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fact thut it never lost its cumbrousness and elabora-
tion to “its unique sacredness™ (p. 50).

27. Many authoritics have commented upon the
lack of development in Egypt after the initial
achicvements of the Old Kingdom: for a discussion
(and a contrary view), see John A. Wilson in Before
Philosophy, ed. 11, Frankfort and others (London,
1949), pp. 115—16 [pub. in U.S.A, as The Intellec-
tual Adventure of Ancient Man (Chicago, 1946)].
28. “The world view of the Fgyptians and Baby-
lonians was couditioned by the teaching of sacred
books; it thus constituted an orthodoxy, the main-
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priests” {Benjamin Farrington, Science in Antig-
uity (London, 1936), p. 37]. See also Gordon
Childe, What fHappened in History, p. 121,

29. Gelb, Study of Writing, p. 196, maintains that
alt the main types of syllabary developed in just
this way. Driver rejects the possibility that the
Phoenician alphabet was invented on Egyptian soil,
as it would have heen “stifled at birth” by the
“deadweight of Lgyptian tradition, already of
hoary antiquity and in the hands of a powerful
priesthood”’ (Semitic Writing, p. 187).
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pre-alpbabetic forms of writing Semitic (Semitic
Writing, p. 67).

31, For Hittite, see O. R. Gurney, The Hittites
(London, 1952), pp. 120-21. For Mycencan, see
John Chadwick, The Decipherment of Linear B
(Cambridge, 1958).

32. Chadwick, The Decipherment of Linear B, p.
130; sce also *“A Prehistoric Bureaucracy,”
Diogenes, 26 (1959), pp. 7—18.
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Diringer, The Aiphabet, A Key to the History of
Mankind (New York, 1948).

34. The Alphabet, pp. 214—218. On the “acci-
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Voegelin, “Typological Classification,” pp. 63—4.
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Greek alpbabet.” Gelb, Study of Writing, p. 166,
40. 1. Kings t7, iv—~i; sec A Dictionary of the
Bible .. .ed. James llastings (New York, 1898—
1904), s.v. ““Elijuh.”

41. 810 a. I'rom the ages 10 to 13,

42. L’'Adoption universelle des caractéres latins
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documentation, see William S. Gray, The Teaching
of Reading and Writing: An International Survey,
Unesco Monographs on Fundamental Education X
(Paris, 1956), especially pp. 31-60.

Powrtt mew Joteo / sa FEtetcsrol,
New For€, @/"//ofd ((la?/lfﬁg /’rerf /4);'

GOODY AND WATI -

43, Chester G. Starr, The Origins of Greek Civilize §
tion (New York, 1961), pp. 189—-190, 349 ff. :
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s ltmay be helpful to make explicit the theo-
wtical origins of the thesis I have been devel-
dping over the past decade. Although,
hitially, the thesis appeared to be concerned
/sith the problem of educability, this prob-
km was imbedded in and was stimulated by
the wider question of the relationships
‘detween symbolic orders and social struc-

ximission,
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71. See Pearson, Early lIonian Historians, pp.
152—233, especially pp. 193, 232-33.

72. See, for instance, Bronistaw Malinowski, Argo-
nauts of the Western Pacific (London, 1922), nn,
290-333.

73. Thucydides, History, 1, 20-22, 97. For a
picture of note-taking (hypomnemata) among
Athenians, see Theaetetus, 142 c-143 c.

74. Felix Jacoby notes that “fixation in writing,
once achiceved, primarily had a preserving cffect
upon the oral tradition, because it put an end to
the involuntary shiftings of the mnemai (remem-
Rrances), and drew limits to the arbitrary creation
of new logoi (stories)” (Atthis, 1949, p. 217). He
points out that this created difficulties for the
early literate recorders of the past which the pre-
vious oral mnemones or professional “rernem-
brancers” did not have to face: whatever his own
personal view of the matter, “no true Atthidogra-
pher could remove Kekrops from his position as
the first Attic king... Nobody could take away
from Solon the legislation which founded in nuce
the first Attic constitution of historical times.”
Such things could no longer be silently forgotten,
as in an oral tradition.

The general conclusion of Jacoby’s polemic

against Wilamowitz’s hypothesis of a “pre-literary
chronicle” is that “historical consciousness...is
not older than historical literature’ (p. 201).
75. As writers on the indigenous political systems
of Africa have insisted, changes generally take the
form of rebellion rather than revolution; subjects
reject the King, but not the kingship. See Evans-
Pritchard, The Divine Kingship of the Shilluk of
the Nilotic Sudan (The Lrazer lecture, Cambridge,
1948), pp. 35ff; Max Gluckman, Rituals of Rebel-
lion in South-East Africa (The Frazer lecture,
1952), Manchester, 1954.

28. Social Class, Language and Socialisation

BASIL BERNSTEIN

ture. The basic theoretical question, which
dictated the approach to the initially narrow
but important empirical problem, was con-
cerned with the fundamental structure and
changes in the structure of cultural transmis-
sion. Indecd, any detailed examination of
what superficially may scem to be a string of
somewhat repetitive papers, I think would
show three things:

Yrom Current Trends in Linguistics, Volume 12, ¢d, A, S, Abramson et al. (Mouton, 1973). Reprinted by
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1. The gradual emergence of the domi-
nance of the major theoretical problem from
the local, empirical problem of the social
antecedents of the educability of different
groups of children.

2. Attempts to develop both the gener-
ality of the thesis and to develop increasing
specificity at the contextual level,

3. Lntailed in (2) were attempts to clarify
both the logical and empirical status of the
basic organising concept, code. Unfortu-
nately, until recently these attemipts were
more readily seen in the planning and analy-
sis of the empirical research than available as
formal statements.

