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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

This paper discusses how primary school students, who are writing
together in the context of inquiry learning, explicitly orient to
knowing of oneself and others within the peer group. Using
Conversation Analysis, we disclose the conversational functions of
assertions holding ‘I know’, ‘you know’ and ‘we know’. First, stu
dents position themselves as knowledgeable, to (i) express
a preannouncement of a proposal, (ii) respond to a request for
information and (iii) reinforce an assertion with use of an evidential.
Second, students claim equal epistemic access, as a response to an
action that conveys epistemic authority of a peer. Third, students
indicate shared knowledge with other participants, to (i) pursue
agreement, (ii) check the epistemic status of a co-participant, (iii)
reject a proposal for grounds of relevance and (iv) mark shared,
newfound knowledge. The different practices are discussed in
terms of epistemics in conversation and dialogic writing.

Epistemic access; epistemic
stance; collaborative writing;
peer talk; conversation
analysis

1. Introduction
The aim of this study is to understand how primary school students (aged 8–12 years old),
who are writing together in the context of projects for inquiry learning, orient to knowing
of oneself and others within a peer group. Focusing on how students relate to ‘having
knowledge’ will help make a significant contribution to our current understanding of how
orientations to epistemic access and stance function in the design of actions in peer talk
and more specifically in the context of collaborative writing. When students expose what
they know by producing epistemic displays (Herder et al. 2020), both symmetries and
asymmetries of knowledge (Heritage and Raymond 2005; Heritage 2012a; Mondada 2011)
may become apparent, since each student brings in her/his own knowledge, that origi
nates from experiences both within and outside the classroom (Hedegaard 2008; Houen
et al. 2017). In our data, we noticed how students explicitly designate ‘knowing’ of oneself
and others, by use the epistemic verb (Kärkkäinen, 2003) ‘to know’ in various linguistic
constructions. The children refer to their own knowledge with ‘I know’, and to knowing of
peers with ‘you know’ and ‘we know’. This is an interesting phenomenon to study in more
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detail, since knowledge has important implications for managing social relationships: ‘In
social interaction people orient to asymmetries in their relative rights to know about some
state of affairs (access) as well as their relative rights to tell, inform, assert or assess
something, and asymmetries in the depth, specificity or completeness of their knowledge’
(Stivers, Mondada, and Steensig 2011, 13). The current study aims to understand how
moral facets of having and sharing knowledge within a peer group are made relevant by
the 8- to 12-year-old participants, and intends to contribute to conversation analytical
research on epistemics in interaction (Heritage and Raymond 2005; Heritage 2012a),
which provides the theoretical and methodological grounds for this study. According to
Stivers, Mondada, and Steensig (2011), our current knowledge about how epistemic
positions are taken through language and embodied action is largely based upon studies
that have been carried out from the tradition of Conversation Analysis (Sacks, Schegloff,
and Jefferson 1974), henceforth CA. The specific context of collaborative writing events in
the context of inquiry learning is particularly interesting for analysing the occurrences
with ‘know’, since the participants have to share and discuss their knowledge (see also the
section on Data and method), in order to reach agreement on text content and linguistic
translation (Flower and Hayes 1980; Vass et al. 2008) and accomplish their joint writing
goals. Although several studies have established that writing in small groups or dyads can
be beneficial for content learning (Rojas-Drummond, Albarrán, and Littleton 2008; RojasDrummond et al. 2020; Donahue and Lillis 2014; Klein and Boscolo 2016; Van Steendam
2016), up till now no explicit attention was payed to how participants relate to ‘knowing’
of oneself and others within these contexts, and thus to how moral dimensions of
knowledge may play a role in the interaction. In the following, we will first provide
background information on these dimensions, after which we will focus more specifically
on previous studies on the use of ‘know’, as an introduction to our analysis of ‘I know’, ‘you
know’ and ‘we know’.

1.1 Dimensions of knowledge in interaction
Within the strand of CA research, three dimensions of knowledge are identified to be
treated as salient by interactors: epistemic access, which refers to knowing and degrees of
certainty, epistemic primacy; concerning the relative rights to know or claim; and epistemic
responsibility, which has to do with social norms regarding, for instance the obligation to
know what is in the domain of shared epistemic access or common ground (Clark 1996;
Heller 2018), that are conveyed through recipient design of actions and turns (Stivers,
Mondada, and Steensig 2011). Early studies of Goffman can be considered as groundwork
on rights and territories of knowledge in interaction. Goffman (1967) explained how
participants do interactional work to maintain ‘face’: their own face (self-respect) and
the face of others (considerateness). Conversational partners are not only attentive to
each other’s face, but also to the distribution of knowledge among their addressees, and
they tailor their utterances accordingly (Laury and Helasvuo 2016). Stivers, Mondada, and
Steensig (2011) clarify how this is done in terms of alignment, cooperative responses that
facilitate the proposed activity or sequence, matching the formal design preference of the
turn, and affiliation, responses that cooperate at the level of action and affective stance. In
the course of an interaction, participants may take on different epistemic positions on
a gradual axis from ‘unknowing (K-)’ to ‘knowing (K+)’ (Heritage and Raymond 2005;
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Heritage 2012a), which is generally referred to as epistemic stance. Epistemic stance
‘concerns how the participants make relevant and manage epistemic states as part of
constructing themselves as knowing and unknowing’ (Melander 2012, 234), which
includes degrees of certainty of knowledge and degrees of commitment to the truth of
propositions (Enfield 2011; Morek 2015; Pomerantz 1984). For instance, an authoritative,
expert-like epistemic stance is in essence interactively organised (Kärkkäinen 2003), and
has proven to be highly routinised in terms of linguistic forms (Fox Tree and Schrock 2002;
Keisanen 2007; Schleppegrell 2001; Sidnell 2012). Heller (2018) demonstrated how gaze
and embodied stance are conveyed in peer talk, and concerning the sequential organisa
tion of talk, Heritage and Raymond (2005) established how expressing assertions or
assessments in a first position implies a claim of epistemic primacy. The speaker claims
first-hand knowledge (Pomerantz 1980) and appeals to the social norm that participants
with more detailed and in-depth knowledge on a specific domain have primary rights to
make assertions.
Thus, having and sharing knowledge in interaction has moral dimensions in terms of
rights and responsibilities. What interlocutors are to each other is presumed to be part of
their common ground (Clark 1996); Stevanovic and Peräkylä (2014) explain that this is
based on sociocultural knowledge (known information within a given community), per
sonal knowledge (knowledge of which participants assume everyone knows), and local
knowledge (resulting from the participants’ local interactional contributions). The authors
introduced a theoretical framework in which not only knowledge and power are con
sidered for how participants orient to each other in social interaction, but also emotion.
The authors contend that three facets of the participants’ momentary relationships
pertain to the organisation of action: an epistemic facet, a deontic facet that refers to
the participants’ entitlements to impose actions on their co-participants (Stevanovic and
Peräkylä 2012), and an emotional facet concerning the emotions that the participants are
allowed or expected to express to their co-participants. The epistemic, deontic and
emotional facets are deployed as resources of action recognition, and the authors analyse
common ambiguities to demonstrate how social relations are being anchored in these
three orders.
Given the moral and social dimensions of having and sharing knowledge, a finegrained analysis of how students make ‘knowing’ and the right to know interactionally
relevant is needed. This may contribute to our understanding of how intersubjective
orientations are shaped in writing practices in school settings and generate new insights
into the role of epistemics within this dialogic context (Alexander 2008; Wegerif 2011) that
aims at reaching shared understanding of a task, sharing ideas, and supporting and
encouraging each other to contribute and to value all contributions (Littleton and
Mercer 2010; Mercer and Littleton 2013; Rojas-Drummond et al. 2020; Vrikki et al. 2019).
CA-informed studies on epistemics in student-student interaction have shown the role of
epistemic positioning in the social organisation of an event and in reaching shared
understanding between participants (Back 2016; Heller 2018; Kämäräinen et al. 2019;
Melander 2012). A relatively large proportion of the studies paid attention to how these
trajectories are shaped by initial actions that convey a less knowledgeable (K-) position,
for instance how epistemic work is steered and leads to resolving emerging knowledge
gaps or epistemic asymmetry by information requests to mobilise help from a peer
(Jakonen and Morton 2015; Melander Bowden 2019), by sequential patterns of help-
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seeking interactions (Svahn & Melander Bowden 2019), or by polar and wh-interrogatives
(Kämäräinen et al. 2019). In our study, we will focus on the perspective of ‘being knowl
edgeable’ (K+), by analysing how ‘I know’, ‘you know’ and ‘we know’ are used in
sequences of peer talk. Although it is evident that interlocutors have a range of options
to express their stance towards knowledge of themselves and others, in this study we will
focus exclusively on the most explicit way to refer to ‘knowing’, being the use of the
epistemic verb ‘know’, in positive constructions (having knowledge). In the following, we
will discuss earlier studies that have analysed linguistic constructions with ‘I know’ or ‘you
know’ in data of adult conversations. To our knowledge, no specific CA research was
conducted with use of ‘we know’ as a focal point.

