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1. Introduction

In this chapter I examine the notion of discourse coherence as it evolved from assuming that cohesion is a necessary condition for coherence (section 2) to accounting for coherence in terms of pragmatic norms, principles of cognitive organization (section 3), and degree of meaning salience (section 4). Given that breaching coherence is not a rare phenomenon, I review the benefits and effects of such violations in terms of aesthetics, affect, and the sociolinguistics of language change (section 5).
2. Cohesion

What makes a discourse coherent? What accounts for the well-formedness of a string of utterances? Should a concept such as discourse coherence or discourse well-formedness be reflected in discourse surface structure? Alternatively, given its conceptual nature, might coherence be unobservable in terms of relations between adjacent sentences?
The idea that the manifestation of linguistic competence might be observed not just within the sentence boundaries but also beyond the sentence level was promoted by a number of linguists during the 1970s and 1980s.  It was widely agreed then that cohesion - a surface structure phenomenon - both reflects and enables discourse coherence (e.g., Bellert, 1970; Daneš, 1974; Gutwinski, 1976; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Vuchinich, 1977; Enkvist, 1978; Reinhart, 1980, inter alia; for reviews, see Reinhart, 1980; Giora, 1985a). The attempt was to account for discourse well-formedness in terms of the relations obtaining between adjacent sentences. Outstanding in this respect were the Prague functionalists who, among other things, were trying to explain discourse coherence in terms of surface-level features of language structuring used to align linearly ordered sentential sequences (Daneš, 1974, 1987). These kinds of surface-level structural relations constitute the cohesion of discourse.
Importantly, cohesion was considered a necessary condition for discourse coherence. The claim was that, for a discourse to be well-formed, its sentences must be cohesive in that their sentence-topics must be controlled by a previous mention (on the notion of sentence topic, see Reinhart, 1981). In this framework, cohesion amounts to (sentence) topic control. According to Daneš and Reinhart, if such topics are governed by a prior mention in the immediate context this would effect a cohesive string of sentences. Coherent discourses, then, must be made up of such cohesive strings (for a different view, see Carrell, 1982).

For the purpose of this chapter, Daneš’s (1974) theory, outlining the ways in which a well-formed discourse can linearly unfold – as well as Reinhart’s (1980) attempt to improve on his as well as Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) theory – will serve to introduce the notion of cohesion and its contribution to discourse coherence.

In his seminal paper, Daneš (1974) delineated the various ways a given sentence topic may be governed by a previous mention. He set out from the assumption that at least any non-initial sentence is made up of two information units – the theme (i.e., sentence topic) and the rheme (i.e., comment) parts. The theme is that part of the sentence which the sentence is about and which conveys old or given information; the rheme is that part of the sentence which conveys new information about the theme. Thus, in (1b) below, the theme - She - (in bold, for convenience)
 is given or old information, referred to by a high accessibility marker (Ariel, 1990, 2006), since it is mentioned previously in (1a) (Jawaher Abu Ramah); in contrast, Israel Defense Forces soldiers makes up (part of) the rheme section of (1b), since it conveys new information about the theme. In (1c), however, the theme These is given, referred to by a high accessibility marker, denoting facts mentioned in the preceding sentences. In (1d) the theme (The IDF) is referred to as given - hence the definite description and abbreviation/initials; Bassem, Jawaher's brother, however, is new information and makes up (part of) the rheme section of (1d). In (1e), however Bassem is referred to by a high accessibility marker, denoting given information – He. As a whole, then, the text in 1(a-e) is a cohesive discourse in that all its subsequent sentences’ topics are governed by a previous a mention.
(1)
(a) Jawaher Abu Ramah died young. (b) She stood facing the demonstrators against the separation fence in her village, inhaled very large quantities of the gas that Israel Defense Forces soldiers fired that day, collapsed and died several hours later at a Ramallah hospital. (c) These are definitive facts. (d) The IDF should have immediately issued a statement expressing sorrow for the death of the demonstrator, and said it would investigate the excessive means used for dispersing demonstrations at Bil'in, which had killed Bassem, Jawaher's brother, for no reason. (e) He was hit by a gas canister fired directly at his chest two and a half years ago. (Levy, 2011)

According to Daneš’s (1974) corpus-based studies, there are three ways for a text to proceed cohesively from a given sentence to the next: 
(i) Rheme - Theme progression – whereby a given sentence theme is controlled by a previous rheme; 
(ii) Theme - Theme progression - whereby a given sentence theme is controlled by a previous theme; and 
(iii) Hypertheme - Theme progression - whereby a given sentence theme is controlled by a previously mentioned hyper-theme.