Looking back with hindsight, 1 think I
would have created less misunderstanding if
I had written about sociolinguistic codes
rather than linguistic codes. Through using
only the latter concept it gave the impres-
sion that I was reifying syntax and at the
cost of semantics. Or worse, suggesting that
there was a one to onc relation between
meaning and a given syntax. Also, by defin-
ing the codes in a context free fashion, I
robbed myself of properly understanding, at
a theoretical level, their significance. /
should point out that nearly all the empirical
planning was directed to trying to find out
the code realisations in different contexts.

The concept of sociolinguistic code
points to the social structuring of meanings
and to their diverse but related contextual
linguistic realisations. A careful reading of
the papers always shows the emphasis given
to the form of the social retationship, that is,
the structuring of relevant meanings. Indeed,
role is defined as a complex coding activity
controlling the creation and organisation of
specific meanings and the conditions for
their transmission and reception. The general
sociolinguistic thesis attempts to explore
how symbolic systems are both realisations
and regulators of the structure of social rela-
tionships. The particular symbolic system is
that of speech, not language.

It is pertinent, at this point, to make
explicit earlier work in the social sciences
which formed the implicit starting point of
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the thesis. It will then be seen, I hope, thal
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the thesis is an integration of different ; | central importance in the solution of the

streams of thought. The major starting ¥ fist difficulty, the HOW. Mead outlined in

points are Durkheim and Marx, and a smal :3
number of other thinkers have becn drawn
into the basic matrix. I shall very briefly, 3
and so sclectively, outline this matrix and
some of the problems to which it gave rise,

Durkheim’s work is a truly magnificent .

insight into the relationships between sym
bolic orders, social relationships and the

s G s

structuring of experience. In a sense, if Manx 4
turned Hegel on his head, then Durkheim

attempted to turn Kant on his head. For ia
Primitive classification and in The elemen

tary fonns of the religious life, Durkheim
attempled to derive the basic categories of ;

o

i

thought from the structuring of the social :§

relation. It is beside the point as to his
success. He raised the whole question of the F°
between the  classifications and
frames of the symbolic order and the struc -

relation

turing of expericnce. In his study of differ. ;
ent forms of social integration he pointed to ‘& be by speech; a little before Chomsky.
the implicit, condensed, symbolic structure L
of mechanical solidarity and the more ex- °

plicit and differentiated symbolic structures

of organic solidarity. Cassirer, the early cul
tural anthropologists, and in particular Sapit

(I was not aware of von Humboldt unt . ditions which bring about pathological struc-

much later) sensitised me to the cultural 2 ' wring of experience.

properties of speech. Whorf, particularly § d
where he refers to the fashions of speaking,

frames of consistency, alerted me to the
selective cffect of the culture (acting

through its patterning of social relation- 3
ships) upon the patterning of grammar .
together with the pattern’s semantic and

thus cognitive significance. Whorl more
than anyone, 1 think, opened up, at least for

linguistically regulated communication.

shaping of experience, it is still unclear how
such  shaping takes place. The processes
underlying the social structuring of experi-
ence are not explicit. The second difficulty

i
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is in dealing with the question of change of
symbolic systems. George Herbert Mead is of

general terms the relationships between role,
teflexiveness and speech, and in so doing
provided the basis of the solution to the

- HOW, It is still the case that the Mcadian

wlution does not allow us to deal with the
problem of change. For the concept, which
enables role to be related to a higher order

- concept, “the generalised other” is, itself,

not subject to systematic enquiry. Even if

- *the generalised other™ is placed within a
. Durkheimian framework, we are still left

with the problem of change. Indeed, in Mcad

. change is introduced only at the cost of the

teemergence of a traditional Western

. dichotomy in the concepts of the “I” and
. the “me.” The “I” is both the indeterminate

tesponse to the “me” and yect at the same
time shapes it. The Meadian “I” points to

- the voluntarism in the affairs of men, the

fundamental creativity of man, made possi-

Thus Meadian thought helps to solve the

E puzzle of the HOW but it does not help with
- the question of change in the structuring of
- experience; although both Mead implicitly

and Durkheim explicitly pointed to the con-

One major theory of the development of

and change in symbolic structures is, of
. course, that of Marx. Although Marx is less
. concerned with the internal structure and

the process of transmission of symbolic sys-

. tems he does give us a key to their institu-
: tionalisation and change. The key is given in
E terms of the social significance of society’s

2% productive system and the power relation-
me, the question of the deep structure of ‘3

ships to which the productive system gives

o rise. Further, access to, control over, orienta-
In all the above work I found two diffi---3%¥

culties. 1f we grant the fundamental linkage
of symbolic systens, social structure and the

tion of and change in critical symbolic

L gystems, according to the theory, are gov-
¢ emed by these power relationships as these
_ we embodied in the class structure. [t is not
“only capital, in the strict economic sense,

& which is subject to appropriation, manipula-
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tion and exploitation, but also culiural
capital in the form of the symbolic sysiems
through which man can extend and change
the boundarics of his experience.

I am not putting forward a matrix of
thought nccessary for the study of the basic
structure and change in the structure of cul-
tural transmission, only the specific matrix
which underlies my own approach. Essen-
tially and briefly I have used Durkheim and
Marx at the macro level and Mead at the
micro level, to realise a sociolinguistic thesis
which could meet with a range of work in
anthropology, linguistics, sociology and
psychology.

