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The notion expressed by Halliday in <he- early seventies that [he sysíem itself
re-fíe-cts the functiens it has e-volved te serve-’ (1971:65-6) has found suppert in similar
staíe-ments in mere rece-nt years (Levinsen 1983, Dik 1989). According te ihis vie-w,
a funetional appreach te language- will provide a basis br explaining [he-nature of
Ihe language system. Ronald Geluykens follews ihis trend in stating in his opening
paragraph that his aim is te “investigate <he link between disceurse functien and
syntactic form, and [he ways in which granimatical fon is a re-flection of
comniunicative- funetion”. The linguistie form chosen is leti-dislocation (LD) and
the language is English.

The- author rightly uses a data-base- thai focuses en spontaneous conversatien
— lite Survey of English Usage — with ciher disceurse types used fer cemparative
purposes. Not surprisingly, his quantitative data eonfirm a native speaker’s
intuitions thai LD in Englisb is lar merefrequent in conversatien than in any other
disceurse- íype, and thai its eccurrenee in [he written mode, in letiers and fictienal
dialegue. is large-ly a reflection of its conversatienal functions, with no eccurrences
of LD aí alí in scientific writing and in fictienal wniting thai is not dialogue.

Unlike seme corpus-based studies, hewever, Geluykens’ work is net limited te
a pure-Iy quantitative analysis and in Ihis he shares [he-view put forward by Schiffrin
(1987) thai quantitive- data should be used te support a qualitative- analysis. In
particular, [be-analyst sbeuld noi de-al exclusively with Ihe- prototypical instances
of a pattern, dismissing the “exceptions” as statistically irrelevant; rather, e-ach case
should be examined en its ewn merits. since the apparent exception may previde
e-vide-ncc for the- validity of sorne general claim. This accords with Schiffrin’s
awareness íbat a single- instance “can suggest [he need for an explanatien which
covers a wider varie-ty of phenemena” (Schiffrin 1987:68).

Methodologically, Geluyke-ns’s siudy is innevative in that it combines cencepts
íraditienally use-din Disceurse- Analysis (DA) with insights and me-thodelogy taken
from Conversational Analysis (CA). The me-rus and de-me-rus of each of [he-seiwo
sehecísare discusse-d in the- ample Theeretical Preliminaries. Frem DA the atíentien
accorded lo information flew is found tobe invaluable, and various definitions of
Givenness and Topicaliíy are discussed and adapted te make them more
eperational. Cenvcrse-ly, [he- centring en narrative text so often feund in [bis
appreach is ceje-cte-O in faveur of altention te conversation, ter the analysis of which
tbe mere interactienal turn-taking metbed of CA is adopted. It is ibis combination
which will provide- Ibe necessary framewerk for the- claim which Ge-luyke-ns puts
forward re-garding ihe disceurse funetien of LD in English.

Givenness is tobe- assessed in terms of “receverability” define-das infermatien
which is derivable from [he disceurse recerd. Recoverable¡irre-coverable- are- net te
be undensteed as a simple binary distinetion be-iween re-ceve-rable and not
receve-rable-, but rather en a scale- ranging frem toially recoverable, through net
recoverable te inferred. Inferability, based en Prince (1981), appears te include-
wbat Brown & Yule describe- as “automaíically activated” connectiens be-tween
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sentences as we-ll as the- inferencing that means werk for ihe he-are-rin order te
“bridge- the- gap” in the- disceurse- (Brown & Yule 1983:257ff).

Topicality, er “aboutness’ is rightly dissociated frem initial positien. although
as Geluyke-ns recognises, it remains difficult te make eperational [he-pretheeretical
netien of whaí a texí era pan of the text is abeut (Dik 1989, Downing 1990a aud
Dewning 1991). Granting that no perfect cerrelatien exists betwe-en the presence
of a re-fe-re-nt in [he disceurse- and its relatien te aboutness, Ge-luykens preposes his
ewn characterisation of topicality, base-din some- re-spects en Givón’s (1983) concepí
of “tepic continuity”. Tepic continuity is based en two faciors. “lookback and
“persistence”. Lookback re-lates te the relationship of an item te <he prece-ding
disceurse. and is taken care of by Geluykens’ “re-ceverability’. Persistence me-asures
[he-duratien of a particular tepic through [he ensuing disceurse-. For Givón this is
mensurable- “in te-rms of <he number of clauses te ihe rigbt” (1983:15), which as
Geluykens points eut, runs míe se-yeral preblems. Firstly, a cut-off peiní of 20 se-e-ms
semewhat arbitrary; secondly, a tepic may be- niaintaine-d while “jumping a clause”
as in Ge-luykens’ example (12a) of Chapter 1 John died. 7’he-y said U was cancer. He
was 77, and may e-ven be mainíained indire-ctly. Thirdly, it is claimed that the
quantitative- appre-ach adepted by Givón is unsuitable- for the analysis of
conversation, which requires the ceoperation of at least two participants. Instead,
topicality will be adjuste-d te the turn-taking syste-m. and a degree- of topicality will
be- censidered significaní if ancle-me-nt recurs in any of three- pesitions: in Ihe- same
speakers turn, in the- he-are-rs turn, er in [he-turn fellowing <he he-are-rs turn.

