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THE “IDEOGRAPH™:

A LINK BETWEEN RHETORIC AND IDEOLOGY

Michael Calvin McGee

N 1950, Kenneth Burke, apparently

following Dewey, Mead, and Lipp-
mann, announced his preference for the
notion “philosophy of myth” to explain
the phenomenon of “public” or “mass
consciousness” rather than the then-
prevalent concept “ideology.”t As con-

Mr. McGee is Associate Professor, Depariment
of Speech and Dramatic Art, University of Towa.
Portions of this essay were presented at the
Central States Communication Association con-
vention, Detroit, Michigan, 1976. The author
wishes to thank Herbert Simons for use of an un-
published paper and for exceptionally helpful
criticism.

1t Kenneth Burke, A4 Rhetoric of Motives
(New York: Prentice-Hall, 1950), pp. 197-203;
Jehn Dewey, The Public and Its Problems (New
York: Henry Holt, 1927); George H. Mead,
Mind, Self, and Society (Chicago:: Univ. of Chi-
cago Press, 1934); and Walter Lippmaunxn, Public
Opinion (1922; rpt. New York: Free Press, 1965).

Duncan groups the American symbolists by
observing that European social theorists using
“ideology” were concerned with ‘‘consciousness”
(questions about the apprehension of society)
while symbolists using poetic metaphors were
concerned with a “philosophy of action” (ques-
tions about the way we do or ought behave in
socmtv) In 1e]ectmor the concept and theory of
“ideology,” Burke refused to consider the rela-
tlons}mp ‘between consciousness and action except
as that relationship can be characterized with
the agency of an a priori poenc metaphor
“dramatism.” His thought and writing, like that
of a poet, is therefore freed from truth criteria:
Supposing his form, no “motive” outside the
dramatistic terminology need be ‘recognized or

- accounted for in its particularity. Though

temporary writers have pushed on
toward developing this ‘“symbolic” or
“dramatistic” alternative, the concept
“ideology” has atrophied. Many use the
term innocently, almost as a synonym

r “doctrine” or “dogma” in political
organizations;2 and others use the word
in a hypostatized sense that obscures or
flatly denies the fundamental connection
between the concept and descriptions of
mass consciousness.? The concept seems

Burkeans are more guilty than Burke, I think
even he tends to redefine motives rather than ac-
count for them, to cast self-confessions in
“scenarios” rather than deal with them in
specific. One might say of “dramatism” what
Bacon alleged regarding the Aristotelian syl-
logism, that it is but a form which chases its
tail, presuming in its metaphoric conception the
truth of its descriptions. See Hugh Dalziel
Duncan, Symbols in Society (New York: Oxford
Univ. Press, 1968), pp. 12-14; Richard Dewey,
“The Theatrical Analogy Reconsidered,” The
American Sociologist, 4 (1969), 307-11; and R. §.
Perinbanayagam; ‘“The Definition of the Situa-
tion: an Analysis of the Ethnomethodological
and Dramaturgical View,” Sociological Quarter-
ly, 15 (1974), 521-41.

28ee, eg., Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr.,
“Ideology and Foreign Policy: The American
Experience,” in George Schwab, ed., Ideology
and Foreign Policy (New York: Cyrco, 1978), pp.
124-32; and Randall L. Bytwerk, “Rhetorical
Aspects of the Nazi Meeting: 1926-1933,” Quar-
terly Journal of Speech, 61 (1975), 807-18.

3 See, e.g., William R. Brown, “Ideology as
Communication Process,” Quarterly Journal of
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to have gone the way of the dodo and of
the neo-Aristotelian critic: As Bormann
has suggested, the very word is widely
perceived as being encrusted with the
“intellectual baggage” of orthodox
Marxism.*

Objecting to the use or abuse of any
technical term would, ordinarily, be a
sign of excessive crabbiness. But in this
instance conceptualizations of ‘“philos-
ophy of myth,” “fantasy visions,” and
“political scenarios,” coupled with con-
tinued eccentric and /or narrow usages of
“ideology,” cosmetically camouflage sig-
nificant and unresolved problems. We
are presented with a brute, undeniable
phenomenon: Human beings in col-
lectivity behave and think differently
than human beings in isolation. The
collectivity is said to “have a mind of its
own” distinct from the individual qua
individual. Writers in the tradition of
Marx and Mannheim explain this dif-
ference by observing that the only
possibility of “mind” lies in the individ-
ual qua individual, in the human
organism itself. When one appears to
“think” and “behave” collectively, there-
fore, one has been tricked, self-deluded,
or manipulated into accepting the brute
existence of such fantasies as “public
mind” or “public opinion” or “public
philosophy.” Symbolists generally want
to say that this trick is a “transcendence,”

Speech, 64 (1978), 123-40; and Jiirgen Habermas,
“Technology and Science as ‘Ideology,’” in
Toward a Rational Sociely, trans. Jeremy ]J.
Shapiro (1968; Boston: Beacon, 1970), pp. 81-
122.

4+ Bormann’s distrust of ‘““ideology” was ex-
pressed in the context of an evaluation of his
“fantasy theme” technique at the 1978 conven-
tion of the Speech Communication Association.
See “Fantasy Theme Analysis: An Exploration
and Assessment,” S. C. A. 1978 Seminar Series,
Audio-Tape Cassettes. For authoritative accounts
of the various “encrustations,” see George
Lichtheim, “The Concept of Ideology,” History
and Theory, 4 (1964-65), 164-95; and Hans Barth,
Truth and Ideology, trans. Frederic Lilge, 2nd
ed. 1961 (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press,
1976).
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a voluntary agreement to believe in and
to participate in a “myth.” Materialists
maintain that the trick is an insidious,
reified form of “lie,” a self-perpetuating
system of beliefs and interpretations
foisted on all members of the community
by the ruling class. Burke, with his em-
phasis on the individuals who are
tricked, concerns himself more with the
structure of “motive” than with the ob-
jective conditions that impinge on and
restrict the individual’s freedom to de-
velop a political consciousness. Neo-
Marxians, with focus on tricksters and
the machinery of trickery, say that the
essential question posed by the fact of
society is one of locating precise de-
scriptions of the dialectical tension

between a ‘“‘true” and a ‘“false” con-

sciousness, between reality and ideology.?

Though some on both sides of the
controversy would have it otherwise,
there is no error in either position. Both
“myth” and “ideology” presuppose a

5 See Kenneth Burke, Permanence ¢ Change,
2nd ed. rev. (1954; rpt. Indianapolis: Bobbs-
Merrill, 1965), pp. 19-36, 216-36; Karl Marx and
Frederick Engels, The German Ideology (1847),
trans. and ed. Clemens Dutt, W. Lough, and
C. P. Magill, in The Collected Works of Karl
Marx and Frederick Engels, 9+ vols. (Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1975-77+), 5:3-5, 23-93; Karl
Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, trans. Louis
Wirth and Edward Shils (1929; rpt. New York:
Harvest Books, 1952); and Martin Seliger, The
Marxist Conception of Ideology: A Critical
Essay (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1977).

