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Abstract

Since Malinowski defined small talk as a communicative mode — the establishment of human bonds or
communion, abundant studies have supplied numerous data about its cultural contexts, social and phatic
function, participants and topics of small talk, conversational routines and etiquette mores etc. Nevertheless,
some aspects of small talk, both its historical and contemporary procedures, still lack clarification. Lately, a
new linguistic approach of cognitive pragmatics has made possible to take inquiry into cognitive-intentional
and social-cultural aspects of the communicative behavior of small talk. In this paper, we have worked out an
integrative framework for cognitive-pragmatic analysis of small talk underpinned by the ideas of historical
pragmatics. We implemented this framework in the analysis of small talk as a case study of English fiction of
the 17"-21% centuries culled from the BNC database. We aimed to find out evolutionary trends of small talk
in English and to describe the underlying change of English ethos, politeness principles, in particular. Our
findings have revealed the following historically stable and variable characteristic features of small talk: the
former mainly concern people’s communion as a universal value, the latter reflect procedural communication
patterns and requirements of a particular community. We argue that small talk is a meta-communicative
(accompanying informative communication) form of behavior that satisfies human needs for social
cohesiveness; its cultural conceptualization depends upon the prevailing social-cultural values and changes
throughout history. We hope this study may shed light on small talk as a type of communicative behavior
that occurs both in fiction and in other contexts.

Key words: small talk, English, evolution, historical pragmatics, cognitive pragmatics

1. Introduction
It is generally acknowledged that people as social beings are in want of communion. Malinowski
(1936, p. 316) defined such communicative behavior as ‘phatic communion’, that “<...> serves to
establish bonds of personal union between people brought together by the mere need of
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companionship and does not serve any purpose of communicating ideas”. In Homes’ (2003, p. 65)
parlance, small talk “oils the social wheels”.

From different theoretical viewpoints, researchers described linguistic pragmatic (Senft,
2009; Pocheptsov, 2009; Shevchenko, 2015), sociopragmatic (Coupland, 2003; Holmes, 2014),
gender (Mullany, 2006), psychologic (Kardas et al., 2021), cross-cultural (Pullin, 2010;
Schneider, 2012) and other related features of phatic communication. Within phatic discourse,
they single out small talk aimed at establishing and developing speech contact; the main topics
of small talk are of universal and neutral nature, it avoids ‘taboo topics’; its general tone is
friendly, calm and neutral.

Cultural studies (Drazdauskiené, 2021; Mak & Chui, 2013) show how much phatic
communication owes to culture and how much it reflects ethos and ethic norms. Culture is the
customs, beliefs, rules, knowledge, etc. developed at a given period by members of a society and
stored in their construal of the world. Cultural linguistics (Sharifian, 2017) studies individual and
group communication, phatic practices included. As a vivid manifestation of culture, politeness
principles are in the focus of analysis of both small talk and various means of phatic communication
(Chen, 2019).

Since culture changes throughout history, the ethic norms, politeness principles, and
communication practices are subject to historical variation. Recent diachronic studies of phatic
communication and small talk, in particular (Belous, 2010; Drazdauskiené, 2021; Matyukhina,
2004; 2014), have revealed historical transformations of its topics, discourse strategies of ritualized
behavior, their frequency in discourse, and other issues. Nevertheless, there are some questions that
still need clarification: the periodization of the English small talk, causes and trends of its historical
changes, and phatic speech formulas typical of certain periods.

In the latest decade, seminal insights into cognitive pragmatics (Schmid, 2012) have drawn
scholars’ attention to the interface of cognition (conceptualization) and linguistic pragmatics
(communication) as rooted in philosophical, action-theoretical and sociological approaches
(Shevchenko, 2017). At the same time, the pivotal work of Jucker and Taavitsainen (2020) on
historical pragmatics suggested analytical tools for describing the transgressions of manners and
norms of polite communicative behavior while Culpeper and Kyt (2000) shed light on the problem
of data in historical pragmatics.

In this paper, we aim to combine a cognitive-pragmatic and historical pragmatic approaches to
small talk and to trace its changes in English. We hypothesize, on the one hand, a tendency for
small talk to evolve throughout history as a result of the underlying change of English ethos,
politeness principles, in particular; on the other hand, this evolution embraces stable and variable
characteristic features; the former concern a universal value of people’s communion, the latter
reflect procedural patterns of communicative behavior based on changing cultural conceptualization
of ethic norms.

