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EDITCRIAL

The appearance of the present issue of NLC has been
greatly delayed, partly in consequence of our hopes that the
new volume might be published in a revised and improved for-
mat, and partly because our attempts to realise those hopes
have revealed the weakness of the journal's financial posi-
tion. We are to some extent victims of our own growth. In
the past we have had no difficulty in producing and circula-
- ting a campus broadsheet, especially since we have received
a good deal in the way of voluntary service and free materials.
Now, however, the journal is of such a size as to preclude
further reliance on campus charity; we have to pay our way,
and at the moment we are not doing so. At a recent meeting
of the Nottingham Linguistic Circle, it was agreed that the
rate of subscription to NLC should be raised to £2 per annum
from next October, and that subscribers to the Circular
should then automatically be members of the Linguistic Circle.
This reflects the inflationary trend of our exacting times.
We hope, however, that subscribers will not be discouraged;
it may somewhat mollify them to learn that we still intend to
make improvements in the format and appearance of the maga-
zine. Those subscribers who will still wish to receive NLC
at the new rate are asked to complete the enclosed form and
return it to the Treasurer (for address, sce below).

Among the contributors to this issue is Michael Stubbs,
recently appointed Lecturer in Linguistics. His is our first
full~time appointment in the subject, and we welcome him both
for his own sake and for what he represents in terms of the
advancenent of our plans for developing courses in Linguistics
at the University of Nottingham. There at least we can make
optimistic reports of a progress that may in itself give us
reason to hope that the present lapse in the fortunes of
NIC is no more than temporary.

Walter Nash ' Christopher Butler

Back copies of NLC are still avallable at 25p. each,
Subscribers wanting such copies should send their order,
together with a cheque or postal order, to the Treasurer,
Christopher Butler, School of *ngllsh Studies, University of
Nottingham, NG7 2RD

For an index to past issues, see the back page.



NOTICES AND PROSPEGCTS

(1) Forthcoming meetings:

Iugano, Switzerland
17-22 March 1975

Cambridge
2-4 Lpril 1975

Los Angeles
32=6 April 1975

Nottingham
6=/ April 1975

Nottingham
6-8 April 1975

Birmingham
16~18 April 1975

Canbridge
13=-19 July 1975

Tampa, Florida
July 1975

Tutorial on compntational semantics,
¢/o Institute for Semantic and
Cognitive Studies, Villa Heleneun,
CH-6976, Castagnola, Switzerland.

Informatics 3. c¢/o K.P. Jones,

Hon. Treasurer, The lMalaysian Rubber
Producers Research Association, 56
Tewin Rd., Welwyn Garden City, Herts.

2nd International Conference on
Computers in the Humanities. c¢/o
Prof. R. Dilligan, ICCH/2, Founders

- Hall 407, Univ. of Southern Cali-~-

fornia, Los Angeles CA 90007, USA.

Annual Meeting of the Societas
Linguistica Europaea. c¢/o Dr. R.
R.X. Hartmann, Language Centre,
University of Exeter, Queens Drive,
Exeter EX4 4QH. (Run Jjointly with
LAGB ~ see below)

Spring Meeting of the Linguistics
Association of Great Britain. c¢/o
Mr. C.S. Butler, Dept. of English,
University of Nottingham, University
Park, Nottingham NG?7 2RD.

Joint Seminar of British Association
for Applied Linguistics and SELMOUS,
on English Language Problems of
Overseas Students in Higher Iduca-
tion in the United Kingdom. c¢/o
Miss M. Willes, Dept. of Language
Studies, West liidlands College of
Education, Gorway, Walsall, Staffs.

Summer School on Literary Statistics,
sponsored by the Association for .
Literary and Linguistic Computing.
c/o Vr. M.H.T. Alford, University

of Cambridge Literary and Linguistic
Computing Centre, Sidgwick Avenue,
Cambridge CB3 ODA.

Summer meeting of the. Linguistics
Society of America. c¢/o Linguistic
Society of America, 428 Xast Preston
Street, Baltimore, Maryland

21202, USA.



Exeter
30 July - 1% Auvguct 107>

Leeds
17-23 August 1975

Stuttgart
35-30 kugust 1975

August/Sept. 1975
(place and exact dates
to be fixed)

Poitiers
8-12 September 1975

York
15~17 September 1975

Amsterdam
13 December 1975

San Francisco
28-30 December 1975

Tokyo, 1976

Philadelphia Marriot
28=-30 December 1976

Chicago
28-30 December 1977

I

German—English Linguistic In- :
stitute. c¢/o Dr. R.R.K. Hartmann,
Language Centre, Univ. of Ltxeter,
Exeter EX4 4QH.

8th International Congress of
Phonetic Sciences. c¢/o Dept. of
Adult Education, University of

- Leeds, Leeds LSZ2 9JT.

4th International Congress of
Applied Linguistics. ¢/o Herr D.
Riebicke, 7 Stuttgart 50,

Hallschlag 151, Germany.

International Conference on
Computational Linguistics.

Round Table on the methodology

of audio~visual teaching in modern
languages, c¢/o S.P.R.~Colloque,

9 Rue Michelet, 75006, Paris.

Anmual Meeting of the British
Association for Applied Linguis-
tics. ¢/o liiss M. Willes, Dept. of
Language Studies, West lMidlands
College of fducation, Gorway,
Walsall, Staffs.

International Meeting/Annual
General Meeting of the Association
for Literary and Linguistic Com~
puting. c¢/o Mrs. J. Smith, 6
Sevenoaks Avenue, Heaton Moor,
Stockport, Cheshire SK4 4AW.

Annual General‘Meetlng of the
Linguistic Society of America
(for address see above)

2rd World Congress of Phoneticians.
c/o Phonetic Society of Japan,

13 Daita-2, Setagaya-ku, Tokyo, F.C.
No.155, Japan.

Annual Meeting of the Linguistic
Society of America (for address

see above)

Annual Meeting of the Linguistic
Society of America (fer address
see above)



(2) Reports on conferences:

Workshop on the Bases of Systemic Theory. West Midlands
College of kducation, Walsall, 17th-20th September 1974.

There is now a respectable number of linguists working
within the framework of Systemic Linguistics. To their num-
ber may be added those scholars who, while not considering
their work to fall specifically within the systemic model,
are nevertheless in sympathy with the aims of the systemicist.
The Walsall workshop provided a welcome opportunity for the
exchange of ideas and information within the systemic field.

After an initial attempt to clarify the nature of
some of the central points to be treated in later sessions,
the participants discussed a number of descriptive issues,
concentrating on the areas of transitivity, theme, modality
and modulation, and time. Attention was also given.to more
theoretical issues, including the relationships of the various
areas of the grammar to one another and to the 'functional
components' proposed by Halliday, the nature of 'realisation
rules', and the issue of levels in a systemic model.

As the workshop progressed, it became clear that al-
though there were considerable differences in viewpoint (for
example, between those whose system networks répresent
semantic options and those whose networks &re primarily
syntactic) there were also many basic areas of agreement
underlying the different approaches. (C.8. Butler)

* * * *

SSRC_Seminar on the Classroom: "Alternatives to Interaction
Analysis in Classroom Research". University of .Leicester,
25~25 September 1974,

For some years now, many educational researchers have
been interested in teacher-pupil dialogue. Much of this
research has used "interaction analysis", a collective term
for various techniques for "coding" utterances, and deriving
largely from R.F. Bales' work in social psychology. Interac-
tion analysis has been criticised on many grounds. This
conference set out to present positive alternatives for
analysing verbal and social interaction in the classroem.

Papers on aspects of language-use were read by:
Clem idelman (U. of Zast Anglia) on different varisties of
classroom talk; Deanne Boydell (U. of Leicester) en verbal
interaction in primary schools; Paul iAtkinson (University
College, Cardiff) on talk between doctors, students and
patients during medical teaching, and Michael Stubbs (U. of
Nottingham) on a sociolinguistic description of teacher—
pupil interaction. Other papers were also read on wider
aspects of social interaction in schools.. Révised versions
of the papers are to be published in G. Chanan, ed.,
- Frontiers of Classroem Research, NFER, Slough. An
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introduction to the book will be contributed by Sara nelamont
(U. of Leicester), who organised the conference and who runs
a classroomn research group from Leicester.

This is clearly an area with which most linguists are
not familiar. Many educationalists are already involved,
however, in analysing language in use = this research could
be enriched by appropriate linguistic techniques and theory.
Also, the classroom provides a useful focus for developing
sociolinguistic methods and theory. (Michael Stubbs)

x * * *

Internatiogal Meeting/Annual General Meeting of the ALssocia—
tion for Literary and Linguistic Computing. King's College,
London, 15th December 19/4.

The Association for Literary and Linguistic Computing,
which held its inaugural meeting in April 197%, hos since
then provided a forum for discussion and for the dissemination
of information among Scholars interested in the application of
computational techniques in literary and linguistic research.

The list of participants at the International Meeting
afforded ample evidence of the truly international nature of
the membership. It is heartening to see that our Continental
colleagues are willing and able to visit Britain just for =z
one—~day meeting, even in these economically gloomy times.

In the absence of Professor A. Zampoli, who unfortu-
nately was called back to Italy and so was unable to deliver
his proposed paper on 'Statistical Studies of Present- Dey
Italian' ) Professor S. Allén, of the University of G&teborg,
stepped in at very short notice to talk about a computer—
assisted lexical studJ of present-day newspaper Swedish.

Dr. A.C. Day, of the University of London, then gave a summary
of the strategies available to the linguist who wishes to

make use of the computer, but whose knowledge of computational
techniques is minimel. An ideal but often painful solution is
for the linguist to teach himself a programming langucge, and
Dr. Day was able to give a most useful thumbnail sketch of

the advantages and disadvantages, for non-numerical work, of
some of the main programming languages available. The morning
session concluded with an account by Dr. D. Packard, of
University College, London, of his scheme for using the
computer in the teaching of Ancient Greek.

