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The Great Debate took place in trl Paso, at the University of Texas

canptm on September 16, 1982. The opponents were General tlestnoreland.,

ad-vocating nilitaxy spending, and t{r. Ca^rl Stokes, advocatin6 social

spending.

An examination of the economic factors in E] Paso and the United

States during the perlod lreceedlng the d-ebate explains the anticipation

surounding this event. Across the United States, unemploynent had sur*

passed nine percent and was rapidly aplnoaching the double d.lgits; in

EI Paso, however, unemplolment already exceeded. eleven percent.l The

unique location of E1 Paso as a bord.er city with I'lexico ad.d"ed tremen-

dously to the effect of unemploytnent and the local business slump. fn

reality, E1 Paso unenployrnent was higher than eleven pereent because

Juarez cl+,izens who normally found. work in their sister city suffered-

from 1ay-offs, but were not counted in the statistics. Nevertheless,

the loss of their American paychecks resulted in the loss of considera-

ble sales for Arnerican businesses.

Obviously, the interest in Carl Stokes' position for social- spen-

ding would be high. 0n the other hand, General l,,lestnoreland's position

for increased" rnilitary spending was not wlthout support. To begin with,

the Arnerican l\rblic wa,s still painfully aware of unrest in the Flid"dle

East and its effects on world markets; and the controversy in El Salvador

had not been resolved, either. F\:rthernore, Anericans had recently been

shocked. by the war between England and Argentina over the Falkland

Islands. This tnought the issue of military prepareiness much closer

to home. Other reasons for support of military spending arose from the

fear and anger which resulted from the suppression of Solid.arity in

Poland. Finallyr ES econonic hard- tines closed in on the nation, Arner-

i-eans, particularly those with college degrees in the making, began to
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realize that their best chance for acquiring jobs in their field of study

vras throu6h the miJ-itary. At the sarne tine, fellow Anerlcans we?e re-

joicing in the rejuvenation of the nrilitary ranks, which had. been so

greatl-y despised- for lack of adequately trained and intelligent personnel

in the Lale L97O's;2 the add.ition of these your€ educated people was a

blessin6 to the arned servj-ces. ff military spend"ing was to continue,

at least it was attracting better ed"ueated, and niore qualified lndividual-s

than in the 1nst.

Anidst this social setting retired General of the Arn;1 'rr' i11iam

idestnoreland arrived. in;i1 Pa,so, Texas, Septernber 15th, held a tnief

press conferenc",S tou".d the unj-versity, and prepared for the debate r.rith

the first black rnayor of a najor U.S. city. The ex-mayor of Cleveland,

CarI Stokes, arrived in li1 Paso Septernber l6th, held a press conference,+

ancl trrrepared. to meet his debate opponent and acquaintance that evening.

The fornat of the debate a11owed. each man to address the audience

ar6;uments, or add whatever rraterial he deened- necessaJy in a short re-

buttal. After this phase, the aud.i-ence was pernitted to address either

prticip,ant in a questi-on and answer session. An alteratlon to this for-

mat occurred when Carl Stokes waived his rebuttal teriod..

In critiquing a speaker for overafl effectiveness, the areas of

dellvery, credibillty, and content rnust be examined-. This stud-y drew

its conclusions from an overview of serveral d.ifferent interactions with

the speakers which included press conferences, infornal interviews, the

Great lebate, and a taped record.ing of the latter.5

The area of delivery includes general ,appearance, bod.y acti-on,

voice, and nod.e of dellvery. Ior General l ' lestrnoreland, these factors

were altered r,rith the changing nod.es of delivery, but Carl Stokes' deliv-

for a li inited period of tlme, and then allowed each to refute the other's
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€r5r 1u*.tned consistent, indifferent as to whether he appeared. on televlsion

or before the general public.

