up by themselves.
Fourteen months later, Steve died at home surrounded by his family. The last year had been meaningful. The three children spent precious time with heir father; they were given the chance to talk about all sorts of things that would help them continue to grow up. Connie, having begun a training program, was gradually getting ready for a job outside the home. Perhaps more importantly, Steve and Connie had discussed many intimate questions that strengthened Connie’s courage and desire to continue living as fully as she could.
What did Dr. Barbara Parsons (or did not do) and why? Reflect also on the question whether this is a case about leadership. Why or why not?

Leadership case 2
William Ruckeshaus & the Asarco Plant

On July 12, 1983, the head of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), William Ruckelshaus, took unprecedented action in a case involving a copper plant owned by the Smelting and Refining Company (Asarco) near Tacoma. The Asarco plant was the only one in the nation to use copper ore with a high content of arsenic, and arsenic had been found to cause cancer. As authorized by the law, Ruckelshaus was expected to decide what to do about the plant; in particular, he had to determine what constituted an “ample margin of safety” in the plant’s operation to protect public health.

In the years since the Clean Air Law had been written, scientists were discovering that many hazardous wastes lacked a clear threshold of safety. Even a minuscule amount of “non-thresh-old chemicals” could produce adverse effects. As Ruckelshaus put it in his June 1983 address to the Academy of Sciences, “We must assume that life now takes place in a minefield of risks from hundreds, perhaps thousands, of substances. No more can we tell the public: You are home free with an adequate margin of safety.”

The Asarco plant had long been regarded as one of the major polluters in the country, but it had also provided employment to generations of people since its opening in 1890. By 1983, nearly one hundred years later, the plant employed about 600 workers in the town of Ruston. It contributed significantly to the local economy and provided revenue to auxiliary businesses in addition to paying significant amounts in state and local taxes. If Asarco were to close the plant, the state of Washington would have to pay substantial unemployment benefits. Closing the plant would be a devastating blow to a region where several major industries had not yet recovered from recession.

Yet all this did not fully convey the significance of Asarco Tacoma. A texture and a way of life had been woven around the Seventy-year-old Owen Gallagher, a former mayor of Ruston and an employee of Asarco for forty-three years spoke for many town residents when he told reporters: “I’ve worked in the plant all my life. So have my brothers, and so have my neighbors. We’re not sick. Our town was built around that plant. People came here looking for fire and smoke in the 1900’s to find work. Now the government’s complaining about that same toke and trying to take our children’s livelihood away.” The Asarco Company itself was well aware of the pollution problem. Under pressure from the regional air pollution authority, Asarco had spent a lot since 1970 in equipment and practices, such as converter hoods, to reduce emissions. Going further would require one of three options: 

1. to develop a new technology to reduce emissions; 

2. to ship in low arsenic ore at high cost; 

3. to convert the entire plant to electric smelting at a high projected cost.

According to the company, any of these three options would force the closing of the plant. World copper prices had crashed between 1980 and 1982. At current prices it was losing money. The battle, like many environmental battles, was pitched between jobs and health. According to the EPA, installing the converter hoods as planned would reduce the risk of arsenic related cancer from four persons a year to one. Would this be acceptable? Did an “ample margin of safety” to protect public health require more? Should regulations demand zero emissions? Or was the livelihood generated by the plant worth the added risk of one case of cancer per year? Complicating these questions was the fact that the emissions, and thus the risks of cancer, were spread out over a twelve kilometer area that involved people even at a distance from the plant and its jobs.
Who should decide? By habit and statute, Ruckelshaus and the EPA were supposed to decide. The company and many of its workers looked to the EPA to confirm the acceptability of the actions they were about to take by spending more on converter hoods. They were using the best available technology to reduce emissions from their plant. They looked to the EPA to resist taking action that would push them economically over the brink. Yet many area residents, along with environmental activists, looked to the EPA to provide “an ample margin of safety,” and were quite willing to push the plant to the edge, if not over it, to reduce emissions significantly further.

Remarkably, Ruckelshaus, on July 12, 1983, refused publicly to decide on his own. On the contrary, he announced the EPA’s intention to solicit actively the views and wishes of the people that would be most affected by the EPA ruling. 
The same day, Ernesta Barnes, the EPA’s regional administrator, spoke to the local press and announced that the usual public hearings would be preceded by “public workshops and other activities to inform you of the many technical issues involved.”

Few people reacted positively. The press framed the issue starkly: “What cost a Life? EPA Asks Tacoma” one paper titled; “Smelter Workers Have Choice: Keep their Jobs or their Health” another wrote. A third newspaper ran an editorial that branded “Mr. Ruckelshaus as Caesar … who would ask the amphitheater crowd to signal with thumbs up or down whether a defeated gladiator should live or die.” 

For Ruckelshaus to “impose such an impossible choice on Tacomans was … inexcusable.” The head of local union said: “It is up to the EPA to protect public health, not to ask the public what it is willing to sacrifice not to die from cancer.” In the community’s opinion as well, Ruckelshaus was neglecting his duties. Local citizens criticized: “We elected people to run our government; we don’t expect them to turn around and ask us to run it for them.”

Resistance to Ruckelshaus also ran high within the EPA itself. Never before had the agency pushed problems back into the laps of a community. They could not understand why they should organize the workshops and put out easily digestible information for the public.
As one might expect, the three public workshops held that August were controversial and packed with people, including a large number of smelter workers, union representatives, local citizen organizations, and environmental groups. The format was the same for all three, and all were covered by local and national television. After a formal presentation by the EPA staff, with graphs and charts to illustrate the technical facts regarding arsenic emission, dispersion, and the risk of illness, the audience was divided into smaller groups to facilitate individual responses. The EPA staff distributed several handouts with fact sheets, illustrations of how hooding helped control emissions. They then circulated among the groups to answer questions and record the comments of participants.

Many of the comments had little to do with verifiable facts. Hired by the EPA to observe, the dean of the School of Public Health at the Regional University remarked on how “the personal nature of the complaints and questions made a striking counterpoint to the presentations of meteorological models and health effect extrapolations.” People asked whether or not they could eat food from their Vashon Island gardens, how much soil should they remove to make it safe, how would their pets be affected. One woman asked, “Will my child die of cancer?”

