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Abstract 
 In continuation of 2 papers by Froehlich and Johnson (2008) and Wright (2008) on 
the application of Basil Bernstein’s work to school music practices in the United 
Kingdom and the United States, this paper explains Bernstein’s theories of linguistic 
codes and pedagogic device.  The paper is based on the premise that both the U.K. and 
the U.S. experience a cultural inversion because those holding economic and cultural 
capital seem no longer advocates of high or elite culture nor particularly interested in 
buying into this form of cultural capital through arts education for their children.  
Because the phenomenon of cultural inversion can be explained by Bourdieu’s 
constructs of field and habitus, both also featured in Bernstein’s later work, a brief 
review of field and habitus connects to Bernstein’s analysis of the relationships of 
educational fields to the field of power in compulsory school settings.  Those 
relationships are described as codes of conduct (including instructional language, 
repertoire choice, and other pertinent pedagogic choices) that derive from linguistic 
practices and the recontextualization of knowledge for purposes of schooling.  The 
rules of such recontextualization (distributive, recontexutalizing, and evaluative) may 
serve as useful analytic tools for music educators wishing to become agents for social 
change.    
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Introduction 

 

At the 2007 symposium, two separate papers (Froehlich & Johnson, 2008; Wright, 

2008) addressed Basil Bernstein’s work in its application to music educational 

practices.  Both presentations pointed out that Basil Bernstein’s work, while receiving 

much attention by general educationists, has not been given the same attention by the 

music education research and academic community in the United States or, until very 

recently, in the United Kingdom.  This year, Wright and Froehlich have joined forces 

to delve deeper into Bernstein’s theoretical framework than the two previous 

presentations did.  For this reason, this paper takes on the character of an information-

providing essay rather than a report of original research.     

The paper’s premise is that the United Kingdom and the United States 

experience a phenomenon called cultural inversion, meaning that those holding 

economic and cultural capital are no longer advocates of high or elite culture, nor are 

they particularly interested in buying into this form of cultural capital through arts 

education for their children.  Bourdieu explained this phenomenon with his theoretical 

frames of field and habitus, constructs also featured in Bernstein’s later work.  It is 

this work on the relationship of educational fields to the field of power that we believe 

demonstrates Bernstein’s continued relevance for (1) understanding music schooling 

as a class- and code-specific educational practice; and (2) drawing close connections 

between specific societal expectations, instructional practices, and their respective 

codes.  Both issues reflect what school music practices are sociologically: accepted 

and expected patterns of conduct that stand for a particular concept of ‘what being 

cultured & educated’ means.  Teachers are being held to such expectations by the need 

to use specialized instructional language; choose repertoire from a somewhat 

predetermined catalogue of accepted, if not controlled, musical and academic 
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materials; and utilize a limited number of other pedagogic choices that are sanctioned 

by the institution ‘school.’   

Because of the connection between Bernstein and Bourdieu’s thinking, we 

briefly review main aspects of Bourdieu’s Cultural Theory prior to explaining 

Bernstein’s earlier work on class, code, and curriculum (e.g., Bernstein 1971, 1973 a 

& b, 1990 a & b; Bernstein & Henderson, 1969) as it later culminated in his theory of 

the Pedagogic Device (Bernstein 1996, 2000, 2001).  We then apply this theory to 

music education in some detail, concluding with a few suggestions for action.  

 

A Brief Review of Principal Characteristics in Bourdieu’s Cultural Theory 

 

This paper relies on Garnham and Williams (1980), Harker, Mahar and Wilkes (1990), 

and Branson and Miller (1991) to briefly outline Bourdieu’s main points about culture 

as the product of human agency, cultural objects as a form of capital, and cultural 

strata as the product of class. The first characteristic, culture as the product of human 

agency, is related to social practices that confine our actions through habitus, that is, 

established patterns of preference and behaviour.  Such patterns are exemplified 

through varying engagements in such practices as museum and concert attendance, 

newspaper readership and book purchases, and are distributed differentially 

throughout the population, correlating with issues of social class.  

            The second characteristic, cultural strata as the product of class, focus on the 

cultural differentiation alluded to under the first characteristic.  Cultural strata provide 

badges of membership in a particular class, thereby allowing social divisions to be 

reproduced. This is where Bourdieu’s and Benrstein’s thoughts meet most pointedly.  

