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ABSTRACT 

This article examines the communicative-pragmatic relation between speech and the category 

of evaluation. The study applies discourse-pragmatic analysis, contextual interpretation, and a 

comparative approach. The findings show that evaluation functions as a pragmatic layer added 

to propositional content and generates social meaning through strategies, presuppositions, and 

implicatures, clarifying evaluation’s role in interaction. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The communicative nature of speech is not limited to the transmission of information; it also 

shapes parameters such as social distance, the degree of cooperation, legitimacy, and credibility 

between interlocutors. In this sense, the category of evaluation manifests itself as a pragmatic 

phenomenon not only through lexical and grammatical means within the language system, but 

also through goal-oriented speech production, contextual dependence, and its potential to 

influence the addressee. Evaluation is often explained through bipolar oppositions such as 

“good–bad” or “acceptable–unacceptable”; however, in real communication it represents a far 

more complex, multilayered, and strategic process, serving as one of the key mechanisms of 

meaning construction. 

While issues of evaluative semantics, modality, expressiveness, and emotionality have been 

widely addressed in linguistic scholarship, the specifically communicative-pragmatic 

component of evaluation—namely, how it operates in integration with speech acts, implicature, 

presupposition, addressee design, and discursive strategies—still requires systematic 

conceptualization [1; 2]. This need is particularly evident in Uzbek linguistics, where the 

analysis of evaluation at the discourse level in connection with speech act theory and principles 

of cooperation remains insufficiently developed [3; 4]. 

The research problem addressed in this study lies in the fact that evaluation is often interpreted 

within the boundaries of linguistic meaning, that is, as an “evaluative lexeme” or an “evaluative 

affix.” However, in actual communication, evaluation is frequently not expressed overtly; 

instead, it is inferred from context, signals a particular social position, and anticipates the 

interlocutor’s potential reaction. For this reason, unless the pragmatic nature of evaluation is 

examined together with the illocutionary force of speech acts, discursive roles, politeness, face-

saving mechanisms, and cooperative strategies, its real communicative functions cannot be 

fully revealed [2; 5]. The research gap thus lies precisely here: although the category of 

evaluation has been classified in numerous studies, its position and mechanisms within the 
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system of communicative-pragmatic relations have not been sufficiently conceptualized on 

Uzbek material or within a comparative theoretical framework. 

The aim of this article is to describe, in the form of a coherent model, the relationship between 

the communicative-pragmatic structure of speech and the category of evaluation, and to 

substantiate the discursive functioning of evaluation through speech acts and mechanisms of 

contextual inference. To achieve this aim, the following objectives are pursued: (1) to identify 

criteria distinguishing the pragmatic status of evaluation from semantic evaluation; (2) to 

demonstrate the mechanisms through which evaluation is formed via implicature and 

presupposition; (3) to describe the role of evaluation as a strategy oriented toward the addressee 

and as a modifier of illocutionary force; and (4) to conceptually explain the role of evaluation 

in the production of social meaning within discourse. 

 

METHODS 

This study adopts a communicative-pragmatic framework, integrating discourse analysis, 

contextual interpretation, and comparative-theoretical generalization. The methodological 

design is guided by the assumption that evaluation functions not merely as a semantic property 

of linguistic units but as a context-dependent pragmatic action embedded in interactional goals 

and social relations. 

Discourse analysis is employed to examine how evaluative meaning operates in authentic 

communicative sequences, focusing on its role in positioning, legitimization and 

delegitimization, regulation of cooperation, and negotiation of social distance. Particular 

attention is paid to the sequential organization of utterances, which allows evaluative actions 

to be analyzed as part of unfolding interaction rather than isolated linguistic forms. 

Contextual interpretation is used to reconstruct implicit evaluative meanings that arise through 

implicature and presupposition. Pragmatic inference is analyzed with reference to 

communicative intentions, situational parameters, shared background knowledge, and 

assumptions about the addressee. This approach makes it possible to account for cases in which 

evaluation is not lexically marked but emerges through inferential processes. 