Several public groups asked the EPA to postpone the formal hearings, scheduled for late August, to allow them more time to prepare testimony. In the meantime, the public held more workshops on its own under the sponsorship of the city of Tacoma and the Steelworker’s Union. Many more questions were raised, and not only questions about pollution and health, but about other options as well, like diversifying the local economy. Some comments bordered on the openly hostile, “I have seen studies which show that stress is the main source of cancer; the EPA is one main cause of stress”.

One year later, in June 1984, although Ruckelshaus had not yet come to a decision, Asarco announced that it would close the Tacoma plant the following year. Precipitated primarily by depressed copper prices and shortages of high-arsenic copper ore, Asarco nevertheless spread the blame for the shutdown to federal, state, and local environmental agencies for requiring it to install costly converter hoods by the end of that year. Furthermore, Asarco claimed that the EPA would require a great deal more investment in the future, although this was not true, since Ruckelshaus had not yet made a final ruling. As one worker told reporters, “I’ll tell you something, it’s the EPA’s fault!”

By the time the announcement came in 1984, a new goal had nevertheless been set: finding new jobs for the workers and attracting new industry to the region. When the plant closed in 1985, Tacoma and Ruston had begun the task of diversifying its economy. 

What did Ruckelshaus (and did not do) and why? Reflect also on the question whether this is a case about leadership. Why or why not?

Leadership Case 3
Lyndon Johnson, King & Co and the voting rights
The view from the Presidency
When Johnson assumed the presidency, he moved immediately to repair the containing vessel that had been weakened by Kennedy’s assassination. In his first address to the nation, the new President sounded a clear and direct call to Congress for action. He introduced few, if any, of his personal ideas; instead he promised to carry on the work of his predecessor. 

Johnson declared: “And now the ideas and the ideals which (Kennedy) so nobly represented must and will be translated into effective action … In this critical moment, it is our duty, yours and mine, to do away with uncertainty and delay and doubt and to show that we are capable of decisive action; that from the brutal loss of our leader we will derive not weakness but strength, that we can and will act and act now… John Kennedy’s death commands what his life conveyed – that America must move forward.”
Presidents usually bring their own people into their administrations. Yet in 1963, with only eleven months to prove himself before the next presidential election, Johnson relied on Kennedy’s Cabinet and White House. 
Even after he was elected President in his own right, Johnson kept Kennedy men around him. Not only did he value their talent, but he needed the ongoing support of their constituencies: media, Easterners, and intellectuals. 

Of his many initiatives, perhaps Johnson’s most successful were in civil rights, by not only encouraging Martin Luther King Jr.’s civil rights vision, but also by encouraging what he viewed as George Wallace’s populist vision of economic justice. The key success on civil rights, in Johnson’s opinion, lay in the hands of the minority party, the Republicans headed by Senator Everett Dirksen. Without their support, no new legislation could get past Senator Richard Russell and the block of Southern Democratic senators committed to its defeat. They would filibuster it to death, as they had done with nearly every civil rights bill for nearly a century. Johnson was not going to do the lobbying work alone. To win the Republicans over, Johnson called on Roy Wilkins, head of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP), as prelude to introducing the Civil Rights Act of that year. He placed the call on January 6, 1964, six weeks after assuming the presidency.

Johnson: “When are you going to get down here and start civil righting?” 

Wilkins: “As soon as I get rid of my board of directors’ annual meeting”.

Johnson: “Well you tell them that I think they’ve got a mighty good man. I don’t know of a better, fairer, or abler man in the United States. I want you to do though is to get on this bill now. Because unless you get twenty-five Republicans you’re not going to get cloture (to stop a filibuster). Now you can’t quote me on this, but Russell says he’s already got enough commitments to prevent cloture. I think you are going to have to sit down with Dirksen and persuade him this is in the interest of the Republican party, and you think that if the Republicans go along with you on cloture, why you’ll go along with them at elections. And let them know that you’re going with the presidential candidate that offers you the best hope and the best chance of dignity and decency in this country, and you’re going with a senatorial man who does the same thing. I’m no magician. Now I want to be with you, and I’m going to help you any way I can. But you’re going to have to get these folks in here, and the quicker you get them the better. If we lose this fight we’re going back ten years.”

Indeed, the Senate went through seventy-five days of filibuster over the Civil Rights bill – the longest in its history. But on June 10, 1964, it was ready to vote on cloture. The key, as Johnson had said, was Dirksen. In response to Russell’s protest that “the bill simply involves a political question and not a moral issue,” Dirksen finally took his stand. Declaring “civil rights is an idea whose time has come … we are confronted with a moral issue,” he had turned around. Dirksen’s priorities had shifted in the course of his conversations with Wilkins and others. 

On Sunday, March 7, 1965, black Americans set out to march from Selma to the state capital at Montgomery in an all-out drive for voting rights. Selma, a city of about 29,000, had slightly more black people that white, but only 3 percent of the people on its voting rolls were black. Out of 15,000 black citizens, 325 were registered to vote. The county had used time-worn methods to prevent black citizens from registering to vote, including lengthy written examinations and tricky oral questions like: Recite the Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution, and what two rights do a citizen after indictment by a grand jury? Governor Wallace of Alabama had declared during his campaign in 1962: “From this cradle of the Confederacy, this very heart of the great Anglo-Saxon Southland. …, segregation now! Segregation tomorrow! Segregation forever!”

In response to the voting rights march, Governor Wallace sent the state police against the 600 unarmed black people as they reached the city limits. Americans throughout the country witnessed with shock and fury the televised scenes of black men, women, and children being beaten with billy clubs, stricken with tear gas, and bull-whipped by troopers on horseback. As loud as the screaming was the yelling of white onlookers, “Git ‘em! Git ‘em!” In reaction, spontaneous demonstrations sprang up across the land as massive pressure focused on President Johnson to mobilize the national guard.