The third characteristic, cultural objects as a form of capital, captures 

Bourdieu’s observation that cultural materials or objects may be reproduced, 
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consumed, or subjected to various other forms of material transaction. Akin to 

economic capital, cultural capital is owned to varying degrees by all individuals in 

society. Like economic capital, the ongoing exchange of cultural items can similarly 

contribute to the struggle for social domination of some individuals over others. When 

and where the two principal axes of class; namely, economic capital and cultural 

capital, intersect within the dominant field of power; a variety of social positions 

become available (Bourdieu, 1980). There are possibilities for movement by 

individuals or groups within the social space; however, such possibilities are not 

limitless because they are confined not only by economic capital but also by 

possession of cultural capital.  

The capacity to participate in high culture is attained in societies as those of 

western industrialized nations mostly through formal education; that is, schooling.  

Bourdieu reduced this differential to a relationship between educational attainment 

and cultural habits, arguing that the capacity to participate in high culture was attained 

in societies such as those of western industrialized nations, in a major sense, through 

education. This viewpoint, shared by Bernstein, emphasizes that the key to unlock the 

culture code is not given to all on an equal basis; instead it is distributed according to 

social status and schooling, with habitus providing the privileged with an enhanced 

ability to receive and understand the education offered. Only children of educated 

families therefore have access to the ‘culture’ key, thus enabling dominant groups 

within society to demonstrate their superiority by having exclusive access to high 

culture and, thereby, justifying their superior social position.  

We are not suggesting, and neither was Bourdieu nor Bernstein, that all school 

knowledge is middle class knowledge and that, for this reason, it is inevitably rejected 

by working class pupils. We argue, instead, that there are habitus and class code issues 

about the recognition and acceptance of curriculum content in music that extend from 
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the acceptability of the canon in literature to the standing of musical genres.  It is our 

belief that Bernstein’s work on class, codes, and curriculum can go far in clarifying (1) 

the socio-political role repertoire choices and pedagogical decisions play in the field of 

music education, and (2) the role teachers play in such selection and decision-making 

processes. 

 

Bernstein’s Work on Class, Codes, and Curriculum 

 

Bernstein’s early work on the language of lower working class and middle class 

children documented differences between the communication codes of both groups 

which he attributed to social position and overall codes of behavior. He found that 

lower working class children tended to use relatively restricted codes, by which he 

meant that the children’s language tended to be context dependent, requiring as well as 

assuming background knowledge about accepted ways of doing and saying things.  

Such usage was opposite to what he termed elaborated codes, that is, context-

independent language, applicable across situations and independent of assumed 

knowledge by both speaker and recipient.    

In Bernstein’s observed classrooms, all children had access to both language 

codes in the classroom. However, socially upward-moving (aspirant) working class 

and middle class families and their children were more likely than lower class families 

to have access to and facility with elaborated, context independent codes. Children of 

aspirant families therefore were able to recognize and produce such language in 

formal pedagogical discourse. Moreover, and of importance for the identity of children 

as active learners, Bernstein showed that the observed codes applied not only to 

language and verbal meaning but also to issues of who controlled whom, to worlds of 

reason, and to ways of behaving with others. He explained these observed distinctions 
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in terms of social class and power relations that were directly linked to social divisions 

of work, family and schooling.   

For instance, middle class children were likely to experience little disjunction 

between the linguistic knowledge and control codes used in school and those 

experienced at home, whereas some lower class children were disadvantaged at school 

as they moved from a largely context-dominated, restricted code of language and 

behavior (home) to a place (school) in which the ability to understand elaborated 

codes and behavior was a prerequisite to success. In other words, the behavioral codes 

of formal schooling did not readily or easily transfer to the use of informal (restricted) 

codes of behaviour, be it verbal or nonverbal.  Children with sociolinguistic 

backgrounds or orientations different from those practiced by and fostered in 

compulsory schools were disadvantaged in terms of basic, acceptable, attitudinal, and 

behavioural attributes; including, very mundanely, how work was to be done and how 

one related to others, both verbally and nonverbally.  

Bourdieu (1984) had asserted that the points at which habituses intersect with 

each other classify practices and cultural objects into a series of distinct, cultural 

lifestyles. Thus, position determines habitus which, in turn, determines lifestyle. 

