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ABSTRACT

The article is devoted to the essence of the evaluation category
from an axiological point of view, within the framework of the
theory of value, the definition of an object in terms of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with established requirements,
needs, desires descriptive, the emergence of evaluation
depends on the needs and motives of a person, the evaluation
is devoted to an important cognitive mechanism that requires
the participation of pragmatic factors. In contrast to the
linguo-philosophical interpretation of evaluation, which links
cognitive activity with ontological reality, in the
communicative-pragmatic direction, evaluation is defined as a
means of influencing the addressee.

Keywords: Dictionaries of logic, category of assessment, abje
of assessment, instrumental assessment, utilitar&essment,
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speech movement, stimulus-reaction, discursiveicti

INTRODUCTION

Philosophers and linguists note that the formatibwalue occurs
in the process of human cognition of the universd @ the
classification of things in it. Logic dictionariedso define the
concept of “assessment” as an attempt to deteramadejustify
the moral value of an event (action, goal, etcd am the basis of
which “a person’s conscious activity is formed”ih\2004: 507).
The essence of the category of value from an ayicéd
point of view is determined within the framework tbie theory
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of value, that is, whether the object meets thecifipd
requirements, needs, desires (Arutyunova 1988).

According to E. M. Wolf, evaluation is a separatetpf the
meaning of linguistic expressions, which is intetpd as
follows: “A (the subject of evaluation) considerqtBe object of
evaluation) good or bad” (1985: 203). Evaluationtivaty
consists of four structural parts — the subjecewdluation, the
object of evaluation, the basis of evaluation aacegsence. The
subject of assessment is a person or a group sbpercarrying
out valuation activities. The object of assessnigrdny part of
the world being assessed; in the mental structoeeetis an
object of evaluation associated with any evaluatibe subject
expresses a positive or negative attitude towahils dbject
through linguistic signs. The peculiarity of the jedi of
assessment is expressed in the fact that it referonly to a
specific object, but also to an integral set ofrdseand facts. The
predicate of evaluation or the basis of evaluai®opart of the
speech construction that represents the essetice efent.

The rating is given on the basis of such attribuéss
importance/insignificance, true/false, but, accogdito E. M.
Wolf, the main character remains good/bad. Theeasgion of a
certain apparent relationship between the subjedtthe object
of evaluation is central to the content of any ea#ibn structure.
Also, the overall rating appears in the generdbmatof the
characters.

Human activity belongs to different areas and toeeethis
activity can be assessed in different ways. ThesRuaslinguist
N. D. Arutyunova in her study quotes the Finnispid@an G. H.
von Wright; he is based on theoretical views. Tbgidian
proposed to separate the types of assessmenty takinaccount
the nature of the object of the assessment steicturdiffers
primarily from an instrumental assessment (a gauteka good
artificer), given for recommendatory purposes. Bésaof this
type “are among the facts that ensure the fairob#ise sentence
when they are triggered” (Arutyunova 1988: 12).timsental
assessment shows the superiority of the given bjesr other
objects used for this purpose.
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G. F. Wright type, which is called “utilitarian duation”
(practical evaluation), includes evaluation expess meaning
that the object is useful to achieve the goal.His tase, the
assessment reflects such characteristics as uskéumful,
useless. Finally, a separate medical assessmenip gi®
described, which describes the physical organs,tahesnd
mental abilities (excellent memory) of people antheo
creatures.

In contrast to the linguo-philosophical interpratat of
evaluation, which links cognitive activity with aiogical
reality, in the communicative-pragmatic directi@valuation is
defined as a means of influencing the addressesm#ar point
of view is expressed by representatives of the hpsimmyuistic
approach. The well-known psychologist A. N. Leontieotes
that the assessment takes place depending on #us rend
motives of a person. Evaluation is an important ntibge
mechanism that requires the involvement of pragmctors
(1977: 48-49). In the communicative-pragmatic applp much
attention is paid to the analysis of evaluativeamdary, which
involves the use of various communication strategide study
of the evaluation phenomenon is especially impaortfor
studying the problems of interpersonal communicatio which
the action plan of communicators is clearly visible

The strategies considered in the communicativerenmient
include decisions, speech actions and the usenglitge means
that the speaker chooses to achieve a specifiq(lgsars 1999).

