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ABSTRACT 

Public debate about how, and whether, to graze southern Arizona's desert 

grasslands has been ongoing for decades. Increases in ecological knowledge and the 

creation of public discussion forums have failed to build consensus about grazing and 

related land policies. One major line of public argument takes the form of identity 

politics, with valued cultural and social movement identities, such as rancher or 

environmentalist, pitted against each other. Another site for contention is contrasting 

ecological claims about the effects of cattle on grass cover. In this ethnography-based 

dissertation, I analyze: 1) the rhetorical construction and representation of identities, and 

2) the forms of evidence that provide epistemic support for scientific claims about 

ecology. Both reified identities and decontextualized scientific argument hinder 

consensus-building. A more open discussion of conflicting desires and explicit 

acknowledgment of human agency to affect both cultures and landscapes can shift public 

debate to more productive grounds for collaboration. 
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Chapter One 

hitroduction: The Range of Rhetoric 

From southern Arizona's primary urban center, Tucson, Interstate 19 heads South 

to the Mexican Border. If, after driving for about thirty minutes from Tucson, a traveler 

were to take the Green Valley exit but instead turn east as if heading to the popular 

Madera Canyon in the Santa Rita Mountains, she or he would first past through the Santa 

Rita Experimental Range (SRER). Owned by the Forest Service, operated by the 

University of Arizona, the SRER is a living laboratory of an ecosystem that can be 

roughly characterized as a desert grassland. Roughly: today the landscape also features 

numerous squat and woody mesquite trees. Due to a toxic sap, very little grows directly 

underneath the mesquite, but between them numerous cholla share space with other catci 

such as the pancake-padded prickly pear. Grasses spot the land. Annuals are preeminent. 

An accessible dirt road leads to Florida Canyon, passing by the fences of an old 

ranch headquarters shortly before arriving at the trailhead for a hiking route that leads up 

the canyon toward Mt. Wrightson, the tallest peak in the Santa Ritas (9453 feet). The road 

at the trailhead widens into an unvegetated and apparently eroded dirt parking lot. This 

short drive provides ample indication that the SRER, which has been set aside for 

scientific study primarily because it represents the unique desert grasslands of southern 

Arizona, cannot be fully separated from the human activity that takes place on the land, 

such as driving, ranching, hiking, birding, hunting, and scientific study. The human role 
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in shaping the land is visible even to the untrained eye: roads, fences, ranch structures, 

and signs all integrate human activity into the landscape. 

The integration of this activity into the SRER has created other, less obvious 

changes as well, shaping the area's ecosystem at multiple levels. Roads and signs are but 

the most visible indicators of recreational activity, for example. While hiking trails that 

switch-back from the SRER into the forest of the Santa Ritas, on one occasion I have 

startled a black bear with two small cubs and, on another, I have sent a group of the petite 

dun Coues Whitetail bounding off with their disproportionately large white flags raised in 

alarm. In addition to promoting the encounter of humans and wildlife, the trails around 

the SRER accelerate erosion. From its largest mammals to its soils and watersheds, the 

ecosystem has responded to the presence of humans. It has also responded to the animals 

that humans have brought with them, such as the cattle indicated by the SRER's fences 

and ranch houses. These cattle, which were grazed year-round from 1915-1957 and 

intermittently after that time, are frequently linked to vegetational changes such as the 

spread of woody plants like velvet mesquite, which have moved from their original 

habitat along arrollos to also cover much of the uplands, a process frequently referred to 

as a "woody plant invasion" of the grasslands (Medina "Research Emphasis," 

"Vegetational Changes"). Humans, then, have shaped the ecosystem in multiple and 

pervasive ways. However, the human influence on the ecosystem is matched by the way 

the ecosystem influences human behavior. The abundance of songbirds, for example, 

draws many of the Santa Rita's recreational visitors; the question of whether and how to 
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best graze cattle in desert grasslands has been one of the primary questions guiding 

scientific activity on the SRER. 

These reciprocal changes in ecosystems and human activity take place within a 

highly politicized, conflictual context. One of the key land use battles in southern 

Arizona—indeed, in all the rural American West—centers on an activity that has had a 

primary role in shaping both the ecosystem and the knowledge produced on the SRER. 

That activity is cattle grazing. For some, this is a valued cultural tradition, an economic 

contribution to rural Western economies, a way of life that integrally involves sustainable 

stewardship for the land. For others, grazing is an ecologically damaging practice. It 

reduces ground cover, contributes to erosion, and spreads woody plants in a way that 

damages the desert grassland ecosystem and the wildlife that depends on it for habitat. 

The different values and beliefs that inform these contradictory positions have led to 

sustained conflict over land use, not only on the SRER but also on other public (and, to a 

lesser extent) private lands in southern Arizona. Some respond to this conflict by neither 

endorsing nor condemning all grazing, focusing instead on how better grazing practices 

or reductions in grazing might accommodate some cultural as well as some ecological 

concerns. Others, however, are more extreme in their demands for preserving either the 

ranching way of life or, from the opposite end of the spectrum, the cattle-free ecosystem. 

The politics of this debate is clearly a topic for rhetorical scholars although, to the 

best of my knowledge, only rhetorician A. Chiavello has addressed the site, and then only 

in the limited context of applying Thomas Kuhn's concept of scientific paradigms to 
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contrasting approaches to range science. I will discuss the rhetoric of range science, 

including Chiavello's contributions, in the final chapters of this dissertation. The 

discipline of rhetoric, however, potentially has a much larger role to play in understanding 

grazing politics. To begin with, the role of deliberative discourse in conflictual political 

situations is nothing new within the discipline of rhetoric. The analysis of that discourse 

is a venerable rhetorical topic with a scholarly history that stretches back to Aristotle, at 

least, albeit with modifications and interruptions along the way. hi keeping with that 

tradition, this dissertation analyzes conflict over and deliberation about grazing in 

southern Arizona. Yet this dissertation seeks to extend rhetoric's classical interest in 

deliberation by arguing that rhetorical theory should not stop at an analysis of the way 

arguments function in forums marked off as explicitly the province of rhetoric, such as 

legislative sessions, public meetings, and law courts. What occurs in these forums, I 

argue, is intrinsically connected to much broader aspects of human activity. In the case of 

grazing politics, deliberation is connected to what takes places on the land and to 

ecosystem relations themselves. By applying rhetorical theory to the problem of ongoing 

conflict over grazing, this dissertation, consequently, presents a systemic approach to 

rhetorical study, one that takes the study of "meaning in action" to necessarily be 

embedded in a broad system of relationships between humans and between aspects of 

their environment that are affected by their activity. 

By "systemic approach," I refer to an interpretive method with the capacity to 

make coherent but open-ended connections between diverse aspects of the world that 
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have the potential to reciprocally impact each other. By adding a rhetorical emphasis to 

this method, the essential role of meaning in constituting and shaping these connections is 

placed in the foreground. Such an approach allows analysts to address questions that do 

not fit easily within any one particular sphere of communication or cultural location. For 

example, in this dissertation, my examination of language transverses genres and forums, 

moving from books that are themselves written in hybrid genres to exchanges in private 

interviews and public meetings to the arguments of peer reviewed scientific publications 

and a host of other genres. I examine claims about Arizona's history and culture, about 

personal and group identities, about grasslands ecology and the impacts of grazing. While 

these can be listed as semi-separate topics, pertinent questions, more frequently than not, 

draw connections between them. How do claims made in one genre resonate with those of 

another? How do different genres nevertheless change the context of similar claims to 

uniquely inflect them and shape their persuasive ends? Or, how does the dynamic 

construction and negotiation of socially-received identities shape potential strategies for 

action, and what are the possible impacts of those strategies on the construction of 

ecological knowledge and even the evolving state of desert grassland ecosystems? Such 

questions are all addressable from the perspective of a systemic approach that traces how 

diverse types of social and material (including ecological) relations are interconnected as 

language embeds humans in a shifting sociomaterial context. 

My choice of a systemic method points to one of the primary arguments of this 

dissertation. If the discipline of rhetoric is to address political conflict, I argue, it must 
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also address those aspects of human experience that inform that conflict. It must address 

human meaning and the processes of its constitution. It must address how meaning 

influences human action, and how that action feeds back into the constitution of new 

meanings. From a systemic perspective, rhetoric is not only oriented toward an analytic 

description of argument types, but also toward a study of the consequences of meaning. 

Additionally, rhetoric is a discipline suited to critical commentary on meaning and its 

consequences in a way that participates actively in the production of new meanings and 

new ways to address one another. 

The scope of my rhetorical inquiry is not surprising to most of those who make 

rhetoric their disciplinary home. Contemporary rhetoricians are accustomed to theorists 

who look everywhere for "rhetoricality," a term coined by John Bender and David 

Wellberry, who argue that modem theorists tend to emphasize "the groundless, infinitely 

ramifying character of discourse in the modem world" (25). The term "rhetoricality" is 

meant to indicate the pervasiveness of this inquiry, pointing to a view of rhetoric that 

understands it as "something like the condition of our existence" (25). This dissertation 

assumes this type of pervasive reach of rhetoric. However, it aims to further specify the 

way rhetoric operates in an expansive system of relationships. In contrast to some 

possible responses to Bender and Wellberry's argument, it does not collapse all that exists 

into rhetoric, although it does argue that all human experience is made of meaning and, 

therefore, has a rhetorical dimension; further, all human action is shaped by the rhetorical 

dimension of experience and understanding. 
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To further explain, develop, and specify the above argument, I use this 

introductory chapter of my dissertation to address the work of theorists who either make 

rhetoric their disciplinary home or who are commonly incorporated into rhetorical theory: 

these theorists include Richard McKeon, Mikhail Bakhtin, James Berlin, and Jean-

Franfois Lyotard. In my response to their arguments, I defend my own definition of 

rhetoric as "meaning in action." Like all definitions and all theoretic lenses, this approach 

to rhetoric carries with it certain analytic assumptions that pervade the remainder of my 

dissertation, hi particular, by connecting "meaning" to "action," this definition of rhetoric 

assists my inquiry into the way humans are embedded in a system of relationships not 

only with each other but with their material world and into how rhetoric significantly 

shapes the nature of those relationships. 

As already implied, the site of my inquiry is the system of relationships that are 

built around conflict over grazing cattle in southern Arizona. For this introduction, 

however, that site will remain in the background. By placing rhetorical theory in the 

foreground, I seek to emphasize to my primary audience, rhetorical scholars, that the 

theoretic and analytic approaches promoted by this dissertation have relevance beyond my 

site of inquiry. To make this argument, I begin by turning briefly to the work of the neo-

Aristotelian Richard McKeon and, more specifically, to an explication of his article "The 

Uses of Rhetoric in an Architectonic Age: Architectonic Productive Arts." McKeon 

provides useful grounding for the questions raised throughout this dissertation by arguing 

that rhetoric has the potential to guide inquiry into knowledge, production, and action 
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within interdiscipUnary settings. Although the remainder of my dissertation does not 

explicitly refer to McKeon again, the range of his theoretic interests is evident throughout 

the multiple questions I respond to in my investigation of southern Arizona's grazing 

debates. Consequently, I choose to now detour to McKeon's argument. I then use his 

suggestions for structuring rhetorical inquiry as a way to more fully develop the theoretic 

perspective laid out in the rest of this introductory chapter. This introduction then 

concludes with a chapter-by-chapter overview of this dissertation as a way to indicate 

how the theoretic perspective presented here will be applied to the specific site of my 

inquiry, the rhetoric of the range of southern Arizona. 

McKeon's Rhetoric: An hiterdisciplinary Architectonic 

McKeon's primary goal in "The Uses of Rhetoric" is to suggest an expanded 

program for rhetorical scholarship. He notes that, historically, rhetoric has served as an 

"architectonic productive art" (more soon on how he defines this), particularly in periods 

when the relationship between meaning and action takes precedence over the relationship 

between meaning and ontology or descriptive epistemology, "when the organization and 

application of the arts and sciences was based, not on supposed natures of things or 

perceived forms of thought, but on recognition of the consequences of what men say and 

do" (sic 139). In an argument that is at least as relevant today as when his article was first 

published in 1971, McKeon further claims that the contemporary focus on technology 

creates just this type of need for a form of study focused on consequence. This is a time 
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when art (techne) and science (-ology) are united, when the practical application of 

knowledge is a central cultural problematic (134). Consequently, it is an age when 

deliberation is foregrounded, when questions of validity hinge on consequence, when 

rhetoric, consequently, has important contributions to make. 

The expanded cultural utility of rhetoric's historic concerns makes it an 

appropriate choice for an architectonic productive art. McKeon defines this concept in 

two related ways. He writes: "An architectonic art is an art of constructing systems" 

(133). He also defines an architectonic art as "an art of structuring all principles and 

products of knowing, doing, and making" (127). Both these definitions stress the role of 

making and ordering connections as part of creating knowledge. The term "system" 

points to a holistic approach to knowledge that cannot be contained in any single 

discipline. While the idea of structuring instead points to classification and division, 

McKeon elsewhere makes clear that the value of such schematization is that it can resist 

the reification of disciplinary boundaries and generate new ways for approaching 

intellectual study (139). Also, even as it produces new subject matters, an architectonic 

art "organizes them in relation to each other and to the problems to be solved" (130). This 

relational approach to problem-solving is complemented by the inclusion of the word 

"productive" in McKeon's program for rhetoric. His emphasis on productivity indicates 

that rhetoric is to be generative not only of theory, but also of practice, hideed, the 

rejection of the theory/practice dichotomy is central to McKeon's argument (135). 
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McKeon's program implies a hierarchy of knowledge, where rhetoric's 

architectonic gives it explanatory and structuring power that is superordinate to the 

knowledge created by other disciplines. McKeon, however, carefully locates this 

argument in a historical time period (now). While it is nonetheless quite plausible that 

McKeon intends to suggest that rhetoric should subordinate other forms of knowledge, a 

position based on such a claim is difficult to sustain. McKeon himself recognizes that 

"Rhetoric in all its applications is focused on the particular, not the universal" (135). One 

implication of rhetoric's particularity is that the knowledge and practices that rhetoricians 

themselves produce are so situated and partial as to prevent universal explanatory power. 

This understanding of rhetorical theory is supported, for example, by such diverse 

theorists as Bakhtin, who claims that all understanding is located in particular instances of 

communication, and Lyotard, who specifically notes that metalinguistic theory is itself 

bound by the rules that govern all other language use (189). Theory—even theory that 

claims an architectonic or a metainterpretive status—is always situated in meaning, never 

above it. 

To recognize the partiality of rhetorical study, however, is not equivalent to 

confining it within preformed disciplinary structures. McKeon urges rhetoricans to 

develop ways to address "the absence of interdisciplinary connection and the breakdown 

of interpersonal, intergroup, and intercultural communication" (134). The need for better 

communication, McKeon argues, is augmented because many contemporary problems do 

not fit within current disciplinary structures. He writes: 
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Our concern with the 'fragmentation' of knowledge and our 
'interdisciplinary' innovations to constitute new fields more relevant to the 
problems we encounter, and more viable to processes of inquiry and 
action, are indications that we do not find subject-matters ready made nor 
do we encounter problems distributed precisely in fields. (139) 

Rhetoric's creative, inventive properties, McKeon further argues, allow it to develop new 

approaches for constructing knowledge and solving those problems that do not fit neatly 

within preconstituted fields. It is this inventive flexibility that allows much rhetorical 

work, including this dissertation, to be at once fully rhetorical yet with an 

interdisciplinary range. 

Before turning away from McKeon, I wish to briefly discuss how a final claim of 

his can heuristically order some of the central questions of this dissertation. McKeon 

recurrently emphasizes that rhetoric can "contribut[e] to innovation in growth in theory, 

practice, and production" or, alternatively, "knowing, doing, and making" (127). Rhetoric 

should not be confined exclusively to any one of these categories, McKeon claims, but 

should instead be oriented toward the production of knowledge (theory), toward action 

(practice), and toward making things, including (but not limited to) texts and statements 

(production). McKeon's argument that knowledge, production, and action are united in 

rhetoric suggests that the line separate these three categories is flexible, an implication 

that guides my choice to use the divisions for heuristic purposes only, rather than as a way 

to reify new divisions to replace the disciplinary boundaries that rhetoric transverses. hi 

the bulk of this introductory chapter, consequently, I use McKeon's categories to 

structure sections on rhetoric as epistemic (theory), rhetoric and genre theory 
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(production), and meaning in action (practice). The hnes between these categories are 

indistinct: the emphasis of rhetoric defined as "meaning in action," in particular, 

encompasses the prior two discussions. 

This dissertation is, in many respects, an illustration of McKeon's argument, 

applied to the particular situation of conflict over whether and how to graze cattle in 

southern Arizona. The rhetorical theory of this dissertation is created in a systemic 

context that includes other claims and ways of speaking about ranching in Arizona, 

together with the socioecological relationships (that is, the relationships among humans 

and between humans and the ecosystems they are embedded within) that are relevant to 

those claims. While the argument presented here is thoroughly based in rhetorical theory, 

it is interdisciplinary to the extent that it does not shy away from addressing aspects of 

socioecological relationships that are typically considered the problems of other 

disciplines, though it always remains interested in the interaction between those 

relationships and the use of language. For example, it addresses sociology's and cultural 

studies' interest in identity politics; it addresses ecology's interest in ecosystem change, 

hi both these and other cases, however, it focuses on the arguments used to understand 

and influence identities and ecosystems. Another way that the rhetorical analysis 

presented here crosses typical boundaries is that it does not stick to the description of 

argument but also aims at the evaluation and production of social technologies that can 

lead to more effective means of deliberation. The argument of this dissertation, 

consequently, follows McKeon's injunction to join discovery to invention in the creation 
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of "an art of active modification—rather than passive reception—of the data of existence" 

(136). Rhetorical theory need not simply report on what it encounters; it has the potential 

to also participate and impact the arenas it is applied to. This argument will be developed 

in the three upcoming sections on rhetoric as social epistemic, rhetoric and genre theory, 

and rhetoric as meaning in action. Afterward, I will turn to a more specific overview of 

how this type of rhetorical inquiry informs each chapter of my dissertation. 

Rhetoric is Social Epistemic 

The heading of this section refers both to rhetoric's theoretic role in explaining 

knowledge and language's constitutive role in the construction of meaning. These two 

roles are implicated in each other: rhetorical theory provides a way to understand social 

relations through the lens of language use. Particular attention to the epistemic aspect of 

rhetoric helps to guide inquiry into the way knowledge-claims, the content of much 

argumentation, are rhetorically produced and maintained. Once rhetoric is viewed as a 

constitutive part of epistemic, rhetorical theory cannot be consigned to one of its most 

limited historical functions, the study of ornamentation, nor to that study's corollary 

popular (and infamous) role, the practice of "rhetorical" embellishment and "rhetorical" 

deception. Instead, rhetoric is seen as persuasive not because it misleads, but because it is 

central to the creation of understanding. 

Both the explanatory and constitutive aspects of the claim that rhetoric is social 

epistemic are implied by Berlin's argument in "Composition Studies and Cultural 
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Studies: Collapsing the Boundaries." Berlin argues that what he sees as an emergent 

"social epistemic rhetoric" provides a shared theoretic framework for studying culture 

and writing pedagogy. Berlin explains that social epistemic approaches to rhetoric, 

derived largely from cultural studies, examine how "signifying practices" shape 

subjectivity. The knowing subject, consequently, is formed through the unique 

intersection of social "discourses" or "voices" within an individual consciousness (108). 

Yet the subject need not receive these voices passively. Berlin argues that one important 

task for composition pedagogy is to challenge students to understand how the social 

relations of power are central to the construction of texts, both in general and in particular 

textual instances. Students, consequently, should be encouraged to understand how texts 

locate them within these relations of power and then to use their inclusion within those 

relations as way to participate as agents in the construction of new types of texts. He 

argues: "[A]s language rewrites the subject and society, the subject can rewrite language 

in reshaping the self and social arrangements" (111). A social epistemic rhetoric, 

consequently, presents the theory that meaning is always located in social relationship, 

while promoting practices that actively address social relationships by seeking ways to 

purposively reconstitute them. This argument applies to critical uses of rhetoric as well as 

pedagogical ones. This dissertation, for example, asks such epistemic questions as: How 

do genres condition arguments about historical and social reality? How is the relationship 

between personal subjectivities and group identities negotiated in language? How does a 

combination of experience, social relations, and practices of language use constitute and 
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validate differing ecological claims? These questions, which are aimed at understanding 

the role of rhetoric in the knowledge-claims of others, are themselves a production of 

knowledge and an active component in the system of knowledge available about grazing 

debates. 

A social epistemic approach to rhetoric foregrounds two integrally connected 

types of relationships: the social relationships between persons, and the sociomaterial 

relationships between persons and relevant (referenced) aspects of the material world. All 

these relationships are constitutive of knowledge. As Berlin argues in "Rhetoric and 

Ideology in the Writing Class:" 

For social-epistemic rhetoric, the real is located in a relationship that 
involves the dialectical interaction of the observer, the discourse 
community (social group) in which the observer is functioning, and the 
material conditions of existence. Knowledge is never found in any one of 
these but can only be posited as a product of the dialectic in which all three 
come together [. . .. T]his dialectic is grounded in language: the observer, 
the discourse community, and the material conditions of existence are all 
verbal constructions. This does not mean that the three do not exist apart 
from language: they do. This does mean that we cannot talk and write 
about them—indeed, we cannot know them—apart from language. (488) 

However, while the function of language in social relations is integrally connected to the 

function of language in sociomaterial relations, as Berlin asserts, these topics are often 

treated separately by theorists. One of Berlin's key references for understanding the social 

nature of language is Bakhtin, whose dialogic theory of understanding will be the topic of 

the paragraphs immediately following this one. Berlin's attention to material conditions, 

however, is referenced to Marx. To define dialectic, Berlin writes: "Our consciousness is 

in large part a product of our material conditions. But our material conditions are also in 
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part the products of our consciousness" (489). This use of the term "dialectic" points to a 

responsive, mutually constitutive relationship between consciousness and materiality that 

is in many ways analogous to the social interactions that constitute, and are constituted 

out of, personal consciousness. This analogy is already suggested by Berlin's decision to 

use the term "dialectic" to study both material-social and interpersonal relationships'. 

However, concern with materiality additionally requires a theory of reference. After 

discussing Bakhtin's theory of dialogism, consequently, I will next turn to such theorists 

as Lyotard and Bruno Latour to discuss the role of reference in rhetoric and epistemic. 

Bakhtin's appeal for an interdisciplinary and systems-oriented approach to 

rhetoric is suggested by his translator, Michael Holquist, who notes that Bakhtin is 

alternatively known as a social thinker, a literary critic, a linguistic philosopher, and a 

systematic philosopher (x). Holquist himself promotes this last title, claiming that it 

appropriately identifies Bakhtin as a theorist who produces knowledge through an open-

ended but holistic interpretation of the relations that constitute society (x). At the heart of 

these relations, according to Bakhtin, is language. A foundational component of 

Bakhtin's theory is that language is always learned from others and that, consequently, it 

constitutes conscious subjects in relationships that are social from the very beginning. 

Bakhtin writes: 

[Early] influences are invested in the word (or in other signs), and these 
words are the words of other people, above all [with respect to infants] 
words from the mother. Then these 'others' words' are processed 

' Similarly, by the end of this chapter I will be using the term "dialogic" to describe both types of 
relationships, a preference conditioned by my greater indebtedness to Bakhtin than to Hegel or Marx. 
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dialogically into 'one's own/others' words' with the help of different 
'others' words' (heard previously) and then in one's own words, so to 
speak (dropping the quotation marks), which are already creative in nature. 
("Methodology" 163) 

This quotation combines several key components of Bakhtin's "dialogic" theory of 

language and consciousness: language is learned socially, but it is then assimilated and 

appropriated to form an active consciousness that is able to inflect socially received 

meaning as a creative, productive subject-agent. My next several paragraphs explain this 

dialogic theory more fully. 

Dialogism refers to the intersubjective nature of meaning and rhetorical activity. 

There is neither a first not a last word in history, but always an exchange of words, with 

every complete statement—^which Bakhtin refers to as "utterances"—situated in a context 

of preceding and subsequent utterances. Further, this context is unlimited—it is part of a 

holistic, open-ended system of meaning ("Methodology" 170). Its lack of limits is a 

consequence of the possibilities for endless juxtaposition of utterances, for each utterance 

can be located by its interpreters within "an infinity of symbolic contextual meanings," 

not just the one explicitly invoked by or known to the producer of an utterance 

("Methodology" 160). All meaning, all interpretation, all creative production, is situated 

in this relational exchange of prior meanings and within this expansive social context. 

Meaning is intersubjective, and always exists together with the relationships that 

constitute it. 

This argument decenters theories that locate rhetorical agency in individuals: "The 

word (or in general any sign) is interindividual" ("Problem of the Text" 121). Bakhtin's 
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theory of intersubjective agency, however, should be expressly distinguished from 

approaches to language that imply that subjects of language are only subjected and not 

also active speaking subjects. Bakhtin understands the process of becoming an active user 

of language as one requiring assimilation of others words into a contingently monologic 

consciousness. Consciousness begins as dialogic, "wrapped in another's consciousness" 

("Notes" 138). Others' words are transformed into one's own/others' words. Bakhtin 

writes: "I live in a world of others' words. And my entire life is an orientation in this 

world, a reaction to others' words (an infinitely diverse reaction), beginning with my 

assimilation of them" ("Notes" 143). This assimilation is contextualized, meaning that 

words enter not only with dictionary denotations but more importantly with others' 

expressive uses carried with them ("Speech Genres" 88). Importantly, however, 

assimilation is not a passive process, but an active, creative, responsive process. The 

passive listener is a fiction, Bakhtin argues. Even when an utterance is followed by 

silence, understanding requires interpretation, not reception, and silence simply reflects a 

delayed reaction: "Sooner or later what is heard and actively understood will find its 

response in the subsequent speech or behavior of the hstener" ("Speech Genres" 68-69). 

This response is shaped but not determined by the received utterance: the active listener 

responds creatively ("Speech Genres" 89). Eventually the assimilated words of others 

become one's own, made active in one's own consciousness. Consciousness is 

monologized, meaning that words become "anonymous," internalized, assimilated. 
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appropriated. Yet those words become dialogic once again as the rhetorical agent 

addresses them to yet other audiences ("Methodology" 163). 

The mechanism for creating individual agency is the intersection of different ways 

of using language: others' words become ones' own/others' words by their 

recontextualization by additional others' words. Bakhtin illustrates this process in 

"Discourse in the Novel" by referring to the life of a hypothetical, or generic, peasant. 

This peasant is exposed to "several language systems:" those of the church, folk music, 

family, and government (295). At some point these languages become "dialogically 

coordinated in the linguistic consciousness of the peasant," and the peasant begins to 

understand the "verbal world corresponding" to one language "through the eyes of 

another language (that is, the language of everyday life [. . . is reflected on] with the 

language of prayer or song, or vice versa)" (296). Bakhtin refers to this intersecting, 

dialogic linguistic consciousness as the "critical interanimation of languages," which ends 

the "predetermined quality of these languages" and presents "the necessity of actively 

choosing one's orientation among them" (296). Or again, "consciousness must actively 

orient itself amidst heteroglossia," a term that refers to the "social diversity of speech 

types," or the multiplicity of language systems (295, my emphasis, 263). This unique way 

of orienting oneself within language, based on the ability to examine the expressions of 

one language system in the dialogic context of others, creates rhetorical agency within the 

socially-constituted consciousness of the intersubjective knower. Given that each word 

created by this rhetorical agent will itself be received in a dialogic context, the process of 
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subjecting language "to one's own intentions and accents, is a difficult and complicated 

process" (294). Difficult but, because of interanimation, possible. 

In sum, Bakhtin's theory of dialogism locates words and meanings in an unlimited 

series of social relations. Rhetorical agency develops through the assimilation of others' 

words, through critically evaluating them through the intersection of various language 

systems, and through making other's words one's own only to speak them again, 

inflected, so that they will be actively received, interpreted, and placed in new dialogic 

contexts. This theory, which emphasizes the social, limits the role of the referent in the 

human sciences, which Bakhtin dichotomously opposes to the more monologic natural 

sciences. In a later section of this chapter, "Meaning in Action," I will challenge this 

dichotomous view of the natural versus the human sciences, drawing from theorists in 

science studies to suggests ways that the objects of human referents can enter into 

dialogic relations, such as socioecological relations, even if those objects do not have the 

freedom of choice associated with human agency and critical interanimation. For the 

remainder of this section, however, I will leave Bakhtin aside, turning to Latour and 

Lyotard as a way to develop a role for reference in social epistemic rhetoric. I then 

illustrate how some of the claims of these three theorists might be integrated by appl3ang 

them to examples and analysis shared by sociologist Brian Wynne. 

The theory of reference presented by Latour in Pandora's Hope is an appropriate 

starting point. In the opening chapter of this book, Latour relates a conversation with a 

scientist who, reportedly, earnestly and anxiously asks Latour: "Do you believe in 
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reality?" Latour's book is a rejoinder to the scientist, typed as the person who believes 

"that words have reference to the world and that science grasps the things themselves" 

(16). The book is written as an assurance that those who study science from the 

sociological, cultural, historical, and rhetorical perspective of science studies do believe 

in reality, but that they do not dichotomously oppose what is constructed from fact. 

Latour's argument is that while language and relationships are constitutive of scientific 

facts, material referents are a constitutive part of those relationships and that they 

consequently partially determine the choice of language used to describe them. Because 

referents are a fully participatory component of the sociomaterial relations tied up in the 

use of language, no scientific fact (or, by extension, any other fact) will be completely 

divorced from the natural world it is in relation to; instead, those facts are simply 

augmented by social relations as well. 

Latour first develops his theory of reference based on his anthropological 

participation in/observation of an interdisciplinary team of scientists who want to know if 

the Amazon rain forest is advancing or receding. Latour particularly focuses on the work 

of a French pedologist (soil scientist) who originally hypothesizes, in contrast to the 

Brazilian botanist who is most familiar with the field site, that the forest is receding 

because of apparent changes in soil composition at the edge of the forest (27). To test 

these contrasting hypotheses the scientific team engages in a series of activities that 

include, in short, surveying an area of the forest to mark it into definite coordinates, 

taking soil samples at each coordinate location, organizing the soil in a pedocomparator 
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(a set of drawers that allow soil to be arranged in movable columns and rows), testing soil 

composition and color both in the field and in a laboratory across the Atlantic, and 

transferring discovered/generated data into charts, into writing, into publication. At each 

stage of this process, "transformations" of the reference (from soil in the field to soil in a 

sample bag, for example), are carefully recorded so that it is hypothetically possible to 

follow these step-wise transformations, this "chain of translations," as Latour calls it, 

backwards as well as forwards. M each link in this chain, also, something of the previous 

stage is conserved, some characteristic of the soil or, at later stages, of the conceptual 

diagram formed out of rearrangements of the pedocomparator. Based on his study of this 

chain of translations, Latour contradicts arguments that posit either a gap between 

language and the world, on one hand, or a clear "resemblance" between the word and the 

world. It is not that the world is unknowable, in the first instance, or that language arises 

as if given from an external reality, either one. histead, through a carefully constructed 

chain of translations, the world is brought into language. 

One of the crucial moments in Latour's argument is his discussion of the 

pedocomparator. When the scientists first enter the forest, it is all but chaotic: numbered 

signs that the botanist has placed on the trees are all that allows her to identify the field 

site in the first place. The goal of the research team is to make meaning out of this three-

dimensional, multifaceted reality. They must turn the material things they are confronted 

with into human signs. When the scientists sample the soil, it begins to be meaningful to 

them through notebook "inscriptions" about the soil's original location, the time of its 
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sampling, and the characteristics of the sample. However, the soil remains more of a thing 

than a sign, despite the blurring line between the two. The pedocomparator, however, 

once filled with soil, is a conceptual object, one that not only contains the soil, but that 

organizes it already into scientific hypotheses. Latour calls this object a "hybrid" 

thing/sign. Latour explains: "We are not jumping from soil to the Idea of soil, but from 

continuous and multiple clumps of earth to a discrete color in a geometric cube coded in 

X- and y-coordinates" (49). Latour's goal in the discussion is to "focus the reader's 

attention on this hybrid, this moment of substitution, the very instant when the future sign 

is abstracted Irom the soil" (49). Once the soil is placed into the pedocomparator, it 

becomes a "hybrid earth/sign/drawer." This is in turn one short step away from the 

inscription of the sign onto paper, the form that most scientists (and Latour's readers also) 

will encounter the rain forest. This leads Latour to conclude: "Knowledge does not reflect 

a real external world that it resembles via mimesis, but rather a real interior world, the 

coherence and continuity of which it helps to ensure" (58). That is, knowledge inscribes 

the world into language, into consciousness, into interiority, but does so in a way that 

there is a continuous chain of translated reference from thing to meaning, referent to sign. 

The "coherence" of knowledge is better explained by Latour in a subsequent 

chapter that develops the concept of "links and knots" to describe the stability of facts. 

Already in his discussion of the chain of referent translations, Latour is alluding to links 

in the chain that he is unable to follow because of their multiplicity, links that include not 

only more stages in the scientific process than he can efficiently represent but also links 
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to, for example, postcolonial relations between France and Brazil or gender differences 

and how these impact the division of labor in the international team of scientists. Latour 

also frequently refers to, but does not fully pursue, links between the scientific research 

he is observing and the anthropologic knowledge he himself is creating, demonstrating 

that his theory of reference applies not only to science studies but also to humanities-

based approaches to knowledge. While the coherence of his pedology chapter does not 

provide room to follow any of these additional links very far, Latour's next chapter 

explicitly recognizes that multiple links and relationships are part of the construction of 

fact and knowledge. A fact is constituted out of links between scientific colleagues, such 

as a research team, disciplinary relations, peer review and debate following publication. It 

is constituted out of "mobilization of the world," such as the hybridization of soil through 

its inclusion in pedocomparators, or the hybridization of bacteria through its fixation in 

microscope slides (100). It is constituted out of alliances—one of Latour's examples is 

the wartime political maneuvering that Pierre Joliot engaged in to obtain the heavy water 

and other materials necessary for creating an artificial nuclear chain reaction. It is also 

constituted out of any links with the nonscientific public, such as public representations 

of scientific knowledge or inquiry. Latour argues that a fact is like a knot that ties together 

all these multiple links. A fact, then, is constituted in a system of relationships between 

humans and "nonhumans" alike. Just as language includes within itself the world it refers 

to, a fact includes within itself the systemic context that intersects within it. 
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Latour's theory leaves plenty of room to attend to the contingency of the links 

within any chain of translations. He himself, however, does not develop an explicit 

concern with that contingency. Additionally, his theory leaves room to attend to how 

power conditions the type of relationships formed in multiple linkings, a point certainly 

implied by his example of Joliot's wartime research on nuclear reactions though, once 

again, not made a central topic of discussion, hi the next paragraphs, I will develop the 

implications of his theory for considerations of power by turning, first, to Lyotard's 

approach to the study of language in The Differend. Like Latour, Lyotard (in English 

translation) uses the term "link" as a central component to his theory of knowledge. 

However, unlike Latour, one of Lyotard's focal concerns is accounting for differences in 

power and how these differences are shaped by the contingencies of knowledge. 

Lyotard's theory of language begins with the argument that any phrase (an 

instance of language use) implies a "phrase universe," formed of the relationships 

between an addressor, an addressee, a referent, and the sense of the phrase (13). Since the 

relationships between addressor and addressee are the central components of Bakhtin's 

dialogic theory of consciousness, this discussion will primarily focus on relationships 

between sense and referent^. The sense of a phrase, for Lyotard, is a statement about the 

reality of a referent. For example, the following phrases all have the same referent 

(Aristotle) but a different sense: ''The philosopher born in Stagira, Plato's disciple, 

Alexander's tutor" (47, italics in original). As is indicated in this example, Lyotard's 
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argument relies largely on the use of names as quasi-deictics. (The reference of a deictic, 

such as "here" or "now" changes from phrase to phrase: what is "here" in one phrase is 

referred to as "there" in another. A quasi-deictic, in contrast, has a greater degree of 

"rigidity": "Aristotle" refers to the same person from phrase to phrase to phrase) (39). 

Names and other quasi-deictics, Lyotard argues, are formed by phrases into networks of 

relationships within what Lyotard calls a "universe" or a "world," a term that denotes the 

imaginative reality created in language and not an exterior material reality (40). Such 

theoretic separations of language from "external" realities is a postmodernist epistemic 

problem that Latour, for one, rails against as merely a despairing formulation of the 

modernist (Cartesian) separation of the mind, the cogito, from the rest of the world (8). 

However, while Latour believes that his chain of translations sidesteps this problem, 

Lyotard has something to teach Latour as well. By arguing that reference does not 

determine sense, Lyotard is able to address how "language serves power" (to paraphrase 

one of Berlin's central concerns) in a way that is obscure within Latour's theory. (Berlin 

"Composition" 100). 

One of Lyotard's examples is in many ways similar to Latour's argument about 

the pedocomparator. Latour notes that one of the functions of the pedocomparator and 

similarly tabulated collections of botanical specimens is to create a permanent referent 

that could always be used to establish the reality of scientists' claims about the features of 

^ This is not to suggest, however, that Bakthin and Lyotard take fully equivalent approaches to addressor-
addressee (intersubjective) relationships. Some of the differences between these theorists will be more fully 
explored in the next section of this chapter, "The Rhetorical Genre." 
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their field site. Similarly, Lyotard gives the case of the shifting deictics in the phrase, 

"Here's a case of it," being further specified into more rigid quasi-deictics. The phrase is 

first specified into the statement: "Here is a red flower." The next degree of specification 

involves two phrases: "Red corresponds to wavelengths in the spectrum from 650 to 750 

millimicrons" combined with "The color of this flower [...] observed by y in the 

botanical laboratory of Institute x on April 17, 1961 [is a case of red]" (41). As in 

Latour's example, a specific case is needed to validate the claims that are being made. 

However, the fixation of the claim's referent, Lyotard explains, depends on a network of 

cross-references: to a flower, to a chromatic chart, to the term millimicron in a relative 

context of measurements. Lyotard argues: "Reality succumbs to this reversal: it was the 

given described by the phrase, it became the archive from which are drawn documents or 

examples that validate the description" (41). Language points to its referent, and then the 

referent points back at language. 

While this might suggest a tautology, or a resemblance between language and the 

world, Lyotard notes that, while a referent can validate a phrase (the soil samples are 

proof of the scientists' claims), the referent cannot determine the sense of a phrase. 

Instead, a "swarm of senses" can be applied to the same referent (50). This has already 

been seen in the Aristotle example: the referent of Aristotle is also the referent of the 

three different senses, "Thephilosopher born in Stagira, Plato's disciple, [and] 

Alexander's tutor" (47). Lyotard notes the expansiveness of sense in the rhetorical 

question: "Is it possible that the number of senses attached to a named referent and 
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presented by phrases substitutable for its name increases without hmit?" (47). The reason 

that the senses appropriate to a referent cannot be pinned down is that the future is 

contingent not only in its events, but also in its creation of sense (53). Because referents 

cannot determine sense, the relationship between language and reality is contingent. 

The contingency inherent in language use becomes particularly evident, Lyotard 

argues, when one phrase is linked to another. Lyotard notes that "to link is necessary; how 

to link is contingent," thereby pointing to the diverse pathways that can be traversed in 

the construction of meaning (29). For example, to recur to Latour's example of wartime 

nuclear science, if Joliot had established links that honored the telegrams of Leo Szilard, 

a scientist who feared that Joliot's publications might teach Nazis to create atomic 

bombs, instead of links that honored Johot's desire to win a Nobel prize, significantly 

different forms of knowledge might have been established (82). Or, to continue with 

examples at the level of the phrase, as is more appropriate to Lyotard's theory, the phrase 

''That's Aristotle" is understood quite differently if it is linked onto with a phrase such as 

'"The thinker whose metaphysics Pierre Aubenque explains as lacking the status of a 

science" instead of the phrase ''The philosopher born in Stagira" (47). The resultant sense 

of the quasi-deictic "Aristotle" requires a different validation, a different referent, for it to 

be considered true. The way contingent linkings are made manipulate language and 

systemic relationships in ways that significantly impact what counts as facts about reality. 

Consequently, the mechanisms that condition how links get made are themselves an 

important object of study. Lyotard argues that the normalizing power of genre is one such 
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mechanism—more on this in the next section of this chapter. At this point, suffice it to 

say that Unks are influenced by all types of social norms and conventions and that these 

are laden with social power. Postcolonial relations, to recur once again to Latour and an 

unexplored link in the construction of his own theory of reference, do indeed matter to the 

constitution of facts. 

At this moment I wish to summatively recap and integrate the two theories of 

reference presented thus far. Latour's theory demonstrates how the world can be put into 

language; Lyotard shows reference existing within a network of relationships that are 

presented together with the articulation of a phrase. The origin of these two arguments is 

significantly different: Latour begins with the material referent; Lyotard with the referent 

already in language. If these two perspectives are joined, what results is something like 

Berlin's dialectic, with neither the material world nor language being original but both 

mutually constituting each other according the responsive consciousness of a knowing 

subject. Another way to think of these joined theories is analogous to Bakhtin's concept 

of dialogic: a person responds actively to both language and the material world of his/her 

experience: these two are joined inextricably within the person's consciousness. They are 

joined, moreover, in a system of links that interpretively constitutes a dynamic network of 

relationships between persons, hybrid thing/signs and things themselves. All of these are 

components of a system of intersubjective meaning that is active as it is understood by a 

person within that system. No one component of this system, neither referent nor social 

relationship, by itself determines the meanings that are active within it: such meanings are 
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contingent on the whole interpretive network. However, the direction that contingency is 

inclined toward is highly conditioned by norms, for example methodological, generic, or 

social norms, and influenced by the relative degree of power imputed to actors within the 

system. 

I wish to briefly illustrate the implications of this approach to social epistemic 

rhetoric, a rhetoric that understands meaning to be bound up in, and constitutive of, both 

social and sociomaterial relations. I turn first to Brian Wynne who, like Latour, carefully 

follows the construction of a scientific argument from the referent on up to the language 

used to create knowledge. But Wynne, however, goes one further step, to the impact of 

that knowledge in application. Wynne's site of study is the Cumbrian hills where Welsh 

farmers graze sheep in areas affected by Chernobyl fallout. In "Uncertainty and 

Environmental Learning," Wynne notes that scientists erroneously predicted that a ban on 

sheep sales occasioned by radiocaesium deposits would be lifted in three weeks; after six 

years, the ban had not yet been lifted from many Cumbrian and North Wales farms (114). 

A key article in the construction of knowledge about this event and subsequent arguments 

about its interpretation was a 1964 Nature publication that examined how soil type (acid 

peaty comparted to clay) affected human exposure to nuclear contamination. Assuming 

that humans would be primarily affected by radiocaesium based on "an external gamma 

radiation dose to a person standing on the surface" of the land, the scientists focused their 

measurements on how the physical depth-distribution of radiocaesium changed over time. 

They found that the mean depth distribution, which they took as the variable of interest. 
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was the same for the two types of soil. On this basis they argued that the soil type did not 

change the risk level for human exposure (121). This argument follows the rules of 

Latour's chain of translations: radioactive soil is turned into a hybrid form of 

radiation/radiation counter, which is ultimately inscribed as scientific knowledge about 

exposure. 

However, the chain of translations did not stop at this point but was used by 

scientists to make false predictions about post-Chemobyl human risk. One more link; one 

more transformation; this time from the article, the knowledge, to a slaughter of sheep 

with promises that farming could resume again soon. Only belatedly, however, did 

scientists realize that they were following links that provided an ineffective guide to 

action. The Nature article's assumption that risk to humans came from experiencing 

radiation from the soil did not account for a second pathway to exposure: the take-up of 

radiocaesium by plants and its entry into the food chain. In this scenario, soil type does 

make a difference because it affects chemical ability and availability to plants (122). This 

mistake, Wynne insists, is part of the normal operation of science, which requires 

"exogenizing some significant uncertainties" through assumptions and abstractions that 

allow the reduction of multifaceted reality to create scientific knowledge (115). The 

mistake is compounded, as Wynne points out in "May the Sheep Safely Graze?," by 

social differences in power, as when scientists ignored farmers and their knowledge of 

soil and sheep behavior when conducting further experiments. These mistakes point to 

the potential pitfalls in knowledge that are a consequence of its construction through a 
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series of links. The contingency of linking creates an inherent indeterminancy in the 

construction and application of scientific knowledge. As Wynne argues: "ignorance is 

endemic to scientific knowledge, which has to reduce the framework of the known" 

("Uncertainty" 115). Further, that ignorance is shaped along the contours of power 

relationships. Consequently, despite very similar approaches to the relationship between 

referents and scientific knowledge, where Latour is interested in the "production of 

certainty" (30), Wynne instead wants to institutionalize ways to recognize the uncertainty 

inherent in scientific endeavor. 

The understanding of rhetoric as social epistemic presented in the last several 

pages raise important analytic questions within this dissertation. What are the probable 

sources—the referents, the social relations, the system of links—that influence the claims 

made by different debaters within arguments about grazing? How do different systems of 

linking constitute contrasting knowledge, as in the case of the ecological arguments that 

are the primary topic of part two (chapters five through seven) of this dissertation? How 

are existing relations of power bound up in the meanings offered within the debate, and 

how are they altered by new knowledge claims, such as those produced by social 

movement actors? How are received meanings inflected by actors to suggest new social 

and new socioecological relations? While these questions cross boundaries between 

sociology, science, and the humanities, all of them are implied by an approach to rhetoric 

that recognizes its constitutive role in social epistemic. 



43 

The Rhetorical Genre 

The previous section extended Berlin's argument that rhetoric constitutes 

knowledge by considering two integrally connected aspects of language use: the role of 

language in establishing social relationships while at the same time constituting socially-

embedded subjectivities; and the role of material referents in influencing the construction 

of meaning. While that last section is in part influenced by McKeon's interest in 

rhetoric's relationship to knowledge and theory, in this one I instead foreground 

productive aspects of rhetorical scholarship. More specifically, this section examines a 

topic of production frequently considered within rhetorical theory, especially as it informs 

composition studies. This topic is the production of texts. This section does take a clue 

from the previous one, however, and approaches textual production as also thoroughly 

social. Consequently, in the comments below I will be concerned with genre theory, a 

social approach to the study of texts. 

Once again I refer to both Bakhtin and Lyotard as primary sources. I begin with 

Bakhtin's genre theory, which, like his theory of language in general, starts from a 

recognition that genres are assimilated from others ("Speech Genres" 78). Bakhtin claims 

that genres are socially recognizable because their features are relatively stable from one 

text, one utterance, to the next ("Speech Genres" 60). This stability occurs at several 

levels. It encompasses both content and form: 

Form and content in discourse are one, once we understand that verbal 
discourse is a social phenomenon—social throughout its entire range and 
in each and every of its factors, from the sound image to the furthest 
reaches of abstract meaning. ("Discourse" 259) 
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That is, both form and content are actively received in social relationships, and 

comprehended, enclosed into consciousness, as a whole. Yet this stability also extends to 

the purpose of a generic utterance. Bakhtin claims that an utterance can only be 

understood in its wholeness: if it is broken into smaller parts, the intentionality and 

responsiveness that defines an utterance disappears (82). It follows that genres already 

carry with them the purposes that will shape generic utterances. 

Bakhtin's concern with characterizing the completion of an utterance underscores 

this point. He approaches this completion from two directions. One is derived from his 

argument that "An essential (constitutive) marker of the utterance is its quality of being 

directed to someone, its addressivity," an argument that is also key to his development of 

a dialogic approach to consciousness, discussed previously ("Speech Genres" 95, his 

emphasis). An utterance is always directed at someone (possibly the self) with the 

intention that it be understood and responded to. An utterance is additionally finalized— 

meaning that it can be responded to actively, when the following conditions for "the 

organic whole of the utterance" are met: "1. semantic exhaustiveness of the theme; 2. the 

speaker's plan or speech will; 3. typical compositional and generic forms of finalization" 

("Speech Genres" 76-77). In another context, Bakhtin reiterates this point with a slightly 

different twist: "The form of authorship depends on the genre of the utterance. The genre 

in turn is determined by the subject matter, goal, and situation of the utterance" ("Notes" 

152). The first of these components, the "semantic exhaustiveness of the theme" or "the 

subject matter" is strongly conditioned by both the broader social arena and by the 
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speaker's intention. For example, what constitutes a subject depends on what has already 

been said about it, but authors also have the ability to pose intellectual problems in ways 

that limit their scope (77). The last noted component of Bakhtin's lists, which is either 

"typical composition and generic forms of fmalization" or "the situation of the utterance," 

suggests that there is a mutually constitutive relationship between genre and rhetorical 

situation. This point has been explored more fully by Lloyd Bitzer and Richard Vatz. The 

former argues that an external situation creates an expedience that shapes a genre. The 

latter argues that genres construct situations and expedience in an interpretive process; 

most genre scholars recognize the relationship between situation and genre is two-

directional. The implication of Bakhtin's claims about theme and situation in genre is that 

each genre and each utterance in a genre is socially conditioned, but that each new 

utterance develops themes and situations that influence subsequent utterances. 

The remaining component in Bakhtin's triad of indications that an utterance has 

been completed is "the speaker's plan or speech will" or the speaker's goal. This is, 

perhaps, the most essential aspect of Bakhtin's genre theory, because he claims that both 

the other two components are determined by the speaker's goal: this goal limits the theme 

and leads to the choice of genre (77-78). However, Bakhtin later makes clear that 

respondents to an utterance do not have direct access to a speaker's intent, histead, they 

must infer that intent from the characteristics of an utterance, notably including its 

participation in a genre. Bakhtin writes that, as respondents, "We imagine to ourselves 

what the speaker wishes to say. And we also use this speech plan, this speech will (as we 
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understand it), to measure the finahzation of the utterance," to determine whether the 

utterance is concluded according to generic conventions (77). This indicates that the 

addressee of a phrase understands intention and genre together and judges one by the 

other. The speaker's (or writer's) intentions are always understood through the lens of 

generic expectation. Indeed, the respondent's ability to understand an utterance is 

predicated on recognizing it in terms of what has come before: "[F]rom the very 

beginning we have a sense of the speech whole, which is only later differentiated during 

the speech process" (79). Therefore, anything that is individual and unique must always 

occur in a thoroughly social context. 

While Bakhtin posits an interaction between socially-received genres and personal 

inflections of them, assigning a prominent role to intentions and goals, Lyotard, in 

contrast, is primarily concerned with how genres can displace conscious agency by the 

normalizing influence of social convention. The ethical problem that arises from this 

situation is the subject of Lyotard's treatise The Differend. As the "differend" is a key 

term in Lyotard's genre theory, it is worth the space necessary to define it closely. 

The "differend" is Lyotard's catch-all term for the problem that always exists 

between heterogeneous genres and phrase regimes, and which may also exist between 

phrases, Lyotard's smallest unit for examining discourse. (Lyotard's choice to examine 

language in smaller units than generic utterances already distinguishes him from Bakhtin, 

who argues that language cannot be understood in units smaller than the purposive 

utterance.) Georges Van Den Abbeele, Lyotard's translator, chose not render the term 
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"differend" in English in order to preserve Lyotard's unique meaning, but he lists several 

possible English equivalents: "dispute, conflict, disagreement, difference of opinion, 

quarrel, or dissension" (193-94). While Lyotard's use of "differend" does bear all these 

connotations, "suppression" also hints at its meaning: the "differend" is frequently 

associated with the act of silencing (14). Lyotard himself variously defines the differend 

as: "a case of conflict, between (at least) two parties, that caimot be equitably resolved for 

lack of a rule of judgment applicable to both arguments" (xi); "the case where the 

plaintiff is divested of the means to argue and becomes for that reason a victim" (9); "the 

unstable state and instant of language wherein something which must be able to be put 

into phrases cannot yet be" (13). Each of these definitions, discussed below, reveals a 

different nuance of the term^. 

The first of these definitions involves the problem of judgment, which Lyotard 

illustrates as a problem with reaching consensus when debaters carmot even agree on the 

rules for establishing agreement. Lyotard illustrates this point by examining the discourse 

of holocaust revisionism, as infamously exemplified by Robert Faurisson in the 

statement: "I have tried in vain to find a single former deportee capable of proving to me 

that he had really seen, with his own eyes, a gas chamber" (qtd. in Vidal-Naquet'': qtd. in 

Lyotard 3). Lyotard points out that Faurisson's standards of evidence create a logical 

impossibility: Faurisson will only accept as a witness someone who had been inside a gas 

^ This paragraph, together with the eight following, are largely borrowed, with only minor modifications, 
from an article I currently have under review with jac\ "An Ethics of Genre: Lyotard's Significance for 
Rhetorical Theories and Pragmatic Approaches to Genre." 

Vidal-Naquet, Pierre. "A Paper Eichmann," tr. M. Jolas, Democracy 1 (1981): 81. 
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chamber and hved to tell of these instruments of universal death (4). Lyotard doubts that 

Faurisson is seeking to establish historical reality, offering the possibility that he is 

arguing "in bad faith," unlike the historian Pierre Vidal-Naquet who responds to 

Faurisson by seeking to uncover the reality of what has happened. However, Lyotard 

claims that the very possibility that these debaters have different purposes demonstrates 

that when debaters follow different rules they will not reach agreement. Within the rules 

of Faurisson's discourse, there is no room for opposing concerns—no room to establish 

the reality of gas chambers and acknowledge the horror of the deaths perpetrated there 

(19). Between Faurisson's discourse and the historian's there exists a differend, a conflict 

of ends. Within the rules of Faurisson's language game, the concerns of historians, Jews, 

and all those who would testify to the terrible harms done in World War II are silenced. 

This inter-generic differend, however, is not unique to Faurisson's "bad faith" 

example. All genres have their own rules, their own strategies, their own ways of 

estabhshing success (136, 129). There is always a differend between heterogeneous 

genres (136). This is because each genre "inspires a mode of linking phrases together" 

(128). (This inspiration explains the heuristic, or inventive, properties of genres.) Yet 

genres are also "modes of forgetting [. . .] the void between phrases," that is, the 

contingency inherent in each choice to link one phrase to the next (138). As Lyotard 

asserts, echoing the teleology of Aristotle, each genre presents its own stakes and its own 

end (136). Consequently, each genre also has its own standard forjudging whether a text 

has accomplished opportune ends (84, 140). If readers and writers ever take one genre as 
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complete in its compass, that genre achieves a totalitarian status and suppresses justice in 

favor of a singular standard of judgment (158). 

Lyotard develops this point by the judicial metaphor of his second definition, 

which compares a user of language to a plaintiff in a court case. As an example, he 

discusses an employment contract negotiated between organized labor and capital 

owners. For laborers to litigate against capital, they must base their arguments on the 

language of the employment contract. Unfortunately, employment contracts specify the 

exchange of labor time for payment, thereby assuming a priori that labor time is an 

alienable commodity. When laborers bring a complaint before court, they are "plaintiffs" 

establishing "damages." At the same time, however, some of their concerns are not 

admissible within the court system. They cannot, for example, complain against the 

commodification of their labor, which would violate the genre of the emploj^nent 

contract that allows them to litigate in the first place. Consequently, at the same time that 

laborers are plaintiffs arguing for damages within court, they are also silenced "victims" 

who suffer "wrongs" that they cannot even articulate (9-10). The source of the problem is 

that even at the level of a phrase, the smallest unit of a generic text, the relationship 

between an addresser and an addressee is already constituted. Lyotard argues that every 

phrase establishes its own "universe" that situates its addressor (its writer, speaker) its 

addressee (an audience, or multiple audiences), its referent (what it is about), and its sense 

(what is signified about its referent, its meaning) (14). The phrase universe is always 

social, because it presupposes the interrelations presented by the phrase (139). A genre. 



50 

composed of phrases Unked together, simply shifts the social to a more complex level, 

enabling rhetorical action as the social universe of one phrase is transformed by the next 

phrase and so forth. In a situation where one genre is dominant, such as in a court 

litigation based on an employment contract, the relationships between social actors, the 

possible alterations in those relationships, and the power of each actor relative to another 

is already decided. Alternative possibilities get left out in consequence of the rules of 

linking within a genre. This can explain why social movements form at the boundaries of 

legitimate political action when institutionalized means of addressing problems have 

proved ineffective. One part of what is necessary to create new social relations is the 

invention of new genres. 

As previously mentioned, if any single genre of discourse is allowed to establish 

social reality, it will inevitably silence alternative concerns and lead to injustice. This is 

the primary ethical problem that Lyotard articulates within The Differend. In a similar 

argument, but one that is not explicitly addressed to genre theorists, Richard Ohmann 

complains about the conventions of the memorandum as exemplified by texts published 

in The Pentagon Papers. Ohmann argues that because each memo addresses a narrow 

issue, the writers of the letters never ask the most important questions, such as whether 

the Vietnam War is practical, moral, or in the service of worthwhile ends (193). Ohmann 

sees these memoranda as the primary work, action, and exercise of power by the United 

States' top strategists. He decries how the genre inhibits these persons from engaging in a 

more of comprehensive analysis of the Vietnam War (192). He points out that even policy 
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dissenter George Ball does not bring up his objections to the war when writing memos, 

but only discusses tactical strategy (195). This suggests that the genre was at work on 

Ball's phrased intents, rather than that the memo was merely an expression of pre-

constituted motives. The person acting through memos, in Ball's case and likely others, is 

less narrow than the addressor and addressee the memo presents. But the action, the war 

maneuver, still happens. Just following orders—^whose orders? Those of the addressor, 

who is constituted by a phrase. Lyotard writes, "genres of discourse are strategies—of no-

one" (137). The memorandum genre influences the Pentagon strategists to the point of 

narrowing their conversation to technical issues and local ends, silencing more important 

questions that even they might raise elsewhere. Lyotard calls this influence a "seduction" 

that "inclines the instances presented by [phrases] toward certain linkages, or at least it 

steers them away from other linkages which are not suitable with regard to the end 

pursued by [the] genre" (84). When the seduction is strong enough to prohibit certain 

linkages (such as questions of wartime morality), there is a wrong, a differend (85). Ball, 

despite his position of power, found himself unable to influence policy as he wished—his 

position of power was too closely identified with the social position of the memo's 

addressor. Unable to shape the genre to his ends, he ultimately chose dissent by resigning 

from government (Ohmann 195). 

Lyotard's third definition of the differend addresses the ethical problems created 

by genres by suggesting that any ethic located within a single genre—any ethos—will be 

incomplete. He writes that the differend is "the unstable state and instant of language 
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wherein something which must be able to be put into phrases cannot yet be" (13). Once 

again, Lyotard emphasizes the problem of silencing a concern—the "something" that 

cannot be articulated. Here, however, Lyotard joins this definition to an imperative, the 

felt need to "put into phrases" that which is currently silenced. This articulation would 

convert a victim into a plaintiff, a wrong into an addressable damage. Later, Lyotard more 

directly reiterates this point: "One's responsibihty before thought consists [. . .] in 

detecting differends and in finding the (impossible) idiom for phrasing them" (142). 

Lyotard notes that the existence of a differend, of something important that has been left 

out, will be "signaled by what one ordinarily calls a feeling" (13). As an elaboration on 

this point, consider briefly social movement theorist Myra Marx Ferree's discussion of 

the role of emotion within the opposition politics signaled by a social movement. Ferree 

argues that what is considered to be rational is determined by the dominant group. 

Lyotard would add that rationality is implied by the dominant discourse, encoded within 

the dominant genres. Ferree notes that emotions, in consequence, are a significant tool for 

affirming values that the dominant group demeans, and "may be an indispensable aid 

rather than a hindrance for reliable judgment" (42). For both these theorists, feelings are a 

marker of concerns that are silenced or oppressed within a particular rationality or genre 

of discourse. As an illustration of this point, many of the ranchers and the environmental 

activists of the Southwest are troubled when economic genres are used to calculate the 

value of land. This is because the market value of land is often set by developers and does 

not consider the worth of the land to traditional lifestyles, biodiversity, or other non-
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social relationships. In ways that may often be taken-for-granted, simply by choosing a 

genre a hierarchy of values is created, with some concerns privileged over others. 

For this reason, Lyotard claims that the differend between genres is the stuff of 

politics. He writes: "Politics [...] is the threat of the differend. It is not a genre, it is the 

multiplicity of genres, the diversity of ends, and par excellence the question of linkage" 

(138). And: "Everything is pohtical if politics is the possibility of the differend on the 

occasion of the slightest linkage" (139). This politics requires its ethics. As a first 

principle, Lyotard calls on his readers to attend to conflict and listen to "the silent feeling 

that signals a differend" (171). By such attention, no one genre, no one method of linking, 

can attain dominance or become a totalitarian discourse. What is not articulated and 

attended to at one moment can be in the next, allowing for new social possibilities and for 

responsible action toward the concerns that are temporarily suppressed. This ethics 

assumes that persons are more than addressors and addressees of discourse and that no 

genre, no phrase, no instance of language use adequately addresses the wholeness of a 

person. 

That politics is the conflict between genres is well demonstrated in an argument 

by Steven Epstein in Impure Science: AIDS, Activism, and the Politics of Knowledge. 

Epstein's book examines the credibility contests in the construction and application of 

medical knowledge about ADDS. One aspect of his analysis examines controversy over 

AIDS pathogenesis. Within the medical establishment, researcher Robert Gallo's 
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argument that AIDS is caused by infection with the HIV retrovirus is widely accepted and 

structures the dominant approach to AIDS research. However, joumaUsm's generic 

convention of teUing "both sides of the story" has lended credibihty to the counter-claims 

of Peter Duesburg, who argues that AIDS is caused by breakdown following the physical 

stress of a degenerate lifestyle. Without the expectations of news genres, Duesburg would 

not have a substantial audience for his arguments; as it is, he has had enough influence 

that eventually Gallo and others in the medical establishment had to respond directly to 

his claims. It is the multiplicity of genres that makes AIDS pathogenesis a political as 

well as a medical issue. 

The implication of Bakhtin's and Lyotard's genre theories, taken together, is that a 

study of political rhetoric should focus, at least in part, on the study of genres used within 

the debate and how those genres shape intentions (and their interpretation) and contribute 

to conflict. How, for example, do the difference in speech patterns between 

environmentalists and ranchers exacerbate conflicts between them? One of the persons I 

interviewed for this study suggests that the oral storytelling favored by ranchers is 

incompatible with the language used by environmentalists who are accustomed to 

preparing media sound-bites. Bakhtin and Lyotard, however, do not just draw attention to 

set social forms, but also to unique inflections of those forms in utterances that do not 

take the purposes of assimilated genres for granted. Such inflections, Lyotard suggests, 

might open up new possibilities for communication and for judgment, perhaps creating 

new opportunities to shift away from the frequently reified conflicts in grazing debates. 
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Bakhtin's insistence that utterances must be understood through the lens of genre, 

however, suggests that the creative possibilities Lyotard's ethics points to must still 

remain within socially received forms. One way to reconcile these two positions is to 

examine how genres can be hybridized as a way of creating new possible meanings and 

purposes. This argument is analogous to Bakhtin's claim, already discussed, that the 

critical interanimation of language presents the possibility of active choice. It is in this 

interanimation that the contingency of previously taken-for-granted genres becomes 

evident. 

Within debates about grazing politics, positions are shaped by the expectations of 

scientific articles, historical narratives, experience-based anecdotes, and other genres that 

often have conflicting uses. Many of these genres are confined to particular rhetorical 

situations: the short statement that merges value and truth, with unexplained evidence, as 

a way to fit within the allotted comment slot at a public meeting regarding land use; the 

book that can at least partially determine its own narrative coherence because it is 

directed at a general audience that may be largely unfamiliar with contradictory 

perspectives; the two-sided news article that frequently helps to reify opposition within 

the debate. Yet despite this proliferation of genres, not all exchanges about grazing end in 

a conflictual politics. When does the exchange of utterance lead to creative approaches to 

political problems? This, also, is a question that this dissertation addresses. 

While I take an interest in the genres used by others, I also note that my own 

writing is a genre-influenced text about grazing debates. This writing is influenced by the 
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conventions of both dissertations and ethnographies, as well as of some of the disciplines 

I borrow from, such as sociology. Even more notably, perhaps, my writing is influenced 

by common genres used by academic rhetorical critics, and by the questions that are 

deemed to be appropriate goals for rhetorical scholars. These critical genres influence my 

choice to respond to the grazing debate largely at a meta-analytic level, meeting 

arguments about scientific truths, for example, not with an additional scientific rejoinder, 

but instead with an inquiry into how the knowledge contained by those arguments is 

dialogically produced and inflected, into how the content of those arguments is shaped by 

their form, and into the consequences of argumentative meanings. This necessarily 

transforms the meanings of the interviewees and others that I quote as evidence, 

subordinating statements about the range of Arizona to statements about the range of 

rhetoric. However, those quotations also transform the rhetorical theory I present in a 

mutually constitutive way: the arguments that I make about rhetoric's interdisciplinary 

range are in large part the consequence of my attempt to address a problem that does not 

fit neatly within disciplinary boundaries. 

I will address questions related to ethnographic writing more fully in my next 

chapter, my methods chapter. The way that conventions of rhetorical scholarship inflect 

this dissertation, however, is so integral to my inquiry that it has an even more significant 

formative influence on how this dissertation is written. My major research problem is one 

that is informed by rhetorical theory, especially by Bakhtin's understanding of dialogism: 

it is the desire to understand how language can be used in ways that address reified 
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conflicts, such as the politics of grazing in southern Arizona, and to help develop new 

opportunities for dialogue. This concern with reification, on one hand, and the desire for 

creative dialogue, on the other, is the recurring issue that binds this dissertation together. 

It is also the explicit theme of the next section of this chapter. This next section also 

presents my guiding definition of rhetoric as "meaning in action." 

Meaning in Action 

An interest in the relationship between language use and action or in the 

consequences of meaning probably unites more approaches to rhetoric than the other two 

aspects of rhetorical theory considered here—social epistemic and generic production. 

The active aspect of language use is certainly evident in both these previously discussed 

topics. Bakhtin, for example, repetitively emphasizes that both speaking and listening to 

language is an active, responsive social process. Latour's theory of reference—as I will 

discuss more fully in a moment—depends substantially on the argument that both humans 

and nonhumans are actors in the creation of meaning. Additionally, more than any other 

single article, Carolyn Miller's "Genre as Social Action" has set the direction for the 

rhetorical program of genre studies. 

Bakhtin's understanding of active dialogic meaning, however, merits revisiting. 

As already discussed, Bakhtin argues that words received dialogically can be assimilated 

by a subject to the point of their monologization. If those words are then addressed to 

another they reenter a dialogic context. However, it is also possible for a speaking subject 
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to enter into monologic relations. This is most hkely to happen, Bakhtin writes, in the 

natural sciences: 

The exact sciences constitute a monologic form of knowledge: the intellect 
contemplates a thing and expounds upon it. There is only one subject 
here—cognizing (contemplating) and speaking (expounding). In 
opposition to the subject there is only a voiceless thing. ("Methodology" 
161) 

In this formulation, even though the consciousness of the speaking subject was originally 

constituted through dialogic processes, its subsequent monologization allows it to bring a 

unified voice to bear upon a static, reified object that does not speak back. 

The monologization of the sciences is a matter of degree, however, not of kind. 

Bakhtin argues that the boundaries differentiating three types of relationships—object-

object relationships, subject-object relationships, and subject-subject relationships—are 

fluid. With regard to subject-subject relationships Bakhtin writes: 

[I]f relations are de-personified, [...] they change into the first [object-
object] type. On the other hand, it is possible to personify many objectlike 
relations and transform them [...]. Reification and personification, (sic 
"Notes" 139) 

Reification and personification, monologism and dialogism, serve as alternate poles in 

understanding and, while it is possible to reify persons into things, it is also possible to 

represent things in personified ways. Once the understanding reifies what it speaks about, 

it ceases to be active in the construction and use of meaning. 

Despite his recognition that the difference between reification and personification 

depends largely on the response of the speaker, in general Bakhtin seems to accept a 

divide between the human and the natural sciences that creates a dialogic imperative in 
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the former that is lacking in the latter. However, one of the fragmented entries in his 

notebooks from the final years of his life records an example that possibly points to a 

different understanding of the natural sciences: "The positions of the experimenter and 

the observer in quantum theory. The existence of this active position changes the entire 

situation and, consequently, the results of the experiment" (sic "Notes" 136). Bakhtin 

uses this example as a metaphor for metalanguage, which "always has a dialogic 

relationship to the language it describes and analyzes" ("Notes" 136). However, the 

relationship between observer and particle, I would argue, can also be thought of as 

dialogic. While the particle is not a person, and therefore does not inflect assimilated 

meanings in an intentional matter, it is personified to the observer's consciousness and 

understood as a responsive and interactive participant in the observer's development of 

particle theory. Even outside of particle theory, I suggest, the relationship between 

language and the things it studies is always potentially dialogic. 

My position is highly influenced by, once again, Latour's argument in Pandora's 

Hope. As suggested in the introductory paragraph of this section, Latour argues that 

"nonhumans"—^Bakhtin's "things"—share agency in the construction of meaning. As an 

example, he turns to an article by Louis Pasteur that successfully challenges the 

established belief that fermentation is a completely chemical, not a biological process, hi 

contrast, Pasteur contends that he has observed an originally unidentified gray substance 

that appears to be crucial to the fermentation process. He runs this substance through a 

series of laboratory trials, noting how it acts in each. Finally he concludes that the 
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ferment-causing substance acts in ways similar enough to brewer's yeast that it should be 

taxonomically identified as a yeast closely related to brewer's yeast. This biological yeast, 

Pasteur concludes, is the primary cause of fermentation. 

One of the crucial components of Latour's analysis is that action precedes 

identity: "[W]e do not know what it is, but we know what it does" (119). The ontological 

reality of the yeast, consequently, its very thingness (to use Bakhtin's preferred term) is 

derived from the recognition that the yeast is active. Only through the actions of the yeast 

does it enter into Pasteur's consciousness and become understood by him. While this 

argument does not suggest that the yeast has a consciousness, it is responded to by the 

scientist as if it is personified. Only later is the yeast reified and assigned an ontological 

identity through its inclusion in a taxonomy. (Latour stresses this personification by 

whimsically calling the yeast a "Cinderella," a nobody according to the chemical theories 

of fermentation that becomes transformed by Pasteur's/"Prince Charming's" laboratory 

trials into the central actor in the fermentation process.) Latour argues that his analysis of 

this event should ensure that "nonhumans are no longer confused with objects" (174). 

histead, nonhumans are actors in what Latour calls a "collective" of both nonhumans and 

humans, all of whom are involved in the construction of what counts as reality. 

Given that personification explains the construction of meaning in the natural as 

well as the human sciences, I argue that in any context reification and personification are 

rhetorical options, not givens. This dissertation is preeminently concerned with the 

development of rhetorical strategies that favor personification and dialogic understanding. 
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In southern Arizona's grazing debates, pohtical stalemates in deliberation and the 

recurrence of the same points and counter-points in forum after forum, year after year, 

suggests that reification is at work to prevent new action on land use, especially when that 

action requires at least contingent consensus. There are some activities within the debate, 

however, that have led to deliberative movement and the development of new 

alternatives. These will also be discussed and used contrastively to develop a rhetoric that 

actively promotes personification. 

This dissertation will examine the poles of reification and personification in two 

areas, one closely connected to the human sciences and the other more aligned with the 

natural sciences. Part One will take as its topic an issue that, at first glance, would suggest 

that personification would be the rhetorical modus operandi. However, this topic, the 

development of political, cultural, social, movement—that is, rhetorical—identities, is 

instead frequently associated with the development of a reified identity politics. Many of 

my interviewees, however, inflect these group identities in ways that suggest new 

possibilities for collaboration even as they also struggle—often at a metalinguistic level— 

against the reification of the political 'other.' This same problem, of course, is also 

endemic to ethnography, and it is one that I must struggle with in my own representations 

of informants. 

The second part of my dissertation then turns to contradictory ecological claims 

that actors in the debate understand as unambiguous truths. I examine the epistemic bases 

of these contrasting arguments and then consider the consequences of having these claims 
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guide action. By rhetorically "diffracting" these ecological claims (to use Donna 

Haraway's term for an analysis that does not only reflect what it studies but instead 

actively responds, changing it), I suggest ways to respond to ecological arguments that 

might move rhetorical actors out of reified opposition to each other, hi this inquiry, as is 

also the case in Part One, I am seeking to develop a rhetoric that puts reified meanings 

into creative action. 

The Plan of the Dissertation 

This dissertation merges two primary goals mentioned in the previous discussion. 

It is an illustration of the argument that, if rhetorical criticism is to truly understand the 

role of meaning in action and analyze the role of meaning in contemporary debate, it will 

often need to cross disciplinary boundaries. Social debates themselves do not follow the 

rules of disciplinary problems. It is an application and development of the 

interdisciplinary framework for rhetoric proposed in this chapter, an illustration of why 

dialogism and the dynamic theory of meaning it implies is an appropriate framework for 

integrating study and problems drawn from a multitude of disciplinary areas. It is also a 

productive rhetoric in the sense that it seeks to contribute to the debate it analyzes, to 

consciously add a new voice, or at least inflection, to the debate it presents an 

understanding about. It does this by examining sites in the debate where reification occurs 

and juxtaposing them with sites where actors could or do find strategies to move out of 

that reification so that positions in the debate are more likely to shift in potentially 
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creative ways. The purpose and action of this text, then, moves in two integrally 

connected directions. Addressed to rhetorical scholars, it is an argument of the 

discipline's potential. Addressed to those within the grazing debate, it is an evaluation of 

how the debate might proceed in a more dialogic fashion. The interrelation of these two 

actions is suggested by Bakhtin's comment: metalanguage is not simply a code; it always 

has a dialogic relationship to the language it describes and analyzes" ("Notes" 136). 

Rhetorical criticism, a metalanguage, does not simply receive the language it studies, but 

it is transformed by and in turn transformative of that language. Grazing debates can 

teach us about rhetoric; rhetoric can teach us about grazing debates. It is the dialogic 

interaction of the two that creates meaning. 

Chapter two, "Researching Identities," functions as a methods section for this 

dissertation. It shares the nuts and bolts of my methodology: who I interviewed, why, 

what questions loosely structured the interview session, how I understand my 

interviewees to be situated within the broad field of argument over grazing, how I chose 

other sources—texts and a couple meeting observations—to further contextualize the 

claims and explanations made during interviews. Yet this chapter addresses broader 

questions as well. It recurs to theme of intersubjective knowledge, considering how my 

involvement in interviews and in active interpretation of other sources shapes my identity 

as a researcher in ways that have consequences for the knowledge I produce in this 

dissertation. It also considers another set of relationships—^between myself and my 

readers—and how those are negotiated through generic writing choices. This chapter 
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promotes a systems approach to knowledge such as the one Holquist identifies in 

Bakhtin's work, but further developed by means of anthropologist George Marcus' and 

others' arguments about the role of interpretation and relationship in the way 

ethnographies are conducted, used to create knowledge, and themselves interpreted in 

consequential ways. It also introduces the theme of part one (chapters two through four) 

which focuses on the construction of identities through language-mediated relationships. 

In my third chapter, "Hybrid Texts: Using Multiple Genres to Rhetorically 

Represent Ranching Culture," textual representations of identity are analyzed through the 

lens of genre. This chapter examines how writers can hybridize genres as a way to inflect 

these socially-received forms to create socially-situated meanings that are, nonetheless, 

more than just a mimetic reproduction of arguments made elsewhere. Each of the three 

texts chosen for this analysis, Thomas Sheridan's Arizona, Sandra Day O'Comior and H. 

Alan Day's Lazv B. and Jeremy Rifkin's Beyond Beef, has as one of its stakes the 

representation of ranching culture for active political purposes, even in the case of texts 

where that purpose is not stated directly. How each of these authors is able to rhetorically 

constitute the culture of ranching in ways that have implications for readers' attitudes and 

actions toward this politically-contingent way of life depends on the entire utterance of 

the authors, that is, the entire text that contextualizes and shapes any subordinate claim 

made within these texts. 

The next chapter of the dissertation is the final chapter of part one. In chapter four, 

"Toward a Dialogic Understanding of Frames and Identities: Moving away from Essential 
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Conflict," I integrate sociological approaches to social movement language use with 

Bakhtin's theory of dialogism. I discuss the role of firaming practices—dynamic uses of 

language that serve social movements' goals for creating social changes—in shaping 

identities that are crucial to debates over gazing, such as the identities of "rancher" and 

"environmentalist." I develop this discussion through the demonstration of interviewees' 

active shaping of the meanings associated with these identity labels. 

Part one, taken as a whole, demonstrates the rhetorical flexibility of the term 

"identity" as well as its centrality to inquiry about the role of language in culture. This 

specifically rhetorical approach develops identity theory by attending to the active 

political consequences of the dynamic construction of identities. How identities are 

formed shapes relationships, impacts the construction of knowledge, creates moral 

imperatives and social norms, points to ideal futures, influences coalition-building, and 

otherwise impacts political outcomes. Whether the context of my analysis is how 

interviewees and I represent ourselves to each other, how I represent us in my own 

writing, how interviewees represent others in their speech, or how identities are 

represented in public texts, I consistently highlight the rhetorical aspects of these 

identities by examining how they are used to persuade listeners to hold certain political 

positions and act in socially consequential ways. 

Part two of this dissertation, "Rhetorical Ecology," shifts focus to the construction 

of scientific knowledge and especially to the construction and use of ecological claims 

about the impact of grazing on desert grasslands. A short prologue to part two introduces 
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specific ecological claims and what is at stake in each of them. Here, I briefly focus on 

the questions I ask in order to examine the relationship between scientific meanings and 

socioecological action. While much of part two highlights the epistemic functions of 

rhetoric, I ultimately connect epistemic to rhetorical consequences. This diffraction of 

truth-claims into action-claims sers'es the purpose of suggesting new ways to approach 

currently reified ecological claims. 

The first chapter in part two considers the rhetorical use of evidence in the 

construction of knowledge. Systematic differences in the way evidence is used, I argue, 

can partially account for the persistence of ecological disagreement. Yet other factors 

need to also be taken into account. How interviewees and other claims-makers are 

situated in the debate, and what relationships they have to each other and the land that is 

their referent, has a constitutive influence on the knowledge they create. These topics are 

all addressed in chapter five of my dissertation. The argument I make in this chapter is in 

many ways parallel to the argument I make about my own writing in the methods section 

of my dissertation. Knowledge is situated, partial, and contingent. It is never 

communicated transparently without being transformed by a listener's responsive 

understanding. 

The second chapter of part two, chapter six of this dissertation, begins to consider 

more consistently the impacts of knowledge construction on action. By attending to how 

power shapes relationships, I argue that there is a reciprocal relationship between 

knowledge and action. Those with power are able to enact their claims and thereby affect 
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the ecological landscape, consequently impacting the knowledge that is subsequently 

made. This chapter develops the idea that socioecological relations are dialogic. 

The argument that there is a reciprocity between knowledge and action suggests 

the argument that I make in the final chapter of part two. Embedded in knowledge claims 

are orientations toward the future, suggestions about what the future should be and about 

how knowledge and resultant human activity should serve that future. In this chapter, I 

look at what contradictory ecological claims suggest about differences in idealizations of 

desired socioecological relations. This chapter also explicitly recurs to the major purpose 

of this dissertation of the whole, a purpose that is further developed in the conclusion. 

Meaning is dynamic: even scientific knowledge must respond to dialogic relationships 

and situations. This argument undermines attempts to use ecological claims as the last 

word on a subject, and instead points to how rhetoric can be a guide for the creation of 

new knowledge, ecological and otherwise, that can alter conflict-bound social 

relationships. 
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PARTI 

RHETORICAL IDENTITIES IN CONFLICT 
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Chapter Two 

Researching Identities 

The title of this chapter invokes a double entendre meant to unite what might 

otherwise, at first blush, appear as two separate topics. First, this is the methods chapter 

of my dissertation. As I argue throughout this chapter, the methods that researchers 

adopt—and the knowledge they consequently produce—cannot be divorced from the 

constructed identities of those researchers. "Researching identities," consequently, refers 

to how a scholar represents herself as a researcher, and why her self-representation 

matters, both in general and in the specific case of my own work. The emphasis, here, is 

on what it means to do research. Yet this chapter also explicitly prepares for the 

remainder of part one, which examines the political impact of the symbolic aspect of key 

identities: the environmentalist, rancher, recreationist, scientist, and others. In preparation 

for these chapters, which further develop a dialogic rhetorical theory with the assistance 

of scholarship in genre studies, cultural studies, and social movement studies, this 

chapter's title also draws attention to identity itself as a topic of study. While keeping 

methods in the foreground, this chapter begins to introduce the questions about identity 

and representation that are central to the rest of part one. 

The first meaning of the chapter title raises questions about how I, as a researcher, 

enter the debate about grazing. My capacity to produce knowledge about this debate is 

grounded in ethnographic method. Ethnographic knowledge is created through 

interpretive relationships: as anthropologist Clifford Geertz points out in Works and 
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Lives, ethnography depends on the relationship between researchers and their informants 

and between researchers and the texts they author (10). As both these relationships are 

communicative, and both are mediated through language and other symbols (such as, in 

the case of informants, gesture), it is accurate to think of these relationships in more 

symmetrical terms than those offered by Geertz. That is, the crucial relationships an 

ethnographer enters into are not with persons on one hand and texts on the other, but 

instead always with persons: with those who provide ethnographic material and with an 

ethnographic audience, the informants and the informed. The language of "informants" 

and "informed" easily suggests the neutral transmission of information. However, both 

these types of are mediated by non-transparent texts, whether those texts are in the 

interview genre or the write-up genre. In other words, both types of relationships are 

dialogic, to use Bakhtin's term. That dialogism is perhaps most obvious in relationships 

with informants—at least as long as the ethnographer remains in the field, before 

representations settle into ethnographic texts. 

Relationships between the ethnographic writer and her audience, however, are 

also best understood as dialogic. After all, the ethnographic writer draws from socially-

shared genres, imagining her readership based on pre-existing relationships she has 

developed as part of a community of scholars. Indeed, pre-existing relationships and the 

ongoing dialogism that constitutes them are key not only to how the ethnographer 

represents herself and her informants to her ethnographic audience, but also to how she 

represents herself in the field. Reciprocally, informants' pre-existing relationships 

significantly shape their self-representations, even if, as ethnographer Charlotte Davies 
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argues based on an analysis of interviews she has conducted, both an ethnographer's 

interpretations and those made by her informants change during the course of interaction 

(96-104). In other words, what I write about a rancher's identity, for example, is a 

consequence of both my relationship with my audience and my field relationships with 

ranchers, but it is also a consequence of how the ranchers I have spoken to have come to 

understand their identities in consequence of their relationships with other ranchers, with 

members of the urban public, with government agents, and with all others who interact 

with them in their capacity as ranchers. 

These pre-existing relationships, especially those active in my field site before I 

became part of it, are the traditional topic of ethnographic writing. The ethnographic 

genre typically creates the expectation that an audience, when reading it, can gain entry 

into what an exotic tribe or culture is like. At the very least, in a study such as mine 

which, unlike in classic anthropology, focuses not only on a region near my home but also 

on just the slice of that region that clusters around an ongoing political issue, the genre 

raises expectations that my audience will understand what is going on in the studied 

debate. I am to "capture" the meaning of the debate, a metaphor that implies that my field 

site is a bounded, static object capable of being held, at least in its essence. 

This traditional goal of ethnographic representation has been widely challenged in 

what anthropologists George Marcus and Michael Fischer have called an interdisciplinary 

"crisis of representation." This crisis has raised doubts about traditional claims to 

ethnographic authority. If the relationships that the ethnographer establishes in the field 

shape the knowledge she constructs, how can an ethnography objectively make the 
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ethnographic other present to readers? If representations are subjective, focused on the 

ethnographer's experience rather than the field site, what then, as Geertz pointedly asks, 

are the uses of ethnographic texts? (145, 147). While Geertz does not believe that this 

question can be answered outside of a deepened responsibility for ethnographic 

authorship, he does suggest that the answer will somehow "involve enabling conversation 

across societal lines—of ethnicity, religion, class, gender, language, race" (147). 

Although his gerund is flavored with a problematic paternalism, I will otherwise take 

Geertz's authorial hint and focus on "enabling conversation." Perhaps "entering into 

conversation"—with informants and with readers—is a preferable description. Either 

way, the emphasis on being in conversation returns again to a dialogism created in the 

midst of rhetorically-mediated relationships. Eschewing the classical ethnographic 

promise of offering readers access to a captive field site, this dissertation instead offers to 

link' readers up with that field site in partial, situated, and scrutable ways. Below, I 

explain the meanings of these terms for ethnographic writing in general before explaining 

more fully the types of relationships and knowledge created in this dissertation in 

particular and discussing the rhetorical purposes governing my choices as a researcher, 

analyst, and writer. 

Partial, situated, and scrutable. These terms are central to my understanding of 

ethnographic knowledge, hi this chapter I will rehearse, agree with, and inflect what have 

now become standard—though not universally accepted—arguments that all knowledge 

' See chapter one's discussion of Latour and Lyotard for a fuller explication of the implications of the term 
link. 
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is partial and situated. These arguments, however, are no reason for crisis: they do not 

mean that the bright star of objectivity has imploded into a subjective black hole. Instead, 

these arguments are a motive to put knowledge claims under scrutiny, to (sometimes) 

make rhetorical scholars of us all—to understand knowledge as a product of a particular 

relational context, a non-neutral epistemic outlook, and a proclivity to certain forms of 

evidence. Each time a claim is made on the world, it draws upon and reciprocally 

constitutes a network of connections, such as the connections between informants, 

ethnographer, and audience that are central to ethnographic texts. 

My claim that connections are central to rhetorical inquiry does not erase 

traditional ethnography's interest in cultural identity. Instead, it draws on reconfigured 

perspectives of identities, perspectives that do not look for essences but that instead 

expect identities to shift in response to dialogue. This type of reconfigured perspective is 

articulated, for example, by Stuart Hall in his introduction to Questions of Cultural 

Identity: "Who Needs Identity?" Hall understands identities as points of intersection in 

multiple networks of meaning—temporary points of identification, of psychological and 

discursive suture (2-3, 16). To understand claims about identity, consequently, requires 

scrutinizing connections, tracing networks, following interpretive understanding from 

readers to writers to informants to the greater field site they speak about, the experience 

they speak fi:om. Reading, then, is still a conversation with an informant-as-other, even 

though it be contingently, interestedly mediated. Yet it is also an encounter with the 

ethnographer-as-other, and even an encounter with the reader's rhetorically constituted 

self, a conversation built of words whispering always of social meanings not fully 
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controlled by any of the explicit participants in the dialogue: the reader, the writer, the 

informant. 

The non-transparency that allows the reader to encounter the ethnographer-as-

writer is the motive behind many calls for self-reflexive writing, hi ethnographies, Geertz 

points out, persuasion operates by inducing readers to identify with writers: 

"Ethnographers need to convince us [. . .] that had we been there we should have seen 

what they saw, felt what they felt, concluded what they concluded" (16). This goal is 

based on the hope of the interchangeable observer, a particular form of scientific 

objectivity that, according to historian Lorraine Daston, was originally developed as part 

of moral philosophy but became a key value among natural scientists as early as the mid-

nineteenth century (600). This same value is evident in other branches of study that seek 

to imitate the success of the natural sciences: social science and political science, for 

example. Aperspectival objectivity is a reassurance that knowledge is can be 

communicated—^transferred, even—^without being changed by that communication 

(Daston 611). hi this objectivist framework, if knowledge is worth holding onto 

collectively—if what I have to say is of value to my readers—it is because the knowledge 

I present is independent of the knowing subject. 

The ideal of aperspectival objectivity is undermined by awareness that observers 

are not interchangeable. Ethnographers differ from each other, bringing to their field sites 

varying perspectives, experiences, and ways of creating the relationships that are central 

to ethnographic knowledge. The partiality of knowledge calls into question the goal of 

ethnographic identification. In place of identification, a better goal is the creation of 
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dialogic communication with readers. As an ethnographer, I do seek to create a 

relationship with readers, but not one of identity. I do value my perspective on the field 

site, and I argue in favor of it with a particular, active reading of the ethnographic 

situation. Simuhaneously, I promote a method of rhetorical analysis in a manner 

inextricable from my reporting on my experience. This persuasive act, however, is no 

longer a statement that "this is the way things are—you would agree with me if you were 

there." It is instead an argument that explicitly recognizes that my field site is necessarily 

altered by my perspective. It embraces a "diffractive" episteme as promoted by Haraway, 

one that recognizes that writers "make a difference in the world" just as patterns of light 

change when they pass from one media to the next (16). This dissertation diffracts the 

politics of grazing via the lense of a rhetorical criticism whose purpose is to foster 

dialogic communication and undermine the reification of conflict. 

Throughout this chapter I trace the connections I constitute between myself and 

my field site. Understanding how, as a researcher-writer, I am implicated in the 

knowledge I construct is simply to admit that this text is as rhetorical as the site that I 

study. It is to admit that my connections to that site are key to the claims I make about it. 

But it is not to say that my subjectivity determines my knowledge, for many other 

connections, many other relationships, are also constitutive of the knowledge-claims this 

dissertation analyzes rhetorically. 

To support the points I make in this chapter introduction, this chapter discusses 

several responses to the historical splitting of subject and object. In place of subject-

object dualism, with knowledge centered on objectivity, I argue that knowledge is instead 
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located in dialogic relationships. I then use the "data collection" category of my recursive 

knowledge-construction process to specify the ethnographer-informant relationships that 

are key to this dissertation. Subsequently I shift emphasis to highlight ethnographer-

reader relationships, first by further developing Haraway's concept of diffraction in light 

of the tradition of critical anthropology, then by examining what sort of diffraction 

readers can expect from the relationship-centered rhetorical analysis privileged in this 

dissertation. 

From Subjective or Objective to Relationship-Centered Theories of Kjiowledge 

The separation of a knowing subject from a known object was rhetorically 

produced during the Enlightenment as part of empiricist logic, hi his review of research 

methods in the humanities, titled After the Demise of Empiricism. John K. Smith 

provides a gloss of the history of this rhetorical production. Smith argues that John 

Locke's seventeenth-century tabula rasa is one of the earliest formulations of this 

subject-object split. For Locke, "the observer could be thought of as a passive spectator of 

an independently existing world of objects" (27). The observer's access to that world of 

objects, according to Smith's interpretation of empiricism, is through experience (26). 

Empiricism's ideal is objective knowledge. For empiricists, this objectivity requires that 

observers be sufficiently detached from the knowledge they produce so that it can 

accurately represent the external world (30). If the "interests, purposes, and values" of 

observers are kept separate from rational thought, empiricists argued, then knowledge 
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could be assumed independent of subjectivity and, consequently, objectively neutral 

(Smith 30). 

