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Abstract
Conversation circles in kindergartens can foster discursive abilities such as argumentation. 
This paper analyzes argumentation in conversation circles in a kindergarten with respect 
to the function of narrative argumentation. We focus on second stories as a specific nar-
rative form that is characterized by relating in content and form to a before told narrative 
thereby displaying similarity and alignment. In this paper, we will analyze videographed 
conversation circles in a kindergarten. Our methodological approach is interactional and 
qualitative, informed by conversation analysis and narrative analysis. We will argue that 
preschool children use second stories for argumentative purposes in cooperative argumen-
tative exchanges and through them produce interactional alignment.

Keywords Cooperative argumentation · Participation · Problem solving · Co-construction · 
Similarity · Child talk

Argumentation, participation, and interactional alignment

Argumentation is a form of discourse that is essentially bound to the idea of participation, 
be it in a broader sense as participation in a democratic society or as taking part on the 
level of interaction by working out a dissensus or engaging in decision making. Hence, it 
is important to study how argumentation evolves in childhood: being able to argue means 
being able to participate. Argumentation thus has social and democratic relevance. In addi-
tion, it plays an essential role in the intellectual development of children (Crowell & Kuhn, 
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2014). It requires the ability to adopt different perspectives as well as the reflective compe-
tence to recognize which reasons are valid to whom in which context. As Bubikova-Moan 
and Sandvik (2022) point out, the ability to engage in argumentation is at the core of sev-
eral educational frameworks, like the OECD’s Future of Education and Skills 2030 (2019, 
p. 397). When speaking of argumentation, concepts vary. We follow Klein (1980) and 
understand argumentation as “transferring something collectively questionable into some-
thing collectively valid by means of something collectively valid” (1980: p. 19, translation 
ours). This definition points to the two main functions of argumentation: dealing with dis-
sensus and establishing and actualizing validity, hence the agonal and the epistemic func-
tion (Hannken-Illjes, 2018: p. 24-26).

It has been widely acknowledged that children start as early as in their second year 
to engage in argumentation (Greco et  al., 2018; Völzing, 1981). The first argumentative 
procedures and a preliminary form of rhetorical engagement can already be found in pre-
school children (for a systematic review of studies on argumentation in early childhood, 
see Bubikova-Moan & Sandvik, 2022; Antos, 1985). They can be framed as proto-argu-
mentation, that is as argumentative practices that exhibit first forms but are not yet fully 
developed argumentative sequences. They often lack the incorporation of counterargu-
ments (Crowell & Kuhn, 2014; Muller-Mirza et al., 2009) as well as explicitly ending the 
concluding stage of the argumentative sequence (see Arendt, 2019; Bose & Hannken-Illjes, 
2012). Also, studies have shown that in disputes, hence agonal situations, younger chil-
dren resort to argumentation only at the beginning but  then tend to resolve the situation 
by other means, like physical force or calling on adults (Arendt, 2015 and Valtin, 1991 on 
selfreports by children). When 5-year-olds argue in agonal situations, they do not focus 
primarily on substantive opposition but give general subjective rebuttals (Komor, 2010). 
Brumark compares children between seven and ten years old with children between 12 and 
14 and finds that the younger group is less elaborate—often not going beyond a (repeated) 
statement of opposition, sometimes giving a single supporting argument to work on a dis-
sensus (Brumark, 2008). However, other studies show that—especially in non-agonal situ-
ations—children much younger than seven years are able to engage in rather sophisticated 
argumentation.