To prove this hypothesis, we will first elaborate the framework of our analysis and then define
evolutionary stages of small talk in English. We hope the analysis of the historical shift in cultural
conceptualization of ethic norms and the study of patterns of communicative behavior will help us
explain the main tendencies in small talk evolution. Our analysis is a case study of the 17" — 21%
centuries English fiction.

2. Methods and material
Situations in discourse differ conforming to the criterion of prevailing functions. In some speech
events, participants aim to exchange ‘serious’ meaningful and conceptual information, while in
others, socializing function predominates. Accordingly, the former is described as communication
proper, and the latter as phatic or meta-communication, a subsidiary discourse type.
Metacommunication elucidates both cases of metatext or Wierzbitska’s Natural Semantic
Metalanguage, and cases of social rituals that create social bonds known as phatic communication.
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Malinowski (1936), having laid the foundations for the analysis of social communication,
described the phatic function in a very sketchy way, believing that a person has an inherent desire for
sociality. (Cf. Aristotle’s famous argument that “man is by nature a social animal”). In Malinowski’s
parlance, words in phatic function are used not to convey meaning but to fulfil a social function of
building a rapport by mere exchange of words. By phatic communication, Malinowski meant only the
initial phase of establishment of speech contact. Building on this idea, Jacobson (1960, p. 353-357),
who included the phatic function in his system of linguistic functions, did not limit it to just the
contact implemented in the exchange of ritualized formulas, but rather viewed it as entire dialogues
with the mere purport of continuing communication and maintaining social bonds.

Phatic communication accompanies rendering factual information and consists of microsystems
— discursive events corresponding to different stages of interaction: the establishment of speech
contact, contact maintenance, and contact completion. These microsystems are represented by speech-
processing ‘auxiliary’ metacommunicative elements, or phatic speech acts that serve (a) to establish
social bonds — greetings, introductory utterances; (b) to maintain speech contact — formulas of
attention control, hedges, filler words; (c) to politely close the conversation — farewell utterances and
formulas. According to Coupland (2014), conversation openings and closings have ritualized nature;
they all take part in providing social bonds at different stages of small talk. Pocheptsov (2009, p. 475),
who uses the term ‘metacommunicative’ for phatic function, claims that

Socio-, psycho-, and physiological characteristics of verbal communication condition
implementing the metacommunicative function in the process of communication, along with
the communicative one. In the act of verbal interacton and in the resulting text, two following
aspects can be distinguished, respectively: communicative aspect (the aspect of transmission
and reception of the message per se) and metacommunicative aspect (in this case, the aspect
of regulating verbal interaction in communication process). Taking into account the three
phases of communication, the latter can be represented as contact opening (establishing)—
contact maintenance—contact closing means (translation is ours - I. S., Y. M, & M.-L. D).

The explorations of social functioning of small talk reveal its context and social-cultural
dependence. “What is conversationally achieved by and for participants through small talk is likely
to be different depending on the specific contextual constitution of the speech event, and this is as
true for cultural context as it is for context in its more local sense” (Coupland, 2003, p. 1). As an
embodiment of society ethos, culture presents a system of historically variable ethic values, rules,
and norms of communicative behavior, dominated by specific politeness principles.

Brown and Levinson (1988) built their theory of politeness on Hoffman’s notion of face and
distinguished between positive and negative politeness principles. Their theory is based on
observations of communicative practices in the West (Ameca & Terkourafi, 2019) and culturally
oriented at European ethics. In European culture, the dominant politeness principles historically
vary from positive in the Early Modern English period to negative in the present-day English; as
Jucker (2012) puts it, from ‘discernment’ in Old English to positive in Early Modern and ‘Non-
Imposition politeness’ in present-day English, while the eighteenth-century is dominated by
‘compliment’ culture (Jucker, 2012). This shift accounts for the transformation of etiquette norms of
communicative behavior on the whole and phatic practices, in particular.

Though small talk can be an indicator of in/appropriate behavior and un/successful
socialization, it is not a type of universal behavior (Mak & Chui, 2013). It occurs only when there is
a social and cultural need for it and transforms with the development of ethos. To trace the
evolution of small talk in this article, we build on the principles of historical pragmatics and trace
small talk through the history of English since the 17" century when it emerged. According to
Jucker and Taavitsainen (2000, p. 92),
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Speech acts have to be seen in a multidimentional pragmatic space that they share with
neighbouring speech acts. Specific realizations are therefore context-specific, culture-specific
and time-specific. Moreover it is not only the realization that changes over time but the
underlying speech function may change too.