My purpose here is to expose the issue be-
tween symbolists (generally) and materialists
(particularly Marxians). This of course results in
some oversimplification: With regard to the
brute problem of describing “‘consciousness,” at
least two schools of thought are not here ac-
counted for, Freudian psychiatry and American
empirical psychology. Freudians are generally
connected with the symbolist position I describe
here, while most of the operational conceptions
of American empirical psychology (especially
social psychology) may fairly be associated with
Marxian or neo-Marxian description. Moreover,
I treat the terms “ideology” and “myth” as less
ambiguous than their history as concepts would
suggest. My usage of the terms, and the technical
usefulness I portray, reflects my own conviction
more than the sure and noncontroversial mean-
ing of either “myth” or “ideology.”
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fundamental falsity in the common
metaphor which alleges the existence of
a “social organism.” “Ideology,” how-
ever, assumes that the exposure of
falsity is a moral act: Though we have
never experienced a ‘‘true conscious-
ness,” it is nonetheless theoretically
accessible to us, and, because of such
accessibility, we are morally remiss if we
do not discard the false and approach
the true. The falsity presupposed by
“myth,” on the other hand, is amoral
because it is a purely poetic phenom-
enon, legitimized by rule of the poet’s
license, a “suspension of disbelief.” A
symbolist who speaks of “myth” is
typically at great pains to argue for a
value-free approach to the object of
study, an approach in which one denies
that “myth” is a synonym for “lie” and
treats it as a falsechood of a peculiarly
redemptive nature. Materialists, on the
other hand, seem to use the concept
“ideology” expressly to warrant norma-
tive claims regarding the exploitation
of the “proletarian class” by self-serving
plunderers. No error is involved in the
apparently contradictory conceptions be-
cause, fundamentally, materialists and
symbolists pursue two different studies:
‘The Marxian asks how the “givens” of
a human environment impinge on the
development of political consciousness;
the symbolist asks how the human
symbol-using, reality-creating potential
impinges on material reality, ordering it
normatively, “mythically.”

Errors when one conceives

“myth” and “ideology” to be contraries,
alternative and incompatible theoreti-
cal descriptions of the same phenom-
enon. The materialists’ neglect of
language studies and the consequent in-
ability of Marxian theory to explain
socially constructed realities is well-

arise
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publicized.® Less well-described is the
symbolists’ neglect of the non-symbolic
environment and the consequent in-
ability of symbolist theory to account
for the impact of material phenomena
on the construction of social reality.” I
do not mean to denigrate in any way the
research of scholars attempting to de-
velop Burke’s philosophy of myth;
indeed, I have on occasion joined that
endeavor. I do believe, however, that
each of us has erred to the extent that
we have conceived the rubrics of sym-
bolism as an alternative rather than
supplemental description of political
consciousness. The assertion that “phi-
losophy of myth” is an alternative to
“ideology” begs the question Marx in-
tended to pose. Marx was concerned
with “power,” with the capacity of an
elite class to control the state’s political,
economic, and military establishment,
to dominate the information
systems and determine even the con-
sciousness of large masses of people. He
was politically committed to the cause
of the proletariat:

state’s

If a norm was
preached by the upper classes, it was by
virtue of that fact a baneful seduction;
and if a member of the proletarian class
was persuaded by such an argument,

6 See, e. g., Willard A. Mullins, “Truth and
Ideology: Reflections on Mannheim’s Paradox,”
History and Theory, 18 (1979), 142-54; William
H. Shaw, “‘The Handmill Gives You the
Feudal Lord: Marx’s Technological Deter-
minism,” History and Theory, 18 (1979), 155-76;
Jean-Paul Sartre, Critique of Dialectical Reason,
trans. Alan Sheridan-Smith (1960; Eng. trans.
London: NLB, 1976), pp. 95-121; and Jear-Paul
Sartre, Search for a Method, trans. Hazel E.
Barnes (1958; Eng. trans. New York: Vintage,
1968), pp. 35-84.

7See W. G. Runciman, “Describing,” Mind,
81 (1972), 372-88; Perinbanayagam; and Herbert
W. Simons, Elizabeth Mechling, and Howard N.
Schreier, “Mobilizing for Collective Action From
the Bottom Up: The Rhetoric of Social Move-
ments,” unpub. MS., Temple Univ., pp. 48-59,
forthcoming in Carroll C. Arnold and John
Waite Bowers, eds., Handbook of Rhetorical
and Communication Theory.
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that person was possessed of an “ideol-
ogy,” victimized and exploited. Not sur-
prisingly, symbolists criticize Marx for
his politics, suggesting that his is a
wonderfully convenient formula which
mistakes commitment for ‘“historically
scientific truth.” By conceiving poetic
falsity, we rid ourselves of the delusion
that interpretation is scientific, but we
also bury the probability that the myths
we study as an alternative are thrust
upon us by the brute force of “power.”
While Marx overestimated “power” as a
variable in describing political con-
sciousness, Burke, Cassirer, Polanyi, and
others do not want to discuss the
capacity even of a “free” state to de-
termine political consciousness.®

8 Adolph Hitler, this century's archetype of
absolute power—as well as absolute immorality
—rose to dominance and maintained himself by
putting into practice symbolist theories of social
process. Hitler’s mere existence forces one to
question symbolist theories, asking whether
“sociodramas” and “rhetorics” and “myths” are
things to be studied scientifically or wild
imaginings conjured up from the ether, devil-
tools playing upon human weakness and super-
stition, and therefore things to be politically
eradicated. In the face of Hitler, most symbolists
adopted a high moral stance of righteous wrath,
concentrating on the evil of the man while
underplaying the tools he used to gain and keep
power. But subtly they modified their logics:
Burke is most sensitive to the problem, but in
the end he does little more than demonstrate
the moral polemical power of dramatistic
methods of criticism, becoming the “critic” of
his early and later years rather than the
“historian” and “theorist” of his middle years.
Cassirer’s reaction is more extreme, backing
away from the logical implications of the sym-
bolist epistemology he argued for before Hitler,
begging the problem of power by characterizing
the state itself as nothing but a “myth” to be
transcended. Hitler was an inspiration to
Polanyi, causing him to take up epistemology as
a vehicle to discredit social philosophy generally.
In the process Polanyi became an unabashed
ideological chauvinist of his adopted culture. See,
resp., Kenneth Burke, “The Rhetoric of Hitler’s
‘Battle,’” in The Philosophy of Literary Form,
3rd ed. (Berkeley: Univ. of California Press,
1973), pp. 191-220, and cf. Kenneth Burke,
Attitudes toward History (1937, 2nd ed. rev.
rpt. Boston: Beacon, 1961), pp. 92-107; Ernst
Cassirer, The Philosophy of Symbolic Forms,
trans. Ralph Manheim (1923-29; Eng. trans. New
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If we are to describe the trick-of-the-
mind which deludes us into believing
that we “think” with/through/for a
“society” to which we “belong,” we need
a theoretical model which accounts for
both “ideology” and “myth,” a model
which neither denies human capacity to
control “power” through the manipula-
tion of symbols nor begs Marx’s es-
sential questions regarding the influence
of “power” on creating and maintaining
political consciousness. I will argue here
that such a model must begin with the
concept “ideology” and proceed to link
that notion directly with the interests of
symbolism.