Distinctions of taste become ascribed to social position and related to the ability to 

appreciate and differentiate between styles and taste. Bernstein believed that such a 

concept had to be predicated on the view that knowledge structures bring with them 

further, underlying socio-cultural structures.  However, he considered such a view 

insufficiently dynamic to express the relation of knowledge to power, control and 

identity because knowledge is not only imbedded in educational codes but also linked 

to in linguistic ones. Therefore, children’s willingness and ability to accept the formal 

education offered to them is dependent upon their ability to understand and use 

elaborated linguistic codes.  
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Originating from these insights into on class, language codes, and school 

learning, Bernstein developed a much broader theory that described how elaborated 

linguistic codes reflect ‘elaborated knowledge codes,’ the latter of which impact on 

socially based decision-making at all levels of formal education.  The theory relates 

positions within the field of education to socially established patterns of preference 

and behavior within society at large. Such decisions can be traced from the macro 

level of society through the meso level of the school to the individual level of the 

teacher and classroom and thereby lead to the recontextualization and reproduction of 

knowledge at all levels. Bernstein termed the processes involved in recontextualizing 

knowledge for the purpose of creating school knowledge The Pedagogic Device.    

 

Bernstein’s Theory of the Pedagogic Device 

 

The pedagogic device is composed of three stable and hierarchical sets of rules; 

distributive, recontextualising and evaluative. Distributive rules regulate relationships 

between power and social groups, forms of consciousness and practice. They regulate 

who transmits what to whom and under what circumstances and operate primarily at 

the macro level of society. Recontextualising rules derive from distributive rules as 

they serve to mediate between originally produced knowledge and how it is 

transmitted through various schooling institutions.  Evaluative rules are those that 

construct pedagogic practice within specific instructional settings and provide the 

criteria by which certain and selected knowledge is to be transmitted and acquired.1 

The three sets of rules are interrelated and influenced by ideology and power 

relationships that operate at all levels of societal analysis, macro, meso, and micro. 

Bernstein described these rules as stable and hierarchical but we wonder whether they 

are not better considered as reflexive and cyclical, since all of them contribute to how 



Ruth Wright and Hildegard Froehlich                         Bernstein’s Theory of the Pedagogic Device                    480 
 

 

original knowledge is recontextualized on an ongoing basis. For this reason, we 

address recontextualizing and evaluative rules before discussing distributive rules.   

 

Recontextualizing and evaluative rules 

Original (primary) knowledge is generated (produced) and accepted at the macro-level 

of society.  From that knowledge, certain aspects will be selected and thereby 

legitimized for transmission for the purpose of schooling. Therefore, for original 

knowledge to become school knowledge, it is reorganized (‘tampered with’).  It is 

being recontexutalized because decisions are made about (1) what to include in the 

curriculum for transmission, and (2) how to present the ‘what’ to the learner; that is, 

how the knowledge is framed in the process of instruction.    

Through processes of condensing, refocusing, simplifying, modifying or 

elaborating, knowledge is taken out of context (decontextualized) and transformed for 

reproduction. Such actions place the originally produced knowledge into a new 

context, thereby changing its essence. As Bernstein observed, whenever knowledge is 

moved from one site (its primary context) to another (the secondary context), there is a 

space in which ideology begins to operate because choices reflect ideology.  Each time 

such choices are being made for particular purposes, a primary body of knowledge 

gets changed, resulting in what Bernstein differentiated as ‘thinkable’ and 

‘unthinkable’ knowledge. 

Thinkable knowledge consists of approved knowledge and agreed-upon 

practices in a particular context whereas unthinkable knowledge consists of taboo or 

new knowledge not included in the recontextualizing process. Bernstein used as an 

example of such distinction his own experiences in what often is called ‘woodshop.’  

To become a carpenter demands more, if not different knowledge, than simply 

producing ‘a pile of wood shavings’ in a class called ‘shop.’ Similar examples 
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pertaining to ‘life’ music and ‘school’ music are not hard to find; suffice it to say that 

all knowledge originally produced in the primary context (such as universities, 

corporate research labs, or artists’ studios) goes through processes of 

recontextualization by which the original knowledge is being transformed into 

something else. Bernstein (2000, p.31) termed any body of knowledge that was 

recontextualised for the purposes of schooling ‘pedagogic discourse.’  Two principles 

of discourse, instructional and regulative, operate with or against each other in 

determining the nature of that discourse.  Instructional discourse (ID) creates the rules 

that determine the subject matter content; rules that maintain social order constitute 

regulative discourse (RD).  

