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ABSTRACT

Ven Oirsouw (1983) proposes & syntactic criterion to
assess semantic relations holding belween coordinated
sentences. On the basis of this criterion he
distinguishes four distincl types of coordination, which
he calls: (a) Identity Coordination, (b) Ordered
Coordination, (c) Concomitant Coordination and (d)
Coincidental Coordination. This paper demonstrates that
ven Oirsouw's claim to the four types fs unfounded
and, hence, his theory is inadequale. Instead, it is
ergued thet his syntactic criterie might et best offord
8 method whereby coordinated sentences can be
classified {n order of decreased acceptability.

In his peper titled "Coordinated Sentences’ Van Oirsouw proposes to
exanine sementic relations holding between coordinated sentences;
syntactic relations, it is noted, will remsin oulside the scope of his
enalysis. However, he does not conceptuslise sementic relations of
coordinated sentences, @s en enumeration of types of circumstances
under which coordination is acceplable, as has often been the case, or
as governed by acceptability judgements which rely largely on issuss of
common topicality extrected from coordination, because, as he rightly
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notes in criticising P. Lekoff (1971), “s theory which endesvours to

" specify the circumstances under which senlences mey sensibly be

coordinated, i.e., enumerates the situations which mey be reported on by
means of a coordinated sentence is misguided “(136).

In other words, as ven Oirsouw, does not want to rely on such criteria
os the topicelity of the conjoined sentences, he hes recourse to the use
of & syntactic device, the edditive adjuncts 'too’ end ‘es well' as &
means of extracting semantic cheracteristics. He claims that the
presence of these additive adjuncts in coordinated sentences gives rise
to the generetion of inferences which he clesses fnto two types:
Intrasententisl inferences, when the inferences are restricted to the
sentence conteining the additive adjunct, end extrasentential, when the
inferences extend beyond the bounderies of the sentence et issue,
relating it, or parts of it, to previous discourse.

These inferences afford us four types of coordination, which are:
Identity coordination, Ordered coordinetion, Concomitent coordination
and Coincidental coordination.

Jdentity coordination he calls coordinated sentences which always have
either identicel subjects or identicel predicetes. This type, therefore,
cen be specified by a particuler formuis:

AW & l AV_|
or Ay & (8wl

This type does not generate any inferences either intrasententiel or
extrasententio] by the presence of en additive adjunct es witness (17):

(17)! Rufus is a very good tennis-player, and Knut is a very good
tennis-player, 100,

The second type of coordination he calls Ordered coordination beceuse
“the order in which the sentences occur in the coordination is relevant
to the interpretation of the sentence’(p.142).

The third type of coordination he distinguishes is that of Concomitant
coordination whereby sentences are ‘inextricebly linked” by the
presence of additive adjuncts.
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The fourth and final type of coordinstion he terms Coincidental, its
characleristic being that “neither intrasentential nor extrasententiel
interpretations seem to be available for this sort of coordination with
an additive edjunct™(p.143). He adds that the conjunction is rendered
incomprehensibie with the eddition of the adjunct ‘as well’ or 'too’, the
syntactic device he uses thoughout his analysis.

| propose to show three things: first that, sithough ven Oisouw
criticises, end quite rightly so, Robin Lekofi's (1971) theory of
conjunction 8s misguided,2 since it “endeavours to specify the
circumstonces  under  which  sentences mey  sensibly  be
coordinated™(p.136), his account emounts to little else then what he
criticises. Second, in order to accept his four types of coordination, the
criteria he proposes must stand to criticism. if there ars
counterexamples to his own, which however conform to the criteria he
proposes then his theory collapses. Third, his four types of coordination
ere not genuine, distinct types. Rsther, employing the seme criterta,
there cen be proposed a method whereby we can clessify coordinated
sentences in order of decreased acceptability.

Apparently, for ven Oirsouw an eccount of coordination relying on
conversational implicatures does not satisfy his criteria, which, he
claims, have to be syntactic. Griceen implicatures have been devised to
carry off all the burden of explaining all other aspects of meaning or
function of ‘and’ or ‘but’ except the logical aspect.

Indeed, Identity Coordination meets certein syntactic criterie and
specific formulae can be set up, since a condition for this type of
coordination is thet the two coordinated sentences shere either
identical subjects or identicel predicates, as shown by the structures
above. However, as far as the other three types of coordination are

concerned, van Oirsouw does not give eny syntactic criteria whereby the
types cen be identified.

