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1     INTRODUCTORY MATTERS 

Politics, insofar as it concerns relations among states, seems to signify—in both 
ideal and objective terms—simply the survival of states confronting the potential 
threat created by the existence of other states…the art of politics teaches men to 
live in peace within collectivities, while it teaches collectivities to live in either 
peace or war (Aron 6-7) 

 

Raymond Aron’s 1966 theory of international relations delineates foreign affairs from 

any other form of social intercourse because interstate relations “take place in the shadow of 

war or, to use a more rigorous expression, relations among states involve, in essence, the alter-

natives of war and peace” (5).  From this dire characterization alone, rhetoricians have rightfully 

focused on the rhetorics of international politics by focusing on the most influential statesman 

in U.S. politics: the president. The perception of the institution of the president is perhaps more 

valuable than the efficacy of any solitary rhetorical act. In terms of rhetorical power in inter-

state social discourse, the privileged position of the institution of the president relies on the 

preeminence of political realism; a concept of realism where the “the focus of international re-

lations is on the behavior of the state, its security and interests being the highest priority of po-

litical life” (Haslam 12).  As a successful sociologist and political journalist in early twentieth-

century France, Aron’s theory of international relations resists traditional political realism cred-

ited to Morgenthou which considers politics a “constant across time and space” (Davis 91) and 

is overly reliant on rationalism (Haslam 10). Instead of the conventional realism that is arguably 

still the dominant paradigm for international relations (Kraig), Aron views the social discourse 

at the core of international relations though the “refracting prism of a very specific circum-

stance indeed, namely, state sovereignty” (Davis 90, emphasis mine). For Aron’s theory, sover-

eignty serves as a “god term” from which all other terms and concepts gain consistency and 
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relevance from, or as Burke would designate it: “the ultimate motivation, or substance, of a 

Constitutional frame” (A Grammar of Motives 355).  Joining the abundant scholarship focused 

on presidential rhetoric, this study interrogates the rhetorical functions of the statesman as the 

very definition of statehood is problemetized.       

 As a requisite for understanding historical causation, rhetoric and communication 

scholars have leaned on rhetorical methods to analyze the relationship between presidential 

discourse and the rhetorical context a president navigates to achieve political objectives 

(Medhurst 4, Winkler 4-7, Campbell and Jamieson 3-6, Graham 2, Kraig 3, Wander 340). With 

ample scholarly distance between the historical event and the associated analysis, most con-

tributors to Medhurst’s Critical Reflections on the Cold War map presidential rhetorical artifacts 

(and their commensurate labels) as they help construct our perceptions on history. Because of 

the centrality of the office in U.S. culture, there is an indisputable exclamation point that punc-

tuates presidential oratory no matter how subdued the delivery. Furthermore, as Campbell and 

Jamieson argue, understanding the presidency-as-institution relies on consideration of public 

rhetorical artifacts instead of the non-public correspondences that lead up to the public ones 

(4). Instead of an exclamation point, it would seem that an ellipsis or some other inconclusive 

icon generally accompanies bureaucratic policy documents. Of Medhurst’s many contributors, 

only Newman distinguishes between presidential oratory and the policy documents that physi-

cally operationalize a president’s vision; documents produced through a discrete dialectic pro-

cess facilitated by policy advisors.  

Whereas oral policy can frame a public discussion on an issue, written policy, like New-

man’s analysis of how the declassified National Security Council memo 68 (the oft-cited blue-
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print for U.S. Cold War policy) provides useful insight into the policy-making process that ac-

counts for the behind-the-scenes actors Campbell and Jamieson avoid. As it relates to interstate 

conflict, an emphasis on the lesser known nodes of the policy-making system is important be-

cause it emphasizes the rhetorical nature of a policy-making system—what Graham calls “policy 

web construction” whereby rhetorical justifications are linked (5)—and invites a consideration 

as to how policy makers wielding rhetorical analytics might re-envision problems as they consti-

tute them.  

From the perspective of a rhetorical critic, there is little substantive difference between 

a political context and a historical context. Political reality is constituted by political rhetoric 

(Medhurst 7) just as history is historicized through whatever paradigm is used; both are rhetori-

cally constructed. Medhurst’s compilation of Cold War analyses partners the methods of the 

rhetorical critic with the “tools of historiography” to discern how a message functions to create 

change in its original context as well as how we historicize events retrospectively (268-269). The 

historian, according to Medhurst, shares characteristics with rhetoricians and political scientists 

in that a historian assigns labels, prescribes meaning to the labels, and “uses language to make 

and remake the world around us” (6). This study follows Medhurst’s attention on the methods 

of rhetorical critics but instead of historiography, my focus is on possible rhetorical tools and 

approaches for shifting a conflict from an intractable to a tractable condition.  

1.1 Background to the Problem 

When the Arab Spring—Revolt, Awakening, or Uprising based on your perspective—

began in early 2011, the world tuned in to watch how this turbulence might translate into posi-

tive transformation.  But as North Africa and the Middle East continue to experience their in-
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ternal shifts of power, one wonders how these simultaneous upheavals might affect the direc-

tion of long-standing regional conflicts that have traditionally carried global economic and secu-

rity implications.  For example, the international effort to resolve the conflict between the Is-

raelis and the Palestinians (colloquially known as the Middle East Peace Process or MEPP) is 

several decades old having endured several attempts at the publically-stated, shared objective 

of a two-state solution. Results and motives notwithstanding, nearly every nation that borders 

Israel and the Palestinian territories is now either a failed or potentially failing state based on 

even the most charitable metric making the geopolitical context as uninviting as possible. Yet, 

the U.S. administration has made negotiations between the government of Israel and the politi-

cal representative of the Palestinians, the Palestinian Authority1 (PA), a centerpiece of its re-

gional foreign policy strategy (National Security Strategy of the United States 2010). The deci-

sion to attempt to disrupt the status-quo in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, i.e. bring focus on 

final status agreements between the belligerents, is therefore an interesting one. With the re-

gion in turmoil, why interrupt a “peaceful” status quo? 

 In the week preceding President Obama’s first presidential trip to Israel and the Pales-

tinian territories in early 2013, columnists, activists, and policy wonks clamored enthusiastically 

about where he might focus his visit. While the calls for renewal of the MEPP were predictably 

well represented, other voices made note of the evolving function of a peace “process” itself 

and the dramatically shifting regional environment framed by the War on Terror; an unpredict-

able Arab Spring; Iranian influence across Iraq, Syria, and Lebanon; threat of nuclear prolifera-

                                                      
1
 The PA is the political apparatus of the internationally-recognized representative of the Palestinians: the 

Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO). The PA was created in 1993 to help transition the PLO into a Palestinian 
state.  
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tion; the U.S. pivot to the Pacific; China’s pivot to the East; and civil war in Syria.  Complement-

ing those concerned voices were columns by Thomas Friedman and David Brooks citing fore-

casts that the U.S. will be the largest exporter of oil by 2020 and the possible foreign policy 

reprioritization the U.S. might have to make regarding its traditional commitments to the Mid-

dle East region. Vali Nasr argues in his unflattering critique of the first Obama administration’s 

foreign policy decisions that the “eye of the storm in the Middle East” has shifted east from the 

fractures in the Levant2 to the Arab-versus-Persian and Shia-versus-Sunni tensions centered on 

the Persian Gulf region (199).  Regardless, President Obama leveraged much of his foreign poli-

cy political capital and momentum from his first term toward restarting the MEPP in his second 

term. As an example of this emphasis, the U.S. Secretary of State, John Kerry, invested the first 

half of 2013 and six personal trips to the Levant just to get Israelis and Palestinians to return to 

direct negotiations. An assumption underpinning the overall U.S. policy is that the efforts of di-

rect negotiations, as the core of the peace process, will actually result in peace.  