According to Bernstein (2000, p.32), instructional discourse is always 

embedded in regulative discourse. Thus:  

 

In other words, regulative discourse is dominant, telling learners as well as teachers 

the extent to which they can do what they do, and the why and how of doing it. 

Concerned with mode of transmission, creation of social order, identity, manner and 

conduct, regulative discourse provides the values, beliefs and rules about the selection, 

relation, sequence and pacing of each school subject.  Regulative discourse defines the 

thinkable and unthinkable knowledge within the curriculum for pupils and teachers 

alike, and set guidelines as to what constitutes classroom order. As already stated, 

instructional discourse is necessarily embedded within regulative discourse and 

dependent upon its production of order.  It provides the principles by which the ‘what; 

and ‘how’ of teaching and pedagogic practice are recontextualized. 
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Figure 1 is an overview of the processes just described. We believe it makes a 

case for the importance of understanding how original knowledge is turned into school 

knowledge, music included: Who selects what for what purpose and under what 

circumstances is an important question if we apply sociological analyses to the field of 

music education. It is a question that reaches into issues of educational policies as well 

as politics and requires an examination of self-interests among musicians, educators, 

music educators, our students’ interests, and those in control of school policies. 

    

 
 

 
          Figure 1: The process of recontextualizing original knowledge 

Evaluative rules, the third set of rules in Bernstein’s theory of the pedagogic device, 

establish the criteria for knowledge transmission and acquisition. These rules govern 

practice in the classroom by defining the standards that must be attained during 

instruction. In this respect, evaluative rules operate upon subject content and influence 

how that content is transmitted, to whom it is transmitted, according to what criteria, 

and in what contexts. Pedagogic practice, therefore, is the result of complex rules that 

make the transmission of original knowledge nearly impossible. The often multiple 
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processes of recontextualization due in large measure to evaluative decision-making, 

practically ensure that knowledge is never transmitted in isolation from norms and 

values condoned by dominant societal groups. As a result and by definition, pedagogic 

discourse carries with it the transmission of deeply imbedded societal values.  

 

Distributive rules 

This set of rules, listed by Bernstein first in his theory of the pedagogic device, was 

actually added last to the theory before his death in 2000.  Drawing on Bourdieu’s 

concept of field and habitus, Bernstein presented a sociological description for the 

sites within which recontextualization of knowledge takes place. Within the primary 

level of the pedagogic device, he identified two recontextualizating fields in which 

different agents make decisions that bear on the transformation from original 

knowledge to pedagogic discourse:  (1) the official re-contextualizing field (ORF), 

‘created and dominated by the state and its selected agents and ministries’ (e.g. for 

curriculum, assessment, and supervision/inspection); and (2) the pedagogic re-

contextualizing field (PRF), comprising, for example, education departments in 

universities, subject journals, private research bodies, publishers and others 

transforming texts for disposition (or reproduction) by teachers in schools and 

colleges.  

Both fields (the ORF and the PRF) work with and against each other; as one 

holds dominance, the other seeks to assert itself against such dominance. Bernstein 

identified a steadily increasing threat to the autonomy of the PRF through increased 

ORF activities, if not interventions. One such example would be the increased call for 

state formulated curricula and nationally imposed evaluative rules. Many other 

examples can be found in efforts to articulate uniform policies for music education 
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across regions, provinces, or even one nation-state. A primary concern in such cases is 

often who sets the policy and whose values find their way into the curriculum.   

 

The Pedagogic Device Applied to Music Education 

 

If one follows Bernstein’s theory of the pedagogic device as outlined, the ‘what’ of 

music teaching would be linked to power relations whereas the ‘how’ of teaching 

would be part of control mechanisms. However, power and control are always linked, 

which means that content selection in school music is by necessity classified and 

interactions framed. If we use Bourdieu’s terms and replace the words power and 

control with habitus and cultural capital, we may see clearly why the contents of the 

aesthetic curriculum in schools inevitably reflect the dominant cultural ideology of 

those in authority. It is the result of a control mechanism that happens at all levels of 

schooling, be it at the primary, secondary, or tertiary level; be it at the national level, 

the meso or school level, or, indeed, at the micro level of the classroom, where 

knowledge may be further recontextualized in terms of the inclinations and ideologies 

of individual teachers.  

