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v. Deviant case analysis
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ii. Co-occurring evidence within the turn |
The interactional relevance of a linguistic phenomenon can be corrobor: _
through co-occurring evidence within the turn or in nei ghboring turns. For exam-
ple, “dense” syntactic constructions (Giinthner 2011¢) as found in many ory
climaxes frequently co-occur with extreme formulations (see also Pome :..!'f..a.
1986) and marked, salient prosody (Selting 1996b; Online-Chapter D §2).
Aliernatively, prosodic configurations may have verbal formulations in their :
pity that shed light on their function (see, ¢.g., Reber 2012:149-50). |

iii. Discriminability B

The interactional relevance of a linguistic phenomenon may be diSCOVEré
through 2 comparison of the action it is used to perform with the action performeé
by other forms in the same or similar contexts, In response to news deliveriﬁ_f
informings, for instance, 2 comparison of English “do you?” to “‘you do?” reves
that these responses lead to different participant interpretations, suggesting that %
distinct interactionally relevant categories are involved (Thompson et al- 201
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Atfirst sight, deviant cases appear to be exceptions; they are other-than-expected
usages of the phenomenon in question. However, on closer analysis, deviant cases

can often be shown to be treated as deviant, thus providing evidence that partici-

pants orient to non-deviant usage as the expected norm. The deviant cases can then

l.j.-: scen as noticeable departures from the norm, giving rise to special interpreta-

tions and inferences. For instance, if phrasal forms are established as the norm for

responding to information-seeking question-word or content questions, then the

use of a clausal form instead can be said to trigger inferences that go beyond the
imple provision of information (Chapter 4).

4.5 Claims Warranted through Participant Orientation

‘nteractional linguistic claims can be validated by showing that and how partici-
~ants observably orient to the phenomenon under analysis. To give an example: the
.nalysis of a phrasal response as being the norm for responding to an information-
secking question-word question can be validated by showing that recipients do not
delay in producing it, do not initiate repair on it, and in general give no mdication
that it is in any way problematic for them, while a clausal response is often
produced with delay and leads to an expanded sequence dealing with its imphca-
tions. The strongest kind of warrant for an interactional linguistic claim comes by
way of speakers’ explicitly problematizing the use of the phenomenon in question
or the inferences it gives rise to. o
Thus, all the types of evidence for claiming the interactional relevance of

a phenomenon listed in §4.4 above can at the same time serve to warrant such ) e |

a claim. For instance, the category of sentence or clause can be warranted by
showing that speakers and recipients orient to it by timing their follow-up TCU and

actions accordingly, by waiting for or even pursuing its euwlm lﬂh’? |
interpreting its break-off or abandonment as a source ofinferences. Itisthuscrucal
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