OTHER VIEWS OF THE RELATION OF
LINGUISTIC AND CULTURAL SYSTEMS

I want also to make clear two views [ am not
concerned with, Chomsky in Aspects of the
theory of syntax neatly severs the study of
the rule system of language from the study
of the social rules which determine their
contextual use. He does this by making a
distinction between competence and perfor-
mance. Competence refers to the child’s
tacit understanding of the rule system, per-
formance relates to the essentially social use
to which the rule system is put. Competence
refers to man abstracted from contextual
constraints. Performance refers to man in
the grip of the contextual constraints which
determine his speech acts. Competence
refers to the Ideal, performance refers tn the
Fall. In this sense Chomsky’s notion of com-
petence is Platonic. Competence has its
source in the very biology of man. There is
no difference between men in terms of their
access to the linguistic rule system. Here
Chomsky, like many other linguists before
him, announces the communality of man, all
men have equal access to the creative act
which is language. On the other hand,
performance is under the control of the
social—performances are culturally specific
acts, they refer to the choices which are
made in specific speech encounters. Thus
from one point of view, Chomsky indicates
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the tragedy of man, the potentiality of com-
petence and the degeneration of perfor-
mance (this view explicitly derives from
Ilymes 1966).

Clearly, much is to be gained in rigour
and explanatory power through the severing
of the relationship between the formal prop-
ertics of the grammar and thie meanings
wlich are realised in its use. But if we are to
study speech, la parole, we are inevitably
involved in a study of a rather different rule
system, we are involved in a study of rules,
formal and informal, which regulate the
options we take up in various contexts in
which we find ourselves. This second rule
system is the cultural system.

This raises immediately the question of
the causal relationship between the linguistic
rule system and the cultural system. Clearly,
specific linguistic rule systems are part of the
cultural system, but it has been argued that
the linguistic rule system in various ways
shapes the cultural system. This very bricfly
is the view of those who hold a narrow form
of the linguistic relativity hypothesis. I do
not intend to get involved in that particular
quagmire. Instead, I shall take the view that
the code which the linguist invents to
explain the formal properties of the gram-
mar is capable of generating any number of
speech codes, and there is no reason for
believing that any one language code is
better than another in this respect. On this
argurnent, language is a set of rules to which
all speech codes must comply, but which
speech codes are realised is a function of the
culture acting through social relationship in
specific contexts.'Different speeclt forms or
codes symbolize the form of the social rela-
tionship, regulate the nature of the speech
encounters, and create for the speakers dif-
ferent orders of relevance and relation. The
experience of the speakers is then trans-
formed by what is made siguificant or rele-
vant by the speech form.

This is a sociological argument because
the speech form is taken as a consequence of
the form of the social relation or, put more
generally, as a quality of a social structure.

BERNSTEIN

Let me qualify this immediately. Because
the speech form is initially a function of 3 )
given social arrangement, it does not mean  P¢r 8roup, school and work. It is through
that the speech form does not in tum 3  these agencies, and in particular through
modify or even change that social structure i heir relationship to each other, that the
which initially evolved the speech form. This nrious orderings of society are made mani-
formulation, indeed, invites the question: j fst. . I I . L
under what conditions does a given speech § NO"." it is quite c..lcar t‘flt given t.l"S. view
form free itself sufficiently from its embodi- g of socialisation it is necessary to limit the
ment in the social structure so that the 3 discussion. 1 shall limit our discussion to
system of meanings it realises points to alter. ;g ¢ialisation within the family, but it should
b obvious that the focussing and filtering of

native realities, alternative arrangements in 1ot ! ssin Ting
the affairs of men? Here we become con. .§ t¢ child’s experience within the family in a
i@ lrge measure is a microcosm of the macro-

cerned immediately with the antecedents ‘B 4% ; . .

and consequences of the boundary maintain. . ¥opic orderings of socicty. Our question

ing principles of a culture or subculture,] § 20w becomes: what are the sociological fac-
wes which affect linguistic performances

am here suggesting a relationship between 3§ ©© _ n
forms of boundary maintenance at the cul ithin the family critical to the process of
 wialisation? —

tural level and forins of speech. ;

& Vithout a shadow of doubt the most
& bmative influence upon the procedures of
§ wialisation, from a sociological viewpoint,
4 5 social class, The class structure influences
I am required to consider the relationship & vork and educational roles and brings fami-
between language and socialisation, It should  &s into a special relationship with each
be clear that I am not concerned with lan- : other and deeply penetrates the structure of

. & Ve experiences within the family. The class
h h, and d
guage, but with speech, and concerned more J ¥ fystem has deeply marked the distribution

specifically with the contextual constraints J§ 7*° A X ;
upon speech. Now what about socialisation? '§ i,c:{}now.ledgc within society. It has given
I shall take the term to refer to the proces * uﬂereptlal access to the sense that the
whereby a child acquires a specific cultural o.rld is permeable. It has sealed off commu-
identity, and to his responses to such an E aitics fro.n} each other and has rangq these
identity. Socialisation refers to the process’ ommunities on a scale of individuous
whereby the biological is transformed intoa orth. We.h‘aye th.ree. c‘ompo.nents, .knowl-
specific cultural being. It follows from this’ e, pOSS'b.lhty’ l.nVIdIOUS . msulatnoq. It
that the process of socialisation is a complex' & ould‘be a little naive to bellevc' that differ-
process of control, whereby a particular 38 ences In knoyvledge, dlft:erences‘ in t_he.sgnse
moral, cognitive and affective awareness 5§ ,°{ 'hc, possible, °°.”‘b"?°d w1t.11 1nv1d|oys
evoked in the child and given a specific form 5 :nsululnpn, rooted in differential material
and content. Socialisation sensitizes the 5 well-being “.“’u'd not .affCCt th? fgrms of
child to various orderings of society as theic 3§ 1ol and innovation in the socialising pro-
are made substantive in the various roles he & aedures of different social classes. I shall go
is expected to play. In a sense then socialisa 4§ @ 10 drguc that the deep structure of
tion is a process for making people safe. The }commumcat‘lon itself is affected, but not in
F my final or irrevocable way.