1.2 Previous research on the conversational use of ‘I know’ and ‘you know’
Mikesell et al. (2017) state that earlier studies have shown how I know is used to resist the
news value or informativeness of what is being said, or to indicate a general agreement or
understanding on the basis of prior knowledge. The authors studied a stand-alone ‘I
know’, as a response to actions in a prior turn that conveys epistemic asymmetry. In these
cases, the action of the first speaker, for instance advising, is treated as unnecessary (viz.
violating the principle of recipient design, by displaying the presumption of an unknow
ing recipient), although the grounds of the action are accepted. With an ‘I know’-response,
the recipient expresses an ‘assertion of knowledge or competence’ (Heritage and Sefi
1992), claiming to have already independent access to the knowledge at hand. Likewise,
responding with ‘I know’ to an assessment claims knowledge of the propositional content
(Enfield 2011) of the assessment, endorsement of the evaluative stance, and access to the
ground of the assessment. ‘I know’-receipts may also function as a claim of both shared
understanding and prior knowledge, and may have a strong function in affiliating with coparticipants (MacMartin, Coe, and Adams 2014). Heller (2018) points to the fact that
previous studies are all on ‘I know’ in responsive positions. However, in her own data,
Heller found the use of ‘I know’ in an opening turn, and explains that, in this case, the
speaker displays an already determined and non-negotiable epistemic stance.
Instead of emphasising one’s own epistemic access with a speaker-oriented stance
marker, participants may explicitly address the recipient’s knowledge, by using ‘you
know’. Apart from a literal usage of ‘you know’, Keevallik (2011) describes three different
functions: informing as a pre-announcement, projecting a news delivery, and appealing to
the recipients’ knowledge and involvement. The latter use has moral aspects in terms of
epistemic responsibility, which is also in focus in the study of Asmuβ (2011), who shows
the moral aspects of ‘you know’ in terms of aligning and affiliating actions in an otherwise
disaffiliating context. Appealing to shared knowledge with ‘you know’ draws attention to
presupposed knowledge and can be seen as an attempt to locally establish agreement.
‘The appeal to shared knowledge relates to questions of morality, as proposing shared
knowledge prospectively implies that the co-participant can agree, and retrospectively
implies that she/he probably should have displayed agreement before’ (Asmuβ 2011,
234). Asmuβ found that different actions are achieved with ‘you know’ depending on both
turn-placement and the sequential location. Exploring the use of ‘you know’ as an
interactional resource in a design workshop, Landgrebe (2018) described how ‘you
know’ invites for further involvement of co-participants and shared epistemic stance.
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1.3 The current research
This section has attempted to provide a concise overview of CA literature on the role of
knowledge in interaction, demonstrating the moral dimensions of epistemic access, primacy
and responsibility, in terms of alignment and affiliation. We focused on studies that explored the
use of the epistemic verb ‘know’ (in positive constructions). The main question is: what is the
conversational function of utterances with ‘I know’, ‘you know’ and ‘we know’ in the context of
dialogic writing of 8–12 years old? The outcomes intend to contribute to CA research on
epistemics in conversation (Heritage and Raymond 2005; Heritage 2012a; Stivers, Mondada,
and Steensig 2011), particularly concerning the use of ‘know’, and to the socio-cognitive field of
research on collaborative writing and learning in a dialogic context (Donahue and Lillis 2014;
Klein and Boscolo 2016; Rojas-Drummond et al. 2017; Rojas-Drummond et al. 2020), in terms of
how explicitly referring to differences and similarities in ‘having knowledge’ within a peer group
may have implications for managing epistemic relationships.