The last years have shown a rise in research on argumentation in cooperative situations 
among children. We take cooperation as a specific communicative modality (Fiehler, 1999) 
characterized by activities that foreground the collaborative notion of a communicative 
practice rather than the individual. Ehlich (2014) urged researchers to move their focus 
on teaching argumentation away from what he calls persuasive argumentation—centered 
around a controversy—towards explorative argumentation that functions to develop a solu-
tion to a problem by way of reasoning. Similarly, Mercer has introduced in his “forms of 
talk” in educational contexts exploratory talk as talk that works out an issue by engag-
ing each other’s opinions and collaboratively working out a solution (Littleton & Mercer, 
2013). Baker et al. (2019) in their concept of collaborative argumentation take argumenta-
tion to be “a type of dialogue oriented towards jointly deciding what should be accepted, 
by means of exploring arguments for or against a view” (p. 79). All these approaches stress 
the epistemic rather than the agonal function of argumentation.

In a series of experimental studies on cooperative argumentation among younger chil-
dren, a group around Köymen and Tomasello has shown for children between the age 
of  three and five years that they will take into account the information available to their 
partners in discourse when designing their arguments (Köymen et al., 2016). Children age 
5 to 7, on the other hand, would produce not only more arguments in cooperative situa-
tions, but also take into account more counterarguments (Domberg et al., 2018).
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These findings are in line with qualitative studies on argumentation among young chil-
dren. They also suggest that looking through the lens of cooperative, explorative discourse 
allows for a more profound description of the children’s argumentative abilities.  Bose & 
Hannken-Illjes (2016) and Bose, Hannken-Illjes & Kurtenbach (2020)  in studies on pre-
school children in free play and in conversation circles found that the children give reasons 
primarily in cooperative settings. In the play context, the children bring arguments for their 
jointly created play world in a self-initiated way (Arendt, 2015; Kreutz & Luginbühl, this 
issue). They expand their framework and maintain it through cooperative-collaborative and 
co-constructive behavior (Bose & Hannken-Illjes, 2016). Thus, they use argumentation to 
establish agreement and consent to proposals that have been made. Köymen and Tomasello 
(2020) take this relevance of cooperative argumentation among children to be “part and 
parcel of their more general cooperative approach to all kinds of social interaction” (p. 
218). At the same time, cooperativity and agonality in argumentation should not be seen 
as a dichotomous pair, but rather as a continuum that can be used by the participants in an 
interaction (Hannken-Illjes & Bose, 2019). Baker et al. (2019) stress a similar point, when 
they state that “argumentation dialogues can be more or less collaborative” (p. 79).

Focusing on cooperative argumentation from an interactional perspective poses the 
question of how this cooperation can be detected and how it is displayed in the interaction. 
Following Pfänder et al. (2017), we take forms of resonance as similarity, alignment, and 
synchronicity as ways to establish cooperation in interaction. Resonance can take differ-
ent forms: temporal and rhythmical alignment, bodily synchronization, or the take-up of 
structural means the interaction used in one’s own utterance (Breyer & Pfänder, 2017). For 
this paper, we focus in our analysis on a specific form of similarity on the discursive level: 
narrating and renarrating that functions argumentatively.

The notion of synchronicity in argumentation has already been studied for the linkage 
between cooperative argumentation and vocal and bodily synchronicity. Rendering mul-
timodality an essential part of understanding argumentation and acquisition of argumenta-
tion (Mundwiler et al., 2017; Bose & Hannken-Illjes, 2020) has been evolving in the study 
of argumentation in interaction. When studying argumentation among preschool children, 
cooperative argumentation is marked by vocal and bodily synchronicity (Hannken-Illjes & 
Bose, 2019). The link of narrating and arguing in conversation, although studied for institu-
tional (Hannken-Illjes, 2019) and everyday argumentation (Deppermann & Lucius-Hoene, 
2003; Schwarze, 2019), has not been looked into for children. Therefore, we are interested 
in how children use narrative as an argumentative resource. We are particularly interested in 
the use of second stories: stories that align to a prior told story in form and content and can 
be viewed as a form of reasoning by analogy when employed with an argumentative func-
tion. The question that arises in this context is how the argumentative function of narration 
develops in children. When are they capable of the complex ability to combine narrating 
and arguing? What functions can be found in narrative argumentation? With these guiding 
questions in mind, the study presents a first exploration of the argumentative narrative skills 
of preschool children and asks if and how kindergarten children already use (second) stories 
argumentatively and how are these practices related to a form of interactional alignment.

