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PREFACE

For now we see through a glass, darkly; but then face to face:

now I know in par; but then shall [ know even as also 1 am known
(I Corinthians 13:12)

The first time [ encountered the name of M. A. K. Halliday was when,
as an undergraduate majoring in linguistics at SUNY Buflalo, 1 read
‘The users and uses of language’ (1964), the furst paper in this volunie.
Back then, what [ appreciated most was how helpful his work was in
giving me a handle on such sociolinguistic concepts as dialect, register,
accent, etc. Now some 30 years on since my days as an undergraduate,
having had the privilege these past several years to serve as Editor for
Professor M. A. K. Halliday's Collected Works, 1 appreciate so much

" more the depth of insight this great linguist has brought to the study of

language, not just in terms of language as institution, or even as systen,
but as social semiotic.

When it comes to studying language, or what Professor Halliday
refers to as “‘the single most complex phenomenon in nature”, it may
seem as though we ounly see through a glass, darkly. But then, if we
approach language trom a functional perspective as an interorganisim
phenomenon, “putting language into the context of ‘language and
social man’”, observing  exchanges of meaning i face-to-face
encounters, then we begin to see more clearly and appreciate more
fully s richness in meaning potential. '

I close with the following poem dedicated o the teacher turned
grammuarian, Professor Mo AL Ko Halliday, whose work for over niore

than halt s century continues to teach and nspire:

Vit



PREFACE

Poem for the Teacher turned Grammarian
M. A_ K. Halliday

He recalls May 13 '45 when the teacher first taught the students
Chinese. Learning how to mean, exploring together. Then the sixties,
Now the grammarian developing systen networks, written on laundry
cards, then in Notes on transitivity and theme in English, early days

in appliable linguistics.

Thinking meaning, probing logic in living logos, seeking

To know meanings, light and darkness, and the shades between,
Seen not as shadows in greyscale, but as spectrums of living

Colour. Construing meanings to explain those processes of meaning.

It seems that meaning was how the world began. In the beginning ...
The Word. There is grandeur in this view of life. And Nigel said ...
[ want that. . let’s do that. . fere, [ am. From so simple a beginning
Endless forms most beautiful and most wonderful have been, and

are being evolved.

Continuing discourse, encouraging dialogue, on language as theorizer

And mediator, exploring the excellence, pure function, and best power

Both of objects seen and eye that sees, shaping forms of consciousness,

Opening a window to the soul of language, as process, as semiotic
systenm.

Where does language live? In the works of man, and across the face
Of humuan life. In the Word made flesh, and dwelling among us.
Exchanging meaning in shared context of situation. No matter

How commonplace or highly valued, whether sacred or secular,
There is no semiotic act that leaves the world exacdy as it was before.

Since serang foot in that classroom some sixty years ago, the Teacher

Turned grummarian has continued to advance our understanding

Of what s perhaps the single most complex phenomenon in nature,

Inspiring aew perspectives on hinguage as system rich in unending
meaning potential. .

viii
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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

This first section consists of the paper “The users and uses of language”
(1964), which first appeared in the book The Linguistic Sciences and
Language Teaching (London: Longman, 1964). In this groundbreaking
work on the relation between a language and the people who use it,
Professor Halliday focuses attention on the following four major topics,
which he groups under the heading of institutional linguistics: (i)
languages in contact, i.e. what happens when one language community
impinges on another; (ii) dialects, i.e. vaneties distinguished by user;
(i11) registers, i.¢. varieties distinguished according to use; and (iv) the
attitudes of members of a language community towards their language
and 1ts varieties.

Since this paper first appeared, readers have continued to benefic
from Professor Halliday’s explanation of such core sociolinguistic
concepts as idiolect, dialect, standard language, accent and register.
Readers come away with a better grasp of the fundamental socio-
linguistic notions conceming variation in language. One notes, for
example, that while individuals each possess their own idiolect,
nevertheless people tend to group themselves according to their
pereeived sense of identry with a particular language and dialect. The
dialect used by an L1 speaker belonging to a particular language
community, i.e. people who regard themselves as speaking the same
lainguage, may vary “at any or all levels” from the dialeets of other L1
speakers of the same fanguage. Typically, one dalect crierges as the
standard language. serving as a lingua franca among speakers of the
various dialects within the same language community. Most speakers of
this standard language, however, continue to speak with the phonceucs
of their native dialect, i.e. accent, without loss in intelligibility.



LANGUAGE AND SOCIETY

The concept of register, on the other hand, is needed to account for
what people do with their language. ‘“The study of registers”, maintains
Professor Halliday, “is crucial both to our understanding of how
language works and in application to literary analysis, machine
translation and native and foreign language teaching.” The term
‘register’, as used here, does not just refer to marginal or special varieties
of language, but rather covers the total range of our language activity in
various situations and situation types. Registers are distinguishable on
the basis of a classification along the three dimensions of freld of
discourse, i.e. the area of operation of the language activity (e.g.
shopping and games-playing as well as medicine and linguistics); tenor
or style of discourse, i.e. the relations among the participants (e.g.
‘casual’, ‘intimate’, ‘deferential’}; and mode of discourse, 1.e. the medium
or mode of the language activity (e.g. spoken and written language).

The approach presented here represents a significant step forward in
efforts at achieving a better understanding of change and variation in
language, which is no small task considering “the complex and deep-
rooted attitudes of the members of a language community towards their
language™.



Chapter One

THE USERS AND USES OF LANGUAGE (1964)

other branches of linguistics: one may for example wrear language

historically, showing how it pemsists and modifies through on

Description is not the only approach to the study of language. There are

application to language teaching. it is descnptve linguistcs that is
most important. Even for this purpose, however. description is not ¢
only type of linguistic study which is relevant.

In this section we are concerned with the branch of linguistics which
deals, to put it in the most general tenns, with the relation between a
Janguage and the people who use 1t. This includes the study of language
communities, singly and in contact, of varietes of language and of
attitudes to language. The vanous special subjects involved here are
grouped together under the name of “institutional linguistics™.

There is no clear hine dividing institutional from descriptive
linguistics; the two, though distinct enough as a whole, mrerge into
one another. The study of context leads on to the analysis of situation
types and of the uses of language. The descriptive distinction into
spoken and written language naturally involves us in a consideration of
the different varietes of language they represent. In institutional
lingruistics we are looking at the same data, language events, but from a
ditterent standpoint. The attention is now on the users of language, and

ha

the uses they make of it.
There are many ways of finding patterns among people. Some

patterns are obvicus: everyone s either male or female, with a fairly

“The Users and Uses of Langoage’, from MCA K T affiday, Angusy Mok and Peter Strevens, Ty
Linguistic Sciences and Lamgueage Teaehing, London: Longrman, 1964 Copynght ¢ Peanon Educaton
Linmted.

3



LANGUAGE AND SOCIETY

clear line between the two. Some, equally obvious, are less clearly
demarcated: people are either children or adults, but we may not be
sure of the assignment of a particular individual. Humorously, we may
recognize all sorts of ad hoc patterns, like W. S. Gilbert’s classification of
babies into “little liberals” and “little conservatives”. The human
sciences all introduce their own patterning: people are introverts or
extroverts: negriform, mongoliform, caucasiform or australiform;
employed. self-employed, non-employed or unenigloyed. No clear
boundarics here, though the categories, sttistically defined and,
sometimes, arbitrarily delimited, are useful enough. Other patterns,
such as national citizenship, are thrust upon us, often with conflicting
criteria: cach state tends to have its own definition of its citizens.

In linguistics, people are grouped according to the language or
languages they use. This dimension of patterning is sometimes applied
outside linguistics: a nation, in one view, is defned by language as well
as by other factors. On the other hand, the category of “nation”
defined politically has sometimes been used in linguistics to give an
mstitutiomal definition of “a language”: in this view “a language” is a
continuwn of dialects spoken within the borders of one state. On such a
criterion. Bntish Englsh and American English are two languages,
though mutually intelligible; Chinese is one language, though
Pekingese and Cantonese are not mutually intelligible; and Flemish,
Dutch, Gerninan, Austrian German and Swiss German are five
languages. though the pairing of mutually intelligible and mutually
unitelligible dialects does not by any means follow the various national
boundaries.

This 1s not the only way of defining “‘a language’”; there are as many
defminons as there are possible criteria. Even within institutional
linguistics various criteria are involved, cach yielding a definition that is
useful for some specific purpose. The concept of ‘a language’ is 100
important to be taken for granted; nor is it made any less powerful by
the existence of multiple eriteria for defining it But we have to be
carctul 1o specity the nature of this category when we use it

In imsncutional linguistics it is useful to stare with the rotion of a.
language community, and then to ask certain questions about it. The
linguage commumity is a group of people who regard thenselves as
using the same fanguage. In this sense there s a linguage community
‘the Chirese’, since they consider themselves as speaking Chinese, and
not Pekizgese, Cantonese and so on, There is no fanguage community
‘the Scandimavians”; Norwegians speak Nonwegian, Danes Danish and
Swedes Swedish, and these are not regarded as dialects of the

6



L HE USERS AND USES OF LANGUAGE

‘Scandinavian language’, even though they are by and large all mutually
intelligible. The British, Americans, Canadians, Australians and others
call their language “English”; they form a single language communicy.

This method of recognizing a language community has the advantage
that it reflects the speakers’ attitude towards their language, and thus the
way they use it. All speakers of English, for example, agree more or less
on the way it should be wntten. At the same time, like all institutional
linguistic categories and most of the basic categories of the human
sciences, it is not clear-cut, because people do not fall into clear-cut
patterns. There is a minor tendency for Americans to regard themselves
as using a different language from the British, and this is again reflected
in minor variations in orthography. But it is a mistake to exaggerate this
distinction, or to conclude therefrom that there is no unified English-
speaking language community.

Some of the questions that can be asked about a language community
and its language are these. First, what happens when it impinges on
other language communities? Second, what varieties of its Janguage are
there? Under the second question comie these subdivisions: varieties
according to users (that is, varicties in the sense that each speaker uses
one variety and uses it all the time) and vaneties according to use (that
is, in the sense that each speaker has a range of varieties and chooses
between them at different ames). The variety according to users is a
dialect; the variety according to use is a register. Third, what attitudes
do the speakers display towards their language and any or all of its

varieties?

2

Situations in which one language community mmpinges on another
have been called “language contact” sitnations. Such sitwanions are
characterized by varying degrees of bilingualism. Bilingualism s
recognized wherever a native speaker of one language makes use of a
second lainguage, however partially or imperfectly. It s thus 2 cline,
ranging in terms of the individual speaker, from e completely
monolingual person at one end, who never uses anything but his own
native language or “L17, through bilingual speakers who make use in
virving degree of a second language or “L27, to the endpoint where a
speaker has complete mastery of two linguages and makes use of both
in all uses 1o which he puts either. Such a speaker is an “ambilingual™,

True ambilinguat speakers are rare. Most people whom we think of
as bilingual restrict at least one of their languages to certain uses: and m



LANGUAGE AND SOCIETY

* any given use, one or the other languages tends to predominate. There

are probably millions of L2 English speakers throughout the world with
a high degree of bilingualism, but who could neither make love or do
the washing up in English nor discuss medicine or space travel in their
L1. Even those who have learnt two languages from birth rarely
perforin all language activities in both; more often than not a certain
amount of specialization takes place.

This distinction between an L1 and an L2, a native and a non-native
or learnt language, is of course not clear-cut. Moreover it cuts across the
degree of bilingualism. Sonte bilingual speakers, including some who
are ambilingual, can be said to have two (occasionally more) native
languages. There is 1o exact criterion for this; but one could say
arbitrarily that any language leamt by the child before the age of
instruction, from parents, from others, such as a nurse, looking after it,
or from other children, is an L1. It is clear, however, that only a small
proportion of those who learn two or more languages in this way
become ambilingual speakers; and conversely, not all ambilinguals have

two Lls.
% A point that has often been observed about narive bilingual,

including ambilingual, speakers is that they are unable to translace
between their L1s. This does not mean of course that they caimnot learn
to translate between them. But translation has to be learnt by them as a
distinct operation; it does not follow automatically from the possession
of two sets of native language habits. This has been linked with the fact
that those with two L1s are usually not true ambilinguals: that they have
usually specialized their two or more native languages into different
uses. But this cannot be the only reason, since cven those who approach
or attain true ambilingualism are still usually unable to translate without
instruction. It appears that it is a characteristic of an L1, defined in the
way suggested above, to operate as a distinct set of self-sufhicient
patterns in those situations in which language activity is involved.
However ambilingual the speaker is. in-the sense that there is no
recognizable class of situation in whiclh he could not use cither of his
languages, there is always some difference between the actual situations.
in which he uses the one and those in which he uses the other, namely

. that cach of the two is associated with a different group of participants.

This rases the question: how unigue is or are the natuve languuge or
languages w the life of the speaker? No sure answer can yet be given to
this questzon. Teis clear that for the great majoriey of bilingual speakers
the L2 never replaces the L1 as a way of living; nor is it intended to do
so. We nuy want to attain a high degree of competence in one or more
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THE USERS AND USES OF LANGUAGE

foreign languages, but we usually do not expect thereby to disturb the
part played in our lives by the native one. On the other hand, those
who move permanently to a new Janguage community may, if they
move as individuals and not as whole families, abandon at least the
active use of their native language and replace it throughout by an L2.
This in itself is not enough to guarantee 2 particular degree of
attainment in the L2. Some speakers are more easily content: they may,
for example, not try to adopt the phonetic patterns of the L2 beyond
the point where they become comprehensible to its native speakers.
Others may simply fail to achieve the standard of performance that they
themselves regard as desirable. In this way they cut down the role
played by language in their lives. On the other hand, there is clearly no
upper limit to attainment in an L2. The L2 speaker may live a pormal,
full life in his adopted language community, absorb its literature and
even use the language for his own creative writing, as Conrad and
Nabokov have done so successfully with English. Whether the learnt
language will ever be so “infinitely docile”, in Nabokov’s words, as the
native language, it is hard to say. Certainly the user of an L2 may learn
to exploit its resources as widely as do its native speakers; and though he
s more conscious of these resources than the majority of native
speakers, n this he merely resembles that minority who have learnt to
be conscious of how their native language works: principally the
creative writers, literary analysts and linguists. But while one can set no
limit to the possible degree of mastery of an L2, it remains true that such
2 level of attainment s rarely aimed at and still more rarely achieved.
The individual speaker, in contact with a new language community,
may react by developing any degree and kind of bilingualism within
this very wide range. Qver language communities as a whole, in contact
situations, certain patterns tend to emerge. Sometimes the solution
ed, at least in the long term, is not one of bilingualism. What

in these instances is either that one language conmmunity
other — here there will

adopt

happens
abandons its own language and adopts that of the

be a transitional period of bilingualism, but it may be very short; or that
a mixed language develops which incorporates somce features of both.
Such mixed languages have usually had either English or French as
one of their components; less frcqucntly Dutch or Portuguesc. Those
that renain restricted o ceridiin uses, 3
of a language, are called pidgins. Some
developed into full languages: these are
as, tor example in lainguage communitics

¢ many have done, without ever

attaining the full resources
mixtures, however, have

known as creoles. I some are
in Sierra Leone, Hait, Mauritius and Melanesia, creoles are acquired by
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children as their L1. Here they have full status as community languages,
4hd there is not necessanly any bilingualism at all. The fact that in most
Of these areas children are expected to acquire a second language as L2
4t school reflects the social status of the mixed languages, but is entirely
#ithout prejudice to their linguistic status as full community languages.

[ other instances the long-term solution has been one of as it were
iistitutionalized bilingualisin. This frequently takes the form of a lingua
Jranca. One language comes to be adopted as the medium of some
#tivity or activities which the different language communities perform
" conmon. It may be a common language for commerce, learning,
administration, religion or any or all of a variety of purposes: the use
“determines which members of each language community are the ones
who learn it

Latin was such a lingua franca for a long period in the history of
Faiope: in certain countries it retains this status to the present day,
lll('llgh to a much restricted extent, as the lingua franca of religion.
Among other languages which have been lingua franca at certain times,
“Yer certain areas and for certain uses, are Arabic, Malay, Hausa,
Clissical and Mandarin (Pekingese) Chinese, Swahili, Sanskrie, French,
M iissian and English. Since the lingua franca normally operates for
““1ain specific purposes, it is often a more or less clearly definable part
9l the language that is learnt as L2. There may even develop a special
Variety for use as a lingua franca, as with Hindustani and ‘‘bazaar
Malay", These are distinet in practice from the mixed pidgins and
“reoles, i that each has clearly remained a variety of its original
binjwiage: bus it is difficult to draw an exact theoretical distinction.

| anguages such as English and Russian, which are widely learnt as
*cond linguages in the world today, are a type of lingua franca. They
M4 special case only in the sense that they are being learnt by
“Hprecedented large numbers of people and for a very wide range of
Prposes, some of which are new. In any serious study of the problems
M methods of teaching English as a second language it is important to
fnd ot whae these purposes are, and how they ditter in different areas
Al tccording to the needs of different individuals. Possibly the major
A that is common to all areas where English is taught as L2 is that of
"t i the study of science and technology. But there are numerous
Other g, cducational, administrative, legal, commercial and so on,
Violy weighted and pursued in different countries.

Fhe tak of becoming a bilingual with English as 1.2 s not the same
Woall these different circumstances; and it 1s unfair to those who are
Migpling with the language, whether struggling to learn it or to teach

10



w W

-
e

- - -
—_—

I

9

JHE USERS AND USES OF LANGUAGE

it, to pretend that it is. English is “a language’ in the sense that it is not
Russian or Hindi; any two events in English are events in ‘the same’
language. But if we want to teach what we call “a Janguage”, whether
English or any other, as a second or indeed also as a first language, we
must look a little more closely at the nature of the varieties within it.

3

In one dimension, which variety of a language you use is determined by
who you are. Each speaker has learnt, as his L1, a particular variety of
the language of this language community, and this variety may differ at
any or all levels from other varneties of the same language learmnt by
other speakers as their L1. Such a variety, identified along this
dimension, is called a “dialect”.

In general, ‘who you are’ for this purpose means ‘where you come
from’. In most language communities in the world it is the region of
origin which deterniines which dialectal variety of the language a
speaker uses. In China you speak Cantonese if you come from Canton,
Pekingese if you come from Peking and Yunnanese if you come from
Yunnan.

Regional dialects are usually grouped by the community into major
dialect areas; there may, of course, be considerable differentiation
within each area. The dialects spoken in Canton, Toishan, Chungshan
and Seiyap, all in Kwangtung province, are clearly distinct from one
another; but they are all grouped under the general nume of
“Cantonese”".

Within Cantotiese, the local varieties form a continuum: each will
resetuble its neighbours on either side more closely than it resembles
those further away. Among major dialect areas, there is usually also a
continuum. There may be a more or less clear dialect boundary, where
the occurrence of a bundle of isoglesses (lines separating a region
displaying one granmmatical, lexical, phonological or phonctic feature
from a region laving a different feature ar the same place m the
language) shows that there are a number of features in which the
dialects on cither side differ from cach other: but the continuun is not
entirely broken. Thus there is a fairly clear distinction between
Cantonese and Mandarin i the area where the two meet Kwnngsi,
and there is indeed a strip of country where the two coexist, many
villages having some families speaking Cantonese and some speaking
Mandarin. Nevertheless the variery of Cantonese spoken in this dialect
border region s closer to Mandann than are other vaneties of

i1



LANGUAGE AND SOCIETY

Cantonese, and the Mandann is closer to Cantonese than are other
varieties of Mandarin,

This situation represents a kind of median between two extremes: an
unbroken continuum on the one hand, as between Mandarin and the
Wu or lower Yangtsze dialect region, and a sharp break on the other, as
between Cantonese and Hakka in Kwangtung. [n this case the reason
for the break is that the Hakka speakers arrived by migration from the
north roughly a thousand years after the original settlement of
Kwangtung by the ancestors of the modern Cantonese speakers.

This general dialect pattern turns up in one form or another all over
the world. An instance of wide dialectal variety in modern Curope is
provided by German. Here we have to recognize three, and possibly
four, different language communities. The Flemings, in Belgium, speak
Flemish, though this is now officially regarded as a variety of Dutch; the
Dutch speak Dutch; Germanic speakers in Switzerland regard them-
selves, in general, as speaking a distinct “*Swiss-German”. The Germans
and the Austrians, and the Swiss in certain circumstances, regard
themselves as speaking German. But over the whole of this area there 1s
one unbroken dialect continuum, with very few instances of a clear
dialect boundary; ranging from the High German of Switzerland,
Austria and Bavara to the Low Genman of Northwest Germany,
Holland and Belgium.

The normal condition of language is to change, and at times and in
places where there is little mobility between dialect communities there
is nothing to cause the various dialects of a language to change m the
same direction. Under these conditons dialects tend to diverge from
each other at all levels, perhaps most of all in phonology and phonetics.
[t may happen that mutual incelligibilicy is lost; that the language
community is as it were broken up into dialect regions such that there

care many paiss of regions whose speakers cannot understand one

another. This happened in China. There are six major dialects in
modern China: Mandarin, Cantonese, Wu, North Min, South Min and
Hakka: each of which is mutoally unineelligible with all the ochers.
This situation tends to be resolved by the emergence of one dialect as
alingua franca. In China, the spokeu lingua franca has tradicionally been
the Pekingese form of the Mandarin dialect. But vinder che cripire very
few people from outside the Mandarin-speaking arca cver learnt
Mandarin unless they were government officials. Mandarin was the
language of administration and some literature; bur classical Chinese
remained the lingua franca for most written purposes, being supple-
mented as an educational medium, since it could no longer function as

12
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a spoken language, by the regional dialects. In nationalist China some
progress was made towards introducing Mandarin as a ‘second
language’ in schools, and the process has continued in communist
China, where with the expansion of educational facilities Mandarin is
now regularly taught at some stage in the school career. It is in fact
becoming a “standard” or “national” language.

A similar process took place in Germany. “‘Standard German” of
course is ‘standard’ only for the language commaunity that considers
itself as speaking German (not, however, limited to Germany itself).
The concept of a standard is defined in relation to the language
community: to a Dutchman “‘standard” could only mean standard
Dutch, not standard German. '

In Germany, and sinularly in China, there is no suggestion that the
dialect chosen as the ‘standard’ language is any better than any other
dialect. A modern state needs a lingua franca for its citizens, and there
are historical reasons leading to the choice of one dialect rather than
another. [t may have been the one fust written down, or the language
of the capital; or it may, as in Germany, include a somewhat artificial
mixture of features from different dialects. Nor is there any suggestion
that those who learn the standard language should speak it exactly alike.
The aim is intelligibility for all purposes of communication, and if a
Cantonese speaks Mandarin, as most do, with a Cantonese accent,
provided this does not affect his intelligtbility nobody will try to stop

him or suggest that his performance is inferior or that he himself is a less
worthy person.

In the history of the English language, dialects followed the familiar
pattern. In the fifteenth century England was a continuum of regional
dialects with, almost certainly, some mutual unineelligibility. With the
rise of urbanism and the modem state, a standard language emerged,;
this was basically the London form of the southeast Midlands dialect,
but with some features from neighbouring areas, especially from the
south-central Midlands. The orthography, which in Middle English
had varied region by region, became more and more standardized
according to the conventions associrred with this dialect. As in other
countries, for ease of communication, the notion of a ‘correct’
orthography gresv up: by the late seventeenth century educated people
were expected to spell alike, although in carlier thies individuality had
been tolerated i spelling just as 3t had been (and still was) 1n
pronuncifion.

The emergence of a standard language gives rise to the phenonmienon

of “accent”, which is quite distinet from “dialect”. When we lcam a
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foreign language, we normally transfer pattems from our native
language on to the language we are learning. These may be patterns at
any level. Those of form, however, and most of those of phonology and
orthography, tend to be progressively eliminated. This is because they
may seriously impair intelligibility; they are less directly interrelated,
thus reinforcing each other less; and they are easier to correct once
observed, because they are not patterns of muscular activity. With
phonetic patterns, on the other hand, there is greater intelligibility
tolerance, more reinforcement and much greater difficulty in correc-
tion even when they are observed. Transference of phouetic habits, in
other words, is easter to tolerate and harder to avoid than transference at
other levels. So we usually speak with a ‘foreign accent’, even when our
grammar and lexis are in general conformity with the native patterns of
the learnt language.

So also when a speaker leams a second dialect. He generally speaks it
with ‘an accent’: that is, with the phonetic features of his native dialect.
The leaming of a standard language is simply the learning of a second
dialect, the dialect that happens to have been ‘standardized’. Most
speakers, learning the standard language of their community, continue
to speak with the phonetics of their native dialect, and there is usually
no loss in intelligibility. .

It is quite normal for members of a language community which has a
standard language to continue to use both the native and the learnt .
(standard) dialect in different situations throughout their lives. This
happens regularly in China and even in Germany. But while in a rural
conmunity, where there is less movement of people, the native dialect
Is appropriate to most situations, in an urban community the relative
demands on native and standard dialect are reversed. The population is
probably made up of speakers of various different dialects, so that the
standard language becomes a lingua franca among them; in addition
there is greater mobility within and between towns.

As a consequencee, many speakers drop their native dialect altogethier,
having very few situations in which to use it, and replace it with the
standard linguage. In so doing, they transfer to the standard language -

-the phonetics of the native dialece, speaking it with a regional ‘accent’.
I'n tme. thus form of the standard language with regional accent comes
to be regirded dtself as o dialect. Today, for exanmple, people use the
cerm " Yeorkshire dialect™ equally to refer both to the speech of Leeds,
which < sundard English with generalized West Ruding phoneties, and
to thie speech of Upper Wharfedale, which is an “original” West Riding
dialeet. Siace urban speech forms expand outwards at the expense of
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rural ones, the longer established dialects of England are disappearing
and being replaced by the standard spoken with the various regional
accents.

This process is liable to -happen anywhere where there is a high
degree of industrialization and consequent growth of cities. What is
peculiar to England, however, is the extent to which, concurrently
with this process, a new dimension of dialect differentiation has come
into operation. In most countries, even those highly industrialized like
Germany, the way a person speaks is determined by the place he comes
from: he speaks either the regional dialect or the standard language with
a regional accent. In England, however, and to a lesser extent in France,
Scotland, Australia and the United States, a person’s speech is
determined not only by the region he comes from but also by the
class lie comes from, or the class he is trying to move into. Our dialects
and accents are no Jonger simply regional: they are regional and social,
or “‘socio-regional’’. Nowhere else in the world is the feature found in
the extreme form it has reached in England. It is a feature of English life
which constantly amazes the Germans and others into whose national
mythology the facts, or some version of them, have penetrated.

The dialect structure of England today can be represented by a
pyramid. The vertical plane represents class, the horizontal one region.
At the base, there is wide regional differentiation, widest among the
agricultural workers and the lower-paid industrial workers. As one
moves along the socio-economic scale, dialectal variety according to
region diminishes. Finally at the apex there is no regional differentiation
at all, except perhaps for the delicate shades which separate Cambridge
and Oxford from cach other and from the rest.

This regionally neutral variety of English, often known as “RRP”,
standing for “received (that is, generally accepted) pronunciation’,
carries prestige and may be acquired at any stage in life. It tends to be
taught by example rather than by instruction. Certain institutions,
notably the preparatory and public schools, create, as part of their
tunction, conditions i which it can be learnt. The .\‘;'w;lkcr of this form
of English has, as 1s well known, many social and economic advanages.
There are, for example, many posts for which he will automatically be
preferred over a candickie who does not speak it 1f there are any posts
for which the opposite 15 true, as 1s sometnnes chimed, these are posts
which are not hikely to arouse serious competition.

When a speaker states what kinguage he regards himseli as speaking,
he s defining a language connnuniey. By amplication a language
community may be delimited regionally, although natonal fronners
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may enter into the definition of the regio'n. When he states what dialect
he speaks, he is defming a dialect community. Here again the
delimitation that is implied is normally regional; but there are some
countries, notably England, in which it is socio-regional. If the
community has a standard language, there may be not only dialects but
also accents: in other words ‘new dialects’, varieties of the standard
language with regional or socio-regional phonetic patterns. The line
dividing dialect and accent is often noi clear-cut, and the speaker may
well conflate the two. All his observations, but especially those on
dialect and accent, may be coloured by value judgements; but the
discussion -ot these we leave to the final section of this chapter.

4

A dialect is a variety of a language distinguished according to the user:
different groups of people within the language community speak
different dialects. It is possible also to recognize varieties of a lauguage
along another dimension, distinguished according to use. Language
varies as its function varies; it differs in different situations. The nane
given to a variety of a language distinguished according to use is
“register”’

The category of “register” is needed when we want to account for
what people do with their language. When we observe language
activity in the various contexts in which it tkes place, we find
differences in the type of language selected as appropriate to different
types of sitnation. There is no need to labour the point that a sports
comumnentary, a church service and a school lesson are linguisﬁcal]y quite
distinct. One sentence from any of these and many more such situation
types would enable us to identify it correctly. We know, for example,
where an carly announcement is expected comes from and apologies for
absence were received; these are not simply frge variants of we ought to hear
soon and s sorry e conddn’'t make it.

It 15 not the event or state of 1ﬂmx being talked abour thar
determines the choice, but the convention that a certain kind of
language is appropriate to a certain use. We should be surprised, for
example. 11t was announced on the carton of our toothpaste that the
product was st right for deaning false teeth instead of wdeal for cleansing
artificial deviures. We can often guess the source of a picce of English
trom fanubarity with its use: mix well probably comes from a recipe,
although the action of mixing is by no means limited to cookery — and
mixes well s more likely to be found in a testimonial.

16
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The choice of items from the wrong register, and the mixing of items
from different registers, are among the most frequent mistakes made by
non-native speakers of a language. If an L2 English speaker uses, in
conversation, a dependent clause with modal should, such as should you
like another pint of beer, where a native speaker would use a dependent
clause with if, he is selecting from the wrong register. Transference of
this kind is not limited to foreigners; the native schoolboy may transfer
in the opposite direction, writing in his Shakespeare essay it was all up
with Lear, who conldn’t take any more of it.

Linguistic humour often depends on the inappropriate choice and
the mixing of registers: P. G. Wodehouse exploits this device very
effectively. Fifty years ago the late George Robey used to recite a
version of *“The house that Jack built” which ended as follows: ... that
disturbed the equanimity of the domesticated feline mammal that exterminated
the noxious rodent that nasticated the farinaceous produce deposited in the
domiciliary edifice erected by Master John.

Dialects tend to differ primanly, and always to some extent, in
substance. Registers, on the other hand, differ primarily in form. Some
registers, 1t is true, have distinctive features at other levels, such as the
voice quality assoctated with the register of church services. But the
crucial criteria of any given register are to be found in its granumar and
its lexis. Probably lexical features are the most ohvious. Some lexical
items suffice almost by themselves to identify a certain register: deanse
puts us in the language of advertising, probc of newspapers, especially
headlines, 1ablespoonful of recipes or prescriptions, neckline of fashion
reporting or dressmakimng mstructions. The clearest signals of a particular
register are scientific technical temms, except those that belong to more
than one science, like morplology in biology and linguistics.

Often it is not the lexical item alone but the collocation of two or
more lexical items that is specific to one register. Kick is presumably
neutral, but free kick is from the language of football. Compare the disc
jockey's top twenty; thinned right downr at the hairdresser’s (but thinned ot
in the garden); and the collocation of hearr and bid by contrast with liears
and bear.

Purcly gramniatical distinctions between the different registers are
fess strikiog, yet there can be considerable vartation in grammar also.
Extreme cuses are newspaper headlines and church services; but many
other registers, such as sports conunentaries and popular songs, exhibit
specitic granunatcal chamctenisties. Sowretmes, for example in the
language of advertising, it is the combination of grammatcal and lexical
features that is distinctive. Pioncers in self-drive car lire is an instance of a
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fairly restricted grammatical structure. The collocation of the Jast four
lexical items is normal enough in other structures, as in why don’t you
hire a car and drive yourself?; but their occurrence in this structure, and in
collocation with an item like pioneer or specialist, is readily identifiable as
an advertising slogan.

Registers are not marginal or special varieties of language. Between
them they cover the total range of our language activity. It is only by
reference to the various situations and situation types in which language
is used that we can understand its functioning and its effectiveness.
Language is not realized in the abstract: it is realized as the activity of
people in situations, as linguistic events which are manifested in a
particular dialect and register.

No one suggests, of course, that the various registers characteristic of
different types of situation have nothing in common. On the contrary, a
great deal of grammatical and lexical material is common to many of the
registers ot a given language, and some perhaps to all. If this was not so
we could not speak of ‘a language’ in this sense at all, just as we should
not be able to speak of ‘a language’ in the sense of a dialect continuum if
there was not a great deal in common among the difterent dialects.

But chere tends to be more difference between events in different
registers than between different events in one register. If we failed to
note these differences of register, we should be ignoring an important
aspect of the nature and functioning of language. Gur descriptions of
languages would be inaccurate and our attempts to teach them to
foreigners made vastly more difficult.

It is by their formal properties that registers are defined. If two
samples of language activity from what, on non-linguistic grounds,
could be considered different situation-types show no differences in
granmmar or lexis, they are assigned to one and the same register: for the
purpose of the description of the language there is only one situation-
type here. not two. For this reason a large amount of linguistic analysis
is required before registers can be idendified and deseribed. Tt is one
thing to make a general description of English, accounting, to a given
degree of delicacy, for all the features found in some or other variety of”
- the langmage. Most native speakers will agree on what is and what is not
posible. ind the areas of disagreement are marginal. It is quite another
thing to nnd out the special characteristics of a uiven register: to
dewnbe for example the language of consultadons between doctor and
panent 1 the surgery. :

For such a purpose very large samples of textual material are needed.
Morcover much of the language acuvity chat needs to be studied takes

18



.place in situatio

» 9
® 9999 9 9 —_
99 9 O 9 9 9 @

THE USERS AND USES OF LANGUAGE
ns where it 1s practically jmpossible t0 make tape
that up to nOW We know very

recordings. It is not surprising, therefore,
jitdle about the various registers of spoken English. Even studies of the

written language have only recently begun to be made from this point
of view. For this reason we are not yet in 2 position to walk accurately
Jbout register; there -« much work to be done before the concept 1s

capable of detailed application.

While we still Jack a detailed descriptio
on the basis of their formal properties, it is nevertheless useful to refer to
this type of language variety from the point of view of institutional
linguistics. There 1 enough evidence for us to be able to recognize the
major situation types O which formally distinct registers correspond;
others ¢an be predicted and defined from outside language. A number
of different lines of demarcation have been suggested for this purpose. [t

ms most useful to introduce a classification along three dimensions,
an aspect of the situation in which language operates
and the part played by language in them. Registers, in this view, may be
distinguished according to field of disconrsc, mode of discourse and style

of disconrse. _
“Field of discourse” refers to what is going on: 0 the area of
on of the language activity. Under this heading, registers are

e event of which the

1 of the registers of 2 language

see
each representing

operati
classified according tO the nature of the whol
language activity forms a part. In the type of situation in which the
ccounts for practicnlly the whole of the relevant
he field

language activity 2
activity, such as an essay,
of discourse 1s the subject-niatter.
gnize registers such as po

like biology and mathematics.
other hand situations which the language activity

ininor part: here the field of discourse refers to
for example, 2 register of
involve language activity
ry to the rotal event. At the same

4 discussion or an acadeniic seminar, t
On this diniension of classification,
litics and personal relations, and

we can reco
technical registers
There are ON the

plays mor¢ than a
In this sens¢ there 15,

the carpets’ may

rarely
the whole event.
domestic chores: ‘Jhoovering

which, though m:u‘gm:\l, is contributo
pate the language activity in a situation may be unrelated to the other

activities. It may even delay rather than advance thent, if two people
discuss politics while doing the washing up. Here the language activity
doos not forin part of the washing up event. and the field of discourse s
that of politics.

Registers classified according 1o ficld of d
and the pon-technicak: shopping 2
and linguistics. Neither 13 confined to on

weourse thus mclude both

the technical W g:nncs-plnying as
well as medicine ¢ type of
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situation. It may be that the more technical registers lend themselves
especially to language activity of the discussion type, where there are
few, if any, related non-language events; and the non-technical registers
to functional or operational language activity, in which we can observe
language in use as a means of achievement. But in the last resort there is
no field ol activity which cannot be discussed; and equally there is none
in which language cannot play some part in getting things done.
Perhaps our most purely operational language activity is “phatic
communion”, the language of the establishment and maintenance of
social relations. This includes utterances like frow do yon do! and see
you!, and is certainly non-technical, except perhaps in British English
where it overlaps with the register of meteorology. But the language
activity of the patient consulting the doctor in the surgery, or of
research scientists 1n the performance of a laboratory experiment,
however technical it may be, is very clearly functioning as a means of
operation and control.

This leads to “mode of discourse”, since this refers to the medium or
mode of the language activity, and it is this that determines, or rather
correlates with, the role played by the language activity in the situation.
The primary distinction on this dimension is that into spoken and
written language; the two having, by and large, different situational
roles, In this connection, reading aloud is a special case of writte'1 racher
than of spoken language.

The extent of formal differentiation between spoken and written
language has varied very greatly among different language communities
and ac ditferent periods. It reached its widest when, as in medieval
Europe, the normal written medium of a community was a classical
language which was unintelligible unless learnt by instruction. Latin,
Classical Arbic, Sanskrit and Classical Chinese have all been used in
this way. By comparison, spoken and written varieties of most modern
languages ate extremely close. The two varieties of French probably
differ more than those of English; cven popular fiction in French uses
the simple past (preterite) tense in narrative, But spoken and written
English are by no means formally identical. They differ both
grammar and in lexis, as anyone by recording and transcribing
conversaticat ¢an find out.

Within shese primary modes, and catting across them to a certain
extent, we can recognize further registers such as the language of
newspaper. of advertising, of conversation and of sports comumentary.
Like other dimensions of classification in linguistics, both descriptive
and instirunzonal, the classification of modes of discourse is varable in
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delicacy. We may first identify ‘the language of literature’ as a single
register; but at the next step we would separate the various genres, such
as prose fiction and light verse, as distinct registers within it. What is
first recognized as the register of journalism is then subclassified into
reportage, editorial comment, feature writing and so on.

Some modes of discourse are such that the language activity tends to
be self-sufficient, in the sense that it accounts for most or all of the
activity relevant to the situation. This is particularly true of the various
forms of the written mode, but applies also to radio talks, academic
discussions and sermons. In literature particularly the language activity is
as it were selt-sufficient. On the other hand, in the various spoken
modes, and in some of the written, the utterances often integrate with
other non-language activity into a single event. Clear instances of this
are instructions and sets of commands. The grammatical and lexical
distinction between the various modes of discourse can often be related
to the variable situational role assigned to language by the medium.

Third and last of the dimensions of register classification is “'style of
discourse™, which refers to the relations among the participants. To the
extent that these affect and determine features of the language, they
suggest a primary distincnon into colloquial and polite (“formal”,
which is sometimes used for the latter, is here avoided because of its
technical sense in description). This dimension is unlikely ever to yield
clearly defined, discrete registers. It is best treated as a cline, and various
more delicate cuts have been suggested, with categones such as ‘casual’,
‘intimate’ and ‘deferential’. But unul we know more about how the
formal properties of linguage vary with style, such categories are
arbitrary and provisional.

The participant relations that determine the style of discourse range
through varying degrees of permanence. Most temporary are those
which are a feature of the immediate situation, as when the participants
are at a party or have met on the train. At the opposite extreme are
relations such as that between parents and children. Various socially
defined  relations, as benween teacher and  pupil or abour and
management, lic somewhere intermediately. Some such registers may
show more specific formal properties than others: itis probably easier to
identify on finguistic evidence a situation in which one participant is
serving the others in a shop than one involving lecturer and stadents in
a university classroomn.

Which participant relations are linguisucally relevant, and how far
these are distinetively reflected m the gramnur and lexis, depends on
the language concerned. Japanese, for example, tends to vary along this
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dimension very much more than English .or Chinese. There is even
some formal difference in Japanese between the speech of men and the
speech of women, nor is this merely a difference in the probabilities of
occurrence. In most languages, some lexical items tend to be used more
by one sex than the other; but in Japanese there are grammatical
features which are restricted to the speech of one sex only.

It is as the product of these three dimensions of classification that we
can best define and identify register. The criteria are not absolute or
independent; they are all variable in delicacy, and the more delicate the
classitication the more the three overlap. The formal properties of any
given language event will be those associated with the intersection of
the appropriate field, mode and style. A lecture on biology in a
technical college, for example. will be in the scientific field, lecturing
mode and polite style; more delicately, in the biological field, academic
lecturing mode and teacher to student style.

The same lecturer, five minutes later in the staff common room, may
switch to the tield of cinema, conversational mode, in the style of a man
among colleagues. As each situation is replaced by another, so the
speaker readily shifts from one register to the next. The linguistic
differences may be slight; but they may be considerable, if the use of
language in the new situation differs sharply from that in the old. We
cannot list the total range of uses. Institutional categories, unlike
descniptive ones, do not resolve into closed systems of discrete terms.
Every speaker has at his disposal a continuous scale of patterns and
items, trom which he selects for each situation type the appropriate
stock of available harmonies i the appropriate key. He speaks, in other
words, It many registers.

He does not, normally, speak in many dialects, since a dialect
represents the total range of patterns used by his section of the language
communiry. But he may, as a citizen of a nation, learn a secoud dialect
for certain uses, and even a third and a fourth. In Britain, choice of
dialect 1s bound up with choice of register in 1 way that is unique
among the language communitics of the world: it is a linguistic error to
give a radio commentary on cricket in cockney or sing popular songs in
the Queen’s English. Many of the languages of older nations show some
such muwual dependence between dialect and register.

In the newer nations, this is less apparent; instead there is often a
tendency for the register to determine not the choice of dialect. but the
choice of language. Machine translation will in time make it possible for
each community to use its own language for all purposes. Meanwhile,
i many parts of the world, it is necessary to learn a second fanguage in
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order to be equipped with a full range of registers; and foreign langnage
teaching has become one of the world’s major industries. By the time
when it is no longer necessary for anyone to learn a foreign langunage in
order to be a full citizen of -his own community, it may well be
recognized as desirable for everyone to do so in order to be a citizen of

the world.

5

It is the individual who speaks and writes; and in his language activity
dialect and register combine. In the dialect range, the finer the
distinctions that are recognized, the smaller, in terms of number of
speakers, the unit which we postulate as the dialect community
becomes. Eventually we reach the individual. The individual is, so to
speak, the smallest dialect unit: each speaker has his own idiolect.

Even the homogeneity of the idiolect is a fiction, tenable only so
long as we continue to treat language synchronically, in abstraction
from time. As soon as we consider diachronic varieties of language,
taking in the dimension of persisterice and change in time, we have to
recognize that changes tske place not only in the transmission of
language from one generation to the next but also in the speech habits
of the individual in the course of his life.

Literacy retards hinguistic change. But even in a coinmumty with a
high literacy rate we can usually observe some differences in speech
between successive generations. The individual member of the dialect
conununity may retain his own idiolect unchanged; or he may adopt
some features of the dialect of the next generation, even consciously
adjusting his language performance to incorporate the neologisms of the
young. At the least these will enter into his receptive use of language. In
this sense the smallest dialectal unit 1s not the individual but the
individual at a certain period in his life. Here we are approaching the
theoretical limit of delicacy on the dialect dimension.

In the register range, the coundess situations in which language
activity takes place can be grouped mto situatioa types, to which
correspond the various uses of language. A corpus of language text in a
given use is marked off by its fonual propertics as a register. Registers,
fike dialeers, ¢z be more and more fiely differentiated; here again we
can approach a theoretical limit of delicacy, at teast in imagination, by
progressive sub-classification of features of field, mode and style.

Ultmately, register it dialect meet in the single speech event. Here
we have reached the wtterance, the smallest institutional unit of fanguage

23




LANGUAGE AND SOCIETY

activity. In arriving through dialect and register at the ‘piece of activity’,
we have completed the circuit which led from this in the first place, via
the description of substance and form, through context, to language in
use. Viewed descriptively, the speech event was the occurrence of a
formal item ‘expounded’ in substance. Viewed institutionally, it is an
utterance in a situation, identifiable by dialect and register.

In the last resort, since each speaker and each situation is unique,
each single utterance is also itself unique. But, as we saw at the
beginning, the uniqueness of events is irrelevant to their scientific
description, which can only begin when different events are seen to be
partially alike. We become interested in one piece of language activity
when we can show that it has something in common with another.

[t is possible to group together a limited number of utterances
according to what they have in common in dialect and register. One
way of so delimiting a language variety is to retrace our steps a little up
these two scales, to where we meet the individual as a participant in
nunierous situations. We can then define a set of language events as the
language activity of one individual in one register. This intersection of
idiolect and register provides an institutional definition of individual
style.

Some registers are extremely restricted in purpose. They thus employ
only a limited number of formal items and patterns, with the result that
the language activity in these registers can accommodate little idiolectal
or even dialectal varety. Such registers are known as restricted
languages. This is by no means a clearly defined category: some
restricted languages are more restricted than others. Extreme examples
are the “International Language of the Air”, the permitted set of
wartite cable messages for those on active service, and the bidding
code of contract bridge. Less restricted are the various registers of legal
and ofticial documents and regulations, weather forecasts, popular song

lyrics, and verses on greeting cards. All these can still be regarded as
restricted languages.

The individual may still sometimes be recognizable even under the
impersonal uniformity of a restricted language. This is often due tq
paralinguistic features: these are features, such as voice quality and
handwriting, which do not carry formal contrasts. (In languages in
which voiee quality does carry fornsal contiasts it is not paralivguistic
but linguistic.) Such features, like the phoncetic and phonological
charactessties by which an individual is sometimes marked out, will
appear @ a restricted language just as in an unrestricted register,
Occasionally we even come across individual formal patterns i a
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restricted language: there is the bridge player who expects her partner,
but not her opponent, to interpret correctly her private structural
distinction between one dub and a club.

Except in restricted languages, it is normally assumed that individuals
will differ in. their language performance. In spoken registers the
individual may stand out within his own dialect community through
idiosyncratic phonetic habits. That he would of course stand out in a
dialect conimunity other than his own is trivial, since it is no more
relevant to his linguistic individuality than the fact that an Englishman
would stand out in France by speaking English. Even phonology gives
some scope to individual varety: the present authors pronounce
transparent plastic in three phonologically different ways. Graphological
practice is more uniform: we no longer tolerate individual spelling,
though punctuation is allowed to vary somewhat.

Nevertheless, even in written registers the individual stands out. His
language is distinctive at the level of form. A person’s idiolect may be
identified, through the lens of the various registers, by its grammatical
and lexical characteristics. This is how we recognize the individual
qualities of a particular writer. All linguistic form is either grammar or
lexis, and in the first instance it is the grammatical and lexical features of
the individual writer’s langnage, together with a few features of
punctuation, that constitute his “‘style”.

Individual style, however, is linked to register. It is the writer’s
idiolect, especially the grammar and lexis of the idiolect, in a given
register. In so far as “style” implies literary style, register here means
literary, including poetic, genre and medium. Style is thus linguistic
form in interretacion with literary form.

If we refer to “'the style of Pope” we presumably imply that there is
something in common to the language of the Essays, the Satires and
other works: that they constitute in some sense a single idiolect. In fact,
style, like other, related concepts, must be recognized to be variable
delicacy: cach genre. and cach individual work, has its style. If it is
assutned from the start that (wo texes are alike, the differences between
then may be nussed or distoreed. 16 s a sound principle of descripuive
linguistics to postulate heterogeneity untit homogeneity is proved, and
the study of literary texts is no exception. By treating the Sarires and che
Fssaps as ditferent registers we ean displav the sinmflanities as well as che
dissimifarities beoween them.

Literature forms only a small part of wotten language, but st the
part i which we are most aware of the individual and most interested
in the originality of the individual's language. At the same time it s of
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the essence of creative writing that it calls attention to its own form, in
the sense that unlike other language activity, written or spoken, it is
meaningful as activity in itself and not merely as part of a larger
situation: again, of course, without a clear line of demarcation. This
remains true whether or not the writer is consciously aiming at creating
an individual varety. Thus the linguistic uniqueness of a work of
literature is of much greater significance than the individuality of a
variety of language in any other use.

Tlie language activity of one user in one use: this concept will serve
as the tundamental vanety of a language. Such an individual variety is a
product of both dialect and register, and both are involved in its study.

Dialectology is a long-established branch -of linguistic studies. In
Britain. which has lagged notably behind other European countries and
the United States, large scale dialect survey work did not begin until

_after the Second World War; but the three nadonal surveys now being
conducted at the universities of Leeds, Edinburgh and Wales have
amassed a large amount of material and the first results are now in
course of publication.

Serous work on registers is even more recent in origin. Very large
samples of texts have to be subjected to detailed formal analysis if we
wish to show which grammatical and lexical features are common to all
uses of the language and which are restricted to, or more frequ-nt in,
one or uniore particular register. Such samples are now being col'ected
and studied atr University College London, in the Survey of English
Usage under the direction of Professor Randolph Quirk; and related
work 1s i progress at the universities of Edinburgh and Leeds. The
study of registers is crucial both to our understanding of how language
works and in application to literary analysis, machine translation and
aative and foreign-language teaching.

6

Languages in contact, dialects and registers are chree of the major ropics
of mstecional linguistics. The fourth and lase to be considered is the
observanion of the attitudes of members of a language community
towards their language and its varieties. Here we mention briefly some
of the rutitndes thar are relevant to the preseat discussion, with
commentiry wliere necessary.

Mot communities show some reverence for the magieal powers of
language. In some societies, however, this respect is mingled with, and
maybe eclipsed by, a newer set of attitudes much more disdainful of the
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language, or of a part of it. The value judgements that underlie these
attitudes may be moral or aesthetic, or they may rest on a pragmatic
appeal to efficiency. The degree of social sanction they carry varies
according to the language community; but whether the judgements and
attitudes are social or individual, the individual expounding them
frequently claims objectivity for his opinions. A typical formulation is:
‘Obviously it is better (or: ‘Everybody agrees that it is better’) to say, or
write, this than that, because’ either ‘it’s clearer’ or ‘it sounds better’ or
‘it’s more correct’. Less commmon, and more sophisticated, are ‘because
the best people do it” and ‘because | prefer it’.

The most far-reaching among such value judgements are those passed
on whole languages. Those who argue that ic is necessary for English to
remain the language of government, law, education or technology in
‘former colonies sometimes claim, in support of their view, that the
national languages are not suitable for these purposes. This reason is
even put forward by the native speaker of the languages concerned.

The arguments for and against the use of English in such situations
are complex; but this particular factor is irrelevant, because it is not true. -
This misapprehension, that some languages are intrinsically better than
others, cannot just be dismissed as ignorance or prejudice; it is a view
lield by people who are both intelligent and serious, and can bring
forward evidence to support it. Nevercheless ir is wholly false and can
do a great deal of harm.

Essentially, any language is as good as any other language, in the sense
that every language is equally well adapted to the uses to which the
comununity puts it. There is no such thing as a ‘primitive’ language.
About the origins of language, nothing is known; there is merely a
tangle of conflicting speculation, none of it falling within linguistics.
But there is evidence that speech in some form goes back at least a

hundred thousand years, and quite certamly no society found in the

world today, or known to us in history, represents anything but a stage

had become a fully developed form of social

fong after language
" as a technical

activity. If Instonans or anthropologists use “primutive
term, to designate a cevtam stage of social development, then the term
may be transferred to the language used by a community that is in that
stage; but it is not a linguistic classification and tells us nothmgﬁ
whatever about the natare of the fanguage concerned.

Ainong the languages in the world todav. there 18 no recognizable
dimension of linguistic progress. No linguage can be idenofied as
representing a more highly developed state of language than any other.
Worora, in Western Australia, 1s as well adapred o the needs of the
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community which developed it as English is to our own. Neither
language could be transferred to the other society without some
changes, because the needs and activities are different; in both cases new
lexical items would have to be added. But only the lexis would be
affected, and only a portion of that. There would be no need for any
changes in the grammar. At most there might be a statistical tendency
for certain grammatical changes to take place over a very long period;
but no sunple change would be predictable in any given instance, none
would be bound to occur, and certainly none would be necessary to the
continued ethciency of the language.

I other words, the changes that would be necessary in Worora, for it
to operate as a full language in the modern world, would be those that
were also necessary to English as it was before the miodern period.
Middle English, even Elizabethan English, was not adapted to the needs
of a modern state either. One could no more describe an electronic
contputer in Middle English than in Worora. Different Janguages have
different “ways of expanding their lexis, determined by their own
miternal scructure: Chinese, for example, coins scientific terminology in
a very different way from Japanese, being a language of a very different
ovpe. But all languages are capable of incorporating the lexical additions
they require.

Whether or not it is economically feasible for the language of a very
small community to be used as a medium for all the purposes of the
modern world 1s of course an entirely different question, which each
commumn has the right to decide for uself. It Is worth pointing out
that in the next generation machine translation will probably become
etheient enough, and cheap enough, to overcome the problem of
rranslating all the material such a community would need to have
translated trom other languages. Whatever considerations may affect the
choice ot a language for science or administration in a newly
independent nation, this at least can be made clear: all languages are
cqually carable of being developed tor all purposes, and no Tanguage s
ay Jess quilified to be the vehicle of modern science and technology
than were English and Russian some centuries ago.

- A type of linguage that particalarly attracts adverse value judgements
1 the mixed language. As long as this remains a pidgin, it can be
nobody’s L1 and has net the status of a language: it exists only in
certam restricted . vaneties. But in those communities which have
developed 1 mixed language as thewr L1, the new language has thereby
ganed tull stature and become a completely cffective medium of

linguage :onivity,
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In any case a creole is only an extreme result of a2 normal
phenomenon in the development of language: linguistic borrowing.
There is no reason why a language with such a history should be less
effective than any other. They are languages in the defined sense of the
word; some of them are already used as literary media, and they would
be fully viable as media of education and science. At present they tend
to be more discriminated against than languages with 2 more
conventional history. But there is no justification for discriminating
against any language whatever. In most parts of the world today,
including Britain, there has to be some measure of linguistic policy and
planning; decisions may have to be taken, for example, to establish
certain languages as the national languages of a new nation. What
matters is that the real issues and problems should not be allowed to
become clouded by false notions that one language may be objectively
inferior to another.

Many speakers from communities whose language is in some or
other respect denied full status, while they would not maintain that
their own L1 was in any way inferior, and might vigorously reject such
a suggestion, nevertheless in their language activity, as speakers, accept
and thereby help to perpetuate its diminished status. In countries where
English, or some other L2, is the mark of education and social standing,
conversation in the government office or college staff common room
normally takes place in English. Alternatively, if the L1 is allowed into
these surroundings, no sentence in it is complete without at least one
item from English,

This is sometunes expliined on the grounds that the speakers do not
share a common L1, as indeed they may not. It often is in countries
which face a really difficult national language problem that a foreign
language Aourishes.as a lingua franca. As is well known, many speakers
from minority communities, whose language is not a strong candidate
for national status, so firmly oppose the claims of any other language
from within the country that they prefer to assign this status to a foreign
language, which at least has the merit of being neutral. Probably this is
at best a tenmiporary solution; moreover there is reason to suggest that
shelving the problem makes it more difficult to solve in the future.

But the lacing of L1 utterances with L2 items is not confined to
multilingual socicties. Ttis kely e happen wherever a foreign language
is 2 mark of social distinction and the sole medium of language activiey
m certain registers. English probably occupies this position more than
any other language. There are of course no grounds on which the
linguist, who observes and describes this phenomenon, could object to
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But he may also reasonably point out
for which the L1 is adequately
utterances where L1 items are
f the L1 towards regaining 1ts

it as a use of language: it works.
that the use of English in situations
developed, and of English items in L1
available, tends to inhibit the progress ©
full status in the community-

7

Within our own language comniunity, value
2 whole are relatively rare. Occasionally one
unfavourably with French, by those who subscribe to the
sedulously kept alive by the French themselves, that Erench is a ‘more
logical’ language. What are extremely common, lhowever, are value
judgements on varieties of English: sontetimes referring to registers but -
The English language conmnunity, especially the
British section of it, is almost certainly unique in the extentto which its
on varieties of their language. One of the few
¢ all resembles us in this respect is the French.
of course bound up with the socio-regional
such, they are class atritudes rather than

all the widely accepred value judgements
directly than

“Ldeenents on English as
judg

hears it compared
myth,

principally to dialects.

members pass judgement
other commutities that a
The English attitudes are
character of our dialect: as
individual attitudes. Nearly
can be traced to this origin, tl

others.
It is at the new urban dialec

]Ollgll some reflect 1t more

ts, the varieties of the siandard language
ost severe Crigicisms are Jevelled. The
areas, have become quaint.

. )
pleasant

with regional accent, that the m
original dialects, now confined to the rural
They are wolerated; sometimes they may be praised, as ‘soft’,
or even ‘musical’. And, somewhat inconsistently, though it is t
dialects which provide the only instances of pairs of mutually
unintelligible varieties remaining in England, it is often on grounds
of incomprehensibility chat criticism s dirccted at the urban dialects.
Perhaps the most frequent complaint is that formulated in various
terms implyg some sort of linguistic decay. The urban dialects are said
to be ‘slovenly’, ‘carcless” or ‘(lchIlcrntc"
about English and French in the nineteenth century, by those who
process of degeneration and
plicidy. that in the urban

he rural

regarded all recent lingnistic change as
decay. Tt ws imiplied, and cometimes stated ex
dialects there has been some loss o
language.
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tendency of language to change and as a result of external factors such as
movement of populations. Rate of change in language varies consid-
erably, between different languages, between dialects and at different
times and places; even at different levels within the same vadety of a
language. English has altered rather strikingly over the last thousand
years; the dialect now functioning as standard English is one of those
that has changed the most, though it 1s difficult to measure comiparative
rates of change very accurately. _

To the way of thinking that these atticudes represent, probably the
slovenliest people in the world would be the French and the north
Chinese: Parisian and Pekingese are the result of a high rate of change
over long periods. There 15 no difference between the type of change
undergone by these two languages and that which has affected the
dialectal varieties of English, including the dialect that has become
standardized aud its modern regional derivatives.

There is actually no such thing as a slovenly dialect or accent. That
the dialect of Shefheld or Birnmngham has evolved in a different
direction from one’s own is hardly a matter for reproach, and anyone
who labels it ‘“‘debased’”” is committing two errors. First, he is assuming
that one type of standard English preserves an earlier varety of the
language from which others have deviated; this is not true. Second, he
is claiming that there is merit in this imagined conservatism; if there
was, such merit might approprately be claiined by the ltlians, the
Cantonese and the Germans in reproach to their slovenly neighbours
the French, the Pekingese and the English.

Traditionally, this charge of debasemient rested on straightforward
moral grounds: it was wrong and irresponsible to let the language fall
into decay. More recently the same imputed shortcoming has conie to
be criticized from another point of view, that of the loss of efficiency.
Since the fault is imaginary, the grounds on which it is censured might
secin unimiportant. But one comment at least is called for. Many
people. including for a time some hnguists, have been taken in by the
spurious rigour of some pseudo-scientific Umeasurements” of the
“efficiency’” of language. There is no evidence whatever that one
language, or one variety of a language, can be more efticient chan
another. Nor is there, either v our ntuitive judgement or yet 1wy
mathemates or linguisnes, any means of measuring whatever such
cfhiciency nught be. Information theorve which has a plice in
the quanttatve desertption of a language. unphes nothing about
the relative ethetency of languages or the effecnveness ot hmguage

activity.
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A second accusation has been brought against the urban dialects that
is somewhat different from that of slovenliness, in either its moral or its
utilitarian form. This is an aesthetic criticism. The dialects are labelled
‘hash’, ‘grating’, ‘guttural’ ~ this last probably refers to the higher
frequency, in some varieties, of glottal closure unaccompanied by oral
stops — or simply ‘ugly’.

Here the person judging is on safer ground, if he means that he
personally does not like the sound of certain varieties of English: no one
can dispute that. The formulation may be a general one, but there is a
broad human tendency to generalize one’s prejudices, and we probably
all know people who would not distinguish between ‘I dislike the
sound of Cardift English’ and ‘Cardiff English 1s ugly’.

[t is true that there is often a wide range of agreement in these
aesthetic judgements. What is not realized, however, is that they are
usually learnt. An Indian brought up in the Indian musical tradition will
not agree with European judgements on European music, and a
European who does not know the Chinese language and Chinese
cultural values does not appreciate — that is, agree with Chinese
judgements of — the sounds of Chinese poetry. Whether or not the
adult ever does produce an unconditioned desthetic response, in general
what we like is as much a result of what we have learnt to like socially as
of what we have grown to like individually. In langu ge, we know
already that people from different language communities respond quite
differently to the aesthetic qualities of the dialects of a given language: a
Persian or 1 Japanese not knowing English would be as likely to prefer
Birmingham to RP as the other way round. The chief factor in one’s
evaluation of varieties of a language is social conditioning: there is no
universal scale of aesthetic judgement. Those who dislike the
Birmingham accent often do so because they know that their children
will stand 1 better chance in life if they do not acquire it.

It is thus the socio-regional pattern of English dialect distribution that
gives rise o both the aesthetic and the moral or pragmatic value
judgements on the urban and rural dialects, in so far as these judgements
are held in common by a large section of our language community. In
many countries such judgements either are not passed at all or, if they
are, are regarded both by those who pass them and by those who listen
to them as subjective expressions of personal taste. Foreign students in
Britain listen m polite wonder while their teatime hosts in Leeds or
Manchester explain how importane it is that they should not copy the
speech of therr landladies: “everybody agrees’, they are told, that this is
an ugly, diszorted form of English. A
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Not everybody does agree, in fact: such views seem to be most
general among speakers of mildly regional varieties of Standard English.
But when these attitudes are shared by those who themselves speak the
dialect, and no other, they become rather harmful. A speaker who is
made ashamed of his own language habits suffers a basic injury as a
human being: to make anyone, especially a child, feel so ashamed is as
indefensible as to make him feel ashamed of the colour of his skin.