Thesepre-liminaries are nece-ssarily de-tailed and extensive- in thai [he-yprevide
[he-basis en which Ge-luyke-ns makes his claim that the main function of LO in Eng-
lish is ihe introductien of new (and tepical) refere-nis in what is essentially a ce-
eperative- e-ffort between speake-r and he-arer. Accerding te ihis vie-w, [he re-fe-re-nt
is introduced by a speaker, is ihen acknowledged by the- hearer, and in the third
siage, is typically elaberated upen by the first speaker. This fits in with the- notion
of “transitien re-le-vanee place-’ (TRP) be-tween íurns intreduced by Sacks, Sche-gloff
& Jefferson (1974) which eceurs with the end of syntactic units or of prosodie units,
and is rare in eiherplaces, at le-ast ameng native English speake-rs. The- granimatical
construction of LO is. the-refore, the- re-sult of a cenversational strategy which ge-ts
builí inte ihe syntax.

A formal syntactic descriptien is cense-quently inadequate, and a se-mantic
characte-risation is propesed. For ihis, Geluykens adopts diffe-re-nt terms frem ihose
incurre-nt use. Ihe neun phrase- preceding Ihe main clause is labelled Ihe re-fe-re-nt
(REF), the main clause- itse-lf is the Prepesitien (PROP) and the cereferential
pronominal ele-me-nt he- calís the- Gap (GAP). Of these, the term “Gap” is potentially
confusing since, as Radford peints eut (1988:531), dislecation invelves no gap; en
the centrary, the- clause- linked with [he dislocated constituení centains seme-
e-xpression re-fe-rring back, in the- case of LD, te the dislocated NP. In what in
ge-nerative grammar is called Topicalisatien, by contrasí, [he-re-isa gap. Adapting
Radferd’s example- (9)(1988:530) fer [he purpose we can compare:

(1) Thai kind of antisocial behaviour, can we re-ally
telerate it? (Left-dislecation)

(2) That kind of antisocial behaviour can we re-ally
tele-rate? (Tepicalisation)
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The cheice- of [he-te-rm GAP, therefore, is net ihe- mesí fertunate-.
Furthermere, as a re-sulí of the playing-dewn of formal fe-atures [he-re is no

mention. te the- be-st of this reviewe-r’s knewledge, of ihe- re-lationship of LD te
embedding and re-cursivene-ss. In other languages, such as Spanish, left-dislecated
siructures can be e-mbedded fre-ely (Rivero 1980) and can alse eccur re-cursive-ly
(Downing & Caro 1993). While- Radferd dees net disceunt ihe- operatien of a
recursive rule en universalist grounds. he finds that recursive dislecatton in standard
varieties of English has “a semewhat edd flaveur” (Radford 1988:532) as in (3)
(Radford’s (19), adapted):

(3) ?That kind of car, in ihis kind of parking leí, yeu’d
be crazy te want tole-ave-it the-re.

In the standard English of ihe Surve-y of English Usage it is unlikely that
instancesef”stacked” LDsuch as (3) weuld eccur; and no doubt it maybepresume-d
thai in a “resolute-ly empirical” and cerpus-based study such as thai of Geluykens,
no examples of [he-se-fe-atures we-re- thrown up in [he-dala.

More worrying is the fact that en occasion an example listed as an instance of
LD does net corre-spond with al le-así this native speakers’ intuitiens of what an LD
e-le-me-nt is. Example (22) of Chapter 6 is ene such:

A: (..)-/cos itere was titis !otiter! “frienó of” mine # that /knews about
Ihe same- a! “meunt as” me #and ite/acíually ‘get an ‘honours: ‘viva#. (..)