The interrelation of argumentation and narration

The relationship between narration and argumentation has recently gained prominence 
in argumentation research. At its center are the questions of how narratives can function 
argumentatively and in what way they differ from non-narrative arguments. Work on this 
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connection reaches into antiquity, as the close connection between narratio and argumen-
tatio is already emphasized and discussed in classical court oratory (Aristoteles, 2002). In 
the last years, the interest in the interrelation of argumentation and narration has gained 
new prominence (Bubikova-Moan, 2021; Olmos, 2017). The argumentative function of 
narratives is based on their proximity to rhetorical evidence—the enthymeme and the para-
digm (Hübner, 2017). On the one hand, the story can serve as an argumentative resource: 
the narrative core is cited as a reason and used as a premise to draw conclusions from. 
At this point, enthymematic similarities can be found. These stories convince by being 
implicitly attached as reasons, used by the audience as an argument, and matching their 
knowledge of the world (Hoffmann, 1980). Moreover, narratives can function as evidence 
by example and thus have argumentative, topical potential (Hübner, 2017). Through simi-
larities between the story and an event, a paradigmatic analogy is drawn by the listener. In 
this context, the appropriateness and credibility of the story in front of a particular audi-
ence constitute the actual persuasion (Tindale, 2017).

A concept of narration

Narrative skills are an important means of communication between people and thus also 
have social importance. They are indispensable for understanding the world and becoming 
part of it. The ability to narrate starts within the third year in the sense of a narrating as a 
broader concept, not distinguishing between narrating, reporting, and describing. However, 
precursory forms can already be found among younger children (Ehlich et al., 2008). The 
ability to engage in telling stories in a stricter sense—stories that meet the conditions of 
tellability and a certain degree of performativity—develops during the age from three to 
seven (Braun, 2007), often supported through co-narrating by adults (Hausendorf, 2001) 
and other forms of scaffolding.

To conceive of the argumentative potential of stories, it is first worth looking at funda-
mental aspects of narration. Following Deppermann and Lucius-Hoene (2003), narratives 
thematize and represent events and actions that contain a temporal dimension of change. 
Thus, narrating represents a verbal method to access past events and actions (Labov & 
Waletzky, 1967). In addition to a chronological structure and causal interconnections, a 
certain tellability and eventfulness of the stories are required (Weixler, 2017). For this 
study, we understand narrating in its process-oriented notion as a dynamic and interac-
tional process (Spieß & Tophinke, 2018). Hence, narratives are sequential, interactive, and 
multimodally co-constructed by all interaction participants (Deppermann, 2014).

For the textual surface structure of stories, the model of Labov and Waletzky 
(1967/1997) has been accepted as a basic structure for everyday narratives (Spieß 
& Tophinke, 2018). It divides the narrative into functional paragraphs: abstract, ori-
entation, complication, evaluation, resolution, and coda. In the context of argumen-
tation and narration, the argumentative potential is attributed to the evaluation part 
(Hannken-Illjes, 2018) which can also run through the entire story (Labov, 1972). 
However, oral narrations are often not told in their full form in everyday life; instead, 
multiple levels of abstraction of the basic schema are realized. In narrative studies, 
a distinction is therefore made between so-called micro-narratives, i.e., completed, 
coherent narratives in the sense of the Labov and Waletzky model (Bleumer et  al., 
2019) and the “small stories.” The latter are fragmented and open-ended tellings 
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referring to past events and calling up past narrations without telling the entire story 
with a beginning-middle-end construction (Bamberg & Geourgakopoulou, 2008). Due 
to their brevity and ephemerality, they are granted a rhetorical function, such as con-
stituting arguments.