I will elaborate the following com-
mitments and hypotheses: If a mass
consciousness exists at all, it must be
empirically “present,” itself a thing ob-
vious to those who participate in 1it, or,
at least, empirically manifested in the
language which communicates it. I agree
with Marx that the problem of con-
sciousness is fundamentally practical and
normative, that it is concerned essential-
ly with describing and evaluating the
legitimacy of public motives. Such
consciousness, I believe, is always false,
not because we are programmed auto-
matons and not because we have a
propensity to structure political percep-
tions in poetically false “dramas” or
“scenarios,” but because “truth” in
politics, no matter how firmly we be-
lieve, is always an illusion. The falsity
of an ideology is specifically rhetorical,
for the illusion of truth and falsity with
regard to normative commitments is the
product of persuasion.? Since the

Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1953), 1:105-14; Ernst
Cassirer, The Myth of the State (New Haven:
Yale Univ. Press, 1946); Michael Polanyi, The
Logic of Liberty (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago
Press, 1951), pp. 93-110, 138-53; and Michael
Polanyi, Personal Knowledge: Towards a Post-
Critical Philosophy (1958; rpt. Chicago: Univ. of
Chicago Press, 1962), pp. 69-131, 203-48, 299-324.

91 am suggesting that the topic of “falsity”
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clearest access to persuasion (and hence
to ideology) is through the discourse
used to produce it, I will suggest that
ideology in practice is a political lan-
guage, preserved in rhetorical docu-
ments, with the capacity to dictate de-
cision and control public belief and
behavior. Further, the political language
which manifests ideology seems char-
acterized by slogans, a vocabulary of
“ideographs” easily mistaken for the
technical terminology of political phi-
losophy. An analysis of ideographic
usages in political rhetoric, I believe,
reveals systems or
“structures” of public motives. Such
structures appear to be ““diachronic” and

interpenetrating

“synchronic” patterns of political con-
sciousness which have the capacity both
to control “power” and to influence (if
not determine) the shape and texture of
each individual’s “reality.”

is necessary whenever one’s conception of con-
sciousness transcends the mind of a single in-
dividual. This is sc because the transcendent
consciousness, by its very conception, is a
legitimizing agency, a means to warrant moral
judgments (as in Perelman) or a means to create
the fiction of verification when verification is
logically impossible (as in Ziman and Brown).
To fail to acknowledge the undeniable falsity
of any description of mass or group conscious-
ness is to create the illusion that one or another
series of normative claims have an independent
“facticity” about them. In my view Brown and
Ziman are reckless with hypostatized “descrip-
tions” of the consciousness of an intellectual
elite, a “scientific community,” which itself is in
fact a creature of convention, in the specific
terms of “description” a fiction of Ziman’s and
Brown’s mind and a rhetorical vision for their
readers. See Brown; Ch. Perelman and L.
Olbrechts-Tyteca, The New Rhetoric: A Treatise
on Argumentation, trans. John Wilkinson and
Purcell Weaver (1958; Eng. trans. Notre Dame:
Univ. of Notre Dame Press, 1969), pp. 31-35, 61-
74; J. M. Ziman, Public Knowledge: An Essay
Concerning the Social Dimension of Science
(Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1968), pp.
102-42; and contrast George Edward Moore,
Principia Ethica (1903; rpt. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge Univ. Press, 1965), esp. pp. 142-80; and
Bruce E. Gronbeck, “From ‘Is’ to ‘Ought’: Alter-
native Strategies,” Central States Speech Journal,
19 (1968), 31-39.
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HyproTHETICAL CHARACTERISTICS
OF “IDEOGRAPHS”’

Marx’s thesis suggests that an ideology
determines mass belief and thus restricts
the free emergence of political opinion.
By this logic, the “freest” members of a
community are those who belong to the
“power” elite; yet the image of hooded
puppeteers twisting and turning the
masses at will is unconvincing if only
because the elite seems itself imprisoned
by the same false consciousness com-
municated to the polity at large. When
we consider the impact of ideology on
freedom, and of power on consciousness,
we must be clear that ideology is
transcendent, as much an influence on
the belief and behavior of the ruler as on
the ruled. Nothing necessarily restricts
persons who wield the might of the
state. Roosevelts and Carters are as
free to indulge personal vanity with
capricious uses of power as was Idi
Amin, regardless of formal “checks and
balances.” The polity can punish tyrants
and maniacs after the fact of their
lunacy or tyranny (if the polity survives
it), but, in practical terms, the only way
to shape or soften power at the moment
of its exercise is prior persuasion.
Similarly, no matter what punishment
we might imagine “power” visiting upon
an ordinary citizen, nothing necessarily
determines individual behavior and be-
lief. A citizen may be punished for
eccentricity or disobedience after the
fact of a crime, but, at the moment when
defiance is contemplated, the only way
to combat the impulse to criminal be-
havior is prior persuasion. I am suggest-
ing, in other words, that social control
in its essence is control over conscious-
ness, the a priori influence that learned
predispositions hold over human agents
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who play the roles of “power” and
“people” in a given transaction.!?
Because there is a lack of necessity in
social control, it seems inappropriate to
characterize agencies of control as
“socializing” or “conditioning” media.
No individual (least of all the elite who
control the power of the state) is forced
to submit in the same way that a condi-
tioned dog is obliged to salivate or
socialized children are required to speak
English. Human beings are ‘“condi-
tioned,” not directly to belief and be-
havior, but to a vocabulary of concepts
that function as guides, warrants, rea-
sons, or excuses for behavior and belief.
When a claim is warranted by such
terms as “law,” “liberty,” “tyranny,” or
“trial by jury,” in other words, it is pre-
sumed that human beings will react
predictably and autonomically. So it was
that a majority of Americans were sur-
prised, not when allegedly sane young
men agreed to go halfway around the
world to kill for God, country, apple
pie, and no other particularly good
reason, but, rather, when other young
men displayed good common sense by
moving to Montreal instead, thereby re-
fusing to be conspicuous in a civil war
which was none of their business. The
end product of the state’s insistence on
some degree of conformity in behavior
and belief, I suggest, is a rhetoric of
control, a system of persuasion presumed

10 See Kenneth Burke, “A Dramatistic View
of the Origins of Language and Postscripts on
the Negative” in Language as Symbolic Action
(Berkeley: Univ. of California Press, 1966), pp.
418-79, esp. pp. 453-63; Hannah Arendt, “What
Is Authority?” in Between Past and Future (New
York: Viking, 1968), pp. 91-141; Hannah Arendt,
“Lying in Politics: Reflections on the Pentagon
Papers,” in Crises of the Republic (New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1972), pp. 1-47;
Jiirgen Habermas, “Hannah Arendt’s Communi-
cations Concept of Power,” Social Research, 44
(1977), 3-24; J. G. A. Pocock, Politics, Language
and Time (New York: Atheneum, 1973), pp. 17-
25, 202-32; and Robert E. Goodwin, “Laying
Linguistic Traps,” Political Theory, 5 (1977),
491-504.
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to be effective on the whole community.
We make a rhetoric of war to persuade
us of war’s necessity, but then forget that
it is a rhetoric—and regard negative
popular judgments of it as unpatriotic
cowardice.