By positively evaluating the events of the day, geson
entering into the dialogue creates the basis ferdialogue to
take place in the spirit of mutual trust and frignidtimacy. The
interlocutors approach each other, expressing emmtiactions
that reflect the inner qualities of a person. Adangy to some
researchers, the concept of strategy implies tieaement of
more goals than mutual cooperation. This is thesceffof
influencing the addressee by transferring his peice of the
world to the scene desired by the narrator (Isk@e9).

Thus, evaluation, especially positive evaluatienan event
that regulates and controls human behavior. Int@didio using a
positive assessment to encourage dialogue, creatitions for
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mutual understanding, it sometimes makes him talaereain
action (Chen 1993: 7).

Speech acts with positive evaluative content areremo
common in dialogic speech. After all, a speechimet dialogue
has a two-way orientation: in the first directidghe speech act
refers to a certain person, in the second, it seagean answer to
the previous context, speech action, question. @rthe urgent
tasks of the theory of dialogue is the study of ridationship of
its replicas. Dialogic unity is usually viewed ass#aucture
consisting of two replicas in the “stimulus-respghelationship
— a combination of speech and action. The firghebe replicas
is considered to be a structurally-semantically &ntttionally
independent speech act, and the second is givestahes of a
subordinate to the first in all respects. Dialoggiaot a simple or
extraordinary combination of speech acts, but actire that
requires their interaction in the volume of infotroaal
expression, syntactic-semantic and functional rmédtiives. The
functional-semantic connection of the replica-resmo with its
antecedent is manifested, for example, in its perémce of the
function of a positive response: Laurie. Would yimg down for
some more Perrier's? Laurie: OK darling (J. Osbprne

One of the dialogic structures in which the meanofg
evaluation is most clearly expressed is a dialotpee by a
complimentary speech act in which one of the comoams is
served. It is known that the act of praise is ofidhe most
convenient means of expressing a positive assessmearious
forms and levels (Herbert 1989: 17).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The reality of commendable official communicati@nréeflected

in the language construction “compliment addregseldim.” In
this case, the compliment strategy is implementethé speaker,
and this communicative strategy takes on a linguitrm in
different versions and interacts with other typed o
communicative strategies. At the same time, heisgky active

in a variety of social situations, both formal aederyday.
Speech acts of compliment form a single functie@ra semantic
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field, which is based on the act of praising peofflebsequent
circles include acts of praise for objects assediawith the
person. There are also types of compliment expresaind
implicitly implicit expressions. Complimentary meagful
relations are subject to communicative tactics dimat
harmonization.

A compliment is, first of all, an act of respectr fthe
interlocutor, and at the same time, a strategy aftuai
rapprochement is provided. Pragmalinguists calls thhe
“positive respect strategy.” Evaluating everythiredated to the
interlocutor is intended to give him or her peatenind. At the
same time, the need for this speech act is notsdme in
different linguistic cultures (Dijk 1981: 20).

In a dialogical environment of communication, a pliment
performs two functions, the first of which is to peoud of the
object of evaluation (in this case, the target kppa and the
second is to make the information pleasant to tierlocutor.
(target listener). Simultaneously with the acceptarof a
compliment, the listener feels the need to show iliym
otherwise there is a risk of losing reputation.sTtd probably
why P. Brown and S. Levinson prefer to include cbhments in
the “face-threatening acts” group, i.e. speech #u#d affect
reputation (Chen 1993: 13). Because the act of tormaptary
speech “loses equality between the interlocutoW§olf 1985:
28).

According to E. M. Wolf, it corresponds to the cept of
“emotional stroking” proposed by psychologists.Berne uses
the term “emotional caress” to denote an attempfixothe
presence of the interlocutor.

According to him, people feel the need for suchogadtion
(recognition — hunger), and this recognition carcuncin a
linguistic or non-linguistic form. This means thidie speaker,
performing the speech act of a compliment, “ematiign
strokes” the listener and expects a response from fhe
listener, in turn, feels the need to respond tdsart emotional
impact. If left unanswered, it will be cold (Wolf85: 11).