General riestmoreland arrived at his press conference dressed in a

pale, washed. out blue and white wide-striped suit and" red tie. One's

first imtrression of his dress was anything but militaristic. fn fact, his

dress was lei.surely anC boyish in tone. One onlooker remarked,, "he looks

like Colonel j{entucky Fbied. Chicken." The general was well-groomed-, and

stood. and sat in a nanner which accented" his five-foot eleven*and-a-ha1f

inch frane, making him appear rnuch tal1er. The thinning hair, receedi-n61

hairline, and shocks of white hai-r on the gre;; sid"es were signs of the

Ceneral's aging; but the heavy eyetrows and lines of determinisn through-

out his face addecl a d,ignity and grace to his facial features. Dr-rring

the debate the following evening;, General liestnoreland wore a conserva-

tive grey suit, l ight blue shirt and biue tie. This time there was no

look of leisure, instead, his dress su€;6ested. an air of itnport&ilc€.

debate. l{e dressed in a traditionally conservative, grey pinstriped.

sr:it with blue shirt and matchlng tie of blue and red. This typified-

his impeccable "lawyer" image, and added dignlty to hls six foot, slight-

1y overweight frame, His hair r.ras styled in the short afro typical of

bl-ack ma1es. Carl Stokes cane equipped with a 1ar61e, sparkling sni-le,

anC. an attitude which suggested he was eager to get down to busi-ness.

Bod"1r action concerns itseLf with the rnannerisnsr ey€ contact, and-

gestures the speaker displays. General r,' lest:noreland exhlbited sone in-

teresting boClr action during his press conference. lle sat with legs

crossed, shoulders open, and arms on the rests of his chair. i{e d,is-

played a persi-stent manner of emphasls r^,trich Tiur }{artman6 referred to as

"shark blte." The General r.rould crink his neck, bar his teeth, and puIl

Carl itokes arrived, for his press conference the afternoon of the



his lips back to the incisors. This most resenbled the movements of one

not used. to wearing a neck tie. The night of the debate the General

showed no signs of this repetitive cringing exercise, r,rhich suggested

that he perhaps suffered. fron ear d.isconfort after his f1i6ht, and

"shark bite" was his rnanner of cleari-ng his ear lEssages. His gestures

were limj-ted almost exclusively to the right hand, about five inches

above his chair or podi-un, depending upon the circumstances. Eye con-

tact was spa.rce, and usually to his right, for two seconds or 1ess. His

largest gestures carne d.uring the impromptu question and answer period-

following the debate. At this time his gestures were higher, more

visible, and more open.

Carl Stokes wa-s seated. casually at his trress conference, legs

crossed., rrith his glasses in the left hand, which was draped. over the

arm rest of his chair. He gestured repeatedlv, with 1ar6e open nove-

ments. Both hands were frequently used- to il lustrate hls points. He

had a tendency to ]ean forward sllghtIy when explaining his answers. He

answered" his questioners directly, with concentrated" eye eontact; never-

theless, he was able to include the remaining nenbers of the roorn 1n the

conversation by individual, swift eye contacts. Durlng the debate Carl

Stokes exhibited. sone playful nanneri-sms, but it was quite obvious that

he was awaxe of the aud,ience's attention, even though General l,iestnoreland

was at the podium. Mr. Stokes tended to smlle a 1ot, and laugh hearti-1y

out 1oud" at the General's anecdotes.T At times he assumed" a serlous

position of note taking and careful llstening, and once he exlnessed. a

look of disgust while his opponent rej-terated the need. for defense spen-

ding. His eye contact with the audi-ence during this period was most

interesting - sonetines he looked d"irectly at the aud,ience, at other

tirnes he seened to look beyond them, toward the back doors, as if ab-

sorbed 1n thought.
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tdhen Carl- Stokes approached the podium, his entor.rage of mannerisms

went wiih him, He had. a tendency to pick or tru1l at his right ear, his

gestures were large, his facial- extrrressi-ons abundant, and his eye contact

contlnued almost unend,ingly. Sonetj-mes he pl-aced one hand in bris trnnt

Incket and if he had. his glasses i-n his possession, he tended to take

then on and off more frequently than was necessary, perhaps for emphasis.

He tended to step out the left slde of the podiun. Parti-cular1y

noticeable wa.s the use of hls entire bodlr 1e emphasize a point. ilhen

he spoke of Americans "below the poverty leve1r" he not only used hand

gestures in a dounward, movenent, his entire figrrre sank a few inehes at

the word "below." This unifornity of body movement was lrominent several

times during his speech.