Once subject-object dualism and its concomitant separation of values from facts 

had become an established part of empiricist epistemology, the problem for empiricists 

became recoimecting observers to the world in a way that validates their abilities to know. 

The empiricist solution is methodological. Good methods, according to Smith, are the 

criteria that empiricists use to distinguish good from bad research (37). hi the natural 

sciences, Bacon's formulation of the scientific method and its subsequent refinement 

were key to validating science as a knowledge-making enterprise. According to historian 

Richard Yeo, during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries references to Baconianism 

were rhetorically influential in the project of justifying scientific inquiry as the pursuit of 

pure knowledge—and this rhetorical justification was independent of whether or not 

Bacon's method was followed in the laboratory (258). 

Empiricist ideals of objective knowledge also influenced the development of 

social theory and methods. Nineteenth-century social theory, claims Smith, was meant to 

take "the study of the social beyond common sense to the higher and more precise level 

of social scientific inquiry and theory" (Smith 37). As an example of this type of theorist, 

Smith offers Emile Durkheim, founder of the French school of sociology. Durkheim's 

treatise The Elementary Forms of Religious Life argues that even religion can be 

objectively explained by reference to experience and empirical reality. The Durkheimian 

approach to human society and culture, which views it as a static system capable of 
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objectification, is one of the primary concepts critiqued by the late twentieth-century 

critical anthropologists, who I will discuss more fully later in this chapter. 

Empiricism is critiqued on other grounds as well. A key—^perhaps the key, 

according to Smith—aspect to these critiques is the argument that there is no theory-free 

observation or theory-neutral data (46). For example, Thomas Kuhn, whose work will be 

most thoroughly discussed in chapter five, influentially argues that work in the natural 

sciences does not proceed according to an idealized scientific method but rather through 

the influence of paradigms, which guide not only what researchers choose to study but 

also their observations. Smith notes that similar arguments have been applied to the social 

sciences as well. Citing Norwood Hanson and Charles Taylor as examples. Smith writes: 

These kinds of criticisms have made it very clear that there is a distinct 
social basis for our knowledge in the sense that what is credited as genuine 
knowledge depends, at least in some way and to some degree, on the 
interests, purposes, and values of those who do the crediting. (47) 

Smith continues to point out that, while there are disagreements on how to best respond 

to the deconstruction of subject-object dualism, there is now general agreement that "the 

observer and the observed cannot be separated and then recoimected" methodologically; 

similarly, facts cannot be separated from values, purposes, or interests (49). 

While there may be theoretical agreement on this point, many academic genres 

maintain the fiction of the subject-object split. Methods sections function primarily as 

supporting evidence for the conclusions that follow. They do not qualify or contextualize 

the knowledge that is presented later but instead justify it. A good methods section makes 

for trustworthy knowledge. For example, the IMRD (introduction, methods, results. 
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discussion) genre of experimental science separates methods from results. As genre 

theorist Catherine Schryer argues, this separation "opens up the possibility that somehow 

a researcher can separate action from consequences" (86). Although not as highly 

codified, a similar move appears in traditional ethnographic writing, hi a 1991 review of 

ethnography within the discipline of composition, Carl Hemdl explains that the "arrival 

story" that opens many ethnographies functions to create the credibility of presence. Once 

established, the text then suppresses that presence (325). hi both cases, a textual strategy 

estabhshes the nature of the research being done. However, once the research earns its 

credibility, the conditions of knowledge production are cast aside, allowing for the 

presentation of "objective" knowledge. 

This suppression of the way arguments are constructed is one of the primary 

strategies that many academic genres use to maintain the tradition of objective 

knowledge. The standard methods chapter of a dissertation is a case in point, as it 

spatially separates the process of observation from the knowledge presented by the 

dissertation. In other words, the methods chapter demonstrates how the observer is 

connected to the observed in order to make space for later presenting the observed reality 

independently. Working outside of the empiricist theory of subject-object spht is not just 

a matter of perspective, therefore, but also a matter of writing—and of reading. While this 

dissertation preserves the methods chapter to an extent, I am writing myself into it to 

invite readers to understand how my researcher identity is implicated in the knowledge 

constructed throughout the entire dissertation. My self is not interchangeable with the 

next ethnographer to come along. My conclusions are not independent of my particular 
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experience. Yet this is not sohpsism. The knowledge I create is underdetermined by my 

identity, and is still dependent on my informants and the other sources of my research for 

its creation. This is because my research—and my identity as a researcher—are not 

centered on myself as a self-generating subject. Instead, they are centered in a dialogic 

relationship between me and all the sources used to create this knowledge. That 

knowledge cannot be separated from the theory I use to interpret my field site, or the 

interests that shape my codings and selections from interviews that are themselves already 

influenced by my intellectual interests, or the generic habits I drawn on to arrange my 

arguments and make meaning out of my study. The field site is also generative of my 

theory in a reciprocal relationship. The interpretive knowledge presented in this 

dissertation, consequently, is created out of: 1) dialogue between me and my informants; 

2) my internalized dialogue with other members of the discipline of rhetoric, as well as 

other disciplines I drawn on, and 3) an ongoing dialogue with dissertation committee 

members whose questions, critiques, and responses shape the development of this work. 

The significance of focusing on dialogic relationships is perhaps best clarified by 

reference to other strategies for critiquing subject-object dualism, hi After the Demise of 

Empiricism. Smith presents three standard responses to the critique of subject-object 

dualism. The first of Smith's categories is postempiricism; the second critical theory, and 

the third interpretivism. This third approach is profoundly rhetorical and closest to the 

dialogic theory of knowledge underpinning this dissertation's rhetorical analysis. As it 

stands in relief by differentiating it from the other two, I discuss each in turn. 
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Postempiricism, according to Smith, is an attempt to "seriously modify" 

empiricism in a way that accounts for untenable empiricist theses such as the 

subject/object and fact/value split (62, 65). Postempiricists still seek to know an 

independent reality, but realize that complete certitude is not possible because there is no 

theory-free observation (62-64). Smith argues that they also seek to maintain some 

distinction between facts and values, even though they have rejected a full distinction 

because they understand it to based in the dichotomy of objective facts/subjective values 

(65-67). Given the incomplete separation of facts from values, postempiricists have 

developed several strategies to try to avoid biased research. Those discussed by Smith are 

self-reflection, adherence to communal values, and the ability of the empirical world to 

falsify inaccurate interpretations. First, self-reflection can be used to examine how 

personal values might influence the research process. Additionally, communal values 

held by the scientific community, such as the search for truth and opermess to criticism, 

can actually aid in the scientific enterprise of understanding empirical reality (66-67). 

Third, and even more essential to the postempiricist response, is the argument 

that, when combined with the value of truth-seeking, "the empirical world itself puts a 

constraint on the influence of values on the scientific process" (67). That is, the empirical 

world has the ability to contradict false claims. This thesis is most closely identified with 

Carl Popper. According to Smith, Popper argues that the scientific method, based on 

induction, has no way to guarantee that a hypothesis will be perpetually confirmed. Even 

if substantial evidence supports a hypothesis, the next test might contradict the it. Popper 

argues that since there is no way to empirically verify a hypothesis, the problem shifts 
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from verification to falsification. The postempiricist seeks to build contingent knowledge, 

knowledge that has not yet been falsified (71). In this way, empirical reality always holds 

veto power over scientific knowledge. 

Smith's second category of response, critical theory, also puts significant stock in 

empirical reality and its ability to shape knowledge. Yet critical theory argues that the 

empiricist project of the Enlightenment is too messed up to be salvaged by simple 

modification. One branch of critical theory is identified with orthodox scientific 

Marxism, which claims that liberation from false ideas and oppressive conditions is a 

necessary historical development. Although the orthodox position's critique of 

Enlightenment and its commitment to ending oppression are still highly valued within 

much of critical theory, the orthodox tendency to posit historical determinism has also 

been used for oppressive purposes, for example as a support for the Stalinist regime. 

Smith notes that, consequently, orthodox scientific Marxism has now been widely 

rejected (95). He gives more attention to the Frankfurt school of Marxism, which is 

currently more influential. These critical theorists begin with a critique of the 

Enlightenment project's emphasis on instrumental reasoning. In Smith's interpretation, 

Horkheimer and Adomo argue that the Enlightenment project contains within it a 

contradiction: while seeking truth as a cause of freedom, the project instead supports the 

domination of both nature and other people (Smith 93, 97-98). According to critical 

theorists, the appropriate theoretical project is to develop a form of knowledge that leads 

to true emancipation and the development of effective human agency (99-100). This 

position collapses any fact/value distinction. Indeed, it suggests that judgments about the 
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validity of knowledge should be based on whether that knowledge helps to create positive 

social change. In other words, Smith notes, to critical theorists the best form of validity is 

"catalytic validity"—the ability to instruct and motivate the participants of research in 

ways that help society move away from domination (113-14). 

There are merits to both the postempiricist and critical theorist positions. Part two 

of this dissertation will seriously consider how empiricism shapes knowledge-claims in 

many arguments, including the ecological conflict that is the central problem of that part 

of the dissertation. The dissertation as a whole relies heavily on the value of catalytic 

validity, as will be discussed more fully later in this chapter, although my preferred term 

for this issue is Haraway's "diffraction." Both diffraction and catalytic validity underscore 

that a writer is responsible for her representations. Those representations are themselves 

rhetorical (a point that is emphasized more by Haraway than by critical theorists) and, 

consequently, writers are able to induce change through persuasion. 

However, while I recognize a theoretical affinity to aspects of both critical theory 

and postempiricism, the position I work from is fully rhetorical and dialogic. My 

rhetorical approach shares much in common with Smith's third category of response to 

the demise of empiricism, interpretivism. Interpretivists hold a variety of different 

positions, but one theme that connects them is antifoundationahsm. Smith defines the 

interpretivist use of this term: 

[A]ntifoundationalism means that there is nothing special or privileged to 
say about the nature of knowledge—nothing, that is, that can go beyond or 
offer anything more than a description of the way that any particular group 
at any particular time goes about justifying what is to count and not count 
as knowledge. (117) 
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This approach allows for multiple forms of knowledge, each with different ways of 

establishing validity, different meanings to social actors, and different impacts. There is 

no universal truth or universal way of judging knowledge. Literpretivists consequently 

reject postempiricist attempts to develop a privileged form of knowledge that somehow 

provides a reliable, though not certain, access to external reality. They also reject critical 

theory's attempts to create a normative justification for knowledge (117). For 

interpretivists. Smith argues, judgment is a practical, ethical, and moral matter, rather 

than an epistemological one (139). Their position resonates with Lyotard's understanding 

of ethics, which points to the limits of any particular standard for judgment. For 

interpretivists. Smith writes, validation is social. Agreement only signifies that a 

community has been formed with similar standards for evidence and similar values (119). 

This position does not invalidate knowledge: rather, it multiplies ways of creating valid 

knowledge, acknowledging that validity is always socially embedded and dialogically 

negotiated. It disallows any a priori superiority for one form of knowledge over another. 

Any privilege given to a particular claim or type of knowledge needs to be socially 

constructed, rhetorically negotiated. 

The interpretivist position articulated by Smith aligns closely with the approach to 

knowledge associated with what has been called "the rhetorical turn." hi "Rhetoricality: 

On the Modernist Return of Rhetoric," rhetorical scholars John Bender and David 

Wellbery argue that modernism and postmodernism have led to a reversal of: 1) 

Enlightenment rationality (grounded in scientific objectivity); 2) Romantic theories of 
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individual, self-generative expressivism (grounded in Cartesian subjectivity); and 3) 

empiricism (grounded in Locke's ideas of language as a transparent medium of 

representation). This reversal makes room for a return of rhetoric that is significantly 

different from the classical rhetorical tradition (22-25). In its return, it is no longer 

constrained to the specific contexts indicated by forensic, epideictic, and deliberative 

rhetoric, but is instead interdisciplinary in scope, and is as contingent and partial as the 

diverse discourses that it studies (38). Bender and Wellbery argue: 

Rhetoricality, by contrast [to the classical tradition of rhetoric], is bound to 
no specific set of [typically hierarchical] institutions. It manifests the 
groundless, infinitely ramifying character of discourse in the modem 
world. For this reason, it allows for no explanatory metadiscourse that is 
not already itself rhetorical. Rhetoric is no longer the title of a doctrine and 
a practice, nor a form of cultural memory; it becomes instead something 
like the condition of our existence. (25) 

This "rhetoricality," which I will more conventionally refer to as rhetoric (and in so doing 

damage Bender and Wellbery's careful distinctions for the sake of terminological 

consistency with the rest of my discipline), points to the significance of language and 

other symbol use in non-transparently mediating—in constructing—our relationships 

with each other, with the material world, with ourselves, having a formative influence on 

the "condition of our existence." Yet it denies that a metadiscourse that self-consciously 

analyzes the rhetorics used to orient human action in any way escapes the particularity 

and contingency that this type of analysis imputes to other ways of using language. Like 

Lyotard who notes that no genre, not even the speculative genre that he himself uses, has 

a universal status or the ability to explain or judge everything, the metadiscourse of the 

rhetorical analyst itself exists within the fully rhetorical condition of language (138). The 
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alternative to understanding rhetorical analysis as somehow "above" what it studies is to 

accept that all knowledge is rhetorical, grounded in language that is exchanged and 

simultaneously transformed through dialogic relationships. Knowledge will always be 

particular, as the relationships it draws from and the dialogue it participates in is also 

particular. A key aspect of reflexivity, consequently, is to acknowledge key constitutive 

relationships. 

hi this dissertation, many of the relationships I draw on are clearly evident, 

referenced by the standards of academic citation. As I select sources to draw from in my 

discussions, I reveal which academics I understand myself to be in conversation with. As 

I quote clips from interviews, my informants' meanings come through as well as my own. 

However, as Bakhtin argues, quoting always recontextualizes others' utterances within 

the author's, weakening access to the intentions of quoted subjects while incorporating 

them as "a link in the chain of speech communication" ("Speech Genres" 93). As Latour 

points out, such linking is crucial to the social construction of knowledge; as Lyotard 

points out, particular patterns of linking are contingent and politically significant. In other 

words, as I quote from informants and other academics alike, readers' interpretations of 

my quotes are highly conditioned by how I simultaneously present my own concerns and 

interpretations. 

In the case of cited quotations, the public nature of academic texts allows readers 

to return to the full utterances I select from, if they choose. In the case of private 

interviews, however, this option is unavailable. In many cases, consequently, it would be 

useful to readers "overhear" more of the interview than is available in my argument. 
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Often this more expansive representation of my interviews is lacking, however, in part 

because I have made a deliberate choice to help protect informant confidentiality by 

obscuring such information as specific geographic information, some job titles, names— 

of course—and other potentially relevant, but identifying information. At times, quotes 

from several informants are discussed in proximity to each other, with several of them 

identified as coming from a rancher or an antigrazing activist, without making it perfectly 

clear if I return to the same informant in multiple quotes or not. 

To address these ambiguities, the section below—^which is separated from specific 

statements by my informants—sketches out more information about my informants and 

about how I came to have a research relationship with them (how they were selected for 

the study). After the following section on sources, I return again to a discussion of how 

the idea that the observer and observed are intricately connected shapes the type of 

knowledge that is produced, with a particular emphasis on forms of ethnographic writing 

that are influenced by rhetorical analysis. 

The Core Interviews: Selection through Snowball Sampling and Structural 

Representation 

My core data is a series of interviews with nineteen informants. The sixteen of 

these I draw from most frequently exert a high degree of influence over this dissertation. 

Who I interviewed, the length and subject matter of those interviews, the immediate 

context of the interviews, and even the order of who I interviewed first or later in part 

determine the topics covered and arguments made within this dissertation. All these 
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factors, then, require discussion. My method of selecting interviewees was based 

primarily on snowball sampling, secondarily on a developing criteria for who should be 

included, and finally on availability. 

Snowball sampling uses referrals from one interviewee to find other potential 

informants (Weiss 25). In this method, the choice of initial informants has a high degree 

of influence on who else will be included. In my case, I used four initial sources to 

generate contacts. Those initial sources are not included in my interviews. My use of 

these sources and decisions about which potential connections to follow demonstrate an 

interplay between chance and system that is often part of snowball sampling. For 

example, the most generative of these four sources was a man encountered by 

opportunistic networking. At a conference on an unrelated topic, a woman asked me what 

my area of research was and, after I had answered, told me that she was about to go to 

meeting with someone who worked with conservation ranchers, a label used to identify 

people who seek to ranch in ways that respect ecological as well as the economic 

concerns of ranchers. I invited myself along and came away with a list of names. I 

eventually interviewed three of these people. One of them was my first informant. Her 

conception of what groups of people are part of Arizona's grazing debate had a formative 

influence on my own. 

While this example highlights chance, approaching it from another angle 

highlights system. My other initial sources were a colleague I had worked with from the 

College of Agriculture, a fiiend who worked for an environmental conservation 

organization, and family. These sources all quickly began to point in the same direction. 
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For example, a referral from my colleague led me to a government agent who referred me 

back to the woman I had interviewed first. A cultural historian who had done advisory 

work on ranching issues was on both my friend's and my colleague's list. Another referral 

from my friend led me to an apparent dead-end in unanswered emails, but then a 

government agent several links down the interview chain suggested I speak to the same 

man and provided me with his direct phone number. Even the few referrals from my 

family, which I originally thought might lead me away from the network I had 

approached through the other sources, became linked to other informants when I realized 

that family friends had bought their ranch from someone named in the examples of one of 

my first informants. Through this sampling method, therefore, I was able to construct a 

network of key players who were in some way representative of the debate as a whole. 

While it is true, as qualitative researcher Robert Weiss argues, that a snowball sample 

will always underrepresent those with few social contacts, in the case of my topic this is a 

plus (29). Since I need to somehow narrow down which arguments I examine, it 

behooves me to focus on those who are key players in the debate, those who I know make 

claims in public arenas such as workshops, public meetings, the news media, or other 

publications. It is actually those who are least connected to other debaters whose 

interviews I have the most difficulty understanding, including, for example, the 

discussions I had with two hydrologists and an economist. These three interviews are 

those I obliquely referred to at the top of this section as being less influential than the 

other sixteen. 
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Although my core interviews form an unbroken web of connections, I did not 

interview anywhere near the full group of people who are part of the network I could have 

possibly constructed through referrals originating in my first four sources, hi my 

interviews, I reached a point where my informants typically suggested I interview others 

whom I had already interviewed or at least heard about. However, I did not reach the 

point where I was already aware of all the referrals my interviewees were like to make, hi 

interview studies, there are two typical justifications (in addition to limitations of time or 

funding, both of which are also relevant for me) for ending data collection. One, which 

applies mostly to small populations, is to interview everyone in the relevant group 

(Schensul, Schensul and LeCompte 232). When this is not possible, another approach is 

to stop when information becomes redundant (Schensul, Schensul and LeCompte 264). 

This is the strategy I adopted. For example, by the end of my interviews informants were 

referring to key legislation, issues, and actors that I already knew about. There were 

several geographic regions in the state that I had multiple opinions on that I could 

compare. Additionally, I was typically able to predict some of my interviewees' claims by 

others, such as in the case of the ecological claims discussed in part two. The 

combination of these redundancies inclined me to end the interview portion of my study. 

However, in one sense I did attempt an approach analogous to interviewing 

everyone relevant. The analogy is by representation: from my first interviews I developed 

a typology of people involved in the debate and I tried to interview at least one person 

from each of these types. I based this typology on what I call key structural positions in 

the debate. I define structural position largely in terms of organizational affiliation and/or 
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economic ties. For example, the structural position rancher, in this study, denotes 

someone whose primary occupation is raising cattle. This category clearly overlaps 

significantly with my interviewees' self-representation as ranchers, but it is not identical. 

For example, someone might identify himself as a rancher that I would say had the 

structural position of a ranchette owner because he uses ranching more as a hobby than as 

a primary occupation. Another example of a structural position I use is antigrazing 

activist, an identifier that is rarely used by my informants as a primary identifier for 

themselves. One of the antigrazing activists in my study works in an organization 

committed to abolishing cattle grazing in Arizona; another works in an unrelated field but 

contributes financially to organizations with those commitments. However, both these 

informants more frequently refer to themselves as environmentalists than as antigrazing 

activists, although I predict that they would not eschew the latter label. (With one, I tested 

this prediction and received an affirmative response.) By creating my own typology of 

structural positions that, I felt, represented all key actors in the debate, I could make sure 

that I had at least one, preferably more, interviewee from each category. 

While each major structural position is represented in my study, they are not 

equally represented. In Table 2.11 indicate the structural positions of those I interviewed, 

listed in the order of my interviews. There is an imbalance especially between ranchers 

and those who work in environmental organizations—the two positions that are most 

important to my study. The relative scarcity of those with environmental organization 

affiliations does not reflect the numbers of such people in the field. What it does reflect is 

that all ranchers I contacted consented to an interview, often bringing family members in 
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to expand the number of people I spoke to, whereas many who worked in 

environmentalist organizations did not return my (sometimes repeated) messages. At 

times I would reach someone in an organization who would be eager to help but would 

suggest someone else as a better informant. In one such case, when I followed up with an 

initial contact because I had not heard from his referral, he apologized for not having 

personally talked to the referral yet, noting that his workload was intense. He suggested 

that my attempts to contact her myself were not responded to because of the referral's 

own busy schedule. I suspect that the workloads typical of those in nonprofit and other 

environmental organizations explains many of my unretumed messages. In consequence, 

regrettably, I do not have as many conservationist and antigrazing sources as I do 

ranchers, and this aspect of my data was notably less rich during analysis. In the case of 

the conservationists, one person plus secondary sources became representative of the 

entire structural position. 

To summarize Table 2.1,1 spoke to two antigrazing activists and a conservation 

environmentalist; the conservationist and one of the antigrazing activists worked full-time 

in a nonprofit environmental organization. I interviewed three government agents (from 

the U. S. Fish and Wildhfe Service, the U. S. Forest Service, and the Arizona State Lands 

Department). While there are other government agencies relevant to the debate, this 

sample suffices because government agents have similar roles occasioned by their shared 

responsibility for bureaucratic interpretations of laws in management settings. More 

importantly, a ubiquity of public documents is available to help me sort out agency 

differences. Additionally, these agents' role also shares some similarities to the County 
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Typical 
identifier (*) 

Structural Position Context of hiterview 

Conflict 
mediator 

Public employee: conflict 
mediator in a research institute 
affiliated with the University of 
Arizona and funded through 
Congress 

I met her in her office, then 
walked together to a coffee shop. 
As someone experienced with 
ethnographic research herself, she 
was wonderfully patient with me 
as I learned how to use my 
recording equipment and 
negotiate the interviewer-
interviewee relationship. 

Rancher (1) Rancher: primary manager of a 
working ranch that includes BLM 
and State lands. The ranch is 
primarily desert grassland with 
substantial areas of prime riparian 
habitat. 

We spoke at his ranch 
headquarters. His father happened 
to be present and joined us. 
Afterward, I was invited on a 
ranch tour with the two of them, a 
BLM agent, and a State Lands 
Department agent (who I later 
interviewed). My attention was 
divided between the father, who 
narrated much of the ranch's 
history to me, and the remaining 
three, who discussed together 
current issues on the ranch and 
how to resolve them. 

Retired Rancher 
(2) 

Retired rancher: Father of 
Rancher (1), previous rancher of 
the above land 

See above. 

County 
Extension 
Agent 

Public employee: University of 
Arizona College of Agriculture 
faculty at a Cooperative 
Extension; provides advice and 
research to ranchers on request 

We spoke in a conference room 
near her office. 
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Martin Taylor, 
Antigrazing 
Activist 

Wildlife biologist on staff with 
the Southwest Center for 
Biological Diversity. Rather than 
a typical interview, I have learned 
from him through personal 
communication. I cite him 
publicly at his request. 

We spoke in his office. When I 
came to meet him, he had been 
phoning the press about a study 
on global warming's effects on 
Puget Sound marine life. He took 
calls pertaining to this topic 
throughout my visit. 

Range Scientist Public employee: University of 
Arizona faculty 

We met in his office. 

Hydrologist (1) Public employee: hydrologist at 
research institute affiliated with 
the University of Arizona 

We met in a University of 
Arizona conference room. 

Hydrologist (2) Pubhc employee: Supervisor of 
previous hydrologist 

I was introduced to him by 
Hydrologist (1) immediately upon 
finishing her interview. We spoke 
briefly in the hallway. Later he 
clarified some questions I had via 
email. This is the only interview I 
did not audiorecord any portion 
of 

State Land 
Department 
Agent 

Public employee: Range Resource 
Area Manager for Arizona State 
Land Department 

We spoke in a conference room 
near my cubicle-office at the 
University of Arizona. He was 
also present when I toured the 
ranch of Ranchers (1) and (2). 

Rancher (3) Rancher who is experienced with 
agriculture, but has ranched in 
Arizona less than one year. His 
ranch includes private land. 
Forest Service, State Land, an 
almost negligible portion of BLM, 
and some unused land left over 
from a development scam, known 
as "adverse." The ranch includes 
desert grassland and part of a 
"Sky Island"—one of the forested 
uplands that rise isolated out of 
the Sonoran desert floor. 

We spoke at his home and then I 
toured his ranch with him. This 
man is a friend of a relative of 
mine, and I had met him once 
before, a couple years earlier, 
when building an adobe wall. 
Another bricklayer from that 
work day, the independent 
antigrazing activist mentioned 
below, came along on the tour, as 
did Rancher (4). Later, Rancher 
(3) listened in on the interview of 
Rancher (6) and then gave me a 
second, private ranch tour. 
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Rancher (4) Rancher: Partner of Rancher (5). 
She is more directly involved 
with horses than with cattle on the 
ranch. 

After she finished feeding her 
horses, she joined her partner and 
I for part of an interview. She was 
also a part of the first ranch tour 
of this ranch. At times, she and I 
talked separately in the back seat 
of the truck while her partner and 
the antigrazing activist argued, 
often vehemently, in the fi-ont. On 
another occasion she spoke to me 
about ranch issues over the phone. 

Rancher (5) Rancher: His ranch includes 
private and Forest Service land, 
primarily. This ranch is the only 
one North of Tucson that I 
visited, and it is typically not 
considered part of the Sonoran 
Desert. The ranch does have large 
areas of arid grassland, however, 
primarily a juniper savannah. 

We spoke at his ranch. His wife 
and children were present, as was 
my friend the independent 
antigrazing activist. However, the 
two of us spoke alone for the 
duration of the two-hour 
interview, although we all 
interacted when I was not 
recording. After the recorded 
interview, the rancher gave me a 
tour of his home, including 
cultural artifacts found on the 
ranch. 

Cultural 
Historian 

Public Employee: University of 
Arizona faculty 

We spoke in his office. 

Economics 
Professor 

Public Employee; University of 
Arizona faculty, Department of 
Agricultural and Resource 
Economics 

We spoke in his office. 

Retired Rancher 
(6) 

Rancher: Previous owner/ 
manager of the rancher now 
worked by Ranchers (3 and 4) 

We spoke at the home of 
Ranchers (3 and 4), which had 
once been his home. Rancher (3) 
was present and joined the 
conversation from time to time. 

Conservationist Employee of an environmental 
nonprofit that works with 
ranchers to achieve shared goals 

We spoke in his organization's 
conference room. 
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U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Agent 

Biologist in a management 
position on a National Wildlife 
Refuge 

We spoke in the lounge of a 
University of Arizona building 
where the biologist was about to 
attend a meeting. 

Forest Service 
Agent 

Forest Service employee whose 
job includes working with 
ranchers who have Forest Service 
grazing allotments 

We spoke on the porch of a ghost 
town building within his Forest 
Service District. 

Independent 
Antigrazing 
Activist 

Citizen of Tucson, Arizona; 
Contributor to environmental 
organizations that oppose grazing 

We spoke in his home; he was 
also present at interviews with 
Ranchers (3, 4, and 5) and 
participated in the conversations 
to varying degrees; I have traveled 
much of the state with him and 
learned from his perspective on it. 
He is one of my closest friends 
and knew more about the details 
of my research at the time of his 
interview than did others I spoke 
with. 

Table 2.1: This table lists those who generously shared their time and their experience to 
help me leam about Arizona's grazing debate. The left column, "Typical Identifier," 
designates how I will frequently refer to the person later in the dissertation; however, that 
identifier may shift in some contexts to highlight different aspects of an interviewee's 
involvement in the debate. To help protect confidentiality, the second column is accurate, 
but not as precise as it could be. 

* Numbers in parentheses are not used in text. 
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Extension Agent I interviewed, although she relates to land management more in an 

advisory capacity than through bureaucratic authority. She has worked previously for the 

Bureau of Land Management. She also is more explicitly tied to an academic scientific 

approach to the land, as is one of the five faculty members I interviewed, a range scientist. 

The only other faculty interview I draw from extensively is a cultural historian, whose 

typically interpretive approach to the debate is loosely parallel to that of my first 

interviewee. This first informant I structurally identify as a mediator. She is publicly 

neutral toward the outcome of the debates/dialogues she facilitates. Finally, I spoke to a 

total of six ranchers or retired ranchers. Three of these are accustomed to publicly 

defending ranching, and at least two explicitly identify as conservation ranchers. 

The above summary focuses on structural position, hi so doing, it implies that 

organizational affiliations and economic ties are the most salient aspect of my 

interviewees' identities. Such affiliations certainly guided my selection of informants. Yet 

the remaining two chapters of part one will challenge the validity of using structural 

markers as a primary determinant of identity, focusing instead on the way language 

inflects the socially-negotiated meanings of different identities. For example, narrative 

approaches to identity emphasize how the self is textually constructed; cultural studies 

examines how collective identities are similarly constructed. The influence of new social 

movement theory on sociological framing theory suggests that movement identities, at 

least, are dynamic constructs, dialogically negotiated. These arguments will be developed 

in chapters three and four. At this point, I wish to simply note that my choice to select 

potential interviewees based on structural criteria and to then highlight that criteria in my 
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writing and my representations of my informants inclines me, all else being equal, to an 

analysis that assumes that organizationally- and economically-structured relationships are 

an important clue to the arguments my interviewees' make. This rhetorical inclination is 

particularly evident in part two of my dissertation, which focuses on ecological 

arguments, shifting identity to the background in a way that allows me to (temporarily) 

take my structural categories more for granted. Not surprisingly, then, in this second part 

of my dissertation I do make the argument that experiences related to structural position 

are indeed linked to the arguments typically used by my informants and, ultimately, to 

persistent conflict over grazing. 

However, while Table 2.1 inclines me and my readers toward placing a high value 

on my structural categories, it is possible to reread the table to instead highlight 

relationships between interviewees and specific parcels of land in Arizona. This 

rereading, combined with a bit more information (forthcoming in this paragraph), 

demonstrates that five areas of land are particularly significant to my understanding of the 

politics of ranching in southern Arizona. The total of six ranchers I interviewed includes a 

father-son team and, also, a partnership on a ranch purchased from yet another 

interviewee. Consequently, there are three ranches that I visited in the course of my 

interviews. A fourth specific parcel of land regularly addressed during interviews is a 

National Wildlife Refuge, which I also visited, although not with my informants. 

However, I did interview an employee of this refuge in another setting. Finally, the 

University of Arizona's Santa Rita Experimental Range is the site of many Journal of 

Range Science experiments I refer to. (It is additionally a familiar site to me because of an 
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otherwise unrelated pedagogical project.) Taken together, these five management areas 

have more influence on my dissertation than do others, although I also base my work on 

other management areas referenced in interviews and secondary sources. 

By representing the significance of my research in terms of geographic location 

rather than identity, the above interpretation of Table 2.1 prepares readers for the 

connections I will draw on in the second part of this dissertation, connections that 

primarily address ecological argument. My arguments in part two are frequently grounded 

in specific habitats and examples of activities that are embedded in those habitats. Since 

each of the five primary management areas I refer to contains an expanse of desert (or 

ecologically very similar) grassland, desert grassland habitat is the focus of part two. The 

influence of geography on the ecological arguments I foreground analytically is just one 

example of why representation matters and why what at first blush might appear to be a 

neutral statement of method is rhetorically inflected. Ethnographers always have multiple 

ways of accurately representing their informants. The connections they choose to draw, 

out of the myriad of available possibilities, deeply condition the knowledge their work 

constructs. 

Even before representation in writing comes into play, then, choices of where 

ethnographers seek information shapes the knowledge they make. One way this is evident 

is by examining who gets left out of a study. While the interviewees listed in Table 2.1 do 

represent the structural positions identified as relevant to grazing debates, this definition 

of relevance is based on systematic exclusions, as outlined in Table 2.2. The first four 

columns represent the structural positions I have already discussed, but with more 
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specificity about relevant organizations, academic disciplines, and other information. This 

table's focus is on the full network of actors in the debate rather than representative 

interviewees from each general category. This fuller, more specific accounting of relevant 

actors, especially organizational actors, has been a primary guide to my selection of 

secondary sources such as web sites, newsletters and newspapers, books, and academic 

articles. These sources, cited throughout as they become relevant, were collected 

according to three primary criteria. First, I focus on publicly available argument. The 

majority of the noninterview sources I refer to are readily accessible online or in 

newspapers and periodicals. For example, the major texts I use for chapter three, which 

focuses on how genre influences the representation of the collective "rancher" identity, 

were in part chosen because they were available at a Tucson Border's, a chain bookstore 

that markets to a general audience. My second criteria was only slightly more specialist. 

During interviews, I routinely asked my informants what they themselves read, and took 

their answers as some of my sources. Finally, web sites that provide information on 

agencies or organizations that my interviewees referred to also became secondary sources. 

The final column in Table 2.2 lists groups that are significant to the grazing 

debate, as suggested by interviewees' frequent reference to them, but that I have 

nonetheless systematically excluded from my study. These exclusions are based on a 

single criteria: if the structural position does not depend on the long-term existence of 

desert grassland habitat, it is not included. For example, some all-terrain vehicle (ATV) 

users might enjoy driving in natural settings, and might take care of habitats to preserve 

those settings; however, the settings are not an inherent part of this form of recreation. 
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Ranchers and Faculty Government Environmentalists Excluded 
Ranching Agents 
Associations - major - those whose - those who 

academic - government primary play key roles 
disciplines bureaucracies identification in grazing 
whose whose relative to the debates but 
knowledge is decisions debate is are 
frequently impact the "environmentalist deliberately 
brought to bear outcome of excluded 
on grazing grazing from this 
debates debates study 

- Great Range Science U.S. Fish and "Moderate" non Ranchette 
individual Wildlife profit Owners 
variation makes Ecology Service organizations: 
further strategies may All-terrain-
categorical Wildlife Bureau of include working vehicle 
subdivision of Biology Land with ranchers, (ATV) 
ranchers Management often ideologically recreationists 
difficult: Pedology (Soil conservationist 
Categories Science) U.S. • The Sonoran Other 
below are gross Department of Desert recreationists, 
generalizations Archaeology Agriculture Institute except in so 
that are (there is a • The Nature far as they 
sometimes used significant National Conservancy overlap with 
loosely by the overlap Forest Service • Some chapters other 
ranchers I between of the Sierra categories 
interviewed: ranches and Arizona Club (many 

areas of Game and • Others environment
* Conservative historic, Fish alists are 
ranchers: they cultural "Radical" non hikers, for 
will often work interest) State Land profits: take an example) 
independently Department antigrazing stance. 
or exclusively Anthropology often ideologically Developers 
with the preservationist 
ranching Hydrology • The Southwest 
community; Center for 
they may ranch Agricultural Biological 
in ways similar Economics Diversity 
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to their parents • The Forest (continued) 
* Conservation History Guardians Cities 
ranchers; often • EarthFirst! competing for 
younger Agricultural • Some chapters water 
ranchers: they Extension of the Sierra resources. 
are often Club such as Sierra 
actively Others • Others Vista, which 
working to shares a water 
address Urban table with the 
ecological environmentalists San Pedro 
problems and (a significant River and 
preserve species voting block, with regional 
diversity while both organized ranchers 
also trying to and unorganized 
support elements): can 
themselves also be 
economically disaggregated into 

moderate 
Arizona conservationist 
Cattlemen's and more radical 
Association preservationist 

voters 
Arizona Cattle 
Growers 

Table 2.2: A partial list of those involved in Arizona's grazing debates. 
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Consequently, some are prone to drive off-road, kill vegetation, and speed erosion. For 

these reasons, those I interviewed consistently spoke poorly of ATV recreationists if they 

mentioned them at all, although they sometimes recognized that some ATV users might 

recreate in ecologically conscientious ways. 

While there are organized groups to promote the interests of those who enjoy 

using ATVs, developers are an even more significant exclusion because of their greater 

degree of power. In fact, the positions of many—if not all—of those I interviewed have 

been significantly shaped by the pressure to develop more land for housing. Many of the 

other groups have started to collaborate in common opposition to developers, with the 

exceptions of the most radical environmentalists and most conservative ranchers. One 

potential development route is to turn ranches into smaller hobby ranchettes. Ranchette 

owners are another excluded category. They are frequently wealthy hobby ranchers who 

do not have long-term roots in Arizona (many move in from the East to imitate a "John 

Wayne" lifestyle). They do not need grass as they can purchase supplemental feed and 

they habitually run more cows than their land can support without significant erosion and 

vegetation loss. Therefore, like the other excluded groups, their activities do not require a 

renewable (local) source of grass. Once again, individuals may have ecological 

commitments, but the structural position does not in itself require them to live out those 

commitments. 

All these details help shape the knowledge in this dissertation. My exclusions 

allow me to focus on arguments that, ecologically speaking, are made in "good faith." 

That is, I assume speakers from the included structural positions promote, to the best of 
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their knowledge and ability, ways of understanding and discussing the land that are made 

with the intention of creating a sustainable grassland habitat. The knowledge each of my 

informants shares with me influences the knowledge claims I myself make. Similarly, the 

dialogues in the interviews significantly shape my understanding. These interviews were 

open-ended, following informants' leads and interests as well as my own. hideed, my 

original interest was on how my informants defined sustainable ranching and what 

actions are required to ranch sustainably: the interview questions listed in Table 2.3 

reflect this interest, while the dissertation as a whole reflects how those interests have 

changed during the course of my interviews, (hi fact, in my original formulation of this 

dissertation, I intended to only have one chapter on sustainable ranching and compare it 

with other "field" sites that define sustainable agriculture, such as web sites, organic 

farms, public law, and other sites. I found, however, that those I spoke to about 

sustainable ranching shared so much with me that it deepened my interest in Arizona's 

grazing debates and made me want to linger over it in ways that a single chapter could not 

allow.) My first interviews most closely followed the questions of Table 2.3, at least 

when my informants' conversation styles allowed it. Even in final interviews, I asked 

most of these same questions, but I also asked others that were shaped by the topics my 

informants brought up. By the end of my interviews, for example, I was much more likely 

to also ask informants directly about Lehmann's lovegrass, which I had become interested 

in because I noticed that my early informants understood its ecological role in diverse 

ways. My informants' conversation style influenced the dialogue, too: in one of my early 

interviews, a rancher and his father spoke at such length in response to any one question. 
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Sample Interview Questions for 
The Rhetoric of Sustainable Agriculture 

Interviews will be open-ended and responsive to the interviewees' interests and 
experience. The questions below indicate my principal focus and will be used to shape the 
beginning of the interview. 

1) How are you involved in agriculture? 
2) What are you trying to accomplish in your work right now? 
3) What are the biggest helps and hindrances to your goals? 
4) What other groups do you interact with most in your agricultural work (for example, 

food buyers, input providers, other NGOs, community support networks, etc.) How 
do you interact with them? 

5) What in current agriculture would you call sustainable? What would you call 
unsustainable? 

6) What do you think are the biggest priorities for sustainable agriculture? For 
agriculture in general? 

7) How would you characterize the current climate (political, economic, social) in terms 
of how well it promotes a sustainable agriculture? Why? 

8) Is there anything in current agricultural politics that you don't think is talked about 
enough? If so, what is it? 

9) What one thing would you most want someone unfamiliar with agriculture to 
understand? 

10) What publications (books, magazines, web sites) do you read, and what do you get 
out of them? 

11) If you had to recommend one publication to someone as a best case or best analysis of 
sustainable agriculture, what would it be? 

12) Do you do any public writing related to agriculture? 

Table 2.3: This table replicates my list of sample interview questions as they were 
submitted for human subject approval. In my interviews, I substituted "ranching" for 
"agriculture." 
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playing off of each others' comments, that many of the questions in Table 2.3 were never 

asked. Indeed, a portion of this interview is lost because these two began talking about 

global examples of sustainability, which they knew I was interested in, as soon as we 

walked into their tack room to avoid the beginning of a summer rain. I had not yet set up 

my recorder and notebook, hi contrast, others, especially my informants who were 

affiliated with university work and accustomed to academic discourse, allowed my 

questions to steer the interview to a much greater extent. 

What do these interactions mean, epistemically, for the knowledge presented in 

this dissertation? I would like to offer contrastive metaphors as an answer. Someone who 

tries to create objective knowledge is in some ways similar to a contemporary violinist 

who attempts baroque reenactment. That violinist would use a period instrument, follow 

sheet music precisely, pour through libraries seeking to learn the historical conventions 

for tums, trills, and typified dynamic interpretation, hi short, she would want to recreate a 

standard cultural artifact. She would probably seek to unlearn the contemporary violin 

technique that most violinists first study. Her skill as a violinist, in this context, would be 

judged as her ability to transparently imitate any "other" baroque violinist and thereby 

efface differences in time and location. When she ceased to bring contemporary inflection 

to her performance, her music could be trusted in its authenticity. The violinist might 

even try to control listener response by choosing performance venues that evoked a 

baroque sensibility, or by a pre-performance lecture or performance notes that educated 

listeners as to what to expect from baroque music. What this cultural reconstruction 

would obviate would be that baroque violinists varied, that they had soloistic impulses to 



interpret music uniquely, and that even the desire for different instruments that could 

produce fuller sounds was active within aspects of the baroque musical culture. Similarly, 

in objective knowledge, the goal is that, through careful study, one can efface oneself and 

thereby capture an authentic culture. 

This dissertation is instead more like a jazz musician whom I once heard perform 

in a warehouse located near a train trestle. He had joined a jazz trio one unique Easter 

when snow fell and stuck temporarily to the tops of Tucson's city sahuaros. This 

trombonist was interpretively rendering standard jazz tunes, just as a rhetorician might 

put an interpretive spin on the standard texts of her field, inflecting them, but in ways that 

are fully within the modality of a rhetorical scholar. As the foursome played, a train 

passed by. It whistled its interruption into the group's internal musical dialogue. After a 

moment's dissonance, the trombonist made the whistle part of the music by beginning a 

duet with the train, a trombone-inflected version of the train's tones calling back in 

response to its whistles, changing with the Doppler effect. Although this musical 

development was consistent with the jazz that had come before the train, it had become 

something new as well. From the audience's perspective, the train whistle changed too, 

from an interruption to an integral part of the performance. 

Prior to conducting this research, I studied widely within the discipline of 

composition and rhetoric. My work has also borrowed heavily from cultural studies, 

sociology, and anthropology to help me create an interpretive, nonconstant, synthesis of 

rhetorical theory within my principle areas of concentration: genre theory, science studies, 

identity theory, social movement theory. Other scholars with these interests have become 
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my customary group of interlocutors, those whom I can have a tight but flexible dialogue 

with based on shared assumptions and an internalized understanding of how one speaks 

to another and respond to another's generic cues. Ethnographic research has been the train 

coming by (although more active, responsive, and dialogic than this one-way metaphor 

suggests) that has caused me to change my tune, to adapt to a dialogue outside of my 

internal group, and to try to represent the life outside of the warehouse walls of academia. 

Yet that representation is still a dialogue, dependent on the moving train, the changing 

whistle. It is still deeply inflected by my prior dialogue with rhetorical scholars, and 

notably still a part of rhetorical metadiscourse, although completely altered from what it 

had sounded like before it opened up to new voices in a way that redrew the boundaries 

of what is included in the dialogue. The knowledge I make about Arizona's grazing 

debates is dependent on my informants' knowledge as well as on my disciplined response 

to it. It is no less than a few musical phrases sounded as part of an ever-changing 

dialogue. 

Critical Anthropologv. Donna Harawav, and the Rise of Relationship-Conscious 

Research and Writing 

Issues of facticity are significantly altered by positions that accept that knowledge 

is partial and contingent, based in dialogue and relationship, constituted by language that 

at once makes meaning and makes connections. The question, is this factual, becomes 

instead: are the relationships—the connections—that an argument is based on 

comprehensible, able to be scrutinized in ways that situate its meaning? The 
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circumstances of my interviews are presented above with this scrutiny in mind. However, 

the test of comprehension is not in itself enough to justify the knowledge writers 

construct. The Enlightenment project justified itself by the maxim "the truth will set you 

free." The quest for knowledge is understood as necessarily liberating. Once facticity is 

reconfigured, however, so is the concept of necessary liberation. If the symbol—the 

knowledge, the meaning—is contingent, then so is the act performed by the symbol. 

This is the problem that critical theory's response to empiricism attempts to 

address via catalytic validity. This solution, as discussed by Smith, maintains the causal 

connection between truth and freedom. However, it places the emphasis of judgment on 

the term "freedom" while empiricism place the emphasis on "truth." Empiricists seek 

truth, assuming enlightenment will be its consequence; critical theorists, in general terms, 

seek freedom from oppression and assume the knowledge that serves this goal is true. 

A rhetorical approach to knowledge assumes more contingency than is 

acknowledged in either the empiricist or critical theorist position. There are many 

possible knowledges, many possible symbohc acts, and many possible futures. To be self-

reflexive, however, a rhetorical approach to knowledge must not just analyze other 

positions but also realize its own rhetoricity. As persuasion, even the writing of the 

analyst is contingent and active and, consequently, responsible. 

My emphasis on the consequences of writing depends heavily on critical 

anthropology and the work of feminist technoscience scholar Haraway. Both Haraway 

and critical anthropologists make knowledge in ways that show consciousness of the 

impact of writing as writing. To illustrate the tradition that critical anthropology departs 
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from, I begin with anthropologist Renato Rosaldo's narrative summary of classical 

ethnographic research presented in Culture and Truth. This history was chosen among 

many possibilities because Rosaldo's telling is parodic: it at once represents and critiques 

classical anthropology. Beyond this parody, I turn to critical anthropology and then 

discuss its affinities with Haraway's work. 

To illustrate the legacy of classical anthropology, Rosaldo tells a parodic story of 

the "Lone Ethnographer" who travels to "a distant land" to do fieldwork, undergoing 

heroic trials before finally returning home to write a "definitive work" under a "mask of 

innocence," never recognizing his complicity with imperialism (30-31). In other words, 

the Lone Ethnographer never acknowledges the full system of relationships and 

connections that his work establishes between him, his audience back home, and the 

"natives" he writes about, let alone the power differentials inherent in those relationships. 

This mythology points to an ethnographic authority derived, on one hand, from an 

emphasis on the ethnographer's distance fi-om "his native," and, on the other, the 

ethnographer's personal prowess in overcoming that distance, only to re-establish it in the 

process of writing (31). By effacing his connections with the site he studies, the 

ethnographer can conveniently ignore not only the partiality of his perspective, but how 

his writing acts rhetorically in relationship to the site he studies, including, for example, 

any complicity with colonization or other cultural processes of change. Indeed, Rosaldo 

argues, this classical ethnographic mythos is integrated with a theoretical perspective that 

denies change and instead understands cultures as static systems that can 

unproblematically be objectified (37). This position also relies on a belief in the 
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transparency of language: the writing-up of fieldwork is not understood as a problem 

because it is assumed that anthropological writing objectively represents its subjects. 

Since the 1960s, however, Rosaldo continues, the assumption that cultures are 

static has given way to "an alternative project that attempts to understand human conduct 

as it unfolds through time and in relation to its meanings for the actors" (37). This new 

understanding, built on the historicity of culture, also assumes the subject status of the 

studied human actors, requiring that ethnographers develop ways of writing that build 

subject-subject relationships instead of the classical subject-object relationships. (Note 

the affinity between this new way of writing and Bakhtin's dialogism, as opposed to 

monologism.) Rosaldo's work is an example of such new forms of writing, hi a passage 

where Rosaldo is primarily focusing on the role of the ethnographer's emotions in 

creating identification and cultural understanding, Rosaldo also recounts an interchange 

with an Ilongot friend that demonstrates both the force of the Ilongot's interpretation in 

contrast to Rosaldo's and also how the Ilongot actively responds to historical change. 

Rosaldo notes that when a father converted to Christianity quickly after his child's death, 

Rosaldo assumed the father wished to deny death's reality. His Ilongot friend testily 

countered this interpretation, noting that after headhunting became illegal Christianity 

became an alternative means of coping with grief (5). The Ilongot's choice is represented 

as neither denial nor as a passive acceptance of the missionary's faith, but instead as an 

active and conscious way to respond to changing cultural circumstances. 

One of the writers that Rosaldo draws on extensively is the anthropologist Geertz. 

Geertz's work, especially as discussed in his reflective Works and Lives, has been pivotal 
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in authorizing the retheorizing of anthropologic writing, a project that has now expanded 

far beyond Geertz's original expecations. In Works and Lives, Geertz argues that 

ethnographers are not believed for "the extensiveness of their descriptions" or for "the 

force of their theoretical arguments" but rather because they can "convince us that what 

they say is a result of their having actually penetrated (or, if you prefer, been penetrated 

by) another form of life, of having, one way or another, truly 'been there" (3-5). Geertz 

continues using language that shows how fully the work of ethnographers and 

rhetoricians intersect: "[Pjersuading us that this offstage miracle [of presence] has 

occurred, is where the writing comes in" (5). Because writing is so crucial to 

ethnographic work, Geertz's analysis of different types of ethnographies suggest that 

affinities between texts—such as the resemblance between Firth and Malinowski or 

Kroeber and Boas—are best understood not as a "school," not as "a matter of group 

formation, swimming together behind a lead fish," but instead as "a matter of genre 

formation, a move to exploit newly revealed possibilities of representation" (20). Each 

new genre establishes a different relationship between the ethnographic writer and her 

referents, the "natives," as well as between the writer and her audience, hi ethnographic 

writing, knowledge and relationships are simultaneously constructed. 

One response to work such as Geertz's has been to develop a new branch of 

"critical anthropology" that reflexively makes issues of writing and knowledge-

production a central part of anthropologic inquiry. Critical anthropology is associated 

with such writers as James Clifford, Michael Fischer and George Marcus as well as with 

intellectual projects such as the seminar which resulted in the collection Writing Culture: 
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The Poetics and Politics of Ethnography, edited by Clifford and Marcus, hi Clifford's 

introduction to this volume, which he tellingly subtitles "Partial Truths," Clifford sums 

up the epistemic stance of the contributors and, by extension, practitioners within the 

critical anthropology movement: 

They see culture as composed of seriously contested codes and 
representations; they assume that the poetic and the political are 
inseparable, that science is in, not above, historical and linguistic 
processes. They assume that academic and literary genres interpenetrate 
and that the writing of cultural descriptions is properly experimental and 
ethical. Their focus on text making and rhetoric serves to highlight the 
constructed, artificial nature of cultural accounts. It undermines overly 
transparent modes of authority, and it draws attention to the historical 
predicament of ethnography, the fact that it is always caught up in the 
invention, not the representation, of cultures. (2) 

The focus on the poetic, literary, artificial and inventive aspects of anthropologic writing 

highlights the reflexive awareness of critical anthropologists: writing-up field work is not 

a neutral reflection of a field site, but is instead a partial, even fictive (creative) way to 

represent a culture. Yet this understanding of writing-as-fiction does not throw out 

possibilities of connecting with the anthropologic other, histead, reality and fiction are 

seen as part of a connected whole. 

Those connections, however, are understood differently by different practitioners 

within the critical anthropology movement. One compelling formulation of the 

relationship between ethnographic writing and field sites is articulated by George Marcus. 

Marcus claims that textual production is creative in the sense that it is partially 

constitutive of a changing reality. Yet it is still grounded in the system it studies. In 

"Ethnography in/of the World System: The Emergence of Multi-Sited Ethnography," 
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Marcus recommends a method that eschews the ideal of studying a clearly bounded site, 

such as an isolated tribe (an ideal that becomes a fiction as soon as the colonial 

anthropologist arrives). Instead, this method focuses on coimections between multiple 

sites. Marcus gives several examples of how to construct such an inquiry. In his "follow 

the people" method, for example, Marcus discusses how anthropologists have followed 

Mexican migrants across the border in order to develop their understanding of a diasporic 

world system (90-91). In a "follow the metaphor" study, researchers study the "circulation 

of signs" (92). An example he gives is E. Martin's study of the trope of "flexibility," 

which cormects scientific discourses of flexible immune systems to capitalist discourses 

of flexible specialization (93). The work I do in this dissertation, which ranges across 

southern Arizona (and a bit beyond) in interviews, which travels through the Internet, 

academic journals, newspapers, and court cases in search of texts, is most closely aligned 

with Marcus' "follow the conflict" sub-method. Marcus writes: "In the more complex 

public spheres of contemporary societies, this technique is a [. . .] central, organizing 

principle for multi-sited ethnography" (94). The discursive patterns I am studying do not 

fully make sense without considering the interaction of multiple arenas for decision

making, such as on-the-ground management, public opinion, media, and voting, multiple 

legislatures, courts, and government agencies such as the BLM and Forest Service. 

Connections between these arenas help shape the conflict over grazing in southern 

Arizona. The language used in each arena is relevant to this study. 

The previous paragraph, while it stresses connectivity, temporarily occludes an 

essential aspect of Marcus' methodology. Even though it focuses on a connected system 
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rather than a bounded culture, it nonetheless reproduces the Lone Ethnographer's outside-

looking-in perspective. Yet the equivocation "in/of is an essential part of Marcus' title. 

Marcus would have ethnographers understand that as they study a system, their own 

representations become a part of that system; they are conducting a study ^ a system, but 

they are also within the system they study. Marcus understands the need for reflexivity as 

a consequence of the connection between the ethnographer's representations and the 

studied system. Unlike the Lone Ethnographer who can pretend he has nothing to do with 

colonial change, the Socially Embedded Ethnographer should critique how her own 

representations participate in—^perhaps altering—the always-active culture she studies. 

This participatory aspect of ethnographic writing leads Marcus to argue that the ethos of 

the multi-sited ethnographer is an activist ethos, although "not (necessarily) the 

traditional self-defmed left-liberal scholar" (98). Instead this activism is a consequence of 

renegotiating one's researcher identity, together with its political-ethical implications, in a 

variety of sites, a multitude of relationships. Marcus writes: 

This condition of shifting personal positions in relation to one's subjects 
and other active discourses in a field that overlap with one's own generates 
a definite sense of doing more than just ethnography, and it is this quality 
that provides a sense of being an activist for and against positioning in 
even the most self-perceived apolitical fieldworker. (99) 

The shifting which Marcus refers to is a consequence of building relationships through 

dialogue with others and even internalized dialogue with texts. The ethnographer's need 

to enter into this dialogue in order to relate to it makes him an active part of the studied 

system. 
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Haraway's work is particularly useful for interrogating how an ethnographic text 

actively participates in a studied system. Haraway is held up as an exemplar by Marcus in 

both "Ethnography in/of and "On Ideologies of Reflexivity in Contemporary Efforts to 

Remake the Human Sciences." In "On Ideologies," Marcus differentiates between four 

types of reflexivity, giving Haraway's approach paramount status. He labels these four 

forms as "the null form of reflexivity [. . .] self-critique," "sociological reflexivity," 

"anthropological reflexivity," and—to describe Haraway's form—"feminist reflexivity" 

(192-201). The contrast between these helps clarify what is unique about Haraway's 

approach^. 

Marcus is critical of the null and sociological reflexivities. He acknowledges that 

the subjective self-questioning of the null form does accomplish a critique of objectivist 

ethnographic accounts, thereby opening up space for new forms of writing. However, he 

claims that the null form's emphasis on subjectivity does little else of value and makes 

itself vulnerable to claims of narcissism (192-94). In this form of reflexivity, the 

ethnographer effectively negates his own authority, claiming the impossibility of knowing 

anything beyond himself The second form of reflexivity discussed by Marcus, the 

sociological form, commits the opposite crime, affirming the ethnographer's ability to 

know without acknowledging the partiality and limits of her knowledge. As exemplified 

by French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu, writing in this style either locates reflexivity at the 

^ This and subsequent paragraphs are based closely on a passage from my "Debating Ecology: Ethnographic 
Writing that 'Makes a Difference,'" which is forthcoming in Protean Ground: Critical Ethnography and 
the Postmodern Turn, edited by Stephen G. Brown and Sidney Dobrin. (New York: Suny P, 2003). 
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margins of the text or else turns reflexivity itself into an object. This type of reflexivity 

reproduces conventional ethnographic practices (194-96). For Marcus, neither of these 

two forms fully acknowledges the relationship between ethnographic writing, 

ethnographic knowledge, and its referents. 

These forms do have their attractions, as is evident in composition scholar 

Kathleen Dixon's "Gendering the 'Personal.'" This highly reflexive article in part 

addresses Dixon's difficulty in understanding a female student she establishes a 

relationship with as part of a multi-year ethnographic project. Dixon's essay oscillates 

between a self-conscious, self-critical subjectivity and a desire to reach beyond that 

subjectivity to understand the "other," the student "Elizabeth," on the student's own 

terms. On one hand, Dixon is reflexively aware that, as a teacher, she is most comfortable 

establishing what she considers to be a masculine-gendered homosocial relationship. On 

the other hand, as she concludes her article she articulates her desire to be able to say, in 

response to Elizabeth's writing; "It was your story, your perspective, and when I read it I 

understood it" (274). I would argue that Dixon's desire to understand the other 

reproduces the traditional anthropologic urge for definitive knowledge, with the 

difference being that her fidelity to the limits of her subjectivity refuses to allow her to 

represent herself as obtaining that knowledge. Her essay hints that her difficulty 

understanding Elizabeth's writing stems from the same source as her difficulty 

establishing a satisfying teacher-student relationship with Elizabeth. The "other" remains 

distant. In this respect, Dixon reverses the trope of the "Lone Ethnographer" by claiming 

that distance is not crossed. 
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However, Dixon's self-defeating approach does not exhaust the possibilities of 

reflexive writing. According to Marcus, other extant reflexive forms have the potential to 

more significantly alter the possibilities of representation and knowledge production 

within ethnographic writing. "On Ideologies of Reflexivity" continues by delineating two 

additional forms of reflexivity, anthropological and feminist, that better suit Marcus' 

desires. Marcus connects anthropological reflexivity to Fred Myers' "pohtics of location," 

a form of writing that acknowledges how any culture studied is already implicated in a 

preconstructed set of historical connections, meanings and representations. The 

ethnographer/author then attempts to critically negotiate these received meanings in a 

power-sensitive manner. This is a context-constrained reflexivity, one exemplified by the 

attempts of Myers and his colleague Bette Clark to support Australian aboriginals' desires 

to control the meaning of an encounter that was being given widespread political and 

media attention. The representational practices ultimately chosen by Myers and Clark are 

highly conditioned by the relationship of mutual support that they establish with the 

aboriginals. Marcus claims that Myers' reflexivity in this case effectively changes 

anthropology's understanding of its purpose. That is, Myers' approach eschews the 

received tradition of attempting to create neutral, transparent representations. Instead, 

recognizing that representational practices are embedded in relationships charged by 

power differentials, Myers calls upon disciplinary practitioners to become more self-

conscious of the effect that adding their representations will have on the politics of 

meaning. In this type of reflexivity, the ethnographer's authority is configured as the 

agency to symbolically act within the constraints of a preconstituted system of meanings. 
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Marcus saves his greatest praise for the feminist reflexivity represented by 

Haraway's "positioning," which produces highly situated knowledge that "constitutes an 

invitation to critically respond to its partiality [. . . because it assumes] that all work is 

incomplete and requires response (and thus engagement) from those in other positions" 

(198). In Modest Witness@Second Millennium, a text pubUshed subsequent to Marcus' 

article, Haraway further develops her understanding of the knowledge she constructs, 

referring to her ideal method of inquiry as "diffraction"—writing that can "make a 

difference in the world" (16). By the use of an optical metaphor that, unlike reflection, 

highlights how images change in response to mediation, Haraway argues that attempts to 

achieve authentic representation fail to recognize that a writer's representations 

themselves constitute a partial aspect of reality. Writers are not mirrors, not reflectors, but 

creators. This creativity does n^ invalidate the knowledge that writers produce, as if the 

presence of a writer somehow made knowledge less authentic. Instead, writers' creativity 

gives their knowledge the ability to be a new invention, something different, but 

nonetheless connected to other meanings through a complex web of relationships. This 

web, like the Internet, highlights the limitations of any single person's access to its field 

of material-semiotic meanings, as well as the contingency of the meanings that person 

then makes while following the links of the web (6, 246). This web, like a game of cat's 

cradle, allows a skillful participant to take a pre-existing pattern of relationships and 

temporarily reconfigure it into something new (268-71). The potential of positioned 

authors to enter into relationships and make something different out of them is what gives 
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knowledge-production its power to create change—and what makes authors responsible 

to their creative acts. 

Haraway's concept of diffraction develops the concept of positioning that Marcus 

praises as a particularly valuable form of reflexivity. It is important to note, therefore, that 

Haraway explicitly distances her writing from reflexive forms: "[M]y suspicion is that 

reflexivity, like reflection, only displaces the same elsewhere, setting up the worries about 

copy and original and the search for the authentic and the really real" (16). However, 

Haraway's use of the term reflexivity is more limited and specific than is Marcus'. 

Because of her sensitivity to the optical metaphor underlying the term reflexivity, 

Haraway refers to reflexivity in the singular rather than acknowledging multiple possible 

forms of reflexivity, forms with multiple possible rhetorical impacts. The affinity between 

Haraway's and Marcus' understanding, however, is evident even in Haraway's critique of 

reflexivity. She writes: "Reflexivity is a bad trope for escaping the false choice between 

realism and relativism in thinking about strong objectivity and situated knowledges in 

technoscientific knowledge" (16). This critique is analogous to Marcus' commentary on 

the null form of reflexivity and its "sociological" opposite, as represented by the 

objectivist impulses of Bourdieu. Given these affinities, I will maintain consistency 

within my own text by using Marcus' looser definition of reflexivity, and include 

diffraction as a particularly powerful form of it. 

The importance Haraway attaches to acknowledging the partial and situated nature 

of all knowledge creates an imperative for developing new genres of writing. Writers who 

are aware of the contingency—and the politics—of their representations may choose not 
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to fall back on received ethnographic forms. Instead, as they establish relationships within 

the system of meanings they study and as they invite readers to also enter into that system 

of meanings, writers, although they cannot control reader response, bear the full 

responsibility of their agency as the knowledge they produce becomes, as Marcus claims 

in "Ethnography in/of the World System," part of the system they are studying. 

Both Marcus' and Haraway's approach to writing emphasizes its role in the 

creation of change. The consequent responsibility is the catalytic validity of Smith's 

critical theorist, but it is reconfigured—diffracted—to allow for multiplicity and an 

understanding of agency that does not see human freedom as having a determinist aspect, 

hi order to understand what any particular text tries to accomplish rhetorically, it is 

essential to understand how the writer establishes relationships with the world he is 

studying, but also how his writing and representation diffract those relationships. 

I have already discussed how ethnography has influenced my knowledge 

construction by shaping where I have looked for partners in dialogue—that is, by 

conditioning my choices for interviewees and the myriad of written texts that also serve 

as my sources. I now turn to a brief discussion of another key influence on the dialogic 

knowledge created here, constituted out of a conversation with disciplinary voices that 

shape how I analyze and otherwise respond to my data. Below is a section on the 

rhetorical analysis used throughout this dissertation. This dissertation is as much an 

argument about how certain types of rhetorical analysis are able to shape knowledge as it 

is an argument about grazing politics. The section below is an introduction to the analysis 
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but, because of its centrality, it will be recurred to and significantly developed in the 

dissertation as a whole. 

A Range of Types of Rhetorical Analysis. Guided by the Diffractive Goal of Dialogism 

The remaining two chapters of part one depend on types of rhetorical analysis that 

focus on the construction of identity. I will briefly discuss these at the end of this section. 

First, however, I would like to turn briefly to the analysis guiding part two of this 

dissertation. What I present here is simply an overview: I will develop these points further 

within part two itself. 

Part two focuses on a set of contrasting ecological claims. Within an empiricist, or 

even post-empiricist, framework, it is impossible to give each claim equal validity. One 

set of claims points to the restorative effects of grazing cows on southern Arizona's desert 

grasslands; the next argues that cattle totally destroy the land; the third stakes a middle 

ground that finds room for cattle but only with constant care to circumvent potentially 

negative ecological effects. As an ethnographer, I find myself interested in the different 

"cultural logics"—to use Marcus' term—that each of these sets of claims point to 

("Ethnography in/of 81). hi addition to being motivated by my ethnographic affihation, I 

am also partially motivated in my analytic choice out of a reluctance to judge one claim 

as more or less valid than the rest, both out of respect for my informants and because I 

understand scientific method as the appropriate arbiter of these claims. As a rhetorical 

scholar, though, I understand part of my analytical work to involve accounting for the 

persuasiveness of each claim to those who hold each position. This involves examining 
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sources of evidence together with the reciprocally-constituted logics that help informants 

judge what counts as appropriate evidence and inference. What this analytic process 

reveals, as part two will demonstrate, is that rhetorical analysis can provide a significantly 

different way of understanding knowledge than does science. The consequence of this 

type of analysis is that it brings a depth of understanding to the three different positions I 

am analyzing. This rhetorical diffraction has the potential to move dialogue from a 

deadlock of scientific certainty and blame to one where contrasting values may be more 

openly acknowledged and debated. 

The first step in this process has been deciding (again, largely out of my desire to 

treat all of my informants' positions as valid), to model my analysis on the "symmetrical" 

method described by Wiebe E. Bijker and David Bloor before him, a method they use to 

produce a sociological analysis of, respectively, technology and mathematical knowledge. 

Bloor demonstrates how education shapes what children consider to be true and thereby 

ultimately conditions both the premises and patterns of inference made by 

mathematicians. Bijker, in a series of three cases, considers how disciplinary training, 

advertising, public discourse, and socioeconomic relationships together shape the 

meanings given to technological artifacts. Their methods demonstrate that the same 

analytical framework can be used to account for true and false beliefs (for Bloor) and 

historically successful and unsuccessful technologies (for Bijker). Consequently, 

questions of truth and falsity are elided. While this works well to examine the historically 

settled cases analyzed by Bloor and Bikjer, it is even more useful in a case such as mine 

where the claims being studied have not yet achieved consensus. A rhetorical adaptation 
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of their approaches provides me with a set of tools for accounting for ecological 

arguments that do not rely on scientific judgments of truth or falsity, but that instead 

stress how meaning is communicated and negotiated in relationships. I will defer a 

discussion of my rhetorical inflections of symmetrical analysis until part two, which 

elaborates on different methods of analysis over four chapters. 

Part one has a similar goal as part two: developing an understanding of what types 

of rhetoric promote dialogue rather than reified conflict, hi this current chapter, chapter 

two, I have furthered this goal by arguing that ethnographic writing produces 

intersubjective knowledge, grounded in dialogic relationships. That is, the argument I 

make in this dissertation is not meant to be reified but to instead participate in a dialogue 

with both my informants and my readers. To further this goal, I have advanced the 

argument that the way I represent both my informants and my own identity as a researcher 

depends on dynamic relationships: my representations, consequently, should not be taken 

as static, nor are they meant to be the "last word." As Bakhtin notes, "There is neither a 

first nor a last word and there are no limits to the dialogic context" ("Methodology" 170). 

My methods for achieving this goal have been primarily critical-interpretive, a rereading 

of relevant literature that recontextualizes it to support my approach to ethnographic 

research and writing. 

In the next chapter of my dissertation, my form of rhetorical analysis is also 

hermeneutic. There, however, even as I study the three hybrid public texts that are the 

data for my analysis, I begin to hybridize my own critical analysis with a method common 

to ethnographies: the use of "coding" as a way to create meaning. Coding is simply the 
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systematic application of interpretive categories to sections of a text so that the categories 

can be compared with each other. Coding is a way of guiding what the analyst notices and 

heightening awareness of different textual dynamics. While the term is usually used to 

refer to processes of interpreting interviews or ethnographic field notes, in the case of 

chapter three I instead use coding to highlight particular aspects of three book-length texts 

that topically address grazing in Arizona. My codes reflect genre knowledge: as my 

reading of these texts evoke different genres, I note where and how those genres are 

called into play. My next interpretive step is to examine the typical purpose of each genre, 

how that purpose is reflected in the texts I am reading, and how the multiple genres 

evoked in these texts create hybrid utterances that cohere around particular 

representations of the cultural identity of ranching. This project is connected to my 

dissertation as a whole because it promotes a discussion of how genres can be used to 

dynamically shape identities or, alternatively, to create reified representations of them. 

My final chapter of part two, "Toward a Dialogic Understanding of Frames and 

Identities: Moving away from Essential Conflict," is methodologically even more closely 

aligned with traditional interview coding. The chapter opens with a critical review of 

social movement research on language use, especially as it pertains to the representation 

of movement identities. This theoretical concern with identity leads me to code my 

interviews specifically for instances where my informants represent their own and others' 

identities in explicit ways. By examining their rhetorical construction of identities in the 

context of their reports about how they relate to others involved in grazing conflict, I 

advance the argument that the more dynamically and flexibly identities are represented, 



the more easily they lead to collaboration and to innovative responses to deep-seated 

conflict. 

While my exact analytic methods vary from chapter to chapter, and even more 

from part one to part two, my choice of method is consistently guided by my 

methodological commitment to rhetorically diffracting grazing conflict in ways that 

promote dialogue, understanding and creative solutions to otherwise reified conflicts. 

This type of analysis is situated in my disciplinary background; it is also situated in my 

understanding of southern Arizona's grazing conflict in particular. That is, my intention 

to foster dialogue, I would argue, is appropriate to situations of reified conflict where 

multiple parties have successfully created a public voice for their position, as is the case 

in the conflict I am studying; it may very well be less appropriate to situations where a 

quiescent status quo needs to be interrupted to promote goals such as equality or civil 

rights. Further, my analysis is partial, highly conditioned by the relationships, with all 

their interplay of system and contingency, that I have discussed here. The purpose of this 

chapter has been to make my analysis scrutable as well. By discussing the methods that 

guide the construction of my dissertation's argument, I intend to make that argument 

vulnerable to an ongoing conversation about what is taking place in the claims and 

counter-claims that range over grazing in southern Arizona. 
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Chapter Three 

Hybrid Texts: Using Multiple Genres to Rhetorically Represent Ranching Culture 

Hybridization is a term rooted in agriculture. One of its most salient cultural 

meanings points to the experimental farmer deliberately cross-pollinating plants or 

breeding animals in the hope of creating something new, something perhaps more—or 

differently—serviceable than what came before, yet something nonetheless rooted in the 

characteristics of its progenitors. The new plant or animal has its characteristics 

determined by a generative mix of its predecessors, but it is also notably shaped by the 

human agency to select which plants to hybridize, which animals to breed. Hybridization 

ensures that reproduction will not produce more of the same, but that it will instead create 

changes, changes that are typically much more substantial than those arising from 

unmediated reproduction. 

A secondary meaning of the term hybridization points to what happens when 

diverse aspects of language are combined, such as when words like "cross" and 

"pollinate" are hybridized to create "cross-pollinate." The hybrid word depends on 

readers' abilities to recognize the words it is derived from, and to combine those words' 

meanings in new, productive ways. A similar dynamic happens with texts drawn from 

multiple genres. Writers who create hybrids—texts that are, for example, at once histories 

and polemics—are able to build on the typical rhetorical actions associated with all the 

genres they draw on. At the same time, however, the resultant hybrid is more than the 
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sum of its generic constituents. Even when readers do not explicitly recognize those 

contingent genres, a text's meaning depends on their ability to integrate their implicit 

knowledge of multiple genres by noting, for example: "This historic past compels me to 

act to create a more just future." 

The three texts I examine in this chapter of my dissertation all hybridize multiple 

genres in an attempt to influence the way readers respond to the topic they are writing 

about. In each case, that topic substantively includes cattle grazing in southern Arizona. 

Indeed, one of the primary functions of each text is to rhetorically represent the ranching 

culture and to construct for that culture a non-neutral identity that can persuade readers to 

act in ways that either politically support or condemn it. While the target audience for 

each of the texts I have chosen is the general reader^, the purpose, and the represented 

identity of ranchers, varies greatly from text to text. These purposes and representations 

are strongly determined by genre, hi this chapter, I analyze how genres shape these texts. 

This analysis serves two purposes: to introduce three disparate textual representations of 

the ranching identity, each of which has broader currency in the debate over grazing as a 

whole; and to develop the argument that genres, and their hybrids, are always rhetorical, 

always political, and consequently essential to an understanding of political conflict. That 

is, the reification of disagreement cannot be fully understood without recognizing how 

generic differences in ways of speaking and writing shape the meanings held by different 

writers and readers. 

' Each text, for example, is sold at nationwide chain bookstores in general readership sections. 
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Chapter Overview: Three Texts, Three Common Positions, and Generic Hybridization 

The three books I analyze in this chapter are: Thomas Sheridan's Arizona: A 

History. Sandra Day O'Connor and H. Alan Day's Lazy B: Growing up on a Cattle Ranch 

in the American Southwest, and Jeremy Rifkin's Beyond Beef: The Rise and Fall of the 

Cattle Culture. Each of these texts has analogies to common positions in the debate, 

positions that resemble, for example, the three contradictory ecological positions that I 

will analyze in part two of this dissertation. One of these positions, represented by 

Rifkin's Beyond Beef, is that ranching is an ecologically destructive practice—and 

economically dishonest, to boot. A second extreme, represented by O'Connor and Day's 

Lazy B. is that ranching represents a highly valuable cultural tradition, one that fosters a 

number of personal and communal virtues, including the ability to care for the land as 

ecological stewards. The third position, represented by Sheridan's Arizona, is more 

complex: while it places a high value on certain types of ranching for both cultural and 

ecological reasons, it argues that ranching has also been associated with a number of 

abuses. Those holding this position tend to support ranchers, but with a critical eye to 

potential negative effects of ranching. One of my primary purposes for including this 

chapter at this point in the dissertation is to provide readers with a developed context for 

understanding the varied positions taken in debates over grazing. This context will make 

the arguments analyzed in the rest of this dissertation more accessible to readers. 
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While the three positions represented in these books are ubiquitous with the 

debate over grazing in southern Arizona (at least when stated in the general form 

indicated above), the three texts are unique in the genres they choose to make their (often 

implicit) argument. Those genres are a crucial determinant of the persuasive 

consequences of each text. This chapter develops the particularities of this argument for 

each of the above texts. First, I argue that Sheridan embeds what is primarily a historical 

narrative within the genre of nature writing. By hybridizing nature writing with history, 

Sheridan locates human agency within an environment of natural constraints and thereby 

suggests that family ranching is in a better position than other human lifestyles to find a 

way to sustainably integrate human activity into the desert landscape. Nature writing 

gives Sheridan's historical argument a normative function that is explicitly relevant to the 

present, reinforcing Sheridan's contemporary position as Chair of the Cultural Advisory 

Subcommittee of the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, a county-wide attempt to create 

consensus about how to use land in Pima, southern Arizona's most populated county. 

Second, I examine Lazy B, which uses the conventions of memoir, oral 

storytelling, character sketches and eulogy to create a moral world based in independence, 

hard work, and personal responsibility, hi this context, nature becomes a testing ground 

for personal character, validating the authority of those who have successfully lived as 

ranchers in the American Southwest, particularly in southern Arizona. This recently 

published text has two potential political impacts. First, at a time that O'Connor is 

routinely facing scrutiny for her election 2000 decision and other Supreme Court rulings. 
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this text constructs for O'Connor a pub He image as a person with the moral authority to 

make judicial decisions. Second, and much more importantly for the purpose of this 

dissertation, at a time when ranching is under political attack romanticizing traditional 

ranching serves the political purpose of validating the ranching culture, especially to the 

relatively uninformed urban voting block that is a primary part of O'Connor and Day's 

audience. 

Third, I analyze Rifkin's Beyond Beef which was first printed in 1993. The 

textual construction of this book is notably similar to that of Rachel Carson's Silent 

Spring, which has been regularly credited with launching the environmental movement 

(Brooks 276; see also B. Miller and Plevin). The polemic hybridization of nature writing 

with scientific writing, pioneered by Carson, is also evident throughout Rifkin's Beyond 

Beef. This suggests that Rifkin is attempting to build on Carson's success and to expand 

the environmentalist movement into an area that, even now, is not universally opposed by 

all those who identify themselves as part of the envirormiental movement. 

My analytic focus on genre reinforces the rhetorical theory laid out in the 

introduction of this dissertation, which argues, following Bakhtin, that language use must 

be understood within a social context. Genre analysis is one of the more socially-oriented 

forms of analysis used within the discipline of rhetoric and composition. Since this 

dissertation's first chapter has already provided a general introduction to genre theory, 

especially as it is articulated by Bakhtin and Lyotard, I begin this chapter with only a brief 

review of their genre theory. I augment this review with a short discussion of what is 



arguably the most important article on genre theory within the discipline of rhetoric and 

composition, Carolyn Miller's "Genre as Social Action." Miller's article is one of the 

earliest specifically rhetorical studies of genre. It is also one of the most—if not the 

most—cited article within this discipline's genre studies. It has been foundational in 

launching what is now a vital program of genre study within rhetoric and composition. 

Following my brief discussion of genre theory, I next turn to the specific genres 

and texts that form the basis of this chapter's analysis. As each of the three texts I have 

chosen draw from different genres, this chapter is organized in a way to introduce readers 

to typical generic features prior to the analytic section that draws on those genres. First, I 

introduce the genres of historical narrative and nature writing that are key to Sheridan's 

Arizona, and then I turn to analysis of the book itself I repeat this pattern of discussing 

genres, then text, for the remaining two books as well. 

After the individual analysis of each book, I begin to draw the chapter to a close 

by more direct comparisons of the three texts. In my penultimate section, "Fencing 

Rhetoric: The Consequences of Generic Choices for Historical Representation," I 

compare how each text presents the history of the Taylor Grazing Act, a congressional act 

that effectively ended the open range. By focusing on greatly contrasting accounts of the 

same event, this section dramatically reinforces my argument that genre, and generic 

hybridization, significantly shapes the rhetorical representation of events. The political 

consequences of each book's choice of how to represent ranching culture become 



particularly apparent through this juxtaposition of historically identical—but rhetorically 

opposed—mparts of their narrative. 

My final section highlights and reinforces the guiding theme of this chapter. Each 

of the books I am analyzing represent food and agriculture in a way that makes an 

implicit argument about the ideal relationship between people and nature. That is, they 

each promote different socioecological relations. By taking "we are what we eat" as a 

rhetorical truth presented by each of these books, I am able to demonstrate how the 

relationships between writer, audience, and topic coded by diverse genres are used 

normatively to suggest how readers should politically integrate their self with society and 

with nature. 

Through the representation of an ideal socioecology that depends significantly on 

a representation of the collective identity of ranching culture, each of these books address 

such additional identity-related questions as: what is the ethical orientation of an ideal 

self and what is the identity of the real versus the ideal society? Although this chapter 

foregrounds generic hybridization rather than identity, issues of identity are important 

enough within the rhetoric of each of the texts I analyze that identity is a constant theme 

of the chapter—a theme that connects this chapter to the previous one and, even more 

significantly, prepares for the next, which deals explicitly with the representation of 

identities within the interviews that are the primary data of this dissertation. 
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Genre as a Rhetorical Social Construct 

As I discussed in the introductory chapter of this dissertation, genres are social 

constructs, internalized during dialogic conversation (spoken or written). Those who 

respond to utterances within dialogue depend on their genre knowledge to help them infer 

the intent of speakers or writers. Genre, then, allows content and form to be infused with 

purpose. Reciprocally, the centrality of purpose helps govern the choice of genre from the 

beginning. Yet there is a deep tension created by thinking of genre in terms of a speaker's 

or writer's purpose. According to Bakhtin, as I have already noted, genres are stable and 

social and it is difficult to inflect them with unique meanings. According to Lyotard, the 

stability of genres is actually a normative force and an ethical trap, one that obscures the 

contingency of how language sets up relationships between addressers, addressees, and 

referents. Each genre carries with it, already, a typical set of relationships, even its own 

socioecology, its own textually-created sense of how humans interact with each other and 

with their world. The textual examples presented in this chapter will further support the 

argument that genres have a formative influence on how socioecological relationships are 

rhetorically constructed within an utterance. 

To argue that genres are social and stable, however, is not to put limits on the 

possibilities of textual construction. While Bakhtin's approach to genre, as laid out in the 

introduction, suggests that language can never be understood outside of genre, there are 

ways to create new text types. One of these, which is not discussed explicitly by either 

Lyotard or Bakhtin (although Bakhtin's concern with heteroglossia in "Discourse in the 
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Novel" might point in this direction) is through generic hybridization. In my introduction 

I briefly mentioned that hybridization is one possible tool for inflecting texts as a way to 

create room for purposes that are not coded by any single genre. This chapter as a whole 

supports the contention that hybridization allows the transformative cross-pollination of 

multiple purposes, allowing readers to understand new text types using extant genre 

knowledge. Hybridization draws on this extant knowledge but at the same time creates 

something new, achieving a new purpose, enabling texts to represent and persuasively 

promote new socioecological relations. 

Before turning to the examples that I use to substantiate these claims, I wish to 

briefly discuss the implications of Carolyn Miller's approach to genre, as presented in the 

seminal article "Genre as Social Action." Though originally published in 1984, this 

article is still routinely quoted as a foundation for rhetorical approaches to genre. In it, 

Miller focuses not so much on authorial intent as on the actions accomplished by genres, 

arguing that genres are recurrent responses to recurrent social situations. That is, users of 

genre interpret a situation as calling for a particular type of response (creating a rhetorical 

exigency). They then imitate previously learned generic responses to perform the social 

actions they consider appropriate to the exigency. Li this view, genres are recurrent, social 

and active. Miller's choice to make the action of a text the superordinate determiner of 

generic participation suggests why Miller's article has been so influential among 

rhetorical scholars. 
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From Miller's argument it can be inferred that each of the texts I will discuss 

below perform a particular type of political action in response to grazing conflict, an 

action created out of their hybridized generic borrowings. The political nature of these 

texts becomes most apparent in their juxtaposition. As Lyotard notes, politics is the 

proliferation of genres (138). The question for this chapter becomes, what are the impacts 

of these texts on the state of the political conflict? That is, do they lead to greater 

reification or to increased dialogue? At first glance, their reliance on hybridization would 

suggest dialogue, as hybridization is a way to create new social responses and to 

reinterpret rhetorical exigencies while still remaining in the communicative social context 

facilitated by genres. However, the way these texts carry with them different 

socioecological ideals complicates the situation. These ideals may themselves be 

represented as reified or personified within each text, and the genres the authors draw 

from condition which it will be. As a way to give this argument particularity, I now turn 

to an analysis of the genres informing each of these texts, followed by an analysis of each 

text itself 

Genres at Plav in Arizona: History Meets Nature Writing 

Sheridan, author of Arizona: A Historv. is a well-published academic historian. 

His skill and experience as a historical writer is evident in Arizona, a well researched and 

readable narrative of many of the events that have shaped Arizona from the far-off-past 

(beginning with human migration to North America somewhere between 16,000 and 



10,000 B.C.E.) to the 1990s (the book was pubhshed in 1995). Sheridan's work is 

disciplined, and the majority of the book follows generic conventions of historic 

narratives. However, at the margins of the book—^most notably the preface and 

introduction but also, more seamlessly, in the conclusion—Sheridan relies also on the 

generic conventions of nature writing, especially as those conventions have been 

developed by Aldo Leopold. To prepare for the upcoming analysis of Arizona, 

consequently, in this section I review a rhetorical approach to historical narrative 

followed by a short discussion of American nature writing. 

The conventional idea that history is a neutral retelling of facts does not sit well 

with the discipline of rhetoric, which has accepted the position that all uses of symbol are 

rhetorical, that is, persuasive. Meaning has an active component. The idea of historic 

neutrality, however, has also been challenged from within the discipline of history by 

historiographers with an investment in understand exactly how narrative functions 

rhetorically. One of the leading critics of the idea that historic is neutral or objective is 

Hayden White, hi "Literary Theory and Historical Writing," White emphasizes that 

writing history is a literary act, repudiating the "container view" that narrative is a neutral 

form that can objectively represent a series of events. Instead, he argues, historical 

narrative's "content is its form"—a form that emplots past events as a story with 

significance and closure (21, his emphasis, 8). Narrative tropes by pulling events from a 

temporal series into a meaningfiil whole, endowing them with "a structure, an order of 

meaning, that they do not possess as mere [chronological] sequence" (21, "Value" 5). 



While the past has happened, the past's meaning is the consequence of stories, a function 

of language and of narrative form. It is the meaningful aspect of a history that makes it 

amenable to rhetorical analysis. A history persuades readers that something about human 

nature can be learned from the meaning that is "in" the succession of events. 

White's argument points to several key aspects of a genre-oriented rhetorical 

analysis of historical narratives. Specifically, White notes three different generic features 

of narrative that can help analysts identify what any particular historical text is 

accomplishing rhetorically. First, White argues that narrative representation requires 

ranking events according to their cultural importance ("Value" 10). Events are 

represented as not just taking place, but as being culturally significant. Historians' choices 

of what to include and exclude, consequently, are key to understanding what they believe 

to be significant. Second, a narrative needs a social center, one that can aid the historian 

in ranking events. For this reason. White is inclined to agree with Hegel "when he opined 

that a genuinely historical account had to display not only a certain form, namely, the 

narrative, but also a certain content, namely, a politicosocial order" ("Value" 11). As will 

be seen in the analysis that follows, that politicosocial order, if it addresses the natural 

world at all, is also a set of socioecological relations. This aspect of White's argument 

suggests that a rhetorical analyst should be able to identify a representation of 

socioecological relations that helps govern the action emplotted within a narrative. Third, 

and related, White expects a historical narrative to contend with "topics of law, legality, 

legitimacy, or more generally, authority" ("Value" 13). It is in this legal system that the 
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agents of history operate, acting for or against those aspects of society that create the 

scene for the narrative's plot. This socioecological order is also responsible for the sense 

of narrative closure in a history, as it allows the historian to suggest, by shifting from one 

order to another, that there is a natural end to the sequence of narrated events ("Value" 

23). It is this "moralizing impulse" that fuels the desire to push events into the coherence 

of a story ("Value" 24, 4). In White's assessment, every historical narrative has a plot 

based in a social center, a moral order, that gives some events significance while 

excluding others, allowing the historian to create meaning, closure, and coherence. The 

rhetorical analyst should approach a historical narrative, then, asking how closure is 

created, and for what purpose, and how the narrative moralizes socioecological relations. 

White arrives at this argument by focusing on the literary aspects of historical 

narrative. In "The Question of Narrative in Contemporary Historical Theory," White 

heuristically distinguishes between three different discursive "codes" with different 

messages: logical, poetical, and rhetorical codes (39-40). While he acknowledges these 

codes are not mutually exclusive, he finds the distinctions analytically useful (40). Those 

who stress logic focus on the communicative function of history (40). In this view, 

narrative is seen as merely a medium for the message, adding nothing to the historical 

information recounted, with differences in narrative attributable to style but not to content 

(41). White's rejection of this container view has already been mentioned. Here he adds 

that the "scientific" pretensions of this view of history ignores the artistic, multilayered 

nature of narrative, which allows it to contain multiple meanings (42). White pays even 
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less attention to the rhetorical code, at least within this essay. Perhaps this is because 

rhetorical perspectives do not figure significantly in the schools of thought reviewed by 

White. White understands rhetoric to be conative: an effort at immediate persuasion to 

action (40). Few conventional histories aim to persuade readers to perform a specific, 

immediate action. Therefore, to make the argument which I have summarized above, 

White favors the poetic-literary aspects of histories over rhetorical aspects. 

While agreeing for the most part with the conclusions that White draws through 

the use of his heuristic of "codes," I wish to more directly address the rhetorical aspects 

of historical narrative. The emplotment of events to give them coherence based on a 

(shifting) moral order may not lead to immediate action, but it is still oriented toward 

human agency. Emplotment, as White himself argues, requires an agent of history 

("Question" 28). That agent works within the moral order of the history, whether through 

resistance, in support of the order, or in a more complex relationship that combines both 

resistance and support. By using narrative to engage readers' imagination in the 

relationship between the historical agent and the moral order and by persuading readers 

that there is a "human truth" in the coherence created by historical accounts, historical 

narratives urge readers to identify with the moralizing impulse inherent in the narrative 

form. The narrative does not mediate the human relationship to events as merely a 

"happening," but as a meaningful development in human history. White's essays suggest 

he would agree with all of this even though his emphasis differs. By focusing on history 

as a rhetorical-persuasive act, rather than simply as a poetic-expressive one, I simply wish 
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to foreground that histories act on their readers to mediate their relationship with a social 

order. A successful history convinces its readers that they are agents in a meaningful 

world, demonstrating that human action—their own action—can constitute a moral order. 

This is particularly true in the case of histories that conclude in contemporary events, as 

does Arizona, because they provide a way for readers to identify directly with the narrated 

events. However, it is true to a degree in all histories. Even those that are temporally, 

geographically, and morally distant from readers still aim to present a view of the world 

that is meaningful to readers. For the history to be successful at creating a sense of human 

meaning and coherence, readers must identify to some extent with the implicit judgments 

and actions that are the consequence of having a plot based in a moral order. All histories 

must mediate relationships between historical agents and the shifting social order. 

This mediation is not transparent communication. As the above discussion 

indicates, it is fully rhetorical. White suggests the rhetorical character of this mediation in 

"Literary Theory and Historical Writing." White—following a line of argumentation 

grounded in the work of E. H. Gombrich—claims: 

[HJistorical discourse is less a matching of an image or a model with some 
extrinsic reality [i.e., reflective representation] than a making of a verbal 
image, a discursive 'thing' that interferes with our perception of its 
putative referent even while fixing our attention on and illuminating it." 
("Literary" 6) 

This use of the word "interferes" is not too distant from Haraway's use of "interference 

patterns" to explain diffractive writing. Haraway's use of "interference" suggests that 

writing, as a symbolic act, enters into human history and makes a difference. Writing is 



consequential. Haraway does differ from White in that she does not distinguish between 

the real event and the imaginative narrative in the same way that White does; she draws 

attention to both the symbolic aspects of human experience and the material impact of 

human symbol use in a way that emphasizes continuity, rather than difference, between 

event and narrative. However, despite this fundamental difference, there is a convergence 

in the implications of Haraway's and White's attention to writing. Taken together, their 

theories suggest that historical narratives are rhetorical because they urge readers to value 

history from a specific and partial perspective. By asking readers to identify with the 

imaginative historical world presented in narrative, histories suggest ways that readers 

may have agency in constituting a moral order. 