Rheme - Theme progression is exemplified by (1b-e). Theme -Theme progression operates when a given theme or sentence topic is controlled by a reference to a previous theme, as exemplified by (2): The sentence topic of (2a) is Defense Minister Ehud Barak, since the sentence is about him; the sentence topic of (2b) is Barak, controlled by Defense Minister Ehud Barak – the previous topic mentioned in (2a); similarly, the sentence topic of (2c) - 0 - is controlled by Barak in (2b) to which it refers. Example (2) then amplifies Theme - Theme progression:
(2)
(a) Defense Minister Ehud Barak spoke before an audience Tuesday as a guest speaker in an  Iran seminar held in the Tel Aviv University. (b) Barak discussed the Islamic Republic's nuclear program and the Middle East's political-security state but (c) [0] was repeatedly interrupted by protestors who waved pictures of Palestinian victims. (Fyler, 2011).
Hypertheme - Theme progression is exemplified by (3). A hypertheme is the theme of a whole section the topics of whose various sentences/sub-sections make up parts of that theme. For instance in (3), New Jersey is the hypertheme – the topic of the whole text segment:
(3)
New Jersey is flat along the coast and southern portion; the northwestern region [of New Jersey] is mountainous. The coastal climate [of New Jersey] is mild, but there is considerable cold in the mountain areas during the winter months. Summers [of New Jersey] are fairly hot. The leading industrial production [of New Jersey] includes chemicals, processed foods, coal, petroleum, metals and electrical equipment. The most important cities [of New Jersey] are Newark, Jersey City, Paterson, Trenton, Camden. Vacation districts [of New Jersey] include Asbury Park, Lakewood, Cape May, and others (Daneš, 1974: 120).
It is not the case, though, that a specific text should follow only one type of a thematic progression. A specific text’s progression can alternate between the various modes. For instance, (4) exemplifies both Theme – Theme as well as Rheme – Theme progressions. Thus, the repetitive topics of the first (4a) and the second (4b) sentences – they – allow for the second theme to be controlled by the first. The third theme – he – in (4c), however, is controlled by the rheme of the previous sentence – the soldier - making up a Rheme-Theme text-progression:
(4)
(a) They managed to catch him. It was an all-out abuse. They abused him, and I don’t think something was done about it.
(b) They put him in the toilet, I remember the soldier, I remember, he was a friend of mine, a friend from the company. 
(c) And he took pride in shoving the kid’s head into the toilet (Sergeant, 2000).

Another attempt at studying the various types of cohesive devices can be found in Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) wide-ranging research. Halliday and Hasan came up with five cohesive devices:  reference, ellipsis, substitution, lexical repetition, and connection. In 1980, Reinhart revised both views, that of Daneš’s as well as that of Halliday and Hasan’s, subsuming them under two modes of text progression: 
(iv)
Topic control via a referential link - via controlling the referent of the previous topic (or scene-setting expression) - rather than via mere repetition of a previous lexeme (as posited by Halliday and Hasan, 1976).

(v) 
Use of an explicit semantic connector when topic control fails as a result of, e.g., introducing a new sentence topic to the discourse.

The text in (5), Enkvist’s (1978: 110-111) example cited in Reinhart (1980), is not cohesive in that it lacks referential link – a reference to a referent mentioned previously. Instead it exhibits only lexical cohesion:

(5)
I bought a Ford. The car in which President Wilson rode down the Champs Elysees was black. Black English has been widely discussed. The discussions between the presidents ended last week. A week has seven days. Every day I feed my cat. Cats have four legs. The cat is on the mat. Mat has three letters.

Although the text in (5) exhibits lexical repetition, it is not cohesive because, claims Reinhart, it does not satisfy the requirement for topic control via a referential link. 
In (6) a semantic connector - At the same time - is used when a topic control via a referential link is absent since a new sentence topic is introduced - the Jerusalem Municipality and the Housing and Construction Ministry:
(6) The Ir Amim organization, which encourages coexistence in Jerusalem between Jews and Arabs notes that these plans, though lacking statutory status, serve as a basis for demolition of Palestinian homes in these areas and for scuttling building plans by Palestinians there. At the same time, the Jerusalem Municipality and the Housing and Construction Ministry lend a hand and even provide assurances to right-wing organizations which declare their intention to make the Old City and the more extensive Holy Basin more Jewish (Eldar, 2009).