Various courses of instruction are available in spoken English, under
headings such as “‘Speech and Drama”, “Elocution” and “‘Normal
Voice and Speech”. In general three different kinds of instruction take
place. The first is concerned with techniques of speaking on the stage
and in public; this is a form of applied phonetics, and is often very
successful. The second is concerned with personal attainments such as
voice quality and clanty in speech, and is often linked to aspects of
social behaviour under the general heading of ‘developing the
personality’; these aspects lie outside the scope of application of
linguistics or phonetics.

In the third type of instruction, which is again applied phonetics, the
individual is taught to use some accent of English other than the one he
has acquired naturally. This may be for particular professional purposes,
as in the schools where dance-band leaders and pop singers can acquire
the pronunciation considered appropriate to their calhing, and the
courses i which actors, for the purpose of character parts, mnay learn
reasonable nmitations of regional accents or at least a conventional
Mummerset. It may, on the other hand, be for general social purposes;
classes are held where those who speak with a regional accent can learn
a pronunciation which they have found carries greater social prestige
and better prospects of employment. Here the teaching is catering for
social attitudes to language; but they are stll recognized as social
artitudes. '

In the extreme forms of such accent-teaching, however, the
particular accent taught is extolled by those who teach it as ‘more
beautiful” and “better’ than any other. This accent is generally a variety
of RP with a number of special vowel quakities and-lip postures.
Sometimes the speech of a particular individual is held up as a mode! for
imitation; but more often an absolute aesthetic merit is claimed for the
wav of speaking chae ts taught. Some of the reachers have themselves
been mught that there s a saale of values on which vowels may be
judged, ranging from ‘bad and ugly’ w0 ‘good and beauvuful’. The
teacher is thus anterpting o alter the speech of her pupils for reasons
which seemn to her sensible and obvious, but which are inexplicable to
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most of tie pupils. The view that some sounds are inherently higher or
lower than others on an absolute scale of aesthetic values has no
evidence to support it, though it is of interest to phoneticians to know
how widely it is held.

Perhaps the most uncomfortable of all the conflicts of approach
between linguists and phoneticians on the one hand and teachers of
‘speech’ (who may invoke the authority of these disciplines) on the
other, xic those centring on the subject commonly known as “Normal
Voice and Speech”. This subject 1s included within the curriculum for
speech therapists, in which phonetics also plays a prominent part.
“Normal” here is used prescriptively; the assuniption is that one
particular accent of English is in some way ‘normal’, all others being
“sbnormal’. and that the ‘normal’ accent s R.P. Such judgements, as We
have seen, reflect no property of the accent itself, but merely the social
standing of those who have acquired it.

If all the patients treated by speech therapists belonged to this group,

the confusion would do no actual harm. But those with speech defects

are a represcntative cross-section of the whole population, the majority

of whom do not speak RP, so that the background provided by
“Normal Voice and Speech” is both culturally loaded and, for many,
therapeutically irrelevant. Many phoneticians continue to provide
courses for students of speech therapy because they hope to give an
| counterbalance the prescriptive nature of
he harnessing of two such differently
ly be likened to an attempt
or perhaps rather

objective training which wil
“Normal Voice and Speech”; butt
conceived subjects in a single course can on
to combine astronomy with domestic science,
chemistry with alchemy.

8

Thie English tendency to linguistic
strictures on the sounds of language.
grammar. lo grammar, however,
judgements are on the whole not dialectai.
patterns pass unnoticed in speech provided
phonetice ot RP: even such a markedly regional clause structure as that
exemplified by they’ve never been to sce us fiaven't the Joneses s tolerated in
spoken English if the accent is an acceptable onc. It would not on the
other hand be tolerated in writing.

In grammar we have a set of arbitrary prescriptions and proscriptions
relating to particular patterns and items. Some are applied to written

intolerance is not confined to
Value judgements also flourish in
the features subjected o those
Many dialectal grammatical
the speaker is using the
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and wrtten. Neither the prescribed

English only, others to both spoken

ibed forms correspond to any particular regional varieties.

riptions, there are vartous Ways of giving 2

ibed forms: they ar¢ called ‘slipshod” and ‘crude’,

‘[ncorrect’, taken from a different register, is
{ was an explanation of ‘wrong’.

‘slipshod’ and ‘crude’ are meaningless, and a native
¢ to know which of a pair of forms
d would'have no evidence whatsoever

In this context

d and which censure

was approve
for deciding. As effective language activity, there 1 nothing to choose

I do and do it like I do, just as soup has the same food
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ant is ‘the best people use this form and not
nvendons about language, and
eaningless in themselves,
or one section of a

value however it 1s eaten
social judgement: what is me
that form’. These are in effect social co
their function is that of social conventions: m
they exert cohesive force within one society,

society, by marking it oft from another.
As we have seem, all languages have formally disanct variedes. What

is unusual about the language situation in Britain is the extent 1O which
rules are consciously formulated for what is regarded as appropriate
gr:\mmntical behaviour. QOther communities have sometimes attempted
to impose patterns of linguistic form, generally without much success;
At the most, what is prescribed- - the distinction between the spoken
and the writen language, some forms being rejected as inappropriate to
the latter. Conventions i the spoken language are normally confined
o lexical taboos: certain items are not to be used before children,
bers of the opposite sex. In Britain, rules are made for

strangers Or mem
d the speaker’s grammat contributes,

speech as well as for writing, an
alongside his phonetics and phonology, t© his identification on the
social scale.

¢ linguistic behaviour, whether dialectal or otherwise,
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social attitude to their dialect, and no fault of the dialect itself, that is
forcing them to do this: at least they need not be taught that their own
speech is in some way inferior or taboo.

Some voices are raised against the prevailing attitudes, and some of
(he rules are occasionally called into question. Priestley once wrote, in
Vinglish Journey (1934, p. 290), “Standard English is like standard
anything else — poor tasteless stuff””. Hugh Sykes-Davies, in Granunar
[Vithout Tears (1951, pp. 131-2), suggested reversing the polarity of
prescription and proscription: “the use of the indirect cases of who
hould be avoided wherever possible by putting the preposition at the
end of the sentence, and making that the relative, or omitting the
pronoun altogether. [t is better to say ‘the man | found the hat of " than
‘the man whose hat [ found’”. But here the speaker is still being told
how to behave; there is still a right and a wrong m language.

Serious interest in dialectal varieties of the language is fostered by
such bodies as the Yorkshire Dialect Society, which publishes both
literary work in, and academic studies of. the Yorkshire dialects, urban
as well as rural. Detailed surveys of the dialects of England, Wales and
Scotland are, as has been mentioned, now well advanced. The
Linguistic Survey of Scotland takes account of urban varieties of Scots;
and although the English Dialect Survey has not yet turned its attention
to the new dialects in English this is because the original, now rural,
dialects are fast disappcaring and must be recorded first. And teachers
and univerity students scem to be becnming increasingly aware of the
artificial and arbitrary nature of the conventional notions of ‘good
English’ and ‘bad English’.

Interwoven with the highly prescriptive attitudes towards the
linguistic behaviour of individuals 1s a strong protective feeling for
the language as a whole. Unlike the selective judgements, which are
rare among language communities, the defensive ‘leave our language
alone’ atdrude is very commonly found. Perhaps the most striking
instance of this in Britain is the fierce resistance to any suggestions for
spelling reform. So strongly is the fecling against it that it seems uulikely
at present that any orthographic revision ot English will be undertaken
tor a long ume.

Not all language communities are cqually conservative in
respect. The Chinese, whose traditional orthography is even niore
difficult to master than ours, and is a scrious barrier to the Yearning of

this

the standard language, have recently embarked on what is probably the
most far-reaching programme of script reform ever attempted in any
language community. Intense interest was aroused fromn the start: and
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although this was by no means all favourable, some tens of thousands of
suggestions, and over SiX hundred reformed scripts, Were submitted to
the comumittee which first drafted the new proposals.

It has been argued that if the English expect their language to operate
djum they should consider reforming the script in

the interests of foreign learners. On the other hand any project for
doing so would face enormous difficulties. The lingust, a5 2 linguist,
hough as a private citizen he may; but

does not take sides in this issue, t
he is qualified to act as consultant, and to make suggestions as t0 how

best to revise the orthography if it s once decided to do so- Apart from
this, the role of linguistics at this stage is to help clear the air for rational
discussion of the problem, as of all the other problems that are raised by
the complex and deep-rooted attitudes of the members of a Janguage

community towards their language.

Erom: Halliday, M. A. K, Mclntosh, Angus, and Streve
Linguistic Sciences and Language Teaching (London: Lon

Reprinted with permission.

as an international me

ns, Peter, The
gman, 1964).

d. The chapter reproduced here was written
of the last five paragraphs of
Serevens. All authors Were

Note: This book was co-authore
by M. A. K. Halliday, with the exception
Section 7, which were written by Peter

responsible for the final draft.
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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION
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distinction  Professor Halliday draws in the next two chapters,
‘Language and social man’ (1974) and ‘Sociological aspects of semantic
change’ (1975), between inter-organism (social) and intra-organism
(psychophysiologica\) perspectives. The child becomes a social being as
a result of social interaction. The child’s behaviour potential 1s learned
through the medium of language, not by instruction, but instead
indirectly “through “the countless sses of social
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small events, insignificant in themselves, 10 which s
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

language within it”. However, he acknowledges the difficulty in
integrating linguistic interaction studies with other areas of socio-
linguistic research, resulting from the lack of an explicit formulation of
the relationship between what people mean (the text) and what they can
mean (the system). Without such an explicit formulation, one cannot
adequately engage with questions along the lines of those posed in this
chapter, e.g. How are participants exploiting their semantic potential?
How does this potential relate systematically to features of the context
of situation?

The educational significance of our ability to predict most of what
the other person is going to say, or mean, “whether or not and in
whatever way he says it”, is highlighted in Chapter 6, ‘Aspects of
sociolinguistic research’ (1975). Unless a pupil can predict about 90 per
cent of what a teacher is going to say, argues Professor Halliday, the
pupil is unlikely to learn very much. Thus, he concludes that “one of
the main problems ef multilingual education is to create couditions in
which at any one moment the pupil knows most of the meanings that
are coming at him next, so that those which are unknown are kept
down to learnable proportions”.
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Chapter Two

LANGUAGE IN A SOCIAL PERSPECTIVE (1971)

The studies which are described in the series of monographs entitled
Primary Socialization, Language and Education, edited by Basil Bemnstein,
show how in a coherent sociai theory a central place is occupied by
language, as the primary means of cultural transmission.

What is the nature of language, when seen from this point of view?
There are two sides to this question. The first is, what aspects of
language are highlighted — what do we make language look like, so to
speak — in order to understand its function in the socialization of the
child, and in the processes of education? The second is the same
question int reverse: what do we learn about language — what does it

look like, in fict — when it 1s approached in this way?

1. Language as social behaviour an acknowledged concern of
modern linguistics, and not limited to the study of instances

It has been suggested that one of the main preoccupations of the 1970s
will be a concern with social man. This implies not stimply man mn
rclation to some abstract entity such as ‘society as a whole’, but man in
relation to other men; it is a particular facet of man i relation to his
environment, only it shifts the emphasis from the physical on to the
human environment — on to man in the environment of nmen. The
mdividual is seen as the focus of a complex of human relationships

which collectively define the content of his secial behaviour,

Language in a Sacizl Penspective’, from Edwcational Review, 23.3, pp.165- 188, {1971). Copyright ¢

Taylor and Praneis Lid. www endf co.ukZJoumals/tdes 70031971 asp
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This provides a perspective on language. A significant fact about the
behaviour of human beings in relation to their social environment is J
that a large part of it is linguistic behaviour. The study of social man
presupposes the study of language and social man.

A concern with language and social man has for a long time been one
of the perspectives of modern linguistics. In 1935 J. R. Firth,
introducing the term “sociological linguistics”, discussed the study of
language in a social perspective and outlined a programme of
“describing and classifying typical contexts of situation within the
context of culture ... [and] types of linguistic function in such contexts
of'situation” (p. 27). We tend nowadays to refer to sociolinguistics as if
this was something very different from the study of language as
pracused in linguistics fout court; but in a way new ‘sociolinguistics’ is
but old ‘linguistics” writ large, and the linguist’s interests have always
extended to language as social behaviour.

[t was Malinowski from whom Firth derived his notions of ‘context
of culture’ and ‘context of situation’ (Malinowski 1923); and
Malinowski’s ideas about what we might call cultural and situational
semantics provide an interesting starting point for the study of language
and social man, since they encourage us to look at language as a form of
behaviour potential. In this definition, both the ‘behaviou~’ and the
‘potential” need to be emphasized. Language, from this point of view, is
a range of possibilities, an open-ended set of options in behaviour that
are available to the individual in his existence as social man. The
context of culture is the environment for the total set of these options,
while the context of situation is the environment of any particular
selection that is made from within them.

Malinowski’s two types of context thus embody the distinction
between the potential and the actual. The context of culture defines the
potential. the range of possibilities that are open. The actual choice
among these possibilities takes place within a given context of situation.

Firth. with his interest in the actual, in the rext and its relation to its
surroundings, developed the notion of ‘context of situation’ into a
valuable tool for linguistic enquiry. Fircth's interest, however, was not
in the accidental but in the typical: not in this or that picce of

discourse that happened to get recorded in the fieldworker’s notehook
but in repetitive patterns which could be interpreted as significant and

- systemaazable patterns of social behaviour. Thus, what is actual is not
synonymoas with what is unique, or the chance product of random
observadons. But the significance of what is typical — in fact, the
concept ‘typical’ itself — depends on factors which lic outide
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language, in the social structure. It is not the typicalness of the
words and structures which concemns us, but the typicalness of the
context of situation, and of the function of the words and structures
within it. .

Malinowski {1935) tells an interesting story of an occasion when he
asked his Trobriand Island informant some questions about the
Trobrianders’ gardening practices. He noted down the answers, and
was surprised a few days later to hear the same informant repeating what
he had said word for word in conversation with his young daughter. In
ralking to Malinowski, the informant has as it were borrowed the text
from a typical context of situation. The second occasion, the discussion
with the little girl, was then an instance of this context of situation, in
which the socialization of the child into the most significant aspect of
the material culture — the gardening practices — was a familiar process,
with familiar patterns of language behaviour associated with it.

There is not, of course, any conflict between an emphasis on the
repetitive character of language behaviour and an insistence on -the
creativity of the language system. Considered as behaviour potential,
the language system itself is open-ended, since the question whether
two instances are the same or not is not determined by the system; it
is determined by the underlying social theory. But in any case, as
Rugaiya Hasan (1971) has pointed out, creativeness does not consist

in producing new sentences. The newness of a sentence is a quite
unimportant ~ and unascertainable — property, and ‘creativity” in
language lies in the speaker’s ability to create new meanings: to realize
the potentiality of language for the indefinite extension of its
resources to new contexts of situation. It is only in this light that
we can understand the otherwise unintelligible observation made by

Katz and Fodor {1963), that *‘almost every sentence uttered is uttered

for the first time” {p. 171). Our most ‘creative’ acts may be precisely

among those that are realized through highly repetitive forms of
behaviour.

Firth did not concern himiself with Malinowski’s ‘context of culture’,
since he preferred to study generalized patterns of actual behaviour,
rather than attenipting to characterize the potential as such. This was
simply the resule of his insistence on the need for accurate observations
~ a much-needed emphasis in the context of carlier linguistic studies —
and in no way implied that the study of lainguage could be reduced to
the stixdy of instances, which i tact he explicidy denied (1968). More
to the point, Firth built his linguistic theory around the original and
fundamental concept of the ‘systemy’, as used by him in a technical
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sense; and this is precisely a means of describing the potennal, and of

relating the actual to it.
A ‘systemr’, as the concept was developed by Firth, can be interpreted

as the set of options that is specified for a given environment. The
meaning of it is ‘under the conditions stated, there are the following
possibilities’. By making use of this notion, we can describe language in
the form of a behaviour potential. In this wway the analysis of language
comes within the range of a social theory, provided the underlying
concepts of such a theory are such that they can be shown to be realized
in social context and patterns of behaviour.

The interest in language and social man is thus no new theme in
linguistics. It is also predominant in the important work of Pike {1967,
first published 1954-60). Its scope is not limited to the description of
individual acts of speech; more significant has been the attempt to
relate grammatical and lexical features, and combinations of such
features, to types of social interaction and, where possible, to
generalized social concepts. From a sociological point of view it
would be of no interest otherwise; a social theory could not operate
with raw speech fragments as the only linguistic exponents of its

fundamental ideas.

2. Language in a social perspective interpreted through the
concept of ‘meaning potential’

If we regard language as social behaviour, therefore, this means that we
are treating it as a form of behaviour potential. It is what the speaker
can do.

But ‘can do’ by itself is not a linguistic notion; it encompasses types
of behaviour other than language behaviour. If we are to relate the
notion of ‘can do’ to the sentences and words and phrases that the
speaker is able to construct in his language ~ to what he can say, in
other words — then we need an intermediate step, where the behaviour
potential is as it were converted into linguistic potential. This is che
concept of what the speaker ‘can mean’.

The potential of language is a meaning potential. This meaning
potential is the hinguistic realization of the behaviour potential; “can
inean’ is ‘can do’ when translated into language. The meaning potential
is in turn realized in the language system as lexicogranumatical potential,
which is what the speaker ‘can say’. }

_Each stage can be expressed in the form of options. The options in
the construction of linguistic forms — sentences, and the like — serve to
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This is related to the question of idealization in linguistics. How does
one decide what is systematic and what is irrelevant in language — or, to
put the question another way, how does one decide what are different
sentences, different phrases, and so on, and what are different instances
of the same sentence, the same phrase? The issue is a familiar one to
readers of this journal,! from the article by Peter Geach in the volume
The Place of Language (Wilkinson 1969). Geach’s argument is that in
order to understand the logical structure of sentences we have to “iron
out” alot of the differences that occur in living speech: **. .. idealization
which approximates slightly less well to what is actually said, will, by
the standards of logical insight into the structures of sentences, pay off
better than some analyses that try to comme closer to what is actually
said” (p. 23).

The philosopher’s approach to language is always marked by a very
high degree of idealization. In its extreme form, this approach idealizes
out all natural language as irrelevant and unsystematic and treats only
constructed logical languages; a less extreme version is one which
accepts sentences of natural language but reduces them all to a “deep
structure” in  terms of certain  fundamental logical relations.
Comnipetence, as defined by Chomsky, involves (as Geach objects) a
lower degree of idealization than this. But it is still very high from other
points of view, particulazly that of anyone interested in language as
behaviour. Many behaviourally significant variations in language are
simply ironed out, and reduced to the same level as stutterings, false
starts, clearings of the throat and the like.

It might be claimed at this point that hnguistics is anyway an
autonomous science and does not need to look outside itself for criteria
of idealization. But this is not a very satisfactory argument. There is a
sense in which it is autonomous, and has to be if it is to be relevant to
other fields of study: the particulars of language are cxplained by
reference o a general account of language. not by being related
piecemeal to social or other non-linguistic phenomena. But this
‘autonomy’ is conditional and temporary; in the last analysis, we cannot
mnsulate the subject within its own boundarics, and when we come to
decide what features in language are to be ignored as unsystenatic we
are bound to invoke considerations from outside language el This

“problem i met by Chomsky, who regards linguistics as a branch of
theoretical psychology. But one may agree with the need tor a point of
departure from outside language without insisting that this must be

1. Edwasen Review
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LANGUAGE IN A SOCIAL PERSPECTIVE

sought in one direction and no other — only in psychology, or only in
logic. It may just as well be sought in a field such as sociology whose
relationship with linguistics has been no less close.

Sociological theory, if it is concerned with the transmission of

knowledge or with any linguistically coded type of social act, provides
its own criteria for the degree and kind of idealization involved in
statements about language; and Bernstein’s work is a case in point. In
one sense, this is what it is all about. There is always some idealization,
where linguistic generalizations are made; but in a sociological context
this has to be, on the whole, at a much lower level. We have, in fact, to
‘come closer to what is actually said’; partly because the solution to
problems may depend on studying what is actually said, but also because
even when this is not the case the features that are behaviourally
relevant may be just those that the idealizing process most readily irons
out. An example of the latter would be features of assertion and doubt,
such as of course, I think, and question tags like do’s they?, which tum
out to be highly significant — not the expressions themseives, but the
variations in meaning which they represent, in this case vanation in the
degree of certainty which the speaker may attach to what he is saying
(Turner and Pickvance 1969).

In order to give an account of language that satisfies the needs of a
soctal theory, we have to be able to accomiodate the degree and kind
cf idealization that is appropriate in that context. This is what the
notion of meaning potential attempts to make possible. The meaning
potential is the range of significant variation that is at the disposal of
the speaker. The notion is not unlike Dell Hymes® (1970) “commu-
nicative competence”, except that Hymes defines this in terms of
‘competence’ in the Chomskyan sense of what the speaker knows,
whereas we are talking of a potential ~ whart he can do, in the special
linguistic sense of what he can mean ~ and avoiding the additional
complication of a distinction between doing and knowing. This
potential can then be represented as systemate options i meaning
which may be varied in the degree of their specihicity — i what has
been called delicacy. That is to say, the range of varation that is beinyg

treated as significant will itself be variable, with cither grosser or finer

distinciions being drawn according to the tvpe of problem that s being

mvestigated.
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

3. Language as options

Considering language in its social context, then, we can describe it in
broad terms as a behaviour potential; and more specifically as a meaning
potential, where meaning is a form of behaving (and the verb fo mean is
a verb of the ‘doing’ class). This leads to the notion of representing
language in the form of options: sets of alternative meanings which
collectively account for the total meaning potential.

Each option is available in a stated environment, and this is where
Firth’s category of system comes in. A system is an abstract represen-
tation of a paradigm; and this, as we have noted, can be interpreted as a
set of options with an entry condigon — a number of possibilities out of
which a choice has to be made if the stated conditions of entry to the
choice are satisfied. It has the form: if a, then either x or y (or...). The
key to its importance in the present context is Firth’s “polysystemic
principle”, whereby (again following this interpretation) the conditions
of entry are required to be stated for each set of possibilities. That is to
say, for every choice it is to be specified where, under what conditions,
that choice is made. The “where’, in Firth’s use of the concept of a
system, was ‘ar what point in the structure’; but we interpret it here as
‘where i1 the total network of options’. Each choice takes place in the
environment of other choices. This is what makes it possible to vary the
‘delicacy” of the description: we can stop wherever the choices are no
longer significant for what we are interested in.

The opuons in a natural language are at various levels: phonological,
grammatcal (including lexical, which is simply the more specific part
within the grammatical) and semantic. Here, where we are concerned
with the meaning potential, the options are in the first instance
semantic options. These are interpreted as the coding of options in
behaviour, so that the semantics is in this sense a behavioural semantics.

The semantic options are in turn coded as options in grammar. Now
there are no grammatical categories corresponding exactly to such
concepts s those of reasoning, pleading or threatening referred to

above. But there may be a prediction, deriving from a social theory,”

that these will be among the significant behavioural categories
represented in the meaning potential. In that case it should be possible
to idenaty certain options in the granimar as being systemic realizations
of these categories, since presumably they are to be found somewhere
in the Lainguage system. We will not expect there to be a complete one-
to-one correspondence between the grammatical options and the
semanac ones; but this is merely allowing for the normal phenomena of
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LANGUAGE IN A SOCIAL PERSPECTIVE

neutralization and diversification that are associated with all stages in the

realization chain.
There is nothing new in the notion of associating grammatical

categories with higher level categories of a ‘socio-" semantic kind. This
is quite natural in the case of grammatical forms concerned with the
expression of social roles; particularly those systems which reflect the
inherent social structure of the speech situation, which cannot be
explained in any other way. The principal component of these is the
system of mood. If we represent the basic options in the mood system
of English in the following way:
declarative

indicative —>{:
independent —» interrogative ——»[

clause . .
imperative

yes/no

“WH"”

(to be read “an independent clause is either indicative or imperative; if
indicative, then either declarative or interrogative”, and so on), we are
systematizing the set of choices whereby the speaker is enabled to
assume one of a number of possible communication roles — social roles
which exist only in and through language, as functions of the speech
situation. The choice of interrogative, for example, means, typically, ‘1
am acting as questioner (secker of infonmation), and you are to act as
listener and then as auswerer (supplics of information)’. By means of
this system the speaker takes on himself a role in the specech situation
and allocates the complementary role - actually, rather, a particular
choice of complementary ones — to the hearer, both while he is

speaking and after he has finished.

These ‘communication roles’ belong to what we were referring to as .

“socio~semantics’’. They are a special case in that they are a property of
the speech sitnation as such, and do not depend on any kind of a social
theory. Bue the relavionship beoween, say, ‘question’ m semantics and
‘terrogative’ i grammar is not rveally differene trom that berween a
behavioural-semantic category such as ‘threat” and the categories by

which it is realized grammatically. In neither instance is the relationship.

ane to one; anid while the Iatter niay be rather more complex, a more
intensive study of Tanguage as soctl behaviour also suggests a somewhat
more complex treatnient of traditional notions like those of statement
and question. Part of the grammnar with which we are familiar is thus a
soctological grammur already, although this has usually been confined
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

to a small area where the meanings expressed are ‘social’ in a rather
special sense, that of the social roles created by language itself.

However, the example of the mood system serves to show that, even
if we are operating only with the rather oversimplified notions of
statement, question, command and the like, categories like these
occupy an intermediate level of ‘meaning potential’ which links
behavioural categories to grammatical ones. We do not usually find a
significant option in behaviour represented straightforwardly in the
grammatical system; it is only in odd instances that what the speaker
‘can do’ is coded immediately as what he ‘can say’. There is a level of
what he ‘can mean’ between the two.

The relation between the levels of meaning and saying, which is one
of realization, involves as we have said departures from a regular pattern
of one-to-one correspondence. In any patticular sociolinguistic inves-
tigation, only some of the total possible behavioural options will be
under tocus of attention; hence we shall be faced epecially with
instances of ‘one-to-many’, where one meaning is expressed in different
forms. But in such instances we can often invoke the ‘good reason’
principle. by which one of the possibilities is the ‘unmarked’ one, that
which is chosen to express the meaning in question unless there is good
reason to choose otherwise. For example, a question is typically realized
in the grammar as an interrogative, and there has to be a ‘good reason’
for it to be expressed in some other fonn, such as a declarative. And
secondly. the implication of ‘one meaning realized by many forms’,
nameh chat there is free variation among the possibilities concerned, is
unlikely to be the whole truth; it nearly always signifies that there is a
more subtle choice in meaning that we have not yet cottoned on to, or
that is irrelevant in this particular context.

So a category like that of ‘threat’, assuming that such a category is

_identified within the meaning potential, on the basis perhaps of a theory
of socialization, will be realized in the language svstem chrough a
number ot different grammiatical options. These might mclude. for
exainple, declarative clauses of a certain type. perhaps fist person
singular future tense with a verb from a certain lexical set (often
dentifuable in Roget’s Thesanrus!), and with attached if clause, e.g. if you
do it again Pl simack you; but alse certain other forme negasive
maperaave with or (doi’t do thar again or ...}, conditoned future
atribugive clauses wich yorr (ol be sorry i), and so o These may
appear at first sight to be merely alternative ways of expressing chreat, in
free vanation with each other. Bur it is very likely that on closer
“inspecaon they will be found to represent more delicate’ (though
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perhaps still significant) options in the meaning potential. At the same
time it might be the case that one of them, possibly the first one
mentioned above, could be shown on some grounds to be the typical
form of threat (perhaps just in this context), the others all being
‘marked’ varants; we are then committed to stating the conditions
under which it is not selected but are not required to give any further

explanation when it is.

4. An example

Let us consider a hypothetical example of the behaviour potential

associated with a particular social context. We will keep within the

general framework of Bernstein’s theory of socialization, and take up

the type of context already mentioned, that of parental control; within

this area, we will construct a particular instance that will yield a

reasonably simplified illustracion. It should be said very clearly that both

the pattern of options and the illustrative sentences have been invented
for this purpose; they are not actual instances from Bemstein’s work.
But they are modelled closely on Bemstein's work, and draw on many
of his underlying concepts. In particular 1 have drawn on Geoffrey
Turner’s studies, in which he has made use of the linguistic notion of
systems representing options In meaning for the purpose of investigat-
ing the role of language in control situations (Tumer 1973).

Let us mmagine that the small boy has been playing with the
neighbourhood children on a building site. His mother disapproves
both of the locale and of the company he has been keeping, and views
with particular horror the empty tin or other object he has acquired as a
trophy. She wants both to express her disapproval and to prevent the
same thing happening again. She might say something like ‘that sort of
place is not for playing in’, or ‘I don’t like you taking other people’s
things’, or ‘they don't want children running about there’, or ‘just look
at the state of your clothes’, or *I'm frightened you'll hurt yourself”, or
many other things besides.

Various means are open to the mother here for making her intentons
“explicit. Now, in tenus of the actual sentences she might utter, the
range of possibilities is pretty well enlinited. But a particular theory
about the function of the regulatory context m the socialization of the
child would suggest that she is actually operating within a systematic

framework of very general options. any one of which {or any one
combination) might be expressed through the medium of a wide range
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of different lexico-grammatical forms. These options represent the
meaning potential lying behind the particular instances.

We will assume that the mother is using some form of appeal, as
distinct from a direct injunction or a threat. She may simply enunciate a
rule, based on her authority as a parent; or she may appeal to reason,
and give an explanation of what she wants. Let us call this “authority or
reason’’. Secondly, and at the same time, she may formulate her appeal
in general or in particular terms, either relating this event to a wider
class of situations or treating it on its own; we will say that the appeal
may be “general” or “particular”. And she may slant her appeal away
from: the persons involved towards the material environment and the
objects in it (“‘object-oriented”’); or she may concentrate on the people
(““person-oriented”) — in which case the focus of attention may either
be on the parent (the mother herself, and perhaps the father as well) or
on the child. Finally, if the orientadon is towards people, there is
another option available, since the appeal may be either “personal” or
“positional’: that is, relating to the child or herself either as individuals,
or in their status in the tamily, the age group and so on. Thus yon may
mean ‘you, Timmy’; or it may mean ‘you as my offspriug’, ‘you as a
young child’” or in some other defined social status.

We may now represent these possibilities in the following way as a
network of alternatives:

__’,: authority (1)

reason (2)
general (3)
—’[Bam’cular (4) - child (6)
object-oriented (5) parent (7)
[ person-oriented

personal (8)
Epositional 9)

This represents the meaning potential that is open to the mother in the
situation, as far as we have taken it in the present discussion.

The categories in this semantic network are not tmmediately
recogmzable as linguistic categories. There is no category of “object-
oriented” or “positional’” in the grammar of English, no grammatical
system ot “authority/reason’. But if this network ot options is a valid
account ot a part of the range of alternatives that are open to the mother
as regards what she ‘can mean’ in che situation, then the naphication is
that these options will be found to be realized somewhere in the
linguistc system, in the things that she can say.
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Gon from within this range of opuons could be realized
through a wide range of different grammaticai categories and lexacal
items. Take for example the combination «authonty, general, object-
oriented”. The mother might say that sort of place is not for playing in, or
she might say we don’t go into places like that, or other people’s things aren’t

for playing with, or we don’t take other people’s property; A1l of these woul
be instances of the particular combination of options Just mentioned.
Here we have alternative n for what ar€, within the

forms of expressio
limits of the few distinctions recognized 1 {llustration, the same

n our
selections 1N meaning. As far as their g
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They exemplify only options in the type of appeal she is using; as such

each one could occur either alone or in combination with an appeal of
one of the other types. The figures following each example indicate, by
reference to the network, the options it is assumed to express.

other people’s things aren’t for playing with (135)

you know you don’t play with those sorts of boys (1368)
they don’t want children running about there (1369)

Daddy doesn’t like you to play rough games (1378)

that tin belongs to somebody else (145)

you can go there when you’re bigger (1469)

[ was worried, 1 didn’t know where you'd got to (1478)
you'll ruin your clothes playing in a place like that (235)

1t’s not good for you to get too excited (2368)

boys who are well brought up play nice games in the park
(2369)

we don’t want people to think we don't look after you, do we?
(2379)

that glass they keep there nnoht get broken (245)

you nught have hurt youmelf on all that glass (2468)

I'd like you to stay and help me at home (2478)

Not all the possible combinations of options have been exemplifieq,
and some of them are unlikely in this particular instance, althougl.
probably all could occur. Let us stress again here that both the examples
and the network of options, although inspired by Bernstein’s work,
have been invented for the present discussion, in order to keep the
Mustration down to a manageable size.

A system network of this kind is open-ended. It may represent only
certain very gross distinctions: in the simplest case, just a choice
between two possibilities, so that all the meaning potential associated
with a particular social context is reduced to ‘either this or that’. But it
15 alwavs capable of accommodating further distinctions ~ of being
made more and more “delicate” — when these are brought into thie
picture. Each new distinction that is introduced has implications both -
‘upwards” and ‘downwards”: that is, it is significant as an option in
behaviour. and it is systematically (however indirectly) expressed in the
language. Only in very restricted types of situation can anywhere near

~all the linguistic features of an utterance be derived from behaviourally
significant options; but then there is no such thing as ‘all the linguistic
features of an utterance’ considered apart from some external criteria of
significance. The point is that, as further specification is added to the
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semantic systems, so more of the linguistic features come to be
accounted for. This can be seen in Tumer'’s work, already referred to,
in which he is investigating the meaning potential associated with
certain contexts of the general kind we have been illustrating.

5. Interpretation of linguistic forms determined by reference to
concepts of social theory

In understanding the nature of ‘social man’, and in particular the
processes — and they are largely linguistic processes — whereby the child
becomes social man, we are likely to be deeply concerned with those
aspects of his experience which centre around social contexts and
settings of the kind just exemplified.

We shall not of course expect to assign anything like the whole of an
individual’s language behaviour to situations of this kind, which can be
investigated and interpreted in the light of some significant social
theory. The meaning of a poem, or a technical discussion, cannot be
expressed in terms of behavioural options. (It can, on the other hand, be
related to a set of generalized functions of language which define the
total meaning potendal of the adult language system; see the discussion
in the next secton.) At the same ume, the social contexts and settings
for which we can recognize a meaning potennal in behavioural terms
are not at all marginal or outlandish; and they are contexts which play a
significant part in the socialization of the child. The importance of such
contexts is given by the social theory from which they are derived.

Not all the distinctions 1 nieaning that may be associated with a
context of this kind can be explined by reference to behavioural
options which are universally significant in that context. Within the
actual words and sentences used there is bound to be much that is
particular to the local situation or the shared experience of the
individuals concermed. In the illustration given n the last section, the

reference to breaking glass or getting hurt by it is obviously specific to a
small class of instances of a control situation; and 1t is Jikely o be
significant only 1 relation to that setting. It 1s possible, however, that a
highly particular feature of this kind could be the local realization of an
option having a general significance: there might be some symbolic
value attached to broken ghss in the family, having its origm in a
particular incident, and we could not know this simply from inspecting
the language. And there are general shifted meanings oo, extended
metaphors whereby, especially in the interaction of adult and child,
behavioural options are encoded in highly complex, more or less
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ritualized linguistic forms; for example the bedtime story, where the
princes and the giants and the whole narrative structure collectively
express patterns of socialization and interpersonal meanings. Here we
are led into the realms of literary interpretation, of levels of meaning in
the imaginative mode, of the significance of poetic forms and the like.

Looking to the other end of the scale, we can find settings, for
example games where the language plays an essential part, like pontoon
or contract bridge, for which a system of meaning potential will
account for a very high proportion of the words and sentences used by
the participants (Mohan 1969). These restricted settings are interesting
from the point of view of sociolinguistic method, since they illustrate
very well the principle of language as behaviour potential. But they may
have little or no significance in themselves as social contexts, relative to
any general theory of social behaviour.

What we are referring to as a “‘social context” is a generalized type of
situation that is itself significant in tenus of the categories and concepts
of some social theory. The theory may focus atiention on different
facets of the social structure: not only on forms of socialization and
cultural mansniission, but also on role relationships, on the power
structure and patterns of social control, on symbolic systems, systems of
values. of public knowledge and the like. Our example was drawn from
the socialization of the child, because that is where most work has been
done; but systematic options in language behaviour are vot limited to
situations of this type. Any situation in which the behavioural options
open to the participants are, at least in part, realizations of some general
theoretical categories is relevant as a ‘social context’ in this sense. Hence
a particular linguistic feature may have a number of different nieanings
according to the type of context in which it occurs: for example, they
don’t wane children in there might not be any kind of appeal = it might
occur in a context that had nothing to do with socialization, not being
addressed to a child at all. We could not simply take the linguistic forms
for granted. as having just once behavioural interpretation.

More important, perhaps, or at least less obvious, is the tact that even
within the same context a linguistic form may have dificrent meanings,”
since there may be sub-cultural variants in the meaning potendal
(different “‘codes”, in Bernstein’s sense: see Hasan 1973) tvpically
associated with that context. In other words, assuming that the sentence
above was in fact being used in a regulatory context such as the one
invented :or the illustration, it might stll have more than one meanmg,
given two distinct social groups onc of which typically exploited one
area of meaning potential (say, “elaborated code™) and the other
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another (“restricted code”). Within a “code” in which the typical
appeal was positional and non-discretionary, this example would be
interpreted as an imperative, whereas in one tending towards more
personal and more challengeable appeals it could be taken as a partially
explicit rule. The meaning of selecting any one particular feature would
be potentially different in the two “codes”, since it would be selected
from within a different range of probable alternatives.

We have suggested that this use of a social context corresponds to
what Firth meant by the “typical context of situation”, and that it
makes the link between the two Malinowskian notions of ‘context of
situation” and ‘context of culture’ referred to at the beginning of this
paper. It is the social context that defines the limits of the options
available; the behavioural alternatives are to this extent context-specific.
But the total range of meanings that is embodied in and realized
through the language system is determined by the context of cufture ~
i other words by the social structure.

The study of language as social behaviour is in the last resort an
account of semantic options denving from the social structure. Like
other hyphenated fields of language study, sociolinguistics reaches
beyond the phonological and morphological indices into the more
abstract areas of linguistic organization. The concept of sociolinguistics

ultimately implies a ‘socio-semantics’ which 1s a genuine meeting
ground of two ideologies, the social and the linguistic. And this faces
both ways. The options in meaning are significant linguisticaly because
selections in gramumar and vocabulary can be explained as a reahzation
of them. They are significant sociologically because they provide
insight into patterns of behaviour that are in turn explainable as
realizations of the pragmatic and symbolic acts that are the expressions
of the social structure.

In principle we may expect to find some features of the social
structure reflected directly in the fonms of the language, even in its
lower reaches, the morphology and the phonology. The phenomenon
of “accent” 1s a dircet reflection of soctal structure i the phonetic
output. Such low level manifestations may be of hittle interest, although

Labov's (1968) work on the New York diualects showed the potential

stmificance of phouological variables in the social structure of an urban

speech community. There i an analogy within the language system
iself, where sometimes we find instances of the direct expression of
meaings i sounds: voice qualities showing anger, and the hike. Butin
general the forms of expression involve a number of fevels of realization
aratal” system (Lamb 1966) — even within hainguage iwself; and this

—a "
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is all the more clear when linguistic features are seen as the expression of
meanings derived from behaviour patterns outside language: we will
not expect to find a direct link between social content and linguistic
expression, except in odd cases. The socio-semantics is the pivotal level;
it is the interface between the two. Any set of strategies can be
represented as a network of options; the point is that by representing it
in this way we provide a link in the chain of realizations that relates
language to social structure.

6. Importance of sociolinguistic studies for understanding of the
nature of language

The investigation of language as social behaviour is not only relevant to
the undenstanding of social structure; it is also relevant to the
understanding of language. A network of socio-semantic options —
the representation of what we have been calling the “‘meaning
potential™ — has implications in both directions; on the one hand as the
realization of patterns of behaviour and, on the other hand, as realized
by the patterns of grammar. The concept of mecaning potential thus
provides a perspective on the nature of language. Language is as
it is because of its function in the social structure, and the organization
of behavioural meanings should give some insight into its social
foundations.

This is the significance of functional theorics of language. The
essential feature of a functional theory is not that it cnables us to
enunerate and classify the functions of specch acts, but that it provides a
basis for explaining the nature of the language systeny, since the system
itself reflects the functions that it has evolved to serve. The organization
of options in the grammar of natural languages seems to rest very clearly
on a funcuonal basis, as has emerged from the work of those linguists,
particularly of the Prague school, who have been aware that the notion
“functions of language’ is not to be equated merely with a theory of
language use but expresses the principle behind the organization of the
linguistic svstem.

The opdons in the grammar of a language derive from and are
relatable o three very generalized functions of language which we have
referred to elsewhere as the ideational, the inte pe rsonal and the textual
(Halliday 1970¢). The specific options in meaning that are characteristic
of pardculir social contexts and settings are expressed through the
medium ot grammatical and lexical selections that trace back to one or
other of these three sources. The status of these terms is that they
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constitute a hypothesis for explaining what seems to be a fundamental
fact about the grammar of languages, namely that it is possible to discern
three distinct principles of organization in the structure of grammatical
units, as described by Danes (1964) and others, and that these in tum
can be shown to be the structural expression of three fairly distinct and
independent sets of underlying options.

Those of the first set, the ideational, are concerned with the content
of language, its function as a means of the expression of our experience,
both of the external world and of the inner world of our own
consciousness — together with what is perhaps a separate sub-
component expressing certain basic logical relations. The second, the
interpersonal, is language as the mediator of role, including all that may
be understood by the expression of our own personalities and personal
feelings on the one hand, and forms of interaction and social interplay
with other participants in the conununication situation on the other
hand. The third component, the textual, has an enabling function, that
of creating text, which is language in operaton as distinct from strings
of words or isolated sentences and clauses. It is this component that
enables the speaker to organize what he is saying in such a way that it
makes sense in the context and fulfils its function as a message.

These three functions are the basis of the grammatical system of the
adult language. The child begins by acquiring a meaning potential, a
small number of distinct meanings that he can express, in two or three
tunctional contexts: he leamns to use language for satisfying his material
desires (‘I want an apple’), for getting others to behave as he wishes
(‘sing e a song’), and so on. In a paper in a previous volume of this
journal [ suggested a list of such contexts for an early stage in his
language development (1969b; see also Wilkinson 1971). At this stage
each utterance tends to have one function only; but as time goes on the
typical utterance becomes functionally complex — we learn to combine
various uses of language into a single speech act. It s at this point that
we need a grammar: a level of orgaization intermediate between
content and expression, which can take the various functionally distinet
meaning selections and combine them o integrated structures. The
components of the grammatical system are thus themselves functional;
but they represent the functions of language in their most generalized
form, as these underlie ail the more specific contexts of language use.
The meaning potential in any one context is open-ended, i the
sense thar there is no bt o the distnenons in meaning that we can
apprehend. When we talk of what the speaker can do. in this special
sense of what he ‘can mean’, we imply that we can recognize signiticant
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differentiations within what he can mean, up to some point or other
which will be determined by the requirements of our theory. The
importance of a hypothesis about what the speaker can do in a social
context is that this makes sense of what he does. If we insist on drawing
a boundary between what he does and what he knows, we cannot
explain what he does; what he does will appear merely as a random
selection from within what he knows. But in the study of language in a
social perspective we need both to pay attention to what is said and at
the same time to relate it systematically to what might have been said
but was not. Hence we do not make a dichotomy between knowing
and doing; instead we place ‘does’ in the environment of ‘can do’, and
treat language as speech potential.

The tmage of language as having a ‘pure’ form (langue) that becomes
contaminated in the process of being translated into speech (parole) is of
little value in a soctological context. We do not want a boundary
between language and speech at all, or between pairs such as langue and
parole, or competence and performance — unless these are reduced to
mere synomvuts of ‘can do” and ‘does’. A more useful concept is that of
a range of behaviour potential determined by the social structure (the
context of culture), which is made accessible to study through its
association with significant social contexts (generalized contexts of
situation), and is actualized by the participants in particular instances of
these contexts or situation types.

There is no need to wait until some speaker is observed to produce a
particular urtterance, before one can take account of the relevant
features embodied in it. Sociolinguistic studies are not bounded by the
accidental frontiers of the data collected, although they do take such
data rather seriously. As Bemstein’s work has shown, there are many
ways of investigating the language behaviour associated with a social
context, ranging from hypothetico~-deductive reasoning through vari-
ous forms of elicitation to hopeful observation. All these are valid parts
of the invesugator’s equipment.

The study of language in a social context tends to mvolve a rather
lower degree of idealization than is customary in a psycho-philosophical
orientation. as we have noted already. But there 15 always some
idealization. tn any systematic enquiry. [t may be at a different place; the
type ot variition which is least significant for behavioural studies ny be
just chat which is most faithfully preserved in another approach ~
variation ix the ideational meaning, in the “content’ as this is usually
understood. We might for example be able to ignore distinctions such
as that between singular and plural, or between car and dog — if we were
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and perfonmnce, then these distinc-

ns would be relegated to performance ~ while insisting on the
between dor’t do that, you mustn’t do that, you’re
which differ simply 1n intonation, 1n

g the notion of competence

usin

tio
difference in meaning

not to do that, and other vanants

pausing and the like.

This overstates the position, no doubt. But 1t serves to underline the

point made earlier: that the object of attention 1n linguistic studies 1s

not, and never ¢an be, some sOTt of unprocessed Janguage event. When

language is studied 1 jal perspective, the object of attention is what
context; and the

n a soc
is usually referred to s text’, that is, language in a

text, whether 1 origin d, elicited or recorded, 1s an

idealized construction. But a
ce, or whatever = is well form
where by which to judge. It

‘autonomous' Ii

it was invente
1l this means 1 that a linguistic jtem — @
ed if it is well formed; there must
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nguistcs it is in
what the limits of

senten
be criteria from some
these critena within language: n
practice usually the orthography that 1s used O decide
relevant differentiation 3¢ since the orthography is itself a codified

form of idealization (rather as the ‘text’ of a piece of music 1s the SCOTE)-
Criteria are found more readily at the interfaces between language and
non-language, ¢;in 2 social

by reference 0 something outside languag
context, the degree and kind of idealization 15 determined at the socio-
semantic interface. In pr'mciple, w

hat is well formed 18 whatever can be
be interpretable as a possible selection within a set of options
d hypothesis about language behaviour; and
extrinsically motivated by reference ultimately
feature of the social structure.

The pcrspective is one in which there are rwo different but related
depths of focus. The more¢ immediate aim, from the point of view of
linguistics, is the intrinsic one of explaining the nature of language. This
implics an ‘nmonomous’ view of 1inguistics. There is also a further,

f the social structure, and

extrinsic Al that of explaning features O
using language © do so. This implies an “nstrumental’ approach. But

aldmately the pature of languase 18 c,\'p\:\incd i tens of 18 function 10
the social structure; so the pursui( of the first aim entails the pursui( of
the second. To anderstand language, we examine the way in which the
social structure s realized through language: how
ted. roles Jefined, aind pehaviour pateris made manitest.

The role of language the cducational process s a special aspect of
en language and social strueture. Bernstein's theories
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the explanation of the linguistic problems imposed by the educational
system on the child whose socialization has taken certain forms.
Bernstein’s concern is with the fundamental problem of persistence and
change in the social structure. Language is the principal means of
cultural transmission; but if we seek to understand how it functions in
this role, it is not enough just to point up odd instances of the reflection
of general sociological categories in this or that invented or recorded
utterance. An approach to this question presuppuses not only a theory
of social structure but also a theory of linguistic structure — and hence
may lead to further insights into the nature of language, by virtue of the
perspective which it imposes. The perspective is a ‘socio-semantic’ one,
where the emphasis is on function rather than on structure; where no
distinction is made between language and language behaviour; and
where the central notion is something like that of ‘meaning potential’ ~
what the speaker ‘can mean’, with what he ‘can say’ seen as a realization
of it.

Preoccupations of a sociological kind, which as was pointed out at

the beginning have for a long time held a place in linguistic studies,
assume a greater significance in the light of work such as Bernstein’s:
not only because Bernstein’s social theory is based on a concern with
language as the essential factor in cultural transmission, but also because
it has far-reaching implications for the nature of language itself. And
these, in tum, are very relevant to the educational problems from which
Bernstein started. Bernstein has shown the structural relationship
between language, the socialization process and education; it is to be
expected, therefore, that there will be consequences, for educational
theory and practice, deriving from the perspective on language that his
work provides. Some concept of the social functioning of language
must in any case always underlie the approach of the school towards its
responsibility for the pupil’s success in his mother tongue.
This paper was first prepared for the Second International Congress of
Applied Linguistics, Cambridge, Septemiber 1969, A revised version of
it was presented to the Oxford University Linguistic Society on 21
October 1969,
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Chapter Three

LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL MAN (1974).

1. Language and the environment

If we ever come to look back on the ideology of the 1970s, as suggested
by the writer of an imaginary “retrospect from 1980 published in the
Observer in the first issue of the decade, we are likely to see one theme
clearly standing out, the theme of ‘social man’. Not social man in
opposition to individual man, but rather the individual in his social
environment. What the writer was forecasting — and he seems likely to
be proved accurate — was, in effect, that while we should continue to be
preoccupied with man in relation to his surroundings, as we were in the
sixties, the seventies would show a change of emphasis from the purely
physical environment on to the social environment. This is not a new
concern, but it has tended up to now to take second place; we have
been more involved over the past 20 years with town planning and
urban rencwal, with the flow of traffic around us and above our heads,
and most recently with the pollution and destruction of our material
resources. This mevitably has distracted us from thinking about the
other part of our environmient, that which consists of people — not
people as mere quanta of humanity, so many to the square mile, but
other individuals with whom we have dealings of a more or less
personal kind.
The “eavironment” is social as wedl as physicad, and a state of well-
being, which depends on harmony with the environment, demands

Language and Social Mart, Schools Council Programtne i Lingunnes and Enghsh Teachmg: Papers,
Seriey 1, Vol 3, Londoa: Langman, 1974, Copyright &) Pearnon Education Linnted.
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harmony of both kinds. The nature of this state of well-being is what
environmental studies are about. Ten years ago we first came to hear of
“ergonomics”, the study and control of the environment in which
people work; many will remember London Transport’s advertising
slogan “How big is a bus driver?”’, announcing the design of new buses
“‘on ergonomic principles”. This was characteristic of the conception of
the environment at that time. Today we would find more emphasis laid
on the social aspects of well-being. No one would assert that the shape of
the bus driver’s seat is unimportant; but it no longer seems to be the
whole story. There are other aspects of environmental design which seem
at least as significant, and which are considerably more ditticult to adjust.

Consider for example the problem of pollution, the defensive
aspect of environmental design. The rubbish creep, the contamin-
ation of air and water, even the miost lethal processes of physical
pollution appear to be more tractable than the pollution in the social
environment that is caused by prejudice and animosity of race,
culture and class. These cannot be engineered away. One of the
more dangerous of the terms that have been coined in this area is
“social engineering”; dangerous not so much because it suggests
manipuladng people for evil ends — most people are alert to that
danger — but because it implies that the social environment can be
fashioned like the physical one, by methods of demolition and
construction, if only the plans and the machines are big enough and
.complicated enough. Some of the unfortunate effects of this kind of
thinking have been seen from time to time in the field of language
and education. But social well-being is not definable, or attainable, in
these terms.

“Education” may sound less exciting than social engincering, but it is
an older concept and one that is more relevant to our needs. If the
engineers and the town planners can mould the physical environment,
At 1s the teachers who exert the most influence on the social
cnvironment. They do so not by manipulating the social structure
(which would be the engineering approach) but by playing a major part
in the provess whereby a human being becomes social man. The school -
is the mamn line of defence against pollution in the human environment;
and we should not perhaps dismiss the notion of *defence’ o lightly,
because detensive action is often precisely what is needed. Preventive
medicine, atter all) is defensive medicine; and what che school tas failed
o prevent s left to society to cure,

In the development of the child as a social being language has the
central role. Language is the main channel through which the
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around, and it is natural to think of it as an interorganism
phenomenon to be studied from an interorganism point of view.
But it is also possible to investigate language from the standpoint of
the internal make-up of that organism: the brain structure, and the
cerebral processes, that are involved in its speaking and understanding
and also in its Jearning to speak and to understand. So there is an
intraorganism perspective on language as well as an interorganism
one. The two standpoints are complementary; but there tend to be
shifts of emphasis between them, trends and fashions in scholarship
which lead to concentration on one, for a time, at the expense of
the other. In the 1960s the major emphasis was on what we are
calling intraorganism studies, on the investigation of language as
knowledge, of ‘what the speaker knows’, running parallel to, and
probably occasioned by. the relative neglect of nman’s social
environment. There has now been a move back towards a greater
concern with the social aspects of language, a restoring of the balance
in linguistic studies, with account once more being taken of the
interorganism  factor — that of language as social behaviour, or
language 1 relation to social man.

A diagrammatic representation of the nature of linguistic studies and
their relation to other fields of scholarship will serve asa point of reference
tor the subsequent discussion. The diagram shows the domain of
language study — of linguistics, to give it its subject title — by a broken line;
everything within that Jine is an aspect or a branch of linguistic studies.

In the centre is a triangle, shown by a solid line, which marks off
what is the central area of language study, that of language as a
system. One way of saying what is meant by “central” here is that if
a student 1s taking linguistics as a university subject he will have to
cover this area as a compulsory pare of his course, whatever other
aspects he may choose to take up. There are then certain projections
trom the wangle, representing special sub-disciplines within  this
central ares: phonetics, historical linguistics and dialectology — the Tast
ot these best thought of in broader terms, as ihe study of language
varieties. These sometimes get excluded from the ceneral region, but
probably st linguists would agree in placing them within it; if one
could give 1 three-dimensional representation they would not look
like excrescences.

Then, cuwside  this triangle, are the principal  perspectives on
linguage e ke us beyond a consideration solely of language as a
system and. in so doing, mmpinge on other disciplines. Any study of
language mvolves some attention to other disciplines; one cannot
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language: ‘we concentrate mainly on literature here — we don’t do
much on language’, as if ‘concentrating on literature’ made it possible to
ignore the fact that literature is made of language. Similarly the
undergraduate is invited to ‘choose between lang. and lit.”. In fact the
distinction that is being implied is a perfectly meaningful one between
two different emphases or orientations, one in which the centre of
attention is the linguistic system and the other having a focus elsewhere;
but it is wrongly named, and therefore, perhaps, liable to be
misinterpreted. One can hardly take literature seriously without taking
language seriously; but language here is being looked at from a special
point of view.

The other two headings derive from the distinction we have just
been drawing between the intraorganism perspective, language as
knowledge, and the interorganism perspective, language as behaviour.
These both lead us outward from language as a system, the former into
the region of psychological scudies, the latter into sociology and related
fields. So in putting language into the context of ‘language and social
man’, we are taking up oune of the options that are open for the
relating ot language study to other fields of enquiry. This, broadly, is
the sociolinguistic option; and the new subject of sociolinguistics that
has come into prominence lately is a recognition of the fact that
language and society — or, as we prefer to think of it, language and
social man — is a unifted conception, and needs to be understood and
mivestigated as @ whole. Neither of these exists without the other:
there can be no social man without language, and no langnage without
social mun. To recognize this is no mere academic exercise; the whole
theory and practice of education depends on it, and 1t is no
exaggernon to suggest thar much of our failure i recent years —
the fatlure of the schools to come to grips with social pollution — can
be traced o a lack of insight into the nature of the relatonships

- between Linguage and sociery: specifically, of the processes, which are
very largely hnguistic processes, whereby a human organism turns into

a soctl being,

2. Interorganism and intraorganism perspectives

The dugram in Scection T osuggests a context for linguage study,
plicing @ m the environment of other felds of investiganon. It also
suggests where Clanguage and social man” it in to the ol pretare
of language study, The discussion of the diagram will perhaps have
imade at clear (and this harks back to what was said at the begining)
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that when we talk of “social man” the contrast we are making is
not that of social versus individual. The contrast is rather that of
social versus psychophysiological, the distinction which we have
attempted to draw in ‘terms of interorganism and intrzorganism
perspectives.

When we refer to social man, we mean the individual considered as a
single endty, rather than as an assemblage of parts. The distinction we
are drawing here is that between the behaviour of that individual, his
actions and interactions with his environment (especially that part of his
environment which consists of other individuals), on the one hand, and
on the other hand his biological nature, and in particular the internal
structure of his brain. In the first of these perspectives we are regarding
the individual as an integral whole, and looking at him from the
outside; in the second we are focusing our attention on the parts, and
looking on the inside, into the works. Language can be considered from
either of these points of view; the first is what we called on the diagram
‘language as behaviour’, the second ‘language as knowledge’.
“Language and social man” means language as a function of the
whole man; hence language man to man (interorganismy, or language as
human behaviour.

These are two complementary odentations. The distinction between
them is not a difficult one to make; in wself it is rather obvioys and
simple. But it has become complicated by the fact that it is possible to
embed one perspective inside the other: to treat language behaviour as
i 1t were an aspect of our knowledge of language (and hence to see 1t in
terms of the capacity of the human brain), and also, though in a rather
different sense, to treat the 1adividual s knowledge of fanguage as a form
of behaviour. In other words we can look at social facts from a
biological point of view, or at biological facts from a social point of
view. Let us try and explain this.

The study of language as knowledge is an attempt to find out what
zoes on inside the individual’s head. The question being asked i1s what
are the mechamsims of the bram that are nvolved i speaking and
understanding, and what must the structure of the brain be like in order
for the individual to be able to speak and understand language, and to
be able to learn o do se. . :

Now onc inporint et about speaking and understinding language
is that it always wakes phice i a context. We do not simiply “know” our
mother tongue as an abseract system of vocal signals. or asaf it was some
sort of a granumar book with a dicionary attached. We know it the
sense of knowing how 1o use it we know how to communicate with
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other people, how to choose forms of language that are appropriate to
the type of situation we find ourselves in, and so on. All this can be
expressed as “know how to”, as a form of knowledge: we know how to
behave linguistically. '

Therefore it is possible, and is in fact quite usual in what is nowadays
called “sociolinguistics”’, to look at language behaviour as a type of
knowledge; so that although one’s attention 1s focused on the social
aspects of language — on language as communication between
organisms — one 1is still asking what is essenually an intraorganism
kind of question: how does the individual know- how to behave in this .
way? We might refer to this as psychosociolinguistics: it is the external
behaviour of the organism looked at from the point of view of the
internal mechanisms which control it.

We said above that the two perspectives were complementary and it
would be reasonable to conclude that they are really inscparable one
fron1 the other. But if so the inseparability holds in both directions. It is
truc that the individual’s potential for linguistic interaction with others
implies certain things about the internal make-up of the individual
himself. But the converse is also true. The fact that the brain has the
capacity to store language and use it for effective communication
implies that communication takes place: that the individual has a
‘behaviour potential’ which characterizes his interaction with other
individuals of his species.

Since no doubt the human brain evolved in its present torm
through the process of human beings communicating with one
another, the latter perspectve is likely to be highly significant from an
evolutionary point of view. But that is not our main point of
departure here. Therc is a more immediate sense in which the
individual. considered as one who can speak and understand and read

“and wrnte. who has a ‘mother tongue’, needs to be seen in a social

perspecnve. This concerns the part that language has played in his own
development as an individual. Let us start with the notion of the
mdividual human organism, the human being as a biological specimen. -
Like the individual in many other species, he is destined to become
one of a group; but unlike those of all ocher species, he achieves this -
not wholiv, but criticaily — through language. 1t is by means of
liuguage that the ‘human being’ becomes one of a group of ‘people’.
But ‘people’, in turn, consist of ‘persons’; by virtue of his participation
in a group the individual is no longer simply a biological specimen of
humanity = he is a person. Again language is the essential clement in
the process; since it is largely the linguistic interchange with the group
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Let us now interpret this in terms of a perspective on language. We
have gone some way round in order to reach this particular angle of
vision, certainly oversimplifying the picture and perhaps seeming to
exaggerate the importance of language in the total process. The
justification for this is that we have been trying to achieve a perspective
that will be most relevant in an educational context. From this point of
view, language is the medium through which a human being becomes a
personality, in consequence of his membership of society and his
occupancy of social roles. The concept of language as behaviour, as a
form of interaction between man and man, is turned around, as it were,
so that it throws light on the individual: the formation of the personality
is itself a social process, or a complex of social processes, and language —
by virtue of its social functions — plays the key part in it. Hence just as
the view ot language as knowledge, which is essentially an individual
orientation, can be used to direct attention outwards, through such
concepts as the speech act, towards language in society, so the
essentially social interpretation of language as behaviour can be used to
direct attention on to the individual, placing him in the human
environment, as we expressed it earlier, and explaining his linguistic
potential, as speaker-hearer and writer-reader, in these terms. This does
not presuppose, or preclude, any particular theory about the nature of
the mental processes that are involved i his muastery of language, either
mn how he speaks and understands or in how he learnt to do so in the
first place. There are conflicting psychological theories on these
questions, as o we shall see in the next section; but our present

perspective s neutrai in their regard.

The abihiv to speak and understand, and the development of this
ability in the chald, are essential ingredients in the life of social man. To
approach these from the outside, as interorganism phenomena, is to
take 2 funcuonal view of language. The social aspect of language
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becomes the reference point for the biological aspect, rather than the
other way round. In the next two sections we shall consider briefly

what this means.