Johnson, however, refused to move. In fact, he faced contrary pressures from Sunday’s bloodshed, each with its own long history. On one hand, the outraged public called on the President to act forcefully at once to protect the marchers in Selma. People marched and sat-in at the White House; they marched and sat-in at the Justice Department; they berated him in the press nationwide. Dr. Martin Luther King Jr., “dismayed and discouraged”, accused the federal government of “timidity.” On the other hand, many others wanted Johnson to keep out of the matter. They expressed great fear of federal interference in their own state affairs. White Southerners, among others in the nation, were tired of federal government intervention into their way of life and wanted to maintain local norms and control. Johnson was faced with a conflict between two different constituencies with two opposing values: states’ rights, which represented white supremacy, and voting rights.

This conflict was nothing new. It dated back to the Civil War era. What should be the balance of power between local and central government in determining civil rights? No one knew better than Johnson, a long-time Texas politician, how sensitive this question remained in the South. And no one knew better than Johnson, as former Senate Majority Leader and Vice-President, that the balance of power between local and central governments had been shifting on the rights issue. The Supreme Court ruled in 1954 that segregated schools were illegal. President Eisenhower felt obliged to back up that ruling in 1957 when he sent federal troops to Little Rock, Arkansas, to integrate Central High School. 

Five years later, in 1962, John F. Kennedy sent federal troops to protect James Meredith as he enrolled at the University of Mississippi. Just months before the march in Selma, Johnson and Congress had passed the historic Civil Rights Act of 1964, which further strengthened the power of the central government over local affairs. Black people could no longer be discriminated against in most places of public accommodation, like hotels, restaurants, and bathrooms. Employers and unions had to provide equal employment opportunities for minorities. Schools were given financial and technical assistance to speed desegregation. The country had spent years deliberating and testing the issue and, by and large, had come down on the side of protecting civil rights against local transgression. But not fully. The previous year, Congress had been unable to agree on a voting rights provision for the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Johnson had floated the idea, but Congress rejected it. Too many white people found it hard enough to integrate restaurants and schools. They refused to give blacks political power. The Congressional stalemate on voting rights indicated that the country as a whole was not yet ready to enfranchise minorities. Urgency over the issue was far from widespread; voting rights had not yet fastened in people’s minds. The steps taken in 1964 toward guaranteeing civil rights were as large as the public seemed able to take at that moment.

Legislators were not about to take pains unless constituents demanded it. Taking pains for a legislator meant making costly bargains with other legislators, giving in on one issue in exchange for support on another, and paying the price back home. These bargains were least painful and risky if the legislator had multiple goals with varying importance to his or her district. A minor goal could be traded away for an urgent one, particularly if other legislators had complementary priorities, without much cost. Such was the case with civil rights legislation. Until Selma, white citizens across the nation generally gave voting rights low priority. For instance, during the Senate debate over the Civil Rights Bill of 1957, four liberal Western senators - Wayne Morse, Warren Magnuson, Mike Mansfield, and Jim Murray-agreed to support a greatly weakened bill in exchange for Southern support to finance the construction of the Hells Canyon Dam in Idaho. The dam would generate electrical power for the region. Although these Western senators would normally back civil rights, they were compelled to make trades because their districts cared more about the dam.

In private meetings in early 1965, Johnson, knowing the constraints of his role, encouraged King in his plans regarding the voting rights issue. Although he hoped there would be no violence, he thought public pressure might set the stage for legislative action. As did King. King and his strategists had learned through decades of effort that the federal government would protect the rights of black Americans when public pressure forced it to. Through the carefully scripted presence of television reporters, the brutality of racism would be transmitted into living rooms throughout the land. Demonstrations would force the nation to pay attention. On Sunday, March 7, after the televised beatings in Selma, Dr. King announced: “In the vicious maltreatment of defenseless citizens of Selma, where old women and young children were gassed and clubbed at random, we have witnessed an eruption of the disease of racism which seeks to destroy all of America . . . The people of Selma will struggle for the soul of the Nation, but it is fitting that all Americans help to bear the burden. I call, therefore, on clergy of all faiths, representative of every part of the country to join me in Selma for a minister’s march on Montgomery Tuesday morning.”

In anticipation of Tuesday’s march, the pressure on Johnson grew enormously. Marches and demonstrations proliferated across the country Busloads and planeloads of priests, ministers, rabbis, nuns, and lay people descended on Selma. In Washington, D.C., sit-ins at the Justice Department continued to block Attorney General Katzenbach’s office. The White House was deluged with telegrams and calls to take action. A group of demonstrators sat-in during a White House tour, yelling angry epithets at whoever passed by. Clearly, the public did not relish the prospect of more televised beatings, this time with King and the nation’s clergy at the forefront. The public looked to President Johnson to restore order. 

On Monday afternoon, King’s lawyers appealed to the federal court in Montgomery for an injunction forbidding local and state authorities from interfering with Tuesday’s march. Instead, Judge Frank Johnson issued a restraining order to delay the march entirely for a few days until proper safety precautions could be made. In light of this order, President Johnson felt compelled to step in. He quietly sent LeRoy Collins from the Justice Department aboard Air Force One to negotiate a middle path with King. At the very last minute, on Tuesday morning as the march itself was moving, they made a deal. King avoided clashing with local and State police, and with the federal court, and turned the march back after a dramatic moment of prayer at the site of Sunday’s violence. The nation held its breath as it lived through the encounter on television. And though momentarily relieved, the acute level of tension remained very high. Dr. King insisted that the full three-day march to Montgomery still lay ahead.

Johnson issued then a luke-warm statement Tuesday afternoon deploring the brutality in Selma and urging leaders on all sides to “approach this tense situation with calmness, reasonableness, and respect for law and order. He added that he would be sending a voting rights bill to Congress by the weekend. Privately, however, after seeing the televised beatings and judging their public impact, he called in the Justice Department and asked them to draft the strongest bill that would have any chance of surviving a constitutional challenge.

On Tuesday night, Reverend James J. Reeb, a white Unitarian minister from Boston, was beaten badly by a group of white people in Selma; he died two days later. His was the second death. Jimmy Lee Jackson, a seventeen year-old black man, had been shot by state troopers two weeks before while marching in nearby Marion, Alabama. Reverend Reeb’s fatal beating added more fuel to the demonstrations and the urgency. ‘”But,” as Kearns described it, “Johnson refused to be pushed. Pickets surrounded the White House, carrying placards calculated to shame him into action: ‘LBJ, open your eyes, see the sickness of the South, see the horrors of your homeland.’ Telegrams and letters demanding action streamed into the President’s office.” Still, Johnson did not move, as if he would be paralized. At one point, a presidential aide interjected, “We have to do something.” Johnson replied, “We will”. 