process acts selectively on the possibilities of 3 ol 1
man by creating through time a sense of the @ AS an approach to my argument, let me

inevitability of a given social arrangement, i #ance at the social distribution of knowl-
i edpe. We can sce that the class system has

and through limiting the areas of permitted 3 8 ¢ thal 1
change. The basic agencies of socialisation ia 3§ Wiected the distribution of knowledge.
‘& Historically and now, only a tiny percentage

contemporary societics are the family, the
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of the population has been socialised into
knowledge at the level of the meta-languages
of control and innovation, whereas the mass
of the population has been socialised into
knowledge at the level of context-tied opera-
tions.

A tiny percentage of the population has
been given access to the principles of intel-
lectual change whereas the rest have been
denied such access. This suggests that we
might be able to distinguish between two
orders of meaning}One we could call univer-
salistic, the other particularistic. Universal-
istic meanings are those in whicli principles
and operations are ade linguistically
explicit whereas particularistic orders of
meaning are meanings in which principles
and operations are relatively linguistically
implicit. If orders of meaning are universal-
istic, then the meanings are less tied to a
given context. The meta-languages of public
forms of thought as these apply to objects
and persons realise meanings of a universal-
istic type. Where meanings hiave this cliarac-
teristic then individuals may have access to
the grounds of their experience and can
change the grounds. Where orders of mean-
ing are particularistic, where principles are
linguistically implicit, then such meanings
are less context independent and more con-
text bound; that is, tied to a local relation-
ship and to a local social structure. Where
the meaning system is particularistic, much
of the meaning is imbedded in the context
and may be restricted to those who share a
similar contextual history. Where meanings
are universalistic, they are in principle avail-
able to all because the principles and opera-
tions have been made explicit and so public.

I shall argue that forms of socialisation”
orient_the child towards speech codes which =
control access to relatively context-tied or "‘
relatively context-independent meanings. ‘
Thus I shall argue that elaborated codes
orient their users towards universalistic
meanings, whereas restricted codes orient,
sensitize, their users to particularistic mean-
ings: that the linguistic realisations of the two
orders are different, and so are the sociui ™
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relationships which realise them. Elaborated
codes arc less tied to a given or local struc-
ture and thus contain the potentiality of
change in principles. In the case of elabo-
rated codes the speech is freed from its evok-
ing social structure and takes on an
autonomy. A university is a place organised
around talk. Restricted codes are more tied
to a local social structure and have a reduced
potential for change in principles. Where
codes are elaborated, the socialised has more
access to the grounds of his own socialisa-
tion, and so can enter into a reflexive rela-
tionship to the sacial order he has taken
over. Where codes are restricted, the
socialised has less access to the grounds of
his socialisation, and thus reflexiveness may
be limited in range. One of the effects of the
class system is to i faceess 10 elaborated
codes.

I shall go on to suggest that restricted
codes have their basis in condensed symbols
whereas claborated codes have their basis in
articulated symbols. That restricted codes
draw upon metaphor whereas elaborated
codes draw upon rationality. That these
codes constrain the contextual use of lan-
guage in critical socialising contexts and in
this way regulate the orders of relevance and
relation which the socialised takes over.
From this point of view, change in habitual
speech codes involves changes in the means
by which object and person relationships are
realised.

ELABORATED AND RESTRICTED
SPEECH VARIANTS

I want first to start with the notions of
elaborated and restricted speech variants. A
variant can be considered as the contextual
constraints upon grammatical-lexical choices.

Sapir, Malinowski, Firth, Vygotsky, Luria
have all pointed out from different points of
view that the closer the identification of
speakers, the greater the range of shared
interests, the more probable that the speech
will take a specific form. The range of syn-

i of this paper, restricted social relationshipé?
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bad a lot to say.” “Yes, | thought so too—
ki's go to the Millers, there may be some-
thing going there.” They arrive at the

tactic alternatives is likely to be reduced and
the lexis to be drawn from a narrow range, .
Thus, the fgrm of these socnfll relations i Millers, who ask about the film. An hour is
acting sclectively on the meanings to be vers 3

¢ ionshi +% spent in the complex, moral, political,
bally reatised. In these relationships the @, qictic subtleties of the filn and its place

in the contemporary scenc. Here we have an
tlaborated variant, the meanings now have
to be made public to others who have not
xen the film. The speech shows careful edit-
ng, at both the grammatical and lexical
 kvels, it is no longer context tied. The mean-
mgs are cxplicit, elaborated and individ-
wlised. Whilst expressive channels are
| dearly relevant, the burden of meaning
wheres predominantly in the verbal channel.
| The experience of the listeners cannot be
uken for granted. Thus each member of the
poup is on his own as he offers his interpre-
ution. Llaborated variants of this kind
mvolve the speakers in particular role rela-
tonship, and if you cannot manage the role,
you can’t produce the appropriate speech.
For as the speaker proceeds to individualise
his meanings, he is differentiated from
others like a figure from its ground.