The situational model “Compliment and response” tnies
described in two stages. At each of these stalgesdcial status
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of the interlocutors, the goal may be differentd dinerefore the
effect cannot be the same. We plan to select fatyais the
speech acts that will be generated by this modeling the
dialogue, the communicative status of the spealker gnd
listener (B) changes. When determining the status,
communicators rely on several indicators (for ex@np
leadership and social status are distinguishedh@ wertical
section, personal relationships of the interlocitare taken into
account in the horizontal section). The speakerdédsues two
goals at the same time; that is, if pleasing thteitier is a tactical
goal, then establishing good relationships is atetiic goal. The
effectiveness of communication is determined by plositive
impact on the listener through evaluation. Replyitg a
compliment is the second stage of communicatiorthig case,
the participants in the dialogue, although the donds remain
the same, but the goal takes on a different fomd, the listener
(B) becomes its subject. This situation can bestitated in the
following diagram (Figure 1).

=

Diagram 1: Relationship between speaker and listener.

The diagram below shows that both interlocutorsl tenperform
speech acts. In the first stage, the goal is toenagleasant move
to establish a connection with A. The goal of Bispiisal
speech act, performed in the second stage, is totaira this
positive attitude. In the same response act, itaed that the
price takes on a new look, sometimes even beindhasiped. At
the same time, of course, the previous assessmiertheo
reference situation undergoes certain changes. chiaage in
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value is associated with the activation of the pimeenon of
cognitive integration (Herbert 1988), that is, thanifestation of
a positive image of events in a different image.

Responses to this type of compliment vary depending
communication strategies, the most important ofciwhis to
accept the compliment in full, accept it partially; reject it
completely. N. N. Gerasimov divides possible resgsnto
compliments in Russian into 13 groups (Wolf 1985).

amplification of the compliment;
consent to this;

return compliment;

gratitude;

express joy or happiness;
explanatory answer;

show satisfaction with a compliment;
clarification upon repeated request;
indicate the reason for success;

10. lowering the level of praise;

11. determination of the addressee of praise;
12. a reminder of existing shortcomings;
13. categorical refusal of a compliment

CoNoGOl~WNE

R. Herbert divides responses to compliments in iEhghto 11
types:

confirm the compliment with a comment;
acceptance;

identification of the addressee;

return compliment (repetition);

sarcastic response;

price reduction;

ask a question;

file an objection;

. concession;

10. non-acceptance,

11. transition to another topic without an answer.

LCoNoGOA~LWNE
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The responses in the listed groups do not changdetrel of
assessment, including when symptoms of consentstigne
refusal appear, the assessment remains unchangeeveor
narrows. Therefore, any conversation cannot be aoglie.
Dialogue is the result of discursive activity tchewve a certain
goal, and in the process of its passage, eacheointbrlocutors
fulfills his duty and “acts according to the rulesthe language
game” (Wittgenstein 1985).

The reaction to a compliment leads to a restrungudf the
mental field formed at an earlier stage of commaiiin. Such a
cognitive change may even create two different sared
assessment. To observe such cases, we found gsagegeo turn
to the experimental method, tested in the field
psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics. When cortithge this
type of experiment, such sociocultural indicators age,
ethnicity, social role, gender, education of comivation
participants are taken into account (Rakhimov 204&; Brown
1987: 103).

Before describing the results of the experimemtpuld like
to dwell on some of its aspects. First of all, itshbe recognized
that in any experimental test, its participants tmamnply with
the conditions set by the researcher. It should bés borne in
mind that testing can remain one of the most oleatesearch
methods. In the experiment, real situations of comication are
artificially recreated, and the respondents whoitarparticipants
are separated from the natural conditions thateceflthe
relationship between man and the universe. As altrethe
researcher analyzes his imaginary image more thatoral
speech activity.

Along with this, as T. Van Dijk explains, the mdnpatterns
of stereotypical speech events are stored in thenange of
speakers and reflect the interaction of differegpes of
knowledge (social, pragmatic, ethno-cultural, waidgy,
language systems) (Fauconnier 1994). Therefordyeleve that
adequate answers can be obtained on the basistefemtypical
communicative situation, in other words, the foratof a
context and the inclusion in the questionnaires spkech
structures that are understandable to responddnis general

of
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sociocultural nature. As the object of the experithave chose
the dialogue structure “compliment + response”, ahis an
example of such stereotypical communicative situnesti

Teachers and members of their families, as we#tadents
working in higher educational institutions of Saksard (100
people in total) took part in the pilot study. Téageriment in the
field of English linguistics was supported by anteftom Aston
University in the UK, in which 80 people took pafthe
respondents were between the ages of 20 and 7Qverel of
both sexes.