Our study focuses on the changing cultural grounding and the changing ways in which small talk
and related phatic speech acts are realized.

At the interface of pragmatics and cognitive linguistics, cognitive pragmatics examines the
impact of cognitive factors, such as speaker’s intentions, etc., on language use in interaction
(Schmid, 2012). Cognitive pragmatics is “a sub-paradigm of linguistic pragmatics, which
integrates cognitive and communicative (pragmatic) issues within a functional megaparadigm”
(Shevchenko, 2017, p. 307). The cognitive research vector is inherent in traditional pragmatics
that has always been focused on mental processing of information. According to Carston (2002,
pp. 128-129), “Pragmatics is a capacity of the mind, a kind of information-processing system, a
system for interpreting a particular phenomenon in the world, namely human communicative
behavior”.

To analyze the transformations of ethos throughout history we also address cultural linguistics
(Sharifian, 2017). It helps to trace cultural conceptualization of phatic communicative behavior
according to the etiquette norms of a certain period.

3. Results and discussion

Small talk has long been one of linguistic genres, an integral part of secular etiquette and
communicative culture of middle and upper classes. In Europe, the genre of small talk took shape at
the royal courts and nobility parlors during the Enlightenment. The eighteenth century is considered
as the golden age of small talk, but we trace its roots earlier, in the seventeenth-century England.
Under the Renaissance, the need for social rapport was stimulated by social, cultural and economic
conditions. The most common reasons for the emergence of small talk is economic growth, the
development of culture, and its further humanization. Among stereotyped topics of aristocratic
small talk, there were personal issues, gossip about friends and relatives, marks of a game of wits,
and humor (example 1):

(1) BENVOLIO. Good morrow, cousin.
ROMEDQ . Is the day so young?
BENVOLIO. But new struck nine.
ROMEO. Ay me, sad hours seem long.
Was that my father that went hence so fast?
BENVOLIO. It was. What sadness lengthens Romeo’s hours?
ROMEO. Not having that which, having, makes them short.
BENVOLIO. In love?
ROMEO. Out. (W. Shakespeare. Romeo and Juliet)

In Early Modern English, the ritualized conversation openings included: questions How now?;
How dost thou (How do you?); How fare you?; How goes the day with us?; How is it with you?;
wishes Good morrow (day, even);, With all my heart to you; You're very welcome,; You very well
met; Happily (well, fairly) met; Well be-met; Peace to this meeting; Good day, and happiness;
Health and fair time of day; health to you all; Well be with you; I greet thee well; All hail good
morrow; Hail to thee. Welcome. At the initial stage of speech interaction, typical of this period were
formulaic blessings: God ye good morrow (day, even); God be wi’ you; God save you; The Gods
preserve ye!; God save the king!; God see you; God bless thee; God give you hail; God ‘ild you for
your last company (Matyukhina, 2004, p. 214).
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Contact-maintenance formulas were mainly of appealing character: Oh; Listen; Look; Here!
you know; you see; Oh, hey; Herel; | say; Look here; sometimes there were hedges (well, hm) or
conatives (true).

The ritualized conversation closings featured the following: wishes | wish your highness a
quiet night; 1 shall desire more love and knowledge to you; Peace be with you; | wish you much
mirth; A kind good night to all; A thousand times good night; Prosperity be thy page; All happiness
to your honour; Be strong and prosperous; Fare you well; we bid farewell; interjections Adieu;
Farewell; Hey-day; and typical of this period blessings: God be wi’ you; God ye good den; The
Gods preserve you both; The Gods keep you; God save thee; Heaven bless you, and prosper your
affairs, and send us peace; The Gods assist you and keep your honour safe; Be bless’d for your
good comfort; Heaven strengthen thee (Matyukhina, 2004, p. 219).

The English Restoration and the ideology of new aristocracy with their behavioral patterns of
libertinism gave another stimulus for the development of small talk that reached its peak in the
eighteenth century. Social and cultural changes rooted in a colonial empire brought great wealth to
England: the development of the manufactory boosted free capital, as well as its rapid distribution
and practical application. Industrial development also nurtured the middle class, who were eager to
coalesce into the culture of the bourgeoisie and its communicative practices.

