    In analyzing the styles of leadership exorcised by President Kennedy and President Johnson in their stand-off with Alabama Governor George Wallace during the volatile civil rights era of the 1960s, one must compare and contrast their approach to the specific historic situations they both faced.  In so doing, it could feasibly be determined that both situations had similar positive outcomes but with dissimilar methods of persuasion, influence, and control.  Nevertheless, and as a personal observation, one could also choose one style of presidential leadership over another.  It is the intention of this observer to outline in detail which style of leadership was more effective and give multiple arguments as to why.  
    Let’s first compare Kennedy’s and Johnson’s approach to the strained racial situations that presented themselves at the time.  In President Kennedy’s case, he was faced with a quagmire.  In June of 1963, a conflict with then Governor George Wallace of Alabama became national news with symbolic overtones.  Despite a federal court order stating that two young black students, Vivian Malone and James Hood, be admitted into the all-white hallowed halls of the University of Alabama, George Wallace vowed to publicly and personally block their entrance into the institution by standing in front of the doors of the registration building.  President Kennedy’s approach to the Governor’s stance set off a battery of strategic planning by his trusted staff which consisted of personal views, legal opinions, and tactical methods of utilizing peaceful military presence.  With the helpful auspices of his brother Robert Kennedy, then Attorney General of the United States, and Bobby’s staff of assistants and deputies, John F. Kennedy was able to ultimately obtain a positive outcome.  Both black students were eventually allowed to enter the building after Wallace stepped aside and was able to register for the summer semester.  The specific tactics (addressed later in this analysis) formulated by Robert Kennedy, and sanctioned by President John F. Kennedy, proved to be swift, decisive, and effective.  As was President Johnson’s situation almost two years later.

    In March of 1965, after President Kennedy’s assassination in Dallas almost two years prior, Lyndon B. Johnson was faced with a similar racially charged national landscape.  Racial discrimination became the forefront of discussion, action, and federal enforcement due to the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  The Act basically prevented discrimination based on race, color, religion, sex, or national origin.  That meant every citizen should be on equal footing.  However, the South was not easily swayed by its passage and effectively slowed the implementation of the letter and spirit of the new law.  George Wallace, of course, was the biggest opponent of the Bill considering he was still operating on a segregationist platform.  Because of his lack of observance of this bill, racial tensions escalated in Alabama; especially in Selma.  African American marchers, one being Martin Luther King Jr., gathered to show their support of the Bill while publicly denouncing Wallace’s position. In a show of unity, they symbolically planned to march from Selma to the Alabama state capital in Montgomery.  Unfortunately, they were met with brut force from local and state lawmen on the Edmund Pettus Bridge just six blocks away from where they started.  Beatings and other horrific treatment of the marchers occurred.  President Johnson was appalled.  He was faced, as was his predecessor, with dealing with the same strong-willed arrogant Governor Wallace, who if not kept in check, would continue to wreak havoc upon the Civil Rights Act and all demonstrators.   As a result, Wallace was summoned to the Whitehouse four days later.  It took President Johnson thirty minutes, with his towering presence, charismatic forcefulness, and no-nonsense approach to manipulate their dialogue in such a way that Wallace acquiesced without much of a fight.  As stated by President Johnson’s close associates in the LBJ documentary, his hard-nosed unwavering approach with George Wallace corrected the situation almost immediately.  The outcome:  a week later, Wallace ultimately allowed black demonstrators to march on the state capital unencumbered.  Ironically, years later, he eventually catered to the black vote especially during his numerous failed runs for the presidency.
    A true leader offers guidance and direction.  In comparing both Presidents’ leadership abilities in the historical situations mentioned, one can see that both applied these traits in such a way that forced positive action from Governor Wallace.  Their methods, however, are definitely worth contrasting. 
    First, Kennedy’s leadership approach was more of a methodical “meeting of the minds” to determine the best possible strategy in dealing with a rebellious southern governor.  As Robert Drew’s documentary Crisis depicts, President Kennedy surrounded himself with a team of individuals that offered a variety of possible solutions and outcomes.  His leadership involved a fair amount of delegating, listening, and strategizing with his US Attorney General brother, Burt Marshall, Nicholas Katzenbach, John Dore, Jack Greenberg, and others.  Once it was determined that nationalizing the Alabama Guard would probably be the key to solving the tension, well-developed and orchestrated plans were put into place to see the ordeal to a positive fruition.  Bobby Kennedy, the primary presidential delegate, was put in charge of the situation.  Once President Kennedy gave the nod, he basically stepped away and let his underlings handle the encounter.  This is a sign of leadership that involves trust of dependable subordinates administering a solid plan of action.