In the afternoon session, Professor i. van
Wijngaarden, of the University of Amsterdam, pres;nted a
most amusing paper on 'The Most Frequent Dutch Noun', during
which he pointed eut the crucial dependency of lexical fre-
quencies on the range of text types represented in the corpus.
Professor R. Busa, S.J., of Venice, the first Honorary Member
of ALIC, delivered an address in which he made a plea for
the compilation of an inventory of targets in the field of
literary and linguistic computing. "



At the Business Meeting, it was stressed that the
ALIC, like many other associations, was under considerable
flnan01al strain, and that if it was to continue to pro-
duce its Bulletin, the enrolment of more members was
crucial. Anyone interested in joining ALLC should write to
the Secretary, lMrs. J. Smith, 6 Sevenocaks Avenue, Heaton
Moor, Stockport Cheshire SK4 4AW. (C.S. Butler)

* x * *

Hispanic Philologist Seminar, Kings College, London.
July 7th~-8th 1974,

The participants at this seminar were chiefly members
of the philology section of the Hispanists association con-
ference, who felt the need for further informal discussion
on current points of interest in Spanish linguistics. Themes
included Asturian dialectology, historical semantics, the
syntax of the third person reflexive, lexicology, and the
identification of Romance elements in Arabic texts. It is
hoped that this seminar will continue to be held every year.

(C.J. Pountain)
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Ol DESCRIPTICNS OF LANGUAGE IN SOCIAL RELATION-
SHIPS: TWO VIEWS OF LINGUISTIC ORTHODCXY

(M.C. Grayshon is an educationist with a strong interest in
the socioclogy of language, and a boldly individual, not to
say unorthodox, approach to sociolinguistic studies. One

of his papers on "Social grammar" has already appeared in
NLC (see Vol. III, Nr. 1, p.40 ff.). In the following article
he elaborates his theoretical position. We thought it might
- be useful and illuminating if a linguist of more conventional
views could be persuaded to write a short comment on Mr.
Grayshon's argument. Michael Stubbs, recently appointed
Lecturer in Linguistics in the Department of English, Univer-
sity of Nottingham, has kindly agreed to do this for us.)

1. Towards a Social Grammar

Abstract

Gremmatical descriptions of language in the early days
started off with terms derived from how language functioned.
These have become increasingly reified, and turned into des-
criptions of form and relationships between forms. If we
start asking what social and individual function language
serves, we find a very different way of describing languuge.
This is best shown by comparing English with West ifrican
Tonal languages, when we see that the paralinguistic features
(or prosodic features) of English are related in a definite
pattern to grammatical features to suggest definite emotional
reactions. If we look beyond this, we sze that there are two
further concepts, current in the field of social psychology,
which can help us to describe the functioning of language;
these are Status and Solidarity. 5Status has to do with the
relationship of inferior end superior, with the roles we
play, and with our perceptions of comparative status in those
roles. Superiority determines Jjust what grammatical and
semantic forms are permitted to what speakers in any parti-
cular situation: role perception affects whether two parties
agrce in their estimate of each others relative status, and
result in value Jjudgements such as 'He's cheeky' 'The arrogant
bastard' etc. Solidarity, or friendship, modifies status and
allows a wider choice to both parties but is ultimately limi-
ted by status considerations. Finally emotion has two social
functions, and is related in two ways to status and solidarity.
Emotions can join people or separate people. I can be angry
with you, and John is joined with me in being angry, bdbut
separated from you - all emotions have this dual property and
these need to be expressed in communiccotion. Normally status
and solidarity determine what emotions are permissible in
which situation; under abnormal emotionnl stress, however,
socizl convention may be overruled.

Social Grammar is concelved zs a description of
communication relating language descriptions of formal rela-



tionships to social functions and needs, both at the societal
level and the individual level. It covers, or will even-—
tually cover, grammatical, semantic and paralinguistic fea-
tures, but in its early days will only consider kinesic
features when they strongly intrude.

AT ent

Originally descriptive grammar leaned heavily upon
function for its descriptions of language. Tenses are derived
from awareness of time and the need to classify and refer in
the time continuum; it also utilises the social attitude of
conditional action. The grommatical terms 'order' 'question'
'refusal' 'negative' are derived from social actions requiring
information, demanding action, refusing to act,etc. Over time
these descriptions have lost their original funétion and have
become formalised and indeed reified. They have f}nished up
with no necessary relationship to social function. This
dehumanized world of language is seen most obviously in the
0ld prescriptive grammars. In these it was suggested that
there were imperatives of language behaviour dependent upon
laws not made by man, relying on 'perfect' language lying
outside man and society, the imposition of this 'perfect'
language being entrusted to culturally superior persons.
Regrettable traces of this can be seen in the letter columns
of our national and local press, and still linger in some
classrooms. No serious linguist accepts this type of grammar,
but reification, implicit rather than explicit, creeps in.

Cne brief example is all that space allows and that is the
concept of 'grammatical fit'.

In his report to the Social Science Research Council2
Professor J. Sinclair says:-

"One of the fascinating aspects of this work is
the lack of fit between grammaticol form and dis-
course function., TFor example, one often uses an
imperative structure. "Cpen the window", to
command someone to do something, but one can just
as easily, and sometimes more successfully, use an

1. Berger, P. & Luckman, T. THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF
REALITY Doubleday. 1966

Barth, F. MODELS OF SOCILAL CRGANIZATIONS
- Occasional Papers No.33. Royal
Anthropological Institute. 1966

Kuhn, T.S. = - - THEZ STRUCTURE OF SCIENTIFIC

: T - . REVOLUTIONS , INTERN..TICNAL
ENCYCLOPEDI.. OF UNIFIED SCIENCE
Vol.ll. Wo.2. 2nd.Edition en-
larged. University of Chicago
-Press. 1970 -

2. Binclair, J.Ii. et zal. THE ENGLISH USED BY TELCHERS

AND PUPILS. FINAL REPORT
S.58.R.C. 1972. pages 183-190.
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interrogative or declarative:

Would you mind opening the window.
Could you open the window.

That window is still closed.

It's very stuffy in here.

"We find that 'softened'coummands occur very frequently
inside the classroom. The teacher conceals his
authority by using a grammatical form which 1mp11es
that the children have a choice:

Could you all turn to page 17.
Kevin, would you like to do some maths now.

"We notice that teaéhers tend to ball back on

imperatives when the children don't do what they are
told:

T: Kevin, would you 11ke to do some maths now.
: NC RESPCNSE

P
T: It's time to do your maths now, Kevin,
P: NO RESPONSE

T

Come and do your maths, Kevin.

"Pupils very rarely make mistakes in the interpretation
of an utterance and respond to an interrogative
command as if it were a question. How do they manage?
They need to use two pieces of information abeut the
situation: first, what activities and actions are
permissible at a given time - writing, drawing,
talking, laughing, eating, are all activities which
are allowed at certain times and forbidden at others;
second, what actions are feasible at a given time.
Using such information, we can state two rules
governing the interpretation of utterances:

1. iny declarative or interrogative clause which is
concerned with a forbidden activity being performed
by someone inside the classroom is to be 1nterpreted
as a command to stop.

Someone is talking. A command
Are you eating. command
Is the little boy oatlng question

2. nny interrogative clause with you as subaect
containing one of the modal verbs, can, could, will,
would, and describing a feasible action is to be
1nterpreted as a command,

Can you open your books at page 17. command
Can you swim a length of the baths? question

We predlct that if the last example was uttered at the
swimming pool it would be followed by a splash!™
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‘Now in this passage there is recognition that there is
a difference between grammatical fit and discourse function but
there is implicit the idea that grammatical terms such as
'question' 'interrogative' and 'declarative' have a permanency
otherwise than that suggested by use and by man's definition.

There is no recognition in a  change of function due to
changes in society. When we look at the preceding passage:
from the point of view of man in society we see that -

" The first thing to note is that a command can ONLY be
given by a superior. As the English language developed only
the superior COULD give an order. Without going into social
history it can be said that a superior may well only have
bothered to give orders in a form of words and an intonation
and stress pattern reserved for inferiors. This can still be
seen in institutionalized language such as that of the Army,
where the inferior is not only prohibited from giving an
order, but cannot even question or speak without perm1531on
to a superlor -

"Permission to speak, Sir."
"Not granted."

And that is the end of that

With his social equals the speaker has to have a
different pattern which reflects their relative social status;
the nearer equal, the less authoritative can be the form or
the intonation and stress. A complex situation might well
require complex language usage in this order situation. (TFor
a novelist's handling of thls problem see the Hornblower :
books by C.S. Forester particularly Hornblower's relationship
with Bush, his second-in-command). The grawmatical forms have
been determined by the social situation. The grammatical form
which is known as a command grew up when superiors ordered an
inferior what to do. The request form grew in a condition of
social equality. The invitation to Kevin to do his maths is a
good example of social grammar, exXemplifying a perfectly good
social fit. The social situation as conceived by the teacher
suggests that politeness, the language of equals, will lead to
a better general social classroom attitude. However as the
inferior does not respond so the teacher utilizes increasingly
authoritative utterances. There is in social grammar no lack
of fit.. The superior works his way through a series of
utterances, all commands, but varying in 'politeness' and
'authoritativeness'. Both the recipient and the observer recog-
nize a gradation of insistence on obedience; actual circum-
stances must determine the point at which obedience will be
shown. The circumstances can be defined to some extent by
the status of a given situation in a pertlcular sub=culture
(1t is a very strict school; it is an easy-going schoolj it
is an easy-going school but the staff stand no nonsense)

Such status can be defined in terms of social greammar.
Otherwise the determinant circumstances depend upon the
individual's interpretations of other individuals ~ and this
is a most complex situation to explore and define,
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What has happened to the language is that the gramma-
tical forms grew up, so to speak, in very definite social
situations which gave them precise patterms. Society changed
and instead of changing the patterns, used a sort of 'conser-
. vation of matter law', utilized the old fornsg,gave them a
different usage and that was that. So as society changed,
language usage has changed, but the o0ld forms have not. It
would therefore seem sensible now to use inverted commas with
conventional descriptive labels such as "interrogative",

- "declarative', "refusal”, "negative" etc. as these terms are

not necessarily relevant to lenguage usage. - They could indeed
be replaced by symbols of one kind or another, the terms them-
selves being reserved for more accurate use in social grammar.