Finally, on Friday, Wallace asked to meet with the President, and Johnson granted the request at once. As Johnson understood the situation, Wallace had national aspirations. He had run briefly for President in 1964. He could ill afford more bloodshed broadcast nationwide from his state. As much as he hated to give in on civil rights, Wallace also had to maintain law and order. 
Thus, Johnson had something Wallace needed. “On Saturday, in the Oval Office, they discussed the question of troops. Johnson appealed to the large ambition and the populist strain that he perceived in Wallace: How could there be any fixed limits, he suggested, to the political career of the first Southern governor to combine economic and social reform with racial harmony? Why not Wallace?”

The meeting resulted in an arrangement. Johnson would rescue Wallace from his obligations to maintain the law and protect innocent black people, for which he would have paid dearly with his own white constituents, but Wallace would have to ask Johnson publicly to mobilize the national guard. Following the meeting, Johnson took Wallace into a prearranged press conference where he made sure that Wallace was still publicly on the hook, that is, accountable for protecting all citizens, black and white. Johnson announced: “If local authorities are unable to function, the federal government will completely meet its responsibilities.”

The next day, Sunday, while 15,000 demonstrators outside the White House sang “We shall overcome,” and chanted: “LBJ, just you wait, See what happens in ’68,” Johnson solicited an invitation to appear before a joint session of Congress the next evening, Monday, March 15,  and he began to prepare for his speech.

Johnson spoke before a joint session of Congress during prime evening television: 

“I speak tonight for the dignity of man and the destiny of democracy ... At times history and fate meet at a single time in a single place to shape a turning point in man’s unending search for freedom. So it was at Lexington and Concord. So it was at Appomattox. So it was last week in Selma, Alabama … 
There is no cause for pride in what has happened in Selma. There is no cause for self-satisfaction in the long denial of equal rights of millions of Americans. But there is cause for hope and for faith in our democracy in what is happening here tonight.

For the cries of pain, the hymns and protest of oppressed people, have summoned into convocation all the majesty of this great government … In our time we have come to live with moments of great crisis … But rarely in any time does an issue lay bare the secret heart of America itself … a challenge, not to our growth or abundance, our welfare or our security, but to the values and the purposes and the meaning of our nation.

The issue of equal rights for American Negroes is such an issue, and should we defeat every enemy, double our wealth, conquer the stars, and still be unequal to this issue, then we will have failed as a people and a nation. For with a country as with a person, “What shall it profit a man, if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul?” … There is no issue of states’ rights or national rights. There is only the struggle for human rights …

Last time a President sent a civil rights bill to Congress it contained a provision to protect voting rights. That bill was passed after eight long months of debate. And when that bill came to my desk for signature, the heart of the voting provision had been eliminated. This time, on this issue, there must be no delay, no hesitation, no compromise with our purpose . . . And we ought not, and we cannot, and we must not wait  another eight months before we get a bill. We have already waited 100 years and more. And the time for waiting is gone.

So I ask you to join me in working long hours, nights and weekends if necessary to pass this bill. And I don’t make the request lightly. For from the window where I sit with the problems of our country, I recognize that outside this chamber is the outraged conscience of the Nation, the grave concern of many nations-and the harsh judgment of history on our acts.

But even if we pass this bill, the battle will not be over. What happened in Selma is part of a far larger movement which reaches into every section and state of America. It is the effort of American Negroes to secure for themselves the full blessings of American life. Their cause must be our cause too. It is not just Negroes, but all of us, who must overcome the crippling legacy of bigotry and injustice. And we shall overcome. As a man whose roots go into Southern so I know how agonizing racial feelings are. I know how difficult it is to reshape attitudes and the structure of society … I say to all of you here and to all in the Nation tonight, that those who ask you to hold on to the past do so at the cost of denying you your future.

This great, rich, restless country can offer opportunity and education to all - black and white, North and South, sharecropper and city dweller. These are the enemies - poverty and ignorance - -and not our fellow man. And these too shall be overcome. Let no one, in any section, look with prideful righteousness on the troubles of his neighbors. There is no part of America where the promise of equality has been fully kept. In Buffalo as well as Birmingham, in Philadelphia as well as Selma, Americans are struggling for the fruits of freedom. This is one nation. What happens in Selma or in Cincinnati is a matter of legitimate concern to every citizen. But let each of us look within our own communities and our own hearts, and root out injustice there.

The real hero of this struggle is the American Negro. His actions and protests - his courage to risk safety and even life-have awakened the conscience of the Nation. His demonstrations have been designed to call attention to injustice, to provoke change and stir reform. He has called upon us to make good the promise of America. And who among us can say we would have made the same progress were it not for his persistent bravery, and his faith in American democracy. For at the heart of battle for equality is a belief in the democratic process.”

The view from Selma

We have seen the story of Selma from the perspective of President Johnson’s leading from high office. Now consider the same story from the perspective of those who led from the frontline.

The first stirring of the Selma voting rights movement occurred in 1961, when Reverend Fred Reese, a science teacher at Hudson High School and newly elected president of the local black teachers’ organization, read a statement to a meeting of all local teachers and administrators urging black teachers to attempt to register to vote in Dallas County. Fearful of recriminations, few black teachers heeded Reese. However, the seeds had been planted in Selma’s black middle class for a voting rights movement. By January 1963, when approximately 125 blacks were registered to vote in the County, Marie Foster, a dental hygienist, began to feel that something should be done to correct the low Negro voter registration rate. Her dental office was just above the small Dallas County Voters League, the only black civil rights organization in town (since the NAACP had been banned in Alabama), and she came into contact daily with Sam and Amelia Boynton, the former NAACP activists who ran it. 