 In an interview on the topic of the MEPP, Hrair Balian, the Director of President Carter’s 

Conflict Resolution Program, outlined two narratives to help explain part of the complexity. 

One narrative was oriented on “human rights” and prioritized universal rights for the people of 

both belligerent communities over the second narrative he referred to as, “facts on the ground” 

which reacted to the frequent, often politicized and traumatic events like the fence (or wall 

based on who you ask) between Israel and the West Bank. These narratives as Balian offered 

them prompt three claims pursued in this study: 1) the narratives were rhetorically-constituted 

and could be disentangled and analyzed as such, 2) the narratives are reactionary approaches 

                                                      
2
 The Levant region predates borders established following WWI. From north to south, it runs from Turkey 

to Egypt. From east to west, it includes Israel and the western border of Iraq. 
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to at least two different paradigms for experiencing and understanding the same reality, and 3) 

the narratives may explain events, but they also revivify the paradigms and myths which influ-

ence future action.  This study interrogates the above claims by analyzing how intractable con-

flict can be re-envisioned through unpacking and reconstructing the rhetorical paradigms of the 

belligerents thereby revealing avenues for resolution. I address how rhetorical paradigms and 

our perceptions of and interactions with them influence, direct, and even defeat attempts at 

understanding—let alone predict outcome in—social situations (of which war is one). I investi-

gate how and why narratives and rhetorical myths prescribe action, not passively reflect them 

and ask whether myths are something that can (or should) be changed or controlled via rhetor-

ical methods. Following the premise that proposed solutions are reactions to existing para-

digms, I analyze the potential benefits and risks of revealing the assumptions, premises, and 

biases of the paradigms with which belligerents, and those who represent them, construct their 

realities. Ultimately, I provide a heuristic framework for disentangling intractable conflict based 

primarily on Burke’s dramatistic methodology. 

1.2 Significance of the Study 

The significance of this study is linked to the role paradigms play in problem formulation 

in foreign policy decision making. Treating paradigms begs the question whether conflict reso-

lution should focus on solving problems or changing paradigms, via rhetorical methods, or even 

to accept the problems as organic to the situation while working to make them less relevant. 

Moreover, isolating paradigms can be problematic as there are multiple belligerents and col-

laborators each burdened with a distinct paradigm through which to (re)define a single envi-

ronment. A poignant example of this problematic is the posturing of Israel and the Palestinian 
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Authority regarding the Syrian civil war. Peace between Israel and Syria has long been argued to 

be an integral step (if not prerequisite) for eventual peace between Israel and the Palestinians 

(Ross and Quandt). It follows that anyone interested in Israeli-Palestinian peace must figure the 

civil war in Syria in terms of potential changes to the existing network of relationships that 

comprise the problem between Israelis and Palestinians.  Therefore, if one defines a prerequi-

site for progress toward Israeli-Palestinian peace as peace (or at least stasis) between Israel and 

Syria3, then any threat to the later relationship should be considered a concern for Israeli-

Palestinian peace.  In fact, Michael Eisenstadt of the Washington Institute, points to the para-

dox of instability in Syria contributing to breaking the stasis between Israel and the Palestinians.  

As long as Syria is in a state of civil war, the negotiation table is “clear of painful decisions” re-

garding Syria-Israel and therefore Israeli-Palestinian issues can be dealt with one less Agent at 

the table (Eisenstadt).   

Although there is a nascent body of analysis regarding the impact of the Arab Spring on 

the region, few have articulated it as a trigger to re-visit—perhaps revise?—the paradigm upon 

which the MEPP was originally conceived and is currently operationalized by the U.S. and en-

dorsed by numerous foreign secretaries in the Middle East and Europe. Following Sil and 

Katzenstein’s work with analytic eclecticism, I establish interdisciplinary links to investigate how 

paradigms of Middle East peace provide context for competing paradigms, myths, and narra-

tives (of which the Arab Spring is just one) which recursively contribute to the U.S. policy per-

spective for better or worse.  There are as many paradigms, with resultant myths and narra-

                                                      
3
 Syria and Israel have fought three wars (1948, 1967, 1973) and have never had diplomatic relations. This 

relationship has always been considered a key component to the “comprehensive” peace represented by the 
MEPP. 
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tives, as there are disciplines and interest groups. For example, a humanitarian paradigm may 

privilege the impact of Syrian refugees on regional efforts to deal with an already calamitous, 

half-century-old, Palestinian refugee problem. An economic paradigm may frame issues in light 

of instability along Israel’s border with Egypt due to the unrest following President Mubarak’s 

ouster and subsequent political turmoil. A U.S. security interest paradigm will privilege the bal-

ance of power (lethal and political) between Israel and Egypt. In contrast, if rhetorically con-

structing the Arab Spring as a focusing event reveals new policy opportunities for peace makers, 

how might a narrative of paralysis manifest itself to work against progress in any paradigm? 

As the global socio-political environment changes, so do the various disciplinary and cul-

tural paradigms through which we understand peace and its alternatives. The U.S. has consid-

ered the Israeli-Palestinian conflict using various paradigms since the earliest wars between Is-

rael and its neighbors beginning in 1948. This is not to imply the problems began after WWII; 

only that it was a situation Great Britain was burdened with. At the outset, the U.S. paradigm 

was arguably a post-WWII (Holocaust) perspective followed by a 40-year Cold War lens (nested 

within was the influential rise of the oil-states). Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, the 

post-Cold War decade was a paradigm bracketed by the liberation of an Arab nation (Kuwait) 

by predominantly Western powers and ended with the outset of the War on Terror decade(s) 

of which we are now a part of and I will treat in detail in Chapter Four. Of course none of these 

paradigms are as clearly delineated in reality as I have made them out to seem here. Moreover, 

each one overlapped with its predecessor and successor and often only defined in retrospect. 

Regardless, with each paradigm came proposed solutions to the problems the paradigm itself 

determined were relevant. Solutions not consistent with the dominant paradigm were either 
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ignored, or they forced the paradigm to shift to accommodate it. Thus, I contend that, to date, 

proposed solutions in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict are simply reactions to a prescriptive para-

digm or as “explanations that gratify our own ideological preferences and prejudices, but that 

function like mental stencils: they are a priori patterns we superimpose on events to create the 

picture we want to see, but only by concealing other events that do not fit the pattern” 

(Thornton). Therefore, this study is significant for the disciplines of rhetorical studies and peace 

and conflict studies because it provides a framework4 to destabilize paradigms: a first step to-

ward revealing new potentials—the Arab Spring being an unavoidable potential. 