It is not remarkable to conceive social
control as fundamentally rhetorical. In
the past, however, rhetorical scholarship
has regarded the rhetoric of control as
a species of argumentation and thereby
assumed that the fundamental unit of
analysis in such rhetoric is an integrated
set-series of propositions. This 1is, I
believe, a mistake, an unwarranted
abstraction: To argue is to test an
afirmation or denial of claims; argu-
ment is the means of proving the
truth of grammatical units, declarative
sentences, that purport to be reliable
signal representations of reality. Within
the vocabulary of argumentation, the
term “rule of law” makes no sense until
it is made the subject or predicable of a
proposition. If 1 say “The rule of law
is a primary cultural value in the United
States” or “Charles I was a cruel and
capricious tyrant,” I have asserted a
testable claim that may be criticized
with logically coordinated observations.
When I say simply “the rule of law,”
however, my utterance cannot qualify
logically as a claim. Yet I am condi-
tioned to believe that “liberty” and
“property” have an obvious meaning, a
behaviorally directive self-evidence. Be-
cause I am taught to set such terms apart
from my usual vocabulary, words used
as agencies of social control may have
an intrinsic force—and, if so, I may very
well distort the key terms of social con-
flict, commitment, and control if I think
of them as parts of a proposition rather
than as basic units of analysis.

Though words only (and not claims),
such terms as “property,” ‘religion,”
“right of privacy,” “freedom of speech,”
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' “rule of law,” and “liberty” are more
pregnant than propositions ever could
be. They are the basic structural ele-
 ments, the building blocks, of ideology.
- Thus they may be thought of as “ideo-
- graphs,” for, like Chinese symbols,
- they signify and ‘“contain” a unique
~ideological commitment; further, they
presumptuously suggest that each mem-
ber of a community will see as a gestalt
every complex nuance in them. What
“rule of law” means is the series of
propositions, all of them, that could be
manufactured to justify a Whig/Liberal
order. Ideographs are one-term sums of
an orientation, the species of “God” or
“Ultimate” term that will be used to
symbolize the line of argument the
meanest sort of individual would pursue,
if that individual had the dialectical
skills of philosophers, as a defense of a
personal stake in and commitment to the
society. Nor is one permitted to question
the fundamental logic of ideographs:
Everyone is conditioned to think of “the
rule of law” as a logical commitment
just as one is taught to think that
“186,000 miles per second” is an ac-
curate empirical description of the
speed of light even though few can work
the experiments or do the mathematics
to prove it.11

The important fact about ideographs
is that they exist in real discourse, func-
tioning clearly and evidently as agents of
political consciousness. They are not
invented by observers; they come to be
as a part of the real lives of the people
whose motives they articulate. So, for

11 See Kenneth Burke, 4 Grammar of Motives
(New York: Prentice-Hall, 1945), pp. 43-46, 415-
18; Burke, Rhetoric, pp. 275-76, 298-301; Ernst
Cassirer, Language and Myth, trans. Susanne K.
Langer (1946; Eng. trans. 1946; rpt. New York:
Dover, 1953), pp. 62-83; Richard M. Weaver,
The Ethics of Rhetoric (1953; rpt. Chicago:
Gateway, 1970), pp. 211-32; and Rosalind
Coward and John Ellis, Language and Ma-
terialism (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul,
1977), pp. 61-152.
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example, “rule of law” is a more pre-
cise, objective motive than such observer-
invented terms as ‘“‘neurotic”’ or
“paranoid style” or “petit bourgeois.”

Ideographs pose a methodological
problem because of their very specificity:
How do we generalize from a ‘“rule of
law” to a description of consciousness
that comprehends not only “rule of law”
but all other like motives as well>? What
do we describe with the concept “ideo-
graph,” and how do we actually go about
doing the specific cultural analysis pro-
mised by conceptually linking rhetoric
and ideology?

Though both come to virtually the
same conclusion, the essential argument
seems more careful and useful in
Ortega’s notion of “the etymological
man” than in Burke’s poetically-hidden
concept of ‘“the symbol-using animal”
and “logology”:

Man, when he sets himself to speak, does so
because he believes that he will be able to say
what he thinks. Now, this is an illusion. Lan-
guage is not up to that. It says, more or less,
a part of what we think, and raises an im-
penetrable obstacle to the transmission of the
rest. It serves quite well for mathematical state-
ments and proofs. . . . But in proportion as
conversation treats of more important, more
human, more “real” subjects than these, its
vagueness, clumsiness, and confusion steadily in-
crease. Obedient to the inveterate prejudice that
“talking leads to understanding,” we speak and
listen in such good faith that we end by mis-
understanding one another far more than we
would if we remained mute and set ourselves
to divine each other. Nay, more: since our
thought is in large measure dependent upon our
language . . . it follows that thinking is talking
with oneself and hence misunderstanding oneself
at the imminent risk of getting oneself into a
complete quandary.12

All this ‘“talk” generates a series of
“usages” which unite us, since we speak

12 José Ortega y Gasset, Man and People,
trans. Willard R. Trask (New York: Norton,
1957), p. 245.
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the same language, but, more significant-
ly, such “talk” separates us from other
human beings who do not accept our
meanings, our intentions.!3 So, Ortega
claims, the essential demarcation of
whole nations is language usage: “This
gigantic architecture of usages is, pre-
cisely, society.”* And it is through
usages that a particular citizen’s sociality
exists:

A language, speech, is “what people say,” it is
the vast system of verbal usages established in a
collectivity. The individual, the person, is from
his birth submitted to the linguistic coercion that
these usages represent. Hence the mother tongue
is perhaps the most typical and clearest social
phenomenon. With it “people” enter us, set up
residence in us, making each an example of
“people.” Our mother tongue socializes our in-
most being, and because of this fact every in-
dividual belongs, in the strongest sense of the
word, to a society. He can fiee from the society
in which he was born and brought up, but in
his flight the society inexorably accompanies him
because he carries it within him. This is the
true meaning that the statement “man is a social
animal” can have.15

Ortega’s reference, of course, is to lan-
guage generally and not to a particular
vocabulary within language. So he
worked with the vocabulary of greeting
to demonstrate the definitive quality of
linguistic usages when conceiving “so-
ciety.”16 His reasoning, however, invites
specification, attention to the com-
ponents of the “architecture” supposed-
ly created by usages.