With their encouragement, Foster spent nearly ten years trying to register, always failing “one or more pertinent questions,” as the rejection form said, before gaining the vote. Energized, she wanted to do more. As she describes: “I was just sitting around my house one day when I became angry because Negroes didn’t seem to be getting anywhere in Selma. Only one hundred and twenty-something-odd were registered in the entire county at that time. Selma is just the largest city in the county. But there were of lot of Negroes in other parts of the county. And every tirne one of us went down to the courthouse to register, the registrar would be out to lunch of he would say it was closed for the day or would quiz you on something he knew you couldn’t answer. One of the favorite questions was ‘How many bubbles are there in a bar of soap?’ So I was thinking about all of this and getting angrier by the moment. So I called my friend, Amelia Boynton, who is now Amelia Billips. She was active in the civil rights movement so I asked her what could be done about it. We ended up talking about what was going on around here. We didn’t have any kind of movement then or any major registration effort. It took them years to register me, but Mrs. Boynton and I were both registered at that time, which had to have been the winter of 1963. Anyway, we discussed conducting a class to each black folks how to fill out the application and how to act once they got down to the courthouse. You see, attitude could make a difference. They had to register a Negro every now and then so the ones they did register had the right attitudes. So it was stuff like that we wanted the people to know.”

By February of 1963 Marie Foster had begun to conduct a voter registration class. She kept a daily roster of who attended classes and who paled the tests she and the other instructors gave. In the summer of 1963 she met Assistant Attorney General John Doar, head of the Civil Rights Division in the U.S. Department of Justice, who was working on a voting suit against Dallas County. At Doar’s request, she allowed him to take her roster to Washington. She explained, “He wanted to let the folks in Washington know that things were being done in the voting area in certain places in Alabama”. 

Still, the registration drive proceeded slowly: in two years of work, only 175 more blacks were registered in the county.

The same February that Foster had started voter registration classes, 22-year-old Bernard Lafayette, a college student and Freedom Rider, came to Selma, buoyed by Foster’s efforts to organize. 
Lafayette represented the Student Non-Violent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) - an offshoot of King’s organization, the Southern Christian Leadership Conference (SCLC), in Atlanta. In a serious, unimposing, and methodical manner, Lafayette spent months talking with blacks from all ranks of Selma society. But, according to J. L. Chestnut, the only black lawyer in Selma at the time, “Bernard would strike out with most of the preachers, the teachers, the middle class. 
In theory, these would be the very persons who would lead and staff a voter registration effort. But the ties they had to the white ruling hierarchy - the ties that established them as leaders - made them the least likely group of all to become involved. They had the most - the best jobs, the largest homes, the most prestige - and therefore the most to lose.” As J. H. Owens, the president of all-black Selma University put it, “You can’t go around walking in the face of white people one day and then beg them the next day to donate money to your school.” A well-regarded high school teacher held Lafayette’s efforts in similar low regard: “It’s nothing but a mess. That boy ought to go home. He’s gonna get the white people all stirred up, then he’ll run back to Atlanta and we’ll be picking up the pieces.

For months, Lafayette was unable to generate even one mass meeting. Making little headway with adults, Lafayette then turned to organizing the students, believing that the parents would get involved when they saw their kids on the line. King’s organization was successfully employing the same tactic in Birmingham that same spring, where a frightened and lethargic black community had come alive when Bull Connor, the infamous police chief, turned the fire hoses on its children and sent them off to jail. Lafayette, a young man himself, had a way with younger people. And they were ready to act. As Chestnut pointed out, “They didn’t have jobs, houses, mortgages, or ties with the white power structure.”

In early May 1963 Sam Boynton - the stalwart NAACP organizer and president of the Voters League - died. Lafayette seized his memorial service as the occasion to hold the first mass voter registration rally. Three-hundred and fifty people came, two thirds of them teenagers and students, along with the local press, Sheriff Clark, and several deputies. James Forman, head of SNCC, arrived from Atlanta and gave an earthy, bold, and provocative speech about “what black people were sick and tired of taking at the hands of the white man,” and telling them “to come out in the open with their views on freedom and get themselves down to the registration office the next week to hasten the day of reckoning.” People shouted, “Say it!” and “Amen.” Now, both black and white people of Selma were alerted.

One month later, on June 12, the night after Wallace’s stand in the “schoolhouse door” at the University of Alabama, two white men attacked and beat Lafayette with the butt of a rifle. With eyes and face swollen and bruised, and with blood caked-up on his T-shirt, Lafayette saw another opportunity. “This is the symbol we need,” he said. He spent weeks wearing that T-shirt, which became, as Chestnut recalls, “a sort of turning point in terms of public sympathy in Black Selma. Even the blacks who were most apprehensive about him couldn’t help but respect his commitment and courage, and they damn sure didn’t go for anybody beating him. People were impressed that he didn’t leave town.”

After Lafayette returned to college Marie Foster, Fred Reese, Amelia Boynton, and other black activists in Selma’s Voters League continued the mass meetings. A replacement from SNCC helped in the effort. 

Marie Foster recalls what went on during the meetings: “Sheriff Jim Clark and his deputies would come to just about all of our meetings to observe and to so-called keep the order. In a way we did not want them there, being as how they tried to degrade us. In another way, we were glad they came because we could involve them and speak to them. The organizers would ask me to bring up a topic in black history every night, you know, to make the black man know that he was somebody, and that he had just cause to hold up his head ... , I would stand up in the pulpit and I would tell them, “You know I thought white people  were supposed to have a lot of sense” - and I’d be looking right at Clark or his men -“ but it seems that Selma white folks don’t have much sense. I am sick of going into these stores running up two and three hundred dollar bills. You mean to tell me that our money is good but we are not good enough to be called MR. Brown or MISS Johnson.” And the crowds would go wild clapping and cheering in agreement.”
Finally, in July of 1964, the authorities stepped in. Dallas County Sheriff Jim Clark persuaded Alabama Circuit Court Judge James Han to prohibit Selma’s black citizens from meeting in groups of more than five. After a while Selma’s blacks began to meet secretly, and soon decided that the injunction would have to be broken. In late summer 1964 they contacted Dr. King at the national headquarters of the SCIC in Atlanta, Georgia. He and his staff had been discussing the possibility of conducting a voting rights campaign. They knew that in the wake of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the issue of voting rights was not yet ripe. President Johnson had told them that it would take a few years before anybody would be ready to pass more civil rights legislation. But the movement was not about to stop pressing. On the contrary, the victories of that year strengthened their resolve to fight for the right to vote. If the issue was not yet ripe, they would ripen it. No more waiting. King explained their attitude in his “Letter from Birmingham Jail” the year before. 