In the next section, I will illustrate how these claims about generic historical 

narratives apply to Sheridan's Arizona and help support his goal of creating a normative 

socioecological order for the sake of a particular political purpose, namely, supporting 

some forms of ranching in contemporary Arizona. First, however, I wish to discuss a 

second genre that Sheridan draws from, nature writing. For this discussion, I will rely 

primarily on a single exemplar of nature writing, Aldo Leopold. I have two reasons for 

this decision. First, the move has precedent. H. Lewis Ulman, a scholar whose work 

bridges the disciplines of literature and of rhetoric and composition, argues in "'Thinking 

Like a Mountain': Persona, Ethos, and Judgment in Nature Writing," that Leopold's work 

is exemplary of American nature writing in general. Second, as my forthcoming analysis 

of Arizona will demonstrate, much of Sheridan's nature writing resonates so closely with 
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Leopold's most famous essay that Arizona suggests a conscious desire to borrow from 

and invoke Leopold's conservation ethic. 

Like the historical genre, nature writing is also rhetorical. Ulman argues that a key 

characteristic of genres of nature writing is that they "dynamically blend" "self and 

scene," reversing objectivist tendencies in knowledge-construction by emphasizing 

"personal experience and engagement" with nature (47). Ulman further notes that 

Western nature writing has developed in reaction to not only scientific objectivity and 

industrialization. Consequently, to a certain degree nature writing is formed in response 

to a social need to fix a felt alienation from nature (48). This suggests that the rhetorical 

analyst can expect that one of the generic actions of nature writing will be to normatively 

suggest how the self can be restored to harmony with nature. The question then becomes, 

what does this particular text, this instance of nature writing, suggest are these 

harmonious socioecological relations? How does the reflective, ethical orientation that 

Ulman argues characterizes nature writing contribute to a particular text's persuasive 

attempts to orient readers' responses to the natural world? 

With these generic expectations, I turn to an analysis of Arizona, examining the 

text to determine how genres of historical narrative and nature writing shape the meaning 

Sheridan imparts to the cultural tradition of ranching, how hybridization inflects that 

meaning, and what the political consequence of that inflection is in terms of whether the 

text ultimately supports greater dialogue and creativity. 
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Thomas Sheridan's Arizona: A Monument to an Extra-Human Socioecological Order 

Sheridan's book is blatantly a history, one that integrates cultural, economic, 

political, and ecological history. While it appears comprehensive in its scope (for 

example by attending to the interactive histories of diverse Native American nations, 

Spanish colonial settlers, and settlers from the U.S.) it does rank some topics as more 

important than others, as predicted by White's understanding of historical narrative. In an 

introductory sentence, Sheridan at once reveals one of his primary ranking decisions and 

his major plot line; "This book pays particular attention to the commodification of 

Arizona's 'four C's'—copper, cattle, cotton, and climate—as Arizona moved through the 

three phases of incorporation, extraction, and transformation" (xvii). In this analysis, I 

will pay particular attention to the role of cattle in Sheridan's narrative, emphasizing the 

priority of my dissertation rather than giving equal space to all of Sheridan's priorities. In 

the paragraphs below, I will discuss how cattle and the ranching culture are represented in 

each of Sheridan's three-phase emplotment of Arizona's history. (Sheridan divides his 

book into three parts, following these phases: "I: Incorporation"; "II: Extraction"; "III: 

Transformation.") 

Cattle enter the main body of Sheridan's history as a side-effect of its 

"incorporation"—a narrative period that begins with Native American migration into the 

region and ends with United States military conquest of Native Americans after the end 

of the Civil War. Soon after Sheridan introduces cattle, he begins to foreground their role 

in creating intercultural conflict. In 1781, Quechan Indians attacked a Spanish presidio to 
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take revenge for "Spanish hvestock tramphng the fields and Franciscan missionaries 

telling them how to live" (33). From here on, conflict over cattle is used as a major device 

for plot development, apparently governing which cattle-related events Sheridan chooses 

to introduce into his narrative. Later in the "Incorporation" section of his narrative, 

Sheridan emphasizes that Apache raids on Spaniards were often motivated by Apache 

desire to increase their own cattle herds (33-39). hi part "II: Extraction," one of the 

primary themes is the conflict between an Eastern-funded cattle industry and homestead 

ranchers. In part three, as I will discuss more fully later, Sheridan implies that another 

cattle-related conflict directly involves readers, suggesting they become involved in the 

"plot development" of the future by acting as historical, political agents. This final 

implication is the climatic persuasive task of Sheridan's entire history. It depends in large 

part on the establishment of a cattle-conflict-driven plot within the entire historical 

narrative. 

The importance of this conflict-driven plot development becomes more apparent 

through an examination of the socioecological order Sheridan uses cattle culture to 

represent. Already in the incorporation phase, Sheridan creates an image of ideal 

socioecological relations, thereby beginning to develop a set of criteria forjudging the 

social order. Sheridan writes of the early Spanish settlers; 

It was a harsh, hardscrabble way of life, one that swung like a pendulum 
between flood and drought, peace and war. Nonetheless, it endured [. . .]. 
Like rawhide, the sinews of [Hispanic] culture bound them together and 
bound them to the land. (39) 
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This Spanish-dominated social state was temporary, however, receding eventually in the 

face of further social changes (47-49). Sheridan's data, therefore, could have easily 

allowed him to emphasize transience rather than endurance in the above-quoted 

description of the Hispanic culture. His rhetorical choice to craft an account of endurance 

indicates the significance of the represented Hispanic culture to his narrative account. The 

socioecological order he describes (and rhetorically constitutes), one where cultural 

tradition binds humans together as a community in a way that is fully grounded in a 

connection to the land, is the rough outline of the key moral order that Arizona supports. 

While the details of the socioecological order change throughout the narrative, the values 

that Sheridan associates with the "better" phases of history are consistent with the 

description he provides here of a cohesive community with commitments both to others 

and to the land. Sheridan's choice of explicit simile is also telling: this valuable culture is 

"like rawhide." While cattle typically enter the narrative in the context of conflict, many 

of Sheridan's positively-inflected historical agents are associated with cattle culture. 

The section "Extraction," however, distinguishes more specifically between 

positive and negative aspects of cattle culture. "Extraction" narratively creates an era that 

spans from Anglo-dominated settlement and commerce in the post-Civil War era to (very 

roughly) the Depression era. Sheridan's choice to label this as an era of extraction is 

reinforced by his discussion of how the arrival of railroads re-oriented the economy 

toward the East, creating "The era of Arizona's 'Three C's'" and consequently 

subordinating "every aspect of Arizona society—^business, labor, ethnic relations, the 
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scale of production— [. ..] to an extractive economy whose markets and centers of power 

lay far beyond the borders of Arizona itself (123). This extractive orientation toward 

Arizona's land is a key turning point of the narrative. It separates the traditional cultures 

discussed in "Incorporation" from the period "Transformation" that—as I will soon 

discuss- -brings what Sheridan understands as positive forces of conservation to act in 

Arizona's history. The extractive era is a negative period, one of intensified conflict, 

environmental degradation, and the dominance of large corporations and East-oriented 

businessmen over family operations tied to the local culture and economy. 

While the focus of the "Extraction" section is on the entrepreneurs of the era, 

Sheridan also at times refers to homesteader ranching, often as a foil for the cattle 

industry. While these family ranchers receive little space in the section, when they are 

included it is often in a sympathetic light. Sheridan calls these families the "pioneers of 

American myth—proud, independent families" (131). He includes one story, set in a 

period where small and large ranching operations alike were having to contend with the 

devastating consequences of overstocking and drought, to dramatically illustrate the 

conflict between small ranchers and large corporations in a way that narratively casts the 

small rancher, Jesse James Benton, in the role of hero. Defying acts of intimidation, 

Benton fenced off the water source on his property—the only one around—leaving the 

cattle of the San Simon Cattle Company bawling for entry. When he sold his cattle, 

Benton "was forced to ride through rows of armed San Simon cowboys. Benton stood up 

to such pressure, but many small stockmen did not," selling out entirely to the larger 



outfits (143). Stories such as these maintain the myth of the pioneer rancher as a historical 

reality, but they fully displace that image into the background of an industry and lifestyle 

dominated by cattle companies and capitalists. However, by choosing to tell the story of a 

successful small rancher instead of what he considers a more typical story of one who 

fails, Sheridan creates a vivid image of bravery that induces readers to identify with the 

threatened rancher and with the cultural values he represents. These cultural values are 

analogous to those of the "rawhide"-like Spanish culture of Sheridan's previous era. 

Marginalized by extraction, they become increasingly important in Sheridan's next plot 

development, "Transformation"—a development that proceeds in reaction to the excesses 

of the extractive period. 

As an integral aspect of his book's part two, Sheridan demonstrates that cattle 

conflict is not simply inter-human. The land itself is in conflict with the interests of the 

extractive cattle industry. This representation of the land makes it clear that Sheridan is 

not merely basing his narrative on a politicosocial center, but on an expanded 

socioecological center. In a retelling of a classic moral tale, ubiquitous—although 

differently inflected—in contemporary arguments about grazing, Sheridan narrates the 

tragedy of the commons on the open range. He notes that a combination of overgrazing 

and drought, punctuated by erosive flooding, leads to environmental devastation, "a 

disaster of biblical proportions" (141). The deterioration of the land makes ranches 

significantly less viable; small ranchers have a particularly difficult time staying in 

business. This scene of destruction and loss narratively creates a sense that a new 
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orientation to the land is required. This new orientation is preservationist and 

conservationist. Preservationism, in particular, is introduced as a historical event 

narratively associated with the arrival of the artist John C. Van Dyke, who approaches the 

desert from an aesthetic perspective (231-32). The role of conservationism, however, 

which ultimately represents Sheridan's socioecological ideal, is best explained not by a 

further analysis of Arizona according to the conventions of the historical genre but by 

instead turning to the genre of nature writing. 

As previously mentioned, Sheridan's Arizona draws on many of the same themes 

as Leopold's "Thinking Like a Mountain," enough so to suggest that Sheridan is 

deliberately borrowing from this exemplary nature writer, a writer who is also deeply 

associated with a conservationist land ethic that assumes, unlike in the preservationist 

ethic, that humans should not just leave alone the land they have already affected but 

should instead recognize their connection to it and leam to act as stewards responsible for 

the land's ecological health. Before developing the implications of Sheridan's choice to 

evoke a socioecological order that he associates with conservationism, however, I wish to 

quickly establish that Sheridan does indeed draw on "Thinking Like a Mountain," an 

essay which, notably, appears in the "Arizona and New Mexico" section of Leopold's A 

Sand County Almanac and Sketches Here and There. Themes that resonate with 

"Thinking Like a Mountain" are evident throughout Sheridan's opening preface and 

introduction. Leopold's central story about hunting wolves and watching the green fire 

die in an old wolfs eye begins with the assertion "Only the mountain has lived long 



enough to hsten objectively to the howl of a wolf and ends in a reflective comment 

about how the cowman who kills wolves has not learned "to think like a mountain" and 

consequently destroys the range (131-32). Following a similar theme, although without 

the antagonism toward ranchers, Sheridan writes "I want to hear Mexican wolves howl 

once again in the Altar Valley, but I also want [. ..] ranchers to keep on running their 

cattle on public lands" (ix). Leopold's final words are an extension of Thoreau: "In 

wildness is the salvation of the world. Perhaps this is the hidden meaning in the howl of 

the wolf, long known among mountains, but seldom perceived among men" (133). 

Sheridan's persona throughout the introduction is consistent with this perspective, and his 

dedication (to his daughter) reinforces the sentiment: "I hope the wild places will still be 

there when you're old enough to need them" (v). Throughout the preface and the 

introduction, Sheridan resorts to a persona and to topics that are more characteristic of 

nature writing than to conventional history. 

As is typical of nature writing, Sheridan uses a reflective style to discuss ethical 

aspects of humanity's relationship with a nature. As is more typical of ethical than of 

moral discourse, the discussion proceeds from the perspective of the individual in 

relationship to society and nature rather than from the perspective of a social order. 

Sheridan's key site of reflection is Mazatzal Peak, which is located northeast of Phoenix. 

It is legally designated as a wilderness area. Sheridan's personal encounter with this 

wildemess is the narrative of his introduction. He begins with his experience of childhood 

awe upon riding past the mountains in the back of a truck, then turns to his teenage 
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explorations and yearly pilgrimage-like returns to the mountains. The narrative movement 

is from a first, transcendentalist-like distant experience of the mountains to a closer 

relationship that maintains the original awe but within an intimate experience of the 

human-in-nature. Following this personal account, which invites readers to identify with 

Sheridan's way of relating to nature, Sheridan turns to an explicit reflection that is meant 

to explain why he begins his history in this manner: 

[The Mazatzals] are real, while Arizona, after all, is only a set of arbitrary 
lines on a map [...]. There is no way to confine precolumbian hidian 
societies or Spanish imperial expansion or Anglo American manifest 
destiny to Arizona's boundaries [...]. There is also the inescapable 
arrogance of the term [Arizona] itself If you hike into the Mazatzals, you 
pass jagged outcrops of rock that are nearly two billion years old. Those 
rocks were Arizona long before Arizona had a name, and they will be 
Arizona long after the name has disappeared. All of us—[from] Paleolithic 
mammoth hunters [. . . to] city dwellers—are light dust on those rocks. 
The land should make us humble, but it rarely does, (xiv) 

hi the above quote, which is Sheridan's version of thinking hke a mountain, he includes a 

specific normative: "the land should make us humble." A brief gloss of the history 

Sheridan is about to tell is included within this reflection, rhetorically sandwiched 

between the ethical theme of how humans should approach the land that predates them, 

the land that they use as the basis for "Arizona," a human construction. While this foray 

into nature writing is at the margins of the book, its inclusion transforms the book's entire 

rhetorical impact. No longer a conventional history whose primary rhetorical effect is to 

present an imaginative interpretation of human meaning for readers to identify with, it is 

instead a hybrid genre that asks readers to respond to a socioecological order developed 

through the integration of human history with an inflection of the Leopoldian land ethic. 



While Sheridan's nature writing quickly recedes to make room for historical 

writing, the impact of its presence imprints the history which follows. The Mazatzals 

recur in several places in the history, providing a reminder of the reflection that opened 

the book. In one instance, their inclusion appears all but gratuitous, highlighting the 

rhetoricity of Sheridan's choice. Sheridan is recounting some of the environmental 

movement's attacks on ranching during the 1960s and 1970s. Sheridan writes that the 

ranchers "could not halt the creation of the National Wilderness Preservation System in 

1964, yet they continued to graze their animals in those protected areas, including the 

huge Mazatzal Wilderness northeast of Phoenix" (309). This is the only time in 

Sheridan's primary historical narrative where the Mazatzals are clearly chosen as but one 

example out of many possible ones—any number of wilderness areas in the region shared 

their fate, as Sheridan himself implies. The choice, then, to reference the Mazatzals alone 

is best understood as a recursion to the interests of the introduction. Given the way that 

Sheridan has already valued the wildness of these mountains, as well as his approval of 

regulative reform of ranching, grazing in the Mazatzal Wilderness is best understood as 

an example of extraction and arrogance. 

The extent to which this juxtaposition of nature writing with history creates a 

hybrid, rather than simply pair of genres sharing a book binding, is most evident in 

Sheridan's final chapter, "The Political Ecology of a Desert State." This chapter is not set 

off as a conclusion, but is instead a continuous part of Sheridan's "Transformation" era. 

There is no immediately apparent stylistic variation between this chapter and those 
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preceding it. Instead, the chapter begins as all others have, launching directly into a 

anecdote that dramatically introduces one of its key themes: "In 1976, Arizona business 

leaders commissioned [an institutional report on] Arizona's future" (355). The theme, 

however, points to a shift away from history, even if the style is apparently seamless. 

Sheridan writes: "[The report presented] a futuristic vision of paradise in an arid land, 

with technology the handmaiden of lifestyle, the old extractive order banished by the 

economic miracle of the Great Transition" (356). While Sheridan's subsequent 

commentary points out that this is a dated vision—appropriate to a conventional 

history—the chapter has begun a shift from retrospection to reflection on the direction 

Arizona should take toward the future. Soon, Sheridan's personal "I" slips into the 

narrative for the first time since the nature writing of the introduction. The argument that 

follows is a complex call for a reorientation of human values. 

This argument is based in a theoretical perspective that Sheridan has already 

explicitly owned in his introduction, a perspective that he calls "political ecology." He 

explains that he means for this term to refer to: 

the ongoing interplay between global political and economic forces and 
local cultural, demographic, and ecological factors. Every social system 
draws matter and energy from the natural world, relying on its climate, 
soils, plants, animals, mineral deposits, and sources of water. That natural 
world sets limits on what people can and cannot do. (xvi) 

Sheridan's conclusion suggests that these limits are not being honored and that, 

consequently, the political ecology of the desert is cracking apart like dry land. Sheridan 

portrays the contemporary politicosocial order as largely urban, a land of air conditioners. 
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swimming pools, and other man-made oases that alienate humanity from nature, hi a 

rhetorical move he rarely relies on in his narrative, Sheridan draws on another historian's 

theory for a cross-cultural comparison with ancient China, Egypt, and Mesopatamia. 

While rejecting Donald Worster's elitist approach to history, Sheridan builds on 

Worster's contention that aridity is a primary determining factor in societies of the 

American West, as it had been in ancient Asia. Using the threat of water shortage as his 

primary proof of Arizona's limits, Sheridan turns to rhetorical jeremiad to predict the 

destruction that will follow if societies continue to build on a denial of the natural world: 

"Competition for water and energy will skyrocket"; "The ultimate loser [. . .] will be 

Arizona agriculture"; "much of what attracted people to Arizona will be destroyed"; the 

Mazatzals will remain, but their wilderness character will be eroded into parks by 

population growth (362). 

Sheridan's turn to jeremiad is not surprising within the context of his earlier 

generic decisions. White writes that historical narratives typically reach closure by means 

of human actions that lead to a shift in the moral order ("Value" 23). This strategy for 

closure is evident even as Sheridan moves between the three parts of his book. 

"Incorporation" closes when, after many centuries of human occupation, a geographic 

region is clearly and stably dominated by a single (U.S. Anglo) politicosocial order. 

"Extraction" is dominated by the moral values of Eastern businessman, a narrative 

development that Sheridan suggests hinges on the success of incorporation and the 

consequent spread of railroads and commerce. "Transformation" brings narrative closure 
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to "Extraction" by suggesting that forces of resistance that were marginalized within the 

extractive era have been given new strength, especially when buttressed by developing 

environmental values. Yet what is to bring narrative closure to "Transformation"? 

Sheridan does not suggest that his history, which extends right up until his book's 

publication, marks the end of an era. Instead, he uses rhetorical strategies that draw 

readers in as agents of history, strategies that suggest that narrative closure and the 

possibility of social change—either for the better or worse—are in readers' hands. While 

jeremiad creates the urgency that draws readers in, the agency that Sheridan ascribes to 

them has already been prepared for by nature writing. 

In his preface, Sheridan provides an exemplary self-reflection that examines the 

contradictions of his own behaviors. He writes: "Like most Arizonans"—a move that 

urges reader identification—"my life is a web of contradictions" (ix). Sheridan ellaborates 

by pointing out that Arizona's expansionism brought him to Arizona and supports his 

lifestyle, but that it also drives him away: "I've been living off [the boom] and seeking 

refuge from it" (ix). He notes that he lives in Tucson but commutes to have a rural home; 

he wants wilderness and biological diversity, but he also cares about the cultural tradition 

of public lands ranching (ix). The concluding jeremiad simply takes Sheridan's personal 

reflection and seeks to persuade readers to recognize themselves as contradictorily 

implicated in Arizona's future. Their individual choices, Sheridan suggests, are as 

consequential as are his own. Lideed, Sheridan explicitly advances a theory of individual 

human agency, one located in consumer choice: "hi the final analysis, Arizona has been 
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exploited because of consumer demand [. . .. I]f we are going to continue to live in desert 

cities while denying the desert, we need" a whole list of consumer goods (360). The 

potential disasters that follow are all in the context of the choices made by Sheridan's 

"we." 

While humans are seen as agents of the future, the moral significance of their 

decisions are located within a nature that also has agency. As Sheridan concludes his 

book, nature is increasingly made the linguistic agent of Sheridan's sentences. He asks, 

"What about the role of nature in this struggle?" Has Western irrigation succeeded? "Or 

does nature keep intruding?" (361). In his final paragraph, two futures are juxtaposed, one 

that stresses human agency, one that stresses the agency of nature: "Will nature rebel? 

Will the Colorado burst its dams? [. . .] Or will we ourselves rebel for spiritual and 

aesthetic reasons and put a brake on growth?" (362-63). What is at stake in this 

contingent future, Sheridan argues, is "a society in Arizona that is more than a series of 

booms and busts"—that is, a society of some permanence. What this society would look 

like has been suggested already by his history's valuation of enduring "rawhide" cultures, 

cultures that bring people together with each other and with the land. Such a culture is 

one that Sheridan sees threatened by the twin evils of development pressures and "urban 

environmentalists [who] clamor for an end to grazing on public lands" (362). This is the 

culture of family ranching, which he has already claimed has the potential to be 

"sustainable over the long haul" (309). While it would be inappropriate to reduce 

Sheridan's complex argument, one that respects multiple cultures, to a paean for the rural 
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lifestyle of ranching, he does give ranching cultural prominence near the end of a history 

which has clearly turned from a historical account to an explicit argument for a lifestyle 

that can "make the fit between nature and culture more like a membrane and less like a 

life support system" (363). hi this jeremiad where an imperative for action points the way 

to positive closure in dire times, the language Sheridan uses for the potential negative 

resonates with his discussion of urban technology while the language of his potential 

positive resonates with the culture of ranching. The outcome of hybridizing history, a 

genre that conventionally foregrounds human culture, with ecocentric nature writing is 

that Sheridan's narrative suggests that the particular socioecological order he promotes 

(family ranching) is the best way to sustainably integrate a nature and culture that have 

too frequently been at odds with each other. 

Sheridan's investment in this goal extends beyond his history writing to his 

history making. Just as his book projects into the ftiture, his own life is actively involved 

in the creation of a future for what Sheridan understands to be sustainable ranching. One 

of Sheridan's many civic roles is involvement in the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan 

(SDCP), an ongoing political process in Pima County, Arizona, that aims to create a 

regulatory plan for development that will win the support of multiple constituencies, from 

environmentalists to ranchers, recreationists and even developers—though one of the 

plan's primary goals is to curb wildcat development. Sheridan's official role in this 

process is to act as Chair of the Ranch Conservation Technical Advisory Team. This team 

researches and debates methods to incorporate ranching into the SDCP with the goal of 
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preserving the culture of ranching while meeting ranchers' economic needs and 

accommodating the SDCP's other goals, such as species protection. The SDCP is a 

politically-charged, conflicted process, one where speakers (outside of subcommittees) 

often have limited credibility because they must speak to an audience that varies greatly 

in terms of interests and values. One rhetorical effect of Sheridan's history is that it adds 

credibility to his position in the SDCP process by representing sustainable ranching as an 

alternative to resource extraction, on one hand, and rampant urban consumerism and 

development, on the other. Sheridan's rhetorical work on this committee is continuous 

with and complementary to the rhetorical message of his history. 

Memoir. Oral Storytelling, Character Sketches and Eulogy: An Introduction to the Genres 

Hybridized in Lazy B: Growins up on a Cattle Ranch in the American Southwest 

Just as Sheridan's Arizona functions explicitly as a history, but one that is 

significantly altered by its recontextualization within the genre of nature writing, 

O'Connor and Day's Lazy B explicitly claims to be a single genre (memoir), but the 

rhetorical function of that genre is reconfigured by the other genres that it is hybridized 

with. The narrators of Lazy B themselves state that the book is a memoir (318). The 

Library of Congress supports this interpretation, classifying the book as the biography of 

a Supreme Court judge as well as a story of Arizona ranch life (iv). Yet other genres are 

also invoked throughout the book, notably oral storytelling, character sketches, and 

eulogy. In this section, I briefly introduce each of these genres and examine their 
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rhetorical nature. At the section's conclusion, I will briefly reprise the significance of all 

these genres for rhetorical analysis before moving on to the next section, which applies 

generic issues to an analysis of Lazy B. 

Memoirs give narrators face-value veracity, the ability to authoritatively claim: 

"This happened, I was there." The argument that memoirs are rhetorical, consequently, 

depends on challenging the apparent neutrality that attends this type of storytelling 

authority, hi the paragraphs that follow, I will challenge this in two ways: by arguing that 

memory is always constructed, not simply "found" in experience; and by arguing that the 

narrative craft of memoir writing is also rhetorical. This latter claim can be quickly 

explained, as it is an extension of White's arguments about historical narrative, which I 

have already discussed at length. Even on the most general level, in Lazv B the book's 

clear beginning (ranch purchase), middle (running the ranch), and end (selling of the 

ranch) crafts the memoir into a narrative with a plot and closure. White's insistence on 

the narrative importance of selectivity and ranking, which are governed by what I have 

been calling a socioecological order, also apply. All these aspects of narrative are useful 

guides to a rhetorical analysis of memoir as well as of history. A key question becomes, 

what socioecological order governs the action of the narrative and the selections of the 

narrator? What message is generated by the construction of a particular form of closure? 

In a memoir, not only narrative emplotment but memory itself is also rhetorically 

constructed. I make this argument in response to the provocative question of Lewis P. 

Hinchman and Sandra K. Hinchman (whose work bridges political theory, the 
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humanities, and the social sciences): "Is the past something that can be reconstructed, on 

the basis of memories, or can it only be constructed?" (2, emphasis in the original), hi the 

collection Memory, Identity, Community: The Idea of Narrative in the Human Sciences. 

edited by Hinchman and Hinchman, philosopher David Carr responds to this question by 

critiquing White for positing a discontinuity between narrative and reality. For White, the 

real event can be known; it is the event's emplotment within a narrative form that makes 

truth fictive ("Question" 46-47). Carr, in contrast, basing his argument on the philosopher 

Edmund Husserl's reflections on time and human experience, argues that "Our very 

capacity to experience, to be aware of what is [...] spans future and past" (12, emphasis 

in the original). Carr's approach suggests that even a phenomenological approach to 

human experience—that is, an approach that attempts to understand the sequence of 

passing events as they are known by a human in the moment of their happening—depends 

on examining how human experience is already contextualized both by memory and 

projection into the future. That is, experience is already a narrative in the moment that it 

happens. While Carr claims this is true for passive experience, he argues that it applies 

even more to active experience: human action is structured, not sequential (12-13). Can-

does note that there appears to be some differences between narrative and experiential 

reality: the narrator's degree of control over the story to fit an audience, the capacity for 

selectively recounting events and actions, and the storyteller's foreknowledge of the plot, 

for example, add an additional layer of rhetoricity to the retroactively recounted narrative 

(13). However, Carr later attempts to erase these differences by arguing that individual 



action is audience- (self- and other-) oriented, and that it is meaningfully-directed activity, 

as if a plot were being fashioned. Carr's argument suggests that human action is always 

guided by rhetoric. 

Without finally adjudicating between White and Carr, in this paragraph I adopt 

Carr's theory that there is continuity between reality and storytelling and use it 

heuristically to consider the relationship between remembered stories and the 

phenomenology of the life they recount. Humans are definitively symbol users, as 

Kenneth Burke has so famously claimed, and our propensity to know the world through 

symbolism integrates our consciousness (including our linguistic consciousness) and our 

actions in a meaningful way. We typically understand others' actions as meaningful, 

and—as Carr's Husserlian argument suggests—^we understand our own action within an 

evolving narrative of time. Such meanings, which are at once bound by activity and 

symbol use, structure our memories. Like all that bridges action and symbol use, 

memories have a rhetorical aspect. There is persuasion inherent in the representation, 

even to ourselves, of a life happening in the context of a story, even an ongoing, not-yet-

finished one. The meanings we make through our memories guide future action. From a 

continuity perspective, even as a phenomenologically-experienced life is imprinted on the 

memory, it already takes story form, situated meaningfully in a context of remembered 

past and projected future. 

This suggests that a memoir, a book that tells the past "just like it was for us 

growing up," is already a rhetorical act, even if the authors never embellish, consciously 
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select, or shape their telling. Like most public writers, however, the authors of LazvB do 

tell their story to be a "good" story, one that recognizably conforms to reader expectations 

(for example, expectations for development and closure). For this reason, Carr's 

continuity theory has limited use for the rhetorical analyst, and White's discontinuity 

theory, which focuses on the rhetoric of writing rather than the rhetoric of remembering, 

is also essential. These two theories, taken together, suggest, first, that each event within a 

memoir is rhetorical, no matter the degree of its face veracity and, second, that the order 

of events' selective emplotment adds a second layer of rhetoricity. 

While all these aspects of memoir shape the meanings conveyed and the 

socioecological ideal promoted by Lazy B, the book also draws on conventions proper to 

other genres, borrowing their social impact as well as their social form and content. One 

particularly noticeable class of genres is (inscribed) oral genres, especially the storytelling 

associated with Southwest ranching culture, stories whose content is roundups and horses 

and work and braving dangerous aspects of nature such as rattlesnakes and floods. Lazv 

B's stories appear to exclude the cowboy yam—the memoir avoids blatant exaggeration 

even when it evokes other genres—^but the stories do rely on dramatic or humorous 

episodes for their narrative center. In the analysis following this section, I will identify 

some of the rhetorical strategies used by O' Connor and Day to evoke these oral genres 

within a written context; here, however, I wish to very briefly discuss some of the social 

actions accomplished by oral storytelling. 
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One of the primary functions of inscribed oral storytelling is to create an illusion 

of presence, drawing readers in as if they were a part of the storytelling culture. For this 

argument, I take as my point of departure Lyotard's discussion of traditional storytelling 

in The Differend. Basing his argument on the specific case of Cashinahua narrative, 

which he knows through an anthropologist's report, Lyotard goes so far as to argue that 

storytelling is meant to not only create identification between the listener and the speaker 

but also between the speaker and the event of the story. Lyotard argues that when the 

Cashinahua native begins a narrative with the ritual comment that the speaker is telling 

the story as he had himself always heard it, the narrator establishes a continuity between 

himself and the original narrators of the story, who are also the story's heroes (154). 

Lyotard additionally argues that this continuity applies even to the ethnographer who, 

after listening to the Cashinahua, reports the story back to his white audience. Lyotard 

notes: "The ethnologist can [repeat Cashinahua stories] because he is himself a (male) 

Cashinahua hstener. He is this hstener because he bears a Cashinahua name" (152). That 

is, the ethnographer listens and at once shares an identity with the Cashinahua storyteller, 

an identity continuous with the original hero of the story. This type of identification 

inscribes the narrator, and the listeners who are consequently authorized to become 

narrators, within the moral universe, or the socioecological relations, that are constructed 

in the narrated story, hi Lazy B. even though the narrators do not use the formulaic 

storytelling devices imputed to the Cashinahua, they do use several rhetorical strategies to 

make the reader present in the story and to include the listener within the culture they are 
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describing. These strategies will be discussed in the following analysis, demonstrating 

how readers are invited to see themselves as actors within O'Connor and Day's memoir, 

to identify to an extent with the events that take place, and ultimately to inscribe the 

memoir and its romantic validation of the ranching culture into their own memory. 

The remaining two genres I will discuss draw on reader identification with the 

narrator to include the reader within the narrator's moral world. The first of these genres 

is the short character sketch. These sketches, which are focused on individual character 

development, place the reader, together with the narrator, in the position of an observer of 

character, allowing moral judgments to be made. Indeed, O'Connor and Day frequently 

reinforce this function of the character sketch by borrowing a convention from the fable 

and ending the sketches with an explicit moral. 

The moral purpose of the final genre evoked within Lazv B. the eulogy, is much 

more subtle than the character sketch. Ultimately, however, the eulogy is also 

significantly more important to the message of the book, hi classical rhetoric, the funeral 

eulogy always has a communal aspect. In Aristotle's classification of rhetorical types, 

eulogy is considered part of epideictic, which is concerned with praise and, to a lesser 

extent, with blame. It is particularly concerned with publicly recognizing strength of 

moral character, or virtue. As part of his lesson on how to successfully compose 

epideictic, Aristotle writes: "Since virtue is defined as an ability for doing good, the 

greatest virtues are necessarily those most useful to others" (80). This emphasis 

underscores the communal aspect of epideictic address by claiming that rhetors should 
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praise a person based on those aspects of their character that are pubhcly valuable. The 

communal function of epideictic continues to inform contemporary genres of funeral 

eulogy, and is visible in the practice of sharing eulogies as a public address at a funeral. In 

"The Genre Function," Anis Bawarshi notes that even contemporary eulogy, in contrast to 

other death-occasioned genres such as the obituary, is intended "to assess and praise the 

meaning of the deceased's life and death" (356). While Bawarshi ascribes to the obituary 

the primary rule of constituting the deceased's public identity, this identity is solely 

created in terms of structural roles (e.g. social memberships) and relationships. The 

eulogy, while directed at a smaller audience, also develops a public identity, but this 

identity is more concerned with those aspects of the deceased's character that can be 

honored by those gathered, hi this way, it is a moral speech, simultaneously valuing the 

individual's life and the community that shares values attributable to that life. 

Together the four genres of memoir, oral storytelling, character sketch and eulogy, 

all of which are evoked by Lazy B, guide the rhetorical analysis in the section below. 

How does LazvB create a set of socioecological relations around which a plot and the 

selection of particular event-memories coheres? How are each of those memories 

themselves rhetorical events that, even if they were to be lifted from the context of the 

narrative as a whole, create a persuasive message for the reader? How are rhetorical 

strategies associated with oral storytelling used to create reader identification and craft a 

sense of reader presence within the ranching culture as it is represented within Lazy B? 

What is the rhetorical consequence of that presence, and how is it established through the 
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use of such moral genres as character sketches and eulogy, both of which represent their 

subjects (such as particular individuals) in ways that guide judgment and reinforce 

communal values? Most significantly, how do all these genres interact to create the 

overall rhetorical message of the hybrid Lazy B. and what is that message? The section 

below will look more specifically at O'Connor and Day's book as a way to analytically 

respond to these questions. 

Moral Law at the Lazy B: Sandra Day O'Connor's Grounded Familv History 

Sandra Day O'Cormor's and H. Alan Day's Lazy B: Growing up on a Cattle 

Ranch in the American Southwest functions as a panegyric to rural—specifically ranch— 

life. The value Lazy B places on ranching culture reproduces, superficially, the message 

of Sheridan's Arizona. However, unlike O'Connor and Day's Lazy B, Sheridan's 

complex history never paints any one way of life as wholly good, especially when he 

discusses more contemporaneous lifestyles. The historian prefers to instead provide 

readers with both ecological and community-based criteria forjudging when a culture 

"works," criteria that he persuasively derives from and applies to some versions of 

ranching but not in a way that precludes other responses. Sheridan's argument, 

consequently, is at once persuasive yet open to further dialogue within the limits of his 

conservationist ethic. O'Connor and Day, in contrast, explicitly value the idealized ranch 

lifestyle of their youth, using their text to create a reified image of that lifestyle. The 

location of their narrative helps maintain the hegemonic message in their text. While 



Sheridan's narrative spans centuries and a region larger than the current Arizona state, the 

sibling authors geographically locate their narrative on a single ranch that straddles the 

Arizona/New Mexico border near Douglas and temporally limit their story to a three-

generation familial narrative, with primary emphasis on the ranch under O'Connor and 

Day's father's operation, when the siblings were children. This focus allows them to 

provide an in-depth view of the cultural tradition of ranching, at least as it is inscribed in 

the particularities of O'Connor and Day's experience. It also allows them to maintain 

silence or at least marginalize opposing values, a strategy that would have worked against 

Sheridan's conflict-driven plot. Finally, by marginalizing diversity, the text allows them 

to reify the identity of ranching culture through the single, coherent image they present. 

The political consequence is an attempt to reify public support for ranching. 

O'Connor and Day's narrative focus allows them to craft a simple and direct 

message—a down-to-earth representation of homespun values in contrast to Sheridan's 

highly intellectual message on humanity's changing relationship to nature. Yet their 

narrative is nonetheless structured around a socioecological center. In this narrative, the 

natural environment functions as a testing ground for individual characters, providing the 

scene for O'Connor and Day to foreground such moral values as hard work, personal 

responsibility, and commitment to a narrowly defined face-to-face community. The 

subject of this section is how the genres LazyB's authors choose to invoke help them to 

craft this message in a way intended to have moral force for their readers. 



The way the authors craft a narrative with a beginning, middle and end, as well as 

the events they select to include in that narrative, rhetorically contribute to the creation of 

a memoir that emphasizes the identity of ranching culture over the identity of the 

narrators. To begin with, their decision to have the narrative begin with the ranch 

purchase and end with its sale is contrary to the typical autobiographical memoir that 

begins with birth and reaches closure sometime near the time of writing. The LazyB's 

narrative construction shifts focus from a life to a lifestyle: the book is first and foremost 

a memoir of a ranch, not of O'Connor and Day. Certainly, the authors are among the 

central characters of the book: their autobiographical, textual self-construction is 

complementary to the textual construction of the ranch. Yet their own lives are 

subordinated to the lifestyle. For example, the authors provide only the barest information 

about the many school years O'Cormor spent away from the ranch, focusing instead on 

Day's memories of that time. One consequence of this choice is that, despite their focus 

on character sketches, personalities and activities are rarely depicted outside of the 

settings associated immediately with ranching. This creates the ranch and the persons 

associated with it as a moral whole, an integrally connected lifestyle that shapes the 

persons living it, so that the characters' valued behavior and the ranching lifestyle become 

reciprocally validating. The ranch is the moral center of the book. It is a setting, but it has 

a story and a life of its own, and to this extent it is given moral agency. The demands that 

ranch life place on the Day family are key to the developing character of the children, as 
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is depicted in stories such as when Day confronts his anxiety while riding alone on his 

first roundup as a five-year-old. 

The development of the memoir's ability to make a moral argument that 

normatively includes readers, however, depends on the authors' ability to rhetorically 

make readers identify with the central ranching lifestyle. Shortly, I will discuss how the 

inclusion of oral storytelling genres assists the authors' ability to create this sense of 

reader presence. First, however, I wish to discuss another aspect of how the book's 

narrator addresses readers. While it is widely accepted within both rhetorical and literary 

theory that, even in first-person writing, authors are non-identical to the narrator's 

persona, this fact is particularly obvious in LazyB. Alan Day, one of the book's authors, 

is always referred to either in third person ("he") or, significantly less frequently, through 

inclusion in a plural first person narrator ("we"), disassociating him from the book's 

narrator, who usually speaks as "I" and is clearly identified with O'Connor. For the sake 

of clarity, and to underscore the disassociation of the authors from the narrator, I will 

henceforth refer to the memoir's narrator as the narrator O'Connor or the narrator's 

persona, reserving the phrase "O'Connor and Day," to indicate the book's authors, hi the 

following two paragraphs, I discuss how this and other aspects of the rhetorical 

construction of the narrator's persona work together to make the reader rhetorically 

present within the ranching lifestyle. 
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O'Connor and Day immediately construct the presence of the reader by beginning 

the book with a universal narrator, introducing the more typical narrator O'Connor only 

later in the first chapter. They write: 

The earliest memory is of sounds. In a place of all-encompassing silence, 
any sound is something to be noted and remembered. When the wind is 
not blowing, it is so quiet you can hear a beetle scurrying across the 
ground or a fly landing on a bush. Occasionally an airplane flies 
overhead—a high-tech intrusion penetrating the agrarian peace. (5) 

The first chapter continues for several paragraphs with this tone. Very particular 

experiences ("the earliest memory") lose their agents to suggest they could apply to 

everyone; readers are directly addressed as "you" in an explicit invitation to place 

themselves within the developing scene of ranch life; abstract time is combined with 

specific activities (a beetle scurries, but when?) to create a visceral feel for the details of 

the place that is nonetheless general rather than particular. While this first chapter 

opening is exaggerated, its style is repeated to a lesser extent in others. A typical chapter, 

for example, opens by creating the feeling of movement along bumpy roads combined 

with images of "a windmill or a water pipe or tank, [.. .] a salt block at a certain place, [. . 

.] a cow with sore eyes" (131). The impact of this rhetorical strategy is to help readers to 

identify closely with the ranching lifestyle, even though the authors' choice of vocabulary 

(they define "hackamore" and avoid the term "tack," for example) suggests they assume 

that ranching is unfamiliar to many in their broad audience (155). (And the book does 

reach a broad audience, thanks to its nationally famous first author.) Since, as has already 

been discussed, the ranch is rhetorically configured as a moral agent, placing readers 
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within the setting is an attempt to have the ranch hfestyle act on them, to shape their 

characters, and to be morally persuasive. 

The more typical construction of the narrator as O'Coimor, however, is also 

frequently used to help the reader identify with the ranching lifestyle. Not only do readers 

have the opportunity to grow up in the ranch, so-to-speak, by viewing it through the eyes 

of the child narrator O'Connor but, more subtly and significantly, the use of the narrator 

O'Connor to describe memories shared by both authors inscribes conventions of oral 

storytelling in ways that have a rhetorical impact similar to that of Lyotard's Cashinahuas 

who use storytelling to recreate a moral world continuous with the past in a way that both 

speakers and listeners can participate in fully. The most blatant example of this rhetorical 

strategy occurs when a first person narrator elided with the narrator O'Connor describes 

remembered events that O'Connor, the author, was not actually present at. hi one story, 

O'Connor introduces multiple layers of narrators by writing "Alan remembers [. . .]" 

(172). The paragraph then switches to first person plural: "We were up again before 

dawn" (172). While this "we" is linguistically continuous with the narrator O'Connor, 

there is good reason to think that it does not include her. The story takes place in 

November when O'Connor likely was away at boarding school. Additionally, the story is 

about a roundup. While O'Connor notes that she participated occasionally in roundups, 

joining an "all-men's club" and making it easier for her younger female relatives "to be 

accepted in that rough-and-tumble world," the only roundup story that provides any 

particular information about O'Connor's participation shows her standing-in for the man 
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who is usually the roundup's cook (96, 239-44). This is in contrast to many stories that 

feature O'Connor with the specificity of dialogue and descriptions of locations and action 

that are typical of much of her narration. The absence of the narrator's specific references 

to O'Connor suggests that this author was absent. The "we," then, factually refers to Day 

and the ranch hands, but it is elided with a narrator who, for the rest of the book, is clearly 

the narrator O'Connor. The rhetorical function of eliding the narrator O'Connor with 

those who experienced this event first-hand is to include the story's reteller and, by 

extension, the story's readers, within the event, making them participants in the ranching 

lifestyle. 

hi this renarration of the roundup story, the narrator O'Connor implicitly takes on 

the role of an oral storyteller, inscribing a story the author O'Connor likely first heard 

orally from her sibling author. While this is an implicit borrowing from oral conventions, 

oral storytelling is often explicitly invoked within LazvB as well, further situating 

readers within a textually-constructed experience of ranch life. The narrator frequently 

invokes orality explicitly by referring to it as a common aspect of ranch life: "The cattle 

drive to Mexico became the subject of many a story in the years to follow" (87). Other 

oral genres are referred to as well, such as cowboy songs and bar talk (275-76). Some bar 

stories are even retold in the book, demonstrating that the book borrows from the oral 

tradition it refers to. For example, the book relates that a young cowboy was in a bar 

"bragging about how he could ride anything and could rope whatever moved. He said he 

was riding the rough string out at the Lazy B [. . .]. The young cowpoke went on and on" 
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(277). As the story concludes, this young braggart turns to one of the Day's toughest 

ranch hands, Jim Brister, and asks his occupation. Brister, who was well known in the 

bar, responded: '"Well, I ride the rough string out at the Lazy B'" (277). The narrator 

adds: "That was the end of the storytelling that day, at least in Duncan" (277). Yet it is 

clear that the storytelling continues elsewhere, as it was eventually recounted to at least 

one of the book's authors, who were not present, and then to the readers of the book. This 

layered telling and retelling of stories underscores the importance of oral storytelling to 

the eventual writing of the book. The dominant content of the book, short event-based 

stories strung together, reinforces the immediacy of storytelling in a way often associated 

with orality. Although this orality is inscribed within a book, it still evokes the face-to-

face aspects of the genre, making readers rhetorically present to the narrated events. The 

layers of oral storytelling evoked by O'Connor and Day's writing, hybridized within a 

memoir that is already more a memoir of a ranch than of the authors, transform that 

memoir into a collective experience of the ranching tradition. 

The purpose of identifying readers with the ranching tradition is, first and 

foremost, to help them feel the full force of the moral code associated with the ranch life. 

This ranch life exists within a natural context—a desert—^that the authors construct in 

harsh terms and then use to constitute ranch life as something that tests and ultimately 

creates morally exemplary characters. For example, in one story the thirteen-year-old 

character Alan Day leads a group of ranch hands to collect a bull prior to an anticipated 

flash flood, a common natural event during summer monsoons. While crossing a rapidly 
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rising wash, the teenager narrowly avoids losing a horse, bull, pickup and trailer. While 

the character Alan makes a last-minute decision that salvages the situation, the story more 

than once reinforces how poor the party's judgment was to get into the situation in the 

first place (160-61). The natural environment creates a moral universe where thirteen-

year-olds dare not miscalculate when exercising adult responsibility. This story's 

message, that humans have the potential to make the right decisions and that they are 

expected to do so consistently, is reinforced in more of LazvB's event-based stories than 

I have time to recount here. The cumulative effect of these stories, however, is to 

construct socioecological relationships where the natural environment has a background 

agency that acts on characters. While never effacing individual agency or responsibility, 

this environment nonetheless acts as a testing ground for individual character 

development. 

The rhetorical centrality of character development to the book's moral message is 

further reinforced through the ubiquity of character sketches within Lazy B. Many of the 

early chapters are character sketches: chapters three and four collect stories that describe 

the authors' parents; chapters five through eight focus on ranch hands. These chapters 

reinforce how proven characters are respected and imitated. Indeed, the first two ranch 

hand character sketches end with explicit morals: "From [Rastus] we learned the 

contentment of doing the best you can with what you have"; "We learned from Jim 

[Brister] that there were no excuses, only results" (59, 65). The next character is more 

difficult to hold up as an example—"Bug was independent to the point of 



irresponsibility"—although his portrayal as a humorous and kind man demonstrates that 

he, too, is perceived with respect by the narrators (71). However, the most rhetorically 

significant aspect of Bug's sketch is that it explicitly invokes a genre that underscores the 

communal importance of these individual characters. The chapter finishes with the 

narrator remarking: "[Bug] passed away a year later, and Alan gave one of the eulogies at 

his funeral" (72). The funeral eulogy, referenced here as if in passing, is yet another key 

genre that imparts its meaning and rhetorical, social action to the Lazy B. 

Indeed, once the genre of funeral eulogy is explicitly invoked within one character 

sketch, others also take on a eulogic character. For example, the sketch after that of Bugs' 

begins with stories that demonstrate the cowboy Tippets' character, ending with stories of 

his last days, and finishing with the statement "We were proud to know him" (81). While 

eulogy is not mentioned explicitly in this chapter, it no longer needs to be: the form of the 

character sketch has become the form of the funeral eulogy referred to in the prior 

chapter. Even character sketches that precede Bugs', however, retroactively take on the 

flavor of eulogies. For example, the opening ranch hand sketch mentions that Rastus, 

though "fastidious about his appearance," rarely bought new clothes but instead repaired 

his old ones until repair was no longer possible (55). It follows this comment with an at-

first contradictory story of Rastus purchasing a $200 tailored dress suit and a new pair of 

brand name boots. When Rastus is asked the reason for his purchase, he replies: "'Oh, I 

got it to be buried in'" (55). The suit is recurred to near the end of the book in the chapter 

"A Steady Hand," which functions as yet another character sketch, but one that contains a 
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story of Rastus' death (255). The eulogic aspects of the later sketch are apparent: the 

narrator metaphorically makes Rastus into part of the family by explaining that he is 

buried alongside the graves of members of the Day family members. She then writes that 

"all of [those buried there were] hardworking, good people, weathered by the sun and 

shaped, like Rastus, by their understanding of life in that dry harsh land" (255). This note 

emphasizes that inclusion in the family is determined less by blood than by communal 

virtues, which are in turn determined by how characters meet the test of the natural 

environment. By turning the character sketch into a funeral eulogy, the authors 

generically underscore the communal importance of what might have otherwise been an 

individual portrait, turning character sketches into public morality lessons. 

Within the memoir, six of thirty chapters refer to someone's death in ways that 

evoke eulogy (this count includes one chapter that eulogizes several horses). Two others, 

the cowboy chapters discussed earlier, are character sketches that resonate with the more 

explicitly eulogic chapters. This leaves twenty-two chapters that appear not to draw on 

the genre. This count, however, is misleading. By the end of the book, the genre of eulogy 

takes on increased importance, totally reconfiguring the memoir. Four of the eulogy 

chapters are in the last half of the book. With these eulogies in mind, the book's final 

chapter and epilogue provide reason to reinterpret the entire memoir as a eulogy, not for 

individual persons, but for a way of life. The chapter recounts the decision to sell the 

family ranch. The epilogue's concluding paragraph is worth quoting from at length: 

We like to think we benefited in many ways from our ranching 
experiences, that openness, generosity, and independence were ingrained 
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in each of us. If so, it is due to the hfe created by us and our parents on that 
inland island called the Lazy B, and to the men and families who lived and 
worked there in the twentieth century. The land is still there, but not its 
former inhabitants. We suspect that the land will remain more or less as it 
is over the twenty-first century as well. The area is not likely to be 
developed or to attract a greater population. We are not so sure that it will 
be peopled by those who will give the land and its limited resources the 
same care and attention as those described in this memoir. But, as with life 
and death on the Lazy B, that's the way it is. (317-18) 

These concluding remarks transform the meaning of the memoir in much the same way 

that Sheridan's nature writing fully transformed his history. The remarks create 

appropriate closure by marking the end of the ranching life for the Day family and a 

transition for the ranch land to an uncertain future. The words invoke eulogy not only 

because of this transition and the end of a lifestyle, but also because they focus on 

honoring that lifestyle and the values associated with it. In this context, the book as a 

whole takes on the features of a funeral eulogy, with each of its often-explicitly moral 

stories part of the rhetoric of honor and, to a lesser extent, of blame. 

If the book is to be considered a eulogy, then its rhetorical work at honoring a 

lifestyle should have a public function. In the individual funeral oration, a life is honored 

in front of those who care about the deceased and respect the values praised within the 

eulogy. This sharing helps to solidify the community of those gathered around those 

shared values and their mutual ties to each other through the deceased. O'Connor and 

Day's memoir, in contrast, is circulated widely throughout the general United States 

public. Yet it nonetheless acts as a eulogy to constitute a social community that coheres 

around the values represented by O'Connor and Day as part of the ranching lifestyle. A 
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primary function of this is hkely to praise the ethic of individuaUsm and personal 

responsibility that is a part of the conservative ranching morality. By wrapping these 

values within the celebrated mythos of Western ranching and by using stories that 

primarily focus on the perspective of children and the personal (as opposed, rhetorically, 

to political) memoir, the authors of LazvB create a text that appears almost as 

inappropriate to critique as does a speech delivered at a funeral. As with eulogy, the 

appropriate audience response to the text is to give assent to the image of community and 

the morality copresented with the stories of the memoir. By hybridizing two genres, 

eulogy and memoir, that are typically held to be beyond critique—the latter because of its 

face value as a remembered truth—the cultural identity of ranching represented within 

LazyB takes on a reified character. 

Of course, resistant readings are always possible. One source of resistance is 

likely to be directed at the book's primary author, who is best known for her conservative 

rulings as a Reagan appointee to the United States Supreme Court. This book, published 

just two years after her controversial role in ending Florida vote recounts and assuring 

George W. Bush's ascendance to the Presidency, is easily seen as another statement of 

conservative values and an attempt to present those values in a context that is less 

politically charged and more socially palatable than in Supreme Court rulings. In the 

context of ranch life, readers might accept her comments about personal responsibility 

and her praise of independence without noting how those same values are politically used 

to justify attacks on liberal, democratic, and progressive policies that some readers might 
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support. Perhaps even more importantly for O'Connor's political image, in an era when 

her ethics are routinely questioned, the representation of the ranch as a moral testing 

ground has the potential to constitute her as someone with the moral authority to support 

her judicial authority. 

Another source of resistance is from within the debates about grazing in Arizona. 

O'Connor and Day can realistically expect to reach an audience that, by and large, does 

not know much about ranching, or even about Arizona, and that does not take great 

interest in the local debate. However, O'Connor and Day are clearly not unaware of the 

contentious politics of ranching in Arizona. They can reasonably expect that a small 

subset of their audience will be involved in this debate. Some of those will be intensely 

involved in grazing politics, but even more are part of a general audience of urban voters 

who might eventually register their opinions on ranching. While those heavily involved in 

the debate are unlikely to have their opinions changed by Lazy B, the rest of the audience 

is in a position to respond to the eulogy of ranch life by placing a higher value on the 

ranching culture represented within it. Contextuahzed by contemporary grazing debates, 

it is appropriate to see this book as an argument in favor of the value of ranching culture 

to society at large, an argument that supports public legislation and support for ranching 

in opposition to sources of its critique. 
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The Environmentalist Genre: Silent Syrins's Rhetorical Success and the Authoring of a 

New Genre 

The fmal book I will discuss in this chapter, Jeremy Rifkin's Beyond Beef, shares 

a number of characteristics with Rachel Carson's earlier, highly influential Silent Spring. 

Both have generically unusual first chapters by virtue of relying on narrative forms that 

are inconsistent with the rest of the book. Both are polemics that demonstrate how the 

acts of evil institutions cause wide-scale public harm through a combination of ignorance 

and, more typically, the blindness and denial of self-interest. By raising 

consciousness/interpreting events as a dire public threat, the two books both attempt to 

create a collective response to a perceived environmental problem. Both rely on strategies 

that demonstrate that this public threat is ubiquitous enough to affect most readers, 

although Carson is perhaps more effective in creating a collective problem than is Rifkin. 

Both writers typically arrange chapters by subtopic but use temporal narratives to 

organize within each chapter. Finally, both bring closure to their jeremiad rhetoric with a 

chapter that provides hope, one that shows the benefits of exercising agency on behalf of 

social change. Similarities in style, arrangement, and purpose suggest that Rifkin, 

consciously or unconsciously, is imitating the innovations of Carson, hoping her success 

will be his as well. 

That Carson's publication of Silent Spring was an authorial success is fairly well 

agreed on. Paul Brooks notes that Silent Spring played a key role in forming the 

environmental movement (276). While this claim is perhaps a bit grandiose, such remarks 
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are more credible when placed in the context of claims such as Geertz's in Works and 

Lives. Geertz argues that what are frequently understood as different "schools" of 

anthropology are better understood as affinities between texts resulting from the 

formation of a new ethnographic subgenre in response to successful authorship (20). 

Similarly, in "The Birth of Molecular Biology," S. Michael Halloran argues that James 

Watson and Francis Crick's successful founding of a new branch of science can be 

causally connected to the ethos they craft in their seminal, hugely influential publication 

of a Nature article that argued that DNA molecules were structured as a double helix (39). 

While Halloran's claims are overstated because his rhetorical methods, which closely 

parallel literary new criticism, fail to account for the full social context, his argument is 

nonetheless instructive and points to the reciprocal relationship between authorship and 

social change. These arguments, which have significance beyond the disciphnes of 

anthropology and molecular biology, help explain why Carson can also be credited with 

something so significant as launching a social movement. 

Carson's rhetorical success depends on several authorial accomplishments. Most 

notably, in Silent Spring she combines her considerable scientific expertise with the 

rhetorical strategies which had already won her renown as a best-selling nature writer. 

Branda Miller writes: "Rachel Carson bridged the worlds of art and science, creating a 

masterpiece of environmental rhetoric that produced international debate on the subject of 

pesticides and effected considerable change" (161). Arlene Plevin also notes that Carson 

combined aspects of disparate genres by integrating scientific discussion with images of 
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scientific expertise and public debate (256). The public use of science has been a 

predominant feature of environmentalist rhetoric ever since, transforming prior genres of 

nature writing and their rhetoric of transcendence into a hybrid rhetoric based on 

reverence toward nature but blended with the authority of technical expertise to promote 

concrete action. 

Although the predominant sentiment is that Carson's Silent Spring sparked the 

environmental movement, some few writers, such as Andrew Jamison, challenge this 

assessment. The disparity between the general interpretation and Jamison's counter

claims can be explained by focusing on Carson's generic achievements. Jamison argues 

that environmental consciousness began growing in the post-war period (227). This is 

accurate, hideed, Carson's success is largely due to her ability to draw on preconstructed 

post-war and Cold War anxieties about nuclear disaster and growing ambivalence toward 

science, a point that M. Jimmie Killingsworth and Jacqueline Palmer also note (27). What 

is most innovative about Carson was not her consciousness, then, because that 

consciousness is embedded in the social currents of her time. Instead, her uniqueness is a 

consequence of her rhetorical style taken as a whole. As already noted, Carson was one of 

the first to hybridize modem scientific expertise with the fanciful, figurative style 

characteristic of her earlier nature writing. Her skill at textual innovation is perhaps best 

noted in her first, and arguably most influential, chapter, "A Fable for Tomorrow." 

Killingsworth and Palmer explain that this chapter "experiments with the merging of 
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genres. It requires readers to view the text simultaneously as a fable, a psychologically 

complex tragedy (with a flawed protagonist—the community), and a report of actual 

occurrences" (30). Through this generic mixing, Carson successfully creates a scene her 

readers can identify with. This scene locates readers as part of both nature and the 

technological problems that Carson attacks, placing them in a position to also see 

themselves as a possible source for change. 

It is Carson's textual innovation—an innovation that effectively created a new 

generic template—that led to the innovative social action embodied in the environmental 

movement. Carolyn Miller's genre theory predicts this sort of development by linking 

genre to social action. It follows that new textual forms—if effectively persuasive—will 

lead to new social forms of action. This explains Carson's success despite Jamison's 

accurate claims that she drew on extant cultural concepts. While Jamison focuses his 

argument on an emerging environmental consciousness, noting that it pre-existed Silent 

Spring, those that credit Carson with authoring a movement instead focus on the sudden 

expansion of the environmental movement into a full-blown grassroots social 

movement—a movement that transformed extant environmental consciousness into 

targeted action. Carson's accomplishment was first-and-foremost authorial. By her textual 

innovation, Carson made space for new socially recurring forms of both writing and its 

associated action. For example, Killingsworth and Palmer argue that Carson pioneered an 

enviroimiental use of apocalyptic narrative that now serves "as a standard feature of 

environmental polemic" (21). This apocalyptic narrative, they claim, appears especially at 



times when the environmental movement is expanding, although it gives way to more 

consensus-based rhetoric in times when the environmental movement is least 

marginalized and most influential (37, 41, 35). Carson authored the text associated with 

the first major expansion of the environmental movement; that text is now the template 

for an environmentalist genre. 

hi the section below, I apply the expectations created by Carson's hybridization to 

Rifkin's Beyond Beef, hi particular, I ask how the reflective and ethical character of 

nature writing is supported by the authoritative certainty of scientific and technological 

writing; I examine how Rifkin seeks to locate his readers within an interpreted 

environmental problem for the sake of suggesting they have agency and authority to 

respond to that problem; and I discuss the implications of these rhetorical strategies for 

the expansion of the environmental movement to a topic (grazing) that, according to 

Rifkin, too few environmentalists understand in its full ecological devastation. 

Beyond Beef and the Rhetorical Expansion of a Social Movement 

Rifkin's Bevond Beef is one example of how Carson's textual innovations have 

led to similar texts. Carson's environmentalist genre is particularly appropriate for 

Rifkin's purposes because, as he explicitly notes, he desires to expand environmentalist 

action to an issue that, according to him, most people are unaware of. He uses hyperbolic 

language to introduce that issue: 

Most people are largely unaware of the wide-ranging effects cattle are 
having on the ecosystems of the planet and the fortunes of civilization. 
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Yet, cattle production and beef consumption now rank among the gravest 
threats to the future well-being of the earth and its human population. (2) 

This language resonates with Carson's in that both authors wish to depict their targeted 

issue as a dire problem for their readers. Rifkin, like Carson, wishes for readers to 

understand beef production to be a problem with a ubiquitous scope that will impact all of 

his readers, for he hopes for the expansive cultural response represented by a social 

movement. This extreme language is characteristic of his writing throughout his polemic. 

Another feature Rifkin borrows from Carson is the use of a first chapter that is 

particularly intended to create shock and cause readers to identify themselves within the 

problem. As already noted, Carson's famous first chapter, an abstract fable based on an 

everyday domesticity gone wrong, is one of the more influential parts of her book. Rifkin 

also chooses a unique form for his first chapter, one that—while not a fable—is also 

intended to shock readers and to make the familiar strange. "Sacrifice to Slaughter" 

compares two cultures' responses to cattle raising, moving from an opening segment 

about Egyptian cattle-worship "several millennia before the birth of Christ" to 

contemporary U.S. cattle raising (9). The transition between the two is signaled by a short 

break and a signal sentence: "Humanity's relationship to cattle has radically changed 

since the days of Narmer-Menes" (11). Rifkin's focus on relationship is key throughout 

his book. In order to emphasize the difference between those relationships, Rifkin uses 

generalities and abstractions in both parts of his comparison, a rhetorical strategy shared 

with Carson's fable. That is, Rifkin's accounts focus on the life of the generic bovine: in 

the Egyptian case, of the sacrificed bull-god ritually reborn each year; in the 
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contemporary case, of the calf bom into a predetermined cycle of mutilation, slaughter, 

and grocery store packaging. It is the society's "everycow" that reveals what the society 

itself is like, just like Carson's fabled "anytown" is written in a general enough way that it 

can resonate with the varied realities of her readers. By using strategies that help readers 

identify with the problem, both authors are attempting to create an immediate, collective 

response to that problem. 

Rifkin's use of cross-cultural comparison is meant to accomplish more than just 

shock readers, however; it is meant to contrast ideal socioecological relations with 

unacceptable ones. The Egyptian example serves as an example of what Rifkin considers 

a healthier way to relate to cattle. That is, the Egyptian example introduces rhapsodic 

rhetoric into the heart of Rifkin's jeremiad. In "Epistemology and Politics in American 

Nature Writing," Scott Slovic distinguishes between rhapsody and jeremiad by noting that 

the latter provides a short-term shock for the sake of awakening readers. However, he 

continues in reference to rhapsody, "the more significant, long-term transformation of 

values is the work of writers who emphasize fundamental epistemological discoveries 

and whose political concerns, if any, are blurred with or deeply embedded in the 

epistemological" (105). This explains the importance of Rifkin's Egyptian section. Rifkin 

does hope to scare his readers into not eating beef, but, at a deeper level, he wants them to 

develop an attitude of reverence toward cattle and other animals that is more 

commensurate with historic Egyptian than contemporary Western practice (as represented 

by Rifkin). The first clue to this intention is in his dedication and acknowledgments. 
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which credit Rifkin's wife Carol, "a friend of animals," with having a formative influence 

on the issues, concerns, and ideas raised in the book (vi). Rifkin writes: "Carol's long

standing personal and professional commitment to animal rights has helped inspire this 

effort. Her depth of knowledge and sensitivity to the issues surrounding the cattle and 

beef culture have shaped much of my own thinking" (vii). Beyond Beef although a 

polemic packed with the volume of facts indicative of scientific or technologic expertise, 

retains characteristics of the nature writing that preceded the environmentalist genre: a 

desire to transform the way humans relate to nature. 

This is nowhere as evident as it is in Rifkin's final chapter, "Beyond Beef," which 

again follows Carson's lead by arguing that an alternative reality is possible if readers but 

act to create it. Carson's alternative is grounded in scientific experimentation. She reports 

on a number of attempts at biological controls that show promise of an alternative way of 

limiting or even eradicating unwelcome insect populations. The actions her book 

promotes as necessary for positive change are located in the development of new 

knowledge and in creating the government support necessary for implementing that 

knowledge in new programs. It is fitting that much of the response to these problems was 

political. One of the public responses to Silent Spring, as noted by Killingsworth and 

Palmer, is the adoption of Carson's language by Bob Dylan as part of a protest song (27). 

Additionally, as reported by Craig Waddell, President John F. Kennedy, responding to 

public concern, formed an advisory committee that basically confirmed Carson's claims 
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(7-8). DDT was banned in 1972. Rifkin's Beyond Beef is similarly aimed at promoting 

major social change. Unlike Carson, however, Rifkin targets consumers. Rifkin promises: 

As millions of Americans, Europeans, Japanese, and others make 
personal choices to reduce their beef consumption, the artifical protein 
ladder, erected during this century, will begin to collapse [. . .]. In the new 
world that is coming, millions of human beings will voluntarily choose to 
eat lower on the food chain so that millions of others may obtain the 
minimum food calories they need to sustain their lives. (290) 

By locating the collective problem within marketplace demand, Rifkin specifies the 

action he desires to a greater extent than does Carson. Ironically, however, this serves to 

limit material response to a particular sphere. Additionally, the individualism of 

consumer activism dilutes the potential of a book that works within a genre that has 

proven successful at sparking collective action. Rifkin's concluding chapter, as is evident 

in the quote above, shows a tension between his construction of a text within the 

collectivist, environmental genre and his decision to privilege individual consumption as 

a strategy for social change. The collective he imagines is an aggregate, and the action he 

sees is voluntary. It is not necessary to judge the vahdity of Rifkin's problem-creation or 

the appropriateness of his solution to acknowledge that Beyond Beef lacks the political 

edge that might be expected from texts in its genre. 

One explanation for Rifkin's choice is that while Silent Spring targets what 

sociologists often refer to as "structure," Beyond Beef targets what sociologists often 

refer to as "culture." "Structure" is used to designate the revision of law or policy, or 

institutional governance or organizational form (for example desegregation, equal pay for 

equal work, legalization of homosexual marriage); "culture" primarily refers to meaning. 



values and non-instituted attitudes (for example the belief that women are men's equals 

or social acceptance and safety for those who are openly gay or lesbian). There is an 

ongoing debate among sociologists who study social movement theory as to whether 

actions that target culture even deserve the seriousness of movement study. Against the 

background assumption that all social movements aim at structural changes, European 

new social movement theorists have led a growing tendency to also study attempts to 

change attitudes and the choices that follow from them. While some sociologists, such as 

Francesca Polletta, persuasively argue that the culture versus structure debate ignores how 

deeply implicated each is in the other, the distinction is heuristically useful as long as it 

does not efface how changes in one arena are integrally connected to changes in another. 

This heuristic perspective recognizes that culture and structure are not an either/or choice 

but rather a difference in emphasis. Rifkin's inflection of the environmentalist genre 

directs action more to (consumer) culture while Carson's original, by focusing on 

scientific research and its interrelationships with official pest control programs, directs 

action at government structures and those who have enough influence to direct the 

funding and direction of scientific research and government policies on spraying, hi many 

ways, Rifkin's desired response is closer to his readers than is Carson's; Rifkin sees the 

solution in readers' own behavior, whereas Carson requires her readers to change the 

actions of leaders one step removed from them. Yet it is this very moral proximity that 

Rifkin establishes between readers and change that makes his book oriented toward 

individual response rather than toward collective action that targets government. 
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The cultural shift that Rifkin aims at is a shift in consciousness and a 

corresponding shift in socioecological relations. This shift is indicated and implemented 

by consumer habit, but it is not contained by it. Rifkin writes: "Our changing relationship 

to the bovine—the ancient symbol of generativeness—^will be a sign of the new world in 

the making" (289). Later he adds: "By eliminating beef from the human diet, our species 

takes a significant step toward a new species consciousness, reaching out in a spirit of 

shared partnership with the bovine and, by extension, other sentient creatures with whom 

we share the earth" (291). This final sentence best represents the aim of this text, which, 

as already noted, is dedicated to an animal lover. It resonates with the consciousness of 

deep ecology, the branch of environmentalism that seeks to stop evaluating nature by its 

human utility and to instead protect nature because of an intrinsic value that, deep 

ecologists claim, is ultimately neither comprehensible nor able to be judged by humans. 

The ideal socioecological order promoted in Bevond Beef is partially conditioned by 

Rifkin's imitation of Carson's environmentalist genre. The environmentalist genre 

requires that the ideal always be found in a changed future, rather than in the present 

situation that requires remedy. For Rifkin in Bevond Beef, this means a changed 

relationship to other life, one that moves cattle out of the food chain. 

When Rifkin discusses Arizona ranching, it is in the context of his entire 

argument, which links cultural attitudes, consumer habits, cattle production on ranches 

and feedlots, meat slaughtering and packaging, and import and export policies in an 

interconnected system that Rifkin repetitively refers to as the "global cattle complex." 
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While most parts of this system are individually condemned, that judgment always occurs 

within the context of the entire system, which makes the bad even worse. On the rare 

occasions when Rifkin explicitly brings in Arizona, it is as supporting evidence for his 

negative argument. Early in his polemic, Rifkin recounts how Spanish missionary Father 

Kino, "an experienced rancher," introduced cattle into what is the southern portion of 

present-day Arizona (48). Rifkin quotes historian Herbert E. Bolton to inflect his 

representation of Kino with the crimes also imputed to more contemporary aspects of the 

cattle industry: Kino is represented as a '"cattle king'" and as the "'indefatigable man'" 

who is responsible for "[t]he stockraising industry of nearly twenty places on the modem 

map" (48). Generalizing out from Kino to other missionaries, Rifkin writes that "Indians 

were converted to Christianity, then transformed into cowboys to attend the growing 

herds of mission cattle" (48). This statement linguistically and conceptually erases both 

the explicit aims of religious missionaries and the Wild West image by associating 

ranching with conquest, colonialization, and, as Rifkin makes states even more blatantly 

elsewhere, genocide (81-83). 

On another occasion Rifkin refers to a study of contemporary Arizona and New 

Mexico to detail the ecological harm wrought by cattle. This reference occurs in a chapter 

that, like all others, relies on incendiary language for its title: "Hoofed Locusts" (200). 

Rifkin argues, citing Arizona State Parks, that cattle have destroyed the riparian zones of 

the American Southwest. Rifkin continues to explain the ecological importance of 

riparian zones to watershed recharge and wildlife habitat. This selective use of 
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information from Arizona reinforces a major theme of Rifkin's book, which is that 

extreme ecological destruction has taken place and continues to occur as a result of cattle 

grazing. Comments on such destruction are sprinkled liberally throughout the polemic; 

the slaughter of buffalo is explained as a way to displace Native Americans and make 

room for Anglo ranchers (74); ecocide and genocide are linked together in the "real story 

of how the west was won" (107); streams and rivers are represented as drying up in 

response to cattle's role in desertification (220); and on and on. The contrapositive is also 

rhetorically true: if people stop eating beef, Africa's desert will slow in its spread, 

animals and plants will repopulate their ancient habitats, even greenhouse gas emissions 

will be slowed as people stop burning forests to create pastureland (290). The ubiquity of 

references to ecological destruction underscore that Rifkin is seeking to expand the 

environmental movement into an area that does not yet have mainstream public support. 

The language and issues of Arizona's antigrazing activists do indicate that there is 

considerable overlap between Rifkin's issues and their own, although some 

organizations' involvement with those issues predates Beyond Beefs 1992 publication. 

Riparian habitat and the protection of riparian species is, for many groups active in 

southern Arizona, of primary concern. Terms such as "hoofed locusts" are common 

among area activists, as is the propensity to understand Arizona ranching as corporate 

rather than individual. While Beyond Beef is larger in scope than such targeted actions, 

lamenting cattle production all over the world, the book is on the whole seamless with the 
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concerns of local antigrazing environmentalists. Despite its explicit consumerist target, 

Beyond Beef s publication has been used to support organized action. 

Rifkin's polemic representation of cattle ranching depends largely on the scope of 

his argument. Each individually researched detail helps support his overall depiction of 

the evil global cattle complex; the overall picture ensure that each detail will be 

interpreted as a harm. There is little complexity in this world, but rather a clear 

delineation between good and evil. This aspect of Rifkin's argument is consistent with the 

environmentalist polemic genre that imitates Carson, hi this genre, justice is not found in 

the particularities of any one situation, but rather in the participation of each detail within 

a multi-century global system. The appearance of justice, of strategies for judgment, 

appears together with genre, as Lyotard argues in The Differend. In the next section, I 

demonstrate this argument more fully by directly contrasting the three primary texts of 

this chapter. 

Fencing Rhetoric: The Consequence of Generic Choices for Historical Representation 

One of the pivotal events in the history of Western range ranching was the passage 

of the Taylor Grazing Act in 1934, which is widely understood as a response to the 

"tragedy of the commons" on the open range—that is, to problems associated with the 

overgrazing that resulted because there were few limits placed on who could run cattle on 

public lands, or in what quantities. The Taylor Grazing Act extended a system of grazing 

allotments and fees, meaning that certain ranchers were allowed to graze up to a specified 
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number of cattle on particular areas of public land in exchange for fees paid to federal 

agencies. The act also required fencing, which put an end to the open range at the same 

time that it helped enforce the proprietary use of public land associated with the fee-for-

grazing system. Some fees were invested in public lands in a form valuable to ranchers, 

for example through the development of new water sources such as windmill-powered 

wells and stock tanks. 

These changes were controversial and continue, almost seventy years later, to be 

interpreted differently by different parties to contemporary grazing conflict. One response 

is to praise the changes as both ecologically necessary and successful at creating 

ecological benefits—an approach taken, for example, by Sheridan in Arizona. Sheridan 

uses the historical genre to insert the act within a conservationist framework, rhetorically 

aligning the act with the ethic of the nature writer that he draws from most extensively, 

Leopold. Sheridan does this by introducing the act in the context of a power struggle 

between environmental preservationists and conservationists. He writes that, in 1896, 

preservationist John Muir convinced the Forest Committee of the Department of the 

Interior to prohibit grazing in forest reserves (259). Eventually sheep and cattle raisers, he 

continues, turned their anger to alliance building and lobbying. A member of the 1896 

Forest Committee, Gifford Pinchot, was persuaded to study the impact of grazing on 

forests (260). His report, which concluded that "properly managed grazing did not harm 

the forests," was suppressed within the still-preservationist Interior Department. 

However, Pinchot's friend. President Teddy Roosevelt, placed the reserves under the new 
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Bureau of Forestry, headed by Pinchot (260). Sheridan emphasizes that Pinchot's 

tolerance of managed ranching aligned him with conservationists rather than 

preservationists. It was Pinchot who first established federal regulation of grazing using 

the system of allotments and fees that, thirty years later, would be extended by the Taylor 

Grazing Act in a response to the simultaneous drought and depression that faced ranchers 

in the 1930s. Sheridan's choice to rhetorically construct continuity between the 1934 act 

and the tum-of-the-century ascendance of Pinchot inserts the historical event of Taylor 

legislation firmly within the ideology of conservationism. Sheridan's subsequent 

(positive) evaluations of the act's consequences are transferred to the conservationist 

ethic which, ultimately, is the primary determinant of the socioecological relations that 

Sheridan promotes. 

hi order to give the Taylor Grazing Act and, by extension, conservationism a 

positive evaluation, Sheridan recounts a positive interpretation of the act's consequences. 

He notes that fences led to herd rotation; allotments—as well as a shift to selling beef by 

the pound rather than by the head—led to an emphasis on weight and quality rather than 

quantity, and new water sources spread cattle out across the countryside (261-62). All 

these changes are associated with ecological health. Sheridan writes: "After more than 

sixty years of abuse, the range finally had a chance to restore itself (262). However, what 

historical narrative allows Sheridan to recount as if it is an established and neutral fact is 

actually highly contested in current politics. While Sheridan argues that regulatory reform 

enhances the chance for environmental restoration, many debaters within grazing politics 
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claim that reformative regulation is not necessary or has gone too far, while others argue 

that it has not gone far enough or that a total ban of cattle is required. However, within 

Sheridan's history, the value of regulative reform is a given, a past decision with 

demonstrable positive results. 

This historical narrative of the Taylor Grazing Act thereby gives Sheridan a 

historical grounding for a series of conservationist evaluations that become increasingly 

apparent in the rest of his narrative. A few pages after narrating the history of the act, 

Sheridan discusses the difficult choices made by rural Arizonans who have to decide 

between their economic livelihood and their environment. As background information 

meant to help readers understand this conflict, Sheridan adopts Pinchot's conservationist 

claims as a historically-validated truth: "When properly managed, stock raising was a 

sustainable enterprise. With rotation and the regulation of livestock numbers, grasses 

recovered and erosion could be controlled" (300). Sheridan later demonstrates that this 

claim is contested, pointing out: "The antiranching lobby rightly zeroed in on ranchers 

who overgrazed their allotments" or performed other illegal activities (309). However he 

criticizes these activists because: 

They never talked about the family ranchers who [. . . engaged in many 
beneficial activities and] ran fewer animal units that their permits allowed 
because they had made a long-term commitment to the land. Nor did the 
critics admit that ranching was one of the few extractive industries that 
could be sustainable over the long haul. (309) 

In this statement, the possibility of sustainable ranching is assumed; antigrazing activists 

may tell part of the truth, but if they deny the possibility of ecologically beneficial 
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ranching, they do not tell the whole truth. The rhetorical position of these activists stand 

in marked contrast to the rhetoric of Sheridan's historical narrative, which critiques 

overgrazing and other damaging practices but also argues that improvement is possible 

and that sustainability is a goal that can use preservationist forces to temper extraction, 

thereby transforming the cattle industry into a conservationist ranching culture. 

While Sheridan's use of the historical genre provides him with the appearance of 

objective authority for the sake of making his argument, it is his indebtedness to nature 

writing that helps make his conservationist reconfiguration of socioecological relations 

such a significant aspect of his narrative. Sheridan's argument, however, is not as one

sided as I have suggested up to this point, because the complexity of his historical 

narrative prevents him from ignoring that historical events affect diverse groups 

unequally. While Sheridan praises the act because of its ecological ramifications, he also 

approaches the act from the perspective of human politics. From this angle, his evaluation 

of the act's consequences are not so positive. He writes that the act supported large cattle 

grazers but that it frequently pushed small ranches out of business: "Government agents 

tried to give all the ranches in an area a chance to lease nearby land, but ranchers with 

larger amounts of patented land [registered homesteads] generally received larger leases" 

(262). In the context of Sheridan's general valuation of rural lifestyles, this human impact 

can be understood as a negative. 

Sheridan's complex perspective is a consequence of the multi-century and 

spacious scope of his historical narrative; Lazv B, in contrast, views the Taylor Grazing 
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Act through the lens of a single family, allowing O'Connor and Day to evaluate the act in 

black-and-white. For these authors, broad historical trends are not the context for 

judgment; a very personal sense of loss or gain instead fills that role. O'Connor and Day 

mention a lease allocation system that did not make it into Sheridan's history, but that 

explains why ranchers with homesteads received more lease land when adjudicating often 

contentious grazing rights issues: "The principle that emerged was that the individuals 

who owned water—^wells or ponds or stream rights—^would be entitled to obtain grazing 

rights [. ..] for as far as it was practical for a cow to walk from the water" (16). With 

homesteads generally located at water sources, those with the larger homesteads typically 

received more grazing land. After providing this background information, O'Connor and 

Day move back into their typical narrative style: telling a story akin to an oral history. As 

part of this story, readers learn that the Lazy B did quite well in leases, receiving 

approximately 52,000 acres in state leases and roughly 100,000 acres in federal leases 

(18). A neighbor, "Orville," received four square miles, total, in leases, which works out 

to a bit over 2,500 acres, approximately 1.6% of those allotted to the Day family (17). 

Perhaps O'Connor and Day choose not to report their father's leases and Orville's in the 

same units so as to make it more difficult for readers to recognize the disparity in their 

government allotments. However, they take the additional precaution of justifying 

unequal allotments by the use of stories which revolve around moral character, hi these 

stories, Orville becomes a foil for O'Connor and Day's father, Harry Day. Orville's 

allotment is explained in a series of apparent non-sequiturs that do indeed make sense 
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within the story's character-based moral logic: "Orville [.. .] seldom shaved or bathed. 

The only money he ever spent to develop water was to drill a well on his small 

homestead. He was eventually allotted four square miles" (17). The juxtaposition of these 

sentences creates an associationist logic where Orville's negative qualities are implicitly 

the cause of his allotment. Further, Orville's behavior in response to his allotment 

reinforces his negative character: though he agrees to the divisions initially, when federal 

fencing crews arrive he approaches them wearing "dirty long Johns" and threatens to 

shoot them (17). Orville's slovenliness is associated with a contentious character: both 

provide supporting evidence for the justice of his smaller allocation. This associational 

logic is enthymematic: while it would be impossible to argue directly that dirty clothes 

lead to fewer grazing rights, O'Connor and Day's detailed repetition of Orville's 

uncleanliness allows character development to eclipse the plot line of the narrative, 

leading to a different sense of justice than if foreground and background were reversed. 

Such logic is possible within short character-driven, oralistic stories. 

In contrast, Harry Day's approach to the situation is represented in a way that 

highlights conscientious leadership and largesse. Harry Day, readers are told, was a 

member of the Taylor-created Grazing Adjudication Board. His method of dealing with 

the perhaps compromising situation of having authority over a neighbor with a much 

smaller allotment is the inverse of Orsdlle's bad behavior. O'Connor and Day relate: "DA 

[Harry Day] could have forced settlement. Orville had no right to any additional land" 

(17). What had earlier been discussed as an issue of establishing a convention to deal with 
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a complex situation has, by the time it is included in narrative, become a matter of rights. 

Despite what are represented to be superior claims, however, Harry Day offers Orville 

3,000 acres of the Lazy B's leases. When Orville once again threatens fencing crews, 

Harry Day offers a total of 6,000 acres of federal land, resolving the dispute. The 

implication of the story is that, during this period of transition, there were clear individual 

"rights" to publicly owned land—Harry Day had that right, but refused to abuse his 

authority. 

The story is not over, though, but is instead developed in a way to further reify 

Harry Day's moral superiority. Within the same paragraph it shifts from the scene of 

more easily debated federal lands to the homestead headquarters. After the 6,000 acre 

grant, Orville decides he is a friend, coming to the headquarters uninvited, where he 

would often "wolf down food [the Days' mother] had prepared and then saunter down to 

the bam to help himself to horseshoes" or other ranch items (17). At this point, Orville's 

character is established as a thief who is taking advantage of Day generosity. This 

unambiguous act of theft is easily applied by readers, retrospectively, to the debate over 

land, suggesting Orville had stolen "the Day's" public land. The authors' original choice 

to provide the information that allocational decisions were "serious and contentious" 

could have been used to give legitimacy to Orville's perspective (16). However, since 

most of the chapter is devoted not to this type of background information but, instead, to 

character-driven stories, Orville's perspective is completely effaced by Orville's poor 

behavior and the Days' welcoming, neighborly spirit. In other words, the authors' choice 
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to privilege a character-driven genre allows them to create a sense of justice fully separate 

from the inequality of the allotments. Finally Orville goes too far, interrupting uninvited a 

family evening, putting dirty shoes on the coffee table, and spitting tobacco in the living 

room. O'Connor and Day's mother "stood up immediately—all five foot, four inches of 

her—and asked Orville to leave" (18). The power relation is reversed, and Orville reduces 

his infringements on Day property. In the process, the narrative pushes legal distinctions 

between public and private land into the distant background of the story—Orville has 

implicitly been kicked off the public land as well. The rhetorical logic governing these 

stories suggest that legal property rights are much less significant than the moral right to 

defend ranch boundaries. This story treats the public ranch lands as private property. Just 

action in relation to those lands is consistent with general cultural values about private 

property rights. 

The general lesson, which is fully grounded in generic choice, is that the morally 

upright person deserves to have more land—a convenient argument for the wealthy to 

make in the face of inequality. This lesson is reinforced elsewhere in Lazy B. In another 

story, a man who abuses his family sells out to the Lazy B: land, apparently, goes to those 

with the character to use it well. Under this moral system, private rights of use obscure 

the public ownership of the land. It is not surprising that hunters (who have a legal right 

to hunt public lands, which the narrators fail to mention) are seen as unwelcome 

interlopers on the Day ranch, even though the Days themselves hunt (32). The Days even 

hunt from cars and use other people's tags (180, 222). The narrators do not bother to tell 
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their largely urban audience that these actions are illegal and generally considered 

unethical in hunting culture (180, 222). Legality, or even hunting ethics is not the point: 

in Day and O'Connor's book, ranching culture's morality is dominant over any other 

culture's mores. This morality imputes property rights to those who ranch the land with 

upright characters—and success in ranching and having an upright character are 

dangerously tautological, creating a self-justifying system. By making the identity of the 

Day family central to the logic of each event within the narrative, and by choosing genres 

that allow them to do so, the authors create a reified sense of justice that completely 

obscures competing claims to public land. 

In direct contrast to O'Connor and Day's approach to the Taylor Grazing Act, 

Rifkin's discussion of the Taylor Grazing Act—embedded as it is in a genre oriented 

toward expanding the scope of environmentalism—emphasizes public aspects of the land. 

Rifkin introduces the act by writing: 

The cattlemen's associations' final triumph came in 1934 when President 
Franklin D. Roosevelt signed the Taylor Grazing Act into law. Ostensibly, 
the law was supposed to allow for the improvement of public land by 
leasing it to ranchers who would take collective responsibility for its 
management and improvement. In reality, the act succeeded in transferring 
tens of millions of acres of public lands to private leases in return for a 
token permit or lease fee. (105) 

This account is fully consistent with—and derives part of its meaning from—Rifkin's 

polemical genre. By this time in his narrative, it is clear to readers that cattlemen's 

associations must be villains in the same way that Carson's pesticide producers are evil 

chemists. This is not the rhetoric of conflicting interests that was reflected in Sheridan's 
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more complex history, where the land and larger ranchers could win where many small 

ranchers lost. Instead, this is the rhetoric of the good versus the bad, the public versus 

those who would take advantage of them. Rifkin's intent to mimic Carson's success at 

creating a collective movement is indicated by his choice to emphasize that the cattlemen, 

who might have been acceptable had they chosen to act collectively for the greater good 

as the act intended, instead acted for their private interest while only apparently 

advocating responsibility to the land, to each other, and to the public. Rifkin hopes his 

readers will identify with his representation of the public and take personal offense at the 

ranchers' role in this historic act, thereby constituting a collective that is willing to rise up 

against Rifkin's interpretation of injustice. 

This point is even more evident in the larger context that Rifkin is writing in. 

Unlike in Lazv B or even Arizona, in Bevond Beef ranchers are never personified. They 

are not even ranchers, who are too easily romanticized: they are cattlemen. By paying 

attention to the deeds of depersonalized associations and corporations, Rifkin entirely 

erases the character sketch that is so important to O'Connor and Day's morality. To the 

extent that cattlemen are given character at all, it is the character of colonizers and unjust 

rule; Rifkin emphasizes that many cattle associations are run on behalf of British 

investors, thereby further demonstrating the distance between cattlemen and the public 

Rifkin hopes to simultaneously appeal to and rhetorically constitute. Rifkin summarizes 

his story of "how the West was won" by writing: 

Behind the facade of frontier heroism and cowboy bravado, of civilizing 
forces and homespun values, lies [. . .] a saga of ecocide and genocide, of 
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forced enclosures of land and people, and the expropriation of an entire 
subcontinent for the exclusive benefit of a privileged few. (107) 

Even the title of his chapter that discusses the Taylor Grazing Act, "Barbed Wire and 

Land Scams," helps to take potentially ambiguous events and lock them into a narrative 

that clearly indicates the wholesale injustice of ranching, hi Sheridan's narrative, barbed 

wire—^which is both legally and commonly called an "improvement"—figures as a tool 

for ecological reconstruction of the land. In Rifkin's narrative, in contrast, barbed wire is 

transformed by associational logic into a clearly negative development. 

In each of the three texts—Arizona, Lazy B, and Beyond Beef—the way that the 

authors introduce the historically pivotal Taylor Grazing Act is consistent with the textual 

conventions of the genres they draw from. To use Lyotard's language, each of the texts 

link onto the act in a genre-conditioned way. The sense of justice each text creates is also 

consistent with genre, whether that be the complex evaluation of an academic history, the 

moralism of an oral narrative, or the condemnation of an environmentalist polemic. This 

one example demonstrates how real events are ambiguous in meaning. However, once 

inscribed within the social patterns of interpretation conditioned by genres, those events 

are judged, given meaning, and used rhetorically to create audience response. This 

example illustrates why the choice of genre is politically consequential, and why the 

rhetorical analyst should attend to genre as a way to understand political conflict. 
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Food, Culture. Nature: Rhetorically Constituting Socioecological Relations through the 

Rhetoric of "We Are what We Eat" 

hi the previous section, I concluded my argument that genre, and generic 

hybridization, shapes the meaning of narratives by comparing how the same event is used 

to support considerably different socioecological relations depending on the genres it is 

inscribed within. Rather than conclude this chapter with that section, however, I add this 

final one as a way to integrate two themes that are also important to this chapter and that, 

additionally, are ultimately more significant to the dissertation as a whole, hi this section, 

I examine how each book uses representations of food as a motif for developing implicit 

arguments about ideal socioecological relations. At the same time, I examine how those 

socioecological relations depend on how each text asks its reader to identify themselves 

within those socioecological relations. 

Rifkin's text is exemplary of the role of food in changing socioecological 

relations. As I have already discussed, one of his primary persuasive goals is, quite 

concretely, to eliminate beef from the diet of his readers. Yet this goal is placed in a much 

larger context; Rifkin seeks to transform his readers' consciousness in a way that 

radically changes the way they create relationships with other people and also with the 

natural world, especially the animal world. These goals rhetorically combine an array of 

premises about human identity. First, readers are constituted with the agency to create 

global change through individual (consumer) action. At the same time, that consumer 

identity is shown as being capable of transformation through the choice not to consume. 
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(Of course, readers will still consume food, but not the one food—^beef—that is 

represented within Rifkin's book.) The new, ideal identity that Rifkin's book points to is 

one that eschews viewing nature as a resource and that instead looks at it as having 

intrinsic value. The identity of the good person is constituted through relationships and 

represented in terms of the person in harmony with nature. The relationship between the 

human and the animal—culture and nature—^hinges on eating, that act where nature's 

bounty becomes humanity's energy. 

The socioecological association of (shifting) identity, agency, nature, and culture 

is not surprising in books that focus on agriculture, that pre-eminent scene of the 

interpenetration of nature and culture. Food production, an act of human agency that is to 

a greater or lesser extent dependent on cooperation with forces beyond human control 

(the generativity of soil, availability of water and sunlight, etc.) locates humans in a set of 

relationships to the world around them that are both necessary and contingent: necessary, 

because humans require food; contingent, because they have multiple means of procuring 

it. While such relationships may be obscured in some material and rhetorical settings— 

the urban supermarket or the language of technological mastery—those relationships are 

frequently foregrounded in the rhetoric of agriculture. In an agricultural setting, who we 

are as a society and who we choose to be in the future is more clearly constrained by the 

nature we relate to. 