In the example gquoted we do not need to say that there
is a lack of fit, but that in a status situation modified by a
solidarity relationship, the superior has to work through a
series of increasingly authoritative utterances before his
command is eventually obeyed. It would then be necessary to
categorize the utterances used and the features of communication
(using perhaps standard linguistic terms) and then to move to
another language and see how a similar situation developed.

In the development of a social grammar of language we
would then go on to categorize the utterance used and the
features of communication (using standard linguistic terms)
and then to move to another language and see how a similar
situation developed. ,

In the study of language there are those elements some-
times referred to as paralinguistic, sometimes as prosodic. 1
The standard description is found in Crystal and Guirk (1964)7;
this covers the items of intonation, stress, timbre etc. (For
convenience in the rest of this paper I use the symbol I.S5. to
cover these in most of their permutations.) These descrip-
tions gf a language form the basis of such books as Dunstan
(1969)c and Allen”. These give in a simple way a comparison
of the internal relations of these features of tonzal language
on the one side and English on the other. When we look at the
function of I.S. and ask question such as what function does
it carry out?, we can immediately state thot in tonal languages
it changes the meaning of words, i.e. it has a seuantic

1. Crystal, D. & tuirk, R. SYSTEM OF IPROSODIC aND FPaRa-
LINGUISTIC TEATURES IN ENGLISH
‘ Mouton. 1964
2. Dunstan, E. ed. ‘ TWELVE NIGERIAN LaNGUAGES -
' , Longmans. 1969 ' '

3. Allen, W.S. . LIVING ENGLISH SE&ECH
: Longmans. 1956
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functign. In at least one African language it indicates tense
change~ where the future is indicated by a high tone, the
present by a medium tone, the past by & low tone. In certain
Bantu languages it is ysed to differéentiate the second and
third person pronouns.~. Thus it is used in a grammaticsal
function. In English the use is far more complex. It is
concerned with emotions and grammatical functions, and these
grammatical functions are closely related to social status.,
The grammatical form 'You're coming to dinner' can: be inflected
to make it a question; thus:its grammatical form has remained
the same but its functlon has changed. '

These and other considerations suggested a comparison
of Engllsh and Yoruba with regard to the communication of
emotion in one type of grammatlcal form, that of a question.
The result is written up in Grayshon 19752. Further work was

carried out in Nupe and Ibo. The complete comparison ended with
a table/overleaf. .. ‘ S

as
1. Nida, E.A. | LEARNING A FOREIGN LANGUAGE
: National Council of the Churches
of Christ in the U.3.A. Revised
edition 1957. page 128.
2.  ibid. : page 113.

3. = Grayshon, M.C. (1975) SOME ASPECTS OF SCCIAL GRAMMAR
' FEATURES OF ONE TYPE OF QUESTICN
IN YORUB.. AND ENGLISH. 'LANGUALGE
IN SOCIETY!
- Spring 1975.
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ENGLTSH

YORUBA

NUFL

IBO/IGBO

ger ewotvior is
given by sirenr -
thaning I.S.
features.

nain verb. The pro-~
nominal equivalent has
been replaced by the
nominal. Emphasis is
strengthened by
vocabulary change.

initial position; plus
enphasis on the
utterance and object
of question.

LNG#R I.3. Patterr cn Continuous form of the Increasing speed, empha- Emphasis on ad-
noninal main verb, The pro- sis on the object of verb of manner
nominal equivalent of the sentence. indicates
the English is next to anger.,
the auxiliary verb.
Stress on auxiliary
verb.
INCEZDULITY | I.3. ~attern on We have the present Introduction of phatic New lexical
SURFRISE pronomiral. Syron- infinitive form of the utterance in the features and

tense change

to present
from condition-
al

IME..T1ENCE

-

I.5. pattern on
the verbel
component

The verb is the same as
are the positions of
the nominal and pro-
nominal. There are
vocabulary changes.

Vocabulary changes
with a change of
meaning compared
with english.

Further lexi-
cal changes
Tense still in
the present.
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This is a somewhat crude analysis but it is eufficient
to show that items of social information carried at the I.S.
level in English appear elsewhere in thelsignalling process
‘of other languages. In Grayshon (1973) I draw attention to
the fact that I.S. in English can modify and override the
purport of the actual words used. I also show that I.S.
features in English that show social relations move into the
area of Kinesics when similar information is transmitted in
Mernkwen. The social feature is an example of status, of being
a superior and thus determining what is said. ‘

. None of these discoveries could have been made if I had
remained content with analysis of internal form in the normal
linguistic nanner. Because of reasons too lengthy to go into
ny attention has been concentrated upon language as an example
of human individual and social behaviour. From this has come
the attemnpt to start analysing language as function. It
follows that if language is an expression of human behaviour
and if we are concerned with language function, one at least
of the determiners - and therefore the describers - would be
social relationships. This might sound as though this is Just
another example of a sociolinguistic approach. This is not so
because sociolinguists, in their descriptions of the operation
of laonguage in society, avail themselves of the established
terminology of linguistics. The approach under discussion,
social grammar, is concerned with a different description of
language based upon language function in society. This,
whilst it will be heavily indebted to normal linguistic des-
criptions, is closely involved in the relationship of indivi-
duals and groups in society. It is concerned with questions
such as what is an c¢rder, what is a guestion, who can give
orders and who can ask questions and how these social rela-
tionships are revealed in language. Where in the communication
and signalling apparatus do we find the clues that allow us
to communicate? 4s a corollary we then ask a second series
of questions, having compared language with language to see
how different languages utilise different levels of signalling
to comnmunicate social relationships. The answers to these
questions will be highly relevant to the study of second-
language learning and the role of mother—-tongue interference.

We have, then, to develop a different description of
language and to secek for some universals against which to
locate ourselves in the societies in which language functions.
Language has to be put firmly back into place as an expression
of individual and social behaviour.. There are many social and
individual relationships which could be considered. I suggest
three. First Status, which defines who has the power to
determine what language can be used by whom and in what situa-
tions. 4n order by & superior to an inferior implies power to
‘insist upon it being carried out. An order by an inferior to
a superior is insubordination, cheekiness, rudeness etec.
Second Solidarity, the individual relationship where friend-
ship modifies status and sllows many rore language expressions

1. GraYshon, M.G. (1973) NOPTINGH.i: LINGUISTIC CIECULAR
_ o Vol. III No. 1. November 1973.
page 40.
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because of the reduction of the status gap. Third Emotion
which is normally prescribed by status i.e. who can show anger
to whom and in what circumstances is determined by the status

superior; but in extremes strong emotion overrules both status
and solidarity. '

These relationships are expressed in different levels
of communication in different langucge groups. As I pointed
out earlier some tonal languages as compared with English use
very different levels for communicating some emotions. Also
that I.S. reveals the special relationship in English where
this might be as 'far away' as kinesic features in other
languages.

To describe these differences (and of course to do the
obverse, to watch the society and derive language patterns) a
new description of language is required. This I suggest might
be social grammar. It would subsequently be useful in helping
us to define, and perhaps suggest solutions to other problems;
for instance, there are some subtle aspects of mother—tonguel
interference to which it might be relevant (Grayshon 1975a) .

Its social emphasis would make it valuable in other
areas of language study. It is obvious that sociolinguists
and others are §eeking for new descriptions of language
(Grayshon 1974)<. A social grammar would be of use and could
well develop into a theoretical framework to contain rmuch
current work. In a brief article these can only be hinted at.
Classroon language has already been suggested. However, there
are other classroon si%gations where a social grammar would be
useful. S... Phillips points out that Indian children in
Warm Springs in the U.S... failed to operate in the white
classroom because their social assumptions were such as to
make incomprehensible the teacher's communication. The
teacher assumed a "status situation" with the teacher as
superior, but the Indien children had been used to "solidarity
situations" from about the age of eight onwards. This is
related to the concept of vertical and horizontal language
discussed by J.C. Richards®. J.J. Gunperz discusses social

1. Grayshon, M.C. (1975a) op. cit.

2. Grayshon, M.C. (1974) NOTTINGHAM LINGUISTIC CIRCULAR.
- -Vol. III. No. 2. June 1974.
Report on Hocio-linguistic
. _ Collogquium held in Lpril 1974.
3. in ALATIS, J. editor - BILINGUALISM & LANGUAGE CONTACT
: Monograph Series on Language &
Yinguigtics 23. Georgetown. U.P,
1970 ’
- Philips, S.4. oCQUISITION CF
RULES FOR aF+ROPRIALTE SPEECH
page 95.
4. Richards, J.C. SOCIAL FACTORS, INTERLANGUAGE,
aND LANGUAGE LiisRNING
Language Learning. Vol. 22.
No. 2. pages 159-188.
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interaction and suggests that sogisl relationchipe mafexr 6O
regular patterns of interaction.l He lists items such as
father-son, salesman-customer, husband-wife. These do exist
but the actual relationship varies from culture to culture.
For example, the husband is not always the dominant partner,
whether by general social prescription or by individual
custon; a more fundamental relationship is that of status.
The language patterns associated with inferior status would
then allow us to make judgments about the binary relationsgips
postulated by Gumperz. Gumperz goes on to discuss styles.
Further on in the same chapter the discussion continues zbout
the variety of styles. My analysis of this situation would
suggest that these styles are capable of belng plotted on a
continuum of status at various points:—

1. gross soclety 3., village soéiety
2. regional society 4., family society

Social grammar would define those elements of utterances
which would allow the observer to define the different statuses
claimed by different actors, and to make observations about
the acceptability of their own perceived role and that of
other participants. In chapter XVIZ Guuperz uses traditional
linguistic forms to analyse the differences between two groups
in Norway. In social gramnmar one would ask a further series
of questions. Do the two groups show emotions in different
ways? How do they nodify status by solidarity? What
enotions are permitted in what social situations?