Similarly, in (7; taken from Giora, 1990), a shift from we (the sentence topic of the first sentence) to a new sentence topic a stamp collector, in the next sentence, is marked by semantic connectors – A stamp collector, for example, also faces a similar problem:
(7) When we want to classify the living organisms in terms of the amount of similarity and difference which they share, the question that arises immediately is which features constitute the basis for establishing similarity and difference between animals: the external shape, their place of habitat, their internal structure or the activity? A stamp collector, for example, also faces a similar problem when he wants to catalogue his stamp collection independently. 
In sum, a cohesive text should exhibit (a) a referential link either via theme-theme, or via rheme-theme, or via hypertheme-theme progression; when these fail to be satisfied, (b) a semantic connector should be used to guarantee a cohesive text progression. Given that cohesion is taken to be a necessary condition for text coherence, a coherent text must unfold cohesively (see also Hoey 1991 for a review).
To argue against the view that cohesion is a necessary condition for text coherence, one should therefore show that a coherent text need not be cohesive (as shown in Giora, 1985a, 1985b). In the following (8), the text segment is coherent but not cohesive: adjacent sentences are not referentially linked nor do they connect to each other via an explicit semantic connector. The topic of this discourse segment can be phrased as follow: “Israeli politics is chauvinistic”. However none of the consecutive sentences refers to Israeli politics; instead each sentence provides support for this generalization by bringing up all supportive evidence/instances. Even if there are some repetitions, they are lexical, not referential – not referring to a specific previous referent:
(8)
The truth is that Israeli politics continue to be frighteningly chauvinistic, even if the current Supreme Court president and the former Knesset speaker are women. There is not a single woman of influence and importance in the current Israeli cabinet. In Western Europe and the United States such a situation would not be possible. The forum of seven senior cabinet ministers is an exclusive men's-only club, and let's not waste our time with the defense establishment. War and peace, budgets and Iran - everything is in the hands of men. Just men (Levy, 2010). 
3. Coherence

The view the cohesion is a necessary condition for coherence was undermined by later studies into coherence (Giora, 1985a, 1985b). They showed that (a) unlike cohesion, coherence is not a property or a relation obtaining between linearly ordered utterances; and (b) for a text to be coherent it need not manifest either a referential link (as posited, for example, by Daneš, 1974 and Reinhart, 1980), or an explicit semantic connector, when referential link fails (as posited by Reinhart, 1980). As illustrated by example (8), cohesion is not a necessary condition for discourse coherence. What is then? 

3.1 A Pragmatic Approach - The Standard Pragmatic Model

According to Grice’s (1975) model, dubbed the Standard Pragmatic Model, any coherent act of communication should follow the Cooperative Principle which includes a tacit agreement between interlocutors to conform to four requirements or maxims:

(i) Maxim of Quantity – Be informative

· Make your contribution as informative as is required for the current purposes of the exchange. 

· Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 

(ii) Maxim of Quality - Be Truthful

· Only say what you believe to be true. 

· Only say what you have evidence for. 

(iii) Maxim of Relation – Be Relevance

· Make your contribution relevant to the interaction. 

(iv) Maxim of Manner - Be Clear

· Avoid unnecessary wordiness 

· Avoid ambiguity. 

· Be brief. 

· Be orderly.

Indeed, example (8) meets all the requirements for discourse well-formedness. However, according to Grice, for discourse well-formedness to be accomplished, one need not conform to all the requirements. In fact, flouting one or more maxims need not impair coherence significantly as long as this violation is overt. Unlike a covert violation, an overt violation still observes the Cooperation Principle, allowing addressees to assume a rational speaker who intends them to detect the violation and derive a conversational implicature. 

For illustration, consider the text in (9). While this discourse flouts the maxim of Quality, stating what the speaker does not believe to be true (the “splendid job” of our fine pilots), this violation is overt and alerts the addressee as to the ironic implicature:

(9) “Hooray to the Israeli Airforce pilots doing a splendid job" effused Brigadier General Avi Benayahu, the IDF spokesperson, talking to Yonit Levy - white turtleneck against a background of tanks, vis à vis hundreds of funerals in Gaza - a token of the “splendid job” of our fine pilots. (Levy, 2008) 

As plausible as this theory is, it leaves a number of notions somewhat loosely defined. For instance, it is not quite clear what is meant by the requirement to be informative; how much information does one need to contribute so as not to be either overly informative or not informative enough vis à vis the conversational situation; it is also not quite clear what being relevant to the conversational interaction means. 

3.2 A Cognitive Approach- Categorial Organization
In an attempt to better define Grice’s requirements for Relevance and Informativeness, Giora (1985a, 1985b, 1988) proposed to view coherence of nonnarrative discourse as accounted for by cognitive rather than communicative principles. Discourse organization, she claimed, follows the same cognitive principles governing organization of general knowledge. According to Giora, nonnarrative discourse will be coherent if it is organized along the lines proposed to account for the structure of prototype-oriented taxonomic categories (whether stable e.g., birds, fruits, furniture, musical instruments, etc. or ad-hoc, see Barsalou, 1983). 

As shown by Rosch (1973, 1975, 1978) Rosch and Mervis (1975) and Tverski (1977), membership in a taxonomic category depends on degree of shared features defined in terms of family resemblance (Wittgenstein, 1953) rather than in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions. Assuming similarity between category members results in a hierarchical internal ordering from the least informative most redundant category member – the prototype, sharing most of the features of the category members - to the least similar most informative member, sharing few features with the category members while also sharing a great number of features with non-category members.

Based on shared features, a taxonomic category is thus organized in memory relative to its prototypical member(s). Since (i) a prototype reflects the redundancy structure of the category, it is (ii) the most accessible member of the set and, consequently, (iii) the member that functions as the reference point relative to which inclusion of new members, in terms of their similarity to it, is determined.

