The Role of Evaluation and Axiology in Shaping Modern English Movie Discourse

[bookmark: _GoBack]Abstract. Evaluative language is fundamental to constructing meaning and transmitting values in cinematic art. The purpose of this study is to identify the characteristics, significance, and functional properties of evaluative vocabulary, specifically nouns with inherent emotional-evaluative semantics. The methodological framework is based on a systematic approach, combining content, semantic, and component analysis. A sample of 176 lexemes was compiled through continuous sampling from authoritative English dictionaries based on explicit evaluative markers in their definitions. The selected units were classified by part-of-speech affiliation, type of evaluation (positive/negative), and derivational patterns. Corpus-based analysis employing The Movie Corpus was conducted to identify the functional features and contextual usage of these nouns. The findings demonstrate a significant predominance of negatively charged evaluative nouns, indicating an intensified perception of negative aspects of existence. It is concluded that evaluative nouns constitute a dynamic and expanding class whose meaning is shaped by both word-formation processes and discursive context, playing a vital role in characterisation within dialogue. The practical significance of the research lies in its applications for film studies (deconstructing ideological messaging and characterisation), translation studies (accurately conveying value-laden expressions), and teaching English (developing vocabulary and pragmatic competence). Further research perspectives include cross-linguistic comparisons to identify potential universals, diachronic analysis of evaluative trends in cinema, genre-specific studies (e.g., comedy vs. drama), investigation of audience reception of evaluative language, and expansion of the methodology to other media formats like television and social media.
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Introduction
The significance of research on evaluation stems from its critical role in facilitating individual and societal functioning while maintaining equilibrium through social conventions. Evaluation holds a central position in contemporary linguistics, particularly within the domains of communication and pragmatics. However, the limited exploration of verbalization methods related to evaluative categories underscores the need for further semantic investigation.
The increasing influence of cinematic discourse in shaping global cultural perceptions further highlights the necessity for a systematic analysis of evaluative vocabulary. The concept of evaluation traces its origins to Aristotle, whose work, alongside that of other ancient philosophers, emphasized the importance of evaluability, laying the groundwork for various theories on its nature. The notion of evaluation was later incorporated into linguistics through axiological logic, where it is typically defined as a judgment concerning values. In this context, a value is understood as any object of interest, desire, or aspiration. This broad conceptualization of evaluation has been widely adopted in linguistic studies.
Evaluation is conceptualized as a process through which individuals engage with the world, adapting to its diverse forms of existence, interpreting natural and social structures, and navigating environmental contexts. This evaluative process is shaped by societal norms that guide individual strategies across various contexts. As a cognitive mechanism, evaluation reflects the ability to adjust behavior in response to environmental and social expectations, transcending mere factual observation to foster conditions conducive to human survival. This process operates within the axiological dichotomy of “good” (e.g., convenience, sufficiency, accessibility) and “bad” (e.g., discomfort, unpleasantness) (Liefke, 2024).
The international dimension of evaluative vocabulary in cinematic discourse is evident in its role in shaping cross-cultural perceptions, as English-language films are consumed globally, influencing diverse linguistic communities. Evaluative nouns, carrying emotional and axiological weight, vary in their semantic interpretation across cultures, reflecting differing societal values and norms. Comparative studies of multilingual cinematic corpora, such as The Movie Corpus alongside non-English datasets, reveal variations in the use and perception of evaluative lexemes (Sarfati, 2024). This global perspective underscores the need for further research into how evaluative language in English-language films resonates with or diverges from international audiences’ cultural frameworks.
The central research question emerges from the insufficient investigation into the verbalization of evaluative categories in modern discourse. While evaluation has been extensively studied in philosophy, logic, and linguistics, the semantic properties of evaluative nouns in cinematic language remain underexplored. This gap warrants further inquiry (Palmer, 2024).
This study focuses on the axiological dimension of modern English cinematic discourse, with particular emphasis on nouns possessing inherent emotional-evaluative semantics.
The objective of this article is to identify the characteristics of evaluative vocabulary in modern English movie discourse, highlighting its significance, role, and functional properties.
The research tasks are defined as follows:
1. To compile and systematize a sample of evaluative nouns from modern English lexicographic sources through continuous sampling, identifying their inherent emotional-axiological semantics.
2. To analyze the dominant word-formation patterns (with a focus on affixation, particularly suffixes *-y/-ie*, *-er*, -ling) responsible for generating evaluative meanings in the compiled lexical units.
3. To determine the pragmatic functions and contextual usage of the selected evaluative nouns in modern cinematic discourse through corpus-based analysis of The Movie Corpus.
The hypothesis posits that evaluative nouns in English-language cinematic discourse constitute a dynamic and expanding lexical class, with meanings shaped by word-formation processes and discursive contexts. These nouns predominantly exhibit negative connotations, though they are balanced by meliorative formations.
The scientific novelty of this study lies in its demonstration that evaluative nouns, despite lacking a unified functional-semantic class, represent a crucial lexical category in cinematic discourse. Their significance is driven not only by syntactic versatility but also by their capacity to encode pejorative or meliorative meanings. The originality of the research is further enhanced by the systematic classification of evaluative lexemes, the identification of derivational models shaping evaluative nouns, and the incorporation of corpus data from The Movie Corpus into the analysis.