This discussion also shows the differcence between
sociolinguistics as presently conceived and social graumor.
I take a quotation from the conclusion of this chapter.%

"In interactionsl sociolinguistics, thercfore, we can
no longer base our analysis on the assumption that
language and society constitute different kinds of
reality, subject to correlational studies. Social
and linguistic information is comparable only when
studied within the same general analytical frame-
work. DMoving from statements of social constraints
to graunratical rules this represcents a transforma-
tion from one level of abstraction to another

within a single communicative system,”

~

1. Guuperz, J.J. LANGUAGE IN SOCILLL GROUPS
Stanford U.P, 1971

2. ibid. | . page 155.

3, ibid. / " page 274.

4, ibid. | page 205.
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The first point is of course that 'linguistic' needs a much
wider meaning; the so-called paralinguistic featnres are part
of social grammar descriptive apparatus. However, more impor—
tantly, at this stage in my thought I would suggest that in
social grammar we are not =ffecting a transformation from one
level to another but that we are developing a single descrip-
tion of a communicative system. Gumperz goes on to say that
the paper he has presented -

"es..demonstrates the importance of social or non-
referential meaning for the study of language in
society. Mere naturalistic observation of speech
behaviour is not enough. In order to interpret what
he hears the investigator must have some background
knowledge of the local culture, of the processes which
generate social meaning."

And T would add:

"Yes, and he must be able to classify this local
knowledge against universals which are to be found
in the fundamental nature of society and of man
himself."

Social grammar should add a new dimension to the study of
language in society. First, socially speaking, it gives some
universals which will allow a preliminary analysis of the
social situation which affects any particular group in relation
to a group. Secondly it gives another type of linguistic
description to the sociolinguistic tool-box. For example,
Bernstein in his worksl, together with those who have developed
his jideas, have suggested that the social structure creates

a code and the code affects the way in which a person per-
ceives the world, forms concepts about it, and expresses his
perceptions and concepts. Accepting the criticism that these
show different groups rather than that one group is necessarily
deprived in the sense of lacking what the other group has, this
analysis makes sense. However the original work suggested that
the choices people made lay in four areas:

a) 1lexical differences

b) grammatical structure differences

¢) lower information content and higher
predictability in the restricted code

d) the use of more introductory and final
phrases in the restricted code.

The choice one had was, in the original stateuent of the theory,
limited for those with a working class background, whose '"code"
was described as restricted. Contrarywise, the niddle class
speaker had an elaborated code. I do not propose to discuss
the various criticisr.s and developrents, but purely to show
first that this choice ray be because the social situation

1. Bernstein, B. CLiS3, CODES AND CCHNTROL
Routledge, Kegan Paul. 1968
Lawton, D. SOCI.L CLASS, LaNGUAGE &ND EDUCATION
Routledge, Kegan Paul. 1968
Robinson, W.P. CLCSE PROCEDURE .AS L TECANIQUE I'CR TiHE
INVESTIGATION OF SCCIAL CL.SS DIfrERENCES
IN LAYGU..GE US.GE. Language & Speech. Vol.8 part 1 1968
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lirits the possibility of utterance — the restricted code user
is restricted, not so rmach because of his own liritations but
that, being different and in sore sense inferior in status, he
Just doesn't use the elaborated code. Thus alternance is not
only a property of an utterance but it may be a function of the
spcaker. A speaker's alternance is determined not only by what
choice he knows but what choices the situation allows hin to
.use. My contribution is to draw attention to the function of
paralinguistic features particularly when they are classified in
relation to society, and at least =2dd another dimension for
analysis. It seens also that not enough distinction is made
- between focial failure in language and systeratic failure in
language*. There needs to be nore careful investigation so
that we can distinguish between what is lack of langusge, i.e.
being below a standard through lack of grarmar and lexis, and
the tire where an appropriate utterance has not been used due to
social position, perhaps lack of social grammar awareness, oOr
where 'appropriate' is defined solely by the usage of a doninant
group who in the past has denied particular language patterns
to an inferior status group (c.f. language expectations of the
Southern States white ran with regard to Negroes). i social
graumarian would analyse language in relation to status,
solidarity, etc. and thus create the conditions for a more
accurate and subtle discussion of the function of class in the
languaoge situation. This would, I suggest, lead us away frou
discussion purely in terns of social class and would make us
nore aware of other status situations which affect language
choice. :

This is a sumnary of a cmch longer discussion, but it
is, I hope, sufficient to open and give form to a debate upon
the need and forwm for a description of language placed firuly
in and closely related to society and the individual in society
comprehending function rather than form. Social graumar
seenls a suitable title at this stage of the process.

M.C. Grayshon
Departient of Education
University of Nottinghan

1. but'see Willians, F. LANGUILGE AND PCVERTY
‘Markhan, 1970
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Grammatical form, discourse function, dis-
course structure and social situation:
comment on Grayshon

For some years now an increasing flow of articles has
criticised "core" theoretical linguistics for avoiding the
knotty problems of analysing how language is used in social
contexts. Hymes (1962) and Labov (1970) are two now classic
articles in this vein, which provide the basis for a thorough
critique of the Chomskyan retreat from language as a social
phenomenon, and of the assumption of "an ideal speaker—-listener
in a completely honogeneous speech community" (aspects, 1965,
P.3). But although.an impressive amount of general socio-~
linguistic ethnography has now accumulated, there is still a
lack of work which rigorously relates sociological categories
to data on how people actually talk to each other in everyday
conversation.

A major problem in this area - one problem raised by
Grayshon in the preceding article = is thelack of fit between
linguistic form and function. There is no one-to-one corres-
pondence between syntax (or any other formal linguistic feature
for that matter) and underlying speech acts or discourse
functions. If we avoid discussing functions, then we retreat
back into analyses of syntactic structure. ZThis is Grayshon's
point.) But (I would add) if we avoid nmaking structural
statements and specifying precise realisation relationships
between forms and functions, then we are doing "loose
linguistic sociology without formal accuracy", to use Firth's
phrase. Also, if we neglect the complexity of different levels
between utterances and social situation, then we produce a
reductionist description which misleadingly attempts to relate
isolated utterances directly to sociological categories. I
will give brief illustrations of these last two points.

I will begin from a small terminological distinction.
Let us restrict the terms interrogative, declarative and
imperative to grammatical forms, 1.e. syntactic surface
structures (exemplified respectively by "are you going away",
"You are going away" and "Go away"). And let us use the terus
question, statement and command to refer to discourse functions.
It is clear that there is no easy correspondence between
these two sets of terms. An interrogative might realise
either a question, in the sense of a request for information
(e.g. "Could you see him this afternoon"); or a polite
command ("Could you open the window"). A command might be
realised by an imperative ("Shut the window"), an interro-
gative ("Will you shut the window") or a declarative ("It's
time to go to bed"). One could continue with other pernu-
tations, or with alternative contextually appropriate inter-
pretations of these utterances. For example, "Could you see
him this afternocon” might not be a gquestion, but a reguest.
And so on.

But what does "contextually appropriate" mean here?
In other words, how can we specify "context” in precise
terms?! I will argue that we can, and rust, specify context
partly in terms of discourse structure.
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Specification of grammatical forms is clearly necessary.
We can state,. for example, that interrogatives (e.g. of the
"could you" type) are one way of making polite requests. But
- we must note that interrogatives have other functions which
are dependent on their structural position at a particular
point in a discourse sequence. For example, at the beginning
of a telephone call (i.e. at initial position in this speech
event) one does not get, -

*A: hello is Jim there? > :
B: yes - is there anything else you want toc know?

but

A: hello is Jim there?
B: Jjust a minute I'll get him.

The interrogative ("is Jim there?") is not a request for infor-
mation, but a request for action. We cannot explain how this
utterance can function (be interpreted) in this way without
specifying its structural position in the discourse.

My second and related point is made sucecinctly by Ashby
and Coulthard (in press):

"L non-reductionist explanation and descriptiond social
- 1life and language is achieved not by refraining from
abstractions, but by taking the longest path from data
to explanatory categories, seeing the data as entering
-into a series of levels of organization, each partially
~ autonomous but interrelated with other levels. ...(an)
adequate understanding of the relationship of language
and social life must be based on an understanding of
the different levels at which language is organized,
and (we argue) that the categories of sociological
.theories should. be related to categories of linguistic
description as well as directly to data.” R

I will illustrate one aspect of this point by discussing a
fragnent of conversation, amd in order to be specific I will
choose a piece of data which bears on the (sociological)
concept of "solidarity" (a concept used above by Grayshon).
Clearly, solidarity is not something which conversationalists
can sinply exude when they feel it = nor can one display
solidarity simply by saying "I am your friend". Solidarity
has to be accomplished through precisely describable conver -
sational strategies. Intuitions in this area are often hazy
in the extreme. So it is crucial to give the reader access
to data in the form of close transcripts of audio-recorded
conversation.* . ,

*Transcription conventions: S PR

- indicates short pause. ( ? ) indicates inaudible word.
[ indicates overlap - '
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A: I can't remember the title now (1)

B: supplier - progress field representative part sales rep (2)

C: that's the one that o I (3)
B: pait sales rep - LUK ) S N 5]
C: l:I was thinking that - that's the (5
D: maybe that was the one you had inrmind (6)
C: | that was the one that

the guy came up to talkrabout : N f (7
B: [that's right yeah (8)

A: yeah - tha ~ yeah that's right sorry I'm ( ? ) - they
did include in that part of their that's right : (9)
C: and they were reps : ’ (10)

This conversational fragnent was recorded in a committee
meeting in an industrial setting. Intuitively, it shows
speakers trying to recall details frow a previocus meeting,
engaged in a kind of "group think" process, trying to keep a
check on what they each "have in mind" (6) or might mean.