The assumption that a coherent discourse is organized along the same principles governing categorical organization (Giora, 1985b, 1988) predicts that a coherent discourse should be prototype-oriented:

a. it should boast of a prototypical member – a proposition reflecting the redundancy structure of the text, whether derivable or made explicit (Giora, 1985b), which should be most accessible and which should function as the reference point relative to which inclusion of oncoming propositions is determined (The Relevance Requirement; Giora, 1985b); 

b. its internal structure should be hierarchical, ordered linearly from the least to the most informative proposition (The Graded Informativeness Requirement; Giora, 1988).

In this framework, the prototypical member of a discourse (or, alternatively, the category/discourse name/title) is termed Discourse-Topic (DT). Being a member of this linguistic category, the DT must be a proposition (see also van Dijk, 1977); alternatively, it must at least consist of an argument and a predicate, regardless of syntactic structure. For instance, the DT of (10) is ‘The weather (the argument) is going to be wet and wild for the week ahead’ (the predicate). When, for stylistic reasons, the full-fledged DT is truncated and represented via one of its parts, e.g., the predicates (as in ‘wet and wild’), the DT as a whole must be retrievable from the text in question: 

(10) Wet and wild
 

Stormy weather returns Monday, with rain, hail and thunderstorms. Flooding is highly likely in low-lying areas. Temperatures will drop significantly, with strong wind. The rain will cease in the south in the afternoon. Expect more of the same through Thursday.

A DT is a generalization – a summary/list of the text’s utterances’ shared features. Thus, each of the propositions in Example (10) (e.g., Stormy weather returns Monday, with rain, hail and thunderstorms) is related to the DT via its shared features (‘The weather is going to be wet and wild for the week ahead’). Even though, as a consequence of bearing similarity to the DT, each proposition may also share common features with its neighboring propositions, this is only a by-product. In essence each proposition is primarily related to a higher-order proposition – the DT. 

3.2.1 The Relevance Requirement

Assuming a categorial organization thus requires that each sentence be relevant to the DT, that is, be related to or subsumed under a generalization which it instantiates or which it extends in an informative manner. The relation between the various sentences/segments of a text, then, is not linear, but hierarchical. 

Since the DT is so vital to the organization of the discourse its preferable linear position is discourse or discourse-segment initial. Indeed, as shown in Giora (1985b), reading times of texts identical in every respect except for the position of the DT statement showed that DT initial position facilitated reading times compared to DT final position.

Given this categorically-based account, to be Relevant, then, a contribution must be (i) related to a DT, that is, it must be similar to or “about” a DT. When it is not, as when a new DT or a sub-DT is introduced, this (ii) digression from relevance must be marked explicitly, whether before it is introduced or afterward. 

To illustrate, consider the text in (11), which is evidently coherent. Its DT is ‘The possible reasons for why most of the public [in Israel] is refusing to be vaccinated against swine flu’ stated in the first sentence. This DT utterance is followed by a list of “reasons for why most of the public [in Israel] is refusing to be vaccinated against swine flu”. Still, not all the text’s utterances are related to the DT. For one, the introduction of reason (c) “because doctors and nurses have not been in a hurry to get vaccinated themselves”) is followed by a digression to a local counter argument to (c) (“That's not so terrible, one doctor said on the radio: After all, more than one doctor has advised a patient to stop smoking and then lit up a cigarette”). However, when the next utterance is introduced (d), it re-establishes relevance to the DT, signaled by an explicit marker “however” (“Most influential of all, however, is that the politicians, who have never turned down something they are offered for free, are by and large refusing to be vaccinated”):

(11) Why is most of the public refusing to be vaccinated against swine flu? (a) Perhaps because of the wide publicity given those who died, children in particular, after receiving the vaccine. (b) Also because of the conflicting opinions about the kinds of vaccines on offer. (c) But more than either of these, it's because doctors and nurses have not been in a hurry to get vaccinated themselves. That's not so terrible, one doctor said on the radio: After all, more than one doctor has advised a patient to stop smoking and then lit up a cigarette. (d) Most influential of all, however, is that the politicians, who have never turned down something they are offered for free, are by and large refusing to be vaccinated. (e) And the most embarrassing aspect is Netanyahu's refusal to be immunized. Does he know something he isn't telling us? (Marcus, 2010)

Although texts that include marked digressions are coherent (more coherent than texts whose digressions are not marked as such), they are perceived as less coherent than texts that include no digression at all. Indeed, comprehending texts with digressions, albeit marked, is often more erroneous and effort consuming than comprehending the same texts including no digressions (Giora, 1993). 

In sum, for a discourse to be coherent, it must obey the Relevance Requirement (Giora, 1985b), as follows: (a) All of the discourse’s propositions or segments must be relevant/related/similar to its DT – the generalization subsuming the features of the discourse segments in question; or (b) if failing to meet (a), then the digressing from the DT must be explicitly marked, either before or after the digression.