In response to eight white clergymen who had published a statement decrying King’s “unwise and untimely” activities, and who asked King to wait and give the new city government in Birmingham a chance, King wrote: 

“Perhaps it is easy for those who have never felt the stinging darts of segregation to say, “Wait.” But when you have seen vicious mobs lynch your mothers and fathers at will and drown your sisters and brothers at whim; when you have seen hate-filled policemen curse, kick and even kill your black  brothers and sisters; when you see the vast majority of your twenty million Negro brothers smothering in an airtight cage of poverty in the midst of an affluent society; when you suddenly find your tongue twisted and your speech stammering as you seek to explain to your six-year-old daughter why she can’t go to the public amusement park that has just been advertised on television, and see tears welling up in her eyes when she is told that Funtown is closed to colored children, and see ominous clouds of inferiority beginning to form in her little mental sky, and see her beginning to distort her personality by developing an unconscious bitterness toward white people; when you have to concoct an answer for a five-year-old son who is asking: “Daddy, why do white people treat colored people so mean?”; when you take a cross-country drive and find it necessary to sleep night after night in the uncomfortable corners of your automobile because no hotel will accept you; when you are humiliated day in and day out by nagging signs reading “white” and “colored”; when our first name becomes “nigger,” your middle name becomes “boy” (however old you are) and your last name becomes “John,” and your wife and mother are never given the respected title “Mrs.”; when you are  harried by day and haunted by night by the fact that you are a Negro, living constantly at tiptoe stance, never quite knowing what to expect next, and are plagued with inner fears and outer resentments; when you are forever fighting a degenerating sense of “nobodiness” – then you will understand why we find it difficult to wait.”
At the time of the call from Selma, King and his strategists had already decided to take action. Now, with this call, Selma seemed like the right place. In Jim Clark, Dallas County had just the right kind of sheriff. In George Wallace, Alabama had just the right kind of governor. And black Selma was ready to take action. 

Ralph Abernathy cofounder of the SCLC, described the thinking of the organizers: 

“We had been circling around Selma, trying to decide whether or not we could stir up enough trouble to force the federal government to act on the persistent denial of voting rights to blacks in the South. For several reasons [Selma] seemed like a … good place to make our stand. First, the local authorities were unreasonable and intransigent ... they were unwilling to make any compromises and seemed likely to respond with oppressive measures if challenged. Sheriff Clark … had a temper that could get him into trouble, a temper we were counting on, because when he was angry, he could use his power with ... ruthless abandon. So we would get our confrontation on television, the kind of visual conflict that would best define for the viewing public what we were up against. Second, the local black churches were powerful, and there were several leaders on whom we could rely for support . . . Third, the voting issue itself required emphasis at this particular stage of the movement and no community so clearly [as Selma] reflected the need for intervention in this matter.”

They announced that the campaign would be launched on January 1, 1965, one hundred and two years after Lincoln’s Emancipation Proclamation had taken effect.
City and county officials in Selma reacted to the news by trying to maintain the status quo, but their efforts were complicated by a split in their authority structure. Selma was the county seat for Dallas County, Alabama, and voting registration took place within the county courthouse which sat in the middle of town. That meant that the county police had jurisdiction over the courthouse itself, while the city police had jurisdiction over the rest of the city. They shared the same end in response to the demonstrations, but had sharply divergent strategies, County officials reflexively tried to suppress the protest; City officials tried to accommodate it.

Selma had just elected a new mayor, Joe Smitherman, an appliance salesman who had ousted the incumbent with a pledge to bring in new industry, which also meant preserving the city’s peace and stability. That meant no displays of public violence such as those that brought notoriety to Birmingham and its police chief. Consequently, Smitherman appointed the relatively progressive Wilson Baker to head the police department. Baker, who had taught law enforcement for six years at the University of Alabama and had studied the last decade’s interaction between the civil rights movement and police, hoped to defuse any protests by quietly meeting some of the protester’s demands: “If you give a little, you won’t have to give a lot,” he counseled. “Let ‘em march and it’ll peter out.” In late November, as soon as he heard of King’s plan to march in Selma, he flew to Washington to persuade the Justice department to get King to delay the march six months, by which time he said he would get the County Board of Registrars quietly to register black people in larger numbers.

The Justice Department in Washington saw in Baker’s plan a way to prevent more civil rights disorder. The Department had lived through years of unrest and quite courageously had repeatedly protected civil rights activists in the South. They were not eager for more turbulence. Burke Marshall, head of the Civil Rights Division, was persuaded by Baker, who was nothing like the defiant and bullying lawmen he had occasionally known in the South. So Marshall called Dr. King in Atlanta and made the request. But King refused. “The die is cast,” said Marshall. “They’re coming to Selma in January.” Then, as Baker prepared to leave, Robert Kennedy, the outgoing Attorney General who had been sitting in on the meetings, spoke up. “You know,” he said to Baker, “if you’re smart enough, you can beat him [King] at his own game.” Baker planned to protect the marchers from any disturbance that might be caused by angry white citizens. Baker would maintain equilibrium by letting the demonstrators wear themselves out. As long as the city’s response was peaceful, he would win. There might be arrests for violating Hare’s injunction, but no spectacles. As the level of black aspiration and rhetoric rose in Selma, Sheriff Clark started showing up at black meetings. Later he arranged for a court order prohibiting meetings of more than five people.

Baker, however, could not control what might occur at the county courthouse itself or on the other side of the Edmund Pettus Bridge, past the city line. Baker’s problem was not only Selma’s angry white citizens but also Sheriff Jim Clark of the county police and Colonel Al Lingo of the Alabama state troopers. They would brook no disobedience of the law by black people. In the spirit of Bull Connor, “The only way to stop ‘em is to stop ‘em.” Clark and Lingo meant to keep blacks in their place - at any cost.