3. A functional approach to language and language
development
In the fast part of this paper we shall suggest a number of specific topics
which nught be explored, both inside and outside the school, as a way
of finding out for oneself more about the nature of language and its
place in the life of social man. These are related to the general
perspective outlined in Section 2, that of the individual as seen through
the lens of his membership of ‘society” — that is, in the context of other
individuals; with his language potential being understood as the
medium by which the relationships into which he enters are established,
developed and maintained. This means that we are taking a functional
view of language, in the sense that we are interested in what language
can do, or rather in what the speaker, child or adult, can do with it; and
that we try to explain the nature of language, its mternal organization
and patterning, in terms of the functions that it has evoived to serve,
First of all, therefore, we should look briefly into the question of
linguistic function, and say a little about it, both in regard to what
language is and in regard to how it is learnt by a child. Let us take the
latter point first, and consider a fuuctional approach to the question of
how the child learns his mother tongue. This process, the leamning of
the miother tongue, is often referred to as “language acquisition”. This
seems rather an unfortunate termy because it suggests that language is
some kind of a comumodity to be acquired, and, although the nietaphor
is innocent enough in itself, if it is taken too literally the consequernces
can be rather harmful. The use of this metaphor has led to the belief in
what is known as a “deficit theory” of language learning, as a means of
explaining ‘how children come to fail in school: the suggestion that
certain children, perhaps because of their social background, have not
acquired enough of this conmnodity called language, and in order o
help them we must send relief supplies. The implication is that there is a
gap to be filled, and from this derive various coutpensatory pracuces,
that iy be largely irrelevant to the children’s needs. Now this is a false
and misleading view of language and of educational fature; and while
one should not make too much of one it of terminology, we prefer
to avoid the term “language acquisition” and return to the earlier and
entirely appropriate designation of “language development’™.
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In the psychological, or psycholinguistic, sphere, there are two main
types of approach to the question of language development. These have
been referred to as the “nativist” and the “environmentalist” position.
Everyonc agrees, of course, that human beings are biologically
endowed with the ability to learn language, and that this is a uniquely
human attribute — 1o other species has it, however much a chimpanzee
or a dolphin may be trained to operate with words or symbols. But the
nativist view holds that there is a specific language-learning faculty,
distinct from other learning faculties, and that this provides the human
infant with a ready-inade and rather detailed blueprint of the structure
of language. Learning one’s mother tongue consists in fitting the
patterns of whatever language he hears around him into the framework
which he ﬂlfCﬂdy.possesses. The environmentalist view considers that
language leaming is not fundamentally distinct from other kinds of
learning; it depends on those same mental faculties that are involved in
all aspects of the child's leaming processes. Rather than having built in
to his genetic make-up a set of concrete universals of language, in this
view what the child has is the ability to process certain highly abstract
types of cognitive relation which underlie (among other things) the
linguistic system; the very specific properties of language are not innate,
and theretore the child is more dependent on his environnient — on the
language he hears around him, together with the contexts in which it 1s
uttered — for the successful learing of his mother tongue. In 2 s2nse,
therefore, the difference of views is a recurrence of the cld controversy
of nature and nurture, or heredity and environment, in a new guise.

Each ot'these vicws can be criticized, although the critcisms that are
actually made oftea relate to particular models of the learning process
that have no necessary connection with a nativist or environmencalist
position. For example, it is sometimes assumed that an environmentalist
interpretation implies some form of behaviourist theory, an essentially
stimulus-response, associationist view of learning; but this is totally
untrue. Equally. the nativist view is by no means dependent on the
notion that learning proceeds by fitting items into the marked slots
which nature provided and running the machine to test whether the
match is appropriate. The differences between nativist and environ-
mentalist are differences of emphasis, among other things in their ideas
concermng die essendal character of language, where they stem from
two rather different traditions. Broadly speaking, the macivist model
reflects the ehilosopineal-logical serand in the history ol thinking about

linguage, with s sharp distinction between the ideal and the real
(which Chomsky calls “competence” and “performance”) and its view
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_ essentially rules of syntax- The environmentalist
dition, which rejects the distinction of

grammatical as, by and ,

of language as “rules”
represents the ethnographic tr

ideal and real, defines what is
acceptable, and sees language as relations pased on meaning, with

meaning defined in terms of function. To this extent the TWO
interpretations ar¢ complementary rather than contradictory; but they
have tended to become associated  with conflicting psychological
theories and thus to be strongly counterposed one against the other.
One argument often put forward in support of a nativist approach
must be dismissed as fallacious; this is the theory of the unstructured
mput, according O which the child cannot be dependent on what he
hears around him because what he lears is no more than bits and pieces
_— unfinished or ungrammatical sentences, full of hesitauions, back-
tracking, unrelated fragments and the bke. This idea seems to have
arisen because the earliest tape recordings of connected discourse that
linguists analysed were usually recordings of intellectual conversations,
which do tend t0 be very scrappy, since the speakers ar€ having to plan
as they go along and the premises are constandly shifang, and which are
also largely insulated from the immediate Gituation, so that there are no
contextual clues. But it is not in fact true of the ordinary everyday

speech that typically surrounds the small child, which is fluent, highly
structured, and closely related to the non—verbal context of situation.
Moreover 1t tends to have very few deviations in it 1 found m sself
when observing the language spoken to, and in the presence of, a small

child that almost Al the sequences WeIe well formed and whole,
acceptable even to the sternest grmnmatical lawgiver. Of course the fact
that the notion ofunstructurcd input 15 unsound does not disprove the
nativist theory; it merely removes one of the arguments that has been

used to support it.
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language is a form of interaction, and it is learnt through interaction;
this, essentially, is what makes it possible for a culture to be transmitted
from one¢ generation to the next.

In a functional approach to language development the first question
to be asked is, “what are the functions that language serves in the life of
an infant?’ This might seem self-contradictory, if an infant is one who
does not yet speak; but the paradox is intentional — before he has
mastered any recognizable form of his mother tongue the child already
has a linguistic system, in the sense that he can express certain meanings
through the consistent use of vocal sounds. There are, perhaps, four
main reasons for putting the question in this form.

1. We can ask the same question at any stage in the life of the individual,
up to and including adulthood; there have in fact been a number of
functional theories of adult and adolescent language.

2. Je is much easier to answer the question in respect of a very young
child; the earlier one starts, the more clear-cut the functions are
(whereas with an approach based on structure, the opposite is the
casc: it 1s in general harder to analyse the structure of children’s
specch than of adults).

3. We can reasonably assume that the child is functionally motivated; if
language is for the child a means of attaining social ends — that is, ends
which are important to him as a social being — we need leok no
further than this for the reasons why he learns it.

4. A functional approach to language, if it includes a developmental
perspective, can throw a great deal of light on the nature of language
itselt. Language is as it is because of what it has to do.

To these we might add a fifth, though this is not so much a reason for
asking the question as an incidental bonus for having done so. One of
tlhe problems in studying the language of a very young child is that of
knowing what'is language and what is not. We can answer that, in a
functional context, by saying that any vocal sound (and any gesture, if

the defimton is made to include gesture) which is interpretable by -

reference 10 a recognized function of language is language — provided
always that the relationship of sound to meaning is regular and
consistent The production ot a sound tor the purpose of practicing that
sound is : means of learning language, but is not isell an instance of
Linguage. The production of a sound for the purpose of attracting
attention i language, once we have reason to assert that ‘attracting
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attention’ 1s 2 meaning that fits in with the functional potem:ial of

language at this stage of development.
early stages of language development form 2

Looking at the

functional viewpoint, we can follow the process whereby the child

gradually ‘learns how O mean’ — for this ;s what first-language learning

is. If there is anything which the child can be said to be acquiring, 1t isa

range of potential, which we could refer to as his meaning potential.

This consists in the mastery of a small number of elementary functions
eaning within each one. The

of language, and of a range of choices in m
the functional

choices are very few at first, but they expand rapidly as
success: the sounds that the child

potentin\ of the system 1 reinforced by
makes do in fact achieve the desired results, at least on 2 significant
for taking the

pumber of occasions, and this provides the impetus
As an example, Nigel, whose language I studied in

ages from the age of nine months onwards,
s and one or tWO meanings in
had a recognizable linguistic
different meanings; these were

learly dentifiable functions (the first four in the list
thers, what we might transiate as ‘do that

right now!”, ‘1 want my 0y bird down’ and ‘nice to see yoih shall we
look at this picture together?’ By 16/ months, when he was on the
threshold of the second phase of language development, the move 1nt0
English (or whatever language is going to be the mother tongue), he
had six functions and a total of 50 meanings that he could, and rcgu\nr\y

did, express.
In studymg Nigel's progress I us
functions which 1 had worked out — before he was borm — 1N the course

of discussion with my colleagues in the Programme in Linguistics and

English Teaching. Teachers taking part in the trials of the materials
which were being produccd by the Programme had often felt the need
information about how children learn language, with the
cmph;\sis on use rather than on structures and the Home Office
Children’s Department Development Group, on behalf of those of the
rs who were from approvcd schools (as they were then), had
called a conference on “Language, Life and Learning , at which 1 put
{ what languaage peeans ro the prc—schoo\ child, as

f what be 1 able to do with it. This involved asct

s follows:

process further.
successive six-weekly st
started apparently with just two function

each. At 102 months, when he first

system, he could express 2 total of 12

deyived from four ¢
below) and included, among ©

ed as the framework a set of

for more

teache

forward an outhne 0
undcrstood in ernms o

of seven ininal funcoons,
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. Instrumental (‘I want’): satisfying material needs

Regulatory (‘do as I tell you’): controlling the behaviour of others
{nteractional (‘me and you’): getting along with other people
Personal (‘here [ come’): identifying and expressing the self
Heuristic (‘tell me why’): exploring the world around (and inside
one)

Imaginative (‘let’s pretend’): creating a world of one’s own
Informative (‘'ve got something to tell you’): communicating new
information.

CESR RS

N o

These headings served as a useful basis for following the developmental
progress of an infant, whose early vocal sounds, although still
prelinguistic in the sense that they were not modelled on the English
language, were used effectively for just these purposes — to obtain goods
or services that he required (instrumental), to influence the behaviour of
those closest to him (regulatory), to maintain his emotional ties with
them (interactional), and so on. The meanings that he can express at this
stage — the nuimnber of different things that he can ask for, for example —
are naturally very restricted; but he has internalized the fact that language
serves these purposes, and it is significant that for each of them he has
one generalized expression, meaning simply ‘I want that’ or ‘do that!”
etc., where the interpretation is given by the situation (e.g. ‘I want that
spoon’ or 'go on singing’), as well as a number of specific expressions,
very few at first but soon growing, and soon becoming independent of
the presence of the object or other visible sign of his intent.

So by adopting a functional standpoint we can go back to the
beginning of the child’s language development, reaching beyond the
point where he has started to master structures, beyond even his first
words, it by “words” we mean items derived from the adult language;
and taking as the foundations of language those early utterances which
are not vet English or French or Swahili or Urdu but which every
parent recognizes as being meaningful, quite distinet from crying and
sneezing and the other non-linguistic noises the child makes. At this
stage, the child's utterances cannot readily be ‘translated’ into the adult
language. Just as we cannot adequately represent the sounds he makes
by spelling them, cither in the orthography of the mother tongue or
even in phonetic seript, because the system which these symbols impose
is too detaled and specific, so also we cannot adequately represent the
meanings the child expresses in terms of adult granymar and vocabulary.
The child's experience differs so widely from that of the adult that there
1s only a very partial correspondence between his meanings and those
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that the adult is predisposed to recognize. But if his utterances are
interpreted in the light of particular functions, which are recognizable
to the adult as plausible ways of using language, it becomes possible to
bridge the gap between them ~ and in this way to show how the
infant’s linguistic system ultimately evolves and develops into that of the
adult, which is otherwise the most puzzling aspect of the language
development process. By the time he reached the age of 18 months,
Nigel could use language effectively in the instrumental, regulatory,
mnteractional and personal functions, and was beginning to use it for
pretend-play (the ‘imaginative’ function), and also heuristically, for the
purpose of exploring the environment. Now for the first time he
launched into English, making rapid strides in vocabulary and grammar;
and it was very clear from a study of his speech that his principal motive
for doing so was the use of language as a learning device.

In order for language to be a means of learning, it is essential for the
child to be able to encode in language, through words and structures,
his experience of processes of the external world and of the people and

things that participate in them.

4. Language and social structure

In Section 3, we considered the process of learning the mother tongue

from a functional point of view, interpreting it as the progressive

mastery of a number of basic functions of language and the buiiding up

of 2 ‘meaning potential’ in respect of each. Here we are adopting a

sociolinguistic perspective on language — or rather a perspective which

m terms of the earlier discussion would be interorganism. Language 1s
being regarded as the encoding of a ‘behaviour potential’ mto a
‘meaning potential’; that is, as a means of expressing what the human
organism ‘can do’, in interaction with other human organisms, by
turning 1t into what he ‘can mean’. Whart he can mean (the semantic
system) s, in turn, encoded into what he fean say’ (the lexicogramma-
tical system, or granumar and vocabulary); to use our own folk-linguistic
terminology, meanings are expressed i wordings. Wordings are,
fimally, recoded into sounds (it would be nice if we could say
soundings’, but this usage. although not impossible, is rare), or spellings
(the phonological and orthographic systems).

This perspective is vatuable to the hnguist because it aftords an msight
o why language is as 1t is. There is no o prferi reason why human
language should have taken just the evolutionary path thao it has wken
and no other; our brains could have produced a symbolic system of
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quite a different kind. But if we consider what language is required to

do for us, there are certain functions which it must fulfil in all human .

cultures, regardless of differences in the physical and material environ-
ment. These are functions of a very general kind.

1. Language has to interpret the whole of our experience, reducing the
indefinitely varied phenomena of the world around us, and also of the
world inside us, the processes of our own consciousness, to a
manageable number of classes of phenomena: types of processes,
events and actions, classes of objects, people and institutions, and the
like.

2. Language has to express certain elementary lagical relations, like ‘and’
and ‘or’ and ‘if’, as well as those created by language itself such as
‘namely’, ‘says’ and ‘means”.

3. Language has to express our participation, as speakers, in the speech
situation; the roles we take on ourselves and impose on others; our
wishes, feelings, attitudes and judgements.

4. Language has to do all these things simulaneously, in a way which
relates what is being said to the coutext in which it is being said, both
to what has been said before and to the ‘context of situation’; in other
words, it has to be capable of being organized as relevant discourse,
not just as words and sentences in a grammar book or dictionary.

It is the demands posed by the service of these functions which have
moulded the shape of language and tixed the course of its evolution.
These functions are built in to the semantic system of language, and
they form the basis of the grammatical organization, since the task of
grammar is to encode the meanings deriving from these various
functions into articulated structures. Not only are these functions served
by all languages, at least in their adult form; they have also determined
the way human language has evolved.

~So when we study the language development of young children, we
are really investigating two questions at once. The finst concerns the
language they invent for themselves, on the basis of the set of
elementary uses or functions of language which reflect the develop-"
mental needs, potentialities and achievements of the infant — instru~
mental. regularory and so on. The second concerns their transition to
the adul: Linguage, a language which is still functional in its origins but
where the concept of ‘function’” has undergone a significant change: it
s no longer simply synonymous with ‘use’. but has become much
more abstract, a kind of ‘metafunction’ through which all the
innumerztle concrete uses of language which the adule engages in
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are given symbolic expression in a systematic and finite form. To what
extent the individual child traces the evolutionary path n moving from
one to the other s immaterial; it appears that at 2 certain point he
abandons 1t, and takes a leap directly nto the adult system- Be that as it
may, he has to make the transition, and in doing O he carves out ror
himself a rout€ that reflects the particular circumstances of his own
individual history and experence. Geoffrey Thomton expresses this

very well when he says that the language which each child learns “1s 2
It 15 an inhentance because he 1s endowed, as 3
rely by growing

the capacity to Jearn language m¢
hich language 1s being used around him. It 1
unique, because no two people occupy identical places in an

environment where language Jearning 1s taking place, and this must
mean that the Janguage learnt is unique to the individual” (Exploring

Language, P- 48). .
This takes us pack to the perspective outlined 10 Section 2
Biologically, we ar¢ all alike, 1n sO far as the 1anguage—\eam.ing capacity

is concerned; W€ have this ability, asa spccies,just as we have the ability t0
ndependent of the usual measures

stand upright and walk, and it is quite i

of“intelligence” in whatever form. Ecologically, on the other hand, each
one of us 1s unique; since the environmental pattern? s never exactly
d, and one individual's experience ;s never the same as another’s.
ness of the individual, in terms of his person: 1

alified by reference tO the culture. Our

environment 1s shaped by the culture, and the conditions under which
we learn language are largely culturally determined. This point 1
signif\cant al twWo levels, one of which is very obvious, the other less sO.
|t is obviously true in the sense that a child learns the language he hears

Engl'\sh—speaking society, he

around hiny; if he 1s growing up in an
learns English. This 15 a matter of the linguistic environment, which 1s

itself part of the culture, butin 2 special sense. Moreover he learns that
dialectal varety of English which belongs t© his particular socioregional
subculure: working-class London, urban middie-class Northern, rural
Doret, and so on (Fle iy of course learn more than one dialecr. or
¢ language, if the culture Is a plumlistic' one, O under
) leis cqually truc. but much less obvious,
another sense: namely it rhe enlrure shapes our behaviour patterns,
1 of our pehaviour 1 mediated dhrongh languase- The

f behavioural settngs

gue i the context ©
and cnunci:\tcd for him,

| interacgion and the

unique inhentance.
human bemng, with
up in an environment nw

repeate
However, the unique
expenence, must be qu

more than on
other special conditions

and a great dea
child tearns his mother ton

norms of the culture
justruction, persona

where the are acted out

setangs of p:n‘cnml control,
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like; and, reciprocally, he is ‘socialized’ into the value systems and
behaviour patterns of the culture through the use of language at the
saine time as he is learning it.

We can now see the relevance of this to linguistic theories of
educational failure, which were referred to briefly in the last section.
There has been much discussion of educability lately, and various
theories have been put forward. One school of thought has concen-
trated on the effect of the child’s linguistic environment — namely, the
particular form of language he has grown up to speak. In practice, since
educational failure is largely a symptom found in the urban lower
working class, this means the particular socioregional dialect; and we
find two versions of the ‘language failure’ theory here, sometimes
known as the “‘deficit theory” and the “difference theory’’. According
to the deficit theory, the child’$ language is simply defective; 1t Jacks
some essential elements — it is deficient, perhaps, in sounds, or words, or
structures. Now this is not merely nonsense; it is dangerous nonsense.
Unfortunately it has rarely been explicitly denied; probably because, as
the Amencan educator Joan Baratz put 1t, “linguists . .. consider such a
view of language so absurd as to make them feel that nobody could
possibly believe it and therefore to refute it would be a great waste of
time””. There is no such thing as a deficient social dialect. But, on the
other hand, if a teacher believes that there is, and that some or all of his
pupils speak one, then, as Frederick Williams has very convincingly
shown in his investigations in American schools, he thercby predisposes
the children to linguistic failure. This is known as the ‘stercotype
hypothesis': children, no less than adults, will come to behave like the
stercotype to which they are consigned.2

This then leads us into the “difference” version of the theory,
according to which the problem is not that the child’s speech s
deficient but that it is different — different, in implication, from some
received standard or norm. This would obviously be important if it
meant that the child did not understand the language in which he was
being taught (as happens with many inmmigrant children). But for the
native English-speaking child, this is not the problem. Wherever he
contes from. and whatever section of society he conies from, the speech
differences are relatively slight and supcrﬂtin‘.. and in any case he has
clsewhere, so

heard the teacher’s language frequently on television and
ferstanding

that he never has more than very temporary ditticulty i unc
it, and in tact is usually rather competent at nmnitating 1t — an activity,
however, which he tends to consider more appropriate to the
playground than to the classroonm. So the difference theory resolves
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iself into a question of prejudice: if the child fails as a result of
differences between his language and that of the school, it is not because
there are difficulties of understanding, but because the child’s variety of
English carries a social stigma: it is regarded by society as inferior. If
‘society’ here includes the teacher, the child is, effectively, condemned
to failure from the start.

To that extent, then, the difference theory, unlike the deficit theory,
is at least partially true: there are prejudices against certain varieties of
English, and they are shared by some teachers. But they are by no
means shared by all teachers; and it is difficult to believe that this factor
by itself could be sufficient explanation of the full extent of educational
failure, especially since children have a great capacity for adaptation — if
one form of behaviour does not pay off they will usually switch to
another, and they are quite capable of doing so where language is
concerned. Moreover the prejudices are getting less, whereas the
general view is that educational failure is increasing.

We have. then to try another angle, and this is where the functional
perspective comes in. Fundamentally, educational failure is a social
problem, not a linguistic one; but it has a linguistic aspect, which we
can begin to understand if we consider the cultural environiment in the
second of the two senses mentioned above. It is not the linguistic
environment in the sense of which language or dialect the child learns
to speak that matters, so much as the cultural or subcultural
environment as this is embodied in and tansmitted through the
language. In other words, the ‘language difference’ may be significant,
but if so it 1s a difference of function rather than of form.

It is this fundamental insight which lies behind Professor Bernstein’s
theoretical and empirical work in the field of language and society;
together with a further insight, namely that what determines the actual
cultural-linguistic configuration is, essentially, the social structure, the
system of social relations, in the family and other key social groups,

which is characteristic of the particular subculture. Bernstein (Class,
Codes and Control, Vol [ p. 122) writes: "A number of fashions of
speaking, frames of consistency, are possible in any given hinguage and

... these fashions of speaking, linguistic forms or codes, are themselves a
function of the formt social relanons take. According to this view, the
form of the social relation or, more generally, the social structure
generates distinet hingutsue forms or codes and these codes essentially
transintt the adtre and so constrain belrapions™ (his italics). Since, m the
wards of the American sociologist and linguist William Stewart, V'so
much of human  behaviour is socially conditioned rather  than
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genetically determined”, it is not difficult to suppose an intimate
connection between language on the one hand and modes of thought
and behaviour on the other.’

Bernstein has investigated how this connection is made, and suggests
that it is through linguistic codes, or fashions of speaking, which arise as
a consequence of the social structure and the types of social relation
associated with it. As Mary Douglas put it, “The control [of thought] is
not in the speech forms but in the set human relations which generate
thought and speech” (1972, p. 312).

What arc these linguistic codes, or fashions of speaking? They relate,
essentially, to the functional account of language. It is not the words and
the sentence structures — still less the pronunciation or “‘accent’” — which
make the difference between one type of code and another; it is the
relative emphasis placed on the different functions of language, or, to
put it more accurately, the kinds of meaning that are typically associated
witii them. The *“fashions of speaking™” are sociosemantic in nature; they
are patterns of meaning that emerge, more or less strongly, in particular
contexts, especially those relating to the socialization of the child in the
family. Hence although each child’s language-learning environment is
unique, he also shares certain commion features with other children of a
similar social background; not merely in the superficial sense that the
material environments may well be alike — in fact they may not ~ but in
the deeper sense that the forms of social relation and the role systems
surrounding him have their effect on the kind of choices in meaning
which will be highlighted and given prominence in different types of
situation. Peter Doughty comments “‘the terms elaborated and restricted
refer to characteristic ways of using language to interact with other
human beings; they do not suggest that there are two kinds of ‘meaning
potential’ (Exploring Language, pp. 104-5).

This dependence on social structure is not merely unavoidable, it is
essential to the child’s development; he can develop only as social man,
and cheretore his experience must be shaped in ways which make hima
member ot society and his particular section of it. It becomes restrictive
only where the social structure orients the child’s thinking away from
the modes of experience that the school requires. To quote Bernstein
again, “the different focusing of experience ... creares a major problem

of educalnlity only where the school produces discontinuity between its
svibolic orders and those of the child™ (1971, pp. 183=4). In other
words, the processes of becoming educated require that the child’s
meaning potential should have developed along certain lines in certain
types ol context, especially in relation to the exploration of the
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)

) environment and of his own part in it. Te what extent this requirement
is inherent in-the very concept of education, and to what extent it is
merely a feature of education as it is at present organized in Britain and
other highly urbanized societies, we do not know; but as things are,
certain ways of organizing experience through language, and of
participating and interacting with people and things, are necessary to
success in school. The child who is not predisposed to this type of
verbal exploration in this type of experiential and interpersonal context
“1s not at home in the educational world”, as Bernstein puts it.
Whether a child is so predisposed or not turns out not to be any innate
property of the child as an individual, an inherent limitation on his
mental powers, as used to be generally thought; it is merely the result of
a mismatch between his own symbolic orders of meaning and those of
the school, a mismatch that results from the different patterns of
socialization that characterize different sections of society, or subcul-
tures, and which are in tumn a function of the underlying social relations
in the family and elsewhere. Mary Douglas says of Bernstein that he asks
“what structuring in society itself calls for its own approprnate structures
of speech™ (1972, p. 5); and she goes on to add “A common speech

)
)
)
)
)
]
)
)
] form transmits much more than words; it transmits a hidden baggage of
)
]
)
J
)
)
]
)

shared assumptions”, a “collective consciousness that consututes the

" social bond”.
It is all too easy to be aware of subcultural differences in speech

forms, because we are all sensitive to differences of dialect and accent.
Unfortunately this is precisely where we go wrong, becausc differences
of dialect and accent are in themselves irrelevant; in Bernstein’s words,
“There is nothing, but nothing, in the dialect as such, which prevents a
child from intemalizing and leamning to use universalistic meanings”,
and dialect is a problem ouly if it is made a problem artificially by the
prejudice and ignorance of others. It is much harder to become aware
of the significant differences, which are masked by dialectal vanation
(and by no means always correspond to dialect distinctions), and which
do not appear in any obvious form, as differences in vocabulary or
gramnuatical structure. We are sull far from bemg able 1o give a

q

comprehensive or systematic account of the finguistic realizations of .

Bernstein's codes or of the ways in which language operates in the

transmission of culture. But the perspective s that of language and

) social man, and the functional investigation of language and language
development provides the basis for understanding.

I essence, what seems to happen is dhis. The child first constructs a

language in the form of a range of meanings that relate directly to

87




SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

certain of his basic needs. As time goes on, the meanings become more
complex, and he replaces this by a symbolic system — a semantic system
with structural realizations — that is based on the language he hears
around him; this is what we call his “mother tongue”. Since this is
learnt, and has in fact evolved, in the service of the same basic functions,
it 1s, essentially, a functional system; but its functionality is now built in
at a very abstract level. This is what was referred to at the beginning of
this section, when we said that the adult linguistic system has, in etlect,
the four generalized functional components, or metafunctions, experi-
ential, logical, interpersonal and textual. These form the basis for the
organization of meaning when the child moves from his original
protolanguage into language proper.

But he does not abandon the original concrete functional elements of
the system as he invented it. These still define the purpose for which
language is used; and out of them evolve the social contexts and
situation types thac make up the patterns of use of language in daily life
- including those contexts that Bernstein has shown to be critical in the
socialization process. Herein lies the basis of the significant subcultural
variation that we have been looking at. In which particular contexts of
use will the child bring to bear which portions of the functional
resources of the system? Seen from a linguistic point of view, the
different “codes”, as Bernstein calls them, are different strategies of
language use. All human beings put language to certain types of use, and
all of them learn a linguistic system which has evolved in that context;
but whart aspects of the systein are typically deployed and emphasized in
one type of use or another is to a significant extent determined by the
culture — by the systems of social relations in which the child grows up,
including the roles he himself learns to recognize and to adopt. All
children have access to the meaning potential of the system; but they
may differ. because social groups differ, in their interpretation of what
the situadon demands.

5. Language and situation

Children grow up, and their language grows up with them. By the age
of two snd a half or even earlicr the child has mastered the adult
language system; the framework is all there. He will spend the rest of
his childrood — the rest of his life. even — mastering  the adult
language.

Language, as we have stressed, Is a potential: it is what the speaker
can do. What a person can do in the linguistic sense, thatis, what he can
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do as speaker/hearer, is equivalent to what he ‘can mean’; hence the
description of langnage as a ‘meaning potential’.

To describe language as a potential does not mean we are not
interested in the actual, in what the speaker does. But in order to make
sense of what he does, we have to know what he can do. This is true
whatever our particular angle on language, whether we are looking at it
as behaviour, or as knowledge (Chomsky’s “competence™), or as art:
what 1s, the actual sentences and words that constitute our direct
experience of language, derives its significance from what could be. But
it 1s in the social perspective that we are best able to explain what is,
because we can pay attention to situations of language use, taking
account of the non-linguistic factors which serve as the controlling
environment. It is at least theoretically possible to look at the ‘actual’
from a psycholinguistic viewpoint (so-called “theories. of perform-
ance™), but it has not yet been shown to be very fruitful.

When we come to examine the adult language in its contexts of use,
we at once run up agamst the difficulty that the one thing we cannot
specify 1s what the ‘use’ of any given utterance is. Nor can we
enumerate the total set of possible uses for language as a whole. We
cannot draw up a general list setting out the adult’s uses of language, in
the way that we were able to do for the developmental functions in the
language of the very small child. Or rather — what amounts to the same
thing — we could draw up a hundred and one such lists, and there
would be no means of preferring one list over another. Then when we
came to consider actual instances we should have to recognize that in
any particular utterance the speaker was in fact using language in a
number of different ways, for a variety of different purposes, all at the
same ume. The use of language 1s not a simple concept.

Nevertheless 1t is a very helpful one, without which we cannot
explain either the vartation we find within a language — the different
styles, levels of formality and so on — or the nature of language itself.
The Jatrer is outside our scope here, although we referred in the
preceding section to the inherendy funcuonal organization of the
linguistic system.’

But the former s fundamental to any consideration of language m an
cducational context. The ability to control the varictics of ‘one’s
language that are apprepriate to different uses s one of the cornerstones
of linguistic suceess, not least for the school pupil. (For an excellene

fo See turthier MUAL KL Halhday, Explorateons vr the Funenone f L, London: Edwar

19735,
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discussion of ‘differences according to use’ see Doughty, Pearce and
Thornton 1972, Chapter 11: ‘Diversity in written English® by John
Pearce.)

The basic concept here is that of ‘context of situation’, originally
suggested by Malinowski and subsequently elaborated by Firth (see ].
R. Firth 1950: ‘Personality and language in society’). Essentially what
this implies is that language comes to life only when functioning in
some environment. We do not experience language in isolation — if we
did we would not recognize it as language ~ but always in relation to a
scenario, some background of persons and actions and events from
which the things which are said derive their meaning. This is referred to
as the “situation”, so language is said to function in “‘contexts of
situation” and any account of language which fails to build in the
situation as an essential ingredient is likely to be artificial and
unrewarding.

[t is important to qualify the notion of ‘situation’ by adding the word
“relevant”’. The ‘context of situation’ does not refer to all the bits and
pieces of the material environment such as might appear if we had an
audio and video recording of a speech event with all the sights and
sounds surrounding the utterances. It refers to those features which are
relevant to th: speech that is taking place. Such features may be very
concrete and immediate, as they tend to be with young children whose
remarks often bear a direct pragmatic refation to the environment, e.g.
some more! "l want some more of what I've just been eating’. But they
may be quite abstract and remote, as in a technical discussion among
experts, where the ‘situation’ would include such things as the
particular problem they were trying to solve and their own training and
experience. while the immediate surroundings of objects and cvents
would probably contain nothing of relevance at all. Even where the
speech does relate to the immediate environment, it is likely that only
certam features of it will be the relevant ones; for example, is it the
presence of a particular individual that matters, or s it a certain role
relationship, no matter who is occupying the roles in question? If John

says I lore you, it presumably does matter that it was said to Mary and -

not Jane: but if he says Canr you put up a prescription for me?, what is
relevant in that situation is the role of dispensing chenist, and not the
identiny of the individual who happens to be occupving it at that
particular ume and place.

In general, the ability to use language in abstract and indirect contexts
of situation is what distinguishes the speech of adults from that of
children. Learning language consists in part in learning to free it from
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the constraints of the immediate environment. This process begins
very early in life, when the child first learns to ask for things that are not
visible and to recall objects and events which he has observed earlier.
But it is a gradual process, which takes place in different ways with
different children; this is one of the variables which Bernstein has found
to be significant — which types of situation serve as the gateway to
more abstract and generalized contextual meanings. As he says, “certain
groups of children, through the forms of their socialization, are oriented
towards receiving and offering univemalistic meanings in certain
contexts”. This in itself is not important; but it becomes 1mportant if
there are certain types of situation which play a central part in the
child’s total development, since these are the ones where he will need
to use language in ways that are least dependent on the here and now.
This leads us to the notion of a situation type. Looking at how people
actually use language in daily life, we find that the apparently infinite
number of different possible situations represents in reality a very much
smaller number of general types of situation, which we can describe in
such terms as ‘players instructing novice in a game’, ‘mother reading
bedtime story to child’, ‘customer ordering goods over the telephone’,
‘teacher guiding pupils’, ‘discussion of a poem’ and the like. Not all
these situation types are equally interesting, and some are obviously
very trivial; but in the last resort the importance of any abstract category
of this kind depends on what we are going to nmake of it, and the
significance of the notion of ‘context of situation’ for the present
discussion is that some situation types play a crucial role in the child’s
move into the adult language. For example, if a mother or father is
playing with a child with some constructional toy, such as a set of
building bricks, this type of situation is likely to contain some remarks
of guidance and explanation, with utterances like I don’t think that one
will go ot there; it's too wide. The context of sitvation for this utterance is
one in which the child is gaining instruction relating to his handling of
objects, and although any one instance is not by iself going to make
much difference, an accumulation of experiences of dus kind may be
highly significant. And if it regularly happens that the remarks relate not
just to this particular tower that is being built with these particular
bricks, but to tower-building in general — in other words, if the context
of sttuation s not limited o the actual physical surroundings, but
extends to more general and less mumediate enviromnents, as would be
implicd by a remiark such as the smaller ones have 10 9o at the wp ~— then
language is now serving a primary function in this aspect of the child's
development. Henee he will have a strong sense of this use of language,
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of language as a means of leaming about the physical environment and
about his own ability to interact with it and controt it.

The types of situation which seem to be most critical to the child’s
socialization, which have been identified by Bemstein in the most
general terms,” are already anticipated in the developmental functions
through which the child has first started to build up a linguistic system
of his own: thie instrumental, regulatory and so on, described in Section
3 above. For example, those types of situation which involve
explanation and instruction, Bernstein’s “instructional context”, typ-
ically pick up the developmental thread that first appeared in the form
of a “heuristic”’ function, the child’s early use of fanguage to explore his
environment. They are therefore critical also in the child’s learning of
language, since it is through using language in situations of these types
that he builds on and expands his meaning potential.

This is where the notions of context of situation, and situation type,
become important for the school. The school requires that the child
should be able to use language in certain ways: first of all, most
obviously, that he should be able to use language to learn. The teacher
operates in contexts of situation where it simply has to be taken for
granted that tor every child, by the time he arrives in school, language is
a means of learning; and this is an assumption that is basic to the
educational process. Less obvious, but perhaps no less fundamental, is
the assumpnon that language is a means of personal expression and
participation: that the child is at home, linguistically, in interpersonal
contexts, where lis carly use of language to interact with those who
were emotionally inmportant to him, and to express and develop his
own unigueness as an individual (the interactional and personal
functions), has in the same way been taken up and extended into
new realms of meaning. No doubt both these assumptions are true, as
they stand: every normal child has mastered the use of language both for
entering into personal relationships and for exploring his environment.
But the kinds of meaning which he associates wich the contexts of
situation wicre these uses of language are prominent mav vary
considerably from one child to another. Here we are back to
Bernsteins codes again, which we have now approached from another
angle, seer - chens an ditferences i the meaning potential which may
be rypicalis 1ssociated with given situation types. As we have seen,
these ditfe: ves have their origin in the social scruceure. ln Rugaiva
Hasan's w.: ks, “the “code™ is defined by reference to its semantic
properties™ ind “‘the semantic properties of the codes can be predicted

92



LANGU

from the elements of sock
R1973, p- 259):
Now the very youn
Dihe functions of langua
doing only on¢
b greeting, expre
his mother ton

Dicare already complex

meaning runmng simul

P that all speech other t
different melodies are ke
sentence 15 like a
This is perhaps ¢

chord

one which distingu'\shes it

systems.

6. Register

This last point 1s
language 15 Us€
from another. Types
broally speaking,
taking place; s€€O
thirdly, as 1€
togethe
the forms which are
determine the
The notion ©
refers to the fact that
the type of situation
What the theory of
princip\c‘s w
erdersta
s a fundmncnm\
according Lo Usc:
the variation mv
the controlin
An exceller
and desenibe ity s
density and regste
least in Engl

al structure whi

g child, in his first ventures
ge fairly clearly apart;
thingat 2 time — a8
ssing interest ©

gue, however,
and many

han the proto\angu

he most strikt

4 reflection of
d, and the wWays ;n which one tyP® o
in three respects:
ndly, as re
gards wh

T, determing th

register -
f register 15 at

CThis in itse

hich gover U

nd what sruationd

but surprising
olved, largely

g factors.
\ example of

ish, the lexi

A

king for som

r whatever it 1is.
of situatio

_sided, wit

pt goNg side by side, a0
hich contributes SO0
ng chamcteristic of h

from all othe

W

the contexts

of \inguistic situation di

gards what pa
o is taking part: These

¢ range within which me

used for their ex

once very simpl
the language We spea
er does is 10 2t

his yariation,
| factors determine

regist
SO

property of all languages

because ©

regster variaaoi

prov'\dc
r dit’fcrcn(intim\' (1971)- 11
cal density of text W

93

ch, in fact, v

when he speaks,
e object, 1€spO
When he star

nfancy 1s polyph
d each element in the

Jething O all

r symboljc co

of situation i

first, as TeEAr
rt the languag

prcssion.

e and very PO
k or wr

if is no more th
rempt to unc

that

y hietle s yet ke
the difficulry of 1

d by Jean Ure

e rise 0 them”’

with languags keeps

he 1s
nding to 2
ts learning

n in

of thenm.
anguage. and

aman |
mmunica(ion

n which

f situation may differ

ne another,
crually
e is playing and
ables, taken
d and

three varl

wcrful.‘5 1t
ding to

ite varies accor
bHvious.

an stating the ©
over the gcneml
e can begin ©
tic featurcs.
arianon

that W
what linguis
they display v
ywit about the 1
dentifying

rure of

fand of how to investgate

a paper cntited
cre jean Ure shows that, at
hich wmeans the pmpor(inn

“Lexical

e o —




SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

of lexical items (content words) to words as a whole, is a function first
of the medium (that is whether it is spoken or written — written
language has a higher lexical density than speech) and, within that, of
the social function (pragmatic language, or ‘language in action’, has the
lowest lexical density of all). This is probably true of all languages; but
whether it is or not, it is a basic fact about English and a very good
illustration of the relation between the actual and the potential that we
referred to at the beginning of this section. We could say, following
Dell Hymes, that it is part of the speaker’s “communicative compe-
tence” that he knows how to distribute lexical items in a text according
to ditferent kinds of language use; but there is really 1o need to
mtroduce here the artificial concept of ‘competence’, or ‘what the
speaker knows’, which merely adds an extra level of psychological
interpretation to what can be expliined more simply in direct
sociolinguistic or functional terms.

It 15 easy to be misled here by posing the question the wrong way, as
a number of writers on the subjéct of register have done. They have
asked, in effect, “what features of language are determined by register?’
and then come up with instances of near-synonynity where one word
difters from another in level of formality, rhetoric or technicality, like
chips and Frenelr fried potatoes, or decidions dentition and milk tecth. But
these are conumonplaces which lie at the fringe of register variation, and
which in themiselves would hardly need any finguistic or other kind of
‘theory” to explain them. Asked in this way, the question can lead only
to trivial answers; but it is the wrong Question to ask. All language
functions in contexts ot situation, and is relatable to those contexts. The
question s not what peculiarities of vocabulary, or grammar or
pronunciation, can be directly accounted for by reference to the
situation. It is which kinds of situational factor determine which kinds
ot selection in the linguistic system. The notion of register is thus a form
of prediction: given that we know the situation, the social context of
language v we can predice agreat deal about the language that will
oceur, with creasonable probabibity of being right. The important
theoretical question then is: what do we need o know about the social -
context in order to make such predictions?

Fevus anke this more conereres 10T am ralking aboute wardening, |
may be more likely to use words that are the names of plings and other
words rererring to processes of cultivaton: and chis is one aspect of the
relation of Linguage to sitwation — the subject matter of gardening is part
of the social context. But, in face, the probability of such terms
occurning - the discourse 5 also dependent on what | oand my
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LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL MAN

interlocutor are doing at the time. If we are actually engaged in
gardening while we are talking, there may be very few words of this
kind. Jean Ure quotes an amusing example from some Russian research
on register: ““The recording was of people frying potatoes, and frying
potatoes was what they were talking about; but since, it seems, neither
frying nor potatoes were represented lexically in the text, the recording
was a mystification to all who had not been in the kitchen at the time.”
The image of language as merely the direct reflection of subject matter
is simplistic and unsound, as Malinowski pointed out exactly 50 years
ago; there is much more to it than that, and this is what the notion of
register is all about. :
What we need to know about a context of situation in order to
predict the linguistic features that are likely 1o be associated with it has
been summarized under three headings: we need to know the field of
disconrse, the inode of disconrse and the tenor of discourse.® We shall
say a little more about these in Section 7; here it will be helpful to
quote John Pearce’s summary, from Doughty, Pearce and Thornton

1972

Field refers to the institutional setting in which a piece of language
occurs, and embraces not only the subject-mutter in hand but the
whole activity of the speaker or participant in a setting [we niight
add: ‘and of the other participants’] . ..

- Mode refers to the channel of communication adopted: not only
the choice between spoken and wrnitten medium, but much niore
detailed choices {we might add: ‘and other choices relating to the

role of hinguage in the situation’} . ..

Tenor or Style refers to the relationship between participants
not merely variation in fonmality ... but ... such questions as the
permanence or otherwise of the relatonship and the degree of

cmotional charge n it

These are the general concepts nceded for describing what s
Iinguistically significant in the context of sitnation. They include the
subject matter, as an aspect of the “held ol discourse” = of the whole
setting of relevane acuons and events widun which the language s
functioning; for tiis is where subject matter belongs. We do not,
face, first decade what we want o say, independently of the serting, and
then dress i up i a garb that is appropriate 1o 1t m the context, as many
writers on language and speech events seem to assume. The “content” is
pare of the total planning that tkes place. There s no clear line between

the "what” and the “how™ all language s linguage-m-use, in 1 context of
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situation, and all of it relates to the situation, in the abstract sense in
which we are using the term here.

We should here make a passing reference to dialects, which are part
of the picture of language and social man, although not primarily
relevant in the educational context except as the focus of linguistic
attitudes. Our language is also determined by who we are; that is the
basis of dialect, and in principle a dialect is with us all our lives ~ it is
not subject to choice. In practice, however,, this is less and less true,
and the phenomenon of “dialect switching” is widespread. Many
speakers learn two or more dialects, either in succession, dropping the
first. when they learn the second, or in coordination, switching
between them according to the context of situation. Hence the dialect
comies to be an aspect of the register. If for example the standard dialect
is used in formal contexts and the neighbourhood one in informal
contexts, then one part of the contextual determination of linguistic
fvatures is the determination of choice of dialect. When dialects come
to have different nieanings for us, the choice of dialect becomes a
choice of meaning, or a choice between different areas of our meaning
potential.

Like the language of the child, the language of the adult is a set of
socially contextualized resources of behaviour, a ‘meaning potential’
that 1s related to situations of use. Being ‘appropriate to the situation’ is
not some optional extra in language; it is an essential element 1n the
ability to nican. Of course, we are all aware of occasions when we feel
about somcthing said or written that it nught have been expressed in a
way that was more appropriate to the task in hand; we want to ‘keep
the meaning but change the wording'. But these are the special cases, in
which we are reacting to purely conventional features of register
variation. In the last resort, it is impossible to draw a line between ‘what
he said’ and ‘how he said it’, since this is based on a conception of
language 1s existing in isolation from any context. The distinction
between one register and another is a distinction of what is said as
much as of how it is said, without any enforced separation between the

|

two. [fa seven-year-oid insists on using slang wheu you think e should

be using 1ore formal language, this is a dispute about registers; but if he
tnsists on tukiing about his feotball hero swhen you want him to talk
about a puoture he has been painting, then this is equally a dispute over
registers, «nd one which is probably much more mteresting and far-
reaching -or both teacher and pupil concerned.

Thus our functional picture of the adult linguistic system is of a
culturally  specific and situationally sensitive range of meaning
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potental. Language is the ability to ‘mean’ in the situation types, or
social contexts, that are generated by the culture. When we talk about
“uses of language”™, we are concerned with the meaning potential that
is associated with particular situation types; and we are likely to be
especially interested in those which are of some social and cultural
significance, in the light of a sociological theory of language such as
Bernsteir’s. This last point is perhaps worth stressing. The way that
we have envisaged the study of language and social man, through the
concept of ‘meaning potential’, might be referred to as a kind of
‘socio-semantics’, i the sense that it is the study of meaning in a
social or sociological framework. But there is a difference between
‘social’ and ‘sociological’ here. If we describe the context of situatien
in terms of ad froc observations about the settings in which language s
used, this could be said to be a ‘social’ account of language but hardly
a2 ‘sociological’ one, since the concepts we are drawing on are not
referred to in any kind of general social theory. Such an account can
be very illuminating, as demonstrated in a brlliant paper, published
some 20 years ago, by T. F. Mictchell (1957), called ‘The language of
buying and selling in Cyrenaica’ — though since the language studied
was Cyrenaican Arabic and the paper was published in a lcarned
journal in Morocco, it is not widely known. But for research of this
kind to be relevant to a teacher who is professionally concerned with
his pupils” success in language, 1t has to relate to social contexts that
are themselves of significance, in the sort of way that Bemnstein’s
“critical contexts” are significant for the sociahization of the child.
The criteria would then be sociological rather than simply social -
based on some theory of social structure and social change. In this
respect, the earlier terms like Firth’s *‘sociological linguistics”, or
“sociology of language” as used by DBernstein, are perhaps more
pointed than the currently fashionable label “sociolinguistics’.

7. Some topics to explore

In this final section we shall suggest some topies which offer the

possibility of further exploration. These are topics which can be

followed up 1 various ways: they can be explored through further
reading, or in study groupss one ean enquire into them by means of
one'’s own mvestigations; and m many mstances pupils i the class can
be enlisted o help in the enquiry, for exiunple by keeping a linguage

dary, or by noting down things they hear said by a siall brother or
sister. The issues are ones which teachers have found to be relevant to
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their own work, and which can be ‘researched’ in the course of one’s
daily life, through observation and questioning, without the need for a
year’s leave of absence and a research foundation grant. The headings
are:

Language development in young children
Language and socialization
Neighbourhood language profile
Language in the life of the individual
Language and situation

6. Language and institutions

7. Language attitudes.

IEN S

1. Langunage development in young children

Anyone with a young child in the family can make himself a positive
nuisance trying to record its speech, not only by cluttering up the house
with concealed microphones and other equipment but also by
accumulating vast quantities of unprocessed tape. (It takes ten hours
to listen to ten hours of tape, and a great deal longer than that to
transcribe it.) The most useful piece of research equipment is actually a
notebook aind pencil; and the most important research qualification (as
in many other areas) is the ability to listen to language, which is not
difficult to acquire and yet is surprisingly seldom developed. This means
the ability to attend to the actual words that are being spoken, as distinct
from the usual kind of listening which involves the automatic decoding
and processing of what is said. To put it another way, ‘listening to
language’ means listening to the wording, or else the sounding (if the
interest is in the phonetics), instead of only to the meaning. Skulking
behind the furiture and writing down what a small child says, and also
what is said to and around him, with a brief note on what he is doing at
the thme (this is essential), is a useful source of insight, provided of
course 1t 1+ not carrted to extremes. Pupils who have small brothers and
sisters cant do some valuable rescarch here; the older ones can kcep_
accurate records, while the younger omes, though they cannot be
expected to do ven much field work, will make up for this by virtue of
the intnsic interest of their own glosses and their interpretative
comnients,

What are we looking for? There are various kinds of understanding
to be wuned from listening to a child ~ not in the romantic seuse, as a
fount of wtuitive wisdom (we shall never know whether he possesses
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such wisdom or not, because whatever he has disappears in the process
of his learning to communicate it to us), but as a young human being
struggling to grow up, linguistically as in other ways. We can see what
are the functions for which he is building up a linguistic system, and
how these functions relate to his survival and his social well-being.
There is no need for an exact phonetic record — that is something to be
left to the specialist — and no need to wait until we hear complete
sentences or even recognizable words of English. The child of nine to
18 months will have a range of vocal signals that are meaningtul and
understandable to those around him, such as Nigel’s ‘nanana’ meaning
‘give me that!’; in other words, he will have a range of meanings,
which define what he can do in the various spheres of action to which
vocal resources are applied (see the set of initiad functions given in
Section 3).

What the child does with language, at this early stage, is all the time
shaping his own image of what language is. At a certain point, round

- about 18 months old, he will abandon his laborious attempt to work

through half a million years of human evolution creating his own
language, and short-circuit the process by ‘going adult’ and taking
over the language he hears around him. The impetus for this move is
sall a functional one; the demands he makes on language are
increasing, and his own ‘do-it-yourself” system can no longer meet
them. His language is now further strengthened and enriched as a
resource for living and learning, by the addition of a whole new range
of semantic choices; and his image of what language is, and what it can
do, is enriclied correspondingly. With this image he comes ready
equipped to school; and the sad thing is that so few teachers in the past
have either shared the image or even sought to understand what, in
fact, the child can already do with language when he comes to thein,
which s a very great deal. To look into the functional origins of
ianguage, at the beginning of the developmental process, is to go a
long way towards a sympathetic appreciation of what language means
to the child when he first sers foot 1 school. I the absence of such an
appreciation, much of what goes on m the clissroom may be largely

trrelevant to his needs.
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Points to look for:

(a) Very young children

What are the functions for which the very young child furst
begins to learn language?

What meanings does he learn to express, within these
functions?

What sort of meanings can he respond to (e.g. ‘Do you want
L2

Who does he (a) talk to (b) listen to? [n what types of situation? .

What kind of reinforcement does he get for his efforts? Who
understands him most readily? Has he an interpreter (e.g. an
older brother or sister)?

(b) Children nearer school age

. What are the functions for which the child is now using
language?

Is it possible, in fact, to recognize from among the mass of
particular instances any general types of use that might be
significant: learning about the material environment, learn-
ing about social relations and cultural values, controlling
behaviour, responding emotionally and so on?

What sort of difficulties does he encounter? Are there things
l,e cannot make language do for him?

What ure thie functions for which he is now beginning to necd
the written language, and writing as a medium? This is the
kev question for the child first coming into school. Will
Jeaming to read and write make sense to him, matching his
exyerience of what language is and what it is for, so that he
secs it as a means of enlarging that experience; of will it
scem to be a meaningless exercise which is unrelated to any
of tis own uses of language?

2. Language and socialization

This topic is closely related to the last; but here the focus of attention is
shifted away from the learning of language as a whole on to the role of
language wu relation to the child as “social man’, and the ways in which
language serves to initiate the child into the social order.

Lvery child is brought up in a culture, and he has o learn the
patterns of that culture in the process of becoming a member of it. The
principal means whereby the culture is made available to him s
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through language: language is not the only channel, but it is the most
significant one. Even the most intimate of personal relationships, that
of the child with its mother, is from an early age mediated through
language; and language plays some part in practicaily all his social
learning. . '
Bernstein’s work has provided the key to an undesstanding not
merely of the part played by language in the home life and the school
life of the child but, more significantly, of how language comes to
play this central part; and hence of how it happens that some children
fail to meet the demands that are made by the school on their
linguistic capacities, not because these capacities are lacking but
because they have typically been deployed in certain ways rather than

in others.
The types of social context which Bernstein identifies as critical to

the process of the child’s socialization were mentioned in Section 5: the

regulative, the instructional, the imaginative or innovative and the

Jnterpersonal. These are, clearly, related to the developmental functions

of language as I outlined them: instrumental, regulatory, and so on. But
whereas | was asking ‘what are the key linguistic functons through
which the child first learns language?’, the underlying question being
about language development and the nature of language itself, Bemstein
is asking ‘what are the key linguistic contexts through which the child
learns the culture?’, with the emphasis on social development and
culrural ransmission. For example, the ways in which a parent controls
the behaviour of a child reveal for the child a great deal sbout statuses
and roles, the structure of authority, and moral and other values in
the culture.

There are various possible lines of approach if one is enquiring into
the part played by language in significant social contexts. One
interesting type of investigation was devised and carried out by
Bernstein and Henderson, who took a number of specific tasks
involved - in bringing up a child, for example ‘teaching children
everyday tasks such as dressing or using a knife and fork’, “showing
them how things work”, ‘disciplining them’ and ‘dealing with them
when they are unhappy’, and asked mothers how much maore ditheulty
they thought parents would have in carrying out these tasks if they had
no language with which ro do it = imagining, for example, that they
were deaf and dumb. The wnswers do not, of course, tell us whau ihe
mothers aceually sav to their children on these occastous: but they give
an idea of their orientation towards different functions of hinguage.
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and there turn out to be certain significant differences which go with
social class.

It is not impossible to examine actual samples of the language used in
particular instances of the types of situation that are significant for the
child’s socinlization; and to ask what the child might have learnt about
the culture from the things that were said to him. For example, a form
of control such as ‘you mustn’t touch things that don’t belong to youw’
carries a great deal of potential information about private property and
ownership. Naturally oue or two such remarks by themselves would
not tell him very much; but from their constant varied repetition and
reinforcement he would learn a lot about the culture of which he had
involuntarily taken out membership. And the interesting point is that
this learning would have taken place not only without instruction, but

without organized knowledge behind it, through the most ordinary .

everyday uses of language in ordinary everyday kinds of situation.

For a teacher there is the additional question of the role of language
in the clawroom — or rather roles, since the school is a complex
institution and language has many different parts to play in it. The key
question, perhaps, is this: to the extent that the school is a new culture
into which the child has been socialized (and, as we have seen, this
makes greater demands on some children than it does on others), is the
actual pattern of language use in the daily life of the school adequate to
the socializing task? If it is not — and in nuny instances at present it
almost certatnly is not — what can be done to remedy the situation?

A study of the use of language in the classroom may reveal some of
the assumipaons that are made by the teacher about the school as a social
institution — assumptions about the nature of educational processes,
about teacher-pupil relationships, about the values accorded to objects,
their schemes of classification, and the like — while at the same time
showing that the children get no help in becoming aware of these
things, or w learning the relevant schemes of social relations and social
values. O on the other hand, it mighe curn out that the school
provides very adequate means for making such matters explicit: again,

not by teaching them. but by encouraging and developing a use of .

language that is culturally rich and socially enlightened. Either way,
there is muach to be gained from watching language at work in the

socilizing arocess.
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Points to consider:

(a) What part does language play in the socialization of the
child?

What types of situation are likely to be significant at the pre-
school stage (e.g. listening to stories, having meals, playing
with other children)? Can these be seen as concrete
instances of Bernstein'’s four “critical contexts for socializa-
tion”’?

What might the child learn from these situations, about social
relations, socia} values, the structure of knowledge and the
like? ‘

How would he learn these things — from what kinds of use of
language (for example, in games with adults, my tum . . . your
tum, leading to a concept of a particular kind of role
relation, with a privilege that is shared and exercised by
turns)?

What demands on his own linguistic abilities, in terms of the
developmental functions of language, are made by these
situations (e.g. verbal games, teasing, helping mother in the

kitchen, going shopping, competing with other children)?

(b) How do the forms of the child’s socialization find linguistic

expression in his modes of behaving and leaming?

What differences appear between children from different
cultures, such as British, West Indian, Pakistani? Between
children from different subcultures, such as social class
groups within the native Britsh population? How are these
expressed in language? (For example. different concepts of

family relationships, expressed partly by different modes of
address.) {The point is not that such: groups speak different
languages or dialects; the emphasis should be on the way
they use language, on the meanings that arc expressed.]
What is the significance for the school of the child’s pre~school
experience, seen in terms of patterns of language use? Are
certain ways of using language tn school likely to be less
fanuliar to hium, and if so can they be made explicit in a

manmner that is bkely to help?
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3. Neighbourhood language profile

There has never been any lack of interest in the local varieties of English
speech, and numerous accounts of the vocabulary and pronunciation: of
different dialects have appeared since the Elizabethan period.

Systernatic linguistic study of rural dialects began about a hundred
years ago. it France, Germany and Switzerland; since that time dialect
surveys have been undertaken in many countries ranging from China to
the United States. These are designed to show the particular
charactenistics of the speech in each locality, and to trace its derivation
from an carlier stage of the language.

Dialect studies are based on the assumption, which is largely borne
out in practice, that there are homogeneous speech communities: the
people of one locality all speak alike. The notion of a ‘dialect’ is defined
on this assumption. “The dialect of Littleby” means the speech that one
learns by virtue of growing up as an inhabitant of Litdeby. The
rescarcher typically searches out the oldest inhabitant, among those
who have lived in the village all their lives, and takes his speech as
representative, rather than that of younger people or of those who have
moved in to the area from outside, whose speech will probably not be
“pure Litdeby”.

Recenty, and particularly in the United States, attention has turned
to urban dialects; and it has been found out that the traditional concepts
of dialectology do not hold good for large industrial cities. In one
respect, of course, this is obvious: everyone knows that the inhabicants
of a city like London do not all speak alike. There is not only
geographical variation, distinguishing the speech of one locality from
that of another — South-East London, North London and so on — but
also social vanation, distinguishing the speech of one social class from
that of another. (No doubt this was true of Littleby too, if one took the
squire and the parson into account.) But the pattern of urban dialects is
much more complex than this. Qur understanding of the nature of city
speech s Langely due to che work of one scholar, Willtam Labov, whose
pioncer stuslies of New York speech gave a radically different picture of
the dialect structure of an industrial community.

Labov sqowed up the extraordinary complexity of the social

strantication not only in the sense that there are some very minute
disunctions separating  different  speech  varieties. but also, more
mportantic. that such distinetions may have great social significance
in the comununity. The interesting finding is that, while the typical
New Yorker 15 very inconsistent in his own speech habits, switching
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from one pronunciation to another according to -the situation, and
particularly according to the degree of conscious attention to speech
that is involved, he is almost entirely consistent in his judgement of the
- speech of other people, and can be extremely sensitive to the slightest
variation in what he hears. He is quite unaware that such variation
occurs within his own speech, although he may be subconsciously
troubled by the fact (Labov devised an “index of linguistic insecurity’
which brings this out); but he responds to subde differences and
changes in the speech of others, and uses the information to identify
their social status. Labov found, for instance, that if he played a tape
recording of just one sentence to a saniple of New Yorkers, not only
would those who heard it agree in large measure about what sort of
employment the speaker they were listening to would be best fitted for,
but also, if he ‘doctored’ the tape at just one point — altering it in a way
which would be equivalent, 1n London terms, to dropping just one # —
the subjects rated the same speaker one notch lower on their
einployment scale. Labov concluded from these investigations that an
urban speech community (unlike a rural one) is not so much a group of
people who speak in a certain way, but rather a group of people who
share the same prqudxces about how others speak.

If the townsman, or “megalopolitan” in current jargon, does vary in
his speech habits, the variation is normally not random, but relates to the
context of situation. He may switch between a neighbourhood dialect
and some form of standard speech, perhaps with some intermediate
degrees; but the choice, though probably entirely subconscious, is hikely
to depend on who he is speaking to, what sort of occasion it is and what
kind of enviromment they are in — in other words, on the field, mode
and tenor of discourse, as we defined these above. That is to say, his
dialect switching is actually an expression of register variation. This
phenomenon is by no means confined to urban communities; in fact it
was first studied in detail, by the American linguist John Gumperz, in
villages and small towns, in countries as different from each other as
India and Norway. But it is characteristic of the city-dweller that he
docs ot keep to one constant set of speech habies. His pronunciation, at
least, is likely to vary according to circumstances; and cven those who,
as adults, do ot display any noticeable variation n their speech have
almost certainly moved away m certain respeets from the neighbour-
hood dialect they learmnt as chuldren.

Neighbourhood speech patterns in the city are always hable w be
contplicated by ntovements of population, as s happening e Englhish
cities with the arrival of large groups of inunigrants, so that cven
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the neighbourhood is not always a homogeneous speech unit.
Nevertheless neighbourhood speech has a very powerful influence
among children, in their own peer group; it is remarkable that children
coming into a neighbourhood from outside, even if they outnumber
those from the locality, tend to grow up speaking the local language, so
that the concept of a neighbourhood dialect is a valid and important
one. It is the language of the children’s peer group, in the street, the
park and later on in the school playground; and it serves for the child as
his badge ot membership in the culture. It should be added we still
know very little about the linguistic characteristics of children’s peer
group dialects, which show a number of special peculiarities, some of
which are significant for an understanding of how languages change.

Points to look for:

(a) Is it possible to identify a neighbourhood dialect in your
area?

Would there be general agreement on what is the character-
istic speech of the neighbourhood?

How specifically can it be tied to a particular area? Is it, for
example, Home counties? London? South-East London?
Catfori? Brownhill Road area?

Taking s« me such locality, perhaps intermediate in size, what
is noticeable and distinctive about the speech habits, in
terms of grammar, vocabulary or pronunciation? (The best
way to find out is to listen to yourself imitating the
neighbourhood speech. In doing so you probably produce a
caricature rather than a photographic likeness; but a
caricature exaggerates precisely the features that we in fact
find distinctive. Do you find yourself saying ‘a cup of r'ea’,
‘in the p'ark’, with ¢ and p affricated at the beginning of a
stressed syllable? If so this is obviously a noticeable feature of
the Calect, though probably less pronounced than you
yourself make it appear.)