3.2.2 The Informativeness Requirement
As can be predicted from the principles of categorial organization, whose internal structuring is hierarchical, for a discourse to be coherent, it must evolve hierarchically, as stipulated by the Graded Informativeness Requirement (Giora, 1988). According to the Graded Informativeness Requirement, 

(a) each of the discourse’s propositions must not only be relevant/similar to a DT but also informative about it, relative to its preceding proposition. That is, each proposition must add new or more specific information about the DT which is more, or at least not less informative than its preceding proposition (vis à vis the DT).   

(b) If failing to meet (a), then the digressing from informativeness must be explicitly marked, either before or after the digression. (For digression markers, signaling givenness, such as as mentioned earlier, as you may recall, after all, see Ariel, 1985, 1988).

To illustrate the first Graded Informativeness Requirement, consider again example (10). In this weather forecast text, all the propositions share the category set of features (‘wet’ ‘wild’ ‘weather’) reflected in the DT, while also featuring specific properties (‘rain’, ‘hail’, ‘thunderstorms’, ‘flooding’, ‘low temperatures’, etc.), which provide instantiations for the generalization in the DT. While each proposition adds specific information about the DT, not included in a preceding proposition, the last proposition is the most informative one, including all the previous features while adding a new dimension (the duration of this kind of weather).

To illustrate the second Graded Informativeness Requirement, consider example (12), in which, information previously mentioned is marked as digressing from Graded Informativeness by explicit digression markers (such as like I said earlier, I told you):
(12) … So I followed him and the officer in charge of the police station inside the Allenby Bridge Terminal. It belongs to the Ma’ale Adumim police, like I said earlier. We got to the station and they went into a room and I was outside. I didn’t know why I had to stay there in the first place I didn’t. I don’t know, something made me stay, I recall now. Across the closed door I heard everything that went on inside. There was yelling: What are you doing? How dare you behave this way? Anyway, I started hearing blows, a beating. I didn’t know what to think. I felt quite frozen, didn’t know what to do. What, could I break in and tell the commander to stop it? It wasn’t… You know, there was this respect for superiors, there’s no way you’d open up and talk. Tell them how to behave? Who, me? I was just a controller.

What did you do?

I told you, I wasn’t even supposed to be there. I didn’t leave, I stayed. I wanted to see if he really hit him or anything (Women Breaking the Silence, 2009).

Degree of informativeness then regulates text ordering. Whereas the information that category members share is redundant in that category, information they do not share is informative in that category and determines internal ordering. The more distinctive features a category member has, the more informative it is, and hence, the farther it is removed (in terms of representation in memory) from the prototypical, least informative member in that set. Categorial organization then predicts graded internal structuring from the least to the most informative message, which is still relevant to the DT. Thus while degree of informativeness determines hierarchal organization, relevance to the DT determines the boundaries of a discourse segment (for empirical evidence, see Giora, 1988).

Still, one could ask: how informative is informative? According to classical information theories (e.g., Attneave, 1959; Shannon, 1951), a message is informative to the extent that it reduces uncertainties. Given that a specific question/message opens up a number of equally probable answers/options, the greater the number of possible answers a message reduces, the more informative it is. To count as informative, however, it is enough that a message reduces uncertainties by half. In terms of categorial organization, a given message may give rise to a limited number of possible answers/options – the most probable or prototypical ones. To be informative, then, a message should reduce that small set at least by half (Giora, 1988).

Indeed, in (10), “Wet and wild” opens up questions/uncertainties such as to what extent wet? To what extent wild? When? Where? The next messages indeed reduce some of these uncertainties (“Stormy weather returns Monday, with rain, hail and thunderstorms. Flooding is highly likely in low-lying areas. Temperatures will drop significantly, with strong wind. The rain will cease in the south in the afternoon. Expect more of the same through Thursday”), thus becoming increasingly informative. 

But even a question with few alternatives such as ”when are you coming home? At 20:00 or at 21:00?” can be answered informatively by reducing one of these two alternatives (e.g., “at 21:00”). A less prototypical answer in that context would be 03:00; it will be highly informative (least probably) since it will reduce a great number of uncertainties.

In contrast, a text such as (13) is hardly informative because it reduces almost no uncertainty, being highly repetitive:

(13) She was gay exactly the same way. She was never tired of being gay that way. She had learned many little ways to use in being gay. Very many were telling about using other ways in being gay. She was gay enough, she was always gay exactly the same way, she was always learning things to use in being gay, she was telling about using other ways in being gay, she was telling about learning other ways in being gay, she was learning other ways in being gay, she would be using other ways in being gay, she would always be gay in the same way, when Georgine Skeene was there not so long each day as when Georgine Skeene was away. (Stein, 1922)

Still its most informative message (when Georgine Skeene was there not so long each day as when Georgine Skeene was away) appears in segment final position, as would be predicted by the Graded Informativeness Requirement. The most informative message which is still relevant to the segment DT signals segment boundary.