At first, Baker seemed to be winning the contest of wills. He repeatedly defused the daily civil rights demonstrations of January and early February by maintaining civility. 
King countered by taking more dramatic measures to galvanize attention. He got himself put in jail and wrote to The New York Times: “This is Selma, Alabama. There are more Negroes in jail with me than there are on the voting rolls.” But the message did not quite get across because Baker prevented violence and thus staved off notoriety. Baker, quick on his feet, kept both Clark and King largely outmaneuvered. Indeed, by February King and his strategists began to doubt the usefulness of Selma to demonstrate the issue of voting rights.

But then, on February 18, state troopers broke up a registration march in neighboring Marion, Alabama. One of the troopers began clubbing an older woman, and when her seventeen-year-old grandson, Jimmy Lee Jackson, intervened to shield her, the trooper shot Jackson through the stomach. Jackson died four days later, and people at the funeral began saying, “Damn it, we ought to carry his body over to George Wallace in Montgomery.”

King then announced plans to march from Selma to the state capitol at Montgomery fifty miles away.  On Sunday morning, March 7, as the marchers crossed the city line, they came under the jurisdiction of Sheriff Clark and Colonel Lingo. After two months of pent up frustration, not only with the civil rights activists but also with Wilson Baker’s success at quarantining them, Clark and Lingo unleashed their horses, tear gas, and billy clubs while the nation watched in horror. 
The view from King’s position

King’s organization, the SCLC, tried very hard to restrain the militant forces within the black community. When Malcolm X came to Selma in early February, King’s strategists did everything they could to maintain their control over the demonstrations, even though, as it turned out, Malcolm X did nothing incendiary. 

King and the SCLC monitored the actions of the President. In his State of the Union address in mid-January, Johnson spoke briefly of the need for a new law to protect the voting rights of black people. In early February, while King briefly sat in a Selma jail, Johnson issued a statement reiterating his support for voting rights. Within the Justice Department, Johnson reactivated plans to draft a voting rights bill. Then King, after his release from jail, requested a meeting at the White House with Johnson and left feeling encouraged about the President’s intention to submit strong voting rights legislation. So far, Johnson did not seem alarmed by the demonstrations. 

Yet Johnson continued to voice doubt about the timing. The nation and Congress did not seem ready to pass a bill with real potency that would give federal officials control over voter registration.

On February 22, King announce his plan for the fifty-mile march to Montgomery. By early March, Congress began to soften. On March 2 Everett Dirksen came out in favor of voting rights legislation. But on the next day, the Senate Rules Committee voted not to recommend a change in the Senate’s cloture rules, which made passage of strong legislation much less likely. On Friday, March 5, King met with President Johnson once again. Apparently, Johnson said nothing to King to discourage the demonstrations. Yet he also could not promise that the voting rights bill would contain the clauses that King thought were crucial to its success: the use of federal registrars in those counties that denied the vote to black people. 

The march took place on Sunday, March 7. The media called it Bloody Sunday. White people were demonstrating in major cities across the country, and millions seemed to be calling on Johnson and the Congress to take action. 
On Sunday evening, King announced another march for Tuesday and invited clergy from all denomination across the nation to join with him.

On Monday, March 8, lawyers from the SCLC appealed to Federal Judge Frank Johnson Jr. for a temporary restraining order to prevent Clark and Lingo from interfering with Tuesday’s march. King and Abernathy thought that enough blood had been shed: Jimmy Lee Jackson had been the first person ever killed in an SCLC campaign. 

Although sympathetic to the cause of civil rights, Judge Johnson disliked the idea of a massive march so soon after Sunday. Instead of restraining Clark and Lingo, he asked the activists to delay their demonstration until he could hear the State’s case on Thursday, March 11. 

King rebuffed the Judge’s request for delay. In response, the Judge turned his request into an order. He enjoined SCLC not to march until after Thursday’s hearing. That meant that the demonstration would violate not only state law but federal law as well. 
On Monday night President Johnson sent a mediator aboard Air Force One to negotiate with King to delay the march. LeRoy Collins, President Johnson’s emissary as the new head of the Justice Department’s Community Relations Service, woke up King and Abernathy early in the morning on Tuesday to work out a deal. Instead of undertaking the march to Montgomery, he suggested that they make a symbolic journey, retracing the route on Bloody Sunday and stopping at the point on the Edmund Pettus Bridge where the beatings had taken place. Collins said he would get Clark and Lingo to agree.

King and Abernathy decided to march with thousands singing, “Ain’t Gonna Let Nobody Turn Me Round.” And when they reached the middle of the bridge, King and Abernathy stopped, held a prayer, and then turned around. 

What did Johnson, King and other actors do or did not do and why? Reflect also on the question on who was leading. Who did? Who did not? How did the eventual leaders differ in the way they led? What could explain these differences?

Leadership case 4
Lyndon Johnson & the Vietnam war
After Kennedy’s death, Johnson pledged, “Let us continue.” Yet in addition to inheriting civil rights legislation, antipoverty initiatives, and other domestic policies that he understood and believed in, he inherited a crisis in Vietnam that had reached the boiling point in the aftermath of the U.S.-backed overthrow of Ngo Dinh Diem, South Vietnam’s President, in early November 1963. According to his advisers, South Vietnam would fall to the Communists unless bolstered by a quantum leap in American military involvement. With his eye on the Great Society and his own election the following November, Johnson hedged and delayed, trying to avoid a decisive commitment. Instead, he found small ways to bolster the South Vietnamese government. He reaffirmed America’s commitment to the new and shaky regime by increasing the number of “advisers” from 16,300 to 23,300 and expanding economic aid by 50 million dollars. He also approved a new program of covert operations against the North Vietnamese. At the same time, Johnson’s policy advisers prepared plans radically changing the nature of U.S. involvement by bombing the North and sending large numbers of American ground troops into the South. These included secret drafts of legislation authorizing war.

Although Johnson’s advisers planned to escalate the war sometime after the election, Johnson himself denied any plan to move to a larger war, both to voters during the election campaign and in private discussions with members of Congress. Johnson depicted Barry Goldwater, his Republican opponent, as a “hawk” on Vietnam and a reckless warmaker. Johnson told Americans that U.S. involvement would be limited to training and logistical support. He repeated that promise in campaign speeches: “There are those that say you ought to go north and drop bombs, to try to wipe out the supply lines, and they think that would escalate the war. We don’t want our Arnerican boys to do the fighting for Asian boys. We don’t want to get ... tied down in a land war in Asia.