Second stories in conversation

One form of narrative that has an argumentative purpose is the second story (Sacks, 1995). 
Second stories are sequential stories in conversation; they follow a first story and are the-
matically similar to it but are told by a different narrator. The similarities are established in 
the second story, whereby its tellability is characterized by minor differences to the previ-
ous story. It holds a certain eventfulness of its own (Mulholland, 1996 in Karatsu, 2012). 
As a phenomenon of serial narrating, it could appear counterintuitive as the conversational 
principle “to oversuppose and undertell” applies (Heller et al., 2015). Nevertheless, it can 
often be observed in everyday conversations.

Communicatively, second stories can be credited with several functions. On the one 
hand, they demonstrate that the first story has been understood and that it is taken to be 
constituting evidence (Sacks, 1995). In addition, the second narrator can express agree-
ment with or doubt about the first person’s position, so the second story also has an interac-
tional function (Arminen, 2004; Sacks, 1995). Second stories can thus do both: become the 
subject of negotiation and provoke an argument or have a supporting effect and calm down 
an argument (Karatsu, 2012).

Moreover, relating similar experiences through second stories also marks support as it 
shows understanding and empathy (Sacks, 1995). Arminen has studied the use of second sto-
ries in the therapeutic field. At Anonymous Alcoholics meetings, this storytelling practice 
plays a particular role; through the second stories, the speakers transvaluate and recontextu-
alize the problems related in the first stories to provide resolutions (Arminen, 2004). Thus, 
mutual help and empowerment are built. In child peer groups, on the other hand, the prac-
tice also establishes status and marks membership (Theobald & Reynolds, 2015). The nar-
rators express approval or doubt about the first stories and try to outdo each other with their 
contributions. In doing so, competitive and collaborative practices become visible. Primarily 
through its supporting or contesting function and the joint finding of solutions, second stories 
can be significant in the context of argumentation. Hence, the telling of second stories can be 
an interactional means to establish similarity and alignment, thereby allowing for participa-
tion in developing the response to a question. Our study aims to determine the argumentative 
role second stories play as a form of similarity and alignment among preschoolers.

Method and data

Procedure

Our methodological approach is qualitative and informed by conversation analy-
sis, combined with Bamberg’s (2020) notion of narrative practice. With a conversa-
tion-analytical toolkit, the individual contribution is analyzed turn-by-turn accord-
ing to the “form-function-context” (Deppermann, 2014). The analysis is carried out 
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retrospectively to the preceding contributions and prospectively to the function of the 
subsequent contributions (ibid.). The analysis rests on a video corpus of conversation 
circles of the project “Stolpersteine und Wunschsterne” (stumbling stones and wishing 
stars). These conversation circles take place in a German kindergarten that features this 
particular program.

Participants

The participants of the study can be divided into two groups: kindergarten children aged 4 
to 5 and 5 to 6 years old. Participation in the conversation circles is voluntary. The children 
discuss with the support of two teachers exclusively topics of their life-world; the everyday 
life in the kindergarten as well as their life at home (Bose & Kurtenbach, 2019). At the 
beginning of each session, the teachers pass a basket around from which the children can 
take a (stumbling) stone or a (wishing) star, symbolizing a problem or a wish. The children 
and the teachers then work interactively on these topics—from their thematization, through 
working on them in argumentative sequences and problem-solving procedures to finishing 
them with a solution that is often evaluated in later sessions (ibid.).

Material

The video corpus includes circles during the periods 2015/2016 (16 circles, children aged 
5 to 6 years, total length 4 h 5 min) and 2018/2019 (five circles, children aged 4 to 5 years, 
total length 1 h 32 min). These are natural and non-elicited data in authentic communi-
cation situations. Although the institutional context includes forms of elicitation by the 
teacher, the researchers did not foster certain forms of behavior. The conversation excerpts 
have been transcribed according to GAT-2 (Selting et al., 2009), using the minimal tran-
script with additional focus accents. The transcript’s line numbering is based on the lines 
of the overall transcription from the corpora of 2015/2016 and 2018/2019. All names have 
been pseudonymized.