The roles receive less support from each
other. There is a measure of isolation. Differ-

there is less need to raisc meanings to the’
level of explicitness or elaboration. There i+
a reduced need to make explicit through 3

communication. Further, if the speak
wishes to individualise his commumutlonh
he is likely to do this by varying the cxpres §
sive associates of the specch. Under these 3]
conditions, the speech is likely to have
strong metaphoric element. In thesesitustions 4
the spcaker may be more concerned wit
how something is said, when it is said;;
silence takes on a varicty of meanings. Often 4
in these enconnters the speech cannot be’
understood apart from the context, and the.
context cannot be read by those who do not ]
share the history of the relationship. Thul':
the form of the social relationship acts selee-'3
el s g 1ot vt Qe h B o e s rolion

#ip, and is made verbally active, wherecas in
en assumptions un w £ e ’ e
choices. The unspok p dd f the other context it is consensus. The insides

lying the retationship are not available 10 .
R it k
those who arc outside the relationship, For of the speaker have become psychologically

L . 4 xtive through the verbal aspect of the com-
these are limited, ar}d restricted 1o the g | nunication. Various dcfensi\ll;)e strategics may
spculfcrs.. Th.e symbolic form of the COMm 2 e used to decrease potential vulnerability of
mumcahqn is condensed ?/ct t.he. spm glf and to increase the vulnerability of
f:ultl}ral history of the relationship is alive others. The verbal aspect of the communica-
its form. We can say t!m the role§ of the ton becomes a vehicle for the transmission
spcakers are communalised roles. Thus, we

! . s efindividuated symbols. The ““1” stands over
can make a relationship between restricted’y y

il relationships based 0 commun. the “We.” Meanings which are discrete to
Social relationships bascd upon COMMUR' @ . eaker must be offered so that they are
ised roles and the verbal realisation of thelg p y

] ] i 3 ntelligible to the listener. Communalnscd\
meaning. In the language of the carlicr pat L toles have given way to individualised roles,: i

.tondensed symbols to articulated symbols.
- taborated speech variants of this type real-
- e universalistic meanings in the sense that
tey are less context-ticd. Thus indi-
vidualised roles are reatised through elabo-
nled speech variants which involve complex

based upon communalised role evoke partu
ularistic, that is, context-tied meanings, reah;
ised tllroul,l] a rcstrlcted speech variant, ¢
Imagine a husband and wife have ;u(}
come out of the cinema, and are talking’
about the film: “What do you think?” *
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editing at the grammatical and lexical levels
and which point to universalistic meanings.

Let me give another example. Consider
the two following stories which Peter
Hawkins, Assistant Rescarch Officer in the
Sociological Rescarch Unit, University of
London Institute of Education, constructed
as a result of his analysis of the speech of
middle<lass and working<lass five-ycar-old
ghildren. The children were given a series of
four pictures which told a story and they
were invited to tell the story. The first pic-
ture showed some boys playing football, in
the second the ball goes through the window
of a house, the third shows a woman looking
out of the window and a man making an
ominous gesture, and in the fourth the chil-
dren are moving away.

llere are the two stories:
(1) Three boys arc playing football and
one boy kicks the ball and it goes
through the window the ball breaks
the window and the boys arc looking
at it and a man comes out and shouts
at them because they’ve broken the
window so they run away and then
that lady looks out of her win-
dow and she tells the boys off.
They’re playing football and he kicks
it and it goes through there it breaks
the window and they’re looking at
it and he comes out and shouts at
them because they’ve broken it so
they run away and then she looks
out and she tells them off,

@

With the first story the rcader does not
have to have the four pictures which were
used as the basis for the story, whercas ifi
the case of the second story the reader
would require the initial pictures in order to
make sense of the story. The first story is
free of the context which generated it,
whercas the second story is much more
closely tied to its context. As a result the
meanings of the second story are implicit,
whercas the meanings of the first story are
explicit. It is not that thc worklng-c]ass chil-
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tion is an elaborated code having its basis in
individualised roles realising context free,
universalistic, meanings.

In order to prevent misunderstanding
some expansion of this point is necessary. It
is likely that where the code is restricted, the
speeclu in the regulative context may well be
limited to command and simple rule
announcing statements. The latter state-
ments are not context dependent in the
sense previously given for they announce
general rules. We need to supplement the
context independent (universalistic) and
context dependent (particularistic) criteria
with criteria which refer to the extent to
which the speech in the regulative context
varies in terms of its contextual specificity.
If the speech is context-specific then the
socialiser cuts his meanings to the specific
attributes/intentions of the socialised, the
specific characteristics of the problem, the
specific requirements of the context. Thus
the general rule may be transmitted with
degrees of contextual specificity. When this
occurs the rule is individualised (fitted to the
local circumstances) in the process of its
transmission. Thus with code elaboration we
should expect:

I. Some developed grounds for the rule.

2. Some qualification of it in the light of
the particular issue.

3. Considerable specificity in terms of the
socialised, the context and the issue.

This does not mean that there would be
an absence of command statements. It is also
likely that with code elaboration the social-
ised would be given opportunities (role
options) to question.

Bernstein and Cook (1965) and Cook
(1970) have developed a semantic coding
grid which sets out with considerable deli-
cacy a general category system which has
been applied to a limited regulative context.
G. Turner, linguist to the Sociological
Research Unit, is attempting a linguistic real-
isation of the same grid.

We can cxpress the two sets of criteria
diagrammatically. A limited application is
given by IHenderson (1970):
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Realisation of the Regulative Context
Universalistic

Specific Non-specific

Particularistic

It may be necessary to utilise the two scts of
criteria for all four socialising contexts. :
Bernstein (1967, published 1972) suggested *
that code realisation would vary with con- /'
text. i
If we look at the linguistic realisation of 3
the regulative context in greater detail we 4
may be able to clear up another source of §
possible misunderstanding. In this context it .
is very likely that syntactic markers of the
logical distribution of meaning will be exten-
sively used.