2. Data and method
Data for this study consist of 38 video recordings of small groups of children in grades 2–6 of six
primary schools in The Netherlands, engaged in collaborative writing and in the context of
inquiry learning (Bereiter 2002; Littleton and Kerawalla 2012). Collaborative writing can be
defined as ‘all activity and communication surrounding the construction of texts by multiple
contributors, whether written or spoken, and whether planned or incidental’ (Bremner et al.
2014, 151). These activities were embedded in a larger, multi-annual project (2012–2015),
conducted by the Centre for Discourse and Learning of NHL Stenden University of Applied
Sciences, organised according to the principles of Educational Design Research (Collins and
Bielaczyc 2004; Plomp and Nieveen 2007), and designed to acquire better understanding of how
peer talk contributes to language proficiency and to aspects of knowledge building. The
students worked in small, mixed age groups on small-scale projects on their own research
questions, for about three weeks in two periods each year. A total of 76 students from middle
grades (48 participants, aged 8–10 years old) and upper grades (28 participants, aged
10–12 years old) were involved in the writing events. We define a ‘writing event’ as a series of
goal-oriented communicative actions to create a text together.
The research themes of the projects for inquiry learning were for instance: Regional
history, Machines and Appliances, Sports and Games. Since almost all writing activities were
unplanned but dependent on then and there choices of the students concerning the use of
writing, and performed without specific instructions or guidance of teachers, we were able
to capture naturally occurring peer talk. When students wrote a letter, the teachers provided
them with an instruction-card holding information about structuring a letter. The total time
of the recordings is 7 h and 34 m, with an average of around 11 minutes for a writing event.
Over the course of 30 events, written products were created using pen and paper. In eight
cases students used a word processor or presentation programme on a desktop computer:
for writing notes (five events), a report (two events) and for creating a PowerPoint presenta
tion (one event). Table 1 provides an overview of the different writing events, categorised in
terms of the intended written products.
All video recordings of the collaborative writing events were transcribed using CA-conventions
(see appendix A) and analysed according to the (CA) method of research (Have Ten 2007). All data
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Table 1. Overview dataset.
Written products
Plan of action
Reflection
Mind map
List of questions
Letter
Notes
Story
Report
Poster
PowerPoint

Main activity
Articulating research questions in learning log
Reflecting on activities or progress in learning log
Exploring a new research topic
Formulating questions for an interview
Writing a letter to collect information
Taking notes while reading (online) source texts
Writing a story about research findings
Writing an informational text about findings
Writing short texts or captions at pictures
Writing short texts in a presentation

Number of events
6
3
3
3
6
8
2
3
3
1

were anonymised. We first selected the utterances holding the verb ‘know’, together with the
personal pronouns I, you (singular) and we, in all possible, positive conjugations. This enabled us to
compile three sub-collections (Clift and Raymond 2018; Mazeland 2006) of utterances, ‘I know’, ‘you
know’ and ‘we know’, that were subsequently analysed in terms of linguistic formatting, turn
placement (turn-initial, turn-medial, turn-final, as a separate turn; Kärkkäinen 2003), sequential
position (Schegloff 2007), and the uptake by co-participants (Enfield and Sidnell 2017). In this
paper, the notion practice refers to the verbal, vocal, bodily, or material resources that form and
accomplish an action, and actions are what participants do in interaction (e.g. requesting, inviting,
proposing, correcting): ‘multiple practices of turn design, lexical choice, intonation, and sequential
position frequently get orchestrated, in context-sensitive ways, to achieve single practices of action’
(Robinson 2007, 68). The analysis of all selected utterances with ‘know’ disclosed how students
accomplish actions and negotiate interpersonal trajectories (Schegloff et al. 2002) when talking and
writing together, in other words: why referring to ‘knowing’ of oneself and others is considered
relevant at that specific point in the conversation.

3. Results
We found 94 instances with use of the verb ‘to know’ (present and past tense) in our data, with
the following distribution: 70 instances with ‘I know’, 16 instances with ‘you know’ and 8
instances with ‘we know’. Different practices can be differentiated, concerning linguistic con
struction and turn placement, in both initiating and responsive positions, performing various
conversational actions. These actions are all embedded in the cyclical process of writing,
consisting of the three recursive phases of planning, translating and revising (Flower and
Hayes 1980; Hayes 1996, 2011), which is observable in peer talk (Rojas-Drummond, Albarrán,
and Littleton 2008; Vass 2007), and strongly driven by sequences of proffering and discussing
proposals (Herder et al. 2018a). One type of utterance with ‘you know’ in an interrogative format
was used to invite peers to come up with new ideas (nine instances), for instance: ‘do you know
one more?’ or ‘do you know anything else?’. We have excluded these utterances from further
analysis in this paper, since we are primarily interested in positive claims with ‘know’ that are
done as assertions, displaying an explicit orientation to knowledge. This limits the dataset for this
study to 85 instances, with which we were able to uncover three main categories of how
participants relate to each other in terms of epistemic stance, with use of ‘know’: positioning
oneself as knowledgeable, claiming equal epistemic access, and indicating shared knowledge
with other participants. In discussing our results, we will take these three categories as a point of
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departure (see the three main sub-sections), to show how this is accomplished by the students,
with use of different conversational practices (see italicised subheadings).

4. Positioning Oneself as Knowledgeable
In this section we will demonstrate three different practices with use of ‘I know’ in various
linguistic constructions, with which students position themselves as a knowledgeable member
of the peer group, by (i) producing a pre-announcement to introduce a subtopic, (ii) providing
a response to a request for information and (iii) reinforcing an assertion.

4.1 Introducing a Subtopic with ‘I know one (more)’ or ‘I know it/something’
When students are generating ideas for the text, the use of a turn-initial ‘I know’ was found in
utterances that are sequentially positioned as a pre-announcement, functioning as a prelude
to a proposal. The most frequent format is ‘I know one’ or ‘I know one more’. Variations are ‘I
know it’ or ‘I know something’. This may be done after an explicit request for new contribu
tions, such as ‘okay shall we think of some new questions now?’, or as an initial action after
a short silence or during a non-verbal activity. An example of a plain ‘I know one more’ can be
found in Expert 1, in which two students are generating interview questions for the resident of
the oldest house in the village, as part of their research project on local history. In line 24, Jolene
proposes the question: in what year were you born? Matt accepts the proposal by nodding his
head, and then Jolene start to write down this new question. While she is writing, Matt
announces another idea in line 28: ‘I know another one’ (in Dutch ‘Ik weet er nog wel één’,
in which the adverbs ‘nog wel’ indicate an accumulation). The utterance occurs in a multiactivity context (Mondada and Svinhufvud 2016), since Jolene is writing at the same time.
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Matt’s pre-announcement projects the next action that is performed in lines 30 and 31:
proffering a new proposal for an interview question (which is rejected by Jolene in line 33,
who claims that they have already written down that question). In the above fragment, Matt
does not wait for a response or a continuer after his pre-announcement, but instead
continues his action after a short pause (line 29) in which Jolene continues writing. We
have observed the same pattern in cases of small groups of three or four students, in which
a participant announces a new contribution, while another group member is still writing.
What happens next is that the student who performed the pre-announcement gets the
conversational floor, immediately after the writing is done. This indicates that accomplishing
a pre-announcement with ‘I know’ during silent writing, which projects a next action of
uttering a proposal for the text, is a way to resume the organisational agenda (Boden 1994)
of generating ideas for text content, and to secure an extended turn.