Analysis

We analyzed 21 conversation circles in two age groups, with children aged 4 to 5 years 
and 5 to 6 years. In the data of the younger group, only one second story with a clear 
argumentative function could be found, which is why our analysis is concentrating on 
the older preschoolers. Nevertheless, preliminary forms of argumentation do occur 
in the five discussion circles of the 4- to 5-year-olds. It is noticeable that the chil-
dren increasingly mark consensus and dissent through markers such as “me too” or 
“I don’t”/ “I do.” They thus mark agreement, similarity and support, as well as com-
petition. Nevertheless, four second stories could be found that have both similarities 
and small differences to the first story establishing tellability. However, they are told 
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without a clearly recognizable argumentative function. It is remarkable that the second 
stories mark both help and support, as well as status and competition. Although the 
children support each other and mark synchronicity with markers such as “also” or 
“as well,” they often want to outdo each other with their contributions. However, nei-
ther solutions nor conclusions are drawn from these second stories. The second story’s 
argumentative role as a form of thematic similarity and alignment that creates partici-
pation could be found only once. The problem of the first story was recontextualized 
by the second story and solved by an implicit conclusion. However, a connection to the 
conversation and an explicit conclusion is missing.

Only the circle of the older group contains forms of argumentative narratives. This data 
encompasses 16 conversation circles with a total of 31 children dealing with 109 topics. 
The analysis found 20 narratives with an argumentative function, told by eight children. 
Thematically, the conversations deal with anger, violence, noise in kindergarten, family 
problems, and learning new skills. Among these 20 narratives, there are 16 that function 
as argument by example. Eleven of these latter are narratives that refer to similar experi-
ences to those of another participant, and seven are in the position of second stories. In the 
following, we will discuss two different types of these second stories: second stories that 
back the credibility of the foregoing speaker and second stories that function as examples. 
Both categories are not mutually exclusive but rather highlight the main function in the 
interaction.

Second story type I: small story backing the credibility

The first type encompasses four small stories that support the credibility of other partici-
pants. On a structural level, these are small stories in the sense of fragmented and open-
ended tellings that call up past events but do not tell the entire story. The small stories in 
this group function as second stories; the children “synchronize” with the previous speaker 
by means of thematical similarities with tellable differences. These second stories are 
thrown in like little remarks without a further claim to the right to speak. Moreover, the 
narrations are self-initiated, short, and lack elaboration. The essential function that could 
be worked out for the narratives from the first category is that of supporting credibility: the 
children use small stories to support the evidence of statements, solutions, and arguments 
of other participants.

The supporting function of the narratives is noticeable in several ways. On the one hand, 
the children support each other with personal experiences similar to the first story. Similar-
ity is also established through linguistic means, via “too” and “also.” In addition, all stories 
are self-initiated and are set appropriately relevant by the children. After their turn, the 
children show no intention of continuing to speak; in two stories, the narrative sequence is 
followed by a change of speaker or a change to turn-by-turn talk; in other stories, there is 
an elaboration question from the educator, which both children serve. In three of the four 
stories, the educator manages the closing and bridging to the ongoing conversation.

In the following, we present two excerpts to depict the second story’s argumentative role 
as a form of thematic similarity and alignment that creates participation. The children align 
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to the previous speaker thematically, in form (a narrative) as well as in function (argumen-
tative/problem solving), thereby taking part in the conversation.

Example 1: “Being pushed on the stairs” (second story I_1; CC01_20151208; 
00:07:15–00:08:54).