The nost i-nteresting aspect of General lJestmoreland's volce was its

cha.nge fron the press conference to the debate, and. fron the d.ebate to the

tape record-ing. At the press conference the General's voi-ee was somewhat

nonotone; he had" a tendency to begin his sentences at an elevated volune,

then he 1et them dissolve unt11 they were nearly indistinguishable, much

like a munble. The General barely opened his nouth to speak, the parted

lip area rarely exceed"ed, a quarter inch. The mumbled sentences nere not

lnesent during the d.eip.te; and although the overall effect was not mono-

tone, the General used very 1itt1e voice variation. During eertain sen-

tences one could. detect a slight east coast aeeent. Surlnisingly'

General lrlestmoreland- sounded nuch better on tape than he did- in persont

but this may be true only because the tape was taken fron the audio box'

rihere audience interferences such as coughing, talking, and" moving could

not d"istract from the voeal quality and strength of his voice.

t'layne liinnick says, "the nonverbal part of the voice-its quality'

pitch, rate, intensity, and inflection-is langrage in itself' aidin65 in



the interpretation of the word"s we utter."B Carl Stokes used these non-

verbal prts to his advantagei hls trxojected" voice was alive wlth eriotlon

and variation, sornetimes forceful and demanding, sometines painful and

eontrnssionate. l{e trrro jected- well- at all times, and these qualities were

also lrevalent on the tape record"ing.

As nentioned. earlier, the nod,es of delivery varied. The Iress

conference took place in a roorn approximately ten by fifteen feet with

twel-ve people present; the debate took place 1n l'lagoffin Auditoriunr

at the U.T. E1 Paso canp:s, r^rhich seats twelve hundred-.9 Attendance

was trecorded. at six hundred. ninety that evening. Lester Thonr:sen

states, "de11very is of course closely related to speech pretrnratiorl."I0

This explains the difference in Ceneral tr'Iestrnoreland's effectiveness

during his speech and" afterward.s, d.uring the question and answer period..

'v,iayne i.{innick claims, "many people have trouble read"ing a speech without,

the loss of d-esirable variety and flexibility in voice usage."11 General

l' lestmoreland. used. five by eight notecards during his speech. fn an

informal interview he said. that his opening rernarks were the result of

the integration of parts of d-ifferent speeches, some of which he had

given several times. This explairrs the General's poor eye contact and

lack of ad-equate hand, gestures-he was simply too busy "reading" his

speech to develop other areas of his delivery. During the question and

anslrer period, however, when the General gave impromptu answersr his

gestures were noticeably more frequent, more open, and" his eye contact

was excellent. His voice was al-so more forceful than before.

Carl Stokes said he rarely used" note cards, but rnentioned that for

the d-ebate, "out of respect for General tr' iestmoreland., f r,rote my re-

narks." He added that norna11y, a d-ebate would require about eighty

percent wTitten and twenty percent impromptu material. ff Carl Stokes



used note cards, except at those times r+hen he specified he was reading

an excerpt, it was not noticeable. ft 1s possible, holrever, that he had

an outl-ine of the najor points he wished- to covet, but at no tine clid

Carl Stokes "read" his remarks. Carl Stokes' perforlnance drrring the

press conference, the d"ebate, and the question-answer session proves

Thonnsen's theory that knowledge of the subject rnatter as well as proper

lreparation are the secrets to successful delivery.

The second. area to critique for overall effectiveness is ethical

proof, or credibility. "People who are intelligent, are of good" char-

acter, and appear to be trustr+orthy and well disposed toward us are

highly credibl-e sorlrces, and- we tend. to belleve r,rhat they sav."12 Carl

Stokes establishes his cred.ibility through the use of the statement,

"f an a labor lawyer" and" the underl..ring iinplication that he deals di-

rectly with the "decay from within" with which everv Anerican should

concern hlmself. l4uch of his ethos is established. when he puts himself

on common glound with the audience. l{e accornplishes this by referring

to family med.ical bi1ls he recently incurred, by speaking enoti-onalIy

about r^'hat hard economic times are d.oing to families, and by reminding

the audience that the economy touches everyone, not just those of a

particular race. A11 these things helped lJr. Stokes to appear trust-

uorthl; and of good character. lle even goes so far as to say "vanity"