The comparative-theoretical method is applied to align the findings with established models in 

international pragmatics and discourse studies. This enables both the identification of universal 

evaluative mechanisms and the articulation of language- and culture-specific features of 

evaluative practices in Uzbek discourse. 

The empirical material consists of evaluative instances drawn from contemporary Uzbek 

communicative practice, including everyday interaction, institutional discourse, and media-

related communication. The selection includes both explicitly marked evaluative expressions 

and cases of indirect evaluation realized through pragmatic inference. The primary unit of 

analysis is defined as an evaluative action, understood as a pragmatic function that may be 

realized through a lexical item, an utterance, a sequence of turns, or interactional phenomena 

such as silence or topic shift. 

Methodologically, the study relies on speech act theory, the cooperative principle and 

implicature theory, and politeness theory as complementary analytical tools. Evaluation is 

treated not as an independent illocutionary category but as a modifier of illocutionary force, 

capable of strengthening, mitigating, or reframing directives, expressives, and assertives. This 

integrated methodological approach ensures that evaluation is examined as a communicative 

mechanism shaped by intention, context, and social norms rather than as a purely linguistic 

marker. 
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The research methodology is based on a communicative-pragmatic approach and combines 

methods of discourse analysis, contextual interpretation, and comparative-theoretical 

generalization. Discourse analysis makes it possible to examine the functions of evaluation in 

real communication—specifically, how it expresses positioning, legitimizes or delegitimizes 

actions, enhances cooperation, or increases social distance—within the sequential organization 

of speech. Contextual interpretation is necessary to identify the often “unsaid” component of 

evaluation, that is, evaluative meaning reconstructed through implicature and presupposition; 

here, pragmatic inference is explained in relation to communicative goals, situational 

parameters, and assumptions about the addressee [2; 6]. The comparative-theoretical method 

serves to correlate the phenomenon of evaluation with major concepts developed in 

international studies of pragmatics and semantics, on the one hand demonstrating the 

specificity of Uzbek language material and, on the other, identifying universal communicative 

mechanisms [1; 5]. 

The empirical base consists of evaluative expressions drawn from various discourse types 

characteristic of contemporary Uzbek communicative practice, including everyday interaction, 

institutional communication, and media-related speech. In selecting the material, both explicit 

lexical markers of evaluation and cases of indirect pragmatic inference were taken into account. 

The basic unit of analysis was defined as an “evaluative action,” understood as a pragmatic 

function that may be realized through a single word, an entire utterance, or even through silence 

or topic shift. This approach allows evaluation to be linked with the concept of illocutionary 

force in speech act theory: evaluation often does not constitute a separate illocution but 

functions as a modifier that strengthens or mitigates the illocutionary force of acts such as 

commands, requests, advice, reproaches, praise, or refusals [6; 7]. As a methodological 

foundation, the cooperative principle, implicature theory, and politeness theory were applied 

to explain the impact of evaluation on the addressee [2; 5]. The choice of these methods is 

consistent with the research aim, since evaluation in communication is formed precisely 

through the interaction of context, intention, and social relations; viewing it solely as a lexical-

semantic feature would unduly narrow the scope of analysis. 

 

RESULTS 

The analysis demonstrates that evaluation in discourse operates across three interrelated levels: 

the propositional-semantic level, the illocutionary-pragmatic level, and the discourse-social 

level. 

At the propositional level, evaluation is attached to explicit linguistic markers and functions as 

the valuation of properties within predicative structures. In this case, evaluation is relatively 

transparent, and the speaker’s stance is overtly encoded. The addressee may accept, negotiate, 

or reject the evaluation, making it a potential object of interactional alignment or disagreement. 