4.2 Responding to a Request for Information with ‘I know that (already)’ or ‘I
know (that)’ + [PART]
In specific contexts of the inquiry learning projects, when students are generating questions
(for an interview, a letter, or research questions), new proposals are generally expressed in
an interrogative construction. For instance, students do not propose a new interview
question as ‘shall we ask a question about when the house was built?’, but directly as the
intended question: ‘when was your house built?’. As a response, recipients tend to answer
the proposed question, thus treating the proposal as a request for information (Herder et al.
2020). In some cases, the response is initiated with ‘I know that (already)’, with which
a student emphasises her/his knowledgeable position. We will demonstrate how this type
of utterance evokes an uptake that is merely focused on moral aspects of knowledge
distribution among the participants. Excerpt 2 shows three students who are working on
their project on Kings’ Day, and creating a PowerPoint presentation that holds a quiz for
their class-mates. In this fragment, a proposed question for the quiz is treated as a request
for information. In line 42, June proffers to include the question ‘which day is Kings’ Day?’.
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Simone questions whether or not they have the answer themselves, and then Levi claims with
a prosodically marked ‘I know’, that he knows the answer already, which he demonstrates (Koole
2010) on the spot: on the twenty-seventh of April (line 44). Immediately after this, Simone claims
that this is easy, which June confirms, indicating that the question is much too easy. She then
initiates a new topic by reading aloud another question, implying that the idea to ask about the
date is off the table now (lines 46–47). Surprisingly, the negative assessments of the two girls
contradict what they have said previously (lines 42–43). These responses, in which they take an
authoritative stance concerning the level of difficulty of the knowledge at hand, with which
Simone and June orient to the epistemic order (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2014), may be triggered
by how Levi positions himself as being more knowledgeable than his peers. Thus, emphasising
one’s own knowing with use of a turn-initial and stressed ‘I know’ when providing an answer to
a proposed question seems to create a competitive context in which other students tend to take
a knowing stance as well.
Another type of response to a request for information with use of ‘I know’ is a linguistic
construction in which the verb ‘know’ is combined with the Dutch particle (PART) ‘wel’, which in
this case indicates the partiality of the response. The student is not able to provide a full answer,
which he marks with use of this specific particle. This construction is found in both turn-initial and
turn-final positions, but we noticed that this turn-placement is not differentiating for what it
accomplishes. An example of this type of response to a request for information, is given in
Excerpt 3. The fragment displays four students who are creating a PowerPoint presentation
about their Halloween project, and meanwhile looking for information on the internet on
a second computer that is operated by student Marian. Ben is creating the PowerPoint pre
sentation and the group’s learning log is put in front of his keyboard. Anouk is sitting behind Ben
and Marian, together with the fourth student (who does not participate in the conversation that
is displayed in the excerpt). In line 74, Ben puts himself in an unknowing position by articulating
the question ‘who invented it?’. This utterance, positioned as a first-pair part of a question-answer
sequence, projects a conditionally relevant next action, being a response containing the name of
the inventor of Halloween.
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After a short pause (line 75), Marian aligns with the projected action, by
realising the expected second-pair part of the sequence, although she marks
that she does not provide a full answer. The turn-final placement of ‘I do know
that’ indicates that she marks herself as ‘partially knowing’ (Keevallik 2011).
However, in line 77, Anouk acknowledges the provided answer (‘yes’), and then
reminds Marian of a necessitated next step, with which she demonstrates proce
dural knowledge of the activity and to some extent confirms that the response is
not entirely adequate. This excerpt shows how all participants are explicitly
oriented to the knowledge that is required to accomplish the collection and
writing of information about their research theme, and that participants position
themselves in relation to each other with reference to that knowledge (Melander
2012). Also, Marian’s response may indicate that she tries to present herself as
being a knowledgeable member of the group, despite the incomplete answer, in
other words trying to save or maintain ‘face’: ‘the positive value a person effec
tively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular
contact’ (Goffman 1967, 5).

4.3 Reinforcing an Assertion with ‘I know this because . . .’
The third practice that conveys and stresses a knowing position is observable
when students take an authoritative stance with use of ‘I know’, by claiming
knowledge that accounts for an assertion in an argumentative position. In these
contexts, that are particularly found in proposal sequences when generating ideas
for the text, ‘I know’ appears in turn-medial positions, and the utterances are
supported by evidentials, in terms of source-based or status-based authority
(Enfield 2011). When students account for their knowledge, the utterances are
generally formatted with the use of ‘because’ or ‘so’, after which an evidential is
articulated following the epistemic display. The use of ‘I know’ in these particular
contexts puts emphasis on the truth of an epistemic claim, and is used when
participants may be approaching disagreement, or when explicit consent is not yet
displayed. An example is shown in excerpt 4, in which ‘I know’ is expressed in
the second independent clause of a compound sentence (lines 316–317). This
utterance reinforces the assertion that was done as an other-correction regarding
a proposal for the text. The fragment displays three boys who are writing a letter
to children of a school in another village to ask for information about the history
of that place. Just prior to the fragment, the students have formulated the first
part of a question: ‘we would like to have information’. In line 306, Elliot proposes
a continuation for that question: ‘about the history of your sch- of um:
Antlersfield’. Travis performs an other-correction, replacing Antlersfield by the
words ‘your village’, which provokes Elliot to question whether or not
Antlersfield is a village (line 309).
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In this example, Travis claims first-hand knowledge, by referring to the fact that he
has personal connections in Antlersfield, since his uncle lives there (line 316), and
this functions as an evidential to support his claim that Antlersfield is indeed
a village. In doing so, Travis takes a knowing position based on source-based
authority (Enfield 2011), which seems to be provoked by the lack of consent from
Elliot, who raised doubt (Pomerantz 1984). Travis already claimed that Antlersfield is
a village (line 311), and it becomes clear that he knows Antlersfield personally
because his uncle lives there (line 313). However, Elliot has not yet displayed agree
ment, which triggers Travis (despite Mel’s supportive contributions) to repeat the
grounds for the truth of his claim, and to reinforce it with use of ‘I know’ (lines
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316–317). In the next turn, Elliot does show agreement, leading to a final decision to
write down ‘village’ (not in the transcript). So, in contexts where agreement is not
immediately forthcoming or doubt is raised, students account for their knowledge
with utterances using ‘I know’ that reinforce the truth of their epistemic claims.
This section has demonstrated how students claim (partial) knowledge and epistemic
authority with use of a turn-initial, turn-medial and turn-final ‘I know’ in different sequen
tial positions. In the following sections we will focus on how students indicate their
epistemic access in relation to the knowledge of their peers, in terms of similarities in
epistemic access.