To be sure, at the macro level of society strong classification and framing 

processes exist that engender hierarchical relationships just as much as at the micro-

level of the classroom. The difference is that relationships at the macro-level are less 

available for public scrutiny. At the local school level, on the other hand, subject 

specialists as well as education and public authorities strive for power to decide on the 

pedagogic discourse within the curriculum. In all cases, strong classification and 

framing efforts at both levels reduce, if not question, the often-held notion that 

teachers are autonomous decision-makers when it comes to determining teaching 

content.  
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We believe the above issues to be central to the sociological study of music as 

a curriculum subject. Identifying the degree of strength of classification and framing at 

all levels, from curriculum outlines to classroom delivery, contributes to a detailed 

description and understanding of the pedagogic discourse of music. It also allows for 

the identification of the constraints music teachers face in their decision-making 

processes.  

Music teachers’ decisions are limited by the choices available to them in 

particular instructional contexts, the latter of which are framed by influences outside 

the control of teachers and students alike. At the same time, though, and because of 

the uniqueness of each music instructional context itself, pedagogic practices across 

teachers and schools are unique as well. This means that pedagogic discourse in music 

varies from school to school and teacher to teacher, despite any macro-level controls 

that may determine curricular content or set evaluative rules.  It is this dialectic 

between macro controls and micro framing that needs further attention by sociological 

research in music education.  In particular, insights are needed about the impact of 

recontextualization processes on (1) the curriculum presented to pupils, (2) the pupils’ 

images of worth and self-worth in relation to such recontextualized music content, and 

(3) teachers viewing themselves as autonomous decision-makers and/or re-framers of 

knowledge.   

Finally, the political nature of the pedagogic discourse becomes clear when 

one considers the socio-political contexts within which instructional decisions are 

made. For example, such queries as who qualifies to be called a musician, who may be 

called ‘musical,’ and what counts as an instrument ‘worthy’ of school instruction 

become socio-political questions when different interest groups in education and 

music seek to answer them for the purpose of articulating curricular policies.  
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Processes like these are in need of sociological scrutiny because they can shed light on 

the nature of extant policies.    

 

Music Schooling as a Class- and Code-specific Educational Practice 

 

If, as both Bourdieu and Bernstein assert, schools exist to ‘do it over,’ that is, to 

reproduce knowledge and cultural and, thereby, class relations, curriculum debates, 

seen in this light, are, in large measure, struggles for cultural dominance (see also 

Shepherd and Vulliamy, 1994).  Dominant classes that win battles for culture 

imposition seek to imprint their worldviews, ways of being or, in Bourdieu’s terms, 

their habitus, upon the rest of society. Culture is used in pursuit of social and political 

control or hegemony; in some measure those who own the curriculum own society, 

they attempt to define ‘the thinkable’ or legitimate knowledge.    

Such a view sheds light on some of the most persistent questions in the field of 

music education concerning whose knowledge is sanctioned as valued knowledge and 

how it is approved for transmission in schools. The question, in Bernstein’s 

terminology, deals with the relationship between representatives of the ORF (Official 

Recontextualizing Field) (ORF) and the PRF (Pedagogic Recontextualizing Field). 

For example, if in the United States music were to be designated federally as a 

required school subject, Federal, state, and regional education accreditation boards 

(ORF) would be deeply involved in the articulation of curricular requirements of all 

levels of instruction. Thus, educational policy decisions controlled by the ORF would 

reach deep into the articulation of music teacher education programs at the state and 

local level.  Such impact would also affect policies of the National Association of 

Schools of Music (NASM) and set the boundaries of musical and academic skills and 

knowledge deemed most necessary to meet the demands by ORF representatives.  
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However, absence of an explicit National Curriculum affords potentially more 

autonomy to agents of the PRF. As a result, regional partnerships between local 

organizations could implement music educational policies that are sanctioned jointly 

by musicians, music educators, community music centers, advocacy groups, 

professional organizations, and business leaders.  Nation-wide partnerships, on the 

other hand, likely put together by representatives of the ORF, might tend to exclude as 

possible dialogue partners any social groups far removed from the interests of those in 

power at the Federal or State level.   