Insofar as wusages both wunite and
separate human beings, it seems reason-
able to suggest that the functions of
uniting and separating would be rep-
resented by specific vocabularies, actual
words or terms. With regard to political
union and separation, such vocabularies

13 Ibid., pp. 192-221, 258-72.
14 Ibid., p. 221.

15 Ibid., p. 251.

16 Ibid., pp. 176-91.
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would consist of ideographs. Such usages
as “liberty” define a collectivity, i.e., the
outer parameters of a society, because
such terms either do not exist in other
societies or do not have precisely similar
meanings. So, in the United States, we
claim a common belief in “equality,” as
do citizens of the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics; but “equality” is not
the same word in its meaning or its
usage. One can therefore precisely define
the difference between the two com-
munities, in part, by comparing the
usage of definitive ideographs. We are,
of course, ctill able to interact with the
Soviets despite barriers of language
and usage. The interaction is possible
because of higher-order ideographs—
“world peace,” “detente,” “‘spheres of
influence,” etc.—that permit temporary
union.l” And, in the other direction, it
is also true that there are special interests
within the United States separated one
from the other precisely by disagree-
ments regarding the identity, legitimacy,
or definition of ideographs. So we are
divided by usages into subgroups: Busi-
ness and labor, Democrats and Republi-
cans, Yankees and Southerners are
united by the ideographs that represent
the political entity “United States” and
separated by a disagreement as to the
practical meaning of such ideographs.
The concept “ideograph” is meant to
be purely descriptive of an essentially
social human condition. Unlike more
general conceptions of “Ultimate” or
“God” terms, attention is called to the
social, rather than rational or ethical,
functions of a particular vocabulary.
This vocabulary is precisely a group of

17 See Murray Edelman, Political Language
(New York: Academic Press, 1977), pp. 43-49,
141-55; Schwab, pp. 143-57; and Thomas M.
Franck and Edward Weisband, Word Politics:
Verbal Strategy Among the Superpowers (New
York: Oxford Univ. Press, 1972), pp. 3-10, 96-
113, 137-69.
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words and not a series of symbols rep-
f&*esenting ideas. Ortega clearly, methodi-
‘cally, distinguishes a usage (what we
‘might call “social” or ‘“material”
‘thought) from an idea (what Ortega
“would call “pure thought”). He suggests,
- properly, that language gets in the way
_of thinking, separates us from “ideas” we
‘may have which cannot be surely ex-
pressed, even to ourselves, in the usages
“which imprison us. So my “pure
thought” about liberty, religion, and
property is clouded, hindered, made
irrelevant by the existence in history of
the ideographs “Liberty, Religion, and
- Property.”’8 Because these terms are
definitive of the society we have in-
~ herited, they are conditions of the
- society into which each of us is born,
- material ideas which we must accept to
“belong.” They penalize us, in a sense,
as much as they protect us, for they
prohibit our appreciation of an alterna-
tive pattern of meaning in, for example,
the Soviet Union or Brazil.

In effect, ideographs—language im-
peratives which hinder and perhaps
make impossible “pure thought”—are
bound within the culture which they de-
fine. We can characterize an ideograph,
say what it has meant and does mean as
a usage, and some of us may be able to
achieve an imaginary state of with-
drawal from community long enough to
speculate as to what ideographs ought
to mean in the best of possible worlds;
but the very nature of language forces
us to keep the two operations separate:
So, for example, the “idea” of “liberty”
may be the subject of philosophical
speculation, but philosophers can never

18 Ortega y Gasset, Man and People, pp. 243-
52. Further, contrast Ortega and Marx on the
nature of “idea”: José Ortega y Gasset, The
Modern Theme, trans. James Cleugh (1931; rpt.
New York: Harper, 1961), pp. 11-27; and Marx
and Engels, pp. 27-37. See, also, Coward and
Ellis, pp. 84-92, 122-85.
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be certain that they themselves or their
readers understand a “pure” meaning
unpolluted by historical, ideographic
usages.1® Should we look strictly at ma-
terial notions of “liberty,” on the other
hand, we distort our thinking by be-
lieving that a rationalization of a par-
ticular historical meaning is “pure,” the
truth of the matter.20 Ideographs can
not be used to establish or test truth,
and vice versa, the truth, in ideal meta-
physical senses, is a consideration
irrelevant to accurate characterizations
of such ideographs as “liberty.” Indeed,
if examples from recent history are a
guide, the attempts to infuse usages with
metaphysical meanings, or to confuse
ideographs with the “pure” thought of
philosophy, have resulted in the “night-
mares” which Polanyi, for one, de-
plores.2t The significance of ideographs

19 Ortega y Gasset, Man and People, pp. 57-
71, 94-111, 139-91. Husserl’s recognition of praxis
and contradiction in his doctrine of “self-
evidence” confirms Ortega’s critique: Edmund
Husserl, Ideas: General Introduction to Pure
Phenomenology, trans. W. R. Boyce Gibson
(1913; Eng. trans. 1931; rpt. London: Collier
Macmillan, 1962), pp. 353-67. See, also, Schutz’s
and Luckmann’s elaboration of the bases of
Carneadean skepticism: Alfred Schutz and
Thomas Luckmann, The Structures of the Life-
World, trans. Richard M. Zaner and H. Tristram
Engelhardt, Jr. (Evanston: Northwestern Univ.
Press, 1973), pp. 182-229.

20 Michel Foucault, The Archaeology of
Knowledge, trans. A. M. Sheridan Smith (1969;
Eng. trans. New York: Pantheon, 1972), pp. 178-
95; H. T. Wilson, The American Ideology:
Science, Technology and Organization as Modes
of Rationality in Advanced Industrial Societies
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1977), pp.
231-53; and Roger Poole, Towards Deep Sub-
jectivity (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), pp.
78-112.

21 Michael Polanyi and Harry Prosch, Mean-
ing (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1975), pp.
9, 22: “We have all learned to trace the collapse
of freedom in the twentieth century to the
writings of certain philosophers, particularly
Marx, Nietzsche, and their common ancestors,
Fichte and Hegel. But the story has yet to be
told how we came to welcome as liberators the
philosophies that were to destroy liberty. . . .
We in the Anglo-American sphere have so far
escaped the totalitarian nightmares of the right
and left. But we are far from home safe. For we
have done little, in our free intellectual en-
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is in their concrete history as usages, not
in their alleged idea-content.

THE ANALYSIS OF IDEOGRAPHS

No one has ever seen an “equality”
strutting up the driveway, so, if “equal-
ity” exists at all, it has meaning through
its specific applications. In other words,
we establish a meaning for “equality” by
using the word as a description of a cer-
tain phenomenon; it has meaning only
insofar as our description is acceptable,
believable. If asked to make a case for
“equality,” that is to define the term,
we are forced to make reference to its
history by detailing the situations for
which the word has been an appropriate
description. Then, by comparisons over
time, we establish an analog for the pro-
posed present usage of the term. Earlier
usages become precedent, touchstones
for judging the propriety of the ideo-
graph in a current circumstance. The
meaning of “equality” does not rigidify
because situations seeming to require its
usage are never perfectly similar: As the
situations vary, so the meaning of
“equality” expands and contracts. The
variations in meaning of “equality” are
much less important, however, than the
fundamental, categorical meaning, the
“common denominator” of all situations
for which “equality” has been the
best and most descriptive term. The
dynamism of “equality” is thus paramor-
phic, for even when the term changes its
signification in particular circumstances,
it retains a formal, categorical meaning,

deavors, to uphold thought as an independent,
self-governing force.” Contrast this ‘“personal
knowledge” explanation with Max Horkheimer
and Theodor W. Adorno, Dialectic of Enlighten-
ment, trans. John Cumming (1944; Eng. trans.
New York: Herder and Herder, 1972), pp. 255-
56; and Jacques Ellul, Propaganda: The Forma-
tion of Men’s Attitudes, trans. Konrad Kellen
and Jean Lerner (1962; Eng. trans. New York:
Vintage, 1973), pp. 52-61, 282-57.
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a constant reference to its history as an
ideograph.