It was the time when large groups of people visited houses of aristocracy and bourgeoisie,
where they were entertained by hunting, music, and literature. Eloquence, gourmet food and
conversation were the hallmarks of the English top in the eighteenth century. Poetry, travel, theater,
newspapers, and books shaped the culture of the emerging ‘higher society’ and established new
etiquette rules. In privileged position, representatives of higher society felt entitled to emphasize
their social status not only via the material tokens of wealth, but also by their manners and
communicative practices, small talk, in particular.

In the period of the Enlightenment, polite standardized speech becomes a hallmark of the
social class. Communicative behavior, and the skills of small talk, became a factor of social
stratification of society that split the top into urban hereditary aristocracy (nobility), rural
aristocracy (gentry), and middle class, including wealthy citizens that strived for their social
prestige. French borrowings, characteristic of the language of English aristocracy, became tokens of
a privileged social class. In small talk (example 2), young ladies, both of noble and bourgeois
descent, boast of their neighbors and the estate; they use French borrowing beaux and emotional
adjectives, verbs, and adverbs prodigious, beautiful, smart, admire, and excessively:

(2)  ‘Norland is a prodigious beautiful place, is not it?’ added Miss Steele.
‘We have heard Sir John admire it excessively, ’ said Lucy, who seemed to think some apology
necessary for the freedom of her sister.
‘I think every one must admire it,” replied Elinor, ‘who ever saw the place; though it is not to
be supposed that any one can estimate its beauties as we do’. And had you a great many
smart beaux there | suppose you have not so many in this part of the world; for my part,
| think they are a vast addition always. (J. Austen, Sense and Sensibility)

The repertoire of stereotyped small talk topics is very diverse. People opted for the following:

« mutual acquaintances, news and gossip concerning relatives and friends;

« news of high society, sports news;

« morals, education, and children’s behavior;

« entertainment and arts: theater, painting, music, literature;

« nature: weather, landscape, climate;

« hobbies: horse riding, music lessons, collecting, hunting, traveling, etc.

At the same time, politics, religion, and finance were taboo topics for speech events of small
talk.
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Drazdauskiené (2012, p. 5) maintains that even though the initial meaning for phatic
utterances might seem trivial and aimed to maintain the rapport, the speech event suggests a deeper
meaning, i.e. information about interaction participants. This corresponds to indexical or referential
(in Jakobson’s terminology) function of phatic communion. In example (3) below, Mrs. Bennet is
talking over a ball with Miss Lucas and their communication is not a mere gossip since it renders
information of the would-be marriage partners:

(3) You began the evening well, Charlotte,” said Mrs. Bennet with civil self~-command to Miss
Lucas.
“You were Mr. Bingley'’s first choice.’
“Yes, but he seemed to like his second better. ”
“Oh! you mean Jane, | suppose, because he danced with her twice. To be sure that did seem
as if he admired her—indeed | rather believe he did—I heard something about it—but |
hardly know what—something about Mr. Robinson.”
“Perhaps you mean what I overheard between him and Mr. Robinson, did not I mention it to
you? Mr. Robinson’s asking him how he liked our Meryton assemblies, and whether he did
not think there were a great many pretty women in the room, and which he thought the
prettiest? and his answering immediately to the last question—‘Oh! the eldest Miss Bennet,
beyond a doubt, there cannot be two opinions on that point.’”
“Upon my word! Well, that was very decided indeed—that does seem as if—but, however, it
may all come to nothing, you know. ” (J. Austen, Pride and Prejudice)

’

In the eighteenth century, the ritualized conversation openings are less diverse, they include:
questions How is it (with you)?; How dost thou?; How have you been this century?; How now?;
How do you do?; wishes Health and the happiness of many days attend upon your grace; Come
most wished for; With all my heart to you; | joy to meet thee alone; You are (heartily) welcome;
interjections Hail, Welcome, Goodmorrow (day); and a few blessing formulas: God give ye good
morrow (day, even); God save you; God bless you (Matyukhina, 2004, p. 215).

Contact-maintenance formulas, besides appellatives and hedges, were replenished with
conatives. Phrases like All right; You mean; You know; | see; Yes; yes-yes; sure; exactly; true;
Indeed; Well said strengthened the involvement of interlocutors and their mutual intention to
maintain social rapport.

In the eighteenth century, the range of closing formulas is the smallest and limited to
blessings Heaven strengthen thee; God b’w’you; God give you good morrow (day, even);
Praise the lord; wishes Take courage; Fare thee well; and occasional interjections Good day
(even, night); How now; Adieu; Farewell (Matyukhina, 2004, p. 220).