During the experiment, questionnaires consistingslofrt
dialogues were used, compiled and completed ineklznd
English. Respondents were asked to respond to eclspct of
compliment. When constructing dialogues and anatyzi
responses, they took into account social, age, eyeadd other
indicators of communication.

RESULT AND DISCUSSION

In total, the experiment covered 11 situations,eseuf which
belong to the sphere of formal communication (it 1, 2, 4,
6, 7, 8, 9 in the tables), in which communicatiakets place
mainly at work, at the university, and the respanderaises
teacher or vice versa hears from his student. ua 6f these
cases, the respondent was younger than the recipfethe
compliment and had a lower social status, and odther cases,
the respondent served an older person (situatiomsd48). The
analysis of the answers showed that the attitudeeofespondent
to the speaker had a positive assessment (N 1,%2,64 7, 8, 9,
11), only in two cases it was found that this attét deserves a
positive assessment, negative assessment: in s$iofomight
situations (1, 2, 3, 4, 5) the compliment is femaled in the
remaining five the role is played by a man (6,,79,810, 11). In
an experimental study, the tactics and strateggsskessing the
speaker A are known in advance, the strategy ofiskener (B)
and the tactics of its implementation are reflected the
experimental process.
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Below we analyze the pragmatic and sociolinguifgatures
of responses to the speech act of a complimenttuat®ns of
formal communication. In such situations, a dialgakes place
between the leader and his subordinate or the ¢eamid the
student (1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9). The responses redeare divided
into 11 groups mentioned in the classification aof Herbert
mentioned above [18] (see Tables 1 and 2).

Table 1.Thereaction of Uzbek speakersto compliments

g
g = = %
- & o = c >

£ 85| %9 £18|c|sl8|8]e
2|18 |§|2|5|2|e|2|B|8|8|¢
2| 5| 8| 2|88 |s|loe|S| 2|68
wnl < |loe|loleldbhl|lz|2|&]l0[0|0
1 | 100 38| 12] 32
2 |8 | 17| 51| 39| 13 23
3 16 17 13
4 |22 91 15
5 [62 |9 92 19| 49 25
6 |9 10 | 16| 37 18
7 |93 | 35] 79] 39 22, 13 25 8
8 |67 |8 | 6 | 23] 43 11 13
9 |29 | 24 10 24| 7 26 34
10 [ 69 | 12 22| 19| 159 12 9 15
11 [ 41 | 9 14 62 13

A comparison of the two tables shows that Uzbek Bndlish
speakers in most cases gave the same answers.of k@yrse,
confirms the conclusions of pragmalinguists thativersal
principles prevail in interpersonal communicatiowieonments
(Chen 1993).
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Table 2.Reaction to compliments from English speakers

| o= S| ol g o | 3
AR 2181c|s|za|2|e
2/ 8|5 8|5 |2|e|x|B|8|8]°2
2| 5|8|2|B|S8|8|2|5|a|s|s
nl<|le|lCle|lb|lz]|2]&|0]l0]0
1 [72]10 56
2 |64 47| 67 11
3 13| 16 71
4 [ 27| 12 68 19 10
5 [61] 14| 10 38] 19 21 1% 20
6 | 70| 20 36 11
7 |64 66 32| 1| 14| 19§ 18 13
8 |66 33 21| 19 55 14 37 49
9 |[57 34| 39| 18] 10/ 16 39
10 | 72 17| 29| 62 38 31 17
11

In situations 1 and 2 described in the questioenair conditions
of formal communication, if the object of assessmisnthe
appearance of the listener, his actions, work, #te.function of
the basis of assessment and quality units. For gbeam

That's fantastic. You did an excellent job;
You are so very, very beautiful tonight;
You daughter is a genius. She is absolutely faiotast

Most of the participants in the experiment welcorsadh praise
and expressed gratitude for the reward. However,this
situation, the Uzbeks prefer to respond to prais#lemore than
the British. In this case, a peculiar change ingtmacture of the
communicative situation occurs: the object of estibn is
replaced by the subject. For example: You madesatgpeech!
It was great to see you too!