This claim holds also when the setting is rhetorically constructed. Rifkin's ideal of 

the non-beef-eating human in harmony with nature is an imaginative ideal used— 
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clearly—for the rhetorical purpose of convincing readers to not eat beef Representations 

of food in LazvB and, to a lesser extent, Arizona also serve the rhetorical purpose of 

reinforcing certain social identities, hi this concluding section of this chapter, I examine 

the rhetorical role of food as a device for rhetorically promoting certain socioecological 

relations. In the process, I use the discussion of food to make explicit connections 

between socioecological relations and the key topic of the next chapter, which is the 

representation of identity. 

Food is a ubiquitous motif in Lazy B, one that is used to rhetorically reinforce the 

importance of hard work in the identity of characters permitted within the socioecological 

relations represented by ranching culture. The symbolic importance of food, however, is 

not signaled so much through the central narrative of stock raising but instead by 

comparison with marginal food-eating episodes. An early example is a one-paragraph 

vacation narrative that ends in New Orleans, "where DA [the sibling authors' father] ate 

his fill of raw oysters" (34). The next paragraph tells of another vacation, this time in 

Cuba, where the family visited a sugar plantation and rum factory. A third vacation is 

recounted in the next and final paragraph of the chapter: a boat trip from Bellingham, 

Washington to Juneau. After six sentences describing the circumstance of the vacation, 

the narrator adds: 

To five dried-out desert dwellers, it was pure magic to be surrounded by 
water day after day. We anchored each night in a lovely cove and put out 
the crab pots. We nosed into icebergs to chip ice for cold drinks. We 
stopped at Indian villages and at a salmon cannery. We watched bear catch 
salmon in the streams. We caught and ate a few fish, feasted on king crab, 
and enjoyed every minute of that trip through the hiside Passage. (35) 
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These vacation scenes consistently associate a region with a typical food. Every place has 

its produce, the narrative implies, and knowing that place is impossible without knowing 

its food culture. Arizona's typical food, by implication, is beef: the Day family is, 

consequently, at the heart of Arizona's culture. An additional implication of these 

narratives is that many forms of food production are relatively easy—catching fish, eating 

abundant oysters. These are vacation foods. Beef, in contrast, is a food of hard work, 

which, as already discussed, is the moral pillar of Lazy B. The difficulty of raising cattle 

is what gives those who persevere at it their character and moral authority. Rhetorically 

speaking, at least, beef creates people the nation can count on. 

hi another story, the role that beef plays in testing moral character is all but 

explicit. In a scene that Freud would love, O'Connor brings her future husband to meet 

her parents during a Spring Break from Stanford. The pair arrive when the cowboys are 

castrating calves. O'Connor's father acknowledges their arrival, but does not stop his 

work. The narrator recounts that, when "DA" finally paused in his activity, he "reached 

into a dirty-looking bucket and pulled out a couple of bloody testicles that Rastus had 

tossed in there after castrating some calves" (285). DA then cooked the "mountain 

oysters" over a branding fire, offering them to the young male visitor, who ate one 

obediently even though he "gulped a bit" at the expectation. Within a few sentences, the 

narrative immediately switches to the announcement of O'Connor's engagement, 

shortening several months into a moment of narrative time. The logic of the story 

suggests that John O'Cormor's appropriate response to the offer of food is a key 
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determinant of his inclusion, by marriage, within the ranching culture. Other aspects of 

Lazy B reinforce the association of cultural identity with food: "Cowboys all like their 

steaks cut fairly thin and cooked until they are past well-done" (79); and "Bug cooked all 

the traditional cowboy food—^biscuits, beans, and beef (86). Food is so central to ranch 

life that the identity of those who are allowed into that culture depends on their response 

to food. In short, food plays a formative role in socioecological relations, and determines 

how those who eat fit into those relations. 

In Arizona, food is not as central. However, Sheridan's fmal chapter (the 

previously discussed chapter that ultimately represents Sheridan's most explicit 

conservationist values as well as his fullest generic hybridization) argues that Arizona 

society and agriculture are both limited by water availability. Sheridan creates an image 

of a non-renewable modem Arizona society, one where people "want beef, cotton, and 

citrus" but farmers require their water to be brought to them through canals that extend 

for "hundreds of miles" (360, 361). Food consumption, which is ultimately linked to 

water consumption, has surpassed the carrying capacity of a desert state, and on this basis 

Sheridan condemns modem urban society as unsustainable and in denial of its ecological 

setting. As already discussed, Sheridan argues that the society that will persevere is the 

one that can integrate nature and culture in a sustainable lifestyle. Sheridan implies this 

lifestyle probably needs to be linked to sustainable agriculture which, in Arizona, 

Sheridan believes ranching has the best chance at becoming. Contemporary 

socioecological relations are indicted by Sheridan precisely because they are out of touch 



with nature: his representation of the identity of those participating in this society is that 

they are consumer-driven persons thoroughly alienated from their environment. 

Each of these three books use the setting of agriculture as a way to introduce 

nature into social commentary—commentary aimed at exercising rhetorical agency and 

creating shifts in reader identifications. Beef, like all foods, links people to their 

ecological setting. Beef is represented differently in each book so that the authors can 

make full rhetorical use of the role of food in relationships between nature and culture, 

relationships that constitute reader identities. A global representation of beef serves 

Rifkin's purpose of condemning it; a contrastive representation of beef helps O'Connor 

and Day create a specific, valorized cultural identity; and the representation of beef within 

the context of desert ecology helps Sheridan to provide guidelines for social redesign. 

These rhetorical purposes share similarities with the debate over Arizona grazing at large, 

a debate that is at once about cultural identity, ecology, and securing the political agency 

to alter both. In later chapters of this dissertation, I leave these individual texts—texts that 

are nonetheless fully inflected by the social genres they draw upon—and turn instead to 

the wider debate. The themes, values, histories—the rhetoric—of these three books, 

however, resonate with the other public rhetorics I turn to, rhetorics that these texts are 

constructed out of and reciprocally constitute. 
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Chapter Four 

Toward a Dialogic Understanding of Frames and Identities: 

Moving away from Essential Conflict 

What is a rancher? Or an environmentalist? These are typically not questions that 

should give readers pause. These are common words with well known meanings. The 

answers to these questions are common sense. By virtue of being held in common, 

however, their socially-set meanings become problems for persons who wish to inflect 

those meanings in unique ways such as, for example, ranchers who manage their ranches 

in creative ways that do not match publicly-held stereotypes. In fact, once different ways 

of ranching are taken into account, the idea that there is a normal way to ranch is itself 

called into question, destabilizing the meaning of the term rancher. Similarly, many are 

aware that the Wise Use movement has had, as one of its effects, the rhetorical calling-

into-question of the meaning of environmentalist. Even those persons and organizations 

that, unlike members of the Wise Use movement, are perceived as environmentalists by 

the mainstream do not fully agree on what it means to live and act as an envirormientalist. 

Who gets to speak for the environment? And who gets to be identified so closely with 

that environment that it becomes the name of their identity? The politics of identity is 

certainly not all that grazing conflict is about, but it is an important part of it. 

In the last chapter I examined how genres (which—like identities—are useful to 

readers, writers, speakers and listeners precisely because they are stable enough to be 

socially recognizable) could be inflected by writers through hybridization. Such 
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surrendering their ability to create new meanings, including meanings about what it 

means, and whether it is positive or negative, to hold the cultural identity of rancher. 

Similarly, this chapter takes as its key question how speakers can inflect the socially-

constructed meanings of certain identities. Such inflections make identities—and identity 

politics—more flexible even when speakers use terms whose meanings are, as Bakhtin 

writes, already "populated—overpopulated—with the intentions of others" ("Discourse" 

294). 

This chapter, like the last, relies heavily on Bakhtin's dialogic theory of language. 

As explained more fully in the introduction to this dissertation, dialogic theory begins 

with the assumption that language is always social, always received from others in 

dialogue, and that meaning and understanding are, consequently, always embedded within 

dialogic relations. Language use, consequently, always has a collective character, and it is 

the existence of individual agency that requires additional theoretical explanation, not the 

network of social relations the individual is embedded in. However, Bakhtin argues, and I 

concur, that there is room for individual agency within language use. Bakhtin explains the 

role of individual intentionality through the metaphor of the Slavic peasant who, to 

recapitulate from the introduction, comes to recognize that there are multiple languages 

that describe the world. This "interanimation of languages" confronts language users with 

"necessity of having to choose a language,''' a necessity bom out of the conscious 

realization that languages (e.g. the language of the church compared to the language of 

the state) differ and serve different social purposes ("Discourse" 296, 295, emphasis in 
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calls "heteroglossia," the likelihood that their words will be interpreted in multiple ways 

rather than serving a singular intent. Even as persons choose how to orient themselves to 

language, they are still developing their agency from socially-received languages and 

using it in a context where speakers and listeners all have partial agency over meaning. 

Individual rhetorical agency is deeply conditioned, consequently, by both the social 

origins and the social destination of language. 

This chapter applies Bakhtin's dialogic theory of language to an analysis of one 

specialized aspect of language use: identity framing in debates about grazing in southern 

Arizona. By using the term framing, however, I am referring to a theoretical approach to 

language that is not immediately compatible with the rhetorical theory that has informed 

this dissertation until now. Framing theory is based in two seminal articles in social 

movement theory that were published in the late 1980s; the first, written by David Snow 

et. al, "Frame Alignment Processes, Micromobilization, and Movement Participation" 

and the second, by Snow and Robert Benford, "Ideology, Frame Resonance, and 

Participant Mobilization." These two articles and the research derived from them are 

meant to address the previous lack of attention to ideas and social psychology in the 

resource mobilization paradigm, which is a dominant approach to the study of social 

movements within American sociology ("Frame Ahgnment" 464, "Ideology" 197). The 

value of turning to framing theory is that it is one of the primary sources for research on 

how social movement actors and organizations use meaning as a crucial tool for social 

change. Flowever, as the Snow et. al. article explains, the term frame is rooted in a 
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cognitive theory that understands ideas to arise from individual mental structures. This 

way of conceptualizing ideation is potentially at odds with a Bakhtin-inspired rhetorical 

theory that takes social language as its starting point. Much of this chapter, in 

consequence, will be devoted to, first, further explaining framing theory and, next, 

suggesting a way to reconcile framing theory with the rhetorical theory that informs this 

dissertation. Finally, it will integrate this reconfigured framing theory to a rhetorical 

approach to identity that I derive out of the interstices of cultural and social movement 

studies of identity. 

Through this critical review of relevant studies of framing and identity, I will 

develop a form of rhetorical analysis that is appropriate for examining how identity 

labels—^by which I mean terms that denote collective identities, such as "rancher" or 

"environmentalist"—are used during interviews. This analysis demonstrates that while 

many of those I have interviewed do identify strongly with the meanings they associate 

with particular identity labels (meanings which I will frequently refer to simply as 

identities), my interviewees also actively shape identity meanings. Interviewees' active 

inflections of identities not only give them agency over how to represent both themselves 

and others: these inflections also indicate what actions interviewees believe should be 

taken to address the problems associated with grazing conflict. That is, to use Snow and 

Benford's language, how identities are inflected has consequences for both diagnostic 

and prognostic framing. 

At the same time that they choose how to craft collective identities, however, 

many interviewees explicitly note that their ways of framing identities cannot fully 
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labels have heteroglossic meanings that must be contended with by any rhetor who hopes 

to frame identities in ways that influence the outcome of debates. The interactional 

context of identity framing is implied by much extant framing theory, but it is highlighted 

by the dialogic theory adopted here, a theory that acknowledges both that meanings are 

received and that they can be actively responded to. 

In the process of analysis, I introduce several new terms that are useful for 

studying the dialogic context of identity framing. The most comprehensive term is 

identity system, which refers to the whole collection of identity labels and identity 

meanings that are connected to each other as part of a dynamic system constituted 

through language. My site for analysis in this chapter is the identity system associated 

with grazing conflict, as represented in my interviews, a system that includes such 

identity labels as "rancher," "realtor," "Audubon Society," "government" and others, 

together with all the meanings associated with these labels. 

Within the grazing conflict identity system, I focus especially on two identity sets. 

An identity set, as I define it, is all the identities—all the contrasting meanings or 

representations, all the different inflections—associated with a single identity label. The 

identity sets I examine are those I have the most data for: "environmentalist" and 

"rancher." My analysis supports the argument that framing and identity construction are 

fully implicated in each other, an argument that is also advanced by Robert Hunt, Benford 

and Snow in "Identity Fields: Framing Processes and the Social Construction of 

Movement Identities." This analysis develops Hunt, Benford and Snow's argument and 
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applies it to the specific case of grazing conflict by suggesting that framing is one major, 

though implicit, rhetorical strategy for interviewees to diagnose problems with grazing 

and to suggest what actions they believe are the best prognosis for addressing those 

problems. It partially determines how they build coalitions and who they see as 

antagonists. 

My analysis further suggests that the explicit recognition of diversity within 

identity sets is critical for developing creative solutions to grazing conflicts. When 

collective identities are reified, they serve the purposes of entrenched antagonism and 

mobilization for conflict-based politics. The introduction of diverse identity meanings 

allows for new possibilities in coalition building, problem solving, and social change. 

Consequently, this chapter's analysis of how interviewees frame identities is key to the 

development of a rhetorical theory that promotes dialogism. 

Frames: A Resource to Mobilize Social Movement Scholars for the Studv of Meaning 

Since the end of the 1960s, American social movement theory has been dominated 

by what is known as the "resource mobilization paradigm." This paradigm is perhaps best 

understood as a corrective response to social movement inquiry in the "classical period" 

following World War II. Roberta Gamer explains that the paradigms of the classical 

period tend to emphasize the social psychology of movement actors, often with the 

implication that actors are at least partially irrational (7, 5). In the 1960s, however, 

sociologists entering the profession tended to be sympathetic to many movement goals, 

especially those of the civil rights movement (Gamer 19). According to Gamer, the 
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critique of social movement actors implicit in earlier theories gave ways to resource 

mobilization and related paradigms that assumed that social movement actors used 

rational strategies to achieve their goals. Emphasis shifted from actors to organizations 

and to organizations' problems with mobilizing the resources, such as members, that are 

necessary to effectively change the institutionalized structure of the larger society (20). 

Carol Mueller's analysis in "Building Social Movement Theory" supports Gamer's 

assessment. Mueller writes that, under the resource mobilization paradigm, "The new 

questions became: where are the resources [...], how are they organized, how does the 

state facilitate or impede mobilization, and what are the outcomes?" ("Building" 3-4). 

The resource mobilization paradigm tends to treat social relations in a way analogous to a 

game of checkers. Moves and countermoves are rendered sensible by the structure of the 

game and the rules that establish relationships between organizational actors. Strategy 

may change as the overall context of the game changes, perhaps through the loss or gain 

of new key players, hidividual moves are assumed to be part of a rational strategy. 

In the process of discarding theories that attempt to explain the psychology of 

irrational actors, resource mobilization also threw out inquiry into most questions related 

to grievances, ideas, meaning, and interpretation. Snow et. al. attempted to correct these 

omissions. The stated goal of "Frame Alignment Processes, Micromobilization, and 

Movement Participation" is to link together the dominant study of structural and 

organizational factors with study of social psychology. To this end, the authors introduce 

to social movement theory the ionn frame, which they define—following their source, 

Erving Goffman—as the "schemata of interpretation" that give events meaning and 



thereby "organize experience and guide action, whether individual or collective" 

(Goffman qtd. in Snow et. al. 464, Snow et. al. 464). Their reintroduction of studies of 

meaning and ideas does not reproduce the classical period's emphasis on how structural 

problems manifest themselves in dysfunctional psychology. Instead, Snow and his 

colleagues emphasize that what counts as a grievance is subject to interpretation (465). 

Additionally, they made this interpretive work an explicit problem for social movement 

organizations (SMOs) by stressing the strategic importance of creating a collective 

interpretation of "grievances and other ideational elements, such as values and supportive 

beliefs" (466). Snow et. al. coined the t&cm frame alignment to indicate the conjunction 

of individual interpretations with social movement frames. With their article, resource 

mobilization theory underwent a qualitative shift as, once again, ideas and grievances, 

together with a new emphasis on the strategic manipulation of meaning, became an 

important question for empirical studies of movements. 

"Frame Alignment Processes, Micromobilization, and Movement Participation" 

also began a project of cataloguing particular meaning-making processes that theorists 

understand movement organizations and actors to be engaged in. Snow et. al. suggest that 

there are four frame alignment processes that SMOs can use to mobilize participants: 

frame bridging, frame amplification, frame extension, and frame transformation. These 

terms refer to, respectively, linking two existing frames, highlighting a previous 

subordinate aspect of a frame, extending a frame to cover more issues or grievances than 

previously, and actively changing frames that are incompatible with SMO goals, hi 

"Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant Mobilization," Snow and Benford identify 
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"three core framing tasks" that have since become the basis for much movement 

hterature: "(1) a diagnosis of some event or aspect of social life as problematic and in 

need of alteration; (2) a proposed solution to the diagnosed problem that specifies what 

needs to be done; and (3) a call to arms or rationale for engaging in ameliorative or 

corrective action" (199). Their identification of core diagnostic, prognostic, and 

motivational framing tasks is among the most cited aspects of framing literature. This 

approach to framing focuses attention on the interpretative work involved in determining 

grievances, in arguing that certain strategies that will effectively address those grievances 

and in convincing potential members that their participation in the movement will make a 

difference. 

While these two articles are, together, the foundation of social movement frame 

studies, there is one key difference in emphasis between them. The key term of the early 

article is the word frame, which implies a static cognitive structure. The key term of the 

later article is the term framing processes, which emphasizes that political, rhetorical 

actors interact with each in the process of producing and controlling meanings. Such 

distinctions are crucial to the guiding question of this dissertation, how are static and 

reified meanings made more dialogic and flexible? To highlight the agency involved in 

framing processes. Snow and Benford cite cultural theorist Stuart Hall's interest in the 

"politics of signification" (qtd. in Snow and Benford 198). hi the section below, I will 

argue that frame theory's dependence on cognitive psychology is unnecessary, and I will 

address how this second article's emphasis on framing dynamics, agency and the cultural 
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politics of signification help to make framing theory more amenable to a dialogic 

approach to social movement rhetoric. 

Toward a Dialogic Theory for Frame Studies 

My choice to privilege interest in framing over frames is not unique but instead 

reflects a general trend within social movement theory. In a recent (2000) review article, 

Benford and Snow summarize their earlier contributions to framing studies using 

language that resonates with dialogic theories of rhetoric. In this article, the concept of 

frames as cognitive structures is clearly subordinated to the more dynamic theory of 

meaning that addresses framing processes. They write that the Y&ch framing denotes: 

[A]n active, processual phenomenon that implies agency and contention at 
the level of reality construction. It is active in the sense that something is 
being done, and processual in the sense of a dynamic, evolving process. It 
entails agency in the sense that what is evolving is the work of social 
movement organizations or movement activists. And it is contentious in 
the sense that it involves the generation of interpretive frames that not only 
differ from existing ones but that may also challenge them. The resultant 
products of this framing activity are referred to as 'collective action 
frames.' (614) 

This definition stresses the connection between language and agency and change, which 

in turn implies persuasion, the aspect of language use that the discipline of rhetoric is 

most concerned with. While Benford and Snow's syntactic structure does not stress that 

framing is dialogic, their insistence than it is contentious implies competing meanings 

and interpretations that are the consequence of dialogic human interaction. 

Benford and Snow's choice to emphasize dynamic processes, however, has not 

amounted to a critique of the more static concept of frames. The concluding remark of the 



above quote demonstrates how the more static concept has been preserved even within 

framing theory, hi this remark, Benford and Snow contend that dynamic processes lead to 

products. The implication that frames are static is reinforced by many studies within 

framing literature, including some of the examples in "Ideology, Frame Resonance, and 

Participant Mobilization." hi this article, for example, Snow and Benford demonstrate the 

ends of framing tasks in the 1980s disarmament movement by demarcating "at least four 

distinctive sets of causal factors" that are diagnosed in four distinct frames (200). 

However, frame alignment processes such as frame bridging, which meaningfully unites 

separate frames, and frame extension, which introduces new meanings that substantively 

change frames, suggests that the "distinctiveness" of frames is frequently temporary. Any 

catalogue of distinct frames should be considered a "snapshot" of movement uses of 

language, a picture frozen in time for heuristic purposes only, hideed, if frames do 

continue as stable entities, this in itself should be explained as a rhetorical 

accomplishment. From this new perspective, the signifying work necessary to alter 

meanings is not the only question for scholars; instead, all meanings, whether they are 

changed or sustained, are seen as in need of explanation, especially in the contentious 

political contexts that are assumed in social movement studies. 

Framing theory's difficulty in moving away from a static concept of frames is 

likely due to its emphasis on a cognitive psychology that suggests that frames exist not in 

dialogic, situated utterances but instead in mental structures. However, while Benford and 

Snow's work typically assumes that cognitive psychology on mental structures is 

commensurate with attention to language, meaning, and interpretation, their arguments do 
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not rely fully on that cognitive psychology, hi the paragraphs below, I will demonstrate 

how a dialogic theory of language, one that locates meaning in individual utterances 

rather than in mental structures, can reinterpret data and aspects of framing processes that 

have been originally presented as proof that cognitive theories of social psychology are 

essential to framing theory. This reinterpretation has the value of demonstrating how 

framing theory and, perhaps even more significantly, the extensive body of social 

movement scholarship developed by framing theorists can be of use to rhetorical scholars 

without relying on the assumption that meaning is codified within mental structures. 

For this demonstration, I turn not to work by Snow and Benford but instead to an 

argument that relies more integrally than does theirs on cognitive psychology, hi "A 

Methodology for Frame Analysis: From Discourse to Cognitive Schema," Hank Johnston 

explicitly distances himself from anticognivist approaches to language and psychology. 

He claims that microdiscourse analysis, which he demonstrates, provides empirical access 

to an interviewee's cognitive frames. Johnston defines frames as "problem-solving 

schemata, stored in memory, for the interpretive task of making sense of presenting 

situations" (217). In an apparent attempt to reemphasize framing's cognivist roots, 

Johnston claims that even as early frame analysis "emphasized the social and cultural 

processes" associated with frames (an emphasis consistent with the rhetorical approach I 

will take in this chapter) it also "preserved the essential definition of a frame as a mental 

structure" (217, my emphasis). Johnston's goal in his article is to demonstrate that the 

lack of emphasis on cognitive psychology has resulted in impoverished understanding of 

how social movement actors use language. 



To achieve this goal, Johnston demonstrates a microdiscourse analysis of an 

interview with a man who had participated in demonstrations against the Francoist regime 

in Spain. The purpose of this analysis is to determine the features that organize the 

interviewee's speech, which are then taken to be the structure of a frame. For example, 

Johnston notes that frequently during the interview the interviewee shifts topics to speak 

about demonstrations that took place in 1976 (230). From this Johnston infers that the 

demonstration is the primary organizing feature of the interviewee's collective action 

frame (238-39). At the next-highest hierarchical level, Johnston argues that the frame 

organizes the interviewee's memory of his participation around three primary topics, the 

importance of "participation with relatives," "knowledge of past experiences," and the 

need to "send a message to the govemmenf (239). 

Johnston's emphasis on a hierarchical structure is derived from an extended 

analogy between brains and computers (235). The analogy is used to support the circular 

argument that: brains function like "mental programs" that encode and organize 

experience; mental programs are hierarchical; therefore, the organizational features of 

texts demonstrate the structure of frames even though analysts "cannot see the brain 

synapses firing" (235-36, 234). Johnston's argument that textual organization is 

determined by cognitive structure, however, assumes that the context of an utterance is a 

correspondingly insignificant factor in determining the substance of a text. To support 

this assumption, Johnston points out that his interviewee does not always respond directly 

to his questions, but instead routinely turns the discussion to topics that the interviewee 

himself wants to discuss. He then assumes that the interviewee's agency to pick some of 
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the interview topics is evidence that the resuhing textual structure belongs wholly to the 

interviewee and is created independently of the interview context. 

Problems with this adialogic understanding of interviews was discussed 

extensively in my second chapter. For example, Charlotte Davies is cited as arguing that 

both interviewers and interviewees change their understanding of issues in the course of 

an interview (96-104). This suggests that language use and meaning is too dynamic to 

support the structured cognitive model derived by Johnston. Such inferentially-derived 

structures are inadequate to explaining the interactional dynamics of interviews and other 

uses of languages. Johnston's argument depends, to its detriment, on locating the 

structure of texts in interviewees' brains rather than in interactive contexts. 

Johnston's approach also depends on a conceptual binary between the content and 

form of texts. While Johnston approvingly notes that theorists working within the 

computer-brain analogy argue that there is an isomorphism between the structure and 

content of mental programs, Johnston ignores this isomorphism once he moves to his 

own analysis (236). hi that analysis, Johnston argues that "the most compelling data 

[about frames] are to be found in how speech and text are structured," in data "that 

derives not from what a participant says but from how he says it" (234). This binary 

separation of content and form is what allows Johnston to argue that frames are cognitive 

structures. The structure of the text is elided with the structure of cognition, while content 

is taken as meanings that fill in that structure. The separation of textual content and form 

has long been discarded by rhetorical genre scholars, making approaches that rely on such 

separation difficult to accept. Bakhtin, for example, argues in the opening paragraph of 
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his influential essay "Discourse in the Novel" that "form and content in discourse are one, 

once we understand that verbal discourse is a social phenomenon [. ..] throughout its 

entire range and in each and every of its factors" (259). Fortunately, Johnston's article, as 

he himself notes (although as a negative), is exceptional within framing theory for its 

reliance on the argument that creating formal maps of inferred structures can help 

scholars understand the political use of meaning. The problems with Johnston's article 

suggests that rhetorical scholars would do well to fully reinterpret framing theory by 

emphasizing its dynamic and dialogic aspects, by discarding the reifying assumptions 

frame theorists have borrowed from aspects of cognitive psychology, and by using the 

findings of framing scholars to support an inquiry into how meaning operates within 

dialogic contexts. This type of reinterpretation is used throughout this chapter as I draw 

on framing scholarship's insights—such as its emphasis on the political significance of 

diagnostic and prognostic framing—to support an analysis of dialogic identity framing. 

The tendency, within some of the framing literature, to problematically invoke 

cognitive psychology is not, however, the only way that frame theory is potentially 

incompatible with a dialogic theory of rhetoric. Frame theory's location within the 

resource mobilization paradigm has led to its incorporation of problematic aspects of that 

paradigm, including its emphasis on the individual rational actor. Indeed, the turn to 

cognitive psychology can be understood as a consequence of its compatibility with the 

individualistic bias in resource mobilization theory. Problems with that individualistic 

bias can be traced, in large part, to resource mobilization's incorporation of Mancur 

Olson's free-rider theory. In The Logic of Collective Action, Olson argues that when 



226 

goods are publicly shared (for example, public parks, road improvements, or public radio 

programs) people will not voluntarily pay for those goods because they will benefit 

regardless of whether there is an individual cost to them, hi other words, they "ride free" 

at the public expense. However, because it is rational for everyone to behave this way, 

public goods will always be underfunded if they rely on voluntary contributions. The free-

rider problem, consequently, is based on an understanding of strategic rationalism that is 

centered on an individualistic approach to economic analysis. 

According to Mueller, the application of Olson's theory to social movements 

makes understanding movement participation into a substantial problem. Social 

movements typically attempt to generate benefits that apply to a whole group of people 

whether or not they are active participants in the movement. Nuclear disarmament, for 

example, potentially impacts everyone; even the more specialized civil rights movement 

affects more people than those who participate in movement activities. Given that 

movements create public goods, Mueller continues, the free-rider theory suggests that 

rational actors will be unwilling to incur individual costs from participation when they 

receive no additional benefits (6). hi "Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant 

Mobilization," Snow and Benford explicitly incorporate the free-rider problem into frame 

theory, using it as a justification for their argument that one of the three core framing 

tasks is creating motivation for potential participants to become members of a movement. 

As I will discuss in the following paragraphs, this contention has been challenged 

extensively on theoretical grounds; some empirical studies also suggest it may be 

unwarranted. 



Ill 

In her critique of resource mobilization—a critique that nonetheless recognizes 

how much has been learned by focusing on organizations and on resources—^Myra Marx 

Ferree argues that the rational choice model of human behavior is based on the 

"misleading postulate" that "individuals will always act to maximize their personal 

benefits and reduce their costs" (30). Making this postulate the grounds for individual 

rationality leads to the similarly problematic notion that all "irrational choices are said to 

reflect idiosyncratic 'tastes' that are exogenous and uninteresting" (30). Arguably, this 

theory of rationality narrows and flattens individuality, making the person no longer a 

locus of theoretical interest. From this perspective, the agency of political actors is not 

even interesting since choice is predicted by calculations of costs and benefits located 

outside of the actor, with any inexplicable aspect of that calculation put outside the realm 

of theory. Ferree argues that one of the functions of resource mobilization theory is to 

resist any explanation of behavior that require social psychology (29). The result, she 

argues, is that "dehumanizing assumptions" lead to the neglect of "value differences and 

conflicts [and . . .] a presupposition of a pseudo-universal human actor without either a 

personal history or a gender, race, or class position within a societal history" (31). The 

individual actor at the center of resource mobilization theory takes the "social" out of 

social movements—or at least removes the "social" from human relationships to 

institutional structures that are understood separately from the humans that constitute and 

sustain them. 

Ferree suggests that movement analysis might be more successful, in most 

situations, if it assumes that people will act as collectives. Drawing on feminist theory. 
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she argues that the mother-child model assumes interdependence in a way ignored by 

rational actor theories that assume unrelated adults (36). Similarly, she points out that 

many societies or classes of societies, including, notably, the working class, often are 

organized around social interdependencies (36-37). A review of empirical research on the 

role of selective incentives in mobilization leads her to conclude that the rational choice 

model of the individual actor "appears to be empirically unrealistic" (39). She argues that 

it holds true only in extreme cases "where consensus is perceived to be great enough that 

others can be trusted to act reliably on one's behalf and "at the individualistic extreme 

where the group among whom the [collective] good (or bad) will be distributed is of little 

salience or value" (40). She argues instead: "Whenever collective identity is important, 

collective incentives will be important too." This argument shifts the grounds of analysis 

from the problem of mobilizing rationally selfish individuals to the problem of how to 

construct or maintain collective identities. 

The argument also undermines the central importance of motivational framing, 

although it leaves concern with diagnostic and prognostic framing intact. Motivational 

framing, according to Snow and Benford, is meant to provide "selective incentives" for 

participation (202). Ferree, however, cites research that suggests such incentives "are 

unnecessary or even irrelevant in many instances" (38). Given empirically-discovered 

discrepancies in whether movements rely on motivational framing, it is theoretically more 

interesting to ask when such motivation is necessary and when it is not. Making social 

relationships and dialogically-constituted frames the starting point of analysis is 

consistent with such a theoretical interest because it shifts emphasis to asking what types 
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of social relationships are being formed rather than wondering why or how they are 

formed in the first place. 

This rhetorical approach to social movement studies, which begins by assuming 

interactive relationships, is supported by a rhetorical psychology, just as the individual 

rational actor approach of resource mobilization is supported by a cognitive psychology. I 

take the term "rhetorical psychology" from social scientist Michael Billig, whose 

"anticognitivism" Johnston explicitly opposes to his own approach to language and text 

(Johnston 220). Billig is anticognivist because, he argues, "orthodox approaches within 

social psychology ignore the extent to which" meaning and "social psychological 

phenomena are themselves socially constructed" (65). He is concerned that orthodox 

social psychologists treat "cognitive processes as static, reified entities" (65). Though this 

critique is not explicitly directed at frame theory, most readers of social movement 

studies will interpret Billig's choice of language, especially his use of the descriptive 

terms "static" and "reified," as an implicit reference to common critiques of frame theory, 

including one advanced by Benford himself in an "An Msider's Critique of the Social 

Movement Framing Perspective." Billig's rhetorical psychology can be understood as an 

attempt to supplant a cognitive and structured approach to meaning and replace it with a 

dialogic and interactive approach to meaning. To advance this position, Billig argues that 

the thought processes of movement members cannot be treated as a variable for study that 

is in any way separate from the thought of the larger society. Listead, he argues, 

borrowing heavily from Gramsci's theory of sedimented common sense, that the critiques 

created by social movements are made in resistance to some aspect of social common 



sense. The imphcation of this approach, Bilhg argues, is that thought is a social, 

"rhetorical, argumentative activity" (66). Billig's analysis, consequently, takes interactive 

language use, rather than individual cognitive frames or broader cognitive schema, as the 

primary site for examining the role of psychology in social movement activity. 

I do wish to quibble slightly with Billig's approach, as he makes a point of 

distinguishing between "discursive psychology" and "rhetorical psychology." hi his 

definition, discursive psychology is the larger term and refers to how language constitutes 

all aspects of psychological phenomena, where rhetoric is a special type, applied to 

argument only. Yet in Billig's discussion of discursive psychology, he recognizes that all 

language use has an active component. He emphasizes the action of language by quoting 

Bakhtin, in explicit contrast to Foucault, to support the contention that speech is always 

an embodied interaction between persons and that language and discourse are 

contextualized, not abstract (68). This focus on action is typical of the rhetorical approach 

to meaning promoted in the introductory chapter of this dissertation. Throughout this 

dissertation, rhetoric has been separated from other approaches to language only 

heuristically, as in the discussion of Hayden White's separation of poetic, 

communicative, and rhetorical aspects of language in the previous chapter. Language can 

be viewed fi-om any of these perspectives and some forms of language do explicitly 

foreground one aspect rather than the other. However, viewing these disciplinary 

approaches as heuristically different perspectives rather than as absolute distinctions in 

subject matters suggests that there is no language use that is argumentative and persuasive 

as distinct from another form of language that is nonargumentative and nonpersuasive. 



All language implies action, argument, and persuasion (whether successful or not). 

Consequently, to stress that a rhetorical psychology is constituted in dialogic language use 

is to foreground the argumentative component of language, not to exclude certain 

"nonrhetorical" forms of language. 

Since dialogic theories keep analytic emphasis on actual instances of language 

use, it is worth asking why a psychological theory, rhetorical or otherwise, is necessary at 

all. A psychological approach to identity places emphasis on how language is 

conceptually rooted in the interactions of speaking subject-agents, rather than abstracted 

away from them. The importance of locating meaning in persons is suggested by Hall's 

approach to identity, as expressed in his introduction to Questions of Cultural Identity. 

Hall argues that there is a "suture" betw^een discursive and psychological aspects of 

identity. This suture points to the integration of language and desire through "temporary 

attacliment to the subject positions which discursive practices construct for us" (6). Hall's 

argument that subject-agents are psychically invested in internalized uses of cultural 

language suggests that language is more than a surface text that dresses with meaning an 

independently existing world of persons and material objects. Instead, language and 

meaning are constitutive of persons, of actions, and of the way persons orient themselves 

in relationships with materiality and with others. A rhetorical psychology, as opposed to 

simply a rhetoric, helps to underscore that language use is consequential for the way 

people act in the world. 

Until now Hall's argument that meaning helps constitute identity has not been 

articulated with framing theory. Turning to Hall's work is important to the development 



of framing theory not only because of his central contributions to cultural identity studies 

but also because his interest in the "politics of signification" has been a key citation, 

albeit an undeveloped one, in framing theory. Hall's approach to identity suggests that the 

politics of meaning is not only rational and strategic, as is foregrounded in framing 

theory, but that it is also both cause and consequence of considerable personal investment 

by movement actors in the beliefs and principles that they articulate as part of their 

mobilizing strategy. This claim helps support Ferree's contention that the commitment of 

actors to social movement causes is not as problematic as free-rider theory would suggest. 

Additionally, Hall's argument creates room for studying the negotiation of meaning by 

claiming that the subjective attachment signified by identity is temporary, not essential or 

reified. This argument also underscores relational aspects of meaning, making it 

amenable to a dialogic approach to language. In effect. Hall's theory of identity allows a 

way for rhetorical scholars to attend to framing and the politics of signification while 

recognizing that movement actors are committed to the social meanings they promote, 

even though those meanings are strategic and mutable. This approach, unlike the 

individualistic rational actor theory, can account for the apparent willingness of 

movement actors to make considerable sacrifices for movement goals. It also sidesteps 

the problem of understanding selective incentives for movement participation. Meanings 

are their own incentive. Language is persuasive to social movement actors themselves. 
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Framing Identity 

The above section begins with a critique of cognivist and individuahstic biases in 

frame theory and ends with a dialogic approach to framing that is compatible with a 

rhetorical psychology and relational theory of identity. This argument implies that 

framing and identity are implicated in each other, a claim made explicitly in "Identity 

Fields: Framing Processes and the Social Construction of Movement Identities." Hunt, 

Benford and Snow argue: "Identity constructions, whether intended or not, are inherent in 

all social movement framing activities." They continue with an argument that resonates 

with Bakhtin's interest in chronotypes and their implications for social relationships: 

"Not only do framing processes link individuals and groups ideologically," Hunt, Benford 

and Snow write, "but they proffer buttress and embellish identities that range from 

collaborative to conflictual. They do this by situating or placing relevant sets of actors in 

time and space and by attributing characteristics to them that suggest specifiable 

relationships and lines of action." (185). This argument links framing theory to another 

major way that social movement scholars approach meaning: through the lens of identity. 

This approach is especially associated with new social movement theor>'. 

The new social movement approach originated in Europe but began to also 

influence American sociologists after several international conferences facilitated the 

spread of ideas, beginning in the mid-1980s (McAdam, McCarthy and Zald xi). There are 

two major ways to approach the new social movement literature. First, it is arguably a 

theoretical approach to what are qualitatively new forms of social movements. This is the 

approach taken, for example, by Hank Johnston, Enrique Larana and Joseph R. Gusfield 
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in the introductory chapter to their collection New Social Movements: From Ideology to 

Identity, These authors argue that in the last couple decades social movements have arisen 

that "stretch the explanatory capacities of older theoretical perspectives"—for example, 

environmental movements, civil rights movements, feminist movements and religious 

movements (3). They list eight primary characteristics of these movements. Those that are 

most relevant to this chapter include: 

1) A focus on the construction or heightening of certain aspects of members' identities; 

2) A "blurring" of the "relation between the individual and the collective"; 

3) Interest in "personal and intimate aspects of human life," including sexuality, self-

transformation, and, I would add, lifestyle choices; 

4) A tendency for movements to be "segmented, diffuse, and decentralized" rather than 

rigidly bureaucratized (6-8). 

Johnston and his colleagues view new social movement "theory" not so much as a theory 

at all, but rather as an "approach," a bundle of analytical tools that are useful for studying 

movements given these novel characteristics (6). In recognition of their argument, I will 

use the term "theory" loosely when applied to new social movements—^with a little "t" 

rather than a big "T." The value of rejecting the idea that new social movement theory is a 

paradigm or even a Theory is that it acknowledges the pluralism that informs new social 

movement studies while also suggesting that there is promise of integrating a new social 

movement perspective with those discussed earlier, such as framing theory (also with a 

small "f )• 



As evidence of new social movement pluralism, a second major strand of new 

social movement theory places less emphasis on qualitative changes in the character of 

contemporary character. Some of the leading proponents of this other approach to new 

social movement studies suggest that the "new" of "new social movement theory" 

modifies "theory" rather than "social movement." Aldon Morris, for example, presents a 

particularly persuasive articulation of this approach in his chapter "Political 

Consciousness and Collective Action." In a secondary, comparative analysis of studies of 

labor movements, civil rights movements, and feminist movements, Morris argues that 

the political consciousness of all these groups can be similarly explained, discounting 

claims that "new" civil rights and feminist movements are qualitatively different than 

"old" labor movements. Morris argues that each actively develops an organizational and 

political consciousness and that each is responding to objective structural oppression. The 

new approach to social movements, Morris contends, has an explanatory power that 

bridges "old' and "new" movement forms and processes, suggesting that the distinction 

between "old" and "new" may be inaccurate. However, notably lacking from Morris' 

comparative examples are environmental, religious, or other movements with less 

evidence of clear structural domination of all movement members. 

While Morris' approach points to the value of developing a theory that can 

explain both contemporary and historic social movements, his valuable contribution to 

this project does not yet point to a comprehensive way to discuss all the social 

movements that other scholars suggest are qualitatively new. More pertinent, perhaps, is 

the "dismay" of one of the authors who first introduced the term "new social movements" 
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into the sociological literature, Alberto Melucci. While Melucci believes that changes in 

society, such as the information explosion, have led to some new features in social 

movements, he argues that the term "newness" should not be reified (105). histead, he 

argues that scholars should explain any changes in society that lead to such newness 

while, at the same time, recognizing that continuities between "old" and "new" 

movements exist as well—an issue, he argues, that should be studied empirically rather 

than theoretically. To support this inquiry, Melucci urges scholars to leave behind 

dualistic ways of studying social movements—a dualism that has at times opposed 

"structures and representations" or the analogous pair "systems and actors" (109). The 

second term in these pairs—"representations" and "actors"—allude to a framing theory 

fully grounded in the resource mobilization paradigm; the first term—"structures" and 

"systems" refer in part to theories of the classical period, such as the structural strain 

model. Melucci proposes that scholars instead "rethink social action into the process by 

which meaning is constructed through interaction" (109). According to Melucci, one 

consequence of this reemphasis on interaction is that it compels scholars to examine how 

collective identities are constituted in social relationships: in movement networks, for 

example (117). This emphasis on relationship underscores that both meaning and identity 

are dialogically constituted. 

Due to its emphasis on identity-in-relationship, Melucci's approach to new social 

movement theory is readily amenable to the dialogic rhetorical psychology articulated by 

Billig. However, not all social movement scholars who have adopted identity as a key 

term have fully reconfigured their approach in the way this dialogic rhetorical theory 
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suggests. To understand how fully this rhetorical approach to identity—one that begins 

with socially-owned meanings and only then turns to individual responses to them— 

might reconfigure approaches to identity is perhaps best noted by examining Snow and 

Doug McAdam's "Identity Work Processes in the Context of Social Movements: 

Clarifying the Identity/Movement Nexus." Snow and McAdam's argument draws 

extensively on Snow et. al.'s frame theory, as the authors themselves note (47). Not 

surprisingly, therefore, my critique of the chapter will in many ways parallel my critique 

of frame theory. As with frame theory, however, I take the time to discuss the article at 

length because, despite a few incompatible assumptions, it otherwise contributes quite 

usefully to a rhetorical study of identity. 

Snow and McAdam primarily argue from what they call a "constructionist 

perspective" on identity. They write: "From the vantage point of this perspective, there is 

considerable indeterminancy between identities and their roots in either personality or 

social structure. As a result, attention is shifted [...] to their construction and 

maintenance through joint action, negotiation, and interpretive work" (46). While this 

definition of constructionism, especially its emphasis on dynamism, negotiation, and 

interpretation, is consistent with the dialogic approach to identity and the rhetorical 

psychology discussed above, the authors do not fully grasp the social implications of their 

remarks. They claim that one of the primary gaps in movement literature is the lack of 

attention "to the alignment of personal and collective identities" (46). Elsewhere they 

make this claim even more pointedly, arguing that several key questions have yet to be 

addressed in social movement studies of identity: 
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How is it that various individuals come to acquire the shared feelings and 
cognitions indicative of a collective identity? How is this identity 
reconciled with other identities that individuals possess? And what is the 
relationship between this collective identity and action? (42) 

These questions all take the individual as the starting point. From this vantage, collective 

identity construction is construed as a problem. If socially-shared, rhetorically-produced 

meanings were instead figured as the starting point of analysis, relationships between 

persons would be assumed. Moreover, the rhetorical aspects of language use would make 

the relationship between identity and action less problematic: both would be understood 

as rooted in language and meanings that always have a rhetorical component that orients 

persons toward persuasion and action. 

hideed, Snow and McAdam do take steps toward an approach that shares much in 

common with the rhetorical perspective I am promoting. For example, they note that most 

of the social movement literature suggests that movements emerge out of other social 

networks, so that the problem of aligning individuals, and even the free-rider problem, 

becomes less pertinent (56). However, rather than using this argument to discount the 

free-rider problem, they instead reconfigure it as a "latent" issue: they argue that it is easy 

to recruit entire networks because, once an established group becomes associated with a 

movement, the "threatened loss of the identity and the solidary incentives on which the 

[preexisting group] identity is based is usually sufficient to produce high rates of 

participation among group members" (57). That is, what might otherwise be theorized as 

the group's problem with creating selective incentives that promote solidarity has now 

become the individual's problem of not losing those selective incentives. Additionally, 
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the question of how collectives are created is simply removed by one degree from the 

question of how social movements organize. Snow and McAdam's argument thereby 

solves the empirical problems caused by the free-rider theory. However, they do not 

theoretically undermine the free-rider problem in the way a dialogic approach to 

identities-in-relationships suggests is plausible. 

Another issue with reconciling Snow and McAdam's approach to a rhetorical 

perspective on identity is their assumption that social psychology should be centered on 

cognition rather than on language. However, despite this grounding, much of their 

contributions are useful even for a rhetorical approach. The importance of cognivist 

psychology to their theory is most evident in the close connection between the frame 

alignment processes proposed by Snow et. al. and the identity construction processes 

proposed by Snow and McAdam. The former argue that the alignment of cognitive 

frames takes place through "frame amplification," "frame bridging," "frame extension," 

and "frame transformation." The latter argue that identity construction takes place 

through "identity amplification," "identity consolidation," "identity extension," and 

"identity transformation." These terminological similarities are no coincidence: Snow and 

McAdam assert that "Framing processes that occur within the context of social 

movements constitute perhaps the most important mechanism facilitating identity 

construction processes, largely because identity constructions are an inherent feature of 

framing activities" (53). This can be illustrated through a comparison of any pairing of 

their posited frame alignment and identity construction processes: I will take "frame 
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bridging" and "identity consolidation," the only pair with a different second term, as a 

"hard case" example. 

Snow et. al. define frame bridging as "the linkage of two or more ideologically 

congruent but structurally unconnected frames regarding a particular issue or problem" 

(467). hi other words, frame bridging refers to when social movement actors connect 

conceptually two or more ways of responding to an issue, such as when antigrazing 

activists link problems with watershed destruction and problems with vegetational change 

by arguing that they are both ecological damages associated with cattle ranching. Snow 

and McAdam further add that "This [frame] bridging is effected primarily by 

organizational outreach and information diffusion through interpersonal or intergroup 

networks" and other avenues (468). Similarly, they write that identity construction 

"combines two prior identities that appear to be incompatible [. . .. T]hey represent the 

blending of a past or current salient identity with a new but previously foreign identity" 

(50). In other words, frame bridging creates an organizational or informational link where 

none previously existed, often by mobilizing existing groups or networks; identity 

construction fuses the meanings of two previously unconnected meanings. Each of these 

dynamics implies the other. For example, many antigrazing activists have been recruited 

from other preservationist organizations and from some horticultural interest groups. The 

construction of a connection between horticulturalists and preservationists can be 

conceptualized as frame bridging because the rhetoric creating the cormection is the 

argument that both should work to preserve native plants that are arguably threatened by 

the ranching industry. The same connection, however, can also be conceptualized as an 
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identity consolidation process because the identities of plant aficionado and 

environmentalist together become the fused identity of antigrazing activist. 

The remaining three pairs of frame alignment and identity construction processes 

could be similarly shown to be analogous to each other, further reinforcing the argument 

that framing and identity are reciprocally implicated in one another. Additionally, just as 

my reinterpretation of Johnston's microdiscourse analysis shows that framing can be 

understood without reference to cognitive mental structures, identity construction can also 

be studied in a way fully compatible with Billig's language-centered, dialogic rhetorical 

psychology. In fact, it is rhetorically useful to take what Snow and his collaborators take 

to be distinct cognitive processes and to instead think of them as heuristics for rhetorical 

analysis—a move that, I suspect, would be rejected by them as simply creating the type of 

'conceptual ambiguity' that "Identity Work Processes" was specifically crafted to address. 

However, such ambiguity may be empirically warranted. For example, Snow and 

McAdam illustrate "identity convergence" (an identity work process that they consider 

separate from the four identity construction processes previously discussed) by reference 

to the Montgomery bus boycott. Following Martin Luther King's own analysis. Snow and 

McAdam argue that the participation of churchgoers within this boycott was a 

consequence of "church membership itself being redefined to include movement 

participation as a primary requisite of the role" (56). In contrast, they argue that the 

Student Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC) mobilized students from the 1964 

Mississippi Freedom Summer Project through identity construction, especially identity 

amplification and identity extension. The SNCC's mobilization depended on targeting 
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specific groups of students, for example "Kennedy Democrats," by arguing that the 

Mississippi Freedom Summer Project was consistent with Kennedy's ideals (58-59). The 

primary distinction Snow and McAdam make between these two examples is that, in the 

case of the SNCC, a specific SMO is strategically engaged in the framing that amplifies 

and extends the identity of a Kennedy Democrat while, in contrast, the church is not 

understood as a civil rights SMO and, consequently, the authors do not associate it with 

framing. However, this distinction may ultimately not be analytically useful. It is equally 

plausible to argue, in reverse of Snow and McAdam, that the boycott represented the 

extension of the churchgoer identity to social justice activism and that the Freedom 

Project represented the convergence of the Kennedy Democrat and the SNCC identities. 

Indeed, earlier work by Debra Friedman and McAdam suggests just this type of 

reinterpretation. Citing the same' empirical studies by McAdam that were drawn on by 

Snow and McAdam, Friedman and McAdam argue that the roles of both Christian blacks 

and black students were recruited in response to the "fusion of prized roles and activism" 

(163). Here, their analysis suggests that similar processes were at work in the recruitment 

of both student and churchgoers. 

A further argument for the value of conceptualizing framing and identity 

processes as heuristics for rhetorical analysis, rather than as cognitive processes creating 

cognitive structures, is suggested by Francesca Polletta's critique of framing theory 

' Both Snow and McAdam and Friedman and McAdam cite McAdam's Political Process and the 
Development of Black Insurgency, 1930-1970 (U of Chicago P: 1982). They additionally cite related works 
by McAdam; Friedman and McAdam cite the article "Recruitment to High-Risk Activism: The Case of 
Freedom Summer" {American Journal of Sociology 84 (1982): 1335-60) and Snow and McAdam cite the 
subsequently published book Freedom Summer (Oxford U P: 1988). 
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presented in '"It Was Like a Fever . . Narrative Identity in Social Protest." In their 

review of framing theory, Benford and Snow acknowledge that this article raises 

"unresolved issues and concerns" about "the discursive and narrative processes generative 

of collective action frames" (633). This acknowledgment of Polletta's work, however, 

does not go nearly far enough to note how thoroughly her perspective aims to supplant 

framing theory. Aspects of Polletta's analysis suggest that she understands cognitive 

frames and discursive narratives as competing approaches to the same data. For example, 

Polletta treats frames and narratives as appropriate for comparison, as if the distinction 

between cognition and discourse makes no analytic difference. Additionally, she 

reinterprets a study by Benford that examines the frames implicit in a nuclear armament 

narrative, claiming that it is instead a story that does not conform to the expectations of 

frame theory (142). Yet both Benford's interpretation, as represented by Polletta, and 

Polletta's own interpretation highlight different aspects of the same text. Rather than 

choosing between them, the rhetorical scholars would do best to use the predictions of 

narrative theory and framing theory both as a way to analyze and interpret the language 

used in social movement texts. 

Tools for Rhetorical Analvsis 

The above discussion of framing and identity provide several useful terms for 

rhetorical analysis. As these terms will recur throughout this chapter with little further 

discussion, I wish to summarize them here. 



• Frame alignment processes. Dialogic negotiations of meaning can be described as 

frame bridging, frame amplification, frame extension, or frame transformation. While 

the distinctions between these processes are best thought of as heuristic, all of them, 

in the context of social movements, point usefully to how collective action groups 

might form around similarly aligned meanings. However, as the analysis below will 

demonstrate, the dialogic nature of framing will lead to the proliferation of frames and 

counterframes. If frames do stay stably aligned, that is a rhetorical accomplishment 

worthy of explanation. 

• Identity work processes. Collective identities are implicated in framing processes. 

Collective identities can be shaped through identity consolidation, identity 

amplification, identity extension, or identity transformation. Like the frame aligrmient 

processes these are based on, they are best considered as heuristic rather than as 

reified differences, hi a couple of situations, I also describe identity work processes as 

identity splitting, a term I use to note differentiation of several identities (meanings) 

under one identity label, such as when environmentalists are split into those who 

oppose grazing and those who work with ranchers. 

• Diagnostic and prognostic framing. Social movement frames include elements of 

both diagnosis and prognosis. How actors interpret both grievances and solutions 

should be evident in both frames and identities. 

• Identity fields. Hunt, Benford and Snow argue that social movement identity framings 

can be divided into three separate fields: protagonist, antagonist, and audience fields. 
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Audiences include such persons as bystanders, sympathizers, potential constituents, 

media, and powerful elites. 

These terms, derived from the theorists reviewed in the first half of this chapter, 

are not the only specialized terms that inform my analysis. Below I review two terms that 

I have already introduced in this chapter, distinguish them from the term structural 

position that I used throughout my methods chapter (chapter two), and introduce two 

additional terms that are useful to the following analysis. All of these terms refer to 

collective identities. 

• Identity label. This refers simply to the terms used to signify identities, such as the 

word "rancher," considered as a word. In Ferdinand de Saussure's "Nature of the 

Linguistic Sign" he notes that language is divided into a signifier (a "sound-image") 

and a signified (a concept). The signifier plus its meaning together forms a sign. My 

term identity label refers to a signifier that signifies an identity. 

• Identity. This refers to the entire sign. An identity is a meaning, not just a name. 

• Structural position or structural identity. This refers to my interpretation of what 

structural role my interviewees have in the debate. It is the term used to organize 

Table 2.1 in chapter two, for example. While the structural positions I refer to in order 

to identify my interviewees are meant to indicate the organizational or economic 

connections that interviewees have, this interpretation is imperfect. For example, one 

person who I routinely refer to as antigrazing told me that he is not motivated by the 

desire to end grazing but instead by the desire to preserve habitat and endangered 

species. I do not actually use the term structural identity in the selection below. When 
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I refer to specific interviewees, however, the term I use is a structural identity and not 

one of the meanings that I am analyzing. 

• Identity set. Because the same identity label is used to mean different things 

depending on who is talking (a ranching sympathizer versus an antigrazing activist, 

for example), there is more than one identity that is signified by the same identity 

label. The identity set refers to all identities that share the same label. For example, 

ranchers, those people who preserve open space and wildlife corridors, are in the 

same identity set as ranchers, those people who destroy riparian habitat for selfish 

short-term gain. 

• Identity system . This refers to all the related identities that interact dialogically. 

Environmentalist identities are influenced by the rancher identity, both are 

reinterpreted in response to developer identities, and so on. The analysis of this 

chapter is about the grazing conflict identity system. 

The focus on the entire identity system adds considerably to Hunt, Benford and 

Snow's narrower concept of identity fields. While the term identity fields signifies that 

actors speaking from one structural position, such as participants in a single movement 

organization, are involved in constructing multiple representations of identities, the term 

identity system explicitly recognizes that actors from multiple positions are responding to 

each other. Granted, Hunt, Benford and Snow do analyze how movement actors respond 

^ My choice of the terms identity set and identity system is influenced by the terms genre set and genre 
system proposed by Amy Devitt and Charles Bazerman, respectively. Genre set refers to all the genres that a 
person will use in a single role, such as the role of tax accountant. Genre system refers specifically to the 
intertextual relationships of genres that interact in a particular setting, such as a patent and a patent 
application. 
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to the ways that outsiders characterize movement identities, but this is an appendix to 

their primary concept of identity fields. 

The switch to the entire identity system has the consequence of focusing 

analytically on relationships that are not clearly located within a single social movement. 

For example, conservative ranchers and antigrazing activists are in the same identity 

system: they are not in the same social movement, hideed, some of those I interviewed on 

the basis that their arguments—and their identity framings—are relevant to grazing 

conflicts would not typically be considered as part of a social movement at all. For 

example, government agents and university research scientists have public roles that, 

nominally, carry with them some expectation of neutrality or at least openness. In my 

analysis below, however, I argue that the dialogic theory of identity framing (and, I 

hypothesize by extension, other aspects of social movement theory about rhetoric) is 

applicable throughout the identity system. I will primarily support this argument through 

my data and my analysis, which shows how the same analytic terms are useful for 

understanding rhetorical dynamics throughout the identity system. However, in the next 

section, the final one before I turn to a brief note on methods and then to my analysis, I 

also support this argument theoretically. 

What's in an Organization? Toward an Expanded Understanding of Social Movements as 

Cultural Phenomena 

As I will explain in my methods section, I have more data on environmentalist and 

rancher identity sets than any other in the system and, consequently, I choose to primarily 
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focus my analysis on them. There is widespread agreement that environmentalism is a 

social movement. While there are many variations in environmental ideology—most 

notably the split between conservationism and preservationism—the movement coheres 

loosely around its political agitation to demand fewer pollutants, habitat and species 

protection, and other policies and practices deemed valuable to enviroimiental health. 

Further, environmentalism is relatively easy to study within the organization-focused 

resource mobilization paradigm because of the proliferation of structured, organized 

groups that support a range of environmental issues. Whether or not ranching is a social 

movement, however, does not have such a clear-cut answer. 

One response would be to argue that ranching, especially conservative ranching, is 

developing a reactionary consciousness as part of a countermovement that opposes the 

arguments of the environmentalist movement. Fiirther, changes within parts of the 

ranching movement toward more conservation-oriented practices could be seen as a 

separate, more progressive social movement, one that is compatible with a broader 

sustainable agriculture movement or that is itself a conservation ranching movement. The 

argument that ranching, or aspects of ranching, fit within the rubric of a social movement 

is further supported by the existence of ranching organizations. The Cattlemen's 

Association, a conservative professional organization, is one of the larger ones, but other 

groups such as the Quivira Coalition or the Malpai Borderlands Group would be 

considered by many to be examples of conservation ranching SMOs. However, especially 

if the professional organization the Cattlemen's Association is excluded, there is a less 

formal organization of ranchers than of environmentalists. Significantly, most of the 
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ranching identities discussed here do not depend on the elision of ranchers with 

organizations or organized activities, unlike the case with many of the environmentalist 

identities mentioned below. 

I argue that ranchers should be understood as participants in an informal network 

that is at least partially separate from SMOs. While many ranchers are politically active, 

the ranching identity set is not fully politicized in the way the environmentalist identity 

set is. How, then, does a rhetorical theory based on social movement studies apply equally 

to both environmentalists and ranchers? One answer to this question is suggested by 

Polletta in "Culture and Its Discontents." As I also discussed briefly in the previous 

chapter as a way to theorize differences between Rachel Carson's and Jeremy Rifkin's 

environmentalist polemics, Polletta notes the tendency of new social movement theorists, 

as opposed to resource mobilization theorists, to examine identity and network-based 

movements that aim for cultural change rather than more formally organized movements 

that aim for structural change. Both conservative and conservation ranching can be 

understood as a social movement within the theoretical context provided by new social 

movement theory. 

However, I do not wish to overstate the difference between culture and structure. 

Polletta notes that the distinction between culture and structure is analytically useful and 

that neither one nor the other should be reduced to its opposite. However, she argues that 

there is a dynamic interplay between culture and structure that suggests that they should 

not be analj^ically separated. In recognition of that interplay, social movement scholars 

should instead ask under what conditions movements primarily target culture and under 



what conditions they primarily target structure. Polletta's line of inquiry, applied to 

grazing conflict, suggests that environmentalists and ranchers are both in social 

movements, but that the goals of environmentalists—the desire to promote change—tend 

to lead toward structural targets while the goals of ranchers—the desire to conserve 

practices—tend to lead toward cultural targets. For example, many southern Arizona 

environmental organizations litigate regularly as a way to contest grazing, while many 

ranchers are pursuing public education, such as inviting the public to participate in 

ranching, as a way to create understanding for their way of life. 

These tendencies, however, are not hard-and-fast differences, as Polletta would 

predict, hi the Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan, for example, ranchers are represented 

by the organized Cultural Advisory Team. Additionally, many environmentalist groups 

rely heavily on press releases and bulk mailings for public education. Further, strategies 

that successfully change either culture or structure lead to changes in the other variable as 

well. For example, environmentalists' successful promotion of the National 

Environmental Protection Act changed the structure of federal bureaucracies by requiring 

envirormiental assessments to precede decision making. These environmental 

assessments in turn led to changes in the culture of ranching (moving it toward 

conservation) and in the culture of government bureaucracy (requiring it to conduct 

public studies). Environmentalist culture, also, has become more litigious (a structural 

strategy) in response to the legal tool this act provides and the findings of environmental 

assessments have entered into the rhetorical culture of environmental organizations. 

Despite these explicit connections between culture and structure, however, the 



recognition that both are important to social movements suggests one way that ranching 

and environmentalism, despite clear differences in organizational structures, are both 

social movements. This is one explanation for why my interviews show similar rhetorical 

dynamics regardless of whether ranchers or environmentalist speak and regardless of 

what identities they represent in that speech. 

I hypothesize, however, that the utility of the tools for rhetorical analysis that are 

applied throughout this chapter extends even to identity framings that are less arguably 

associated with social movements. If developers, whose economic dominance places 

them even more outside the realm of social movements, were interviewed, might not their 

framings of ranchers and environmentalists fit easily within the representations already 

noted as part of these identity sets? Might not some developers use identity work 

processes to argue that they are environmentally-friendly developers, or even that there is 

a coalition between developers and the "ranchers" who are purchasing ranchettes? While 

further study would need to be done to answer such questions, I hypothesize that the 

answer to both these questions would be yes. My hypothesis is based on the contention 

that the rhetoric of social movements is urbane to all high-conflict politics, especially in 

cases where clear material changes (such as the designation of land as development, 

ranch, or preserve) are at stake. In such cases where material consequences do not appear 

to be given, and where power has become dispersed enough among several different 

factions, each will be partially marginalized, or at least feel their power threatened, in 

ways that promote rhetoric similar to that of social movements or at least 

countermovements. In other words, a rhetorical theory drawn from social movement 
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studies may very well apply throughout the identity system, not just within SMO identity 

fields. I turn now to my methods and the analysis that will demonstrate that the above-

presented tools for studying identity framing are appropriate throughout the identity 

system. 

A Note on My Methods for Data Selection 

To choose data to analyze for this chapter, I first coded all my interviews in a very 

general way, simply noting all identity labels. I then clustered these identity labels into 

several suggestive, though not mutually-exclusive, categories. The first was role 

identities, such as "ranchers," "environmentalists," "realtors," or "recreationists." I 

included in my codes terms that closely defined these identities: for example, how 

someone uses the term "ranch" may indicate a lot about what they think of "ranchers." 

Both terms, consequently, would be coded as "rancher." The second category was place 

identities, such as "Sierra Vista," "Arizona," and "Sedona." The next group of identities 

referred to macro-cultural identities, such as religious or ethnic identities; "Mormons," 

"Hispanics," "Europeans." A similar group referred to macro-political identities: 

"Democratic," "Republican." Another set of identities referred to organizations such as 

"Forest Service," "Forest Guardians," or "Cattlemen's Association." Another referred to 

concepts that could be thought of as attributes of other identities, such as "steward," 

"stakeholder," and "professional." A final group comprised more general labels that 

denote little more than that a boundary between identities is present. This group included 

such terms as "we," "they," and "community." 
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I next chose which terms to focus on for analytic purposes. I immediately chose to 

discard almost all instances of the general labels "we," "they," and "community." Even 

though these point to interesting dynamics of inclusion and exclusion, their self-

referential character makes them difficult to compare across interviewees. The exception 

is that where these labels clearly refer (both through syntax and content) to another 

identity label such as "environmentalists," I will use the general labels as sources for 

understanding the meaning of the identity they refer to. 

Next I discarded macro-cultural and macro-political identities. Although these are 

used in different ways depending on interviewees, demonstrating their dialogic nature, 

interviewees frequently act as if their meanings have been fixed by the larger culture. This 

eliminates the self-reflexive development of meaning that can sometimes be found when 

interviewees refer to other identities, such as "steward" or "environmentalist." 

Interviewees appeared to be less invested in inflecting these macro-identities with unique 

meanings. Consequently, these identities were less useful to my project of developing a 

rhetorical theory that undermines reification. 

I next decided that it would be too difficult to preserve interviewee confidentiality 

if I placed a primary emphasis on organizational identities, since some of the richest data 

came when interviewees referred to their own organization and their own role in that 

organization. This was a difficult choice because interviewees often shared valuable 

insights into the dynamics of the multiorganizational field. When I wish to write about 

such insights, however, I do so in general terms, sacrificing specificity to confidentiality. 
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The remaining two categories are what I have called role identities and attribute 

identities. Of these, those that appear most frequently are, first, "rancher," and second, 

"environmentalist." These became the focus of my analysis. However, other identities in 

these categories are important because they help to set off the meaning of these two focal 

identities, both through differentiation and through analogy. For example, alternatives to 

the term rancher—some of which are at times embraced, some of which are explicitly 

rejected—include "ranchette owner," "cowboy," "ranch manager," or "cattleman" [^zc]. 

Additionally, interviewees at times point out that terms such as "stakeholder" or 

"environmentalist" might also apply to the same person who primarily identifies as 

"rancher." Other terms, especially "developer," "recreationist," and "hunter" have the 

same primary role status as do "environmentalist" and "rancher" but, as a consequence of 

who I have chosen to interview, these are not as commonly referred to during our 

discussions—my inter\dewees only rarely self-identify with these labels, for example. 

I then selected aspects of interviews that were coded either as "rancher" or 

"environmentalist." I made notes about how each selection demonstrated dynamics of 

meaning. For example, I might note: "Here, ranching is being defined as a cultural 

lifestyle" or "The set 'environmentalist' is being split into smaller sets such as 

'conservationist' or 'preservationist'." Finally, I grouped common dynamics and 

interpreted them as a whole. The terms explained above, such as identity system and 

identity set, were developed as a way to clarify a discussion of these dynamics. The 

results of this interpretive analysis are shared below. 
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Dialogic Relations throughout the Identity System: The Case of the Environmentalist 

Identity Set 

hi this section I use the enyironmentalist identity set as a way to introduce 

concepts that will be developed more fully when I turn to a discussion of the rancher 

identity set, for which I have more data. One of the guiding arguments of this section, and 

of the analysis as a whole, is that identity framings are responsive to other identity 

meanings within the entire grazing conflict identity system. That is, an identity framing 

by one person will often incorporate, explicitly reject, or otherwise show the speaker's 

awareness of alternate identity framings. At times an identity framing will respond to 

others in the same identity set, such as when a positive representation of an 

environmentalist is used to counter a common negative characterization of an 

environmentalist. At other times, identity meanings from outside the identity set, but 

within the identity system, are instead responded to, such as when a rancher is 

meaningfully differentiated from a ranchette owner. This type of dialogic responsiveness 

will be demonstrated explicitly in this section, using environmentalist identities as an 

example; however, the dialogism is evident in other examples in this chapter as well. The 

theoretical significance of these examples is that they support the argument that a dialogic 

theory of identity framing, as opposed to one based in a more static understanding of 

psychology, adds considerably to the project of understanding the dynamics of social 

movement rhetoric. This is because a dialogic theory is better positioned to attend to the 

social nature of language use and the social context of movement rhetoric. 
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I begin this section by examining identity framings that place environmentalists 

within the antagonist identity field of ranchers, a rhetorical dynamic Hunt, Benford and 

Snow predict is common within social movements. However, even though this first 

rancher's identity framing characterizes radical environmentalists more negatively than 

does any other selection from my interviews, his rhetoric is more complex than a simple 

vilification would suggest, ha the quote below, the rancher suggests a way to split the 

environmentalist identity in two as a way to separate negative environmentalism from a 

different type of environmentalism that is more beneficial. His use of identity firamings to 

show sympathy for some environmentalist was common among those ranchers I 

interviewed, which perhaps suggests how versions of environmentalism have become 

mainstream values. 

I wish to first explain the context of this selection. During part of his interview, 

the rancher was telling me how he had helped to mediate conflicts between the Forest 

Service and other ranchers. I asked him where the conflicts came fi-om: "Is it often 

environmentalists calling the agencies, or what's the source?" The rancher responded; 

[Rancher:] Aah! They're always doing something. What's one of them? 
Earth Firsters! A big problem. Cutting fences, shooting up signs. But they 
were such a radical group. They weren't really interested in environment at 
all. That wasn't their issue. The real environmental people, I mean, you 
can understand what they're talking about. Maybe we have to change a bit 
and they have to change a bit. We got to meet someplace in the middle. 
[Me: What was the EarthFirster issue, do you think, if it wasn't 
environment? 

^ Conventionally, interviewers would identify themselves by name (e.g., "Stevens") rather than as "Me." My 
choice to break this convention is shaped by my desire to make my participation in the interviews as explicit 
as possible. 



257 

[Rancher:] Getting the ranchers off the land. That's what it was [...]. And 
it didn't work. And because we can show—and we have shown, and are 
showing—the benefit of ranchers grazing the resource, what the benefit 
has been to the resource. 

In this identity work, the rancher's first response to my question about environmentalism 

and conflict is to think of radical environmentalists. He then, however, redefines the 

environmentalist identity to "the real environmental people," people that he believes he 

can work with while trying to take care of the land. By creating two contradictory 

environmentalist identities, the rancher frames Earth First!'s antigrazing values and 

illegal practices as contrary to its stated interest in the environment, placing that identity 

outside the realm of environmentalism. This allows the rancher, who is convinced that 

grazing provides a benefit to the land—the "resource"—to argue that ranchers and real 

environmentalists can learn from each other. 

This rancher's identity framing was not unique. Another rancher also 

disassociated the environmentalist identity from ecological concerns and knowledge. He 

explained at great length (though with many hedges) that environmentalists are urban and 

privileged in ways that lead them to be out-of-touch with the land and what he interpreted 

to be the realities of both self-support and social support that agriculturists address: 

This is sort of a nasty generalization, but it's sort of true. The 
environmental movement to a certain extent is a movement of the 
privileged in that it's generally white people, college educated, good jobs, 
often times with a recreational interest in getting out in the back country 
and an expectation that it ought to be pristine and therefore unused [. . .]. 
There isn't a ground-swell of Mexican Americans [. . .] or [. . .] African 
Americans [...]. It's as a rule people who are a little further removed 
from dirt under their fingernails and labor [who . . .] can enjoy the luxury 
of an expectation that the land ought not to be used for something. If you 
go to Northern New Mexico [. . .] the Hispanic people there have been 
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working that land and using that land for four hundred years [. . .]. I'm not 
going to defend their methods, but there has to be some element of 
sustainability there [. . .] that suggests that if you have a close link with a 
working landscape [. . .] you can revere and love the land and still work 
with it. 

He later continued: 

If you're sitting in an office in Tucson in front of a word processor, it's 
easy to say ranching is bad, because first of all ranching is just this little 
box [...]. There isn't a sense of what that means. Or grazing is bad 
because grazing is destroying plants and creating erosion and there's 
profit involved [...]. In the absence of knowledge, misinformation can 
flourish and it's unchallenged. And if there isn't some venue for dialogue, 
or better yet, some way of experiencing what these two cultures [both 
urban and rural] can experience, then it's easy to demonize the other. And 
see, I've just done it! 

One of the consequences of this rancher's representation of environmentalists as out-of-

touch was that, like the rancher who complained about Earth First!, he could associate 

himself with environmentalist values while still condemning those environmentalists who 

take an antigrazing position. Indeed, in another segment of the interview he at once 

characterized himself as able to work with most environmentalists and at the same time 

characterized antigrazing environmentalists as analogous both to overreacting children 

and intolerant racists: 

I think that I have common ground with most environmentalists that I 
know. But I think those that want to shut grazing down [. . .] —an analogy 
might be that you have a kid who reaches up and puts their finger on a hot 
burner and bums their finger and there's clearly some damage that's been 
done and harm and pain and so these extreme environmental groups say, 
'That's it. We're selling the stove. In fact, we're unplugging the gas. 
We're not doing this anymore.' Instead of saying, 'OK, we recognize the 
danger here. We recognize the problem. We need to devise some methods 
to make this safe, or to make it workable.' And to me, grazing isn't any 
one thing, it's infinite variations on a theme [.. .]. My biggest criticism 
with the folks like Kieran Suckling and Peter Galvin from the Southwest 
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Center is that their level of intolerance [...]! would equate it with the 
same kind of thing that we might have expected from, from Governor 
Faubas in Arkansas in the sixties or George Wallace [. ..]. It's a very 
intolerant view of what amounts to a human necessity. I mean, my cows 
aren't attacking a civilization, they're emblematic of the need for humans 
to feed themselves. And today in America, two percent of the population 
are actually engaged in agriculture [...]. Where I depart company from 
those folks is that, number one, they won't engage me in a person-to-
person discussion about these issues. 

In this comment, an antagonist framing of the radical environmentalist (antigrazing) 

identity suggests that the attitudes of those persons are themselves the cause of conflict. 

That is, this rancher's diagnosis of conflict acknowledges that grazing has been associated 

with ecological damage, but locates the real source of problems in an unwillingness on 

the part of radical envirormientalists to collaborate with ranchers in addressing those 

problems. This imputes to the speaker an interest in tolerance and collaboration, 

increasing his credibility to many audiences; at the same time, however, the framing 

precludes the diagnosis that grazing of any sort is an ecological problem, supporting the 

common move to reinterpret radical environmentalism as opposed to ecological concerns. 

One indication that identity framing is dialogic is that the above type of negative 

characterization of radical environmentalists was contested by one interviewee whose 

organization's practices oppose grazing. In fact, the Southwest Center for Biological 

Diversity activist that I routinely refer to as an "antigrazing activist" implicitly rejected 

my own rhetorical choice as an appropriate identity label. He told me: "Our interest is not 

to stop ranching, it's to stop harm to threatened and endangered species and their 
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habitats" (Taylo/). While this activist's other comments show that he considers ranching 

universally to cause this type of harm, leading him to seek to remove all cattle from 

public lands, his comment that he is not trying to stop ranching is key not only to his 

identity but to his social movement frame. That is, he frames his organization's motives 

as based in ecology, not in the antagonism to grazing that is implied by my imperfect 

structural identity label (which I have chosen simply to distinguish this type of 

environmentalist from those who think environmentalism and desert grasslands ranching 

are compatible). This activist's identity framing is crucial as it imputes an integrity 

between motive, identity label, and action. The rancher's characterization of Earth First! 

members, in contrast, suggests that the environmentalist identity label does not match the 

motive of Earth First! social movement actors. Such identity framings and 

counterframings are crucial in a debate that revolves around which actions serve 

ecological goals and which do not. While Earth First! and the Southwest Center for 

Biological Diversity are different organizations, they have similar stances on the 

relationship between grazing and environmental protection, although the former group 

has more radical (i.e. illegal, such as fence cutting) tactics than does the Southwest 

Center, which prefers to organize through education, press releases, litigation, and other 

legal tactics. 

Later in this chapter I will demonstrate that many ranchers work to create 

^ This quote is taken from personal correspondence with the speaker rather than from one of the official 
confidential interviews of the dissertation. This speaker, Martin Taylor, is a public figure who uses his 
activist position to routinely write and speak in public forums such as newspapers. See the works cited for a 
fiill citation. 
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convergence between their own identities and those of environmentaUsts. However, 

outside of this expUcit identity work, most interviewees tended to represent 

environmental others as radicals rather than as conservation environmentalists. This 

suggests that the radical environmental identification is publicly dominant, thereby almost 

requiring identity work to redefine environmentalism as a dialogic reaction on the part of 

those who disagree with antigrazing policies but who find the environmentalist identity 

personally or publicly valuable. It appears that even when a speaker wishes to inflect the 

meaning of environmentalism to encompass some grazing practices, the speaker still first 

acknowledges a public meaning of environmentalism that s/he cannot control. Indeed, the 

elision of environmentalism with antigrazing activism at times almost appears as a 

rhetorical slip, a consequence of using words received from others, as in the case of the 

first rancher who responded to my question about environmentalism and conflict by 

associating environmentalism with Earth First!, a group he considered to be his 

antagonist, only later to backtrack and explain that Earth First! did not represent "the real 

environmental people." 

This tendency to equate the environmentalist movement with antigrazing 

activities was evident even in an interview with a rancher who saw value in the radical 

arm—or, as he puts it, the "front line"—of the environmentalist movement. Yet this 

rancher appears to be particularly conscious of how different identities interact within the 

entire identity system and how that whole system affects politics: 

I think you have [. . .] that front line out there that are saying: 'OK, all 
cattle are bad, got to get them off Because [.. .] it creates the production 
community, ranchers, that are saying, 'Oh, I didn't know I was doing 
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something wrong.' Then you start to do a Uttle better job of managing. 
You start to look at other aspects: deer habitat, water pollution in the 
stream. Whatever. Whatever you're looking at you start to do a little better 
job because you become aware and if you weren't aware—if those people 
out there on the front lines of environmentalism weren't doing that—then 
it [the production community] wouldn't react. Thing is, they 
[environmentalists] are needed. 

In this comment there is an interactive effect between the rancher identity and the 

environmentalist identity. The rancher making this statement thought that his goals— 

which he elsewhere identified as supporting his family and improving the land 

ecologically—were furthered in the ranching community in general by what social 

movement scholars have called the radical fringe: the existence of radical groups that 

push the "center" further toward the radical group. This rancher notes how the radical 

fringe changes consciousness, consequently changing ranchers' actions and making 

activities associated with conservation ranching more salient. Consequently, even though 

this same rancher did not fully identify with radical environmentalists, he saw the radical 

fringe as playing an important role in shaping grazing practices. In other words, while he 

did not credit their interpretation of environmentalism or ranching, either one, as being on 

target as far as what it implied for the diagnosis and prognosis of problems in ranching, 

when he shifted emphasis to focusing on the entire identity system, he gave the 

movement more credibility in its effects. 

Another interactive effect between ranchers and environmentalists is evident in 

the representations of someone who is in the audience field of both groups, a publicly 

neutral mediator. Her tendency to oppose the two identities is typical of many of those in 

the audience field, demonstrating that those ranchers who wish to self-identify as 
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environmentalists, or those environmentalists who wish to collaborate with ranchers, are 

working to control their self-representations in a rhetorical environment that is not readily 

receptive to those self-identifications. The mediator interpreted ranchers and 

environmentalists as being cultural opposites: 

Ranching culture's a very oral culture still, so you get very articulate 
storytellers: passionate, larger-than-life people who can stand up and speak 
very compellingly. The environmental side, because it has really focused 
on political activity and really focused on honing messages to the public 
that are short and fit the seven-second sound-bite, has [. . .] a very different 
communication style that way. 

Later she also differentiated environmentalists and ranchers in terms of political 

experience. She suggested that environmentalists were unused to collaborating with 

others due to their historic role as political outsiders trying to change the system. In other 

words, their clear status as social movement actors affected their routine strategies. When 

they tri ed to participate in collaborative discussions of policy, she intimated, they had 

trouble adapting to a situation where they had insider power, unlike ranchers, whose long 

connections to legislators made them more adept in official policy arenas. She argued that 

ranchers were used to acting with political "legitimacy at a government-sponsored 

dialogue," unlike environmentalists, and that made them more open in collaborative 

contexts. This mediator's representations of environmentalists and ranchers as polar 

opposites demonstrates the dialogic nature of identity framings: the meanings of one 

identity help to define the meanings of others within the same identity system. 

These interview selections demonstrate that the environmentalist identity set 

consists of multiple competing representations. These representations include antagonist 
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and protagonist framings in dialogic interaction, a topic that I will further develop in the 

next section. Because there is this type of competition for control of the public meaning 

of the environmentalist identity label, interviewees actively and reflexively used identity 

work processes to frame environmentalist identities in ways that suggested competing 

diagnostic frames, a topic that I will develop further in the section after next. One of the 

diagnostic frames noted in this section include the interpretation that grazing conflict is 

primarily caused by the ecological damage that cattle do; a counter-diagnosis instead 

suggested that environmentalist attitudes toward grazing are out-of-touch and their 

resultant intolerance is itself the problem. The correspondence between identity and 

diagnostic framings have significant consequences for possible coalitions within grazing 

politics, as well as for who will remain antagonists until (unless) identity framings once 

more shift through dialogic, rhetorical dynamics. This role of identity framings in 

coalition-building will be the topic of my final analytical section in this chapter. First, 

however, I turn to other aspects of identity framing. 

Dialogic Interactions between Antagonist and Protagonist Versions of the Rancher 

Identitv Set 

As is true with antagonist identity framings that disassociate environmentalism 

from ecological concerns, antagonist framings of rancher identities also aim to 

deligitimize rancher credibility, especially by imputing self-interest to ranchers at public 

expense. Yet these antagonist framings lead to dialogic response within the identity set, 

with protagonist framings apparently showing awareness of antagonist framings. For 



example, some ranchers framed ranching identities in ways that showed understanding for 

antagonist attacks on those identities but that countered the underlying antagonist 

implication that ranchers have selfish motives. Additionally, the dialogic context adds 

complexity to identity framing, so that the idea that there are frames and counter-frames 

is oversimplified. For example, many identity framings refuse to characterize ranchers as 

simply protagonists or antagonists. These framings are further complicated when speakers 

choose to represent ranchers within the complex network of the entire identity system. All 

these claims will be exemplified within this section. These examples demonstrate how 

dialogism destabilizes the meaning of identity labels and leads to the proliferation of 

complex identities within a single set. 

Antagonist framings of rancher identities often rely on character attacks. For 

example, one biologist who works on a wildlife refuge that excludes cattle characterized 

rancher opposition to refuge management as "greedy" and "spoiled." He continued to 

argue that ranchers are so self-interested that they became narrow-minded. He argued: 

"What the ranchers like to do, is they look at one little harbinger of what we do, and 

that's manage [for one endangered species]. They never look at ever>'thing we do for the 

public [...]. We get over 40,000 visitors a year [...]. We don't provide forage for cows." 

In this biologist's assessment, ranchers are so interested in grazing and forage that they 

are unable to understand that anything else might be construed as a public good. 

Similarly, other interviewees described ranchers in negative terms, such as by calling 

them "aristocrats" and "liars." Such imputations of self-interest, selfishness, and elitism 

are meant to destroy the credibility of ranchers' claims by suggesting that their motives 
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are counter to the public good and, consequently, should be resisted by those in the shared 

audience field of antigrazing activists and the general public. 

hi order to further connect character attacks with public harms, several of my 

interviewees referred to a common characterization of ranchers as welfare recipients. This 

argument depends primarily on suggesting that ranchers are drains on public resources, 

but it also depends strategically on audiences' ability to enthymatically associate ranchers 

with Republicans, conservatism, and attacks on public welfare. The basic logic that 

supports the welfare rancher identity is explained by the refuge biologist quoted above: 

All the ranchers we have down in the valley—^they couldn't survive if they 
had to buy the ranch. They live off the government; they pay very low 
rental rates for the cows; [. . .] then they still don't appreciate it [. ..]. It's 
public land. That's one thing that I'm pissed about ranchers. They think 
the land is theirs. 

While this biologist does not explicitly use the identity label "welfare ranchers," another 

interviewee, an antigrazing activist, makes that connection explicit: 

The ranchers have acted for so long like this is their private fiefdom. But 
it's public land: we own it. And a lot of the public don't even realize that. 
When they hear a rancher talk about his forty thousand acre ranch, they 
don't reahze that he's lying! [. ..] He owns maybe a little ten acre plot in 
the middle of it. That's his land. The rest of it's our land. [. ..] Not only 
are they running their cows on our land (they're destroying our natural 
heritage!), but we're paying them to do it, [. . .] 100 million dollars a year 
[. . .]. The taxpayers subsidizing, subsidizing all this destruction [. . .]. 
[Ranchers are] aristocratic families [. . .]. They've been on federal welfare 
for decades and so their goal is money-rolling and the way they ensure that 
is to get [. . .] into state politics and into the state house and ensure that 
their interests are looked after. (Taylor) 

At the same time that the welfare rancher argument creates an image of ranchers as public 

antagonists, it also emphasizes that much of the ranching in the West is done on public. 
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rather than private lands. This argument at once deligitimizes ranchers' claims, which are 

often at least partially based in property rights claims, and legitimizes public, including 

activist, participation in determining what happens on that land. 

Arguments about the economic value of ranching take place in a dialogic context. 

The association of ranching with a welfare aristocracy can be understood as a response to 

some public contentions that ranchers are key to rural economies. This argument that 

ranchers are economically significant was made, for example, by a Forest Service 

employee who argued that agriculture, including ranching, was key to the economy of the 

rural county where he worked: "We know [ranchers have to] run a business, [. . .] but it's 

OK, [. . .] and they provide a lot of economic stability for the counties." The antigrazing 

activist cited above, however, argued other\vise: 

We're already in a beef glut [...]. There's absolutely no need for public 
lands ranching. It's irrelevant, economically. And the only reason it's been 
kept in place is to keep those twenty-six thousand or so aristocrats who've 
got these special privileges to run cows on public lands [...]. It could be 
got rid of overnight and [...] in fact as far as employment goes—the 
Departments of Interior and Agriculture also think—there would be a blip 
in the employment levels. It would have almost no impact on western 
employment. (Taylor) 

This activist's argument shows the complexity of his antagonist representation of the 

rancher identity. He not only argues that ranchers are on welfare—that they derive 

economic benefit from the public—^but he clarifies that they also do not produce 

economic benefit for the public. The need to make such arguments is best understood in a 

dialogic context where identity framings are challenged, leading to their subsequent 

development and the addition of new layers of complexity. 
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It would be tempting to characterize such dialogic interaction as simply claim and 

counter-claim. This ignores, however, the multiplicity of arguments made in response to 

the economic situation rhetorically associated with ranching. For example, an academic 

agricultural economist explained to me: 

The main point to an economist is that a rancher raises—and also a 
farmer—they're professionals using the land for profit [...]. If they 
degrade the land, they lose money [...]. Now a ranchette is for recreation, 
and so profits don't matter [...]. If you degrade the land it means it might 
not be as pretty, but you don't go out of business and you might not even 
know that you're degrading the land if you're a ranchette owner. If you 
just came from a very urban environment you may have no idea that these 
are weeds that come in because the land is shocked. 

This is yet another representation of the rancher identity. It can also be understood as a 

dialogic response to the debate about the economic impacts of ranching. While the 

economist elsewhere argues that ranching has little economic significance to the state, he 

claims that ranchers' status as professionals makes them important to land stewardship. 

Yet this argument also depends on contrast with other representations in the grazing 

conflict identity system. Ranchers are opposed to ranchette owner identities, and the 

former are characterized as having a structural reason to be good stewards, unlike the 

latter. This argument, which is topically similar to the antigrazing activist's and the Forest 

Service agent's in that all of them address ranching's economic impact, demonstrates that 

identity representations are not only dialogic because they respond topically to other 

representations in the same identity set in part because they are implicated in a larger 

identity system. 
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This dialogism also suggests that actors are well aware of alternative identity 

framings and feel a need to respond to them in interviews. In one interview, a cultural 

historian and ranching sympathizer invoked antagonist versions of the rancher identity in 

shorthand, as if its stereotyped components were well known. When I asked him to 

characterize the stereotype, the interviewee answered: "That grazing is uniformly 

ecologically destructive. That these people are kind of welfare ranchers. That. . . [long 

pause] That they're sort of ripping off the public lands for their own benefit." He 

explained that as he gets to know the ranchers that lived near him, he finds this stereotype 

"rings less and less true." His interview as a whole made clear that he perceives many 

ranchers to be good people who are invested in caring for the land. 

One of the ranchers I interviewed responded to negative framings of the rancher 

identity with a narrative meant to explain why ranchers perceive themselves to be land 

owners and why others disagree, creating negative framings. The narrative depends on 

much of the same evidence as does the argument used to support the identity of the 

welfare rancher but its tone is significantly different from that of the activist who called 

ranchers liars for claiming ownership of the land. 

You look at the English law, you have the commons [. . .]. That English 
concept transferred out to the West when they had the Homestead Act and 
people started to immigrate [...]. Well, the Homestead Act is based on 
land in Iowa, Illinois, New Jersey, where 40 acres could survive and 
support a family, or 80 acres, or 160 acres surely could support a family. 
Well, in the West, that doesn't even run 4 cows. You can't make a living 
off of 160 acres. 

[Consequently, homesteaders developed an informal alternative to 
the legal system where ranchers ran cattle on the open range, considering it 
part of their homestead because it was necessary for their survival. But 
they started to compete over who controlled what part of the open range.] 
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It wasn't controlled. There was no infrastructure. So what happened is the 
Taylor Grazing Act came into being and they said: 'OK, you, this is yours, 
so that entitles you to this land.' Which kind of got the concept of a 
privilege over to ownership. [That is, it elided the two concepts of 
privilege and ownership.] And now, a lot of the environmental 
movement's saying; 'Well it's a privilege, [. ..] you don't have a right to 
be there.' [. . . But social practices, including borrowing money from 
banks by using public lands grazing leases as collateral, supported 
ranchers' interpretation that they owned the land. . . .] 

All those things gave ranchers a sense of ownership, of right [. . .. 
But environmentalists challenged that right, claiming:] 'You're 
overgrazing the land, you're overgrazing the land.' [. . .] The rancher says 
'Well, this is my grandpa, or my great-grandpa came here, and we've been 
here for this long and this is my right, I borrowed against it.' Or another 
situation you can have—and this is really predominant in agriculture— 
they're behind the eight-ball. They've got a little too small to be 
economically viable so they're always into the bank [. . .] and the bank is 
using the land as collateral as well as cows. [So ranchers are economically 
dependent on approaching public lands from the perspective of a 
landowner.] 

This narrative explains the existence of antagonist identity framings by showing how the 

perceptions and experience of ranchers clash with those of environmentalists. It attributes 

some value to the environmentalist framing that ranchers act as if they own public lands 

but it explains that sense of ownership from a perspective sympathetic to ranchers. 

This narrative demonstrates how protagonist identity framings and antagonist 

identity framings interact within a single identity set. This claim, supported until now by 

analyzing how the rancher identity is framed in the context of economic problems, is also 

supportable by examining interactions between the rancher identity and framings of 

ecological problems. One of the primary attacks on ranchers is that they degrade the land. 

Protagonist framings of the rancher identity routinely responded to this attack. For 

example, as I concluded an interview with a rancher, I asked him: "What would you like 



the general public to know about ranching?" The rancher took this as an opportunity to 

address what he saw as misconceptions about the rancher identity. He answered that he 

wanted the public to know: "That we're not here misusing the land. That we really are a 

benefit to the land. And that we're, at least I'm not at all against public involvement. 