(S .2. 9.42.5

Even theugh Mis o/ter friend of mine is core-ferential with he, it is alse an
argume-ní in a pre-se-niative tite-re- clause, raiher [han being an iselated neun phrase.
How dees it [he-uqualify as an LD ele-me-nt? Functionally, ihe presentative- structure-
itself introduces ihe- new petential tepical re-fe-re-nt (Dewning 1990). Mereever, this
clause is coerdinated with the PROP clause.

Other examples, such as [he extrací be-lew of (23) in chapter 3 might more
convincingly be- analysed as nen-síarter sente-nees, rather than instances of LD.
This is suggested by the presence of are and the pause afte-r ¡he Caucasians:

B: be¡cause. tite Cau! Wcasians # are. I/don’t know about racial # 1/don’t
re-ally under[stand much about] race- # but lin/guistically tite-y ‘re u!nique#.
(8.211.76.1)

While it is no doubt írue, as Geluykens sugge-sts, thai the- speaker fe-li the ne-ed
te introduce tite Caucasians, despite its link with a pre-vious mention of Caucasian,
ihis does net mean that alí such introductiens are achieved by me-ans of LD.

In Chapter 2, re-fere-nt-introduction is examined from the poiní of view of
míe-radien. The “acknewledgemeni” of ihe iniroduced re-fe-re-nt can be explicit or
implicii: thus, LlJs are- classifie-d as having an inte-rve-ning turn be-twe-e-n [he-REE
and the- PROP, as having a pause-, and as turnless and pause-le-ss. Pauses are
inte-rpreted as “sile-ní acknowle-dge-ment” of the new re-fe-re-nt en [he-part of ihe
hearer. Thai is, since [he-reis no expressed re-jection of the new tepical re-fe-re-nt, [he-
spe-ake-r takes Ihis as tacit acknewle-dgeme-nt. Pause-le-ss LOs, according te
Geluykens’ analysis of ihe data, mainly occur in spe-cific disceurse conditions, such
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as questiens and answers. Asan explanation [oothe-r. more- recalcitrant instances,
Ge-luykens suggests that in sorne- cases the speaker can take it for granted that his
REF wiIl be accepted by the- hearer, and se can do without an acknewledgme-nt.
One questien that springs te mmd in ibis area is that, if LD indeed represents a
co~laberative effert be-tween spe-aker and he-arer, why isn’t it more- comnion in
English? And the doubt remains, that if topie-intreductien really depended en
acknewle-dgemeni, fe-w petential topies would stand much chance- of survival.

Chapie-rs 3 and 4 are devoted te the re-fere-nt-introduction funetion el LDs froin
the point of view of receve-rability a nd topicality respectively. The- concepts are

furthe-r discussed, subclassified and illustrated with examples frem <he data-base-.
In Chapter 5, ether functions of LD are discussed. partieularly that of

centrastiveness. He-re-, in centrast te Halliday’s view that contrastive e-mphasis isa
kind of ne-wness ([985:277), Geluykens pre-fers te re-gard irrecoverabilitv and
contrast as separate phenomeua, informaíionally unrelated, although both
constiiuting ferms of highlighting. Accerding te this view, oncean ite-m is invelved
in a consírastive set its receverability status is cancelled and be-comes irrelevaní,
sínce- it will be highlighted whether it is receverable or nel.

Chapter 6 explores the presodie aspe-cts of LD and finds that tone unit
beundaries (tonality) and [heplace-me-nt of <he tone nuele-us (tenicity) are relevant
te LD; in particular the final pitch nieve-me-nt en the REE reile-cts the conversatienal
funetion of LO.

In Chapter 7, deveted te othe-r disceurse- types. Geluykens finds thai in non-
conversational disceurse. in whieh LDs are much le-ss frequent, sorne functiens are
almost identical te the cenversational uses. while othe-rs are- quite diffe-re-nt. The
laiter comprise the- use of LO fer e-motive- re-asons. fer identificatienal re-asons, or
as an alternative- [o a cemment adverbial. He-re-, se-yeral of the examples queted
would falí within [he categery of “viewpoint subjuncts’ (Quirk et al 1985:8.89),
which te this reviewer at le-así appears a mere satisfactory classification. It might
be- prefe-rable, ene fe-e-ls, net te atte-mpt te draw these mío <he- LO category, e-ven
as “quasi-LDs”, since [he-yte-ud te we-aken the- distinctive-ness of the LO structure-.
WhiIe- it is true íhat initial pesition is made- use of te fulfil a variety of disceurse
funetions, these- functions, such as reirespective- linking and prospective prejectien,
(re)introduciion of new potential tepics. centrasí. etc, are realised by a number of
diffe-reni struciures and types of unit. A tighte-r lirnit te what LD can include,
sirueturally. weuld have be-en beneficial he-re, as in se-yeral othe-r places in this bock.