     Second, Johnson’s leadership style, on the other hand, involved a one-on-one confrontation with Wallace.  According to the LBJ documentary, there was little conferring with his staff to formulate a plan to deal with Wallace’s behavior.   All he wanted from others was to schedule Wallace in the White House post haste.  President Johnson depended on no one to deal with the governor directly except himself.  It was his guidance, forceful direction, and overpowering influence that rearranged Wallace’s actions of propagating a stagnated segregationist philosophy in the state of Alabama.  Thus, in this case, Johnson’s leadership consisted of direct and swift involvement with his nemesis.

    Which leadership style yielded the best results for the nation?  That’s a tough question considering the product of both man’s actions resulted in a positive outcome.  However, it is this observer’s opinion that President Kennedy’s leadership approach had more of a respectful and admirable quality about it.  Why?  Consider the following points of argument:
1. Kennedy did not personally enter the highly charged political environment in Tuscaloosa on that hot summer day.  Conversely, Johnson chose to handle his affair with Wallace personally.  Though a momentous affair to say the least, Kennedy positioned himself far enough from the action in Alabama for a reason.  He wanted to project an image that did not allow Wallace the opportunity to be officially recognized by the office of the president.  Not even the Attorney General, Bobby Kennedy, was physically involved in the altercation.  As Crisis showed, this incident was just another day’s business in the Kennedy administration.   As an example, Bobby Kennedy had his oldest children playing in his office the morning of the show-down between his deputy Nick Katzenbach and Wallace.  Whether by purposeful orchestration or not, Bobby put his young daughter, Kerry, on the phone line to say hello to Mr.  Katzenbach just prior to the amazing historic event that was about to transpire on the steps of the University.  Imagine being connected to the phone with a five-year-old  to make small talk just minutes before you are about to make American history. Amazingly,  Katzenbach handled the playful conversation calmly (at least while being filmed).  Regardless, it was President Kennedy and his immediate staff that showed a cool collectedness.

2. President Kennedy’s approach to his conundrum with Wallace involved a well formulated strategy of action and reaction.  Kennedy knew that each action had a consequence that required a certain reaction to force Wallace’s hand.  For example, Crisis showed on many occasions the huddling of Kennedy’s troops in the Oval Office.  They were constantly brainstorming on the outcome of events that would transpire.  That’s when federally nationalizing the Alabama National Guard became part of the equation when and if Wallace refused to step aside.  And when the day came, and Wallace refused to budge, it was Kennedy’s preplanned executive order nationalizing the Guard that saved the day.   Johnson’s approach with Wallace seemed more like an unscripted spontaneous knee-jerk defense towards a wayward segregationist governor’s foolish stance.  No telling what would have happened if their brief 30 minute face-to-face conversation had ended in a stalemate.  

3. Kennedy used legal channels to show force.  Whereas Johnson used his bullying physical presence during his short meeting with Wallace.  As Crisis depicts, General Graham’s nationalized force on the steps of Alabama’s registration building turned the tide almost immediately.  Wallace had no choice but to retreat in disgust for he knew that there was absolutely nothing more that he could do to stop the young black students from entering the college barring his arrest on federal obstruction charges.  President Kennedy used the tools of his presidency to publicly orchestrate a positive outcome.  Johnson, on the other hand, chose to force his persuasive position on Wallace behind closed White House doors.  

    Though the public was spared the drama as seen in the Kennedy vs. Wallace saga, LBJ’s approach was personal, almost clandestine compared to the public display that occurred in Tuscaloosa.  After a firm analysis, one could agree that Kennedy’s leadership was visibly demonstrable and calculative while Johnson’s was more reactionary and cloaked.  Kennedy, therefore, had a better grasp of presidential leadership. Why?  Kennedy was compelled, by design or not, to address the US citizens after Wallace’s defeat in Tuscaloosa.  He did so directly via a veracious television speech to the citizens and to the world.  The actions that occurred in Alabama certainly allowed Kennedy to set the foundation of an impending civil rights bill.  Conversely, Johnson was compelled to address a hastily-summoned unusual night joint-session of Congress to urge voting rights legislation.  Granted it was televised to the US public.  However, the citizens watching were treated more like spectators of a Congressional speech rather than direct recipients of a more comprehensive civil rights bill.   
    In conclusion, given the overall content and arguments detailed in this analysis, one could conclude that Kennedy’s overall leadership during his particular “crisis” with Governor Wallace was more persuasive, influential, and controlling compared to Johnson’s back-room heavy handedness with the same man.   Though they both enjoyed eventual satisfaction from Wallace’s capitulation, it was Kennedy that reinforced more appealing, respectful, and endearing presidential leadership qualities and methods. 
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