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[unclear]. But, as the Secretary says here, there was unanimity
among all the commanders involving the Joint Chiefs that, in
our judgment, it would be a mistake to take this very narrow,
selective target ... . Our recommendation would be to get com-
plete intelligence, get all the photography we need, the next 2 or
3 days, no, no hurry in our book. Then look at the target system.
If it really threatens the United States, then take it right out in
one hard crack. (May & Zelikow, 84-85)

Taylor added that the Chiefs “feel so strongly about the dangers inher-
ent in the limited strike that they would prefer taking no military
action rather than to take the limited strike. They feel that it’s open-
ing up the United States to attacks which they can’t prevent, if we
don’t take advantage of ... .” But Kennedy interrupted:

Yeah. But I think the only thing is, the chance of it becoming a much
broader struggle are increased as you step up the ... . Talk about dan-
gers to the United States, once you get into beginning to shoot up
those airports. Then you get a lot of antiaircraft. And you get a lot of
... I mean, you're running a much more major operation, therefore
the dangers of the worldwide effects are substantial to the United
States, are increased.

Kennedy then warned Taylor: “Let’s not let the Chiefs knock us out
on this one, General, because I think that [what] we've got to be
thinking about is: If you go into Cuba in the way we're talking about,
and taking all the planes and all the rest, then you really haven’t got
much of an argument against invading it.” (May & Zelikow, 97)

When Kennedy said “us” to a rhetorically sensitive debater, Taylor
immediately altered his position:

Taylor: Well, I would be personally ... Mr. President, my inclination
is all against the invasion, but nonetheless trying to eliminate as
effectively as possible every weapon that can strike the United
States.

President Kennedy: But you're not for the invasion?
Taylor: I would not be, at this moment. No sir. (May & Zelikow, 98)

Although “at the moment” allowed reconsidering what he “personal-
ly” favored, “all against” invasion revealed instantaneously siding
now with Kennedy rather than the JCS. For the remainder of the
meeting, Taylor rarely spoke.

While Excom deliberated air strikes, Robert Kennedy passed the
President a note stating, “I now know how Tojo felt when he was
planning Pearl Harbor.”* Even if he did not notice that note, Taylor
became aware of it during the later meeting that day, when Under-
Secretary of State George Ball argued similarly: “a Pearl Harbor, just
frightens the hell out of me as to what goes beyond.” (May & Zelikow,
115) Indeed, for the 18 October meeting, Ball circulated a memo
about the issue:
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We tried the Japanese as war criminals because of the sneak
attack on Pearl Harbor ... Far from establishing our moral
strength ... [it] would, in fact, alienate a great part of the civilized
world by behaving in a manner wholly contrary to our tradi-
tions, by pursuing a course of action that would cut directly
athwart everything we have stood for during our national histo-
ry, and condemn us as hypocrites in the opinion of the world.
(May & Zelikow, 121-22)

If hearing impairment caused oral arguments about “Pearl Harbor” to
be misunderstood, Taylor now read of its evidential import.

On 18 October, new intelligence photos revealed IRBM
[Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile] in addition to MRBM [Medium
Range Ballistic Missile] sites. With a range of 2,200 miles instead of
1,100 and warheads with twice the yield, IRBMs could hit all of the
United States except the far Pacific Northwest. Upon learning this in
the Pentagon that morning, Taylor told the JCS he supported inva-
sion. He did so, however, before attending the 18 October Excom
meeting, during which he rarely spoke but listened as Robert Kennedy
characterized a “Pearl Harbor” attack as “a hell of a burden to carry”
and George Ball lamented “carrying the mark of Cain on your brow
for the rest of your life.” (May & Zelikow, 149, 177-78, 180). At stake
now was an unsavory image in history of those who advocated such
an attack.

On 19 October, Kennedy invited the JCS to the White House and
asked, “What is our response?” LeMay was emphatic: “we don’t have
any choice except direct military action.” Anderson agreed: “the
course of action recommended to you by the Chiefs from the military
point of view is the right one.” Wheeler concurred: “from a military
point of view, the lowest risk course of action it would take in pro-
tecting the people of the United States against a possible strike on us
is to go ahead with a surprise air strike, the blockade, and an inva-
sion.” Although not an advocate of invading Cuba, Shoup indicated
how the operation, if ordered, would achieve success: “it's going to
take some forces, sizable forces to do it. ... And as we wait and wait
and wait, then it will take greater forces to do it. ... if we want to elim-
inate this threat that is now closer ... we're going to have to go in
there and do it as a full-time job.” (May & Zelikow, 181-82)*

