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Studies in Conversation Analysis (e.g., Sacks et al. 1975) have explored the concept of 

“territories of knowledge” (Kamio, 1997), i.e., the epistemic rights (Heritage, 2012; 

Heritage & Raymond, 2012) of a speaker to voice information conventionally considered 

to be within that speaker’s purview. For example, American politeness conventions 

would suggest that a mother has “epistemic entitlement” to assert information regarding 

her child, and it would be non-typical for her interlocutor to do so when the mother is 

present and able to express this herself (cf. Heritage, 2012, p. 10). Thus, in the 

delineation of “territories of knowledge” we can see how the role of respondent may be 

culturally-defined according to a right to express certain types of knowledge. 

 

The boundaries of “territories of knowledge” are visible in responses to non‑ normative 

utterances that breach these conventional understandings. Responses are often marked by 

a stance display in the form of a pragmatic marker. As noted by Thomas (1984), English-
language use of the pragmatic marker “of course” in response to a polar question may 

function to problematize the validity of posing a certain question, e.g. the response “Of 

course” to the question “Have you seen the mailman?” suggests a fault of requesting 

known or otherwise problematic information. Such responses make up less that 1% of 

English-language responses to polar questions (Stivers, 2010), yet between 30‑ 50% of 

Russian-language responses (Comstock, forthcoming), suggesting a radical difference not 

only in the pragmatic force assigned Russian “konečno”, but also in how these cultures 

define the epistemic right to express knowledge. 

 

Based on a corpus study of the response “konečno” to polar questions, this paper explores 

how Russian respondents are constructed within “territories of knowledge” and the 

implications of a respondent’s right to express confirmation, and thus access, to 

knowledge presented by an interlocutor. 
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