Regarding the second type which he cells Ordered Coordinetion he relies
for its identification on very similer criteria to Lakoff's, ie, criterie
concerning the topicality of the conjoined sentences, as he does with the
other two types of Coordination. However, he distinguishes this es a
distinct type beceuse, basing our judgement cn the semantic content of
the propositions involved, we can determine whether "the order in which
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Van Oirsouw’s exemples of Ordered Coordination are given below:

(18)  John let go of the ladder and Harry fell to the ground
(18b) John let go of the ladder and Herry fell to the ground as
well

(19)  Harry fel} down the steirs and he broke his arm as well.
(198) Harry fell down the steirs end he broke his erm.

(20) 1 got up and | walked awey as well
(202) 1 got up and | walked away

It must be pointed out that ven Oirsouw does not specify the neture of
the relevence relations oblaining between the Lwo conjoined sentences.
These cen be either chronologicel or etiologicel or, rather, both, in the
sense that a tempors! sequential resding involves a ceusel relstion as
well, which also involves temporal sequence

However, & proviso for identifying this type of Coordinstion is that the
inferences genersted by the additive edjuncts must, in the first place,
make & difference in the interpretation-whereas the presence of the
sdditive edjuncts in Identity Coordinstion does nol affect its
interpretation in the leest-end, In the second place, these inferences
must have only an extresentential interpretation.

Besides, it must be pointed out that the syntectic formuls for identity
Coordination is not unigue to the first tupe only, 8s is clear from the
examples above. Both (198) and(20s) bear the same syntactic formule es
the one for Identity Coordination.

Therefore, the sole differentieting factor between the first type and
this type, Ordered Coordination, has to be based on the generetion of
extrasentential Inferences by the addition of the adjuncts ol Issue.

However, this cannot be shown to be the cese. For sn example like (19)
can give rise to either extrasentential or intresententisl inferences,
s con (20) in the sense of (19b) and (20b) respactively:

(190) Not only did he fall down but he also broke his arm.
(20b) Not only did | get up but | aiso walked away.

dinstion, in which-
sre some more exemples of Ordered Coordin ,
:::lerorg 10 van Oirsouw's predictions-the addition of "as weﬂl will give
fise L0 intrasententicl rather then extrasententiol inferences:

[

we
(2) Robin walked out on Arung ond the stupid bastard esked for

[
(@)

(S)
(6)

Al

Coordination, ie.,
ces conjoined the! v
::::;‘:M“ﬂn |]s relevant to the interpretation of the sentence (p.142).

ity of subject terms;
er, example (1) s cherecterised by iden

::{h":vnslu\cw of pesre coreferentiel. In (2), sithough the terms f:?g{l
ond the stupid bestard ore coreferential, they ere lexicelly dis 3
terms. In (3) the subject terms ere nelther identical nor coreferantiol.

However, it is clear that (1) will be interpreted s {18):

(18) He not only walked out on his wife but he 8iso asked for &

{s, the syntectic device ‘e

';::;UrS'thm l‘)‘(’l‘rnmlenusl, inferances. Sunl&r:ce (3))\1 n‘c‘\ m"g.tl;l‘n ':
nt (nterpretation on account of the edditive &

‘xl‘):;;.undersla: thet & Republic wes declered somewhere else &s well,

8s yan Qirsouw predicts.

dination, Concomitent
t us now exemine the third type of coor o
Ll:;m':;ma'.mn, s ven Oirsouw cells 1t, which cen be acc'pla.ulc with or
without the edditive sdjunct. An example of this type Is 1)

(21) lsn doesn’t like drink, and dope gives him & headache ss well.
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the sentences occur in the coordination is relevant to the interpretation
of the sentence” or not.

As for the criterie for the fdentification of the other two types, that of
Concomitant Coordination and that of Coincidentel Coordination, they ere
very much the seme as the ones for Ordered Coordination, f.e., in order
to identify Concomitant Coordination you again base your judgement on
the propositional content of the conjoined sentences; if your verdict is
that they ‘go together’ then you cen rest assured that you have en
instance of Concomitant Coordination.

The fourth type of Coordination, Coincidental Coordination, seems to me
to be the waste-basket. Whatever does not fit the other types will find
some place here, since under this type you can have instences of
coordination which will not fit the syntactic formula of the first type
or the semantic criteria sel up for the other two types, ie, the
propositions of the two conjoined sentences do not seem to be In some
order, or to be somehow linked.