But how do we recognise this? First, we can recognise various
discourse acts by which conversationalists rmutually support
each other. We could label acknowledge the ninimal kind of
support which signifies that an utterance has been heard.
Typical expcnents of this category include "yeah", "mm", "uhuh"
with low, falling intonation. 4 slightly stronger from of
conversational support is accept which implies understanding,
and functions to accept an utterance as an appropriate contri-
bution to the talk. Ixponents include "I know", "okay",

"oh I see". Endorse is stronger again: a translational gloss
night be "I wish to be associated-with that utterance" or "I'd
have said that if I'd thought of it". Such items back up,
approve or ratify preceding talk. ZExponents include: "that's
a point", "that's a thought", "I was thinking that" (5), "that's
right yeah" (8,9). More subtle exponents include partial
repetitions of previous utterances (6,7), (8,9), or B contin-
uing or completing A's utterance, as in this fragment,

A: and if they don't like it they eh -
B: they'll [squeak

A they know what they can do

Mutual support in conversation is accouplished across-
sequences of utterances as a Jjoint production in real time
by specific, describable conversational "umechanisms".

These discourse functions form a cline and they can be
usefully grouped into a more general functional category of
feedback; they comment on and give conversational support to
a previous or on-going utterance, without contributing new
information or assumptions to the talk. Such utterances
have a discourse function of maintaining smooth conversation.
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(Failure to give such feedback on the telephone quickly leads
to, "Hello! Are you still there?") Clearly, such interactional
behaviour can be explained only if conversation is studied in
its own right as a partly autonomous system of interrelated
levels of description.

It should be clear that I do not intend these couments
as adequate analyses of the fragments, but only to illustrate
some kinds of discourse organization (structures and functional
categories of acts) which lie between utterances and sociological
categories. Only after we have accounted for the function of
utterances within a conversation can we look further for the
sociological function of the talk in, say, sustaining a social
role. There is no short-cut, then, from grammatical form or
discourse function to sociological categories. The social
situation does not, for example, directly "determine" grammatical
forms. Grammatlcal forrs (along with clusters of other features,
paralinguistic, intonational, etc.) are exponents of discourse
functions. But discourse functions are exponents of hierarchi-
cally related slots in discourse structures. Cnly through the
study of both discourse structures and functions can we explain
how conversation works: how speakers interrupt and give up the
floor, show continued attention and agreenment, and so on. And
only when we have discovered these conversaticnal mechanisms will
we know precisely how "solidarity", for example, is displayed.

My main points are therefore as follows. Linguistics
should not retreat from the study of language-use in social
contexts. But if such study is to be more than "loose linguis-
tic sociology without formal accuracy", then we cannot Jjump
directly from isolated utterances to sociological categories.
We must study the function of utterances in conversational
sequences and therefore study discourse structure. Most
important then, concepts nmust be related to conversational
data -~ tnat is, we must show how social roles are sustained
through the ways in which people actually talk to each other,
attempts to find direct links between isolated utterances
and social contexts are severely reductionist and reify the
very sociological concepts they set out to study - since it is
only through the nany levels of conversaticnal interaction
that social "roles" are realiscd and sustained.
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 SUMMARY OF 'SOME ISSUES CONCERNING LEVELS
IN SYSTHIMIC MODELS OF LANGUAGE'

(Robin Fawcett teaches Linguistics at the West Midlands College
of Education, W-lsall. He recently organised a workshop on

the bases of systemic theory, a report on which will be

found on p. 5. The following article is a summary of a talk
given by Mr. Fawcett to the Nottingham Linguistic Circle in
December 1973.) . '

1. PREAMBLE

1.1 Scope of the paper

What I have to say here falls into two parts. A4s my
title indicates, the principal aim is to summarise a very
much longer paper. In it I discussed two major points of
potential controversy within systemic theory (as well as a
nunber of relatively minor points), but in the space
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available it is not pessible to do more than hint at the argu-
ments that I would like to develop. In the circumstances I
have decided to strip the summary to the bone, so as to have

a little more time tc discuss the more pressing of the two
najor concerns. I think it is important to give this matter an
airing now, because there seems to me to be a danger that the
justifiable doubts felt by many linguists (including those
working in a systemic franework) about some recent proposals
made by Michael Halliday may result in throwing the baby out
with the bath water. The question to be considered is 'What

is the status of the networks of options open to a mother in
controlling a child (etc.), as proposed by Halliday (e.g. 1973:
72f) and Turner (1973: 153f) ?' I shall suggest that, though
the implication in some of Halliday's mcre recent writings that
these are a level of language 1is wrong, this does not in any
way diminish the insightfulness of systenic theory as a whole,
since the model is couplete without these networks. More
positively, I shall suggest that the new networks capture some-
thing that has both psychological reality and sociological
significance, and that, from the viewpoint of the interplay
between linguistics on the cne hand and sociology, social
psychology and psychology on the other, they represent a line
of investigation that it is important to pursue.

In this paper, however, I shall not have space to do
nore than mention the positive side of the case, and I ask the
reader to bear in rind, when reading the negative Part 3 of
this paper, that wy attitude to the sort of investigation that
these networks represent is positive. This aspect will be
explored fully in the revised version of the MNottingham paper
that is at present in preparation; so will the other najor
question, which concerns the nature of the contrasts observable
at the various levels of language that we nmay distinguish, and
the nature of the relationship between the levels. ~ These
igsues are as centralas the first to the theory.

One thing that has made this paper especially hard to
write is ny debt to Michael Halliday, both for the many
insights which I owe to him and for his encouragement to me
to develop my own explicitly cognitive model. The fact that
much of what I have to say here is critical of one of his
suggestions should be seen in the wider context of xy acceptance
of most of his major assumptions. In fact this paper may be
regarded as a sort of indirect tribute to his creativity,
in that the challenge to discover what the status of these new
networks is has resulted in the further developnent of wny own
nodel of a language-using nentality.

1.2 A note on diagrans

A good proportion of the paper can be summarised in
diagran forre: nore efficiently than in language. The former
method is umore economical of space (though not necessarily
of time) and the reader is therefore invited to give himself
sone practice in the skill of diagram-reading (a skill to
which our language-oriented education systewn gives relatively
little attention).
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I should at this point make three things clear gbout ry
representations of Halliday's models in Figure 1. Firstly, the
fact that there are three podels (rather than one or two or four)
reflects my interpretation of his writings over the period from
1961 to 1973. References are given.

Secondly, the relationships between the components of the
nodels are derived more from an interpretation of his discussions
of examples than from his own diagrams, since the former offer
a fuller account of the models. Thirdly, in some of his more
recent papers (e.g. Halliday, to appear : 1 - 8, which was not
available when this paper was first prepared), dalllday seeLs
to have restored the 'functional component' networks in tran-
sitivity, theme, etc..to the status of the serantic stratur of
language, (or perhaps to the status of one of the senantic strata

of language ¢), which partlally re-establishes the parallels with
ny own nodel.

2. SUMMARY OF THE PA_PER GIVEN AT NOTTINGHAL
2.1 Purpose and sCope

Part 1_begins by clarifying that the teru 'level' is
intended 1In a sense roughly equivalent to Lamb' s 'stratun’.
1 then point out that, despite the centrality of the notion
of level in building models of language, linguists seem to be
in full agreerent on surprisingly few of the related questions.
The aims and scope of the paper are outlined.

2.2 Some minor issues

Three relatively ninor issues are discussed, and the
following conclusions reached:

1. The levels designated 'context' (or 'semantics')
and 'phonology' in Halliday Mark I in Figure 1
should be regarded as levels, comparable to the
level of 'form', and not as 'interlevels'
'between forn and in the first case, 'situation'’
(or 'concept') and in the second, 'phonetic
substance'.

2. The lzbel 'serantics' is preferable to 'cintext'.

3. Syntax and lexis are not different levels, but
complementary aspects of the single level of

- 'form', despite some references to thenm in the

'.llterature as dlfferent or partlally different
levels. : _

2.5 The levels of form'and senantics

The very much longer Part 3 is an analysis of the
1mpllcatlons for a model of language of Halllday s suggestions
in his paper 'Towards a sociological sewmantics' (1973: 72f).
Halliday Mark III in Figure 1 summarises the nodel implied
there, drawing also on his other writings of the same period.
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The model with which I wculd contrast it is my own, which is
illustrated alongside it. I do not claim a high degree of
originality for it, and it seems to ue to represent in
explicit form a combination of Halliday Mark II with Hudson's
enphasis on realisation rules. The main difference to note
~at this point is the status of the 'functicnal component'
networks, as we wight call then, of options in transitivity
and theme, etec. In Halliday Mark III they are incorporated
in the level of form, whereas in Fawcett they constitute the
level of senmantics. Part 3.1 introduces the problems raised
by this and other differences between the two nodels.

Part 3.2, however, dlscucsed a problen which faces
both nodels : the nature of the contrasts at the levels of
form and phonology. - The conclusions reached here run counter
to the model outlined in general terws by Halliday in a
number of places, in which each stratum of language is seen
as consisting of a network of systems, rather as in Lamb's
Stratificational Graumar (Lamb 1966, etc.). At the workshop
on the Bases of Systemic Theory, held in September 1974 at
the West Midlands College, Walsall, this emerged as a point
of disagreement between Michael Halliday and a number -of
other systemicists, including Margaret Berry, Christopher
Butler and myself. The case will be set out in the fuller
version of this paper: here I shall simply summerise sone of
the key points.

R SR distinction is to be made between paradignatic
' ‘relgtlons whlch ars peanin -selectlng and those

— s wm. w—— g e

2. contrasts such as those modelled in networks of
transitivity and theme at the level of semantics
are of the former type, and the term 'syster'
can appropriately be used for then;

3. contrasts at the levels of form and phonology
are of the latter type, and the tern 'syster'is
- probably better avoided in referring to themny

4., this is becaﬁse formal and phondlogical contrasts,
unlike senmantic contrasts, play no part in an
‘explicit (“generative') grammar.