Literature Review
Nature and structure of evaluation
[bookmark: _Hlk208595052]There is a vast body of scientific literature on evaluation, with contemporary research in axiology showing a wide range of perspectives. One notable contribution is the evaluation theory of Ukrainian researcher Ilxomovich (2024). This theory defines the structure of evaluation, identifying both mandatory and optional elements. Ilxomovich 's mandatory components include subjective and objective factors that reflect the value relationship between the subject and the object, as well as the properties of the evaluative predicate (e.g., emotionality, rationality, expressiveness, affectivity). Provides comprehensive theoretical framework for evaluation analysis; establishes clear structural components; acknowledges both explicit and implicit elements. Lacks empirical validation; potentially overly complex for practical application; doesn't address cultural variations in evaluation structures. Offers foundational framework for analyzing evaluative nouns in movie discourse; helps identify both overt and covert evaluation markers.

Classification and nature of evaluation
According to Malyuga (2024), evaluations can be categorized into five types: (1) positive/negative/neutral, (2) general/specific, (3) objective/subjective, (4) emotional/rational/emotional-rational, and (5) absolute/comparative. While rational evaluation reflects a generally accepted intellectual judgment, emotional evaluation adds the speaker’s feelings, often using intensifiers for greater expressiveness and affectivity. The complexity of evaluation is highlighted by the many theories dedicated to it in logic, philosophy, and linguistics. Shuxratovna (2025) attributes this to its crucial role in social and communicative processes. Every evaluative statement contains a subjective component – the speaker's attitude toward the object. However, the so-called objective (or descriptive) component may be absent, raising questions about an evaluation's truthfulness. 
An evaluation's “truth” is often subjective and can be perceived as valid only by individuals with similar worldviews. Even then, personal factors frequently play a significant role.  Comprehensive typology of evaluation types; acknowledges interdisciplinary nature of evaluation research; recognizes social dimension of evaluation validity. Overlap between categories may cause analytical ambiguity; lacks clear operational definitions for practical application. Provides taxonomy for classifying evaluative nouns in film discourse; highlights importance of contextual and social factors in interpretation. An inherent property of an evaluative predicate is its expressiveness. It should be noted that the expressive and actually evaluative components of the meaning of the statement exist independently of each other (Sarfati, 2024). The evaluations scale is inextricably linked to the nature of the object, its structure reflects two main aspects of the evaluation – objective and subjective and is determined by the ratio of the actual and descriptive therein. In language, different means of expressing evaluation are oriented to different sides of the scale.
Although Malyuga's typology offers a comprehensive classification system that acknowledges the interdisciplinary nature of evaluation research and recognizes the social dimension of evaluation validity, the overlapping boundaries between categories create analytical ambiguity that undermines its practical utility. The approach notably lacks clear operational definitions for category application, while Sarfati's distinction between expressive and evaluative components, though conceptually valuable, suffers from the absence of a verifiable methodology for their practical differentiation in linguistic analysis.