These earlier usages are vertically
structured, related each to the other in a
formal way, every time the society is
called upon to judge whether a par-
ticular circumstance should be defined
ideographically. So, for example, to
protect ourselves from abuses of power,
we have built into our political system
an ideograph that is said to justify “im-
peaching” an errant leader: If the
President has engaged in behaviors
which can be described as “high crimes
and misdemeanors,” even that highest
officer must be removed.

But what is meant by “high crimes
and misdemeanors”? If Peter Rodino
wishes to justify impeachment pro-
cedures against Richard Nixon in the
Committee on the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives, he must
mine history for touchstones, precedents
which give substance and an aura of
precision to the ideograph ‘“high crimes
and misdemeanors.” His search of the
past concentrates on situations analo-
gous to that which he is facing, situations
involving actual or proposed ‘‘impeach-
ment.” The “rule of law” emerged as a
contrary ideograph, and Rodino de-
veloped from the tension between “law”
and “high crimes” an argument indict-
ing Nixon. His proofs were historical,
ranging from Magna Carta to Edmund
Burke’s impeachment of Warren Hast-
ings. He was able to make the argument,
therefore, only because he could or-
ganize a series of events, situationally
similar, with an ideograph as the struc-
turing principle. The structuring is
“vertical” because of the element of
time; that is, the deep meanings of “law”
and “high crime” derive from knowledge
of the way in which meanings have
evolved over a period of time—awareness
of the way an ideograph can be mean-

S R S SR
S R
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ingful now is controlled in large part by
what it meant then.22

All communities take pains to record
and preserve the vertical structure of
their ideographs. Formally, the body of
nonstatutory ‘“law” is little more than
a literature recording ideographic usages
in the “common law” and “case law.”23
So, too, historical dictionaries, such as
the O. E. D., detail etymologies for most
of the Anglo-American ideographs. And
any so-called “professional” history pro-
vides a record in detail of the events
surrounding earlier usages of ideographs
—indeed, the historian’s eye is most
usually attracted precisely to those situa-
tions involving ideographic applica-
tions.2* The more significant record of
vertical structures, however, lies in what
might be called “popular” history. Such
history consists in part of novels, films,
plays, even songs; but the truly in-
fluential manifestation is grammar school
history, the very first contact most have
with their existence and experience as
a part of a community.

To learn the meanings of the ideo-

22See Peter Rodino’s opening remarks in
“Debate on Articles of Impeachment,” U.S.,
Congress, House of Representatives, Committee
on the Judiciary, 93rd Cong., 2nd sess., 24 July
1974, pp. 1-4.

The “vertical/horizontal” metaphor used here
to describe the evident structure of ideographs
should not be confused with Ellul's idea (pp. 79-
84) of the structural effects of “Propaganda.”
Lasky’s analysis of “the English ideology” rep-
resents the “vertical” description I haye in
mind: Melvin J. Lasky, Utopia and Revolution
g(;?icago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1976), pp. 496-

23See Edward H. Levi, An Introduction to
Legal Reasoning (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago
Press, 1948), esp. pp. 6-19, 41-74; Perelman and
Tyteca, pp. 70-74, 101-02, 350-57; and Duncan,
pp- 110-23, 130-40.

24 Collingwood suggests that the content or
ultimate subject matter of history should consist
of explaining such recurrent usages (“ideo-
graphs”) as “freedom” and “progress”: R. G.
Collingwood, The Idea of History (1946; rpt.
London: Oxford Univ. Press, 1979), pp. 302-34.
See, also, Herbert J. Muller, The Uses of the
Past (New York: ‘Oxford Univ. Press, 1952),
pp. 37-38.
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graphs “freedom” and “patriotism,” for
example, most of us swallowed the tale
of Patrick Henry’s defiant speech to the
Virginia House of Burgesses: “I know
not what course others may take, but as
for me, give me liberty or give me
death!” These specific words, of course,
were concocted by the historian William
Wirt and not by Governor Henry. Wirt’s
intention was to provide a model for
“the young men of Virginia,” asking
them to copy Henry’s virtues and avoid
his vices.?> Fabricated events and words
meant little, not because Wirt was un-
interested in the truth of what really
happened to Henry, but rather because
what he wrote about was the definition
of essential ideographs. His was a task
of socialization, an exercise in epideictic
rhetoric, providing the youth of his age
(and of our own) with general knowl-
edge of ideographic touchstones so that
they might be able to make, or com-
prehend, judgments of public motives
and of their own civic duty.

Though such labor tires the mind
simply in imagining it, there is no trick
in gleaning from public documents the
entire vocabulary of ideographs that de-
fine a particular collectivity. The terms
do not hide in discourse, nor is their
“meaning” or function within an argu-
ment obscure: We might disagree meta-
physically about “equality,” and we
might use the term differently in prac-
tical discourse, but I believe we can
nearly always discover the functional
meaning of the term by measure of its
grammatic and pragmatic context.?® Yet

26 See William Wirt, Sketches of the Life and
Character of Patrick Henry, 9th ed. (Phil-
adelphia: Thomas Cowperthwait, 1839) dedica-
tion and pp. 417-43; Judy Hample, “The
Textual and Cultural Authenticity of Patrick
Henry’s ‘Liberty or Death’ Speech,” Quarterly
Journal of Speech, 63 (1977), 298-310; and
Robert D. Meade, Patrick Henry: Portrait in the
Making (New York: Lippincott, 1957), pp. 49-58.

26 At least two strategies (that is, two theoreti-
cal mechanisms) have the capacity to yield
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even a complete description of vertical
ideographic structures leaves little but
an exhaustive lexicon understood etymo-
logically and diachronically—and no
ideally precise explanation of how ideo-
graphs function presently.