Meaning, enjoying the resource. And things like that. That doesn't bother me." This 

response not only challenges the characterization that ranchers destroy public land, but it 

also emphasizes that ranchers do not understand ranching to lead to the privatization of 

public land. The public, he suggests, is welcome to use the land just as he is. His 

emphasis on the land as a place to graze is suggested by his choice of the term "resource" 

to denote the public lands, but his simultaneous suggestion that the resource is there for 

public enjoyment extends that resource beyond simply grazing. 

Some ranchers framed the rancher identity in ways that suggested that, far from 

misusing the land, they actually had a privileged position from which to understand and 

care for it. One claimed: "We're good people like everybody else. I do honestly believe 

we're more concerned and interested and intelligent with the resource management than 

they are. I really do." hi response to a follow-up question, this rancher clarified that, by 

"they," he meant that everyone who was not a rancher. He supported this assessment by 

representing Forest Service agents' attitude toward him: "They will admit that a lot of 

times: 'You guys know more about this ranch than, most times, than we do. What would 

you do, in fixing this problem?"' According to the speaker, ranchers' uniquely intimate 

relationship to specific parcels of land made them better resource managers. Another 

rancher present assented to this representation. 
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The diversity of identity framings within a single set underscore the conflict that is 

currently taking place over grazing in southern Arizona. Identity framings are an 

important part of creating a collective identity and mobilizing it for action. However, as 

identities are framed by antagonists and protagonists, they are responded to through 

counteridentity framings. This dialogic, interactional context destabilizes the meanings 

associated with any one identity label. Control over the meaning of identities becomes an 

important part of the rhetorical diagnosis of problems and prognosis of ways to address 

them. In the next section I further demonstrate how identity framing involves both 

diagnostic and prognostic framing by examining one specialized argument about the 

rancher identity: that ranchers represent a valuable way of life that deserves cultural 

preservation. 

Interactive "Wav of Life" Framings, the Diagnosis of Damage, and Prognoses for 

Improvement: Identity Framings as a Call to Action 

In this section, I consider a particular topic that is used to develop rancher identity 

framings as a way to further demonstrate how dialogism adds more complexity to an 

identity set than can be accounted for simply by antagonist and protagonist 

counterframing. The topic I am choosing is the discussion of ranching as a cultural 

lifestyle. In the previous chapter, my analysis of Lazy B, in particular, demonstrated how 

constructions of ranching as a cultural identity can be used to celebrate and politically 

promote the ranching culture. However, while some of my interviewees mentioned the 

personal appeal of the ranching lifestyle, none of them—^neither environmentalists, nor 
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ranchers, nor others—discussed the cultural lifestyle of ranching as something that should 

be publicly valuable simply because of that culture. Consequently, many of the selections 

I discuss here are antagonist identity frames. Yet these frames still vary significantly from 

each other, especially in the way they are used to interpret the problems that have led to 

grazing conflict and, by extension, possible solutions to those problems. These examples 

demonstrate that identity framings are important not only for the sake of drawing 

oppositional boundaries, but also for the sake of interpretively constructing diagnostic 

and prognostic responses to political conflict. 

When my interviewees discussed the ranching lifestyle in positive terms, they did 

so in a very personal way. The appeal of ranching as a way of life, for example, is evident 

in one of my rancher interviewee's answers to my request that he tell me how he became 

involved in ranching. He told me: 

Ever since I was a kid I wanted to be either a forest ranger or a rancher. 
My grandfather had grown up in Oklahoma and then went into the army, 
and when he retired from the army he [. . .] got a place and bought cattle 
and horses. And I was about four or five years old when the impression 
was made in mind, I think, that there's a great difference between tract 
home neighborhoods and living in the country [. . .]. Ultimately the goal 
was, and I guess still is, to have a place that's paid for that's a viable 
business that is still very much a sustainable kind of agricultural 
enterprise. 

Other comments by the same rancher demonstrate that he considers ranching culture to be 

unique in its demands on work. For example, he mentioned that he had hired interns, 

including one who had grown up farming in Yuma, who could not handle the physical 

demands of building fence and other tasks associated with ranching. He also mentioned 

that many of his nonranching relatives showed little understanding of his activities with 
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the exception of one who had come to visit: "He, at least, he knows that we work hard. 

But he also, he sort of has an underlying understanding and respect that some of the 

others they, they can't grasp." These comments together create an image of ranching as a 

unique lifestyle that is fundamentally different from urban, and even farming, society. 

The rancher's narrative demonstrates that it appeals to him personally as a lifestyle. 

However, while having "a sustainable kind of agricultural enterprise" is interpretable as a 

public good, in this interviewee's comments the value of the lifestyle seems personal, 

rooted in his desire to live differently than the masses in their tract homes. 

Listead, many of my interviewees chose to critique the arguments that suggest that 

the ranching lifestyle is publicly valuable. Often they associated it with the argument 

promoting ranching for cultural reasons as a nostalgia for a "cowboy culture" very similar 

to the one celebrated in LazyB. During interviews, both ranchers and antigrazing activists 

openly critiqued the cowboy identity and the argument that ranching should be supported 

as a way of life. However, these critiques pointed to different interpretations of the 

problems and potential solutions that inform grazing conflicts. These nuanced ways of 

making similar critiques suggest how subtly social movement actors inflect socially-

received meanings and arguments. 

One of my interviewees, a rancher, chose to critique one of the activities most 

preeminently associated with ranching culture: the roundup. This rancher had grown up 

as a farmer but he became a rancher after he moved to Arizona. In his assessment, aspects 

of the ranching culture were negative because they involved cruelty to ammals: "I'm 

reluctant to get a crew together [...]. They do it the old way. And they like to beat 
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animals into submission [...]. I may end up doing all the branding myself [...]. So I 

could be getting in good shape that day." This rancher reinforced his claim that the 

ranching way of life involves too much cruelty by complaining that other ranchers, unlike 

him, had never even had calves come up to them for attention. Later, he underscored his 

disapproval of ranchers' relationships with cattle by taking me to a salt lick where his 

cattle were gathered. A few curious calves came up to both of us and let us pet them, 

while older cattle also approached closely. This rancher's framing of roundup crews 

suggested that ranching culture incorporated aspects of cruelty that should not be 

preserved. His actions demonstrated what he understood should be changed, as did his 

stated interest in finding alternatives to heat-branding cattle. 

A more common antagonist framing of ranching culture attributes ecologically 

damaging practices to a cowboy identity. This was even the case when interviewees were 

sympathetic to the identity suggested by the label. For example, a Forest Service agent I 

interviewed opposed the cowboy lifestyle to ecologically responsible land management: 

Some ranchers, you know, they just don't want to get into monitoring [to 
determine how vegetation and soils are responding to grazing], they just 
want to be a cowboy. And I don't blame them either, because I would like 
to be out there most of the time, but it's not possible to do that. 

A much less sympathetic retired rancher made this point even more pointedly: 

The cattlemen say, 'well, we're taking good care of the land.' That's not 
necessarily true. It certainly hasn't been true in the past. They're standing 
on shaky ground. And so that's where the conflict comes, from the far left, 
and far right. And then the cattlemen start arguing 'but it's a way of life.' [. 
. .] You better marry a rich god damn woman if you want to be a cowboy. 
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For this rancher, the label "cowboy" represents a privileged identity, one that doesn't 

need to be ecologically responsible because of financial independence. In both these 

quotes, the cowboy identity is associated with ecological damage. The Forest Service 

agent believes that ranchers do not do the ecological monitoring necessary to assess their 

ranching practices because, according to him, many ranchers only want to participate in 

activities traditionally associated with cowboy culture. The rancher adds the additional 

condemnation that ecological damage is a result of denial, denial that is supported by 

wealth and privilege. Both these quotes diagnose cowboy attitudes as the cause of 

ecological damage and, in the second case, resultant political conflict. 

While the retired rancher quoted above initially stressed an ecological diagnosis, 

he and his son (a working rancher) together developed the "way of life" argument to also 

stress economic problems: 

[Father] You better marry a rich god damn woman if you want to be a 
cowboy. 
[Son] Yeah. The 'way of life' really doesn't hold water. I mean, it does 
hold something— 
[Father, interrupting] If you're rich, or you're not in debt, or you're not in 
a drought— 
[Son, interrupting] But—you know—Let's say if you were, if you were 
making buggy whips. Right? They don't, they don't have buggies any 
more and everything goes to cars. Do we, as a society, continue to support 
that buggy-whip guy? No! [.. .] By his own bootstraps, he figures: 'Oh, 
instead of making buggy whips, I'll make a spark plug or I'll make another 
car part.' 
[Father, interrupting] Or go into something else. Or go into the furniture 
business. 
[Son] —That's—that's—Exactly. So you know, that kind of way of life, 
that won't hold water. If it's not economically viable [. . .]. And we have a 
scenario now that's changed. And there are some economics being put 
back into it. 
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In this exchange, the ranching pair challenge arguments that the ranching way of life 

should be supported for cultural reasons alone. In this critique of the way of life 

argument, the diagnosis of problems is attributed not just to ecological damage, but to 

economic problems such as debt or the leaner earnings that come in drought years. Their 

argument also suggests two possible prognoses: that ranchers adapt to a different lifestyle 

or that ranching be made more economically viable, for example through selling 

conservation easements that provide ranchers with income while prohibiting the sell of 

land to developers, a proposed solution that both ranchers spoke favorably of elsewhere 

in the interview. 

I will share one final version of the critique of the ranching culture argument. This 

critique comes from its most anticipated source: an antigrazing activist. This activist, like 

the Forest Service agent and the retired rancher in his first statement, is particularly 

concerned with ecological damage associated with the ranching culture. His prognosis, 

however, is not to require more monitoring or other changes in ranching practices, but 

instead to adjust social values so that people will privilege cultures that sustain 

ecosystems and, consequently, devalue the ranching culture: 

We're bred in a culture that thinks of cows like the sacred cow culture [.. 
.]. [Ranchers have] this cultural cache: [. . .] the cowboy myth and all this 
sort of nonsense. Nobody talks about the western fishing myth [...]. The 
Gila River and the Santa Cruz River used to have active fishing industries. 
Believe it or not, there were fish markets on the edge of the Santa Cruz 
river here at the beginning of the century. In the Gila River in Phoenix 
there were also fish markets on the edge of the river. There was a thriving 
fishing industry. It was totally destroyed by two things: the livestock 
grazing, which totally degraded the watersheds, and [. . .] also because of 
agricultural withdrawals, mining, urban withdrawals of water [...]. Who 
do we find bewailing the loss of [. . .] the western lifestyle and culture of 
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fishing? [...] You have all these ranchers bemoaning the loss of the great 
lifestyle and culture but what about all the things that they helped to 
eliminate in the West? [...] As far as we're concerned the great lifestyle 
and cuhure we want to protect is the lifestyle and culture of [. . .] 
appreciation of wild nature, which is [...] in fact enjoyed by far many 
more people than enjoy all that nonsense about cowboys. (Taylor) 

This antigrazing activist deconstructs the cultural lifestyle argument by claiming it could 

apply equally well to other cultures, such as fishing culture or, better yet, a preservationist 

culture of nature appreciation. This argument claims that culture should not be valued for 

culture's sake, but that it should instead be valued for its impacts on nature and 

ecosystems. From this perspective, the social value placed on ranching culture is itself a 

problem, and the solution is to transfer that value to the appreciation of nature and to 

cultures that are supportive of natural ecosystems. 

While all those cited in this section of the chapter critique the argument that 

ranching is a culture that should be preserved, their choice of how to do it results in 

different diagnoses of the problems that have led to grazing conflict as well as different 

prognoses of solutions to resolve that conflict or address the damages that are 

interpretively associated with it. The frequency with which interviewees referred to the 

cultural lifestyle argument suggests its ubiquity in public debates—an assumption 

reinforced by the mainstream texts analyzed in the previous chapter, especially Lazv B. 

While this argument comes already associated with particular meanings, meanings that 

my interviewees are critically reacting against, their choice of different forms of critique 

show their agency to inflect received meanings and use them for different diagnostic and 
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prognostic framings, framings that depend integrally on the multiple representations of 

ranching and cowboy culture that interact within the grazing conflict identity system. 

histabilitv in the Ranching Identity over Time: Axis of Successions 

The above sections have established how dialogism destabilizes the meaning of 

identities. They have also demonstrated how different competing representations of 

identities are significant to diagnostic and prognostic framings. However, in the 

remaining sections I wish to go further than a mere demonstration of the analytic 

usefulness of a dialogic theory of framing. In these sections, I invoke the guiding question 

of this dissertation as a whole: what types of rhetoric promote open dialogue, and what 

types promote reification? For example, drawing clear boundaries between antagonist and 

protagonist identities, as Hunt, Benford and Snow point out, helps movements to organize 

for conflict-based politics. In contrast, those identity framings that show some 

understanding for alternative frames, and that respond to them in more complex ways 

than outright rejection, demonstrate a greater willingness on the part of speakers to 

respond to competing representations within the identity system. 

The next two sections use an additional analytic tool as a way to refine 

understanding of the rhetorical dynamics of identity framings and to thereby identify 

which framings are the most useful for resisting the reification of conflict. This tool is 

derived from linguist Ferdinand de Saussure, whose understanding of the linguistic sign 

provides an additional way to understand the instability of identity meanings. Saussure 

argues that any sign can be represented on two axes: an "axis of successions" and an "axis 
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of simultaneities" (14). The axis of successions notes that the concepts (the signified) of 

any one signifier may change over time; the axis of simultaneities notes that a number of 

different concepts may be associated with a signifier at a single point in time. Instability 

in the meaning of the sign, which is formed out of the relationship between signifier and 

signified, may occur along either axis or both of them. An identity, a specialized sort of 

sign, also incorporates this instability, hi this section, I explore instability along the axis 

of successions and argue that this type of instability, while it demonstrates that all 

language use is dialogic, does little to promote increased dialogism (as opposed to 

monologism or reification) within political relations. 

It is common for interviewees to argue that ranchers have changed over time. For 

example, a Forest Service agent noted: 

I've been here more than ten years and a lot of the allotments have 
improved. I know we've reduced, since I've been here, over two thousand 
animal months^. A lot of the allotments have improved: more grass; more 
soil stabilization. 

A county extension agent also noted changes in ranching practices, which are integrally 

cormected to representations of rancher identities. She suggested that these changes are 

partially connected to a new approach to grazing advocated by Alan Savory, whose 

Holistic Resource Management will be discussed more fully in my chapter seven. Even 

^ Animal unit months (AUMs) are a standard unit of measurement for grazing leases: they refer to how 
many steers, cows or cow-calve pairs (each is one animal unit) can be allowed on the land for how long. By 
measuring leases as a product of concentration over time, lessees are given some flexibility in choosing 
rotation patterns, for example by deciding on short-duration high-intensity grazing versus long-duration 
low-intensity grazing. The equation of cows and cow-calves supports the dominant form of ranching in 
Arizona, which is to maintain a core herd to raise calves for sale. 
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though this agent disagreed with many of Savory's claims, she thought he had led to a 

beneficial shift in management emphasis: 

It's gotten the ranchers to look at the grass more than just the cows [. ..]. 
Historically they only looked at the cows and they only adjusted management 
when the cows started falling off and losing weight. And usually the resource is 
gone by that time because the cow will go to something less palatable. 

By noting improvements in ranching over time, these two interviewees argue that the 

ranching identity is not fixed, but that it instead has the potential to change for the better. 

This type of progressive evolution in the identity will often be received as evidence that 

further progress is also possible. 

A more developed and complex version of this argument related successive 

changes in rancher identities to changes in the economic and political system that forced 

such change. This argument is similar to the one presented by Sheridan in Arizona: in the 

past, the tragedy of the commons led to ecological destruction but the Taylor Grazing 

Act, together with new ecological concerns and knowledge, has led to the contemporary 

development of sustainable grazing practices. One rancher, for example, located the 

evolution of the rancher identity in both economic changes and generational succession: 

There's a few old-timers that have survived all the economic crunches that 
don't rotate cattle. And we have a saying in the cattle business that the 
industry will change one funeral at a time because those old-timers aren't 
going to change. But their kids are changing [. . .] and their grandkids. And 
there's a group of people my generation that, as a rule, are college 
educated [...]. They're very committed to a healthy landscape and a 
sustainable agriculture and very interested in learning new things. So that's 
maybe the leading edge. And the trailing edge is being sucked along or 
forced along by a combination of tighter governmental controls, public 
pressure, and economics [...]. The real feedback loop is if you do a better 
job and you get paid for it, you're inclined to do a better job. 
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This structural account of the pressures facing ranchers suggests that solutions to grazing 

conflict will be automatic: that those ranchers who do not successfully respond to 

economic and public changes will lose their ability to maintain a ranching business. This 

argument not only suggests that evolutional progress will cause the necessary changes in 

rancher identities, but further suggests a mechanism for those changes. 

All the above framings of changes in rancher identities recognize a historic 

problem with ranching and with ranching culture, but they cite recent changes as evidence 

that the past does not control the meaning of ranching. However, one of my interviewees, 

an antigrazing activist, disagreed: 

I can't believe this nonsense about sustainable land use and 'Blah blah 
blah and those were the bad old days when ranching actually did damage.' 
Even though the numbers are pretty much the same as they ever were: 
'Those were the bad old days and now are the good old days because now 
we have sustainable ranching and responsible management.' [. ..] When 
you actually look at the evidence of the ground: sorry, same old story. I 
mean, sure, they might be a little more responsible, they may have reduced 
impacts here and there, but you still got cows out there in commercial 
numbers and, I'm sorry, but there's absolutely no example of anywhere in 
the West of commercial levels of cattle operations not having negative 
impacts on vegetation and wildlife. (Taylor) 

Unlike the rancher who contends that economics provide a mechanism for successional 

change in rancher identities, this antigrazing activist's identity framings suggest that 

economic needs prevent such changes from being very significant. 

The claims made by these interviewees, like all others examined, provide 

evidence that language use is dialogic. That is, comments made in interviews respond to 

my questions, but they also respond to the larger field of argumentation that interviewees 

are aware of. While these claims are dialogic, however, the claims also suggest that this 
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dialogue is not productive toward solving the debate. It instead leads to the proliferation 

of themes and counterthemes that reinforce existing relationships of antagonism among 

actors in grazing conflicts. A dialogic rhetorical theory actually predicts these multiple 

ways of inflecting ranching identities and these conflictual uses of socially-received 

arguments. By itself, consequently, no new identity is likely to change the overall nature 

of the rancher identity set or lead to the stabilization of a coherent rancher identity. 

Perhaps some new representations of rancher identities will persuade some members of 

audience fields, but they are unlikely to substantively convert antagonists into 

protagonists. Just as none of those interviewed here has the option to represent the 

rancher identity as a fully original meaning, none of them has the last word on the 

meaning of that identity, either. 

Contemporaneous Instability in the Rancher Identity: Axis of Simultaneities 

Arguments that note rancher diversity on the axis of simultaneities (that is, diverse 

meanings at the same point in time), however, show more potential of changing alliances 

and positions within the grazing conflict. Often my interviewees would make distinctions 

between contemporary ranchers according to a continuum of whether or not they engage 

in sustainable practices. This type of distinction was typical of interviewees from all ends 

of the spectrum, from antigrazing activists to the most conservative ranchers I 

interviewed. One of the consequences of this way of diversifjdng the rancher identity set 

is that it tends to suggest that not all ranchers are equally the antagonists of 
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environmentalists, opening up possibilities for selective rancher-environmentalist 

collaboration. 

Some interviewees linked diversification along the axis of simultaneities to 

diversification along the axis of successions. For example, the county extension agent I 

interviewed claimed: 

I've talked to many cattle growers who have said: 'If our neighbors aren't 
doing what they need to do to take care of the land, then they shouldn't be 
here.' [. ..] Some of them realize for them to stay in business they can't 
afford to have their neighbors doing a bad job because too many people 
are watching them now [. . .]. The smaller outfits are going to have to 
diversify on their income basis. And some people are doing that either 
through going to like niche marketing where they are selling their beef as 
grass-fed beef instead of finished in a feed lot in Kansas [...]. They're 
doing fairly well but that takes a lot more work, too, and then there's only 
so many people that can fit in these niche markets [...]. Some are doing 
guest ranches, and not everybody wants to take that on, either: a lot of 
people are in the business because they like being out by themselves and 
not having a bunch of people to feed and take care of So there are people 
diversifying. 

This argument suggests that the same pressures that made some actors posit a progressive 

evolution in rancher identities may also lead to the contemporary diversification of 

rancher identities. By additionally noting such diversity along the axis of simultaneities, 

however, this argument opens up new possibilities for the grazing debate. Rather than 

simply arguing that ranching is better or worse, it shows ways to differentiate between 

contemporaneous ranchers and, consequently, to encourage some while critiquing others. 

One of the ways that ranching identities are diversified is by locating those 

identities in ranching practices. For example, a Forest Service agent told me: 

You've got a group of ranchers that are pretty active in the ranching 
environment and you've got the ones that are just kind of just 
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concentrating on the ranches, but then if they're doing all the right things 
you kind of don't pressure them [...]. Each [allotment] has their own 
identity, and some of them you just have to keep watching for that: 
inspections [...]. We look at them, just by what they applied, and their 
attitude, and their resources. 

hi this quote, ranching identity is equivalent to allotment identity. The attitudes of 

ranchers are inferred by the state of the land and vice versa. Framing ranching identity by 

locating it in the land is a representational strategy that potentially divides ranchers 

politically, also, according to their ecological stance. Such divisions were suggested in 

interviews with ranchers, also. One rancher, for example, criticized and praised his 

neighbors through an anecdote focused on their contrasting attitudes toward grass: 

I'm going to brag about [this neighbor's] land. He's got grass out there 
that just looks like hair on a cat. It's just beautiful [. ..]. And I made 
mention as I was driving with the old rancher from here. I said, 'Look at 
the beautiful grass, over there, isn't that nice.' In the rain, you know, a 
rainy afternoon. And he says, 'Yeah, [. .. that rancher] wastes his grass.' 
Well, how the hell do you waste your grass? [...] It ain't your grass. 
You're getting given that grass.^ 

This focus on the practices of neighbors foregrounds this rancher's commitments to the 

land at the expense of solidarity focused on the ranching identity. This type of 

commitment suggests the possibility that solidarity and collaboration might occur outside 

® This rancher continued his argument, claiming: "It's not a blade of grass's mission in life to grow up and 
be eaten by a cow. Its mission in life is to reproduce and make another blade. So that's why this is 
overgrazed. This is supposed to have 250 head. According to the government. The government runs a ranch 
from behind a desk. Which is where life was really designed, was behind a desk, according to them. And, 
this ranch—at this size, at fifteen thousand acres—this ranch should have never ran ... a head over a 
hundred and eighty, ever. And then it would have been able to survive some droughts." His reified 
representation of the government identity is in stark contrast to his diverse representation of the rancher 
identity. One of the key causes of such differences in representational practice is that his use of the rancher 
identity label takes specific persons as referents while the government identity label is used to refer to an 
abstract identity. This suggests that personal experience is a contributor to the type of identity 
diversification analyzed in this section. 
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of identity constructions. This quote is merely suggestive that possibilities for 

collaborations might occur along ecological grounds rather than remaining stuck in 

reified identity politics. However, by the end of this chapter my analysis will demonstrate 

that what is merely suggested here is more explicitly included in the identity framings of 

other interviewees. 

Antigrazing activists did use diverse representations of rancher identities as a way 

to suggest some empathetic alliances that were otherwise obscure in their arguments. I do 

not wish, however, to overstate the case. Antigrazing activists did show respect for a 

"better" type of rancher, perhaps as a way to augment their own credibility. However, 

consistent with their antigrazing stance, they typically found ways to suggest that the best 

ranchers should stop ranching. For example, the independent antigrazing activist I 

interviewed argued: 

You have what I call some of the old school ranchers who don't really 
have any prospects for another livelihood or aren't interested in finding 
another niche who will routinely overgraze land that they are responsible 
for and degrade it in the hopes of someday selling the land for 
development. Then there's probably a newer breed of rancher who's more 
interested in rejuvenating and sustaining the land but still has to have an 
economically viable operation, so they're probably forced to still stock the 
land in excess of what it can carry. And of course there are some hobby 
ranchers, people who have cows because it looks cool or gives them a tax 
break, hi fact that's actually probably more prevalent than we realize. A lot 
of corporations will buy ranches and use them as tax write-offs and they're 
typically not very interested in habitat restoration or protecting wildlife. 

By focusing on economic structures, this antigrazing activist was able to argue that even 

though ranchers are diverse, they all do damage and should be stopped. The rhetorical 

role of the "newer breed of rancher" is particularly interesting. This provides ranching 
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sympathizers or those who beheve in the possibihty of sustainable ranching a way to 

understand this activist's comments as reasonable. However, the activist continues to note 

that even those whose motives are reliable are economically constrained in ways that 

prevent them from ranching sustainably. By noting diversity in rancher identities, this 

activist actually furthers his goal of arguing that grazing cannot be sustainable. 

Significantly, his argument against grazing is released from dependence on rancher 

identity and located fully in the economic structure. Given that structure, the best case 

scenario is that ranchers who care about the land are too constrained to be effective. The 

worst case is that ranchers are structurally motivated to destroy the land. 

Another antigrazing activist focused more on habitat than on economic concerns 

when he distinguished ranchers from each other. However, despite this shift in emphasis, 

and the corresponding shift in problem diagnosis, this activist used a similar strategy to 

the one quoted above. That is, he distinguished between the better and the worse ranchers, 

but in a way that still let him suggest that all ranching was damaging: 

We know ranchers that ranch and get away with the minimum cows they 
can because it's better that they do it than some other rancher. Because 
they're not really ranchers at heart. I think that they want to see the land 
protected, but the federal agencies and federal rules, state rules, require 
them to put cows on. So I have to add a little caveat there: that because the 
federal and state agencies basically force you to run cows then you 
really—if you want to see that area of land preserved—often the only way 
to do it in the short term is by running cows on it. But try to get away with 
the minimum you can; but then you're not really a rancher. You're a 
sabotage rancher: you're trying to sabotage the commitment of the 
agencies to ranching. (Taylor) 

hi this case, ranchers are literally defined as those who do not care about preserving the 

land. Exceptions are turned into nonexceptions by claiming that there is a secret 
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"sabotage rancher" identity, hi the context of this quote, which targets the Nature 

Conservancy and other organizations that "become ranchers themselves" by purchasing 

conservation easements, this activist makes clear that sabotage ranchers are people who 

care about preservation but who have neither the economic nor the political power to 

protect the land in any way other than by grazing a low level of cattle. While this same 

interviewee, in a different context, notes rancher diversity in less antagonistic ways, for 

example by crediting the Gray Ranch for not controlling predators, the overall effect of 

this speaker's distinctions between ranchers and a non-verifiable set of sabotage ranchers 

is to allow him to critique ranching wholesale while leaving a rhetorical opening for some 

ranchers to not fit his primary characterization. While this framing strategy does preserve 

the activist's prognosis for beneficial change, it also suggests that he can sympathize with 

the motives behind and effects of some ranching practices. 

This form of argument was taken even further by a conservation environmentalist 

who collaborated with some ranchers, but not all. He told me: 

The fact is, is that there's only a handful of people that represent the 
agricultural community—the ranching community—in the legislative 
environment. They've been [representing ranchers] a long time [...]. 
They're well connected in terms of the relationships they have [. . .. They] 
have one sort of particular viewpoint that certainly reflects some ranching 
interests but there's a lot of other people [ranchers] out there now that are 
basically as disenfranchised politically as we are. 

From the perspective of this conservationist, the rancher identity set includes both 

protagonists and antagonists. This supports his practice, and his SMO's practice, of 

collaborating with ranchers based on conceptual congruencies. This suggests that 

diversifying the rancher identity on the axis of simultaneities has the potential to shift the 
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debate from reified identities to dialogue over specific areas of concern and potential 

solutions to them. It prevents the exclusion of persons simply based on their primary self-

identifications. 

Identity Convergence: Bridging Rancher and Environmentalist Identities 

The potential to use diversification along the axis of simultaneities as a way to 

suggest new allegiances and commitments is explicitly noted in some of my interviewees' 

comments. For example, many interviewees framed identities in ways that suggested a 

convergence of rancher and environmentalist identities. As the examples below 

demonstrate, often those who promoted this convergence were explicitly reflexive about 

their attempts to inflect received representations of identities in new ways. 

This type of identity convergence was most common in rancher self-

representations. One rancher responded to my most general interview question, "What 

one thing would you like the general public to know?" by arguing that people should talk 

to ranchers instead of basing their understanding of who ranchers are on the identities 

created in the news media and other sources. He told me: "Well my blanket statement 

would be to talk to ranchers [. . .]. If we're environmentalists as we say we are, we want 

to share that with people, you know? So come and talk to us about doing it and we'll help 

you do it." In another interview, this rancher's partner made an even stronger case for her 

shared rancher and environmentalist identity: 

[Female Rancher:] What I noticed is that if you're a rancher today, you're 
worse than a car salesman, a used car salesman. Or a lawyer, or some of 
those other things that don't have a good reputation. 
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[Me:] Worse to the Forest Service guy? 
[Male Rancher:] To the general— 
[Female Rancher:] No. To the general public. Because the 
environmentalists hate us, because we're supposedly destroying all the 
range and all the wildlife habitat. And the animal rights people hate us 
because people eat the cows. You know, to slaughter eventually. And then 
the public doesn't like us because we keep them out of certain areas where 
they like to go whipping around with their ATVs, or— 
[Male Rancher:] And throw beer cans. 
[Female Rancher:] Throw beer cans. Target practicing. 
[Male Rancher:] Well yeah. 
[Female Rancher:] So, it was kind of weird for me because Fve always 
considered myself an animal lover and I've always considered myself an 
environmentalist. So what we would like to do is to be good stewards of 
the land here. And the same thing with the cattle. 

Much of this interview was devoted to what these two ranchers meant by stewardship of 

cattle and the land, including treating the cattle gently (the male rancher is the same 

person who complained about the cruelty of roundups and the cowboy culture), limiting 

grazing in the hope that grass would grow back, and other practices. The frustrated tone 

of both these ranchers' comments demonstrates how difficult it is for them to accept the 

public perception of ranching, a perception that does not match their own perceptions of 

their identities. While the public perception, they felt, opposed "rancher" to both 

"environmentalist" and "animal lover," these ranchers argued that these identities are not 

mutually exclusive. 

Another rancher made a similar argument about his own identity, equating his 

ranching with applied ecology. At the same time, he struggled with a way to appropriately 

represent environmentalists. He had just complained about how a particular ranching 

practice he had proposed (laying new fence) in the hope of increasing his control over 

what land got rested was delayed by an environmental SMO's demands that a full 



291 

environmental assessment be conducted. I had summarized the story as I understood it, 

saying: 

So let me make sure I understand the situation right [.. .]. Some 
environmentalist groups have got the Forest Service agency to require 
these environmental assessments [. ..] and because of that you can't do 
something that you think is going to be ecologically more beneficial. 

The rancher affirmed my summary but, in a response that immediately showed how the 

dialogue between the two of us also affects identity framings, the rancher backed away 

from what might be perceived as my negative inflection of his language about 

environmentalists: 

I think that's true. I don't want to paint the ecological groups with, you 
know, with a bad brush. But [. . .] they have wanted, or have been, I think, 
very successful in forcing the Forest Service to follow the law [...]. 
Anyway, the net result for us is that we are essentially dealing with a 
landlord who won't let us paint the bathroom or fix the leaky faucet. And 
yet we're sort of required to do that but not allowed to do it. It's a very 
frustrating situation to be in [. . .]. One of the real significant changes that 
we made [when we purchased the ranch] was to invite the community to 
help us manage the ranch. 

And underneath my rancher clothes, I think, inside I'm really kind 
of an applied ecologist [...]. I try to figure out, how does this work, how 
can we mimic this system [. . .] and derive an agricultural product, and 
how can we use these animals to bring the system back into function. And 
I think West-wide most ecologists would tell you that we have an 
explosion of woody vegetation due to all the following reasons: historic 
overgrazing, fire suppression, possible changes in climactic cycle. But we 
have watersheds and hydrologic systems that are out of function and it's 
causing a lot of problems. It's not going to get better with creeping 
subdivisions. 

In this discussion, the rancher supports his convergent framing of rancher and 

environmentalist identities by demonstrating concern with specific ecological issues and 

arguing that those issues will not be addressed by subdivisions, a statement which 
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references the common framing of land use as an either-or option for ranching or 

development. Elsewhere the rancher supports this same identity bridging by noting that 

he has been a member of the Audubon Society since he was seventeen. This rancher's 

choice to associate his invitation for the community to assist him with his convergent 

framing of his self-identity suggests that he believes that identity has been an important 

aspect of his openness to collaborate with others. 

A similar coalition of interests between environmentalists and ranchers was 

suggested by a wildlife refuge biologist who elsewhere showed hostility to ranchers, at 

least when they pressured refuge management to run cattle on the refuge. His identity 

framing, however, actually led him to suggest a new identity label that denoted a 

convergence of ecological and ranching concerns. He told me: 

[A specific rancher] and I agree that ranchers should look at the ranching 
condition as they're grassland farmers, they're not cattlemen [...]. They 
should look at themselves: 'We're grassland farmers.' I look at myself as a 
grassland farmer. Mr. [specific rancher] looks at himself as a grassland 
farmer. So many of them think of themselves as: 'No, we're a rancher.' 
No. You're not a rancher. You're a grassland farmer. You take care of the 
grasses, you only use cows as a tool. That's not the end. The end is the 
grass. And they never get this concept. The most important thing you have 
is the grassland. It's not wildlife, it's not cows, it's the grassland. And 
once you get the grassland reestablished then these other things are 
basically, they're maximized because they'll take advantage of the good 
grassland conditions. 

Significantly, this refuge manager bases his identity framing on a represented 

conversation between himself and a rancher. These two disagree on the appropriateness 

of including cows in desert grassland ecosystems. However, through this new identity, the 

refuge manager claims, they have found a basis for collaboration and dialogue. 
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In the next section of this chapter I will again take up a discussion of how identity 

work is important to deciding who actors should collaborate with and who they oppose. 

However, there is a difference between the next section's emphasis on representing 

networks within an identity system and this section's emphasis on more full-fledged 

identity convergence. Though the above identity label "grassland farmer" did not occur in 

any other interviews or documents that I have come across, this type of identity work 

suggests an attempt to permanently reconfigure commitments within grazing conflicts. 

This reconfiguration is based on, first, acknowledging diversity along the axis of 

simultaneities and, subsequently, suggesting that diversity leads to new forms of 

solidarity. The current debate demonstrates that reified opposition of environmentalists 

and ranchers is leading to entrenched conflict. Identity convergence across prior lines of 

antagonism at least provides openings for new solutions to extant problems, in part by 

reframing those problems from, for example, diagnoses that lay blame in an identity (such 

as the rancher identity) to prognoses that emphasize a particular landscape goal (such as a 

grassland ecosystem). 

Identity System Framings in Coalition Building and Interpreting Antagonism 

In addition to framing single identities, or pairs of key identities such as 

environmentalists and ranchers, interviewees sometimes framed expansive components of 

the identity system. Such identity system framings were often ways for interviewees to 

indicate their overall political vision and to make diagnostic and prognostic framings that 

addressed more global issues in grazing conflicts. This dynamic is evident in a complex 
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identity system framing made by an antigrazing activist. The following identity system 

framing is in response to me asking the activist how he responds to the common public 

argument that recreationists, like ranchers, also do significant damage to public lands: 

We do have a problem with predator control [...]. We disagree with 
hunting groups based on that. In general hunting groups are our allies [. . .] 
. Their interests are convergent with ours because they want to see [. . .] 
public lands going back to wild nature in a widespread fashion and away 
from ranching [. . .] and mining. So they're our allies. Recreationists. 
We're particularly happy about low impact or no impact recreation but 
we're [. . .] strongly concerned about motorized and high impact 
recreation. We don't believe that they should be allowed at all, and if they 
are allowed they should be very strictly regulated on public lands [. . .]. At 
the moment of course it's almost totally unregulated [. ..]. Of course 
ranchers are probably the biggest users of ATVs [all-terrain vehicles], not 
recreationists [...]. So eliminating ranching would be a substantial 
reduction in off-road vehicle use. But there's no doubt that urban 
development is a push for these ATV manufacturers to get people to buy 
stuff They're funding of course these [. . .] so-called citizens' or users' 
groups, which are really an extremely tiny amount of the population but 
are very vocal because they get money from manufacturers to push off-
road vehicle use [. . .. We] oppose it in any way we can. So it's not an 
either-or. All these questions are posed like they're either-or. You've got 
have either recreation, or off-road vehicles, or ranching. Sorry, you don't 
have to have either. You've got to have condos or you've got to have 
ranchers. Sorry, don't have to either. Regulations can be put in place to 
stop either. We want to see that. We want to see proper regulation to be 
put in place to stop either of those. (Taylor) 

This activist's identity system framing suggests a number of complex coalitions and 

antagonisms: the activist's organization and hunters agree on some issues but not others; 

recreationists are split into two identities, one opposed to the activist's goals and one 

potentially compatible with it; ranchers and urban developers and ATV manufacturers are 

all antagonists for the activist's organizations, with the suggestion that there may be some 

coalition of interests between many of these antagonists. The interviewee is aware. 
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however, that his identity system frame is in opposition to alternative identity system 

framings, such as framings that oppose ranchers and developers or ranchers and 

recreationists. The way the identity system is framed is important, as the activist 

recognizes, not only because it suggests different coalitions but because it also suggests 

different options for the land. 

One of the alternative framings that the above activist references and rejects is a 

common framing that, since developers and ranchers are opposed and developers and 

environmentalists are opposed, environmentalists and ranchers should build coalitions. 

This argument is represented, for example, in the following argument from a conservation 

environmentalist: 

[Conservationist:] Working with ranching folks is pretty integral to our 
work because most of the landowners that we work with in rural parts of 
Arizona in conservation activities are ranchers for the most part. So, 
there's an obvious linkage between our objectives and their interests, at 
least from our perspective, so. 
[Me:] What would you see as that linkage? 
[Conservationist:] That linkage is to the extent that they continue to do 
ranching and do it in an ecologically appropriate manner the land stays in 
open space and preserves options for the future, where presumably if 
they're not ranching, the only other economic uses of the land is likely to 
be some level of residential subdivision, which takes the land on a course 
that forecloses options for the future. So I think we just see it as preserving 
options for the future. 

These alternative identity system framings and the alternative strategies they suggest have 

been instrumental in splitting the environmentalist identity set into conservationist and 

radical (antigrazing) identities. At stake in identity system framings is the meaning of 

environmentalism. The meaning of environmentalism, in term, has important 
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implications for the construction of coalitions or antagonisms, shaping political strategies 

and options. 

hiterviewees differed in whether they frame coalitions and antagonisms as 

"natural" or the product of identity work or collaboration. For example, one mediator 

argued that environmentalists and business owners were a "natural coalition:" 

Environmentalists are largely urban folk. The business community is 
largely urban folk. And there is an affinity, fortunately, between the two. 
They know how to talk to each other. They, and very practically speaking, 
they can pitch to the business community that it's in your entrepreneurial 
interest to have growth management in the state. Because things that 
attract people here are, is the landscape. The beautiful landscape. So that is 
a somewhat natural coalition. And for that reason, but it is a very 
aestheticized view of the landscape and the ranching community is a very 
rural community. There's a very big disconnect culturally between the 
folks [ranchers and environmentalists . . ..] And there's a very big 
disconnect in communication style. 

hiterestingly, while this mediator frames the coalition as structurally based, she also 

argues that the ability of entrepreneurs to recognize that coalition is dependent on the 

framing done by environmentalists: that is, on their ability to pitch their interests to the 

business community. This mediator's perspective suggests that the structural alignment of 

interests is not enough in itself to build coalition, but that interpretation is always 

necessary. 

This point is even more evident in the comments of a county extension agent. 

Unlike in the above example, she did not represent coalitions as natural but instead as the 

result of dialogue and shared responsibility for range monitoring. This discussion 

excerpted below is a response to my routine interview question (see Table 2.3 in chapter 

two) about how interviewees interacts with the public: "What [. . .] groups do you interact 
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with most in your agricultural work?" As the county extension agent answered this 

question, she noted: 

[Agent:] The Bureau of Land Management has a statewide advisory 
council that's made up of recreation interests, not just grazing, so we did a 
workshop for them this spring to bring them up to date. And then with 
these field people they not only just do the monitoring but they have the 
rancher with them and so it's a one-on-one education of how to monitor. 
So getting that data and getting the data used is probably the top priority. 
[Me:] How do the recreationalists get involved in the monitoring, like 
when you did the workshop for them? 
[Agent:] They don't—very often. The one workshop that we did where I 
mentioned that we had them there was to make them aware that this is 
going on in the field and understand a little bit about what range 
monitoring is. The hope is if there's people in the Sierra Club or some of 
these other conservation organizations that are concerned about rangelands 
it would be nice if they did come out with you [.. .] and do the monitoring 
because that way when you gather the data together you're more likely to 
see the same thing on the ground [...]. We don't [always] agree on what 
we see. But if you're out there together then you can at least talk it out and 
even if you don't come to agreement you understand where the other 
person's coming from [. . .]. I see a real shift where ten years ago the 
enemy was the Sierra Club and the Audubon Society and the Nature 
Conservancy. And they're not the enemy anymore from the rancher's 
perspective. There's still, well, there's still some feelings but [. . .] they're 
not opposed to having them coming out on the ranch anymore as one of 
these coordinated efforts. 

Whereas the mediator based framings in structural interests, this agent based framings in 

shared activities. In both cases their examples suggest a mutually constitutive interaction 

between framing and social relations: relations impact framings, but those framings 

identify who should be in coalitions together. The agent, in particular, notes how social 

interaction can lead to the transformation of identity system framings in ways that have 

significant implications for trust and collaboration. 
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Outside of the rancher and environmentaUst identity, the identities that were most 

frequently implicated in identity system framings were government and government 

agency identities. They were used, however, in widely different ways. A particularly 

common identity set was of U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) employees. There 

was a tendency to suggest that these employees, especially biologists, were opposed to 

ranchers, but different framings interpreted that opposition in different ways. For 

example, the county extension agent quoted in the above paragraph mentioned sponsoring 

a workshop where USFWS agents explained sections seven and nine of the Endangered 

Species Act, which are most commonly used in lawsuits. She noted that, despite her 

concerns and those of the other sponsors, there were no arguments during the workshops. 

She further noted that these groups are beginning to find ways to work together: 

[Ranchers are] saying, 'Fish and Wildlife Service, give us what the fish 
needs to survive and we'll manage for that.' [. . .] So you can't use this 
livestock tank because the frog needs to lay its eggs and the tadpoles need 
to be in it. Well, there's only a certain time of year that that frog's going to 
lay its eggs and the tadpoles are going to be there. We can manage for that. 

While this county extension agent emphasized that USFWS biologists and ranchers were 

beginning to find ways to work together, another interviewee, a cultural historian, 

highlighted examples that suggested otherwise. While his example is based on Forest 

Service lands, the endangered species listings he refers to are USFWS designations: 

Whereas in the past I think the Forest Service was criticized and probably 
rightly so for being too accommodating to loggers and ranchers and the 
extractive industries, now the pendulum has sort of swung over to the 
other side and ranchers can point to all of these, these listings, these 
biological assessments and biological opinions that later turn out to be 
really pretty baseless. [He is referring to a previous example of a rancher 
family "that spent over sixty thousand dollars fighting what they and I 
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consider really spurious" endangered species listings.] Some of these 
biological assessments and opinions may be perfectly valid but it's created 
this atmosphere of confrontation where many ranchers remember the old 
days when there was cooperation [. . .]. The old range mangers are still 
sympathetic to ranchers' concerns but some of the agency biologists are 
more interested in biological diversity. And I think some of the ranchers 
feel that some of these people are in league with the environmentalists. 

These two interviewees are speaking from different structural positions and they are 

primarily conscious of the activities in different southern Arizona counties. While these 

differences are a possible partial explanation for why they choose to frame rancher-

biologist relations differently, their generalized identity system framings still have 

significantly different consequences for how possibilities for collaboration are 

represented. 

The way different framings shift the role of USFWS biologists is further 

underscored by this quote from an antigrazing activist. Here, the activist shows USFWS 

actors agreeing with his antigrazing position—a statement that supports the assessment of 

the cultural historian quoted above. However, the government agents highlighted in this 

quote are not the USFWS, which appear to be excluded from this activist's general 

statement about federal agency "insiders." This statement frames government agents in 

antagonistic ways that have significant consequences for imputations of responsibility for 

ecological damage: 

[Federal agencies] can't just issue a no effect determination. And Fish and 
Wildhfe is basically telling them: 'I'm sorry, but we can't concur with 
your no effect.' And meantime [. . .] the developers have already bulldozed 
the area [...]. The Corps of Engineers just rubber-stamp this thing and the 
developers race out and bulldoze it, and it's all moot then. What can you 
do [...]. This pure violation of the law is just constant all the time [...]. 
The federal agencies are the worst offenders and they're our targets. It's 
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not really ranchers, or developers, or the outsiders of the federal agencies 
[...]. So whatever we might have against ranchers [. . .] we really blame 
the federal agencies because they're the people who are responsible for 
enforcing and ensuring the endangered species act is met [...]. And 
ranching is probably the biggest problem because of the area that's 
involved: [. . .] one-third of the entire western land area is public land 
that's got cows on it. (Taylor) 

This activist frames federal agents as the primary culprits for ecosystem destruction. Such 

framings have important implications for strategy: one of his organization's primary 

tactics is filing lawsuits against government agencies, not ranchers. This frame does not 

just determine tactics, however, but influences the way the activist frames ranching 

identities: 

Public lands ranching is dying. It's on the way out. The only people like 
the Quivira coalition who are dedicated to maintaining it are rich people 
[that make their money from real estate or publishing or other nonranching 
sources . . .]. We realize that there are still a lot of poor ranchers out there, 
[. . .] small ranchers, Hispanic ranchers, particularly in and around 
Northern New Mexico. And there's no point to subsidize people to do 
something that's destructive. Just pay them the money to get them to stop 
[. . .]. So there should be a federal program to help them [. . .]. We don't 
have to blame them; we blame the federal government [. . .] for 
maintaining this disastrous situation [...]. Frankly, they're already 
operating at a loss, most of these operations. They're sure to find other 
employment that's going to give them a better income. And if they want to 
keep a couple of cows on their private land, then go ahead, we don't have 
any objection. If they really like to play with cows, then great, as a 
recreation activity then it's up to them, on their private land. But please get 
off our public lands. 

Identity system framings are crucial for determining who are collaborators and who are 

antagonists. As the above quote emphasizes, identity framings make all the difference for 

problem diagnoses and the policies actors will support. This activist explicitly notes that 

he does not need to blame poor ranchers because he blames the federal government. 
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Given this framing, he supports providing economic support to ranchers to help them 

transition from public lands ranching. Which groups' and actors' identity system framings 

are most persuasive to those represented in the system is likely to influence who they 

collaborate with, and which framings are most persuasive to the public and to political 

decision makers is likely to influence what policies are taken by those who seek to 

address ongoing grazing conflicts. 

Conclusion 

This chapter suggests the analytic usefulness of approaches to identity that 

underscore their rhetorically-constructed, dialogically negotiated nature. First, it extends 

Hunt, Benford and Snow's notion of identity fields, a term that categorizes protagonist, 

audience, and antagonist identities from the perspective of a movement, to the more 

expansive term of identity system, which explicitly focuses on not only movement 

interpretations of identities but the entire rhetorical network of meanings that are relevant 

to a particular debate, in this case, political conflict over grazing. By focusing on multiple 

perspectives within an identity system, this approach emphasizes the dialogic nature of 

identities, suggesting that strategic uses of identity labels (particular terms used to denote 

meaning, such as "rancher," or "environmentalist," considered as signifiers rather than 

meanings) are not simply constructed by individual actors, but rather inflected by actors 

who are contending with received meanings for the terms. This dialogism is already 

explicit within Hunt, Benford and Snow's analysis, as their discussion of identity framing 

shows that movement actors must respond to outside perceptions of movement identities. 
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Shifting from identity fields to identity systems merely expands analysts' attention to this 

interactive effect of identities. 

The dialogic nature of these representations is thrown in even greater relief by the 

focus on a particular "identity set": all the meanings within an identity system that cohere 

around a single label. In this chapter, the rancher identity set was examined most closely, 

followed by attention to a second major identity set within the grazing conflict identity 

system, that of environmentalist. The analysis of both of these shows the contested, 

complex nature of an identity set, underscoring the importance of framing identities to 

movement rhetoric and arguments about the diagnosis and prognosis of problems related 

to grazing conflict. A microanalysis of any identity set highlights complexities of the 

identity system, for example by showing in relief that the identity of rancher is rarely 

defined alone but instead takes its meaning from related identities, such as cowboy, 

production community, ranchette owner, corporate rancher, and even environmentalist. 

While these identities are opposed to each other by some interviewees, others inflect the 

system differently, rhetorically altering relations in the system and suggesting that 

multiple identity labels together construct an identity. 

The impact of these dialogic relations is that different uses of the nonstatic 

identity system suggest different possible coalitions, different antagonist identities, and 

different approaches to grazing conflict. Action is tied up in the rhetorical inflection of 

identity labels. Whether "rancher" also means an environmentalist concerned about the 

health of grasslands or whether it instead implies a cowboy focused on cattle and swagger 

has important implications for who will oppose ranching activities and who will support 



them. By rhetorically inflecting identities, identities that are always received loaded with 

the representations of others, actors in the grazing conflict struggle to control identity 

system frames in ways that support the politics and the on-the-ground actions that they 

believe to be best. 
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Introduction to Part II: 

Rhetorical Ecology 

The first part of this dissertation focused on how meaningful cultural identities are 

created and invoked within the context of Arizona's grazing debates. I argued that while 

identities such as "rancher" and "environmentalist" were frequently based in certain 

recognizable activities, such as raising cattle for a living or contributing to environmental 

organizations, these types of indicators are inadequate to explaining the full set of 

meanings that are associated with identity labels. Instead, the meanings of identities are 

negotiated through rhetorical dialogue, with individual actors in the debate attempting to 

inflect the socially-constructed language of identity with unique meanings. In this final 

section of my dissertation I make a parallel argument. Scientific claims about ecology are 

also based on specific interactions between the different components of an ecosystem. 

Ecosystem interactions, however, do not fully determine the rhetoric of ecology. 

As with the meanings associated with identities, the meanings associated with 

ecology require analytic explanation. By the "meanings associated with ecology," I mean 

the entirety of knowledge claims taken to be ecological, the subject areas that are 

perceived to be properly treated by ecologists, the methods of inquiry that are given 

ecological status, the actions that are based on ecological reasoning, and the persons seen 

as qualified to make ecological knowledge. These things together form the conceptual 

identity that is ecology. What counts as ecological, additionally, is also conditioned by the 
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meanings associated with science in general. The rhetoric of ecology can be a high-status 

way to support claims that have a lot at stake in them. 

The politics of grazing in southern Arizona is one such high-stakes arena, as the 

first part of this dissertation makes clear. While cultural values and economics contribute 

greatly to the contention surrounding grazing practices, ecological claims are usually the 

first invoked by antigrazing activists and one of the first types of claims defensively 

invoked by the supporters of grazing, hi the paragraph below I present a brief ecological 

history of southern Arizona's grasslands. This history provides a context for 

understanding contemporary ecological disagreement. Its brevity is intended to do more 

than save space: it limits the background I am providing to those points that have general 

assent from the preponderance of actors in Arizona's grazing debates. Therefore, the 

historical claims below form the assumed background of current conflicts. 

The grasslands of southern Arizona suffer ecologically, largely as a consequence 

of human-related impact, including, but not limited to, overgrazing cattle. The last two 

decades of the nineteenth century, in particular, brought drastic changes to health of the 

Arizona range. During this period, a combination of overgrazing and drought punctuated 

by El Nino torrents led to extensive exposure and erosion of Arizona topsoil. Ranchers of 

this period suffered major economic losses, many going out of business as their cattle 

died in droves. Much of the cattle that did survive were sold at depressed prices (Sheridan 

Arizona 140-43). After this painful lesson, ranchers have never again overstocked the 

range to this extreme. Further reductions in overstocking followed upon the passage of 
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the 1934 Taylor Grazing Act, Congress' response to the ecological deterioration of public 

lands, land use conflicts, and the Dust Bowl. The act significantly increased federal 

oversight and regulation of grazing practices, leading to decreases in stocking numbers. 

Additionally, the act supported range development projects that help control the location 

of cattle, such as the construction of fences and of windmill-powered wells that pump 

water into stock tanks (Sheridan Arizona 259-62). However, despite reductions in grazing 

intensity, Arizona's grasslands have not fully returned to their pre-livestock condition. 

Today, many of Arizona's citizens are committed to reversing this historical change, 

which is seen as a negative. The goal, for many, is to recreate scenes of rolling grasslands 

such as those described by eighteenth century Spanish explorers or even mid-nineteenth 

century mining explorers (Shifflett). 

The project of grassland ecosystem reconstruction^ appears to be a project for 

ecologists, not rhetoricians. Many disagreements about how to proceed with this project 

can be traced to incomplete ecological understanding. This is unsurprising since attempts 

to beneficially alter the current ecosystem need to account for a number of complex, 

varied, and interconnected ecological processes. Additionally, methods that effectively 

recreate grass cover in one site might fail in the next due to differences in soil type. 

' A note on vocabulary; Most of those involved in grazing debates would use the term restoration where I 
use reconstruction. However, later in this dissertation I follow the conventions of one of my written sources 
and use the word restoration in a more specialized sense than is typical in common discussion. I 
consequently use reconstruction for general purposes except when I am quoting others who use restoration 
as the general term. For a full explanation, see the introduction of chapter seven for a discussion of "Use of 
Native Plants on Federal Lands: Policy and Practice," by Rebecca Richards, Jeanne Chambers and 
Christopher Ross. 
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rainfall patterns, and other aspects of the microclimate and microhabitat. These points 

were repetitively made during interviews as managers explained their current ecological 

puzzles. For example, a rancher declared "I'm always watching different grasses to see 

how do they respond: the way that we grazed this, the time that it rained, the slope, the 

exposure to sun, all those kinds of things. That stuff I guess I'll probably be doing the rest 

of my hfe." Similarly, a U.S. Fish and Wildhfe Agent told me of his current efforts to 

determine how the soil type and the time of year an area had burned affected his efforts to 

revegetate. The development of ecological knowledge is necessary to address such 

questions. 

It is not sufficient, however, to explain the public rhetoric of ecology or to account 

for ongoing disagreements. This is particularly evident in cases where closely-held 

ecological beliefs appear to be directly contradicted by the arguments of others. For 

example, some antigrazing environmental organizations, such as the Southwest Center for 

Biological Diversity and the Forest Guardians, have brought lav/suits against the U. S. 

Forest Service arguing that grazing has resulted in the indirect take (destruction) of 

species protected by Section Nine of the Endangered Species Act of 1973. Where the 

prosecution in these cases claims there is a clear cormection between grazing and species 

loss, the defending government agencies dispute this point. (See Forest Guardians v. 

Wells for one example.) All sides use documented ecological argument to support their 

positions. Additionally, their contradictory arguments have persisted, often for decades. 
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with only minor modifications in response to continuing attempts to create a clearer 

ecological picture. Why is ecology not enough? 

In the following chapters, I will address this question by examining conflict over a 

single, ecologically crucial question: does the managed presence of cattle somehow 

contribute to grassland reconstruction? Put in an oversimplified manner, do cows plant 

grass? Those who ask this question assume that grass cover is an ecological benefit worth 

pursuing. As a wildlife refuge manager explained to me, both he and ranchers could be 

better described as "grassland farmers." At stake in a manager's stance on cow-plant 

interactions, then, is not a product: the goal of creating a grassland is agreed upon. 

Instead, what is at stake are particular interventions in ecological processes, especially the 

question of whether grazing can be used as an effective grassland land management tool. 

If cows help grasses reseed, they contribute to the health of the land they graze. If they do 

not, then they are at best a neutral ecological force and at worst a damaging one. 

Everyone agrees that the interaction of cows and grass is a critical dynamic that shapes 

the ecology of southern Arizona's desert grasslands. But what, exactly, are the effects of 

that interaction, and what is the type of ecosystem that results from it? 

While I ask this question here, from listening to those involved in debates about 

Arizona grazing and land management, the answer appears to not be in question at all. It 

is self-evident that cows help reconstruct southern Arizona's grasslands. Or else it is 

certain that they do not. The only middle ground that anyone appears to hold is that it 

might be possible to reconstruct these grasslands in spite of disturbances created by cows. 



Like those who hold to the second position, however, proponents of this perspective still 

see cows as a potential hindrance to be worked around. The question for this third group 

becomes, how can cows be fit into a set of intercoimected ecological processes that did 

not originally develop to accommodate them? All three of these positions are further 

complicated by accounting for the interactive effects of other elements of the ecosystem, 

such as rainfall or soil types. However, overall, one of these three positions is held 

without much doubt by everyone who I have talked to directly about this specific issue, hi 

spite of conflicting certainties, the jury is n^ still out. 

The persistence of conflict over this single issue cannot be accounted for by a void 

of scientific study. In contrast, decades of ecological inquiry have addressed this issue by 

multiple means. Neither can recalcitrance of the research question explain lack of 

agreement. This problem is entrenched precisely because, as mentioned above, those who 

consider the problem also consider it settled for their purposes, despite their awareness 

that others disagree with them. 

From the perspective of a relative outsider such as myself, however, each of the 

positions has legitimate claims to credibility. Part of this credibility is based in the 

individual commitments of those who espouse them. For example, one rancher with an 

educated, urban background explained to me that his occupational choice runs so counter 

to normative interpretations of what people want from life that he cannot get his own 

parents to show any understanding of why he chooses to work as hard as ranching 

requires. The care this man shows for the land he works on was exemplary, but it was not 
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unusual for ranchers, who typically identify their self-interest with the ecological health 

of the land they know and frequently love. The same can be said for the devotion that 

antigrazing activists show toward the land. Most full-time antigrazing activists work for 

nonprofit organizations. Many have college and even advanced college degrees in 

science. This occupation typically provides smaller salaries than the employment of 

similarly-educated peers. This level of commitment at the very least suggests an 

investment in the land that extends beyond personal gain, unless the intrinsic worth of the 

land itself is included in what these people are seeking. Another source of these debaters' 

credibility—especially to a member of the general voting public such as myself—is 

simply that all of them are more involved in—and more informed about—this issue than 

are those they address. Consequently, I find that my role as an interpreter of the dynamics 

of the debate leaves little room for me to attempt to resolve ecological differences 

according to the rules of ecology. 

My interest is instead in addressing ecological differences according to rhetorical 

analytic rules. I choose to accept my informants' knowledge and then attempt to 

reconfigure that debate through a symmetrical rhetorical analysis. By symmetrical, I refer 

again to my extrapolation from the work of sociologists David Bloor and Wiebe Bijker, 

whose analytic approach is discussed in chapter two of my dissertation. That is, I do not 

attempt to distinguish between true or false claims, but instead to develop a form of 

rhetorical theory and analysis that can account equally for all ecological claims. To begin 

this analysis, I ask if whether or not cows plant grass might not depend solely on 
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ecological processes. Might it instead be possible that the impact of cows on plants at 

least partially depends on an expanded set of interactions that, in addition to ecological 

processes, also includes scientific argument—that is, a specialized form of rhetoric—and 

the resultant actions of managers who are persuaded by those arguments? hi part two, I 

integrate rhetorical analysis with the ecological knowledge that my interviewees and 

secondary sources have shared with me to demonstrate that a rhetorical ecology can 

account more fully for disagreement than ecology (or, reciprocally, a rhetorical theory 

evacuated of ecosystem referents) could by itself 

I propose four hypotheses that can each partially account for different components 

of this expanded set of interactions. I will substantiate and elaborate on each of these four 

hypotheses in following chapters. I present them here to provide an overview to this 

section of my dissertation, not because I believe they can stand alone without further 

explanation, hi brief, my claims are as follows: 

1) While claims and counter-claims appear to address each other, the evidence they are 

based upon differs in scale both geographically and temporally. 

2) Subjects' structural positions influence their scientific understanding at every stage of 

its formation, from the gathering of evidence to its interpretation. 

3) The validity of each claim depends, at least partially, on the possibility of its physical 

enactment and, consequently, on the management authority of those who believe in it. 

4) Ultimately, present decisions to affect ecological processes are attempts to create an 

ideal or at least a better ecosystem in the future. Each claim is potentially workable 



given a different future and is derived from a different vision. However these visions 

may not be fully articulated, making different claims appear nonsensical to those 

working within separate frameworks. Therefore, this disagreement is articulated as 

differences in ecological understanding although its roots are in differences of desires. 

Chapter five, "Space-time Discontinuities in Debate," will support my first 

hypothesis. It will present an analysis of how typical argumentation patterns lead actors to 

differently select geographic and temporal evidence, and it will explain this difference 

partially in terms of how debaters' relationship to the land influences the evidence 

available to them. This chapter will also introduce the idea of conceptual mapping, 

which, as theorized by rhetorical scholar Ralph Cintron, refers to the systematic and 

selective abstractions necessary for ordering one's understanding and meaningfully 

orienting oneself to the world. I suggest that when the different maps of debaters are 

figuratively laid out in three-dimensional space, the classical rhetorical idea that 

conflicting views will meet in a stasis breaks down and what instead appears are skew 

arguments that never directly address each other. 

Li chapter six, "Authoritative Selves: Beyond the Science/Self-Interest Dichotomy 

to Science in the Making," I address differences in interpretation as well as in selection of 

evidence. To do this, I explain how work in the field of science studies challenges the 

Western subject-object split and the consequent assumption that scientific truth is unitary 

and independent of perspective. Since scientific knowledge is embedded in particular 

activity, the tendency of those who debate grazing ecology to dismiss others' claims as 
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self-interested pseudoscience warrants closer examination. Scientific knowledge is 

integrally shaped by the social location of those who construct that knowledge. However, 

the epistemic processes used to shape that knowledge run much deeper than the surface 

manipulations disparagingly imputed to claims-makers. Rhetoric has an epistemic 

component. It is this epistemic aspect of rhetoric—not deceit—that accounts for the 

persistence of contradictory claims. 

Also in chapter six, I move from the epistemic aspects of rhetoric to its persuasive 

aspects. I further consider how rhetorical persuasion helps to constitute not only 

knowledge but also how it constitutes ecosystems by influencing actions. The 

rhetorically-constituted boundary between pure and applied science does not fully explain 

scientific knowledge, especially in cases where the known world is changing rapidly, as is 

the case in southern Arizona's desert grassland ecosystems. Ecological science is not only 

observation and interpretation, but also rhetorical action. When actors turn to ecology to 

learn how to achieve their goals, ecology becomes a creative orientation toward a 

nonstatic material world, toward dynamic ecosystems. Ecology is a way to discover how 

to interact with the world and how to best embed oneself within its ecosystems. As there 

are multiple ways to do this, there are muhiple ecologies. Which ecology prevails as 

scientific truth depends in part on who has the power to enact ecology-based decisions. 

The final body chapter of my dissertation, "Rhetorical Ecology and the Future of 

Science," connects all three of the preceding arguments by looking in more depth at the 

particulars of ecological claims used by debaters and examining how they fit with 
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arguments made in journals most frequently read by those in the debate. I argue that each 

contrasting claim about the impact of cows on grass cover is based on a slightly different 

vision of ideal future ecosystems. I then suggest that ecological disagreement over what is 

happening on the ground might be fruitfully reconfigured as disagreement over ecological 

values and over what contradictory claims imply about differing desires for future 

ecosystems. From this perspective, ecological science functions as a deliberative rhetoric 

that is oriented toward the future even though it is grounded in the present. 

Each of these four chapters develops the interdisciplinary significance of 

rhetorical analysis by sequentially expanding rhetorical theory into areas that are 

increasingly removed from the traditional texts analyzed by rhetorical scholars. Chapter 

five's emphasis on evidence selection and mapping analyzes representational strategies in 

a manner analogous to rhetorical scholar Cintron in Angel's Town. Chapter six moves 

explicitly beyond representation to consider the epistemic causes for different ways to 

understand and argue about the issue at hand. This move is part of the core discipline of 

rhetoric as articulated by scholars such as Berlin, but it also draws heavily from the field 

of science studies preeminently associated with science historian Kuhn. The chapter, 

however, does not consider interpretive issues only; it also considers the influence the 

influence of meaning on action by introducing Latour's concept of historicity to 

demonstrate the role of knowledge construction in shaping the histor>' not only of 

persons, but also of nonhumans, such as ecosystems. This chapter, together with the one 
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following it, additionally demonstrates how the reach of rhetorical analysis is greater 

when it is integrated with sociological and even ecological knowledge. 

Chapter seven, the final chapter of part two, uses feminist technoscience scholar 

Donna Haraway's concept of diffraction to take the role of analysis beyond explanation to 

what I call the rhetorical reconfiguration of public argument. This diffraction creates 

space for rhetorical criticism to inform even science-steeped debate. The entire second 

part of this dissertation, consequently, parallels part one in the sense that it argues that 

reified concepts (be they cultural identities or ecological claims) become more responsive 

to dialogue once they are examined through the diffractive medium of rhetorical analysis. 
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Chapter Five 

Space-Time Discontinuities in Debate: From Stasis to Skew Argumentation 

Do cows plant grass? This question is answered differently depending on who is 

arguing. Because disagreement over this issue is deeply entrenched, it is the primary topic 

I will focus on throughout the next four chapters of my dissertation, which together form 

a case study in the rhetoric of ecological argumentation. One answer to this question, 

which is especially popular with some (but not all) local, conservation-minded ranchers is 

that cattle's hooves cut up dry, capped topsoil, making softer soil accessible to tiny grass 

seeds. In an interview, one rancher explained this process by comparing it to her 

gardening: in both cases, soil must be churned up in order for seeds to sprout. However, 

many people invested in grazing debates, including large numbers of grazing proponents, 

disagree with this answer. They instead argue that, while cattle are not ecologically 

necessary to grasslands, they can be managed to do no harm and even to not interfere with 

ecosystem recovery. Some of my interviewees who take this position, including a 

conservation environmentalist and a county extension agent, habitually recommend 

restoring rangeland productivity by implementing such measures as temporary rest, 

reduced stocking rates, and rotation systems that are sensitive to growing seasons. A large 

number of environmentalists, however, completely oppose desert grassland grazing 

because they associate it with a host of ecological evils such as watershed destruction, 

rapid soil erosion, riparian habitat destruction, and reductions in regional biodiversity. 
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They also consider the claim that cattle plant grass to be dangerously, ridiculously 

erroneous. Instead, the antigrazing activists I interviewed argue that cattle compact soil, 

making it more difficult for seeds to sprout, hi addition, they claim, cattle spread 

mesquite and other woody plants that compete with grasses. 

While there are many possible reasons for this trifurcated disagreement, the 

rhetorical analysis presented in this chapter suggests that the answer to the question of 

whether cows plant grass depends in part on the location of the person answering the 

question. This is true not only in the literal sense that in some locations—in tundra 

ecosystems, for example—cattle clearly do damage. The answer is also shaped by the way 

debaters metaphorically locate themselves relative to different sources of ecological 

knowledge. Those who seek to understand the interactions of cows and grass must decide 

what aspects of a complex world are most meaningful and then order their perceptions 

and interpretations around those aspects. When debaters disagree, it is often because of 

systematic differences in the way they select the evidence they use to construct their 

ecological knowledge. The analysis below suggests that many of these systematic 

differences in selection can be characterized as scalar differences—differences in the 

geographic and temporal scale of the forms of evidence that are most frequently drawn on 

by various debaters. These scalar differences are influenced by the habitual ways that 

actors locate ecological knowledge. This chapter explicates these points to support the 

following hypothesis: 
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• While ecological claims and counter-claims appear to address each other, the 

evidence they are based upon differs in scale both geographically and temporally. 

In this chapter, I will use this hypothesis to provide an alternative to the classical 

rhetorical concept of stasis, which is used to denote the metaphoric location where those 

in an argument can agree that they disagree. Instead, I will argue that when debaters use 

different forms of evidence, their claims are not in stasis, but instead in an alternative 

state that I refer to as rhetorically skew, meaning, as I will develop more fully in the 

chapter, that claims and counter-claims do not actually address one another. The 

rhetorical value of this approach is that skew arguments suggest that debaters need to 

more seriously consider each others' evidence, potentially creating new opportunities for 

dialogue. 

Rhetoricallv Mapping Landscapes 

Before further discussing the terms stasis and skew, however, I first turn to 

another approach to rhetorical theory as a way to help prepare for that argument. In this 

section, I discuss rhetorical scholar and ethnographer Ralph Cintron's argument that 

maps—^both literal and figurative—are rhetorical devices that order experience in ways 

that influence understanding and thereby guide action. In short, they are persuasive. 

Below, I apply Cintron's claims to arguments about grazing as a way to introduce the idea 

that all understanding, and all debate, requires selecting from experience in non-neutral 
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ways. I begin with a few examples about why geography and why (literal) maps based on 

that geography are consequential in debates about grazing. 

One explanation for ecological disagreement is that claims are so region-specific 

that it is easy to find apparent counter-examples to any generalized position. For example, 

southern Arizona's micro-climate can vary drastically fi"om one elevation to another, or 

from one side of any of the numerous mountain ranges to its opposite. As one 

conservationist explained to me, it is not unusual for one part of a large ranch to 

experience severe drought while another receives ample rainfall. Because of these 

variations—as well as additional variations in topography, soil type, and other factors 

critical to the growth of grasses—there is also geographical variation in the accuracy of 

any generalized claims about the current health of desert grasslands. 

One way to respond to these variations is to map ecolosystem difference and use 

resulting maps as the basis of management decisions. This is the route taken by the 

Science and Technical Advisory Team (STAT) of Pima County's Sonoran Desert 

Conservation Plan (SDCP), for example. At a January 16, 2002 STAT meeting, one of 

the committee's scientists publicly presented the team's final recommendations for 

priority habitat conservation. These recommendations were based on field research into 

the location of specific habitats that had been identified as key to the support of the 

region's many endangered species. A complete map of Pima county, with the exception 

of the independently governed lands of the Tohono O'odam Nation, demarcated habitat 

differences in the hopes of influence SDCP policy decisions. 
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A similar approach was shared with me by a conservationist who works on open 

space protection programs. He told me that while his organization supports ranching in 

some regions, he suspects that cattle grazing is unsustainable in Arizona below 3500 feet. 

As a more localized example, on a ranch whose range includes both the forest of a "Sky 

Island"—one of the isolated mountain ranges of southern Arizona—and a low-level 

grassland, the ranchers and government agents responsible for management decisions 

make grazing plans based on the differing growing seasons across the ranch. Finally, 

cattle are frequently fenced out of riparian ecosystems due to concerns over their potential 

to abet the indirect take (death) of an endangered species. All these decisions map 

geography by ecosystem variation for the purpose of making sound management 

decisions about how or whether to graze. 

An exclusive focus on ecosystem-based maps, however, ignores that southern 

Arizona is also conceptually divided in alternate ways. On my wall hangs a copy of a 

rancher's map. There are ecosystem continuities beyond the boundaries of this ranch, but 

they are not included. There are ecosystem variations within it, but the map is colored to 

show a different sort of variation: a crazy quilt of ownership and oversight authority that 

delineates private lands versus state lands versus federal lands managed by the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) or the U. S. Forest Service. A map of Arizona at my feet 

similarly colors the whole state to show these variations and, additionally, tribal 

reservations, national wildlife refuges managed by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS), national parks, and state recreation areas (Arizona Atlas 38-39). Management 



varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction, making the color scheme ultimately represent not 

just a legal-conceptual grid, but also the ecosystem variation resulting from different 

forms of human intervention in ecological processes. Other forms of mapping abound, 

too: the secondary boundaries of my ranch map, shown by thick black lines rather than 

colored ones, describe fences and imply a herd rotation system based on the availability 

of multiple fields. To understand the full ecological impact of overlaying landscapes with 

human-created divisions requires recognizing that humans are part of the systems they 

manage. 

Although maps have ecological impacts, they are human constructs. They 

influence ecology through persuasion, whether that be a subtle taken-for-granted 

persuasion or a more openly political persuasion as is the case in boundary disputes. 

Maps function as ordering devices, as Cintron argues in Angels' Town, an ethnography of 

a Chicago suburb. Cintron explains that maps abstract and select details to provide focus. 

He writes that maps confer power "after real space overwhelms the eye," transforming 

chaotic details into something that can be more easily interpreted (29). A map, for 

example, allows those new to a region to move purposefully rather than wander without 

direction. What we gain from abstraction, from flattening multidimensional reality into a 

map, is increased ability to act. Yet this agency comes at the price of selectively ignoring 

details. 

As Cintron explains, a map is rhetorical because it persuades a person to take a 

particular orientation. For example, the map at my feet suppresses ecosystem differences 
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for the sake of heightening jurisdictional ones. I can use this map to help me figure out 

the rules I must abide by if I choose to visit these lands, but I cannot glean from it much 

information on what those lands will look like when I arrive. An ecosystem-oriented map 

would provide me with another layer of information that I could use to make my decision. 

However, despite the added richness of information this additional mapping would 

provide, when multiple systems of mapping are juxtaposed with each other, a conflict 

arises due to the difficulty of translating the rules of one map to fit with the rules of the 

other. This point was illustrated for me one morning when a rancher and his father 

allowed me to travel their ranch and observe a working meeting with agents from the 

Arizona State Land Department and the Bureau of Land Management. At one point, we 

all slid out of the truck to look out over sacaton-covered land that the rancher wished to 

fence off from a different type of grass so that he could manage the two areas differently. 

As the rancher pointed out where he wished to put a fence, the two agents spread their 

maps over the front of the large pick-up truck and tried to determine how their maps fit 

with the view in front of them. After some discussion and help from the rancher, they 

agreed on how the proposed fence fit the state agent's map—only to have to repeat the 

process just as painstakingly on the BLM agent's map. Knowing the landscape did not 

translate easily to one map; knowing one map did not translate easily to the other. The 

goals implied by the various maps also did not easily correspond either. When the agents 

realized the proposed fence would traverse a small portion of BLM land, one suggested 

the imagined fenceline be redesigned to fit into one jurisdiction only, subordinating the 
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rancher's ecology-based concerns to a desire to more easily navigate the bureaucratic 

process. (The rancher rejected the suggestion.) 

The point illustrated above is even more true for conceptual than for literal maps. 

Cintron argues that, like maps, language abstracts, selects, highlights and confers power 

on its users. His ethnography, he claims, is a type of map, a way of making sense out of 

his experiences in "Angels' Town." This same effect occurs in most argumentation. My 

own argument is an example. Below, as I analyze the words my interviewees have 

generously shared with me, I take their categories—such as how fire changes a grassland 

or how cows affect a watershed—and I remap their claims into categories that make sense 

to my rhetorically-trained mind: how evidence is selected, how authority is established, 

how uncertainties are presented persuasively. The upshot of this translation may very well 

be that my interviewees have trouble locating the spot on my map that is meant to point to 

their own arguments. Yet the value of this remapping is that it highlights something about 

the way science is invoked that might be suppressed in other ways of approaching this 

debate: namely, that all public arguments, including my own, order, highlight, and 

abstract from diverse details. At times this leads to persistent disagreements. This is even 

more likely to be true when the conceptual maps used to form arguments are not apparent. 

It is difficult for those debating about grazing to lean over each other's maps and point 

things out to each other—even more difficult than it was in the literal case of the two 

agents discussed above. And yet debaters often direct claims and counter-claims at each 



other as if the location of a point of contention within a conceptual system of mapping is 

already evident. 

In the selection below, I return to the ecological arguments that open this chapter 

and analyze the evidence used to support them when they appear in interviews. My 

analytical focus is on the geographic scale of the evidence used by these debaters. 

However, I wish to first propose a metaphor that will help clarify my meaning. When the 

type of conceptual map underlying a debate is not agreed upon, it creates a rhetorical 

disconnect that I call a skew argument. To introduce the next section, I contrast a skew 

argument with the classical concept of stasis. 

Classical Stasis Gone Askew 

One important aspect of classical argumentation is discovering the exact place 

where two debaters differ. Aristotle gives the forensic example of lawyers agreeing that a 

defendant took an object; what remains at issue is whether the defendant stole the item 

(104). The point of direct disagreem.ent, where the argument can take place, is called 

stasis, a Greek term for "a stand" that metaphorically suggests where two forces, such as 

armies, can meet each other in battle (Crowley and Hawhee 44). The value of finding 

stasis, the exact point that is at issue, is that it allows rhetors to directly contend with each 

other. 

In the grazing debate, there appears to be stasis over the claims that cows do—or 

do not—assist with the reseeding of grass. Yet I contend that this apparent stasis results 
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from effacing different ways of conceptually mapping the argument. Imagine 

contradictory claims as nonparallel lines on a plane, intersecting at a point of apparent 

stasis (Figure 5.1). Imagine then that a third dimension is added, with each plane in this 

three-dimensional space representing a different mapping system (Figure 5.2). In this 

case, two nonparallel lines might very well never intersect, but merely pass over and 

under each other, although if someone looked straight on without depth perception he or 

she would see the appearance of an intersection. Similarly, two claims that are in 

disagreement may never meet in a testable fashion because they are based on different 

ways of mapping the debate, by which I mean that they are based on different ways of 

conceptualizing what is most significant the debate. 

The geometric term skew describes nonparallel lines that never meet. I apply it 

here to arguments in disagreement that nonetheless are not in stasis: that is, they disagree, 

but there is no clear point of contention where debate can fruitfully occur. While any 

given systematic difference in debaters' selection of evidence would produce differing 

conceptual maps, one common difference I observed in my interviews is that debaters on 

different sides of the issue select evidence that varies greatly in terms of geographic scale. 

One person, for example, will argue on a map scaled to the size of a ranch, carefully 

noting variations within the ranch. She will therefore arrive at a different conclusion than 

someone else who argues based on a conceptual map that covers a much larger region, 

such as the entire Southwest. This pattern of mapping difference was noticeable 

throughout my interviews. In my interviews, those who oppose grazing frequently refer to 
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Line 1 

Line 2 

Figure 5.1. In two-dimensional space, lines one and two intersect. The point of 

intersection represents stasis: whenever there is disagreement (represented here by 

nonparallel lines), there is also a metaphorical place of contention that can be used to 

focus an argument. In its root meaning, stasis is a battle metaphor. 
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Plane 1 Line 1 

Plane 2 

Line 2 

Figure 5.2. In three-dimensional space, nonparallel hnes might not intersect. Line one, 

lying on plane one, never meets line two, which lies on plane two. These are skew lines, 

which represent disagreements without stasis. They therefore cause conversation to shut 

down rather than leading to potentially productive argument. Skew lines of arguments 

may be based on different ways of conceptually mapping an issue. The different 

conceptual maps are represented by the intersecting planes. Recognizing how and when 

arguments are skew suggests a way to get out of the rhetorical war zone and instead 

develop more dialogic forms of debate. 
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the larger geographic scale while those who are directly involved in attempts to make 

grazing sustainable refer to smaller scales. 

Consider the following examples, culled from my interviews. The first listed here 

are typical for those who favor using grazing as a tool for ecosystem restoration. 

• To demonstrate his general point that cattle are necessary to maintain the "grass 

resource," a rancher described a section of land that he had left ungrazed because it 

was visible from the road and consequently might draw public censure. However, he 

argued: 

I had kept it looking good so long that it was starting to damage the 
resource [...]. And so the regional guy, the head of the Forest Service for 
this district out of Albuquerque was here visiting [...]. And I say, 'This 
needs to be eat off right to the ground.' And he says, [.. .] 'Just go ahead 
and do whatever you want to do to it as long as you think it will really 
improve the resource.' 

The rancher explained that the land became much healthier after he had heavily 

grazed the land. When I asked, "What does eating it off to the ground accomplish?," 

he explained; 

[It] gets rid of a lot of decadent growth that the animals won't eat. Gets— 
helps to get the hoof action in the ground, stirs things up, new seeds. 
Water then penetrates the ground a lot better. If the grass is allowed to get 
old and everything it gets sawed down: water can't get into the ground like 
it should. 

• While explaining his rotation plans for the year, another rancher mentioned that he 

needs to let cows loose in a specific field because it does not have enough grass. He 

argued that cows' hooves were needed to break up the ground so that grass could 

reestablish. 
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Both these ranchers support their claims about cows' restorative effects with evidence 

derived from areas of land smaller than a single ranch. Their arguments simultaneously 

rest on the authority of experience and ecological claims about how plants and watersheds 

respond to environmental disturbance. 

My next examples are from people who work to establish sustainable grazing but 

do not think cows actually improve ecosystem health. As in the above examples, these 

interviewees refer to management actions that are based on ecological goals and 

implemented via ecological processes. However, their explanations refer to ranches as a 

whole, a larger geographic scale than in the previous examples. 

• An ex-employee of the BLM provided an example of how she thought ranching could 

become sustainable: 

There's a place [. . .] that [...] had been overstocked: too many cattle; it 
had no rotation at all; they were just kind of put in three pastures and left 
a lot. We got a new manager [...]. He let it rest for two years. But in the 
meantime we were doing other things and we went from three huge 
pastures to nine—eight or nine—smaller pastures [...]. He just started 
moving the cattle based on: where he knew it had rained or not rained; 
what the plants looked like [...]. When we rode that first time 
[immediately after the management change] we saw very, very few [of] 
what we call riparian species trees, maybe one or something. We had no 
idea of any potential. And within five years we had new little baby trees 
coming up in these wash bottoms; we had the deer grass coming up really 
well; and we [. . .] gave him an increase in livestock numbers because it 
showed he could take it. 

• A Forest Service employee explained to me that the USPS once needed to pressure a 

permittee to get him to graze cattle. When I asked him if he were concerned that the 

land might be damaged if there were no cows on it, he answered: "No. It's just that 
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the grass gets so thick it bends. Starts dying. And then, grass is meant to be grazed. 

Lots of people argue with me, but if you graze it just right it won't hurt it. It's that 

level that we argue about." 

Both these examples are based on ranch-size arguments. The first describes the 

establishment, in the presence of cattle, of species previously unknown to a ranch. The 

second is more generalized but arises, once again, in the context of a discussion about a 

single ranch. The ecological reasons given for management decisions do not depend on 

the presence of cows, but are instead meant to demonstrate that, with proper management 

and appropriate levels of grazing intensity, ecological processes can support and even 

regenerate grasslands in the presence of cattle. 

My final examples are taken firom interviews with antigrazing activists who wish 

for ranching to be abolished throughout the Southwest. The scope of their goals matches 

the scope of their argumentation. The examples below are representative of others made 

by antigrazing activists. 

• An activist from the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) explained that 

his organization wishes: 

to eliminate any cows in any areas where there's an endangered species 
conflict. But the problem is, [species loss is] just so pervasive; it's 
everywhere; it operates on an ecosystem level. So even though the damage 
on a local scale might not be very intense [. . .] when you consider it across 
the entire landscape it's everywhere: this nibbling way of intact 
ecosystems, literally nibbling away and trampling away. It's happened at 
this ecosystem scale, which affects watersheds, which affects vegetation 
structure. (Taylor) 
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• An antigrazing activist who is not affiUated with any one organization, although he 

contributes to several, explained to me why he does not think cattle are appropriate in 

southern Arizona. He claimed: "Southern Arizona grasslands are typically and almost 

universally desert grasslands. The native grass species are bunch grasses and annual 

grasses, neither of which form sod or anything resembling a prairie." When I asked 

him: "What does this mean for the effect of cows on the grass?" He answered: 

The areas between the grass clumps are typically overlain with litter which 
impedes surface erosion. If this litter and the soil crust are broken up 
repeatedly by hooves and action, it turns into a very powdery layer that is 
easily washed away or blown by wind. This also carries away the seeds of 
the annuals that would have sprouted with the rain, silts up the water 
courses, increases the scouring action and erosional potential of the 
floodwaters, and causes a sort of domino effect of degradation. 

Both these antigrazing activists are discussing large geographic areas. They see cattle as 

causing widespread ecological damage. The second quote focuses on the interconnected 

ecological interactions between cattle, water, soil, and plants in a way analogous to the 

earlier example from the first rancher. The effect, however, is opposite. In addition to the 

tenor of these arguments and the management actions they are meant to support, what 

differs between these two positions is the geographic scale of evidence used to support 

the ecological claims. 

An apparently direct conflict—a three-way point of stasis—would appear if these 

comments were reduced to simpler statements such as 1) grasslands are destroyed by 

cows, 2) grasslands are restored by cows, or 3) grasslands can sustainably support 

properly managed cows. Yet this type of rhetorical flattening of complexity only further 
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effaces how the (already selective) conceptual map that each type of claim is based on 

differs. I argue that debate would be much more productive if, rather than flattening 

multidimensional reality into a stasis, as is commonly done in glosses of grazing conflict, 

the different conceptual maps of debaters were explicitly acknowledged in a way that 

shows how arguments are skew to one another. This rhetorical approach to disagreement 

highlights not only when the interpretation of evidence differs, but also when different 

standards of evidence are considered persuasive by different debaters. 

In fact, at least the CBD activist quoted above appears to recognize just this 

incongruity of evidence, as is suggested by his comment that damage measured locally 

might look quite different than damage measured on a larger scale. The value of focusing 

on different scales of evidence—or any systematic difference in evidence—is that it 

suggests new ways to address disagreement. Is it possible that there are some localized 

situations where the presence of cattle might be a benefit, but that such situations cannot 

be generalized as widely as some might hope? Is large-scale ecosystem damage a 

necessary consequence of grazing, or might local changes in management have 

widespread impact? While such questions are not definitively answerable within the 

context of this dissertation, the rhetorical analysis presented here at least allows them to 

be asked. 
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A Method to Their Mapping: Accounting for Differences 

The above-noted differences in preferred evidence are unsurprising given that 

many proponents of grazing are currently working on specific pieces of land, trying to 

make fine-tuned management decisions in relation to that land. Ranchers make 

management decisions based on differences within their ranch; external managers, such 

as government agents, tend to think of contrasts between the many ranches they are 

responsible for. Therefore, they tend to reference their remarks to specific pastures or 

ranches, respectively. Activists instead typically work out of organization offices, relying 

heavily on published studies as relevant ecological indications of their generalized 

concerns. In typical speech, therefore, they trade fine-tuned specificity for a more 

expansive perspective. 

I wish to clarify that what I have culled here as pattems do not imply that any 

person in the debate is limited to only one form of evidence. Those who typically speak in 

terms of a geographically local and specific landscape can also generalize to a broader 

scale; those who typically discuss multistate contexts can also argue in relation to 

localized regions. Activist organizations at times file lawsuits targeting a specific ranch or 

government lease unit, requiring them to use a localized discourse that they tend to 

eschew in their public education campaigns. For example, Forest Guardians v. Wells won 

the right for non-ranchers to bid on state grazing leases. While the case was primarily 

based on Arizona's state constitution, which stipulates that state lands are to produce 

revenues for public schools, the trial included ecological arguments as well. The court's 



majority opinion cites some of these arguments: "Testimony at the hearing before the ALJ 

described at least one parcel as having been overgrazed and reduced to a 'moonscape' in 

need of restoration [...]. Photographs were introduced to support this description" (9). hi 

the context of the case, establishing ecological damage to the land was essential for the 

plaintiffs to prove that rest is commensurate with the leases' purpose: grazing (as opposed 

to more expensive commercial) leases could be awarded only if rest were deemed 

necessary for future grazing, ha specialized situations such as a this one, the typical 

rhetorical patterns I identified previously do not hold. 

Similarly, there are also some persons who do not fit the pattern typical of the 

group. For example, a wildlife refuge manager is in a similar situation to a rancher in that 

s/he needs to apply knowledge to a particular, localized piece of land. When I interviewed 

a USFWS wildlife biologist who works on a cattle-free national wildlife refuge, his 

arguments and management explanations were, in fact, similar to those of a rancher in the 

single respect that, during the interview, he typically spoke in reference to either the 

entire refuge or ecologically-based subdivisions of it. The typical patterns of geographic 

evidence I have identified are simply generalizations. These patterns appear to result from 

different forms of control over the land, with those who oppose grazing significantly less 

likely to be in a direct management or advisory position to a particular section of land. In 

sum, debaters are not locked into one approach to evidence, but are instead able to shift to 

conceptual maps that are more congruent with each other's. 



Despite this flexibihty, the preferences for differently-scaled forms of evidence 

remains common enough to have negative consequences for debate. While the difference 

is explainable in terms of the relationships debaters have with the land, explaining 

difference does not erase its consequence: claims and counter-claims that are based on 

different forms of evidence do not directly address each other, but are instead skew, 

limiting opportunities for real engagement. If debaters have the capacity to be flexible, 

however, in the way they construct their conceptual maps, why do they not more 

frequently build on congruencies as a way to directly address each other? There are two 

plausible answers to this question. I will explain one of those answers in the next sub

section of this chapter, "Political Mapping." In brief, that answer is related to how 

differences in political or management jurisdiction fail to correspond to ecosystem 

variation and how the rhetoric of ecological disagreement is shaped in response to 

jurisdictional differences. The remaining answer, which I explain in the following 

paragraphs, is simply that both the smaller scale and larger scale forms of evidence have 

some ecological validity. 

In defense of the small scale, minute variations do make such a difference that it 

seems impossible to many to make a good management decision without accounting for 

specificity. When I asked a range scientist how to best manage a ranch, he told me that 

his answer depended on a number of factors. He read them to me from a list posted by his 

office phone, emphasizing that it was "the short list": 

The kind of things I need to know are: what are the management 
objectives; the geographic location, where is it; precipitation amounts and 



337 

distribution; vegetation types; archaeological sites; topography; the current 
conditions, the current ecological conditions; the kind of animals that are 
involved; the stocking rate; the season of use; the timing and length of 
rest; the history of all those things; the range improvements—how's the 
ranch watered, how's it fenced; utilization patterns; riparian area 
considerations; other special considerations, like, are there endangered 
species involved, are there cultural resources involved; the economics of 
it; legal aspects; and water quality information. If you give me all that stuff 
then I can help you determine best management practices. 

Most of these questions can only be answered in reference to a very specific location. 

Some questions assume that the answers will be on a smaller scale than a ranch: for 

example, wanting to know the length of rest an area receives implies that cattle are 

elsewhere on the same ranch during that time. 