Paula’s stumbling stone “Being pushed on the stairs” precedes the first excerpt. The 
girl tells how Edwin pushed her off the stairs when he was at her house (lines 172 and 
179–191). This is followed by a transition to the ongoing conversation by the educator in 
line 192f.
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From lines 194 to 198, Fabian tells a self-initiated, small story. In the beginning, he 
sets relevance and marks confirmation with “yes” (line 194), after which his second story 
follows. After the teacher asks him to continue, Fabian cannot continue the story, leaving 
the conclusion—what you do when you get pushed—open. The teacher closes and links 
the story to the previous conversation in line 199 with a question about other’s similar 
experiences.

Fabian’s second story presents a similar experience to Paula’s first story—he estab-
lishes the similarity through the same story itself as well as through his confirmation and 
approval in line 194. Moreover, his narrative serves as one new piece of information to 
make it tellable: as opposed to Paula, he gives a reason why Edgar pushed him in line 195 
by “once edgar nearly pushed me down the stairs in anger.” What is striking here is the use 
of the second story. This short small story, which supports the story of the previous speaker 
by establishing similarities, is primarily used to mark agreement and consensus, establish-
ing an analogy between the first and the second story. Although Fabian does not express 
a concrete conclusion, he works on two questions: is the first story credible and what can 
one do, when getting pushed. For the latter, he offers evidence from experience. The miss-
ing explicit conclusion must be deduced by the other participants. By marking agreement 
and using a second story itself, he synchronizes with Paula and backs the credibility of her 
story.

The consolidating function of the supportive small stories becomes apparent in yet 
another way. The stories in example 2 function as consecutive second stories. In the follow-
ing excerpt (example 2), Pauline’s stumbling stone is dealt with, which she introduces col-
laboratively with Julia (lines 272–275). They complain that children trample loudly during 
bedtime in kindergarten.
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Example 2: “Noise during nap time” (Second story I_2 and I_3; CC05_20160209; 
00:10:04–00:10:44).

In lines 276–278, Merle tells the first short, personal second story by citing a similar inci-
dent. The story illustrates and supports Pauline and Julia’s complaint. Paula confirms the 
credibility of this story with a further second story by “i even heard twice” (I_3: line 280). 
Thereby, she establishes similarity with Merle’s story and adds new information—having 
even had the experience herself, twice instead of once. Thus, she supports the first narrative 
and increases the argumentative potential. It is noticeable that Paula’s second story expresses 
agreement and establishes similarities but simultaneously outdoes the other contributions.

In summary, small stories in the form of second stories have two functions: they support 
the credibility of the first story (and therewith of the narrator) and they give experiential 
evidence on what to do. The children introduce explorative arguments in a self-initiated 
way, even if a concrete conclusion or solution to the problem is missing.
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Second story type II: story as example

The second recurring argumentative form of second stories is narrative by example: micro-
stories from which conclusions are drawn and used to evaluate another event. In the data, 
it is noticeable that these narratives often appear in the search for solutions to problems, 
which might be due to the solution-oriented conversational format. The circles mostly pro-
ceed in such a way that children present their concerns, and the group is encouraged to 
solve them so that a joint solution is finally agreed upon. The teachers’ questions such as 
“someone else an idea how bike | peter do you know how to ride a bike” (II_3: line 205f.) 
are followed by ideas from the children, which they often support with a personal story. 
This story recontextualizes the problem of the first story and offers a solution.

In these more extended and more complex argumentative stories, it is noticeable that 
the children have different levels of competence. This is reflected in the extent to which the 
narratives emerge through the educator’s co-construction and whether and how a conclu-
sion is drawn. There are three occurrences of this form in the data. The following excerpt 
(example 3) shows an argumentatively used example story. Julia introduces it, searching for 
suitable solutions for Timo’s stumbling stone. For the problem solution, Julia introduces a 
self-initiated story.