It was also found that women were more likely te tise
repeated compliment tactic (52% in women and 41%en).
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In the case of the fourth official announcemeng, listener
(B) occupies a higher position than the speaker &4y in old
age the listener (B) is the object of evaluatiord the evaluation
mark is a predicative connection with an amplifypagt:

| am really grateful to you— | am very grateful you; thank you
very much; You've done me a great favor - You dig angreat
favor; I'm very much obliged to you - | am very igeld to
you.Thank you very much; You have been most helpfdu have
helped me a lot.

In this case, the Uzbek and British respondent® gdmost the
same answer, but in this case, the Uzbeks wereliledg to
respond in the form of compliments (the ratio i%68nd 68%):

Thank you! - it is | who should thank you; - it waspleasure - It
was pleasure; Oh, it's nothing. | was happy togdeau. - Oh, it's
nothing. | was happy to oblige you.

In the next sixth situation, the respondent respandthe boss's
compliment. The host is a woman older than theardent, and
here the object of evaluation is the appearantieedistener:

You look very smart in this suit - The suit suitsuy What a nice
dress! “What a beautiful dress!” You are lookingggous. Your
new hairdo is not bad - | really liked your haitsty

A similar situation can be observed in the 7-ditigiogue. At the
same time, the female leader praises the diffarealities of the
respondent. In this case, the evaluation proces=mrised out
mainly with the help of units belonging to the cpigy of
adjectives:

You have a good voice - Your voice is pleasant;fles becomes
you - your smile suits you; You're a first classwcer - You are
sharp—witted - You are a witty dancer.
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In the following case (No. 8), the respondent y®ang and low-
status female subject of praise, the object of uatain is the
listener (V):

What a careful work; - He did it very carefully;chn tell you
worked really hard on that - Apparently, you workegty hard;
good job! Way to go - Great job! Please! That'sredible - It's
incredible.

In this situation, British women were more inclinedincrease
the level of compliments (31% in the UK and 13%Umnbeks).
There are also instances in both language cultwtesre the
humor strategy is activated:

Better luck next time: Next time, of course, luckllwaugh; I

couldn't have asked for a better women - | coulfind a better
woman than this; You are absolutely, astoninglyggous and
that's the least interesting thing about you— Yoa amazingly
charming. This is the humblest opinion of you.

Finally, in the ninth situation, the respondentedity expresses
official praise. The compliment you give dependsyoar mood.
For example:

You lookquitestunning;

You're absolutely fantastic;

You're a dream come true;

You are very gifted with your hands;

At the same time, only 6% of Uzbek respondents arssvwith
a compliment, while in the UK this figure is mucigher - 33%.
Interestingly, in this situation, 21% of Britishspondents denied
showing respect, while Uzbeks did not try to takeamtage of
this opportunity at all (0%). The tactic of humjliand lowering
the level of praise was also used to a lesser X% in
Uzbeks and 11% in the UK).

In general, it was found that the most frequentgditactic
in their responses was the response to a complinuespite
differences in the position, age and gender ofrdspondents.
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Women of both nationalities resorted to almostshme tactics
of softening or softening praise. However, this wea® in male
speech. If the level of assessment in complimenttaracteristic
of the respondent's personal qualities, fluctudtes) in praise of
the work done, this indicator is less noticeable.

In addition to the pragmatic features of responses
compliments, we also sought to explore the linguistnd
cognitive aspects of this phenomenon. When studgipgech
acts in this section, it is possible to identifyndarities and
differences in the expression of complementary dpexcts of
English and Uzbek speakers, and cognitive anaitkigvs us to
describe universal factors and processes thataéetiie concepts
of evaluation.

In particular, we observed that two types of pusiti
evaluative changes occur simultaneously in the conicative
situation “compliment” in the English and Uzbek dalages. In
the first type, the mental field underlying the alper's speech act
is reorganized (A). The second includes situationsvhich a
new mental field is formed in the process of resjianm

Let's try to explain the change of the first tygfamental
field using the following example: A girl named $ida, who is
writing her master's thesis under your supervissany the cover
of your newly released book and said: “You choseoaderful
cover! The color is very similar to a painting ofiite pine!” she
says. Answer: "Thank you! Read more! | think youl Vike the
content of the book!” Here B (teacher) recreates BOOK
mental field, adding new positive features to filgreasing the
value even more. Because the meaning of “The b@sk rfot
only a beautiful cover, but also the meaningful teoti is
understood from a speech act.