5. Claiming Equal Epistemic Access
A recipient may claim to have equal epistemic access with a first speaker, in
utterances that are constructed with ‘I know’ or ‘I know that’, ‘I know + account’,
or ‘I do know that’ in responsive positions. These utterances occur in response to
procedural proposals when students discuss the organisation of the task, assertions of fellow
students, and instructions or other-corrections (Jefferson 1987) concerning linguistic issues
in the written text. We will discuss the different contexts in which students claim to have
independent and prior knowledge, and demonstrate that epistemic primacy and responsi
bility are negotiated within these sequences. ‘I know’- responses claim equal epistemic
access and mark the given information as ‘not new’, and as our examples (excerpts 5
and 6) will show, the nature of the knowledge at hand determines the use of a standalone ‘I know’ or ‘I know’ accompanied by an epistemic display (Herder et al. 2020), which
then functions as an account.
Use of a turn-initial ‘I know’ in responsive positions may be used to claim equal,
independent and pre-existing epistemic access. ‘I know’-responses are found when
participants respond to an (unsolicited) instruction on procedural or linguistic issues,
other-corrections or specific knowledge claims of peers, grounded in the domain of
shared epistemic access. An example is given in Excerpt 5. Two girls generate inter
view questions for the owner of a bar annexe camping, and in line 222 Caren
proffers to ask if they had coffee in former times. Maya accepts the idea nonverbally by writing down the new suggestion (Herder et al. 2018a), which is the
seventh question (line 224). While she is writing, Caren instructs her to use two d’s in
the word hadden (had), in line 226. The moment and place at which Caren pro
nounces this makes it plausible that she is trying to prevent a spelling error here.
This analysis is reinforced by the fact that Maya continues to write and does not give
the impression that she has to correct an error already made (which is generally
marked by a short stop in the writing). To substantiate this viewpoint, it can be seen
that in line 224 Caren also gave an instruction as to where Maya should write down
the new sentence (being at ‘question 7ʹ). The utterance in line 226 seems to be
a continuation of her instructing contributions.
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Caren positions herself as knowledgeable (line 226), by performing a spelling instruction
that displays the presumption that Maya is unknowing. Maya responds to the spelling
instruction with ‘I know’ (line 228), formatted as a separate turn, resisting the action of
Caren, although she acknowledges the accuracy of what is said (‘hadden’ is indeed with two
d’s). Thus the initial action of Caren was not recipient designed, since she did not take into
account the state of knowledge of her co-participant. In contexts of linguistic and also
procedural instructions, for instance about the amount of questions the group has to
generate before finishing their task, students mainly respond with a stand-alone, unac
counted ‘I know’ as a separate turn.
When responding to an epistemic claim of a peer, students use linguistic constructions
with ‘I know that’ or ‘I know’ plus in most cases an account that acknowledges the truth of
the initial claim. In the previous example (Excerpt 5), with the use of ‘I know’, student Maya
orients to both the deontic order and the epistemic order (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2014)
of the social relationship. This indicates that the responsive ‘I know’ is in essence produced
in an argumentative context. The following example will however demonstrate that the
use of a responsive ‘I know’ is also used in more affiliating contexts. Excerpt 6 displays
a fragment of the interaction between Liz, Owen, Jesse and Abby, who are generating
research questions about ‘farms in former times’. Previous to this fragment, Jesse prof
fered to ask which farm animal is the most famous, but Liz pointed out that this is similar
to a question they have already written down: ‘which animal is the most suitable for
a farm?’. In line 152, she repeats the core of that question, and then Owen claims that the
most suitable animal is a chicken.
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In line 156, Liz expands on the subject of chickens, by saying that she and her family
have chickens at home, followed by ‘hoor’ (literally ‘hear’), a Dutch utterance-final prag
matic particle (represented in the transcript as PRT) that has been described as ‘retroactively reinforcing or emphasises an aspect of the preceding utterance’ (Mazeland and
Plug 2010, 162). Owen then affiliates with Liz’ utterance, by responding with ‘yes I know,
I have been to your house once’. The responsive, turn-initial ‘I know that’ is complemen
ted with an account, claiming source-based authority, which in this case proves the fact
that he has equal epistemic access to the fact that Liz has chickens at home. Jesse
confirms this as well, by indicating that he has seen the chickens cackle (line 161). In
this example, Liz obviously has primary rights to the knowledge, yet the other students
claim equal access, treating the information as ‘not new’. The two boys accordingly
confirm Liz’s statement, which in this case seems to create an environment of confidenti
ality and solidarity among the three participants. This social affiliation is reinforced by the
fact that the children are smiling at each other when they make their statements. Thus,
the responses by Owen and subsequently Jesse seem to address the lack of newsworthi
ness of the initial utterance by Liz (with the use of an evidential as an overt orientation to
the epistemic order of their social relationship), but can also be interpreted as affiliative
displays of agreement (displaying an orientation to the emotional order). This ambiguity
may be caused by the fact that Liz’ utterance (‘wij hebben ook kippen’) is done in a quite
defensive manner (with use of the emphasising adverb ‘hoor’), which may ‘lead the
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recipients to wonder what their responses actually need to deal with, in order to count as
adequate responses’ (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2014, 196).
So, students use ‘I know’, whether or not complemented with an account for their claim of
equal access, as a response to a knowledge claim of a co-participant. In all these cases,
responding with ‘I know’ performs two different actions, addressing both the propositional
content of the assertion and the moral dimension of the distribution of knowledge. Use of ‘I
know’ then acknowledges the truth of what was said by a co-participant and validates what is
in the shared domain of knowledge, but also addresses the relative rights of participants to
assert something. In addition to this, we noticed in other cases how students may revoke an
earlier statement with use of ‘I know’, as a response to a disagreement with their statement or
a disaffiliating response in cases of assessments. For example, when one student claims that
the blue colour of the Dutch flag may differ in hue and that this is a strange phenomenon, an
assessment for which he solicits agreement with a tag question, another student provides an
explanation (‘because not everyone has dark colours’). This utterance confirms the truth of the
initial observation, but disaffiliates with the assessment. The initial speaker then immediately
responds with ‘I know’, with which he invalidates his earlier statement that this is strange.
Revoking or nuancing an earlier statement after disagreement or rejection of a peer was
observed recurrently, which indicates that ‘I know’ in these cases does not address the
knowledge at hand, but merely functions on the level of epistemic status.
In this section, we have demonstrated how students claim having equal epistemic
access, as a response to an utterance of a peer who takes (more or less explicitly)
a knowledgeable stance. In the following section, another way of referring to epistemic
symmetry is in focus, that is when a student addresses shared knowledge of all partici
pants, with use of ‘you know’ or ‘we know’.