If we find forty rhetorical situations in
which “rule of law” has been an or-
ganizing term, we are left with little but
the simple chronology of the situations
as a device to structure the lot: Case One
is distinct from Case Forty, and the
meaning of the ideograph thus has con-
tracted or expanded in the intervening
time. But time is an irrelevant matter
in practice. Chronological sequences are
provided by analysts, and they properly
reflect the concerns of theorists who try
to describe what ‘“rule of law” may
mean, potentially, by laying out the
history of what the term has meant. Such
advocates as Rodino are not so scrupu-
lous in research; they choose eight or
nine of those forty cases to use as
evidence in argument, ignore the rest,
and impose a pattern of organization on
the cases recommended (or forced) by
the demands of a current situation. As
Ortega argues with reference to language
generally, key wusages considered his-
torically and diachronically are purely
formal; yet in real discourse, and in
public consciousness, they are forces:

[AJIl that diachronism accomplishes is to re-
construct other comparative “presents” of the
language as they existed in the past. All that it
shows us, then, is changes; it enables us to wit-
ness one present being replaced by another, the
succession of the static figures of the language,
as the “film,” with its motionless images, en-
genders the visual fiction of a movement. At

fairly precise descriptions of functional “mean-
ing” within situational and textual contexts:
See Hans-Georg Gadamer, Philosophical Her-
meneutics, trans. David E. Linge (Berkeley:
Univ. of California Press, 1976), pp. 59-94; and
Umberto Eco, 4 Theory of Semiotics (Blooming-
ton: Indiana Univ. Press, 1976), pp. 48-150, 276-
318.
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best, it offers us a cinematic view of language,
but not a dynamic understanding of how the
changes were, and came to be, made. The
changes are merely results of the making and
unmaking process, they are the externality of
language, and there is need for an internal con-
ception of it in which we discover not resultant
forms but the operating forces themselves.27

In Burke’s terminology, describing a
vertical ideographic structure yields a
culture-specific and relatively precise
“grammar” of one public motive. That
motive is not captured, however, with-
out attention to its “rhetoric.”

Considered rhetorically, as forces,
ideographs seem structured horizontally,
for when people actually make use of
them presently, such terms as “rule of
law” clash with other ideographs (“prin-
ciple of confidentiality” or “national
security,” for example), and in the con-
flict come to mean with reference to
synchronic confrontations. So, for ex-
ample, one would not ordinarily think
of an inconsistency between “rule of
law” and “principle of confidentiality.”
Vertical analysis of the two ideographs
would probably reveal a consonant rela-
tionship based on genus and species:
“Confidentiality” of certain conversa-
tions is a control on the behavior of
government, a control that functions to
maintain a “rule of law” and prevents
“tyranny” by preserving a realm of
privacy for the individual.

The “Watergate” conflict between
Nixon and Congress, however, illustrates
how that consonant relationship can be
restructured, perhaps broken, in the con-
text of a particular controversy: Con-
gress asked, formally and legally, for
certain of Nixon’s documents. He re-

27 Ortega y Gasset, Man and People, p. 247.
Cf. Ferdinand de Saussure, Course in General
Linguistics, trans. Wade Baskin, ed. Charles
Bally and Albert Sechehaye in collaboration
with Albert Riedlinger (1915; Eng. trans. 1959;
rpt. New York: McGraw-Hill, 1966), pp. 140-90,
218-21.
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fused, thereby creating the appearance
of frustrating the imperative value “rule
of law.” He attempted to excuse himself
by matching a second ideograph, “prin-
ciple of confidentiality,” against normal
‘and usual meanings of “rule of law.”
'Before a mass television audience Nixon
‘argued that a President’s conversations
with advisers were entitled to the same
privilege constitutionally accorded ex-
changes between priest and penitent,
husband and wife, lawyer and client.
No direct vertical precedent was avail-
able to support Nixon’s usage. The
argument asked public (and later
 jurisprudential) permission to expand
the meaning of ‘“confidentiality” and
thereby to alter its relationship with the
“rule of law,” making what appeared to
be an illegal act acceptable. Nixon’s
claims were epideictic and not delibera-
¢ tive or forensic; he magnified ‘“con-
¢ fidentiality” by praising the ideograph
¢ as if it were a person, attempting to alter
§ its “standing” among other ideographs,
¢ even as an individual’s “standing” in the
P community changes through praise and
. blame.28

@ Synchronic structural changes in the
§ relative standing of an ideograph are
§ “horizontal” because of the presumed
I consonance of an ideology; that is, ideo-
¢ graphs such as “rule of law” are meant
| to be taken together, as a working unit,
¢ with “public trust,” “freedom of speech,”
‘_j‘ff “trial by jury,” and any other slogan
| characteristic of the collective life. If
@ all the ideographs used to justify a

' 28_ See Richard M. Nixon, “Address to the
@ Nation on the Watergate Investigation,” Public
= Papers of the Presidents of the United States
§ (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing
| Office, 1975), Richard Nixon, 1973, pp. 691-98,
[ 710-25. Lucas’ analysis of “rhetoric and revolu-
& tion” (though it is more “idea” than “terministi-
& cally” conscious) represents the “horizontal”
& description I have in mind: Stephen E. Lucas,
| Portents of Rebellion: Rhetoric and Revolution

& n Philadelphia, 1765-76 (Philadelphia: Temple
| Univ. Press, 1976).
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Whig/Liberal government were placed
on a chart, they would form groups or
clusters of words radiating from the
slogans originally used to rationalize
“popular sovereignty”’—‘religion,” “lib-
erty,” and “property.” Each term would
be a connector, modifier, specifier, or
contrary for those fundamental historical
commitments, giving them a meaning
and a unity easily mistaken for logic.
Some terms would be enshrined in the
Constitution, some in law, some merely
in conventional usage; but all would be
constitutive of “the people.” Though
new usages can enter the equation, the
ideographs remain essentialy unchanged.
But when we engage ideological argu-
ment, when we cause ideographs to do
work in explaining, justifying, or guid-
ing policy in specific situations, the rela-
tionship of ideographs changes. A “rule
of law,” for example, is taken for
granted, a simple connector between
“property” and “liberty,” until a con-
stitutional crisis inclines us to make it
“come first.” In Burke’s vocabulary, it
becomes the “title” or “god-term” of all
ideographs, the center-sun about which
every ideograph orbits. Sometimes cir-
cumstance forces us to sense that the
structure is not consonant, as when
awareness of racism exposes contradic-
tion between “property” and “right to
life” in the context of “open-housing”
legislation. Sometimes officers of state,
in the process of justifying particular
uses of power, manufacture seeming in-
consistency, as when Nixon pitted
“confidentiality” against “rule of law.”
And sometimes an alien force frontally
assaults the structure, as when Hitler
campaigned against ‘“‘decadent demo-
cracies.” Such instances have the po-
tential to change the structure of ideo-
graphs and hence the “present” ideology
—in this sense, an ideology is dynamic
and a force, always resilient, always
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keeping itself in some consonance and
unity, but not always the same con-
sonance and unity.?