Assume, for instance, that all parties in the ORF and PRF, both at the Federal 

and local levels, were in agreement that all students should be prepared to become--in 

Bernstein’s terms--carpenters instead of students in woodshop.  Because and as long 

as everyone agreed, there would be no problem in pedagogic decision-making. On the 

other hand, if, and as is the case both in the United States and the United Kingdom, 

there were standing disagreements between representatives of the two fields (ORF and 

PRF respectively) as to the purpose of schooling (i.e., whether carpentry or woodshop 

should be the focus), some groups in the dispute would have little to no chance of 

making their voices heard in articulating what would best benefit the education of the 

young.  At stake in the case of music education, therefore, is the question of where 

representatives of the two fields (ORF and PRF) stand on the issue of cultural capital 

in regard to school music and how those voices are heard who belong to neither of 

those two decision-making fields.       

 

Consequences for Action  

 

We have suggested here, as has been asserted before by Al Ramahi and Davies (2001), 

Thomas and Davies (2006), and Wright (2006, 2008), that school and higher 
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education teachers have a role to play in the recontextualization of knowledge within 

individual establishments. They are not always simply to be regarded as reproducers; 

that is, transmitters; of knowledge alone because the process of transmission itself 

recontextualizes knowledge.  If one accepts this premise, then the culture and habitus 

(the code) of music teachers, as well as those who educate them and who appear to 

predetermine the form and content of their pedagogy, also play a role in the 

recontextualization of music knowledge in each particular school.  

The education route taken by the majority of music education professionals in 

state-maintained secondary schools in the UK requires possession of an initial degree 

in music. Although the variety of music degrees available is beginning to widen, 

students with ‘new’ degree courses have only just begun to enter initial teacher 

training institutions. The vast majority of teachers at present working in school music 

therefore are still products of a musical training that is firmly embedded within the 

western art music tradition.  Because schooling’s reproductive processes assure that 

many of these teachers are themselves from a middle class background, the teachers, 

in Bourdieu’s terms, tend to advantage children who possess middle class habitus as 

well.  Aspirant working class students who achieve a place in higher education in 

music will have almost certainly been inculcated during their school and higher 

education into the dominant ideology with its reinforcement of assumed superiority of 

high art music.  

For music education, then, the message seems clear: neither specific 

knowledge nor acquired skills are ever neutral; they always carry hidden values and 

cultural preferences.  That awareness suggests that the successful perpetuation of 

covert cultural capital would have to be accepted as valued knowledge not only by 

groups with power over professional subject areas and by those in positions to 

exercise control over curriculum content and formation.  Rather, acceptance and 
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cooperation would be needed by representatives of groups not affiliated with decision 

makers in either education or music.   

If members of the music education field wish to challenge the status quo on the 

basis on its role in perpetuating social distributive injustice through music education, 

there are a number of actions that would have to be taken.  First, perhaps, we should 

look at the education routes offered in music teachers’ professional preparation. What 

habitus do prospective music teachers reflect and how does such habitus relate to the 

dominant culture? What adjustments would be required in the preparation of music 

teachers? Secondly, curriculum and policy documents would need to be read with 

awareness that no document is ever free of messages of power and control. Analysis 

of the messages underlying such documents and the development of the ability to 

critically evaluate policy prior to implementation are skills that may be developed 

during teacher professional preparation and development.   

Finally, and perhaps most importantly: Because teachers have important roles 

to play in education not only as recontextualizers of knowledge but also as recipients 

of recontextualized knowledge, the habitus of music teachers may in many cases 

predispose them to act as reproducers of existing social inequalities in music 

education. Therefore, if music educators wish to become agents for social change in 

school music, raising awareness of the issues of culture and code during 

preparation/training may serve to equip future music teachers to address such issues in 

practice.  As Apple (1993, p.212) asserts: 

We must acknowledge and understand the tremendous capacity of 
dominant institutions to regenerate themselves […] Yet at the very same 
time […] we need never to lose sight of the power of popular 
organisations, of real people, to struggle, resist and transform them. 
Cultural authority, what counts as legitimate knowledge what norms and 
values are represented in the officially sponsored curriculum of the school, 
all of these serve as important arenas in which the positive and negative 
relations of power […] will work themselves out […] and all of them 
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involve the hopes and dreams of real people in real institutions, in real 
relations of inequality. 
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Endnotes 

                                                
1 See also Robertson: http://www.aare.edu.au/03pap/rob03669.pdf 
 