At the illocutionary-pragmatic level, evaluation emerges through the structural design of 

speech acts rather than through explicit evaluative lexemes. Variations in directness, 

mitigation, and intensification systematically convey evaluative attitudes toward the addressee, 

such as respect, dissatisfaction, solidarity, or authority. The findings show that evaluation at 

this level functions as a regulator of illocutionary force, influencing how commands, requests, 

advice, or refusals are interpreted and responded to. 

At the discourse-social level, evaluation functions as a mechanism of positioning and norm 

construction. Through topic selection, framing, relevance management, and presupposed 

standards, speakers present actions and states as normative or deviant, thereby shaping social 
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roles and expectations within discourse. Evaluation thus contributes to the organization of 

interaction beyond individual utterances. 

A central result concerns the role of implicature in evaluative meaning construction. In many 

instances, utterances that are locutionarily neutral give rise to evaluative interpretations through 

contextual inference. Speakers frequently avoid explicit evaluation, relying instead on shared 

knowledge, expectations, and interactional norms. This strategy reduces social risk while 

preserving evaluative force. 

Presupposition is shown to function as a particularly powerful evaluative mechanism. By 

embedding normative assumptions into the background of discourse, speakers present 

evaluation as self-evident rather than negotiable. This shifts interactional focus away from the 

evaluative stance itself and toward the discussion of facts or consequences, thereby limiting 

the addressee’s ability to challenge the evaluation directly. 

The analysis also reveals systematic patterns in how evaluation interacts with politeness 

strategies. Mitigation devices, epistemic markers, indirect interrogatives, and choice-offering 

constructions regulate the intensity of evaluation. Excessively explicit evaluation tends to 

increase conflict potential, whereas overly indirect evaluation risks communicative ambiguity. 

Effective evaluative action therefore depends on a context-sensitive balance shaped by 

discourse type, social distance, and topic sensitivity. 

 

DISCUSSION 

The findings confirm that evaluation should be conceptualized as a communicative-pragmatic 

phenomenon, rather than as a purely semantic category. Approaches that focus exclusively on 

evaluative lexemes or affixes fail to capture the interactional dynamics through which 

evaluation exerts social influence. 

Within the framework of speech act theory, evaluation is best understood as a parameter of 

illocutionary force rather than as an independent illocutionary type. While classical 

classifications do not isolate evaluation as a separate act, the present findings demonstrate that 

evaluative meaning systematically shapes the social orientation and perlocutionary effects  of 

declaratives, directives, and expressives. Evaluation thus operates at the interface between 

illocution and perlocution, influencing emotional responses, behavioral alignment, and 

interactional outcomes. 

The prevalence of indirect evaluation underscores the explanatory value of the cooperative 

principle and implicature theory. Indirect evaluative strategies reflect communicative economy 

and social sensitivity rather than non-cooperation. However, the results also indicate that 

Gricean models alone are insufficient to explain the interpersonal risks associated with 

evaluation. Incorporating politeness theory allows evaluation to be understood as a potentially 

face-threatening action, which motivates the extensive use of mitigation, hedging, and 

displacement strategies. 

The findings concerning presupposition align with discourse-pragmatic approaches that 

emphasize the construction of axiological background. By embedding evaluation into 

presupposed norms, speakers transform it into an interactional precondition rather than a 

contestable proposition. This highlights the strategic dimension of evaluation as a tool for 

legitimization and social regulation. 

From a language-specific perspective, the Uzbek data reveal systematic variation across 

discourse types. Institutional discourse favors presuppositional and norm-oriented evaluative 
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strategies, while everyday interaction relies more heavily on implicature, intonation, and irony. 

This supports the view of evaluation as a discursive practice shaped by genre and social context, 

rather than as a fixed set of linguistic forms. 

More broadly, the results support the distinction between universal evaluative functions—such 

as social regulation and cooperation management—and culture-specific encoding strategies. In 

line with pragmatic theories of interpersonal balance, evaluation emerges as a mechanism for 

maintaining communicative equilibrium: it allows speakers to manage alignment, mitigate 

conflict, or assert authority depending on interactional needs. 