Example 3: “Fell down with the bicycle” (Second story II_1; CC12_20160517; 
00:04:58 – 00:06:57).
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In this example, Julia recounts her own experience in analogy to Timo’s problem of 
riding a bike thereby working on the question: what is one to do when one falls off a bike? 
She even provides a solution at the end (lines 85–89). She cites her personal success story 
as the reason. The story is quite elaborate; Julia establishes relevance and thematizes by 
saying “well timo i can tell you | i am too i had i had too | i also have been able to ride the 
bike for a long time” (lined 79–81). She also establishes similarity five times by linguistic 
means, beginning in lines 80 and 81, through “i also got a new bike | then i also tipped 
once” (lines 83 and 84). Although causal connectors between “and then he let” (line 88) 
and “and then do did then i could do it” (line 89) such as “because of this” or “for this rea-
son” are missing, the child solves this by stringing together actions that ultimately lead to a 
solution and using the sequential marker “then” in lines 85, 87–89. The teacher expresses 
the conclusion from Julia’s narrative example in lines 95–96. Nevertheless, the story could 
have stood for itself as the audience can deduce the conclusion from it, but in this case, the 
teacher co-constructs the story and the argument by binding it to the previous conversation.
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By employing the second story as an analogy, the speakers re-evaluate and re-contextu-
alize the problems raised in the first stories to offer solutions. In this way, not only similar-
ity but also mutual help and empowerment are built. The children use the conversation cir-
cle to participate in the joint construction of solutions. Furthermore, it is noticeable in the 
material that the children do not formulate explicit conclusions—the teachers help them 
out. Nevertheless, the competencies differ. In example 4, it becomes clear that some chil-
dren are not yet able to tell the stories coherently on their own. Tina’s story is only formed 
into a coherent story through the teacher’s assistance.

Example 4: “Trouble with the sister” (Second story II_2; CC11 20,160,503; 
00:00:52–00:05:46).

((the group is searching for solutions)).
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Tina sets her story relevant in line 89 and marks similarities to the previous story right 
at the beginning. The teacher expands the second story with follow-up questions: with 
“and what do you do against it tina | and is it successful when you talk to them | yes and 
what does mummy do” (lines 91, 93, 98), he keeps the conversation going and guides the 



1713With me it is exactly the same: second stories and their…

1 3

speaker. In this form of co-construction, the child serves as a supplier of information who 
tells the narratives as far as the teacher asks. Here, the adult uses the narrative analogically 
as an example narrative and is credited with an argumentative strategy. However, the mere 
telling of a similar story in the context of collaborative problem-solving in the conversa-
tional circle is evidence that the child has understood and analyzed the first story. When 
telling the story and using it as an argumentative example, the child needs support.

Discussion

This paper aimed to analyze the second story’s argumentative role in problem-solving talk 
as a form of thematic similarity. In the data of the first age group, aged 4 to 5, we merely 
found one argumentative narrative. This is a finding that would need further investigation, 
as age might not be the only factor influencing the performance. It can be stated that in this 
particular form of narratives by preschoolers, the narratives have an argumentative func-
tion. It has become apparent that the children use their narratives primarily as an argument 
by example. The persuasive potential here lies in the analogy established by similarities 
between their second story and the first story. These come in two functions: in credibil-
ity supporting small stories, which are self-initiated and independently told (second story 
type I). Using an implicit analogy, they are used to support other children’s positions. An 
argumentative use of second stories can also be observed in example stories (second story 
type II). These are longer narratives that aim to find a solution and function as arguments 
by analogy. Two of these stories are introduced by the child (examples 3 and 4), without 
assistance by the teacher, and are used for argumentative purposes. In addition, difficulties 
in formulating an explicit conclusion or linking the narration to the ongoing conversational 
context become apparent at various points. In all cases, it is  the educators who draw an 
explicit conclusion. Nonetheless, these narratives can certainly convey an argumentative 
intention: The children deliberately justify with personal experience and their personal suc-
cess stories to support solution ideas and points of view.