6. Indicating Shared Knowledge with Other Participants
The third main use of ‘know’ that displays a knowledgeable position, and shows how
students relate to each other in terms of epistemic stance, aims at orienting coparticipants to knowledge that is in the shared domain. We distinguished four different
practices in which referring to shared epistemic access is made relevant. A speaker may
address presupposed knowledge of other participants with use of ‘you know’ (i) to pursue
agreement, or (ii) to indicate that certain knowledge is presupposed. Specific linguistic
constructions with ‘we know’, explicating a mutual stance, are used (iii) to reject a proposal
on grounds of relevance or (iv) to refer to shared, newfound knowledge.

6.1 I Pursuing Agreement with ‘you still know’ or ‘you just know’
Participants may explicitly call on shared epistemic access of a recipient, by referring to specific
knowledge that is supposed to be in the shared domain of knowledge. In these cases, a turninitial ‘you know’ is used to call on mutual knowledge of all participants. This is done to pursue
agreement in proposal sequences, as we will demonstrate with Excerpt 7, that displays four
students who are writing a story about a specific stone pole with historical value, in their village
Eastingstones. At this point, a small boy who stumbles is introduced to the story, and the
students start thinking about what will happen next, after Alisia reads aloud what they have
written down so far (line 177). In line 180 Jonas suggests that this boy went to the attic, which is
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rejected by Frances (line 181). Jonas then points Frances to the fact that she does not have the
deontic rights (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2012) to decide this, which is interrupted by Alisia who
calls on her peers to remember specific information concerning the story line (see line 183, which
we have translated as ‘you still know’, to emphasise the use of the epistemic verb ‘know’).
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Alisia asks her peers if they still know what their schoolmaster and Mary once told and
acted out, concerning the real story about the little pole (lines 183–188). The turn-initial
placement of ‘you know’ serves as a projection for displaying agreement by the other
participants, with her statement that they won’t be following the suggestion of the attic,
since that does not agree with the real (original) story (line 190). Her way of describing the
shared memory as visually as possible and asking her fellow group members three times if
they also still know that this event took place strengthens the persuasiveness and invites to
affiliate with the story. Moreover, the addressees are made accountable for their state of
knowledge about the little pole, assuming that everyone knows the ‘original story’, which
should provide the grounds for accepting the story line as suggested by Alisia, and to
disagree with Jonas’ idea of the attic. Alisia tries to establish a ‘common ground’ by drawing
on the socio-cultural knowledge (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2014) of her classmates: because
it concerns a story that is obviously shared in the context of school, she expects every
participant to know it. Thus, calling on presupposed knowledge of peers, which addresses
epistemic responsibility of peers, is a way to pursue agreement. This use of ‘you know’ was
predominantly observed in (potentially) conflicting contexts.
Another way to refer to shared knowledge in argumentative positions is in a linguistic
construction with ‘you just know’, referring to general, well-known knowledge. This may be
done for instance to account for a rejection of a proposal, as we will illustrate with Excerpt 8,
showing four students who are generating interview questions for a hammer smith. Unusually,
all students write down the generated questions in this event, on separate sheets of paper.
Previous to the fragment, Mike proposed to ask if the hammer smith produces dogs’ trays, but
Liam displayed his disapproval of that suggestion. However, Olivia supports the idea, and then
Mike proffers to write it down (line 159), explicitly inviting Liam to join. However, Liam still
disagrees with the proposed question and asks (line 161): ‘what does it actually mean?’, with
a strong negative undertone. Mike repeats this utterance, most likely as a repair-initiation
(Jefferson 1987), and then Liam provides an account for his disaffiliating action, in lines
163–164.
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Liam claims that ‘you just know’ that a blacksmith produces everything that is made of
iron, including dogs’ trays. The ‘you’ in this linguistic construction refers to a general ‘you’ as
in ‘people know’, with which Liam designs his account as a generalised assertion (Morek
2015), taking an authoritative stance. Similar to what we noticed in contexts of reinforcing
claims with use of ‘I know’ accompanied by accounts, students take an authoritative stance
by using generalised assertions with ‘you just know’, in conflicting contexts where agree
ment does not seem to be reached immediately.

6.2 Ii Indicating Presupposed Knowledge from a Co-participant with ‘you know this +
[TAG]’
Use of ‘you know’ in a turn-initial position in the first-pair part of an insertion sequence may be
used by a speaker to indicate that he presupposes that a recipient shares specific knowledge.
This is demonstrated in Excerpt 9, displaying Caren and Maya who we introduced in Excerpt 5.
The students have discussed a theatre or dance hall at the camping/bar, and have just written
down the eighth interview question ‘can we see the dance floor?’. Then Maya mentions the
presence of a disco ball (line 308), and Caren starts writing, which suggests she will write
a question about a disco ball. While Caren is writing, Maya initiates her utterance (line 313) with
‘you know that + [TAG]?’, which indicates that she supposes that her co-participant knows
what a disco ball is. The communicative function of the Dutch particle ‘hè’ is to solicit
agreement and strongly prefers a confirming response (Enfield, Brown, and De Ruiter 2012).
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In line 314 Caren produces a minimal response token (mm hm), and after Maya
explains what a disco ball is, Caren responds with ‘yeah’, which is an acknowledgement
token, displaying positive alignment (Gardner 2001). She then takes the floor and claims
to know that there is indeed a disco ball, which is a type of use of ‘I know’ that we
discussed in the section on claiming equal epistemic access. Caren concludes with
a positive assessment of the proposed question. As this example demonstrates, soliciting
confirmation that certain information is in the domain of shared knowledge, in this case
personal knowledge (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2014), may be done to ensure that the
interlocutors are ‘on the same page’, especially when a recipient does not affiliate with the
initial utterance.

6.3 Iii Rejecting a Proposal with ‘we already know (that)’
In an earlier study that we conducted on the same dataset as for this current study,
we found that students refer to shared knowledge of all participants with use of
‘we know’ as a means to reject a proposal for a research or an interview question
(Herder et al. 2018b). We will address this type of utterance again in the current
paper, as part of our collection of utterances with ‘know’ and the personal pronoun
‘we’. Claiming that certain knowledge, being the answer to a proposed question
(for instance for an interview), is already in the common ground, marks a proposal
for a question as irrelevant. An example is given in Excerpt 10, which represents an
earlier moment from the conversation introduced in Excerpt 9. The students have
just written down the interview question ‘how do they make tools?’, and after Paula
finishes her writing (lines 24), Liam introduces the topic ‘how the fire-machines get
started’ (lines 26–27), most likely as a lead-up to formulating a proposal for the
next interview question. However, when Mike rejects the knowledge claim of his
peer (lines 28–30), Liam withdraws his earlier statement, by indicating that they
don’t have to ask a question about this, because they already know the answer
(line 32).
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In line 34 Liam repeats his statement (after responding to a suggestion by Mike that
was not entirely audible, due to loud background noises), referring to ‘that question’,
although an interview question had not yet been put into words (which supports the
analysis that the utterance in lines 26–27 is a pre-announcement for a proposal). Mike
then suggests that they do not exactly know how this works, which finally triggers Paula
to ask her fellow students if they need to write down a question about this, showing that
a clear decision has not yet been made. Thus, although in this case a lack of complete
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knowledge leads to writing down the suggested question, collectively knowing the
answer to a proposed question provides grounds for rejection, which is linguistically
constructed with utterances holding ‘we know’ and ‘already’.