This is followed by a. suggestion as to why paradigmatic
relations at the level of form have been given the importance
they have in systemic theory. I then make a proposal about
the part that they, together with paradignatic relotions at
the level of phonology, can Justifiably be regarded as playing
in a synchronlc model of language - in fact in a model of
language in ugs. Thblr poss1b1e sxgnlflcanCe as meanlng- .

sketched in,

Part 5.5 describes Halliday's proposals for the-
recognition of'a.new'generative base in the nodel, as indi-
cated in what is seén as a six~level model in Halliday
Mark III, and Part 3.4 gives five reasons for not regarding
such networks as a level of language. These two parts nre
reproduced in full as Part 3 of this paper.
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Part 3.5 explores further precieely what it is that the
social semiotic networks of Halliday and Turner captaxe, nnd
shows the way in which they may be incorporated. in 'a model of
a mentality which contains a model of language.

Part 3.6 explores some of the implications of reccg-
nising the psychological reality of this type of network for
linguists attempting to work entirely within the code of
language.

Part 3.7 draws together the points made in considering
Halliday's proposal and presents the reasons for representing
ny model in Figure 1 in the way it is. The implications for
much of the current systenic literature of accepting such a -
model are sketched in in Part 3.8, and suggestions are made as
to where attention should now be focussed.

2.4 Gétﬁing from semantics to form

There was also a fourth part to the paper, which dis-
cussed the various concepts expressed in the systenic literature
in the terms 'realisation' and 'exponence'. Then, in the light
of these concepts, it examined the question of whether there
are really 2 number of reclisationally related 'sub-levels',
such as seem to be implied by the suggestions of [Hudson (1971)
and Berry (forthcoming). However, this part of the paper was
not read, in order to give time for qQuestions on thz earlier
parts. ‘A simplified version of some of the points appears in
my article 'Some proposals for systemic syntax' (Fawcett, 1974).

3. ON HALULIDAY'S SCCIAL SEMIOTIC NETWORKS
3.1l Sunmary of the overallimodei and an example of a
network

In his writings between 1970 and 1973, Helliday has

on the whole avoided using the term 'senantics' for his net-
works in transitivity, theme, etc. 4s I huve indicated, the
reason scems to be that he has been developing a multi-stratal
model with affinities to that of Lamd (e.g. 1966), in which
the ternm 'senantics' is used for a level that is 'higher' (in
Lamb's terms) or 'deeper' (in transformational terms) than the
functicnal components.

Halliday's writings in this pericd concern twe main
topics, which are often discussed in the sane papers. The
first is a compelling explanation, based on a case-study, of
how a child comes to develop the complex adult semantics,
with its several functional components. The second concerns
a possible new level in an overall model of languoge.

Though it "has links with the developmental work, it derives
nore directly from the challenge to explain the 'failure'
of working-class children in a rmiddle-class—-orientated
educational system. Indeed, the four 'critical prinary
soclalizing contexts' which Bernstein discerns as relevant
tc this problen are derived from the seven functicns of
language outlined in Halliday's 'Relevant Models of
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language' (1969/73), und it is the attempt to develop a net-
work showing the linguistic options that may mediate one of
these functions, the 'regulative' or 'ccntrol' function,

that has led Halliday and Turner to posit & possible new level
in an adult mcdel of language. Specifically, they are con~-
cerned to model the linguistic means by which mothers regulate
the behaviour of their children. _ o

Halliday has used a number of labels for this 'level'.
One is 'behavioural semantics'. This term, which scems to me
to be a quasi-metaphorical extension of the proper sense of
the tern 'semantics', leads in turn to the use of 'semantics'
cn its own. He writes (1973: 55) that 'semantic options....
..are interpreted as the coding of options in behaviour, so
that the serantics is_in this sense_sa behavioural semantics'
(ny emphasis). But in his more recent writings (e.g. Hslliday
1974) he introduces the alternative label of the sncial
semiotic. This label has two advantages. Firstly, it gives
a more accurate indication of the type of 'meaning' that such
networks offer, and seccndly, it enables us to retain
'senantics' as oan unambiguous label for an intra-linguistic
level. The implication of my last sentence is that I regard
Halliday's and Turner's social seniotic nstworks as extra-
linguistic, and this is a statement that I shall shortly try
to justify.

We shall now look at the strata in the overall model
that Hallidey's writings describe, and then look riore closely
at the social semiotic level of options. Its relations to
the levels 'above' and 'below' it are discussed in Part 3.5.

The model, as described in Holliday (1973: 92-101),
consists of the following levels:

1. an extra-linguistic level of behavioural options;
2. the social semiotic (or 'semantics');

3. the functicnal components that specify'the
'forrial potential' (or 'lexico-grammar');

4, the phonology.

In addition, since there is not a one-to~one relationship
between the coptions in the functional component and their
realisations at the level of form as structures and items,
there nust be a recognition of the purely formal contrasts
(such as clauses with or without a compleGent) which I
distinguished in section 3.2 as a separate level ('gramma-
tical structures', in Halliday's diagram on p. 101). I

have tried in Figure 1 to represent this model in a way that
makes it comparcble with the others shown there. If phonetic
substance is included as a 'level' there are therefore in
this model six levels in all, of which the first and last
are not claimed tc be in the linguistic system. So does
Halliday recognise £qgr levels of language? He does not,
because by incorporating the level of formal contrasts that
we distinguished in section 3.2 with the networks in the
functional components he can clain, (as he does on p.76)
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that the model conforms to the traditional txi—stratal one
consisting of the three levels of semantics, form and phonology.

However Halliday is not dogmatic about the number of
levels in language, any more than Larb is, and he writes.
(p.94) of the possibility that we might need 'to interpose
another layer of structure between the semantic systems and
the grammatical systems'. I would argue that the traditional
view that there are merely three levels is adequate, pending
evidence to the contrary, and t43t S0 far we have no such ev1-
dence. See the next section.

We should now ask ocurselves what it is that Halliday and
Turner are modelling in their seocial semiotic networks. Figure
2 shows a representative part of a network, taken from
Halliday (1973: 89), to glve us a simple example to refer to.

I assume that the readur is familiar with the conventions of
system networks: if he is not, he may refer to Halliday (1973:
473, To the left of this network would appear as entry
condition an option such as [imperative control] and to the
left again [regulatory] . as in Turner (1973). ~ The terus of.
the systems are 1ntended -£to represent optlons in linguistic
behaviour, as seen 'in a sociel perspective' , to quote Halliday's
chapter heading (1973%: 48). The suggestion is that the
selection of a set of terms ir a network such as this would
determine what options were selected in the functional con-
ponents networks, just as these determine their formal and
phonclogical realisations. :

Physical agengy_ﬂ 2 ' »
’pugishment —s | specified —— | 4o chenker?
= o agency 5 : ’
. ¢ threat - ' unspecified 4
' mental punish- R by other....
| ment (incomplete) ~ (1ncomplete)
restralnt on

" behaviour

-—warnlng...(network not shown here)

(others)

ougg@sted reallsutlons, if the optlons whosb numbars are
given below are co-selected:

123 I'11 smack you = ¢ -
124 Daddy wall spack you -
25 You'll get smacked

Note: there is a parallel netwcerk concernlng condltlons,

which will give realisations such as If you do that again....

Figure 2: part of a simple social seniotic network fronm
Halliday (1975 89)
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In toking this position, one is claining that one can
in principle predict from a network such as thet shown 4in v
Figure 2 what the realisation will be. Sone examples of the
results of certain co-selections are given. The numbers on
the network and preceding the suggested realisations indicate
which co-selections lead to which realisations.

3.2 Pive reasons why social sermiotic networks are not a
level of langucge

"There are five characteristics of this type of network
that I want to draw attention to, each of which indicates that
we are not concerned here with a level of language.

The first is that though the options to the right cf the
network are ones that must be mediated through language, the
‘more highly generalised terns to the left of the systen are
less clearly subject to this limitation. The architypal threat
is, perhaps, the raised fist. Clearly, this is not =2 kinesic
surrcgate focr a speech act (as a nod mey be for Yes). The
concept of 'threat' illustrates the highly significant fact
that the behavioural options being modelled here are,at least

lenguage. :

. Surprisingly, perhaps, this point is not at issue, since
this characteristic of the network is recognised by both
dalliday and Turner. Turner (1973%: 151) writes, for example,
that he 'could have constructed a behaviour potential to cover
non-verbal as well as verbal strategies'. The corollary of
this, however, is that these 'behaviour potential' networks are
of the same order as those for non-verbal strategies. If this
is so, we must go on to ask in what sense these networks can
properly be viewed as a level of language. This, it seeuws %o
ne, presents a difficulty for Halliday's model.

Secondly, consider how the verb spack cocmes to be
selected. The option which it realises is. physical punishnent
Clearly, the verb smack is only one of a very large number that
night have been selected instead. How does Hdelliday say that
a performer pay come to select this item?! -The answer is given
in terms of a nmedel in which Roget's Thesaurus exemplifies
the way the lexicon may be stored, and snack is seen as being
selected (p.86) 'from a lexical set expressing "punishment by
physical violence", roughly that of '5972 PUNISHMENT'. But ‘
notice that we have jumped = level: this is a model of the
lexicon, i.e. of the options in lexical meaning from which we
seTect in parallel with the options that will be realised in
syntax. . In other words, the suggestion is that the meaning
realised in the verb smack cannot be'prédicted in the social
seniotic network (though: Hallidey suggests on the same page
that a good many .of the other semantic options, such as the
transitivity type, can). -Here, then, the netwcrk fails to
complete the job which the label 'senantics' inplies that it
should do. - .- ' .

However, one night scek to .counter this criticisi by
suggesting that, in a complete social semiotic network, the
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neanings realised in Roget's verbs expressing ‘'punishment’
would be spelled out in full. But if one 4id, one would be
introducing here, at the social semiotic level, precisely the
sazie_set of relationships that one_will need again later, at
what Halliday calls The Tlexico-grammatical' level (The seman-
tics in Fawcett and Halliday lMark II). If the selection of
smack is an option in the social semiotic (which I doubt) it
1s odd to.have to specify precisely .the same set of opticns
at a later stage in the generation of the sentence. If this
is 'pre-selection' (cp. p.93) there is going to be an uncom~
fortably large anmount of it in the total model. One must ask:
does such a high degree of redundancy seenm plausible? We ‘
expect some, since human beings are not perfect machines, but
is it likely that the hudan nind would put up with such gross
inefficiency? - : .