Se-tting LO in English within a broader perspeetive-. in Chapier 8, <he author
compares ihe use of LD in English with its equivale-nt in ether languages such as
French and Italian. A comparison of formal fe-atures and co-occurrences is nol
given. lnteresiingly, Ge-luyke-ns finds that the English datado not cenfirm the- fleor-
se-e-king function that in conjunetien with LD as a tepic-shift device-, Ouranti and
Ochs (1979) claim for Italian; the re-asen suggested is <bat, since re-fe-re-nt
introduction is negetiated by spe-ake-rs of English. a competitive- floor-se-eking use
is net nece-ssary. At the same time, Gcluyke-ns suggests <bat the highly inte-ractienal
nature- of LO inEnglish acceunís for its re-lative non-integration into the- grammar.
This, howe-ve-r, dees noi ade-quate-ly explain the- fact thai LOs produced by non-
native spe-akers of English efien sound decidedly odd. Nor dees it explain te what
degree- le-ft-dislocatien is acceptable te educated English spe-ake-rs. In other werds,
where is the- cut-off peint at whieh LD be-comes socially unacceptable?
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In Italian. en the- ethe-r hand,since- negetiatien of tepic iniroductien is le-ss of a
cence-rn fer Italian speake-rs, [hethre-e-siage- acknewledgement proce-ss prepesed
by Geluyke-ns fer English is absení, and syntactization has be-en large-ly achie-ved,
alíhough some interactien is pre-sent. In Fre-nch, finally, LD has progressed e-ven

further than lialian en [he-road te syntactization, and [he interactional dimensíen
is judge-d te be- cemple-tely abse-nt. The initial findings for LO in Spanish
cenversatien (Dewning & Martínez Caro, 1993) cenfirm the pre-diction that Spanish
is cleser [oFre-nch and Italian [hante English, and suggest a disiributien of funciions
whose realisatiens have be-come toially integrated inte the- grammar.

In general organisatien, me-ihed, argumeniation and we-alth of de-tail ihis book
is excelle-ní and thought-prevoking. It would have be-en he-lpful. fer [he-purpose of
identification, te have- numbered the examples cense-cutively right threugh ihe-
boek, inste-ad of numbering for e-ach chapter separaicly. And if ene- werrie-s at times
at the inclusion of certain of the examples under [helabel ofLD, about the exte-nt
lo which LO is allowed te wande-r, and about <he- ceepe-rative nature of [he device,
as claimed by Geluykens, the work neve-riheless prevides what will assure-dly be
[he-standard treatme-nt of left-dislocation in English for sorne time.
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EL PODER Y EL GENERO EN SHAKESPEARE

ADELMAN, Janel: Suffocating Mothers (Fantasies of Maternal Origin in
Shakespeares Plays, Hamíel te Tite- Tempesí), Nueva York y Londres:
Routledge, 1992. 379i- xii págs.

WAYNE, Vale-rie (ed.): Tite Manerof Diffe-rence (Maie-rialist Feminist Criiicism of
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SINFIELD, Alan: Faultlines (Cultural Mate-rialism and [he-Polities of Oissideni
Re-ading), Oxferd:Clarenden Pre-ss.1992. 365 + xi págs.

El subtítulo del estudio de- Adelman hace temer que estemos una vez más an-
te- el vicie de erigen de- cierta crítica (especialmente de la norteamericana) for-
mulaciones teóricas de otras disciplinas, preferentemente en los últimos años el
psicoanálisis lacaniane, se- superponen a textos literarios para llegar a conclusio-
nes de-terminadas de- ante-mano. Sin embargo, las primeras páginas muestran ya

algunas diferencias importantes. La exposición introductoria comienza con una
referencia específica al texto shakespeare-ano (King Henry VI, Pan 3,3.2.153-68),
y al preponer su tesis acerca de- la existencia de- fantasías sobre la madre en el te--

aire de Shakespeare, Adelman presenta las condiciones materiales de la crianza
de les hijos en el periodo isabelino. Podemos resumir la tesis de Adelman de la
manera siguiente: las obras tempranas de Shakespe-are( la prime-ra tetralogía, Tite
Comedy of Errors , Titas Andronicus) presentan figuras maternales poderosas.
En las líneas antes mencionadas de- King Henry VI Ricardo sitúa en el vientre- de-
su madre el erigen de- su deformidad, y en una interpretación algo discutible Adel-
man aduce que la imagen de pesadilla en la que- Ricardo se imagina atrapado en