Kennedy was skeptical: “They can’t let us just take out, after all
their statements, take out their missiles, kill a lot of Russians and not
do anything.” LeMay retorted, “Well, history has been, think the
other way, Mr. President. Where we have taken a strong stand they
have backed off.” For JCS ears, Taylor added, “I would agree, Mr.
President. I think from the point of view of face that they’ll do some-
thing. But I think it will be considerably less, depending on the pos-
ture we show here.” So Kennedy asked LeMay, “How effective is an air
strike at this point, General, against the missile bases?” LeMay was
categorical: “I think it would be a guaranteed hitting.” He thereby
contradicted Taylor’s previous reservation, “you’re never sure of ...
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getting everything.” While leaving the meeting, Kennedy expressed
disappointment: “I appreciate your views. These are unsatisfactory
alternatives.” (May & Zelikow, 179, 186) The president was leaning
toward a naval blockade or “quarantine” that resonated with Barbara
Tuchman’s book about “miscalculations” causing World War 1, The
Guns of August.”

Writing autobiographically, Taylor remembered that Kennedy
“often quoted” Tuchman'’s book.” On 26 October, the President told
his brother Robert, Ted Sorensen, and Kenny O’Donnell that “miscal-
culations of the Germans, the Russians, the Austrians, the French, and
the British” caused World War 1. Thus, for the Cuban Missile Crisis,
“the great danger and risk in all of this is a miscalculation—a mistake
in judgment.”” Tuchman had been explicit: blockades minimized
risk. The British naval blockade of Germany in 1914 alienated
Americans who favored strict neutrality and freedom of the seas.
Therefore, Sir Edward Grey’s “instinctive English dislike of absolutes”
made him “careful” to avoid requiring “either side to take a position
from which it could not climb down”* Oz, as Kennedy paraphrased
Tuchman, “I am not going to follow a course which will allow anyone
to write a comparable book about this time, The Missiles of October. ...
If anybody is around to write after this, they are going to understand
that we made every effort to find peace and every effort to give our
adversary room to move.”* During the 20 October Excom meeting,
Robert Kennedy reiterated “the advantage” of a blockade because “we
would get away from the Pearl Harbor surprise attack aspect of the air
strike route.” After the President concluded “that a U.S. air strike
would lead to a major Soviet response,” Taylor returned to the
Pentagon JCS, and portrayed himself as their spokesperson: “This was
not one of our better days.” (May & Zelikow, 196, 203, italics mine)

Iv.

On Sunday, 21 October, to resolve differing claims about effective-
ness of air strikes, Kennedy called in Air Force General Walter
Sweeney, whose Tactical Air Command planes would conduct them.
Held in the Executive Mansion, this session was not recorded, but
McNamara’s notes from the meeting are revealing. Although Sweeney
said air strikes would be “successful,” he added that all the known
missiles would not be destroyed because they likely constituted only
60% of those on the island—in contrast to Taylor’s assertion that “the
best we can offer you is to destroy 90% of the known missiles.” (May
& Zelikow, 206). “Missiles” to which both men referred were of two
types: “mobile” or “movable.” Although Taylor understood how they
differed, his hearing impairment might cause misperception. During
that earlier White House meeting with the JCS, Taylor had to ask
Kennedy, “this is the mobile missiles you’re referring to now?” (May
& Zelikow, 185) Possible misperception also is suggested by Taylor’s
voice on Excom audiotapes, characterized by May and Zelikow as a
tendency “to fumble for words.” (May & Zelikow, 42)

Operating from mobile ground-support equipment, Russian MRBMs
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were easily transportable by truck for quick set-up and launching
from different sites—or hiding elsewhere. Bigger IRBMs needed
“fixed,” concrete launch sites and thus were movable only for trans-
portation to other such sites.*? Air strikes could destroy fixed sites but
fewer mobile missiles. Sweeney’s inability to guarantee success
impressed Kennedy. On 22 October, the President told Excom, “After
talking to General Sweeney ... it looked like we would have all of the
difficulties of Pearl Harbor and not have finished the job.” After
Sweeney’s opinion leadership, Taylor’s statements thereafter in Excom
were few and prefaced with “I'm not sure” or “I don’t know.” (May &
Zelikow, 230, 239, 306)

Now believing Pentagon expertise was not represented in Excom,
the JCS—minus Taylor—drafted and sent a letter directly to the
President, advocating air strikes on 27 or 28 October and continuing
preparations to invade Cuba if necessary. When the JCS went over his
head, Taylor distanced himself further from them, as revealed during
this 27 October interchange about the Chiefs’ letter to Kennedy:

Robert Kennedy: Well, that was a surprise. [Laughter]

President Kennedy: Well, that’s the next place to go. But let’s get
this letter [to Khrushchev]—

Taylor: Monday morning and the invasion are just something to
think about. It does look now, from a military point of view ...