Heving noted the lack of any finherent syntactic specification for
identifying the four types, we can now examine them in the light of the
presence of the additive adjuncts, which, as van Oirsouw claims, cen be
employed as syntactic criterta for distinghuishing the four types. If it
is found thet the inferences they generate are stable for al} instances
of the type at issue, then we might conclude thet their addition affords
us g reliable criterion. In other words, inference reletions should be
systematically encoded in coordinste constructions by the use of
additive adjuncts in e menner thel knowing the perticular type of
coordination used, the type of inference relstions obtaining thereby
must be predictable or vice versa.

identity Coordination will not be examined as, Ven Oisouw offers
precise syntactic specification for this type. Each of the other three
types will be, however, examined in some detail 8s the only syntactic
test he offers is the presence or sbsence of the edditive adjuncts.

Ordered Coordination is characterised by the fect that the order of the
conjoined sentences is relevant to the interpretation of the sentence;
as regards the presence of the additive adjuncts, ven Oirsouw claims
that Ordered Coordinstion "is accepteble both with end without the
additive adjunct™. However, the inference reiations generated thereby
can have the extrasentential interpretation only.
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He walked out on his wife and he esked for & divorce 8s

divorce as well.
l:ehm walked out on Aruna and his 1ewyer s pressing for o

ivorce.
3:1‘;:\ walked out on Aruna end Steve Is pressing for a divorce

s well,
'l?hu King ebdicated ond 8 Republic wes declared as well.
A Republic wes declored and the King abdicated, 100, {

these examples conform to the first condition set for Ordered

tent of the
it 18 clesr from the propositionel con
\ “the order in which the sentences occur in the

divorce,
s well' will generate intrasententisl,
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The sdditive edjunct, under the intrasentential interpretation, serves to
link the two conjuncts. Van Oirsouw sdds thet “concomitant, meening

can be fnterpreted in the context of coordination snd
edditive adjuncts es {nextricably linked; if we have & coordination of
sentences with non-identical predicetes and non-identical subjects, end
the sentence does not become unacceptable es e result of the additive
odjunct, then we may infer concomitence between the predicates™(p.143).

However, he elso classifies sentences such as the following under
Concomitant Coordination, although the edditive edjunct renders the
coordinetion contredictory, es he seys.

(22) »Sue has never slept with enyone, and sleeping on the settes
gives her o headache as well

(23) I've never tried dope, and drink gives me 8 headache as
well.

Although, he explains the incomprehensibility of (22) end (23) on account
of the coordination of two sentences expressing two propositions, one
referring to an existent situation, and one denoting something that has
never occurred, end hence concomitance, s he puts it, between existent
ond non-existent situstions ts impossidle, he does not specify why these
two examples have to belong to Concomitant Coordination snd not to his
fourth type. Besides, the explenation he offers for the 0ddity of (22) snd
(23) on the basis of their negated conjunct is certeinly not edequate or
correct, as shown clearly by the following examples:

(7) She hos never slept with anyone snd she contracted AIDS, too
(8) She hos never slept with anyone and AIDS frightens her as well

Quite cleerly, (7) and (8) cennot belong to the first type; st least (8) is
not cheracterised by identity of eny of 1ts terms. Nelther can they
belong to the second type 8s the order of the conjoined sentences does
not seem to be relevant, Moreover, they cannot belong to the fourth tupe
s they do not become unecceptable by the addition of the edjuncts, as is
predicted for Coincidentsl Coordination. Therefore, according to ven
Oirsouw's account, they both have to be Instances of Concomitent

(22) and (23).

Moreover, a sentence such as (9),
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(10)  They have four children, end they went to Spain last summer
8s well.

Far from being inconsequential, as predicted by ven Qirsouw's theory,
‘as well' serves to make (10) rother odd. So one is inclined to clessify
(10) as ean instance of Coincidental Coordination, or rether, as an
instance of coordinstion of decreased acceplability, despite the fact
that It exhibits identity of subject terms. One Is inclined to clalm that
not only tdentity of either subjects or predicetes is a necessary
condition for the first type or for increased acceptability, but also that
the remaining terms which are not identical must be of a cenonical
form, fe. of the same syntactic category, as is the case with van
Oirsouw's example (17).

