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ABSTRACT

The concept of evaluation in the field of linguistics can vary
among different linguistic traditions and cultures, including
Chinese linguistics. Chinese linguists have their own
interpretations and approaches to the concept of evaluation,
which are influenced by the unique linguistic and cultural
characterigtics of the Chinese language. In Chinese linguistics,
evaluation often involves the assessment of language or
linguistic phenomena based on various criteria. One important
aspect of evaluation is the study of linguistic norms and
standards. Chinese linguists analyze language usage and
determine what is considered correct or appropriate within the
framework of the Chinese language. This includes examining
grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and other linguistic
features to evaluate their conformity to established norms.
This article examines exactly how the evaluation work by
Chinese linguists was studied, the specific opinions of
scientists.

Keywords: Evaluation questions, semantic function, cognitive
function, pragmatics, description, general assessnrational
assessment, emotional assessment, value assessoma@ptual
meaning.

INTRODUCTION

Evaluation is a fundamental aspect of language and
communication, playing a crucial role in expressonions,
attitudes, and judgments. The concept of evaluatiag been
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extensively explored by linguists worldwide, indiogl those in
China. Chinese linguists have made significant rdaumiions to
understanding and interpreting evaluation withia tontext of
language and communication. This article aims feedinto the
interpretation of the concept of evaluation by @sim linguists,
highlighting their perspectives, frameworks, andiradologies.

THEORETISALBASIS

To gain insights into the interpretation of the ospt of
evaluation by Chinese linguists, a comprehensiwgeve of
relevant literature, research papers, and scholaviyrks
published by Chinese linguists was conducted. Trikrigs were
analyzed to identify common themes, theories, gmutaaches
utilized by Chinese linguists in their interpretatiof evaluation.

RESULTS ANDDISCUSSION

The 90s of the twentieth century - until the endtloé year,
Chinese linguists, in particulaffd) (Hua Shao)xl|= (Liu Ge)
(1998 1999 2000), F=¢& (Wang Xinyi) (1999), F 2N
(Wang Ligang) (2004 2007), #Z#E (Yang Jiasheng)
(2001 2002 2010), fEE= (Chen Guoting), =I5 (Lan
Qiaolin) (2004), & &M (Gao Chunyu) (2005)#F7% (Yang
Lifang) (2008 2011), 4k (Jin Cheng) (2009)77+£% (Qiao
Lanjiu) (2011) and others are dedicated to reseassbssment in
the framework of the Russian language. Most ofréisearch they
conducted in brogan was based on the researchssfaRuscientists
E. Wolf and N. Arutyunova on evaluation issues. ldeer, the
research of Chinese scientists was also influergedRussian
linguistic theories, such as the school of semafotiction, the
school of cognitive function and pragmatics. Thist ronly
contributed to the study of the evaluation of theisstan
language, but also served as a starting pointii@rstudy of the
Chinese evaluation language. Chinese linguists lsaparately
studied the relationship between evaluation andrg#®n. The
relationship between evaluation and description been at the
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center of the study of evaluation theory for mamang. xi|=%;
(Liu Ge) wrote in 1998 the book “Evaluation and aésion:
evaluation from the point of view of words”. In hisork
“Foreign Language Research” from the point of vie#
vocabulary, using the example of Russian adjectifeeghe first
time in China, he more objectively and clearly shdwthe
relationship between evaluation and descriptiomalgation and
description are properties of an object, and stfeming one
attribute within the same object often means weiakeanother
attribute. In most cases, evaluative and desceptactors are
interrelated and influence each otheitX% (Liu Ge) Lu
explained in more detail the causal relationshipwben
descriptive qualities, general evaluative qualiteesd partial
evaluative qualities based on the classificationpoédicates
proposed by Russian scientists: “the overall ass@ssis often
based on several groups of partial assessmentsthanpartial
assessment is based on the descriptive propeftitee mbject,
which manifests itself in a causal sequence: debogi
properties— partial assessment> general assessment. In this
sequence, evaluative factors (emotional factorg)wsk an
upward trend, while descriptive factors (objectivifactors)
showed a downward trend” [1].