How widespread is each of the particular features that enter
into the picture? (Some will be confined to the immediace
localiyv, athers will be characteristic ot the whoie city or
regien.)

(b) Arc there nouceable differences of specch within the
neighbourhood?

If so: Are there social class differences? Other subcultural
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differences (e.g. between native and immigrant groups)?
Generational differences? Institutional differences (e.g.
between one school and another)?

Do all children begin by leamning the same type of speech? (If
so, this is probably the most differentiated type, the variety
that is most specific to the locality in question; and it is this
to which the term “neighbourhood dialect” is most strictly

applicable.)
Do adult and adolescent speakers typically use more than one

variety? If so, under what circumstances? When do they

switch from one to another, and why?
Can the “language profile”” of the neighbourhood be related to

the social structure?
{c) What 1s the relation of the neighbourhood speech to

“standard English™"?

Is the neighbourhood speech itself a form of standard English,
an “accent’” rather than a dialect in the strict sense of the
term? '

What are its limits of tolerance? Is it acceptable in schooi?

Do adults (a) recognize the desirability of using, and {(b)
themselves actually use, a form of speech that is closer to
standard English? If so, when do they use it? How do they
learn it? Are there speakers who do not leamn it, and if so

what are the consequences for them?

4. Language in the life of the individual

It is surprisingly difficult to get any very clear impression of what we
actually do with language in the course of our daily lives. If we were
asked to make up out of our heads a linguistic record for the day, most
of us would be at a loss to reconstruct what was actually said to us and
what we ourselves said ~ let alone why we said some of the things we
did say.

Yet the day’s language makes up a significant part ot the toral
experience of a typical human being, whether adult or child. It can be a
useful as svell as entertaining exercise to investigate how a child spends a
typical day, as far as using language is concerned: what he says, swhat is
said to and around him, and also what he reads and whar he witees, if
these are applicable. (fv can also be illuminating to look 1mto how one

spends one's own linguistic day.)
One technique that has been used is that of the “language diary™.
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This is exactly what the name implies: an account of the day’s linguistic

doings, in which are recorded in as much detail as possible the language
activities of the day, showing the time span, the type of language event
and some observations on the language used. The record might contain
no more than entres like: 8:30-8:35 At the newsagent's: buying
newspaper, transactional dialogue, self and newsagent; structure of
language cvents: (a) greeting, (b) transaction, () comment on weather,
(d) valediction. The actual text might have been something like the
following:

Morning, Tom!

Good morning to you, sir!

Have you got a Guardian left this morning?

You're lucky; it’s the last one. Bit brighter today, by the Jooks
of it.

Yes, we could do with a bit of a dry spell. You got change fora
pound?

Yes, plenty of change; here you are. Anything else today?

No, that’s all just now, Tom. Be seeing you.

Mind how you go.

Children can be asked to keep language diaries, noting down
instances of language use at home and in school. The kind of
observation they can make will, of course, depend on the age group;
but once the concept has been understood it does not much matter
what the format is — any form of record keeping is appropriate. From
accumulated samples of this kind one builds up a picture of types of
interaction among individuals; and this, in turn, brings out something
of the complex patterns of daily life as lived in a particular community
in a particular culture.

[n a conununity where there is dialect switching, the diary can
record the circumstances under which different varieties of speech are
emploved. using categories such as “‘neighbourhood” and “‘standard”.
Language Jduaries have o fact mainly  been used in mululingual
situations. 0 show how the different languages figure in the lives of
individual members of the community: which language do they hear on
radio or in the cinema, in which language does onr speak to one's wife
or hasband. consule the doctor, £l up official formr, do the shopping,
and so on. Bur the same principle applies in ‘multdialectal” conumu-
nines, whes the language diary helps to make one aware of some of the
social comyiexities of everyday activitics. (It is casier to start by noting
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examples of other people’s language behaviour before attempting to be

one’s own diarist.)
There are various ways of recording language behaviour, which

“essentially resolve themselves .into four: one can record sounds,

wordings, meanings or registers. Recording sounds, that is, giving
accurate accounts of pronunciation, is a task for the specialist, although
we are all amateur phoneticians when it comes to reacting to other
people’s accents, and a few key features can often be identified as
mdices of dialect variation. Recording wordings means taking down in
full the actual words that are used; this can be done with a notebook
and pencil, especially with the aid of shorthand, but also, given
sufficient practice, in longhand. Recording meanings means paraphras-
ing and précising what is said as one notes it down. These three ways of
recording language correspond to the three levels of language itself, the
levels of sound, of form (grammar and vocabulary) and of meaning;
hence each of the three is concerned with a different aspect of linguistic
reality. With a tape recorder, of course, one can obtain a ‘photographic’
image of the whole, and process it at any level one likes; but working
with a tape recorder tends to restrict one to the less interesting uses of
language, those where the participants remain relatively static, and it is
also liable to become somewhat obsessive, so on the whole in linguistic
jeurnalism it is probably better to rely on a notebook and pencil,
combined with one’s own intuition about what is important and what
can be left out — an intuition that is notably lacking in tape recorders.
For certain purposes it is very useful to record the actual wordings,
particularly in studying the part played by language in the Iife of a child.
Here is an extract — fron an account of a linguistic ‘day in the life of " a
two-and-a-half-year-old boy, Nigel; the dramatis personae here are

Nigel, his mother, his father and his aunt:

You want a biscuit <2>

Do you want a biscuit? <2>

YE

Have you washed your hands? <2>

Come, <!> I'll help you <1>

. You want Mummy to help you <2>
Mumimy's busy <1>

. You want Daddy to help you <2>

Shaft I .. 2
No <1> s all right, <3> I'll go with hun <3> [They

M>ZEZ2>2 7>

gol
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N. [Suiting actions to words] More water <2> ... turn the
tap on <2> ... pull the plug out <2> [returning
you want to have half of Daddy’s biscuit and Daddy have
the other half <2> ... oh you didn’t roll your sleeves
down <1>

F. Ol you didn’t roll your sleeves down! <1>

N. You roll them <2> {does so] ... where’s the biscuit
<22 [takes it and eats] ... the train picture you tore up
<1 ... that was very bad <1> ... you want another
biscuit <2> ... want to have half of Daddy’s biscuit
<2> ... want to break it <2>

F. All right, <3> ... this is the last one <1>

The numbers in angle brackets show the intonation patterns, which in
English as it happens are an important element in the wording, though
they are not shown in our orthography; those occurring here are <1>
falling toue, <2> nsing tone, <2> falling-rising tone, and <3> half-
rsing touce. The bold type indicates the word or words on which the
tone is made prominent. The conversation is quite trivial in itself, but it
reveals a number of things about the child’s use of language. Nigel
happens at this stage to refer to himself as you; also, he uses a tone
ending on a rise, <2> or <2>, when the language function is
pragmatic {instrumental or regulatory), and a falling tone otherwise.
The passage happens to illustrate all the three main types of pragmatic
function: nstrumental you want a biscuit, regulatory you want
Mummy to help you, and regulatory in the special sense of asking
permission turn the tap on (‘may 1) though in fact permission 1s
assumed and the pattern comes to mean simply ‘I'm going to’).
Interposed with the dominant motive of obtaining the biscuit are
various nou-pragmatic elements with their own functions, heuristic
(rehearsing 2 moral judgement) and personal-informative. When one
exannes the wording closely, there s a great deal to be learnt from a
simple exchange of this kind, about the very essential part that is played
by ordinarv everyday language in the socialization of the child.

However, for many purposes it is cnough to record the ‘register’ that
i$ being wwdi and here the concepts of “ficld’, ‘miode’ and ‘tener’ that
we referrad o in Section 6 provide a valuable framework for giving
informanen about language use in as succinct a way as possible.

(1) Ficld. The kind of language we use varics, as we should expect,
according 1 what we are doing. [n different contexts, we tend to select
differene words and differént grammatical patterns — simply because we
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are expressing different kinds of meaning. All we need add to this, in
order to clarify the notion of register, is that the ‘meanings’ that are
involved are a part of what we are doing; or rather, they are part of the
expression of what we are doing. In other words, one aspect of the field
of discourse is simply the subject matter; we talk about different things,
and therefore use different words for doing so. If this was all there was
to it, and the field of discourse was only a question of subject matter, it
would hardly need saying; but, in fact, ‘what we are talking about’ has
to be seen as a special case of a more general concept, that of ‘what we
are doing’, or ‘what is going on, within which the language is playing a
part.” It is this broader concept that is referred to as the “field of
discourse”. If, for example, the field of discourse is football, then 1o
matter whether we are playing it or discussing it around a table we are
likely to use certain linguistic forms which reflect the football context.
But the two are essentially different kinds of activity and this is also
reflected in the language. This difference, between the language of
playing football and the language of discussing football, is also a
reflection of the “mode of discourse’’; see below.
The “field”, therefore, refers to what the participants in the context

newspaper’ in our example above. This is a more general concept than
that of subject matter, and a more useful one in the present context
since we may not actually be talking about either buying and selling
or newspapers. We may be talking about the weather; but that does not
mean that the field of discourse is meteorology — talking about the
weather is part of the strategy of buying and selling.

(b) Mode. Secondly, the language we use differs according to the
channel or wavelength we have selected. Sometimes we find ourselves,
especially those of us who teach, in a didactic mode, at other times the
mode may be fanciful, or commercial, or imperative: we may choose to
behave as teacher, or poet, or advertiser, or commanding ofhicer.
Esscutially, this is a question of what function language is being made to
serve in the context of situation; this is what underhes the selection of
the particular rhetorical channel.

This ts what we call the “mode of discourse””; and fundamental to it
is the distincdon between speaking and writing. This distinction partly
cuts across the rhetorical modes, but it also significandy determines
theme: although certain modes can be realized through either medium,
they tend to take quite different torms aceording to whether spoken or
written — written adverusing, for example. does not say the same things
as sales talk. This s because the two media represent, essentially,

(NN

N ——

e e i



SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY R

different functions of language, and therefore embody selections of
different kinds. The question underlying the concept of the mode of
discourse js, what function is language being used for, what is its specific
role in the goings-on to which it is contributing? To persuade? to
soothe? to scll? to control? to explain? or just to oil the works, as in
what Malinowski called “‘phatic communion”, exemplified above by
the talk about the weather, which merely helps the situation along?
Here the distinction between the language of playing a game, such as
bridge or Ihotball, and the language of discussing a game becomes
clear. In the former situation, the language is functioning as a part of the
game, as a pragmatic expression of play behaviour; whereas in the latter,
it is part of'a very different kind of activity, and may be informative,
didactic, argumentative, or any one of a number of rhetorical modes of
discourse.

(c) Tenor. Thirdly, the language we use varies according to the level
of formality, of technicality, and so on. What is the variable underlying
this type of distinction? Essentially, it is role relationships in the
situation 1 question: who the participants in the communication group
are, and in what relationship they stand to each other.

This is what, following Spencer and Gregory, we called the *‘tenor of
discourse™. Examples of role relationships, that would be reflected in
the languape us»d, are teacher/pupil, parent/child, child/child in peer
group, dovtor/patient, customer/salesman, casual acquaintances on a
train, and so on. It is the role relationships, including the indirect
relationship between a writer and his audience, that determine such
things as the level of technicalicy and degree of formality. Contexts of
situation, or settings, such as public lecture, playground at playtime,
church service, cockuil party, and so on can be regarded as
institutionalized role relationships and hence as stabilized patterns of
“tenor of discourse”’.

It will be seen from the foregoing that the categories of field of
discourse, modr of discourse and tenor of disconrse arc not themiselves
kinds or varieties of language. They are the backdrop, the features of
the contet of situation which determine the kind of language used. In’
other waouds, they determine what is often referred to as the register:
that is, 1he types of meaning thac are selected, and their expression in
grammar xnd vocabulary. And chey determine the register collectively,
not picceneal. There is not a great deal that one can predict about the
language that will be used if one knows only the field of discourse or
only the mode or the tenor. But if we know all three, we can predict
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quite a lot; and, of course, the more detailed the information we have,
the more linguistic features of the text we shall be able to predict.

It is possible, nevertheless, to make some broad generalization about
each of these three variables separately, in terms of its probable linguistic
consequences.

The field of discourse, since it largely determines the “content” of
what is being said, is likely to have the major influence on the selection
of vocabulary, and also on the selection of those grammatical patterns
which express our experience of the world that is around us and inside
us: the types of process, the classes of object, qualities and quantities,
abstract relations, and so on.

The mode of discourse, since it specifies the “‘channel” of
communication, influences the speaker’s selection of mood (what
kind of statements he makes, such as forceful, hesitant, gnomic,
qualified or reassertive; whether he asks questions and so on) and of
modality (the judgement of probabilities); and also, in the distinction

between speech and writing, it affects the whole pattern of grammatical
and lexical organization, the density of the lexical content.

In general, written {anguage is more highly ‘lexicalized’ than spoken
language; it has a more complex vocabulary. This does not necessarily
mean that written language uses words that are more unusual, though
this may be true too; but it means that it has a greater lexical density,
packing more content words into each phrase or clause or sentence. To
express this in anorher way, written language contains more lexical
information per unit of grammar. By the same token, written linguage
also tends to be simpler than spoken language in its grammatical
organization; speech, especially informal speech such as casual conser-

vation, displays complexities of sentence structure that would be
intolerable (because they would be unintelligible) in writing. Naturally,
there is considerable variety within both the written and the spoken
modes: there are forms of writing that are more like speech, and forms
of spoken Tanguage that are very close to the written (‘he talks like a
book"). But this kind of variation also largely depends on the rhetorieal
chaniel or genre, as it 1s stll a function of the mode of discourse. Jean
Ure remarks, for example, that the lexical density is determined b the
extent to which the language is what she calls “language-in-action”
Both the choice of vocabulare. which is largeh @ matter of the field

of discourse, and its distribution i grammatical structures, which s

mainly dependent on the mode, are also alfecred by factors of the third

type, the tenor of the discourser the types of sodial relationship, both
temporary and permanent, that obtain between a speaker and his
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hearers, or between a writer and his readers (and such a relationship is
presumed to exist even if a writer is writing for an unknown public ~
this is often a big factor in his success), tend to influence the level of
formality and technicality at which the speaker or writer is operating,
and hence lead him to prefer certain words over others and to pitch his
discourse at a certain point on the Joosian style scale.” Equally,
however, it is the tenor of discourse that primarily determines which
dialectal or other speech varant the speaker is going to select for the
occasion: whether he is going to put on his verbal Sunday best and talk
proper, or wear the linguistic garb that is suited to the works, the family
or the club.

So there 1s some tendency for the field of discourse to determine the
content of what is said, and for the mode and tenor to determine the
manner or style of it, with the mode selecting the particular genre to be
used and the tenor determining the social dialect. But this is, at best,
only a crude approximation. In the first place the distinction between
style (or “form”, or “manner”) and content is largely illusory; we
cannot really separate what is said from how it is said, and this is just as
true of everyday language as it is of myth and poetry. In the second
place, the factors of field, mode and tenor operate as a whole, not in
isolation trom each other; the linguistic reflection of any one of them
depends on its combination with the other two. There is not a great
deal that one can say about the language of football, taken as a rubric
Just by wself (field of discourse), or the language of public lectures
(modey). or the language of teacher and pupil (tenor), although these are
certainly meaningful concepts, as is proved by the fact that if we hear a
recording or read a passage out of context we can usually identify it in
precisely such terms as these. But such identification is often made by
means ot linguistic clues which are themselves rather trivial, like the
lecturer’s voice quality or the urgent ‘sir!’ of the schoolboy; whereas in
order 1o predict the interesting and important features of the language
that 15 used we need to charactenze the sicuation in terms of all three
vanables i interaction with each other. Suppose, on the other hand,
that the setting is described in some such tenns as these: -

Fi-l % Instruction: the instruction of a novice
- a board game [e.g. Monopoly| with cquipinent
present
- fov the purpose of enabling him to participate
Mode: Spoken: unrehearsed
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Didactic and explanatory, with undertone of non-

serjousness
- with feedback: question-and—answer, correction of
error
males, acquainted

te: three young adult

Tenor: Equal and intima
chy in the situation

- but with hierar
novice]

- leading to superior-

edict quite a lot about the language that will be used,

and the significant grammatical and lexical

features through which they are expressec: If the entries under field,

mode and tenor are filled out carefully and thoughtfully, it is surprising

how many features of the language turm out to be relatable to the

context of the situation. This is not to claim that we know what the
participants are going to says it merely shows that we can make sensible
and informed guesses about certain aspects of what they might say, with
a reasonable probability of being right. There is always, I Janguage, the
freedom to act untypically; but that in itself confirms rather than denies
the reality of the concept of what is typical.

There is an experiment well known to students of linguistics 1N

the subject listens t0 3 recording that 1s ‘noisy’ in the technical
or jammed), so much so that he cannot
d. He is then given 2 simple
he understands practically
tions, and the

prov'\ding a

[two experts, One
infegor role relationship

Here we can pr
in respect of the meanings

whickh
sense (badly distorted
anderstand anything of what is being sal

clue as to the register; and next time he listens
the whole text. We always listen and read with expectd

notion of register is really a theory about these expectations,
way of making them explicit.

To gain some impression of ‘language in the life of the individual’, 1t
is hardly nccessary, OF possible, t© keep detailed records of who says
what, who to, when and why. But it is not too difficult to take note of

information about register, with entries for field, mode and tenor in the
This can gIve valuable insights into what language

vidual. Tt will Jlso effectively demolish any suspicion
ividuals whosc Janguage 15 impovcrishcd or deficient,
ht to language as behaviour poxcnt'\al, to the semantic
hind the wordings and the “oundings’ which are so

from scnous atennoen.

language diary.
means to the indi
that there are ind
since it goes straig
system that Jies be
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Points to look for:

(a) What does the language profile of an individual’s daily life
look like?

What roles hzs he adopted, that have been expressed through
language? “What forms of interaction have these involved
(e.g. the rode of ‘eldest daughter’ implies interaction with
parent(s) or: the one hand and with younger brother(s) or
sister(s) on the other; that of ‘teacher’ suggests interaction
with pupil: znd also, perhaps, with headmaster)?

In what langrage events (types of linguistic situation) has he
participatcd?

Has he made use of different variants (dialect switching), and if
so. with what kind of linguistic varation and under what
circumstanses?

(b) What is the pattern of register variation?

Can we specify the relevant background features for particular
instanices of anguage use?
field of discourse: the nature of the activity, and subject
maiter
mode of discourse: the channel, and the part played by
language in the total event
tenor of discourse: the role relationships among the partici-
pants

Where are the properties of the field, mode and tenor revealed
in the language spoken or written? How far could the
eavesdropper fill in the situational background; and con-
versely, what features of the language could have been
predicted from the structural information?

(c) How wuch more difhicult would it have been for the
individual to survive without language?

3. Language and the context of sitnation

Like all the headings in our list, this ts closely related to the others; in
particulaz. 1o overlaps with the previous one, that of language in the life
of the wndnadual, But there s a difierence of perspective: here we are
focusing secenton on the generalized contexts of language use and the
tuncuon ot Langoage within these contexts, racher than on the linguistic
profile o an individual speaker. The question that is raised is not so
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LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL MAN

much what Janguage means to an individual in his daily life as what the
typical social contexts are in which he participates as an articulate being.

As in the last section, there is no difficulty in understanding the
general principle: it is obvious that we use language in contexts of
situation, and that these can be described in various ways. The problem
here has always been how best to describe the various kinds of setting,
and especially how to bring out what is significant and distinguish it
from all the irrelevant particularities that are associated with specific

instances.
This already arises in the treatment of register, as a problem of what

Ellis calls “‘delicacy of focus”. Suppose, to take a trivial example, that
the field of discourse is shopping: do we characterize this as simply
‘transaction’, or as ‘buying’ (as distinct from, say, borrowing), or as
‘buying in a shop’ {as distinct from in the market), or as ‘buying in a
chenuist’s shop’ (as distinct from a grocer’s), or as ‘buying a toothbrush’
(as distinct from a cake of soap)? And since the criterion is bound to be
our assessiment, in some form or other, of whether it matters or not, we
may as well ask whether we are likely to take any interest in a situation
of this kind in the first place.

One way of deciding whether a particular type of situation is of
interest or not is to consider, in terms of the second of the headings
above, whether it is of any significance for the socialization of a child.
For example, it is a good working hypothesis to assume that any type of
situation in which a parent is controlling the child’s behaviour is
potentially important for linguistic and social development; and this
suggests not only that these situations are of interest to us but also that a
cerain amount of information needs to be given about them,
specifically information about what aspect of the child’s behaviour it
1s that is being regulated: whether, for example, attention 1s being
focused on his personal relationships (‘don’t talk to Granny like that!)
or on his behaviour towards objects (‘don’t tear it’).

Generally speaking the concept of social man provides the grounds
tor assessing the importance of a given class of context. The fact that a
particular type of linguage use is relevant to the socialization of the
child is one guarantee of significance; but it’is not the only one ~ there
are other ways in which it may be of importance in the culture. We
mght for example thisk of a lingmsue setang such as “teacher-parent
consultation’, subdivided into individual contact, parents” association

meeting, exchange of fetters, and so on; this may be assumed to be of
some significance in an educational context, and theretore the forms of
linguistic interaction between teacher and parent might well be worth
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looking into. Even more interesting are the forms of linguistic
interaction between teacher and pupil in the classroom, and in other
school settings. There have now been a number of useful studies of
classroom language, and these all depend on some notion of the
relevant contexts of situation.

Another quite different reason for thinking about ‘language and
situation’ is the fact that the pupil, in the course of his education, is
expected to become sensitive to the use of language in different
situation types, and to be able to vary his own linguistic behaviour in
response to them. The move, in schools, away from a total preoccu-
pation with formal composition towards an awareness of the many
different types of language use involved a fairly drastic redefinition of
the educationally relevant contexts of situation ~ a redefinition which
was not without its dangers and difficulties, as subsequent debate
revealed, but which was very necessary nevertheless. Both Breakthrough
to Literacy and Language in Use demand an enlightened and imaginative
view of language and situation; because of this, they are an excellent
source of insight into questions of relevance. As we have stressed all
along, there is no difference berween knowing language and knowing
how to use it; success in the mother tongue is success in developing a
linguistic pote-tial for all the types of context that are engendered by the
culture. From rhis point of view, if we think that a pupil when he leaves
school should be able to use language adequately in this or that
particular range of contexts, then those contexts are important even if
they do not seem to provide any great scope for linguistic virtuosity or
the exercise of the creative imagination. And there is some value to be
gained from an occasional glance at those types of language use which
are not normally regarded as the responsibility of the school. An
example is the language of technical instructions: if one looks carefully
(and sympathetically) at the leaflets issued by the nuanufacturers of
appliances. not to the general public but to those respousible for the
mstallation and maintenance of these appliances, one can get a very clear
picture of how language 1s related to the context of situation 1 which it

is functioning ~ or rather that in which it is intended to function: one-

should always remember that a leaflet of this kind is as out of context in
the classreom as would be the gas boiler iself, or whatever other object
it is desigmed to accompany.

These are very clearly questions of register, and we alimost incvitably
use concepts relating to field, mode or tenor of discourse when we talk
about language in relation to the situation. Formulations like “the
language of the classroomn™, “the language of technical instructions”,
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are all characterizations of this kind, sometimes relating to just one of
the three dimensions, often combining features of more than one. It is,
in fact, very revealing to analyse some of the formulations that are
commonly used, and taken for granted as meaningful descriptions of
types of language use, in order to see what information they provide
which might enable us to make predictions about the text; and we can
do this by relating them to field, mode and tenor. Anthropologists often
use terms like “pragmatic speech”, “ritual language” or Malinowski’s
“phatic communion”; the question is what we can gathe: from these
about the field of activity, the part played by language within it, and the
participant roles and role relationships involved.

Some of the terms that typically figure in discussions of language in
the context of English teaching are worth considering from this point of
view, terms such as “‘creative writing”, “imaginative language”,
“jargon”, ‘“‘ordinary language”. These are rarely as objective and
precise as they are made to seem. Jargon, for instance, often means no
more than technical terms which the speaker personally dislikes,
perhaps because he is not sure how to use them. If we try to interpret
these labels in terms of field, mode and tenor, we find that it is not easy
to see what they really imply about the kind of language used. It is not
that they are not meaningful; but there is no consensus as to what they
ntean, so we have very little clue as to what would be generally

regarded as a specimen of such language. What is creative in one type of
situation (or in one person’s opinion) would not be so in another.
The term “situation” is sometimes misleading, since it conjures up
the idea of ‘props’, the specific concrete surroundings of a particular
speech event such as might appear in a photograph of the scene. But
this image is much too particular; what is significant is the situation
type, the configuration of environmental factors that typically fashions

our ways of speaking and writing,

Doints 1o look for:

(a) What are examples of socally significant sittation types,
considered from an educational point of view?

How accurately and specifically do we define them? What s
the “dencacy of focus’, e.g. school ~ classroom ~ English
class = Tereative wrinng' session?

In what ways are such situation types significant for the pupils’
success in school (as distinet from those that are critical for
the child’s “socialization” in general, as in 2 above)? What do
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we expect to learn from an imaginative enquiry into the use
of language in these contexts?

(b) What are the generalized functions of language within
these situation types?

What Jo we mean when we talk of “creative”’, ‘‘transac-
tional”, “practical”’, “expressive” (etc.) language? How far is
an interpretation of language in these terms dependent on
our awareness of the situation?

Can we relate the use of language to the interaction of social
roles within these situation types? (The notion that the type
of language used — expressive, creative, etc. — is solely
governed by the free choice or whim of the individual is
very much oversimplified, and leads to some highly artificial
and unrealistic classroom exercises.)

Are there ‘pure’ types of language use, or do real situations
always generate some kind of mixed type? (This is a vast
topic in its own right. Probably most use of language is
neither rigidly pure nor hopelessly mixed, but involves a
dominant register and one or two subsidiary motives.
Language in Use provides opportunities for exploring this
notion further.)

6. Language and institutions

Again. this is related to the previous headings; it suggests a further angle
on the general theme of language and social interaction. In 4 the focus

of attention was on the individual; it was the individual who supplied
the common thread linking one language event with another. In 5 we
took the situation as the basic construct and used that as the means of
relating language events. Here we focus attention on social institutions,
such as a family, a school, or a factory; these provide continuity of yet
another kind. such as is implied by expressions like “language in the
home' or “linguage in school™.

We can think of any social institution, from the linguistic point of
view, as a communication network. lts very existence tmplies that -«
communicagon takes place within it there will be sharing of
{ experience. 2xpression of social solidanry, decision-making and plan-
ning. and. Tt 1s a hierarchical institution, forms ot verbai control,
transmissios of orders and the like. The structure of the institution will
be enshrned m the language, in the different types of interaction that
take place and the linguistic registers associated with them.

An obvicus examiple is a school, which is examined from this point
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of view by Peter Doughty in Chapter 6 of Exploring Language. Doughty

rites:
P In the sense that a school functions as a social group within a
discernible social context, it is a speech community: there will be
patterns of interaction peculiar to the school, and consequently, {

there will also be patterns of language in use peculiar to it, and those
who work together in the school develop common responses to

[
D them (pp. 100~1).
[

The school is a communication network, composed of many smaller
networks that criss-cross cach other and may be relatively fixed and
constant or fluid and shifting. Consider for example the question of
b how decisions are transmitted. One communication network is formed
by the chain of command, which might run from headmaster to head of
[ department to member of staff to pupil. The dewiled pattern 1s
modified and varied from one instance to another; but the mechanisms
| e usually linguistic, and can be descrbed (again, on the theoretical !
basis of field, mode and tenor) in terms of a few recognized situation
. types: formal interview, téte-i-téte, assembly, noticeboard, and so on. It
is interesting to follow through what happens in the case of a particular !
» policy decision, from its onginal discussion (if any) and adoption to its
eventual putting into effect, seeing how language is used at each stage
P andihowit signals the social relationships mvolved. As Doughty puts it,
therc are “‘ways of operating through which one individual indicates to y il
B  :nother his understanding of their mutual status and relationship”. '
There are also the linguistic aspects of the processes whereby 2
. decision is made, as distinct from those by which it is transmitted.
Suppose it is initiated from a level some way below the level of (
P  authority required for its adoption; for example, a suggestion from the
class for a visit to the docks. How is this formulated for the purpose of |
» .
o
®
»
J
)

being referred upward for deciston, from the class to the teacher, or

from the teacher to the head? “
The making and tmplementing of decisions is onily one of the aspects

ot the life of an insticution that can be considered from this poine of
view, taking the institution as a comnuncation neeswork.

The characteristics of one type of institution, and the features that set
it oft from others, are likely to be revealed in unexpected ways in the
language. For example, cortain institurions, of which the school s one,
are distinguished by the existence of'a clientele, a group for whons the
wstitution is originally designed but who are distnet from the members

of i, the professionals who, typically, cam their living from the
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institution. The school has pupils; similarly, a hotel has guests, a hospital
has patients, an airline has passengers. (These contrast with institutions
such as a family, 2 club, or a union branch, which have only members;
and with those which have a ‘general public’ with whom they
conmmunicate only indirectly and through special channels, such as an
industrial enterprise, or a government department.) Here the status of
the clientele is largely revealed by the nature of the communication that
takes place berween it and the members. There is a recognized class of
jokes about institutions which lose sight of the interests of the clientele
who constirute the sole reason for their existence, centring round the
basic theme of ‘this would be a splendid place to work in if it wasn’t for
the ... {pupils, guests, etc.)’. The reality behind this form of humour,
the rather natural tendency on the part of the professionals to regard the
customers as an unnecessary intrusion in the smooth running of the
institution. 1s again most clearly revealed through the language.

The school itself, therefore, is only one of many institutions that are
of interest trom this point of view, as a communication network, 2
nexus of mterpersonal contexts for the use of language. But in one
respect it differs from the others mentioned above. Most other
institutions of this general type — those with a clientele — serve their
clientele in non-linguistic ways. The hospital treats their ailments, the
airline moves them from place to place, the hotel feeds and entertains
them. In a school, the relatien between staff and pupils is essentially one
of ralk. The whole function of the school is to be a conununication
nerwork jonung professional and client. (Perhaps the nearest type of
institution to it in this respect is a church.) Hence an understanding of
the institudonal use of language is even more fundamental in the school
than elsewhere.

Recenty we have begun to see somie penetrating accounts of the use of
linguage 1 the classroom, and these will no doubt shed a totally new light
on the rature of the school as an insticution, and therefore on the
educationdd process. This refers not only to the teacher’s own ase of
language. but also to the sort of language he gets, as well as che sort of
language e expects, from the pupils. The latter are no longer enjoined to
silence. & thiey were once; the connmunication channels are now two-
way. Bu ac the same time there are restrainis, and only certain types of
linguistic pehaviour on the pare of the pupils are normally regarded as
acceptab: —depending, of course, on the coneexe: torms of specch which
are nor scceptable in the classroom or corridor would pass unnoticed on
the sporustield. This is another instance of variation in register.

Finallv there is also the external aspect of the conmunication
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patterns: communication between the school and the outside world.

We have already referred to teacher-parent interaction; but there are

many other aspects to this, which taken together reflect the place of the
school in the community as a whole. This also is best seen through
attention to the language, which is likely to show up many of the
assumptions that are made, by the school on the one hand and the
comununity on the other, about the role of the school in the life of

social man.

Points to look for:
(a) What do we mean by an institution, from a linguistic point
of view? In other words, can we define it by reference to the

concept of a communication network?

Who talks to whom, and who writes to whom, as an essential
part of the fabric of the institution?

Who talks or writes to whom as a means of contact between
the institution and the outside world?

(b) What is the special nature of the school as a communication
network? How does it differ, in this regard, from other
institutions of a comparable nature?

How are decisions made, and how are they transmitted? What
are the linguistic features of the decision processes?

What types of communication are necessary to, and charac-
teristic of, the life of the school? {These again can be seen in
terms of field, mode and tenor: what significant kinds of
activity are carried on through language, what is the specific
channel of communication in each case, and what are the

role relattonships involved?]
(¢) Where are the breakdowns in commuiication, and why?

7. Language attitudes

The subject of attitudes to language has been discussed frequenty over
the past ten years. One of the carly treaunents of it i an educanonal
congext was  Halhidavy er al. (1964) The Linguistic Sciences and Language

Teacdning fuiis volume, chapter T where ic was stressed that the reason
for nsisting on public discussion of agtitudes to linguage was thar these
can be, and have been, extremely harmitul in dheir effects on educational
practice.
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We referred above to the “stereotype hypothesis”, and to the fact
that teachers often base their initial judgement of a child, and their
expectations of his performance, very largely upon his accent. This is
already very damaging, since a child — like an adult — tends to behave as
he is expected to do: if he is stereotyped as a failure, he will fail. But it is
not only in their initial expectations that teachers have discriminated in
this way. They have often totally rejected the child’s mother tongue,
and tried to stamp it out with the full force of their disapproval and
scorn. It is unlikely that a child will come out of this sort of ordeal
unscathed. When the authors of The Linguistic Sciences and Langnage
Teaching wrote that “A speaker who is made ashamed of his own
language habits suffers a basic injury as a human being: to make anyone,
especially a child, feel so ashamed is as indefensible as to make him feel
ashamed of the colour of his skin” {p. 105), they were actually taken to
task in the columns of a women’s magazine, on the grounds that
whereas a child cannot change the colour of his skin, he can learn to
change his language. This seems to imply that if Catholics are
discriminated against, the best way to help them is by forcible
conversion to Protestantism.

To reject this is not to argue that a teacher ought to learn to talk ro the
children in their 1reighbourhood dialect, a gesture which by iwself serves
little purpose. But he should be prepared to recognize both his own and
other people’s folk- ~linguistic attitudes; and, ideally, to explore these
attitudes, tking the pupils into his confidence. The pupils’ own
experience will tell them that language is one of the many aspects of
human behaviour that is judged by others as ‘good’ or ‘bad’; they can be
encouraged to try and find out why this is, and guided by the teacher
towards an understanding which enables them to see through and
behind these judgements. (It is not unknown for the pupils to guide the
teacher, in the first instance.) This puts questions of dialect and accent,
standard and non-standard, into a perspective. We all need to learn some
form of the standard language — it does not matter much with whar
accent, and there 1s little chance of the teacher's influencing this anyway
~ bur if the standard differs from our mother tongue, we do not throw
the mother tongue away. There are functions of language to which the
one 1s appropriate but not the other. Learning standard Enghsh, in fact,is
more a mazter of learning new registers than of learning a new dialect.

Social run 15, inevitably, his own cthnographer: he has his own
model of tunself, his socicty and his language. This model contains a
great deal of useful insight; but it is cluttered up wich attitudes which
may originally have been protective to the individual himself but which
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no longer serve him any purpose and become harmful if he is in a
position to influence others. Such attitudes are difficult to recognize
because they are disguised and legitimized as statements of fact. This is
why one of the most far-reaching trends of the past decade has been the
trend, in education, towards a much greater social and linguistic
objectivity and understanding; the approach to language is now on the
whole constructive and positive, instead of being largely negative as it
was before.

In exploring language, we are very naturally led to exploic the folk
linguistic that goes with it. An important part of this, as Peter Doughty
points out, is derived from experience at school; and the school is a
good place in which to explore it. The class can collect cuttings about
language from letters to the press, columns in popular magazines and so
on, to see what sort of ideas people have; they can note the words that
are used to pass judgement on language (good, corect, wrong, lazy, ugly,
etc.), the explanations that are offered for these judgements, if any (why
is’ something said to be “wrong” or “sloppy’?), and the particular
aspects of language that are brought up for discussion {accent, grammar,
vocabulary). It is easy to assume that there must be a general consensus
about all such matters, but this is largely illusory: apart from the
prescriptive rules that were codified in the English textbooks of the
previous gencration, which have a very strong power of survival, the
consensus consists in little more than a general agreement that there
must be a right and a wrong in language somewhere.

It is perhaps worth adding a note about phonetics, especially at a
point in history when educated Britons are once agan becoming
linguists, in the other sense of the termi (speakers of foreign languages),
as they used to be not so very long ago. In any class where some or all of
the pupils ‘speak with an accent’ — which means the vast majority of the
schools in the country — it will be easy to show that for learning French
or German or lalian or Russian some of the sounds in their own speech
are much more helpful that those of RP (= “received pronunciation”,

not “'royal pronunciation”, although it could be roughly defined as the -

Queen's English). In learning foreign languages, the child who speaks

RP has no advantages; and it is very disheartening, though not
uncommon, to hear children struggling hard to pronounce foreign

sounds badly, in good English, when 1f they had not been taught to
disvalue their own native speech they could have used this ay 2 model
and pronounced the toreign sounds well and with case.

The ability to make observations on the speech of the pupils in
accurate phonetic terms is, naturally, something that requires traning,
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But one part of this is a training in listening objectively to speech
sounds, and in seeing through the folk linguistic jargon of *‘pure”,
“harsh”, “‘grating”, “rich”, and other such terminological obstacles to
clear thinking; and this one can achieve on one’s own, given a
reasonable dash of curiosity and openmindedness. A teacher who is
interested in this aspect of language can then try out the “stereotype
hypothesis™ on himself, and see how far his own expectations of an
individual pupil’s performance do in fact correlate with how that pupil
pronounces English. In the long run, we may find that the advantage
lies with the child who has mastered a variety of different speech forns,
although this would have more to do with register than with dialect. At
the very least we can show that questions of accent and dialect can be
the subject ot rational and tolerant discussion, instead of being used as a
means of rype-casting human beings into ready-made categories and
labelling them with badges of inferiority and shame. We tend to treat
language all too solemnly, yet without taking it seriously; if we could
learn to be railier more serious about it, and at the same time a lot Jess
solemn, we might help to reverse what the Guardian referred to as “‘the
slow slide to illiteracy”, and to inarticulacy.

Points 1o look for:

(@) What are the most familiar attitudes towards linguistic
norms and correctness?

What linguistic opinions are held by (i) the children, (ii) their
parents, (ii1) your colleagues, (iv) you?

How are these attitudes manifested and expressed?

Are the value judgements concerned mainly with grannmar?
with vocabulary? with dialect and accent? Is a distinction
made between “‘grammar” (= ‘what should be') and
“usage” (= "what is)?

(b) Whir s the effect of these atitudes on the relatonship
betw zen teacher and pupil?

Do thev provide a clue to (i) the teacher’s expectations, (i) the
teackar’s assessments of the pupil’s perforimance?

What o the effecr of these atrudes on the child's own

expectations of the school, and on his feclings about his
chus ooy of success?

What =5 the eftfect on his actual pertormance?
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@ Diagram 1: Suggested categories of dialectal variety differentiation

Example of English varieties
(descriptive contextual categories

Situational Contextual
categories cafegories
rindividuality idiolect
temporal temporal
provenance  dialect
geographical geographical
user’s provenance  dialect
social social
provenance  dialect
range of standard/
intelligibility  non-standard

Mr X’s English,
Miss Y’s English
Old English,

Modern English

dialectal varietics:
the linguistic
reflection of

British English reasonably
American English permanent
charactenistics
upper-class English, of the user in
middle-class English language
situations

standard English,
non-standard English

Diagran. 1I: Suggested categories of diatypic variety differentiation

Example of Euglish varieties
{deseriptive contexmal categorics

Situational Contextual
categorics cticgorics
purposive field of
role discourse
medium mode of
discourse

relationship

user's addressec tenor of

rehationship discourse
(a} personal personal
tenor

(b) funcuonal

tenor

functional

technical English,
non-techmcal English
diatypic varietics:
the linguistic
reflection of
recurrent
characreristies
of the user's use
of language m
siatons

spoken English,
written English

formal English.
ioformal English
didacuic F.nl,;'i.\h.
non-didacue English

Source: Michael Gregory, “Aspects ol var

3, 1967,

-ues ditferentiation’, Jonnsad of Linguistics
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Postscript

The work of the (originally Nuffield, later Schools Council)
Programme in Linguistic and English Teaching spanned the period
from 1964 to 1971, and provided the background of thinking,
experience and practical ¢ndeavour that lies behind the perspective
adopted here. It is in the light of this experience that ‘language and
social man’ assumes relevance as an approach to language in an
educational context.

Language has for u long time been a depressed area in our educational
system; and only a scrious concemn with language on the part of
teachers, a concern that is enlightened, imaginative and humane, can
restore it to the cecutral place which it ought to occupy if we are
tackling the problem of educational failure at its deepest level.

Lately there has been a considerable amount of research eftort that is
relevant to this theme, often following up earlier ideas that had been
neglected: and reference has been made to some of the important books
and papers that have appeared. But the basic discussion of how these
ideas may be rranslated into practice will be found in the two sets of
materials produced by the Programme: Breakthrough to  Literacy
(Longman. 1970) for primary schools, and Language in Usc (Edward
Armnold, 1971) for sccondary schools.

The title Breakthronph to Literacy referred to the child’s breakthrough
from speech into the new medium of writing. Bur it is 2 breakdirough
also in another sense: o breakthrough in the whole concept of language
in the pruary school. The ideas behind 1t are embodied in the
Teacher's Manual, which can be read on its own as a thoughtful
discussion of the question of literacy. It was very encouraging that, at
the end of the project, the ILEA set up their Centre for Langnage in
Primary Education, and that the person appointed to take charge of it
was David Mackay, leader of the Breakthrough team.
anrcasonable to claim for Language in Use a breakthrough of
another kiznd. this tme at the secondary level. This takes the perspective
of "langusge and soctal man’ and gives it a conerete expression in the
forn of szdv units for the exploration of language by pupils within the
secondan school range. The accompanying volume Exploring Language
(Edwarg Arnold, 1971) has been referied to 2t many points, and

It s nes

provides ¢ best discussion of language i an educational context that
has yet arreared. .

There 5 another breakthrough sall o come, in the tamning of
teachers. who have so far been left to fend almost entirely for
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themselves as far as language is concemed. Perhaps we may look
forward to a time when language study has some place in the
professional training of all teachers, and the central place in the relevant
specialist courses, especially those relating to English and to literacy
(‘teaching of reading’). “‘Language study” is not meant to imply a
diluted version of academic linguistics — a subject which has often been
defined much too rigidly in the university context; but, rather, a serious
exploration of language from different angles, ignoring the artificial
boundaries which umversities (like schools) tend to interpose between
one discipline and another. The exploration of language cannot be
neatly classified as natural science, social science, humanity or fine art; it
takes something from each of these world views. If we claim that
language has a key place in the processes of education, this is not only
for the obvious reason that it is the primary channel for the transmission
of knowledge, but much more because it reflects, as nothing else does,

the mulu-level personality of man.

Notes

1. Terms like smeaning, wording and spelling are so familiar in everyday speech
that we are hardly aware of them as ways of talking about language. But
when we say, to 2 pupil, or to a conunittee chairman perhaps, “1 think
you’ll have to alter the wording”, we are banging into play what Peter
Doughty calls ‘a “folk linguistic”, a “‘common sense” about the language

we live by’ (Exploring Langnage, p. 6).
For both these references see Frederick Williams, (ed.), Language and

o

Poverty.
This view is associated first and foremost with the work of the great

American linguist Benjamin Lee Whorf, who wrote “An accepted pattern
of using words is often prior to certain lines of thinking and modes of
behaviour”. Whorf emphasized that it s not so much in “special uses of
language” (technical terms, political discourse ete.) as “in its constant ways
of arranging data and its most ordinary everyday analysis of phenomena that
we need to recognize the influence {language] has on other activities,
cultaral and personal™ (Languwage, Theught and Realiry, pp. 134=5). Bernstein
points out that, in Whort's thinking, ““the link bertween hnguage, culre
and habitual thought is mor mediated through the social structure™, whereas
his own theory “places the cmphasis on changes in the social structure as
major factors in shaping or changing a gven culture through their effecton
dhe comequences of tnhions of speaking. fr shares with Whorf' the
controlling influence on expertence aseribed 1o “frmes of consistency”
involved in fashions ot speaking. Tt ditfers from Whort by asserting that, in

the context of a common linguage m the sense ol general code, there will
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. Bernstein refers to them as “critical contexts”

. See Halliday, McIntosh and Strevens (1964), where the term

- principle rather distinet and have very

arise distinct linguistic forms, fashions of speaking, which induce in their
speakers different ways of relating to objects and persons.”
B 1 refer for socialization, using
“context” in the sense of a generalized situation type. He identifies the
regulative” context, “where the child is made aware of the rules of the
Sloml order, and their various backings”; the “instructional” context,
where the child learns about the objective nature of objects and persons,
and acquires skills of various kinds”’; the “imaginative or innovating”
contexts, “where the child is encouraged to experiment and re-create his
world on his own terms’’; and the “intcrpersoml" context, ‘where the
child is made aware of affective states — his own, and others”(Class, Codes
and _Cunlro[ I, pp. 181, 198.)
Useful discussions of the concept of register, in the present context, will be
found in Hasan (1973) and in Ure and Ellis (1972).
_ “style of
fﬂ‘lscolllzs:ei' was used instead of “tenor”’. Here we shall prefer the term
tenor” introduced by Spencer and Gregory, in Enkvist, Spencer and
Gregory (1964). A number of other, more or less related, schemata have
been proposed; sce especially Jeftrey Ellis (1965, 1966).
Martin Joos recognizes five points: intimate, casual, consultative, formal
and frozen: see his book The Five Clocks, and also the discussion in Chapters
lO.nnd 11 of Lxploring Language (‘Accent and dialect’ and ‘Diversity in
written English’, by John Pearce). It is worth remarking, perhaps, that the
term “formality”” (or “level of formality™) is the source of some confusion
in discussions of Ia 1guage, because 1t is used in two different senses. On the
one hand it refers to the use of forms of the language — words, or

are conventionally associated with certain

granumatical structures - that
f interview

modes: with inpersonal letters or nmemoranda, various types O
and the like. On the other hand it is used to refer to the degree of respect
person who is being addressed: languages

that is shown linguistically to the
also as regards how much) they

diﬂ'cr rather widely as regards how (and
incorporate the ¢xpression of respect, but there are ways of addressing
parents and clders, social and occupntional superiors, and so on, that are
!’ccognizcd as the marks of the social relationship involved. Although there
is some overlap between these nwo senses of ‘formality’, they are n
different manifestations in language.
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Chapter Four

SOCIOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF SEMANTIC
CHANGE (1975)

In the past five years there has been extensive activity in the various

fields that are known collectively as ‘“‘sociolinguistics”. 1 shall not

attempt to survey this work here; for one thing, a number of
comprehensive surveys have recently appeared, for exampie by

Fishman and others in Fishman (1971) Advances in the Sociology of
Language I, and by Gumperz and Hymes (1972) Directions in

Sociolinguistics; and for another, only a part of this work would bear
directly on the theme of linguistic change. What 1 would like to
attempt, however sketchily, is some kind of synthesis, an integration of
a number of rather separate strands into an analytic frumework that
will relate them to linguistic change and in parucular to the semantic
level and semantic change. Sonie aspects of sociolinguistic research —
Labov’s is perhaps the clearest example — bear very directly on change
in the linguistic system, and Labov himself has enumerated certain
historical principles on the basis of investigations conducted, by
hinnself and others, mm terms of his own elegant and rigorous
quantitative methodology (Labov, 1970a). Other studies in the field
have a rather indirect bearing on hngwsue change, but are of special
meerest inasmuch as they relate to changes i the semanne system. |
shall try to bring these together in what amount to dhree steps.
although the steps will not be taken separately in a clearly iarked
sequence. First, a schematizadon of che major wends, showing their
place n the overall meerprention of language and che socral system,

Suciologicdd Aspeaty of Senanne Chang', trome Lagy el cod b0 Proccadinges of the Lleventh

Interational Congress of Lingunts, 853-879. (1975). Ongoaliy publihed Bologna 1 Muhno, 1974,

[Rights reverted to author so no copyright line]
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with language being considered as part of the social system. Second,
more detailed discussion of those which relate to linguistic change.
Third, a consideration of the question of change in the semantic system,
from the point of view of the sociology of language.

Current fields of investigation that are in some sense ‘sociolinguistic’
might be enumerated as follows:

Macrosociology of language; linguistic demography

Diglossia; multlingualism and muldidialectalism

Language planning; development and standardization
Iidginization and creolization

. Social dialectology; description of non-standard varieties

6. Educatonal sociolinguistics

7. Ethnography of speaking; speech situations

8. Regster; verbal repertoire and code-switching

9. Social factors in phonological and grammatical change _
10. Language and socialization; language in the transmission of culture
11. Sociolinguistic approach to language development in children
12. Functional theories of the linguistic system

13. Linguistic relativity

14. Microsociology of knowledge (ethnomethodological linguistics)
15. Theory of text.

N s 0N —

1. Text, situation and register

1.1

Let me start with the concept of a text, with particular reference to the
text-in-sicuation, which may be regarded as the basic unit of semantic
scructure (1.e. of the semantic process). (Perhaps if we are using the term
“sociolinguistics™ in these discussions [ ought to'refer to it rather as the
basic unit of “sociosemantic” structure). The concept ‘text’ has no
comotations of size; it may be instantiaced as speech act, speech event,
topic unit, exchange, episode, narrative and so on.

Now trom one point of view, the main interest of the text is what it
leaves out. For example, the participants in an encounter accord each
other cerain statuses and oles, and they do so partdy by micans of
attention to the text, the meanings thac are exchanged. Yet, as Cicourel
has pointed out, we know very littde about how they do ity we have no
rcal theory of linguistic interaction. Somechow, symbolic behaviour is
interpreted, and meanings are assigned. Cicourel suggests (1969: 186-9)
that the member operates with four interpretative principles or’

'
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b
D assumptions, which he calls “reciprocity of perspectives”,
e Tl S principl¢ » and “descriptive vocabulary as indexical
D expressions”. In any exchang€ of meanings, the individual assumes (@)
that interpretations of experience are shared (others see things in the same
way); (i) that there are principles of selection an
meaning, and therefore also (i) of reconstituting 3
omissions (we agree on what to leave out, and the ot
are 1 think encodings rather than ormissions,
unscrambhing procedures), and (iv) that word
structures, linguistic forms, are referred identically to past expe
These principles act a5 “‘instructions for the speaker-
infinitely possible meanings t0 unfolding social scenes
speaker—hearer relies heavily on the social system
Cicourel argues for a ‘‘generative senantics
member’s everyday world as the basic source for assigning D
objects and events’ (1969: 197); and this kind of approach to
and function of text s a characteristic of ethnomethodoiogica
studies such as those of Sacks and Schegloff. An example 15
(1971 account of how people refer to locaton, which 1
the general principies on which the speaker—hearer relies
production and understanding of discourse relating to th
of places and of persons: It is clear from his account t
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as those involving geogrnphicai and those involving
points), the adequate Of (as he puts 1t) “right” semant
making us¢ of the relevant particulars of the contex
Schcgioff’s own formulation, “ipteractants ar¢ context-sens
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meanings of the text into information that |
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of infformation structure, and information focus, in Halliday 1967—
1968). :

1.2

The sclection of semantic options by the speaker in the production of
text (in other words, what the speaker decides to mean) is regulated by
what fHymes (1967) calls the “‘native theory and system of speaking’”.
The :nember of the community possesses a “‘commiunicative compe-
tence that “‘enables [him] to know when to speak and when to remain
silent. which code to use, when, where and to whom, etc.”; in other
worde, to know the “rules of speaking”, defined by Grimshaw (1971:
136) as “'generalizations about relationships among components” of the
speec ) situation. Hymes has given a list, now very familiar, of the eight
components of speech, which may be summarized, and to a certain
extert paraphrased, as tollows: form and content, setting, participants,
ends (intent and eftect), key, mediuni, genre and interactional norms.
We snay compare this with various earlier lists, such as that of Firth
(19511)) which comprised the participants (statuses and roles), relevant
featuses of the setting, verbal and non-verbal action and effective result.

Owe of the difficulties with such lists is to know what theoretical
status to assign to them in relation to the text. Hymes includes “form
and + ontent of message”, i.e. the text itself, as one of the components;
compare Firth’s “verbal action of the participants”. An alternative
nppm.:ch is to consider the situational factors as determinants of the
text. This 1s exemplified in the triadic formula used by Halliday,
Meclntosh and Strevens (1964), with its categories of field, mode and
tenor. These are categories at a n1ore abstract level which are regarded as
determining rather than as including the text; they represent the
situation in its generative aspect. Field refers to the ongoing activity and
the particular purposes that the use of language is serving within the
context of that acuvity; mode covers roughly Hymes™ channel, key and
geme; and tenor refers to the interrelations amonyg the participants
(statss and role relationships). There are some theoretical advantages to
be pained trom working with a triadic construct, advantages which
relare 1o the nature of the linguistic system (see below).

‘I he categories of field, mode and tenor are thus deterninants and not
componens of speaking; collectively they serve to predict texr, via the
intennediary of the code, or (since “code” has been used in a number of
difierent senses) to predict what I shall call the register (Ure and Ellis
197.). These conceptsare intended to make explicit the means whereby

134




assoc'med
is, of wha

:\ppropr'\
derivatio
with the senian
1 are assoCiate
icture)- if the

an derive, fro

b-categories
1 on the assumpth

with them typical semantl
¢ Fishman calls “congruence” (1971 244-5); sO that 1
iven instance of language atures are specif\ed, in
ate terms, gypical linguistic features €an spec'\ﬁed by
e that we ar¢ concerned
of the text and . not with the ritual
+oh levels of formality

s'\tuational fe

tic properties

\exicogr:\mmat'\ca\
hese form one part
.. then by the same token

the like, although ¢
from the situagion,
¢, who has the same information available
ply the relevant

n from the rext: he can sup
* concept provides a means
social interaction,

dologjcal one; it
es of the text,
o the abstract
which embody

and
observer €an denv
the partic'\pant, or
to him, can derive
information that is lacking T
of investigating the linguistic
from an angle that is compl
takes account of the pro

considered 3 the realization
categories of the speech situation- It is these processes
the *‘native theory and system of speak'mg”.
How far are such concepss relatable O the linguistic sy_stem? The
of soc'\olinguist'\cs abounds with references to the linguist's
{ reating the Jinguistic system as a0 {avaniant, by contrast with
1 1 :agion; but a1l hinguists are 'mterested in
.al one. The underlyng

hoice; spec'\ﬁcal\y, of the

and thelr :\ccommod:ltion and interacnon in the
1 it implies that

Ypteractan

the situatio
hus the ‘TegISLer

of semanic paterns,

literature
pmct'\ce o

various typ&:
The distinction is unfort
1 jatl the choice ©

\'mgu'\st'\c systen.
" in the sen
1 other aspects
on the acit

“code choice’
jevels of formality et ¥

Soc'\o\ingu'\stic dis often rested
at there Was pothig at all to be said about the chotce
berween al and dog — that 1s a M4 he systein whercas 2 disunet’
cory Was needed ro account for the choice berween cat and Mog (mog
rerm for eat’ In certain B } both these
At are made withit the 'l'mg,u'\.\'tic systenn what 1s

Jccouits for both.

a fum'lionn\ scmnn(ics,

£ the Prague school, whd

nppmpr'\:\tc
of choice.
:\ssump(ion th

th
being 4 slang,
choices are chouces th
heory which

recuon of rowards 2

theories ©

needed st
This pom
further clabor

s the di
aton of the

135



SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

have explicitly concerned themselves with variation. Hymes (1969:
113) recognizes two types of meaning, “social meaning” and
“referential meaning”: “Languages have conventional units, structures
and relations ... that are what I shall call ‘stylistic” (serving social
meaning) as well as referential”. Elsewhere he uses the term “‘socio-
expressive” for the former. In my own work I have used a triadic
system, with components ideational, interpersonal and textual (the first
two probably equivalent to Hymes' referential and social), the
ideational being then further resoluble into experiential and logical
(Halliday 1967-1968, 1972). If we assume for the moment that the
linguistic system is in fact essentially trimodal at the semantic level (and
there is strong internal evidence for this), then on the basis of the three-
way catcgorization of the situational determinants of text into field,
mode and tenor, we can make a tentative correlation between the
..situation, the text and the semantic system: by and large, it is the
ideational component of the system that is activated by the choice of
.ﬂeld, the interpersonal by the tenor, and the textual by mode. There 1s,
in other words, a general tendency whereby the speaker, in encoding
the role relationships in the situation (the tenor; Hymes’ “participants”
and “key™), draws on the interpersonal component in the semantic
§ysten1, realized for example by mood; in encoding the acuvity,
including rubject matter (the field; Hymes' “setting” and “ends”),
draws on the ideational component, realized for example by transitivity:
and in tuicoding the features of the channel, the rhetorical mode and so
on (the mode; Hymes’ “instrumentalities” and “genre”’) draws on the
textual component, realized for example by the information focus.
These arc approximations only: but they are suggestive given that the
tWo sets of categories, the components of the speech situation on the
one hand and those of the semantic system on the other, are established
quite independently of each other.

1.3

Thus one main swand in the sociolinguistic fabric consists in
interrelations among the three levels of 1) social mteracton (repre-
s.cntc-d .lil:guistically by the texg), 2) the specch situatien and 3) the
linguistic svstem. This interrelationship constitutes the systematic aspeet

of everyaay speech. From the sociological point of view, the focus of

fmentmn here is on the ‘micro’ level. By contrast, the ‘macro’ level
1HV01\’€§ a further classifying of speech situations, a situational typology
such as &s embodied in Fishman’s notion of “domain”, defined (1971:
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mine, within limits set by other variables (and always allowing for the
individual’s role discretion; there is personal as well as transactional
switching, in Gumperz’ terms), the selection that he makes from within
that repertoire.

Hence this particular concept of a ‘code’, in the sense of a language
or language variety coexisting with other languages or language
varieties in a (multilingual and multidialectal) society, such that the
individual typically controls more than one code, extends naturally and
without discontinuity to that of code as social dialect, dialectal vaniety
in language that is related to social structure, and specifically to social
hierarchy. 1he situation may determine which code one selects, but the
social structure determines which codes one controls. The limiting case
would be an ideal diglossia in which every member has access to both
the superposed or ‘high’ variety and one regional or ‘low’ variety. In
general, however, the speaker’s social dialect repertoire is a functon of
his personal caste or class history.

Theor.tically a social dialect is like a regional dialect, in that it can be
treated as invariant in the life history of the speaker. This in fact used
to be regarded as the norm. In practice, however, it is misleading; as

Labov remarks in this connection (1970a; in 1971: 170): “As far as we

can see, there are no single-style speakers”. Labov refers to “‘style shift”
rather than “code shift”, understanding by this a shift in respect of
certain specitied variables that is governed by one particular situational
restraint, namely the level of formality. The variables he finds are
grammatical and phonological ones, such as the presence or absence of
be in copular constructions, e.g. he (is) wild; negative concord, as
displayed in the music-hall Cockney sentence I don’t suppose you don’t
kot nobody what don’t want to buy no dog, or its absence; Ovs. t0 vs. tin
initial position, e.g. in think; plus or minus post-vocalic r, etc. Labov’s
work has shown that one cannot define a social dialect, at least in an
urban context, except by having recourse to variable rules as well as
categorical rules: in other words, variation must De scen as inherent in
the system. Labov's own earlier definition of an urban speech
community, s a group of speakers sharing the same linguistic attitudes,
which he artived at after finding that speech attitudes were more
consistent than speech habits, could therefore, in the light of his own
studies of variation, be revised to read “'a group of speakers showing the
same patterns of variation” — which means, in twrn, reinstating its
original detiuition as a group of speakers who share the same social
dialect, since social dialect is now defined so as to include such variation
(see Wolfram 1971).

138

=
g




) However, as Labov remarks, although “there are a great many styles
and stylistic dimensions, ... all such styles can be ranged along a single
dimension, measured by the amount of attention paid to speeck” (1970a; in
'1971: 170, Labov’s italics). Hence, for example, the five stylistic levels
that are postulated in order to show up vanation in post-vocalic r. casual
b speech, careful speech, reading, word lists and minimal pairs. In other !
words the type of linguistic vanation that is associated with these
> contexts, through the “amount of attention paid to speech”, is itself
largely homogeneous; it can be represented in the form of points along )
b a scale of deviation from an implied norm, the norm in this case being a
prestige or “standard’”’ form. The speaker is not switching between
D alternative forms that are equally deviant and thus neutral with regard to
presuige norms (contrasting in this respect with rural speakers in dialect
) boundary areas). He is switching between varants that are value-
charged: they have differential values in the social system. This by no
means necessarily implies that the so-called “prestige” forms are most ,
highly valued for all groups in all contexts (Labov, 1970a; in 1971: 204),
but simply that the effect of such variation on linguistic change cannot !
be studied in isolation from the social systeny which determines the sets
of values underlying the variation.

b 1.4
[ ] Discussion of language and social structure usually centres around the
influence of social structure on language; but in Labov’s perspective any
] such effect is marginal, in terms of the liuguistic system as a whole.
“The great majority of lingwistic rules are quite remote from any social
[ ] value” (ibid. 204); *. .. social values are attributed to linguistic rules
only when there is variation” (205). In other words, there 1s interaction
[ ] between social hierarchy and certain features of the dialectal varieties
that it gives rise to, such that these features are the object of variation;
D but no general principles relating language and language variety to the
sl order.
] Such principles are to be found, in a very ditferent perspective, in the
work of Bernstein, Here the social structure, and social hicrarchy, s
) shown to be related to varety in language; not to social dialect,
however, but to register. This distinction is a fundumental one.”
Whereas social dialects are ditferent grannnatical and phonological
representations of a semantic svstent, regasters are different semantic
configurations (leaving open the gnestion whether they are denved
from identical semantic systems or not). Hence Bernstein's focus of
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attention is the relation of social structure to meaning — that is, to the
meanings that are typically expressed by the members.