On August 4th, during the campaign, the North Vietnamese allegedly executed a “wholly unprovoked” attack on two U.S. destroyers in the Gulf of Tonkin. Two days later, Johnson sent the already prepared legislation to Congress, asking it urgently “to approve and support the determination of the President as Commander-in-Chief to take all the necessary measures to repel any armed attack against the forces of the United States to prevent further aggression … [and] to take all necessary steps, including the use of armed force, to assist my member or protocol state of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty [SEATO] requesting assistance in defense of its freedom.” Only two senators dissented. In the House, the vote was unanimous, 416 to 0. In the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, Congress gave Johnson all the authorization he would need to go to war.

Had the United States really been attacked in the Gulf of Tonkin? Was our bombing of North Vietnam in retaliation based solely upon a radar finding? No enemy ship had been seen, and no wreckage had been found. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and others knew of the lack of evidence for the attack, but neither he nor the President were about to cast doubts before Congress or the nation. With the memories of Pearl Harbor still fresh, an unprovoked attack on U.S. ships could be used to ratchet up the expectations of Congress and the public for more fighting. “Hell, boys,” Johnson said later in private conversation, “for all I know they could have been shooting at whales out there. “ Yet even had the attacks taken place, they were certainly not unprovoked. The ships in the Gulf of Tonkin were engaged in electronic espionage against North Vietnam. American soldiers and sailors had been placed in harm’s way; indeed, they had been fighting alongside the South Vietnamese army for years, and performing covert operations along the North Vietnamese coast for months.

In bombing North Vietnam in retaliation, Johnson told Congress and the public that this was meant to be a one-shot operation and not the start of more extensive involvement. “Our response, for the present, will be limited and fitting. We Americans know, although others appear to forget, the risks of spreading conflict. We still seek no wider war.” Yet the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution had been written with sufficient ambiguity to give Johnson the power to escalate the war in the future. Apparently, McNamara was delighted that the administration’s blank check had been signed.

After his November landslide victory, accompanied by Democratic Party majorities in both houses of Congress, Johnson saw an almost clear road ahead for the enactment of the Great Society’s profusion of domestic initiatives. As Johnson saw it, Vietnam posed the stumbling block. There the situation kept deteriorating badly. Many American soldiers were killed and wounded in Viet Cong attacks on U.S. installations in September, November, and then on Christmas eve 1964, and an increasing sense of urgency began to take hold in Washington. Although Johnson held back from retaliating, the military heightened their preparations for bombing North Vietnam and for sending in ground troops. In a meeting on January 22, however, Johnson told Congressional leaders that “more U.S. forces are not needed In South Vietnam short of a decision to go to full-scale war. The war must be fought by the South Vietnamese. We cannot control everything that they do, and we have to count on their fighting their war.” Congress itself was baffled about what to do. The State Department reported to Johnson that “the great majority of congressmen are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied; their thoughts are fragmented and they are genuinely perplexed. In this state, they are willing to go along with the people who have the direct responsibility, the experts in the Executive Branch. “

On February 7, 1965, the Viet Cong attacked the U.S. barracks end helicopter field at Pleiku - killing 9, wounding 126, and destroying 22 helicopters and aircraft - the heaviest Communist assault so far on Americans. The United States was dearly becoming more exposed each day. Facts were being created on the ground. The U.S. presence created vulnerabilities requiring in turn a greater presence to defend the soldiers already there.

In response, Johnson retaliated by bombing the North, but with a difference. He shifted to a policy of sustained bombing, called Operation Rolling Thunder. The public viewed the strikes favorably. In a Gallup Poll, 67 percent approved, 15 percent disapproved, and 18 percent had no opinion. A Harris Poll showed an increase in Johnson’s ratings from 41 percent before the retaliation to 60 percent after. However, telegrams to the White House, presumably from those who felt most strongly one way or the other, ran twelve-to-one against retaliation. Indeed, the rolls showed that the public was far from galvanized for war. Only 6 percent thought the fighting was ‘very important,” 69 percent thought it “not very important,” and 20 percent “moderately” so.

As the air war expanded, military pressure grew for sending in ground troops. Initially, two battalions of Marines were sent to protect American bases, but in early April 1965, as the situation continued to worsen, the task shifted from the protection of bases to engaging in offensive operations. General William Westmoreland, lead of U.S. forces in Vietnam, later wrote, “The adage that a good offense is the best defense was as applicable in Vietnam as it had been elsewhere throughout history. “ Publicly, however, Johnson denied any change in mission and gave the instruction that “premature publicity be avoided by all possible precautions.” He had no mention of distracting Congress and the public from the Great Society, which included, among other things, the new Voting Rights Bill. By June, 72,000 American soldiers were in Vietnam, but their impact on the stability of the South Vietnamese government and its capacity to fight the war appeared totally insufficient to hold back defeat.

Indeed, it seemed as though the American presence only heightened North Vietnam’s determination to speed toward victory. By July, it looked like South Vietnam would fall soon. With its demise predicted within months, Johnson felt inexorably drawn toward full-scale Americanization of the war. Advised that it would require 425,000 to 600,000 troops by mid-1966, 8-12 billion dollars in 1966 alone, and five years to win, Johnson, on July 28, made the fateful decision to move forward. He authorized 200,000 troops for Vietnam by year’s end.

Johnson skillfully placed his announcement in a midday press conference taken up with other noteworthy events - the nominations of Abe Fortas to the Supreme Court and John Chancellor as head of the United States Information Agency. He reported an increase to 125,000 troops, and merely hinted at more. “I have asked the Commanding General, General Westmoreland, what more he needs to meet this mounting aggression. He has told me. We will meet his needs.” 

The rest is history.

In the last case, what did Johnson or did not and why? Did he exercise leadership regarding the Vietnam war? Why or why not? What kind? How did his actions compare with the ones he took on the blacks’ civil rights case? 

Sources: These 4 cases are adapted from Ronald A. Heifetz’s classic cases. Full references will be given after the lecture.