Although resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is well outside the scope of this pro-

ject, this research has implications for policy makers and peace and conflict practitioners inter-

ested in unpacking intractable conflict through an appreciation of the intractable(ness) of con-

flict: an undoubtedly rhetorical condition. Integral to this appreciation is the task of expanding 

what Burke describes as the “circumference” of key concepts in a paradigm. As outlined in 

Chapter Four, treating the “circumference” of the “god term” security, will change how terms 

and concepts animate a narrative which in turn reifies the dominant paradigm. For example, as 

a point of contention between belligerents, the term border may bring with it strictly physical 

connotations like separation and protection. Approaching the term with an eye on the circum-

                                                      
4
 Framework-Theory-Model. Framework: set of variables and relationships that presumably account for a 

set of phenomena (may include a hypothesis). Theory: Denser and more logically coherent set of relationships. 
Several theories may be consistent with the same conceptual framework. From Aron’s description of theory of 
international relations,  

. . . the meaning of theory is dependent to some degree upon the meaning of the object. We cannot de-
termine the structure and function of economic theory, for example, until we have first determined the 
nature of economic behavior. Similarly, we cannot establish the nature and purpose of a theory of inter-
national relations until we have first determined the nature of international relations . . . the structure of 
theory, like the structure of all intentional objects, is thoroughly dialectical. (Davis 88)  

Model: representation of a specific situation; narrower in scope; precise assumptions; increasing logical intercon-
nectedness and specificity in scope. 
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ference of terms may expand the meaning of border to account for metaphysical issues like 

human rights or equality. As the narrative (comprised of numerous concepts and terms) affects 

its governing paradigm, the terms of the paradigm may shift to the point where the very frame 

of acceptance is shifted from a tragic to comic.  Although it may sound counter-intuitive, I in-

vestigate what happens if policy-makers carefully avoid the objective of peace when trying to 

design an often clumsy path toward peace.  Phrased differently, what if reaching peace was less 

about reconciliation (or breather between wars) and more about arriving at a shared under-

standing of how intractable conditions are rhetorically constructed?  

1.3 Chapter Overview 

With these stakes in mind and in the chapters that follow, I contend that by joining the 

conversation with an eye toward the rhetorical (re)construction of paradigms and investigating 

how rhetorical methods might be used in understanding intractable conflict, this research may 

help make explicit the interconnectivity of competing agendas within and between nation-

states, unpack intransigence, and approach a heuristic framework to disentangle motives 

shaped and constrained by paradigms. The balance of this chapter provides a structure of 

knowledge on the topic which addresses the myriad relationships between paradigms and ways 

policy makers approach interstate conflict. In addition to demonstrating how the trends and 

potentials in the study of paradigms converge with understanding intractable conflict (specifi-

cally the MEPP), I show how key tenets of Burke’s dramatism can be deployed in conjunction 

with an appreciation of prescriptive paradigms to reveal gaps relevant for rhetorical and peace 

and conflict studies.  Informed by Burke’s dramatism, I outline the methodologies employed to 

refine the problem, guide collection, and frame the interpretation of results. With Burke as a 
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methodological guide for discerning motives in a human situation, I demonstrate in Chapter 

Two how discerning the rhetorical myths underlying the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is fundamen-

tal to understanding the recursivity of paradigms, the myths that emerge from paradigms, and 

the narratives that animate the myths. Chapter Three situates the conflict within Burke’s comic 

framework and demonstrates how the comic frame might be used to unpack the intractable 

conditions that comprise the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Chapter Four argues the viability of ap-

plying dramatistic methodologies toward understanding the intractable(ness) of conflict by ana-

lyzing key artifacts from the early years of the George W. Bush administration relevant to the 

MEPP. With this timeframe of the MEPP as rhetorical context, Chapter Four also demonstrates 

how rhetorical methodologies can help U.S. policy-makers build a synoptic analysis of a body of 

rhetorical artifacts in order to map the (potential) trajectory of a policy initiative. Taken togeth-

er, these chapters provide a thoroughly rhetorical, yet also pragmatic, way of understanding 

the malleable conditions of intractable conflict and what it might take to transform it.  

1.4    Review of Literature 

To the intrinsic difficulties of the enterprise we might add that Averroes, who 
knew neither Syriac nor Greek, was working from a translation of a translation. 
The night before, two doubtful words had halted him at the very portals of the 
Poetics. Those words were “tragedy” and “comedy.” He had come across them 
years earlier, in the third book of the Rhetoric; no one in all of Islam could hazard 
a guess as to their meaning. He had pored through the pages of Alexander of 
Aphrodisias . . . and he had found nothing. Yet the two arcane words were eve-
rywhere in the text of the Poetics—it was impossible to avoid them. (Borges 236) 

 

1.4.1 Paradigms of Peace, War, and the Spaces Between 

Nathan Funk and Abdul Aziz Said’s Islam and Peacemaking in the Middle East, invites 

consideration for new approaches to conflicts within and with the Islamic world in the context 
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of a post-9/11 world.  They argue that Islamic precepts provide a coherent and affirmative posi-

tion on the desirability of peace for human flourishing. To that end, Islamic culture provides not 

one but multiple paradigms to help translate Islamic precepts into reality while shifting discus-

sion of Islam and peace away from the hackneyed dichotomy of extremist versus moderate. 

  Funk and Aziz argue that variances between Western and Islamic “peace vocabularies” 

may frustrate but should not be misconstrued to signify inevitable conflict. Common ground 

exists when concepts of Western peace (i.e. “smoothly functioning social order”) are compared 

to Islamic understandings laden with religious conceptions of “social solidarity and justice” (50). 

Their five paradigms of Islamic peacemaking draw out the interconnectivity among the political, 

religious, and cultural spheres of Muslim nations and provide a framework for resisting “those 

who fatalistically resign themselves to escalating conflict [because they] tend to view Islamic-

Western conflict as an unalterable fact of history, an outcome of incompatible doctrines and 

values” (231). Considering peacemaking through these paradigms sensitizes us to meanings 

that are central to collective identity and provide a basis for shifting away from paradigms pre-

supposing exclusion, injustice, and war (54). Their assumptions and research methods are not 

bracketed by a West versus Islam binary; instead, Funk and Aziz focus on conflict amongst Mus-

lim nations reaching back to embryonic Islam.  As components to their ultimate recommenda-

tions, the authors also emphasize the importance of reconciling Islam with democracy and de-

velopment: two concepts generally considered as Western models with Western definitions 

(246).  