Bernstein has drawn attention to principles of semiotic organization
goveming the choice of meanings by the speaker and their interpret-
ation by the hearer. These he refers to as “codes’; and there is a
considerable source of confusion here, as the same term code is being
used in radically different senses. The codes control the meanings the
speaker-hearer attends to (see Cicourel’s “socially distributed mean-
ings”). In terms of our general picture, the codes act as determinants of
register, operating on the selection of neanings within situation types:
when the systemics of language — the ordered sets of options that
constitute the linguistic system — are activated by the situational
determinauts of text (the field, mode and tenor, or whatever conceptual
framework we are using), this process is regulated by the codes.
(Bernstein, 1971: passim).

A unique feature of Bernstein’s work is that it suggests how the
social structure is represented in linguistic interaction. According to
Bernstein, the cssential element governing access to the codes is the
family role system, the system of role relationships within the family;
and he finds two main types, the positional role system, and the
personal role system. In the former, the part played by the member
(for example in decision-making) is largely a function of his position in
the family: role corresponds to ascribed status. In the latter, it is more a
function of his psychological qualities as an individual, here status is
achieved, and typically there are ambiguities of role. The two types are
found in all social classes, but sections of the middle class favour the
person-oriented types, and strongly positional families are found
mainly in the lower working class; thus there is a mechanism for the
effect of social class on language, via the interrelation of class and
family type.

Bemstein postulates two variables within the code: elaborated versus
restricted. and person-oriented versus object-oriented. The idealized
sociolinguistic speaker-hearer would control equally all varicties of
coder there 135 of course no such individual, but the processes of
socialization of the child do demand — and normally lead to — some
degree of access o all. It appears, however, that some extreme family
tyvpes tend to liniit access to certain parts of the code system in certain
critical socializing contexts: a strongly positional family. for
example, may ortent ies members away from the personal, elaborated
quartile i precisely those contexts in which this type of code is
demanded by the processes of formal education, as ceducation is at
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present constituted — which may be a contributory factor in the strongly
social class-linked pattern of educational failure that is found in Britain,
the USA and elsewhere.

It is important to avoid reifying the codes, which are not varieties of
language in the sense that registers and social dialects are vareties of
language. The relation of code to these other concepts has been
discussed by Ruqaiya Hasan, who points out that the codes are located
‘above’ the linguistic system, at the semiotic level (1973: 258):

While social dialect is defined by reference to its distinctive formal
properties, the code is defined by reference to its semantic
properties ... the semantic properties of the codes can be
predicted from the elements of social structure which, in fact,
give rise to them. This raises the concept “code” to a more
general level than that of language variety; indeed there are
advantages in regarding the restricted and the elaborated codes as
codes of behaviour, where the word “behaviour” covers both
verbal and non-verbal behaviour.

The code is actualized in language through register, the clustering of
semantic features according to situation type. (Bernstein in fact uses the
term “‘variant”, e.g. “elaborated variant”, to refer to those character-
istics of a register which derive from the choice of code.) But the codes
themselves are tyves of social semiotic, symbolic orders of meaning
generated by the social syscem. Hence they transmit, or rather control
the transmission of, the underlying patterns of a culture and sub-
culture, actung through the primary socializing agencies of family, peer
group and school.

At this point we can perhaps set up some sort of a model in which
the linguistdc systen, and the social system in its restricted sense of social
structure, are represented as integral parts of the wider reality of the
social system in the more all-embracing sense of the term. For analytical
purposes we will add a third component, that of “culture’ in the sense
of the ideological and material culture, to serve as the source of speech
situations and situation types. Malinowski’s context of culevre (and
context of situation) is the product of the social structure together with
the culture in this limited sense: so are Fishman’s domains. Figure 4.1
(above the Line) attenipts to present in schenatic form the analytic
relations that we have set up.
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SOCIOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF SE

1.5
Naturally there are ot

of a sociolinguistic theory which
are not included in th ong other things, 3 sociolinguistic
theory implies 2 theory of text: not merely 2 methodology of text
description, but a means of relating the text to its various levels of
meaning. In van Dijk’s (1972) account of 2 “rext grammar", ext 18
regarded as “continuous discourse” having a deep Of jmacro structuré
a sequence of

“as a whole” and 2 surface of micro structure as
oftmnsformntion rules relates macro to [micro Structures-

In other words, text is the basic 1inguistic unig, manifested at the surface
as discourse. It cannot be described by means of sentence grammars.
Now the last point s worth underlining: The notion of the text as
super-sentence is essentially comparable 0 that of the sentence as 2
super-phoneme; it ignores the essential fact, that the two are related by
realization, not by size. We have adopted here the view of the text as a
semantic unit, '\rrespective of size, with sentences {and other

nmmatical units) as the realization of it. The essential problem,
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the ”“d@ﬂyx’ng meanings are projected on to the text, via the semantic =
configurations that we are calling registers.' 1 shall not complicate the
exposition further by trying to include in it specific reference to the
vanous uther orders of meaning, literary, psychological and so forth,
that are projected on to the semantic system and thereby on to the text.
But I should like to add one more dimension to the picture. This
concerns the learning of language by the child, as this process appears in
the light of 4 sociolinguistic interpretation of language development

(Halll(ln\ ]()75d)

1.6

A child lesrning his mother tongue is constructing nieaning potential:
that 18, Jic is constructing a semantic system, together with its
realizations, This process seems to take place in three phases, of
which tlyc middle one is functionally transitional. The child begins
(Phase 1) i,y developing a semiotic of his own, which is not derived
from the adult linguistic system that surrounds hin; it is a language
whose ¢lenents are simple content/expression pairs, having meaning n
certain «uyrurally defined and possibly universal functions. These
functions can be enumerated tentatively as follows: instrumental,
regulatay, interactional, personal, heuristic, imaginative. Typical
examples from Nigel, the subject under study:

yl instrumental: response, positive ‘yes I want that
2. regulatory: initiating, specific ‘let’s go for a
walk’
adadady  interactional: initiating, ‘nice to see you, &
greeting + shared pleasure shall we look at
this together?’
,?"‘ interactional: initiating, ‘let’s be sad;
1’y
broken’

shared regret

Such expressions owe nothing to the mother tongue: this is the stage at

which, i inany folklores, the child can talk to animals and to spirits, but
adules Canot join in.

Thew comes a discontinuity, round about 18 months: a point where
the chilit ceases to recapitulate phylogeny and begins to adopt the adult
model. From now on the speech around him. the text-in-situation
which 4 more or less constant feature of his waking cnvironnient,
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comies to determine his language development. He-is embarked on a
mastery of the adult system, which has an additional level of coding in
it: a grammar {including a vocabulary), intermediate between its
meanings and its sounds.

Functionally, however, there is no discontinuity; language continues
to function for the child in the same contexts as before. But the
interpolation of a grammatical system, besides vastly increasing the
number of possible meanings which the system is capable of storing,
also at the same time opens up a new possibility, that of functional
combination: it becomes possible to mean more than one thing at once.
How does the child help humself over this stage? He appears to
generalize from his function set an opposition between language as
doing and language as learning: the pragmatic function versus the
mathetic function, ler us call it. In situational terms, the pragmatic is
that which demands some {verbal or non-verbal) response; the mathetic
is self-sufficient and does not require 2 response. Nigel happened to
make this distinction totally explicit by means of intonation, producing
all pragmatic utterances on a rising tone and all mathetic ones on a
falling tone; but that was merely his own individual strategy. The image
of language as having a pragmatic and a mathetic potental appears to
represent the child’s operational mode! of the adult systen at this stage.

Heuice the child enters Phase 1I of the language-learning process with
a two-way functional orientation, or grid; and this functional grid, we
may assume, acts selectively on the input of text-in-situation, as a
semantic filter, rejecting those particulars that are not interpretable in
terms of itself, and accepting those which as 1t were resonate at its own
functional frequencies. It is perhaps worth stressing here, 111 view of the
prevailing notion of unstructured or degenerate nput, that the
utterances the child hears around him are typically both richly
structured and highly granumatical, as well as being sivationally
relevant (see Labov 1970a); the child does not lack for evidence on
which to build up his meaning potential.

bs Phase 1 che child is i tansition o the adude system. e has
mastered the principle of an intermediate, lexicogrammatical level of
coding; and he has also mastered the principle of dialogue, namely the
adopuion, assignment and acceptance (or non-acceptance) of commu-
picanve roles, which are socul roles of a special kind, those that come
mto being only through haguage. The semnoue substance of the
pragmatic/mathetic disnnction, hevween l.mgu;lgc as domyg and
language as learning, has nosw been weorporated into the grammar,
in the form of the functonal distinction between interpersonal and
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ideationa] in the adult system. These latter are the metafunctions of the
adult language: the abstract components of the semantic system which
correspond to the two basic extrinsic functions of language (those
which I-lymes calls “social” and “referential”; see above). At the same
time the child begins to build in the third component, the “textual”
one; this is what makes it possible to create text, language that is
structured in relation to the context of its use (the ‘“‘context of
situation”). These three components are clearly distinct in the system,
as sets of options having strong internal but weak external constraints.

Here is the source of the complex nature of linguistic ‘function’,
which causes some difficulty in the interpretation of functional theories
of language, yet which is a major characteristic of the adult semiotic.
On the one hand, “function” refers to the social meaning of speech
acts, in contexts of language use; on the other hand, it refers to
components of meaning in the language system, determining the
internal organization of the system itself. But the two are related simply
as actual to potential; the system is a potental for use. The linguistic
system is a1 sociolinguistic systeni.

At this stage, then, the generalized functions which provide the
strategy for the child to learn the meaning of the adult language, and
which stand to each other in alternation, (an utterance is either one
thing or the other), gradually evolve, via a mode of domination (an
utterance 18 mainly one but also the other), into a more abstract
system with the functions related in combination, by means of their
realization in the grammatical system (an utterance is both one thing
and the other). Apparently this enables the child to structure the input
which he receives so that any one text comes to be interpreted as a
combination of the same kind. To put this another way, being himself
at first on any one occasion (predominantly) either observer or
intruder, he can grasp the fact chat the adult language allows the speaker
~indeed obliges him — to be both observer and intruder at the same
time. \When these processes of funceonal developrient are completed,
the child has effectively entered the adule language system; the final
phase, Phase U, consists in mastering the adult language. Phase [H, of
course, continues throughout life.

[ have srtempted to incorporate the developmental components of
the sociokaguistic universe of discourse into Figure i: this is the part
below the horizontal fine. The double vertical bar cross-cutting this
line, towirds the left, represents the point of discontinuity in the
expression. where the child begins to take over the grammar and
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phonology of the adult language. In the content, there is a rapid
expansion from this point on ~ but no essential discontnuity.

2. Variation and change

2.1
Much of the work referred to above embodies a concept of variation.

Typically, this refers to vanation between different forms of language
within a speech community: between languages or major sub-
languages, between dialects, and between speech styles (i.e. minor
dialectal variants; Labov’s sense of the term). If we distinguish
terminologically between variety, meaning the existence of (dialectal,
etc.) varieties, and variation, meaning the movement between varieties
(i.e. varety as the state, variation as the process), then the individual
speaker displays variation (that 1s, switches) under certain sociolinguistic
conditions; in the typical instance, these conditions relate to the level of
formality (degree of attention paid to speech, in Labov’s formulation),
role relationships, topic of discourse and so on. But there may be variety
without variation: this would be the idealized form of the situation
studied in rural dialectology, where dialects exist but members do not
switch between them. .

Just as there may be variety without variation, so also there may be
variation without change. Labov has demonstrated the existence of this
kind of stable variation, where the variants either are not charged with
social value or else are the object of conflicting values which, as it were,
cancel each other out — a low prestige form may also have solidarity
function, perhaps. But while variation does not always imply change, it
is usually presumed to be a feature of sociolinguistic change — change
that is refated to social phenomena — that it is preceded by, and arises
out of, variation, such variation being a product of the interaction of

language with the social system, Labov's formulation is as follows (1970;

in 19717 205):
In the course of change, there are mevitably variable rojes, and these
areas of variability tend o travel through the system i a wave-like
motion. The leading edge of a particular linguistic change is usually
within g single group. and with successive generations the newer
form moves out in wider cirdes to other groups. Linguistic indicators
which show social distribution but no sivle shitt fi.e. variety without
variation] represent carly stages of chis process. Markers which show
both stylistic and social stratification represent the development ot
soctal reaction to the change and the attribution of social value to the
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variants concerned. Stereotypes, which have risen to full social
consciousness, may represent older cases of variation which may in
fact have gone to completion; or they may actually represent stable
oppositions of linguistic forms supported by two opposing sets of
underlying social values.

Taken as a whole, linguistic change involves, in Labov’s words,
(13 - . . . . . -

oscillation between internal pressures and interaction with the social
system”; it includes, but is not Jimited to, change of a “sociolinguistic”

kind. The internal pressures Labov sees, as other linguists have done, as
to be explﬂincd as a kind of

“there is inevitably some
of information

a “process of structural generalization”,
grammatico-scinantc equilibrium in which
other structural change to compensate for the loss
involved” (1970a; in 1971: 183). An example given is that in Trinidad
English the past tense form gave was replaced by the present form give,
and therefore the form do give was introduced to distinguish present
from past: instead of I give/I gave, the same system is realized as I do give/
I give.

The assutuption appears to be that, while sociolinguistic change takes
place in the cxpression, at the grammatical and phonological levels, it
cannot affect the content: the semantic system remains unchanged.
(Sociolinguistic changes, in the expression are usually presented not as
changes in the system but as microscopic changes affecting certain
elements of the system, the implication being that it is the purely
internal mechanisms that bring about change in the system — including
the change that is required to regulate the balance which has been
impaired by socially conditioned changes affecting its elements. But, as
Labov himself has pointed out elsewhere (1971), itis difficult to make a
very clear-cut distinction between the system and its elements.) If this is
to be understood in the limited sense that semantic changes are not
brought about by accidental instances of morphological or phonological
syncretism, it presumably applies whether such instances are interpreted
is question is clearly beyond
our present SCope. But it it is taken more generally to mean that there
are no othet torms of linguistic change involving relations between the
social syste and the linguistic system, this would seem to exclude the

15 the outeome of socnl processes or not; th

possibilinv of changes ot socio-semantc kind.
Semant. change is an area in which no very clear
maintained between change that is internal and chang
conditioned. although the two are in principle distinguisha
out Hoenigswald’s observation (1971: 473) that **The internal and the

boundary can be
¢ that is socially
ble: it bears
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densely interwined, but not. . -

external factors i linguistic change are
inextricably so”. The existence of semantic variety 1s traditionally taken
but the instances that can be

anguage and culture studies;
ally conditioned semantic change are quite Jimited in

their scope. These changes are rypically fairly MICroscopic, affecting
specific sub-systems, especially those concerned with the linguistic
expression of social status and role; 2 well-known example 1s Fredrich’s
(1966) study of Russian kin temos, relating the changes in the number
and kind of kinship terms in general use¢ tO changes in the structire O

Gemantic field theory, which

social relationships in Russian society-:
takes the champ de significatiott as the constant and examines the changes
within 1t, also lends

in the meaning of the elements of the sub-system
wself to sociocultural explanations (Trer's classic example of the field of
‘knowing 10 medieval German). But it seemms unlikely that We should

expect to find, at the semantic level, ‘sociolinguistic’ changes of a more

general of MACTOSCOPIC kind.
" However, it is not so much major shifts in the Jinguistic systeT that
| features of

are in question, s lingulscié changes which relate to genera
the social system or to sociological constructs that have their own
apart from being merely 2 form of the explanation of linguistic

for granted in 1

cited of cultur

vahdity

phenomena. There are two types of fairly pervasive semantic change,

the one well recognized, the other more problematical, that come to
duction of new vocabulary,

he fisst is the Jarge-scale intro
as in periods of rapid technical innovation; the other is change in what

Whorf called “fashions of speaking”, or semantic styles.

The first of these processes is characterized by the appearance
ge number of previously non-existent thing-meanings:
s, relations and so forth, realized by 3 variety of means
Juding — but not Jimited to — the
“introduction of new

duction of

mind here. T

in the

language of alar

objects, processe
in the lexlcogrnmmatlc:\l structure 1n¢
creation of vocabulary. (To call this process
vocnbulnry” is a misleading formulation; rather it is the intro
new (l\ing-mcnnings, which may or may not be expressed by new
lexical clements.) One mjor souree of insight 1m1to this process 15
planned sociolinguistic change. 11 the gcncml context of language
planning. The key concept in language planning 1s that of ‘developmg 2
Lot entirely clear in which sense “develop” 15 being used
hat there are undcrdcvclopcd languages (in which
hould be referred to s wdeveloping” languages =
but the linguistic distinction beoween developed languages and others 15

), of should the term be interpreted rather i the

2 very dubious one
sense of developing 2 film, bringing out what is already Jatently there?

lnngungc'. fris
here: does it imply €
case no doubt they s
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However thag may be, “developing a language” typically refers to
vocabulary extension, the creation of new terms by some agency such
a5 a commission on terminology, or at least in the course of some
officially sponsored activity such as the production of reference works

and textbooks.
What is the essential nature of such change, when viewed from a i

¢ standpoint? Haugen (1966) refers to it as “elaboration of =
function’”, and the relevant concept is, presumably, a functional one:

the languapc s to function in new settings, types of situation to which it

has previonsly been unadapted. This is cerrainly a true perspective. But

it is remarkable how litdle is yet known about the processes involved,
especially about the natural processes of functional adaptation in non- ¢
Western languages. There is a fairly extensive literature on technical .
innovation in European languages, tracing the development of =
industrial and other terminologies (e.g. Wexler 1955, on the evolution
of French railway terminology); and on technical vocabularies as they i
are found in cxstence in languages everywhere (folk taxonomies; €.g.
Frake 1901: Conklin 1962; Basso 1967). But studies of innovation in
non-European  languages are  rare. A notable example is Bh.
Krishnamurthi’s work on Telugu, investigating how the members of
farming, fishing and weaving contmunities incorporate new thing-
meanings = New techniques, new apparatus and equipment = into their

linguisti

own linguistic resources.

2.2

This leads us into the second heading, that of fashions of speaking. 1t is
often held., at least implicitly, that the semantic styles associated with
technical Euglish or Russian, or political French, are inseparable from
the terminologies, and have to be introduced along with them
wherever they travel. Certainly it is a common reproach against
speakers and writers using a newly created terminology that they tend
i to develop  kind of “translationese’, a way of meaning that is derived
from Caghsh or whatever sccond language is the main source of
(novation, tather than from the language they are using. No doubt it is

casier to sutate than to create in the developing fanguage sentntc

ss which mcorporate the new terminological mater nLo

existing werantic styles. But this is not exacdy the pointat issue. There
is no reasen toexpect all ideologies to be modelled on the semiotic
structure o Standard Average European; there are other modes of
meaning 1 literature than the poctry and the drama of Renaissance

configurat
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Europe, and it will not be surprising to find other semiotic forms
elsewhere in the social system, including the varous fields of
intellectual activity. This is not to say, however, that these forms
never change. The alternative in the development of a language is not
that of either becoming European or staying as it is; it is that of
becoming European or becoming something else, different from what
it is but more closely following its own existing patterns of evolution.
It is very unlikely that one part of the semantic system would remain
totally isolated from another; when new meanings are being created on
a large scale, we should expect some changes in the fashions of
speaking. It is far from clear how these take place; but it is certainly
quite inadequate to interpret the imovations simply as changes in
subject matter. The changes that are brought about in this way involve
media, genres, participants and participant relations, all the components
of the situation. New registers are created, which activate new
alignments and configurations in the funcrional components of the
semantic system. It is through the intermediary of the social structure
that the semantic change is brought about. Semantic style is a function
of the social relationships and situation types generated by the social
structure. If it changes, this is not so much because of what people are
now speaking about as because of who they are speaking to, in what
circumstinces, through what media and so on. A shift in the fashions of
speaking will be better understood by reference to changing patterns of
social interaction and social relationships than by the search for a direct

link between the language and the material culture.

2.3

One phenomenon that shows up the existence of an external or

‘sociolinguistic’ factor i semantic change is that of arcal affinity.

Abdulaziz (1971) has drawn attention to the areal semantic effect

whereby speakers of East African fanguages, whether these are related to

Swahili or not, fid Swahili casier to handle than English because of the
very high degree of intertranshitability between Swahiti and their own
language. Gumperz and Wilson's account (1971} of the scmantic
identity of Marathi, Kannada and Urdu as spoken in a region of South
hndia along the Marathi-Kamnada border is especially reveating e this
respect. Since such mstances are typically also characterized by a high
degree of phonological athimty, the idealized case of areal athmey may
be characterized v FHjelinsdevian werms as one in which the content
systems are adentical and the expression systems are idenucal; what
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differs is simply the encoding of the one in the other, the one point of
arbitrariness in the linguistic system.

In seems possible that the key to some of the problems of areal >
affinizy may be found in a deeper understanding of creolization, in the
light of recent studies. The development of areas of affinity is itself
presumably an effect of the creolization process, and hence it is not
essenzially different from historical contact processes in general, but
rather is a natural consequence of them. In the same way the large-scale
semzntic innovation referred to above can also be seen as an instance of

® creolization, oue leading to the development of new lines of semantic
affinity which no longer follow areal (regional) patterns. Neustupny
& (1971), in an interesting discussion of linguistic distance in which he
: attempts to isolate the notion of “sociolinguistic distance”, proposed to
Y define the condition of ‘‘contiguity” in social rather than in
- " geographical terms. [t is not easy to see exactly what this means; it
® cannot be unintained that a requirement for the development of an area
of affinity is u common social structure, since, quite apart from the
® phenonienon of lurge-scale technical borrowing (which is typically
associated with the opposite situation, but might be excluded from
® consideration here), in fact the most diverse social structures are to be
: found within regions of established linguistic afhinity. Yet some concept
of a2 common social system, at some very abstract level, is presumably
® what is implied by the more usuz! but vague assertion of a ‘common
¥ culture’ as a concomitant of areal resemblances.
® ! Atany rate, areal affinity is a fact, which demonstrates, even though it
does not explain, that the semantic systems of different tanguages may be
® alike — and therefore that they may be less alike. There is often difficuley
enough of mutual comprehension within one language, for example
® between rurd and urban speakers, simply because one is rural and the
other urban. The diachronic analogue to this arcal affinity is presumably
generational aftinity; the generation gap is certainly a semiotic one, and
is probably reflected in the semantic system. We do not have the same
system as our grandfathers, or as ourselves when young. Linguists are
accustomed to leaving such questions in the hands of specialists in
communicazion, mass media, pop culture and the like; but they have
! implications tor the linguistic systen1, and for linguistic change. New
forms ot music, and new contexts of musical performance. demand new
untriments, though these are never of course totally new.
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3.1

As with other levels of the linguistic system, the normal condition of
the semantic system is one of change. The specific nature of the changes
that take place, and their relation to external factors, may be more
readily understood if we regard the semantic system as being itself the
projection (encoding, realization) of some higher level of extra-
linguistic meaning.

From a sociolinguistic viewpoint, the semantic system can be defined
as a functional or function-oriented meaning potential; a network of
options for the encoding of some extra-linguistic semiotic system or
systemss in1 terms of the two basic components of meaning that we have
called the ideational and the interpersonal. In principle this higher-level
semiotic system may be viewed in the tradition of humanist thought as
a conceptual or cognitive system, one of information about the real
world. But it may equally be viewed as a semiotic of some other type,
logical, ileological, aesthetic — or social. Here it is the social perspective
that is reievant, the semantic system as realization of a social semiotic; in

the words of Mary Douglas (1971: 389),

If we ask of any form: of communication the simple question what is
being communicated? the answer is: information from the social
systemi. The exchanges which are being communicated constitute

the social system.

Information from the social system has this property, that it is,
typically, presented in highly contexe-specific doses. Whereas a logical
semantcs may be a monosystem, a social semantics is and must be a
polysystem, a set of sets of oprions in meaning, each of which is
referable to a given social context, situation type or domain.

The semantic systenr i1s an nterface, between the (rest of the)
linguistic system, and some higher order symbolic system. It is a
projection, or realization, of the social system; at the same time it is
projected on to, or realized by, the lexico-grammatical system. It is in
this perspective that the sociolinguistic conditions of semantic change
may become accessible.

Let us illustrate the notion of a context-specitic semantics from two
recent studies. In both cases for the sake of simplicity I will choose. very
small sees of opuons, sets whicl,, morcover, forim a simple taxonomy.
The tirst is from Turner, somewhat modificd. Turer, on the basis of 3
nuinber of mvestigations by Bernstemn and his colleagues i London,
constructs a semantic network for a certin type of regulative context
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within the family, involving general categories of parental control
strategy: ‘‘imperative”, “positional” and “personal”. Each of these is
then further sub-categorized, “imperative” into “threat of loss of
privilege” and “threat of punishment”, “positional”” Into “disapproba-
tion”, ‘‘rule-giving”, “reparation-seeking” and “‘positional explan-
ation’’, ‘‘personal” into “recognition of intent” and ‘‘personal
explanation””. Figure 4. 2 shows the system under “threat of loss of
privilege": these are the options that have been shown to be available to
the mother who selects this form of control behaviour.

o command (1)
= rejection ——»

threat of loss—» decision
of privilege deprivation @ obligation (3)

resolution (2)

/" imperative—»
threat of
L punishment . ..

[= disapprobation . . .
rule-giving . . .

— 5| positional —»
reparation-seeking . - -

L positional explanation . . .

recognition of intent . ..
personal  —» X
K personal explanation . . .

Figure 4.2

I order to show how these options are typically realized in the
lexico-granunatical system, we indicate the contribution that each
makes to the final structure of the sentence (veferences are to paragraphs
in Roget’s Thesaurus):

rejection: material process, Roget § 293 Departure or
§ 287 Recession: Hearer you = Affected; positive
comunnd: “middle™ type; nuperative. Jussive, exclusive
decision: cither “middle” type, or (rarer) “non-niddle”
(acuve, Speaker [ = Agent); indicative,
declarative
resolution:  future tense
obligation:  modulation, necessity

dcpn\';llion: matenal process, benefactive, Roget § 784
Giving; “‘non-middle™ type: (optional) Speaker
I = Agent; Hearer you = Beneficiary: indicative,
declarative; future tense: negative
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Examples:
(1) you go on
(2) you're goin
@) have to
(4) you're not going © be
Taken as 2 whole the system reveals corr
with social class, as well as with other social factors; for example, 1D the
investigation from which this is taken, signiﬁcanﬂy more middle-class
mothers than working-class mothers selected the ‘rule-giving’ ©yPe of

positioml control.
The second example 13 raken fro

“fuller representation of this semant
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minute
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ic network, se€ figure 43 from
9 for a fuller report- This is a study
cializing agent is the school, where
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lect «direct”, which 18

¢ discourse: he may se
or he may select “inform” OF
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associated. The authors inv

for the initdation ©
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“elicit”, which are predominand
of the options under the «directive’
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The anmarked modal realization of the “«directive’
but there are marked options in which the ot
bed action” (1)1sa behavioural directive wh
e, declarative OF intcrrogativc
ctions may be

in ntent,
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* heading; t
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may be (4) requests, encoded 0 the various modal
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not been, rypically in past tense interrogative. (see Ervin

1971: 56 1)

Cxamples:

occur.

es tOo AN actiol

¢ is still whisthing

hiig, at/someon
ralking NOW

/\Vhl\( are Y()\l lll\\g

N don't rattle
2/1 want you {0 stop

(2.4 will you ¢
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(3.4) you must al
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pen the doo

pen that door?

i stop Wrting oW
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her moods
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thank you
child (yoww ¢)
other (they)

as explanation = -\_

you meant well
that was kind

ccognition of intent —'—%
personal cxplanation 4"[

Jegitimate =

joint {mother &

i
|

scparate”
child]
imperative
obligative
possession

9. ® O @ @

explanation

\» rcp:\ranon-scckmg
\ posmon:\

i
Y 9 9 VUV U
(\
|

|

expliett
anaphoric

L implicit

T
\ personal —————-K
1

‘ -E

— posonal —

Tent situations:
What would you do if — brought you 3 punch of lowes aned you formid out that hesshe had got

L them from 2 neighbour’s garden?

/she'd pickcd

ay or do?

. S——

got home you tound he

4 amd when you
g What shomtld you s

out you noticin

¢ with

lmagine — had been out shoppin
wers witl

wome litde thing from one of the cout

Figure 4.3 Semantic system for a class of regulative [social control] situations
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of social meanings to the linguistic system, it is necessary to depart from
the traditional monolithic conception of that system, at least at the
semantic level, and to consider instead the particular networks of
meanings that are operative in particular social contexts. How these
various semantic systems combine and reinforce each other to produce a
coherent, or reasonably coherent, world view is a problem in what
Berger and Kellner call the “microsociology of knowledge”. In their
analysis of the sociology of marriage, they interpret the marriage refation
as a continuing conversation, and observe (1970: 61) “In the marital
conversation, a world isnot only built, butitis also kept in a state of repair
and ongoingly refurnished”. This is achieved through the cumulative
effect of innumerable microsemiotic encounters, in the course of which
all the various semantic sub-systems are brought into ply.

3.2

Hymes made the poine several years ago that ** the role of language may
differ from community to community” (1966: 116). Hymes was
making a distincticn between what he called two types of linguistic
relativity: cross~cultural variation in the system (the fashions of
speaking, or “‘cognitive styles” as he called them) and cross-cultural
variation in its uses.

But we should not press this distinction too hard. The system is
merely the user’s potential, or the potential for use; it is what the
speaker-hearer ‘can mean’. This semantic potential we are regarding as
one form ot the projection of his symbolic behaviour potential: the
“sociosemnotic” system, to use Greimas’ term. [n any given context of
use — a giveu situation type, in a given social structure ~ the member
disposes of networks of options, sets of semiotic alternatives, and these
are realized through the semantic system. From this point of view, as
suggested in the last section, the semantic system appears as a set of sub-
systems cacit associated with a particular domain, or context of use.
What we reter to as “the system’ 1s an abstract conceptualization of the
totality of tiie user’s potential in actually occurring situation types.

In other words, different groups of people tend to mean different
things, thaues i undoubtedly right in recognizing cross-cultural
variation 1 the system, and it would not be surprising it we also find
muaculeurs’ (e cross-subealtural) varation. One may choose to

separate thas observaton trom the observation thar ditferent groups of

people tend o use language in different ways, using the one observation
to explain the other; but in any case, the fact has be accounted for, and
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action proscribed (1)
X behavioural (isolated) (2)
direclive ~———-» —
R ; procedural  (interactional) (3)
action not proscribed
o request (4)
—>| informative ... past obligation (5)

elicitation . . .

Fioure 4.4

cannot readily be accommodated in a conceptual framework which
imposes a rigid boundary between competence and performance and
reduces the system to an idealized competence which is invariable and
insulated from the environment.

Labov has shown how, under conditions of social hierarchy, social
pressures act selectively on phonological and grammatical variables,
{eading to variation and change. How far do such pressures also operate
in the case of semantic change? Although Labov himself does not
consider the semantic level, his work on non-standard varieties of
English has important implications for this question.

In a recent paper (1970b), Labov gives a lively discussion of Negro
Non-Standard English for the purpose of demonstrating that it is just as
grammatical and just as “‘logical’” as any of the “standard” forms of the
language. This is not news to linguists, for whom it has always been a
cardinal axiom of their subject; this is why, as Joan Baratz pointed out
once, linguists have rarely taken the trouble to deny the various myths
and folk-beliefs about the illogicality of non-standard forms. There is
no doubting the logicalness of all linguistic systems. But although all
linguistic systems are equally ‘logical’, they may differ in their semantic
organization; and thiere have been serious discussions about the
possibility of “deep structure” differences — which we may interpret
as semantie differences — among the different varieties of English (Loflin
1969).

It may be tempting to ke it for granted chat all varicties of a
language must be semantically idenucal, since as we know there are
many people who misinterpret varicry in evaluative terms: if two
svsterns cliider, they hold, then one must be better than the other. [t has
been difticult enough to persuade the hiyman to aceept forms ot Enghsh
which differ phonologically form the recetved norm, and stll more so
those winch differ grammaticaily; there would probably be even greater
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resistance to the notion of semantic differences. But one should not be
browbeaten by these attitudes into rejecting the possibility of sub-
cultural variety in the semontic system. In the words of Louis Dumont
(1970; 1972: 289),

The oneness of the human species . . . does not demand the arbitrary
reduction of diversity to unity; it only demands that it should be
possible to pass from one particularity to another, and that no effort
should be spared in order to elaborate a common Janguage in which
cach particularity can be adequately described.

It is not too difficult to interpret this possibility of sub-cultural
differences at the semantic level on the basis of a combination of
Labov’s theories with those of Bernstein. Labov, presumably, is using
the term *“logic’” in his title in imitation of those who assert that non-
standard English ‘has no logic’; the meaning is ‘logicaluess’, the
property of being logical, rather than the kind of logic that it displays.
There is no reason to believe that one language or language variety has
a different logic from another. But this does not mean their semantic
systetns must be identical. Labov’s findings could, with enough
contrivance, be reduced to differences of grammar ~ thereby robbing
them of any significance. What they in fact display are differences of
semantic style, code- regulated habits of meaning, presumably trans-
mitted through social and family structure, that distinguish one sub-
culture from another. Bernstein’s work provides a theoretical basis for
the understanding of this kind of semantic variety, making it possible to
envisage a social semiotic of a sufficiently general kind. Some such
theory of language and social structure is a prerequisite for the
interpretation of sociolinguistic phenomena, including Labov’s own
findings and the principles he derives from them. It is all the more to be
regretted, therefore, that Labov included in his valuable polemic some
ill-founded and undocumented criticisms of Bernstein’s work; e.g.
“The notion s first drawn from Bernstein’s writings that ..., followed
by a quotation from someboity else which is diametrically opposed to
Bernstein’s ideas. (Because of his misunderstanding of Bernstein, Labov
assumes —~ one must assume that he assumes it, since otherwise his
criticism would lose its point — that the speech which he quotes from
Larry is a example of restricted code; in other words, Labov appears to
confuse Bernstein's “code” with social dialect. despite Bernstein's
explicit distinction between the two (1971: 199, but clear already in
1971: 128, first published in 19653); (sce again Hasan 1973). It is my
Impression that in Larry’s speech as Labov represents it the controlling
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code is predominantly an elaborated one, although it is impossible to

categorize such small speech samples with any real significance; but in
any case, as Bernstein has been at pains to establish, differences of code
are relauve — they are tendencies, or orientations, within which each
individual displays considerable variation: a fact which helps to explain
some of Labov's own findings.)? Bernstein would, 1 have no doubt,
agree with the points that Labov purports to make against him; but
more tmportant than that, Bernstein’s work provides the necessary
theoretical support for Labov’s own ideas, Since this work has been
misunderstood in some quarters it may be helpful to attempt a brief

recapitulation of it here.

3.3

We can, I think, identify three stages in the development of Bernstein’s

theoretical ideas. In the first stage, roughly prior to 1960, Bernstein

examined the pattern of educational failure in Britain, and attempted an

explanation of it in termns of certain non-linguistic projections of the
social system, particularly modes of perception. In the second stage,
roughly 1960~65, he came to grips not only with language but also
with linguistics, and came up with certain linguistic findings, of
considerable interest but still of a rather unsystematic kind. In the third
stage he combined his two previous insights and sought explanations in
werms of a social semiotic, with the linguistic semiotic, i.e. semantics, as
its focal point. This has meant a major step towards a genuinely
‘sociolinguistic’ theory — one that is at once both a theory of language
and a theory of society.

Berstein had begun with the observation that educational failure was
distributed non-randomly in the population, tending to correlate with
social class; the lower the family in the social scale, the greater the
child’s chances of failure. Clearly there was some incompatibility
between lower working-class social norms and the middle-class ethos
and the educational system based on it The pattern emerged most
starkly as a discrepancy between measures of verbal and non-verbal
intelligence: the discrepancy was significantly greater in the lower
working clss = and 1w tended to increase with age. There was,
obviously, therefore, a Imguistic clement in the process, and Bemnstein
developed his tirst version of the “code™ theory to try to account for it

cliborated code™ represented the more verbally explicit, context-
independent type of language. one which maintained social distanee,
demanded individuated responses, and made no assumptions about the
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hearer's intent; while the “‘restricted code™ was the more verbally
implicit, context-dependent, socially intimate form in which the
hearer's intent could be taken for granted and hence responses could be
based on communalized norms. Education as at present organized
demanded elaborzzed code; therefore, if any social group had, by virtue :
of its patterns of socialization, only partial or conditional control over ;
this corde, that group would be at a disadvantage.

Harried by the Jinguists, Bernstein attempted to define the codes in
linguistic terms, b=ginning with inventories of features and progressing
towards a concept of ‘syntactic prediction’ according to which
elaborated code was characterized by a wider range of syntactic
choices, resmicted code by a more limited range. Those like myself who
categorically rejected this interpretation were partly confounded by
some interesting c#5ly studies which showed that, in the performance of
certain tasks, the amount of grammatical variation that was found in
respect of (i) modification in the nominal group and (i) the use of
modalitics, by children of various ages, was in fact linked to social class.
It was clear, however, that any significant linguistic generalizations that
could be made would be at the semantic level, since it was through
meanings that the codes were manifested in language. Bernstein then
went on to identify a small number of “critical socializing contexts”,
generalized situation types from which the child, in the milieu of the
prinary socializing agencies of family, peer group and school, derives
his essential information about the social system. The hypothesis was
that, in a given context, say that of parental control of the child’s
behaviour. various different sub-systems within the semantic system
might typically be deployed; hence the “codes” could be thought of as
differential orientation to areas of meaning in given social situations.

It scemed that if in some sense access to the codes 1s controlled by
social class, this control was achieved through the existence of different
family types, defined in terms of role relationships within the family: the
“positional” and “personal” family types (see 13 above). With
important qualifications  and sub-categorizations, it appeared that
strongly positional families would tend towards restricted-code forms
of interaction — at least in their modes of parental control, in the
regulative context. Family types do nort coincide with classes; but it is
likely that. in the Dritish context, the more purely positonal fannly 1s
found moese frequently among the lower working class — just that
section of the population where the proportion of educational tailure is
the highest. The model then looks something like this:
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(different) social classes

N\

(different) family role systems

N

(different) semiotic codes

{different) “orders of meaning and relevance”

The later development of Bernstein’s thought is set out in the final

papers of Class, Codes and Control, Vol. I, which are too gch to be
summarized in a short space. Bernstein’s theory is a theory of social
learning and cultural transmission, and hence of social persistence and

social change. As Mary Douglas puts 1t (1972: 312),
Whatever [Bernstein] does, . .. he looks at four element in the social
process. First the system of control, second the boundaries it sets up,
third the justification or ideology which sanctifies the boundaries,

and fourth he looks at the power which is hidden by the rest ...
[ think Professor Bernstein’s work is the first to argue that the

distibution of speech forms in equally a realization of the

distribution of power.
It is a theory of society in which language plays a central part, both as

determiner and as determined: language is controlled by the social
structure, and the social structure is maintained and transmitted through

language. Hence it offers the foundation for interpreting processes of

semantic change.

3.4

In terms of the framework we set up in the first section, there are two
possible mechanisims of socio~-semantic change: feedback and ransmis-

sion — that is, feedback from the text to the system, and traasmission of
the system to the child. As far as feedback is concerned, there is the

yossibility of changes in the meanings that are typically associated with
particular contexts or situation types, taking place m e course of nme.
These changes come about, for example, through changes m the family
role systems, under conditions which Berstein has suggested: or
through other social factors — changes n cducational ideslogies, for
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example. Such changes could relate to rather specific situation types,
such as those in the two illustrations given above.

We are familiar with instances of small sub-systems realizing specific
areas of symbolic behaviour. A good example is the “pronouns of
power and solidarity” (Brown and Gilman 1960). The semantic system
of Modem English is quite different at this point from that of
Elizabethan English, so much so that we can no longer even follow for
example the detailed subtleties and the shifts which take place in the
personal relationsfip of Celia and Rosalind in As You Like It, which is
revealed by their sensitive switching between thou and you (Mclntosh
1963). This is simpJy not in our semantic system. But such instances are
limited, not only in that they represent somewhat specific semantic
options but also in that they reflect only those social relationships
that are created by language (and that do not exist independently of
language: the form you has meaning only as the encoding of a purely
linguistic relationship) — or else, as in the case of changes in the use of
kin terms, they aftect only the direct expression of the social
relationships themsselves. Bernstein’s work allows us to extend beyond
these limited instances in two significant ways. First, it provides an
insight into how the relations within the social system nay coni¢ to
shape and modify other meanings that language expresses, which may
be meanings of any kind: socio-semantic variation and change 1s not
confined to the semantics of interpersonal communication. Second, in
the light of a functional account of the semuantic system, Bernstein’s
work suggests how the changes in speech patterns that are brought
about in this way become incorporated into the systeni, as a result of the
innumerable small momenta of social interaction, and so have an effect
on other options, not disturbing the whole system (whatever that
would mean), but reacting specifically on those options that arc
functionally related to them.

- Then there is transmission, and here we have considered the child's
learning of the mother tongue from a sociolinguistic point of view:
suggresting that the dk‘\'k‘lnpmcnt.ll orgins of the semantc systemn are to

be sought w the systems of meaning potential deriving from certain -

primary functions of linguage — instrumental, regulatory and so on. Let
us postulate chat a particular socahizing agency, such as the family, tends
to favour one set of functions over another: that is, to respond more
positively 20 the child’s meanings in that arca, at least certain
significan: ~ociahizing contexts. Then the semanuc system associated
with such contexts Will show a relative orientation towards those areas
of meaning potential. An indication of how this may come about at an
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early age is given in an interesting study by Katherine Nelson (1971),
which suggests that the combination of educational level of parent with
position of child in family may lead to differential semantic orientations
and thus influence the child’s functdonal strategy for language leaming.
There is nothing surpising 10 this; it would be surprising if it was
otherwise. The question that 1s of ingerest ;s to what extent such
me incorporated Into the system. We noted

functional otientations bece

earlier that the child, having begun by inventing his own language, in
which the expression is unrelated to adult speech, at 2 certain point
abandons the phylogenetic rrail and takes over the adult systen® there s

a discontinuity in the realization. But there is (we suggested) no
functional discontinuity; the child continues to build on the functional
origins of the system, generalizing out of his original functional set 2
basic distinction of pragmatic versus mathetic — 2 pragmatic, or ‘doing’
funcuon, which demands 2 response from the hearer, and a mathetic or
‘learning’ funcuon, which 1s realized through observation, recall and
hich 1 selfsufficient: 1t demands no response from
anyone. This, in wrm, isa transitional patterm, which serves to transform
the functonal matrix so that 1t becomes the core of the adult language
waking the form of the ideational/interpersonal components in the
semantic network; hence there is functonal continuity 10 the system.
At the same time the primary functions evolve into social contexts, the
situation types encountered 11 the course of daily life. For example, the
ractional funcuon of calls and responses © those on whom
the child was emotionally dependent develops 1nto the general
interpersoml context within the family and peer group; the imaginative
function of sound-play develops 11to that of songs and rhymes and
Thus there 1s functional continuity of use, that is, in
the contexts in which selections aré made from within the
system. The meanings engendcred by the social systent, in other
s, are such that the child 1s predisposed by his own rlossogenic

adapt the linguistic mode of meaning to them.
mistakes’ 10 the process, mistakes

own subject Nigel at one
declarative and

prediction and W

original inte

stories; and so on.

word
c.\'pcriencc to
Nacurally, he ‘makes semantic
aling. For example, My

stage learnt the grnmmat'\cal disunction benveen
in the interpersonnl c_omponent

He located 1t, correctly,

andd related 1010 contexts ol the exchange of information.
- asking yes/mo quesaons G
and for information), he used
he did make but

en mparting

which are often reve

in[crrogn(ivc.
i the systen.

But having at che tme
clement 10 the dem

disuncgon which
10t namely that betwe

no concept of

wolating the po\.\r'\\'y
the system 0 reahize
which the adult language does 1

1 semantc
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information to someone who knows it already, who has shared the
relevant experience with him (declarative), and imparting information
to someone who has not shared the experience and so does not know it
(interrogative). Thus for example on one occasion while playing with
his father he fell down; he got up and said to his father you felf down (you
referred to himself at this stage). Then his mother, who had not been
present, came into the room; he ran up to her and said did you fall down?
The use of pou and the use of the interrogative are of course connected;
they are both (at the intraorganism level) aspects of the non-
internalization of role-playing speech. But the modal pattern reveals a
small semantic sub-system, not present in the adult language, which is
both stable in terms of the child’s meaning potential at the time, and
transitional in the wider developmental context.

The functional continuity that we have postulated, according to
which both the linguistic system itself and its environment evolve out
of the initial set of functions which define the child’s earliest acts of
meaning, accounts for the fact that the child’s meaning potential may
develop ditterent orientations under different environmental conditions
— including, therefore, under the control of different symbolic codes.
“The social structure becomes the developing child’s psychological
reality by the shaping of his act of speech” (Bernstein 1971: 124). If
there are changes in the social stiucture, especially changes affecting the
family role systems, these may leud to changes in the child’s orientation
towards or away from certain ways of meaning in certain types of
situation; and this, particularly in the environment of what Bernstein
calls the “critical socializing contexts”, may lead to changes in learning
strategies, and hence to changes in the meaning potential that is
typically associated with various environments — i.e. in the semantic
system. These changes in meaning potential would take place gradually
and without essential discontinuity. A socio-semantic change of this
kind does uot necessarily imply, and probably usually does not imply,
the complete disappearance of a semantic choice, or the appearance of a
totally new one. It is likely to iucan rather that certain choices becone
more, or less, differentiated; or that certain choices are more, or less, -
frequendy taken up. These things too are features of the system. It
seems possble, therefore, that semantic changes may be brought about
by changes m the social structure, through the operaton ot the sort ot
processes deseribed by Labov, in the course of the transmission of
language o the child.”

The transmission of language is at the same time the linguistic
transmission of the culture; the two cannot be separated. Along with
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many others, including Hymes, Fishman and Labov, 1 find the concept

of ‘sociolinguistics’ unnecessary; if the goal is the pursuit of system-in-

language (Fishman 1971: 8), this is simply linguistics, and linguistics

always has, throughout all its shifts of emphasis, accepted what Hymes

(1967) calls the “sociocultural dimensions of its subject-matter””, the

hink berween language and the social factors that must be adduced to

explam observed linguistic phenomena. By the same token, however,

we do not need “communicative competence”, which has to be
adduced only if the system has first been isolated from its social context.
If we insist on adopting the ‘intraorganisin® perspective implied by the
notion of competence, iooking at “what the speaker-hearer knows’ as
distinct from what he can do, then competence is communicative
competence; there is no other kind (see Hymes 1971). But this is itself a
needless complication. The system can be represented directly in
‘interorganism’ terms, as social interaction; it is ‘what the speaker-
hearer can do’, and more specifically what he can mean. We only know
what he knows in the light of what he is able to mean.

The sociology of language is a different question, as Fishman says;
here the aims are wider than the characterization of the linguistic
system. Soctology of language implies the theoretical relation of the
linguistic system to prior, independently established sociological
concepts, as in Bernstein’s work, where each theory is contingent on
the other: the linguistic system is as essential to the explanation of social
phenomena as is the social system to the explanation of linguistic
phenomena.

In considering the social conditions of hinguistic change, we are
asking not only the ‘sociolinguistic’ question, to what extent are
changes in the linguistic system relatable to social factors, but also, and
perhaps more, the sociology of language question, to what extent are
changes in the linguistic system essential concomitants of features of
(including changes in) the socal system. Labov’s work on phonetic
change has not yet so far as | know been taken up by sociologists; but it
reveals patterns and principles of intra- and inter-group communication
which seem to me to have considerable significance for theories of
social teraction and social hierarchy. And from another angle,
Bernstein's research into language in the transmission of culture is
cqually central both to an undesstanding of language, including
binguage development i children and lingusnc change, and to an

undenstanding of society, of pemistence and change i the sacial
structure. Here we are ma genuine inter-disapline of sociology and
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linguistics, an area of convergence of two different sets of theories, and
ways of thinking about people.

Bernstein once reproached sociologists for not taking into account
the fact that humans speak. If linguists seek to understand the
phenomena of persistence and change in the linguistic system — how
the innermost patterns both of language and of culture are transmitted
through the countless microsemniotic processes of social interaction —
we for our part must learn to take account of the fact that humans
speak, not in solitude, but to each other.

Notes

1. See in this connection Zumthor’s characterization of medieval poetry
(1972: 171): ‘Nombreuses sont les textes ot 'une des deux fonctions,
idéationnelle ou interpersonnelle, domine absolument, au point d’estom-
per, parfois d’effacer presque, les effets de l'autre. C’est 13, me semble-t-il,
un trait fondamental de la poésie médiévale’.

2. It is astonishing that Lobov finds in Bernstein a “bias against all forms of
working-class behavior”; if anything, Bernstein’s sympathies would seem to
be the other way. As Mary Douglas puts it, “As far as the family is
concerncd, Basil Bernstein betrays a preference for “positional” control
rather than for “personal” appeals . .. [His] analysis cuts us, the middle class
parents, down to size. Our verbosity and insincerity and fundamental
uncertainty are revealed ... The elaborated code is far from glorious when
the hidden implications of the central system that generates it are laid bare”.
[n a gencrous letter to The Adantic (Vol. 230 no. 5 November 1972), Labov
has expressed regret for any way in which his own writings have led to a
misinterpretation of Bernstein’s work.

3. This in no way conflicts with the point nade by Weinreich, Labov and
Herzog (p. 145) that “the child normally acquires his particular dialect
pactern, including recent changes, from children only slightly older than
himself . In fact the whole of the present discussion depends on some
general interpretation of linguistic change along the lines of the article just
quoted. which is of major importance in the field.
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Chapter Five

LANGUAGE AS SOCIAL SEMIOTIC:
TOWARDS A GENERAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC
THEORY (1975)

Introductory

Probably the most significant feature of linguistics in the 1970s is that
man has come back into the centre of the picture. As a species, of
course, he was always there: his brain, so the argument ran, has evolved
in a certain way - ergo, he can talk. But truly speaking man does not
talk; men talk. People talk to each other; and it is this aspect of man’s
humanity, largely neglected in the dominant linguistics of the 1960s,
that has emerged to claim attention once more.
Linguistics is a necessary part of the study of people in their
environment; and their environment consists, first and foremost, of
other people. Man’s ecology is primarily a social ecology, one which
defines him as ‘social man’; and we cannot understand about social man
if we do not understand about language. In order to suggest this
perspective, linguists came to talk of “sociolinguistics”; and this term
has been repeatedly discussed and evaluated in relation to various quasi-
synonyins such as “sociological linguistics”, proposed by Firth (1935),
“institutional hinguistics” (Hill 1958) and “sociology of language”
{Fishman 1967). There is some consensus to the effect that the study of
language in its social context is simply an aspect or facet of linguistics,
whiie anything that is meerpreted as significant covariation between

Tanguage a Soctal Semotes: Towards 1 Gerenad Sociolmguisie Theory', from Adam Makka and
Hornbeam Pros,

Valene tlecker Makha edhl), The S T0CUS Pogan, 1746, (1973), Copynght ¢
Californi. [Acknowledgement for chapter: *The paper was first published in LACUS Forum

1, 1975, published by the Linguistics Association of Canada and the United States].
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linguistic and sociological phenomena lies beyond the boundaries of
linguisdcs properly so-called. In practice, however, “sociolinguistics”
conginues to be used as a cover name for a variety of different topics
ranging from linguistic demography at one end to the sociology of
knowledge at the other; and the question arises to what extent these
very disparate areas of enquiry have anything in conunon. Is there any
sort of integrated picture of the relation of language to other social
phesiomena. a general framework expressing the social meaning of
languzge, to which these studies relate and through which they relate to
eact other? It is the intention of the present paper to explore this
question. It may be said in advance that, while nothing so definite as a
conclusion will be reached, the terminal direction will be towards
integration — towards eliminating boundaries rather than imposing
them; and towards a unifying conception of language as a form of social
semiotic.

Sociolinguistics sonietimes appears to be a search for answers which
have no questdons. Let us therefore enumerate at this point some of the
questions that do seent to need answering.

1. How do people decode the highly condensed utterances of everyday
speech. and how do they use the social system for doing so?

2. How do people reveal the ideational and interpersonal environment
within which what they are saying is to be interpreted? In other
words. how do they construct the social contexts in which meaning
takes plice? _

3. How do people relate the social context to the linguistic system? In
other words how do they deploy their meaning potential in actual
semanay exchanges?

4. How and why do people of different social class or other sub-cultural
groups develop different dialectal varieties and different orientations
towards meaning?

[ 7]

How iz are children of different social groups exposed to difterent
verbal patterns of primary socialization, and how does this determine
thir reactions 1o secondary socialization especially in school?

6. How 1ad why do children learn the functional-semantic system of

the adnke ainguage?

7. How v children, through the ordinary everyday linguistic inter-
action of funily and peer group, come to learn the basic patterns of
the culture: the social structure, the systems of knowledge and values,
and the diverse elements of the social semiotic?
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[ 1. Some areas of sociolinguistic research
A list of topics that come under the heading of sociolinguistics might
P include the following (from Chapter 4, above):
1. Macrosociology of language; linguistic demography

b 2. Diglossia; multilingualism and multidialectalism
3. Language planning; development and standardization

- LANGUAGE AS SOCIAL SEMIOTIC ]
! (

4. Pidgmization and creohzation
5. Social dialectology; description of non-standard varieties
6. Educational sociolinguistics
7. Ethnography of speaking; speech situations
8 Register; verbal repertoire and code switching
9. Social factors in phonologtcal and grammatical change
10. Language and socialization; language in the transmission of culture
11. Sociolinguistic approach to language development in children
12 Functonal theories of the linguistic system
Hid

13. Linguistic refativity
14. Microsociology of knowledge {ethnomethodological linguistics)

15. Theory of text.

We shall try to take up some of the questions that have been being
investigated under these headings, in order to suggest where they link
up with each other and to see how far they already form part of a

general pattern.

f 1.1 Linguistic interaction

D Somehow the participants in speech encounters interpret one another’s
symbolic behaviour; they assign each other roles and statuses, accept

and act on instructions and explanations, and in general exchange

meanings which derive from every kind of social context. They do this

first and foremost by attending to text, which is language in a context of

R

sttwation ~ language in the enviromment of other semiotic structures
D and processes. But we have very hulde conception of how they do it
Cicourel (196Y) suggests that participants operate with four interpret-

ative principles, “reciprocity of perspective’”, “normal forms™, “the
“eteetera’” principle’ and “descriptive vocabulary as mdexical expres-
stony”. In other words, cach imndividual assumes that others (1) see things
in the same way as he does, (1) agree on what to leave out, (i1i) All in
) what has been left out and (iv) use hanguage 1n the same way to refer to
past experience. These principles act as “instructions for the speaker-
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hearer for assigning infinitely possible meanings to unfolding social
scenes”,

Similar ideas are embodied in ethnomethodological linguistic studies
such as those of Sacks and Schegloff, for example Schegloff’s account of
how people refer to location. Schegloff (1971) shows that the speaker
derives from the context of situation the relevant criteria for deciding
which of a number of possible strategies for identifying places and
persons is the ‘right’ one in the particular circumstances; and he
concludes that *‘interactants are context-sensitive””. This is similar to the
way in which a speaker selects the appropriate information focus,
distributing the text into meanings that he is treating as recoverable to
the hearer (“‘given”) and meanings he is treating as non-recoverable
(“new”) (Halliday 1967b). It is important to stress that a speaker also has
the option of'being ‘wrong’ — of deliberately organizing the meaning in
a way that runs counter to the context of situation, with marked
rhetorical effect.

The difficulty of integrating linguistic interaction studies with other
areas of sociolinguistic research lies mainly in the lack of an explicit
formulation of the relationship between the text, which is the process of
interaction, and the linguistic system. How are the participants
exploiting their semantic potential? And how does this potential relate
systematically to features of the context of situation? We need answers
to these questions if we are to niake generalizations about how semiotic
acts are encoded in language and linguistic meanings interpreted as
SeMIoNC acts.

1.2 The ecology of speech

From a sociolinguistic standpoint a text is meaningful not so much
because the hearer does not know what the speaker is going to say, as in
a mathemarcal model of communication, as because he does know. He
has abundant evidence, both from his knowledge of the general
(including sutistical) propertics of the linguistic system and from his
sensibility to the particular cuitural, situational and verbal context; and
this enables him to make informed guesses about the meanings that are
coming his way.

The speaker’s selection of options in the production of text is
regulated by the “theory and system of speaking’ in the culture (Hymes
1967). Hynies postulates that the member has access to a set of
sociolinguisae principles or “rules of speaking”, so that he knows
“when to speak and when to remain silent, which code to use, when,
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where and to whom, etc.”; in Grmshaw’s {1971) interpretation, he
makes “‘generalizations about relationships among components™ of the
speech situation. What are the components of the speech situation?
Hymes’ own formulation may be summarized as: the form and content
of the message, the setting, the participants, the intent and the effect of
the communication, the key, the mediun, the genre and the norms of
interaction. An example of an earlier formulation is provided by Firth
(1950): the participants — their statuses and roles, the relevant features of
the setting, the verbal and non-verbal action, and the effective result.
The difficulty of relating these notions to other sociolinguistic
concepts lies in the fact that we do not know what kind of theoretical
validity to ascribe to lists such as these. What are we to understand by
“sttuation”’, and what is its relation to the text? Both Firth and Hymes
include the text itself among the “features” or “‘components” of the
situation: Firth’s “verbal action of the participants”, Hymes’ “form and

~content of the message”. But we shall need to conceive of the

‘situation’ in more abstract terms, and of situational features as
determinants of the text, enabling us to predict what the speaker is
going to say in the same way that the hearer does (see Hymes 1971).
Otherwise it is impossible to relate the text systematically to its
environment (or Hymes™ ethnography of speaking to Sacks’ theory of

linguistic interaction).

1.3 Functional theories of langnage

These have been mawly of four kinds: anthropological, e.g.
Malinowski (1923, 1935); psychological, e.g. Biihler (1934); ethologi-
cal, e.g. Morris (1967); or educational, e.g. Britton (1970). All these
have in common the property of being extrinsic in orientation: they are
not concerned with language as object but with language in the
explanation of other phenomena. Hence they are meant to be
meerpreted  as generalizations about hainguage use rather than as
explanmations of the nature of the linguistic system (sce Greenbery
1963, Chapter 7).

All these theories incorporate in one form or another the basic
distinction between two primary seiniotic roles thar language serves: an
ideanonat role, that of being about something, and an interpersonat
rote. that of doing something. Essentally the same distinction s
expressed in the pairs of terms “narracive/active”; Urepresentational (or
“informative”)/expressive and conative™; “cognitive/social”; Useman-
tic/styhistie”, Hymes uses the terms “referential/social” (also “'socio-
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expressive” and “stylistic””); he interprets the disunction as one
between types of meaning expressed by different linguistic resources:
“Languages have conventional units, structures and relations ... that
are what [ shall call “stylistic” (serving social meaning) as well as
referential” (196Y). Linguists of the Prague School recognized a third
component, which they called “functional sentence perspective’’; this
is the text-forming or textual role that language serves, and it is a role
chat is purely intrinsic to language (Danes (ed.) 1974). So there 15 a
general conception of language as serving two niajor functions; to
which a third has to be added, of a somewhat different kind because
intrinsic to  language itself, if the functions are to be related
systematically to linguistic structure.

The difliculny with the concept of functions of language, and its
relation (0 a gencral sociolinguistics, is that the functions as usually
conceived are neither concrete enough nor abstract enough. On the
one hand it is difficult to relate them to the text, to what people
actually say, since people nearly always seem to be using language in
more than onc “function’ at once; and on the other hand it 1s
difficult to relate them to the linguistic system, because there are not,
in fact, any recognizable linguistic entities — words, or grammatical
constitucnts — that can be identified as serving just this or just that
function, as expressing one type of meaning and not others. The
problem arises through a false equation of ‘function’ with ‘use’. It is
necessany to separate these two concepts in the sociolinguistic
context, and ako to suggest how they may come to be separated
developmentally in the course of the leamning of the mother tongue

(Halliday 19750).

1.4 Variety, variation and variability

It has alwavs been recognized that dialectal variety in language reflected
the social as well as the geographical provenance of the speaker, but it
1 patterns which

was Labov's highly original studies of urban speec
cffectivelv extended the scope of dialectology from the regional to the-
social dimension {1966).

Unlike ural Gulecs, which could be and traditonally have been
treated as swsteris o invariant torms, urban dialects display patterns of
mherent varation. A ciry-dweller, at least in our society, typically
switchey znong & range of ditterent fons of a given variable, in
general without Bewng aware that he is doing so. A number of factors
are invohxd in thas switching, such as monitoring {adjustment to meet
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the social conditions of the speech situation) and marking {adjustment
for the purpose of signalling special social roles) (Labov 1970); but all
of them in one way or another derive from the nature of social dialect
as a manifestation of the social structure and particularly of its
hierarchical nature.

A closely related phenomenon is that of code-switching, studied in
detail by Gumperz (1971, Part II), in which speakers in multilingual
contexts regularly switch between different languages, often within a
sentence or even smaller unit. This likewise reflects the relative status,
and also the functional specialization, of each language in the society
in question.

Labov has demonstrated very convincingly that varation is inherent
in the linguistic system. His work shows that, over and above the kind
of variation that consists in socially motivated departure from an
essentially stable norm, we have to recognize varability: that is, the
system itself embodies variables, to some of which social values then
tend to accrue.