In defense of the larger scale of evidence, however, the very concept ecosvstem 

points to the usefulness of thinking about land not as isolated sections but instead as a 

complex set of networks, relationships and connections. There is some disagreement over 

how large an area must be considered when deciding what the ecological effects of an 

action will be, but the micro-level addressed by the range scientist is generally recognized 

as being reciprocally implicated in a much larger system of ecological interactions. The 

macro-level approach informs, for example, the "Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan 

and Environmental Assessment" of the Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge, managed 

by the USFWS. According to the draft plan, the USFWS decided in 1994 to approach 

management decisions using an "ecosystem approach." Based on this approach, the 

USFWS identified only fifty-two "watershed-based units" in their care. The unit that the 

Buenos Aires is a part of, which the USFWS refers to as the Gila/Salt/Verde Ecosystem is 



338 

an "approximately 49 million-acre ecosystem [that] encompasses most of Arizona" and a 

small part of western New Mexico (USFWS 10-11). The draft argues that management 

decisions for the refuge need to be contextualized by this larger area, even though the 

focus of decision-making is smaller. When networks of ecological connections rather 

than specificity and variation are the emphasis, macro-level arguments come to the fore. 

The validity of both these ways of studying desert grassland ecology, and their 

mutual intersection as small-scale variation influences ecosystem responses and vice 

versa, suggests that rhetorical deadlock over specific ecological claims might be avoided 

if the debate shifts to a dialogue over conceptual maps and developing ways to integrate 

local and ecosystem-based knowledge. The value of such dialogue is also supported by 

Brian Wynne in "May the Sheep Safely Graze?," although Wynne examines differences 

in terms of an expert-lay knowledge divide rather than a local-ecosystem divide. Wynne 

discusses the impact of Chernobyl nuclear fallout on the lives of Cumbrian sheep farmers. 

Early studies of radiocaesium mobility in soils suggested that contamination would fall to 

acceptable levels within three weeks. This argument was based on expert knowledge of 

the chemical mobility of caesium in soils combined with knowledge of the half-life of 

caesium. What it ignored was local knowledge available to Cumbrian sheep farmers: 

knowledge about soil types and the behavior of sheep in hill country (62-65). Neither 

form of knowledge by itself could provide Cumbrian farmers with the information they 

needed to make sound management decisions in response to the Chernobyl crisis; what 

was needed, and lacking, was productive dialogue and the interpenetration of the two 



forms of knowledge. In the case of grazing debates, such dialogue is unlikely to occur if 

debaters continue to advance specific ecological claims without acknowledging the 

different conceptual maps they are based on. If they instead address those conceptual 

maps, they may be able to engage in fruitful dialogue based on the intersections between 

them (Figure 5.2). 

Political Mapping 

Perhaps more intractable than the above ecological explanations of different 

conceptual maps is a political reason that the maps debaters use when making decisions 

and arguments are not likely to be agreed upon. While the conceptual maps referenced by 

debaters are most frequently based on ecological meanings, this ecological explanation 

obscures how political and management variation can create ecosystem variation. Earlier 

in this chapter I mentioned that southern Arizona's desert grasslands are conceptually 

divided not only by ecosystem variation but also by management jurisdiction, whether 

that be by dividing the land into separate ranches, which gives one type of map, or by 

dividing the land into separate ownership patterns—^private, state, and federal, with its 

subdivisions—which provides a different map altogether. To understand the effect of 

these different maps, even the effect of these maps on ecology, it is important to 

recognize that humans are part of the ecological systems they manage. A herd of antelope 

grazing a grassland has one effect; a cow grazing it has another; a human prescribing a 

bum has another. Which combination of these and other activities take place on a given 
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section of land depends to a large extent on human management, hideed, there is not a 

single ecosystem in Arizona that is not affected by human decision. Even if that decision 

is to leave the land alone, the ecological processes of that region are still shaped by the 

decision to insert into those processes specific forms of involvement or lack of 

involvement. One of my interviewees, who had been trained in anthropology, made this 

point in the extreme by claiming: "There is a hope and wish that wilderness areas are 

actually wilderness areas and there's no human influence. But of course there's always 

the human gaze. And if you're gazing then you're there, you know?" As this person 

argues, human influence is pervasive enough that ecosystems are best understood with 

humans and their influence as an integral part of those systems. 

This point is made drastically time and time again by a preferred form of evidence 

in grazing debates that I call "fenceline photographs." Surf the web, or else open books 

that either criticize grazing or discuss its management. Fenceline photographs abound as 

arguments for and against particular management plans. The typical form a fenceline 

photograph takes is to show two fields, demarcated by a fence, with noticeably different 

vegetation on either side of the fence. Perhaps one side is bare dirt, the other lush 

vegetation. Perhaps one side has a plethora of wildflowers. Perhaps one side shows 

mesquite or snakeweed encroachment—^undesirable plants from a grasslands 

perspective—and the other side shows thick grasses. The following caption is typical for 

antigrazing fenceline photographs. I have pulled it almost randomly from the hundred 

such pictures in Waste of the West, an extensively-researched, author-published, book-
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length polemic that has become a cult classic among antigrazing activists. The caption 

reads: "Luxuriant riparian vegetation turns to trampled, barren mud at fence. The cattle 

responsible for the contrast lie in the shade of a large oak at right. Note corral at left" 

(Jacobs 102). A very similar photograph in a textbook written by Holistic Resource 

Management guru Allan Savory, who believes that grasslands will die without significant 

numbers of large grazing animals (such as cattle), has a caption that reads: "Severe 

overrest resulting from rotational grazing has killed large areas of grass in the right-hand 

paddock. These plants are grey, oxidizing, and dying and are thus ungrazed. Plants on the 

left are green, growing, and grazed^" (262). Whether one believes all the inferences 

drawn from these photographs or not, fenceline photographs invariably show that the 

outcome of ecological processes is responsive to human intervention. The different 

human choices on either side of the fenceline boundaries create different landscapes. 

Yet even management-based maps, which could perhaps be easily incorporated 

into other ecological maps simply by examining human impacts as they appear in habitat 

variation, are not the only type of social, geographic maps that influence the grazing 

debate. Other types of maps are based on the explicit aspects of the political system, such 

as legislative maps. To understand the impacts of legislative maps, it helps to add a more 

systems-based theory to Cintron's semiotic approach to rhetorical mapping that I 

explicated earlier in this chapter. In his book Imagined Communities. Benedict Anderson 

' This caption refers to a photograph from Zimbabwe. Savory makes it clear that he believes that this 
African example is relevant to the American Southwest. See chapter eight of this dissertation for a more 
developed discussion of Savory's controversial ecological claims. 
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explains the development of nationalism by reference to a network of human 

relationships. Nationalism, he writes, is a concept that cannot be explained in terms of 

historically-developed races or culturally-distinct peoples. Instead, nationalism originally 

developed out of networks of human interactions, for example as people from regions 

colonized by a single European power were sent away from their homes to schools to 

become managers for the colonies. As these people interacted with each other, they 

frequently became friends. They also recognized the similarity of their situation as the 

oppressed of the colonizer and developed solidarity that lasted even as they were 

transferred from post to post as agents of the colonizers. As these interactions developed 

into ever more complex and interconnected networks, a sense of nationalism grew out of 

the felt sense of sharing a similar situation as a colonized people with a similar identity. 

Contemporary maps of national boundaries still reflect the networked interactions that 

helped turn former colonies into nations. The national consciousness held by those who 

live within those countries may now shape their actions in ways that extend into political 

and decision-making arenas that were untouched by, but geographically overlap with, the 

original administrative networks. 

Anderson's theory is an answer to the Marxist quandary of not being able to 

account for nationalism by reference to a materialist base. Anderson's focus on networks 

allows a way to understand a conceptual mapping of the globe—by national boundaries— 

that does not necessarily line up well with a straightforwardly material reckoning of that 

globe. Applied to the grazing debate, a networked-based approach can account for 
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conceptual maps that do not directly reference landscape ecology. For example, the 

jurisdiction of law courts influences how different actors in the debate form coalitions, 

how they select issues to turn into public and legal controversies, and how they otherwise 

strategically plan their actions. Similarly, government divisions between counties or cities 

also help shape the conceptual maps debaters use to help them understand debates over 

grazing. The impact of political strategy and jurisdictional authority on grassland 

ecosystems is one major topic of the next chapter. I bring this topic up at this time simply 

to note that jurisdictional politics influence debaters' conceptual maps in ways that have 

implications for the way they construct and make ecological claims. The effect of 

political networks is to effectively alter the strategic logic of the debate. In combination 

with other ways of geographically mapping differences in regional landscapes, politics-

based conceptual maps have an impact on the rhetorical claims debaters make about 

ecology. This disconnect is compounded 

because claims-makers do not necessarily speak to each other but instead address a 

variety of audiences. Their claims nevertheless appear to meet in the literature available 

to the interested public—such as newspapers and web sites. While apparent 

contradictions in such public forums suggest ecological stasis, it is more accurate to 

recognize that there is a built-in propensity for ecological arguments about desert 

grassland grazing to be rhetorically skew to each other. 
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From Maps to Timelines 

What is true of geographic mapping is also true of temporal "mapping," or, better, 

the creation of conceptual timelines. Here, also, arguments tend to be skew to each other 

and, once again, in my interviews those who claimed that cattle assist grass reseeding 

were most likely to refer to small-scale evidence—in this case, short-term temporal 

evidence of perhaps a few years. Those most opposed to grazing were most likely to refer 

to long-term temporal evidence. The examples below demonstrate the typical patterns in 

my interviews. Once again, they are not meant to suggest that there was no variation 

across interviewees or even different sections of an interview, but simply to show some 

meaningful habits in the way those I interviewed make ecological claims. 

These first two examples are taken from the transcribed speech of ranchers. The 

first believes that cattle assist with grassland reconstruction; the second is committed to 

accommodating cattle within any reconstruction plan. 

• A rancher who had recently acquired his ranch projected into the short-term future to 

explain his management decisions: 

This land has been way overgrazed. That's my biggest ecological 
challenge. There is really nothing—well, at least eighty percent of what is 
supposed to be there naturally is now replaced by something that's not 
supposed to be there, [. . .] which is all just nature's reaction to being 
abused [...]. If I reach any given year, at the end of any given year, and I 
don't have better grass than I did the year before, then I'm way 
overgrazing. So then I'll sell down again. 

• Another rancher shared a success story that occurred in under a decade: 

When we came here—[see] this whole riparian strand through here [. . .]— 
there was a little patch of willows just upstream from the bridge and most 
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of the rest was just open sand wash. It was really awful. [It had only] a few 
relics: old cottonwoods and a few gnarled old willows. And we initiated, 
for the first five years or so, absolutely just winter grazing, or dormant 
season grazing only. And then the last few years we've grazed it for a 
couple weeks during the summer and then sometimes in the winter also. 
But we've just seen the willows and the cottonwoods explode! 

Both these ranchers base their arguments on relatively short conceptual timelines. This is 

especially true of the rancher who believes cows are essential to grassland health, who 

justifies his management decisions based on changes that occur over a single year. While 

he is concerned with the possibility of overgrazing, the entire interview demonstrates that 

he considers cattle to be an integral part of the grassland ecosystem. 

The periods of time referred to by the second rancher—five and ten years— 

overlap with the conceptual timelines referred to by government agents who assist with 

ranch management in either an advisory of supervisory capacity. The first agent referred 

to below explicitly disputes claims that cattle assist with grass reseeding in any way. 

However, she is committed to creating sustainable cattle ranching. The second agent 

similarly supports ranching while basing his management decisions on the carrying 

capacity of specific ranches. 

• A county extension agent told me that she sometimes gets calls from ranchers asking 

for help when they are threatened by a lawsuit. She explained that she could only help 

if the ranchers had been collecting data on their ranches, which she tried to teach them 

to do. I asked her: "How many years of data do you need to effectively intervene, or 

months?" She answered: 
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We usually like about five years of data to get a good picture. Because so 
many things can affect the data. It can be observer error in plant 
identification, or something like that. It could be, your weather has a lot to 
do with how you interpret that data, so for the first, we like to take it three 
to five years, every year, and that way you can see the normal little humps 
and things, and then after that we do it every third, about every third year. 

• A state land agent told me how much data he liked to have when determining the 

number of leases to allow on a ranch. The "transects" he refers to is a widespread way 

of monitoring plant biomass—the same method taught by the agent in the previous 

example. A thorough transect involves clipping all the target plants in a given area, 

drying the plants and then measuring dry weight, although those with more experience 

might sometimes do what this state agent called "ocular estimates," that is, "using 

professional judgment." The agent told me that, when making leasing decisions, he 

looked favorably on ranchers: 

If they can have documentation showing that, 'Here's ten years of transects 
and it's showing that the trend [of biomass available from desirable plants] 
is not going down.' Even if it's just level at least that's showing a 
sustainable plant community." 

Both these agents are explicitly noting the forms of evidence that they find persuasive. 

Both consider the length of time that evidence has been collected to be critical to 

decision-making. 

The final examples below are taken from interviews and meetings with persons 

who are fully opposed to grazing. Of all the patterns identified in this chapter, the 

connection between long-term evidence and antigrazing arguments had the strongest 

correlation (although this is not statistically significant given my small sample size). 
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When antigrazing activists and others who held similar views used temporal narratives to 

explain why, they almost always referred to long periods of time, often referring to 

changes dating back to the decades preceding the turn of the nineteenth century. 

• Near the end of collecting my interviews, after I had developed a specific interest in 

how people address the question of whether cows somehow promote the growth of 

grass, I heard a U. S. Fish and Wildlife agent who was critical of grazing complain 

about the effects of cows on grasslands. I mentioned to him: "I hear over and over that 

cows plant seeds." The agent rejoined ironically, "Yeah, they plant mesquite seeds." 

He explained his comment in reference to a long-term history of the region: 

Cows do eat a lot of mesquite beans. But that's how mesquites came into 
the valley. When they brought cows into the valley in 1865 these cows 
came out of Mexico and they came out of Texas. And the ruminants were 
full of, evidently, mesquite seeds because [early explorers, when writing,] 
described mesquites only in the foothills. You know, they weren't even out 
on the grasslands. But cows love mesquite beans, and what a perfect seed-
spreader is a cow. They scarify the seed, they spread them. They put them 
in dung piles, they give them nutrition. They got, you got the moisture 
there, you got nitrogen, it's the perfect medium for spreading, spreading 
mesquites. So that's how the mesquites spread through the valley, you 
know, it wasn't wildlife. 

• A Southwest Center for Biological Diversity activist critiqued the argument that 

ranching is an important part of Southwestern culture by referring to the beginning of 

the twentieth century: 

The Gila River and the Santa Cruz River used to have active fishing 
industries, believe it or not, there were fish markets on the edge of the 
Santa Cruz river here at the beginning of the century [...]. It was totally 
destroyed by two things: the livestock grazing, which totally degraded the 
watersheds, [. . .] and also because of agricultural withdrawals, mining. 
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[and] urban withdrawals of water. The aquifer dropped for all of those 
reasons, and the livestock were a major contributor. (Taylor) 

The rhetorical habit of these and other antigrazing activist was to base their claims in an 

expansive perspective of time as well as of geography. 

Notice that, once again, the explanation holds that those who are most nearly 

involved in daily operations typically—although not always—refer to shorter-term 

ecological changes. They described small improvements that they noticed or sought to put 

into place. Those who opposed grazing took a longer view, dwelling on the century-and-

a-half history of ecological destruction that most everyone in the interviews 

acknowledged, but that ranchers typically dismissed as an impertinent way to think about 

the land management taking place now. Once again, a primary explanation for this relates 

to management. A rancher may be asking, should I rotate my cows today? An extension 

agent may be trying to advise ranchers in the creation of a five-year plan. A state agent 

may be deciding whether to change a rancher's allotments for the next ten-year lease. 

Antigrazing activists are likely to be looking at long-term ecosystem changes. The 

resulting differences in perspectives may be readily explained, but the consequences are 

persistently skewed conceptual timelines. 

Basic (Baseline) Disagreements: Temporal Contingencies and Scientific Uncertainty 

While differences in geographical conceptual maps might be fhiitfully put in 

dialogue, assisting debaters with the construction of more complete ecological claims, at 

the basis of temporal ecological disagreements lies a fundamental uncertainty about 
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desert grasslands. The key question of grazing debates—^whether cows help improve 

desert grassland habitat—^practically requires that land with cows be compared to land 

without cows. The most common rhetorical source for this comparison is to contrast 

contemporary Arizona to another Arizona that had minimal grazing. Most everyone 

agrees that cattle have historically caused ecological damage in Arizona: in the late 

nineteenth century, overgrazing and drought followed by heavy rains led to extreme 

erosion and watershed destruction (Cox 523; Sheridan Arizona 139-42). While this claim 

has consensus, there is disagreement over whether subsequent changes in grazing policy 

and practice are helping Arizona return to its prior state or whether degradation is still 

ongoing and will continue as long as ranching continues. 

One of the fundamental rhetorical problems with creating consensus about 

ecological change over time is that it is difficult to establish what Arizona was like before 

it had cows. Explorer accounts describe lush grasslands and healthy riparian areas 

(Sheridan Arizona 129). However, the accounts do not provide detail comparable to 

contemporary studies. Additionally, since the 1930s imported African grasses have 

significantly altered the species composition of even those areas that remain dominated 

by grasses (Cox 523; McClaran and Anable 92-93). Finally, the ubiquity of cattle grazing 

means that there is no current ecosystem that can be used as a reliable model of the past. 

As interviewees from all sides of the debate bemoaned, the scientific "baseline"—the 

standard for measuring the success of reconstruction work—is lost. It is consequently 
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difficult to create agreement over what the land looked like, and even more difficult to 

establish what ecological processes created that landscape. 

The significance—and difficulty—of determining the historic model was 

explained to me by several of my interviewees. For example, a county extension agent 

explained what she understands as a weakness in arguments about the effects of cows on 

riverbank erosion: 

[hi certain river] areas, you've got a lot of steep slopes; you've got 
endangered fish in the river. And they're saying, 'Look: you put cattle on 
there, you're accelerating the soil erosion. It's going into the river. It's 
going to hurt the fish.' But [. . .] there's no data to tell you that. There's no 
data that says that. It's just these broad-scale computer models that are 
saying: 'If it's this kind of soil and this kind of slope then you have 
accelerated soil erosion.' But there's no basehne between what's natural 
erosion and when you get to the point that it becomes accelerated erosion. 
We just had a meeting last week where [. . .] one of the watershed 
professors at the U of A[rizona] says we don't know what that threshold is 
when all of a sudden you start getting massive erosion. 

In this example, the absence of data that measures past erosion and conclusively ties it to 

specific causes hampers agreement over modeling estimates. The desired piece of missing 

evidence is an accounting of erosion rates in the absence of cows, a type of data that, if 

available, might form an agreed-upon baseline which would then be the ecological 

equivalent of a control in a laboratory experiment. In the absence of this information, it is 

easy for debaters to rhetorically deconstruct arguments that are based on modeling. A 

circular problem has developed: the evidence that would persuade many that cattle cause 

erosion is a baseline established in the absence of cows. Without such a baseline, there is 

no fully persuasive reason to remove cows. 
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Although there is an absence of water-tight (or—^better—"erosion-proof) 

evidence when measured by strict control standards, there are still attempts to establish 

communally-agreed upon knowledge. For example, Laura Jackson and Patricia Comus 

spent years trying to determine how agriculture (primarily irrigation agriculture, with 

scattered ranching) changed plant communities in the lower Santa Cruz river valley 

between Tucson and Phoenix. Jackson and Comus explain the need for a baseline: 

Without a historic model, we do not know whether successional processes 
are returning the valley to what it once was or to some new state. If 
changes to the old ecosystem are understood, ecological restoration 
techniques might be used to help repair the damage. (217) 

To address this knowledge gap, Jackson and Comus studied historic aerial photos and 

historic maps and soil surveys and conducted interviews aimed at understanding 

alterations to surface hydrology. They examined additional data, including historic 

accounts and descriptions, to attempt to leam about the vegetation of the area (217). The 

earliest published reports they could find were from 1920 and 1924, based on 

observations from 1914 through 1917 (225). Their research underscores the difficulty of 

establishing a baseline. The authors conclude that ecosystem recovery is unlikely through 

either natural or managed processes and that efforts to reestablish native vegetation are 

most likely to succeed in the immediate vicinity of the least disturbed washes (250). 

Overall, this article's form is typical of a baseline argument: the authors note the 

importance, and difficulty, of understanding ecological history, they search available 

evidence (in this case, their search is much more exhaustive than what is typically 

deployed in nonspecialist forums), and then they make a well-informed guess at what the 
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past ecosystem was like and what vegetation it supported. Finally, they recommend a 

management decision based on that approximated baseline. 

While Jackson and Comus' approach appears persuasive in isolation, the same 

form of argument, when used in settings that promote immediate debate, shows how 

easily painstakingly constructed baselines can be deconstructed by different 

interpretations of the limited available evidence. For example, during one ranch visit I 

listened while an antigrazing activist and rancher argued with each other. Both called 

themselves environmentalists. The rancher had pointed out that his land had been 

overgrazed for the last hundred years and that it was doing poorly in consequence. 

However, he added, the land had always been grazed, even before cows, and it needed 

grazing, albeit at a more moderate level, if it was to recover. The antigrazing activist 

disagreed. He argued that historically the land had been grazed by pronghom, which 

interact with grass differently than do cows. The two could agree on the history of 

overgrazing and that current grazing levels were lighter. However, the source of their 

argument was located in a comparison to a historic landscape whose specific features the 

two could not agree on. Overgrazing, yes, was the source of the change from idealized 

history to criticized present. But what did that imply about a different level of grazing? 

Would lower levels of grazing have fit into the idealized history without causing 

disturbance? Could lower levels of grazing fit into the ecology now and make the future 

more like the past? hi the absence of a fully functioning ecosystem that matches the ideal, 

whether or not cows can create or accommodate themselves to the ideal remains an 



outstanding uncertainty. Another rancher present (the partner of the first), pointed out that 

the whole comparison was a "moot point" because "the original ecosystem doesn't exist 

any more." I agree with this woman's assessment that the absence of the original 

ecosystem damages attempts to use it as a baseline for current practice. Still, the past 

remains a regular source for arguments about reconstruction, hi a context where everyone 

wants to control landscape changes and an imagined past is preferred to the present, 

ecological history becomes a rhetorical resource for arguments about the future. 

The debate above shows the typical place of disagreement about the baseline: 

disagreement about its processes rather than its appearance. Everyone agrees that desert 

Arizona had extensive grass cover in the early nineteenth century. The issue is, what 

ecological processes sustained that grass cover? Was grazing crucial? Can current cattle 

grazing replicate grazing by animals indigenous to the region? How have cows affected 

watersheds? Do they really cause the harm that it is claimed they cause? Cows have been 

undeniably involved in fire suppression. But can they be used to approximate the same 

recycling processes as fire? A related set of questions ask whether human intervention, 

the cause of the baseline's disappearance, is also the only possibility for the 

reconstruction of a healthy ecosystem. As we have seen throughout this chapter, one of 

the open questions is whether grazing cattle is necessary to return the land to grass cover 

originally damaged by overgrazing. 



354 

Multiple-Use and Contingent Futures 

A timeline conceptualized in ecological terms, however, is only one of the reasons 

that the role of cows in desert grasslands is not yet resolved. Another set of conceptual 

timelines tend to cause debaters to project toward the future rather than estimate the past. 

These timelines are differential accountings of political and economic pressures, 

especially the pressure to develop land and take it away from not only ranching but also 

from wildlife and vegetation habitat uses. Similarly, other land uses—such as hunting, 

cultural preservation of archaeological sites, and recreation—all also have the potential to 

affect ecological processes and significantly shape ecosystem futures. As different 

debaters make hypotheses about the likelihood and rate of changes in the multiple-use 

status of public lands, they allow these contingent futures to enter into their calculations 

of which political strategies and management decisions are best for the land. 

One of the more significant effects of this pressure is that it has led many 

conservationists, in an attempt to oppose development, to look more favorably upon 

ranching. While the two most adamant antigrazing activists I spoke to consider the choice 

between ranching and development to be a false option, pointing out that it is politically 

possible to oppose both, many others reckon differently and fear that, whatever might be 

possible in theory, it is highly probable that if ranchers are unable to stay in business their 

land will be developed. For most ranchers, staying in business requires that they graze 

public lands as well as their private allotments (Sheridan "Cows" 144). According to this 

logic, outright opposition to public grazing might increase suburban sprawl, which many 



(but not all) believe does greater ecological damage than grazing. For these reasons, 

groups such as the Nature Conservancy and even some chapters of the Sierra Club have 

begun to consider ranching to be one possible tool for creating ecologically sustainable 

landscapes. As one conservationist explained to me, his organization understands 

cooperating with ranchers to be a means of "preserving options for the future." The 

question of how cows affect ecosystems gets answered differently when one of their 

effects is seen as preventing developers from destroying vegetation in what is known as 

"scrape-and-rape" land-clearing practices. For those who believe this development 

scenario, whether or not cows are directly necessary for the restoration of grasslands 

becomes a moot point; they are understood to be indirectly necessary as a means to 

prevent total vegetative destruction. 

hi general, no matter how one lines up the specific political pressures, debates 

about the ecological benefits of grazing cattle operate under a sense of urgency that limits 

the persuasiveness of scientific answers to narrowly conceived ecological questions such 

as "does the soil disturbance provided by a cow's hoof help create a good environment 

for grass seed germination?" Such questions can seem insignificant in a context where 

development pressures are seen as defining political ecology. Journalist Tony Davis cites 

a development spokesperson's complaints about the difficulty of anticipating new 

protections that the SDCP might create, hi response, Davis reports, conservationist 

Carolyn Campbell, Director of the Coalition for Sonoran Desert Protection, argues that it 

is necessary to take immediate action to curb development if the SDCP is to have any 
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land left to preserve. With development seen as a near-total destruction of intact 

ecosystems, it is understood as the ultimate silencer of ecological debate. To many whose 

primary interest is the ecological health of public lands, any option that opposes 

development is acceptable. Additional sources of urgency arise from conceptual timelines 

based on estimated rates of endangered species loss. 

hi many ways, projections about the land's future are taking the place of a historic 

baseline in popular debate. Without a clear understanding of an idealized past, desired 

futures become the standard by which to judge the ecological effectiveness of land 

management. However, whether the past or the future is used as the measure of ecological 

change, inevitable uncertainties are incorporated into the scientific process, providing a 

never-ending source for dissent. Such disagreements will only be resolved through the 

integration of science with deliberative politics. Such integration is indeed taking place in 

many forums through a creative fusion of ecological and social argument. The analysis 

and criticism of these political arguments are central to the discipline of rhetoric, even 

when the tools for such analysis are best drawn from such interdisciplinary sources as 

science studies, sociology and cultural studies. 

The remaining chapters of this dissertation do draw from multiple disciplines as a 

way to develop better tools for applying rhetorical analysis to politically-charged 

ecological disagreement. The next chapter extends this one's concerns with (geographic 

and temporal) differences in preferred evidence by also considering other epistemic 

aspects of rhetoric. For example, the chapter returns to an argument first advanced in my 



methods chapter (chapter two)—that it is impossible to separate knowledge from 

knowing subjects—and examines how this argument applies to ecological knowledge as 

well. It then considers more fully how the integration of ecosystem difference, 

management decisions, and political jurisdiction influence ecological knowledge and 

science-based rhetorical debate. The remaining chapter, chapter seven, advances an 

argument related to the one which opened the final section of this chapter: ecological 

argument, even when apparently rooted in the past or the present, is ultimately oriented 

toward, and determined by, hopes for the future. This discussion is meant to more fully 

articulate how different ecological lines of argument might be skew to each other for the 

ultimate purpose of reconfiguring those arguments in ways that might lead to increased 

dialogue. 



Chapter 6 

Authoritative Selves: 

Beyond the Science/Self-Interest Dichotomy to Science in the Making 

The last chapter began an epistemic analysis of contrasting ecological claims by 

examining how debaters differently abstract from multifaceted reality (for example, by 

typically referring to evidence based on different geographic or temporal scales), hi that 

chapter, I argued that this type of difference in evidence leads to what I call skew claims; 

claims that appear to be in disagreement but that actually do not directly address each 

other because they are based on different ways of conceptualizing, or rhetorically 

mapping, knowledge about cow-plant interactions. In this chapter I further develop this 

epistemic analysis by considering not only differences in evidence, but also differences in 

the typical questions that debaters ask, differences in the relationships they establish with 

the land, and other influences on the way they understand ecological relations. To assist 

with this epistemic analysis, I will discuss science historian Thomas Kuhn's concept of 

scientific paradigms, which provides a framework for understanding systematic 

differences in the way scientific researchers create knowledge about the natural world. 

Kuhn's approach to scientific research also demonstrates a role for subjectivity and for 

collectivism in the production of knowledge previously understood to be objective, that 

is, independent of the human obser\'ers who produce that knowledge. This part of my 

chapter will support the hypothesis: 
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• Subjects' structural positions influence their scientific understanding at every stage of 

its formation, from the gathering of evidence to its interpretation. 

In this chapter I will also consider the consequences of different forms of 

ecological knowledge for the actions that debaters take, especially for the way they 

choose to manage land. When debaters have the authority to make management decisions, 

they draw on the ecological knowledge they find most persuasive to guide those 

decisions. Knowledge, then, has a direct impact on ecosystems and on the ecological 

relations that constitute those ecosystems. When different forms of knowledge are in 

competition, however, as is the case in the three lines of ecological argument that I am 

discussing throughout this part of my dissertation, questions of who has the power to 

employ knowledge become crucial. In this chapter, I ask how the authority of knowledge 

affects, and is reciprocally affected by, the power to "authorize" ecological change 

through knowledge-based ecosystem management. My discussion of these questions will 

support the hypothesis: 

• The validity of each scientific-managerial claim depends, at least partially, on the 

possibility of its physical enactment. 

This hypothesis is closely related to the previous one's claims about the importance of 

subject position to knowledge-construction. One particularly important aspect of 

knowledge-makers' structural roles is whether they have direct, indirect, or relatively 

little management authority, and how their experience deploying that authority shapes 

their knowledge. 
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In order to support the above hypotheses, this chapter moves through several 

related arguments. First, I consider a common way that debaters account for contradictory 

ecological claims: by arguing that others say whatever suits their self-interest. While I 

note that there is a strong correlation among my interviewees' structural roles and their 

ecological arguments, I discount the claim that arguers say whatever they want others to 

believe, regardless of their own conviction. I support my position with empirical evidence 

drawn from my interviews that suggests how fully debaters are guided by the knowledge 

they profess. I also normatively critique this self-interest explanation based on its 

potential to further reify disagreement. 

Next, drawing from two writers who study science from a sociological and 

rhetorical perspective, namely Thomas Gieryn and Lawrence Prelli, I argue that 

dismissing others' ecological arguments as self-interested is a form of rhetorical 

boundary-work meant to give some claims legitimacy while deligitimating other claims. 

This boundary-work is largely based on the dichotomous separation of subject from 

object and the assumption that scientific knowledge does not have a subjective 

component. I have already argued against this theory of knowledge in my second 

chapter's discussion of methods; here I specifically address subjectivity in science by 

explicating Kuhn's concept of paradigms, addressing the role of education in the 

construction of paradigms, and applying the concept of paradigms to explain why those in 

certain social locations typically make similar ecological knowledge-claims. 

My next move in this chapter is to directly consider the relationship between 

ecological meanings and actions, specifically actions resulting from management 



decisions. I return to Latour's understanding of the relationship between language and its 

referents, which I previously discussed in the introduction to this dissertation, as a way to 

explain the role ecosystems themselves play in knowledge construction as they respond 

dialogically to ecological arguments that are put into practice as management decisions. 

For this type of nonhuman-human dialogism to occur, however, requires that those who 

make ecological arguments have the authority, or at least the indirect influence, over 

management decisions necessary to put their claims into practice. This raises the question 

of power within dialogic relations. As a way of demonstrating how Latour's theory can be 

used to understand power relations, I discuss how Steven Epstein applies that theory in 

his analysis of ADDS activism. 

From this discussion, I derive several power-sensitive analytic questions that 

consider relationships between rhetorical forums, rhetorical strategies, and the 

construction of ecological knowledge. In the final section of this chapter, I apply these 

analytic questions to three short case studies as a way to demonstrate the overall argument 

of this chapter: the construction of ecological argument is a dialogic process conditioned 

by claims-makers' subject positions. Their subject position is shaped by both their social 

relations, e.g. education, and their relationship to the land. Because the way the land 

responds to arguments-in-practice is crucial to the construction and dialogic revision of 

ecological argument, whether debaters have management authority over the land is a 

question significant to understanding situated ecological argument. This raises the 

question of power differences, which may vary across forums, shaping the rhetorical 

strategies debaters uses to put their arguments into action, hi my cases, I identify some 
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rhetorical strategies that show unusual potential for creating dialogic rhetorical 

relationships. 

Oh, the Claims People Make: Seeing Self-interest in the Arguments of Others 

hi this chapter, using Kuhn as a primary reference, I will argue that the 

relationship between subjectivity and scientific knowledge is a complex dynamic typical 

of all scientific knowledge construction. First, however, I want to discuss—and counter— 

an alternative way of understanding how subjectivity impacts knowledge claims, hi 

conflict over grazing in southern Arizona, it is not uncommon for debaters to explain 

contrasting ecological knowledge-claims by imputing self-interest to all debaters who 

disagree with them. This strategy is not limited to any one group. This means that many 

who represent themselves as disinterested are understood by others to be acting in self-

interest. 

As examples, in my interviews as well as in the debate at large, antigrazing 

activists frequently depict the claims of ranchers as deceitful defenses of cows. These 

defenses, activists claim, are made to an unsuspecting general public with the intention of 

maintaining legislative support for ranchers' economic interests. According to this 

dismissal, the ecological degradation caused by livestock is blatant and undeniable to 

anyone who has seen grazed land; only self-interest, therefore, could account for why 

someone would defend ranching as ecologically beneficial or even neutral. This 

commonplace dismissal of those who advocate grazing has a counterpart, however. One 

rancher I interviewed explained that antigrazing activists condemn cows because they 



want personal power, not because they seek environmental integrity. Another rancher 

echoed the same sentiment. Other ranchers and government managers claimed that most 

self-styled environmentalists who oppose grazing are motivated by a desire not to see 

cowpies when hiking, an aesthetic that masks itself as ecological concern even though 

these same people may recreate in ways that degrade the land. As a final example, range 

scientists, according to those who would dismiss their ecological arguments, believe that 

cows can be made to work, despite potential pitfalls, only because their job depends on 

advising ranchers about how to avoid those pitfalls. 

These types of dismissals suggest that statements such as "cows plant grass" or 

"cows destroy grasslands" do not refer to ecological processes so much as to economic, 

aesthetic, or other nonecological biases that are motivated by personal gain. Further, the 

force of these dismissals depends on the assumption that this type of bias has no place in 

science, and certainly not in ecology: indeed, even more fundamentally, these dismissals 

depend on the assumption that subjective involvement in knowledge construction 

automatically counts as bias. These dismissals imply that others use scientific-sounding 

language only to dress up private interest and give it the appearance of public legitimacy, 

leaving those on the "truly scientific" side of the debate needing to vigilantly debunk the 

false science of others. The situation has reached a point that one man who identified 

himself to me as an ex-rancher, a ranching sympathizer and an environmentalist, 

shrugged off the value of science because, he claimed, it could be made to prove 

anything. This type of distrust ensures that differences in perspective lead not to dialogue 

but to the reification of science-based beliefs. 



There are some plausible reasons to infer that the primary reason behind differing 

perspectives is, indeed, self-interest. There is a high correlation between debaters' 

structural position and the rhetorical position they take in the debate. To recapitulate from 

earlier chapters, by structural position I refer to such things as organizational affiliation 

(whether one pays due to the Cattleman's Association or the Nature Conservancy) and 

source of income. Because of the questions I asked during interviews (Table 2.3), the 

information I have most universally available are how my interviewees make money— 

whether they work for a university, a branch of government, or an activist or 

conservationist environmental organization. Of those eleven interviewees who reported 

their ecological beliefs, nine of them make arguments that are strongly predicted by their 

structural position, while the remaining two make arguments that are weakly predicted by 

their structural position. By strong prediction, I refer, for example, to a situation where a 

rancher who belongs to mainstream environmental organizations and actively pursues 

opportunities to collaborate with environmental activists argues that cattle can be 

managed in such a way that they do not damage the land, even though they are not 

necessary to the health of the land. By weak prediction I refer, for example, to a situation 

where a rancher who acts as a mediator between government agencies and conservative 

ranchers argues that cattle are necessary to ecosystem health, whereas either this position 

or that held by the rancher in the previous example might be suitable to his mediatory 

role. This data strongly suggests that there is a high correlation between structural 

position and ecological argument, although the data is not statistically significant due to 

the small sample size and the snowball selection technique. 



In sum, both my experience and the experience of those I have encountered in my 

study provides plenty of reason to believe that the claims people make are highly 

correlated with self-interest. However, correlation does not mean causation. In the 

following paragraphs I provide normative reasons and empirical evidence for rejecting 

self-interest as a primary explanation of ecological argument. Normatively, dismissing 

others' arguments as self-interested leaves no room for dialogic collaboration. 

Empirically, some of my interviewees demonstrated that their ecological arguments guide 

their action even when that action appears to counter their self-interest. In the following 

paragraphs, I first provide examples to support the empirical argument. The normative 

argument, which is significant to this dissertation's interest in developing a rhetorical 

theor>' that promotes dialogism, will be developed in the following sections. 

The ecological commitments of those I interviewed provide evidence against the 

argument that their ecological rhetoric is motivated by narrowly defined economic self-

interest. Further, a broader definition of self-interest includes the need to respond to the 

land in ecologically valid ways. As more than one rancher explained, only a sustainable 

grass resource can sustain a rancher economically, so it is not in his or her self-interest to 

abuse it, no matter the claims of critics. Similarly, imputing a power motive to an activist 

cannot explain his or her choice of issue through which to seek power. 

Perhaps the most convincing critique of the common contention that many 

ecological claims are simply strategic self-promotion is that the actions of debaters 

suggest that they themselves truly believe their arguments. This integrity of word and 

deed persuasively testifies to the ecological understandings of those in the debate. For 
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example, one rancher, when discussing land he wished to restore, told me that even 

though that particular section of land could not feed his cattle, he had his cows spend 

some short amounts of time on it. Although there was grass available elsewhere on his 

ranch, he was willing to pay for supplemental feed in order to give the land the benefit of 

having cows on it. The cows were necessary, in his mind, to break up the land, bury seed, 

and thereby bring the land back to health. While this rancher was facing economic 

constraints that kept him from doing everything he thought was necessary to improve his 

ranch—including purchasing more stock for the direct economic pay-back they would 

provide—he concluded that purchasing feed had to be his priority as it would ultimately 

pay off in terms of more grass. In this case, the rancher was certainly not acting, as 

detractors would imply, only to j ustify long-term ecological damage for the sake of short-

term economic gain, hi contrast, his ecological commitments were financially costing him 

in the short-term. 

While the unity between the ecological language and management actions of 

ranchers such as this one might be enough to prove the integrity of their beliefs, that 

integrity is not enough to persuade others of their accuracy. A government land manager 

familiar with multiple ways of arguing that cows benefit the grassland scoffed at this 

claim, telling me: "there's no way that you can take a cow and restore a grassland with 

grazing. There is no way." Yet, according to both him and others I interviewed, when this 

man had first taken responsibility for land in Arizona, he had considered grazing as a 

potential route toward his primary goal, restoring grasslands for wildlife habitat. He did 

not rule out the management value of grazing until he was convinced it would not serve 
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his purpose. His decision to ehminate cows makes him the target of personal criticism, as 

I not only heard from his account but observed in others. His detractors imply that he 

"hates cattle" and would be terrible for a rancher to have to work with. Yet this 

characterization is challenged by the man's history of supporting grazing elsewhere and 

considering the use of grazing in Arizona. In his words, elsewhere he "had to use cows to 

keep the vegetation under control. ... So when I came out,... I had an open mind, 

because I had used cows." According to him, imputing his motivation to anticow bias 

shows a lack of understanding for his ecological priorities and his need to use the 

ecological processes he beheves in to achieve his goals. He simply no longer believes that 

cattle will help him in his restoration work. 

These examples suggest that self-interest cannot fully explain ecological 

knowledge. However, the rhetorical argument that self-interest explains contradictory 

ecological claims persists, hi the section below, I explore why debaters might find this 

type of argument rhetorically useful. By drawing on studies of rhetorical boundary-work, 

notably those of sociologist Thomas Gieryn and rhetorical scholar Lawrence Prelli, I 

examine how calling others' claims self-interested can increase the legitimacy of 

debaters' own ecological arguments. However, I ultimately critique this type of rhetorical 

move for reifying ecological knowledge in ways that inhibit dialogue and science-based 

problem-solving. 
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Making Nonsense of Science: When Bomidaries Won't Stay Put 

The rhetorical persistence of dismissals of contradictory ecological claims as 

strategic self-promotion can be explained as attempts to rhetorically negotiate what 

counts as science, and what does not, for the purpose of creating boimdaries that 

powerfully contain which claims will bear the authority of scientific legitimacy and which 

will not. Note that debaters accuse each other of using science to "dress up" claims. These 

accusations suggest that claims-makers recognize a certain legitimacy and desirability for 

science. The accusations further suggest that debaters assume that ecological language is 

appropriated by those they disagree with for legitimating purposes only. Yet the 

contrapositive of this suspicion is also revealing. Science is certainly used to legitimate 

what could be partial knowledge, but perhaps the habit of denying scientific grounds to 

the claims of others is equally an attempt to delegitimate what might actually be 

ecologically effective knowledge. 

This type of rhetorical boundary work is endemic to science. In Cultural 

Boundaries of Science, Gieryn argues that what counts as science and what does not is 

frequently unclear and, consequently, needs to be rhetorically negotiated. Gieryn cites 

examples of claims ranging from the mid-nineteenth century to the late twentieth, from 

subjects as diverse as agriculture, social science, and cold fusion, and addressed to 

audiences as diverse as government agencies, scientific elites, and the general public via 

the mass media. Through these examples, Gieryn demonstrates that over and over the 

question arises: what counts as science? What is at stake in this question are such things 

as research funding, social policy, and, in consequence of funding and policy, the way 



society gets constracted throughout history. Further, questions are not settled once and for 

all, but must be rhetorically sustained or renegotiated, such as in the case of the National 

Science Foundation which, in the late 1940s, determined that social science did come 

under its jurisdiction as a natural science, only to reverse this determination in the late 

1960s. Gieryn refers to this type of rhetorical negotiation of what counts as science as 

boundary work, a way of rhetorically making clear boundaries that are otherwise 

ambiguous for the sake of giving some avenues of study or types of knowledge more 

power than others. 

What Gieryn's approach to the delineation of the scientific versus the unscientific 

suggests is that, outside of the social, historical, and political context of debate, there is 

no standard forjudging what is scientific that can be appealed to as universally valid. 

Later in this chapter I will discuss how Latour's understanding of science complements 

Gieryn's by demonstrating how the nonhuman world resists some forms of scientific 

knowledge without, however, determining that knowledge. At this point, however, I wish 

to continue following the useful implications of Gieryn's approach. In the case of the 

grazing debate, it will only be through politically sorting what should count ecologically 

and what should not that what is true science will be contingently settled. The standard 

forjudging claims does not exist outside of the claims themselves. Therefore, while it is 

accurate to suggest that claims from all sides of the debate use ecological language and 

forms of knowledge as a way to legitimize the positive or negati\'e value of cattle grazing 

on grasslands, it is also accurate to recognize that boundary-work is also being done by 

labeling as unscientific claims that, from any given perspective, seem contradictory. 



The significance of boundary-work to the rhetoric of science is also developed by 

Prelli. hi "Rhetorical Construction of Scientific Ethos," Prelli examines the rhetorical 

strategies used to attack and defend the research Francine Patterson and Eugene Linden 

conducted on the language acquisition of the gorilla Koko. Prelli's analysis is a topic 

analysis based on the what sociologist Robert Merton identified as norms governing 

scientific research. Prelli takes a slightly different approach to the norms than does 

Merton, however, considering them as potential means to persuade others of scientific 

credibility rather than as rules that strictly govern behavior. Further, Prelli notes that 

Patterson and Linden choose to justify their studies by invoking a set of counter-norms 

and claiming that scientific behavior routinely involves those counter-norms, hi effect, 

argues Prelli, Patterson and Linden blur previously taken-for-granted boundaries between 

science and nonscience in order to include their own research within science. To Prelli, 

both the rhetorically invoked norms and the opposing counter-norms are idealizations of 

science, neither of which grasp the full complexities or contradictions of actual scientific 

practice. 

Prelli's conclusion is not much different in kind from Gier^Ti's, despite his 

different disciplinary and methodological approach. Prelli's analysis is deeply rooted in 

classical traditions of rhetorical classification, but his choice of which rhetorical 

categories to look for is based on sociological work. Gieryn's approach begins with 

sociology, but nonetheless considers persuasion essential to the process of establishing 

and maintaining the cultural power of science, as well as to deciding to which inquiries 

that power will accrue. I choose to add Prelli's article to Gieryn's more extensive study 
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for the value of the case that PrelH chose rather than to further Gieryn's theory. In his case 

study, PreUi analyzes the strategies that linguist Thomas A. Sebeok used to attack the 

gorilla research. Prelli understood Sebeok's arguments to be based in the four Mertonian 

norms: universality, communality, skepticism, and disinterestedness. By universality, 

Merton precludes from science a role for "personal or social attributes" of scientists such 

as "race, nationality, religion, class, and personal qualities^" (270); Merton defines 

communism as the common ownership of scientific findings, and the consequent 

imperative to communicate in a free and equal manner (273). The meaning of the 

remaining norms is self-evident. In contrast, the counter-norms identified by Prelli in 

Patterson's and Linden's self-defense are individuality,particularity, dogmatism, and 

interestedness (95). For example, Koko's researchers explain that scientists must, by 

necessity, let their research be guided by some assumptions; complete skepticism is an 

unrealizable, even undesirable ideal (97). 

The attacks made by Sebeok bear strong resemblance to attacks made by those 

seeking to discredit others in the Arizona grazing debates. As mentioned previously, in 

grazing debates there is a strong correlation between structural position and rhetorical 

position, making it easy to dismiss the claims of others as being too particular to the 

claims-maker to meet standards of universality. If ranchers see one thing; if a stereotype 

of state lands agents appears to hold true; and if antigrazing activists make a whole 

' Merton first published "The Normative Structure of Science" in 1942; apparently only the exclusion of 
women is normatively acceptable, although of course other exclusions did still operate practically, as they 
continue to do now. 
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separate set of predictable claims, then it is easy to dismiss those one disagrees with as 

basing their claims in their identity instead of in objective science. Similarly, it is difficult 

to believe that others are sufficiently skeptical when their beliefs change only slightly in 

the face of time, research, and knowledge that someone with a different perspective 

considers self-evident. 

The invocation of the norm of interestedness is particularly resonant within 

grazing debates. As discussed previously, a typical rhetorical strategy for delegitimating 

others' claims is not to simply say that they are unscientific, but additionally that they are 

self-interested. As implied by Merton's characterization of normative scientific behavior, 

the implication is that if self-interest is involved, science is subverted. According to the 

norm of universalism, a true claim should remain true regardless of who espouses it. If, 

for example, what an environmentalist believes is backed by substantial scientific study 

and proof, and someone else has a contrasting viewpoint, then of course this other 

viewpoint is unscientific by default, and the explanation most frequently given is that the 

unscientific belief is just a support for self-interest. Yet this dichotomous division of 

science and self-interest, just like any other demarcation between science and nonscience, 

needs to be rhetorically produced and maintained. 

The history of that production is more extensive than can be recounted here. Its 

roots are the often-critiqued subject-object split whose most familiar formulation is the 

cogito ergo sum of Descartes (1596-1650). As glossed by Latour, Descartes' "mind-in-a-

vat" theory requires that one conceive of the knowing subject as one who "look[s] at a 

worldyrom the inside out and [is] link[ed] to the outside by nothing but the tenuous 
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connection of the gaze" (4, emphasis in the original). The Lockean idea of a tabula rasa, 

Latour adds, confronts the same alienation: the stimuli produced by reality bombard a 

brain to make impressions on it. Latour primarily uses this critique of the Western 

philosophy of ideas in order to disparage attempts to create absolute certainty, especially 

through scientific inquiry. Yet his critique also points to how Westeni epistemology has 

typically misunderstood that knowledge is created not through transparent reception of 

the world but instead by a responsive, even dialogic interaction between the users of 

language and the world referenced by that language. 

The rhetorical production of the subject-object split in science occurred within 

this general philosophical framework, although it had its own particularities. Within 

science, an especially significant articulation of the subject-object split is embedded 

within Francis Bacon's (1561-1626) formulation of the scientific method. In the "Novum 

Organum" of 1620, Bacon takes up the problem of epistemology and promises a 

methodological approach to the study of nature that, despite being based in skepticism, 

can "establish progressive stages of certainty" (180). This method is pure induction from 

sensory input, but to guard against fallacious interpretations of that input. Bacon specifies 

a rigid program of experimentation to constrain the mind. Most significantly for our 

purposes here, Bacon's scientific method is meant to address the problem of using a 

subjective mind to know an objective nature. Science is represented as the only possible 

way to build accurate knowledge about nature in the face of the subject-object split. 

The justificatory strategy of Bacon gave a popular credibility to science and 

proved rhetorically useful for increasing science's increasing dominance over religion as 
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a social institution able to produce certain knowledge. That Bacon's methodology was 

primarily a justification became apparent even in the nineteenth century. According to 

historian Richard Yeo in "An Idol of the Market-place: Baconianism in Nineteenth 

Century Britain," as the scientific community professionalized and became more 

confidently established within society, the emphasis on pure Baconian induction gave 

way to a more balanced understanding of the role of imagination and hypothesis-

construction in scientific knowledge-making. Recognizing the incompleteness of original 

formulations of objectivity, however, did not yet entail questioning the idea of objectivity 

itself Indeed, in the same time period (the mid-nineteenth century, coincident with the 

increasing professionalization of science), objectivity was beginning to take on a new 

significance within science. According to Lorraine Daston in "Objectivity and the Escape 

from Perspective," as the scientific community grew, it became more difficult for 

scientists to know each other personally. Credibility needed to shift, at least partially, 

from the ethos of individual scientists to another source. According to Daston, this shift 

occurred by the appropriation of the moral philosophy concept of aperspectival 

objectivity and its incorporation into scientific concepts of objectivity. Consequently, she 

writes: "Subjectivity became syonjmious with the individual and solitude; objectivity, 

with the collective and conviviality" (609). In other words, knowledge that was 

objectively arrived at could be communicated unchanged; it was alienable from the 

knower. An important component of this philosophy was that observers were 

interchangeable—^with the added benefit that unskilled labor could be mustered for help 
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in scientific development (611). The professionalized scientific community had found 

both epistemic and economic reasons to keep the self out of science. 

It is within this historical, rhetorical context that debaters are able to denounce 

contradictory ecological claims as being unscientific, and self-interested, simply because 

there is a correlation between other debaters' beliefs and their structural position relative 

to the debate. In the next section, I propose an alternative explanation for this correlation, 

one that is deliberately intended to challenge reified boundaries between what counts and 

what does not count as science. By drawing on Kuhn and others in science studies who 

argue that subjectivity is always a part of scientific knowledge, I provide a way of 

understanding contradictory ecological claims as scientific and, consequently, legitimate 

contributors to a dialogue about the role of cattle in grasslands ecology. 

Return of the Subject 

The first well-publicized blow to the rhetorically-constructed concept of scientific 

objectivity and its ability to produce absolute certainty came from historian Thomas Kuhn 

upon his 1962 publication of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. While similar 

charges has been made earlier, such as by Ludwik Fleck in his 1935 Genesis and 

Development of a Scientific Fact, a whole host of historical contingencies allowed Kuhn 

to be heard while earlier challenges to scientific objectivity were ignored. Between the 

work of Kuhn in history and others, such as Merton in sociology, a new, interdisciplinary 

field of study opened that was willing to pursue how social relations, subjectivity and 

language were all implicated in the construction of scientific knowledge. 
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Kuhn's famous approach to this field is that scientific work is conducted through 

the guidance of epistemic structures that he called paradigms. A paradigm, meaning 

puzzle, helps scientists to select what research questions are worth pursuing, what 

evidence is significant and how to meaningfully interpret that evidence. Under normal 

conditions a dominant paradigm is so taken-for-granted that it does not need to be 

articulated. However, as evidence accumulates that cannot be interpreted within a 

dominant paradigm's strictures, a crisis develops that creates a scientific environment 

more conducive to the production of new scientific theories. If a theory is proposed and 

accepted that can account for a wide set of the available evidence while still providing 

additional puzzles for researchers to address, it is likely that a group of scientists will 

begin operating under that new paradigm. Examples that Kuhn gives of this type of 

paradigm shift are the Copemican revolution or the substitution of Einsteinian relativity 

for Newtonian dynamics. However, the new paradigm cannot fully invalidate the other, as 

neither solves everything; for a new paradigm to dominate to the point that it need no 

longer be articulated usually requires the death of adherents of the old paradigm. In other 

cases, two different fields of inquiry may develop out of what was previously one. The 

coexistence of two paradigms highlights that multiple paradigms can provide plausible 

ways of interpreting evidence so that, according to Kuhn, the loss of a paradigm always 

entails some loss of scientific knowledge, even if much old knowledge is incorporated 

within the new paradigm and much new knowledge is gained from it. 

What Kuhn's theory implies is that the vision of researchers is guided by 

preexisting knowledge to such an extent that the evidence, contrary to justificatory 
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accounts of science, does not speak for itself The framework a researcher uses for 

interpretation and the dominant theories the researcher operates under guide everything 

from the type of questions asked to how resulting evidence is interpreted. This point, by 

itself, repeats some of the ideas discussed in the previous section on conceptual mapping. 

For example, both the conceptual mapping theory discussed above and Kuhn's paradigms 

can account for how different research agendas lead to different ecological understanding. 

An activist might ask questions such as: how many species will die in the next half-

century if cows are not banned from the Southwest? How much have major rivers silted 

up over the last century? But a rancher might ask questions such as: in an average rainfall 

year, which of these two fields, given their different soil types and species, should be 

grazed first? These different research agendas are based on different assumptions. The 

first questions assume damage, and are likely to find it. The second questions assume that 

one of the two fields should be grazed and so the answer, however scientifically arrived 

at, will include cows as part of the answer. These background assumptions point to an 

important point that the concept of paradigm s adds to the idea of conceptual mapping, 

which is that researchers have expectations and assumptions that are likely to be 

embedded in their studies and reproduced in the process of research. To state the matter 

radically: the process of doing science cannot separate out a researcher's expectations 

from his or her results. The object never reveals itself to a tabula rasa but is always 

understood by a subject that is located within a particular paradigm. 

In addition to claiming that paradigms guide research agendas, Kuhn makes the 

even more radical claim that they guide vision—a claim roughly equivalent to saying that 



scientific theory selectively blinds scientific observation. Kuhn makes this point literally 

by discussing the eventual discovery of X-rays. Kuhn dates the discovery of X-rays to late 

1895, although he points out that they had been seen before that time. He points out that 

prior to that time. X-rays, while not counter to the prevailing theories, could not have 

been predicted by them. Further, they were contrary to dominant expectations. Therefore, 

they were simply not noticed—they were never seen in the first place, or else overlooked 

as meaningless experimental noise, despite the fact that they were being regularly 

produced prior to their discovery (58-59). What Kuhn's example demonstrates is that, at 

times, vision is constrained by belief and expectations. More generally, what knowing 

subjects create as knowledge is shaped by the epistemic they bring to their research. 

My interviews can help illustrate this argument. On a few occasions, my 

interviewees differently described and interpreted to me the same piece of land. One of 

these was at a wildlife refuge that had once been a ranch but had been permanently 

withdrawn from grazing. One refuge worker saw many native grasses on the land, which 

is what he wanted. While he recognized that he continued to have problems with an 

African import called Lehmann Lovegrass, he argued that the balance was shifting in 

favor of the natives in response to the current management regime, which included 

regular prescribed fires. Another government manager who worked with cattle elsewhere 

in the state disagreed. He said that while he was on a refuge tour, his guide bragged about 

all the natives, but the visitor could only see a few natives along the road and otherwise 

nothing but Lehmann's for as far as he could see. Both of these speakers have similar 

scientific values in terms of evidence. They are both experienced at the vegetation 
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transect method described in chapter five, and both valued it as an appropriate way to 

understand grassland ecology. Despite their similarly trained scientific vision and their 

ability to identify a mix of native and Afncan import grasses, the differing expectations of 

these two men led them to see a significantly different balance between the grasses across 

the refuge. 

Much of this example could be explained in terms of selective vision. Yet in the 

background of the example are assumptions about the effects of management, specifically 

about the effectiveness of fire in restoring grassland. One expects fire, which had once 

been more common in southern Arizona, to play a vital role in returning the region's 

ecosystem to a more historic ecosystem. The other expects introduced plants to make 

permanent changes in the ecosystem, preventing historical reversal. These significantly 

different understandings of ecological change lead to different sensitivities to the 

available evidence. 

The interpretation involved in the above ways of seeing the land is even more 

clear in another case that involves conflicting explanations of a site suffering from topsoil 

erosion, hi this case, an antigrazing activist pointed to a particularly bare and water-

scarred field when giving me a driving tour of a rural area. He noted the general lack of 

plant cover and drainage problems and then ascribed the problem to overgrazing with the 

complaint that the land desperately needed rest. Later I asked a retired rancher who lived 

in the area to help me "read" that same section of land. To frame my question, I noted the 

location, but did not mention that I understood the land to be damaged. However, to the 

rancher also the land was in such poor shape that its damage was readily visible, and 
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instead of describing the land he instead expHcated causes. Unlike the activist, however, 

his explanation pointed to slightly different features of the land, different processes for its 

degradation, and a significantly different prescription for its recovery: 

[Rancher:] What's caused that are the development roads. 
[Me:] OK. 
[Rancher:] The water does not get to run on the land—it runs down the 

ditches to the draw. 
[Me:] OK. 
[Another rancher noisily places a beer in front of the speaker, causing the 

latter to turn to his host.] 
[Rancher:] Thank you senor. You might be all right after all. 
[I laugh, and the speaker turns back to me.] 
[Rancher:] No, but that's what's caused most of that. And some of that 

country, it's not been, it's not animal impact that's caused the problem 
it's just... the way it goes, you know. That black brush has gotten in 
there and stopped a lot of stuff from growing and it needs to be 
eradicated. And other things. The way to eradicate that and develop 
seed growth, or plant growth, is— 

[The speaker interrupts himself and notes that he wants to directly address 
his host as well as me.] 

[Rancher:] I haven't talked to you about this either. In those real dry areas 
where the ground is capped and there's nothing growing there? Throw 
a block of salt out there. 

[Host:] Oh, yeah. 
[Rancher:] One block. And let your cattle fight over that block of salt: dig 

up the ground, with their hooves. And then move it to the next spot. 
That's how you can get your ground broke up real quick without any 
mechanical means. It's really better. But these are the kind of things 
that need to be done. You know. So. 

[Once again the rancher primarily addresses me.] 
[Rancher:] That's all I can say about that. The water is not allowed to get 

on the ground like it should because of the roads and the ditches and 
things like that. It's caused big draws. 

In these contrasting descriptions, the rancher and the antigrazing activist are discussing 

the same landscape and noting similar aspects, but highlighting slightly different 

components: the antigrazing activist looks to the absence of plants, while the rancher 
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looks to the presence of undesirable plants. More significantly, the two understand those 

landscapes to have radically different causes. The greatest divergence in their point of 

view is when they move from explanation of damage to the way they apply that 

knowledge to a management prescription for the land. One argues that cows should get 

off the land to restore the grass cover; the other asserts that cattle should be concentrated 

and agitated by salt to break up the capped soil and make the land more receptive to grass 

seed. A slight divergence in vision leads to a larger divergence in explanation and a gulf 

in application. The different paradigmatic assumptions of the two are integral to the 

development of this rift. 

A crucial aspect of Kuhn's theory points to how differences such as this can be 

maintained: through education. In Kuhn's examples, paradigms are reproduced by 

textbooks: that is, not through the complexity and ambiguity of scientific practice but the 

more normalized and simplified accounts created for students. These textbooks have a 

fonnative impact that remains with researchers as they engage in scientific practice. What 

Kuhn claims is true of textbooks is true also of other learning processes. As in most 

fields, the education of those involved in the grazing debate is largely a reproductive 

process. Change occurs, but the overall agenda and perceptions of debaters is maintained. 

In the case of ranching, there is an old adage that the only way into ranching is 

through inheritance or marriage. The point is that there are huge economic barriers to 

entry, and these barriers help ensure that those who begin ranching will have close ties to 

former ranchers, who are likely to assist in the enculturation and education of new 

ranchers. Now, there are certainly exceptional cases that challenge the adage's claim that 
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there are only two routes into ranching: in my interviews alone I interviewed two ranchers 

who entered the profession through other routes. However, even in these examples the 

educational effect of prior ranchers held true. For example, one ranching couple I spoke 

to came to the occupation from farming, for the man, and from experience with horses, 

for the woman, who continued to work primarily with a horse business. As the man began 

ranching, he sought the advice of those who ranched the land before him. The above long 

quote demonstrates part of the process of his informal education. This newcomer rancher 

maintained more individuality in management than those who had grown up in the area: 

he opposed branding as inhumane, for example, while, in his opinion, most others in the 

ranching community saw branding parties as an almost celebratory highlight of their year. 

Nonetheless, his understanding of the ecological processes affecting his ranch were 

highly influenced by the shared experience of those who worked the ranch before him. In 

the other exceptional case I encoimtered, the rancher learned his trade as an apprentice to 

other ranchers. These two exceptions confirm the relevance of the generally true adage to 

this aspect of my discussion: ranchers learn from each other, and develop their culture in 

dialogue with and observation of one another. That culture includes understanding the 

land, knowledge of appropriate land management, and daily practice. Additionally, 

beyond the immediate influences of one another, ranchers are frequently connected to the 

same educational sources through professional organizations such as the Cattlemen's 

Association and publications such as the weekly Western Livestock Journal. 

Educated in these and other profession-specific ways, a rancher is going to come 

up with puzzles and ways of responding to them that fit a fairly coherent paradigm based 
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in the ranching community. Those puzzles include questions such as: how do I ranch 

sustainably? How can I take better care of my resource? What is the best time of year to 

graze grass so as not to interfere with its growth patterns? There is little room in this 

paradigm for research puzzles such as: is ranching in Arizona ecologically viable? 

This is not to say that all ranchers come up with the same answers to these 

questions. In fact, there is substantial motivation for innovation in ranching in Arizona 

right now. One of the more agreed-upon statements in my interviews is that the worst 

ranching practices, particularly from an ecological perspective, will drive ranchers out of 

business. Activists, ranchers, and government agents agree that there is no more room, 

both politically and ecologically, for the most flagrant abuse of the land. My interviewees 

claim that the worst ranchers, at least in the next generation, will be forced out by 

lawsuits and the economic crisis occasioned by not having a strong resource or else they 

will sell out in search of fiscally greener pastures. With this negative spur to action 

combined with the increasing number of role models for how to respond to ecological 

problems, a number of ranchers are changing long-term practices and experimenting in 

order to come up with ranching that better fits the ecological needs of the land they run 

cattle on. Within the ranching paradigm, there is much room for experimentation and new 

knowledge. What makes this work cohere as a single paradigm is not an acritical 

acceptance of past practices, but rather that the new answers are seen as better answers to 

the old problem of how to ranch well. Key assumptions—chiefly, that ranching can be 

made to work—remain a foundational part of that paradigm. 



The educational route of antigrazing activists may be less homogenous, but there 

are still patterns that influence the paradigms activists bring to scientific study. Many are 

trained in wildlife biology. The organizations they work for typically emphasize 

management for (or preservation of) endangered species. Within the dominant paradigm 

of environmental activists, ecosystems are significantly described by the species they 

provide habitat for. Additionally, environmentalists frequently train each other. Those 

who do not work full-time within environmental organizations attend meetings and 

lectures or share newsletters with other activists. More involved members may attend 

work parties (for example, to eradicate introduced plants seen as invaders in important 

habitat) or participate in demonstrations. There are also, frequently, social links among 

environmentalists. Many hike together, for example, and interpret the land to each other 

as they do. These sites of group education help create a shared understanding of 

ecological relations and a shared approach to land use questions, hi this context, 

questions that get asked about cows tend to be: where does grazing have the largest 

negative impact on endangered species? What other types of damage do cows do? For 

example, to what degree does their erosive impact measurably alter crucial habitat even 

downstream from where they graze? What other ecological processes are changed upon 

the introduction or intensification of grazing? As with ranchers, whether or not ranching 

is ecologically viable simply is not one of the puzzles addressed within this paradigm, 

histead, as an introduced species, the destructive potential of cows is assumed and what 

remains to be specified is the kind and extent of the damage they cause. 



What Kuhn's focus on education illustrates, when applied to grazing issues, is that 

the way that the ecology of grasslands is understood has a lot to do with tradition, cultural 

heritage and social networks. Nature is not understood in isolation from these epistemic 

influences, despite the propensity of the language of science (especially in popular 

contexts) to suggest a type of objectivity that is separable from the social location of the 

knower. 

All else being equal, these social networks will reinforce ecological contradiction 

and lead to the reified association of certain ecological arguments with certain groups. 

Kuhn argues that for paradigms to shift would require a crisis occasioned by the failure of 

one paradigm or another, as perceived by the group working within that paradigm, hi 

other words, ranching would have to cease to work for ranchers, or removing cattle would 

have to backfire at producing the habitat restoration desired by antigrazing activists. 

Kuhn's other condition for a paradigm shift has already been met—the existence of 

alternative theories. But, for the time being, both paradigms solve enough problems for 

their relevant groups of users that alternative theories are not turned to. 

The educational focus, however, suggests another route to paradigm change that is 

not explicitly addressed by Kuhn. If ideas are communicated through social networks, 

than a reorganization of those networks might also lead to a shift in approach to land use. 

At the end of this chapter, I will provide cases where just this sort of reorganization of 

alliances are being made with some success at creating dialogue about differing 

ecological convictions. I will use these cases to argue that, since research agendas carry 

with them a set of assumptions, then the best way to move beyond those assumptions is to 
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set research agendas together. Since expectations guide interpretation and vision, then 

dialogue needs to begin with looking at the ground together, deciding together what is 

evidence and how it should be understood. While these processes still involve debate and 

persuasion, discussing the process of knowledge-construction instead of just its outcome 

shifts dialogue to each potential point of disagreement, rather than trying (usually 

unsuccessfully) to make that dialogue take place by sharing reified end results. 

First, however, I wish to complicate my argument that different social locations, 

grounded in different epistemic paradigms, lead to the construction of scientific 

knowledge. Since science claims are decided socially, social differences in power are 

crucial to ecological knowledge. It cannot be assumed that simply by putting people 

together to talk to each other in a public arena, the process of dialogue will automatically 

be fully democratic and rational. So far, questions of power have taken a back seat in my 

analysis. The remainder of this chapter addresses them more fully. 

The Reciprocal Relationship between Epistemic and Managerial Authority 

Who has the agency to create the future of Arizona's grasslands? Only those who 

are in a position to shape management decisions can insert actions based upon their 

beliefs into ecological processes. Those without direct or indirect managerial authority 

lack a forum for making their claims materialize. In the case of grazing in southern 

Arizona, a primary motive for making scientific arguments is to gain control over 

decision-making: whoever presents the most convincing scientific tmths has that much 

more influence over management decisions. Reciprocally, whoever has the most control 
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over management decisions has the most agency to bring about the conditions that would 

best support the type of ecosystem they would like to scientifically study. 

The remainder of this chapter will develop this claim. I will first discuss Latour's 

theory of scientific knowledge. I will also exemplify it through an analysis of a range 

science article. This discussion extends my introductory chapter's explication of how 

Latour's theory of reference is valuable to a social epistemic approach to rhetoric. In the 

introductory chapter, I also compared Latour's theory to Lyotard's as a way to address the 

importance of recognizing that power critically shapes the relationships between humans 

and nonhumans that constitute knowledge. Here, I further exemplify and develop this 

argument by examining how sociologist Steven Epstein adapts Latour's theory to a 

power-sensitive analysis of the representational politics of ADDS activism. 

The purpose of my discussion of Latour and Epstein is to develop a rhetorical 

approach to a power-sensitive understanding of socioecological relations. As explained in 

the introduction, I use the term socioecology to refer to the dynamic interactions between 

humans and ecosystems. Here, I develop this concept and propose a set of analytic 

questions that can help understand specific types of socioecological relations. Finally, I 

apply those questions to specific cases drawn from my research as a way to suggest how 

certain socioecological relations exacerbate conflict and how others might lead to more 

dynamic and creative dialogue. 
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T.inks. Knots. Historicity: Rhetoric is Social Epistemic, Take Two 

Earlier in this chapter, particularly in my discussion of rhetorical boundary-work, I 

drew on theories that foregrounded how what counts as science is socially negotiated, hi 

this section, however, I want to add a little resistance to the previous discussion of the 

rhetoric of science, which might erroneously suggest that any claim has the potential to be 

persuasive in argument. While the contradictory ecological claims I have discussed 

throughout this part of my dissertation—that cattle assist grass regrowth, that they 

inevitably damage desert grasslands, or that they can be managed as a neutral ecological 

force—are all persuasive within some fairly sizable communities, other possible claims 

are not. For example, the claim that "cows frolicking on tundra will turn it into a rolling 

grassland" is idiosyncratic and ridiculous. It is ridiculous because the referents of the 

claim do not support its sense, hi this section, I consider the role of reference in scientific 

argument as a way to add resistance to the rhetorical theory discussed thus far. I will 

argue that reference constrains, though it does not determine, which arguments have a 

plausible chance to be rhetorically convincing. 

As I discussed in the introduction to this dissertation, Latour uses his participation 

in a scientific study of the Brazilian rain forest to develop a theory of reference. He argues 

that language is linked to its referents through a chain of translations, hi his example, a 

nonhuman thing (such as soil) becomes meaningful, inscribed into language, by first 

turning into a hybrid thing/sign (such as soil in a pedocomparator that acts as a conceptual 

table) that at once contains the referent and its sense. This chain of translations allows 



389 

Latour to argue that language is actually constituted by, and constitutive of, the 

relationships between subjective knowers and the things that they know. 

This theory of reference is not the theory of fact Latour ultimately seeks. Latour 

claims that a fact requires social agreement to be established in a stable form. Latour 

argues that both humans and nonhumans need to be mobilized to participate in that 

agreement. For example, a fact is constructed from the use of scientific or technical 

instruments that create material associations (such as the association of a cellular 

organism with the chemicals that fix it and the microscope slide it is mounted on). Those 

instruments provide scientists with access to these associations. Latour calls this first link 

the "mobilization of the world." A fact is further constructed through the mobilization of 

a community of scientists socialized into the relevant skills and criteria to make each 

scientist a credible judge capable of persuading others through the experimental process. 

It is constructed through the mobilization of allies, such as funding sources, and the 

mobilization of public representations of science. Finally, a fact is const ructed out of the 

linking of all these mobilizations together in stable associations that Latour 

metaphorically calls knots (100). If enough relevant "actants" are mobilized into an 

association that remains stable over time, they create a fact. That fact is a knot at the 

center of the links—the relationships—^between all the actants involved in its 

constitution. The more links that are involved in tying the knot, the harder it is to undo. 

Latour summarizes his theory in an example drawn from his discussion of how 

science and politics are inseparable in atomic physicist Frederic Joliot's studies of nuclear 

chain reactions, a scientific inquiry substantively supported by Raoul Dautry, the French 
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Minister of Armaments for France prior to its defeat in World War 11. While I briefly 

discussed this example in the introduction, it is worth pausing over again here. Latour 

explains that each of the mobilizations noted above is important to Joliot's construction 

of knowledge, "and each feeds back into itself and into the other four:" 

Without allies, no graphite, and thus no reactor; without colleagues, no 
favorable opinion from Dautry, and thus no expedition to Norway; without 
a way of calculating the neutrons' rate of reproduction, no assessment of 
the reactor, so no proof, and thus no colleagues convinced. (99) 

A fact is created and made stable if it can account for nonhumans within a theoretical 

framework that has authority in the eyes of the scientific community that validates it and 

the wider sociopolitical community that uses it or funds the work done with it. 

In the paragraphs below, I further exemplify Latour's approach to scientific fact 

by applying it to a case more relevant to this dissertation. As part of my research for the 

next chapter, which examines ecology-related studies about desert grasslands, I collected 

a stack of peer-reviewed scientific articles. Many of these articles, including the one I 

discuss here, are published in the Journal of Range Science, a journal devoted to 

understanding the impacts of grazing for the purpose of guiding management practices, hi 

the section below, I analyze one of these articles, which I chose because it was the first 

article I picked out of the stack and not because I thought it would uniquely prove my 

approach to the rhetoric of science. This 1971 article, "Lehmann Lovegrass on the Santa 

Rita Experimental Range, 1937-1968," is written by a range scientist employed by the 
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Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station of the U. S. Forest Service. This 

article's abstract—or rather, "highlight^"—summarizes its argument: 

Thirty years' experience shows that Lehmann lovegrass readily establishes itself 
from seed under adverse conditions, reseeds itself quickly after fire or other 
disturbance, can withstand heavy continuous yearlong grazing, and can invade 
established stands of velvet mesquite. However, it is less palatable than native 
perennial grasses during the summer growing season, and has almost completely 
replaced the native perennial grasses on and adjacent to seeded areas within its 
preferred range. (Cable 17) 

For the sake of focus, I will discuss only aspects of the article that are used to make the 

claim that this particular variety of grass "can withstand heavy continuous yearlong 

grazing," despite the fact that all the above claims, linked as they are through their 

association with Lehmann's, are relevant to the debate at hand, hideed, all the claims 

about Lehmann's, whether they mention cows directly or not, could be tied together in a 

"knot," or fact-statement about the relationship of cows to grass. The mention of 

palatability during the growing season refers to a particularly harmful time for grass to be 

heavily grazed; the mention of fire links up with some of my interviewees' convictions 

that fires are either wholly or partially interchangeable with grazing, as well as other 

interviewees' convictions that fires are a partial solution to grazing damage; the mention 

of mesquite stand invasion also connects to grazing activity, as the extent of velvet 

mesquite's range is considered by many to be the consequence of cows eating mesquite 

beans and thereby spreading seed. However, merely focusing on one of these 

intercoimected claims, that Lehmann's can "withstand heavy continuous yearlong 

' The Journal of Range Management further professionalized in 1979 by splitting its audience through 
dividing into the Journal of Range Management and the less technical Rangelands. 



grazing," will suffice to demonstrate the utility of a Latourian-influenced rhetorical 

analysis. 

In order to argue about the extent of Lehmann lovegrass in a way that is 

persuasive to his audience of science-trained readers, Cable presents data mobilized 

through the technical procedure of vegetation transects, which I described in the previous 

chapter. The article, because it is interested in the general ability of Lehmann lovegrass to 

spread, presents transect data simply in terms of the presence of this species over time, 

noting that in transects between 0.1 to 3.0 miles from lovegrass plantings, only four 

transects had Lehmann lovegrass in 1955, "compared to 14 transects in 1962 and 65 

transects in 1968" (18). So far, the technical procedure for data gathering, the scientists 

who have gathered this data. Cable, who interprets it, and the grass itself are responsible 

for claims that Lehmann lovegrass can spread on its own. 

However, cows must also be a part of this persuasive collaboration if Lehmann 

lovegrass behavior is going to be linked to grazing. Cows are recruited into the collective 

of knowledge-makers in a later part of the article in association with an experiment where 

an aerial spray was used in part of a pasture to attempt to cut back on mesquite pasture. In 

this pasture, especially but not exclusively in the sprayed area, Lehmann lovegrass spread 

rapidly after reseeding, so that within thirteen years Lehmarm lovegrass was producing 

978 lb/acre on the sprayed areas and 600 lb/acre on the unsprayed areas. (This numerical 

data is almost certainly attributable to vegetation transects, but that remains assumed 

knowledge in the article.) This difference is explained by association with another 

collaborator in the creation of this fact: native grasses. Lehmann lovegrass, an introduced 



grass from Africa, outcompeted the native perennial grasses especially in the area 

disturbed by spraying. Here is where the cows come in. Cable points out that during the 

ten years prior to the experiment, "yearlong stocking in this pasture averaged 2.3 head." 

Afterward, "stocking averaged 6.3 head" (20). Cable explains that the increase in 

stocking is attributable primarily to mesquite control (mesquite are, overall, a limiting 

factor on grass production), but also to the increased carrying capacity that resulted from 

the spread of Lehmann lovegrass. hi other words, since management is assumed not to 

send cows to graze where they have no feed, the increased presence of cows is a historical 

indicator of the increased presence of grass. Cows have become proof of grass 

production. 

Historical contingencies intervened to help make further associations, or links, as 

Latour would say, between cows and Lehmann lovegrass. Light rains during the 1965 

monsoon season meant that "58 cattle from a 4,900-acre pasture, where annual grasses 

[dependent on summer rains] normally produce most of the forage" were moved into the 

sprayed pasture discussed in the previous paragraph (21). The cattle grazed the Lehmann 

lovegrass intensively, to a "relatively uniform stubble height of about 2 inches. ... No 

harmful effects of the heavy use were apparent in the lovegrass growth the following 

summer" (21). It is only because of a management decision made under the duress of a 

drought that Cable has available the necessary association needed to conclude that cows 

can graze Lehmann's extensively without destroying the crop. By this time, Cable's list of 

associations includes vegetation transects, aerial spray, mesquite, Lehmann lovegrass, 

native perennial grasses, annual grasses, annual climactic variation, and cows. This leads 
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Cable to conclude, among other things, that Lehmann lovegrass "is the only perennial 

grass that has demonstrated the ability to establish itself.. . on heavily grazed areas" (21). 

The persuasive task complete, Cable's article enters the range science literature and is 

regularly cited over the course of decades^, even as range scientist attitudes toward the 

controversial Lehmann lovegrass decline, overall, from hesitant favor to ambivalence or 

hesitant disfavor toward management plans that promote the grass. 

The value of this type of analysis is that if, as Aristotle claimed, rhetoric is the art 

of "see[ing] the available means of persuasion," would it not be foolish to attempt to 

argue about cows and grass without seeing that these nonhumans, and so many others, are 

available to help in persuasive work? (36) Of course, Aristotle would frown on my 

extrapolation, as his distinction between "artistic" and "inartistic" proofs sets up a 

hierarchy that makes artistic proofs more important to rhetoric. For example, the artistic 

representation or invocation of one's heroism within a speech counted as rhetoric, but not 

the heroic deeds themselves. A syllogism or enthymeme based on audience assumptions 

about probable cause counted as rhetoric, but not the testimony of witnesses (37-38). 

Latour's willingness to admit that a greater variety of things (humans, nonhumans, 

representations, instruments) can be associated in a persuasive act—or, as he would say, a 

stable fact—allows him to more fully account for persuasion in science than does a theory 

of rhetoric that would cut off the world of discourse from its referents, hi so doing, even 

^ See, for example, Cox and Ruyle (1986), Ruyle, Roundy and Cox (1988), Anable, McClaran and Ruyle 
(1992), McClaran and Anable (1992), and Roundy, Taylorson and Sumrall (1992). These articles are 
published in four different journals (see references). They also give evidence of changing attitudes toward 
the desirability of Lehmann lovegrass spread. 
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though he does not himself focus on rhetoric or persuasion, Latour's theory of the 

stabilization of facts creates an equivalency between persuasion and knowledge. Rhetoric 

is epistemic not because it represents an external reality, but because it is constitutive of 

reality. 

Yet Latour makes grander claims than just that he provides for a full accounting 

of the associations linked together to create the hard knot of a fact. Latour claims that his 

approach does away with the dichotomy of epistemology and ontology (145-46). Latour's 

argument is based on viewing "things" (his primary example is of microbes) as having 

"historicity," a term he borrows from the philosophy of history to mean not just that time 

passes, but that, in its passing, it transforms the world (306). To make this argument, 

Latour distinguishes between two types of history: linear and sedimented. Linear time 

refers simply to the passing of years, whereas sedimented refers to the way human 

understanding of a single year changes as time passes. So, in linear time, in 1864 

spontaneous generation existed, and airborne germs did not. In sedimented time, after 

Pasteur's persuasive 1865 experiments, airborne germs always existed, even in our re

configured understanding of 1864, a process Latour calls retrofitting (172-73, 170). It is 

customary to think of scientific truths according to sedimented time: evolution, for 

example, has been going on long before Darwin's visit to the Galapegos, as 

paleontologists have proven to the satisfaction of the majority of science-educated 

thinkers, with the notable exception of a certain type of fundamentalists. Latour 

encourages his readers to think in linear time to see things as having a historicity not 

reflected in the language of scientific truths that pertain always and everywhere. Perhaps 
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the most famihar example is to think of Ptolemaic and Copemican astronomy as different 

perspectives based on a different location from which to view motion, rather than as a 

false theory superseded by a true one. To apply linear time to the less familiar context of 

the Darwinian example would be to engage ideas about species variation (or similar 

concepts) in the way that was customary in different time periods, rather than to apply 

present knowledge to wipe out all past forms of creating associations (links) to 

understand the world. 

The concept of historicity underscores that history is made up of shifting 

relationships between humans and nonhumans. Knowledge, to repeat, is constituted out 

of and constitutive of relationships. Applying to the past contemporary knowledge about 

microbes, to use Latour's example, is an anachronism that attempts to force the past in 

the patterns of contemporary relationships, hi the case of microbes, it effaces the 

historical participation of humans in relationships with nonhumans. It is in this sense that 

Latour argues that historicity collapses the relationship between epistemology and 

ontology. The relationships that constitute rhetoric's epistemic function are ontologically 

real. In the section below, I apply this argument to the specific case of grazing 

management in desert grasslands ecosystem. However, I develop it further by using the 

concept of historicity not only to explain the past, but also to examine the contingency of 

the future. 
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Informed Decision-Making: Agents of the Future 

In the case of a concept like evolution, it is perhaps difficult, for those who accept 

the concept at all, to avoid a sedimented perspective. What does linearity add? After 

Darwin, evolution had a new type of reality, one that was open to social scrutiny and a 

manipulative agency that extended far beyond the practices of livestock and plant 

breeders. For example, the development of the idea of evolution added a whole new set of 

possibilities to social development, including both the eventually debunked eugenics 

movement and the currently cutting-edge developments in the field of molecular biology. 

Neither of these sciences are purely about a knowledge out-there. Eugenics served the 

cause it believed in, racial inferiority, by contributing to both oppressive conditions and 

the dominance of mind-sets that helped confirm its tenants to those who accepted them in 

the first place. With molecular biology comes new inventions in biological engineering, 

inventions that are changing history. Scientific facts that are meant to describe the world 

are historical, then, also in the sense that they provide opportunities for humans to 

respond to them in ways that change history, creating new links to those facts as they do. 

Let me return to our familiar example, facts about the interactions of cows and 

grass. If someone knows that cows are able to participate in the restoration of a grassland, 

then that affects the decisions that get made. For starters, those who want grasslands will 

put cows on the land, providing cows and grass an opportunity to interact. Compare this 

to the opposite example, those who would remove all cows from grasslands because they 

are convinced that such measures are necessary to save the ecosystem. If these people win 

the argument and no cows remain in southern Arizona, then the claim that cows plant 
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grass becomes, of necessity, historically untrue. No cows means no cows are planting 

grass. 

What this example underscores is that the above claims cannot only be answered 

in terms of logic. The debate could not proceed without its scientific methods, its 

experiential and local knowledge, its standards for comparisons, and its scientific 

specifications of types of grass, types of soil, climate. These are all crucial to knowledge 

about ecological interactions. However, so is human agency, the managerial control of 

ecological interactions created by manipulation of key factors in those interactions, such 

as the presence or absence of cows, the time of year that a specific area is grazed and for 

how long, or which measures are being taken to impact vegetation, such as reseeding (but 

which seeds?) or species removal (such as by chaining mesquites or junipers). These 

decisions are influenced by available ways of knowing, but they in turn influence what 

type of knowledge gets made. This is perhaps underscored in grasslands ecology, a 

science that typically does not proceed via twenty-four hour petri dish incubations or 

similarly controlled laboratory experiments, although there are exceptions, such as Bruce 

Roundy, Raymond Taylorson and Lee Sumrall's 1992 seed germination experiments. In 

contrast, most range science experiments tie up parcels of land for several years before 

the experiment is considered complete and peer-reviewed knowledge comes out of it. 

Wildlife ecology, which is frequently more heavily based in field work and observation 

than in experimental manipulation, can also take many years to arrive at something a 

community agrees is a fact. Sociologists often point out that you cannot experimentally 

manipulate a whole society just to generate knowledge. Ecologists are up against a 
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similarly complex problem. A part of this complexity is that social decisions are forever 

impinging on what is happening ecologically in a given place. 

Consequently, it is perhaps best to think in terms of socioecology. In the expanded 

world of socioecology, who gets to decide what is of immense importance. Overall, 

Latour leaves this statement implicit. For example, most readers can infer from Latour's 

discussion of Joliot's experiments during World War II that political maneuvers in a 

power-laden international arena are crucial to experimental outcomes. Perhaps most 

pertinently, Latour discusses the strategic acquisition of heavy water from Norway as an 

essential aspect of this scientific process (84). This account relies heavily on 

acknowledging the importance of developing strategic alliances; however, it does not 

thoroughly analyze how such alliances are able to be developed and hov/ power 

differentials impact who wins in this game. Other areas in Latour's analysis even more 

tellingly demonstrate that Latour's focus marginalizes power issues and its role in 

scientific knowledge-making. For example, when discussing pedology Latour explicitly 

separates his rule as a philosopher from sociology, noting: "I apologize in advance to the 

reader, because I am going to omit many aspects of this field trip that pertain to the 

colonial situation" (27). While I.atour promises later to address the evacuated social 

context of his early example, the furthest he ever takes that promise is in the Joliot 

example already discussed. 

However, where Latour leaves off, Epstein steps in. Using a theoretical 

framework that integrates Latourian science studies with media studies, the sociology of 

medicine, and social movement theory, especially social movement framing theory. 



Epstein analyzes AIDS research in a way that fully demonstrates the role of power in the 

creation of medical knowledge (19). For example, Epstein points out that, historically, 

white gay males have been the traditional research subject for ATDS-related medical 

experiments, with the consequent result that medical remedies are often most effective on 

this specialized population, a population that frequently receives the additional incentive 

of free inclusion in clinical trials, meaning that they receive free medications and care, hi 

contrast, minorities, children, and women of child-bearing age (regardless of their intent 

to have children) are typically left out of medical experiments, making the drugs less 

available to these persons and the effect of the drugs less certain (258-60). As another 

example, the preference of medical researchers for "clean data" from "pure" subjects, 

those who have not previously taken medication, leads to the development of drugs that 

are less effective on those who have been battling diseases such as AIDS for years. At the 

same time, this practice puts undue pressure on those with AIDS to decide which study to 

volunteer for, knowing they are likely to only get one chance at freely acquiring otherwise 

expensive medications (253-54). These examples demonstrate that it is not enough to 

argue, with Latour, that knowledge-construction depends upon how different aspects of 

the world (congressional appropriations, human bodies, drugs, clinicians, etiologists) are 

mobilized in an experiment. Instead, it is necessary also to directly address how power 

relations impact how these aspects of the world are mobilized. In Epstein's case, this 

means examining how outcomes are politically shaped by social movement organizations, 

the dominant medical establishment, the government (as a frinding source), 

pharmaceutical companies, and other entities. 



Not surprisingly, then, Epstein understands his analysis to suggest "directions for 

the development of a more comprehensive inquiry into the politics of knowledge in 

modem Western societies" (5). This requires not only knowing what different elements— 

in my case, sociological and ecological elements—come together in the making of a 

knowledge-claim, but also understanding the political maneuvering necessary to make 

those appear salient to the world. It is perhaps telling that Epstein chose to focus on the 

work of a social movement where Latour preferred to focus his examples on either 

success stories such as Pasteur or cases working more fully within establishment science. 

While, once again, Latour's theory is amenable to considerations of power, those 

concerns are somewhat invisible from the perspective of the in-group. This conclusion is 

supported by Sandra Harding's reading of Hegel's master-slave metaphor. Harding argues 

that while the master thinks the slave's actions flow naturally from his own will, the slave 

understands not only the master's power over him but also his internal resistance. That is, 

only the slave is in the position to see the clash between his will and the master's. 

Harding extrapolates: those at the margins are in the best position to understand power 

differentials and how they shape which actions are accomplished and (she continues) 

even what (scientific, in her case) knowledge gets made (59). Is it surprising, then, that 

Latour's storytelling makes Joliot's politics appear to be more like a competitive race 

than a more involved power struggle? In contrast, from the perspective of an originally 

excluded group seeking inclusion, as was the case of those in the social movement 

studied by Latour, the role of power and the need to find strategies for changing power 

relations is heightened. 
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Epstein's leading question, the focus that provides his entry into the issues he 

studies, is the question of how debaters establish the authority to be part of decisions 

pertaining to medical research and practice. The attempt to achieve credibility is seen by 

Epstein as a struggle (3). There are certainly multiple routes to establishing the credibility 

to speak. For example, Peter Duesburg, a leading proponent of a theory that AIDS is the 

result of a degenerate lifestyle, initially developed his credentials through standard 

institutional challenges: higher education, faculty research, publications and prestigious 

honors such as the National Institute of Health Outstanding Investigator Award and 

election to the National Academy of Sciences (111, 105-06). Yet his specialties, retroviral 

and oncogene research, did not grant him credibility to argue about AIDS etiology on the 

basis of no original research, at least to many scientists (107). The news media, however, 

thought that Duesburg clearly had enough credentials to be the authoritative "other side" 

for their two-sided reporting (175). Through using the public news arena, therefore, 

Duesburg gained national attention he might not have gained had he kept his credibility 

struggle to institutional science alone. Yet his credibility in a public arena forced some 

institutional scientists to address his claims as well. Indeed, Robert Gallo's original 

refusal to address Duesburg's claims, on the basis that they did not warrant discussion, 

backfired within the arena of popular opinion and led him to later write against Duesburg 

for a popular audience (115-16, 139). 

An almost opposite strategy to gain credibility is demonstrated by AIDS activists. 

By using attention-grabbing protest events, AIDS activists were able to popularize a 

critique of establishment science that gave the movement some renown. Through 
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extensive study of medical literature (typically conducted outside of institutional 

channels, such as in movement organization study groups ), AIDS activists began making 

credible cases for their ability to add to the scientific discussion. For example, in one 

incident they were able to convince a statistician that their criticisms of methodologies 

should influence statistical practice (247). By effectively using non-institutional channels, 

AIDS activists eventually won an institutionalized voice in AIDS research (338). 