Next, consider the choice between [agency specified]
and [agency unspecified]. As in the case where 'smack' is
selected in the social seniotic, there will be a precisely
similar option in the semantic stratum. In the case of 'smack',
it was a lexical choice; in this case it is a choice realised
Syntactically. Here too a model which specified the sane
econonical model. It nmight nonetheless be correct, of course,
but one should at least take a sceptical stance towards such
proposals, and ask: Are the two levels really necessary?

Thirdly, notice that the network is, in Halliday's
terms (p.76) 'open—ended in delicacy'. TFor example, compare
the option [by speaker), which may be said to be 'ternminal',
with the option [by other], which is not. The network is open-
ended at this point in the sense that we may envisage a fur-
ther network of options as to who the 'other' might be. The
realisations. of this network might be (besides Daddy) Auntie
or your grandfather or even perhaps the man with the straw-
coloured hair whc 1t belongs to. 4 crucial aspect of Halliday's
concept of delicacy 1s (p.76) that 'we can stop [adding
further specification] at the point where any further move in
delicacy is of no interest'. There is a serious problem here,
however. Although it is true that the investigator who_is
analysing the data can stop wherever it suits him, this is
not the case if the network is envisaged as part of a
generative grammar - or indeed as part of a flow chart of
options selected by a speaker in producing a sentence. In
both cases cne must specify to the full extent of the network.
In other words, if one constructs a generative grammar using
systen networks in the functional conponents, so that reali-
sation rules specify the acceptable strings at the level of
form, the concept of delicacy cannot be interpreted in a
sense that allows one tc¢ stop where one wants. The reason is
that when one tries to build a generative grarmar in a
systemic framework, it tends to be the nost delicate features
in the network that have realisations. (The less delicate op-
tions tend to serve as conditicning envircnuents for cther
options.) Dick Hudson, the author of by far the rmost
conplex generative systemic grammar (1971), has had to nake
the sare modification to the original formulation of the
notion of delicacy (private communication). It therefore
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seens certain that any network that is 'open-ended in delicacy’
is modelling something very much less specific than e language
systen. , .
Then what is being modelled? The best route to-an -
answer lies in asking: what are the criteria which are used in
setting up this sort of contrast? The answer seeus tc be
that the criteria reflect the lypotheses_that result_from the
concerns of a Ea_x:_t}_cg_lgr_s_o_c_j;o_l_o%ig_a;_ theory. Iven if the

e an aspect of a languaoge
user's psychological reality, it would still not necessarily
follow that the resulting network coincided with the sewnan-
tics of the language, which I take to be definable as the set
of options in meaning potential that is built_into the organi-
sation of the language. For example, the implication in this
network is that the main distinction between possible agents
is that between the performer and any other person. In ano-
ther approach, the distinction might be between [parent] and
[non-parent] . . |

To sumnmarise the argument up to this point, we nay say
that it is beginning to look as if the options in networks of
this type are of two sorts: either they are essentially the
sar:e as senantic options, and so introduce an undesirable and
unjustifiable anount of inefficiency into the model, or
they are determined by extra-linguistic phenomena, such as
night be characterised z2s 'distinctions in social role which
are significant in the culture being investigated'. Such
distinctions, of course, are not necessarily reflected in the
language.

Fourthly, notice that all the exauples of realisatiocns
that are offered are sentences (or, if I nay offer an un-
Chomskyan gloss for the term, potential speech acts). If
this network is to be regarded as a network at the senantic
level, it is a rankless semantics. The problem with a one-
unit syntax is that all the intrua-sential syntactic complexity .
of language must be handled in terms of paradigmatic rela-
tionships relevant to that one unit. Such a model is in
principal possible; it could for example handle an infinite
nunber of sentences by incorporating recursive devices such as
that illustrated in Halliday (1973: 81-2), so that it could
be 'generative' in Chonsky's. full sense. However, although it
may in the last resort be possible to model language in this
way, it has at least one great failing as a nmodel. This is
that nodels should capture generalisations. We fail to do this
behaviour that are realised as sentences, since such a nodel
would niss the fact that it can achieve econcnmy by recognising
elements that recur within each sentence, such as are realised
as clauses and noninal groups. .The model that I propose seeks
to capture these generalisaticns through the notions of
referent-things as elements of referent-situations: see
Fowcett (1973 2 and b). WhetheT or not this is the optimal
solution, it is clear that something irportant is nissed if
we set all possible sentences in a paradigmatic relationship
to each other. .
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These four points seem to me to constitute good grounds
for querying whether Halliday's. and Turner's social seniotic.
netweorks really are in any sense a linguistic level. It is
therefore important to realisc that Halliday develops the model
described here in a spirit of tentative exploration; indeed
the book is entitled Explorations in the functicns of language.
Turner's approach is equelly undogmatic. Halliday admits
(p.92) that 'the example chosen - the language used by & mother
to regulate her child's behaviour - was a favourable instance'.

However, he then goes on to point out that 'we would
not be able to construct a socio-semiotic framework for highly
intellectual abstract discourse'. And later he adds: 'of the
total amount of speech by educated adults in a complex society,
only a small proportion [my emphasis] would be accessible to
This approach'., ~IT This is the case, it is surely evidence cof
a ncre compelling nature than any I have offered so far that
the social seniotic networks are not a level of language. - If
it really is the case that most speech by educated adults in a
complex society is not accessible to this approsch, we are
left with an inpoverished nodel for most of language use: a
model of language without a 'semantics'. Can it really be the
case that some language is to be explalned in terms of seLantlc
optlons and some not (ignoring formulas)?

Let ne summarise the five points:

1. The optioms to the left of the networks do not
all nced to be mediated though language.

2. Some of the more delicate options to the right
of the networks are non-termlnal S0 that the

‘generative device.

3. Others of the more delicate options duplicate
options that clearly belong in the senantics
(or 'lexico-grammar' ), resulting in a disturbing
. degree of redundancy in the overall model.

4. The networks only relate tc whole'sentences, and
so fail to recognise any 1nternal structure at
- this level..

5. Such networks can in hny case-only deal with the
linguistic potential in certain. fairly narrowly
circumscribed types of .encounters - and even
then, only with the llmltatlons 1nd1cated in 2.
abovb. .

Even if only one of these’ Ppoints were aCCbpted cne should
surely hesitate before accepting the social semiotic net-
works as a. level in a generatlve nodel of language.

Yet 1t is at the sane tlme clear that such networks
do capture something that 18 close to some aspect of psycho-
logical reality. The representation of ny nodel in Figure 1
indicates in very broad terus what I think it is, but clearly
a fuller treatient is necessary to discuss the ideas outlined
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at the end of Part 2 of thiS'paper. What does seeu clear to
ue, and to be worth erphasising, is that though Halliday and
Turner have through their work begun the process of extending
our understanding of how we use our language, it is nonethe-
less fully Jjustifiable for a linguist to limit his area of
study to the code itself, with 1ts three levels of semantics
(in the sense of the functlonal couponent networks) fornm and.
phonology.

Robin Fawcett

Wast Midlands Ccllege of
Education, Walsall.
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ﬁ,-jSOME OBSERVLTIONS ON THE CHARACTERISTICS
OF RESTRICTED AND ELABORATED CODES.

In a number of recent papers Bernstein has discussed
in sone detail the relationships of social--roles with lin-
gulstic codes and with syntactic and semantic choices.

The concept code "refers to the-principle which regu-
lates the selection and crganisation of speech events. The
two codes, restricted and elaborated, are "likely to be a ~
realisation of different social structures" (Bernstein 1972).
In particular, an elaborated code is associated with an
'‘open' couwrunication systen, with a range -of role discretion;
while a restricted code is associated with a 'closed' cormuni-
cation system, with assigned roles. The codes, in turn,
"create for their speskers different orders of relevance and
relation".

In Bernstein (1972) the codes are defined "in terms of
the relative ease or difficulty of predicting the syntactic
alternatives which speakers take up to organise meanings".
However,. because of the difficulties involved in giving :
quantitative Lieaning to 'predictability', because syntactic
as well as lexicel choices very greatly with context, and
because there is no siumple one-~to-one equivalence between
syntax and neaning, Bernstein has chosen, in later work, to
exorine the ccdes in terms of the orders of meaning
themselves. '

In Tables 1 and 2 are tabulated guotations fron
Bernstein's recent work (1972, 1674), which surmarise sone
essential features of the codes. Given the plethora of
terns used to contrast the two coes, one is left wondering
just how nmany distinct dimensions can be dissected out, on
which the codes could be said to differ. It is clear that
2ll the dimensions discussed by Bernstein are closely related.
The tables given here represent an atteupt to arrange the
pseudeo~dimensions into some sort of neaningful grouping. The
comrmunalised/individualised distinction is surely the basic
one; but the particularistic/universalistic opposition is
closely related to it.

Bernstein states (19702 and b, 1974) that the
socialisation of the child, initially in the farily, occurs
within a range of critical contexts. . development of the
work of Halliday (1969) led to the identification of four
such critical contexts: the regulative, concerned with
cuthority relationships and the rules of the noral order;
the instructional, concerned with the objective nature of
things and persons, and the acquisiticn of skills; the
inaginative, cocncerned with experimentation and the re-crea-
tion of the world in the child's own way; and the interperscnal,
concerned with affective states. Much of the recent work of
the Bernstein group has been concerned with the regulative
context, in view of the expected iuportant effects of
social control on the language of the young child.
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Bernstein has aistinguished (1972) between inperative
nodes of control, and control based on appeals. The impera-.
tive mode "reduces the role discretion accorded to the
regulated (child)". We are not surprised then, to read that
"the imperative mode is realised through a restricted code".