The difficulty with variation and varability as sociolinguistic
concepts (see Bickerton 1971) is to know what is the nature of the
social meanings that are being realized through these patterns. How do
the variants differ in meaning, and what is the meaning of choosing
one rather th:n another? In other words, what is the semantics of the
social structure that they are being made to express? It is not too
difficult to relate variation in language to a gencral concept of subjective
social stratification which has been derived from the study of this
variation in the first place. The problem is to go further than this, by
relating the linguistic phenomena to, and integrating them into, an

mndependently established social theory with its own interpreiation of

social structure and social change.

1.5 Language, social structure and education

ft is not dithicult to demonstrate that, where there is a high rate of
educational fatlure in urban areas, this failure tends to be associated with
social class; roughly, the lower the family on the social scale {swhether
this is assessed intitively or by means of some standardized mneasures)
the greater the child’s chances of falure.

Investigators concluded from this that there was 2 Iinguisae clement
in the situation; 1 some sense, language was to blame. If lower
working-class children show sigiicantly greater discrepancey between
measures of verbal and non-verbal intelligence, a discrepancy which
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tends to increase with age, then their language is holding them back;
and this must mean their dialect, since it is the dialect that is distinctive.
So educational failure is explained as language failure, with language
interpreted as social dialect (Baratz and Shuy 1969; Shuy 1971;
Williams 1970).

The language failure theory has taken two alternative forms, usually
known as “‘deficit” and “difference”. The deficit version lays the blame
on language as a system. According to this version, the language of the
children concerned is deficient in some respect = it has not enough
words, or not enough structures. The difference version lays the blame
on language as an institution. It holds that the language of the children
who fail is not deficient, but that the fact that it is different (from the
standard language) acts just as much to their disadvantage because the
standard language is required by the educational process, or else simply
by social prejudice on the part of teachers and others. Either way, the
child suffers.

Neither version of the theory is satisfactory, though for different
reasons: the deficit version because it is not true, the difference version
because, although it is true, it does not explain. There is no convincing
evidence that children who fail in school have fewer words and
structures at their command than those who succeed; and the notion of
a defective dialect is in any case self-contradictory. But if children are
failing because they speak a dialect that is difterent, they can certainly
learn a second one, as children do in many cultures the world over.
(This is not to deny, of course, that the attitudes towards their own
specch forms are harmful and unjust. In fact, non-standard-speaking
children often do learn standard speech forms, though not always for
scholastic purposes.) This argument does not in any way destroy the
sociolinguistic concept of a social dialect, as a language variety that is
related to the social structure, one which expresses and symbolizes
social hierarchy. But it removes it from the centre of the picture of the
cducational crists,

1.6 Language and cultural transmission

What then are the significant social class differences in language. 1f any.
and what are the social processes that give rise to them? Bernstein was
the first ta suggest an interpregation in terms of the transimission of the
culture from one generation to the next.

It 1s a comimonplace that a child’s primary socialization in family and

peer group takes place largely through ‘language. What Bernstein's
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work has shown is how the social structure comes to be rcpresented
also through language:

transmitted in the process- This takes place
n is regulated by socio-

Bernstein postulated that linguistic interactio
jentations, embodying two major

linguistic “codes”, Of coding on

vanables: elaborated yersus restricted, and person-oriented yersus
object—oriented. These determine the speech vafants or types of
discourse typically associated with particular situations. The meaning of
‘orientation towards persons Ot objects’ 1 clear. ‘Elaboration O
restriction’ 18 MOTE opaques but an ‘claborated’ variant is one which
s more verbally explicit, which maintains social distance, demands

individuated responses and makes minimal assuInptions about the l
hearer’s intent it thus tends towards less ambiguity in the situational ‘
reference and more ambiguity in the role relationships. The codes are ifw
genenal tendencies governing the range of meanings t I

hat speakers
rypically deploy.
- The individuai child’s exposur€ to the codes 15, Bemsteln suggests, | i
function of the systen of role relationships within the family; and 10 '
|

particular of the balance berween the “positionai” system, 111 which role |
corresponds o ascribed  status (the part played by the member is 2 || i
function of position in the family), and the “personai” systeim, in which e
role corresponds to achieved status (the part played by the member 15 2 |
function of his qualities as an individual)- All combinations ar¢ found in i
all social classes, but, in Britain at Jeast, strongly positional role systems

in lower working-class families (where

tend to be found mainly
a positiomi family structare

educational fatlure is high). lt seems that
o orient the members away from the elaborated, personai mode,

texts in which Jearning 1s associated with an

tends ‘
i
ontext of parental control. But !

in just those socializing con

adult authority figure, for example the ¢
i s prcdomimntiy this mode that is demanded by the

processes of cducation as present constituted. Hence the styles of
meaning through which the culture 18 cransmitted produce an
incompatibility benween lower working-class social norms and the
middie-class cthos and the cducational system that 1s based on it
(Lorstein 1971). The difficulty here for a sociolinguistic theory 1s 1O ‘
he codes are translated o linguistic interaction. BY. -
differences 1 chboraton and orientation
copl talk. to cach other and to thelr

start that these are not
and

principles and

understand how t
what mechanism do the
e Wiy p
¢ clear from the
of icxicogrmnnmtic:\\

manitest themselves

children? Bernstein has made 1

natters ot weial diatect of  varneues
phonoiogicni realization. Lither the codes are o be in(crpi‘c(cd as
which as 2 gcncr;ii interpretation 18

ditferent cepnangic  systens.
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implausible (and has also been rejected by Bernstein, at one point), or
there must be some channel through which they intercede between the
semantic system and the text.

1.7 Socioliuguistics and langnage development

The learning of the mother tongue can be interpreted from one point
of view as a sociolinguistic process, and such an interpretation is one
component of the general sociolinguistic universe. Aside from
Bernstein’s work, and that which is derivative from him, there are
currently three main avenues of research which lead in the direction of
a developmental sociolinguistics. One is through semantics, one is along
the lines of ‘sociolinguistic competence’ and the third is via a functional
approach to the linguistic system.

Recent interest in the semantics of language development arose as
an extension of psycholinguistic studies in the learning of vocabulary
and structure; hence it has tended to focus on word mieanings,
conceptual structures and logical relations (see Eve V. Clark 1973).
The study of the acquisiion of sociolinguistic competence is
concemed with how the child learns the social uses of language,
the “rules of speaking” whereby his language meets the demands of
the situadon and the social structure (Susan M. Ervin-Tripp 1972,
1973). In the functional approach, learning the mother tongue has
been interpreted as learning the set of functions that language serves
and developing a meaning potential in respect of each (Halliday
19750).

Each of these three approaches presents certain difficulties, including
that of isolation from the other two. Work in the field of child
semantics las focused on the acquisition of concepts as an aspect of
cognitive development; but it has not sought to relate meaning to social
context. or to interpret language as the realization of social meanings
and the semantic system as e linguistic encoding of che social systen.
The concept of sociolinguistic or communicative competence derives
from the acceptance of a sharp distinction between a highly idealized
“competence”™ and a correspondingly  belitdled  “performance”, a
distincunon which is at best irrelevant, and at worst obstructive, in a
sociohinguistic perspective; this tends to isolate the svstem from its use,
and hence to obscure the fact that the system develops through
Interacdon, as a meaning potential that is always related to social
contexts. The problem for the functional approach is that of showing
how meanings evolve in a functional context, and how a postulated
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inidal set of developmental functions of language come to be
incorporated into the linguistic system (see 1.3 above). Finally the
problem for all three approaches is to give some indication of how, and
why, a child develops a linguistic system that has just the properties that
human language has, and of how, and why, the human species

developed such a system in the first place.

2. Elements of a sociosemiotic theory of language

In this section we shall refer to certain general concepts, inherent in
these and related sociolinguistic studies, which form essential ingredi-
ents in any social-interactional theory of language. These are the text,
the situation, the text variety or register, the code (in Bernstein’s sense),
the linguistic system (including the semantic system) and the social

structure.

2.1 Text

Let us begin with the concept of text, the instances of linguistic
mteraction in which people actually engage: whatever 1s said, or
written, in an operational context, as distinct from a citational context
fike that of words listed in a dictionary.

For some purposes it suffices to conceive of a text as a kind of
supersententce’, a linguistic unit that s in principle greater in size
than a sentence but of the same kind. It has long been clear,
however, that discourse has its own structure that is not consututed
out of sentences in combination (sometimes referred to as a “macro”
structure; see van Dyk 1972); and in a sociolinguistic perspective it is
more useful to think of text as encoded in sentences, not as
composed of them. (Hence what Cicourel refers to as omissions by
the speaker are not so much omissions as encodings, which the hearer
can decade because he shares the principles of realizanon that provide
the key to the codel) In other words, a text is a semantic umg; it is
the basic unit of the semantic process. it may be instantiated m
various ways, as speech
episode. narragve and so on.

At the same tinte, text represents chotce. A text 1s “winie s meant’,
sefected tram the ol set of options that consutute what can be meant,
I other words, wext cai be defined as actualized meamug porential.

The meaning potenual, which is the paradigmatic range of semannc
chotce that is present in the system, and which the members of a culture
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have access to in their language, can be characterized in two ways,
corresponding to Malinowski’s distinction between the “‘context of
situation” and the “context of culture” (1923, 1935). Interpreted in the
context of culture, it is the entire semantic system of the language. This 3
1s a fiction, something we cannot hope to describe. Interpreted in the
context of situation, it is the particular semantic system, or set of sub-
svstems, which is associated with a particular type of situation or social
context. This too is a fiction; but it is something that may be more
easily describable (see 2.5 below). In sociolinguistic terms the meaning
potential can be represented as the range of options that is characteristic

of a specific situation type.

2.2 Situation

The situation is the environment in which the text comes to life. Thisisa
well-established concept in linguistics, going back at least to Wegener
(1885). It played a key part in Malinowski’s ethnography of language,
under the name of “context of situation’”; Malinowski’s notions were
turther developed and made explicic by Firth, who maintained that the
context of sicuation was not to be interpreted in concrete terms as a sort of
audio-visual record of the surrounding ‘props’ but was, rather, an abstract
representaton of the environment in terms of certain general categories
having relevance to the text. The context of situation may be totally
reniote from what is going on round about during the act of speaking or
of writing. Firth’s characterization was referred to in 1.2 above.

It will be necessary to represent the situation in still more abstract
terms if it is to have a place in a general sociolinguistic theory; and to
conceive of it not as situation but as situation type, in the sense of what
Bernstein refers to as a “‘social context”. This is, essentially, a semiotic
structure. It is a constellation of meanings deriving from the semiotic
system that constitutes the culture,

If ic is true chat a hearer, given the right information, can make
sensible yuesses about what the speaker is going to mean — and this
seems a necessary assumption, sceing that communication does take
place — then this ‘right information’ is what we mean by the social
context. 1t consists of those general properties of the situation which
collectively function as the determinants of texe, in chat they specity the
semantic configurations that the speaker will typically fashion in
contexts -of the given type.

However, such information relates not only ‘downward’ to the text
but also, ‘cpward', to the linguistic system and to the social system, The
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LANGUAGE AS SOCIAL SEMIOTIC

‘situation’ is a theoretical sociolinguistic construct; it is for this reason

that we interpret a particular situation type, or social context, as a

semyotic structure. The semiotic structure of a situation type can be

represented as a complex of three dimensions: the ongoing social

activity, the role relationships involved, and the symbolic or rhetorical

channel. We shall refer to these respectively as field, tenor and mode
{following Halliday, Mclntosh and Strevens 1964, as modified by
Spencer and Gregory 1964; and see Gregory 1967). The field,
corresponding roughly to Hymes’ “setting” and “ends”, is the field
of social action in which the text is embedded; it includes the subject
matter, as one special manifestation. The tenor, which corresponds in
general to Hymes' “participants” and ‘‘key”, is the set of role
relationships among the relevant participants; it includes levels of
formality as one particular instance. The mode, roughly Hymes’
“Instrumentalities” and “genre”, is the channel or wavelength selected,
~which is essentially the function that is assigned to language in the total
structure of the situation; it includes the medium (spoken or written),
which is explained as a functional variable.

Field, tenor and mode are not kinds of language use, nor are they
simply components of the speech setting. They are a conceptual
framework for representing the social context as the semiotic environ-
ment in which peopl: exchange meanings. Given an adequate
specification of the semiotic properties of the context in terms of
field, tenor and mode we should be able to make sensible predictions
about the semantic properties of texts associated with it. To do this,
however, requires an intermediary level — some concept of text variety,

or register.

2.3 Register

The term register was first used in this sense, that of text variety, by
Reid (1956); the concept was taken up and developed by Jean Ure
(Ure and Ellis 1972). and interpreted within Hill's (1958) “mstitu-
vonal linguistic” framework by Halliday, Mclntosh and Strevens

(1964). The register is the semantic variety of which a text may be

regarded as an instance.
Like other related concepts, such as’

“speech variant” and “(socio-
linguistic) code™ (Ferguson 1971, Chapters 1 and 2; Gumperz 1971,

Pare 1), register was originally conceived of in lexicogranimatical ters,

Halliday et al. drew a primary distinciion between two types of
language variety: dialect, which they defined as variety according to the

181




'm:‘ T uena e ———t

SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

user, and register, which they defined as variety according to the use.
The dialect is what a person speaks, determined by who he is; the
register is what a person is speaking, determined by what he is doing at
the tme. This gencral distinction can be accepted, but, instead of
characterizing a register largely by its Jexicogrammatical properties, we
shall suggess. as with text, a more abstract definition in semantic terms.

A register can be defined as the configuration of semantic resources
that the member of a culture typically associates with a situation type. It
is the mearng potential that is accessible in a given social context. Both
the situatien and the register associated with it can be described to
varying degrees of specificity; but the existence of registers is a fact of
everyday experience — speakers have no difficulty in recognizing the
semantic options and combinations of options that are ‘at risk’ under
particular eavironmental conditions. Since these options are realized in
the form of grammiar and vocabulary, the register is recognizable as a
particular selection of words and structures. But it is defined in tenns of
meanings; it is not an aggregate of conventional forms of expression
superposed on some underlying content by ‘social factors’ of one kind
or another. [t is the selection of meanings that constitutes the variety to
which a rext belongs.

2.4 Code

Code is used here in Bernstein's sense; ic is the principle of seniotic
organization goverming the choice of meanings by a speaker and their
interpretagon by a hearer. The code controls the semantic styles of
the culture.

Codes are not varieties of language, as dialects and registers are. The
codes are w0 to speak ‘above’ the linguistic system; they are types of
social senvotic, or symbolic orders of meaning generated by the social
systemt (ser Hasan 1973). The code is actualized in language through
the register. since 1t determines the semantic orientation of speakers in
particular wcial contexts; Bemstein’s own use of “variant” (as in
“elaborated variant™) refers to those characteristics of a register which
derive froz: the form of the code. When the semantic systems of the
ianguage ar= activated by the sitwational determinane ot text - the ficld,
ade — this process is regulated by the codes.

Hence zhe codes transmit, or control the transmission of, the
underlying patterns of a culture or sub-culture, acting through the
socializing arencies of family, peer group and school. As a child comes to
attend 1o yqd interpret meanings, in the context of situation and in the

tenor and m
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' context of culture, at the same time he takes over the code. The culture
is transmitted to him with the code acting as a filter, defining and making I
. accessible the semiotic principles _of his own sub-culture, so that as he !’
learns the culture he also leamns the gnid, or sub~cultural angle on the ,!
social system. The child’s linguistic experience reveals the culture to him i
through the code, and so transmits the code as part of the culture. L

)
)
© 2.5 The linguistic system
) Within the linguistic system, it is the semantic system that is of primary
) concern in a sociolinguistic context. Let us assume a tristratal mode! of
" language, with a semantic, a lexicogrammatical and a phonological ‘
) stratuny; this s the basic pattern underlying the (often superficially more |
complex) interpretations of language in the work of Troubetzkoy,
) Hjelmslev, Firth, Jakobson, Martinet, Pottier, Pike, Lamb, Lakoff and
McCawley (among many others). We can then adopt the general
conception of the organization of each stratum, and of the realization
b between strata, that is embodied in Lamb’s stratification theory (Lamb
1971, 1974).
» The semantic system is Lamb’s “‘semological stratum”; it is conceived
of here, however, in functional rather than in cognitive terms. The
) conceptual framework was already referred to in 1.3 above, with the
terms {deational, interpersonal and textual. These are to be interpreted
] not as functions in the sense of uses of language, but as functional |
components of the semantic system — setafunctions as we have called
] them elsewhere (Halliday 1974). (Since in respect both of the stratal and
of the functional organization of the linguistic system we are adopting a
] ternary interpretation rather than a binary one, we should perhaps
explicitly disavow any particular adherence to the magic number three.
) In fact the functional interpretation could just as readily be stated in
terms of four components, since the ideational comprises two distinct
. subparts, the experiential and the logical: but the distinction happens
]
)
)

not to be very relevant herel)
What are these functional components of the semantic system? They

are the modes of meaning that are present in every use of language in
every social contest. A text is a product of all three; it is a polyphonic
compositon i which ditlerent semanae melodies are tntervoven, o
be realized as mtegrated lexicogrammatieal structures. Each funcnonal
component contributes  band of structure o the whole.
; The ideational function represents the speaker’s mcamayg potential as
an observer. Tt s the content funcuon of language, language as about
i
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something. This is the component through which the language encodes
the cultural experience, and the speaker encodes his own individual
experience as a member of the culture. It expresses the phenomena of
the environment: the things ~ creatures, objects, actions, events,
qualities, states and relations — of the world and of our own
consciousness, including the phenomenon of language itself; and also
the ‘metaphenomena’, the things that are already encoded as facts and as
reports. All these are part of the ideational nieaning of language.

The interpersonal conmponent represents the speaker’s meaning
potential a5 an intruder. It is the participatory function of language,
language as doing something. This is the component through which the
speaker intrudes himself into the context of situation, both expressing
his own attitudes and judgements and seeking to influence the attitudes
and behaviour of others. It expresses the role relationships associated
with the situation, including those that are defined by language itself,
relationships of questioner—respondent, informer—doubter and the like.
These constitute the interpersonal meaning of language.

The textual component represents the speaker's text-fonming
potential: it is that which makes language relevant. This is the
component which provides the texture; that which makes the
difference between language that s suspended in vacto and language
that is operational in a context of situation. It expresses the relation of
the language to its environment, including both the verbal environment
— what has been said or written before — and the ron-verbal, situational
environment, Hence the textual component has an enabling function
with respect to the other two; it is only in combination with textual
meanings that ideational and interpersonal meanings are actualized.

These components are reflected in the lexicogrammatical system in
the form of discrete networks of options. In the clause (simple
sentence). for cxample, the ideational function is represented by
transitiviey. the interpersonal by mwood, and the textual by a set of
systems that have been referred to collectively as “theme™. Each of
these three sets of options is characterized by strong internal but weak |
external constraints: for example, any choice made in transitvity has a
significan: effect on other choices within the transitivity systenis, but
has verv Ierle effect on choices within the mood or theme systems.

Hence the functional organization of meaning in language is built in to
the core of the linguistic system, as the most general organizing
principle of the lexicogrammatical stratun.
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LANGUAGE AS SOCIAL SEMIOTIC

2.6 Social structure

Of the numerous ways in which the social structure is implicated in a
sociolinguistic theory, there are three which stand out. In the first place,
1t defines and gives significance to the various types of social context in
which meanings are exchanged. The different social groups and
communication networks that determine what we have called the
“tenor” — the status and role relationships in the situation — are
obviously products of the social structure; but so also in a more general
sense are the types of social activity that constitute the “field””. Even the
“mode”, the rhetorical chaunel with its associated strategies, though
more immediately reflected in linguistic patterns, has its origin in the
soctal structure; it is the social structure that generates the semiotic
tensions and the rhetorical styles and genres that express them (Barthes
1970).

Secondly, through its embodiment in the types of role relationship
within the family, the social structure determines the various familial
patterns of comuumication; it regulates the meanings and meaning
styles that are assocated with given social contexts, including those
coutexts that are critical in the processes of cultural transmussion. In this
way the social structure determines, through the intermediary of
language, the fonms taken by the sociahzation of the child. (See 1.6
above, and Bernstein 1971, 1974)

Thirdly, and most problematically, the social structure enters in
throughi the effects of social hierarchy, 111 the form of custe or class. This
1s obviously the background to social dialects, which are both a direct
maniiestation of social hierarchy and also a symbolic expression of i,
maintaining and reinforcing it in a variety of ways: for example, the
association of dialect with register — the fact that certain regsters
conventionally call for certamn dialectal modes ~ expresses the relation
between social classes and the division of labour. In a more pervasive
fishion. the social structure is present in the forms of semiotic
interaction, and becomes apparent through incongruities and disturb-
ances in the semante system. Linguistics scems now to have largely
abandoned its fear of mpurity and come to grips with what is called
“fuzziness” in language: bue this has been a logical rather than a
t. .« departure from an ideal regularity rather than an

<<)(iulngln'.li corep

orgaic property of sociosemiotic systems. The “fuzziness” of language s
in part an expression of the dvnamics and the tensions of the social
system. b is not only the sext {what people mean} but also the senmantice

svstem (whae they can mean) that embodies the ambiguiry, antagonisin,
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imperfection, inequality and change that characterize the social system
and social structure. This is not often systematically explored in
linguistics. though it is familiar enough to students of communication
and of general semantics, and to the public at large. It could probably be
fruitfully :pproached through an extension of Bernstein’s theory of
codes (see Mary Douglas 1972). The social structure is not just an
omament: background to linguistic interaction, as it has tended to
becomie iz sociolinguistic discussions. It is an essential element in the
evolutioin 5f semantic »wstems and semantic processes.

3y & sociolinguistic view of semantics

In this szction we shall consider three aspects of a sociological
semantics: the semantics of situation types, the relation of the situation
to the semantic system, and the socio-semantics of language develop-
ment. The discussion will be illustrated from a sociolinguistic study of

early language developient.

3.1 The semantics of situation types

A sociolegical semantics implies not so much a general description of
the semantic system of 1 language but rather a set of context-specific
semantic descriptions, ¢ach one characterizing the meaning potential
that s npically associated with a given situation type (see 2.2 above;
also Hallday 1972). In other words, a semantic description is the
description of a register.

This approach has been used to great effect by Turner in a number of
studies curried out under Bemnstein’s direction in London (Turner
1973). Turner’s contexts in themselves are highly specific; he constructs
semantic networks representing, for example, the options taken up by
mothers n response to particular questions about their child control
strategics. At the saime time they are highly general in their application,
both beciuse of the size of the sample investigated and, more especially,
because ot the sociological interpretation that is put upon the data, in

<3

Zernstein's theortes of cultural transmission and social change.

terms o

The stfoitnguistic neticn of a situatien type. or social context, is
variable = generality, and mayv be coneeived of as coverig a greater or
smaller = _ber ot'p(miblc mstances. So the sets of semantc oprions that
constitutz the meaning potential associated with a sitcwation type nny also
be mare or less general. What characterizes this potenial is its truly
‘sociolmg,xig(ic' nature. A semantics of this kind forms the interface
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ts elements realize

between the social system and the linguistic system;'i
social meanings and are realized 1n Jinguistic forms- Each option in the
words, i interpreted in the semiotics of the

ar of the text. (Note

semnantic network, 11 other

situation and 15 also represented in the lexicogramm

that this is not equivalentto saying that the entire semiotic structure ofthe
situation 18 represented in the semantic options, and hence also in the

text, which is certainly not true.)
Figure 5.1 shows an outline semantic network for 3 particular

situation type. one that falls within the general context of child play;
more speciﬁcal\y, it is that of small child manipulating vehicular toys

in interaction with an adult. The network specifies some of the
principal options, lizations. The options

together with their possible rea
derive from the general fu antic system

nctional components of the sem
(2.5 above) and are readily interpretable in terms of the grammar of
English; we have not attempted O represent the me

aning potent'ml of
the adult in the situation, but only that of the child. The networks
relate, in turt, to a genera ¢ English, mo

dified to take
account of the child’s stage of d

—_—

| description ©
evelopment.
|

¢s relation to the semantic system

3.2 Structure of the situation, and i

The semiotic structure of 2 situation type can be represented in terms of

the three general concet ts of field, tenor and mode (s€€ 5.2 above). The

child play’ situation type that was speciﬁed by the semantic networks 111

Figure 5.1 might be charncterizcd, by reference 1o these concepts n

something like the following manner:

Field Child at play: manipulating movable objects (wheeled

vehicles) with related fixtures, assisted DY adulg
concurrently associating ) similar past events, (1)
similar absent objects; also evaluating objects 1 rerms
of cach other and of processes:

Tenor Small child and parent inreracting: child determining
course of action, (1) announcing OWh intengons, ()
controlling actions of parent concurrently sharing and
secking corroboration of own experience with parent.

Mode  Spokem alreriately monologue and dialogue. task-
orienteds prngmntic, (1) referring 1o Processes aud

of situanion, () relating 1O and furthering

g other objects:

objects
child's own
interposed with narra

(1) demandin

actions,
tve and explora

tory clements.
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Below is a specimen of a text having these semiotic properties. It is
taken from a study of the language development of one subject, Nigel,
from nine months to three and a half years; the passage selected is from
age 1; 11. [Note:" = falling tone; ' = rising tone; * = fall-rise tone; tonic
nucleus falls on syllables having tone marks; tone group boundaries
within an utterance shown by ... . For analysis of intonation, see

Halliday 19674 ]
Nigel [small wooden train in hand, approaching track lid
along a plank sloping from chair to floor]: Here the railvay line
.. but it not_for the trdin o go on that. Father: Isn’t if? Nigel: Yés
tis. ... wonder the train will cany the lorry [puts train on lorry
(sic)]. Father: [ wonder. Nigel: Oh yes it will. ... I don’t want to
send the train on this fldor ... you want to send the train on the

rathway line {runs it up plank on to chair] ... but it doesn’t go very

well on the chdir. ... [makes train go round in circles] The train
all round and round . .. it going all round and round . .. [tries to

L
»
b
[
b
b
b
b
>
. reach other train] have that trdin . . . have the blue trdin {‘give it to
me’) [Father does so} ... send the blue train down the rdilway line
[ ... [plank falls off chair] fet me put the railway line on chdir (‘you
put the railway line on the chair!”) [Father does so] ... [looking
Y at blue train] Daddy put sellotape on it ('previously”) ... there a
very fierce lion in the train ... Daddy go and sec if the lion still there
Y .. Huve your éngine (‘give me my engine’). Father: whidh
engine? The little black engine? Nigel: Yés . .. Daddy go and find it
>
)
b
)
b
)
)

for you ... Daddy go and find the black éugine for you.

Nigel's linguistic system at this stage is in 3 state of transition, as he
approximates more and more closely to the adule language, and it is
unstable at various points. He is well on the way to the adult system of

mood, butr has not quite got there — he has not quite grasped the

principle that language can be used as a substitute for shared

expericnce, to impart information not previously known to the hearer;

and dheretore he has not yet learne the general meaning of ‘ves/no
question’, He has a systent of person, but alternates between [/7me and
you as the expression of the first person ‘I, He has a transitivity system,
but confuses the roles of Agent (Actor) and Medium (Goal) in a non-
middle (two paracipant) process. It s worth pointing out perhaps that
adule linguistic systems are themselves unstable at many points — a good
example being transiavity i English. which i3 in 2 state of considerable

Hux; what the child is approximaung to, theretore, s not something
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Siuational Semantic
mznipuk:ton of objects process type and participant structuré
assdistance of adult benefactive
— | movable objects and fixtures type of relevant object
(£ | movabilicy of objects and their type of location and movement
reladon to fixtures
recall of similar cvents past time
eviluaticn modulation
interacwon with parent person
_ | decermimation of course of action mood and polarity
g enunciaton of intention demand, ‘1 want to’
& | control of action demand, ‘1 want you to’
sharing ot experience statement/question, monologue
seeking corroboration of experience statement/question, dialogue
dialogue ellipsis (question-answer)
referencs to situation exophoric reference
textual cohesion: objects anaphoric reference
Y textual cohesion: processes conjunction
< | furtherizg child’s actions theme (in conjunction with transitivity]
2 and mood; typically, parent or
child in demands, child in two-
participant statements, object in
one-participant statements)
oricntaton to task lexical collocation and repetition
spoken mode information structure

Figure 5.2: Determination of semantic features by elements of semiotic
structure of sicuation (text in 3.2)

fixed and harmonious but something shifting, fAuid and full of
indeternir.icics.

What dees emerge from a consideration of Nigel's discourse is how,
through the internal organization of the linguistic systen, situational
features determine text. If we describe the semiotic structure of the
situation i terms of features of field, tenor and mode, and consider
how these sarious features relate to the systems making up the semantic
networks thown in Figure 5.1, we arrive at something like the pictare

presented n Figure 5.2,

192



orrespondence petween the sermiotic
jonal organization of the
ntial tends to

p There js thus 2 systematic ¢
t of the situation:

seructure of the situation tyP€ a
D sepnantic system- Each of the main

be determined Of activated by one part'\cular aspec

Situational

Semantic
elements

components
ldeationa\

Interpersona.\
Textual

vated by featu

vated by features o

systems activated by features O
ords, the type of symbolic 1vi d) ten

in the '\deatioml funcuomn;

heaning as

of meaning 2
Jationships (tenor) tend to determin€ the range of
-on: and the rhetorica\

language 1N the interpersonal function;
as texture,

ds to determi

systems acti
systens acti
ds to determin€

In other W
the range
the role re
participation,
channel
‘language 0 its re
indeterminate area

indeterminacy: for example.
porderline of “field” and ‘“‘tenor > and the system of
likewise lies ont 1 ideational and interpersonn\
). But there 1s an overa

component of language (Halliday 1969a
acern. This is 1 sumably the semantic syste!
12l contexts, $O we

10t just 2 _oincidence: Pre
evolved 23 symbo

lic interartion among peo
should expect the semiotic structure of these contexts
in its internal

get an insight
n, text

organ'\zation. By taking account of this we
ctivate

{ relationship among the s of situatio
he semiotic fe \e situation @
ic system, | mining

the configur
ith this gtuation type, a0

dered by 1t

the register,
associated W

chat is engen

of langunage deuclopmcnl

mean; he 18

3.3 Socio—semantics
ber of social

2 how tO
imited nui

ynstitute tl
{as un'\\'ch:\l\‘

mother tongue is learnin

A child learning Dis
puilding up 2 meaning 1 respect ofal
ns (see 1.7 above).

{a very smalt chil

po(cmin\ n
1 seimiouc

These functions <

funcuo
4, and may be thought ©

environnient o
man culture.

the child ca

r example,

1 express At this stage derive very Jirectly
of the funcuons served by

one

of hu
The meanings

y the social funcrons. Fo

fron
193



SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

the child’s “proto-language” is the regulatory function, that of
conwolling the behaviour of other people; and in this function he is
likely to develop meanings such as ‘do that some more’ (continue or
repeat what you’ve just been doing), and ‘don’t do that’. How does he
get from these to the complex and functionally remote meanings of the
adule semantic system?

These language-cngendering functions, or ‘proto-contexts’, are the
origin at oue and the same time both of the social context and of the
semantic svstem. The child develops his ability to mean by a gradual
process of generalizauon and abstraction, which in the case of Nigel
appeared to go somewhat along the following lines. Out of the six
functions of his proto-language (instrumental, regulatory, interactional,
personal, heuristic and imaginative), he derived a simple but highly
general disonction berween language as a means of doing and language
as 2 means of knowing — with the latter, at this stage, interpretable
functionally as ‘learning’. As he moved into the phase of transition into
the adult svstem, at around 18 months, he assigned every utterance to
one or another of these generalized functional categories, encoding the
distinction by means of intonation: all ‘learning’ utterances were on a
falling tone, and all ‘doing’ utterances on a rising tone. As forms of
interaction. the latter required a response (increasingly, as time went on,
a verbal response) while the former did not.

From the moment when this semantic principle was adopted,
however, 1t ceased. to satisfy, since Nigel already needed a semiotic
system which would e¢nable him to de both these things at once - to use
language i both the learning mode and the doing mode within a single
utterance. Without this ability he could not engage in true diaJogue; the
systein could not develop a dynamic for the adopuon and assignment of
semiotic roles in verbal interaction. At this point, two steps were
required. or really one complex step, for effectively completing the
transition o the adult system. One was a further abstraction of the basic
funceonal opposition, such that 1t came to be incorporated into his
scmantic svstem, as the two components of “ideational’” and “inter-
personal’: in the most general terms, the former developed from
leammyg’ “inction, the latter from the ‘doing’ function. The other step
was the inmoduction of a lexicogrammar, or syntax, nuking it possible
for these rwo modes of meaning to be expressed simultancously i the
form of 1nregrated lexicogrammatical structures.

The tern “socio-semantics of language development” refers to this
process, whereby the original social functions of the infant’s proto-
languape a-e reinterpreted first as macro—functions, and then as meta-
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Junctions, functional components in the organization of the semantic
system. These components, as remarked earlier (2.5), are clearly seen in
the adult Janguage; the options show a high degree of mutual constraint
within one component but a very low degree of constraint between
components. At the same time, iooked at from another point of view,
what the child has done is finally to dissociate the concept of ‘function’
from that of ‘use’; the functions evolve into components of the
semantic system, and the uses into what we are calling social contexts or
situation types. For a detailed treatment of this topic see Hailiday

(19754).

4. Towards a general sociolinguistic theory

In this final section we shall try to suggest how the main components of
the sociolinguistic universe relate to one another, the assumption being
that this network of relations is the comerstone of a general

sociolinguistic theory.

4.1 Meaning and text
The text 1s the linguistic form of social interaction. It is a continuous
progression of meanings, combining both simultaneously and in
succession. The meanings are the selections made by the speaker
from the optons that constitute the meaning potential; text is the
actualization of this meaning potential, the process of semantic chorce.
The sclections in meaning derive from different functional ongins,
and are mapped on to one another in the course of their realization as
lexicogrammiatical structure. In our folk linguistic terminology, the
“meaning” is represented as “wording”” — which in turn is expressed as
“sound” (“pronouncing”) or as “spelling”. The folk linguistic,
incidentally, shows our awareness of the tristratal nature of language.

4.2 Text and situation
A text s embedded in 2 context of situation. The context of situation
of any text is an instance of a genenalized social context or situation
type. The sttuation tepe 1s not an inventory of ongoing sights and
sounds but a senuone structure: it s the ceological mamx that s
constitutive of the text.

Certain types of situation have i their semictic structure some
clement which nukes them central to the processes of culwural
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transmission; these are Bernstein’s “critical socializing contexts”.
Examples are those having a regulative component (where a parent is
regulating the child’s behaviour), or an instructional component (where
the child is being explicitly taught).

4.3 Sitnation as semiotic structure

The seniotic structure of the situation is formed out of the three socio-
semiotic variables of field, tenor and mode. These represent in systematic
form the type of activity in which the text has significant function
(field), the status and role relationships involved (tenor) and the
symbolic mode and rhetorical channels that are adopted (mode). The
field, tenor and mode act collectively as determinants of the text
through their specification of the register (4.5 below); at the same time
they are systematically associated with the linguistic system through the
functional components of the semantics (4.4).

4.4 Situation and semantic system

The semiotic components of the situation (field, tenor and mode) are
systennatically related to the functional components of the semantics
(ideational, interpersonal and textual’: field to the ideational compon-
ent, representing the ‘content’ function of language, the speaker as
observer; tenor o the interpersonal component, representing the
‘participaton’ function of language, the speaker as intruder; and mode
to the textual component, representing the ‘relevance’ function of
language, without which the other two do not become actualized.
There is 2 tendency, in other words, for the field of social action to be
encoded finguistically in the form of ideational meanings, the role
relationships in the form of mterpersonal meanings, and the symbolic
mode in the form of textual meanings,

4.5 Situation, semantic system and register

The semiotic structure of a given situation type, its particular pattern of
tield, wner and mode, can be thought of as resonating in the semantic
system and so activating particular networks of semantic options;
typically cptions form within the corresponding senantic components
(4.4). This process specifies a range of meaning potential, or register: the
Semanac configuration that is typically associated with the situation
ype In question,
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4.6 Register and code

The specification of the register by the social context is in tum
controlled and modified by the-code: the semiotic style, or “socio-
linguistic coding orientation” in Bemnstein’s term, that represents the
particular sub-cultural angle on the social system. This angle of vision is
a function of the social structure. It reflects, in our society, the pattern
of social hierarchy, and the resulting tensions between an egalitarian
ideology and a hierarchical reality. The code is transmitted initially
through the agency of family types and family role systems, and
subsequently reinforced in the various peer groups of children,
adelescents and aduls.

4.7 Langunage and the social system

" The foregoing synthesis presupposes an interpretation of the social

system as a social semiotic: a system of meanings that constitutes the
‘reality’ of the culture. This is the higher-level system to which
language is related: the semantic system of language is a realization of
the social semiotic. There are many other forms of its symbolic
realization besides language; but language is unique in having its own
semantic stratum.

This takes us buck to the ‘meaning potential” of 4.1. The meaning
potential of lnguage, which s realized in the lexicogrammatical
systeny, itself realizes meanmgs of a higher order; not only the seniiotic
of the particular social context, its organization as field, tenor and
mode, but also that of the total set of social contexts that constitutes the
soctal system. In this respect language is unique among the modes of
expression of social meanings: it operates on both levels, having
meaning both in general and in particular at the same time. This
property. arises out of the functional organization of the semantic
system, whereby the meaning potential associated with a particular
social context is derived from corresponding sets of generalized options

m the semantic system.

4.8 Language and the child

A child beging by creating a proto-language of his own, a meaning
potential in respect of cach of the social functions that constitute his
developmental semiotic. In the course of maturation and socialization
he comes to take over the adult language. The text-in-situation by
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which he is surrounded is filtered through his own functional-semantic
grid, so that he processes just what is interpreted in terms of his own
social semiotic at any particular stage.

As a strategy for entering the adult system he generalizes from his
initial set of functions an opposition between language as doing and
language as learning. This is the developmental origin of the
interpersonal and ideational components in the semantic system of
the adult ianguage. The concept of function is now abstracted from that
of use. and has become the basic principle of the linguistic organization
of meaning.

4.9 The child and the culture

As a child learns language, he also leamns through language. He
interprets text not only as being specifically relevant to the context of
situation but also as being generally relevant to the context of culture. It
is the linguistic system that enables him to do this; since the sets of
semantic options which are characteristic of the situation (the register)
derive from generalized functional components of the semantic system,
they also at the same tinie realize the higher order meanings that
coustitute the culture, and so the child’s focus moves easily between the
microsemiotic and the macrosemiotic environment.

So when Nigel’s mother said to him, ‘Leave that stick outside; stop
teasing the cat; and go and wash your hands. 1t's time for tea,” he could
not only understand the instructions but could also derive from them
informaton about the social system: about the boundaries dividing
social space, and ‘what goes where'; about the continuity between the
human and the animal world; about the regularity of cultural events;
and more besides. He does not, of course, learn all this from single
instances. but from the countless socio-semiotic events of this kind that
make up the Life of social man. And as a corollary to this, he comes to
rely heavidv on the social system for the decoding of the meanings that
are embedied in suchi day-to-day encounters.

In one sense a child’s learning of his mother tonguc is a process of
progressively frccing himselt trom the constraints of the immediate
context — or, beteer, of progressively redefining the context and the
place of linguage within it ~ so that he is able to learn through language,
and iteroret an exchange of meanmgs in relation to the culture as a
whole. Linguage is not the only form of the realization of social
meanings. but it is the only form of it that has this comp

exX p I'()PCIT}'I to
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mean, linguistically, is at once both to reflect and to act — and to do
these things both in particular and in general at the same time. So it is
first and foremost through language that the culture is transmitted to the
child, in the course of everyday interaction in the key socializing
agencies of family, peer group and school. This process, like other
semiotic processes, is controlled and regulated by the code; and so, in
the course of it, the child himself also takes over the coding orientation,
the sub-cultural semiotic bias that is a feature of all social structures
except those of a (possibly non-existent) homogeneous type, and
certainly of all complex societies of a pluralistic and hierarchical kind.

4.10 Summary

Figure 4.1 {p. 141) is an attempt to summarize the discussion in
diagrammatic form; the arrow is to be read as ‘determines’. What
follows is a rendering of it in prose.

Social interaction typically takes a linguistic form, which we call text.
A text is the product of indefinitely many simultaneous and successive
choices in meaning, and is realized as lexicogrammatical structure, or
wording. The environment of the text is the context of situation, which
is an nstance of a social context, or situation type. The sitvation type is
a semiotic construct which is structured in terms of field, tenor and
mode: the text-generating activity, the role relationships of the
participants, and the rhetorical modes they are adopting. These
sitnational variables are related respectively to the ideational, interper-
sonal and textual conmponents of the semantic system: meamng as
context (the observer function of language), meaning as participation
{the intruder function) and meaning as texture {the relevance function).
They are related in the sense that each of the situational features
typically calls forth a network of options from the corresponding
semantic component; in this way the semiotic properties of a particular
sreuation type, #ts structure in terms of ficld, tenor and mode, determine
the semantic configuration or register — the meaning potential that is
characteristic of the situation type in question, and is realized as what is
known as a “speech variant”. This process is regulated by the code, the
semiotic grid or principles of the orgamization of social meaning chat
represent the particular sub-cultural angle on the social systern. The
sub-cultural varation is in its tum a product of the social structure,
typically the soctal hicrarchy acung through che distribution of fannly
types having different familial role systems. A clnld, coming wto the
picture, interprets text-in-situation in terms of his generalized func-
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tional categories of learning (mathetic) and doing (pragmatic): from here
by a further process of abstraction he constructs the functionally
organized semantic system of the adult Janguage. He has now gained
access to the social semiotic; this is the context in which he himself will
Jearn to mean, and in which all his subsequent meaning will take place.

The ain of chis paper has been to interrelate the various components
of the sociolinguistic universe, with special reference to the place of
language within it. It is for this reason that we have adopted the mode
of interpretation of the social system as a semiotic, and stressed the
Systematic aspects of it: the zoncept of system iwself, and the concept of
function within a system. It is all the more important, in this context, to
avoid any suggestion of an idealized social functionalism, and to insist
that the social system is not something static, regular and harmonious,
nov are its elements held poised in some perfect pattern of functional
relationships.

A ‘socio-semiotic’ perspective implies an interpretation of the shifts,
the irregulasities, the disharmonies and the tensions that characterize
human intezaction and social processes. It attempts to explain the
semiotic of the social structure, in its aspects both of persistence and of
change, including the semantics of social class, of the power system, of
hierarchy ard of social conflict. It attempts also to explain the linguistic
processes whereby the members construct the social semiotic, whereby
social reality is shaped, constrained and modified — processes which, far
from tendirg towards an ideal construction, admit and even insticu-
tionalize niyopia, prejudice and  misunderstanding  (Berger  and
Luckmann 1967, Chapter 3).

The components of the sociolinguistic universe themselves provide
the sources and conditions of disorder and of change. These may be
seen in the sexr, in the sicuation, and in the semantic system, as well as
n the dynantics of cultural transmission and social learning. All the lines
ot determirition are ipso facto also lines of tension, not only through
mdeterminz:y in the tansmission but also through feedback. The
meaning of the texe, for example, is fed back into the situation, and
becomes pa of it, changing it in the process; it is also fed back, through
the register. into the semantic system, which i likewise affects and
siedities. The code, the form in which we conceptualize the injection
of the socz! structure into the semantic process, 1s wself a rwo-way
relation, cmaodying feedback from the semntic configurations of
social interwction inco the role relationships of the family and other
social groups. The social learning processes of a child, whether those of
learing che language or of learning che culture, are among the most
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Chapter Six

ASPECTS OF SOCIOLINGUISTIC RESEARCH
(1975)

1. Language and social context

1.1. The social context of speech events
One of the carliest attempts to describe language in its social context
was made by Malinowski in the course of his ethnographic studies in
the South Pacific (1935). Malinowski called this the “‘context of
situation”’; and since his interest lay in the organization of culturally
significant activities such as gardening and fishing expeditions, he
interpreted the context of situation in concrete terms as a kind of
scenario, a background of what was going on around at the time of the
speech events. He also recoguized, however, that to understand the
meaning of what was said it was necessary to know the “context of
culture”, the systems of knowledge and belief, the social values and
social structure of the community in question; and that this was equally
true of all types of social organization at whatever level of technology.
In order to relate the specific context of a particular speech event to
the broader environment of the culture as a whole, Firth proposed

certain general headings for describing the context of situation: the
participants {their status and roles), the relevant features of the setting,

the verbal and non-verbal action, and the effective resule (1950). A
more recent set of categories proposed by Hymes reads (slightly

paraphrased) as: “form and content, setting, participants, ends (intent
and effect), key, mediom. genre, and interactional norms™ (1967).

When people exchange meanings, interacting with cach other through

tram futeranons betwren Laosguastios and - Mathematicad  Fducation

Sae Asperts of Sectolisgesoo

Report on 2 Svinposiunt Spatsored by UNESCO - CEDQ ~ JUME, Nasroby, September 1974, EiD-
THCONE U8 ((d-73 Reproduced by penmssion of UNESCO.
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talk or wridng, they have such background information available to
them; and they make use of it all the time in order to understand each
other. It may be concluded that anyone who is either studying verbal
interaction or trying to influence it through some form of language
planning is likely to need information of the same kind.

In a later section (1.4.) we shall summarize these findings in slightly
different temms.

1.2. The speech connmunity

A speech community might be thought of as homogeneous: as a group
of people linked by a common social organization, who talk to each
other and who all speak alike. This is an idealized construct, to which
no human group would be expected to conform exactly, but which
could serve as a model by reference to which actual communities could
be described.

Actual communities, however, depart from this pattern in very
radical wavs. (1) A community speaking one language may still have a
wide range of different styles; the range of any one individual will
typically depend on his place in the social structure, and probnbly no
member commands all styles. Geertz has described this situation in Java
(1960). (2) A community may have a colloquial and a classical version

of ‘the same’ language (cften so diftferent as to be mutually unintel-

ligible), the two beiug recognized by consensus as appropriate n
distinet soctal contexts. Ferguson has described this under the name of
“diglossia”™ (1959). (3) A community may have two or niore languages,
related or unrelated. Furthermore, any combination of (1), (2) and (3)
may occur.

Gumperz™ definition of a speech community takes account of these
possibilities. He defines it as “auy human aggregate characterized by
regular ané frequent interaction by means of a shared body of verbal
signs and <2t off from similar aggregates by significant differences n

language wuage” (1963). Gumperz himselt has studied 2 number of

i

commumnitzs displaving ditferent kinds ot hnguistic plurality, dialectal, -

diglossic a=d muldlingual. with particular reference to the conditions

or didects 1971

A major advance i our undentading of the nature of a speech
communiss cune about as a resuis of the (\'()rk of Labov in New York
City. Labow tound an immense diversity in speech habits, both benween
individuak and also within each mdividual: not only does one New
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Variation theory implies that, for any one meaning, there may be a
range of possible ‘wordings’ to express it; and for any one wording,
there may be a range of possible ‘soundings’ to express it. In technical
linguistic terms, in place of an invariant norm'we postulate a norm of
diversificatdon in both the lexicogrammatical realization of semantic
elements and the phonological realization of lexicogrammatical elem-
ents. For any onc variable, the range of variants may be greater or less,
and they may be continuous (like the different qualities of a vowel) or
discontinuous (like different words or structures); but there is no single
norn to which the speaker 1s always approximatng. In terms of the
linguistic “schools’ of a generarion ago, vanation theory has 1t
precursors in the Prague school and the ‘London’ school rather than
in American structuralism (or its Chomskyan derivative).

There are two versions of variation theory, differing however only in
emphasis. Labov's ‘‘quantitative paradigm™ stresses the statistical
regularity of variation over a whole population. He uses two vectors,
each with roughly five values: one representing the sociil class of the
speaker, the other the “‘speech style”, which he defines as “the amount
of attention paid |by the speakerj to speech”, and which ranges through
casual — careful — reading — word lists — minimal pairs. (We shall suggest
below that these two vectors are special instances of more general
criteria, and that for explanatory purposes a third needs to be added.)
The idea is that for cach cell in the resulting matrix - say, lower middle-
class speaker in carciul specch — it is possible to predict which variant
will occur. with a significantly high probability of being right; and
furthermore, that the variants turn out to be systematically ordered
along the rows and columns.

Bailey and Bickerton offer an alternative model, the “implicational
series”, in which the variants are ordered according to their tendencies
of co-occurrence one with another (1971, 1974). This stresses the role of
the linguistic environment, vather than the social environment, and
hence interprees variation more as individual choice than as social index.
The ditference may be largely attributed to the fact that Labov works in

large urban communities and Bickerton in isolated rural ones. It is worth

mentioning here that Bickerton's work in Guyana is part of another
important development through which we are coming to understand a
great deal more about the processes of ereolization and decreolizatuon,
and their very central place i the history of']nngungc in general (1973).

The sizuticance of variaton theory is that it provides a basis tor
undesstanding how language variaats come to function as symbols of
different weial groups and sub-cultures, and of the different models ol
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

.BOth dlal?CfS and registers reflect the social order. The existence of
dialectal varety reflects the social structure, and the speciﬁc phenom-

| dialects reflects the inierarchical form of the social
e variety of human roles

enon of socia
The existence of registers reflects th

s, and in particular the social division of labour.
d to his social roles (Elis

£ labour in society is a
ic association between

structure.

and action
An individual has a ‘register range’ relate

1965). At the same time, since the division 0
on of the social structure, there isa systemat
registers and dialects: certain types of social action gypically take place in
the “standard’ dialect, others in the ‘regional’ and others again in the
‘Jocal” dialect. The appropriate dialectal choices are learntc;;

functt
long with

the register.
The same processes are at work in a multilingual com

that here we replace ‘choice of dialect’ (in part, at leas

Janguage. For a _bilingun\ or muldlingual speaker, the decision which
language to use is a matter of register. This does not mean chat there is
no ipdividual discretion; as with the choice of dialect, there always is —
but in tbe typical instance there is one ‘unmarked’ choice, representing
the s(_)cml norny, and any departure from this carries its own special
meaning. Of course, there may be conflicting social norms adopted by
different groups within the community but that does not affect the

munity, except
t) by choice of

general account.

1.5. Components of the social context

The notion of S?Cial.contcxt will serve as an explicit determinant of
register. The regster the configuration of meanings that are typically
35505‘3ted _\“dl a given social contexy and of the words and structures
(or _Wordmg-\‘ _as we have called them) that express these meanings. In
order to show the soci.:\l context as a determinant of register, we can use
Labov's two vectors, 1m .1 more geucmlizcd form. and add a third:

jat 1s gomng o1, that has

(a) Ficld. The nature of the social action: wl
a complex of acts

.rccogmmblc meaning in the social system, typically
11 ne g 3 ; « : »ot
1 som. orderc\? configuration. What we call “subject mateer 153
special aspedt of ths “teld™.
of socially meaningtul

(b) Tenor. The role structure: the  cluster
partici-

aruicioant relationships :
e elationships, boch permanent aceributes of the

The “tenor’

angs aad role relationships - : '
p i relationships specihic to the situation.
1o being as

includes also speech roles, the social roles that come it
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

). Language and the social order

2.1. Language and the construction of reality

lt is clear from what preceded that there is no natural boundary
between ‘language and social context’ and ‘language and the social
order’. Consideration of the one leads into the other, and points in
the directon of a sociological theory that will have language as an
essential ingredient.

Sonie ot the relevant background may be found in the work of
Mead, and subscequently of Gothnan and Garfinkel, all of whom have
taken account of the place of language in the social definition and
maintenance of individual identity. Although none of these three is
concerned primarily with language, Mead’s treatment of self-identifi-
cation (1934), Goffman’s of self-management (1967) and Garfinkel’s of
self-explanation (1967) (to characterize them in vastly oversimplified
terms) all contain explicit reference to the role of speeclt in the various
forms and scquences of interaction through which the individual
achieves kis identity.

Coming closer to our present concern is Berger and Luckmann’s
account of the social construction of reality (1966). Again these authors
are not primarily concerned with language, but their work (subtitled
“A treatise in the sociology of knowledge™) contains important insights
into how an individual, largely through verbal interaction, constructs,
rmaintains and manipulates a model of the world in which he lives. The
toundations of his reality are laid in the course of primary socialization
within the family, however the family is defined in the particular
culture in question. These foundations may be strengthened, modified,
undermined or cven shattered in the course of further socialization,
most crigcully in the family, the children’s peer group and the school.

Much more directly concerned with language, and of considerable
theoretical significance, is the work of Sacks and Moerman (1964) and
Schegloff” 1968) on the nature ot verbal interaction. Their work shows

how ordirary everyday conversational encounters have meaning on

many levek at once, in the way that we normally associate with a poem
or a novel — indeed Sacks’ method of “explication de rexic’ is not unlike
an exercise wn literary interpretation. This not only reveals a great deal
about the aature of social intercourse. and the individual's ability to
survive it s also enables us to see how the innumerable small exchanges

that take pace in daily life can convey the deeper meanings that hie at
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e — as they must, since these meanings are notasa

gh overt instruction.
eople understand each other at all is due tO this
power of conversation” (Ber,

are the same reality,
What 18 ‘left unsaid’ is not

ed; and we know how 10

the heart of the cultur
rule rransmitted throu

The fact that p
“reality-generating
1966): since W& have learnt to sh
of it for granted, and fill in what 1s left unsaid.
omitted $O much as condensed, ot highly cod

unscramble the code.

The educational significance of these observations 18 reasonably clear:
To reduce it tO its simplest terms: in our own language: in our own
culture, we know most of what the other person s going to $3Y ™ or

rather what he is going to mear, whether or 1ot and in whatever way
he says it. The significance of an incoming message lies not in the fact
that we do not know what 1t contains, as in a mathematical model of
communication, but in the fact that we do know. The sociolinguistic
concept of information is very far removed from that of information
theory. 1f 2 pupil cannot predict about 90 per cent of what 2 teacher 1
going tO 53 he is unlikely to learn very much. One of the main
problems of muldlingual education 18 tO create conditions in which at
any one moment the pupil knows most of the t are
ng at him next, sO that those which are unknown 2

nieanings tha
re kept down t0

comi
learzable proportions.

2 Sociolinguistic coding orientations
g of the ‘sociolinguistic order’ and 1ts educational
above all to the work of Bernstein (1971, 1973). In
the course of a long series of brilliantly designed and carefully execute
cxpcrimcnmi studies in London, Bernstein has shown that different
social groups within complex soclety may be characterized by
different “socio—iinguistic codmng orientations” - For any given social
context, they will tend to select different semantic configurations, of

registers. The individual's frecdom to mean what he likes {s constraine

by his membership of a social group-
differential Tesponse 0

This goes a long way towards exphining the

opportunity that 15 2 notable feature of urban life
and North America. 1t 15 clear that the processes of
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dcular types ©
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

that is, in terms of their family role systems and socialization practices —
differ in the extent to which the sociolinguistic coding orientations
achieved by their children correspond with the expectations of the
school. And since family type is linked to social class, children from
certain social classes tend to experience a sharp discontinuity between
ways of meaning in the home and ways of meaning in the school. The
school has to compensate by making explicit the principles on which
meanings are exchanged in classroom situations.

Thus learning to learn in school is not just a matter of learning
technical registers. It is also a matter of learning to exchange meanings
in new social contexts; this is still to'do with register, but register in the
broader sense. In the multilingual context, Hymes has remarked that
“the role of language may differ from community to community”
(1964). The differences are within limits, no doubt; but limits that are
broad enough to generate educationally significant varation. It is not
impossible to find within a single classroom children who are culturally,
or sub-culturally, predisposed to very different ways of learning through
language; all of them in turn being different from the assumptions
present in the teacher’s training and in the culture from which the
language of wistruction is derived.

2.3. Learning the mother tongue

Studies of how a child lcarns his mother tongue, for a tme largely
confined to the acquisition of grammar and vocabulary, have recently
come to emphasize the construction of the semantic system; and this n
rurn has cone to be interpreted as a cognitive process and as a social
process. A child learns by listening and talking, especially with
“significant others” in “critical socializing contexts’. Having built up
n infancy an initial picture of the social functions of language, of what
language has in it for him, so to speak, he seems to adopt a strategy of
distinguishizg beoween Tanguage as doing and language as learning, or
between aciton and refection; and on this basis he constructs a seinanag
svstem embodying the Lévi-Straussian characterization of the two-fold
role of the environment in all human cultures — as material to be
quarried. amd as terrain to be explored.

In the oerctve process, the learning of language and the learning,
ancously. The

of the culzre through the language take place simult
but

child finds she environment retlected in the linguistic structure;
not in am direct way. Language does not ‘reflect reality’. What 1t
reflects, in. its semantic structure  (and therefore, bur sull more

o
1o
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SOC!OLINGUISTIC THEORY

an impressionistic concept. Nevertheless it is on the whole a valid and
useful one (Neustupny 1971).

The reason is that languages from the same general culture area tend to
resemble each other in significant ways, whether they are related or not.
This phenomenon, known as “‘areal affinity”, is attested in many areas, for
example Western Europe, East Africa, East Asia, South Asia, the South
Pacific. An extreme instance has been documented from the Kannada—
Marathi border arca in South India; these two languages are quite
unrelated, but in this particular region they share what is for all practical
purposes a common semantics and a common phonology (Gumperz &
Wilson 1971).

The mechanisms by which this sort of areal resemblance anses are
not at all well understood. But its consequences are important. In
general, it is Jikcly to be easier to function effectively in a second
language that is from the same culture area than in one that is
geographically and culturally remote.

Of the many respects in which one language may differ from
another, some arc likely to have no great significance for mathematical
education, or for education generally. Other kinds of difterence,
though not nccessarily very fundamental in terms of the semantic
systems of the languages concerned, may nevertheless tum out to have a
considerable effect on how children learn certain general concepts; and
if so they might be relevant to questions of pedagogical design.

An example could be drawn from lexical taxonomy, the represen-
tation of classes in the vocabulary. In some instances, classification is
explicic in die form of the words, while in others it is not. Contrast the
names of vehicles in Chinese and in English:

@) (v)
che vehicle
miche cart
dianchs tram (streetear)
hudchs train
giche car (automobile}
zixingeh@ bicycle
In the fomer, the general term ch@ 'vehicle’ is present as an elemenr in

the make-up of all the specific ters; in the lacter it is not. English has
sets o the former type, but they are both less regular and less typical
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- - * . -
than they are in Chinese. Moreover, the existence of a morphological
series like that in (a) is in itself no guarantee of class membership;

consider the following words in Malay:

() .

mata ‘eye’

mata hari ‘sun’ (han = ‘day”)

mata ayer ‘spring’ (ayer = ‘water’)
‘*knot’ (katu = ‘wood’)

mata katu
mata susu

mata kuching
“Whereas car, train, tram, etc. are all kinds of vehicle, sun, spring, knot,

etc. are not kinds of eye; the Malay series illustrates metaphorical
compounding, by contrast with the taxonomic compounding of the
Chinese. Frequently both types occur within the same series: an oaktree

»
®
[
»
]
»
[
b
. ' 1s a kind of tree, but a shoetree is not.
»
[
»
[
b
b
b
b
»
J
)

‘nipple’ (susu = ‘breast’)
{(kind of fruir) (kuching = ‘cat’)

Here we have ilustrated (a) a class which is expressed by a
morphological series, (b) a class which is not a morphological series, and
(c) a morphological series which is not a class. Probably most languages,
perhaps all, display all these patterns; but they display them in different
measure (and in different parts of the vocabulary).

The relevance of this phenomenon not only to the creation of
ternmnology but also to the teaching of mathematical concepts seems
fairly clear. But there is a caution to be added. It would be casy to use

these examples to demonstrate that English was a very incflicient
language for mathematics and science; and a whole lot of other arguments
could be used to ‘prove’ the superiority of Chinese in this respect. Now
Chinese of course functions very effectively in these contexts; but so do

Russian, English, Hungarian, Japanese and a number of other very

diverse languages. Appropriateness is often a matter of people’s attitude,

and attitudes reflect sociolinguustic distance, not linguistic distance: a
Lingraage with o very different set of cultural functions (different from

some hnphicit norm, such as English) tends to be regarded as exotic, and as
representing a distinet mode of logical thought, even when in terms ot ies

mternal structure it is not strikingly different.

ce s that m Chinese the general enn b€ san ordinary
ih the rests nsed i contexts where it 18 not necessary o

* A further differ
colfoquual word along
be more specitie. 31 dhie tam stops m front of voa. vou vy “hueny ap and get on the

vehicle” (kudi shing ¢hg), not “get an the ram’. The Englishi sword eehide belongs

to a diterent register.

o
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SOCIOLINGUISTIC THEORY

A major problem, then, is to identify the two kinds of Llinguistic
distance that may be of significance in the present context:

(i) non-semantic differences which affect the forms of expression of key
concepts (see the example of lexical taxonomy, above)

fity semantic differences, those which affect the system of meanings (and
may suggest different interpretations of reality).

and to scparate both of whese from sociolinguistic distance, specifically

fiit) differences of register, such as the presence or absence of a register
of mathematics, or mathematics teaching,

It is the last of these which calls for a measure of language planning.

3.2. Language planning

Language planning has two aspects to it, the linguistic and the
sociolinguistic. The first is concerned with the development of
language as a system (i.e. with the language itself), the second with
the development of language as an institution (i.e. with the relation of
the language to its speakers).

1. The development of language as a system is chiefly interpreted in
practice as the addition of new vocabulary. Planning may take the form
of creaiing a commission on terminology charged with the codification
of new termis — typically, technical terms from the sciences, law,
administraton and the like.