What Epstein's examples demonstrate is that how one establishes credibility 

cannot be simply accounted for in terms of who has done the most research, or who has 

the most credentials, or who has the most logical way to account for evidence. Credibility 

depends in large part on the arena in which one is writing or speaking. Epstein 

demonstrates this claim by closely examining the multiple and intersecting ways that 

debaters approach conflict over AIDS. He demonstrates that there are arenas with 

pluralist means for entry (credentials for medicine, a newsworthy story for the media, 

etc.) but these arenas intersect. A successful bid for credibility in one arena can help gain 

(or lose) entry into another. 

So where does this leave us in our discussion of scientific knowledge-

construction? As Latour points out, scientific knowledge requires the mobilization of 

various elements of the world into a context where they can become a fact, such as 

experimental apparata, trained interpreters of experiments, people who are qualified to 

judge the conclusions of others (for Latour, this means scientific peers; Epstein 

demonstrates that different standards of judgment and different publics can be called on 

in different arenas), the material world referenced by the fact, and any necessary social 
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supporters (funding sources, those able to authorize or publicize research). From Epstein, 

we receive a much fuller sense of how credibility—and the power to influence derived 

from it—influences the ability of different groups to mobilize resources as they choose. 

Also, from Epstein's concern for social movement theory and its consideration of 

strategy, we develop a sense of how the balance of power can shift in response to 

successful attempts to establish credibility in any one of interconnected forums for 

argumentation. 

hi sum, to make full use of this expanded understanding of how scientific 

knowledge gets made requires answering the following questions: 

• How is decision-making structured? 

• What are the routes to influence in each structure? 

• How do these political struggles impact what type of knowledge gets made, by whom, 

for what purpose? 

The first question, about the structure of decision-making, points especially to legal 

arenas for making decisions. For example, one of the answers for Epstein would point to 

Congress' power to respond to introduce legislation that supports activists' demands 

(299). hi general, answers to this question would point to relevant governments (e.g. 

Federal, State, County, etc.) and the pertinent aspects of their executive, legislative, and 

judicial branches, as well as to the public's direct control over these governments through 

voting. On a smaller scale, answers to this question would highlight private authority such 

as, in the case of southern Arizona grazing, the legal authority of ranchers to determine 

how to use their deeded (private) lands. The second question, about routes to influence, 
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point to most of those elements discussed in the Epstein examples, such as media 

influence, public opinion and its impact on legislators, etc. These ways of influencing 

decision-making influence what gets mobilized in the process of making knowledge and, 

reciprocally, what knowledge will be persuasively used for making management 

decisions, hi the next section, I will use these questions for a rhetorical analysis of 

debates over grazing in Arizona. 

Routes to Decision-Making in Southern Arizona 

In the debate over grazing in southern Arizona's grasslands, the historical status 

quo favors ranchers. Many ranching families date back to early Arizona settlers and have 

historic ties to Arizona's government in the same way that, for examples, early Virginians 

had disproportionate connections to and influence over the U.S. government. However, 

with the rise of the environmentalist movements in the 1960s and the increasing 

urbanization of Arizona, the balance of power is becoming more ambiguous. This is 

reflected in my interviews, in that a number of informants coming from a wide array of 

structural positions represent themselves as the political underdog. For example, a 

conservationist explained to me that the political pressure to develop land makes it more 

difficult now to define conservation in opposition to both ranching and development, 

since ranchers and conservationists, he argued, needed to collaborate if they were to have 

any chance at opposing more powerful developers. Many of the ranchers I interviewed 

claim they experience economic hardship, pointing to the rapidity with which other 

ranchers are going out of business, and they attribute this hardship, in part, to demands 
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made by nonranchers, including environmentalists, recreational users of public lands and 

developers. Government agents, for their part, told me they have become less effective 

because they now spend more time making photocopies in response to Freedom of 

Information Act requests and, consequently, less time doing other aspects of their job 

such as advising ranchers or conducting vegetation transects. In each of these cases, my 

interviewees represent others as having enough power to constrain or even threaten their 

occupation. 

There is likely to be some political advantage to representing oneself as the 

underdog. This rhetorical move may frequently create sympathy. Additionally, it creates a 

clear imperative for acting on behalf of the threatened parties. However, the disagreement 

over just who is most marginalized is best explained as more than political posturing. 

Instead, it reflects the varied structures available to influence the outcome of the debate. 

Different debaters have more power in some forums and less in others. In southern 

Arizona, means to influence the grazing debate are as diverse as the organizations and 

government entities that have jurisdiction over Arizona lands. For example, the executive 

branch of the federal government is involved due to appointments of the Interior 

Secretary (with jurisdiction over the BLM), the Secretary of Agriculture (with jurisdiction 

over the Forest Service), and even judges. The judicial branch is increasingly involved as 

both environmentalists and ranching industry organizations use lawsuits as a way to 

influence policy. (See, for example, the 2000 Supreme Court Case "Public Lands Council 

V. Babbitt.) Finally, the congressional branch is crucial in both its legislative and 

appropriations capacities. On a state level, the Governor, legislature, and courts all have 



opportunities to influence political decision-making over Arizona's lands. Key 

appointments to Arizona Game and Fish and to the State Land Department are also 

significant. Finally, the decisions of Arizona's counties also have influence on land use. 

Those counties most relevant to this dissertation are the southern counties of Pima, Santa 

Cruz, and Cochise, although others also figure in. Also significant is Arizona's most 

populated and powerful county, Maricopa. For nonpublic lands, which are less frequently 

addressed in this dissertation (as well as in the debate as a whole), ownership provides a 

degree of autonomy over decision-making, within limits, especially those set by the 

Endangered Species Act. Private lands include the deeded portions of ranches and 

nonprofit purchases of land for conservation purposes. While lands controlled by Native 

American governments (reservation lands) are also ecologically relevant to debates, and 

some, such as Northern Arizona's Navajo lands, are widely considered to be overgrazed, 

there is a tendency in many forums, such as in Pima County's Sonoran Desert 

Conservation Plan (SDCP), to make these lands marginal to mainstream public concerns. 

(For example, county maps of habitat variation prepared by the SDCP's Science and 

Technical Advisory Team do not address the lands of the Tohono O'odham Nation.) I 

replicate this tendency in my discussion. Typical reasons for leaving Native American 

lands out of the debate are linked to Native American autonomy, whether through respect 

or acknowledgment of the practical difficulties of influencing decision-making on this 

land, or a combination of both forces. Similarly, the lands of private individuals are also 

less central, also because of their relative degree of autonomy from political influence. 

However, private and public lands are connected not only ecologically, but also 
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managerially since ranches generally combine lands with different owners. Consequently, 

private lands do figure in debates, to an extent. 

While these are the principle structures through which to control decision-making, 

the mechanisms to influence those structures are more diverse. Voting is certainly one 

mechanism. It is itself amenable to multiple forms of influence, such as media attention 

and bias and grassroots and interest group efforts to sway public opinion. Attempts to 

influence voters are a key form of social movement activity, perhaps especially in the 

case of urban environmentalist movements. For example, the League of Conservation 

Voters sends direct mail to its members with information about which candidates support 

conservationist causes. The organization's web site urges voters to contact candidates and 

elected officials and ask them, among other things, whether officials support the 

Endangered Species Act, pointing out that livestock interests and other activities threaten 

the integrity of the legislation. Actions such as these are perhaps the most direct route for 

environmentalist organizations to influence legislative action both on the State and 

Federal level. 

One of the more immediately effective routes for environmentalist organizations 

to influence public policy, however, is through the courts. This route is most often used 

by radical or preservationist groups. The effectiveness of this route is in turn determined 

by federal legislation, most notably the Endangered Species Act of 1973 together with its 

1978 amendments. At the end of this chapter, in a short case study titled "The Forest 

Guardians Take Cows to Court," I will discuss the decision-making role of the courts 

more fully. 
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One of the impacts of the growing environmentahst movement is that each of its 

successes has increasingly made it the beneficiary of the status quo. For example, winning 

legislative victories in the form of the Endangered Species Act and the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) have enabled subsequent courtroom victories. 

Historically, however, ranchers are the beneficiaries of the status quo, as Charles Davis 

claims in "Politics and Public Rangeland Policy" (74). Ranchers win by staying in 

ranching, although they might at times seek increases in stocking rates. In contrast, 

environmentalists win by expanding the amount of land in conservationist or 

preservationist programs. Yet the increasing effectiveness of environmentalists is 

beginning to put substantial pressure on ranchers. While government agencies are named 

in lawsuits more frequently than are ranchers, changes in agency policies directly affect 

ranch management. Additionally, ranchers are pressured by the economic situation, which 

is in turn often influenced by ecology. For example, in a drought period, ranchers face 

economic hardship, often necessitating that they sell off parts of their core herd at 

depressed prices, or else pay for supplemental feed and hope that the drought ends soon. 

At times, the USD A provides ranchers with subsidized emergency loans, such as in May 

2002 when Secretary of Agriculture Ann Veneman declared Arizona a drought disaster 

area. These subsidies have been ineffectively protested by activist groups. 

Ranchers face other economic challenges also, including the disparity between 

fixed costs of doing business and the escalation of relative costs created by increasing 

development pressures. Grazing public lands can be seen as a partial corrective for the 

missed opportunity cost of not selling private lands. Those antigrazing activists I 
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interviewed, however, argued that grazing fees are below market levels, representing a 

subsidy to ranchers. In fact, a couple of ranchers I spoke to also claimed that fees were 

too low. These economic supports are a key benefit to preserving ranching, although 

ranchers will argue that they, in turn, are the cornerstone of rural economies, a point that 

is also in dispute. 

These economic conditions demonstrate how ranchers might construe themselves 

as marginalized even while some environmentalists claim the opposite, hi the future, one 

of the key measures of ranchers' persuasiveness and political success is likely to be 

whether the government continues to appropriate funds that support ranchers' economic 

interests. These funds might be direct relief or assistance with the cost of putting in new 

wells, fences, or other developments legally called "improvements," to the dismay of 

antigrazing activists. For example, one rancher told me that he was called in to mediate a 

dispute between another rancher and National Forest Service. The rancher was being 

required to keep his cattle out of a riparian area, a requirement that he argued was 

ecologically unnecessary. The resolution of the disagreement was that, since the 

mediating rancher also thought the cattle were doing no harm, the National Forest Service 

agreed to pay for a new well as a compensatory water supply. In this case, the ability of 

the mediator to successfully argue against a policy that most environmentalists 

(conservationists and preservations alike) consider to be ecologically necessary resulted 

in a clear economic benefit to another rancher. Given that ranching power often is 

illustrated in economic terms (some ranchers claimed they could not stay in business if 

government support were to disappear without other changes), it is not surprising that 
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antigrazing organizations such as the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity or the 

Forest Guardians put energy into attacking ranching economics despite the dominance 

within these organizations of ecology-based rationales for opposing grazing. 

Just as the political scene and its influence on decision-making looks different 

from an environmentalist or ranching perspective, it also looks different to government 

agents. One agent I interviewed, who had once worked for the BLM before moving to a 

more consultation-based role, found herself fhistrated as a BLM agent in her attempts to 

work with ranchers because her decisions were largely based on the national political 

framework and on who got appointed to key positions such as Interior Secretary. She 

recounted that a rancher once responded to a proposal she had made by saying: 

'I'm not worried about you, [agent,] we can make a deal and I know you're 
going to stick by it. And we'll get whatever done what we want to get 
done,' he says, 'but your bosses change, you know, the administration 
changes back and forth,' he says. 'You can make me a promise tomorrow 
and Bruce Babbitt with a stroke of a pen can make it illegal for you to do 
what you promised.' 

As this agent pointed out, the variability in her discretion, and its effect on her working 

relationships, caused enough frustration to contribute to her decision to change the arena 

she worked in. Other agents, however, have more discretionary power, such as agents 

from Arizona's State Land Department, which is more loosely structured than the BLM. 

Indeed, there is general agreement among the ranchers I interviewed that state lands are 

best to work with because ranchers are allowed more freedom in management decision

making on state than on federal lands. This perception held equally for the most 

traditional ranchers I spoke to, such as those who believed fully that cows were essential 
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for the range, and the most innovative, whose ecological principles most closely 

approximated those of antigrazing activists on all points other than the feasibility of 

including cows within a healthy ecosystem. Not surprisingly, antigrazing activists are 

particularly critical of state land management. Despite different degrees of flexibility and 

oversight, however, all government agents are, by their attention to procedure, partially 

constrained by what Paul du Gay calls a "bureaucratic ethos" (162). Du Gay defends this 

ethos as "an important ethical and political resource in liberal democratic regimes 

because it serves to divorce the administration of public life from private moral 

absolutisms" (163). hi their role as public servants, then, agents are required to respond 

practically to policy decisions made through political arenas. However, their role in the 

day-to-day application of those decisions should not be underestimated. Additionally, as 

interpreters of policy, and as agents of public organizations whose legislated missions 

might be different than the goals of the publics they work with directly (such as ranchers 

or recreationists), how these agents choose to negotiate competing concerns does have 

significant influence over the outcome of management decisions. 

What this overview points to is the diversity of the paths to making decisions 

about ranching, as well as the great variability of the political arena depending on 

perspective. However, I would like to further focus this discussion by looking at a few 

examples, mini-case studies, that can further demonstrate the usefulness of the questions 

identified at the end of the last section. Again, these are: 

• How is decision-making structured? 

• What are the routes to influence in each structure? 
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• How do these political struggles impact what type of knowledge gets made, by whom, 

for what purpose? 

Case 1: The Forest Guardians Take Cows to Court 

In late November of 2001, a court decision related to grazing was making 

newspapers across the state. The following summary is typical: 

The Arizona Supreme Court has cleared another hurdle from the path of 
conservation groups that want to lease state grazing land and return it to 
pre-grazing conditions. On Nov. 21, [2001,] the Arizona Supreme Court 
ruled 4-1 that the state land department can't deny conservation groups the 
right to bid on state grazing leases. The decision reversed the land 
department's 1997 denial of three bids by Santa Fe-based Forest 
Guardians and Jon Tate, founder of the Tucson-based hunters' group 
Western Gamebird Alliance. (Jenkins) 

The above case is seen by antigrazing activists as a major victory for their cause. After 

years of litigation and contrary judgments in both trial court and a court of appeals, 

activists had finally won the right to bid on state lands grazing leases for the express 

purpose of resting the land for the entire ten-year lease period (Forest Guardians v. Wells 

2). While the victory is only partial—the right to have bids seriously considered does not 

ensure they will be granted—it is a substantive change over the prior status quo, where, 

according to both a state lands interviewee and the Arizona Supreme Court's opinion on 

this case, bids from these organizations were previously dismissed without any 

consideration. The decision, in effect, opens up a new avenue of action for organizations 

such as the Forest Guardians. And a new avenue for action is a new way to mobilize. By 

"mobilize," I refer both to the way that successful social movement strategies can lead to 
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further collective mobilization in support of the same strategies and to the Latourian use 

of the term to indicate the historically contingencies of fact creation. That is, if the leases 

are granted, ten years from now facts on the impact of ten years of rest will be available 

on these lands. If the leases are not granted, all facts generated from that land will have to 

take into account the recent involvement of cows in their construction. The court case, 

then, demonstrates how activists can effect decision-making, but it also helps to 

determine who makes knowledge and what is mobilized in the creation of that 

knowledge. 

The court ruling hinged on a clause in Arizona's Enabling Act (later incorporated, 

by reference, into the Arizona Constitution) (Forest Guardians v. Wells 15). Section 28 of 

the Enabling Act and Article X of the Arizona Constitution "establishes the school land 

trust and prohibits sale or lease of trust lands 'except to the highest and best bidder at a 

public auction'" (Forest Guardians and Tate v. Wells 6; Enabling Act qtd. In Forest 

Guardians and Tate v. Wells 6). The court decided that, since the bids of the Forest 

Guardians and John Tate were higher than the bids of the ranchers who received the 

leases, then the State Land Department and J. Dennis Wells, Commissioner, had violated 

the constitution by not considering the bids as the "highest" use. What now remains to the 

discretion of the State Land Commissioner is determining the "highest and best" use. 

According to the majority justices: 

What is highest is decided arithmetically; in the present case. Plaintiffs' 
bids were highest. What is best is a mixed question of fact and law on 
which the Commissioner has considerable discretionary decision-making 
power. ... We do not diminish that discretion. But restoration and 
preser\'ation are already and must continue to be considered legitimate 
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uses for land that, according to the Commissioner's classification, has no 
higher and better use than grazing. Otherwise, grazing lessees could 
continue to graze stock until the land is damaged and its value destroyed. 
This fact, no doubt, is one of the reasons why the statutes and regulations 
presently permit issuance of non-use permits for grazing land. (11) 

This quoted section is as far into ecology as the majority opinion moved, although the 

justices also cited testimony that the lands had been "overgrazed and reduced to a 

'moonscape' in need of restoration" while noting that photographs supported the 

description (9). Additionally, ecological arguments were not necessarily the key deciding 

factor in the case, as the Arizona Education Association presented a friendly brief in 

support of the Plaintiffs because of its interest in increasing school funding (9). The 

outcome of the court decision, consequently, is a combination of constitutional law (itself 

based largely on how Congress chose to govern territories in the nineteenth century), 

school interests, arguments that grazing damages the land, and a court system validating a 

particular way to combine these concerns. The final decision about who is granted the 

leases will be further determined by the State Land Commissioner's discretion and 

judgment regarding the best use of the land. Attempts to influence the Commisioner's 

decision will bring into play arguments such as one cited by the case's dissenting judge, 

that the land would have already been withdrawn from grazing without private action if 

the ecological conditions warranted it (18). This argument, which counters the position of 

the plaintiffs, is supported by ranchers such as Jim Chilton, a politically active rancher 

from the Arivaca region near the Mexican border, who argues that allowing long-term 

(i.e., multi-generational) lease renewals is the only way to ensure a sense of ownership 

and a derivative stewardship for the land (Tobin). However, in spite of the uncertainties 
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caused by commissioner discretion, the Forest Guardians is in the midst of a campaign to 

raise a one milhon dollar endowment in the hope of controUing up to 100,000 acres of the 

state's "crown jewels" (i.e., land with water) (Jenkins, Tobin). What future the land sees, 

what type of ecosystem develops on that land, and what type of science the land 

management is amenable to depends on the outcome of all these factors. 

Prior to the ruling, groups such as the Forest Guardians had fewer means to 

become key agents in land management decisions. Their primary means of acting was 

through litigation, based on the Endangered Species Act or NEPA violations (for 

example, an appeal of the 1998 Forest Ser\dce Baseline/Horsesprings Environmental 

Assessment which found "no significant impact" on relevant portions of the Apache-

Sitgreaves National Forest) (Homing). While these approaches have had some effect, 

especially in riparian areas, they have not provided the Forest Guardians with any direct 

managerial control over land. If the Forest Guardians succeed in purchasing grazing 

leases, their agency over the land will have significantly changed. 

What this case demonstrates is the interrelationships between language use, 

structures of decision-making, and knowledge. The Forest Guardians i s an environmental 

organization but, in the legal forum of Arizona courts, arguments based on the state 

constitution and on education took precedence over ecological argument. Ecological 

argument, however, was still significant in the case, and it became increasing significant 

in response to the court's ruling that the State Land Commissioner must reconsider the 

"best" use of the land given that the Forest Guardians were legally determined to be 

offering the "highest" use of the land. In other words, the successful use of argumentation 
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in one forum altered the relevant forum for decision-making, moving it from the courts 

back to the Commissioner, and in the process of changing forums, the relative weight 

given to ecological rhetoric changed as well. 

There is not only a dynamic relationship between forum and rhetorical topic, 

however, but also between decision-making and the formation of knowledge. As 

discussed above, whoever wins the grazing leases will control the ecological development 

of the land in question. If the Forest Guardians win, they will not only rest the land from 

grazing but use it for study of the effects of rest. This will help in the construction of 

ecological knowledge about rest—a different type of knowledge than could be created if 

cattle continue to graze the land. The political and historical contingencies that determine 

who has managerial control over the land, consequently, will determine what knowledge 

gets created and how that knowledge will feed back into future argumentation about the 

fate of land in Arizona. 

Case 2: The Regional Collaborative Land Action Group 

The next case I wish to discuss also illustrates the dynamic relationship between 

structures of decision-making and knowledge creation, showing how both influence, and 

are reciprocally influenced by, argumentation. Yet this example has the additional merit 

of demonstrating a case where historic antagonists in grazing debates found a way to 

dialogically collaborate in land management. The weakness of this example is that I know 

about it from one source only, and base my analysis fully on his narrative. However, 

publicly available information (which I will not cite as a way to keep the information I 
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learned through the interview private) corroborates many of my source's claims such as, 

for example, the existence of the collaborative team and the identities of key participants 

in it. Additionally, while I admit it would be more useful if I had more perspectives on the 

collaboration available, my analysis of this one perspective does provocatively point to 

rhetorical dynamics that are successful in creating unique solutions to entrenched sources 

of conflict. 

Jonathan and Melinda Spittler (pseudonyms) bought a ranch that was primarily 

composed of leases for grazing Forest Service land. One year later, they advertised their 

desire to hold public meetings with anyone who had an interest in this land. At the first 

meeting, Jonathan recalls, a man attended 

who had been a principal signer on a number of lawsuits filed against the 
Forest Service . . . who was one of, kind of, the main people in [an 
environmental activist group] and they had gone in with, well, a couple of 
other environmental groups and filed suit against the forest and grazing 
decisions in several instances. 

According to Jonathan, this man came to the meeting and introduced himself by saying 

"I'm committed to abolishing grazing on public lands." Now, Jonathan claims, "That guy 

is now one of my greatest supporters." What had changed? 

Out of that initial rancher-initiated meeting, a working group formed that I will 

give the pseudonym "Regional Collaborative Land Action Group" (RCLAG). Before I 

move further with my analysis, I wish to pause for a moment to discuss the uniqueness of 

this collaboration. In the last decade, a number of collaborative forums have been crafted 

to try to help those with opposing commitments to start debating with one another and 

making knowledge through that process of debate. Two of the better known such forums 



are the Quivira Coalition and the Malpai Borderlands Group. The Quivira Coalition, 

headquartered in Santa Fe, was incorporated, according to its web site, by two 

conservationists and a rancher in 1997. While its projects are primarily focused on New 

Mexico, its influence is extensive in Arizona. Many ranchers and government agents 

recommended to me its publications. Its primary participants are ranchers, government 

agencies, and one environmental organization, the Nature Conservancy. The Nature 

Conservancy is also the sole environmental organization represented in the Udall Center's 

Common Ground Roundtable which, unlike the Quivira Coalition and the Malpai Group, 

which both manage extant ranches as well as having a public education component, is 

primarily a think tank for identifying common concerns (such as the increase in rates of 

development) and developing possible policy responses to those concerns. All these 

collaborations have created partnerships among groups that were formally distrustful of 

each other, especially by changing ranchers' perceptions of the Nature Conservancy and 

making it possible for that conservationist organization to work with ranchers after 

previously alienating much of the rural community. Noticeably absent from these 

collaborations, however, are preservation-oriented environmental organizations such as 

those I have been identifying as antigrazing organizations. Although one interviewee told 

me that the Common Ground Roundtable did invite these more radical organizations to 

send representatives to the collaboration, they chose not to come. Martin Taylor, my 

interviewee from the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity, explained that the whole 

premise of the group, which was that participants would find common ground, 

automatically excluded his organization, making it pointless for the CBD to send 
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representatives. What these multiple collaborations demonstrate is that, no matter what 

else they have accomplished, they have not involved all those who care about ecosystem 

health. 

RCLAG, however, did succeed in getting antagonists to speak directly to one 

another. Given the above context, even the first meeting where an antigrazing activist 

chose to tell the Spittlers he meant to put them out of business was a rhetorical 

accomplishment and a move toward a more dialogic approach to debate. This 

accomplishment was the result of a meeting advertisement that invited anyone who cared 

about the land, without stipulating what it meant to care about the land or what 

commitments were required from participants. The next rhetorical step was a procedural 

rule that disallowed participants from representing organizations, thereby requiring them 

to speak only for themselves, hi chapter four, I discussed how this procedural rule 

prevented participants from reifying their own identities, opening them up to the 

possibility of shifting their rhetorical position in response to dialogue with others. This 

step was crucial to the dialogic nature of the collaboration. As it has already been 

discussed at length elsewhere, however, at this point I wish to instead analyze how the 

group negotiated ecological disagreement. 

Each meeting of RCLAG took place in a different region of the ranch. The regions 

were chosen for their ecological variation. This allowed RCLAG members to debate 

problems and discuss management in the context of specific habitats, limiting the 

rhetorical comparison of apples and oranges or, to be consistent with the terms proposed 

in the last chapter of this dissertation, helping to minimize how arguments become skew 



to each other. Another RCLAG practice, however, went even further to address the 

different conceptual maps (such as differences in preferred evidence) and, even more 

broadly, differences in paradigms (differences in questions, evidence, and interpretations) 

of member debaters. This practice required members to share responsibility for ecological 

monitoring of the land, allowing them to address disagreement in each step of the 

knowledge-construction process as it was being constructed. While collaboration is 

commonly valued within science, RCLAG's collaboration was unique in that membership 

depended not on shared initiation into a scientific community, which would have helped 

to establish a shared paradigm, but only on the open-ended advertisement that anyone 

who cared to could be a part of the decision-making process. 

hi an attempt to develop a more precise understanding of RCLAG's monitoring 

process—as well as out of a desire to understand if there was more conflict in the group 

than the rancher was originally choosing to represent to me—I asked the rancher directly 

if when the group visited, for example, a stand of chaparral, different people in the group 

would articulate that they would be seeing different things going on in the landscape. The 

rancher responded with an anecdote from when the group was trying to determine how 

well plant detritus was reintegrating into the soil. RCLAG needed to classify the dead 

plant material as either litter one or litter two, with litter two being a more positive 

classification because, as the rancher explained, "Litter one is on the surface. Litter two 

is, incorporated, that's, you know, decaying organic matter incorporated into the surface." 

He continued: 
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So you'd have something that's half-way in and half-way out and argue 
about it. 'Well, is that litter one or litter two?' And finally: [Here the 
rancher adopted a higher pitched voice in a parody of fioistration] 'Oh, 
right, you know—[He leaned down from his chair and twisted his thumb 
back and forth pressing into the ground, as if to embed something on the 
surface further into the soil.] Now what is it? 

While this is clearly a case where interpretation is needed to determine what is happening 

on the ground, and where prior inclinations are likely to guide that interpretation, the 

rancher said that the ultimate result of working together at this fine of a level is that 

everyone was basically seeing the same general thing. The group also had an opportunity 

to see their different interpretations as not, ultimately, differences in how well someone 

did science compared to the next person but instead as the consequence of everyone 

having different values they felt they needed to defend. This helped to reconfigure the 

debate from reified ecological argument to a discussion of values. By moving the debate 

away from competing ecological claims, which frequently have the cultural status of 

certain truths, to differing values, which people are culturally more prepared to expect 

and even respect, the reconfiguration of argument provided RCLAG members to develop 

a more open dialogue with each other. 

Out of these discussions, RCLAG members were able to create a shared plan for 

management that addressed both ecological and economic concerns brought by members. 

For example, all members of the group agreed that woody plant encroachment (such as 

the spread of mesquites and j unipers into historic grasslands) was an ecological problem. 

However, many were opposed to the Forest Service's typical way of addressing this 

problem, which is to "chain" the trees (pull them over using chains and tractors) at 
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taxpayer expense. RCLAG instead investigated commercial uses for the ranch's woody 

plants and found a community business group willing to join the collaboration. In the 

resulting plan RCLAG argued that, instead of draining taxpayer money through chaining, 

they had a way to reconstruct a grassland environment while creating jobs for the local 

economy. 

Ultimately, however, the plan was not implemented. Because most of the ranch 

lands were lease lands, the plan required Forest Service approval. According to the 

rancher, members of the bureaucratized Forest Service, perhaps out of fear of lawsuits, 

passed the plan from one desk to another, each claiming that the plan did not fit within 

his or her jurisdiction, hi other words, its creativity and dialogic boundary-crossing could 

not fit within the reified jurisdictional boundaries of the bureaucracy. 

The impact of this bureaucratic inaction was a block to the dialogic process. Most 

significantly, it prevented the dialogic response of the land. While the association of 

RCLAG members had agreed on a future vision, they did not have a chance to implement 

that vision and see if the ecosystem would "agree" to it also by responding to 

management as hoped. RCLAG had a forum for decision-making, but not a forum for 

gaining management authority, and as result of its lack of power, its continuing dialogue 

was effectively blocked. 

Case 3: The Pima County Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan 

hi my final case, I turn to the SDCP, which I have discussed only sporadically, up 

until now, throughout my dissertation. This case provides a good counter to RCLAG 
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because, unlike RCLAG, its government initiation gives it more authority. However, the 

SDCP has been less successful at achieving consensus, its stated goal. Instead, many 

participants have hardened in their opposing positions as the planning process has 

unfolded. I do not wish to underestimate how much the scope of SDCP's goals and 

participation have contributed to its contentiousness. The number of participants (which 

includes anyone in Pima County who wishes to comment) have minimized the weight of 

any one participant's input. The county-wide (as opposed to ranch-wide) scope of 

planning has provided more opportunities for disagreement. My analysis below, however, 

suggests that there may be additional reasons that the SDCP has been less successful than 

RCLAG at promoting dialogic rhetoric. 

This analysis is drawn primarily from my observation of two related SDCP 

meetings. The first is a public January meeting of the Science and Technical Advisory 

Team (STAT), a subcommittee of the SDCP made up of nine biologists (ecologists, 

botanists, wildlife biologists, etc.), the second a public April meeting where STAT 

presented its final recommendations to the SDCP. As a resident of Tucson, I have also 

infonnally followed SDCP's development through newspaper articles and conversations. 

These informal sources of information have certainly colored my understanding by 

creating, for example, a deepening hope that the process will work at curbing wildcat 

development and a frustration at attempts to circumvent the process (for example by 

developing quickly before SDCP can do its work). However, I do not cite these sources 

here, so it is more accurate to state that this case is not about the entire SDCP, but rather 

about an important event within the SDCP, which is the development of scientific 
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recommendations for priority habitat preservation and the presentation of those 

recommendations to the entire SDCP Steering Committee and the interested pubhc at a 

SDCP meeting. 

On January 16, 2002, STAT met in Tucson to present its recommended priorities 

for land and habitat conservation. In addition to STAT members themselves, about 

twenty persons (including myself) were present at this public meeting—significantly 

fewer than would come to an April meeting of the SDCP's Steering Committee, when 

STAT would officially present its recommendations for public comment. Those 

recommendations, however, were decided by the research leading up to the January 

subcommittee meeting. At the January meeting, a biologist presented a series of maps that 

showed habitat variation throughout Pima County, with the exception of Tohono O'Odam 

Nation lands, which are outside the scope of the SDCP. The maps also ranked habitats 

according to priority conservation based on which endangered and threatened species they 

could support. The STAT team members explained their choice to focus on habitat rather 

than on the actual presence of species by arguing that this was both a more holistic 

approach to conservation management and by pointing out that the process of determining 

actual species presence would take too long. 

The meeting was held in a conference room on the University of Arizona campus. 

STAT members were seated at a long oblong table; interested members of the public 

were seated in chairs around the borders of the room. For the first part of the meeting, 

only STAT members spoke. However, shortly after the presentation and discussion of the 

habitat maps, one of the persons seated at the walls interrupted to question STAT's goal 
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and its focus on habitat rather than on species. His question at once demonstrated a desire 

to participate in the scientific process and his lack of understanding of the conventions of 

the scientific community. STAT members responded to his question at first didactically 

but, after he continued questioning the team's process, his questions were eventually 

dismissed and ignored. By that time, however, others from the walls were also criticizing 

STAT's scientific process as well as its findings. Rather than address all the concerns at 

the STAT meeting, one of its members proposed adjourning and deferring debate until 

the April Steering Committee meeting. 

For the April meeting, STAT had developed a full presentation that took the 

majority of the meeting's time. Afterward, members of the SDCP Steering Committee 

(who were, once again, seated at central tables) were allowed to ask questions. Because of 

the number of Steering Committee members, however, they were only allowed one time-

limited question or comment per meeting. Next, with very little time remaining, members 

of the public (who were, once again, seated along the walls) were invited to line up at a 

microphone and speak for one minute each. They were cut off at the end of the minute, 

although some members of the public continued to yell over the moderator's protests. 

Because of the number of people who wanted to speak—^more than the committee 

ultimately made time for—no one responded after each public comment or question. 

This entire process created a number of boundaries that inhibited dialogue. At 

both meetings committee members faced each other and had their backs to the public. At 

both meetings, public comments were marginalized. The STAT meeting's relatively 

small size allowed members to at first show openness to questions and comments, but as 
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comments became more intense, a rhetorical move suggested that those comments 

belonged to the Steering Committee meeting. Notably, that second meeting was not 

rhetorically coded as a scientific meeting, but rather as a planning meeting, so that the 

two-meeting structure created a rhetorical separation between "scientific" 

recommendations and "nonscientific" aspects of plarming, such as concerns about cultural 

preservation (e.g. of archaeological sites or ranching traditions), about economics 

(development pressure) and other issues that, unlike science, were understood to be open 

to nonspecialist debate. At that Steering Committee meeting, however, the sheer number 

of participants made it difficult to not further marginalize each person. Further, the 

structures set up to ensure maximum participation from as many people as possible— 

such as limiting each person's opportunity to speak—also ensured that no one would 

respond directly to each other in a dialogue. The meeting, consequently, took the form of 

a prepared scientific presentation followed by questions, recommendations, and critiques 

that STAT members listened to but did not speak back to. 

There may be no immediately ideal solution to a planning process the size of 

SDCP, but there are ways to move in more dialogic directions. I am thinking in particular 

of conferences I have attended where small groups were formed to allow everyone a 

chance to debate issues in detail before discussion summaries were reported back for 

further dialogue in larger group settings. In my experience, these have been productive, 

not necessarily in generating consensus, but at least in creating understanding, dialogue, 

and producing innovative responses to problems that would likely not have been 

generated outside of a dialogic context. To be fair, STAT members did listen to public 
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comment, and may very well have responded to them in later deliberations that I did not 

participate in. However, the very structure of having a team of expert scientists conduct 

science separately from the rest of the planning process creates the tensions evident at the 

meetings. Unlike in RCLAG, the structure suggests that nonspecialists do not have a 

scientific role in the debate, though they may speak to other aspects of the planning 

process. Given that many members of the public do already base their positions on 

scientific argument, the failure of the SDCP to provide a forum for the public to fully 

engage their different ecological beliefs has contributed to the increasing reification of 

divisions within the planning process. Each of the rhetorically-generated boundaries 

illustrated in this case have led to greater resistance to the ecological arguments of others. 

The Reciprocal Constitution of Rhetoric and Socioecological Relations 

hi this concluding section, I wish to return to Latour's concept of historicity and 

apply it to the role of rhetoric in socioecological relations, hi this chapter, I have argued 

that rhetorical argument, including ecological knowledge-claims, is constituted out of the 

"links" that draw together aspects of the world in relationship. Those links always include 

the knowing (debating) person, but they also include relationships with other hum.ans and 

with nonhumans, such as components of the ecosystem, as well. All knowledge and all 

argument is located within these relationships. 

However, neither knowledge nor socioecological relationships are static. Rhetoric, 

as persuasion, has the potential to change socioecological relationships, hi this chapter, I 

have primary examined how ecological knowledge-claims guide management decisions. 
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The role of rhetoric in these decisions is conditioned by a number of factors, including 

relationships between forums for decision-making, privileged forms of rhetoric within 

those forums and how ecosystems respond to management decisions. These relationships 

raise questions of power and authority over management. When debaters rhetorically 

achieve the power to effect decision-making, then management, and ultimately the land, 

responds to their arguments in ways that may very well change socioecological relations. 

This in turn leads to the production of new knowledge and new ecological arguments for 

the sake of further impacting land management. 

The reciprocal constitution of rhetoric and socioecological relationships 

demonstrates the concept of historicity. Knowledge, constituted within argument (rhetoric 

is epistemic), changes as debaters respond dialogically to each other and to the world 

around them. Yet it is not simply that debaters leam something "more" or "different" 

about a static world. As argument changes, so do socioecological relations, so that there is 

always a series of relational links, albeit contingent ones, between arguments and the 

human and the nonhuman world. 

In the next chapter I return again directly to the contradictory ecological claims 

that were the topic of the previous chapter about skew arguments. Next, I put those 

arguments within a historical context to argue that claims about current ecological 

relations can be better understood as claims about desired future ecosystems. 
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Chapter 7: 

Rhetorical Socioecology and the Future of Science 

This final chapter of part two uses rhetorical analysis to support a hypothesis 

which incorporates the previous three' in a complex statement of the relationship between 

epistemic, argument, desire, and the role of science in all of these. This final hypothesis 

may be stated as: 

• Ultimately, present decisions to affect ecological processes are attempts to create an 

ideal, or at least a better ecosystem in the future. Each claim is potentially workable 

given a different future and is derived from a different vision. However these visions 

may not be fully articulated making different claims appear nonsensical to those 

working within separate paradigms. Therefore, disagreement is articulated as 

differences in scientific understanding although its roots are in differences of desires. 

This hypothesis' focus on desire is not the same as the earlier, discounted suggestion that 

people make pseudoscientific claims to support self-interest. Despite superficial 

similarities, the dismissal of opposing viewpoints as self-interest suggests that claims are 

fully false, whereas the focus on desire instead points to multiple possible futures, with 

the particular ecological dynamics that shape those futures varying according to what 

people seek and, consequently, what management plans they enact. The science that 

explains the dynamics of differing ecosystems, and the routes to their creation, will be 

' See the introductory section of chapters five and six for these three hypotheses. 
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different in its specifics even if general ecological principles have continuity from one 

situation to the next. 

hi the first part of this chapter I will draw from scientific and professional 

literature and from interviews to support my understanding of potential future ecosystem 

differences. The remainder of the chapter will look more closely at specific management 

areas (a wildlife refuge and some ranches) that illustrate these different ecosystem goals. 

First, though, I wish to briefly relate the process that led me to understand the issues in 

the way I do. 

By my third interview I had encountered the competing ecological claims that are 

the topic of part two and I was already begirming to delineate them into the three major 

positions I relate throughout: 1) That cattle assist with grass reseeding; 2) That cattle and 

desert grasslands are fully incompatible; 3) That cattle are not ecologically beneficial, but 

they can be managed to do no harm. My third interview was with an ecology-trained 

range scientist, who worked as a county extension agent. She herself takes the middle 

position in the debate, claiming that, while cows provide no clear benefit to desert 

grasslands, with appropriate management grazing can be compatible with regional 

habitats. However, the agent was familiar with the other positions. Her familiarity was 

key to helping me identify a major source of the claim that cattle can help grasslands. I 

told her: "I've heard from several people that running cattle can actually increase the soil, 

increase the grass cover, and it's not a mechanism that I understand. And I was 

wondering, do you believe that?" Laughing, the agent told me the claim was part of 

Holistic Resource Management, an invention of Allan Savory, which she had just been 
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critiquing as having some positive impact by, for example, promoting rotation and greater 

attention to grass cover. However, she felt Savory's approach to ecology also had 

negative impacts because, in her opinion, it misled people into thinking that they could 

run too many cattle on the land. 

This tip-off provided my first clear guide into what aspects of the professional 

literature to examine to look for sources of the competing claims. Other routes into 

professional and scientific literature came more gradually. At the visitor's center of the U. 

S. Fish and Wildlife's Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge, once a border ranch now 

converted to a refuge, placards discussed the refuge's prescribed fire program and 

attempts to eradicate introduced grasses such as Lehmann lovegrass. The refuge's 

managers hoped to restore bobwhite quail habitat that had been damaged by previous 

grazing. Noting that there was correlation between many of my interviewees' positions on 

the three contrasting ecological claims and their attitudes toward fire and toward 

Lehmann lovegrass, I searched academic journals, especially the Journal of Range 

Management (because it is widely read by my informants), in an attempt to learn more 

about the interrelations of cows, Lehmann lovegrass, native grasses and fire. As I read, in 

accordance with David Bloor's symmetrical analysis which seeks a single theoretical 

framework to account for all beliefs, I looked for scientific evidence that might separately 

explain each of the three viewpoints under discussion, wondering if each set of claims 

could possibly point to different, but viable, future ecosystems. In a footnote on an article 

about federal policies for revegetating with native plants, I discovered a set of definitions 

that captured the distinctions between the three different ecosystem goals I was 
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imagining. The writers offering these definitions had borrowed them fi-om a National 

Academy of the Science publication on mine revegetation and had applied them both to 

fire and to mining sites. Following their lead, I extend these terms also to range 

revegetation. 

The three terms, used by Rebecca Richards, Jeanne Chambers and Christopher 

Ross in "Use of Native Plants on Federal Lands: Policy and Practice," are restoration, 

reclamation, and rehabilitation. Richards and her colleagues classify in the following 

way: 

[R]ehabilitate refers to producing an alternative ecosystem that is 
consistent with existing land uses but that has a different structure and 
function from the original system, such as pastures and croplands; restore 
refers to the manipulation of natural processes of ecological succession to 
create self-organizing native ecosystems as they exist before land 
disturbance, and reclaim refers to creating ecosystems that are self-
organizing and exhibit a high degree of similarity to the original or 
undisturbed ecosystem but may include introduced species that respond 
like the organisms they replace. (626, emphasis in the original) 

Each of these terms applies to ways of responding to land that is currently out of 

equilibrium due to a disturbance radical enough to destroy vegetation, expose topsoil, 

create erosion, and injure watersheds. Disturbances such as these, as used by Richards 

and her colleagues, include mining or the wide-area, intense bums that are characteristic 

of the twentieth century as a result of fire suppression and fuel build-up. But Arizona's 

history of overgrazing exacerbated by drought and El Nino weather patterns has created 

similar problems with erosion and damaged watersheds. Would it be appropriate to think 

of responses to Arizona's desert grasslands in the same way that the National Academy of 

Science thinks about mine revegetation or Richards and her colleagues think about bum 
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site revegetation? Below I discuss the evidence that leads me to believe the answer to this 

question is yes. This form of analysis shifts the grounds of debate, or diffracts it (to again 

use Donna Haraway's term), hi so doing, the analysis has the potential to transform a 

debate currently dead-locked over claims of truth or falsity into one that, by focusing on 

an expanded set of potential future socioecological configurations, opens up new 

possibilities for dialogue and even action. 

Before I continue, I wish to pause one moment to further discuss my own use of 

vocabulary. Often, my interviewees will use the term "restoration" to describe their 

ecosystem goals, regardless of their ecological claims. When it is clear that I am citing an 

informants' perceptions, such as in a quote, I will use their preferred terms. Otherwise, 

however, I will only use the term "restoration" in the specialized sense described above as 

a way to draw distinctions between restoration, reclamation, and rehabilitation. My 

general terms will either be "revegetation," following Richards et. al, or, more frequently 

"(re)construction." This latter term indicates that each of the three revegetation plans 

invents a future landscape that is different than the present, even though each plan is 

frequently justified by claiming the desired future's similarity to the past (hence the 

ambivalent "(re)" in "(re)construction"). 

My rhetorical diffraction of ecological argument depends, to some extent, on a 

basic understanding of ecological processes, hi the following three sections, "Holistic 

Resource Management and Controversial Knowledge," "Lehmann's: A Once-loved 

Grass," and "Fire on the Range: Contention over Intervention," I share with readers the 

background knowledge I developed as a way to understand the contradictory ecological 
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arguments that are the topic of the remainder of the chapter. While, as often as possible, I 

also use these background sections to make arguments of interest to rhetorical scholars, 

these three sections are primarily a necessary digression from the rhetorical analysis that 

is central to my argument. 

Holistic Resource Management and Controversial Knowledge 

As he recounts in his most famous publication. Holistic Resource Management 

(1988)^, Allan Savory learned about ecology in his homeland: Rhodesia (now 

Zimbabwe). As a game manager responsible for the eradication of the tsetse fly. Savory 

decided to kill off all the game in a large region. To aid this project's hunters, Savory 

prescribed bums throughout that region. This management decision seemed especially 

logical given that fire, in addition to exposing game, was understood to help maintain 

grassland. The hope was that, when the tsetse fly was eradicated, game and livestock 

could be safely reintroduced to a revitalized grassland ecosystem. When Savory instead 

saw the grassland responding to his management by further deterioration, he started 

puzzling over possible causes. He eventually concluded that animal-induced disturbance 

was necessary for the health of what he calls "brittle" environments. Savory determined 

that the university knowledge he had previously learned, that "large animals such as 

' A second, 1999 edition has some significant revisions in terms of examples, explanations, and narrative. 
However, this edition makes no significant change to Savory's general principles about how to develop 
goals and how to apply ecological principles (through ranching) to meet them. As most, if not all, of my 
informants have known about the Savory System prior to 1999,1 preferentially refer to his early edition, 
although workshops, secondary sources, and personal experience working with Savory were also sources of 
information for my informants. 
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domestic cattle could damage land," applied only to what he termed "nonbrittle" 

environments, areas with high to moderate rainfall and good distribution of atmospheric 

moisture (40). When Savory began working as a consultant for ranchers and farmers in 

both South Africa and Zimbabwe, he had the opportunity to refine his ability to manage 

for brittle environments. He eventually determined that by creating, at selective times, a 

herd effect—that is by getting cattle to behave in such a way that they cut up the ground 

with their hooves (as they might in the presence of predators)—^he could help ranchers 

restore previously overgrazed grasslands (35-52). Many of Savory's knowledge claims, 

then, are based on the dialogic feedback the ecosystem provided him with in response to 

his management decisions, decisions always initiated in the context of what he perceived 

as an ecosystem imbalance (overpopulation of the tsetse fly or the mismanaged 

agriculture that prompted people to call him in as a consultant). 

Political instability eventually forced Savory's flight from Zimbabwe (122). He 

came to the United States, including the American Southwest, and brought his 

management tools with him^ Here he has given numerous workshops to ranchers, range 

scientists, extension agents, and others. Ideas shared by him at workshops have been 

informally passed on by those present, as demonstrated in my interviews. His book 

Holistic Resource Management is widely read and cited. Additionally, Savory has 

published a handful of articles, including one in The Cattleman and two in Rangelands 

^ Savory's American brittle-environment examples range from Northern Mexico to Texas, New Mexico, 
Utah and Arizona, suggesting that these are the regions he is most involved in, although he also includes 
examples from elsewhere in the United States—Oregon, Pennsylvania—as non-brittle contrasts to the 
envirormients he is most concerned with. 
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(one of these is coauthored). Both these pubUcations are widely circulated and read by 

academics and nonacademics alike, although they are geared primarily at nonacademic, 

but professional audiences. To be influential within these forums is to be widely enough 

read to at least help set the topics for debate. 

Further, Savory's influence within these publications is actually greater than the 

number of his own articles would suggest. In addition to being regularly cited, many of 

his claims have become key features of university research hypotheses, demonstrating 

that Savory has enough scientific credibility to become the basis of controlled range 

research. Studies based on what is typically referred to as the Savory System (in 

opposition to Savory's preferred name. Holistic Resource Management), have frequented 

even the Journal of Range Management, the top academic journal in the field, published 

by the American Society for Range Management as a more sophisticated parallel to its 

Rangelands. Of the five interviewees who gave me specific names of publications they 

read, three—an antigrazing activist, a rancher and a county extension agent—^put the 

Journal of Range Management near the top of their list. In short. Savory and his claims 

are quite well known by those with an interest in the grasslands or ranges of the American 

Southwest. 

Savory's claims, however, are highly controversial even among those who value 

cattle grazing. This was clearly evident in my interviews. One rancher told me that 

Savory's "influence on all of us is fairly significant," a claim borne out by other ranchers 

discussing management practices and even using language attributable to Savory. Yet 

others, such as the county extension agent mentioned before, were more critical of 



Savory, a trend also apparent in some scientific journal articles. Finally, those who do not 

accept any form of grazing whatsoever are highly derisive of Savory's assertions that the 

Southwest has a "brittle" ecosystem that will disappear without cows. One antigrazing 

activist, for example, labeled Savory's ideas as "messianic"—a term deployed as a 

rhetorical opposite to "scientific"—^with the implication that Savory is unable to engage 

in serious scrutiny of his ideas. Even among those more amenable to Savory's ideas, 

however, his practice of bifurcating ecosystems into brittle and nonbrittle types is a 

terminological innovation that has not caught on in either the popular speech 

demonstrated in my interviews or in any of the literature I have read. While Savory's 

status is such that his ideas are well known and considered significant enough to address 

in a variety of forums, his ideas are far from having the status of consensus. Debaters 

disagree on whether all or a portion of Savory's claims should be considered settled fact, 

settled fiction, or something that remains to be fully tested. 

Some of Savory's claims are less controversial than others. For example. Savory 

promotes fencing ranches and rotating herds of cattle so that, while one small portion of a 

ranch is being heavily grazed, the rest of it is regenerating. During the growing season, 

Savory adds, attention to the timing of rotation is especially important in order to allow 

grass sufficient time to grow (Bingham and Savory 45). As a member of the University of 

Arizona's College of Agriculture faculty related to me, it was once considered radical to 

have any fences at all instead of an open range. Now, however, fencing is the norm, as 

reflected in range studies and publications as well as in routine ranch management 

practice. One retired rancher told me he would have used more fences if he could have 
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afforded them; another rancher showed me where he wanted to put in a fence to separate 

two types of grasses so that he could manage them for differences in palatabihty and 

growing season; even an antigrazing activist told me he considered this aspect of the 

Savory System "less harmful" than the open range approach. While it would be erroneous 

to say that fencing is Savory's sole iimovation—^the Taylor Grazing Act, for example, 

preceded Savory's flight from Zimbabwe by nearly a century—Savory's 

recommendations are associated with increased use of fencing and with significantly 

smaller paddocks than are otherwise common. 

Basically, fences and rotation are the practices necessary to apply what Savory 

calls the tool of "rest" (Holistic 133). Today, there is widespread agreement that desert 

grassland needs to be rested, at least partially. Contention focuses on the degree of rest 

that is required. Some see Savory's rapid rotation practices as extreme. 

In contrast. Savory's tool of "animal impact," one of his most unique 

contributions to range management, is quite controversial. While animal impact "refers to 

all things grazing animals do besides eat," such as "dunging, urinating, salivating, 

rubbing, and trampling," attention has focused most on what Savory calls "herd effect" 

(Holistic 173). Herd effect is defined as: 

the excited movement of crowded, hooved animals when under threat or 
attack by predators, in full migration, being driven, or competing for food 
as livestock do when turned on to hay or supplements [...]. Normally, 
grazing or walking animals place their hooves carefully, avoiding coarse 
plants and barely breaking the soil surface, but still compacting the soil to 
a degree. When herd effect occurs, the same animals break down coarse 
plants, raise dust, chip soil surfaces, and open the soil to aeration. (178) 
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According to Savory, herd effect has a beneficial, rejuvenating effect on plants and soil, 

reintroducing litter into the soil surface so that it can decompose, opening soil up so that 

it is easier for seeds to find cracks and germinate, preventing grasslands from being 

crowded by old, decayed plants, and generally creating ecological succession toward 

grassland with the additional positive impacts of tightening plant spacing, reducing 

erosion and favoring grasses over weeds (176, Bingham and Savory 61-62). Savory's 

confidence in this mechanism has its origins in his tracking and other observations in 

Zimbabwe, where he noticed that animal disturbance "had a proportionately positive 

impact on the health of plants and soils and thus the whole community" (Holistic 42). 

Through further observation, he grew to believe that when, for example, buffalo were 

chased by predators, they created extreme disturbances, stepping "recklessly," cutting soil 

and breaking plants. Savory understood these disturbances to be the missing ecological 

link in grassland restoration (42). From this experience Savory derived his suggestion that 

ranchers replicate herd effect by offering cattle, for short periods only, dietary 

supplements such as hay, salt or molasses to make livestock feed excitedly (Bingham and 

Savory 62). One rancher I interviewed passed on to another rancher present Savory's 

recommendation to excite cattle by temporarily giving them salt. Savory's influence on 

this same rancher was evident throughout his interview, such as in the rancher's choice of 

the term "hoof action." This phrase is used in passing by Savory in at least one instance 

where he informally defines herd effect ("Herd effect—the hoof action of excited animals 

on plants and soil") (Bingham and Savory 61). Perhaps more significantly, the phrase's 

emphases—the attention to hooves rather than the cow as a whole and the connection 
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between those hooves and the motion that cuts open capped soil—replicate the epistemic 

promoted by Savory. 

Savory's efforts to forestall objections suggests that he is aware of the 

controversial status of the recommendations that he derives from his belief in herd effect. 

He argues, for example, that the belief that livestock damage plants is '''deeply held 

throughout the world" and calls it a "tragic irony" that "some of our most serious 

academics have rejected the one idea that has more promise of solving the riddle of 

desertification"^ than any other" (Holistic 176, emphasis in the original). These statements 

acknowledge that Savory is aware of attacks against his ideas while they simultaneously 

try to inhibit further attacks by deriding adversaries directly. 

After this objection, which appears as a digression, Savory returns to his 

customary mode of argumentation: the presentation of examples. These examples are 

either taken directly from experience or else created as idealized applications of his 

principles through what appear as common-sense, although sometimes hypothetical, 

anecdotes. One example of a hypothetical anecdote is when he imagines the differing 

effect of 365 donkeys traveling to a stream one day as compared to one donkey traveling 

to the same stream each of 364 days (177). A rancher interviewee later used the same 

mathematics to present to me a cattle-based argument for sustainable ranching. 

Anecdotes and examples such as these, which highlight gaps between the mode of 

evidence and methods of argumentation that are typical of Savory compared to an 

academic journal such as the Journal of Range Management, are part of what have led 
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rhetorical scholar Anthony Chiavello to suggest that Holistic Resource Management may 

be "incommensurate" with the academic range science paradigm, and/or possibly that 

Savory has "neither the inclination nor the motivation to conform to the academic model 

of range management" (306, 308-09). Either way, part of Savory's inability to persuade 

range scientists is derived from the fact that his methods, evidence and manner of 

presenting them in argument are not fully acceptable within academic literature. Notably, 

Holistic Resource Management is published by Island Press, a conservation- and 

management-oriented publisher, but not an academic press (iii). 

Savory's introduction of animal impact is perhaps his most innovative 

management tool and the one most closely identified as unique to him. Indeed, Chiavello 

calls Savory's argument about "hoof action" his "highest-level claim," a contention 

supported by the amount of repetition given to this point in Holistic Resource 

Management and Holistic Resource Management Workbook, although the structure of the 

former places it parallel in importance to other tools (Chiavello 305). These remaining 

tools—fire, grazing, living organisms and technology—certainly overlap with concerns 

brought up regularly within my interviews. However, Savory's input into these issues was 

not as clearly noticeable in either the examples or the language used by my informants. 

This could be in part because some of his suggestions regarding these other tools are less 

unique, such as his concern with overgrazing during the growing season. With other 

tools, Savory's idiosyncratic use of language does not appear to have influenced my 

"Desertification" refers to succession away from a grassland, to erosion and to increases in plant spacing. 



443 

interviewees at all. His tool "living organisms," for example, points to the value of a 

complex ecosystem stabilized by a diversity of plants, animals, bacteria and insects (184-

89). While my interviewees sometimes discussed the value of biodiversity, their language 

did not incorporate Savory's unique terms, suggesting that a varied set of sources were 

used to inform this mainstream concern. Finally, other tools may not have been as 

influential simply because some of his ideas are discounted or not directly relevant to 

current management practices in the American Southwest. For example, his discussion of 

fire is largely cautionary, warning of the danger of sterilizing the ground. His first 

sentence in his fire chapter is "Beware of the myth that any fire is natural and therefore 

safe to use" (125). In contrast, of my interviewees that discussed fire, the majority clearly 

thought that fire suppression had gone too far and that a "let-it-bum" or even prescribed 

fire regime would be valuable to the land. While both Savory and these interviewees 

recognize fire as a tool but also as a potential destructive force if not correctly handled. 

Savory's general orientation toward fire is much more negative than is typical of 

managers in southern Arizona. 

Li sum, Savory's influence on grazing management is substantial, as reflected in 

scientific and professional literature, the language used by some of my informants, direct 

reference by some of my informants, and actual ranching practice. However, for many of 

my informants Savory's influence is most demonstrable through disagreement—the felt 

need to explicitly counter an argument. This is not to say, however, that Savory has not 

played an important role in the belief system of those who counter his views. 
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Disagreement plays an important function in structuring epistemic, and, most definitely, 

argument. 

The importance of even explicit disagreement to debaters' epistemic is suggested 

by an extension of sociologist Bourdieu's discussion of heterodoxy in Outline of a Theory 

of Practice. The term heterodoxy is best understood in relationship to the related terms 

doxa and orthodoxy. Doxa refers to the "universe of the undiscussed (undisputed)" (168). 

Bourdieu writes that those issues, ideas, and topics that are not discussed have the 

legitimacy of common sense and keep customary action from being challenged by any 

questions that might point to the choice involved in what appears to be "natural" behavior 

(167-68). In contrast, when a sufficient challenge or crisis arises, what before was 

inarticulate doxa enters the "universe of discourse (or argument)" as either a dominant 

orthodoxy or, in cases where the challenge is enough to destabilize the dominant, 

previously taken for granted position, as heterodoxy, which is "made possible by the 

existence of competing possibilities [. . .] and the explicit critique of the sum total of the 

alternatives not chosen that the established order implies" (168-69, emphasis in the 

original). 

In the case of Arizona's grazing, there is no one established order, as competing 

possibilities are not just articulated but also enacted in different regions. However, to the 

satisfaction of many, a set of beliefs—a belief that Savory is correct, for example, or, 

alternatively, a lunatic—have been scientifically and/or practically established. Yet even 

those debaters who have clearly made up their minds about Savory's claims will often 

address opposing perspectives. For example, those interviewees who think his claims are 
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inaccurate, such as antigrazing activists, have still chosen to explain to me at length why 

Savory's imported ideas have no value in Arizona. This engagement with Savory's claims 

demonstrates that debaters know that those contradictory ecological claims which, from 

their perspective, have been proven true do not have the status of consensus or natural 

common sense that these debaters believe they should have. These claims are no longer 

assumed background knowledge, out of reach of explicit questioning, but rather 

arguments that need to be thought through and contended with on a regular basis. 

There is high correlation between the degree with which those in the debate accept 

the tenants of Holistic Resource Management and whether their management actions are 

best related to the ecosystem goals denoted by rehabilitation, reclamation, or restoration, 

hi general, those who I identify as rehabilitationists have beliefs most akin to Savory's, 

while those I identify as restorationists have beliefs least similar to his. Later in the 

chapter I will fully discuss this correlation with illustrations drawn from the language and 

land management practices related in my interviews and other sources. First, however, I 

wish to review additional arguments necessary for understanding another crucial 

difference in these three ecosystem goals. This next key difference stems from differing 

attitudes toward an especially competitive grass which, like Savory's ideas and Savory 

himself, is an import from Africa. 

Lehmann's: A Once-Loved Grass 

Li the last two decades of the nineteenth century, a combination of overgrazing 

and drought punctuated by El Nino rains led to extensive exposure and erosion of 
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Arizona soils (Sheridan Arizona 140-41). By 1900 attempts were being made to restore 

damaged grasslands. Attempts to reestablish native grasses, however, were generally 

unsuccessful, leading to a search for suitable alternatives. A number of forage species 

were introduced to Arizona and New Mexico between 1920 and 1950 (Cox 523). 

Lehmarm lovegrass was among these species. 

hi 1932 F. J. Crider from the Boyce Thompson Arboretum received a sample of 

Lehmann lovegrass seed from Africa. After noting that the grass produced seedheads 

within a year, Crider, together with the Tucson Plant Materials Nursery of the USDA Soil 

Conservation Service, tested the grass and selected a strain that "matured quickly and 

produced abundant seed under irrigation" (Cox et. al. 53). hi 1937 the Soil Conservation 

Service began a program of Lehmann seed production and distribution. Lehmann's was 

seeded widely along roadways and on rangelands in Arizona, New Mexico and Texas. 

(Cox et. al. 53-54; Cox and Ruyle 25). Within a few years Lehmann's had begun to 

colonize areas that had not been seeded (Cox and Ruyle 25). 

According to university researchers, the primary reason for the widespread 

adoption of Lehmann lovegrass is that it establishes quickly and easily and, consequently, 

can be used to help prevent soil erosion (Cable 17; Ruyle, Roundy and Cox 404). For this 

reason, Lehmann's has been widely promoted as a way to restore damaged grassland. The 

Natural Resources Conservation Service of the USDA lists three different varieties of 

Lehmann's as "conservation plants," meaning that they "have known characteristics and 

proven soil and water conservation uses when used in their areas of adaptation" (Davis, 

Englert and Kujawski 21,4). Today, Lehmarm's is used by the Highway Division of the 
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Arizona Department of Transportation to revegetate along disturbed roadways (USDA). 

Indeed, a 1991 study found that all federal and state management agencies in southern 

Arizona promote the use of Lehmann lovegrass except Arizona State Parks, the National 

Park Service and the U. S. Forest Service in wilderness areas (Anable, McClaran and 

Ruyle 181). 

However, the grass' popularity has diminished for many. Botanical groups such as 

the Arizona Native Plants Society and Tucson Botanical Gardens tend to be fully opposed 

to the spread of introduced plants, particularly highly competitive varieties such as 

Lehmann lovegrass. Indeed, most environmental organizations concur that the plants are 

ecologically harmful. This is especially, but not exclusively, true of the most activist 

groups such as the Southwest Center for Biological Diversity and Forest Guardians. Even 

the popular press, according to a literature review and analysis by Banu Subramaniam, 

typically uses such negatively inflected terms as "invasive" or "alien" to describe 

competitive introduced plants. Her research identifies numerous popular press articles 

with headlines such as "The Aliens Are Coming!" that discuss the ecological changes 

caused by introduced plants. Subramaniam claims these linguistic habits feed on the 

alarmist symbiology of immigration and suggest uncritical and phobic ways of thinking 

about both immigration and introduced species. Outside of the popular press, in the more 

specialized and rancher-directed Journal of Range Management, most articles typically 

add cautionary or at least ambivalent messages to articles that discuss Lehmann 

lovegrass, at least since Cable's 1971 publication predicting that the grass would spread 

widely and dominate the ecosystem. The tone created in all these examples indicates that 
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Lehmann's erosion-controlling abilities are no longer enough to offset the growing stigma 

associated with introduced species. 

Stigma alone, however, does not fully account for the specific reasons given for 

the growing distrust of Lehmann's. Primary among the reasons that Lehmann's has 

become unpopular with so many is that it has been demonstrated to have a competitive 

advantage over native grasses. Opponents of the grass now argue that Lehmann's tends to 

produce a monoculture and thereby limits desert grassland biodiversity. On the Santa Rita 

Experimental Range, just south of Tucson, Cable found that, in the thirty years following 

1937 (when Lehmann's was first seeded on the range), "associated native perennial 

grasses [. . .] declined drastically on areas where Lehmann lovegrass [. . .] formed dense 

stands" (17, 18). The degree of native grass decline and the species most affected varied 

by study and depended, for example, on elevation or management treatment (for example, 

whether mesquite densities were controlled by pesticides or thinning) (19-20). Despite 

variations in detail. Cable's summative conclusion based on review of a number of 

studies indicates that, overall, Lehmann lovegrass can outcompete any other perennial 

grass on the Santa Rita Experimental Range (21). He found Lehmann's competitive 

abilities are enhanced in certain situations, such as in a mesquite stand (where light is 

limited beyond the needs of many native grasses) (21). Given this type of track record, 

even such mainstream, quasi-encyclopedic sources as the Federal Plant Database now 

notes concern with using Lehmann lovegrass as a management plant despite its potential 

to control erosion (USDA). There is a general fear, supported by many studies, that the 

persistence of Lehmann's means the decline of native grasses. 
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What quahties give Lehmann's this competitive advantage? Perhaps the single-

most important feature of this lovegrass, considered from the perspective of grazing 

debates, is that, within its range, Lehmann's has a high recruitment rate for new seedlings. 

This is the quality that made it first popular in the post-drought and post-universally-

agreed-upon overgrazing of the turn of the century when native grass revegetation efforts 

failed (Cox 523). The extreme ease with which Lehmann's establishes is dramatized in 

yet another finding by Cable, who argues that Lehmann can establish and maintain itself 

even in areas where water draw cattle year-round, in part because, even though plants die 

within a year or two from trampling and heavy grazing, new plants can establish 

themselves within that time (Cable 18). Given that most of Cable's readers are probably 

familiar with scenes of completely bare, compacted and churned up mud and dirt that 

frequently surrounds stock tanks and other watering holes, the claim that this grass can 

establish in these areas is likely to make quite an impression. 

While Lehmann's appears to establish easily, relative to native plants, under any 

conditions in the range it is adapted to, the presence of cattle may play an additional role 

in favoring Lehmann lovegrass over native grasses. Studies indicate that when given a 

choice of forage, cattle selectively graze native grasses prior to grazing Lehmann 

lovegrass. This is likely because, while Lehmann does provide forage for cattle and 

wildlife, it is generally considered a nutrionally inferior food source (Cable 17; Cox 523). 

This nutritional inferiority, not incidentally, is yet another reason for Lehmann's 

dwindling popularity even amongst many range mangers. Cattle's selectivity provides 
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Lehmann's with yet another competitive advantage as it is frequently left alone while 

tastier, healthier forage plants are chosen for grazing (Cable 18). 

Cattle may accelerate Lehmann lovegrass' advantage by other mechanisms as 

well. As reported by Cable, Lehmann's was used as fall drought forage and intensively 

grazed for two and a half months with no apparent effect on the lovegrass the following 

growing season (21). A study by Mitchel McClaran and Michael Anable similarly argues 

that the spread of Lehmaim lovegrass is not significantly affected by grazing intensity, but 

that it spreads readily over time in both grazed and ungrazed plots. When contrasted with 

the native grasses in their study, which declined with grazing, the overall impact of 

grazing is to contribute to Lehmann's spread (94, 96). Another study suggests that grazing 

helps Lehmann seedlings establish by opening the canopy that would otherwise shade 

Lehmann's light-germinating seeds. Other mechanisms that open the canopy, such as fire 

and mowing, are postulated to have the same effect (Roundy, Taylorson and Sumrall 81). 

hi short, multiple studies support the conclusion that Lehmann's is either directly or 

indirectly helped by grazing. Its competitive advantage over native plants is heightened 

when cattle are allowed to graze only their preferred plants, as well as when intensive 

grazing or other disturbances damage all plants, since Lehmann's reestablishes more 

readily. 

This is not to say that Lehmann's will spread everywhere. Its range is limited by 

soil type, rainfall levels, preferred elevations, and other factors (Cox and Ruyle 27-28). 

Where its necessary conditions are met, however, as is the case in much of southern 
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Arizona, the arguments of the above hterature hold a general consensus, as is indicated by 

the regularity with which they are cited as accepted fact in other studies. 

Before temporarily leaving this subject for the later discussions of ecosystem 

goals, I wish to describe in more detail three studies that are particularly connected to the 

debate about whether or not cows plant grass. While the above summarized studies 

demonstrate correlation between cows and lovegrass spread, the causal connection 

claimed in those studies depends on such topics as plant removal, plant reestablishment, 

and the comparative advantage Lehmann's has over other grasses. The studies I turn to 

now focus directly on whether cattle do indeed plant grass. The first of these, "Effects of 

Ruminant Digestion on Germination of Lehmann Love-grass Seed," examines the impact 

of passing through a ruminant's digestive system on the germination of Lehmann's. The 

study concludes that, while primarily known for dispersal via wind and water, Lehmann's 

is capable of remaining viable after passing through a sheep's (and, by the authors' 

extension, a cow's) digestive tract, suggesting that traveling livestock might also aid in 

the spread of Lehmann's seed (25). hi the absence of comparative studies, it is difficult to 

tell if this dispersal mechanism gives Lehmann's a comparative advantage over similarly 

ingested seed of other species. However, as Lehmann's current range extends 

significantly beyond areas where it has been deliberately seeded, any mechanism that 

introduces Lehmann lovegrass seed to a new area creates the probability that it will 

outcompete those grasses already present in the region. 

The remaining two studies were designed, conducted, and published as a 

complementary pair. Both "Effects of Seedbed Preparation and Cattle Trampling on 
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Burial of Grass Seeds," by Winkel, Roundy and Blough, and "Effects of Cattle Trampling 

and Mechanical Seedbed Preparation on Grass Seedling Emergence," by Winkel and 

Roundy, were conducted on the Anvil Ranch, southwest of Tucson, in a region the 

scientists characterize as "Chihuahuan semidesert grassland subresource area" 

("Emergence" 176). Each study compares the effects of five management actions, or 

"treatments": 

1) Undisturbed (except, as the study later clarifies, by thunderstorm rainfall); 

2) Lightly trampled (by cattle walking); 

3) Heavily trampled (by herding five cattle over a twenty minute period) ("Burial" 171); 

4) Imprinted (by "pulling water-filled metal cyclinders with welded angle forms" to 

create "a furrow about 5-10 cm deep" ("Burial" 171); and 

5) Plowed or ripped (significant mechanical disturbance of the soil crust). 

A second set of comparisons adds a dimension for rainfall variations by repeating both 

studies during a very wet and a moderate rainfall year, with an additional dry year for the 

emergence study. A final set of comparisons adds a dimension for seed type by planting 

side oats grama, blue panic grass (native annuals with relatively large seeds), Cochise 

lovegrass, and Lehmann lovegrass (originally South African perennials with relatively 

small seeds). 

The burial study does not report significant differences in depth of burial by seed 

type, but it did find significant differences by treatment (172-73). For practical reasons, 

the burial depth of the ripped and plowed treatment were not measured (171). Of the 

remaining treatments, heavy trampling buried seeds at the greatest depth, followed by 
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imprinting, light trampling, and undisturbed treatments (172). All treatments included the 

impact of thunderstorm burial, with the result that even undisturbed plots had the majority 

of their seeds buried to up to 7 mm (172). The article reaches the conclusion that cows do 

plant seed, especially when they are heavily trampling the ground as a consequence of 

being excited. Significantly, the study's mode of exciting cattle, by herding them, is one 

of Allan Savory's recommendations, hi fact, Savory's work appears in the "Literature 

Cited" although it is not explicitly referred to within the article (175). These indirect 

references to Savory suggest that one motivation for the study was to test his claims—and 

it did find some support for them. 

However, for cows to plant grass is not the same as for them to help in its 

establishment. Seedling emergence data included in the burial study led the authors to 

suggest that highly disturbing the soil via "heavy trampling, imprinting, rootplow or 

ripping [may] bury many seeds too deep for emergence" (174). This is particularly true in 

the case of the small-seeded lovegrasses, which did not emerge from depths of over 10 

and 9 mm for Cochise and Lehmann's, respectively (173). This suggests that the hght 

trampling of normal cattle movement might be best for the larger seeds, and that 

lovegrasses will respond well to letting the summer rains do the planting (173). 

The connected seedling emergence study elaborates further on the discussion of 

emergence that is included within the burial study, but generally reaches similar 

conclusions, as would be expected with a significant data overlap. This study actually 

does not report any significant differences between leaving the ground undisturbed and 

letting it be lightly trampled (178). The study found the most significant difference in 
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seedling emergence during the moderately wet year, leading the scientists to suggest that, 

in the wettest years, there is no need for seedbed preparation and, in the driest years, it 

cannot significantly counteract the negative impact of water shortage (180). 

Consequently, I will finish by discussing only the year with moderate rainfall, where more 

significant differences occurred by treatment. 

hi the moderate rainfall year, there was a trend for the South Afiican grasses to do 

best in the most disturbed beds (heavily trampled, imprinted, root plowed or ripped), with 

this trend being statistically significant in the case of Lehmann lovegrass and, in the case 

of the also imported Cochise, significant if compared only to undisturbed but not to 

lightly trampled beds. For the native grasses, Sideoats grama fared significantly better in 

the root plowed or ripped plots, with a trend favoring all the more highly disturbed beds. 

Blue panic fared significantly better in the heavily trampled and root plowed or ripped 

plots than it did in the undisturbed or the lightly trampled plots. In all treatments, 

however, the lovegrasses had "much higher" emergence than the native grasses, hi fact, a 

different scale of graph was needed for the lovegrasses than for the native grasses: the 

former were plotted on a graph measuring up to 240 seedlings/m compared to 15 

seedlings/m^ for the native grasses (178). Given this difference in scale, the scientists 

concluded that, in wet years, the lovegrasses could establish themselves without 

assistance, whereas Sideoats grama had an "acceptable" establishment rate only in the 

root plowed or ripped plots, and only in the moderately wet year (180, 179). The overall 

implication confirms other studies which claim that Lehmann's can outcompete native 

grasses. Its ease of establishment apparently even outweighs any negative impact caused 
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to emerge. The study's authors found this to be true even though the native annuals could 

handle greater planting depths than the smaller-seeded perennial. 

Together these studies indicate that Lehmann's can spread beyond areas where it 

has been seeded. Where it establishes, it routinely outcompetes natives to the extent of 

establishing dense, monocultural stands. The resultant loss of biodiversity has been a 

cause for alarm among both conservationists and preservationists. However, Lehmann's 

lower palatability and nutritional content in many times of the year has led some ranchers 

and range scientists to share this concern, perhaps because some also share in many 

conservationist values. In consequence, many studies, even those directed at ranchers, 

now caution against planting Lehmann lovegrass. Other groups, however, such as the 

Arizona Highway Division, some ranchers, and others, continue to look favorably on its 

ease of establishment and its consequent ability to protect soil and watersheds as well as 

to provide additional forage. 

One might think that the competitive advantages detailed above are enough for 

any grass. However, there may be one more. Many studies also suggest that Lehmann's 

may have one other major source for its edge over native grasses: it responds well to fire. 

As is the case with other processes that open the canopy, such as mowing or grazing, 

burning stimulates the germination of Lehmann, at least according to Roundy, Taylorson 

and Sumrall. Roundy and his coauthors' conclusions are in some ways indirect, as his 

laboratory study focused on light germination and then made inferences based on 

knowing that fire can expose seeds to additional light. However, a more direct study 
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corroborates his inference. This study examined the effects of fire by measuring post-bum 

seedhng emergence on the Santa Rita Experimental Range. It found that "nearly 40% 

more seedlings emerged from bioassay samples taken from bumed than unbumed plots" 

(Ruyle, Roundy and Cox. 404). Taken together with studies that show that Lehmann's 

already has a competitive advantage over native grasses, especially in situations that 

require new seedling establishment, these claims indicate that fire both directly (through 

germination) and indirectly (through giving it a competitive advantage) favors the 

establishment and spread of Lehmann lovegrass. 

If this were the only role of desert grassland fire, as Lehmann declined in 

popularity (especially as compared to more palatable natives), the suppression of fire 

might quickly become uncontroversial. As it stands, however, fire's role is much more 

complex. Many of those involved in the politics of grazing are beginning to favor the 

application of fire, either through "let-it-bum" policies or active prescription of fire. 

Many of these arguments are based on the historical role of fire in southem Arizona's 

grasslands. In my next and final background discussion, I discuss the ecological role of 

fire in these grasslands. Afterward, I will return to a rhetorical analysis. 

Fire on the Range: Contention over Intervention 

Tree-ring studies indicate that "livestock grazing and fire suppression have so 

impacted westem forests" that wildfire has become an ecological "process that currently 

functions outside of its normal range" (Grissino-Mayer and Swetnam 163). Before the 

introduction of livestock to westem forests, low-intensity, small-area fires were common. 
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Grazing, however, led to the reduction of small fuels (e.g. grasses) so that when fires did 

catch, they were much more intense and devastating. Mid-twentieth century fire 

suppression practices only exacerbated a problem originally linked to grazing (168). 

While these arguments apply directly only to the "sky islands" of southern Arizona—the 

isolated, forested mountain ranges rising abruptly out of valley floors—many infer that 

similar grazing-related changes in fire process took place in the adjacent grasslands as 

well. 

The historical evidence presented by Conrad Bahre and his sources corroborate 

the inference that fires were frequent in southern Arizona's grasslands as well as its sky 

islands. Drawing from studies that examine ethnographies, early colonial records and 

nineteenth-century newspapers, Bahre suggests that Apaches and other Native Americans 

set deliberate fires in southeastern Arizona "for a variety of reasons" both before and after 

white settlement. However, he also argues that the incidence of lightning-caused fire was 

so high that the human-caused fires may have added little to what would have otherwise 

been the impact of regional grassland fires (240). Bahre also argues—again based on 

newspapers—that overgrazing and deliberate fire suppression led to a decline in the 

number of fires after the 1880s (251 -52). While newspapers may be less comprehensive 

than fire scars, given that settler and reporter records would more likely note large than 

small fires, the overall trend parallels what would be predicted based on nearby tree-ring 

studies (McPherson 131). 

One of the most noticeable impacts of fires are large-scale landscape changes, 

such as the encroachment of trees in areas formally dominated by grass. Mark A. 



458 

Dimmitt, in his botanical discussion of mesquite trees in A Natural History of the 

Sonoran Desert, presents the fairly uncontroversial claim that overgrazing grasslands 

causes fire suppression, allowing mesquite trees to establish and transform habitat 

features to the extent of limiting additional grass growth (238). Grass suppression creates 

a feedback loop that further reduces the small fuel load. To counteract this succession 

toward mesquite, ranchers and range scientists have at times used herbicides and/or 

mechanical processes such as chaining and grubbing (which extract roots) to thin 

mesquite (Cable 20, interviews). One of the ranchers I interviewed discussed a similar 

problem with junipers on his land, noting that some pastures that had historically been 

what he called juniper savannas were becoming juniper woodlands. This rancher declared 

that he would like to reverse the process by finding a commercial outlet for the wood. On 

my way to this interview, I noticed that the rancher's neighbor had taken action against 

the junipers by the more mainstream process of chaining the trees and simply leaving the 

wood. The remarks of Guy McPherson in "The Role of Fire in the Desert Grasslands" are 

summative: "hi the absence of periodic fires, grasslands usually give way to dominance 

by woody plants" (131). McPherson adds that frequent fires can prevent the establishment 

of woody shrubs, but plants several years old or older can often resprout (140). 

The ecological responses of grasses, which provide the fine fuel source for fires, 

contribute to grassland maintenance in the presence of fire, but contribute to fire 

suppression after woody plant encroachment. One impact of fire is that it makes nutrients 

more available in the soil. Although large percentages of nitrogen are volatilized by fire, 

nitrates, which are a particularly absorbable form of nitrogen, actually increase due to 
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heat stimulation of nitrate-producing bacteria (McPherson 134). Light also increases after 

a fire, as mentioned in the discussion of Lehmann lovegrass, due to canopy reduction. 

This overall increase in resources can help surviving grasses to thrive while others 

reestablish quickly (137). These resource increases help many grasses; Lehmann's does 

so well under the fire regime that McPherson singles it out to suggest a possible future 

feedback pattern where lovegrass leads to increased fire leads to increased lovegrass leads 

to increased fire (143-44). Overall, when the positive response to fire by grasses is 

combined with the positive response of woody shrubs and trees to fire suppression, the 

preponderance of evidence suggests that once the fire cycle is interrupted—as historical 

record suggests happened after the 1890s due to overgrazing and later due to fire 

suppression—the reinforcing behavior of grasslands and fires gives way to succession 

toward a woodier habitat. The tenacity of established woody plants prevents fire from 

reversing the process, at least without other measures, claims McPherson (145). 

The accumulated historic and ecological evidence can make management 

decisions involving fire difficult. While fire and grasses are historically linked as 

ecologically complementary elements in desert grassland ecosystems, disruptions in the 

fire cycle, encroachment by woody plants and the introduction of new grasses such as 

Lehmann's have significantly altered the feedback loops that are inferred to have created 

the pre-1880s landscape. While desert grasslands are never stable, the involvement of 

human agents in the creation of these landscapes has increased the variation in these 

ecosystems (Burgess 58). For many, "leaving nature to itself is no longer a possibility 

because the current ecosystem has been fully formed by the actions of humans. The 
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question now is, how are grassland fires best managed? How should we direct human 

agency so as to desirably impact the landscape? Given the complex ecological processes 

that create a mixture of responses to any isolated event, it is difficult to determine what 

role humans should play in shaping the ecosystem. 

The region's ecology is sufficiently complex that much of it is unknown. What is 

known is much more complex than I have addressed in these reviews of the Savory 

System, Lehmann lovegrass establishment and fire ecology. For example, I have not 

discussed the role of soil bacteria and nongrazing animals, from insects to birds to reptiles 

and small mammals, despite their role in ecological processes. The role in ecological 

debate of many of these species is frequently significant due to requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act and the Endangered Species Act, yet their role is 

beyond the scope of my discussion. Similarly, even for the topics I do cover, much is left 

out: the soil preferred by Lehmann's and other plant species; the interaction of climate 

variation and time of year on grass response to fire cycles; vital questions about 

hydrology and how changing vegetation structure affects watersheds; et cetera. However, 

my purpose in the above sections is not to provide a thorough account of the knowledge 

that has been promoted in the scientific and professional literature, but to discuss enough 

of it to provide an introduction to a few key subjects that can ground my subsequent 

discussion. This discussion returns to my interviews, to my interviewee's ranches, and to 

other parcels of land with available management information, such as the Buenos Aires 

National Wildlife Refuge, hi the sections following I will analyze the management plans 

for specific areas in the light of the scientific and professional literature that supports 
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them and demonstrate how these plans can be differentiated according to rehabilitation, 

reclamation and restoration types. The rhetorical significance of my reconfiguration of 

these ecological arguments is that it shifts the debate away from disagreement over truth 

and falsity, which has led to reified opposition. Instead, this rhetorical reconfiguration 

shows a way to think of the debate as focused on different possible ecosystem futures. 

Restoration 

The Buenos Aires Wildlife Refuge lies in south-central Arizona, sharing a border 

with Sonera Mexico and stretching up through the Altar Valley to the west of the 

Baboquivari wilderness and the Tohono O'odham Indian Reservation. These 116,095 

acres were purchased using Congressional appropriations to "provide habitat for 

threatened and endangered plant and wildlife species, with emphasis on the endangered 

masked bobwhite quail" (USFWS 7, 5, 1). On my way to the refuge's visitor center on a 

late summer day, I drove down from Tucson on Highway 286. This highway crosses the 

border in the small town of Sasabe, but shortly before it arrives there, it passes by Buenos 

Aires on the east. Private and state lands border on the west. One feature in particular 

made it obvious that I had started passing by the refuge: the lower density of mesquite 

trees compared to the regions I had been driving through and compared to the ranched 

area directly to my west. The grass was particularly noticeable in the absence of a canopy. 

At one point, I passed a recent bum, with the trunks of leafless mesquites supporting 

blackened branches, many with their thinner ends broken off. What little grass remained 

was short and blackened. 
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At the visitor center—which is about ten miles north of Sasabe and fifteen miles 

west of the only slightly more inhabited Arivaca—a volunteer shared news of the refuge, 

apparently pleased over a recent siting of the endangered bobwhite quail that brought the 

area's known population count to over forty. The volunteer explained that there were a 

couple herds of "antelope" on the refuge at the moment, then drew attention to her error, 

correcting it to "pronghom" in pleasant self-deprecation that I suspect was a planned way 

of educating a public that is inclined to use the popular, but scientifically inappropriate 

name. Before I left the volunteer had loaded me with newsletters, many which discussed 

the refuge's prescribed bum plans, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (USFWS) 

December 2000 Draft Comprehensive Plan and Environmental Assessment, a 151-page 

plan with nearly as many pages again in appendices, its final "appendix" being a 35-page 

draft envirormiental assessment. I draw the majority of my discussion of Buenos Aires 

management from this source, although some interviewees also commented on the refuge, 

probably because both its acquisition history and its current management are 

controversial. I have also corresponded with the refuge's head manager, Wayne Shifflett, 

as a way to fill in a couple gaps in my knowledge. 

The Buenos Aires is the largest open grassland in Arizona that, with the exception 

of strays (primarily from Mexico, I am told) never sees the "hoof action" or grazing of 

cattle. However, prior to its establishment as a refuge, the region was a cattle ranch. The 

draft plan notes that the area "was a flourishing cattle ranch" from the mid-1860s. It adds 

that by the end of the nineteenth century, bobwhite quail had disappeared from the United 

States as a result of the "drastic" habitat impacts of overgrazing and drought. However, 
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quail remained in Sonora Mexico to the South, and the USFWS determined that bobwhite 

quail could be reintroduced to Arizona by habitat restoration measures (7). The plan's 

executive summary lists eight goals, four of which are directly related to restoration and 

management for wildlife habitat, with the remaining four focusing on recreation, 

education, community partnership and cultural resources. 

As the only land that will be discussed in this chapter that does not allow cattle 

grazing, the Buenos Aires management plan is the only one that could possibly qualify as 

restorative in its intent according to the technical definition offered by Richards, 

Chambers and Ross: '''restore refers to the manipulation of natural processes of ecological 

succession to create self-organizing native ecosystems as they exist before land 

disturbance" (626). Whether or not cows fit well into the ecosystem is a point of debate; 

that they were not a part of that ecosystem in the time period the Buenos Aires wishes to 

recreate is not. However, while the decision to remove cows from Buenos Aires is one of 

the more charged (positively or negatively, depending on viewpoint) management 

decisions made on the refuge, given the relative political autonomy of the USFWS 

management it was likely one of the easier management goals to accomplish upon final 

purchase of the refuge. 

Other management goals present ongoing challenges. The nature of those 

challenges are in part evident in Richards' definition of restoration. The use within that 

definition of the present tense "exist" points to a primary difficulty with restoration. 

While "manipulation" and "ecological processes" suggest the dynamism of grassland 

ecosystems, using the present tense to discuss ecosystems that managers want to create in 
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the future as a hving rephca of the past suggests a static timelessness that erases historical 

processes of change. The tension between using what is dynamic to (re)create what is 

timeless is one of the conundrums of restoration, hi actual practice, one primary area that 

this tension manifests is in the extensive roots of the challenge to remove the introduced 

Lehmann lovegrass. Unlike the ease with which management removed cattle—and even 

that decision is limited by cattle from neighboring ranches wandering onto the refuge— 

this introduced lovegrass is more intractable. 

Contrary to the expectations of the scientific studies cited above, however, refuge 

staff have some hope that the refuge's prescribed fires will help in the restoration of 

native grasses. The Draft Comprehensive Conservation Plan notes that, since 1988, a 

prescribed bum policy has led to about 14,000 acres being burned per year on the refuge 

in a rotating mosaic intended to promote biodiversity. While one key motivation for the 

bums is to curtail woody plant encroachment; another is the much finer sorting out of 

native from introduced grasses. Whether this will be effective is not in consensus. In an 

informal assessment of the effectiveness of the bums, the refiige's plan notes: 

Refuge personnel believe the prescribed burning program has been 
successful as re-established native perennial bunchgrasses are apparent on 
bum units. Masked bobwhite quail appear to be using bumed habitats with 
increased frequency. A long-term monitoring/research project is necessary 
to quantify fire-induced changes to plant communities. (64) 

By invoking two standards of evidence (what personnel have seen versus a monitoring 

program), this assessment points to some of the uncertainties and potential conflicts that 

so frequently appear in ecological debate. As was discussed in chapters five and six, 

standards of evidence vary. The evidence necessary to convince refuge staff to continue 
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with a prescribed bum program is not the same as the evidence necessary to convince 

external audiences of the wisdom of their choice. The above quote reflects this 

disjunction by pairing an optimistic first two sentences with a recognition that full 

credibility depends on activities that count as research—most likely a series of vegetation 

transects. 

That this disjunction in standards of evidence is recognized beyond the refuge was 

demonstrated to me in another instance. While I was on a working ranch tour in a 

different part of the state, a group that had visited Buenos Aires was discussing it 

together. A State Land agent derided the belief that native grasses were effectively 

reestablishing on the refiige, saying that he instead saw a few natives along the roadsides, 

but otherwise just saw fields and fields of Lehmarm's. Another person remarked on the 

idea that fire eliminates Lehmarm's by the strong remark: "Not true. Period." As the 

discussion developed, it moved beyond a statement of concept to a critique of evidence, 

with someone claiming that there was no data to support the claim that Buenos Aires' fire 

regime was restoring native grasses. This man elaborated on what he meant by no data: 

no transects and no photoplots. This once again demonstrates a split in what counts as 

valid evidence. What these trained managers had seen was sufficient for them to invoke 

informally as a way to begin their case. However, they still used a different standard of 

monitoring data to drive home their point. This shows the same use and hierarchy of data 

as in the above quote taken from the Buenos Aires' own report, hi the absence of 

monitoring data such as vegetation transects, the vision of trained personnel is used to 

argue with, but its power to convince is limited. 
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The refuge's report demonstrates its own interest in acquiring more data. The 

refuge hopes to hire a full-time plant ecologist to help with vegetation surveys and 

monitoring (Draft Comprehensive 97, 134). It wishes to conduct more grassland habitat 

surveys and to hire research organizations such as universities to "monitor permanent 

vegetation trasects to evaluate the role of fires on vegetation" (96). This dovetails with its 

objective of improving baseline habitat and wildlife data, which it then intends to 

maintain by developing a GIS database. Among other things, this database will help keep 

track of the fire management system and its impacts (95). All these objectives and 

strategies point to a desire for more knowledge to help guide action to meet already 

determined goals. Yet this desired knowledge does not depend for its manufacture only 

on the observation of grasses and fires. It also requires that the refuge's managers 

successfully persuade others that it should have funding to acquire more personnel. Only 

if that personnel is acquired will the cooperation of native plants have the opportunity to 

become a decisive factor in the staffs ability to claim that native plants can recover given 

a frequent fire cycle. 

Other management plans additionally flow from restoration goals. As if in the 

recognition that fire may not be enough, the refuge also plans to: 

Implement remedial measures that enhance the native grassland restoration 
process through the use of planting and seeding, limited use of herbicides, 
and prescribed fires. This may include experimental use of herbicides as 
allowable under Refuge Policy. The Refuge will seek to eventually replace 
Lehmann's love grass with native grasses, (sic 97) 

The choice of the word "remedial" is indicative of the desire to make these particular 

forms of management intervention temporary, with the hope that eventually the fire cycle 
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will be able to sustain native grass populations without applications such as herbicides or 

seeding. Comments such as this suggest a willingness to deal with the tension caused in a 

restoration project whose ideal end is the establishment of an ecosystem that mimics one 

that ceased existing due to alterations such as those caused by introduced grasses and fire 

suppression. Once these have been integrated into ecological processes, this management 

approach suggests, they cannot be removed without (hopefully temporary) active 

intervention. 