Based on his viewsizZZ it (Yang Jiasheng) analyzed the
content and essential characteristics of the assggsn terms of
the meaning of the assessment at the lexical lavdlis article,
he suggested that the meaning of evaluation wasné &f
subjective meaning, and then analyzed the releeamis such as
evaluation and descriptive meaning, general evalwaand
specific evaluation, rational evaluation and emwicevaluation,
separation of value evaluation and evaluation withalue, as
well as emotion, expression and expressiveness thare
explaining in detail the nature of the evaluatiafue [2].

FSZN (Van Ligan) considered the types of assessmeits an
their interrelation and analyzed 9 ways to comltiree estimated
values of two parts of a comparable complex sest@menodern
Russian. Different types of comparable complex esags have
neutral evaluative values, assimilated or alienatedl positive or
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negative evaluations also diffefz 2}l (Van Ligan) discusses the
complex and diverse relationship between the defimiof the
value of evaluation from the point of view of hurign and the
type of subject of evaluation. The definition ofetlevaluation
value in the article of a grammatical structurehwat complex
semantic structure was carried out by the authoth@ subject of
evaluation) [3].

Having studied the approximate meaning of adjestvethe
Russian language® &l (Gao Chunyu) found that a pure
emotional assessment is always higher than all e$sgessments
[4].

A7 (Yang Lifan) discussed the semantic categorization
of the general assessment from the point of view of
categorization of cognitive linguistics and belidvéhat the
meaning of the general assessment in modern Rude&s not
reflect the basics of assessment, does not exylaiessence of
the object being evaluated and has no descripta. fHe
suggested that the semantic categorization of therab
assessment can be described in terms of recogditioial of the
value of the object, subjective and objective ddfeces in
assessment and differences in parameters [5].

F¥H (Wang Xinyi), >75% (Lan Chiaolin) revealed the
pragmatic properties and functions of general etala
sentences and specific evaluative sentences deenaln
adjectives as typical evaluative predicates (emati@valuative
sentences, sublimative evaluative sentences aralyprational
evaluative sentences, sentences) [6].

3% (Jincheng) believes that the purpose of evaluation
statements is not only to convey the meaning ofagsessment
“good or bad”, but also to achieve a certain taxgressing their
attitude, which leads to effective results of thecipient.
Evaluation statements often use indirect verbabtiel, such as
requests, suggestions, warnings, and questionsevatuation
relation is a type of dynamic operation that a Epe@erforms to
realize his or her speech potential, claiming the&n correct the
truth and accuracy of the evaluation content andurately
express the intent of sentences [7].
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Scientists from the academic community who studgli&h
in Chinese linguistics regularly introduce the ttyeoof
assessments, which supports the academic stathe tfeory of
the European assessment system. In particular, MalinV
(& {E#K) believed that “as a developing theory, the euvidoa
system should be improved”. Many scientists coretlicesearch
on the evaluation theory of Martin, a Europeanrgg and in
some aspects were dissatisfied with Martin's opinidearly
pointing out his achievements and shortcomings. ther first
time, Wang Zhenhuat{#1=) wondered about this question: is
there a phenomenon of evaluation in a small layexeatences,
in a layer of speech and in various genres of lagit [8] Li
Chjanzi @& 7) suggested that there is an application of
evaluation theory to sentence analysis: furtheretstednding of
the “interpersonal nature” of relationships, a comabon of
evaluation methods and contextual interpretatiseparation of
interpersonal meaning and conceptual meaning doatian, the
study of the relationship between evaluation anguage in the
process of research [9]. Liu Shichjul[{it45) and Han Jinlong
(#4Iv) believe that the theoretical foundations of eatitin in
Martin's views are imperfect and that the theohiesites do not
discuss evaluation criteria [10]. Chjan DeRkf&x) and Liu
Shiju (x1]{4%) believe that Martin's valuation theory includes a
complete description of the social symbolic systéu, it still
lacks formal categorization and corresponding séiman
categories [11]. Chju Yongshendfk(k’E) believes that the
limitations of evaluation theory manifest themsslve at least
two aspects: firstly, evaluation is mainly studidébm an
interpersonal point of view, and other points oéwj such as
conceptual, do not receive sufficient attentioncosely, the
focus is on a specific assessment, which Martifs Calritten”
evaluation, and discussion of implicit evaluati@rich he calls
“awakened” evaluation is not enough. However, thimlmination
of vocabulary and grammar helps to comprehensiaet/deeply
reflect the meaning of the assessment [12].