According to Funk and Aziz, as some peace vocabularies center around the absence of 

war, others burden the definition of peace with broader connotations “implying a presence of 
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social, spiritual, or ecological harmony” (52). I agree with the authors’ claim that concepts for 

peace should be the foundation for any critical analysis of value systems within which goals as 

development, democratization, and conflict resolution are selected, defined, and pursued (52).  

Of particular relevance to the object of this study is Funk and Aziz’s delineation of the concept 

of peace between Israelis and Palestinians. Although Israeli conception of peace is best repre-

sented in “shalom”, which includes expectations for wholeness and safety, a Palestinian con-

ception includes overtones “suggesting a desire for dignity, justice, and honor” (52).  Although 

not irreconcilable, observers should not be surprised by divergent paths towards peace.  

The authors assemble resources for intercultural and interreligious peacemaking by 

crafting a welcoming common ground where Western peace paradigms might intersect with 

Islamic ones. Their proposed paradigms for peace may appear familiar to non-Muslims, but as 

the authors employ a truly Islamic set of terms of reference, the difference among paradigms 

become quite dramatic and invites discussion of Western paradigms for understanding peace. I 

agree with the authors that Western conceptions of international relations are based on 

Westphalian secularism that originated as a response to thirty years of Protestant versus Catho-

lic warfare. If such a characterization is accurate, a charitable critique may be that Western 

conceptions of international relations are constrained by secularism’s overreliance on rationali-

zation or political realism. Western policy theorists have tempered this through a concept of 

bounded rationality and agenda-setting which accepts politics as never driven solely by ration-

ally-calculated interests (Jones).  Funk and Aziz did not treat the differences between Western 

international relations and Western peace paradigms. In fact, their approach focused more on 

“Western” as a homogenous people instead of a way of thinking about peace and conflict (as 
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they applied it to Muslims). To remedy this, the authors might have contrasted their five Islamic 

peace paradigms with the numerous Western peace paradigms outlined by Milton Rinehart in 

1995.  

Rinehart goes further than simply listing major Western peace concepts, he assembles 

them into two contrasting orientations of peace: Popular and Numinar paradigms. By Popular, 

Rinehart means the prevailing paradigm practiced by presidents and other world leaders seek-

ing the absence of war, violence, and conflict—a (negative) paradigm that continues to inform 

Western concepts of peace (Boulding).  Rinehart appropriates “Numinar” from a body of phi-

losophies linked to “numinous” individuals belonging to a paradigm of peace represented by 

Buddha and Jesus and manifested by Gandhi.  The Numinar paradigm is a micro-social approach 

to peace exampled when “previously antagonistic parties are able to hear and understand each 

other, resolve their disagreement, and leave making plans for friendly get-togethers” (386). 

“Numinar” does not appear to have gained the traction Rinehart hoped for but it can still be 

useful as a way to structure knowledge on the topic if we follow Funk and Aziz’s recommenda-

tion that ‘concepts for peace should be the foundation for any critical analysis of value sys-

tems’. 

From a practioner’s perspective (albeit Western), the peace paradigms proffered by 

Funk, Aziz, and Rinehart (among others) tend to be more useful when they can be operational-

ized and then applied to unique situations. Perhaps “Numinar” did not take as an applicable 

paradigm for peace because it was not fully regimented for use? Even Rinehart’s example of 

Gandhi is problematic as a case study of the Numinar paradigm—as I will discuss later in re-

gards to Burke’s comic frame. That leaves us with the Popular paradigm which focuses on one 
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end of the peace spectrum: absence of war, conflict, and suffering. With a set of measurable 

conditions to represent peace, one can appreciate why politicians and diplomats are comforta-

ble with the Popular paradigm which further reifies the approaches of the conflict theorists.  

No-Yang Park would likely scoff at both of Rinehart’s paradigms and instead direct at-

tention on the source of both. In his 1948 book, The White Man’s Peace, Park refuses to enter-

tain any path toward peace which does not first address the “state of anarchy” where milita-

rism is an inevitable condition. On the heels of WWII and the birth of the United Nations, Park’s 

thesis was an intriguing one: the cause of all wars is the absence of a means of preserving in-

ternational and intrastate justice (50). Park blames the state of anarchy where humans struggle 

for survival and develop “militant cultures and institutions” and expectations for nationalism, 

patriotism, and “absolute sovereignty” that then feed a perpetual cycle of war.  For Park, even 

the vocabulary of the current world order is a reaction to the state of anarchy:  

. . . a state cannot survive in anarchy without sovereignty, because without the exercise 

of absolute sovereignty, it cannot coerce its citizens or subjects to sacrifice their private 

interests for the safety of the state . . . [it] is the symbol of life and liberty and the inal-

ienable right to survive. In other words, sovereignty is not the cause of lawlessness; it is 

the lawlessness which is the cause of sovereignty. (51)  

The fourth edition of Plano and Olton’s The International Relations Dictionary (1988) begins 

with a definition of balance of power which can be problemetized just as readily as Park treats 

sovereignty. According to Plano and Olton, the balance of power phenomenon is necessary 

“because states are sovereign and seek to maximize their individual national interests, the bal-

ance of power is normally in a condition of flux” (3).  Their definition concludes with a caveat 
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that reaches back to Park: the balance of power mechanism would be irrelevant if the world 

was organized on a basis other than “that of a decentralized system of independent sovereign 

states” (4, see also Haslam 7). Extending from balance of power, the editors overlay several 

categories of competing ideologies, economic theories, international laws, and vocabularies of 

war and peace—in all, 570 terms and concepts to help diplomats and politicians maintain our 

international system of relationships—all based on an assumption regarding sovereignty.   

Evans and Newnham provide a well-cited dictionary for international relations (1998) 

which subtly, if not inadvertently, rehabilitates Park’s thesis and points to my general interest in 

disentangling the paradigms underlying intractable conflict.  Unlike Plano and Olton, Evans and 

Newnham’s view on sovereignty considers a post-Cold War international environment coupled 

with the exponential growth of economic and social interdependence.  This pivot from a pre-

dominately binary balance of power (U.S. vs U.S.S.R.) points to turbulence in the traditional pa-

rameters of sovereignty: “sovereignty has been eroded on all fronts, especially with the devel-

opment of human rights and humanitarian intervention norms” (43). Although Evans and 

Newnham acknowledge the consequences of such a shift, their purpose is not to initiate or 

propagate a paradigm shift. Furthermore, it is not Plano and Olton’s responsibility to reconsider 

their 570 terms through an eroding perspective because that would not serve their audience 

well. These dictionaries offer definitions involving factual propositions that Edward Schiappa 

might consider a reasonable combination of facts of “essence” and facts of “usage” (6) that are 

dominant in that they remain unchallenged (31). Both sets of dictionary editors reflect a partic-

ular perspective on reality and offer terms of art as they are commonly used and reinforced 

within the parameters of that reality.  Challenging the factual propositions of contemporary in-
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ternational relations dictionaries is outside the purview of this literature review. However, fol-

lowing from Schiappa’s distinction between “definitional gaps” and “definitional ruptures” (8), 

what might be revealed when focus shifts from reconciling a misunderstanding using a diction-

ary as arbitrator (gap) and destabilizing the assumptions of the entire dictionary (definitional 

rupture) used by the belligerents or their policy advisors?  