In example (4) below, the small talk takes place at lady Sneerwell's. It illustrates ironic
and game-like character of such speech events in the eighteenth century aristocratic parlors. It
also reveals cultural conceptualization of aristocrats’ manners and communicative behavior.
Their small talk (4) is full of irony (Mercy...), mockery (censorious, bad, they will allow...),
hedgings (I dare swear), and conative utterances ('Tis very true, indeed):

(4) Enter SIR PETER
SIR PETER. Ladies, your obedient—Mercy on me—here is the whole set! a character's dead
at every word, | suppose.
MRS. CANDOUR. | am rejoiced you are come, Sir Peter—they have been so censorious and
Lady Teazle as bad as any one.
SIR PETER. That must be very distressing to you, Mrs. Candour | dare swear.
MRS. CANDOUR. O they will allow good Qualities to nobody—not even good nature to our
Friend Mrs. Pursy.
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LADY TEAZLE. What, the fat dowager who was at Mrs. Codrille's [Quadrille's] last Night?
LADY SNEERWELL. Nay—her bulk is her misfortune and when she takes such Pains to get
rid of it you ought not to reflect on her.

MRS. CANDOUR. 'Tis very true, indeed. (R. B. Sheridan. The School For Scandal)

Jaworski (2014) claims the pivotal role of small talk for breaking silence, which establishes links of
fellowship, and likens it to breaking bread and the communion of food. In example (5),
Mrs. Higgins tries to involve Eliza Doolittle in a general conversation at her evening party and uses
the topic of weather:

(5) Along and painful pause ensues.
MRS. HIGGINS [at last, conversationally] Will it rain, do you think?
LIZA. The shallow depression in the west of these islands is likely to move slowly in an
easterly direction. (B. Shaw. Pygmalion)

In the present-day English, in small talk they deploy opening formulas as questions How are you?;
How are you tonight?; How do you feel?; How are you doing?; How are things going/with you?;
How is it going?; How have you been?; Are you doing Okay?; Have you been okay?; How are you
feeling getting on/managing?; How goes it with you?; How 're things?; interjections Good morning
(afternoon, evening); Hiya (Hi to you); Hi; Hello (Hallo, Hullo); Hey; Welcome; and occasional
greetings Greetings!; Greetings and felicitations/salutations!; You are welcome (Martoxuna, 2004,
p. 216).

The range of pesent-day contact-maintenance formulas is the most various since the 17%
century and besides phrases used in the previous periods, includes those of clarification | mean; You
know; hesitations well; | mean; so to say; that is; hm; mm; er; eh; conatives All right; OK; surely;
(Excellently) Well said; Good; Fine; I see, I agree; That’s understood; Yeah, mhm, uh — huh; and
such new forms of conversation feedback as questions of attention control (Can) you hear me? Are
you with me? Are you listening to me? (Matyukhina, 2004, p. 217-218).

In the last five centuries, the closing phatic rituals demonstrate the most dramatic changes as
compared to openers and contact-maintenance rituals. With their scarcity in the Enlightenment English,
in the 201" — 21 centuries their range has grown. Among the prevailing closing phatic formulas there are
wishes: Good luck; I wish you well; Good luck and all that sort of thing; Be careful; Have a good time;
Have a nice day; Take care; Take it easy; and interjections Good bye; Good night (morning, evening,
afternoon); Salute; So long; See you; See you later; See you in a few hours; See you in the morning (in
the evening); Tomorrow. Whenever. Bye for now; Fine evening. Cheerio; Ciao; Bye; Farewell. Closing
blessings are no longer typical and examples like God bless you are rather an exception than a rule
(Matyukhina, 2004, p. 221).

Throughout its evolution, phatic discourse has always been the embodiment of the principles
of politeness, which vary from epoch to epoch. In the phatic discourse of the 17" — 21% centuries,
negative politeness qualitatively dominates. Among historically stable strategies, there are three
negative politeness strategies and four positive politeness strategies that realize speakers’ intentions
of solidarity, respect, involvement in communication (Matyukhina, 2004, p. 143-144). In Brown
and Levinson’s terminology, they are:

o P11 —notice, attend to hearer’s interests, wants, goods;

o P3-—intensify interest to hearer;

o P4 —use in-group identity markers;

o P7—presuppose, raise, assert common ground;

o N2 -—question, hedge;

o N5 - give deference;

o N7 —impersonalize speaker and hearer.
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Example (6) illustrates discourse strategies N2 (is not he?), N5 (Mr. Bingley), N7 (those
persons who fancy themselves...), P1 (What an agreeable man..., So genteel...), and P3 (He has
always...).