In appearance, of course, characteriz-
ing ideological conflicts as synchronic
structural dislocations is an unwarranted
abstraction: An ideological argument
could result simply from multiple usages
of an ideograph. Superficially, for ex-
ample, one might be inclined to de-
scribe the “bussing” controversy as a
disagreement over the ‘“‘best” meaning
for “equality,” one side opting for
“equality” defined with reference to
“access” to education and the other with
reference to the goal, “being educated.”
An ideograph, however, is always under-
stood in its relation to another; it is de-
fined tautologically by using other terms
in its cluster. If we accept that there are
three or four or however many possible
meanings for “equality,” each with a
currency and legitimacy, we distort the
nature of the ideological dispute by
ignoring the fact that “equality” is made
meaningful, not within the clash of
multiple usages, but rather in its rela-
tionship with “freedom.” That is,
“equality” defined by “access” alters the
nature of “liberty” from the relation-
ship of “equality” and “liberty” thought
to exist when “equality” is defined as
“being educated.” One would not want
to rule out the possibility that ideologi-
cal disagreements, however rarely, could
be simply semantic; but we are more
likely to err if we assume the dispute to
be semantic than if we look for the
deeper structural dislocation which like-
ly produced multiple usages as a disease
produces symptoms. When an ideograph
is at the center of a semantic dispute, I
would suggest, the multiple usages will

29 See Jirgen Habermas, Communication and
the Ewvolution of Society, trans. Thomas Mc-
Carthy (1976; Eng. trans. Boston: Beacon, 1979),
pp- 1-68, 130-205.
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be either metaphysical or diachronic,
purely speculative or historical, and in
either event devoid of the force and
currency of a synchronic ideological con-
flict.30

In the terms of this argument, two
recognizable “ideologies” exist in any .
specific culture at one “moment.” One
“ideology” is a “grammar,” a historically- -
defined diachronic structure of ideo-
graph-meanings expanding and contract-
ing from the birth of the society to its
“present.” Another “ideology” is a “rhet-
oric,” a situationally-defined synchronic
structure of ideograph clusters constant-
ly reorganizing itself to accommodate
specific circumstances while maintaining
its fundamental consonance and unity.
A division of this sort, of course, is but
an analytic convenience for talking
about two dimensions (vertical and
horizontal) of a single phenomenon: No
present ideology can be divorced from
past commitments if only because the
very words used to express present dis-
locations have a history that establishes
the category of their meaning. And no
diachronic ideology can be divorced
from the “here-and-now” if only because
its entire raison d’étre consists in justi-
fying the form and direction of collective
behavior. Both of these structures must
be understood and described before one
can claim to have constructed a theoreti-
cally precise explanation of a society’s
ideology, of its repertoire of public
motives.

CONCLUSION

One of the casualties of the current
“pluralist” fad in social and political
theory has been the old Marxian thesis
that governing elites control the masses
by creating, maintaining, and manip-
ulating a mass consciousness suited to

30 See Foucault, pp. 149-65.
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perpetuation of the existing order.3!
Though I agree that Marx probably
overestimated the influence of an elite,
it is difficult not to see a ““‘dominant
ideology” which seems to exercise deci-
sive influence in political life. The ques-
tion, of course, turns on finding a way
accurately to define and to describe a
dominant ideology. Theorists writing in
the tradition of Dewey, Burke, and
Cassirer have, in my judgment, come
close to the mark; but because they are
bothered by poetic metaphors, these
symbolists never conceive their work as
description of a mass consciousness. Even
these writers, therefore, beg Marx’s in-
escapable question regarding the impact
of “power” on the way we think. I have
argued here that the concepts “rhetoric”
and “ideology” may be linked without
poetic metaphors, and that the linkage
should produce a description and an ex-
planation of dominant ideology, of the
relationship between the “power” of a
state and the consciousness of its people.

The importance of symbolist con-
structs is their focus on media
of consciousness, on the discourse that
articulates and propagates common be-
liefs. “Rhetoric,” “sociodrama,” *“myth,”
“fantasy vision,” and “political scenario”
are not important because of their fic-
tion, their connection to poetic, but
because of their truth, their links with
the trick-of-the-mind that deludes in-
dividuals into believing that they
“think” with /for/through a social or-
ganism. The truth of symbolist con-
structs, I have suggested, appears to lie
In our claim to see a legitimate social
reality in a vocabulary of complex, high-
order abstractions that refer to and
invoke a sense of “the people.” By learn-
ing the meaning of ideographs, I have

31See Nicholas Abercrombie and Bryan S.
Turner, “The Dominant Ideology Thesis,”
British Journal of Sociology, 29 (1978), 149-70.
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argued, everyone in society, even the
“freest” of us, those who control the
state, seem predisposed to structured
mass responses. Such terms as “liberty,”
in other words, constitute by our very
use of them in political discourse an
ideology that governs or ‘“‘dominates”
our consciousness. In practice, therefore,
ideology is a political language com-
posed of slogan-like terms signifying
collective commitment.

Such terms I have called “ideographs.”
A formal definition of “ideograph,” de-
rived from arguments made throughout
this essay, would list the following char-
acteristics: An ideograph is an ordinary-
language term found in political dis-
course. It is a high-order abstraction rep-
resenting collective commitment to a
particular but equivocal and ill-defined
normative goal. It warrants the use of
power, excuses behavior and belief which
might otherwise be perceived as eccentric
or antisocial, and guides behavior and
belief into channels easily recognized by
a community as acceptable and laudable.
Ideographs such as “slavery” and “tyr-
anny,” however, may guide behavior and
belief negatively by branding unaccept-
able behavior. And many ideographs
(“liberty,” for example) have a non-
ideographic usage, as in the sentence,
“Since I resigned my position, I am at
liberty to accept your offer.” Ideographs
are culture-bound, though some terms
are used in different signification across
cultures. Each member of the com-
munity is socialized, conditioned, to the
vocabulary of ideographs as a pre-
requisite for “belonging” to the society.
A degree of tolerance is usual, but
people are expected to understand ideo-
graphs within a range of usage thought
to be acceptable: The society will inflict
penalties on those who use ideographs
in heretical ways and on those who re-
fuse to respond appropriately to claims
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on their behavior warranted through the
agency of ideographs.

Though ideographs such as “liberty,”
“religion,” and ‘“property” often appear
as technical terms in social philosophy,
I have argued here that the ideology of a
community is established by the usage of
such terms in specifically rhetorical dis-
course, for such usages constitute excuses
for specific beliefs and behaviors made
by those who executed the history of
which they were a part. The ideographs
used in rhetorical discourse seem struc-
tured in two ways: In isolation, each
ideograph has a history, an etymology,
such that current meanings of the term
are linked to past usages of it diachron-
ically. The diachronic structure of an
ideograph establishes the parameters, the
category, of its meaning. All ideographs
taken together, I suggest, are thought at
any specific “moment” to be consonant,
related one to another in such a way as
to produce unity of commitment in a
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particular historical context. Each ideo-
graph is thus connected to all others as
brain cells are linked by synapses,
synchronically in one context at one
specific moment.

A complete description of an ideology,
I have suggested, will consist of (1) the
isolation of a society’s ideographs, (2) the
exposure and analysis of the diachronic
structure of every ideograph, and (3)
characterization of synchronic relation-
ships among all the ideographs in a par-
ticular context. Such a description, I be-
lieve, would yield a theoretical frame-
work with which to describe inter-
penetrating material and symbolic en-
vironments: Insofar as we can explain
the diachronic and synchronic tensions
among ideographs, I suggest, we can also
explain the tension between any “given”
human environment (“‘objective reality”)
and any “projected” environments (“‘sym-
bolic” or “social reality”) latent in rhe-
torical discourse.
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