Appeals are "uodes of control where the regulator is
accorded varying degrees of discretion in the sense that a
range of alternatives, essentially linguistic, are available
to hin". JAppeals are subdivided intu two types: positicnal
and personal. In Table 3 are tabulated sone quotations fron
Bernstein (1972), giving the characteristics of positional and
personal appeals. The sinilarity between the characteristics
of positional appeals and restricted codes, also between
personal appeals and elaborated codes, is striking. Despite
this, however, Bernstein nakes qulte clear his belief that
“positional appeals can be given in restricted or elaborated
codes", and that the"distinctive linguistic variant” realising

a personal appeal "again can be within restricted cr elaborated
codes". These stateuents would seer to require a clearer
explanation than is to be found in the four papers cited.
Certainly all the evidence presented in tabular form here
tends tc force the view that personal appeals are, at least
in the comrunalised/individuelised dincension, strongly
suggestive of code elaboration, while positicnal appeals
suggest the communalisation which is the very basis of code
restriction. 4

It is true that, as Bernstein points out (1974),
rule can be "individualised (fitted to the local circunstances)
in the process of its transmiscion.” Bernstein calls this
'contextual specificity'. Instances could be inagined, where
a basically positional appeal is given, but is made, in
Bernstein's terws, more specific, in terms of the addressee
and the circuuzstances. In such a case, we appear to be in a
stage intermediate between positional and perscnal appeals.
Indeed, Bernstein says that such increases in 'contextual
specificity’' would be expected to accompany code elaboration,
a statewent which fully agrees with the views put forward here.
We would suggest, then, that 'contextual specificity' repre-
sents an internediate stage between positional and personal -
orientations, and is for this reason an indicetion of code
indeterninacy cr even code switching.

& note on Bernstein's use of the terus 'contextual -
specificity' and 'context-specific' nmay be appropriate here. -
In discussing the regulative context, as above (1974),
Bernstein uses these teris to indicate that the speaker
"cuts his meanings to the specific attributés/intentions of
the sccialised, the specific characteristics of the problerm,
the specific requlremcnts of the context. It is rather
confusing, thercfore, to find the same farmily of terms used
in a rather different sense elsecwhere, without any explicit
coruent on their ambivalence. When Bernstein says that a
restricted code user will in some contexts use a range of
linguistic options, but that "where such choices are made
they will be highly 'context-specific', he surely means that
the choices will be restricted to particular ccntexts, but
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will be infrequent in mest vountoxte. The !'noptextua} epoei-
ficity' which can attach to rule~giving is planned (at
whatever level of consciousness), while the kind shown by an
essentlally restricted code user in particular contexts

surely arises. from the person's: 1nab111tx to use elaborated
codes in nost contexts.

If we accept that positional appeals are more likely
to be associated with a restricted code, and perscnal appeals
with an elaborated code, then we must also re—exanine
Bernstein's distinction between 'object' and person' nodes
of restricted and elaborated codes. In Bernstein's view (1972)
"we need to distinguish between two basic orders of neaning,
one which refers t¢ inter~perscnal and intra-personal rela-
tionships, and one which refers to relationships between
objects; thus object meanings and person neanings'. These
two modes are said tc occur within both elaborated and res-
tricted codes.

Bernstein hinself (1972) associates positional controls
with the object mode, and personal controls with the person
rmode. Since Bernsteiln believes that positional or personal
controls can occur within either elaborate or restricted codes,
he is able tc distinguish four categories, corresponding to
the quadrants of the following diagram:

Restricted
¥
OBJECT PERSON

Positional . ‘ Personal
controls contrcls

OBJECT PERSON
}

Elaborated

We have argued, however, that positional controls will tend
to be associated with a restricted code, while personal
controls will be associated more with an elaborated code. In
this case, the orthogonal representation above is invalid,
since the dimensions are by no neans independent. We are led
to the conclusion that positional families, using wmainly a
restricted code, will tend to concentrate rmore on the object
'nocde', while personal families, using nainly an elaborated
code, amy work largely within the person 'mode'. In
connection with the association of code restriction with the
object 'mode', it 'is noteworthy that, as Bernstein points out
(1972), "persons, 1f they are tredted in thelr status capacity,
can be 11kened to objocts" v . :

In ccnclusion, we may noke the following suggestions.
The essence of the elaborated code lies in the overriding
izportance it attaches to the person as an individual,
interacting with other individuals in a social network. A
restricted code, on the other hand, is characterised by the
subjugetion of individual qualltles, and the hlghllghtlng of
those features which confer or maintain group membership.
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The emphasis placed, in a restricted code, upon common assump-
tions, expectations and background, nakes the explicit formu-
lation of principle and -operations redundant. On the other
hand, an elaborated code user, recognising a differentiated
rather than a communalised 'other', must make his meanings
explicit, in the realisation that his hearer may possess a
background, opinions and assunptions quite different from his
own.

In the context of social control, we may recognise
several basic types of strategy, which form a cline on the
dimension of the role discretion afforded to the regulated
rerson. At one end of the cline, we have inperative control,
where little role discretion is allowed, and at the other end,
we have personal appeals, where reference is made to the
- individual qualities and feelings of persons in the situation.
B tween these two extremes, we have positional appeals, which
can be modified in the nore 'personal' direction by making
thewn specific to the situation. We should expect a perscn
‘confined to a restricted code to use predceminantly (though,
of course, not exclusively) the strategies towards the impera-
tive end of the cline, while an elaborated code user would be
expected to nake greater (though not exclusive) use of strate-
gies towards the personal appeal end cf the cline.

Christopher Butler , _
School of English Studies
University of Nottinghen.
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Table 1

SOME CH.RACTERISTICS OF RESFRICTED AND ELABORATED CODES

(from Bernstein (1972) pp. 168-170 of Paladin ﬁaperback editicn
of Class, Codes and Control, Vol., 1)

DIMENSIONS ’ QUOTATION

POSTUL.TED ]

'%,  ’ "If it is difficult to predict across a representative rarge %he syntactic options or
SYNTLCTIC alternatives taken up in the organisation c¢f speech, tiis fori of sneech will be called

FLEXIBILITY/ an elaborated code. In the case of an elaborated code, the spe.ker wil@ select fronm
: . a wide range of syntactic alternatives and these will be flexibly ccganised. i ros-
RIGIDITY tricted code is onc where it is nuch less difficult t> preuict, across a representa-
RE tive range, the syntactic alternatives, as these will be erawn {rou a narrow range.
Whereas there is flexibility in the use of alternativ:s ir a. elaborated code, in
the case of a restricted code the syntactic organisation js nerked by rigidity."

'a restricted code will arise where the form of the s>cial rzlat.c is based upon
closely shared identifications, upon an extensive ran;e of shrred expectations,
, upon  a range of common assumptions. Thus a restricted codo enesges shere the
COMMUNALISED/ | culture or. subculture raises the 'we' above the 'I'."
: ‘ "in elaborated code will arise wherever the culture or subcvlture ermhasises the 'I'
- INDIVIDULL- over the 'we'. It will arise wherever the intent of th: other person cannot be

ISED : taken for granted." '

: . "If an elaborated code ‘creates the possibility for the srerspissic nf individual sy~

bols, then a restricted code creates the possibility fox the transnission of
comriunalised syrbols." '

STLTUS - . "...an elaborated code encourages the specker to focus upon “the experience of others,
ORIENT.TION/ | as different from his own. In the case of a restricted coue, wiat is transnitted ver—
PERSON -} bally usually refers to the other person in terms of a coruon group or ctatus

ORIENTLTION | nembership”. .
. | "-..restricted codes could be considered status or positioral cyPes whereas

elaborated codes are oriented to persons".




TABLE 2
bOMb CanLCTERISTICS OF ReSTRICTED AND ELABORATE) CCIES

(from Bernstein (1974), pp.199-200 of
.Paladin paperback edltlon of Class,
Codes and Contrel, Vol. I)

DIMENSIONS

QUOTLTION _ o ,

- POSTULATED
P DT "Universalistic neanings are those in which principles and. operations are nade
- A\ 1% o . . - - . . . .
PARTICULLRISTIC/ linguistically explicit, whereas particularistic orlers »>f neeniag are
UNIVERSALISTIC neanings in which principles and operation are rela%ively linguistically

implicit" _
"....elaborated codes orlent their users towards unlversa¢1eblc

. neanings, whereas restricted codes orient, sensitiss, their ucurs to

particularistic nmeanings".

CONTEXT BOUND/
LisS CONTEXT
' BOUND

"If orders of meaning are universalistic, then the .ieanings are less tied to
a given context."

"Where orders of meaning are particularistic, where principler arc linguistically

1mp1101t then such muan¢ngs are less context~indepenient and ncre context

boun

"Where the meanlng system is partlcularlstlc mich of the ncening is embedded
in the context and nay be restricted to those who share a sinilar contextual
history. Where meanings are universalistic, they are ir piirciple available
to all because the principles and operations have beea made explicit and so
publlc". :

¢t



TiBLE 3
SOME CHARACTERISTICS OF FOSITIONAL +AND PERSONAL APPEATS

(from Bernstein (1972) pp.181-184 of Paladin paper-
‘back edition of Class, Codes and Control, Vol. 1)

s OF QUOTALTION

"Positional appeals refer to the beliaviour of the regulated (chiid) to
the norms which inhere in a particular or universal status. ~2nsitional
appeals do not work through the verbal realisation of the perscnal
attributes of the controllers (parents) or regulated (zhillren)".

"The essénce of positional appeals is that in the process of lsarming the
: rule the child is explicitly linked to others who hold a sinilar universal
*, POSTTIONLL or particular status. The rule is transmitted in such a way vaoat the child is
- reninded of what he shares in cowumon with others. Where chntenl is positional
the 'I' is subordinate to the 'we'."

"Positional appeals transnit the culture or subculture in =uch a wey as to
increase the sinilarity of the regulated with others of hi, social ~roup."

7

"In these appeals the focus is upon the child as an individual »ather than
upon his formal status. Personal appeals take into ac:ount Inter-perscnal
or intra-personal components of the social relationshipn. They work very

PERSONAL much at the level of individual intention, .motive and dispositivr....."

"....where control is personal, the basis of control lies i= linguiétically
elaborated and individualised meanings".

"....the rules are assigned in positional control and achueved in

personal control”.
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