In some instances the specialists concemed, perhaps responding to
expressions of feeling among the public, have rejected as undesirable the
practice of “‘borrowing” words from a foreign language, in favour of
creating matching terms out of elemiencs of the native vocabulary (in the
way that German fernsprechien matches the international form telephone,
being made up of ‘distant” and “speak’). In some languages tus process
of borrowng via translation, known in linguistics as “calquing™, is
entirely natural; Chinese is an ¢xample of a language which nearly -
always imports new terms in this wav. In other languages, however, it1s
zal. Both Japanese and English are ‘borrowing’ languages

very unn
take readily to calques (there have been unsuccessful

and do
attempts to wntroduce chem keo English from time to time).

The deveiopment of vocabulary is really a semantic process, one of
adding new ‘thing-imeanings’ ~ names of objects, processes, istieutions
and so on It can take place in a2 number of ways: not only by
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ASPECTS OF SOCIOLINGUISTIC RESEARCH

importation from outside, in the form of borrowing of calquing, but
also by creating new compounds from inside (like Chinese hioche ‘fire
vehicle’, 2 popular nineteenth-century creation for ‘steam train’” which
then came 1nto general use); by extending the meaning of existing
words (like English trait, from the expression 3 train of coaches’), often
with very picturesque analogies; and sometl

mes by inventing entirely
new words, like g4s in the eighteenth century, OF modern laser {from
light maser, maser being an acronym of ‘microwave amplification by
samulated

emission Of radiation’).
There have been some studies of the development of technical and
4l terminology .n European languages,

but information O the
es of lexical development 10 other languages is very
1d benefit very mu

ch from studies
ommunities create thelr OWP new
es and new artifacts. No language
s, and 1t would be

industri

_natural process
e. Yet this kind of planning wou

different language ¢
th new techniqu
a mixture of type

scarc
of how people in
terms when faced Wi
is fully consistent; every language is

wrong to suggest that there can be no typological ‘anovations in the
creqgon ofneNTERE In the last resort, only the speakers of a language
have a feeling for what transplants will ‘take’ and what will not.

The issue of gmmmntica\ structure 1§ MOre problematical. Many
linguists would question the assumptions made in Appendix [ to the
Short Description of the Symposium, to the eftect that “the logical
seructure of the world Janguages corresponds closely to the needs 1n
inathematics for systematizntion, prccision and reasoning”, whereas the
Jogical structure of a vernacular language may not. They wonld argué
that all languages have essentially the same Jogical structure and that the
differences ar¢ merely supcrﬁcin\. Others who would not g0 s0 far as this
would nevertheless maintain that, while languages do differ in their
essential structure none 18 intrinsically more Of Jess well suited to
mmathematical reasoning and systcnmtization than any other; 1t Was

ble to do moderm jnnathematics in Chaucerian English, and what
hat the process of introducing nEwW semantic configurations,
ok four or five Coengurics, should somehow be

add, incidcntn\\y‘ that the
4 natural fanguage really means.

impossi
is needed is €
which English to
spccdcd up. tis jnmportant to
o what the “logical’” structure of
s an insrution usually involves ()
ional language (also perhaps
for any Janguage, the
standard dialect: (M)

fe s o CONSCISUS

as t

2. The development of language 2

the adopton of one or moere than one bat

“official’. ‘regiomal . ete Janguages), and/or,
jonally mort than onc)

adoption of one (oceast
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decisions about the use of these tongues in specified social contexts,
including their place in the educational process.

(@) Adopting national, official or regional languages means, in effect,
codifying the respective status of the different languages of the
conununity. This is not so much an ‘all-or-nothing’ matter as a matter
of the awignment of different roles. A country may have, say, two
national linguages each with one standard dialect; an international or
official language: and a number of recognized regional languages — all of
these having their defined functions, often overlapping but still
recognizably distinct. Experience suggests that planning of this kind
can be cflective provided it is aimed at assisting, and perhaps speeding
up, tendenvies that are taking place naturally. It is generally not effective
if it secks to run counter to such tendencies.

(b) Deonons may be taken about the use of these languages in
particulat fields of social action — ranging from administration and the
Jaws of the country to family names and street signs. The successful
implementation of such decisions depends on the extent to which they
are matched by effective educational language planning. The latter
determines what languages are taught in school, and when; and what
languages are the media of instruction, and when.

Clearly thiere is a close relation between the choice of a language as a
medium ot instruction and the development of that language as a
systeny, 114 language has not previously been used n mathematical
contexts ¥ cannot serve as a medimm of mathematical education
without seme preparation. The translation of textbooks is probably as
quick and practical a way as any of extending a language nto a new
educationd tield. .

Finally *t 1s perhaps relevant to note that, in addition to the language
of instrucian, there is also the language of interaction, the language in
which th. teacher and papils actually talk to cach other in situations

other than those of formal teaching. In many instances this differs from

the officia educational medium, and it would be interesting to find out
to what oent, for really difficule and critical steps in the learning
process. rorchers switch away from the otticial medium and o a
vernacula  even it this is not an accredited language for the specialized

topic conerned.
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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
The two papers in this section, * “Foreword” to Basd Bernstein’s Class,
b Codes and Control vol. 2’ (1973) and ‘Language and the theory of codes’
(1994) underscore the centrality of language in Bernstein’s theory.
b Professor Halliday credits Basil Bemnstein with having given linguists “a
richer view of the processes of meaning”’, and likens his influence to
> that of such leading figures from outside the discipline of linguistics as
Biihler and Malinowski. _
> Prompted by his experience teaching m inner London in the late |
‘ 1950s, Bernstein sought to find out why educational failure was ‘
particularly prevalent among children from the lower working class. As
for the role played by language in educational fulure, Bernstein's work
clearly showed it was neither about language as a system (the deficit :
version) nor language as an institution (the difference version). Rather,
the reason why “not all children have equal access to the mysteries of
educational discourse” has more to do with “differences in the relative
orientation of different social groups towards the various functions of
language in given contexts and towards the different areas of meaning
that may be explored within a given function”. While some children
enjoy a continuity of culture between home and school”, others are
disadvantaged by differences in values, conmmunication patterns and
fearning styles between their sub-culture and those built into the
'I cducational process.
Bernstein developed his theory of codes to explain this sub-cultural
) variation i patterns or habits of speech adopred by speakers who speak
the same language. From a linguistic perspective, codes may  be
mterpreted as the “differences in orientation within the ol seniotc
potential”. Or as in Bernstein’s own words, “a code is a regulative

221

|
|
!



LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL CLASS

principle, tacitly acquired, which selects and integrates relevant
meznings, forms of realizations, and evoking contexts” (Bernstein
1990: 101); the codes “essentially transmit the culture and constrain
behaviour” (Bernstein 1971: 122).

As reported in Chapter 8, in the years between when the two papers
ir: this section were written, during the mid-1980s, Professor Ruqaiya
Fasan assembled .a database of authentic speech comprising 100 hours
o5 mother-child interaction as the basis for an evaluatve study of
Bernstein's tindings. The outcome of her investigation, which drew on
recent advances in theory and methodology for conducting Jarge-scale
guantitative studies of language, confirmed Bernstein’s results.

Emerging from Bernstein’s work are real concerns about social
equality and social justice. The problem, as sumined up by Professor
Halliday, is this: if attaining social equality depends on being educated,
and in order to be educated you have to operate with a particular code,
then those without access to that code, for whatzver reason, are being
denied social justice: cither their access to it must be opened up, oOf the

processes of education must be changed.
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zdequately nourished and spent a certain number of years receiving
formal education in school. The ‘crisis’ consists in the discovery that
large numbers of children of normal intelligence, who have always had
etiough to eat, pass through the school system and come out as failures.
We say, ‘society has given them the opportunity, and they have failed
1o respond to it’; we feel hurt, and we want to know the reason why.
The formulation is not intended to imply a lack of genuine concern.)

Many people are aware of the existence of a hypothesis that
=ducational failure is in sonie sense to be explained as linguistic failure.
Something has gone wrong. it is suggested. with the language. This
notion is in the air, so to speak; and the source of it is to be found in
Bemstein's work — even though the various forms m which it is mooted
often bear little relation to Bernstein’s ideas. The terns that have
become most widely current are Bernstein’s “‘elaborated code’ and
“restricted code’’; and in spite of the care which Bernstein has taken to
emphasize that neither is more highly valued than the other, and that
the hypothesis is that both are necessary for successful living — though
the processes of formal education may demand the elaborated code —
there is a widespread impression that Bernstein is saying (1) that some
children speak claborated code and some children speak restricted code
and {2) that the latter is an inferior form of speech, and therefore
children who speak it are likely to fail. With these is sometimes
compounded a further distortion according to which elaborated code is
somehow cquated with standard language and restricted code with
non-standard. And che contusion is complete.

But if there is confusion. it is because there is something to be
confused about. The difficuliy is a very real one, and it is this. If language
is the key factor, the primary channel, in socialization, and if the form
taken by e socialization process is (in part) responsible for educational
failure, thex language is to blame; there niust be something wrong about
the language of the children who fail in school. So the reasoning gocs.
Either ther lainguage is deticient in some wav, or, if not. then 1t s so
ditferent tront the ‘received” Linguage of the school (and, by implication,
of the comumunity) that it is as if it was deficient — it acts as a barrier to -
successful karning and teaching. So we find two main versions of the
Janguage fulure’ theorv, 4 deficit” version and a “difference™ version;
and these mave been discussed at length in the context of *Black Enghsh’
in the Umed States, where the problent of educational failure tends to
be posed 1 ethnic rather than insocial class terms. The Tanguage faiture
theory is cometinies referred to Bernstein's work, and he has even been
held respoasible for the deticit version of the theory, although nothing
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could be further removed from his own thinking. The fact that language
failure is offered both as an interpretation of Bernstein’s theories and as
an alternative to them shows how complex the issues are and how easily
they become clouded. .

Let us consider the notion of language failure. According to the
deficit version of the theory, the child who fails in school fails because
he has not got enough language. It then becomes necessary to say
where, in his language, the deficiency lies; and according to linguistic
theory there are four possibilities, although these are combinable — the
deficiency might lie in more than one: sounds, words, constructions
and meamngs.

Probably few people nowadays would diagnose the trouble as
deficiency in sounds, although the ‘our job is to teach them to talk
properly’ view of education is still with us, and miglit be taken to imply
some such judgenient of the case. If we leave this aside, there are two,
and possibly a third, variants of the theory: not enough vocabulary, not
enough grammar (or “‘structures’’, in contemporary jargon), and a rarer
and rather sophisticated alternative, rot enough meanings. (Perhaps we
should recognize another vanant, according to which the child has no
language ar all. This cannot seriously be called a theory; but some
people who would vigorously deny it if it was put to them in that form
behave as if they held this view — ‘they have been exposed to good
English, so obviously they have not the resources with which to absorb
i) We have to take these views scriously; they are held by serious-
minded people of good faith who have thought about the problem and
are anxious to find a solution. At the same time it needs to be said quite
firmly that they are wrong.

There is no convincing evidence that children who fail in school
have a smaller available vocabulary, or a less rich grammatical system,
than those who succeed. Studies measuring the extent of the vocabulary
used by children in the performance of specific tasks, though very
valuable. do not tell us about their total resources; and formulations of
the overall size of a child’s vocabulary tend to conceal sorme doubtful
assumptions about the nature of language. In the first place, one cannot
really separate vocabulary from gramnmar; the two form a single
component in the linguistic system, and measuring one without the
other 1 misleading It may well be that one individual extends s
potential more by enlarging his granmmaucal resources, while another,
or the sme individual ata different time, does so by building up a larger

vocabulary: and ditferent varieties of a language, tor example its spoken
and wnitten forms, tend to exploit these resources differennally. Second,
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there are so many problems in counting — how do we decide what a
person could have said, or whether two things he did say were the
wme or different? — that it is hardly possible to assess an individual’s
Jinguistic resources accurately in quantitative terms. Finally, even if we
could do so, it would tell us very little about his linguistic potential,
which depends only in the last resort on the size of inventory. One does
not count the gestures in order to evaluate the qualities of an actor, OT
judge a composer by the number of ditferent chords and phrases he
wses: it is only necessary to think of the mmmense variation, among
writers, in the extent of the linguistic resources they typically deploy. In
other words, there is no reliable way of saying ‘this child has a smaller
linguistic inventory (than that one, or than some presumed standard)’;
and it would not hielp us much if we could.

But there are more serious weaknesses in the deficit theory. If there is
a deficit. we have to ask: is it that the child has not got enough
language, or that he does not know how to use what he has? But this
question 1s meaningless. There is no sense in which we can maintain
that he knows a linguistic form but cannot use it. (Of course one may
get the meaning of a word or a construction wrong, but that is not what
the question is about; in that case one does not know it.) The fact that
we are led to pose the question in this way is an indication of the basic
fallacy in the theory, a fallacy the nature of which we can see even inore
clearly when we pose another awkward question: 'is the presumed
deficit an individual matter, or is it subcultural? Here we must asSUMC
the second. since the fortner would not offer any explanation of the
pattern of educational failure. In other words the supposition is that
there are groups of people — social class groups, ethnic groups, fanuly
types or some other — whose language is deficient; in linguistic terms,
that there are deficient social dialects. As soon as we put 1t like that, the
fallacy bevomes obvious. Unfortunately, as joan Baratz pointed out na
simiilar context, the idea of a deficient dialect 1s so patently self-
contradicrory and absurd that no linguist has ever taken the trouble to
deny it. Perhaps the time has come \to make an expiicit demal.

We are left with the “difference™ version of the theory. This holds
that some children’s language is different from others’; this 1s
undeniable. so the question s whether it s relevant. If one child’s
Linguage ditfers from another’s. but neither is deficient relauve to the
other, wav is one of the children at a disadvantage?

The 2=-wWer COMCs 1 two fomms, one bemg a stronger variant of the
other. We assume that the ditference is that between a dialect and the
standard Linguage (in linguistic tenms, between non-standard and
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problems involved in learning to read just because one happens to speak
a non-standard variety of English.

In other words, the ‘difference’ version of the language failure theory
does not cxplain why dialect-speaking children come off badly — for the
very good reason that the child who speaks a non-standard dialect is not
under any linguistic disadvantage at all. His disadvantage is a social one.
This does not mean that it is not real; but it means that it is misleading
to treat it as if it was linguistic and to seek to apply linguistic remedies.
Part of the social disadvantage lies in society’s attitudes to language and
to dialect - including those of the teacher, who may Interpose false
notions about language which create problems of a linguistic nature.
But these are only munifestations of patterns in the social structure; they
do not add up to a linguistic explanation of the facts.

So the laiguage failure theory, in both versions, stands rejected. We
have removed all linguistic content from the hypothesis about
educational failure. The fault rests neither with language as a system
(the deficit version) nor with language as an institution (the difference
version); the explanation is a social one (and, in Bemstein’s words,
“education cannot compensate for society”). And here, in my own
thinking, the matter rested, for a considerable time; I did not accept that
there was any essentially linguistic element in the situation.

But, reconsidering in the light of Bernstein’s work, especially his
more receut thinking, we can see that the question ‘deficit or
difference™ 15 the wrong question. It is not what the issue is about. If
we look at the results of investigations carried out by Bernstein and s
colleagues. as reported in the present volume, and in other monographs
in the seres. we find that these studies reveal certain differences which
correlate vguificantly with social class; these differences are there, and
they are 1 some sense linguistic — they have to do with language. But
the differcrces do not usually appear undisguised in the linguistic forms,
the gramar and vocabulary, of the children’s speech. They are, rather,
differences of interpretation, evaluation, orientation. on the part of the

children axd of their mothers. Even where the primary data are drawn
analysed n -

from sanaples of children’s spontancous speech, and this 18
of the

linguistic weams. the focus of attention is always on the principles
social fun.zoning of Luyguage. Two features of the research stand out in
this conneutiot. Qe s the emphasis on “cnucal soctal contexts, as
Bemsters s detined and identitied them: generalized situation types
which haes greatest spuniicance tor the child's soctalizatien and tor his
interprezzaen of experience. The other s the focus on the variable

function of language wichin these contexts, and on the functional
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meaning potential that is available to, and typically exhibited by, the
child who is participating.

What Bernstein’s work suggests is that there may be differences in
the relative orientation of different social groups towards the various
functions of language in given contexts and towards the different areas
of meaning that may be explored within a given function. Now if this is
so, then when these differences manifest themselves in the contexts that
are critical for the socialization process they may have a profound effect
on the child’s social learning; and therefore on his response to
education, because built in to the educational process are a number of
assumptions and practices that reflect differentially not only the values
but also the communication patterns and learning styles of different sub-
cultures. As Bernstein has pointed out, not only does this tend to favour
certain modes of learning over others, but it also creates for some
children a continuity of culture between home and school which it
largely denies to others.

This puts the question of the role of language in a different light. We
can interpret the codes, from a linguistic point of view, as differences of
onentation within the total semiotic potental. There 1s evidence in
Bernstein’s work that different social groups or sub-cultures place a
high value on different orders of meaning. Hence differences arise in
the prominence accorded to one or another socio-semantic ‘set’, or
meaning potential within a given contexc. For any particular sub-
culture, certain functions of language, or .reas of meaning within a
given function, may receive relatively greater emmphasts; these will often
reflect values which are implicit and submerged, but in other instances
the values might be explicitly recognized — such different concepts as
‘fellowship’, ‘soul’, ‘blarney’, ‘brow’ (highbrow, lowbrow), suggest
certain functional orientations which might well be examined from this
standpoint. And there will be other orders of meaning, and other
functions of language, that are relatively less highly valued and receive
less emphasis. In general this does not matter. But let us now suppose
that the semotic modes that are relatively stressed by one group are
positive with respect to the school — they are favoured and extended 10
the educational process, cither inherentdy or becawse this is how
cducation has come to be actualized ~ while those that are relatively
siressed by another group are largely trrelevant, or even negative, in
the educational context. We then have a plausible interpretation of the
role of biguage in educational falure. Tt s, certainly, much over-
simphfied, as we have stated it here. But it places hainguage g
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perspective that is relevant to education — namely as the key factor in
cultural transmission ~ instead of isolating it as something on its own.

This is somewhat removed from the notion of ‘language failure’, in
either the deficit or the difference versions. We have had to direct
attention beyond the forms of language, beyond accent and dialect and
the morphological and syntactic particulars of this or that variety of
English, on to meaning and social function. Of course, there are miyths
and misconceptions abour, and attitudes towards, the forms of language,
and these enter into and complicate the picture. It is important to make
it clear that speakers of English who have no initial & or no postvocalic
r, no verbal substitute or no definite article or no —s on the third person
singular present tense, are not verbal defectives (if they are, then we all
are, since any such list could always be made up —~ as this one was — of
standard as well as non-standard features); nor is the underlying logic of
one group any different from that of another. But just as the language
element in educational failure cannot be reduced to a question of
linguistic forms, so also it cannot be wholly reduced to one of attitudes
to those forms and the stereotypes that result from theim. It cannot be
reduced to a conceprt of linguistic failure at all.

However, if we reject the equation ‘educational failure = linguistic
fatlure’, this does not mean that we reject any interpretation of the
problem in linguistic terms. Language is central to Bernstein’s theory;
but in order to understand the place that it occupies, it is necessary to
think of language as meaning rather than of language as structure. The
problem can then be seen to be one of linguistic success rather than
linguistic failure. Every normal child has a fully functiond hnguistic
systeny; the difficulty is that of reconciling one functional orientation
with another. The remedy will not lie in the administration of
concentrated doses of linguistic structure. It may lie, in part, in the
broadening of the functional perspective — that of the school, as much
as that of the individual pupil. This, in tum, demands a broadening of
our own conceptions, especially our conceptions of meaing and of
language. Not the least of Bemstein’s contributions is the pare that his
work, and that of his colleagues, has played in bringing this about.
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(1994)

[
LANGUAGE AND THE THEORY OF CODES f

)
)
)
)
)
)
) Given that (1) native wit is not determined by social class, and (2) all
children now receive equivalent basic schooling, why are those children
> who fail to become educated almost all from the lower working class?
This was the question that Bernstein set out to answer, when teaching |
) in inner London in the late 1950s. He begar by explaining it in terms of '
perception: working-class children leam to be sensitive to content, and
) to perceive phenomena in terms of the boundaries berween them,
)
)
)

whereas nuddle-class children leam to be sensitive to structure, and to !

perceive phenomena in terms of the relationships of one to another. l

But early on in his work he came to see that the differences were i
essentially semiotic: differences in the way the children learn to mean. ’

The sources therefore had to be found in language. :

What first brought language into the explanatory model was J

Bernstein’s sense that language mediated more strongly in middle- i

class than in working-~class forms of interaction. Where the working- i

} class attitude to things, and to social relationships, was non-~instrumen- f

tal, with present activities having greater value than future goals, the

mniddle-class attitude was one of orientation to distant ends; hence both

personal experience and interpersonal relations were more highly
D

verbalized, and “the word mediates between the expression of feeling
and its approved social recognition” (CCClL: 25)." To give a
prototypical example, any parent will tell a child Shut up!, where the
authority, while arbitrary, is made explicit; but the verbally elaborated-

Fangiage amd the Theory of Codey’, frou Alan Sadovuik {ed.), Ruowledpe and Pedugopy: The Seaclogy
of Basid Hlermetens, Westport: Greesswaod Publnhiong Gronp, 1995 Copyright 1495 by Alan Sadoviik

and contnbutans. Reproduced with pernnsaon of Greenwond Pabilishing Groap, Ine., Wesporn 71

231

B, EE————



LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL CLASS

alternative 1’d rather you made less noise with your whistle, darling is much
more likely to be heard in a middle-class context. In the latter, the child
is being oriented to certain values, but at the same time he or she is
being identified as an individual; the authority is imphcit, while the
child, and the child’s personal experience, are being explicitly
differentiated in the wording.

What differed significandy here, according to Bernstein, was not the
formal properties of the language, such as extent of vocabulary, but the
“mode of language use”’: the middle class” personal qualifications and
differentiation of expenence, contrasted with the working class’
immediacy of commwunication, an expressive symbolism with few
personal qualifications. Bernstein referred to the two modes as “formal
language” and “public language™. The public language was character-
ized by “fragmentation and logical simplicity”, few causal connections,
and referencing in the here-and-now; whereas in the formal language
relations of causality were foregrounded and space, time and social
relationships “‘regulated” in explicit terms. (CCC1: 30). Typically, a
middle-class child controls both forms of language, while a working-
class child may be restricted to participation in the “public” mode.

Since the school demands a formal language, middle-class children
come prepared; they can enter into personal relationship with the
teacher and give meaning to their new experience within the ontext of
the old. \Working-class children face a discontinuity; their new
experiences  cannot be referred back to existing principles and
generalizations, and hence teaclier and pupil tend to disvalue one
another. Thus “a great deal of potential ability 15 being lost” (CCCl:
31); and tlus was bome out by current measures of “intelligence’™
while there was no difference between the class populations in non-
verbal intelligence scores, there was in the scores for tests of “verbal
incelligence”. Not only did the working-class children show a greater
discrepancy between the two, but the higher the level of non-verbal
intelligence the greater the discrepancy appeared.

Bernstert then tried to make the difference between public language
and formal language explicit in linguistic terms. He
as features of public language (CCC1: 42-3): short, gramnmtically

¢ use of conjunc-

simple, ofwen unfinished sentences: simple repetiuy
d and limited

cet use of short conumands and questions: ngi

tons; 1o
al pronouns as

use of adecaves and adverbs; mfrequent use of nnperson
(UESHIONS which set up 3
eve itl); reason and
ment (c.g. You're not

subject; svments formulated as umplictt
“sympathete circulanty”™ {e.z. You wonldn't beli

conclusior confounded to produce a categoric state
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going out!); frequent selection from 2 group © hrases;

) symbobism of a low order of generalitys and individual qualification left

implicit in the sentence structure. This last point 15 glossed «therefore 1t

is a language of implicit meaning. It 1S pelieved that this fact determines the

fornt of he language” (Bernstein’s jtalics). As they stand, such formula-

tions are difficult to interpret; but they are expanded in the discussion

which follows, and explicitly contrasted with the characteristics of 2

formal language- Bernstein concludes that A pubiic language contains

its own aestheuic, 2 simplicity and directness of expression: emotionally ]
virile, pithy and powerﬁi\. and a metaphoric fanse of considerable force '
and appropriatcness. ... The problem would seem O be to preserve

Lblic language usage but also to create for the individual the possibi\iry

of utilizing a formal language’” (ccer: 54). |
By this cime, howeveD Bernstein Was moving towards 2 more |

{ d cultural transmission- As early as 1959 he !

i

{

'

general theory of language an
was pointing out, with acknowiedgement to Sapir, that “the sermantic

function of a langnage is the social structure’” (Bemstein’s italics); and by
1962 this had become the point of departure for a ‘‘theory of social
learning’” 10 which “the social structure gransforms language possibiiicy I
into a specific code which elicits, generalizes and reinforces those 1}
relationships necessary for its continuance” (ccCl: 76). At this point, i

Bernstein introduced the concept of iinguistic codes:

Two general types of code can be distinguished: elaborated and
restricted. They can be defined, or 2 linguisric level, in terms of the
probnbi\iry of prcdicring jor any one speaker which syntactic
11 be used © organize meaning.

e e

clements W

(CCC1: 70)
the speaker selects from 2 wider range of

In the elaborated code,
“patteri of organizing clements” 15 less

alternatives, and therefore the
easy tO predict.
The codes have thus rep\nccd the formal and pub\ic languages: The

ricted code is fAuent, well org,nnized and unpianncd _ that is, not
jrs major function 18 “to
v and inclusive

rest

under atenuon % he speaker goes along:

reinforee the form of the social relationship (a warn
rc\ations\‘.ip) by restricting the verbal signn\\ing of individuntcd
) 78). The daborated code 18 explicit and
4 degree of verbal p\mming, and the

indi\'idu:\tcd: chere 18 2 high
ot taken for grnntcd. The c\n\)orntcd code thus

rcsponscs' GG

listener's ntent s 0
CONSIrues aeanings W erms of gcncrn\ princip\cs, whereas 1 the
inng,u;igc"

restricted code eanings are “less convcnrimmiized through
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and hence are prototypically specific. By the same token, the meanings
of the restricted code are accessible to all; whereas those of the
elaborated code are accessible only to those having a decision-making
role in social processes. Bernstein makes this appear paradoxical by
using the terms “universalistic/particularistic’” to label both oppositions
— both general versus specific meanings, and open versus limited access;
but the paradox is only apparent. It is clear that semantic generalization
= knowledge = authority = powcr, and power in the social structure 18
by definition available to some members but not all.

Once again Bernstein sought to characterize the opposition in
concrete, linguistic terms, this time using speech samples from recorded
discussions among two groups of secondary school pupils. He found
thac the middle-class group used more (1) subordinations, (2) verbal
group complexes, (3) passives, (4) adjectives, (5) uncommon adjectives,
adverbs and conjunctions, (6) first person pronouns and (7) subjective
modalitics (like I think); the working-class group used more (8) personal
pronouns, (9) third person pronouns, (10) second person pronouns and
(11) question tags (and other elements grouped together as “sympa-
thetic circularity”). These differences were interpreted as follows:
middle-class speakers make their intent more verbally explicit and
differentiated (1-5), and structure the discourse by referring to their
individuated selves (6-7); working-class speakers assume “implicit
agreement about the referent”, alternating between the highly specific
and the highly general (8-9), and structure the discourse by reinforcing
their shared intent (10-11).

*“The particular form a social relation takes acts selectively on what is
said, when it is said and how it is said. The form of the social relation
regulates the options which speakers take up at both syntactic and
lexical levels” (CCC1: 123-4). Hence “‘as the child learns his speech or,
in the terms used here, learns specific codes which regulate his verbal
acts, he learns the requirements of his social structure”’. Speech is “the
process by which a child comes to acquire a specific social identity”, che
constellazion of shared learned meanings through which he eaters 1nto
interacuon with others” (ibid.). Langurge is uncquivocally being:
assigned 2 critical role in the social construction of reality; and
Bernstein cites Mead, Sapir and Whorf, and Malinowski and Firth, as
predecos s who have adopred this view. His theory of “codes™

> mechanism by which language comes to function in this

explans it

; ructing a ‘reality” that is based on social class. The codes
“essentialis trapsmit the cture and constrain behaviour”™ (CCCH: 122;

Bemstem's ialics).
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LANGUAGE AND THE THEORY OF LOUE

The problem Was to locate the concept of “code’” within the
framework of 2 general theory of language- Linguists Were familiar with
two kinds of linguistic variation: dialectal and diatypic (se€ Gregory

1967; Halliday 1970a). Dialectal variation s regional and social: your
dialect, or dialect repertory, is determined by where you come from,

geographically and/or social—hierarchically, and dialects differ in form
and expression rather than in meaning: prototypically, they are different
ways of saying the same things. Diatypic yariation 13 functional: your
register range ‘s determined by what you do, in the division of labour,
and registers prototypically differ in meaning. they are Ways of saying
different things. Where do codes belong in the overall scheme?

That code differed both from register and from social dialect was
clearly brought out by Hasan (1973: it CCC2: Chapter 10), who was 3
member of Bernstein’s Sociological Research Unit at the time of
writing. Hasan pointed out that codes differed from dialects in that their
distincave properties are semantic, not formal and expressive, and that

their link to extra-linguistic factors 1 causal not incidental (CCC2Z:
258). They differed from registers N that their semantic properties

with gencralized role systems rather than with specific factors
of situation (CCC2: 282); hence they are
ion types. especially Bernstein’s
|, imaginative

correlate
of a particular context
transmitted through more general situat
“critical socializing contexts”, the regulative, instructiona
(or innovating and intcrpcrsonal. Hasan obscrves that ““code 13 thus a
lobal concept than register” (CeC2: 286).

Bernstein was concerned to avoid any suggestion that the two codes
he had identified should be thought of as different languages- At this
time a sharp distinction was being drawn, in the dominant American
school of linguistics following Chomsky, between “competence”’ and
”pcrfornmncc": a2 reworking of Saussure’s “languc/parolc" dichotomy 10
terms of Chomisky's conception of language as 2 litany of rules.

his distinction to the task of explaining the

Bernstein tried tO adapt t
he located the codes squarely

codes (CCCL: 173-4). In doing $O,
Using the rerminological opposition of “lan-

, he referred the codes as “spccch codes” or

much more g

within performance.
g,ungc” and “S}uccch"
speech forms'

o study speech, la parole, we are inevitably involved
4 study of 1 pacher different rule system {sc. from that of the formal
es of the grammar|i We are involved In 2 study of rules,
¢ the options W¢ ke up i
“This second rule system

But ifwe are t

pmpcni
formal and informal, which regulat

various contexwy i which we find ourselves.
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LANGUAGE AND SOCIAL CLASS

is the cultural system. ... On this argument, language is a set of rules
to which all speech codes must comply, but which speech codes are
realized is a function of the culture acting through social relationships
in specific contexts. ...

It should be clear from these opening remarks that 1 am not
concerncd with language, but with speech, and concerned more
specifically with the contextual constraints upon speech.

(CCC1: 173-4)

In other words the codes are different patterns or habits of speech (in
ane place Bernstein had used the formulation “speech systems”,
CCCl: 131) adopted by speakers of the same langnage as a result of
sub-cultural variation. (I shall come back to “difference versus deficit”
below: burt this formulation clearly seems to rule out any interpretation
of code in ters of deficit)) Interestingly, Hymes, who faced a similar
problem of trying to formulate his ideas in Chomskyan terins, came up
at about the same time with the opposite solution; he coined the term
“conumunicative competence’’ to account for sociolinguistic norms and
their attaimment in patterns of speech (Hymes, 1971).

Bur the real problem lies in the nature of the dichotomy itself, no
matter what it is called. We are talking here about a general property of
all semiotic systems, with language being the prototype: language {or
“competence”’) is the potential of the system, as a resource for making
meaning speech (or “performance”) is its instantiation in text. But
svstem and text, however we may reiiy them with terminological
oppositions like “langue/parole” or “language” and “speech”, are not
two different orders of phenomena. They are the same thing, seen from
different ends. There is only one phenomenon here, the social activity
of making meaning through language; but this phenomenon can be
viewed from opposite perspectives — cither as potential, or as (sets of)
instances. What we call “language™ and “speech’™ represent different
standpoines of the observer. They are very much like “climate” and
“weather ™ Faved with the prolonged drought in southern Africa, we
ask:is thisa P(‘I'llll'h:ltlon m the weather patterns, or is it a change in the
climate? But what this mesns is: from what depth in tme should we be

viewine 12 where should we locate ourselves along the cline of

mstantianon?
The &culty we have wath the concept of “code” n Bernstemn's
1at

model. 2 1 have suggested elsewhere (Halliday 1992: 71-3, S8) st
— very mach a8 with dhe concepr ol global warming — we need to

position ourselves at some midpoint along the scale. In order to be able
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to do this, we have to view “code” simultaneously from both
perspectives, seeing it both as variation in the system (in the semiotic
climate, or meaning potential) and as different patterns in the text
(in the semiotic weather, the way this potential is instantdated). The
regularities that Bernstein is observing and accounting for lie just at this
intermediate depth.

This is not a matter of verbal juggling. On the contrary; our choice
of perspective will determine not only how we interpret the situation
but also whether, and it so how, we intervene. Bemnstein’s point of
departure was that “clearly, one code is not better than another; each
possesses 1ts own aesthetic, s own possibilities. Society, however, may
place ditferent values on the orders of experience elicited ... through
the different coding systems” (CCC1: 135). As a weatherman —~ an
mstance observer ~ he saw that the more highly valued coding system,
the one demanded by the school, could be learnt by children of any
background; it could therefore be taught, as appropriate canons of
“performance”’. In this way one could intervene in the educational
process. But as a climatologist — a system observer — he also saw that the
codes played the major role in transmitting culture (and Bernstein’s
theory of socialization showed how these processes ook place);2 hence
they were relatively stable and self-perpetuating. Codes were a feature
of a class society, refracting, symbolizing, transmitting and ongoingly
recreating the social order. From this perspective it becomes clear that
“education cannot compensate for society” (see CCC1: Chapter 10).
The only way to intervene is to bring about “changes in the social
structure of educational institutions” (CCCl: 136): that is, changes in
“conipetence’”.

Bernstein therefore gave up his atterupt to define the codes
exclusively in terms of performance. Since this perspective, especially
m its Chomskyan formulation, was so obviously one-sided, and in
conflict with his own deeper insights, we need to ask why he had
embarked on this detour in the first place. But there were reasons. In
part. he maturally wanted to relace his work to the dommant trend
within hnguistics. More pointedly, however, he was by this time being
subjected o vicious attacks Ly (mainly American, but with sonic
fellow-travellers from clsewhere) sociolinguists and educators, for (as
i ' 1z forward a “deficic” dheory of hinguistic vananon.

§ code™ was denouniced as imputing inferior
wire mythology was bult
e i o
i winch Bemstem's

His concep aof

mitellivence o the workme classes, anc

up around dhe ssue of “dehont versus d

assymed role was as a whipping-boy for the deicit cause. So consigning
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the codes to the realm of performance was a way of saying that they had
nothing to do with the underlying potential of the system.

To those of us interacting closely with Bernstein at the time, listening
to him and reading what he wrote, the idea of associating him with this
kind of *“‘deficit’” hypothesis was so bizarre that we could not see how
to respond. (The first such accusation that I came across [ actually took
to be a misprint.) For one thing, as Mary Douglas had made clear, it was
very obvious that Bernstein’s personal sympathies were strongly aligned
with the children of the working class; as she expressed it at the time,
“[Bernstein’s| analysis cuts us, the middle class parents, down to size.
Our verbosity and insincerity and fundamental uncertainty are revealed.

The elaborated code is far from glorious when the hidden
implications of the central system that generates it are laid bare”
(Douglas 1972). But this itself is not the major point. The issue of
deficit versus difference was an emotive issue brought up by those
(mainly white) liberals in che United States who were fighting for
recognition of [3ack English. Since some of their opponents were ultra-
conservatives who really believed that biacks were intellectually
inferior. they had to engage in polemic proclaiming that the dialect
spoken by blacks was not deficient; it was as valid a form of speech as
any other. But this had nothing to do with what Bernstein was trying to
explain, which, as he made explicit in various places, was 1.0t a matter
of anyone’s social dialect. In relation to the general theory o codes, the
slogan ““deficit or difference” is entirely beside the point (for my own
view of this at the tme, see CCC2: Foreword; also this volume,
Chapters 3 and 4). If attaining social equality depends on being
educated. and in order to be educated you have to operate with
elaborated code, then anyone who has no access to elaborated code, for
whatever reason, is being denied social justice: either their access to it
must be opened up, or the processes of education must be changed.
"What Bernstein had done was to show up the mechanism by which
access to elaborated code was a function of social class. Tn the United
States, where the class structure, although not significanily different
from that of Britain, tends always to be masked by echnicity, explcit
discussion of class was still regulated by taboo; so Bernstein's open
manner of discourse was felt as particularly threatening, and the
relentless attack on his standing was essentially a panic response.

Meanwhile the linguists in Bernstein’s Sociological Rescarch Unit -
Ruqava Flasan, Peter Hawkins, Bernard Mohan, Geoftrey Turner —
were sharpening the tools for linguistic analysis of the data. It was clear
that whit was needed was a funcrion-oriented semantically  based
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grammar, and the “‘systemic” grammar being developed by my
colleagues and myself at University College London seemed to be
heading in the right direction. It was located within the mainstream
European functional tradition, but had the specifically Firthian
characteristic of being paradigmatic: it represented the gramumar as a
network of seinantically motivated options — that is, as choices in
meaning. This made it possible to use it for quantitative comparison of
different samples of text; and although it was still at a fairly crude stage
of development the linguists in the Unit were able to refine it and adapt
it to their own research needs (see Tumer and Mohan 1970).

By this ttime the codes were no longer conceptualized in terms of
overt lexicogrammatical variation. Rather, the code was a “prnciple
which regulates the selection and organizaton of speech events”
(CCC1: 145), a “basic organizing concept” transmitted through the
speech patterns of the culture or sub-culture (CCC1: 164). Bemnstein
now preferred the term “‘sociolinguistic coding orientation”, intending
by this formulation to suggest regular and systematic varation in the
way the meaning potential is deployed in given social situations. On the
basis of the four “critical socializing contexts” referred to above (see
CCC1: 181), a number of key studies were carned out, using a variety
of experimental designs yielding different bodies of data; and the
linguistic analysis consistendy showed up moderate but statistically
significant differences in the meanings chosen by middle-class and
working-class subjects (see CCC2, passin).

But there were problems with this very demanding programme of
research, with its focus directed primarily on to language. One was that
the linguistic theery was not vet really able to cope with the cryptotypic
features of granmumar that were now beginning to be recognized as
critical. My own work on transitivity and theme had been published in
1967/68 {q.v.), and the essential “metafunctional” principle behind the
grammar was in place and being worked out (ibid.; also Halliday 1970);
but only a partial study of cohesion was available (Hasan 1968), and
there was lietde or no work in the key arcas of the clause complex, and
other “complex™ structures, or in grammatical metaphor (Halliday

1985: Chapters 7 and 13). The second problem was that the database
was linguistically weak. While the statstical sampling and question-
naire medhods used were entirely reliable, and the quantity and variety
of the findings extremely rich, the data available for linguistic analysis
comsisted exclusively of secondary text: clicited children’s narratives,
adults” answers to interviewers” questions such as ™ what would you be
fikely to say if ... 27, children’s respouses to picture story verbalizing
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tasks and the like. But these are all contexts where the language being
used is under the subject’s own attention, closely self-monitored as it
progresses, whereas (as Boas used to stress in relation to his
ethnographic work a century ago) language is perhaps the most
unconscious aspect of human behaviour, and may therefore be
considerably displaced in being reflected on. There is a wide gulf
between what people say and what they think they say — let alone what
they think they ought to say; and sensitive investigations of this kind
require a database of authentic, natural, unselfconscious speech.

For various reasons — not the least being that Bernstein continued to
face a chorus of attacks on his personal integrity — the major research
effort that began in the sixties was not followed up by another round of
intensive data gathering which might have been extended to include
spontaneous speech. But there was «till a considerable scope for further
investigations using data of the kind already assembled; and while in his
own research work Bernstein now tended te focus more on the
philosophy and sociology of education, his colleagues in the Unit
continued to achieve significant results in the domain of language (see
especially Cook-Gumperz 1973 Adlam 1977). A special feature of the
work of this period was the emphasis on the relation of code to context,
and the structuring of the investigations around the socializing contexts
identified earlier (regulative in Cook-Gumperz 1973; instructional-
descriptive in Adlam 1977), with the degree of dependency on context
as a significant variable (see especially Adlam 1977 Chapter 4). It is
worth quoting Bernstein’s redefinition of codes formulated during this

period:

The general definition of codes which has been used since [Adlam

1977) ... emphasizes the relation between meanings, realizations and

context. Thus a code is a regnlative principle, tacitly acquired, which selects

and integrates relevant meanings, forms of realizations, and cvoking contexis.

(CCC4: 101 Bernestein's italics)

In the paper from which this is taken (Bemstein 1987). Bernstein

provides 2 sustained and reaso 1wed exposition of the concept of code,

dealing with many of the cnucisms to which it had been subjected and
- his own posiion.

using these in order to further to clarify
In the mid-1980s Rugaiya Hasan, now at Muacquarie University 10

Svdney. began assembling a database of authentic speech that could be

used to evaluate Bemstein’s findings and strengthen the lingustic
foundagons of research Into language and social  processcs. She

identitied 2 sample population of 24 mother—child dyads, among
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LANGUAGE AND THE THEORY OF CODES

urban English-speaking Australian families in four areas within Sydney,

where the child was of immediately pre-school age (between 3;6 and

4;0); the sample was structured by class and sex: the sex of the child, and

the occupation of the main breadwinner (there were some single

parents) ~ whether a lower autonomy profession (“LAP”) or a higher
autonomy profession (“HAP™). In inviting the mothers to participate in

the research, Hasan explamed that she and her colleagues were
interested in the sort of things that children talked about in ordinary
everyday life, which was something that teachers would find it useful o
know: she asked the mother to leave the recorder on at odd times
around the house, and sunply pick up the natural converation that
went on between the child and herself as she got on with whatever she
was doing. If there was any part that she was uneasy about, she could
wipe it off (in the event, none of the mothers did expunge any of the
discourse). In this way Hasan’s team collected 100 hours of mother-
child interaction; allowing for periods of silence this gave them about
60,000 clauses, of which they analysed a little over 22,000, or just under
a thousand clauses from each of the 24 dyads.

In carrying out this research Hasan was able to take advantage of two
developments that had taken place in linguistics in the intervening
period. One was the development of systemuc functional theory, and
specifically the systemic analysis of the grammar of English (see Halliday
and Hasan 1976; Halhday 1985; Butler 1985). Hasan constructed a
grammar-based semantic network, having some 500 featurcs organized
m 185 systems; using this network, the researchers were able to assign a
description (2 “selection expression”, in systemiic terms) to each
message unit, showing which features had been selected. A message unit
corresponds prototypically to a non-embedded clause in the grammar;
on average, each message was described in terms of some 40 or more
semantic features. By reference to the network, the description also
showed which features had not been selected: in other words, for each
message unit the analysis reveals what particular options in meanmg out
of the total set of possibilities are and are not being taken up.

The other development was that of cluster analysis applied to large-
scale quantitative studics of language, deriving from the work of Labov
(Sankofl’ 1078). Hasan analysed the results in terms of “principal

componenes’ . cach principal componentis a cluster of features which s

identified by the progrom as accounting for a high pereentage ot
variation i the data. The essental property of this analysis is that
neither of the variables, socnal or semantie, is taken as given: neither the
sex/class matrix of the original sample, nor the systemic relanon among
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the semantc features in the network, is incorporated into the input.
Thus the program could show up quite different patterns of socio-
semantic varation, having nothing to do with sex or class and revealing
no obvious underlying serantic modfs.

There are of course many ways within such a database of selecting
subsets of the data for analysis. What Hasan and her colleagues did was
to select discourse sequences that could be related to Bernstein’s critical
socidlizing contexts: for example, question-and-answer sequences,
where thev identified “children’s questions + mothers” answers” and
“meothers” questions + children’s answers”, or ratounality sequences
where mothers are presenting arguments for behavioural norms. They
then input the results of the semantic analysis for every instance of the
given sequence. The results reported so far have been remarkably
unambiguous: every study has divided the population almost unequivo-
callv along lines of class or sex, with clusters of semantic features that are
readily interpretable in terms of some recognizable semantic motif.
Thus for example in the case of mothers answering their children’s
questions. the firse principal component, which accounted for some 30
per cent of variance, showed significant correlation with social class: the
disunctive semantic motifs were the kinds of question asked by the
children and the extent to which the mothers elaborated in their
answers. With the mothers’ questions both sex and class appear
sigmficant. In the “mothers’ reasoning” sequences the fisst principal
component was again correlated with class: the semantic vartable here
was the type of grounding favoured by the mothers in their
explanations of rules of behaviour (logical or social; social grounding
= LAP mothers). For details of this research, see Hasan 1988, 1989,
1991, 19924, 1992h; Hasan and Cloran, 1990.

The key tactor in this investigation, linking it with Bernstein's codes, is
Hasan's development of the concepr of semantic variation. Let us return
for 2 mement to code, register and social dialect. What distinguishes
regster vination fromt dialect varation is that, protorvpically, dialects are
ditferent ways of sayiug the samne things, whereas registers are ways of
saving diferent things. In other words, dialectal vaniation is phonologlcwl
or lexicozrammarical, with a higher-level consaant in the semantics (same

meanmngs. ditferent wordings and sounds). With register vartation there
i no e zzher-level constant the mcanings are different because they

sens different spheres of activity. With code. on the other hand,
tere a5 semante variaton: the meanings uare ditferent - bue there is a
higherJdevel constant, namely the context of sitnation (which in systemic
theory 5 modelled as another Ievel in the stratal organization of
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example if the situation 1s one of a mother explaining

e of behaviour, semantic vaniation refers to the fact
text and with the same¢ sermiotic function, different

ng may be taken up. Such variation might of course be
¢, such that it distinguishes statistically

pulation and another, this constitutes a

n’s data turms outtobea

language)- Thus for
a particular principl
that, in the same con

options in meani
mandom; but if 1618 systemati
within the po

between one group
difference of code. The variation present in Hasa

manifestation of code.
Hasan's worK confirms Bernstein’s resul
culture which has a strongly egalitanan ideology.- 1t thus complements

Bernstein’s later writings (€8 1987, 1990) by supplying the direct
linguistic evidence for the discourse element 10 Bernstein’s theory,
through the analysis and interpretation of large quantiges of natural
he same tne it demonsirates the validiry of Bernstein’s

f language itself, as the essential link 1n his
that language Was ot a passive
al construction of) material reality of of

a predetemﬁned pattern of social relations; ov the contrary, it was an
active component in ¢ on both of the natural and of the
social order. Therefore. the forms of discourse could not be neutral.
They were an integral part of the dynamic of social process: and if the
social process contained inequalities, in peop\e’s access to knowledge
and power, then these inequnlities must be present in the serniotic
activities by which knowledge and power are construed.

If we look back at Bernstein’s early attempts O characterize the
difference betweenl restricted and elaborated codes, the latter appears
‘elaborated’ in tWO complementary senses. On the one hand, it is MOFe

s verbalizauon of experience, making fewer assumptions

s shared. On the other hand, it is more concemed with
les. But by the came token, 1t js more
it employs forms

of language, N

s — and with data from a

speech. Att
underlying concepuon ©
explanatory chain. Bemnstein saw clearly

-reflection either of 2 (conceptit

he constructi

explicit in 1t
about what 1
enumcmting
yerbose — and 2
g thatarc, give
marked 10 the way
ret this in ten

genera\ princip
Iso niore oblique and indirect: that 1s,
n Bernstein's functional view
that they construc the meanings 1
us of the seratal and metafunc-

9g9; Halliday and

of wordin

SOme sense
We can interp

question.

tional framework of systemic theory (Matthiessen 1

Martin 1993 Chapter 7). The claborated code makes considerably
ical metaphor: that 1s, gmmmnt'\cn\ constructions
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Chapter 10,

¢ use of grammat
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of meaning that are 1
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Halliday and Martin
Many of Bernstein's ¢

a1 metaphor in the
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interpersonal funcdon (language as enactment of interpersonal,
“sxcial” relationships), like the I’d rather you made less noise, darling
ated at the start: notably in the studies of children’s perceptions of the
hf:gJAge of control, and of modalities and other representations of the
spezker’s angle (see Turner 1973; Turner and Pickvance 1973; in
CCC2: Chapters 7 and 5). The language used to construe educational
krowledge in school is also loaded with grammatical metaphor; but this
1t meraphor in the ideational function (that of language as construal of
hurnzn experience). This is the form of metaphor that turns properties
and processes into things, using the grammar’s resources of noniinaliza-
uon, as in the expressions like large thickuesses of suow, the compression of
the snow taken from a school science text (contrast the snow is thick, the
snow geis compressed).

In the present day it is impossible to become educated — or even to
become literate, in any functional sense — without controlling the
semiotic resources of this kind of grammatical metaphor. Two essential
fratures of our current educational discourse depend on it (1)
technicaliny ~ creating systematic taxonomies of technical terms; and
(2} consequentiality — constructing ongoing sequences of logical
argument. Both of these may be illustrated from the following extract:

... diamond is energetically unstable ... The energetic instability "of
diamond leads to its transformation into worthless graphite.

Here, unstable’ is technicalized as iustability, which contrasts system-
atically with stability; within this, energetic (in)stability contrasts with
kinetic (injstability (c.g. in . . nitrogen oxide is kinetically stable. The kinetic
stability of nitrogen oxide shows .. .). This is then built into a logical (here
causal) sequence the energetic instability of diamond leads to its transformation
mto graphite; compare the earlier example [the snow] is compressed by its
own wetpht and hardened. The compression of the suow can cause it to forms into
larpe  bodies of ice. The grammatical metaphor of nominalization
technicahizes dhe concepes and construes them into logical sequences.
In principle, it is always possible to take particular instances and
reconstrue chem in other ways; so, just as Bernstein raised the question
of changmng the social structure of education (see above), we could also
ratse ehs grestion of chaneing s semiotic strucrure. by removing or at

feast reducmg these kinds of claboration from its grammar. Buc at

present 2l wducanonal discourse s locked in 1o some version or other of

this haghls metaphorical made.
Thus the chiborated code of the home, whatever may give rise to it
(g, personal rather than positional family role systems. as Bernstein

244



LANGUAGE AND THE THEGRY OF CODES

suggested in CCC1: Chapter 8, 152-3), is like the language of the

school in that it already contains considerable amounts of grammatical

metaphor. This may be primarly interpersonal metaphor, as in [ don’t

think that’s a very nice way to behave; but it may also include ideational

(experiential/logical) metaphor, as in laie thicknesses of snow — at one
point Berstein distinguished two types of elaborated code along these
lines, as “facilitating the verbal elaboration of relations between persons
or between objects” (CCC1: 133). But whichever form it takes, the
elaborated code opens up the way to the metaphoric construal of
experience. A child accustomed to discourse of an elaborated kind in
the home is ipso facto prepared for the semiotic formations in which
educational knowledge is construed.

Tsvo points seem to emerge. One is that Bernstein’s basic insight into

semiotic variation, that he called “code”, is essentially valid. Although
he labelled 1t in terms of two poles, “restricted” and “elaborated”, he
was well aware that 2 number of difterent dimensions of meaning were
‘involved and that the overall pattern was one of gradience not discrete
categories: what is at issue is the multidimensional semantic space that’
constitutes the meaning-making resources of a language. Considered
from a linguistic viewpoint, the particular locus of such variation in the
social structure, in any form of social hierarchy, is irrelevant; what
miatters is that not all children have equal access to the mysteries of
educational discourse. The other point is that the entire issue of
difference versus deficit 15 deveid of any substance; it is simply a
meaningless question. Any linguistic differential {such as the fact that |
don’t speak Japanese) can be made to appear as either one or the other,
just by the way it 1s expressed. That such a fiction was allowed for so
long to obscure the fundamental issues — and to disfigure the reputation
of one of the most potent thinkers of our ume — is something that surely
leads us to question the way ‘knowledge’ is raufied and compiled.

But 1t would be wrong to give the impression that Bernstein’s work
has been universally miscepresented. Among, sociologists Grimshaw
stands out as an mformed and choughtful commentator; while Atkinson
provides a clear, balanced and perceptive account of Bernstein’s overall
achicvements (see Grimshaw 1976; Atkinson 1985: especially Chapters
5 and 6). Scen from a linguistic viewpoint, Bernstein appears unique
among sociologists in according linguage a cental place 1n social
processes, more especially insoctahzation and cularal transmissions.
Bue in doing so, Bernseein was not merely supplying the enueal
componeng in his own theoretical model. He was also forcing us, as
tinguists, to anssver the question: what must language be hike, to be able
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to function in this way? If language disposes of such powerful resources
in the wayv it construes experience and enacts interpersonal relation-
ships. this tells us a great deal about its functional and stratal
organization and about its systematic relation to context. In this respect
Bermtein belongs with Biihler and Malinowski as one of the leading
figurss from outside the discipline of linguistics that have critically
influsnced our thinking about language. The codes set upa challenge to
established concepts and models, which were not ready to absorb their
full comglexity. linguists have a richer view of the processes of
meaning = a result of Bernstein’s work.

Notes

1. Throughout this chapter, Bernstein 1971, 1973, 1975 and 1990 are referred

w as CCC1, CCC2, CCC3 and CCC4 respectively.
defined as the process whereby the biological is
st formative influence

Class limits access to

2. Socializition was
mansformed into 3 specific cultural being. The mo

on the procedures of socialization is social class.
eniveralistic orders of meaning, those 1n which the principles and
operations are made linguistically explicit (CCC1: Chapter 9, passint).
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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION

It is not just that linguistic structure reflects social structure but rather it
is "'the realization of social structure, actively symbolizing it in a process
of mutual creativity”. Variation in language, for example, is described,

in ‘An interpretation of the functional relationship between language

and social structure’ (1978), as *'the symbolic expression of variation 1n
society: it is created by society, and helps to create society i1 its turn”.
Professor Halliday distinguishes between (1) language as system and
(11) language as institution. With the notion of system, he represents
language as a resource, involving interconnected choices orgamzed in
terms of three functional components (ideational, interpersonal,
textual). Using socio-semantic networks, these choices can also be
relared to recognizable and significant social contexts. Critical to the
notion of language as institution is that it is variable, both according to
user, t.e. dialect, and to use, i.e. register. Interaction between dialect
and register in language “expresses’” the interaction between social
structure and social process. “Above and beyond ‘language as systent’
and ‘language as institution’”, is what Professor Halliday refers to as
” “language as social semiotic’”s language in the context of the culture as

4 SCHBOUC systen
In Chapter 9, Professor Flalliday brieHly touches on the notion of
ant-language’, describing it as “a Laguage of social conflict ~ of
i

passive resistnice or active opposition”. He explores this topic
reater depth i rthe enth and final chapter of this secuon, ‘Anu-

angriges 76). An anu-language s the linguage ol an anu-sociery,

g

L )

constructed by those “simving o maintan 1 counter-reahiry that i
¢ established world™. Professor Halliday explamns

PETRTaNS
oy )

1 studving thes phenomenon by nounyg that e has

under pressure

his interest i
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commonly beers found with other aspects of the human condition — the
sscial structure, or the individual psyche — that there is much to be
learnt from patheological manifestadons, which are seldom as clearly set
off from the ‘normal’ as they at first appear. In the same way 2 study of a
sociolinguistic pathology may lead to additional insight into the social ‘
semiotic.”




Chapter Nine

/AN INTERPRETATION OF THE FUNCTIONAL

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LANGUAGE AND
SOCIAL STRUCTURE (1978)

In this chapter | shall summarize what has been said or implied earlier
about how language expresses the social system. In the course of the
discussion 1 shall move towards the view that the relation of language to
the social system is not simply one of expression, but a more complex
nacural dialectic in which language actively symbolizes the social
system, thus creating as well as being created by . This, it is hoped, will
clanfy my interpretation of language within the framework of the
culture as an information system, and give some indication of whar |

understand by the concept of ‘language as social semiotic’.
As an underlying conceptual framework, I shall distinguish berween

(i) langnage as system and (1)) langnage as iustitution. The salient facts
about language as system are (a) that it is stratified (it is a three-level
coding system consisting of a semantics, a lexicogrammar and a
phonology) and (b} that 1ts semantic system 1s orgamzed into furnctional
conponents (ideational, including experiendal and logical; nterper-
sonal; textual). The salient fact about language as institution is thav it 1s
variable; there are two kinds of variation, {(a) dialect (variation according
to the nser), aud (b) register (variation according to the use). This is, of
course, an idealized construct; there are no such clear-cut boundaries

the facts themselves.,

"An (nterpretauan of tie Funcoonal Relanomlup between Language and Socnl Structure’| trom Ut

Quastholl {ed ), Sprachstrukiur — Sozédarekine: Zoer Linguistischen Theoriendnldung, 3-42. Copyright ©

Senpror, Kangseeitr.
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1. Language a8 institution

1.1 Dialect

Classical dialectology, as developed in Europe, rests on certain implicit
assumptions  sbout speakers and speech communities. A speech
community 1 assumed to be a social unit whose members (i)
communicate ~ith each other, (ii) speak in a consistent way and (iii)
all speak alike. This is obviously, again, an ideahzed picture; but in the
type of settled rural community for which dialect studies were first
developed. 1t i near enough reality to serve as a theoretical norm.

Dialectal variation, in such a model, s essentially vanation between
speech commumnities. We may recognize some variation also within the
community  >quire and parson, or landlord and prest, probably speak
differently tionn other people — but this is at the most a minor theme;
and we do not envisage vanation as something that arises within the
speech of an individual speaker.

When .halectology moved into an urban setting, with Labov’s
monumental New York city studies, variation took on a new
meaning. | abov showed that, within a typical North American urban
communitv, the speech varies (i) between the members according to
social class (low to high), and (ii) within each member according to
“style scale” (amount of monitoring or attention paid to one’s own
speech, canal 1o formal). The effect of each of these factors s
quantitativy (hence probabilistic in onigin), but the picture is clear:
when single dlialect variables are isolated for intensive investigation,
some of thenr turn out to be socially stratified. The forms of the
variable (variants’) are ranked in an order such that the ‘high’ vanant
is associated with higher social status or a more formal context of
speech, anl the ‘low” with lower social status or a more casual context

of speech.

1.2 Social dialect

As long « dialect variation is geographically determimed, it can be

explained nvay: one group stays on this side of the mountain, the other
group me - e the orher side of the nrounein, and they no longer aik
o each oher. Bue there are no mountains dividing social classes: the
member of different social classes do wlk o cach other. at Jeast
transactoslly. What is the explanation of this socially determined
variaton® Flow do “social dialects™ arise?
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One of the most significant of Labov’s finding was the remarkable
unitormity shown by people of all social groups in their attutudes
towards variation in the speech of others. This uniformity of atttude
means that the members are highly sensitive to the social meaning of
dialectal variation, a form of sensitivity that is apparently achieved
during the crucial years of adolescence, in the age range of about 13~18.

We acquire this sensitivity as a part of growing up in society, because
dialect variation is functional with respect to the social structure. And
this is why it does not disappear. It was confidently predicted in the
period after World War [T that, with the steadily increasing donunance
of the mass media, dialects would disappear and we should soon all be
speaking alike. Sure enough, the regionally-based dialects of rural areas
are disappearing, as least in industrial societies. But with the urban
dialects the opposite has happened: diversity is increasing. We can

explain this by showing that the divewsity is socially functional. It

expresses the structure of society.
It would be a mistake to think of social structure simply in terms of

some particular index of social class. The essential charactenistic of social

structure as we know it Is that it is hierarchical; and linguistic vanation
is what expresses its hierarchical character, whether in terms of age,
generadon, sex, provenance or any other of its manifestations, including
caste and class.

Let us postulate a perfectly homogeneous society, one wi'hout any of
these forms of social hierarchy. The members of such a so:iety would
presumably speak a perfectly homogeneous language, one without any
dialectal variation. Now consider the hypothetical antithesis of this: a
society split into two conflicting groups, a society and an anti-society.
Here we shall expect to find some form of matching linguistic order:
two mutually opposed linguistic varieties, 2 language and an anti-
language. These are, once again, idealized constructs; but phenomena
approximating to them have arisen at various times and places. For
example, the social conditions of sixteenth-century England generated
an anti-soctety of ‘vagabonds’, who lived by extorting wealth from the
established society; and this socicty had its anti-languag, fragments of
which are reported i contemporary documents. The anti-language is a
language of social conflict — of passive resistance or active opposition;
but 2t the same tinte, like any other language. it is a means of expressing
and maintining the social strucaure — in this case, the structare of the
auti-soviety,

patterns of dialeetal varation in which a “'standard”™ (representing the
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power base of society) is opposed by non-standard varieties (which the
members refer to as “‘dialects”). The non-standard dialects may become
languages of opposition and protest; periods of explicit class conflict
tend to be characterized by the development of such protest languages,
sometimes in the form of ‘ghetto languages’, which are coming closer
to the anti-language end of the scale. Here dialect becomes a means of
expression of class consciousness and political awareness. We can
recognize a category of ‘oppressed languages’, languages of groups that
are subjected to social or political oppression. [t is characeeristic of
oppressed linguages that their speakers tend to excel at verbal contest
and verbal Jisplay. Meaning is often the most effective form of social
action that is available to them.

1.3 Register

Dialects, in the usual sense of that tenm, are different ways of saying the
same thing. In other words, the dialects of a language differ from each
other phonologically and lexicogrammarically, but not, in principic,
semantically.

In this respect, dialectal variation contrasts with variation of another
kind, that ot register. Registers are ways of saying different things.