At the same time, one could argue that the use of second stories relieves the children 
of the pressure to tell their own stories as it could minimize the children’s communication 
effort. However, this can be refuted. The ability to tell a story that fits the context is tella-
ble and eventful on its own, yet has similarities with a previous story and finally also has 
a cooperative argumentative function, can be rated as a high communicative competence. 
It could be identified that all eight second stories are being told to support, reinforce, and 
contribute to finding solutions. Thus, the children already solve complex communicative 
problems and contribute their personal opinions.

The study has some limitations that allow only for cautious drawing of inferences. The 
role of the teacher would need some further attention. The two groups do not only differ 
in age, they also have different teachers facilitating them. From other studies we could see 
that the style for facilitation—teacher centered versus child centered—has an impact on 
the way themes are being developed (Bose & Kurtenbach, 2019; Kurtenbach et al., 2013). 
Also, the data collected stems from only one kindergarten group in a specific kindergar-
ten that values participation of children in dealing with everyday problems and encourages 
problem solving through deliberation. For future studies, other data should be included to 
gain a broader picture.

Theoretically, the study shows that narrative and argumentation can be closely intercon-
nected in conversation, not only among adults but also among younger children. Narra-
tives function to establish an understanding of lived experience and to convey it. At the 
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same time as an argument is aligns with other participants experiences. Thereby the per-
suasive power lies in the establishment of similarity in experience. This study shows that 
this form of reasoning as well as the establishment of ethos as a prerequisite for reasoning 
can already be found in younger children.

Methodologically, the study takes up natural data, similarly to the conversation circle 
in question. The analysis shows the strength of relying on naturally occurring interactions 
not only in research but also in pedagogical practice. The project resembles what Bereiter 
and Scardamalia (2010) demand, when formulating the core idea of “knowledge building” 
as an educational principle: “Real ideas and authentic problems” (p. 2). Although Bereiter 
and Scardamalia focus in their work on scientific knowledge rather than on knowledge for 
and from the everyday life, the conversation circle under study can be viewed as a site for 
knowledge building. The children establish through their discussions of real problems how 
typical situations can be dealt with. They establish at the same time—with the help of the 
teacher—how to design a solution process. Argumentation plays a pivotal role for both, 
again reflecting the double notion of argumentation and learning: learning to argue and 
argue to learn (Muller-Mirza et al., 2009). The children develop joint solutions, implement 
them, and reflect on the viability of this solution.

The limitations of this study, the role of the teachers, might also hint at an important 
finding: the co-constructive practices by the teachers seem to play an important role in sup-
porting children to engage in problem solving on real-life problems. First tentative looks 
into the data from a contrastive standpoint suggest that the different practices by the teach-
ers yield highly different results. Hence, further study might also support the research on 
the helpful practices by adults to foster argumentative and narrative competence.

In summary, with respect to aspects of establishing participation interactionally, the 
second stories in the data under study have two functions: to support the argumentative 
potential, evidence, and credibility of other children and to re-evaluate, re-contextualize, 
and solve other children’s problems. Thus, the participants build mutual help and empow-
erment in a collaborative context. The use of argumentative stories is accompanied by the 
establishment of similarity: on the one hand, through the second stories, which represent 
similar stories, and on the other hand, through lexical markers. Similarities and proximity 
seem to be essential aspects in argumentation through second stories. Both in the credibil-
ity-supporting small stories and the example stories, the children emphasize the analogy 
between the events to their narrative brought in. It is important to note that the second sto-
ries do not represent mere repetitions, as they are new stories with differences worth telling 
and specific functions. They rather elaborate on a theme, thereby aligning the story and the 
speaker to the interaction, marking “taking part,” and contributing argumentatively to an 
overall conclusion. With the argumentative second stories, they contribute to the conversa-
tion circles and solve concrete problems. In this way, the children align with each other 
and participate in their world. Thus, taking part is also established in a broader sense by 
the second stories: the participation in a common world of shared experiences and a demo-
cratic society.
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