3.2.3 Discourse segmentation

Recall that categorial organization predicts graded internal structuring from the least to the most informative message which is still relevant to the DT. Thus, while degree of informativeness affects hierarchal organization, relevance to the DT determines the boundaries of a discourse segment. In other words, the most informative message which is still relevant to the given DT marks a discourse segment boundary (see Giora, 1988; on full pronouns as segment boundary markers in Chinese, see Giora & Lee, 1996). How then should discourse proceed? 
According to the Graded Informativeness Requirement, what motivates discourse progression and hence discourse segmentation is the introduction of a new DT. Assuming categorial organization, there should be two preferred (i.e., coherent) ways for a text to proceed from a given to a new DT. Given a specific segment (paragraph/chapter/text), a new DT either induces segmentation and starts a new discourse segment, in which case it is introduced initially in that new segment (14a), or it is introduced in that given segment final position so as to become the next DT and be discussed in the next segment (14b). Both segment initial and segment final positions enjoy prominence due to primacy and recency effects which make them most available for future discussion (see Giora 1983a, b).
While in (14a) the DT of the first paragraph discusses a UN resolution which calls on Israel to open its nuclear program for inspection (bold added), the DT opening the paragraph that follows is new – providing background information about the character of such UN resolutions (bold added). In (14b), on the other hand, the new DT of the second paragraph - the accidental discovery of penicillin - is introduced in the previous paragraph final position (Penicillin is a result of such a discovery). These two strategies thus allow for a seamless text progression. In contrast, new information introduced in segment mid-position is not intended as the next new DT (italics added). Addressing it as such (bold added) should result in a less coherent text progression, as is exemplified by the humorous text taken from Monty Python and The Holy Grail (14c)
:

(14a) The UN general assembly has overwhelmingly approved a resolution calling on Israel to open its nuclear programme for inspection.
The resolution, approved by a vote of 174 to six with six abstentions, calls on Israel to join the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) "without further delay" and open its nuclear facilities to inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency. Those voting against were Israel, the US, Canada, Marshall Islands, Micronesia and Palau.
Resolutions adopted by the 193-member general assembly are not legally binding but they do reflect world opinion and carry moral and political weight. And the resolution adds to pressure on Israel as it faces criticism over plans to increase settlement in the West Bank, a move seen as retaliation for the assembly recognising Palestinian statehood.

(14b) It  has  often  occurred  in  the  history  of  science  that  an  important  discovery  was  come upon by chance.  A scientist looking into one matter unexpectedly  came  upon  another  which  was  far  more  important  than  the  one  he  was looking into…  Penicillin is a result of such a discovery.

In 1928 Fleming, the British scientist, tried to grow a pure culture of bacterium… - Staphylococcus in Latin…. (taken from Giora, 1990) 
(14c) Soldier: Who goes there? 
King Arthur: It is I, Arthur, son of Uther Pendragon, from the castle of Camelot. King of the Britons, defeater of the Saxons, Sovereign of all England! 
Soldier: Pull the other one!
King Arthur: I am, and this is my trusty servant Patsy. We have ridden the length and breadth of the land in search of knights who will join me in my court at Camelot. I must speak with your lord and master. 
Soldier: What? Ridden on a horse? 
King Arthur: Yes!

The Relevance Requirement and the Graded Informativeness Requirement then control the way a given discourse is segmented, reflecting the inflow of new DTs. 
4. Coherence and degree of salience 
Apart from obeying the Relevance and Graded Informativeness requirements, there seems to be an additional factor that affects degree of coherence, namely, degree of meaning salience. According to the Graded Salience Hypothesis (Giora, 1997, 2003), a meaning, whether literal or figurative, is salient if it is coded in the mental lexicon; it is nonsalient if it is not coded but relies on derivational procedures for its decoding. A salient meaning is accessed automatically, regardless of figurativity; a nonsalient interpretation may involve accessing salient meanings to be followed by revision processes. According to Giora (1997, 2003), then, degree of salience rather than degree of figurativity may affect degree of coherence and hence the amount of processing effort required (see Giora, this volume).

By contrast, according to Grice (1975), even an overt violation such as the use of figurative language may affect degree of coherence compared to using literal language, regardless of degree of salience. In fact, any (overt) violation such as any use of nonliteral language requires additional processes involved in deriving the conversational implicature. The standard pragmatic model, then, predicts that example (15a) (originally in Hebrew), in which big eyes is used metaphorically, should be rated as less coherent than example (15b) (originally in Hebrew), in which the same expression is used literally. Recall that, according to the Graded Salience hypothesis (Giora, 1997, 2003), both texts should be rated as similarly coherent because both, the figurative and literal meanings of big eyes (in Hebrew) are similarly salient. However, when uses diverge in degree of salience, their coherence rating will diverge too, regardless of figurativity:

(15a) Alon and Rany went to a restaurant. They ordered several appetizers, several main dishes, and a number of deserts. Although they were still through their first course, Alon already announced that he was completely full. “It’s amazing”, said Rany “how I keep forgetting that you have such big eyes.”