(6) What an agreeable man Sir William is, Mr. Bingley—is not he? so much the man of fashion!
So genteel and so easy! He has always something to say to everybody. That is my idea of good
breeding; and those persons who fancy themselves very important and never open their
mouths, quite mistake the matter.” (J. Austen, Pride and Prejudice)

In small talk, strategies of negative politeness are mostly stable, while positive politeness strategy
P4 historically varies: it loses frequency in discourse and its forms change in accordance with the
demands of changing etiquette norms (Matyukhina, 2004, p. 185-186), since forms of addressing
feature historically variable cultural norms (Drazdauskien¢, 2021).

Though phatic communication is usually interpreted via politeness principles, Schneider
(2012) argues that ‘appropriateness’ and ‘inappropriateness’ are more salient notions than
‘politeness’ and ‘impoliteness’ or ‘rudeness’. This seems to account for the cases of using rude
language in small talk. As Chen (2019, p. 52) puts it, an apparently impolite utterance in a situated
context sometimes may be used to render messages that differ from that of genuine impoliteness, as
in the case of jocular abuse. In small talk, jocular abuse is a complex interactional practice doing
various kinds of face work simultaneously. For example, at lady Sneerwell’s (example 7), men
don’t hesitate to use ‘strong’ language as harmless jokes in the following small talk:

(7) LADY SNEERWELL. Nay, positively, we will hear it.
SURFACE. Yes—yes the Epigram by all means.
SIR BENJAMIN. O plague on't unkle—'tis mere nonsense—
CRABTREE. No no; 'fore gad very clever for an extempore!
SIR BENJAMIN. But ladies you should be acquainted with the circumstances. You must know
that one day last week as Lady Betty Curricle was taking the Dust in High Park, in a sort of
duodecimo Phaeton—she desired me to write some verses on her Ponies ....
(R. B. Sheridan. The school for scandal)

In today’s digital world, phatic communication over the telephone, on the Internet, etc. is no less
important to maintain social bonds, but its forms and mechanisms are changing:

Phatic communication is a relevant discourse mechanism that takes place in social
interactions, allowing for an easier, stress-free dynamic that aids in the establishment and
maintenance of social bonds with a wide variety of individuals across the social spectrum,
and thus its functionality continues to be of high importance today. Its different uses, on the
other hand, makes phatic communication a versatile tool that enables users to become more
or less engaged in the communicative encounter based on their desires and needs.

When we turn to social media in particular, phatic communication is shown as a very
helpful communicative tool that assists in the maintenance of a variety of networks users can
have online. In the same way as in the offline setting, phatic communication online eases the
beginning of an interaction, and provides certainty about the outcome. Its formulaic nature
allows for facility of use and works as a convenient tool for bond management through one's
networks. (Manzo, 2014, p. 232)

This evidence of online phatic communication assumes a tendency of small talk evolution: its nature
has not changed but its forms have become and will be more and more versatile.
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4. Conclusions
We argue that small talk is a metacommunicative (accompanying informative communication) type
of communicative behavior that satisfies human needs for social cohesiveness; its cultural
conceptualization depends upon the prevailing social-cultural values and changes throughout
history.

In this article, the integrative cognitive-pragmatic analysis of small talk underpinned by the
ideas of historical pragmatics has revealed cognitive-intentional and social-cultural nature of small
talk. Its cognitive-intentional features include: first, its communicative goal that is pleasant
communion, desire to entertain and please interlocutors; secondly, the stereotyped roles and
etiquette-predetermined politeness strategies; thirdly, the limited scope of conversation topics;
fourthly, its competitive and game nature that boosts the deployment of irony and wordplay.

Social-cultural nature of English communicative behavior analyzed in this paper is featured in
terms of several periods as small talk originated in the 17" century, reached its peak in the 18™"
century, and partially lost some of its characteristic features in the 19'""-21%centuries. We claim that
small talk has historically stable and variable characteristic features. The former mainly concern
people’s communion as its main aim and a universal value, the latter reflect changing topics and
historically transformed dominant politeness principles. Though negative politeness strategies
steadily dominate in small talk and their frequency grows throughout history, positive politeness
strategies lose their frequency in the 19""-21% century discourse and change their forms. Small talk
as a discourse genre also undergoes changes from oral and written interaction in traditional cultures
to online interactive practices in a modern digital culture. Historical variation affects all semantic-
functional subtypes of phatic speech acts: ritualized formulas of openings, closings and contact-
maintenance speech acts conform with cultural conceptualization of social community at a given
epoch and changing politeness principles; the variety of these acts expands by the 18" century and
narrows by the 21% century.