President Kennedy: What are the reasons why?
Robert Kennedy: Can you find out about that?
Taylor: They just feel that the longer we wait now ...
President Kennedy: But there’s no ... ?

Taylor: Right. :

President Kennedy: OK.

Robert Kennedy'’s irony about “surprise,” which elicited Excom laugh-
ter, suggests Excom expected unreasonable JCS bellicosity. So when
both Kennedys asked what inspired the JCS recommendation, Taylor
began, “They [italics mine] just feel ... .” Because the letter was written
without him, Taylor accurately said “they” instead of “we.”
Nevertheless, changing from “we” to “they” underscored estrange-
ment from the JCS. When the president began “But there’s no,”
Taylor’s abrupt interruption, “Right,” precluded further Pentagon per-
spective. And when McNamara indicated he might ask “Ros
[Counselor of the Department of State and Chairman of the Policy
Planning Council, Walt W. Rostow] to talk to Curt LeMay,” Taylor
abruptly interrupted again: “No, I wouldn’t.” (May & Zelikow, 538,
565, 565) By 29 October, however, Excom was euphoric about an
Irenic outcome: “quarantine” by U.S. Navy warships worked; Soviet
cargo vessels carrying missiles to Cuba turned around; no martial
action occurred. And Taylor’s potential for later opinion leadership
survived.
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When Lyndon Johnson became President after Kennedy’s assassi-
nation, increasing American involvement in Vietnam required a new
ambassador to Saigon. Johnson'’s first choice in 1964 “for the most
dangerous job in the government” was Taylor, who had remained JCS
Chairman. National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy opposed the
appointment because Taylor “is physically weary” and “he’s got—I
don’t know whether it’s a bum ticker ... he’s had a warning.” But
Johnson lauded Taylor’s “great stature.”

I just have the feeling that the people of this country have more
confidence in Taylor out there than any man that’s going to be
available to us that I've heard of. ... The way I feel about Taylor
is this. I believe, from what I’ve seen in the seven months I've
been in here, that the most challenging and most dangerous mil-
itary problem we have is out there. He’s our top military man.
He’s respected in the world and here at home. I'm not sure that
the administration has as much respect on Vietnam as Taylor
would have on Vietnam. I believe anything in his name, signed
to, would carry some weight with nearly anyone.®

If Taylor’s purpose in 1962 indeed was stature with Kennedy and after-
wards, his rhetorical sensitivity succeeded.

V.

Taylor’s debating either side of an issue remained his forte. For years
after the missile crisis, Taylor demonstrated this prowess by changing
his position about Cuba as occasions differed. In 1965, Sorensen had
deemed military action against Cuba “a Pearl Harbor in reverse, and
it would blacken the name of the United States in the pages of histo-
ry.”** Some of those “pages of history” were written in 1987 at the
Hawk’s Cay Conference of scholars and surviving Excom members,
including Taylor. Addressing “the most dangerous crisis in history,”
conferees reexamined deliberations “on the brink” of nuclear disaster.
Concluding that Russian missiles in Cuba were more a political ploy
than a martial threat, conferees deplored military solutions to diplo-
matic problems. For historians’ ears at Hawk’s Cay, Taylor was cate-
gorical: “invading the island was the last thing I thought we should
do.” McNamara concurred for “the pages of history.” Earlier in 1962,
when Kennedy invited the JCS to the White House to thank them
after the crisis, LeMay said after leaving, “We lost! We ought to just go
in there today and knock ‘em off!” That bellicosity inspired
McNamara’s remarks in 1987: “I'm just glad that not all the Chiefs
were in the Excom” whereas Taylor (for historians’ ears) was “one of
the wisest, most intelligent military men ever to serve” and withstood
“tremendous political and military pressures to do something ... a
dove” with “complete control of the military.”** At Hawk’s Cay in 1987
Taylor was as dovish as he was when not refuting the “Pearl Harbor”
analogy in 1962.

Writing his book to be published in 1972, Taylor deftly debated the
other side of the issue! With American troops warring in Vietnam and
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not seeming to win, the former general was “hawkish” about an
intransigent Castro and Cuba remaining Communist, for he now
refuted the validity of the Pearl Harbor analogy:

Bob Kennedy’s Pearl Harbor argument did not carry much
weight with me since President Kennedy in the preceding weeks
had explicitly warned the Soviets and Castro of the dire conse-
quences of undertaking to establish an offensive military base in
Cuba. If we wished to be impeccably scrupulous, it would be pos-
sible, I thought, to give Khrushchev and Castro some limited
warning, provided it was not long enough in advance to allow
the missiles to hide.

Moreover, as if to justify in 1972 what should have been done to “get
rid of Castro once and for all,” he portrayed himself as “a twofold
hawk from start to finish, first as the spokesman for the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, then from personal conviction.”*

VI.