According to Schiappa,  a “definitional rupture” occurs when “the natural attitude has 

been disrupted because the assumption that dominant [concept] usage as recorded in diction-

aries corresponds to what things are has been called into question in such a way that the partic-

ipants in the conversation have to reconcile the difference” (9, emphasis original). It is im-

portant to note that Schiappa’s definition presumes one or both participants recognize that 

there is a controversy regarding how words are defined—I wonder if this is always the case?  In 

fact, it might be argued that one or both participants actually benefit domestically from the 

‘rupture’ and take pains to maintain confusion as integral to perpetuating the status quo. Re-

gardless, Shiappa’s methods for mitigating a ‘definitional rupture’ may offer an interdisciplinary 

approach to discerning the motives of belligerents in an intractable conflict much in the same 

way Burke uses “identification” to establish common ground in the communicative act (see also 

“adherence” in Perelman, Realm of Rhetoric 42).  Furthermore, Shiappa’s analysis of how the 

act and process of definition functions within the rhetorical situation is also revealing. Of par-

ticular relevance to this study is how he attributes prescription to definition (50, 131), the social 

influence of “framing” (165), and the normative implications of definition (175). Although he 

addresses ethical obligations for an arguer (45), perhaps the most relevant component of 

Shiappa’s project is his claim that all consequential definitions are political because they serve a 
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particular interest and are empowered through rhetorical methods (69). From a characteriza-

tion of politics as who gets what and why, Shiappa’s project might be considered a framework 

for a political paradigm which can control, as well as inform, a rhetorical environment. 

Jurgen Habermas’s “public sphere” can be shown to be an example of such a controlling 

paradigm. The depth and breadth of scholarship across multiple disciplines is testament to the 

relevance and, by the prevalence of calls to “rethink” it, controversy of his theory. But as the 

theory is applied as a paradigm for social discourse, it may work to silence alternative demo-

cratic models. Fraser’s well-known critiques of Habermas acknowledge the appeal of a public 

sphere that “provides a way of circumventing some confusions that have plagued progressive 

social movements and the political theories associated with them.” Unfortunately, Fraser con-

tinues, successful circumvention conflates the state apparatus with the public sphere of dis-

course causing all sorts of confusion by appropriators ("Rethinking the Public Sphere” 56). Fra-

ser’s mitigation is a post-bourgeois conception of the “public sphere” designed to undermine 

the normativity of the bourgeois “public sphere” and introduce a critical theory of an “actually 

existing democracy” (77). This later objective was initially comprised of four tenets functioning 

together to resist the exclusionary determinism of the public sphere. The core of her proposal is 

to “expose ways in which the labeling of some issues and interests as ‘private’ limits the range 

of problems, and of approaches to problems” (77). Thus, Fraser proposes a counter-theory to 

expose the limitations of capitalist democracy. Fraser’s strategy shifts, however, in her 2005 re-

rethinking on the topic. Instead of proposing a new theory, she seeks to “reformulate the criti-

cal theory of the public sphere in a way that can illustrate the emancipatory possibilities of the 

present ‘postnational constellation’” ("Transnationalizing the Public Sphere” 2, emphasis origi-
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nal). This pivot to the underlying paradigm, or constellation, argues for “major institutional ren-

ovation” to force critical and social theorists to “rethink the [public sphere] theory’s basic prem-

ises, both institutional and normative” (Ibid 7, emphasis mine). While Fraser’s particular pro-

posal to “repoliticize” public-sphere theory is not the focus of this review, the evolution of her 

theory demonstrates the important distinction between a paradigm and the theories con-

strained by it.   

This review does not seek yet another rethinking of Habermas’s public-sphere theory 

nor his broader theory of communication; however, I am interested in how scholars are refining 

our understanding of prescriptive paradigms in general as they are often invisible: Habermas’s 

public sphere being a poignantly relevant one that I will return to shortly. Bracketed by Thomas 

Kuhn and Kenneth Burke, the next section brings forward rhetorical concepts applicable to un-

derstanding intractable conflict.  

In the landmark work, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, Kuhn explains how the re-

lationship between a paradigm and the community it serves reveals the prescriptive role a par-

adigm can play in the development of a theory or model that then informs the actions of the 

community. Although Kuhn seeks to understand how paradigm shifts in certain scientific com-

munities result in revolutions across multiple communities, one can appropriate his work to il-

lustrate epistemic patterns and reveal useful implications in the fields of rhetoric and commu-

nication. A complex environment where a problem may not have a solution seems a perfect fit 

for rhetorical theory; however, if the paradigm is taken for granted, Kuhn warns us that the de-

terminism of paradigms can trap us into fulfilling only the desires of the paradigm (23). Moreo-

ver, a community, according to Kuhn, deems a problem acute because it is important to fur-
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gible” Arafat who was incapable of making peace; therefore, the API was an empty offer 

(Abrams, Interview).  

Considered dramatistically, one should readily conclude that the Act (the API) could not 

be “contained” by the Scene constituted by the growing body of rhetorical artifacts  (Burke, A 

Grammar of Motives 3-9).  It follows that the Scene is something to be acted upon or shaped, 

instead of something which is simply a consequence of a series of intersections amongst the 

rhetorical artifacts like the API, the Roadmap, and Bush’s speeches. Even if the Act was not con-

tained within the Scene, I do not think that Burke would condemn the API to the dustbin. In-

stead, he might offer two options inherent to the circular nature of the pentadic terms: 1) 

change the Act to fit the Scene, or 2) change the Scene to change to accommodate the Act. 

In describing the Scene from a Department of State perspective, Larocco10, characterizes 

narrative as the “press guidance” necessary to support the U.S. public relations campaign. And 

although embryonic in 2002, what Larocco called the War on Terror “narrative”—what I would 

call paradigm—immediately constrained options and reduced the “bandwidth” for competing 

narratives (Larocco). This reduced capacity for multiple narratives meant that any narrative arc 

would serve primarily to explain events in relation to the broader War on Terror paradigm, not 

determine events to affect the paradigm. Without room for additional narratives, anything in-

consistent or incompatible with the designs of a prescriptive paradigm was marginalized. With 

this reactionary, or passive, characterization of narrative-as-tool one can see how it might be 

useful in changing the Act to fit the Scene (Burke’s first option); a cursory listen to a “spin 

                                                      
10

 U.S. Department of State, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State, Near Eastern Affairs under Sec-
retary of State Colin Powell (2001-2004). 
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room” following a presidential debate or press conference would demonstrate this recursive 

process.  

Changing the literal text of the API was not an option for U.S. policy makers. However, 

changing how the text was received or used in the policy web was something well within their 

capabilities. Without directly endorsing the API as a viable U.S. policy option, Danin, Abrams, 

and Larocco each commented on the positive potential of the 2002 API. Through a pentadic 

analysis of their interviews (as artifacts about the early Bush years), I can describe an intersec-

tion amongst the artifacts whereby an inhospitable Scene crafted by a series of rhetorical arti-

facts..  