We hope, this study may shed light on the understanding of small talk as communicative
behavior featured not only in fiction but also in other contexts, both in real and virtual discourse.
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AHoOTaANfA
Biaroni, sk ManunoBcekuit BusnaunB Small talk (cBiTchky Oecimy) sk ocoOMMBHI BHA KOMYHIKAIli —
CTBOPEHHSI JIFOACHKUX 3B’S3KIB UM CHUIBHOCTI, YMCIIEHHI JOCHIPKEHHS HaJald Pi3Hi JaHl Mpo KyJIbTypHi
kontekctu small talk, 11 comiaspHy Ta ¢arnuHy QyHKIi, Y4acCHHKIB Ta TeMH, KOHBEpCAIliliHI IIa0JIOHH,
eTHKETHI ycTaHoBKH i T. 1. IIpore meski acmextr small talk, ii icropuuni Ta cyuacHi mporeaypu, A0ci He
oTpuMaiii TosicHeHHS. OCTaHHIM YacOM CTAHOBJICHHS HOBOIO JIIHTBICTUYHOI'O IIAXOMY KOTHITUBHOT
MparMaTUKy JI03BOJIMJIO BHUPOOMTHM HOBY METOJOJOTiI0, sKa Ja€ 3MOry JOCITIJUKYBaTH KOTHITHBHO-
IHTEHIIIOHAIbHI Ta COIIOKYJIBTYPHI acrekTH KomyHikatuBHol moBeminku Small talk. ¥V miit crarti mu
PO3pOOHMIN OCHOBY KOTHITHMBHO-TIparMatuunoro anamizy Small talk, sacHoBamy ma izesx icTopudnOl
nparmMatukd. Mu peanizyBaiu 1o Metoauky B aHamizi small talk ma marepiani aHTiHCBKOI XyTOXKHBOT
miteparypu XVII-XXI cromite, orpumanoi 3 6asu ganux BNC. Meta crarti — BHUABUTH €BOJIOLiHHI
terpentii small talk B anrmiiicekiii MOBI Ta OMUCATH 3MiHM aHTIIHCHKOTO €TOCY, IO JIEKATh B IX OCHOBI,
30KpeMa, NPUHIOMIIB BBiuwIMBOCTI. Hami pesynbraT BHUSBHIM ICTOPUYHO CTaOUIBHI Ta 3MiHHI
xapakrepuctuku Small talk: mepiri nepeBaxHO CTOCYIOTBCS CHIUIKYBaHHSI JFOJICH K YHIBEpCaIbHOI IIIHHOCTI,
Ipyri BimoOpakaroTh TPOIEAYPHI MOJEN CHUIKYBaHHS Ta TOTPEOW KOHKPETHOI CHIIBPHOTH. Y CTaTTi


https://doi.org/10.26565/2218-2926-2015-10-08
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110214215
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1075/hoph.2.20sen
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/1342/1342-h/1342-h.htm
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/161/161-h/161-h.htm
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/161/161-h/161-h.htm
https://www.gutenberg.org/cache/epub/1112/pg1112.html
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/3825/3825-h/3825-h.htm
https://www.gutenberg.org/files/1929/1929-h/1929-h.htm
mailto:iryna.shevchenko@karazin.ua
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2552-5623
mailto:liudvika@drazdauskiene.lt