As one assessment of the Excom deliberations concludes, “during
crises, spokesmen with unpopular ideas are often excluded from the group
making the important decisions.” In those deliberations, General
Taylor may have utilized a rhetoric of “personality” to retain his
stature as opinion leader. Crises, however, require only complete can-
dor and clarity when communicating relevant information upon
which Presidents are dependent. The lesson learned from advocacy in
Excom is clear: during deliberations that may lead to martial endeav-
ors, Pentagon expertise and recommendations—even if ultimately
ignored—must remain unadulterated by “personality” needs. In these
crucial debates, such advocacy is an aberration of rhetorical sensitivi-
ty acquired from forensics experience.
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Abstract: In order to assess the success and evolution of numerous debate movements, this
article looks at Symbolic Convergence Theory (SCT) as an approach to these movements,
explains the development of the rhetorical communities that not only developed each move-
ment, but which also developed within each movement as they evolved. It explains the impli-
cations of these conclusions upon the future directions in formal debate communities. This
article will limit itself to the history of three movements developed to reform academic debate:
1) CEDA; 2) NEDA; and 3) NPDA.

rom the beginning of classical antiquity to today, a meta-debate

has raged over a key practical issue in formal argumentative dis-
course: Given the finite human resource of time, how can a debate
occur using a format whereby each side of a controversy has a fair
chance to present its case (Fisher, 1987; Johnstone, 2002)? Clearly,
critics expect advocates to back claims with a quantity of quality evi-
dence. Such evidence must go beyond a reasonable doubt for some
cases, or constitute a preponderance of evidence for others. The advo-
cate who best accomplishes one of these means he or she should win
his or her case. Given the limiting factor of time as an equalizer, how-
ever, the side that presents the most evidence — or takes time to
explain an argument that makes sense only if intricate details and
contexts are explained — will increase the rate of delivery in order to
present the case thoroughly. This, when juxtaposed with the notion
that an unaddressed issue equals an issue lost, may lead to a very high
detail of argumentation and a rapid rate of delivery from the advo-
cates. This may render the arguments incomprehensible to an audi-
ence (such as a jury) who is encountering the arguments for the first
time. Given limited time constraints designed to provide equal time
for both sides to present a case in an adversarial procedure such as a
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debate, the advocate has to balance the need to address complex
issues fully with the need to frame the issues in a way that makes
sense to an audience. He or she has to do this balancing act very care-
fully, lest one’s importance outweigh the other’s importance.

A controversy has also existed for centuries over how arguments
should be adjudicated. In some cases, institutions have developed
whereby the arguments are to be evaluated by experts. Such cases
include, among other things, the appellate court systems that exist
throughout the world, as well as some societies where expert three-
judge panels and similar institutions make legal decisions. Also, legis-
latures as well as certain rulers have had to hear expert arguments
over what should be done, and then make decisions. Experts have
been both educated and designated to make decisions in the areas of
their specialties. An understanding of intricate arguments that reflect
the technical specialties of the decision makers proves essential for
success in these specialized arenas that have affected and continue to
affect our day-to-day lives. A knowledge of technical language and jar-
gon is essential for convincing audiences, such as hospital boards,
judges, sometimes legislators, and industrial leaders, about controver-
sial issues affecting our lives.

At the same time, even in an authoritarian situation, leaders can-
not remain leaders without the consent of the people — whether that
consent be obtained through the ballot box, or whether, as Chinese
Premier Mao Zedong once put it, “at the barrel of a gun” — or, perhaps
better put, at a number of gun barrels wielded by the rank and file cit-
izenry. In order to be persuasive with the public, an advocate must be
able to stress terms that are at once comprehensible and inspirational
in the broader public arena. Ideas must be explained, but explained
artistically and succinctly, arid must somehow both make sense and
relate to the day-to-day experiences of those participating in this
arena. This notion is dramatized by the character Willie Stark in the
famous classic film All the King’s Men. Early in the movie, the lead
character, modeled loosely after Huey Long, did not gain very much
attention at first from voters as he presented speeches heavily laden
with the intricate details as to why a Stark administration would work
better. When he began to eschew detailed argumentation for a style of
delivery to which the public arena as portrayed in the movie could
relate, however, he learned how to win. Although corporate contribu-
tions were perhaps more the point of the movie than oratorical skills,
it does dramatize that although specialized and technical discourse
works in some areas that affect our lives, so does non-specialized dis-
course which works more in the public arena. Once Willie Stark
learned this secret, he nearly pulled out one election, and won the
next. The rest is Hollywood political history.

The juxtaposition of how to deal with practical time constraints
with issues concerning the degree of specialization within argumen-
tation raises profound questions to argumentation educators in both
competitive events and classrooms, and, as is predictable and desir-