In communicative situations in which the results tbe
experiment are analyzed, there is often a chandkeirievel of
evaluation in the expression of praise. This isabee the
recipient of the compliment has two opposing goats. he must
either receive praise or show humility in order twlose respect.
The pragmatic, cognitive and sociolinguistic anelysf
complimentary speech acts made it possible to ifgent
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isomorphic and allamorphic aspects of expressingositive
assessment in Uzbek and English.

CONCLUSION

From the answers of the English and Uzbek respdadéncan
be seen that in these linguistic cultures theretlagefollowing
differences in the occurrence of complimentary spegts:

e Uzbeks strictly adhere to the norms of behaviosiinations
of fatal communication, and this is an examplewhtHity;

« the level of expressiveness of complimentary anddtory
constructions used by representatives of the Uragion is
low;

» Uzbeks do not believe in any praises, exaggerativeat
them with caution, prefer humility, reliability;

e Uzbeks who use emotional evaluation structuresepred
react to events rather than express personal expes;

e constructions of emotional evaluation, flatteryspect in
English are more common than in Uzbek;

* replicas of this content serve as emotional supfmrthe
interlocutor in English speech.

Exaggeration of assessments is a traditional featfr the
communicative activity of the English.

All this indicates that in the English and Uzbekgliistic
cultures there is a combination of common and ithioie
features. This confirms the relevance of the ides in dialogic
rhetoric “not only the presence of linguistic fastobut also the
expression of national and cultural characterit{&amigova
2016: 99).

REFERENCES

Arutyunova N.D. Types of language values. GradeenEvFact. — M.:
Nauka, 1988. — 339 p.

Berne E. Games that people play. Psychology of nuriationships. —
M.: Fan-press, 2000-480 p.



EVALUATIVE SPEECH ACTSIN DIALOGIC SPEECH 181

Wittgenstein L. Philosophical research // New imefgn linguistics. -
Issue. XVI. - M.: Progress, 1985. - S. 79-128.
Wolf E.M. Functional semantics of evaluation. — Mlauka, 1985. —

228 p.
Ivin A.A. Philosophical encyclopedic dictionary. M.: Gardarinki,
2004. - 1072 p.

Issers O.S. Communicative strategies and tacticRuxfsian speech.
ISBN978-5-382-00698-7. 1999, 2008. E-mail: URSS@BRS

Larina T.V. Emotionality and emotivity in communte //
Intercultural communication and translation. - B002. - S. 89-93.

Leontiev A.N. Activity. Consciousness. PersonalityM.: Politizdat,
1977. - 304 p.

RakhimovG.Kh. English in Uzbekistan: sociolinguisind pragmatic
indicators. Monograph, Tashkent: Tamaddun, 2017.

SamigovaKh.B. Dictionary of speech formulas in Estgland Uzbek. -
T .: Science and technology, 2016. - 136 p.

Shomakhmudova A.F. Ethnopragmatic factors (on ttemple of the
Spanish language), indirectly manifesting speets iacthe text of
communication. DoctorofPhilosophyinPhilologicalSwes ....diss.
- Samarkand. 2019. - 164 b.

Brown P., Levinson S. Politeness: Some Universalsanguage Usage.
— Cambridge: CUP, 1987. — 310 p.

Chen R. Responding to compliments: A contrastivel\siof politeness
strategies between American and Chinese speakémurhal of
Pragmatics. 1993 Vol. 20. — P. 49-75.

Dijk T.A. van. Studies in Pragmatics of Discours&@he Hague - Paris:
Mouton, 1981. - 331 p.

Fauconnier. G. Mental Spaces (2nd ed.) — Cambridge, 1994.

Herbert R.K. The Ethnography of English Complimentsd
Compliment Responses // Contrastive Pragmaticsmstérdam,
1988. - R. 3-36.

Herbert R.K., Straight H.S. Compliment Rejectiond a@ompliment
Avoidance // Language and Communication. 1989 YoNo. 1. -
R. 35. 48.

SULAYMANOVA NILUFAR JABBAROVNA

PHD, ASSOCIATEPROFESSOR

SAMARKAND STATE INSTITUTE OFFOREIGNLANGUAGES,
SAMARKAND , UZBEKISTAN.

E-MAIL : <SULAYMANOVA .NILUFAR76@MAIL .RU>