“If you do that, then....”

“Eitheryou ...or....”

“You can do that butif....”

“You do that and you’ll pay for it” 4

Thus it is very likely that young children -3
may well in the regulative context have ac. 8
cess to a range of syntactic markers which :#
express the logical/hypothetical irrespective .
of code restriction or claboration. However, ‘4
where the code is restricted it is expected .3
that there will be reduced specificity in the ;3
sense outlined earlier. Further, the specch in
the control situation is likely to be well -8
organised in the sense that the sentences
come as wholes. The child responds to the 33
total frame. However, 1 would suggest that
the infoninal instructional contexts within
the family may well be limited in range and
frequency. Thus the child, of course, would:;
have access to and so have gvailable, the i3
hypotheticals, conditionals, disjunctives clc.f
but these might be rarely used in instrue 3%
tional contexts. In the same way, as we hawt
suggested earlier, all children have access 1o
linguistic expressions of uncertainty but 3
they may differ in the context in which they 3
receive and realise such expressions. .

I must emphasise that because the code i
restricted it does not inean that speakers &t

e
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no time will use elaborated speech variants.
Ouly that the use of such variants will be
infrequent in the socialisation of the child in
his family.

Now, all children have access to restricted
codes and their various systems of con-
densed micaning, because the roles the code
pre-supposes arc universal. But there may
well be selective access to elaborated codes
because there is selective access to the role
system which evokes its use. Society is likely
to evaluate differently the experiences real-
ised through these two codes. I cannot here
go into details, but the different focussing of
experience through a restricted code creates
a major problem of educability only where
the school produces discontinuity between
its symbolic orders and those of the child.

Our schools are not made for these children;

why should the children respond? To ask the
child to swifch to an claborated code which
presupposes different role relationships and
systems  of meaning without a sensitive
understanding of the required contexts may
create for the child a bewildering and poten-

tislly damaging experience.

’ FAMILY TYPES AND COMMUNICATION

STRUCTURES

So far, then, I have sketched out a relation-
ship between speech codes and socialisation

j through the organisation of roles through
t which the culture is made psychologically
| active in persons. [ have indicated that access

lo the roles and thus to the codes is broadly
rlited to social class. llowever, it is clearly
the case that social class gronps today are by
no means homogeneous groups. Further, the

. division between elaborated and restricted

codes is too simple. Finally, I have not indi-
ated in any detail how these codes are

- evoked by families, and how the family
_ types may shape their focus.

What I shall do now is to introduce a

 distinction between family types and thicir
. communication

structures. These family
types can be found empirically within each
weial class, although any one type may be

rather more modal at any given historical
period.

I shall distinguish between families
according to the strength of their boundary
maintaining procedures. Let me first give
some idea of what I mean by boundary
maintaining procedures. 1 shall first look at
boundary maintenance as it is revealed in the
symbolic ordering of space. Consider the

* lavatory. In one house, the room is pristine,
bare and sharp, containing only the necessi-
ties for which the room is dedicated. In
another there is a picture on the wall, in the
third there are books, in the fourth all sur-
faces are covered with curious postcards. We
have a continunm from a room celebraithg
the purity of categorics to one celebrating
the mixture of categories, from strong to
weak boundary maintenance. Consider the
kitchen. In one kitchen, shocs may not be
placed on the table, nor the child’s chamber
pot—all objects and utensils have an assigned
place. In another kitchen the boundaries
separating the different classes of objects are
weak. The symbolic orcering of space can
give us indications of the relative strength of
boundary maintaining procedures. Let us
now look at the relationship between family
members. Where ‘boundary procedures are
strong, the differentiation of members and
the authority structure is based upon clear-
cut, unambiguous definitions of the status of
the member of the family. The boundaries
between the statuses are strong and the
social identities of the members very much a
function of their age, sex and age-relation
status. As a shorthand, we can characterise
the family as positional,

On the other hand, where boundary pro-
cedures are weak or flexible, the differentia-
tion between members and the authority
relationships are less on the basis of position,
because here the status boundaries arc
blurred. Where boundary procedures are
weak, the differentiation between members is
based more upon differences between per-
sons. In such families the relationships
become more egocentric and the unique
attributes of family members more and more
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dren do not have in their passive vocabulary
the vocabulary used by the middle<class chil-
dren. Nor is it the case that the children
differ in their tacit understanding of the
linguistic rule system. Rather, what we have
here are differences in the use of language
arising out ol a specific context. One child
makes explicit the meanings which he is real-
ising through language for the person he is
telling the story to, whereas the second child
does not to the same extent. The first child
takes very little for granted, whereas the
second child takes a great deal for granted.
Thus for the first child the task was seen as a
context in which his meanings were required
to be made explicit, whereas tlie task for tlie
second child was not seen as a task which
required such explication of meaning. It
would not be difficult to imagine a context
where the first child would produce speech
rather like the second. What we are dealing
with here are differences between tlie chil-
dren in the way they realisc in language use
apparently the same context. We could say
that the speech of the first child generated
universalistic meanings in the sense that the
meanings are freed from the context and so
understandable by all. Whereas the speech of
the second child generated particularistic
meanings, in the sense that the meanings are
closely tied to the context and would be
only fully understood by others if they had
access to the context which originally gener-
ated the speech.