In regards to message reception, for Larocco, the relationship between narrative and 

myth is an adversarial one in contrast to the genus-species one I detailed in Chapter Two: “I’m a 

big believer in narratives because I think that’s the only way you can break through the myths.” 

Instead of considering myth in a generative capacity, getting through the myths of both the Pal-

estinians and the Israelis becomes the Purpose of the rhetorical Act (Larocco). In other words, 

myths are obstacles to progress; narratives are simply ways to get past the obstacles.  These are 

pragmatic applications of myth and narrative difficult to rebut.  One can see how easily myth 

can become a static and paralyzing component of the rhetorical situation. That being said, is it 

reasonable for rhetoricians studying an intractable conflict to expect a practitioner trying to 

create change in an intractable conflict to apply rhetorical methodologies (narrative and myth) 

in such an introspective manner?    

 Burke’s second hypothetical recommendation—to change the Scene to accommodate 

the Act—is the province of the rhetorician, but arguably the responsibility of the policy maker. 
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By bringing forward the earlier recommendation to change the Scene by expanding the “cir-

cumference” of terms, the policy maker is asked to consider the terms of the Scene as it is be-

ing constituted.  Instead of explaining what happened in the past, the policy maker designs and 

implements rhetorical artifacts to direct the Scene as it is becoming.  Here a policy maker might 

consider how his or her use of the term border brings with it a cluster of terms revealing the 

motives of the Agent. A legal term, border connotes physical separation of parties and mutual 

recognition of each other as well as the physical demarcation. Other terms like legitimacy and 

defendable also emerge as relevant terms carried along with border; which we should be re-

minded gains its own consistency from security: the “god term”.  Imagine if the circumference 

of terms (with security still at the center) was expanded to encompass the concept-term human 

rights. The stability of border would instantly be challenged and “kept off balance” as Booth 

would recommend. Border could then bring with it concepts like economic viability or potential. 

Legitimacy, concerned with human rights, could be mutually-defined so that both belligerents 

might share the definition. Even the undeniable physicality of the Separation Wall could be mit-

igated as its symbolic function is problemetized by the increasing influence of human rights in 

the paradigm.   Thomas Matyok, of the U.S. Army Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Cen-

ter, characterizes what I am calling a focus on the circumference as the shift of emphasis away 

from the human—an ironic pivot for a scholar of peace and conflict studies:  

Instead of focusing on the human, we need to be more focused on the context, the criti-

cal structure within which the person makes decisions. The person is bounded by the 

context they’re in . . . They can only make certain decisions because of the structure 

they’re in. To ask them to make a decision outside of that doesn’t make sense . . . Think-
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ing outside the box is ridiculous: the issue is to get out of the box. As long as you’re still 

bounded by the box, you’ve limited what you can think [or] do. You’re bounded by the 

rationality of the box. (Matyok, Interview) 

Matyok later describes the cultural shift his discipline is undergoing as it deals with criticism 

from the academy which sees peace and conflict scholars as “living in the question” and with-

out any answers (Matyok, Interview). As he explains the expansion of his discipline, he returns 

to my emphasis on changing the circumference of terms: “The metaphor we were using: mar-

ginalization. Marginalized suggests you were at the center and moved to the edge. The issue is: 

we can move back to the center, or we can create large enough mass to create a new center of 

gravity” (Ibid, emphasis mine). Applied to expanding the circumference of the “god term”, a 

policy maker would need to build up enough “mass” around human rights to draw out the cir-

cumference of security.  

 Expanding the circumference to include human rights may require the current relation-

ships amongst terms to change, if not break. As a task for the policy maker, the relationship be-

tween legitimacy and border, for example, may need to slip from a legal to moral one. This is 

not to mandate that the old relationship be obviated by the new one, but that the old relation-

ship should account for the motives of the new one. Choosing from a wide array of rhetorical 

methods (myth and narrative are but two), a policy maker can increase the “mass” around a 

concept in order to compel the circumference, not coerce it. From the earlier extracts from 

their respective plans, one should see that U.S. special envoys Mitchell and Tenet attempted as 

much as they reified mutual obligation (albeit in a pre-9/11 context) using word clusters and a 

narrative of parallelism.     
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4.4 A Look Past the War on Terror Paradigm 

Before becoming President Obama’s special envoy to the 2013-2014 Israeli-Palestinian 

negotiations, Martin Indyk described Obama’s approach to the peace process as a logical “theo-

ry of the case” whereby “the United States needed to repair its relations with the Arab and 

Muslim world because American troops were involved in two wars in the Middle East” (118). 

The primary tactic in this “theory of the case” was presidential outreach to the Arab and Mus-

lim world to reduce animosity for U.S. and Israeli positions. According to the theory, Arab lead-

ers would be more likely to “take risks for peace” by engaging with Israel on the core issues 

(Ibid 119). According to Indyk, diplomatic opportunities were assessed based on how well the 

engagement might “boost [Obama’s] credentials in the Muslim world and help him make peace 

at the same time” (121).  Simultaneously, U.S. policy would focus narrowly on supporting Israeli 

physical security against neighboring (rockets from Gaza) and regional threats (Iran). This in-

cluded continuing a 30 billion dollar military assistance package initiated by President Bush and 

a new $300 million package for the now well-known Iron Dome rocket defense system (118). 

There were other early initiatives along the U.S.-Israel track, but few of the diplomatic ones 

were successful, e.g. President Obama demanding an end to settlement construction in 2009 

significantly strained U.S.-Israel relations (C. Smith 519). The Acts in support of Israeli security 

fit the War on Terror paradigm, i.e. security first, then sovereignty. The Acts to reach out to the 

Arab and Muslim world, however, were more in line with political idealism than realism and 

surely did not adhere to the War on Terror paradigm. These are significant disconnects that 

should be acknowledged when policy is not matched by strategy; yet as paradigms shift, the 
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turmoil of transition can be both a time of risk and of potential depending on whether a policy 

maker recognizes the shift if occurring.  

President Obama’s famous Cairo Speech in June 2009 (where the API was first re-

introduced as a U.S. policy preference) was an indisputable signal to the entire world that the 

U.S. paradigm through which it perceived the U.S.-Arab relations was in flux.  However, the U.S. 

paradigm through which it perceived the Israeli-Palestinian conflict was firmly in line with the 

War on Terror paradigm: security first, then sovereignty. President Obama goes so far as to re-

introduce the Roadmap as the source of the agreed upon obligations and even presents the 

prerequisite that Palestinians abandon violence first, followed by Israeli support a two-state 

solution. One might conclude from this discrepancy that the vocabulary and concepts that 

comprise the War on Terror paradigm were becoming inadequate for interrogating events, yet 

were still being deployed by U.S. policy. Perhaps a paradigm shift was underway.  