is the reason he trles to read r.rithout his glasses, which hits home with

the audience. Ilis actiorrs and remarks are stralghtforward and simple,

so that he appears as a man who is genuinely interested in the welfare

of the peopte. He tnrushes asid.e any clai"ns to intelligence or superior-

ity, as is obvious by his first remarks about the difference between

generals and nayors in controlling their subordinates. This maJ<es hln
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appeal rilore hunble. l,ioreover, Carl Stokes refers to his opponent with the

utmo,st of respect, thereby elevating the position of both men.

General i'lestnoreland" opened" his remarks by remind.ing the a.udlence

that he helped lnomote the first l,!'onan to tnigad,ier general, but he left

one with the impressj-on that he did- so for political reasons. If his

good. w111 toward" wonen was in doubt, his intelligence certainly lras not.

Aud-ience rneribers were remind.ed by the naster of cerenonies of the

General's inilitary expertise and. service to the cor.lntry, so that his cred-

ibility as someone knowledgeable about U.S. mllitary strength and Russian

capbilities had alread"y been established-. General Ii 'estmoreland. conceed.ed

his 5-nexperience as a pub11c speaker, which helped establish sorne corunon

gound uith the audlence. Throughout his speech the General quoted Aturahan

Li-ncoln, who was himself a rnan of great character and good. will . Perhaps

this teehnique of naine-dropping helped the aud.ience overcome anl/ earlier

hostility touard the General. "An audience displays the tendency to

accept a persuasive comrnunication because of the respect and adniration

they have for the person who is connunicatlng."lJ This 1s probably also

true for the person riho is quoting the respected individ-ual-. ff General

liestmoreland. seemed. a bit lnejud.iced against wonen, his intelligenee and

already established. good character and trustworthiness balanced the scales

in his favor, thereby establlshing his etbAs with the audience.

The final.area of critiquing overall effectiveness concerns itself

with the content of the speeches. This area exanines both the evid"ence

of support and. the appeals r:seo by the speakers. The content of the

Creat Debate speeches was more easily intertrrreted fron the tapes than

fron the live perfornance, as a more careful study was possible due to

the nature of tape reeordings. The reason this careful content arelysis

was need-ec1 rias two*fold; first, General l;lestmoreland.'s overall dellvery
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lras poor, making the lrepared speech extrernely difficult to fol1ow; second,

Carl. Stokes' abiJ-ity to stinulate the audience made his argunents appear

more logical . l ' iartin tnyan says, "deJ.ivery is poor r,rhen it fails to com-

nunlcate the speaker's ideas anci feelings with maxlmum effecti-veness."14

liestmoreland's audience rnas lost after the first five or ten minutes, sin-

ply because he could not hold their interest. Cn the other hand, Carl

Stokes was so successful- with his delivery that the aud.ience had little

or no time to exarni-ne the thrust of hls arf,uments. 3ut a careful review

of the arguments and the supporting evid,ence shows that Carl Stokes had

littl-e leverage fron which to argue besides personal opinion and convic-

t ion.15 Likewise, l iestnoreland. 's inabi l i ty to effect ively confront

Stokes' position d.id- 1ittle to further his own sound. arguments.

Carl Stokes' argurnents na.v have appeared. valid because the..r appealed

to cornmon sense and emotion. Sornetines emotional arguments a"re as valid

as logical arguments, lnrticularly if the subject is one in which factuaf

evidence is d-ifficult to produce. A review of the tape showed that fron

the stand,point of 1ogiea1, well-supported argurnents, Carl Stokes' posltion

rqas ueak as conpared. to General lr; estnoreland"'s, Jet his emotional appeals

aplnrently satisfied" the aud.ience. Conversely, General llestmoreland's

ar6;r:rnents appeared more intelligent and riere rnore easily followed on tape,

!nobab11' because his poor d.eli-ver;r did not interfere with what he nad to sa1'.