it is again important to stress that the
second child has access to a more differen-
tiated noun phrase, but there is a restriction
on its use. Geoffrey Turner, Linguist in the
Sociological Research Unit, shows that
working-class, five-year-old children in the
same contexts examined by Hawkins, use
fewer linguistic expressions of uncertainty
when compared with the middle<class chil-
dren. This does not mean that working-class
children do not have access to such expres-
sions, but that the eliciting speech context
did not provoke them. Telling a story from
pictures, talking about scenes on cards, for-

-
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mally framed contexts may not encourage
working-class children
possibilities of alternate meanings and so
there is a reduction in the linguistic expres- °
sions of uncertainty. Again, working-class

children have access to a wide range of
syntactic choices which involve the use of .
“but," §
only.” The constraints exist
on the conditions for their use. Formaly 1
framed contexts used for eliciting context 1
independent universalistic meanings may }
evoke in the working-class child, relative to 3

logical “because,”

“cither,

operators,

”» “()r,n “

the middleclass child, restricted speech :

variants, because the working-class child has @
difficulty in managing the role relationships §

which such contexts require. This problem is

further complicated when such contexts 3
carry meanings very much removed from the 3

child’s cultural experience. In the same way .;

we can sliow that there are constraints upon

the middle<lass child’s use of language.
Turner found that when middle<class chil-

dren were asked to role play in the picture 3
story series, a higher percentage of these
children, when compared with working<lass 4§
children, initially refused. When the middle. 3
class children were asked “What is the man

saying?” or linguistically equivalent ques-

tions, a relatively higher percentage said |

don’t know.” When this question was fol-

thetical question “What . !
lowed by the hypothetical qu n “What g the tightness of the frame which these inter-

; pretive rules create. It may even be that with
, fve:year-old children, the middle-class child

do you think the man might be saying? fi
interpretations. The ;3
working<lass children role played without 3

they offered their

difficulty. It seems then that middle<lass :

S

right or correct. When the children were
invited to tell a story about some doll-like:

figures (a little boy, a little girl, a sailor anda ]
dog), the working<class children’s stories 3

were freer, longer, more imaginative than the 74

stories of the middlelass children. The 3

latter children’s stories were tighter, coa- 7 . .
& AQ vbally explicit; the security of the con-

S48 dnsed symbol is gone. 1t has been replaced

strained within a strong narrative frame, It:

to consider the
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was as if these children were dominated by
what they took to be the form of a narrative
ud the content was secondary. This is an
example of the concern of the middle-class
child with the structure of the contextual
frame,

It may be worthwhile to amplify this
further. A number of studies have shown
that when working-class black children are
asked to associate to a serics of words, their
responses show considerable diversity, both
from the meaning and form<lass of the
simulus word, In the analysis offered in the
text this may be because the children for the
following reasons are less constrained. The
form-class of the stimulus’ word may have
teduced associative significance and so

. would less constrain the selection of poten-

tid words or phrases. With such a weakening
of the grammatical frame a greater range of
dlernatives are possible candidates for selec-

 tion, Tfurther, the closely controlled middle-

cass linguistic socialisation of the young
child may point the child towards both the
gammatical significance of the stimulus
vord and towards a tight logical ordering of

- semantic space. Middle-class children may

well have access to deep interpretive rules
which regulate their linguistic responses in
wrtain formalised contexts. The conse-
quences may limit their imagination through

vill innovate more with the arrangements of

children at five need to have a very precise objects (i.c. bricks) than in his linguistic

instruction to hypothesise in that particula &
context. This may be because they are more ;8
concerned here with getting their answen ™

usage. Ilis linguistic usage is under close
supervision by adults. 1le lias niore auton-

. omy in his play.

To return to our previous discussion, we
cn say briefly that as we move from com-

- munalised to individualised roles, so speech
"~ ukes on an increasingly reflexive function.
- The unique selves of others become palpable

through speech and enter into our own self,
the grounds of our experience are made

481

by rationality. There is a change in the basis
of our vulnerability.

FOUR CONTEXTS

So far, then, I have discussed certain types
of speechi variants and the role relationships
which occasion them. 1 am now going to
raisc the generality of the discussion and
Tocus upon the title of the paper. The social-
isation of the young in the family proceeds
within a critical set of inter-related contexts.
Analytically, we may distinguish four con-
texts.

1. The regulative context—these are
authority relationships where the child is
made aware of the rules of the moral order
and their various backings.

2. The instructional context, where the
child learns about the objective nature of
objects and persons, and acquires skills of
various kinds.

3. The imaginative or innovating con-
texts, where the child is encouraged to
experiment and re-create his world on his
own terms, and in his own way.

4. The interpersonal context, where the
child is made aware of affective states—his
own, and others. T

1 am suggesting that the critical orderings
of a culture or subculture are made sub-
stantive—are made palpable—through the
forms of its linguistic realisations of these
four contexts—initially in the family and
kin.

Now if the linguistic realisation of these
four contexts involves the predominant use
of restricted speech variants, I shall postulate
that the deep structure of the communica-
tion is a restricted code having its basis in
communalised roles, realising context bound
meanings, i.e., particularistic meaning orders.
Clearly the specific grammatical and lexical
choices will vary from one context to another.