The refuge's restoration challenges are heightened by its physical location amidst 

lands whose managers have other goals. It is not surprising, then, that refuge staff wish to 

work cooperatively with neighbors, such as private landowners in Mexico (96). The Draft 

Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment is full of other aspects 

that together implicitly make the point that restoration carmot be easily contained within 

the boundaries of the refuge. For example, an early section of the document (beginning on 

its ninth page) presents what it calls "The Ecosystem Approach" to management. It 

delineates its ecosystem based on watersheds, mapping an area that includes most of 

Arizona, especially the southern and eastern portions, and also a part of New Mexico, 

west of the continental divide (10-11). This section makes the argument that effective 

restoration projects will need to think in terms of large areas and justifies the inclusion of 

such refuge activities as "education/outreach; and partnering with local, state, federal and 

international entities, and private landowners" (11). The refuge may have clear-cut 

borders in terms of managerial control, but it does not in terms of plant and animal 

movement. Strategies to prevent invasive plant introduction include such cautions as 
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washing equipment brought onto the refuge, spot surveying all heavy traffic areas during 

the summer growing season for introduced plants, developing provisions to address the 

potential introduction of plants in such products as mulch or gravel, and ensuring that 

horses, which the refuge allows recreationally and for hunting if users bring their own 

feed and water, be fed either alfalfa or pellets (101-02, 83). All these references point to 

networks of movement that do not respect the refuge's boundaries. They also suggest that 

it may not be enough for neighbors to respect the refuge's goals, or vice versa, as species 

movement inhibits the establishment of "separate but equal" management areas. 

This ecological interconnectedness is not the full cause for political battles for 

management control, but it certainly raises the stake and helps supports the attitudes of 

those who wish for their preferred management approach to be universal across the state. 

These political battles were discussed in the last chapter. The establishment of priorities, 

however, is also a challenge internal to management units. In the case of the refuge, the 

USFWS clearly intends to create a restoration project, as is indicated by its use of 

historical justifications for its attempts to create habitat goals. Yet actual practice suggests 

that some aspects of restoration—as technically defined by Richards—are much more 

important than others. For example, the current presence of humans (most of it 

recreational, with an estimated 35,000 visitors per year between 1993-1997) is several 

orders of magnitude higher than in the past the refuge hopes to ecologically recreate (75). 

While some believe recreation is fully compatible with habitat restoration, the argument 

that recreation is nonconsumptive is contended by those in favor of cattle ranching and 

others (Sheridan "Cows" 146). That the refuge staff themselves agree with this contention 
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is suggested by their decision to restrict access to a particularly sensitive part of the 

refuge's avian habitat, Brown Canyon (78). Managed recreation, then, is seen as 

compatible with restoration goals, but managed ranching is not. This decision is likely in 

part connected to the public orientation of the USFWS' legally mandated mission: 

To administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation, 
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and 
plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit 
of present and future generations of Americans." (USFWS "Refuges") 

However, the emphasis of the sentence, measured by number and specificity of terms, is 

on nonhuman aspects of ecology. Whether the refuge succeeds in integrating restoration 

and recreation will likely be assessed according to key indicators of restoration laid down 

by the Draft Comprehensive Plan, such as the reestablishment of native plants, a historic 

fire cycle, "species of concern" and "species of special emphasis" (such as small-flowered 

agave, mexican long-tongued bat, pronghom, and seven others), and especially bobwhite 

quail and its habitat (55-58). 

The allowance for recreation, but not cattle, within restoration in part reflects the 

major topics of public debate. Although some of the ranchers and the state lands agent I 

interviewed did not believe state lands were open to large-scale recreation, as far as 

federal lands are concerned, there is an absence of voices calling for bans on recreation, 

although there are moves to limit and control it or ban certain forms of recreation, such as 

the use of all-terrain vehicles. In contrast, however marginal these voices are in some 

public spheres, though not others, there is a sizable group of Arizonans who do seek to 

return all public lands to a cowless past. This suggests that, even though I am working 
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with a technical definition of restoration, my application of that definition is culturally 

conditioned and my designation of this refuge as an exemplar of restoration reflects the 

parameters of the existing debate as well as the historic ecology of the region. Once again, 

argument, management (and other human) actions and other ecological processes are 

integrated in a socioecological goal. Although the success of that restoration is uncertain, 

depending on the management's ability to successfully persuade both political 

constituencies (Congressional funding) and ecosystem elements (native grass restoration), 

the Buenos Aires has indeed set itself an ecosystem goal that is widely recognizable as 

restorative. 

Rehabilitation 

Restoration, as popularly used, is a highly valued term that many would apply to 

their own preferred way of creating what they understand to be a healthier, more 

sustainable grassland ecosystem. One of the fiinctions of the National Academy of 

Science's terms, used by Richards, Chambers and Ross, is to also give a degree of 

legitimacy to the terms rehabilitation and reclamation and then use the three terms 

separately to disaggregate different possible ecosystem (re)construction goals. While 

these remaining two terms were not used by my interviewees in reference to their own (or 

others') work, I use them here as their technical definitions do help delineate differences 

in management plans. In this section I discuss rehabilitation, which Richards and her 

coauthors claim "refers to producing an alternative ecosystem that is consistent with 

existing land uses but that has a different structure and function from the original system. 
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such as pastures and croplands" (626). This approach to ecosystem (re)construction 

allows for considerably more flexibility than does restoration, which has a historically 

prescribed end. A rehabilitation approach would, for example, allow different component 

species than a historic ecosystem and a different set of ecological processes for its 

maintenance, with the possible inclusion of human managerial decisions as more than a 

"remedial" part of that ecology even in the ideal end, not just the practical meanwhile. 

This goal fits a ranch managed by a group of my interviewees (a ranching couple 

and the retired rancher they had purchased their ranch from) who were committed to 

maintaining a sustainable grass-based ecosystem. They sought to make this a complete 

ecosystem, and argued that there was an identity between their interests and that of the 

land. With the primary current rancher inteqecting his agreement, the retired rancher 

explained to me the basics of sustainable ranching: "Rotation. Look at your grass. I tell 

you what I do. I look at my grass instead of my cows. Right? If I take care of my grass, 

my resource, the resource will take care of my cows. That is my first concern—the 

resource." According to a county extension agent I interviewed, who works in an area that 

includes this ranch, this type of emphasis on the grass as a forage resource demonstrates a 

positive shift in emphasis from less viable ranching approaches. This newer approach 

exchanges the prior epistemic background for the foreground, so that many ranching 

decisions are now primarily grasslands-based rather than cattle-based. The link between 

the two, which continues to keep cows in the picture, is that grass is thought about in its 

capacity to feed cattle. 



472 

The degree to which the current rancher is committed to this type of attention to 

grass is evident in a comment he made while I interviewed him. In response to my asking 

what his biggest challenge is, he told me that the ranch had been overgrazed. In response, 

he had decided that, until the land has a chance to more fully recover, he will voluntarily 

graze only about half of the cattle allowed by his leases. He told me; "The only way this 

thing can operate and actually rejuvenate the land or even carry on for a long period of 

time as a ranch is to not make any money." This decision reflects a greater concern for the 

land and its long-term carrying capacity than for short-term financial solvency, a decision 

in part enabled by his partner providing the couple with another source of income, but a 

challenge nonetheless. 

The attention to ecosystem details was even more evident when the current 

ranching couple treated me to a tour of their ranch in mid-summer, followed by another 

tour by just the primary cattle rancher a month-and-a-half later. One of the ranchers had a 

degree in ecology and evolutionary biology. When we stopped at an overlook on the sky 

island portion of their ranch, this woman drew my attention to a diversity of plants— 

grasses, wildflowers, agaves—growing at our feet. Her partner mentioned that he had 

been looking for cattle-caused agave damage ever since reading an environmentalist 

article claiming that cattle injured the plants, but he had yet to see a single bite. Instead, 

he was concerned with the junipers on his ranch, many of which were dying off, as they 

were elsewhere in the state. He was unsure of the cause, but clearly concerned about the 

fate of this nongrass vegetation. 
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As this rancher spoke, both during this tour and during the interview, he 

frequently referred to specific pastures and areas of land in terms of the degree of grass 

cover. Many of his plans focused on means to improve the grass. His partner had only 

recently purchased the ranch, less than a year before, so he had yet to see the impact of 

many of his management decisions. He believed the land had a history of overgrazing, as 

did the retired rancher who owned the land before him. One area in particular was a cause 

for concern because of "suffering" grass. Upon acquiring the ranch, the new rancher had 

decided to let it rest until the grass returned. However, it was during the growing season 

already and the rancher was not seeing results from rest. He decided that he would instead 

need to put out supplemental feed in order to give his cattle something to eat while having 

some time on the damaged land. He hoped the trampling of cows would help new grasses 

to establish. In a slightly different context, his partner compared the action of cattle 

walking across the land to digging in a garden in order to prepare it for planting. This 

rancher believed that the action of cattle hooves cutting up the soil would be a necessary 

part of reestablishing the grass cover. 

This idea had been promoted to him by the retired rancher. While I was 

interviewing the retired rancher, the younger man was present. At one point, the former 

owner, reminded by a question of mine about some knowledge he wanted to pass on, 

turned to the younger rancher and told him; 

In those real dry areas where the grounds is capped and there's nothing 
growing there. Throw a block of salt out there. One block. And let your 
cattle fight over that block of salt. Dig up the ground, with their hooves, 
and then move it to the next spot. That's how you can get your ground 
broke up real quick without any mechanical means, it's really better. 
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The idea here is to use cattle to cut the soil and help reestablish grass. This same type of 

idea helped structure the seed burial and seedling emergence studies cited above, which 

compared the impact of cattle trampling on seeds to the impact of such mechanical means 

as plowing, ripping, and imprinting. The idea is also consistently promoted by Allan 

Savory as part of Holistic Resource Management, as discussed above. This is the same 

rancher who was cited at the beginning of the chapter for using Savory's unique term 

"hoof action" in a way that is consistent with Savory's management. 

Indeed, these ranchers frequently talked in language traceable to the work of Allan 

Savory. The similarity to Savory's practices is reflected in that the retired rancher's first 

answer to my question about what management practices made ranching sustainable was 

the single-word sentence "Rotation," followed by elaboration on how to improve grass. 

Rotation is now a widespread practice, partially as a result of Savory's influence. It is the 

most intensive rotations that are most in line with Savory's recommendations, in contrast 

to the slower rotations of more mainstream practice. At one point, this ranch's current 

rancher pointed out to me his projected rotations on a map, with planned movements 

approximately every couple weeks. It was only possible to move one field at a time, he 

explained, because if a cow and a calf got separated, he needed the mother to be able to 

call her calf to the fence to make sure all the cattle got rounded up. Given this limitation, 

the rotations were more rapid than some ranchers might do—and more work, the rancher 

added, but worthwhile in terms of doing the best possible job for the resource. This need 

to rotate regularly despite the extra time each rotation requires is also emphasized in 
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Savory's writing, particularly his Holistic Management Workbook, cowritten with Sam 

Bingham. Much of the discussion, as well as many of the figures, examples and 

worksheets, is aimed at helping ranchers know how to calculate rotations to suit their 

stocking rates, the length of the growing season, the amount of precipitation, the number 

of separate pastures available and other variables. An early, and typical, example shows 

rotations anywhere from one day in a pasture to four days in a pasture (41). Another 

typical example compares a six day rotation to an eighteen day rotation, and discusses 

which is best in terms of the recovery period (length of rest) needed in the remaining 

pastures depending on growth rate. While these rates of rotation seem rapid compared to 

the practices of others. Savory and Bingham do recommend, that "When in doubt, use 

slow moves" (in this case, a move every eighteen days) in order to allow for a longer rest 

period before the cattle return again to a pasture (45). While the use of cattle to break up 

soil may be the most unique feature of Holistic Resource Management, comparatively, 

the emphasis on rotation is perhaps the most salient feature of the system when looked at 

in isolation, and certainly receives the most attention in the workbook in terms of 

providing assistance for making management decisions. 

hi these ways, both the past and present ranchers of this particular management 

area demonstrate the influence of Savory's ideas. Another feature of these ranchers' 

management approach is not derived from Savory, but is arguably complementary. Of all 

those I interviewed, these are the only ones who brought up Lehmann lovegrass in a 

favorable context. For example, the retired rancher shared his views of the grass while 

discussing some of the recovery he had seen on his ranch during his tenure. He had told 
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me that the ranch included some bottom country, and "part of it was grazed every summer 

during the growing season for forty years. And it still wasn't that bad. But it was not in 

good shape." To address this problem, he explained that "We cross-fenced it, [which 

allows for greater control over rotation and rest] and in two years, which people say it 

takes longer, in two years it was back to being very lush." I then asked, "When it recovers 

is it the same species that come back?" The rancher replied: 

Generally. Generally is. We have had an invasion, which I like, of 
Lehmann's lovegrass. It's not as nutritious as the native grasses. It 
produces a lot more forage, takes less rain, greens up earlier in the spring, 
stays green longer in the fall and saves the run-off, the erosion and things 
like that. I think, that's why the county's planted it along the highways. 
That's what they've found. I think it's a great grass. Half the ranchers in 
the country disagree with me. 

During this discussion, the current rancher interjected that Lehmann's also stayed in the 

ground longer, and later told me hesitantly, during a tour, that he thought he liked the 

grass also. This grass, while deeply controversial, was introduced for specific reasons 

such as those named by the rancher above, and many of those reasons are still persuasive 

to ranchers such as these. 

There is a noteworthy correlation between these ranchers' clear borrowing from 

Savory's south-African-derived ecological principles and management system and their 

acceptance of a controversial south African grass. Could there be a causal link between 

these two? Such questions would typically be answered through scientific methods, 

including comparative management practices and, probably, the use of vegetation 

transects to measure the results. My response here is intended to have a different type of 

validity claim and to be more speculative. The original analysis leading to this hypothesis 
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has been based on a type of rhetorical analysis that traces resemblance between these 

ranchers' language use, management practices and valued vegetation types back to 

sources of plants and ideas that have the same geographic origins. 

Further evidence, however, is also suggestive. Both from their own perspective 

and that of an antigrazing activist who visited the current rancher and his partner with me, 

these ranchers are admittedly working in an ecosystem damaged by significant 

overgrazing over an extended period of time. The peer-reviewed articles summarized 

above, if taken collectively, indicate that Lehmann's has a better chance of establishing 

on highly disturbed land, while native grasses are more successful in areas that are least 

disturbed, where they have maintained the highest level of establishment, and where there 

is most continuity with historic ecological processes, although, as mentioned previously, 

this ideal is not present (the fire cycle, at the very least, has been universally interrupted), 

and Lehmann's has done well colonizing most areas that meet its soil and elevation 

requirements. Some of the land these particular ranchers must work with has been so 

damaged by bulldozing it in preparation for later-abandoned development plans that 

erosion has become a primary ecological problem. The consensus is that Lehmann's will 

establish in areas that are so damaged that natives could not survive there, which is why 

historically it has been widely used to create a positive grass cover. In these 

circumstances, the seedling emergence study's finding is suggestive. In review, this study 

found that, in years of moderate rainfall (where differences in treatment made the most 

difference), the most disturbed plots (whether they were disturbed mechanically or 

through heavy trampling of cattle that were being herded in order to agitate them) did 
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show improved rates of lovegrass estabUshment. Under these conditions, there are 

sources of peer-reviewed support for the ranchers' management decisions. 

Of course, for this to be seen as evidence in support of management's goals, it is 

important to recognize that those goals are not a restoration project as technically defined 

by Richards, Chambers and Ross. It is, instead, an attempt to create a viable grassland 

that can sustain cattle ranching indefinitely. It best fits Richards and her coauthors' idea 

of a rehabilitation project, where the transformation of the land to support "existing land 

uses" such as cattle ranching is seen as an acceptable outcome even if the ecological 

structure and function no longer matches the "original system." That this is a valued 

approach by these ranchers is suggested by a comment made by the rancher with a 

background in ecology and evolutionary biology. A fiiend of mine—one of the two 

antigrazing activists included in this study—^had joined this ranching couple and me for 

my first guided tour of their ranch. My friend was debating with the ecologist's partner, 

and their conversation especially focused on the impact of cattle on grass reestablishment. 

The rancher had mentioned that studies with exclosures (areas often used as controls 

where fences prevent cattle from grazing or otherwise disturbing habitat) supported his 

claims. My friend was critical of this statement, and wanted to know if the exclosures 

were large enough to be meaningful. He pointed to Buenos Aires—^which, if looked at as 

a scientific experiment, could be interpreted as a much more extensive "exclosure"—and 

argued this refuge was a successful counter-example. As the debate continued, often 

heatedly, the ecologist interjected to say that the whole thing was a "moot point." She 

explained that the types of ecological questions that now needed to be asked had changed 



479 

because "the original ecosystem doesn't exist any more." These ranchers were seeking a 

means to (re)construct a viable grassland that could support sustainable ranching, but, 

unlike a restorationist such as my friend, they were not using a disappeared past as a 

template for their rehabilitation efforts, hi consequence, the questions they asked—how to 

produce healthy cow-plant interactions—^were different than those asked by a 

restorationist—^how to approximate a historic grassland. Consequently, the answers they 

came up with could include ecosystem elements such as Lehmann lovegrass that someone 

with a restoration goal would consider a problem, not a solution. 

Reclamation 

Not all ranchers I spoke to, however, thought that Lehmann lovegrass was a valid 

element of their efforts to create a grassland compatible with cattle use. hi this section, I 

will draw primarily from work on two ranches from different areas of the state. The first 

of these, whose manager self-identified as a conservation rancher, unequivocally called 

Lehmann lovegrass a "problem." The other did not mention it once in what was an 

unusually long (eighty-five tightly focused minutes) recorded interview, nor did 

Lehmann's make it into notes I recorded during casual conversation before the interview 

and in a ranch-house tour and more focused conversation after the recording. This 

absence suggests that the lovegrass, which I was by then interested enough in that I would 

likely have noted it had it come up, was just not a part of the discussion. Although the 

questions I asked these ranchers were similar to those I asked all others, neither of these 

ranchers considered Lehmann's to be an important primary focus in a conversation that 
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ranged from the economics of ranching, to competing land uses such as recreation and 

hunting, to interactions with government agencies, nongovernmental organizations and 

the general public to, especially, the role of ecology in their management decisions as 

they attempted to create ecosystems that could simultaneously sustain cattle ranching and 

biodiversity. 

On these two ranches, the primary ranchers' use of language—their choice of 

topics to bring up in response to my questions, their reported means of public interaction, 

the ecological factors they singled out as significant, for example—showed enough 

similarity to each other that I group them together. This is not entirely surprising given 

that the two men, although they ranch in different counties, have worked together 

collaboratively in some forums aimed at reconciling ranching and environmentalist 

concerns. Unlike the ranchers I discuss above in the rehabilitation section, these did not 

speak in ways that pointed to Allan Savory. However, the second did recommend 

Savory's work to me, citing its influence on "all of us [ranchers]." Also, both ranchers 

considered fencing and rotation to be important parts of creating a sustainable operation. 

The first also spoke of the need for fencing in terms of managing for differences in 

different vegetation type's growing seasons, which resembles Savory's way of thinking 

although it is not unique to him in ways that terms like "hoof action" are. 

Instead, much of these ranchers' language showed many similarities to those of 

some antigrazing activists (at least when speaking of ecology), and, to even a greater 

degree, to those of the environmental conservationist I interviewed. In fact, my friend 

who I have been designating as an antigrazing activist accompanied me to my interview 
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at the second of these ranches. After quietly listening to my interview, he joined the 

conversation during the house tour. Later he told me that, while he still was inclined to 

think that ranching in general was damaging, he felt ranchers such as this one should be 

given a chance to put into practice their best ecological and economic ideas and see how 

they fare. My friend also asked for this man's email address because he wanted to get his 

opinion on an urban riparian area restoration idea that we had been discussing earlier in 

the day, a sign that my ecology-oriented friend had been won over to respecting this 

man's management actions. This new openness to the work of ranchers, which did not 

occur after his earher visit to the rehabilitation rancher, was in large part a result of shared 

ecological values and commensurate ways of thinking of ecological processes. 

For these and other reasons that 1 will discuss below, I consider the work of these 

ranchers to be in line with Richards, Chambers and Ross' definition of reclamation: 

''reclaim refers to creating ecosystems that are self-organizing and exhibit a high degree 

of similarity to the original or undisturbed ecosystem but may include introduced species 

that respond like the organisms they replace" (626). While these ranchers work actively 

and creatively to (re)construct ecosystems as close to those intended by restoration goals 

as possible, they intend to also create a way for cattle, an introduced species, to fit 

harmoniously into that historic ecological processes. 

That these ranchers care about many goals that are quite similar to restoration 

goals was demonstrated through numerous examples. The first rancher had chosen the 

day of my interview to coincide with a joint tour with representatives of the government 

land agencies (state and BLM) and a wildlife specialist who were all going to look 
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together at possible habitat for the endangered southwestern willow flycatcher. A reported 

recent siting on the ranch, which was a new discovery, suggested that the bird's habitat 

had expanded into areas where it had not lived in the recent past. According to my host, 

"in some ways I could look at it as a negative because [due to the need to preserve the 

bird's habitat] we've lost the creek to be able to graze in it and use the free water." 

However, he continued, in reference to his own beliefs, "It's a different philosophy." The 

primary rancher and his father elaborated together: 

[Rancher]: So we fence the creek. We pass the section seven consultation. 
We now have to pump water with generators and tanks to be able to 
replace the water that we had in the creek. But the creek's improving. The 
creek's improving for all species. It's actually improving for the cattle 
because we're getting a blocking— 
[Father]: A blocking— 
[Rancher]: A blocking of the creek so we're sub— 
[Father]: Sub-irrigating some deltas— 
[Rancher]: Some deltas which is producing better forage for our cattle. 
[Father]: That's one of the reasons— 
[Rancher]: So it's a positive thing that could look as being negative. 

Other examples from these ranchers showed a similar pride not only in maintaining a 

grassland but also a biodiverse ecosystem rich in other species. At one point as we were 

driving around the ranch, the retired rancher, who had been scanning the roadside with 

the expectation of seeing a favored plant, called out to his son to stop the truck and back 

up. He had his son halt by a green, leafy bush with some dried red flowers still clinging to 

it. The old man said it was a beautiful flowering plant whose name he didn't know. The 

state land agent identified it as bush penstimmon, which those present agreed was a rare, 

preferred forage plant. The retired rancher challenged me to say if I knew how to keep a 

rare, preferred forage plant around in an area that had been grazed for a hundred years. 
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When I admitted I did not, the retired rancher, pleased, announced that you didn't graze it 

in the growing season, that's how. This rancher and his son both considered biodiversity 

and the ability to create habitat for rare and even endangered species to be indicators of 

their success, even though legislation surrounding care for endangered species is 

generally agreed to create greater management concerns for ranchers, at least in the short-

run. This is not to say that the rehabihtation ranchers would not have been similarly 

pleased with these accomplishments. However, while the reclamation ranchers brought 

up a diversity of species by their own preference, those that I am identifying as 

rehabilitation ranchers typically stressed the establishment of a healthy, renewable grass 

cover. 

The primary steward of the second ranch similarly stressed successes with 

renewing habitat. From his house, we could see a wooded creek area, which the rancher 

pointed to and explained: 

When we came here, this whole riparian strand through here [...] there was 
a little patch of willows just upstream from the bridge and most of the rest 
was just open sand wash—I mean it was really awful—and a few relics, old 
cottonwoods, and a few gnarled old willows. And we initiated for the first 
five years or so absolutely just winter grazing, or dormant season grazing 
only. And then the last few years we've grazed it for a couple weeks during 
the summer and then sometimes in the winter also. But we've just seen the 
willows and the cottonwoods explode! 

The rancher additionally contributed this success to first (re)constructing a healthy 

riparian area on private land, then using the evidence generated from this combined 

managerial-ecological process to convince the Forest Service to allow him to take 

measures that would deter drivers of quads and motor bikes from using the public 
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portions of the creek. As with the ranchers from the first ranch, this one understood the 

value of a healthy water source for his cattle, but the way he spoke about the riparian area 

stressed the value of other species—cottonwood and willows—and valued the healthy 

habitat area for their sake as well. This example also demonstrates the importance of 

persuasion in (re)construction processes; for the whole section of creek to reach the 

condition I saw required, first, that the rancher have managerial control over his private 

land and, second, that his management decisions combined with ecological results 

produced knowledge that could persuade a government agency to allow him to take 

further management action on public land. 

These are just a few of the many examples I could cite from these ranchers 

demonstrating their concern for maintaining biodiversity. The ranchers also demonstrated 

concern with establishing ecosystem types more continuous with the preranching 

ecological history of the region. For example, the second ranch included the juniper 

woodlands mentioned previously in the fire section of this chapter. The rancher wished to 

(re)construct what he called a juniper savanna, a more open grassland with only a few 

dispersed juniper trees. He had collaboratively arrived at an elaborate plan for doing this 

in a way that was also economically sustainable, which involved the creation of a small 

juniper woods product industry that used everything from larger trunks and branches for 

beams (his porch was a demonstration of this idea) to smaller pieces for furniture to even 

harvesting juniper oil and juniper firewood from scrap. Yet he also supported the use of 

other means to (re)construct these historic ecosystems, including the return of a closer-to-

historic fire cycle. He spoke animatedly of his disappointment when the Forest Ser\dce 
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did not effectively follow through on a prescribed bum plan and suppressed a natural fire 

elsewhere on the land he grazed. The primary rancher of the first ranch discussed 

mesquite grasslands in similar ways, noting that frequent fire maintains low levels of 

mesquite but that once the cycle is interrupted more extreme measures are necessary to 

rid areas of established mesquite, a claim supported by the peer-reviewed literature I cited 

as well. 

While these ranchers share many typical conservationist and preservationist 

concerns, they are critical of some claims made by persons in these groups, considering 

them extremist. Unlike the two antigrazing activists I interviewed, who told me they 

preferred to have some private lands developed rather than to have grazing on the much 

more extensive public lands, these ranchers saw the development of rural areas as 

destructive for a number of reasons. The first rancher's father cited subdivisions as a 

primary problem for sustainable ranching, while the primary rancher himself included 

subdivisions within a larger problem of water overuse, arguing that the water 

consumption in developments was on an entirely different scale than ranching, although 

he recognized that some also had concerns with the impact of overgrazing on watersheds, 

hi another example, the second rancher objected to a federal management decision (now 

overturned) that was made with the goal of protecting wildlife from cattle, hi this case, a 

policy required grazing limitations for the purpose of protecting a threatened species, 

which I will not name here to protect confidentiality. This rancher argued that the grazing 

limitations were ignorant because even Forest Service biologists, after being challenged, 

admitted that they knew little about the animal's needs or even whether the animal on the 
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ranch was the same species as the one Hsted as threatened. In these examples, the 

ranchers distance themselves from what they understand to be knee-jerk antagonism 

toward ranching. As the first rancher related, "It's very easy to sit back and look at 

something and say that it's wrong and it's bad and therefore it shouldn't exist. And that's 

a prejudice thing too. It can be. It can get there [. . .]. You know, a lot of people hate 

cattle." To these ranchers, a pure restoration goal unreasonably ignored what they 

considered to be the realistic possibility of integrating cattle with many of the same 

ecosystem goals as are held by restorationists. 

Still, in spite of these criticisms, the ranchers were willing to work with 

environmentalists. Both had invited antigrazing activists on their land in different 

contexts. The first even acknowledged the value of having a social group committed to 

antigrazing activism: 

Because what it does it creates the production community, ranchers, that 
are saying: 'Oh, I didn't know I was doing something wrong.' Because 
then you start to do a little better job of managing, start to look at other 
aspects, deer habitat, water pollution in the stream. Whatever. Whatever 
you're looking at you start to do a little better job because you become 
aware. And if you weren't aware—if those people out there on the front 
lines of environmentalism weren't doing that—then it [the production 
community] wouldn't react. Thing is, they're [front line environmentalists] 
needed. 

This ranchers' assessment fits the assessment of social movement sociologists who argue 

that a "positive radical flank effect" occurs when a particularly progressive or radical 

group pushes for changes that, while not enacted in themselves, make other groups appear 

more mainstream (Haines 440). This assessment was also echoed by the conservationist I 

interviewed, who noted that the most radical antigrazing organizations made ranchers 
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more willing to collaborate with groups like his on developing ecologically more 

sustainable practices. What this type of perspective suggests is that the above rancher sees 

it as valuable for the entire ranching community, not just himself, to be pushed into a 

situation where environmentalists' concerns become ranchers' concerns. As was the case 

in the restoration project of Buenos Aires, this rancher thought it important that the type 

of project he cared about, which I am calling reclamation, extend beyond the borders of 

his own management, hi sum, even though they maintained that cattle had a positive role 

in their desired ecosystems, the ranchers discussed in this section had values that were 

otherwise widely commensurate with those invoked by many enviroimientalists—and the 

environmentalists they overlap with include both (structural) environmentalists who 

support ranchers and those who are more adamantly in favor of restoration projects. 

hi Richards, Chambers and Ross' definitions, the primary difference between 

reclamation and restoration is that reclamationists are willing to allow introduced species 

to fit into ecological processes in roles similar to those of native species. Up to this point, 

most of the examples I have discussed could be equally be based on an argument that 

cattle need to be managed (sufficiently small herds, sufficient rest and rotation, attention 

to the growing season) for ecological processes to be able to absorb their impacts and on 

the alternative argument that those impacts are actually able to somehow fit into historic 

ecological processes. On the first ranch I visited, I did not collect sufficient data to 

distinguish between which of these most closely approximated the ranchers' 

understanding of the role of cattle. On the second ranch, however, the primary rancher 

identified himself in a way commensurate with the argument that cattle can be used as 
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important components of ecological processes. He told me: "I'm really kind of an applied 

ecologist [...]. I try to figure out, how does this work, how can we mimic this system [.. 

.] and derive an agricultural product, and how can we use these animals to bring the 

system back into function." The word "mimic" points to an idealized template, based on 

the historic past, while the inclusion of agriculture and the intention to use cows to help 

with creating a functioning system provides a role for a normative species. In another 

context this rancher reiterated his point, saying that the "interface between agriculture and 

ecological restoration is like hand and glove." Unlike in the rehabilitation example, where 

the ranchers saw their area tending to a new ecosystem that could sustain cattle 

indefinitely, this rancher saw himself primarily working with a restoration model and 

fitting cattle into it. However, he spoke of that fit as an integration that fulfilled both 

goals, not just as slipping cattle in on the side. 

A county extension agent, who also has interests and management practices akin 

to these reclamationists, discussed with me the ecological role of cattle in ways that 

argued for some overlap between cattle and historic ecological processes, especially fire. 

At one point in her interview, this scientist discussed the problems caused by fire 

suppression and how "Smokey Bear" policies led to damaged ecological cycles. Later, 

however, when I asked her how she would want to start an education program for the 

general urban public, say, for someone from "the center of Phoenix," she told me: 

I would start out with just understanding the ecology of rangelands and 
range plants, how they grow, reproduce, things like that. Because I think 
once you have that understanding and the role of fire that—all that we're 
doing with the cows is the same thing as the fire did. We're removing 
forage, and if you do it right, you're not going to kill the plant, and you're 
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going to keep—so I focus on the rangelands themselves and cows just as a 
harvesting machine to get a product. 

This claim—^that cows can replicate some of the effects of fire—is not unique to this 

woman, hi fact, it is held by people with otherwise varying management perspectives. For 

example, Allan Savory makes this same claim, but this woman, elsewhere in the 

interview, is critical of many of Savory's arguments, including the claim that cows have a 

valuable role in grass seedling reestablishment. One reason that the argument that fire and 

cattle share some similarities is attractive to some is that, whatever their paper 

commitment to let-it-bum policies, whatever their "rhetoric," as the second rancher noted 

for my benefit, the Forest Service's concerns with catastrophic fire and, increasingly, with 

saving the growing number of residences makes it more difficult to move toward a future 

fire cycle that approaches historic frequencies. The use of cows as a partial mimic of fire 

has increasing value in this context. 

However, this claim is controversial. On its face, it contradicts the consensus that 

cattle have been historically involved in damaging fire suppression. This argument 

instead points to a substitution with potentially similar effects as the fire it replaced if, as 

the agent qualifies, "you do it right." What exact management practices that qualification 

point to were not specified within the context of the interview. She did however, 

elaborate on differences between grazing and fire that would need to be accounted for in 

any partial substitution: cows, for example, do not take the entire plant in the way that fire 

does, but they also do not recycle nutrients in the same way ash does—a point that she 

explicitly made in contradiction to some claims that cattle excrement is a significant 
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recycling process. Still, even in the context of these qualifications, this agent's comment 

about the usefulness of cows for fuel load reduction suggests that to her it would be 

pertinent to use science to answer questions about how best to graze in ways the reduce 

fuel loads without causing other negative impacts while others, with different original 

inclinations, are likely not to ask those questions in the first place but instead use 

scientific study to comparatively look at fire in opposition to grazing. 

It was this same agent who, early in my interviews, first clearly articulated to me a 

position that fits in this middle area defined by those who believe cattle can be 

compatible with the historic ecosystems of Arizona but do not think they are essential to 

it. She framed much of her discussion of "sustainable ranching" (a term dialogically 

chosen in response to my own routine use of this term in interviews (Table 2.3)) within a 

context partially contradicting the work of Allan Savory. She valued his influence 

because: 

It's gotten the ranchers to look at the grass more than just the cows, which 
historically they only looked at the cows, and they only adjusted 
management when the cows started falling off and losing weight and 
usually the resource is gone by that time because the cow will go to 
something less palatable or something. 

However, she argued, many of Savory's ideas did not work well in the United States, 

especially in Southwestern grasslands. For example, his claims that herded cattle could be 

used to cut up the ground are based on observations of African game such as zebra and 

wildebeests, ignoring how more sedentary cows typically have lower birthing rates if they 

are moved frequently. She also discounted the argument that cows cut up the soil, 

claiming that a review of scientific literature shows that cows instead compact the soil. 
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Finally, she said the grasses of southern Arizona are different than those of, say, the Great 

Plains, which evolved together with buffalo and reproduce by tiller, unlike those of 

Arizona, which typically reproduce by seed. She discounted arguments that there have 

been bison here historically, arguing that there was not enough water for them. Her 

position is that Savory's ideas are inaccurate and lead to unsustainable practices such as 

doubling stocking rates and frequently moving cattle, hi contrast, her prescription for 

sustainable ranching includes conservative stocking rates and allowing areas to rest. 

This agent's conversation points to controversy over the historic role of grazing 

animals in Arizona. It is not unusual to hear in public forums that bison were historically 

a part of Arizona, but this position does not have consensus. What is consensual is that 

pronghom are important Arizona fauna and have historically grazed in the area. Those in 

the rehabilitation group have told me that cattle fulfill an important niche left vacated by 

decreasing pronghom numbers. Restorationists disagree, claiming that the behavior of 

cattle and pronghom are significantly different. One marker of many reclamationists (as 

well as restorationists), such as this extension agent, is the belief that the way cows graze 

is dissimilar to pronghom. Consequently, those holding a reclamation-type position 

recognize a challenge in fitting cattle into their ideal ecosystem. 

This position, like the other two, leads to some unique questions for scientific 

research. If cattle are not a key part of the ecosystem, in what ways are they best 

included? If they duplicate, but only partially, the effects of what are considered "natural" 

ecological processes or historic ecosystem elements, how does one then integrate cattle to 

best mimic historic effects knowing that cattle represent a significant departure fi^om 
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historic ways of achieving those effects? What are the limits on how much the ecosystem 

can handle in terms of a type of grazing animal that it did not originally coevolve with? 

Questions such as these, which aim at creating a careful balance between the introduced 

cow and historically prevalent habitat, define the reclamationist position. 

Ecological Rhetoric as a Rhetoric of the Future 

What my analysis suggests is that the debate over whether or not "cows plant 

grass" can be fruitfully reconfigured as a debate over different possible futures, rather 

than over reified scientific truths about the present. The National Academy of Science 

mining site designations of rehabilitation, restoration and reclamation, which I have 

chosen to apply to southern Arizona's grasslands, are merely a convenient way of 

considering the ecosystems that might result from basing management actions on one set 

of truth-claims rather than the other. In this designation, those who value cows as an 

effective management tool for grassland (re)construction and who also value the grass 

cover provided by introduced Affican grasses such as Lehmann's, a colonizer of disturbed 

soils, are following a route to rehabilitation. That is, by stressing the importance of cattle 

grazing they are advocating what they consider to be a viable habitat that accommodates 

the human activity of ranching while nonetheless seeking a renewable grass resource. 

Those who completely oppose cattle grazing on Southern Arizona's grasslands, and who 

promote grassland fires and native plant revegetation, are instead trying to (re)construct a 

full restoration of a past habitat known primarily through the accounts of early European 

explorers. Finally, those who follow a last set of claims that do not consider cows 
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essential to habitat (re)construction but think that they can nonetheless be integrated with 

ecosystem goals, perhaps as a partial substitute for fire, are more in line with a route to 

reclamation, an attempt to (re)construct a habitat similar to a disappeared past, but one 

that accommodates a degree of change, substitution and human activity. 

Each of these scientific-managerial positions is more complex than its 

representation within my analysis, and each contains variation with it. Additionally, the 

categories of rehabilitation, reclamation and restoration are, within this context, my own 

applications, creating artificial boundaries that do not fully contain the arguments 

debaters make. However, what my reconfiguration points to is that the debate over 

grazing southern Arizona's grasslands, which primarily occurs as contradictory 

statements over what is true scientifically, depends heavily on a static conception of the 

environment that is in fact dynamically changing. Certainly, most of those involved in 

this debate recognize change, but typically place that change somewhere on a linear 

continuum moving either toward the improvement or the disappearance of a taken-for-

granted valued habitat. Instead, multiple possible futures are at stake, as all those in the 

debate are attempting, differently, to alter the habitat to create a future that is different 

than what the ecosystem is today. Which future habitat is most valuable cannot be taken 

for granted, but will only be decided within a power-laden political arena. Consequently, 

any scientific truth-claim about what helps or hinders ecosystem health can only be 

verified and enacted within a particular set of managerial desires, aimed at a particular set 

of goals. These goals, then, together with the desires underpinning them and the human 

activities included within them, are deeply implicated in the debate, and will not be 
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resolved solely through an appeal to a version of science that does not address these other 

divisions. 
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Chapter Eight: 

Conclusion; Dialogism in Rhetorical Socioecology 

This dissertation has approached rhetoric as a dialogic response within an 

expansive set of socioecological relations. Language use is through-and-through social. 

Our words are responses to the words of others. They are also, however, a response to the 

world we are embedded in. As participants in socioecological relations, we use rhetoric to 

orient ourselves with respect to human and nonhuman others and to attempt to persuade 

those others either directly, in the case of humans, or indirectly through action, in the case 

of nonhumans. As we put meanings into action, socioecological relations shift in a 

responsive dialogue, and so the conversation continues. Arguments are made, coalitions 

are built, cattle are moved, the ecosystem changes, interpretations of those changes are 

made in support of arguments about how to manage cattle or whether to abandon desert 

grassland grazing altogether. 

The above paragraph describes the workings of rhetoric. However, the accuracy of 

the description varies by degree. All language is dialogic, as Bakhtin claims, but it can be 

monologized. Personified actors in socioecological relations can become increasingly 

reified. Some forms of rhetoric promote increased personification and dialogism; others 

lead toward monologism and reification. One's typical opponents can be humanized 

through a rhetoric that identifies them as good people who can be reasoned with, or they 

can be reified as opponents who deceitfully promote their own self-interest. Ecological 
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knowledge can be reconsidered or refined in response to different interpretations of 

ecosystem relations, or it can be used as an authority to end conversation. 

The rhetoric of reification can be useful in times when political actors wish to 

mobilize for the conflictual politics that are often necessary to change the status quo, 

especially in times of evident power imbalances. Sociologists Scott Hunt, Robert Benford 

and David Snow emphasize the importance to social movements of interpreting 

antagonists' identities in ways that create a clear target for action. For example, when 

civil rights activists chose to march against the particularly reprehensible Alabama 

Governor George Wallace and police chief "Bull" Connor, they successfully galvanized 

public support for the movement by peacefully goading their targets into responding to 

them with violence. The use of authoritative science can be a similar mobilizing force, as 

when Rachel Carson popularized science to argue against pesticide use, successfully 

overcoming quiescence by creating a hybrid genre that mixed scenes of domesticity, a 

sphere readers felt control over, with the knowledge provided by otherwise elite 

scientists. 

However, this dissertation asks, what happens when political actors have been 

mobilized for conflict already? When relations of power have shifted so that there is no 

longer a group that clearly dominates in all interconnected political forums? When 

political rhetoric, even in contexts such as the consensus-oriented Sonoran Desert 

Conservation Plan, are dominated by the rehashing of tired claims as different groups 

seek battle victories in a never-ending rhetorical war? What happens when debaters stop 

listening to each other's use of science because they already know the answers and have 
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the evidence to prove it? What happens when the pohtics of identity has become a zero-

sum game that locks persons into roles that create distrust and inhibit collaboration? I 

argue that this is the situation in much of the conflict over grazing in southern Arizona. In 

this context, reified rhetoric has little chance of creating a lasting resolution of political 

conflict. As an alternative, I have used this dissertation to promote forms of rhetoric that 

increase the dialogism of language. This concluding chapter provides a review of 

rhetorical practices that lead to dialogism. In that review, I include a self-reflective 

emphasis on my own rhetorical practices within this dissertation. 

Personifying Others: Creating Identities Suited for Dialogue in Grazing Debates 

Throughout this dissertation, for the sake of clarity, I have created three general 

categories of responses to Arizona cattle ranching. One position is fully in support of 

ranching traditions and practices that have developed over the past century. This position 

is represented, for example, by Sandra Day O'Connor and H. Alan Day's Lazv B, a 

panegyric to ranching life that depicts the tradition as central to such community values as 

hard work, personal responsibility and individualism. I have loosely associated this 

position with those ranchers and ranching supporters who believe that cattle are an 

ecologically important part of southern Arizona's desert grasslands. These debaters seek 

to, for the most part, conserve traditional socioecological relationships because they 

believe those relationships provide benefits to humans and nonhumans alike. I have 

called this ecological position "rehabilitative." 
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I have associated an opposing position with such texts as Jeremy Rifkin's Beyond 

Beef and with preservation-oriented environmentaUsts who argue that Western cattle 

grazing is an ecologically damaging practice that benefits an elite and self-interested 

community. These debaters wish to significantly reconfigure how humans respond to the 

ecosystems they are embedded within. Rifkin, for example, draws heavily on rhetorical 

jeremiad to argue that the way humans currently relate to cattle is emblematic of 

socioecological relations that are in complete disarray. Environmental organizations that 

oppose grazing make similar arguments, arguing that the continuation of cattle grazing is 

caused by a gross power imbalance that results in the devastation of regional ecosystems. 

For these debaters, removing cattle from desert grasslands is the first step toward a 

restorative healing of disturbed and scarred socioecological relationships. 

Another group of debaters critiques some ranching practices but is ultimately 

optimistic about the possibilities of creating sustainable ranching in southern Arizona. 

While these persons typically do not believe that cattle are important to desert grassland 

ecosystems, they do think that, properly managed, cattle can be integrated into those 

ecosystems in a way that will prevent their further degradation and even allow them to 

recover from past abuses. At the same time, they typically argue that ranching is socially 

important as a way to reclaim socioecological relationships where humans and 

nonhumans are sustainably interdependent. This position is represented, for example, by 

Thomas Sheridan's projections into the future in Arizona. I have called the ecological 

component of this position "reclamative." 
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It is easy to reify the differences between these three general positions. Indeed, my 

own tendency to make sense out of the multifaceted field of grazing debate by turning 

these positions into categories can be seen as a partially reifying move. As a researcher, I 

have found myself confronted with concerns about reification whenever I spoke to 

ranchers, to activists, to scientists and to government agents, many of whom disagreed 

with each other significantly, some of whom would have difficulty carrying on a 

conversation with each other. Part of the challenge was representing myself as someone 

who would respect my informants' perspectives while those I spoke to were well aware 

that I was also speaking to persons they disagreed with. As I responded to the 

conversation of these persons with the intention of learning as much from (not just about) 

each of them as possible, I found my own understanding of my identity shifting. For 

example, I am at once a member of a specialized discipline that takes an interest in 

argument and its effects and a citizen of Arizona who cares about its land and its people 

and wants my work to respond to the issues my interviewees generously spent their time 

teaching me about. It is difficult to speak from both these memberships at once. 

Similarly, one of my closest friends is an antigrazing activist with a fetish for 

backroads driving. On my mother's side, however, I am the granddaughter and niece of 

Oregon ranchers. On my father's side of the family I am related to hunters and to men 

whose primary occupations, farming and millwork, are dependent on a resource-oriented 

relationship with the land. I was raised as an environmentalist and I have always 

identified myself as one. I have contributed to both conservationist and preservationist 

organizations. I have lived on an organic farm and worked in a pulp-and-paper mill, but 
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my primary connection with nonurban areas is as a hiker and a driftboater. The sahence 

of each of these personal connections, and the way I identify with them, has shifted in the 

course of dialogue as the words of others have changed my own understanding of my 

place within socioecological relationships. 

At times my identifications have been uncomfortable for me. In an early interview 

two otherwise animated ranchers grew more quiet and measured in their words when I 

identified growing up around hunters as a primary source of my conservationist ethic. I 

soon learned that while for me the dominant meaning of the identity label "hunter" was 

my father teaching me conservationist values, a love for the woods I moved through and 

to carefully use all of the animals I helped butcher, for many ranchers that identity label 

also means shooting signs, shooting from cars, shooting gratuitously or without an 

individual tag and other activities that cause such a negative reaction from my father that I 

always assumed they were the marginal behavior of unusually bad persons. In another 

instance, I found myself urging my activist friend not to drive on a jeep path that I felt 

was not a regular right-of-way in large part because I was listening to the internalized 

words of my physically absent interviewees. 

Discomfort, however, did not lead me to hide my identifications, although they 

did not always come up in every interview. I frequently represented myself not only as a 

rhetorical scholar but as a person located in what to others might appear contradictory 

relationships. Early in my inter\dews, I identified much more strongly with antigrazing 

positions than I do now and I let the first ranchers I met understand that I was sympathetic 

to environmentalist arguments. At times my decisions to acknowledge my differences 
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with interviewees became a lesson, from them to me, in dialogic rhetoric. My status as a 

researcher gave me ready access to relationships with a diverse group of people. My 

willingness to use interviews to sort out my own understanding of the debate, for example 

by asking interviewees to explain to me why some people believe that cows plant grass, 

allowed claims and counter-claims to be, literally, put into conversation with each other. 

At one interview with a rancher that my friend the antigrazing activist attended for 

logistical reasons (we were returning from a vacation and the ranch was on the way 

home), we arrived in a Toyota Land Cruiser with a Southwest Center for Biological 

Diversity sticker prominently displayed in its rear window. Our host immediately began 

teasing us about gas-guzzling SOB's (SUV's) and out-of-control urban consumption, 

then quickly turned to identifying with our interest in outdoor recreation, which our 

vacation gear made evident. We found ourselves laughing animatedly at his gibes while 

sharing photographs from our trip. Our host's charismatic integration of friendly but 

serious critique with his deliberate self-identification with our activities provided entry 

into an interview and subsequent discussion that turned over and again on the theme of 

how humans are embedded within and dependent on their environments and how there is 

a need to create a society with sustainable socioecological relationships. My interviewee 

argued that the core of these socioecological relationships needed to be grounded in 

sustainable agriculture. While I learned from him his understanding of what those 

socioecological relationships entailed, I also learned from him how to create dialogue that 

acknowledges differences but does not allow differences to inhibit sincere engagement 

with others. This interviewee's rhetoric constructed those he spoke to as shared members 
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of flawed socioecological relationships, positioning all of us as implicated in but capable 

to collaboratively address the problems in those relationships. His attitude toward us, as 

well as his responses to my interview questions, suggested that responding flexibly to 

others is a necessary component of flexing and inflecting current socioecological relations 

in ways that create not only positive social change but also positive ecosystem change. 

The dialogic rhetorical strategies used within interviews such as this one were 

often developed through years of experience publicly addressing those who debaters 

disagree with. Most of my interviewees at some point inflected received identity 

meanings—^mainstream media meanings that typically pit ranchers and environmentalists 

as reified opponents on a two-sided issue—to challenge these antagonizing 

representations of the grazing politics identity system. Environmentalism was often 

defined inclusively. Antigrazing activists and ranchers alike found ways to represent 

some ranchers as persons committed to the ecological health of the land, though the 

former usually cited economic or legal constraints on the abilities of ranchers to live out 

their ecological commitments. New identities, such as "grasslands farmer," were 

proposed by those who sought some point of identification with persons whose ecological 

arguments they otherwise disagreed with. As interviewees refiexively inflected the 

meanings of identities, they collectively represented to me a flexible identity system that, 

once internalized, inhibited predetermined responses to preidentified others within the 

grazing debate. 

As a result, I am much less certain now than when I began this project that I know 

what it means to be a rancher, what it means to be an envirormientalist, or what it means 
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to be a person who is partially responsible for the socioecological relationships her words 

and actions help to constitute, hi the place of relative certainty, I have learned that I must 

listen first, and deeply, to the words of others, words that dialogically invite me into the 

socioecological relationships I wish to affect. Only then will I know how to respond to 

each situated utterance of humans and nonhumans alike. 

I have consequently developed a deeper commitment to what rhetorical scholars 

callphronesis, a Greek term that is often translated as "practical wisdom." Phronesis 

refers to the situated ability to speak and act not according to universalized rules but to 

the unique needs of a particular time and place. In the context of this dissertation, 

phronesis refers to the ability to make situated decisions that heal socioecological 

relationships. This healing must account for both human and nonhuman actors within 

those relationships. 

I suspect some of my interviewees would argue that a rhetorical analysis that 

undercuts ecological truth-claims and critiques antagonizing mobilization takes away 

rhetorical tools that are necessary for creating ecosystem health. They would be in part 

correct. There is value in persuading more members of the public to be invested in 

socioecological relationships in general and the outcomes of grazing conflict in particular. 

I also, believe, however, that taken too far these rhetorical strategies prevent us from 

learning from each other. The impassioned interchanges at the few Sonoran Desert 

Conservation Plan meetings I attended suggest that cowboy hats and boots are past 

listening to and learning from ponj^ails and Birkenstocks, and vice versa. Preconceived 

notions of who debaters are speaking to are overlaid with already decided answers to 
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socioecological problems. The resulting rhetorical deadlock threatens to derail a planning 

process that holds out one of Pima County's best promises for wide-scale collaborative 

decision-making. The alternative is decision-making by the few and by the powerful and, 

every time the balance of power plays even temporarily into the hands of those who can 

transform diverse ecosystems into bulldozed housing lots, some irreversible decisions are 

made without dialogue and without participation from the majority of those affected by 

those decisions. Sometimes, housing may be the choice dialogue andphronesis would 

point to. Without that dialogue, however, for must of those involved it is not even a 

choice. The willingness to respond fully to others' words by first letting those words form 

a part of our consciousness is crucial to the establishment of social relationships that are 

able to address socioecological problems. 

Dialogic Science: Rhetoric in the Evolution of Socioecological Relations 

One form of argument that has become particularly reified is science-based 

debate. Since the time that Bacon successfully argued that scientific methods could create 

certainty, science has held, for many persons in many forums, an authoritative status that 

has given science-based claims significant weight when making decisions. In cases such 

as grazing in southern Arizona, however, where science-based ecological claims are 

pitted against each other, contradictory but authoritative uses of science have often led to 

the reification of conflict. The major goal of the second part of my dissertation has been 

to reconfigure contradictory ecological claims in ways that make them more vulnerable to 

further dialogue. 
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Rhetorical scholarship is at times critiqued for promoting a relativism that can 

lead to moral dissolution and misguided action. This critique may be exacerbated when 

argument moves from realms that are culturally coded as "legitimately political" to those 

that are culturally coded as "scientific." From Plato's Socrates who, perhaps more as a 

goad than as a reified claim, called out Gorgias' companion Polus for promoting rhetoric 

even though it was a type of "cookery" that could deceive patients who rely on medical 

science for their health, to a conversation partner of mine whose experience of science in 

politics caused him to shrug away scientific contributions to dialogue because they could 

be made to prove anything, there is an evident frustration and distrust of ways of arguing 

that undercut science's attempts to create certain knowledge (Plato 71). 

I would argue, however, that the analysis of this dissertation, which responds to 

scientific argument with rhetorical interpretation rather than scientific testing, diffracts 

but does not relativize scientific claims to the point of undercutting the value of using 

science as a contingent guide to action, histead, by specifying the methods of inquiry, 

typical forms of evidence, and socioecological locations of claims-makers, my rhetorical 

analysis contextualizes science-based argument claims within socioecological relations in 

a way that highlights their consequences. It is too easy to reify scientific argument as 

universal claims. It is even more easy, perhaps, to divorce scientific argument from its 

temporal location, its historicity (as Latour would say) than it is from its geographic 

situatedness. While critiques of naively transferring laboratory results to the "real world" 

(that is, outside the laboratory) are not yet ubiquitous, they are at least familiar. However, 

there is still an assumption that the way the natural world responds to forces that act on it 
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is constant in a way that allows for the linear calculation of, for example, ecosystem 

improvement or degradation. 

What my rhetorical analysis points to, however, is that because ecosystems are 

embedded within socioecological relations, the ecological future is contingent in ways 

that exceed dichotomous either/or pronouncements. Whether or not cattle harm 

ecosystems depends in part on an evaluative judgment of how future socioecological 

relationships should be constituted. There are multiple possibilities for socioecological 

evolution, preventing that evolution from being conceived as linear progress or its 

antithesis. Instead, scientific rhetoric draws its validity not from static ecological 

relationships, but from changing ones, and not from changing ecological relationships 

alone, but from changing sociological relationships as well. The consequence of situating 

an ecosystem approach to decision-making within socioecological relationships is that the 

dichotomy between science and politics no longer holds up. Both are part of an expanded 

rhetoric that includes the responses of nonhumans and humans both. 

As a result, the role of science in decision-making needs to be reconfigured. One 

of the consequences of separating the knower from the known in objective theories of 

knowledge is that it displaces the agency for decision-making from humans onto "certain" 

knowledge that is said to be independent from humans. When scientific knowledge is 

instead understood as embedded within socioecological relations, its constituent role in 

deliberation is restored without eclipsing human responsibility or even narrowing that 

responsibility to an either/or of "do the right thing" (which science dictates) or fail (and 

face the destruction of a rebellious nature). This perspective suggests that science should 
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not be relegated to meetings that are separate from public deliberation. Instead, it is a 

crucial part of decision-making at every stage of the process. 

For science to become more integrated into deliberation requires the social 

imagination necessary to develop new decision-making processes. The specialization of 

scientific knowledge, especially academic science, is a huge barrier to that integration. 

However, this barrier should not be used to justify the separation of scientific authority. 

For one thing, scientific rhetorics are now multiple and publicly owned. Many 

environmental activists are quite sophisticated in the reading and deployment of even 

academic science. Ecological knowledge has become part of the everyday rhetoric of a 

large segment of the population, including all the land managers (e.g. ranchers, refuge 

biologists) and advisory or regulatory agents (e.g. County Extension, BLM, Forest 

Service, State Land) interviewed in this dissertation. The scientific claims of others, 

consequently, are never spoken in monologic contexts, never addressed to an audience 

ready to receive them whole. Instead, within grazing debate and other charged issues of 

environmental politics, ecological utterances always face a nearly immediate 

interanimation of discourse which requires debaters to choose in favor of some positions 

and against others. This interanimation cannot be resolved unilaterally by according more 

institutional power to some claims than others (e.g. by putting academic scientists in a 

privileged speaking position). While it may often be practical to make decisions this way 

in the short term, in the long term those decisions will be politically unsatisfying as 

debaters respond actively to the arguments of others. 
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Some of my interviewees taught me how dehberative processes could be made to 

address the contradictory ecological knowledge that debaters bring to the politics of 

grazing. When interviewees took the time and attention to address apparently 

contradictory ecological arguments, to ask questions, and to search for and interpret 

evidence together, they found that dialogue about science became transformed into an 

understanding of differences that could become a creative tension for finding new ways to 

address problems. Access to shared ecological monitoring, however, which is the most 

common (though not only) way interviewees reported starting a collaboration around 

ecological disagreement, is limited to those with the time, the access to land, and the 

invitation to work with others. A major purpose of this dissertation's rhetorical analysis, 

consequently, is to extend the scrutiny of ecological difference to an audience unable to 

participate in those shared monitoring projects. Rhetorical scholarship, I suggest, has the 

potential to interrogate arguments in ways that enhance the interanimation of discourse 

even in the absence of face-to-face discussion about different knowledge claims. 

Interdisciplinary Rhetorical Scholarship and Dialogic Problem Solving 

Although rhetorical scholarship is largely meta-analytic, it is most far-reaching 

when it is itself responsive to other genres of utterance. A subtext of this dissertation is 

that rhetorical scholars have much to learn from literary critics, philosophers, linguists, 

anthropologists, sociologists, historians and historiographers, ecologists, range scientists, 

wildlife biologists and others who may study similar problems but from differing 

perspectives, often with significantly different results. This dissertation promotes a form 
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of rhetorical scholarship does not erase the value of alternative perspectives but that does 

actively engage those other perspectives. 

Further, I recognize that many of the problems addressed by academics are also, 

validly, the province of problem-solving efforts outside of formal academic institutions. 

This has certainly been true in the topic engaged by this dissertation, conflict over 

grazing. Rhetorical scholars have much to leam in dialogue with activists, with 

government employees, with ranchers, with engaged citizens and others whose 

interpretations of grazing problems are central to the constitution of a dialogic system of 

relationships. 

Socioecological problems cross boundaries of disciplines, institutions, and 

organizations. They even cross the boundaries of the commonplace division between 

what is social and what is ecological. This boundary-crossing begs for a theory that is 

similarly flexible in what it will address. A theory of rhetoric, devoted to dialogue, will 

never escape its own partiality, situatedness and rhetoricity. Its openness to change in 

response to the words of others, however, does provide it with a way to move beyond the 

limits of one approach and to leam from the knowledge created and simultaneously 

articulated in the rhetorical processes of other ways of inquiry. 

This does not mean that such a rhetorical theory should passively accept the 

knowledge of others. As Bakhtin points out, a response to an utterance is always active. 

Openness is one thing; passivity is a type of response that moves language down the 

dialogic continuum toward reification. Rhetorical analysis is also, inseparably, 

interpretation and critique. As such, it is not neutral. The way this dissertation has 
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journals, would not have been possible without that dialogue, hi this sense, none of the 

conclusions here were determined by rhetorical theory. Yet this ethnography is not a 

reflection of a found debate, a phenomenological entry into others' experience of invested 

argument about whether or how to graze cattle in southern Arizona. With each claim I 

quote or otherwise respond to, I have no choice but to recontextualize the words of others 

and to separate them from the meaning of their original situated utterance. These words 

continue to be social as I use them again in a dialogue with my readers, a group much 

expanded from those I originally interviewed. Yet I have inflected those words with my 

own purposes. Those purposes include an interest in how language works, a focus which 

at least temporarily subordinates other aspects of socioecological relations. They also 

include a commitment to dialogue that some of those I interviewed might question. This 

possibility is especially true of those who understand southern Arizona's desert 

grasslands, and the socioecological relations built on them, to be in a crisis situation that 

warrants no compromise. While compromise is not my goal so much as creativity, I still 

recognize that my inflection does a disservice to these debaters' intent by suggesting that 

positions should be open to change. 

My inflection of others' arguments, however, is not the last word, and should be 

spoken back to with critique as well as understanding if it is to serve its purpose. Still, I 

do hope my inflection will be useful to those who understand socioecological relations to 

be in a crisis situation that warrants no more protracted stalemates in decision-making. 

My diffraction of others' arguments is meant to make more flexible the entrenched 
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political conflicts that I believe will continue in their failure to yield creative solutions to 

long-standing problems. It is to this creative purpose, primarily, that this dissertation's 

rhetorical reconfiguration of socioecological relations is addressed. 



THE UNIVERSFTYOF 

Human Subjects Committee ARIZONA 1622 E. Mabel Street 
EO. Box 245137 
Tucson, AZ 85724-5137 
(520) 626-6721 

HEALTH SCIENCES CENTER 

25 May 2001 

Sharon Sandgathe, A.B.D. 
Advisor: Tilly Wamock, Ph.D. 
Department of English 
Modem Languages Building, Room 445 
PO BOX 210067 

RE: HSCA01.91 THE RHETORIC OF SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE 

Dear Ms. Sandgathe: 

We received your research proposal, letter of 17 May 2001, and revised consent form for the above 
cited project. The procedures to be followed in this study pose no more than minimal risk to 
participating subjects. Regulations issued by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services [45 
CFR Part 46.110(b)] authorize approval of this type project through the expedited review procedures, 
with the condition(s) that subjects' anonymity be maintained. Although full Committee review is not 
required, a brief summary of the project procedures is submitted to the Committee for their 
endorsement and/or comment, if any, after administrative approval is granted. This project is 
approved effective 25 May 2001 for a period of one year. 

The Human Subjects Committee (Institutional Review Board) of the University of Arizona has a 
current assurance of compliance, number M-1233, which is on file with the Department of Health 
and Human Services and covers this activity. 

Approval is granted with the understanding that no further changes or additions will be made either 
to the procedures followed or to the consent form(s) used (copies of which we have on file) without 
the knowledge and approval of the Human Subjects Committee and your College or Departmental 
Review Committee. Any research related physical or psychological harm to any subject must also 
be reported to each committee. 

A university policy requires that all signed subject consent forms be kept in a permanent file in an 
area designated for that purpose by the Department Head or comparable authority. This will assure 
their accessibility in the event that university officials require the information and the principal 
investigator is unavailable for some reason. 

Sincerely, 

Davie 
Chairman 
Human Subjects Committee 

DGJ/js 
cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 



513 

WORKS CITED 

Abbeele, Georges Van Den, trans. The Differend: Phrases in Dispute. By Jean-Fran9ois 
Lyotard. MinneapoHs: U of Minnesota P, 1988. 

Anable, Michael E., Mitchel P. McClaran and George B. Ruyle. "Spread of Introduced 
Lehmann Lovegrass Eragrostis Lehmanniana Nees. in Southern Arizona, USA." 
Biological Conservation 61 (1992): 181-88. 

Anderson, Benedict. Imagined Communities. Revd. ed. London: Verso P, 1991. 

Aristotle. Aristotle on Rhetoric: A Theory of Civic Discourse. Trans. George A. 
Kennedy. New York: Oxford U P: 1991. 

Arizona Atlas and Gazeteer. 1®'. ed. Freeport, MN: DeLorme Mapping, 1933. 

Bacon, Francis. "The New Organon." The Complete Essays of Francis Bacon Including 
the New Atlantis and Novum Organum. New York: Washington Square P, 1963. 

Bahre, Conrad J. "Human Impacts on the Grasslands of Southeastern Arizona." The 
Desert Grassland. Ed. Mitchel P. McClaran and T. R. Van Devender. Tucson: U of 
Arizona P, 1995. 230-64 

Bakhtin, Mikhail. "Discourse in the Novel." The Dialogic Imagination: Four Essays by 
M.M. Bakhtin. Tr. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Ed. Michael Holquist. 
Austin: U of Texas P, 1981. 259-422. 

—. "From Notes Made in 1970-1971." Speech Genres and Other Late Essays: M. M. 
Bakhtin. Tr. Vem McGee. Eds. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin: U of 
Texas P, 1986. 132-58. 

—. "The Problem of Speech Genres." Speech Genres and Other Late Essays: M. M. 
Bakhtin. Tr. Vem McGee. Ed. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin: U of 
Texas P, 1986. 60-102. 

—. "The Problem of the Text in Linguistics, Philology, and the Human Sciences: An 
Experiment in Philosophical Analysis." Speech Genres and Other Late Essays: M. M. 
Bakhtin. Tr. Vem McGee. Ed. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin: U of 
Texas P, 1986. 103-31. 

—. "Toward a Methodology for the Human Sciences." Speech Genres and Other Late 
Essays: M. M. Bakhtin. Ed. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Tr. Vem McGee. 
Austin: U of Texas P, 1986. 159-72. 



514 

Bawarshi, Anis. "The Genre Function." College EngUsh 62 (2000): 335-60. 

Bazerman, Charles. "Systems of Genres and the Enactment of Social Intentions." Genre 
and the New Rhetoric. Ed. Aviva Freedman and Peter Medway. London: Taylor and 
Francis, 1994. 79-101. 

Bender, John, and David Wellbery. "Rhetoricality: On the Modernist Return of Rhetoric." 
The Ends of Rhetoric: History, Theory, Practice. Ed. John Bender and David 
Wellbery. Stanford, CA: Stanford UP, 1990. 

Benford, Robert D. "An Insider's Critique of the Social Movement Framing Perspective." 
Sociological Inquiry 67 (1997): 409-30. 

Benford, Robert D., and David A. Snow. "Framing Processes and Social Movements: An 
Overview and Assessment." Annual Review of Sociology 26 (2000): 611-39. 

Berlin, James A. "Composition Studies and Cultural Studies: Collapsing Boundaries." 
Into the Field: Sites of Composition Studies. Ed. Anne Ruggles Gere. New York: 
MLA, 1993. 99-116. 

—. "Rhetoric and Ideology in the Writing Class." College English 50 (1988): 477-94. 

Bijker, Wiebe E. Of Bicycles. Bakelites, and Bulbs: Toward a Theory of Sociotechnical 
Change. Cambridge, MA: 1995. 

Billig, Michael. "Rhetorical Psychology, Ideological Thinking, and Imagining 
Nationhood." Social Movements and Culture. Ed. Hank Johnston and Bert 
Klandermans. Miimeapolis: U of Miimeapolis P, 1995. 64-81. 

Bingham, Sam, and Allan Savory. Holistic Resource Management Workbook. 
Washington, DC: Island P, 1990. 

Bitzer, Lloyd F. "The Rhetorical Situation." Philosophy and Rhetoric 1 (1968): 1-14. 

Bloor, David. "Wittgenstein and Mannheim on the Sociology of Mathematics." Studies in 
History and Philosophy of Science 4 (1973): 173-91. 

Bourdieu, Pierre. Outline of a Theory of Practice. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge U P, 1977. 

Brooks, Paul. Speaking for Nature: How Literary Naturalists from Henry Thoreau to 
Rachel Carson Have Shaped America. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1980. 



515 

Burgess, Tony L. "Desert Grassland, Mixed Shrub Savanna, Shrub Steppe, or Semidesert 
Scrub?: The Dilemma of Coexisting Growth Forms." The Desert Grassland. Ed 
Mitchel P. McClaran and T. R. Van Devender. Tucson, AZ: U of Arizona P, 1995. 
31-67. 

Burke, Kenneth. "Definition of Man." Professing the New Rhetorics: A Sourcebook. Ed. 
Theresa Enos and Stuart C. Brown. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Blair P, 1994. 40-62. Rpt. 
of Language as Symbolic Action. Berkeley: U of Califomia P, 1966. 

Cable, Dwight R. "Lehmann Lovegrass on the Santa Rita Experimental Range, 1937-
1968." Journal of Range Management 24 (1971): 17-21. 

Carr, David. "Narrative and the Real World: An Argument for Continuity." Memory. 
Identity. Community: The Idea of Narrative in the Human Sciences. Ed. Lewis P. 
Hinchman and Sandra K. Hinchman. New York: Suny P, 1997. 7-25. 

Carson, Rachel. Silent Spring. New York: Fawcett Crest, 1962. 

Chiavello, Anthony. "Anarchy in Range Science: Allan Savory and the Rhetoric of 
Holistic Resource Management." Technical Communication. Deliberative Rhetoric, 
and Environmental Discourse: Connections and Directions. Ed. Nancy W. Coppola 
and Bill Karis. Stamford, CT: Ablex, 2000. 301-20. 

Cintron, Ralph. Angels' Town: Chero Ways. Gang Life, and Rhetorics of the Everyday. 
Boston: Beacon P, 1997. 

Clifford, James. "Introduction: Partial Truths." Writing Culture: The Poetics and Politics 
of Ethnography Ed. James Clifford and George E. Marcus. Berkeley: U of Califomia 
P, 1986. 1-26. 

Clifford, James, and George E. Marcus, eds. Writing Culture: The Poetics and Politics of 
Ethnography. Berkeley: U of Califomia P, 1986. 

Cox, Jerry R. "Lehmann Lovegrass Live Component Biomass and Chemical 
Composition." Journal of Range Management 45 (1992): 523-27. 

Cox, Jerry R., and George Ruyle. "Influence of Climactic and Edaphic Factors on the 
Distribution of Eragrostis Lehmanniana Nees in Arizona, USA." Joumal Grassland 
Society South Africa 3 (1986): 25-29. 

Cox, Jerry R., et. al. "Lehmann-Lovegrass—Central South Africa and Arizona, USA." 
Rangelands 10 (1988): 53-55. 



516 

Crowley, Sharon, and Debra Hawhee. "Stasis Theory: Asking the Right Questions." 
Ancient Rhetorics for Contemporary Students. 2"'^ ed. Boston: Allyn and Bacon, 
1999. 44-74. 

Daston, Lorraine. "Objectiyity and the Escape from Perspectiye." Social Studies of 
Science 22 (1992): 597-618. 

Dayies, Charlotte Aull. Reflexiye Ethnography: A Guide to Researching Selyes and 
Others. London: Routledge, 1999. 

Dayis, Charles. "Politics and Pubhc Rangeland Pohcy." Western Public Lands and 
Enyironmental Politics. Ed. Charles Dayis. Boulder, CO: Westyiew P, 1997. 74-94. 

Dayis, Kathleen M., John M. Englert and Jennifer L. Kujawski. hnproyed Conservation 
Plant Materials Released by NRCS and Cooperators through September 2002. United 
States, Dept. Agr., Natural Resources Conseryation Service. Beltsyille, MD: National 
Plant Materials Center, 2002. 11 March 2003 
<http://plant-materials.nrcs.usda.goy/pubs/mdpmcpurel2002.pdf>. 

Dayis, Tony. "County May Get a Jump on Conservation Plan." Azstamet: Arizona Daily 
Star Online 5 June 2001. 4 December 2002 
<http://www.azstamet.eom/desertplan/10605.html>. 

Deyitt, Amy. "Intertextuality in Tax Accounting: Generic, Referential, and Functional." 
Textual Dynamics of the Professions: Historic and Contemporary Studies of Writing 
in Professional Communities. Ed. Charles Bazerman and James Paradis. Madison, 
WL U of Wisconsin P, 1991. 336-57. 

Dimmitt, Mark A. "Mesquites." A Natural History of the Sonoran Desert. Ed. Steven J. 
Phillips and Patricia Wentworth Comus. Tucson, AZ: Arizona-Sonora Desert 
Museum P, 2000. 236-39. 

Dixon, Kathleen. "Gendering the 'Personal."' College Composition and Communication 
46 (1995): 255-75. 

Du Gay, Paul. "Organizing Identity: Entrepreneurial Governance and Public 
Management." Questions of Cultural Identity. Ed. Stuart Hall and Paul Du Gay. 
London: Sage, 1996. 151-69. 

Durkheim, Emile. The Elementary Forms of Rehgious Life. Tr. Karen E. Fields. New 
York, Free P: 1995. 

http://plant-materials.nrcs.usda.goy/pubs/mdpmcpurel2002.pdf
http://www.azstamet.eom/desertplan/10605.html


517 

Epstein, Steven. Impure Science: AIDS. Activism, and the Politics of Knowledge. 
Berkeley: U of California P, 1996. 

Ferree, Myra Marx. "The Political Context of Rationality: Rational Choice Theory and 
Resource Mobilization." Frontiers in Social Movement Theory. Ed. Aldon D. Morris 
and Carol McClurg Mueller. New Haven: Yale U P, 1992. 29-52. 

Fleck, Ludwik. Genesis and Development of a Scientific Fact. Chicago: U of Chicago P, 
1979. 

Forest Guardians v. Wells. 2001. CV-00-0177-PR. Arizona Supreme Court. 5 April 2002 
<http://www.supreme.state.az.us/CV-00-0177-PR.pdf>. 

Friedman, Debra, and Doug McAdam. "Collective Identity and Activism: Networks, 
Choices, and the Life of a Social Movement." Frontiers in Social Movement Theory. 
Ed. Aldon D. Morris and Carol McClurg Mueller. New Haven: Yale U P, 1992. 156-
73. 

Gamer, Roberta. "Fifty Years of Social Movement Theory: An Interpretation." Social 
Movement Theory and Research: An Annotated Bibliographical Guide. Ed. Roberta 
Gamer and John Tenuto. Pasadena, CA: Scarecrow P, 1997. 1-58. 

Geertz, Clifford. Works and Lives: The Anthropologist as Author. Stanford: Stanford U 
P, 1988. 

Gieryn, Thomas F. Cultural Boundaries of Science: Credibility on the Line. Chicago: U 
of Chicago P, 1999. 

Grissino-Mayer, Henri D., and Thomas W. Swetnam. "Multi-century History of Wildfire 
in Ponderosa Pine Forests of El Malpais National Monument." New Mexico Bureau 
of Mines and Mineral Resources 156 (1997): 163-72. 

Haines, Herbert H. "Black Radicalization and the Funding of Civil Rights: 1957-1970." 
Social Problems 32 (1984): 31-43. Rpt. in Social Movements: Readings on Their 
Emergence, Mobilization, and Dynamics. Ed. Doug McAdam and David A. Snow. 
Los Angeles: Roxbury Pubhshing, 1997: 440-49. 

Hall, Stuart. "Introduction: Who Needs Identity?" Questions of Cultural Identity. Ed. 
Stuart Hall and Paul du Gay. London: Sage P, 1996. 1-17. 

Halloran, S. Michael. "The Birth of Molecular Biology: An Essay in the Rhetorical 
Criticism of Scientific Discourse." Landmark Essays on Rhetoric of Science: Case 
Studies. Ed. Randy Allen Harris. Mahwah, NJ: Hermagoras P, 1997. 39-50. 

http://www.supreme.state.az.us/CV-00-0177-PR.pdf


518 

Haraway, Donna J. 
Modest Witness@Second Millennium.FemaleMan© Meets OncoMouse'^'*^. New 
York: Routledge, 1997. 

Harding, Sandra. Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? Thinking from Women's Lives. 
Milton Keynes: Open U P, 1991. 

Hemdl, Carl G. "Writing Ethnography: Representation, Rhetoric, and Institutional 
Practices." College English 53 (1991): 320-32. 

Hinchman, Lewis P. and Sandra K. Hinchman, eds. Memory. Identity, Community: The 
Idea of Narrative in the Human Sciences. New York: Suny P, 1997. 

Holquist, Michael. "Introduction." Speech Genres and Other Late Essays: M. M. Bakhtin. 
Eds. Caryl Emerson and Michael Holquist. Austin: U of Texas P, 1986. ix-xxiii. 

Homing, John C. "Notice of Appeal of the Baseline/Horsesprings Environmental 
Assessment Apache-Sitgreaves National Forest." 13 March 1998. 18 February 2003 
<http://www.fguardians.0rg/baseline-h0rsesprings-appeal.html#relief>. 

Hunt, Scott A., Robert D. Benford, and David A. Snow. "Identity Fields: Framing 
Processes and the Social Construction of Movement Identities." New Social 
Movements: From Ideology to Identity. Ed. Enrique Larana, Hank Johnston and 
JosephR. Gusfield. Philadelphia: Temple UP, 1994. 185-208. 

Jackson, Laura, and Patricia Comus. "Ecological Consequences of Agricultural 
Development in a Sonoran Desert Valley." Ecology of Sonoran Desert Plants and 
Plant Communities. Ed. Robert Robichaux. Tucson: U of Arizona P, 1999. 

Jacobs, Lyrm. Waste of the West: Public Lands Ranching. Tucson: Lynn Jacobs, 1991. 

Jamison, Andrew. "The Shaping of the Global Environmental Agenda: The Role ofNon-
Govemmental Organisations." Risk. Environment, and Modernity: Towards a New 
Ecology. Ed. Scott Lash, Bronislaw Szerszynski and Brian Wyime. London: Sage, 
1996. 224-45. 

Jenkins, Matt. "Unranchers Gain Ground." HighCountrvNews.org 21 January 2002. 18 
February 2003 < http://www.hcn.org/servlets/hcn.Article?article_id=10959>. 

Johnston, Hank. "A Methodology for Frame Analysis: From Discourse to Cognitive 
Schemata." Social Movements and Culture. Ed. Hank Johnston and Bert 
Klandermans. Minneapolis: U of MinneapoHs P, 1995. 217-46. 

http://www.hcn.org/servlets/hcn.Article?article_id=10959


519 

Johnston, Hank, Enrique Larana and Joseph R. Gusfield. "Identities, Grievances, and 
New Social Movements." New Social Movements: From Ideology to Identity. Ed. 
Enrique Larana, Hank Johnston and Joseph R. Gusfield. Philadelphia: Temple U P, 
1994. 3-35. 

Killingsworth, M. Jimmie, and Jacqueline S. Palmer. "Millennial Ecology: The 
Apocalyptic Narrative from Silent Spring to Global Warming." Green Culture: 
Environmental Rhetoric in Contemporary America. Ed. Carl G. Hemdl and Stuart C. 
Brown. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1996. 21-45. 

Kuhn, Thomas S. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. ed. Chicago: U of Chicago 
P, 1996. 

Latour, Bruno. Pandora's Hope: Essays on the Reality of Science Studies. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard U P, 1999. 

Leopold, Aldo. "Thinking Like a Mountain." A Sand County Almanac and Sketches Here 
and There. Special Commemorative ed. New York: Oxford U P, 1987. 129-32. 

Lyotard, Jean-Fran9ois. The Differend: Phrases in Dispute. Tr. Georges Van Den 
Abbeele. Mirmeapolis: U of Minnesota P, 1988. 

Marcus, George E. "Ethnography in/of the World System: The Emergence of Multi-Sited 
Ethnography." Annual Review of Anthropology 24 (1995): 95-117. Rpt. in 
Ethnography through Thick and Thin. Ed. George E. Marcus. Princeton: Princeton U 
P, 1998. 79-104. 

—. "On Ideologies of Reflexivity in Contemporary Efforts to Remake the Human 
Sciences." Poetics Today 15 (1994): 383-404. Rpt. in Ethnography through Thick and 
Thin. Ed. George E. Marcus. Princeton: Princeton UP, 1998. 181-202. 

Marcus, George E., and Michael M. J. Fischer. Anthropology as Cultural Critique. 
Chicago: U of Chicago P, 1986. 

McAdam, Doug. Freedom Summer. New York: Oxford U P, 1988. 

— Political Process and the Development of Black Insurgency. 1930-1970. Chicago: U of 
Chicago P, 1982. 

—. "Recruitment to High-Risk Activism: The Case of Freedom Summer." American 
Journal of Sociology (1986^): 64-90. 



520 

McAdam, Doug, John D. McCarthy and Mayer N. Zald, eds. Comparative Perspectives in 
Social Movements: Political Opportunities, Mobilizing Structures, and Cultural 
Framings. Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1996. 

McClaran, Mitchel P., and Michael E. Anable. "Spread of Introduced Lehmann 
Lovegrass along a Grazing Intensity Gradient." Journal of Applied Ecology 29 
(1992): 92-98. 

McKeon, Richard. "The Uses of Rhetoric in a Technological Age: Architectonic 
Productive Arts." Professing the New Rhetorics: A Sourcebook. Ed. Theresa Enos 
and Stuart C. Brown. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Blair P, 1994. 126-44. 

McPherson, Guy. "The Role of Fire in the Desert Grasslands." The Desert Grassland. Ed. 
Mitchel P. McClaran and T. R. Van Devender. Tucson: U of Arizona P, 1995. 130-
51. 

Medina, Alvin L. The Santa Rita Experimental Range: History and Annotated 
Bibliography. 1903-1988. U. S., Dept. Agr., Forest Service, Rocky Mountain Forest 
and Range Experiment Station. General Technical Report RM-GTR-276. 
Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1996. 6 December 2002 
<http://ag.arizona.edu/SRER/history/index.html>. 

Melucci, Alberto. "A Strange Kind of Newness: What's 'New' in New Social 
Movements?" New Social Movements: From Ideology to Identity. Ed. Enrique 
Larana, Hank Johnston and Joseph R. Gusfield. Philadelphia: Temple U P, 1994. 101-
30. 

Merton, Robert K. "The Normative Structure of Science." The Sociology of Science: 
Theoretical and Empirical Investigations. Ed. Norman W. Storer. Chicago: U of 
Chicago P, 1973. 267-78. 

Miller, Branda S. "Multimedia Pedagogy and Environmental Communication: The 
Rhetoric of Citizen Action in the Information Age." Technical Communication. 
Deliberative Rhetoric, and Environmental Discourse: Connections and Directions. Ed. 
Nancy W. Coppola and Bill Karis. Stamford, CT: Ablex, 2000. 149-68. 

Miller, CaroljTi R. "Genre as Social Action." Quarterly Joumal of Speech 70 (1984): 151-
67. 

Morris, Aldon D. "Political Consciousness and Collective Action." Frontiers in Social 
Movement Theory. Ed. Aldon D. Morris and Carol McClurg Mueller. New Haven: 
Yale UP, 1992. 351-73. 

http://ag.arizona.edu/SRER/history/index.html


521 

Mueller, Carol. "Building Social Movement Theory." Frontiers in Social Movement 
Theory. Ed. Aldon D. Morris and Carol McClurg Mueller. New Haven: Yale U P, 
1992. 3-25. 

Myers, Fred R. "Locating Ethnographic Practice: Romance, Reality, and Politics in the 
Outback." American Ethnologist 15 (1988): 609-24. 

O'Connor, Sandra Day, and H. Alan Day. Lazv B: Growing up on a Cattle Ranch in the 
American Southwest. New York: Random House, 2002. 

Ohmann, Richard. English in America: A Radical View of the Profession. Hanover, NH: 
WesleyanUP, 1996. 

Olson, Mancur. The Logic of Collective Action. Cambridge, MA: Harvard U P, 1965. 

Pima County, Arizona. Science and Technical Advisory Team, Sonoran Desert 
Conservation Plan. Personal observation of public meeting. 16 Jan. 2002. 

—. Steering Committee, Sonoran Desert Conservation Plan. Personal observation of 
public meeting. 6 April 2002. 

Plato. Gorgias. Trans. W. R. M. Lamb. The Rhetorical Tradition: Readings from 
Classical Times to the Present. Ed. Patricia Bizzell and Bruce Herzberg. Boston: 
Bedford, 1990. 61-112. 

Plevin, Arlene. "Green Guilt: An Effective Rhetoric or Rhetoric in Transition." Technical 
Communication, Deliberative Rhetoric, and Environmental Discourse: Connections 
and Directions. Ed. Nancy W. Coppola and Bill Karis. Stamford, CT: Ablex, 2000. 
251-65. 

Polletta, Francesca. "Culture and Its Discontents: Recent Theorizing on the Cultural 
Dimensions of Protest." Sociological hiquirv 67 (1997): 431-50. 

—. "Tt Was Like a Fever . . .': Narrative and Identity in Social Protest." Social Problems 
45.2 (1998): 138-59. 

Prelli, Lawrence J. "The Rhetorical Construction of Scientific Ethos." Landmark Essavs 
on Rhetoric of Science: Case Studies. Ed. Randy Allen Harris. Mahwah, NJ: 
Hermagoras P, 1997. 87-104. 

Public Lands Council v. Babbitt. 2000. 98-1991. United States Court of Appeals, lO"^ 
Circuit. 19 February 2003 <http://w3.trib.eom/~phxcon/SUPCOURTGRAZl.html> . 

http://w3.trib.eom/~phxcon/SUPCOURTGRAZl.html


522 

Richards, Rebecca T., Jeanne C. Chambers and Christopher Ross. "Use of Native Plants 
on Federal Lands: Policy and Practice." Journal of Range Management 51 (1998): 
625-32. 

Rifkin, Jeremy. Beyond Beef: The Rise and Fall of the Cattle Culture. New York: Plume, 
1993. 

Rosaldo, Renato. Culture and Truth: The Remaking of Social Analysis. 2"'^ ed. Boston: 
Beacon P, 1993. 

Roundy, Bruce A., Raymond B. Taylorson and Lee B. Sumrall. "Germination Responses 
of Lehmann Loyegrass to Light." Journal of Range Management 45 (1992): 81-84. 

Ruyle, George, B. A. Roundy and Jerry Cox. "Effects of Burning on Germinability of 
Lehmann Loyegrass." Journal of Range Management 41 (1988): 404-06. 

Saussure, Ferdinand de. "Nature of the Linguistic Sign." Professing the New Rhetorics: A 
Sourcebook. Ed. Theresa Enos and Stuart C. Brown. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Blair P, 
1994.3-15. 

Sayory, Allan. Holistic Resource Management. Washington, DC: Island P, 1988. 

—. "Sayory Grazing Method or Hohstic Resource Management." Rangelands 5 (1983): 
155-59. 

—. "Short Duration Grazing." The Cattleman 63.4 (1976): 54+. 

Sayory, Allan, and S. D. Parsons. "The Sayory Grazing Method." Rangelands 2 (1980): 
234-37. 

Schensul, Stephen L., Jean J. Schensul, and Margaret D. LeCompte. Essential 
Ethnographic Methods: Observations, hiteryiews, and Questionnaires. Walnut Creek, 
CA: AltaMira P, 1999. 

Schryer, Catherine F. "Genre Time/Space: Chronotopic Strategies in the Experimental 
Article." jac 19 (1999): 81-89. 

Sheridan, Thomas E. Arizona: A History. Tucson: U of Arizona P, 1995. 

—. "Cows, Condos, and the Contested Commons: The Political Ecology of Ranching in 
the Arizona-Sonora Borderlands." Human Organization 60 (2001): 141-52. 

Shifflett, Wayne. Personal correspondence. 26 September 2001. 



523 

Slovic, Scott. "Epistemology and Politics in American Nature Writing: Embedded 
Rhetoric and Discrete Rhetoric." Green Culture: Environmental Rhetoric in 
Contemporary America. Ed. Carl G. Hemdl and Stuart C. Brown. Madison: U of 
Wisconsin P, 1996. 82-110. 

Smith, John K. After the Demise of Empiricism: The Problem of Judging Social and 
Educational Inquiry. Norwood, NJ: Ablex P, 1993. 

Snow, Dayid A., and Robert D. Benford. "Ideology, Frame Resonance, and Participant 
Mobilization." International Social Movement Research 1 (1988): 197-217. 

Snow, David A. and Doug McAdam. "Identity Work Processes in the Context of Social 
Movements: Clarifying the Identity/ Movement Nexus." Self Identity, and Social 
Movements. Ed. Sheldon Stryker, Timothy J. Owens and Robert W. White. 
Minneapolis: U of Minneapolis P, 2000: 41-67. 

Snow, David A., et. al. "Frame Aligimient Processes, Micromobilization, and Movement 
Participation." American Sociological Review 51 (1986): 464-81. 

Subramaniam, Banu. "The Aliens Have Landed! Reflections on Theories of Biological 
Invasion." Crossing the Great Divide: Learning to Speak 'NatureCultures.' Taking 
Nature Seriously: Citizens, Science, and Environment. U of Oregon, Eugene. 27 
February 2001. 

Taylor, Martin. Personal interview. 19 July 2001. 

Tobin, Mitch. "Giving Cattle the Boot." Arizona Daily Star 4 December 2001. Rpt. in 
Forest Guardians. 18 February 2003 
<http ://www. fguardians.org/news/nO 11209.html>. 

Ulman, H. Lewis. "'Thinking Like a Mountain': Persona, Ethos, and Judgment in 
American Nature Writing." Green Culture: Enviroimiental Rhetoric in Contemporary 
America. Ed. Carl G. Hemdl and Stuart C. Brown. Madison: U of Wisconsin P, 1996. 
46-81. 

United States. Department of Agriculture. Forest Service. Rocky Mountain Research 
Station. Fire Sciences Laboratory. "Fire Effects Information System: Value and LFse: 
Eragrostis Lehmanniana." January 2003. 19 Febmary 2003 
<http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/graminoid/eraleh/all.html>. 

http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis/plants/graminoid/eraleh/all.html


524 

—. Fish and WildUfe Service. Buenos Aires National Wildlife Refuge: Draft 
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Assessment. Albuquerque, 
NM: 2000. 

Vatz, Richard E. "The Myth of the Rhetorical Situation." Philosophy and Rhetoric 6 
(1973): 154-61. 

Waddell, Craig. "The Reception of Silent Spring: An Introduction." And No Birds Sing: 
Rhetorical Analyses of Rachel Carson's Silent Spring. Ed. Craig Waddell. 
Carbondale, IL: Southern Illinois U P, 2000. 1-16. 

Weiss, Robert S. Learning from Strangers: The Art and Method of Qualitative Interview 
Studies. New York: Free P, 1994. 

White, Hayden. "Literary Theory and Historical Writing." Figural Realism: Studies in the 
Mimesis Effect. Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins U P, 1999. 1-26. Rpt. of "Figuring the 
Nature of the Times Deceased: Literary Theory and Historical Writing." The Future 
of Literary Theory. Ed. Ralph Cohen. London: Methuen, 1988. 19-43. 

—. "The Question of Narrative in Contemporary Historical Theory" History and Theory 
23.1 (1984): 1-33. Rpt. in The Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse and 
Historical Representation. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins U P, 1987. 26-57. 

—. "The Value of Narrativity in the Representation of Reality" Critical Inquiry 7.1 
(1980): 5-27. Rpt. in The Content of the Form: Narrative Discourse and Historical 
Representation. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins U P, 1987. 1-25. 

Winkel, Von K., and Bruce A. Roundy. "Effects of Cattle Trampling and Mechanical 
Seedbed Preparation on Grass Seedling Emergence." Journal of Range Management 
44(1991): 176-80. 

Winkel, Von K., Bruce A. Roundy and David K. Blough. "Effects of Seedbed Preparation 
and Cattle Trampling on Burial of Grass Seeds." Journal of Range Management 44 
(1991): 171-75. 

Wynne, Brian. "May the Sheep Safely Graze? A Reflexive View of the Expert-Lay 
Knowledge Divide." Risk, Environment and Modernity: Towards a New Ecology. Ed. 
Scott Lash, Bronislaw Szersyzynski, and Brian Wynne. London: Sage, 1996. 44-83. 

—. "Uncertainty and Environmental Learning: Reconceiving Science and Policy in the 
Preventive Paradigm." Global Environmental Change 2 (1992): 111-27. 



Yeo, Richard. "An Idol of the Market-Place: Baconianism in Nineteenth Century 
Britain." History of Science 23 (1985): 251-98. 