(15b) In his paper “The evolution of Mickey Mouse,” Stephen Jay Gould argued that there are many physiological features that make us perceive cubs as cute, such as their head being big compared to the size of their body and the fact that they have relatively big eyes (taken from Giora, Fein, Kronrod, Elnatan, Shuval, & Zur, 2004).

Results indeed showed that, as predicted by the Graded Salience hypothesis (Giora, 1997, 2003), these two texts were found to be equally coherent. In contrast, a similar pair of texts in which the metaphoric use was novel (16a) but its literal use (16b) - more familiar (being salience-based) differed in coherence rating. The text featuring a novel use (16a) was rated as less coherent (Giora et al., 2004):

(16a) Sharon went to sleep very late. In the morning she was supposed to have a very important meeting. At a certain point she almost thought about canceling it because she hates waking up in the morning, looking in the mirror, and seeing a geometrical abstract painting.

(16b) Sharon finished renovating her house. She put a lot of thought into designing the different rooms. She says she’s very pleased, but the only thing that is still missing for the living room to look perfect is a geometrical abstract painting.

Indeed, in Giora et al. (2004) such novelty, whether literal (curl up and dye) or nonliteral (weapons of mass distraction) took longer to process than salient alternatives, whether literal (weapons of mass destruction) or nonliteral (curl up and die). It is degree of novelty, then, rather than nonliteralness that may hamper coherence.

5. Creativity - when coherence is deliberately breached 

As demonstrated above, coherence may often be overtly breached thus increasing processing effort. Why then would speakers intentionally flout the requirements for coherence knowing the costs of such violations? Why do addressees invest in processing less coherent discourses? There seems to be a number of factors that would offset processing effort (Sperber & Wilson, 1986/1995) and make processing costs worth their while. Among them are aesthetics, humor, affect, protest, and the establishment of a positive self-image.
5.1 Aesthetic effects – novelty matters
As noted earlier a number of studies showed that digressions, even when marked by a digression marker, are still experienced as less coherent and more effortful than discourses not involving digressions. Studies, however, show that the cost of reduced coherence may be offset by aesthetic effects, which turn these texts more pleasurable than their coherent alternatives (Giora, 1990, 1993; Giora, Meiran, & Oref, 1996). For instance, texts including novel analogies, which invite a between-domain comparison, are more difficult to understand than their equivalents which are free of these digressions.  Notwithstanding, processors find the texts including these analogies more aesthetic and pleasing than their more coherent versions (Giora, 1993; Giora et al., 1996). For a different view arguing that analogies are contributing to text comprehensibility, see e.g., Vosniadou & Ortony, 1983; Vosniadou & Schommer, 1988).

Additionally, texts involving optimal innovations (curl up and dye) - innovations evoking familiar stimuli (curl up and die) – whether literal, metaphoric, or sarcastic, are more effortful processing-wise compared to familiar alternatives (Giora et al., 2004; Giora, Fein, Kotler, & Shuval, in press; Giora, Gazal, Goldstein, Fein, & Stringaris, 2012). Still, they are more pleasing than the latter whether literal or nonliteral (Giora et al., 2004; Giora et al., in press; but see Bohrn, Altmann, Lubrich, Menninghaus & Jacobs, 2012 for different findings).
5.2 Negative affect - Indirectness matters

Emotions and attitudes, especially negative ones, are often conveyed indirectly so as to tone down the criticism. One such muting device is sarcastic irony (e.g., Dews & Winner, 1995; Giora, 1995; Winner, 1988 among others; for a different view, see Bowes & Katz, 2011, who show that sarcasm may also enhance the criticism and may be more offensive and victimizing than nonsarcastic language). Sarcasm breaches discourse coherence overtly, and is often used to indirectly denigrate or criticize an opinion, a norm, a thought, a policy, an individual, or a group (see Campbell & Katz, 2012). When exercised among friends, it aims to humor others and is experienced as pleasing; among adversaries it is not (Kotthoff, 2003). Conveying negative feelings via sarcasm, however, is pervasive among friends compared to strangers (see Eisterhold, Attardo, & Boxer, 2006). Yet, since it bites, it is used more often against the powerless, e.g., professors teasing students, women and men making fun of women as shown (Eisterhold et al., 2006; on humor, gender, and power relation, see also Kotthoff, 2006).
On the other hand, given that sarcasm conveys negative affect implicitly, it often serves the powerless when they criticize the powerful (Hutcheon, 1994), either because it is a form of pretense and can be denied as intended (Clark & Gerrig, 1984), or because it is a “politeness strategy” (Brown, 1995; Brown & Levinson, 1978; Winner, 1988) conveying a mitigated message compared to a direct alternative (Giora, 1995, 2003).
5.3 Perspective taking – whose point of view matters 