98 ISSN 2218-2926 Cognition, communication, discourse, 2021, # 23

pobuthes BucHOBOK, mo Small talk — me mera-komyHikaTuBHa (opmMa HOBEIIHKH, L0 CYMPOBOIXKYE
iH(OpMaTHBHE CHIIIKYBaHHS, K€ 33/I0BOJIFHSE JIFOICHKI MOTPeON y COmiaibHIM 3rypTOBAaHOCTI; KyJbTypHA
konnentyamizargis Small talk 3amesxuth Bij npOBIAHKUX COIIOKYJIBTYPHUX I[HHOCTEH Ta 1X 3MiH Ha MPOTA3i
icropii. Y mepcneKTuBi 1ie JoCIiKeHHsI MOXKe MPOJIUTH CBIiTIIO Ha po3yMinHs small talk sk komyHikaTuBHOT
TTOBEIiHKM, SIKa MIPECTaBIIEHa HE TUTBKH B XyOKHIH JIiTEpaTypi, a i B IHIINX KOHTEKCTaX.
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AHHOTALMA
C Tex nop, kak ManunoBckuii onpeneni sSmall talk (cBetckyro Gecery) kak 0coObIl B KOMMYHUKAIIUU —
CO3/IaHUE YEJIOBEYCCKUX CBSI3EH MM OOIHOCTH, MHOTOYHMCIICHHBIC NCCIICOBAHMUS MTPEAOCTABIIN PA3IMUHbIC
JaHHbIe 0 KyabTypHbIX KoHTekcTax Small talk, ee commansHOi n darrueckoit GYHKIMAX, YIACTHHKAX W
TeMax, KOHBEPCAIIMOHHBIX MIa0JIOHAX, ITUKETHBIX YCTaHOBKaxX M T. A. OJHaKo HeKkoTopble acmekThl sSmall
talk, ee ucropuueckue u COBpeMeHHbIC MPOLEIYPhI, 1O CHX TOp HE MOJy4min oObsCHEeHHs. B mociennee
BpEMsI CTAHOBJICHHE HOBOT'O JINHTBUCTHYECKOTO TO/IX0/1a KOTHUTHUBHOM MParMaTuky MO3BOJIWIIO BHIPA0OTATh
HOBYIO METOJIOJIOTHIO, KOTOpas JaeT BO3MOXKHOCTh WCCIICAOBAaTh KOTHUTHBHO-WHTCHI[HOHAIBHBIE U
COIMOKYJIbTYPHBIE acleKkThl KoMMyHHKatuBHOro noseneHus Small talk. B sToit cratbe Mbl pazpaboTanu
MHTETPaTHBHYIO OCHOBY /ISl KOTHHTHBHO-TIparmatuueckoro anamusa sSmall talk, ocHoBamHyio Ha wnaesx
HCTOPHYECKOW mparMaTHkKd. Mpl peann3oBaid 3Ty Meroauky B ananuse Small talk ma wmarepuare
aHrMACKON XynoxecTBeHHOUM nutepaTypbl XVII-XXI BekoB, momydeHHod u3 0a3bl naHHbix BNC. Llens
CTaTbU — BBIABUTH 3BONIOIMOHHBIE TeHaeHuuu Small talk B anrmuiickom sA3bike M omucarh JeXKaliue B UX
OCHOBE M3MCHEHHUS aHTIMHCKOTO 3TOCA, B YACTHOCTH, MIPUHIIUIIOB BEXKIMBOCTU. Hamu pe3ynbTaThl BhISBUIN
MCTOPHYECKH CTaOWJIbHBIC W M3MeHYMBbIe xapaktepuctuku Small talk: mepBeie, B ocHOBHOM, KacarTcs
OOIIeHUs JIOJIeH KaK YHHBEPCAJIbHOW IIEHHOCTH, BTOPBIC OTPAKAIOT MPOIEAYPHbIE MOJAENH OOIICHHS U
MOTPEOHOCTH KOHKPETHOro coobmiectBa. B cratbe memaercst BeiBoja, uyrto Small talk — sro wmera-
KOMMYHHMKAaTUBHasi (opma TOBEIeHHUS, COMYTCTBYIOIIAs HWH(GOPMATUBHOMY OOILICHWIO, KOTOpas
YIIOBJIETBOPSIET YEIOBEYESCKUE MOTPEOHOCTH B COIMAIBLHOMN CIUIOYEHHOCTH; KyJIbTypHasi KOHIICITyaIn3alus
small talk 3aBucuT OT BemymMX COLMOKYJIBTYPHBIX IEHHOCTEH M WX M3MEHEHUI Ha MPOTSHKEHHH HCTOPHHU.
B mepcriekTrBe naHHOE HCCIEIOBaHME MOXKET NpoiuTh cBeT Ha mnonumanue sSmall talk kak
KOMMYHHKATHBHOTO TTOBE/ICHUSI, KOTOPOE MPECTABICHO HE TOJbKO B XYI0KECTBEHHOW JIUTEpAType, HO U B
JAPYTUX KOHTEKCTaXx.

Kawuesbie ciaosa: small talk, anrnumiickuii s3bIK, SBOJIOIMS, HCTOPHYECKAs IPAarMaTHKa,
KOTHUTHBHAS MparMaTuka.
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