6.4 Iv Claiming or Establishing Shared Knowledge with ‘(now) we know’
Students use ‘we know’ in a turn-initial position to refer to shared epistemic access of all
participants. The utterances generally close a sequence, holding a positive assessment of
what is jointly achieved, and provide a concluding statement about newfound, shared
knowledge, which is positioned in post-expansions. As regards the writing the students
are engaged in, this type of utterances occurs when students review what has been
written down so far, or in response to reading new information in (online) source texts.
Excerpt 11 exemplifies how Megan positively assesses the shared knowledge as an
accomplishment of the group (line 146), evoked by the previous statement that the
sheet of paper is almost completely filled with their mind map on horse riding.

Megan’s statement claims epistemic symmetry from the perspective of all participants,
and has a strong affiliating function, which is highlighted by the joint laughter of Ivy and
Megan. The positive assessment closes the sequence: after a short silence, Ivy proposes
a new idea (line 148).
Utterances with ‘we know’ accompanied with ‘now’, initiating a post-expansion,
emphasise a shift from an unknowing (K-) to a knowing position (K+) of the group. This
transition is thus marked explicitly, as we will demonstrate with Excerpt 12, displaying two
students who are taking notes while alternately reading aloud from a text-book about
sluices. The first part of the fragment (lines 203–210) shows how Polly and Wesley are
reading aloud together (not marked explicitly in the transcript for reasons of readability),
when Wesley reads ‘polder’ and asks what that is (line 209). Polly doesn’t know either, and
later in the conversation (from line 282 onwards) the students are still reading aloud and
taking notes, when they discover what a ‘polder’ is (lines 285–286).
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After reading aloud together (lines 282–286), Polly displays the change-of-state token
(Heritage 1984) ‘oh’, and states that now they know what a ‘polder’ is, which neither of
them knew before. In Dutch, oh-prefaced declaratives are generally used to claim that the
speaker now understands something he earlier did not understand or had misunder
stood, and confirmation is treated as a relevant response (Seuren, Huiskes, and Koole
2016). The use of ‘oh’ and ‘now’ in line 287 (and the time indication ‘momentarily’) marks
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a transformation in epistemic stance, and Polly’s tag question ‘right?’ invites Wesley to
affiliate with this utterance, which he does in line 289. This emphasises Polly’s orientation
towards the importance of shared knowledge in a cooperative participation framework,
to bring their research project to a successful conclusion. The use of ‘we’ may also be
regarded as having an affiliating function, since the use of this personal pronoun indicates
symmetry in participation (Heritage 2004).
Taken together, shared stance taking with linguistic constructions holding ‘you know’
or ‘we know’ is employed to pursue agreement and give a positive assessment about
(newfound) shared knowledge, in contexts that display a transition from an unknowing to
a knowing position, which is in that case explicitly marked.

7. Discussion
The present study has focused on the conversational functions of ‘I know’, ‘you know’ and
‘we know’, and was designed to gain a better understanding of how primary school
students, who are engaged in joint writing activities in the context of inquiry learning,
explicitly orient to ‘knowing’ in peer talk. The analysis of the design of actions and turns of
these utterances displayed various manners in which the participants relate to each other
in terms of epistemic stance, divided in three main categories: (i) positioning oneself as
knowledgeable, (ii) claiming equal epistemic access and (iii) indicating shared knowledge
with other participants. We will discuss our findings from these perspectives.
Students position themselves as (more) knowledgeable, with use of ‘I know’, to perform
different actions, displaying an ascending degree of taking a K+ status as a speaker: (i)
doing a pre-announcement, (ii) responding to a request for information (with a partial or
a complete answer) and (iii) reinforcing an assertion with use of an evidential claiming
epistemic authority. A pre-announcement with ‘I know’ resumes the organisational agenda
(Boden 1994) when generating ideas, and seems to secure an extended turn. Interestingly,
utterances with a turn-initial ‘I know’ indicate an authoritative stance (Heller 2018;
Kärkkäinen 2003), but this is not the case with pre-announcements in this specific context.
When students respond to a request for information, we observed two types of responses
with ‘I know’: linguistic constructions with ‘I know that (already)’ conveying a knowing
stance, and constructions with which a student claims partial knowledge. A participant
then aligns with the initial action by providing a type-conforming response, although he
cannot fully meet the required action. This may be an indication of how an interlocutor
tends to ‘save or maintain face’ (Goffman 1967), when sensing that she/he is likely to feel
inferior with regard to her/his reputation as a knowledgeable participant. When students
provide a complete answer to a request for information with use of a turn-initial ‘I know’,
they adopt an overt knowledgeable stance, which creates a competitive context. Other
students then tend to take a knowing stance as well, even when this contradicts their
earlier assertions concerning the knowledge at hand. The fourth type of action to
explicitly position oneself as knowledgeable is found in proposal sequences. When pro
posals are rejected or acceptance is not yet displayed by others, disagreement may be
looming and students then claim epistemic authority by use of evidentials (‘I know this
because.’). This supports earlier findings by Pomerantz (1984) and Enfield (2011), who
have shown how participants make use of evidence, based on first-hand knowledge
or second-hand knowledge (Pomerantz 1980) to reinforce the truth of their statements.
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In our data, source-based evidentials were only found in contexts where students use
(online) textual sources, and the referred information was present in the immediate
context. Use of evidentials from personal experiences, conveying status-based authority,
was found more often and occurred to reinforce an account for a proposal and thus to
pursue agreement.
Secondly, students claim equal epistemic access with use of a responsive ‘I know’, in
a linguistic construction with an account or as a single turn. The latter type was pre
dominantly found as a response to procedural or linguistic instructions. When students
write down new content, one participant is writing while the others are closely monitor
ing how this is done and provide unsolicited spelling instructions. Giving instructions to
a peer violates the principles of epistemic congruency and recipient design (Laury and
Helasvuo 2016), since a lack of knowledge of the recipient is presumed (which is a facethreatening context). Similar to what Mikesell et al. (2017) demonstrated in their study,
these ‘I know’-responses acknowledge the accuracy of the action, but resist the author
itative stance of the co-participant. The utterances claim pre-existing knowledge or
competence, and address social norms regarding the obligation of interlocutors to
know what is in the common ground (epistemic responsibility).
Third, students use specific linguistic constructions indicating or establishing shared knowl
edge, with use of utterances holding ‘you know’ or ‘we know’ to (i) pursue agreement, (ii)
indicate a presupposition of shared knowledge, (iii) reject a proposal (on terms of relevance)
and (iv) claim shared, newfound knowledge. Linguistic constructions with use of ‘you know’
are used to pursue agreement, referring to shared or general knowledge. Students hold each
other accountable for having specific knowledge, and use of a generalised assertion (‘you just
know’) displays an authoritative stance by the speaker, who consequently reinforces his
appeal to co-participants to show agreement. Claiming that something is in the domain of
well-known knowledge creates a moral obligation to agree for co-participants, since common
knowledge is difficult to reject. Furthermore, students use linguistic constructions with ‘you
know’ to indicate a presupposition of shared knowledge with a co-participant, for which they
seek explicit consent. The way in which 8–12 year old children use linguistic constructions
holding ‘you know’, aiming at shared knowledge in (potential) argumentative, disaffiliating
contexts, resembles the findings by Asmuß (2011) on the data from adult conversations. To
conclude, students use a responsive ‘we know’ in order to reject a proposal (‘we know that
already’) or to claim shared, newfound knowledge. In the latter use, a turn-initial ‘we know’ is
used to positively assess a mutual state-of-knowledge, and to mark a transition from an
unknowing to a knowing position together. Positive assessments address shared written
outcomes and are done in sequence closing positions, which emphasises that students
consider generated knowledge as a joint interactional accomplishment (Rojas-Drummond
et al. 2010). We noticed that utterances holding ‘now we know’, explicitly indicating a shift to
a knowing stance, were only present in contexts of dialogic reading (Maine 2013), in which
students make use of textual sources to find new information on their research topic. Shared
stance marking that includes all participants calls attention to the shared objectives and
mutual responsibilities, which may contribute to a cooperative environment and thus to
completing of the joint writing activity.
Students aged 8–12 years old who are creating one written product together in
a content-based environment explicitly orient to similarities and differences in epistemic
access, and to the relative rights to know or to claim knowledge within the peer group.