Stokes' basic argunent behind. his position to support social spen-

ding was based on his belief that internal decay was nore of a threat to

Americans than exterrnl forces, Carl Stokes states that the "issue is not

whether Ameri-ca nust have a strong defense, because the answer to that

is categorically ;;es, but rather, do we alreaCy have a sufficiently strong

national d-efense." Logically, then, he would" need. onJ-y prove that a strong

national d.efense d.id exist. i{e referred only to a nilitary spendlng bill
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Texas serrator John Tor.rer d.id, not support as evid"ence that nationa,l d"efense

lras strong. He based his assumption on the fact that Senator Tower, as

chairrnan of the Senate Arned Services Corunittee, would know as welf as

or better than anyone else about the state of national d.efense. The

renaind.er of Carl Stcikes' arguments in favor of social spending rested

on curxent statistics of uneinplo;rir'ent, figures which ind.icated that one

of every six fanilies was now d.epend"ent on the 6;overnment for some type

of aid., and the underlying assunption that these trends would contlnue

unless the government provided the necessary jobs and job re*uraining to

stirnulate the econony.

Ceneral Llestmoreland-'s logical trrroof was reinforced with sta.tisties

concerning ne6lected ni l i tary spending over the past f i f teen years, which

he explained., had" resulted in a poorl;,. equipped rlll itary force, while

?ussia had., in the meantime, steadily built its arns arsenal-. The

Ceneral a.1so make an emotional appeal-fear-of blacknail by the LTSSR,

but he stated plainly that thls fear nas a reality and listed three

reasons for his concern. This was his strongest argument for increased

nilitary spending, and" one which trnoved to be particularly valid-. He

referred. constantly to the Cuban rnissile crises of 196,2 as trnoof why

military srr"rength and superiority a^re essential to the United, States and

the free r+orld. IIe drew an analogy between the crises of 1952 and tod-ay,

by explaining that the Russians pu11ed out of Cuba only because they

knew U.S. military strength exceed,ed their own; he theorized that the

sane event tod-ay woulci be d.isastrous, because the U.S. could not assert

any nilitary authority over Russi-a. F\-rrthernore, General I'trestmoreland.

cited several instances in which Russia recently asserted. inself with

little or no corisequences: Afghanistan, Poland, and Czechosl-ovakj-a.

Then he asked. the question, "is our need for strength indeed real?" and
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began to quote ttorlci. leaders whose opinions lnd.icated a definite need for

nili-tar.,v stren5th equal to or greater than that of the Soviet lJnion. !er-

haps the only assurnption the aud.ience had to make was that the U53F. had

surpassed the lJnlted States in rnilitary abilities, but'enough informa-

tj-on had t:een available earlier in the year to support this lroposition.

fn answer to Carl Stokes' comments, General t;r"estnroreland. states, "you

uant to open us up to blacknaj-l , to cuttin6 off our sources of raw

materi-al  . . .olrr  standard of l iv ing wi l l  drop." Besides this fear rnot i -

vator, the General appealed to the Anerican sense of Inide when he said.

he did not believe in a welfare state where Americans becaine d-ependent

upon the goverrur\ent for daily necessities. Rather, he nanted to fift

-i,he burd.en of r,relfare from the governrnent and place it on the lrivate

.rlron the stand.point of 1o6ica1 1roof,

narks i^iere nore valid- than Stol<es' because

evid.ence, not just enotion and assumpti-on.

General 1r estmoreland.'s re-

they were substantiated with

IO

The Great nebate was not a true debate in the sense that it had no

winner and no 1oser. Both men could have intrroved their posltions,

General fiestnoreland. could have inproved his deli-very, prarticularl:,i in

the areas of e;'re contact, gesture, and voice; Carl Stokes coulC have im-

trrror.'ed hls content by addressing the issue more d.j-rectly and b.v supporting

his arguments with logical proof . As both rnen rernj-nd-eC the audience,

each ras interested, in the welfare of the Anerj-can people, only thelr

techniques of assuring freedom and comfort to Anericaris d.iffered-. Perhaps

their fundarnental arguirents were not aj-med at persuadlng the audience,

but r.;ere intenci.ed to stirnulate thought and dlscussi-on among: the audience

members. If 'uhis r.rere the case, then both men r.iere probably successful-

in thelr  end-eavors.
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