Envisaging & scale of acceptability, the next most acceptable type of
coordination would be thal of sentences which denote situations or
events which are in some temporel order,and, or exhibit a relation of
ceuse ond effect. However, since our knowledge of the world cen afford
us an explenstion for the coordination of these two situations
Vinguistically, any relience on the test of the presence or ebsence of the
additive adjuncts is pleonastic. Morsover, we would like to claim that
the choice between the Intrasententisl and extrasentential
interpretation brought ebout by the additive adjunct 1s 8 direct
consequence of the degree of the relation that obtains between the two
conjuncts.

More specifically, the closer the reletionship is betwsen the two
coordinated sentences the more likely we are to read ‘ss well es
generoting intresententiel inferences, end the looser the connection
seems to be between them, the more likely we are to read 'as well’ as
generating extrasentential inferences. And this is so because in our
oltempt to detect coherence in linguistic chunks we bring our
knowledge of the world to bear on what we read or hear. This is clearly
shown in ocur critical examination of the second type of coordinetion.

A schematic representation of this finding might be as follows:

Coordination
Degree of acceplability scale

Coordination, thus invelidating his expianation for the unacceptability of

an

(9) Aruna's husbend was never faithful to her and her boss is
teking her out to dinner tomorrow as well,

would egein have to be an instance of Concomitent Coordination, since,
oagain, there Is no fdentity of eny terms, the order does not seem to be
relevent, and "as well’ does not render it unaccepteble.

The lest type of coordination, Coincidentsl Coordination, seems to be, as
hes been already noted, the waste-basket. The syntectic test goes es
follows: If you have on exsmple of coordination which becomes
incomprehensible by the presence of the edditive adjuncts, then you have
en instance of Coincidental Coordination. His exemples ere the following

(25) Harry is digging up the gerden, ond Peter Is In the ettic.
(25e)7Herry is digging up the gerden, and Peter is in the eltic s
well.

(26) Peter is on hollday, end Sue is i1l
(260)7Peter is on holiday, and Sue is 11} os well,

With regerd to these sentences, ven Oirsouw argues thel “they
ostensibly have nothing in common, end the edditive adjunct, which

ey _do _have something in common, merely makes
the sentence odd"(144, our emphasis),

The emphesis in the quotstion serves to underline the function of the
additive adjuncts, which is to bring sbout the common topicality of the

C ly, we con judge whether the
coordinstion is ecceplable, or 0dd, relying on purely syntactic criteris,
8s ven Oirsouw ergues.

Having shown that there ere counterexamples to his own, which,
however, setisfy his criteris, end hence that there sre not four distinct
types of coordinstion, we now wish to cleim that the syntactic
criterion of the presence of the additive adjuncts effords him & method
whereby he cen evaluate coordinated sentences in terms of & scale of
decreased acceptability.

Coordination of the first type is epperently the most accepleble one es
the presence of the additive adjunct does not bring sbout any difference
of interpretation. However, although the syntactic formula he gives for
this type is supposed to secure some common lopicality of the two
sentences, since either the subjects or Lhe predicates must be lexicelly
identical, it can be easily shown thet this need not be the cese:
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A B % D J

Effect of presence of additive adjunct
A= inconsequential
B= intrasentential inferences
C= extresentential inferences
D= oddness

This scheme 1s more flexible and will therefore sccommodate 8 much
greater majority of coordinated sentences.

Thus coordinated sentences such es (7) or (8) will be accommodsted
within this scheme without worrying about the specific type to which
they might belong since the four types of coordination proposed by van
Oirsouw have been proved to be void.

Now to a final eside: Both (258) and (26a) could be perfectly acceptable
if uttered under certain circumstences: Suppose the conversstion is
sbout & party and (26a) answers a question enquiring about Peter's
and/or Sue's participation in it:

A: Do you know if Peter and Sue are coming tonight?
B: Well, Peter is on holiday, and Sue is i1l as well.

To conclude, it must be stressed that in this paper we heve not
eddressed such questions as why some kinds of coordinated sentences
seem to be more acceptable end more frequently used than others, or
whet is the significance of elliptical coordinste constructions as
compared to their expanded forms. Rather, we have concentrated on an
account purporting to efford & method besed on syntactic criterie
whereby coordinated sentences con be clessified into four distinct
types. Hoving proved this theory unfounded, we proposed instead that
van Disouw's syntactic test cen ot best assign coordinated sentences
along & continuum of decreesed acceptability.

NOTES

I vo's numbering is preserved throughout . )
2 For & comprehensive critique of Robin Lakoff (1971) see Kitis
(1982).
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3 van Ofrsouw (1987) defines identity as “nondistinctness relative to
a discourse”.
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