CLASSROOM DISCOURSE

25

Although the students in our data are of a relatively young age, the findings do not
indicate in any way that the students are not yet fully competent (as may be the case for
even younger students; see Abbeduto and Rosenberg 1985; Bassano 1996; Hickman &
Bassano, 2016) in using positive linguistic constructions containing the epistemic verb
‘know’. The students use ‘know’ to position themselves as being well-informed, and they
also employ this verb to hold fellow students accountable for recognising what is in the
domain of shared (common) knowledge, or to rejoice in the acquisition or establishment
of knowledge as a mutual achievement. To create or (re-)establish a common ground
(Clark 1996), the students refer to elements of both sociocultural knowledge and personal
knowledge (Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2014). In addition to their explicit orientation
towards the epistemic (and in some cases deontic) order as resource for action recogni
tion, the emotional facets of the participant’s moment-to-moment relationships also
seems to play a role. Responses with ‘I know’ then have an affiliating function, contribut
ing to the emotional facets of the social relationship. Our data thus Although how
students are oriented to shared knowledge with their peers, but at the same time it is
noteworthy that linguistic constructions with ‘know’ holding the personal pronoun ‘I’
were produced to a much larger extent than utterances holding ‘you’ and ‘we’. And
although the use of ‘I know’ performs various functions, it may be hypothesised that
being a knowledgeable member of the peer group is particularly important to the
students, especially when a face-threatening action is conducted by a classmate.
Regarding the main activity of collaborative writing, the study has demonstrated how
the different moral aspects of sharing and discussing knowledge with peers were triggered
by this specific context, and seemed to impact the outcomes in terms of discussing and
making joint decisions on text content. The ‘I/you/we know’-constructions in argumentative
contexts are mainly employed to convince co-participants of the relevance or truth of an
idea for the text (e.g. to provide an evidential for a proposal, or to call on shared knowledge
of fellow students). This has deepened our understanding of how moral dimensions of
‘knowing’ may play a role in learning and writing together, which makes a contribution to
the existing literature on how writing in small groups may benefit content learning (e.g.
Rojas- Drummond et al., 2008; Rojas-Drummond et al. 2020). In a more general sense, the
conversational functions of utterances with ‘know’ demonstrate how dialogic practices (Kim
and Wilkinson 2019; Vrikki et al. 2019) become apparent in educational dialogue or
‘accountable talk’ (Michaels et al. 2008), that includes supporting each other to contribute,
making (partial) concessions, providing reasons for (dis)agreement, and providing evidence
for expressed ideas. In a community of practice (Lave and Wenger 1991), learning and
knowing are regarded as relations among people who are engaged in activities within
specific sociocultural contexts. Insight into the different practices of children, which demon
strate how they relate to differences and similarities in knowing within a peer group,
including how they employ this understanding to establish a common ground, contributes
to our understanding of how such a community of practice is brought into being in peer
talk. Taken these findings as a point of departure, future work may further scrutinise how
dialogic (writing) events, in which students share and discuss knowledge as they talk and
write together, may be optimised, taking also the moral dimensions of ‘knowing’ into
account.
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Appendix A
Transcript notation, based on Jefferson (1984) and Ten Have (2007).
[word
[word
word=
=word
(0.4)
(.)
.
,
?
!
_
↓
↑
£word£
˚word˚
WORD
word
:
>word<
<word>
wo(word)
()
((word))

overlapping speech; point at which an ongoing utterance is joined by another
utterance
break and subsequent continuation of contiguous utterances
pause (in seconds)
micro pause (less than 0,2 seconds)
stopping fall in tone (not necessarily at the end of a sentence)
continuing intonation (not necessarily between clauses of sentences)
rising inflection (not necessarily a question)
animated tone (not necessarily an exclamation)
flat intonation
marked falling shift in intonation
marked rising shift in intonation
smiley voice or suppressed laughter
talk that is quieter than surrounding talk
talk that is louder than surrounding talk
emphasis
extension of the sound that follows (0,2 seconds for every colon)
speech is delivered at a quicker pace than surrounding talk
speech is delivered at a slower pace than surrounding talk
cut-off (often audibly abrupt)
transcriber is in doubt about the accuracy of the transcribed stretch of talk
transcriber could not achieve a hearing for the stretch of talk
description of a phenomenon, of details of the conversational scene or other
characterizations of talk
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