If the linguistic realisation of these four
contexts involves the predominant usage of
elaborated speech variants, I shall postulate
that the deep structure of the communica-
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are made substantive in the communication
structure. We will call these person-centred
families. Such families do not reduce but
increase the substantive expression of ambi-
guity and ambivalence. In person-centred
families, the role systein would be continu-
ously evoking, accommodating and assimilat-
ing the different interests, attributes of its
members. In such families, unlike positional
families, the inembers would be making their
roles, rather than stepping into them. In a
person-centred family, the child’s develop-
ing self is differentiated by continuous ad-
justment to the verbally realised and
claborated intentions, qualifications and
motives of others. The boundary between
self and other is blurred. In positional fami-
lies, the child takes over and responds to the
formal pattern of obligation and privilege. It
should be possible to sec, without going into
details, that the communication structure
within these two types of family are some-
what differently focussed. We might then
expect that the reflexiveness induced by
positional families is sensitized to the general
attributes of persons, whereas the reflexive-
ness produced by person-centred families is
more sensitive towards the particular aspects
of persons. Think of the difference between
Dartington Hall or Gordonstoun Public
Schools in England, or the difference
between West Point and a progressive school
in the USA. Thus, in person-centred fami-
lies, the insides of the members are made
public through the communication struc-
ture, and thus more of the person has been
invaded and subject to control. Speech in
such families is a major media of control. In
positional familics of course, speech is rele-
vant but it symbolizes the boundaries given
by the formal structure of the relationships.
So far as the child is concemed, in positional
families he attains a strong sense of social
identity at the cost of autonomy;in person-
centred families, the child attains a strong
sense of autonomy but his social identity
may be weak. Such ambiguity in the sense of
identity, the lack of boundary, may move
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such children towards a radically closed
value system.

If we now place these family types in the
framework of the previous discussion, we
can sec that although the code may be clabo-
rated, it may be differently focussed accord.
ing to the family type. Thus, we can havean
claborate code focussing upon personsoran
claborated code in a positional family may
focus more upon objects. We can expect the
same with a restricted code. Normally, with
code restriction we should expect a posi-
tional tamily, however, if it showed signs of &
being person-centred, then we might expect
the children to be in a situation of potentia)
code switch.

Where the code is elaborated, and focussed
by a person-centred family, then these
children may well develop acute identity
problems, concerned with authenticity, of
limiting responsibility—they may come to =
sce language as phony, a system of counter
feit masking the absence of belief. They may
move towards the restricted codes of the
various peer group sub-cultures, or seck the
condensed symbols of affective experience,
or both.

One of the difficulties of this approachis %
to avoid implicit value judgements about the %
relative worth of speech systems and the

_code _gives
access to a vast potentlal of meanlngs of
delicacy, subtlety and diversity of gulluml .
forms, to a unique acsthetic whose basis in in 4§
condensed symbols may influence the foml '
of the imagining._Yet, in complex industrial.
ized-socicties, its differently focussed experis
ence” may’ be disvalued, and humiliated
within schools or seen, at best, to be irrcle
vant to the educational endeavour. For the
schools are predicated upon claborated code
and its system of social relationships.
Although an elaborated code does not entail
any specific value system, the value system
of the middle class penctrates the texturc of
the very learning context itself. ;

Elaborated codes give access to alterna-
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tive realities yet they carry the potential of
alicnation, of feeling from thought, of self
fiom other, of private belief from role obli-
gation,

SOURCES OF CHANGE

Finally 1 should like to consider briefly the
source of change of linguistic codes. The
first major source of change ! suggest is to be
located in the division of labour. As the
division of labour changes from simple to
complex, then this changes the social and
knowledge characteristics of occupational
roles. In this process there is an extension of
access, through education, to eclaborated
codes, but access is controlled by the class
system. The focussing of the codes I have
suggested is brought about by the boundary
maintaining procedures within the family.
However, we can generalise and say that the
focussing of the codes is related to the

-~ boundary maintaining procedures as these

affect the major socialising agencies, family,

page group, education and work. We need,

therefore, to consider together with the

~ question of the degree and type of complex-

ity of the division of labour the value orien-

_ tations of society which it is hypothesized

affect the boundary maintaining procedures.
It is the case that we can have societies with
a similar complexity in their division of
libour but which differ in their boundary
maintaining procedures.

I suggest then that it is important to
make a distinction between societies in

© terms of their boundary maintaining proce-

dures if we are to deal with this question of
the focussing of codes. One possible way of
examining the relative strength of boundary
maintenance, at a somewhat high level of
abstraction, is to consider the strength of the
constraints upon the choice of values which
kegitimize  authority/power relationships.
Thus in societies where there is weak con-
stiaint upon such legitimising values, that is,
where there are a variety of formally per-
mitted legitimising values, we might expect a
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marked shift towards person type control.
Whereas in societics with strong constraints
upon legitimising values, where there is a
severe restriction upon the choice, we might
expect a marked shift towards positional
control,

I shall illustrate these rclanonslnps wnh
reference to the family:

Pivision of labour  Constraints upon legitimising values

(Boundary Mainicnance)

Simple—+Complex Strong Weak
{ { 1
Speech Codes Positional Personal
Restricted Code  Working-Class ~ Working-Class
{
Elaborated Code  Middle-Class Middlz-Class

Thus the division of labour influences the
availability of elaborated codes; the class sys-
tem affects their distribution; the focussing
of codes can be related to the boundary
maintaining procedures, ic. (he valuc sys-
tem. I must point out that this is only a
coarse interpretive framework.

CONCLUSION

I have tried to show how the class system
acts upon the deep structure of communica-
tion in the process of socialisation. I refined
the crudity of this analysis by showing how
speech codes may be differently focussed
through family types. Finally, it is conceiv-
able that there are general aspects of the
analysis which might provide a starting point
for the consideration of symbolic orders
other than languages (see Douglas 1970). |
must point out that there is more to social-
isation than the forms of its linguistic realisa-
tion.
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