Evaluation theory researchers such as Martin rdoglys on
important evaluation attributes, so fundamentalkcepis such as
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the nature of evaluation remain a problem when yatgdthe
evaluation of language material. Li Fageh & fR) believes that
the identification method, its function and four amation
parameters are important for explaining importanhl@ation
characteristics using examples in English and &ene
Conceptually, “comparison, subjectivity and sociahlue”,
identification, evaluation elements and linguistiocabulary,
grammar, expression of author's opinions, estabkstt and
maintenance of relations between the speaker andetiipient,
as well as the organization of communication, geod bad
(positive or negative), inevitability, expectatiand importance
(relevance) of evaluation are the main functior8.[Liu Shizhu
(X1]1#:4%) Discussion of important evaluation charactersstiom
a linguistic point of view is based on the resultvaliology and
psychology studies. He believes that evaluatiom isomplex
process of understanding. It is an organism in Wwithe subject,
object, value assessment and evaluation critetieraat with
each other, that is, the author/speaker as thedudl evaluation
and the proposal as the object of evaluation oeragm discuss
interpersonal values such as emotions, thoughtgudss or
situations in a position [14].

In his research, Liu Shijux(iit$%) cited key changes in the
evaluation system. He abolished Martin's threetpsystem of
views, considering value as an aesthetic categbiudgment
subordinate to judgment, and divided the systemi@ivs into
emotions and judgments, the subsystems of feeliagd
judgments were recently classified, and judgmers subjective
and objective [15].

Regarding the mixed system, Wan Jenhua#if/E) has
created a new mixed framework based on psychokagiplogy
and semantic theory. He considers the subcategmig®sed by
Martin as “single-voiced” and “multi-voiced”, andvitled the
mixed subsystem into “three voices”: the first wrefers to how
the speaker projects his thoughts or thoughts séwend voice
refers to how the speaker expresses his thoughtstiie second
or third person, and the third voice refers to dpmeaker's
thoughts accepted by the community in which heotated is a
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complex. As for gradation, Zhang Yagt:{ifi) further classifies
the system of gradations of academic speech by imgeand
form, and believes that the sources of gradatidp teecreate a
mechanism for rhetorical persuasion of academiedpgL6].

Guan Shuhun and Wan YaliE@ir, EHRR) studied the
phonological layer by analyzing interpersonal powetations in
Roman speech, mentioned the pronunciation featofethe
characters and the approximate meaning of intom§tié]. Zhao
Wei and Li Nangx T1, 2=i) tried to classify a special element of
poetic speech - the phonological system - as etradugesources,
and together with the masterpieces of English gosinfirmed
this. As for the implementation of the evaluati@ue in speech,
there are also important points that should bentak& account
[18].Chang Chengguangi{/=>t) argued that understanding the
meaning of evaluation is rhythmic and has certaimwaative
characteristics. The research of all the above-imeed scientists
went beyond the vocabulary and confirmed the r#iigband
expediency of using vocabulary and other linguistieans in
phonology, syntax and sentence structure [19]. Wangya and
Xu Wenhui @51, #13CHE) analyzed the corresponding
characteristics of the “meaning of the charter” &meaning of
the conversation” in an implicit assessment frompragmatic
point of view [20].

It is important to note that the concept of evabratin
Chinese linguistics is not limited to the linguissitructure itself,
but also extends to the cultural, social, and histb contexts in
which language is used. Chinese linguists condatgguage as
an integral part of culture and society, and themleate
linguistic phenomena within this broader framework.

Overall, the interpretation of the concept of eadibn by
Chinese linguists involves the assessment of lageylsed on
linguistic norms, aesthetic qualities, cultural néfigance, and
historical context. It reflects the multifacetedura of language
and the recognition that language evaluation issotely based
on structural analysis, but also takes into accbupaider cultural
and social factors.
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CONCLUSION

Chinese linguists have made notable contributioas tte
interpretation of the concept of evaluation. Thiodmguistic
analysis, discourse studies, pragmatics, cultueslspectives,
cognitive linguistics, conceptual metaphors, corpoguistics,
and computational approaches, Chinese linguiste daepened
our understanding of evaluation in language andneonication.
Their interdisciplinary and multifaceted approachésve
enriched the field of linguistics and paved the way further
research in evaluation theory. By acknowledging the
contributions of Chinese linguists, we gain a besgoerspective
on the complexities and nuances of evaluation disgaistic
phenomenon.
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