The findings reinforce the necessity of treating evaluation as a communicative-pragmatic 

phenomenon and reveal the explanatory limitations of approaches restricted to semantic 

classification. Within speech act theory, the distinction between illocution and perlocution 

helps clarify the real impact of evaluation: evaluation often operates as a secondary parameter 

of illocutionary force, shaping perlocutionary effects such as emotional and behavioral 

responses [6]. Although Searle’s classification does not single out evaluation as a separate act 

type, the results indicate that evaluative meaning functions across declarative, directive, and 

expressive acts by determining their social orientation. Consequently, evaluation is better 

understood not as an illocutionary type but as a parameter that defines the social directionality 

of speech acts. 

Grice’s cooperative principle and implicature theory proved particularly effective in explaining 

indirect evaluation [2]. The prevalence of indirect evaluative strategies reflects communicative 

economy rather than non-cooperation: speakers guide addressees toward conclusions without 

posing direct face threats. However, Grice’s model alone does not fully account for social risk 

and face-saving mechanisms. Incorporating Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory clarifies 

how evaluation often constitutes a potential face-threatening act, as it may implicitly question 

the addressee’s competence or social standing [5]. Accordingly, evaluative meaning is 

frequently surrounded by mitigation strategies—hedging, generalization, or third-person 

displacement—which highlight its communicative design. 

The use of presupposition to embed evaluation as a norm aligns with approaches in Russian 

pragmatics and discourse analysis. Arutyunova emphasizes the distinction between semantic 

and pragmatic layers of evaluation and notes its role in creating an “axiological background” 

within speech situations [8]. The present analysis demonstrates how such a background is 

constructed through presupposition, transforming evaluation into a condition of discussion 

rather than its object. Baranov and Kreydlin’s views on pragmatic meaning and speech 

influence further support the strategic nature of evaluation, showing its function in social 

regulation and role redistribution [7]. 

In Uzbek linguistics, issues of situational dependence, communicative etiquette, and persuasive 

speech are well established; conceptualizing evaluation as a communicative-pragmatic 

mechanism allows these strands to be more fully integrated [3; 4]. Differences across discourse 

types are particularly salient: in institutional discourse, evaluation is encoded through 

normative vocabulary and presupposition, whereas in everyday interaction it relies more 

heavily on intonation, irony, and implicature. This confirms the need to view evaluation not as 

a set of linguistic units but as a discursive practice. 

At the same time, the findings highlight the importance of distinguishing universal and 

language-specific aspects of evaluation. Universally, evaluation regulates social relations, 

cooperation, and normative order; language-specific features involve coding strategies, degrees 
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of indirectness, and politeness resources. Leech’s pragmatic principles support the view of 

evaluation not as an optional embellishment but as a mechanism of communicative balance 

[1]. The results likewise show that evaluation maintains equilibrium: it enables speakers to 

preserve cooperation, manage conflict, or assert firm positions. Evaluation should therefore be 

regarded as one of the driving forces of discourse. 

 

CONCLUSION 

This article demonstrates that the relationship between the communicative-pragmatic structure 

of speech and the category of evaluation extends far beyond semantic markers, revealing 

evaluation as a multilayered phenomenon operating through context and strategy. Evaluation 

modifies illocutionary force as a pragmatic layer attached to propositional content, is indirectly 

constructed through implicature and presupposition, and functions at the discourse level as a 

mechanism of social positioning and normative framing. 

The theoretical significance of the study lies in its attempt to model evaluation as an integrated 

phenomenon within speech acts, inferential processes, and politeness strategies. Its practical 

value consists in expanding the possibilities for identifying hidden evaluative mechanisms in 

discourse analysis, academic writing, communicative competence development, and speech 

culture studies. Future research may productively focus on corpus-based analyses of 

evaluation, the dynamics of evaluative strategies across genres, and the pragmatic 

consequences of evaluation in teaching and editorial practice. 
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