On day two of the Obama administration, Secretary of State Clinton (re)assigned George 

Mitchell, fresh from a stint supporting peace in Northern Ireland, as the president’s special en-

voy for Middle East peace. Indyk characterizes this choice as an effort to bring direct negotia-

tions between Israelis and Palestinians back into the U.S. policy arsenal as it was before 9/11 

and following the inconsequential international conference of the Bush administration in 2007 

(112). In addition, soon after bringing Mitchell back into the business of Israeli-Palestinian rec-

onciliation, the administration moved Dennis Ross from the State Department to the National 

Security Council as the president’s “old hand” advisor on Israeli-Palestinian issues (Indyk 122). 

Both Mitchell and Ross served the Bush administration just as the War on Terror paradigm took 

hold on U.S. foreign policy. The notwithstanding the efficacy of their contributions, bringing 
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back these key actors in such prominent roles regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict also con-

tributes to the notion that paradigms were overlapping.  

Characterizing the rhetorical context welcoming Kerry-led U.S. policy, Danin outlines a 

geo-political environment where there is no intifada (yet), and Israelis, Palestinians, and Arabs-

in-general have many more common interests due to external threats, i.e. Iran, which did not 

exist in 2002 (Danin). Considered through my “change the circumference” approach, the “god 

term” is still security, but there is potential to increase the “mass” around other terms in order 

to destabilize what the U.S. considers a threat to Israel. Perhaps by destabilizing threat using 

other concepts like economic viability or water security, policy makers might reveal opportuni-

ties to weaken the intractability of the conflict by fracturing the obstinacy of the current terms 

of reference. For example, on 8 March, 2014, the U.S. State Department presented an econom-

ic initiative to stimulate the Palestinian economy through international capital investment in-

stead of donations (Patterson). Designed to generate billions in private sector growth, this initi-

ative was presented as part of a narrative of self-reliance (for the Palestinians) while maintain-

ing strict adherence to the U.S. policy of ensuring Israeli security. By bringing socio-economic 

issues to the fore, the State Department demonstrates an awareness of the importance of pre-

paring both publics for the “benefits of peace” (Ibid). As additional policy initiatives come to 

fruition, security, as the U.S. policy web understands it, may begin to pull away from what the 

War on Terror paradigm demanded.  

When asked how the rhetorical environment changed to warrant Secretary Kerry’s re-

introduction of the API, Abrams cautioned that although the War on Terror may not have the 

rhetorical influence on U.S. policy it did in 2002, the geo-political context is actually less condu-
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cive for progress along the Israeli-Palestinian peace track (Abrams, Interview). Moreover, the 

regional context is so unwelcoming that Abrams concludes that “the Secretary of State person-

ally believes he [alone] can do this” (Ibid). However, as outlined throughout this study, with his 

numerous trips to the region and countless interviews and news conferences, Kerry has tena-

ciously re-constituted a pre-9/11 Scene capable of containing the Act.  The question remains 

whether the Scene Kerry has crafted is prolific enough to hold back the influence of the geo-

political environment.   
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5  CONCLUSION 

The best we can hope for, then, is Burke’s own “comic” choice: to produce and 
exploit stalemate, a kind of undivine comedy. We develop a dialectic of mud-
dling-through, a deliberate interference with perfection by enforcing on every 
terministic screen an ironic reminder of other truths according to which it should 
be discounted . . . we shall try to cure mankind by keeping things off balance, by 
dissolving fixities, by turning the potential tragedy of fanatical annihilation into 
the comedy of muddled mutual accommodation. (Booth 257, emphasis mine) 
 
Booth is not arguing for the status quo or for a life where belligerents learn to live apa-

thetically without a solution in some kind of ‘muddled mutual accommodation’. Instead, Booth 

describes the systematic skepticism (critical theory) a rhetorical critic might practice as he or 

she unravels the motives of a rhetorical act. In other words, to destabilize objective certainties 

instead of organizing them hierarchically towards new knowledge. Refusing the tragic plot and 

embracing the comic is integral to Booth’s ‘dialectic of muddling-through’; and as argued in 

Chapter Three, embracing the comic is also integral to Burke’s dramatism. This study adheres to 

the comic impetus and offers a heuristic framework for approaching intractable conflict and for 

transforming its governing paradigms. In particular, this study treats the intractability of the Is-

raeli-Palestinian conflict in a post-“Peace Process” context. Although in flux, this paradigm is 

currently framed by the War on Terror and Conflict Syndrome and focused on the supposed 

reality of intractable conflict (instead of the intractable-ness of conflict). As this framework is 

operationalized by theories and context-specific models, the new paradigm can then be re-

framed as comic, the effects of the War on Terror and Conflict Syndrome may be mitigated, and 

the circumference of security can be expanded to encompass metaphysical attributes like hu-

man rights. From this evolving paradigm, the supporting narratives (comprised of terms and 
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concepts) may in turn expand to account for—or create space for—new usages which then re-

inforce the dominant paradigm.  

As this study closes, the efficacy of Dramatism-as-heuristic-methodology remains an un-

resolved question. The conclusions offered in these pages simply detail the framework for a po-

tential theory of action.  Policy makers and scholars in the discipline of peace and conflict stud-

ies should find in this research both a rationale for investing the necessary resources into un-

packing the paradigms through which belligerents approach intractable conflict and a method-

ology for directing long-term epistemic shifts in the bureaucratic policy web. Applying 

Dramatism as a heuristic should enable an analyst to unpack multiple rhetorical artifacts and 

produce either a synoptic perspective on the body of artifacts, or to reveal useful trendlines 

amongst them. With this kind of holistic understanding of the prescriptive potentials inherent 

in the rhetorical artifacts, one might also discern the prescriptive potentials in the dominant 

paradigm.  As a study in the spaciousness of rhetoric, this research complements work by rhet-

oric and communication scholars extending the scope of rhetoric (as Burke did) to include iden-

tification, the drama inherent in all human interactions, and progress toward the “purification” 

of war.  

As the last “landmark” essay in a volume of landmark essays on Burke, Condit argues for 

a post-Burke model of human discourse less aligned with the oppositional connotations of post-

modernism and instead extends “the essence of an older program into new contexts in light of 

new understandings” (“Post-Burke: Transcending the Sub-stance of Dramatism” 271). In an ef-

fort to draw out the particulars of Burke’s dramatism, Condit extends Dramatism into the 

“new” contexts of gender, class, and culture.  Coming ten years after Condit’s work, this study 
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might be considered an extension into a “new” global context where the certainty of sovereign-

ty can be destabilized. Moreover, my research is situated in a rhetorical environment which in-

terrogates violent conflict and can determine, through its terms, whether the violent conflict is 

intractable or not.     