Registers differ semantically. They also differ lexicogrammatically,
because that is how meanings are expressed; but lexicogrammatical
differences among registers are, by and large, the autumatic conse-
quence ot semuantic differences. In principle, registers are configurations
of meanings that are typically exchanged — that are ‘at risk’, so to speak
- under given conditions of use.

A dialect is ‘what you speak’ (habitually); this is determined by ‘who
you are’, vour regional and/or social place of origin and/or adoption. A
register is “what you are speaking’ (at the given time), determined by
‘what you re doing’, the nature of the ongoing social activity. Whereas
dialect varaton reflects the social order in the special sense of the
hierarchy of social structure, register variation also reflects the social
order but : the special sense of the diversity of social processes. We are
not doing the same things all the time; so we speak now i one register,
now in arwther. But the total range of the social processes in which
any member will typically engage is a function of the structure of
sociery. We cach have our own repertory of social actions, reflecting
our place 3= the intersection of a whole complex of social hicrarchices.
There 1s 2 diwision of labour.

Since e division of labour is social, the rnwvo kinds of language
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variety, register and dialect, are closely interconnected. The structure of

society determines who, in terms of the various social hierarchies of

class, generation, age, sex, provenance and so on, will have access to

which aspects of the social process — and hence, to which registers. (In

most  societies today there is considerable scope for individual

discretion, though this has not always been the case.) This means, in

turn, that a particular register tends to have a particular dialect associated

with it: the registers of bureaucracy, for example, demand the
“standard” (national) dialect, whereas fishing and farming demand
rural {local) varieties. Hence the dialect comes to symbolize the register;
when we hear a local dialect, we unconsciously switch oft a large part of
our register range.

In this way, in a typical hierarchical social structure, dialect becomes
the means by which a member gains, or is denied, access to certain
registers.

So if we say that linguistic structure “reflects’”” social structure, we are
really assigning to language a role that is too passive. (I am formulating
it in this way in order to keep the parallel between the two expressions
“linguistic structure” and “social structure”. In fact, what is meant is
the hnguistic spstem; elsewhere 1 have not used “structure” in this
general sense of the organization of language, but have reserved it for
the specialized sense of constituent structure.} Rather we should say
thac inguistic structure is the realization of social structure, actively
symbolizing it in a process of mutual creativity. Because it stands as a
metaphor for society, language has the property of not only transmitting

the social order but also maintaining and potentially niodifying . {This
is undoubtedly the explanation of the violent attitudes that under
certain social conditions come to be held by one group towards the
speech of others. A different set of vowels is perceived as the symbol of
a different set of values, and hence takes on the character of a threat.)
Vanation in language 1s the synibolic expression of vanation in society:

it is created by society, and helps to create socicty i its turn. Of the two

kinds of variadon in language, that of dialect expresses the diversity of
social structure, that of register expresses the diversity of soctal process.

The interaction of dialect and register in linguage expresses the

interaction of structure and process-in socicty.

1R
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2. Language as system

2.1 Function

We have considered how varation in language is socially functional.
We must now consider how the linguistic spstem is socially functional.

The most important fact about language as system is its organization
into functional components.

[t is obvious that language is used in a multitude of different ways for
a multitude of different purposes. It is not possible to enumerate theni;
nor is it necessary to wry: there would be no way of preferring one list
over another. These various ways of using language are somietimes
referred to as “‘functions of language”. But to say language has many
‘functions’, in this sense, is to say no more than that people engage in a
variety of social actions ~ that they do different things together.

We are considering ‘functions’ in a more fundamental sense, as a
necessary element in the interpretation of the linguistic system. The
linguistic system is orchestrated into different modes of meaning, and
these represent its most general functional orientations. No doubt
Janguage has evolved in this way because of the ways in which it is used;
the two concepts of function are certainly interrelated. But if we seek to
explain the internal workings of language we are forced to take into
cousideration its external relation to the social context.

The point is a substantive one, and we can approach it from this
angle. Considered i relation to the social order, language is a resource,
a meaning potential. Formally, language has this property: that it is a
coding system on three levels. Most coding systems are on two levels:
a content and an expression: for example, traffic signals, with content
‘stop/go’ coded into expression ‘red/green’. But language has evolved a
third, abstract level of form intermediate between the two; it consists of
content, form and expression, or, in linguistic terms, of semantics,
lexicogrammar and phonology. Now, when we analyse the content
stide, the cenantic systen and its representation m the grammar, we find
that it has an internal organization in which the social functions of
linguage are clearly reflected. i

2.2 Functional components

The semantic system is organized into a small number of components =

three or four depending on how one looks at them - such that within
one component there is a high degree of interdependence and mutual
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constraint, whereas between components there is very littde: each one

is relatively independent of the others.
The components can be identified as follows:

ideanonal (language as reflection), comprising
(a) expenential
(b) logical

2 interpersonal (language as action)

3 textual (language as texture, in relation to the environment)
When we sav that these components are relatively independent of
one another, we mean that the cholces that are made within any one
component, while strongly atfected by other choices within the same
component, have no effect, or only a very weak effect, on choices
made within the others. For example, given the meaning potential of
the interpersonal component, out of the innumerable choices that are
available to me I might choose (i) to offer a proposition, (i) pitched
in a parucular key (e.g. contradictory-defensive), (i) with a
particular intent towards you (e.g. of convincing you), (iv) with a
particular assessment of its probability (e.g. certain) and (v} with
indication of particular attitude (e.g. regretful). Now, all these choices
are strongly interdetermining; if we use a network mode of
representation, as in systemic theory, they can be seen as complex
patterns of internal constraint among the various sub-networks. But
they have almost no effect on the ideational nieanings, on the
content of what you are to be convinced of, which may be that the
earth is flar, that Mozart was a great musician, or that [ am hungry
Similarly, the ideational meanings do not determine the interpersonal
ones; but there is a high degree of interdetermination within the
ideational component: the kind of process I choose to refer to, the
participants in the process, the taxonomies of things and properties,
the circumstances of time and space, and the natural logic that links

all these together.

2.3 Fuunctional components and grammatical structure

[ have been looking at the matter frony a semantic point of view,

Sao far,
he problem the mrterpretation of the scmantic system.

taking as il

Suppose now we second approach, from a lexicogrmmmatical
ponit of view — “from below’, as 1t were, In the mterpretation of the
lextcogrannmatical sistvin we fmd ounelves faced with a different
hat of explaining the different kinds of structure

take a

problem. mamely t
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that are found at this level. Consideration of this problem is beyond our
scope here; but when we look into it, we find that the various types of
grammatical structure are related to these semantic components in a
systematic way. Each kind of meaning tends to be realized as a particular
kind of structure. Hence in the encoding of a text each component of
meaning makes its contribution to the structural output; but 1t is a
contmbution which has on it the stamp of that particular mode of
meaning. We would summarize this as follows (see Hailiday 1977):

Semantic component Type of granumatical structure by
which typically realized

1 1deational:
(1) experiential constituent (segmental)
{b) logical recursive

2 interpersonal prosodic

3 textuat culminative

2.4 Functional components and social context

Thirdly, we may approach the question ‘from above’, from the
pesspective of language and the social order — at what [ have called the
secial semiotic level. When we come to investigate the relation of
Language te social context we tind that the functional components of
the semance system once again provide the key. We saw that they
were relatad to the different types of granmmatical structure. There 13
also a systematic relationship between them and the semiotic structure
of the speech situation. It is this, in part, that validates the notion of a
speech sicuation.

Let us wssume that the social system (or the ‘culture’) can be
coreserited as a construction of meanings ~ as a semiotic system. The
meanings thar constitnte the social svstem are exchanged through a
vitiety of modes or channels, of which language is one; but not, of
course, the only one — there are many other semiotic modc, besides.
Given this social-semiotic perspective, a social context (or ‘situation’, in
the termis ot situation theory) is a temporary construct or instantiation of
mieanings Tom the social system. A social context is a semiotic structure
which we may interpret in tenns of three variables: a “ticld” of social
process (what is going, on}, a ‘tenor’” of social relatonships (who are
uking pem) and a ‘mode’ of symbolic interaction (how are the
meanings sxchanged). I we are focusing on language, this hst category
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of ‘mode’ refers to what part the language is” playing in the situation
under consideration.

As said above, these components of the context are systematically
related to the components of the semantic system; and once again,
given that the context is a semiotic construct, this relation can be seen as it
one of realization. The meanings that constitute the social context are
realized through selections in the meaning potential of language. To

summarize:

Component of social context Functional-semantic component
through which typically realized

experiential
interpersonal
textual

field (social process)
tenor (social relationship)
mode (symbolic mode)

»
b
)
|
)
b
)
>
b The linguistic system, in other words, is organized in such a way
) that the social context is predictive of the text. This is what makes it
possible for a member to make the necessary predictions about the
meanings that are being exchanged in any situation which he
b encounters. If we drop in on a gathering, we are able to tune in
very quickly, because we size up the field, tenor and mode of the
b situation and at once form an idea of what is likely to be being meant.
In this way we know what semantic configurations ~ what register ~
b will probably be required if we are to take part. If we did not do this,
. there would be no communication, since only a part of the meanings
) we have to understand are explicidy realized i1 the wordings. The rest J
are unrealized; they are left out — or rather (a more sausfactory
J metaphor) they are out of focus. We succeed in the exchange of
) meanings because we have access to the semiotic structure of the
|
)
R
J

sttuation from other sources.

3. Language as social semiotic

3.1 Variation and social meaning

The distinerion between hinguage as system and language as institution

is an important one for the mvestigation of problems of language and
) socicty, Bue these are really two aspeets of a more general st of

phienomena, and in any meerpreration of the “soctohnguistic order’ we

need to bring them together again,
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A significant step in this direction is taken by variation theory. We

have said that a feature of language as institution is that it 1s variable:
eakers in different task-roles,

not to imply that there 1s no

use different dialects or registers. But this 1s
uld deny this, and would

variadon in the system. Some linguists wo
Jriation institutionally. Others (myself among them) would

< is to make too rigid a distinction berween the system and

d contend that a major achievement of social
a2 normal

explain all v
argue that th
the institution. and woul
as been to show that dialect-like variation 18
individual, at least in sonie but possibly m
aguage 2 speaker will

dizlecrology h
fezzure of the speech of the

At certain contexts in the lar
tain probability, one amonga small set of variants all of
which are equivalent in the sense that they are alternative realizations of
the same higher-level configuration. The conditions determining this
probability may be linguistic or social or some combination of the two-
To know the probability of a particular speaker pronouncing certain
vezriant (sav [t], glottal stop or zero) at a certain pomt in the speech
chain (say word-final), we take the product of the conditioning effects
of a set of variables such as: is the word lexical or structural? does the
following word begin with a vowel? is the phrase the
sp aker angry? and is his father a member of the working ¢
of course, a caricature, but it gives a fair represenmtion of th

all comniunities.
select, with a cer

matic? is the
lass? (This is,
e way these

things are.)
So vanation, which we first recoguize as a property of |

in the form of variation between speakers, of a
kind), begins to appear as an extension of variation which 1s a property
of the system. A ‘dialect’ is then just a sum of varants having a strong
tendency to co-occur. In this perspective, dialectal variation 1s made out
1o be not so much a consequence of the social structurc as an outcome

of the inherent nature of language itself.

_ided. Tn the last analysis, the linguistic systen is the
dialect-like

anglage as

institution ( dialectal

But this 15 one
~roduct of the social systeny and seen from that angle.
varation within an individual is a special case of varation between
ot the other way round. The significant point, however, s
Iy conditioned. so-called
an individual

individuak, n
chat there is no sharp line beoween this external

"iv:_‘~\\‘:':;_'w{i,"' vanation that s found in the spccch of
because -1 15 4 Property of language as institugion, and the purcly

-onditioned variaton that occurs within a particular part of

;nc}r[.\!\.ophuncmw Jlternation). Conditioning

- kind: there is ultimately 1o discontinuity

(@) sclect |?7] not (e}

mnem N

- systent (g
.

environments nay be of at

betweer uch _H\‘-.u'cn('xy diverse phenomena as
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before a consonant and (i1) select [2] not [t} before a king. This explains
how it comes about that all variation is potentially meaningful; any set
of altermants may (but need not) become the bearer of social

information and social value.

3.2 Language and social reality

Above and beyond “language as systemn” and “language as institution”
lies the more general, unifying concept that I have labelled “language

as social semiotic’: language in the context of the culture as a

Semiotic systen.
Consider the way a child constructs his social reality. Through

language as system — its organization into levels of coding and
functional components — he builds up a model of the exchange of
meanings, and learns to construe the interpersonal relationships, the
experiential phenomena, the forms of natural logic and the modes of
symbolic interaction into coherent patterns of social context. He does
this very young; this is in fact what makes it possible for him to lcarn the
language successfully — the two processes go hand in hand.

Through language as institution — its variation wnto dialects and
registers — he builds up a model of the social system. This follows a little
way behind his learning of grammar and semantics (compare the
interesting suggestion by Sankoft (1974) that some patterns at first learnt
as categorical are later modified to become varable), though it is
essentially part of single unitary process of language development. In the
broadest terms, from dialectal variaton he learns to construe the
patterns of social hierarchy, and from variation of the ‘register’ kind he
gains an insight into the structure of knowledge.

So language, while it represents reality referentially, through its
words and structures, also represents reality metaphorically through its
own internal and external form. (1) The functional organizaton of the
serantics symbolizes the structure of human interaction (the semiotics
of social contexts, as we expressed it carhier). (2) Dialectal and
“diatypic™ (register) variation svinbolize respectively the structure of
society and the structure of hunian kuowledge.

But as language becomes a metaphor of reality, so by the same

s 2 metaphor of Janguage. Since reality is asocial

pracess reality bece
construct, it can be constructed only through an exchange of nicanings.

Hence meanings are seen as consututve of reality. This, at least, s the

w o present era, when the exchange  of

satural conclusion for ¢
information tends ta replace the exchange of goods-and-senvices as
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the primary mode of social action. With a sociological linguistics we
should be able to stand back from this perspective, and arrive at an
interpretation of language through understanding its place in the long-

term evolution of the social system.

3.3 Methodalogiml considerations

It has been customary among linguists in recent years to represent

languzge in werms of rules.

® In nvestzating language and the social system, it is important to
transcend this limitation and to interpret language not as a set of rules
but as a resource. | have used the term meaning potential to

characterize language in this way.

@

®! When ws focus attention on the processes of human interaction, we
are seeing this mcaning potential at work. In the microsemiotic
encounters of daily fife, we find people miaking creative use of their
resources of meaning, and continuously modifying these resources in

Hence in the interpretation of language, the organizing concept that
we need is not structure but system. Most recent linguistics has been
structure-bound (since structure is what is described by rules). With the
nouon of sstem we can represent language as a resource, in terms of
the choicer chat are available, the interconnection of these choices, and
the conditons affecting their access. We can then relate these choices to
recognizable and significant social contexts, using socio-semantic
networks; and investigate questions such as the influence of various

o8
® .,' the process.
®

data are the observed facts of ‘text-in-situation’: what people say in real
life, not dscounting what they think they might say and what they
think thev ought to say. (Or rather, what they mean, since saying is
only one “vay of meaning.) In order to interpret what is observed,
however. swe have to refate it to the system: (1) to the linguistic svstem,

@ i social facters on the meanings exchanged by parents and children. The

ot L
wWnicn u wen
1

through thar to the social systens.

helps to explain, and (if) to the social context, and

I I of intensive study of language as an idealized

cAECT 2 penoa
b2zl construct, hinguisess have

> Lacr chac 1‘&'?;‘)&' falk to cac

¢ come aound 1o @Rig wocowt
h other. In order to solve purely

blems of s own history and structure, language has had o

SRVIrGnImeny — to a context of situation’ . in Malinowski’s term. But

s one g to have a ‘socio-" (that is, real life) component in the

i3 0e wken aur of its glass case. dusted, and pur back in a living
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s quite another thing to seek

m to the social syster, and so
ocial structure.

£ the facts of Janguage. It i
at relate the linguistic syste

explanation 0
al theory of language and s

explanations th
work towards some gener

263



e a



Chapter Ten

ANTI-LANGUAGES (1976)

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) Of the various kinds of anti-word, such as antibiotic, antibody,
antinovel, antimatter, and so on, the kind that is to be understood here
) 15 that represented by anti-society. An anti-society Is a soctety that 1s set
up within another society as a conscious alternative to it. It is a mode of
) resistance, resistance which may take the form erther of passive t
svimbiosis or of active hostility and even destruction.
) An anti-language is not only parallel to an anti-society; it is in fact
generated by 1. We do not know much about either the process or its
) outcome, because most of the evidence we have is on the level of
travellers” tales; but it 1s reasonable to suppose that, in the most general |
) teris, an anti-language stands to an ant-society in much the same :
relation as does a language to a society. Either pair, a society and its
) language or an anti-socicty and its (anti-) language, is, equally, an
mstance of the prevailing sociolinguistic order. It has conunonly been
’ found with other aspects of the human condition ~ the social structure,
or the individual psyche — that there is much to be learnt from
) pathological manifestations, which are seldom as clearly sct off from the
“nonmal” as they at first appear. In the same way a study of i
) sociolinguistic pathology may lead o additional insight into the social [
)
)

e manarend £ i

sennotic.

In Ehzabethan England, the counterculture of vagabonds, or
“cursitons” in Thomas Harman’s (1567) mock-stylish designation, a
vast population of criminals who hived off the wealth of the established

society, had their own tongue, or “pelung (5 palty) speech”s this is
Y s 8 )

1976 by the

‘Ant-linguagey. from American Anthropologie, 7330 370-5%40 (1976). Copyrghe ¢

Amencan Anthropological Association,
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frequently referred to in contemporary accounts, though rarely
described or even illustrated with any detailed accuracy. The ant-
society ¢S modern Calcutta has a highly developed language of its own,
substantially documented by Bhaktiprasad Mallik in ‘Language of the
Undenworld of West Bengal’ (1972). The “second life,” the term used
by Adam Podgorecki (1973) to describe the sub-culture of Polish
prisons and reform <chools, is accompanied by an elaborated anti-

language called erypserka. We shall take these as our three cases for

discus
What can be said about the charactenistics of anti-binguages? Like the
languages of exotic cultures, the information usually

comes to us i the form of word lists. These afford only very limited
ps slightdy more

possibilities of incerpretation, although they are perha
revealing here than in other contexts because of the special relation that
obtains between an anti-language and the language t0 which it is

carly records of the

counterposed.
The simplest form taken by an anti-language is that of n

old; it is a language relexicalized. It should not be assuned that 1t always
arises by a process of fission, splitting off from an established language:
but this is one possibility, and it is easier to talk about it in these terms.
Typically this relexicalization is partial, not total: not all words in the
language have their equivalents in the anti-language. (For an interesnng
case of total relexicalization, compare the Dyirbal mother-in-law
language as described by Dixon [1970] — perhaps a related phenoin-
enon, since this is the language used by the adult male to his athinal kin,
who constitute a kind of institutionalized anti-society within society.)
The principle is that of same grammar, difterent vocabulary; but
different vocabulary only in certain areas, typically those that are central
to the actvities of the sub-culture and that set it off most sharply from
the established society. So we expect to find new words for types of

criminal act. and classes of criminal and of victim; for tools of the trade;
enforcement structure ol

The

ew words for

for police and other representatives of the law
the socierv: for penalties,  penal institutions and  the ke
Elizabethar chroniclers of the pelting speech list upward of 20 terms
for the main classes of members of the fraternity of vagabonds, such as
oI, wild rogue, prigger of prancers (= horse thief), cornterfeit

rank, Jarkean, bawedy basket, walking mort, kinchiy mort, doxy and dell:

erons terms for specific roles i their often highly claborate

upright muze

cmd pamies for the strazegics themselves, which are known
15 Jnes — for example, lifting lawe (stealing packages) which
¢ 2 maker and a santer (the one who cteals the package. the

villainies
collectively

mnvolves 2 |
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one to whom it is handed, and the one who waits outside to carry it
off); names for the tools, e.g. wresters (for picking locks), and for the
spoils, e.g. snappings or garbage; and names for various penalties that may
be suftered, such as dlying the jerk (being whipped) or trining on the chats
(gerting hanged). .

Such features belong to our commonsense picture of an argot, or
cant (to give it its Elizabethan name). By themselves, they are no more
than the technical and semitechnical features of a special register; they
amount to an anti-language only if we admit into this category
something that is simply the professional jargon associated with the
activities of a criminal counterculture.

It is noticeable, however, that even these purely technical elements
seem to be somewhat larger than life. The language is not merely
relexicalized in these areas: 1t is overlexicalized. So in Mallik’s account
of the Calcutta underworld language we find not just one word for
‘bomb’ but 21; 41 words for ‘police’, and so on (1972: 22-3). A few of
these are also technical expressions for specific subcategories; but most
of them are not ~ they are by ordinary standards synonymous, and their

proliferation would be exphined by students of slang as the result of a
neverending search for onginality, either for the sake of liveliness and

humour or, in some cases, for the sake of secrecy.
But there is more to it than that. If we consider underworld languages

in tenms of a general companson with the languages of the overworld,
we find in them a charactenistic functional onentation, away from the
experiential mode of meaning towards the interpersonal and the textual
modes. Both the textual orientation (the *'set” towards the message, in
Jakobson’s terms) and the nterpersonal (the “‘set” towards addresser/
addressee, although as we shall suggest this is to be interpreted ratheras a
set towards the social structure) tend to produce this overlexicalization:
the former because it takes the form of verbal competition and display,
in which kennings of all kinds are at a premium,; the latter because sets of
words which are denotatively synonymous are clearly distinguished by
their attitudinal components. Matlik's 24 svnonvims for “girl” include the
whote range of predictable connotations —~ given that, as he remarks,
“the language of the criminal world {with some exceptions} is cssentially
a males” language™ (1972: 27). ‘
Both of these are normal features of evervday language, in which
textual and interpersonal nieanings are interwoven with expenennal
meaning mro a single fabric of discourse. What characterizes what we
are calling anti-languages is their relatively greater oricutation m this
direction. In all languages, words, sounds and structures tend to become
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charged with social value; it is to be expected that, in the anti-language,
the social values will be more clearly foregrounded. This is an instance
of : what Bernstein (1974) refers to as the “‘sociolinguistic coding
Oﬂcn_tanon," the tendency to associate certain ways of meaning with
certain social contexrs. Any interpretation of the phenomenon of anti-
languages involves some theory about what kinds of meaning are
exchanged in different environments within a culture.

Let us try and answer more specifically the question why anti-
h"é’“f*g“ are used. Mallik in fact put this question to “a Jarge number
qf crimimals 2nd shti-social elements” — 400 in all; he got 385 replies
(including only 26 “don’t know”), of which 158 explained 1t as the
need for secrecy, and 132 as communicative force ot verbal art. In
Podgérecki’s account of the second life both these motifs figure
prominently: one of the ways in which an inmate can be downgraded
to the level of a “‘sucker” in the social hierarchy is by breaking the rules
Of\"erbal contest, and another is by “selling the secret language to the
police™ (1973: 9). But the fact that an anti-language 1s used for closed
Comm‘umcation and for verbal art does not mean that these arc what
gave rise (o ic in the first place. It would be possible to create 3 language
just for purposes of contest and display; but this hardly seems sufficient
to account for the origin of the entire phenomenon. The theme of
secrecy 15 2 familiar one in what we might call “folk anti-linguistics” ~
in members’ and outsiders’ explanations of the use of an anti-language.
No doubt i is a part of the truth: effective teamwork does depend, at
accessible to the victin, and

times, on exchanging meanings that are n
¢ without the partici-

Communlcatlon among prisoncrs must take plnc
pation of the jailer. Bu while sccrecy is a necessary strategic property of

anti-languages, it is unlikely to be the major cause of their existence.

Secrecy is 2 feature of the jargon rather than a determinant of the

language.

What then lies behind the emergence of the anti-language? Yet
another wzr of being “quckered down™ is by “naliciously refusing to
I?am [_h" impserka”; and it is clear from Podgorecki’s discussion that
there 1s an :ascparable comection benween the “second life” and the
- that is associated with it The grypserka is not just an
_serving to adorn the second hite with contest and display
dden from the prison authorties. 1tis a
sqecond life” phenom-

anti-langu

optional

while keerine -
fitle Kee 1t successfully hi

fandamench 8] - :
mdamentz! clement in the existence of the

<

cnon. Herz s Padgorecki’s (nial summmg up:
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The essence of the second life consists in a secular stratification
which can be reduced to the division of the inmates into ‘“‘people”
and “suckers” ... The people are independent and they have power
over the suckers. Everyday second life is strongly ritualized. The
body of these rituals are called grypserka (from grypa — a slang word
designating a letter smuggled secretdy to or from a pnson); S.
Malkowski defined this as “‘the inmates’ language and its grammar.”

In this language, certain ... words ... are insulting and noxious
either to the speaker or to one to whom they are addressed.
(1973: 7)

The language comes to the investigator’s attention in the context of
the familiar twin themes of ritual insult and secrecy. But Podgérecki’s
discussion of the “second life” shows that it is much more than a way of
passing the time. It is the acting out of a distinct social structure; and this
social structure is, in turn, the bearer of an alternative social reality.

On closer scrutiny, the Polish investigators found that the division
mto people and suckers was only the principal division in a more
elaborate social hierarchy. There were two classes of “people” and

three of “suckers”, with some degree of mobility among them, though
anyone who had once reached the highest or lowest category stayed
there. There were a number of other variables, based on age,
provenance (urban/rural), type of offence and prison standing {first
offender/old lag); and the place of an individual in the social structure
was & function of his status in respect of each of these hierarchies.

Account was also taken of his status in the free underworld, which,

along with other factors, suggested that “‘second hfe” was not a product

of the prison, or of prison conditions, but was imported from the

criminal sub-culture outside. Nevertheless,
... the incarcerated create in their own social system a unique
stratification which is based on the caste principle. The caste
adherence in the case of “'second fife’" is based not on a given social
background or physical features, but is predominantly determined by
a unique link with magical rules which are not functional for the
social system in which they operate. The ouly function which these

rules have s to sustain the caste systent.
(1973: 14)

Comparative data from Amencan sources quoted by Podgoreckt show
the existence of 2 similar formn of soaal viganization i correctional
d States, differing mainly in that cach of the two
cuon of the structure of the

e

insticutions i the Unite

anti-socienes appears as a distorted refle

particular society from which #t denves,
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Podgérecki cites explanations of the “second life” as resulting from

o wyj R

v PR 15N %

conditions of isolation, or from the need to regulate sexual behaviour,
and rejects them as inadequate. He suggests instead that it arises from
the need to maintain inner solidarity under pressure, and that this is
achieved through an accumulation of punishments and rewards:

“Second life” is a system which transforms the universal reciprocity
of puniskznents into a pattern of punishments and rewards, arranged
by the prmaciples of stratification. Somc members of the community
are in a z-sition to transform the punishments into rewards. Tt might
be said t-at this type of artificial social cratification possesses features
of colluczve representation which transform the structure of existing
needs inwy an operatng fabric of social life which tries to satisfy these
needs ir: « way which is viable in the given conditions.

(1973: 20)
The formul: is therefore:
free (+)
people (+)\
incarcerated ()
suckers (- )/

ANTI-SOCIETY SOCIETY

which is ths Lévi-Straussian proportion b1 b2 ::a b (see Bourdicu
1971). At the individual level, the “second life’” provides the means of
maintaining identity in the face of its threatened destruction:

in a weeld in which there are no real things, a man is reduced to the
satus of a thing ... The establishment of a reverse world (in which
reducin others to things becomes a source of gratification by
mansforning a punitive situation nto a rewarding one) can also be
seen as i desperate attempt o reseuce and reintegrate the self in tl-w
fice o “he cumulative oppression which threatens to disintegrate it.
Thus wcond life. .. can be interpreted as a defence and a means ol
reconsucnon, to which the selt resorts just before total disruption
by meims of mutually enhancing oppressive forces.

(1973: 24)
The “secand life”” s a reconstructuon of the individual and society. 1t
provides 2= alternative social structure, with 1ts systems of values, of
- 3 i . b
sanctions, ~f rewards and punishments; and this beconies the source Ol

an alternzmive identity for s members, through the patterns of

P
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acceptance and gratification. In other words, the “second life” is an
alternative reality.

It is in this light that we can best appreciate the function of the
“second-life” anti-language, the grypserka. The grypserka serves to create
and maintain this alternative reality. An anti-language s, in this respect,
no different from a language ‘proper’: both are reality-generating
systems. But because of the special character of the “second-life” reality
— its status as an alternative, under constant pressure from the reality that
is ‘out there’ (which is still a subjective reality, but nevertheless stands
ahvays ready to be reaftinmed as the norm) — the reality-generating
force of the anti-language, and especially its power to create and
maintain social hierarchy, is strongly foregrounded.

At this point we should quote at some length a critically relevant
passage from Berger and Luckmann’s The Social Construction of Reality:

The mnost important vehicle of reality-maintenance is conversation.
One may view the individual’s everyday life in terms of the working
away of a convemational apparatus that ongoingly maintains,
modifies and reconstructs his subjective reality. Conversation
means mainly, of course, that people speak with one another. This
does not deny the rich aura of non-verbal communication that
surrounds speech. Nevertheless speech retains a privileged position
in the towl conversational apparatus. It is important to stress,
however, that the greater part of reality-maintenance in conversation
is implicic, not explicit. Most convemation does not in so many
words define the nature of the world. Rather, it takes place againse
the background of a world that is silently taken for granted. Thus an
exchange such as, “Well, it’s time for me to get to the station,” and
“Fine, darling, have a good day at the office,” implies an entire
world within which these apparently simple propositions make sense.
By virtue of this imphcation the exchange confirms the subjective
reality of chis world.
If this is understood. one will readily see that the great part, if not
Al of everyday conversation maintains subjective reality, Indeed, i
miassivity is achicved by the accumulation and consistency of casual
conversation — conversation that can afford 10 be casual precisely
because it refers to the routine of a taken-for-granted workd. The
loss of casualness signals a break i the routines and, at least
potenually. a threat to the ken-for-granted reality. Thus one may
magine the cffect on casualness of an exchange like this: “Well, ic's
ainte for me to get o the staton”” “Fine, darhing, don’t forget to

take along vour gun.”
At the same thoe that the conversational apparatus ongoingly
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maineins reality, it ongoingly modifies it. ltems are dropped and
added, weakening some sectors of what is sall being taken for
granted and reinforcing others. Thus the subjective reality of
somethirg that is never talked about comes to be shaky. It is one
thing to engage in an embarrassing sexual act. [t is quite another to
talk abeat it beforehand or afterwards. Conversely, conversation
gives firm contours to items previously apprehended in a fleeting
and undear manner. One may have doubts about one's religion:
these dcubts become real in a quite different way as one discusses
them. One then ‘“talks onesclf into” these doubts: they are
objectifird as reality within one’s own consciousness. Generally
speaking, the conversational apparatus nuaintains reality by “talking
through™ various elements of experience and allocating them a
definite place in the real world.

This reality-generating potency of conversation is already given in
the fact of linguistic objectification. We have seen how lainguage
objectifes the world, transforming the parta rliei of experience nto a
cohesivz order. In the establishment of this order language realizes a
world, in the double sense of apprehending and producing it.
Converation is the actualizing of this realizing efficacy of language
in the fice-to-face situation of individual existence. In conversation
the oliectifications of language become objects of individual
conscicusness, Thus the fundanental reality-maintaining fact ts the
continuing use of the same language to objectify untoldng
biographical experience. In the widest sense, all who employ this
sme Lnguage are reality-maintaining others. The significance of
this caz be further differentiated in terms of what is meant by a
“comman language” from the group-idiosyncratic linguage of
pamary groups to regional or class dialects to the naticnal
community that defines itself in terms of language.

(1966: 17-2)

An indixidual’s subjective reality is created and maintained through
interzcnion with others, who are “significant others’ prccisdy because
they sl ths role; und such interaction is, criccally, verbal — 1t takes the
form of conversation. Conversation is not. in general, didactic; the -
‘athess’ 2z not teachers, nor do they consciously ‘know' the reality

thoy Gelping to construct.  Conversation 1s, i Berger and
Lucks term. casual. Berger and Luckmann do not ask the
quesnon. what must language be like for casual convemanon to have

this mag: power. They are not concerned with the nature oi the
lingusstic svstem. For linguistics, however, this is a central problem; and
for bagusies in the perspective of a general social semiotic, it might be
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said to be the central problem: how can we interpret the linguistic
system in such a way as to explain the magical powers of conversation?

Let us consider the anti-language in this light. As Berger and
Luckmann point out, subjective reality can be transformed:

To be in society already entails an ongoing process of modification of
subjective reality. To talk about transformation, then, involves a
discussion of different degrees of modification. We will concentrate
here on the extreme case, in which there i1s a near-total transforn-
ation; that is, in which the individual “switches worlds.” ...
Typically, the transformation is subjectively apprehended as total.
This, of course, is something of a misapprehension. Since subjective
reality is never totally socialized, it cannot be totally transformed by
social processes. At the very least the transformed individual will
have the same body and live in the same physical universe.
Nevertheless there are instances of transformation that appear total if
compared with lesser modifications. Such transformations we will

call alternations.
Alternation requires processes of re-socialization.
' {1966: 176)

The anti-language is the vehicle of such resocialization. It creates an
alternative reality: the process is one not of construction but of
reconstruction. The success condition for such a reconstruction is, in
Berger and Luckmann’s words, ‘“‘the availability of an cffecuve
plausibility structure, that is, a social base serving as the ‘laboratory’
of transformation. This plavsibility structure will be mediated to the
idividual by means of significant others, with whom he must establish

strongly affective identification” (1966: 177).

The processes of resocialization, in other words, make special kinds of
demand on language. In particular, these processes must enable the
individual to “establish strongly affective identification” with the
significant.others. Conversation in this context is likely to rely heavily
on the toregrounding of mterpersonal meanigs, especially where, as in
the case ot the second lite, the comerstone of the new reahty 15 3 new
social structure — although, by the saine token, the mterpersonal elemenrs
m the exchange of meanings are likely to be fairly highly rituahzed.

But it s a charactenstie of an ant-language that it is not just an
ordinary language which happens to be tor certam individuals a linguage

of resociahizing. Its condimons of use are different from the types of

roand Luckmann, such as forms of

altermanon considered by Berger am
religious conversion. In such mstances an individual takes over what for

t
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others is the reality; for him it involves a transformation, but the reality
itself is not inherently of this order. Itis somebody’s ordinary, everyday,
unmarked reality, and its Janguage is somebody’s “‘mother tongue”. An
anti-language, however, is nobody’s “mother tongue”; it exists solely in
the context of resocialization, and the reality it creates is inherently an
alternate reality, onc tirat is constructed precisely in order to function in
alternatien. It is the language of an anti-society.

Of course, the boundary between the two is not hard and fast. The
early Christian community was an anti-society, and its language was i
this senss an anti-language. But nevertheless there are sigmficant
differences. Aleernation does not of itself involve any kind of anti-
language. merely the switch from one language to another. (It could be
said that. in the perspective of the individual, the second is in fact
tunctioning as an anti-language. Thus for example in Agnes’ recon-
struction of an identity, as desciibed by Garfinkel {1967] in his famous
case history, the language of femininity, or rather of femaleness, was for
her an ant-language, since it was required to construct what was in the
context 1 counteridentity. But a language 1s a social construct; Agnes
did not, :nd could not by herself, create a linguistic system to serve as
the mecium for the reconstruction. Indeed to do so would have
sabotaged the wlole cffort, since its success depended on the new
identity :ppearing, and being accepted, as if it bad been there from the
start.) The and-language arises when the alternative reality is a
counter-reality, sct up in opposition to some established norm.

It is thus not the distance between the two realities but the tension
between chem that is significant. The distance need not be very great;
the one . in fact, a metaphorical variant of the other (Just as grypserka is
clearly 2 variant of Polish and not some cotally alien langunage).
Moreover. unlike what happens in a transformation of the religious
conversion kind, the individual may in fact switch back and forth
benween society and anti-society, with varying degrees of intermediate
stndine che eriminal sub-culture outside the prison is in that sense
atermeczice beoween the second life and the established society.
Mallik identities three distinct groups of people using the
ge of Bengal: criminals, near-criminals, and students;
icanc differences among chen, both in conrent and in

» the cominals speak with a peculiar intonation, the
wlred people speak nomualiy™ (1972: 27). There is
contmnzT peoween language and  ano-language, just as there s
contiuzm hetween society and anti-soctery. But there s also tension
benweer hem, reflecting the fact that they are variants of one and the
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same underlying semiotic. They may express different social structures;
but they are part and parcel of the same social system.

An anti-language is the means of realization of a subjective reality:
not merely expressing it, but actively creating and maintaining it. In this
respect, it is just another language. But the reality is a counter-reality,
and this has certain special implications. It implies the foregrounding of
the social structure and social hierarchy. It implies a preoccupation with
the definition and defence of identity through the nitual functioning of
the social hierarchy. It implies a special conception of information and
of knowledge. (This 1s where the secrecy comes in: the language 1s
secret because the reality 1s secret. Again there is a counterpart in
individual verbal behaviour, in the techniques of information control
practised by individuals having something to hide, which they do not
want divulged [see Goflinan’s (1963) study of sdgma].) And it implies
that soctal meanings will be seen as oppositions: values will be defined
by what they are not, like time and space in the Looking-Glass world
(where one lives backwards, and things get further away the more one
walks towards them).

Let us enumerate here some of the features of the Calcutn
underworld language described by Mallik. Mallik states that it is “a
full and complete language, though mixed and artificial to some extent”
(1972: 73): itis “primarily Bengali, in which strains of Hindi infiltration
are disceriiible” (1972: 62). He considers that the language has its own
phonology and morphology, which could and should be described n
their own terms. But these can also be interpreted in terms of variation
within Bengali, and Mallik relates the undenworld forms to standard
Bengali wherever he can.

In phonology, Mallik distinguishes some 30 different processes — for
exaniple, metathesis: e.g. kodan (shop) from dokan, karcd (servant)
from cakar; back formation: e.g. khum (mouth), from mukly;
cousonantal change: ¢.g. kond (gold) from soni; syllabic insertion:
c.g. bituri (old woman) front buri: and variation involving single
teatures, such as nasaliey, cerebral articulation or aspiraton. Many
words. naturally, have more than ene such process in their derivation:
e.g. chappi (buttock) froms pach: iske (eyes) from aksi; makra (joke)
from maskard.

In morphology also. Mallik identfies a number of denivanonal

kot (cotton bag) from Enghsh

(hold): compounding: ¢y

processes — for exan
catton; dharan  (Kidnapper)
bilakhina (brothel) from bila

(-orium, place for): sunphiyving:

(general derogatory term) + khind
shift of waord class; lexical borrowing:
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e.g. khalis (murder) from Arabic xalas (end), replacing khun. Again, we
find various combinations of these processes, and very many instances
that are capable of more than one explanation.

All these examples are variants, in the sense in which the term is used
in variation theory (Cedergren and D. Sankoff 1974; G. Sankoff 1974).
Labov (1969) defines a set of variants as ““alternative ways of ‘saying the
same thing’” (his quotation marks); and while the principle behind
variation is much more complex than this innocent-sounding definition
implics, 1t is true that, in the most general terms, we can mterpret a
varant as an alternative realization of an element on the next, or on
some, higher stratum. So, for example, kodan and dokan are variants
(alternative phonological realizations) of the same word, “shop.”
Similarly  kotni and its standard Bengali equivalent are variants
(alternative lexicogrammatical realizations) of the same meaning,
“‘cotton bag.” Assuming the semantic stratum to be the highest stratum
within the linguistic system, all sets of variants have the property of
being identical semantically; some have the property of being identical
lexicogrammatically as well:

scmantic “shop” “cotton bag”
{exicogrammatical sho

e d hop bag hag:
phonologival dokan kodin Kotni basta

Now the significant thing about the items that are phonologically or
morphologically distinctive in the underworld language is that many
of them are not, in fact, variants at all; they have no semantic
cquivalent in standard Bengali. This does not mean they cannot be
translated mto standard Bengali (or standard English, or standard
anything else); they can. But they do not function as coded clements
in the ~omantic system of the everyday language. Here are some
examples trom Malhk:

Item Definition Source
ghat to swallow a stolen thing dhidk {swallow)
avoid detecnion
logim theit in a moving goods tran mil giri (goods
train)

76



ANTI-LANGUAGES

Item

Definition

Source

okhran
bhappar
ulti
cukru

bilzhalat

bidhobi
rutihi

basta
pancabij
paune-atta

kham
guand

micu-cakka

one who helps the chief operator
in stealing from a goods train
outside disturbance at the time
of a theft

underworld language
kidnapper of sleeping child
senious condition of a victim in
an assault

boy without girlfriend

to share bread secretly with a
convict detained in a prison
person promised employment
but cheated

one who leaves victim at
crossroads after a snatch

boy prostitute

thigh of a girl
hidden cavity inside the throat

to hide stolen goods
pick pockets by standing on
footboard of train or bus

oprano (uproot)

bhir bhappar

{crowd)

ulat (turn down)

curi (theft)

bila (queer) and halat
(condition—Hindi)
bidhobi (widow)
ruti (bread)

basta (sack)

panca (five), b3j
(expert)
paune-3tta (seven
and three quarters)
tham (pillar)
gahan (secret)

nicu (low}, caki
{wheel)

Intermediate between these and the straightforward variants are
numerous metaphorical expressions of the type that would most readily
be thought of as typical of inner city gangland speech, such as:

Trem

sainbord-ola married wonan

kici-kals
sardi-khasi

cok-khal

Definftion

Sowrce

(reference to vermilion mark
on forchead of married

woman) and oli

{owner)

voung girl
notes and cotns

{unnpe, banana)
{cold, cough — 1 reference t

noises made)

\'PL‘L’IL](’]L‘\’

{eye, pocker)
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Item Dcfinition Source

atap widow (sunbaked) from tap cal
(sunbaked rice, eaten by
widows)

thunka casual (client of prostitute) portmanteau of thunko

(fragile) and thauko (small-
scale, retail)

dabal-dekar  plump woman (English double decker)

chimia girl mich (fish) reversed to cham
+ suffix —i + suffix -2

suta cigarctte sukh (happiness) T tan (puff)

aeri-marz  impotent 3ra (testicles) + mara (strike;
dead)

obhisir-ieni seductive eyes abhisar (tryst) + ayna (mirror)

Thomas Harman's account of the Elizabethan pelting speech contains
many similar examples: crashing-cheats (teeth) (cheat = general element
for ‘thing which ..."), smelh’ng-rheat (nose; also garden, orchard), belly-
“cheat (apron), Rome-booe (wine), stalling-ken (house that will receive
stolen ware [stall = mak< or ordain, i.e. order + ker = house]), queer-ker:
(prison-house [qucer = nought, 1.e. general derogatory element, see
Bengali bila]), darkmans (night), queer cuffinn (justice of the peace).
There is no way of deciding whether such metaphorical represen-
tations “have the same nieaning’ as everyday torms or not, i.e. whether
they are or are not variants in Labov's definition. (To say “same
denotaton, different connotation’” is merely to avoid deciding; it means
*both yes and no'.) Nor is there any need to decide. We can call them
* all “mewphorical variants,” since it is helpful to relate them to variation
theorv: what is most important is the fact that they are metaphorical. Tt
is this metaphorical character that defines the anti-language. An anti-
languag is a metaphor for an everyday language; and this metaphorical
quality sppears all the way up and down the system. There are
phonolegical metaphors, grammatical mctaphors - morphological,
lexical and perhaps syntactic — and semantic metaphors: for example, see
Table 1 /not a camplete list of types). As we have pointed out already,

Many rmiances can be interpreted in more tian one way, and many are

conipler metaphors involving variation at more than one level.

By inzzrpreting the total phenomenon in tenns of metaphor we can
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relate the semantic variants to the rest of the picture. The notion of a

semantic variant is apparently contradictory: how can two things be

variants (‘have the same meaning’) if their meanings are different? But this

is the wrong way of looking at it. The anti-society is, in terms of Lévi-

Strauss’ distinction between metaphor and metonymy, metonymic to

society — it Is an extension of it, within the social system; while its

realizations are (predictably) metaphorical, and this applies both to its
realization in social structure and to its realization in language. The anti-
soclety 1s, in its structure, a metaphor for the society; the two come
together at the level of the social system. In the same way the anti-
language is a metaphor for the language, and the two come togetherat the
level of the social semiotic. So there is no great difficulty in assimilating
the *“second life”” social hierarchy to existing internalized representations
of social structure; nor in assimilating concepts like ‘hidden cavity inside
the throat to receive stolen goods,” or ‘to share bread secretly with a
convict’, to the existing semiotic that is realized through the language.
Semantic variants ‘come together’, i.e. are interpretable, at the higher
level, that of the culture as an information system.

Table 1: Types of metaphor

phonological: alternation soni = koni ‘gold’
metathesis khum = mukh ‘mouth’
morphological:  suffixation kowtm (kotan ‘cotton’ + i) =
“‘bag’
compounding  bilikhind (‘queer’ + ‘house’) =
‘brothel’
grammatical | lexical: alternation billi ("cat’) = ‘prostitute’
syntactic: expansion chappar khioi = lukino ‘hide’
(Cf. Engl. bing a waste =
“depart’)
semantic: ghot (swallow stolen object’)
=7 ' '
nicu-cakkd (‘pick pockets from
tootboard of tram’) = 7

The phenomenon of metaphor itself 1s, of course, . not an “anti-
linguistic” one; metaphor is a feature of languages, not just ant-
languiages (although one could express the same point another way by
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saying that metaphor constitutes the element of anti-language that is
present in all languages). Much of everyday language is metaphorical in
origin, though the origins are often forgotten, or unknown. What
distinguishes an anti-language s that it is itself a metaphorical entity,
and hence metaphorical modes of expression are the norm; we should
expect metaphorical compounding, metatheses, rhyming alternations
and the like to be among its regular patterns of realization.

We know much less about its modes of meaning, its semantic styles.
Harman gives a dialoguc in Elizabethan anti-language, but it is almost
certainly one he has made up himself to illustrate the use of the words in
his glossary (1567: 148-50). Mallik includes no dialogue, although he
does quote a number of complete sentences, which are very helpful
(1972: 854, 109-10). It is not at all easy to record spontancous
conversadon (especially in an anti-language!). But, as Berger and
Luckmann rightly point out, the reality-generating power of language
lies in conversation; furthermore it is cumulative, and depends for its
effectiveness on continuous reinforcement in interaction. To be able to
interpret the real significance of an anti-linguage, we need t© have
access to its conversational patterns: texts will have to be collected, and
edited, and subjected to an exegesis that relates them to the semantic
system and the social context. Only in this way can we hope to gain
insight into the characterology (to use a Prague School term) of an anti-
language — the meaning styles and coding orientations that embody its
charactemstic counter-cultural version of the social systen.

Meanwhile, the easiest way in to an anti-language is probably
through another class of languages that we could call *“‘music-hall
languages” (or, in American, “‘vaudeville fanguages™). 1t is worth
speculaung (but speculation is no substitute for finding out) whether
Gobbledvgook — in its original sense as a “'secret language” of Victorian
working-class humour, not its metaphorical sense as the language of

bureaucrats — is, in origin, 2 descendant of the Elizabethan anti-
Linguage. with its teeth Jrawn once the social conditions in which the
anti-lanzuage  emerged and Hourished  had  ceased  to - exist.
Gobbled ook has some distinctively anti-language features: onc brief
example. erectify a Jiurimole flackoblots (erect a Juxurious block of flats),

contain: metathesis, quthixation and compounding with a common -
morph - all totally vacuous, henee the comue etfect. The banner of

Gobblezvgook was boroe aloft (and raised o senantic heights) in
Frglans m the 19305 by Spike Milligan, who created an anti-lnguage
of his o#n — 2 “kind ot mental slapstick,” in the words of H. 1. H. The
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Prince of Wales — known as Goonery. Here is a specimen of
conversation (Milligan 1973):

Listen, someone’s screaming in agony — fortunately

Quartermess:
_ I speak it fluently.
Willium: Oh sir. Ohh me knills are plurned.
Quartermess:  Sergeant Fertangg, what’s up? Your boots have
gone grey with worry.
Willium: I was inside the thing, pickin” up prehistoric fag-

ends, when I spots a creature crawling up the wall.
[t was a weasel, suddenly it went . ..

(sound effects) POP
What a strange and horrible death.

Quartermess:

Willinm: Then I hears a ‘issing sound and a voice say ...
‘minardor’.

Quartermess:  Minardor? We must keep our ears, nose and throat
open for anything that goes Minardor.

Henry: Be forewamed Sir, the Minardor is an ancient
word, that can be read i the West of Ministers
Library.

Quartermess: It so happens 1 have Westminster Library on me
and, Gad, look there T am inside exannning an

occult dictonary.

(sound effectsy THUMBING PAGES

But when we reach this poing, it is high tme to ask: why the terest
w anti-languages? They are entertaining; but have they any importance,
or are they just collectors’ pieces? T think if we take thes seriously ~
though not solemnly! — there are two ways in which anti-languages are
of signiticance for the understinding of the social semiotic.

(1) Inn the tirst place, the phenomenon of the anti-language throsws
light on the difficult concept of social dialect, by providing aun opposite
pole, the second of two idealized extremes to which we can relate the
fucts as we actually find them.

Let us postulate an ideally homogencous society, with no division of
laibour, or at least no form of social hicrarchy, whose members
(therctore} speak an deally homogencous fanguage, withour dialectal
varaton. There probably never has been such a human group, bue that
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this is an ideal construct serving as 2 thesis for

does not matter;
ale, we postulate an

deductive argument. At the other end of the sc
ideally dichotomized society, consisting of two distinct and mutually
hostile groups, society and anti-society; the members of these speak two

Again, there

totally distinct tongucs, 3 language and an anti-language.
Eloi and the

has probzbly never been such a thing — it reminds us of the
Morlock: imagined by H. G. Wells in The Time Machine. But it serves as
the sntitzesis, the (dealized opposite pole.
What «e do find in real life are types of sociolinguistic order that are
interpreziole as lying somewhere along this cline. The distinction
between standard and non-standard dialects is one of language versus
anti-langiage, although taking a relatively benign and moderate form.
Popular usage opposcs dialect, as “‘anti-" to (standard) language, as the
establishzd norm. A non-standard dialect that 1s consciously used for
strategic purposes, defensively to maintain a particular social reahty or
offensively for resistance and protest, lies further in the direction of an
anti-language; this 1s what we know as a ‘“‘ghetto language” (see
Kochm:n's [1972] account of Black English in the United States).

“languag:’
dominant
language

‘standard’

idealized thesis

idealized

antithesis . . *language’

[sociolnguistic social dialcctal [:do :\o‘ 5cr\eous
N~ dialects  variation NOmMOEERttr

order split sociolinguistic

into twof order]

‘nonstandard’

ghetto
language
“anti-lazzuage’

Figure © Types of ociolinguistic order

¢ not necessarily associated with caste or class: they

gcncmtionnl, sexual, economic (url\;m/ruml). a0
gs 100 What distinguishes them i« their hicrarchic

function of dialect variation s 1O CXpress
d the social order 15 2

Soca dialects ar
may = religious,
other thin
The social
quintain the social order: an

symbiize and
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essentially hierarchic one. An anti-language is, at one and the same
time, both the Limiting case of a social dialect (and hence is the .
realization of one component in the hierarchy of a wider social order
that includes both society and anti-society), and a language (and hence
the realizatiéon of a social order that 15 constituted by the ant-society
itself); in the latter role, it embodies its own hierarchy, and so displays
internal variation of a systematic kind — Mallik, for example, refers to
the different groups existing within the anti-society, each with its own
social status and each having its own distinctive speech forms (1972:
28-9).

The perspective of the anti-language is one in which we can clearly
see the meaning of variability in language: in brief, the function of
alternative Janguage is to create alternative reality. A social dialect is the
embodiment of a mildly but distinctly different world view — one
which is therefore potentially threatening, if it does not coincide with
one’s own. This is undoubtedly the explanation of the violent attitudes
to non-standard speech commonly held by speakers of a standard
dalect: the conscious motif of ‘I don’t like their vowels’ symbolizes an
underlying motif of ‘I don’t hke their values’. The significance for the
social semiotic, of the kind of variation in the linguistic system that
we call social dialect, becomes very much clearer when we take into
account the nature and functions of anti-languages.

(2) In the second place, there is anti-language as text. A central
problem for linguistics is that of relating text to system. and of relating
modes of text description that are applicable to convemation (Mitchell
1957; Sacks, Schegloff and Jefferson 1974) to a theory of tire linguistic
system. [ have suggested clsewhere (Chapters 5 and 9) that this can be
usefully approached through a functional interpretation of the semantic
systeni, an interpretation i terms of its major functional components
which are relatable (i) to the text, as an ongoing process of selection in
meaning; (i) to the linguisuc system; and (i} to the situation, as a
semiotic construct derivable from the “social semiotie” (the culture
considered as an informaton system). 1t is beyond the scope of this
paper to develop this turther here; but one pomt may be made which
emerges specifically with reference to the deseription of anti-languages.

Couversation, as Berger and Lockmann point out, depends for its
reality-generating power on being casual: that is to say, it typically
nmuakes wse of highly coded arcas of the system to produce text that is
congruent - though once coding and congruence  have  been
norm, 1t ¢an tolerate and ndeed thrives on a

cstablished as the
reasomable quantty  of maner that is incongruent or  uncoded.
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“Uncoded” means “not (yet) fully incorporated into the system”;
“incongruent” means ‘not expressed through the most typical (and
highly coded) form of representation’; and both concepts are of a more
or less kind, not all or nothing. Now, certain types of social context
typically engender text in which the coding process, and the
congruence relation, tend to be foregrounded and brought under
attention. An example is the language of young children {and of others
interacting with them), since children are simultaneously both inter-
acting and constructing the system that underlies the text.

Other examples are provided by verbal contest and display. Here the
foregrounding is not a sign of the system coming into being, but an
effect of the particular functional orientation within the system, and the
special features that arise in a context where a speaker is using language.
just in order to secure for himself the rewards that accrue to prowess in
the use of language.

An anti-language has something of both these elements in it. Ant-
languages are typically used for contest and display, with consequent
foregrounding of interpersonal elements of all kinds. At the same tme,
the speakers of an anti-language are constantly striving to maintain a
counter-realiry that is under pressure from the established world. This 1s
why the language is constanty renewing itself ~ to sustain the vitality
that it needs if it is to function at all. Such is the most likely explanation
of the rapid turnover of words and modes of expression that is always
remarked on by commentators on underworld language. But there is
more to it than that. Within the experiential mode of meaning, an anti-
language may take into itself — may encode at the semantic level ~
structures and collocations that are self-consciously opposed to the

norms of the established language. This can be seen clearly in texts in
the more intellectuated anti-languages such as those of mysticism (and
see some of the Escher-like semantic sleights of Goonery, e.g. “'1 have
Westnunster Library on me and, Gad, look there T am inside™). Butt 18
almost vertainly  present Wso in the typieal conversation ol the
undenvorld and the “second life.” k

The result is that conversation in an anti-language is likely to display
in sharper outhine the systematic relations between the text and the
linguist:c svsten. The modes of expression of the ani-linguage, when
seen from the standpoint of the established language. appear oblique.
diffuse. menaphorical; and so they are, from that angle. But seen n
their own terms, they appear directed, as powerful manifestations of the
linguiscic system in the service of the construction of reality. It is the
reality that is oblique, since we see it as a metaphorical transformation of
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the “true” reality; but the function of the text with respect to that
reality is a reinforcing one, all the more direct because it is a reality
which needs more reinforcement.

An anti-language is not something that we shall always be able to
recognize by inspection of a text. It is likely to be characterized by some
or all of the various features mentioned, and hence to be recognizable
by its phonological or lexicogrammatical shape as a metaphoric
alternant to the everyday language. But in the last resort these features
are not necessary to an ant-language. We have interpreted anti-
linguage as the limiting case of social dialect, and this is a valid
perspective; but 1t is an extreme, not a typical case because it is not
prinanly defined by variation — or, rather, the varation by which 1t
could be defined would be variation in a special sense. A social dialect is
a cluster of associated variants, that 1s, a systematic pattern of tendencies
in the selection of values of phonological and lexicogrammatical
variables under specified conditions. Attention is on variation rather |
than on the meanings thac are exchanged. An anti-language, while it
nnay display such variation, is to be defined, on the other hand, as a
systematic pattern of tendencies in the selection of mieanings to be
exchanged. (We left open the question whether or not this could be
brought under the rubric of vartation.) In this respect, therefore, it is
more like Bernstein’s (1974) concept of a code, or coding orientation.
A code may be defined just in this way: as a systernatic pattemn of
rendencies in the selection of meanings to be exchanged under specified
conditions. (Note that the “specified conditions” are in the socio-
linguistic environment. They may be social or linguistic, the rendency
being, naturally, thae the higher the level of the variation, the more
likely it is that the relevant context will be social rather than Iinguistic.
Hence in the definition of code we could say “in specified social
contexts™) So now we can nterpret an anti-language as the iniung
case of a code. Agatn it is an extreme, not a typical case, but this time
tor a different reason: because the subjective realicy thac is realized by it
is 2 conscious counter-reality, not just a subeultural vartant of, or angle
on, a reality that is accepted by all. Still this is a relative matter: an ant-
language is not a clearly distinct category — it is a category to which any
given instance approximates more or less,

An anti-language of the kind presented at the stare brings into sharp
rehiet the role of language as a realization of the power structure of
society. The ant-linguages of prison and criminal countercultares are
the most clearly defined because they have specific reference to

¢ soctal seructures, as well as the additional attributes of secret

alternanv
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languages and professional jargons; and hence they are full of overt
markers of their anti-language status. The obliqueness of meaning and
form that 1makes them so effective as bearers of an alternative reality also
makes them inherently comic — so reflecting another aspect of the same
reality, as scen by its speakers. In any case not all anti-languages are
languages of social resistance and protest. The “arcane languages” of
sorcery and mysticism are of the same order (hence some of Castaneda’s
[1971] difticulties in understanding Don Juan). An anti-language may
be “high' as well as “low” on the diglossic spectrumn. The languages of
literature are 1 a certain sense anti-languages — or rather, literature is
both language and anti-language at the same tinie. It is typical of a
poetc genre that one or other mode of meaning is foregrounded. At
dmes the cffect comes close to that of an anti-language in the social
sense, for exaniple in competitive genres such as the Elizabethan ‘sonnet;
at other times the generic mode has little or nothing of the anti-
language about 1t, leaving the individual poet free to impart his own
subjective reality, if he so wishes, by creating an anti-language of his
own. (And the listener, or reader, is free to interpret the text as anti-
language it he so wishes.) The anti-linguistic aspect of literature is
sometimes well to the fore; at other times and places it recedes into
inagnificance. A work of literature is its author’s contribution to the
reality-generating conversation of society — irrespective of whether it
offers an alternative reality or reinforces the received model — and its
language reflects this status that it has in the socio-semiotic scheme. But
that is another topic.
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AFTERWORD

I hope to have acknowledged, throughout these papers, my great debt
to the very many colleagues and other scholars whose work has
informed and inspired me across the past half century. There will
inevitably have been lapses, and I take this chance to apologize to those
that I have omitted to identify, or that [ have in any way
misrepresented.

But I owe a special debt to those who have made the present venture
come alive. The one who set it all in motion was Robin Fawcett. He
first suggested, more than ten years ago now, that | should put together
a collection of some of my papers, many of which had always been hard
to find. Robin was editor of the “Open Linguistics” series, then being
published by Frances Pinter (Later Cassell, later still Continuunz}; he
put the proposal of their publisher, Janet Joyce, and she accepted it

Both Robin and Janet continue to support the idea and regularly
pressed me to produce and submit a plan. Over five years [ made several
attempts to draw up the contents for a volume, or (with some
misgiving) two volumes; but despite their constant encouragement |
never succeeded. Whatever selection T orried out on one day always

seemned pointess when T looked at 1t on the next.

Then on a visit to Singapore 1 was tlking with Edwin Thumboo, .

and he asked mie how the project was progressing. T was surprised that
he knew aboat it but T adintzed | was making no headway. Edwin sand,
why don't vou ask Jonathan Webster to help?

I protested thiat Joriathan was a busy man. with projects and problems
of his own; but Edwm urged me, so rather diftidendy [ sought
Jonathau's advice. I'd be very happy to hielp, he smd. [ showed him my

faled attempts; but he set to work straghtaway on the whole inventory

287




LANGUAGE AND SOCIETY

of my publications and came out with a muaster plan — not for one, or
two, volumes but for ten. If Continuum accepts these, I said, you will
need to be the editor. Much to my surprise, they did.

Jonathan has spent a vast amount of time and energy selecting and
organizing these materials and preparing them for publication.
Meanwhile Janet had left Continuum, to set up a publishing house
on her own; and Jenny Lovel was taking over as their editor with
responsibility for linguistics. Jenny has been unceasingly positive and
energetic in carrying the project ahead, maintaining the impetus and
keeping pretty close to the original, rather tight schedule she set out for
the entire series of ten volumes.

My warmest thanks go to all these folks who have collectively
brought the enterprise to its realization. Watching over it all has been
Rugqaiya, always in her dual persona as wife and as colleague. She
helped with the selection and ordering of the contents, as well as the
ongoing comment and advice; but most of all she has consistently
encouraged me and reassured mie that the whole project was worth
while ~ something [ was always inclined to question and to doubt. The
best news 1s that now, thanks again to our valued friend jonathan
Webster, Ruqaiya’s own collected works are in turn beginning to
appear.

Urunga, N.S.W M.ALK. Halliday
November 2006
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