Optimally innovative sarcasm is perceived as humorous and pleasing when the ironist’s point of view is taken but not when the victim’s point of view is adopted (see van Mulken, Burgers, & van der Plas, 2010). This has also been replicated when (self-reported) aggressors evaluated sarcastic comments which they perceived as more humorous and less aggressive than did the victims of these comments (Bowes & Katz 2011; for similar findings regarding face-threatening questions, see Holtgraves, 2005).
In fact, taking an ingroup point of view determines one’s ability to enjoy humor. Following Ariel and Giora (1998), Drucker, Giora, and Fein (2012) show that feminist women (scoring low on sexism) enjoy sarcasm most when it is uttered by women and ridicules men. In contrast, they disliked it most when aimed at women by women. Feminist men (scoring as low on sexism) also do not enjoy sarcasm directed against women. However, they enjoy sarcasm most when it is uttered by men against men. While feminist women fully adopt their ingroup point of view, men, being the powerful group, enjoy competing with ingroup members. At the same time, however, they also adopt the point of view of the disempowered outgroup, exhibiting solidarity. 
Taking an ingroup point of view also affected divergence from discourse norms. Following Ariel (1986), Ariel and Giora (1998) show that what explains language differences is not a matter of e.g., gender or ethnicity but a matter of the point of view adopted. While the traditional women in our study adopt the point of view of the dominant “other”, projecting in their language use a masculine point of view, feminist women adopt a “self” (feminine) point of view. Men, however, being the powerful group, always adopt a “self” (masculine) point of view while using language. 
For underprivileged groups, challenging discourse norms may therefore be also instrumental in developing a distinct positive self-image. For instance, for working class individuals in the UK, Ireland, and Scotland, belonging in closed networks developing a distinct vernacular served as a (covertly) prestigious variety, regardless of gender (see Giles & Rakic, this volume). Among other things, this variety was used to protest their underprivileged social status and develop their own positive self-image while projecting solidarity (Coates, 1986). 
Challenging discourse conventions also proved instrumental in the formation of a distinct positive self-image among underprivileged groups in Israel. For instance, speakers of oriental origin, who have developed self- awareness, strongly identifying with their group’s aims and perceiving intergroup relations as challengeable, adopted a speech divergence strategy. They took a collective action in order to improve their social status by employing the marked oriental version of Hebrew. In contrast, "mobile" Orientals, Orientals with a negative self-image, who did not believe that social intergroup relations is changeable, attempted to individually join the advantageous group by adopting their unmarked European version of Hebrew (Peleg, 1991).
Challenging discourse conventions also proves effective in uncovering a covert but biased point of view. Consider the following example (17) taken from Vonnegut (1999). Here Grice’s informativeness maxim is overtly breached by adding information about ethnic origin not just when disempowered group members (black) are introduced to the discourse but also when members of the dominant (white) group are. While members of disempowered groups are usually introduced via mention of their ethnic origin (breaching the Informativeness Requirement), introducing members of the powerful groups invites no such introduction (given their unmarked social position in their eyes and in the eyes those who adopt their point of view). Challenging this biased “norm” results in an equal marking of members of both groups while uncovering the negative value of a “normative” covert bias:

(17) 
This is a tale of a meeting of two lonesome, skinny, fairly old white men on a planet which was dying fast. One of them was a science-fiction writer named Kilgore Trout. He was a nobody at the time, and he supposed his life was over. He was mistaken. As a consequence of the meeting, he became one of the most beloved and respected human beings in history. The man he met was an automobile dealer, a Pontiac dealer named Dwayne Hoover. Dwayne Hoover was on the brink of going insane… The person closest to him, Francine Pefko, his white secretary and mistress said that Dwayne seemed to be getting happier and happier all the time during the month before… A black bus boy and a black waiter discussed this singing. “Listen at him sing,” said the bus boy.

These are just a few examples of how, when discourse coherence is violated, affective and social goals are aimed at. Although language is not a weapon, it is an efficient tool which might affect our mind and change both our views and our practices.

5. Wrapping up
This chapter outlines the conditions for coherence of nonnarrative discourse. It reviews a number of factors that seem to influence degree of coherence of such discourses. Among them are degree of relevance, informativeness, and meaning salience. It further reviews the effects of overt violations of these conditions, driven by the wish to induce pleasure, convey emotions, or challenge norms of powerful groups while attempting to bring about social change. 

The requirements for nonnarrative discourse coherence are not linguistic but cognitive. They should therefore apply to narrative discourses as well (see Giora & Shen, 1994). However, such discourses have additional cognitive constraints, stemming from schematic organization (see e.g., Labov, 1972; Reinhart, 1984; Shen, 1988). A sub-genre of narrative discourse is news items. However, news structuring is different as it abides by the most informative first. Following the headlines and the lead, however, the story evolves coherently (see e.g., van Dijk, 1985). Literary texts, which often defy coherence entirely, may still abide by the requirements and be e.g., segmented in accordance with the predictions of the graded informativeness requirement (see e.g., Giora, 1986). And since these conditions are cognitive they should apply to nonverbal discourses as well (on the cognitive-based categorial organization of the cinematic text, see Giora & Ne’eman, 1996). These topics are not addressed in this chapter and require further research.
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