As a set of variables and relationships that presumably account for a set of phenomena, 

the framework this study details should be applicable to any situation where social systems in-

tersect in incompatible ways. The phenomenon of intractable conflict on the scale I have intro-

duced has parameters well-defined by the peace and conflict studies community and is not iso-

lated to the Middle East. Moreover, I have argued, a conflict does not become intractable in 

reality; it is constituted as such by the belligerents, the peace makers, and the publics them-

selves. If intractability can be rhetorically constituted, perhaps it can be rhetorically un-

constituted. Thus the heuristic element of my framework directs a shift away from resolving the 

conflict itself and towards learning about what constitutes “intractable-ness.” Instead of trying 

to build a bridge across a river with unstable banks, my framework reveals how an intervention 

farther up-river may obviate the need for a bridge altogether.  

My Dramatistic-heuristic framework is admittedly unwieldy. There is no checklist or easy 

way to package it as a pentad or sextad.  In fact, applied as a model in a particular context, the 

framework may only exist as long as an intractable condition calls it into being. Or as Booth 

contrasts Burke’s comic framework with neo-Aristotelian criticism: “his method is better for 

solving the problem that his method has chosen to solve” (267). Once a conflict is no longer 

considered intractable, the intersections amongst rhetoricians, peace and conflict scholars, and 

policy makers become less self-critical and more instrumental. In other words, when resolution 
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is a viable option, the emphasis will shift from understanding the conditions, to enacting the 

solutions: the realm of policy makers.  

When dealing with problems that adapt to their environment, there will always be mul-

tiple perspectives which evolve as the problem adapts to a changing environment. The Israeli-

Palestinian conflict is such a problem; and I have endeavored to characterize my use of it as a 

case study providing the units of analysis for my methodology, not to solve it or even propose 

possible solutions. As described in my rationale, the “truths” of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 

are born obsolete because the volatile geo-political context resets premises, hypotheses, and 

guiding assumptions. I would add to that characterization the deeply submerged paradigms up-

on which the premises, hypotheses, and assumptions are based upon. Paradigms that prescribe 

action, not just describe. Paradigms which can be paralyzed by decades of bitter conflict (Con-

flict Syndrome) and resist critical analysis.  

Booth argues that the purpose for Burke’s comic project is “to insure critical warfare ra-

ther than diminish it” (258): a tenet of any critical approach. Far from having the psychological 

instruments and methods necessary to eradicate Conflict Syndrome, my heuristic framework 

may only be useful in understanding where and how Conflict Syndrome negatively affects a giv-

en paradigm. As long as Conflict Syndrome operates unchecked in a rhetorical environment, its 

paralyzing influence will remain imbued in a given paradigm; its negative effects as ubiquitous 

as the paradigm itself.  

Approaching the case study from a deliberately U.S.-centric perspective is also problem-

atic because the U.S. is not technically a belligerent in the conflict (although the U.S. enables 

both) and so there is a lesser sense of urgency. Moreover, a U.S.-centric perspective invites the 
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same criticism Condit unleashes on Burke’s “ethnocentric version of Dramatism [which] threat-

ens to blind us to the multiplicity of different motive structures available in language” (“Post-

Burke: Transcending the Sub-stance of Dramatism 276). Acknowledging that criticism, I have 

demonstrated that a Dramatistic-heuristic framework problemetizes even the most submerged 

of paradigms.  Therefore, following Burke’s maxim that all human interactions are inherently 

dramatic, the ‘multiplicity of different motive structures’ is an assumed component, if not a 

prerequisite.   

Perhaps frustratingly so, this application of rhetorical methodologies is more a way of 

learning than a way of knowing or describing. It lacks the catharsis of an oppositional discourse 

like Marxism or as Wineberger laments his own shortfalls: a theory may help explain a conflict, 

but it does not offer a way out (Wineberger, Interview). And as a rhetoric, it enacts the nomen-

clature of identification rather than persuasion; an identification which reveals potential for lit-

eral action in addition to a way of describing a historical or literary event.  This framework is not 

a toolbox for negotiators to use when outlining proposed concessions or for policy makers ad-

dressing well-developed problems with off-the-shelf solutions. Instead, I can conclude from my 

research that taking steps back from the clarity of what is both physically and temporally close 

is an uncomfortable (if not dangerous) proposition. The paradigms through which we under-

stand the world are personal, embedded, and often bequeathed to us by the community that 

creates us. Making our paradigms explicit can be traumatizing because as a paradigm is re-

vealed by the vocabulary used to describe and explain the phenomena we encounter, we leave 

ourselves vulnerable to a critical gaze.  
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Our rhetorical myths, shaped by our paradigms, can be refined into a logic which then 

calls forth certain narratives to convey the myths to our publics.  Recursively, the narratives 

then reinforce the foundational myths and the myths push the paradigms further into the 

background until they are ubiquitous. With this self-perpetuating system in mind, I have argued 

that a critical step in shifting a conflict from intractable to tractable is to destabilize the para-

digms at play. It follows that in the vibrations of a once concrete paradigm, we may recognize 

slivers of potential change. It is these slivers of potential change where the efforts of rhetori-

cians, conflict and peace studies scholars, and policy makers might intersect in a critical way. On 

the other hand, resisting narratives, creating shared narratives, and debunking myths and nar-

ratives are all downstream efforts that may distract if not degrade efforts to change an intrac-

table condition. This is not meant to imply that treating narratives is an unnecessary activity; 

however, treating a narrative in isolation from its paradigm would amount to planning a trip 

without knowing the departure point.   

Although invaluable for myriad other reasons, looking downstream tends to beg solu-

tions instead of greater understanding of the problem. As I conclude, I must be careful in that I 

do not mischaracterize rhetorical myth as unidirectional; in fact, one might visualize rhetorical 

myth as the space between a paradigm and its narratives.  As our “most powerful stories”, rhe-

torical myth provides theoretical grounding for both its generative paradigm and its progeny: 

narrative. What I hoped to convey in these pages is that discerning a rhetorical myth is one 

heuristic step in revealing a governing paradigm. This is not to argue the impenetrability of rhe-

torical myth; myths do evolve. However, to overtly target a myth as the chink in the armor (as 

Rowland does) is to underestimate the pervasiveness of our most powerful stories.  Instead, I 
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have demonstrated how change occurs simultaneously along several avenues, i.e. paradigms 

and narratives, which in turn may mitigate the impact of a rhetorical myth.  In other words, to 

lay bear an underlying myth is to offer a critical—in this case, comic—gaze onto both paradigm 

and narrative.  

As an integral part of Burke’s dramatism, the comic corrective I have detailed in Chapter 

Three brings with it a capacity for “true irony” whereby the identities of belligerents are re-

vealed as consubstantial constructs and sets conditions for a homeopathic approach to resolu-

tion.  Key to the homeopathic path is the recognition of the ironic relationship between vio-

lence and its cure. For example, I offered the ongoing construction of the “separation wall” to 

demonstrate the potential consequences of ignoring the comic corrective. When we consider 

the ongoing wall construction a-rhetorically, we take the human action out of the drama and 

miss a heuristic opportunity to witness the epistemic break between a violent Act and its cure. 

Neglecting the comic corrective invites well-meaning publics to accept a constituted reality 

without the “critical warfare” Burke would recommend and what the “purification of war” 

would demand. 
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