Evaluation, stereotypes, subjectivity and modern research in axiological linguistics
Some objects in reality are indifferent to evaluation, holding a neutral position on an evaluation scale where "good" and "bad" are balanced (Liefke, 2024). The evaluation stereotype forms the basis of this scale, serving as a standard set of features common to a society (Palmer, 2024). This stereotype allows for the comparison of different items on the scale, even though the standards for certain objects can be either precise or vague.
The evaluative predicate is a mandatory part of an evaluation's structure. It introduces explicit subjectivity and ties the evaluation to the conceptual world of the subject being evaluated (Capps, 2024). Modern axiological linguistics is marked by a diverse and in-depth analysis of evaluation, with significant attention paid to how it's expressed in different languages. Current research focuses on various aspects of this topic, including the functional aspect of the axiological category (Saint-Joanis, 2024), the means of its expression (Kozlowski et al., 2025; Solovyova & Snikhovska, 2024), its linguistic stylistic means, its pragmatics (Aijmer, 2005), and even the morphology of evaluation (Kosmeda et al., 2024). 
This ongoing research highlights the importance of identifying, describing, and classifying the linguistic tools used to express evaluation. While contemporary research convincingly demonstrates current trends and showcases an interdisciplinary approach with multiple perspectives on evaluation, the field suffers from a notable lack of critical assessment regarding the compatibility of different methodological approaches. The research streams often operate in isolation, failing to address potential contradictions between them, which ultimately hinders the development of a unified theoretical framework for axiological linguistics.

Cross-linguistic evaluation of negative emotions
Comparative research, particularly on the expression of emotions, is becoming increasingly popular. For example, Puhach (2024) examined English and Ukrainian phraseological units that convey negative emotions. Her findings are particularly interesting: English phraseology more often represents a "negative emotional state," while Ukrainian phraseology tends to focus on the "expression of negative emotion" or a "negative emotional action." These results highlight how pragmatic factors influence language. Speakers often use positive evaluative terms to assign desirable qualities to objects. The evaluative thesaurus of a language, which systematically organizes evaluative concepts, is a crucial part of its vocabulary, providing a comprehensive view of the evaluation category. Puhach's study provides a valuable cross-linguistic perspective that reveals intriguing language-specific patterns in evaluation expression and effectively connects evaluation to naming processes. However, the research tends to overgeneralize its findings based on a limited comparison of only two languages, and it fails to account for substantial dialectal variations within these languages, thereby limiting the broader applicability of its conclusions.

The role of evaluation in the American English lexicon
[bookmark: _Hlk208591669]Polli (2025) explores how evaluative meaning changes within the semantic structure of American English vocabulary. He highlights the complex and multifaceted nature of these axiological shifts, challenging the traditional view that these processes are simply limited to pejoration (negative shift) or amelioration (positive shift). According to Polli, both evaluation and emotion are core components that drive the creation of new lexical units and the development of their semantic structures. This can lead to either conventional or occasional axiological shifts. He concludes that extralinguistic factors are the primary cause of these shifts, although linguistic phenomena also play a role in enriching expressive means. Polli's work offers an important diachronic perspective that effectively challenges simplistic linear views of semantic change and acknowledges the complexity of evaluative meaning development. Nevertheless, the study lacks clear methodological criteria for distinguishing between conventional and occasional semantic shifts, and it notably underestimates the significance of internal linguistic factors in driving semantic change processes.

Axiological and evaluative aspects of historicism and modality
Odrekhivska (2021) investigates the axiological aspect of historicisms, arguing that evaluation determines the type and scope of a historicism's meaning in a given context, thereby informing a translator's choice of translation transformations. Similarly, Norov (2024) thoroughly analyzes evaluative statements, proposing an approach that converges modality and modus, ontology and epistemology, and synthesis and analysis. In this framework, the Italian language's modal system primarily aims to balance the objective and subjective. Author defines modality through various modes (perceptual, emotional, epistemic, volitional, axiological) and sees it as a four-level entity: modal field, modal value, modal unit, and functional-semantic option. While these studies successfully connect evaluation to translation studies and modality research while providing sophisticated analytical frameworks, their highly theoretical nature offers limited practical application potential. The complex terminology employed may hinder accessibility for researchers and practitioners, though the approaches offer valuable methodological frameworks for analyzing evaluative nouns within broader modal systems.
Linguistic studies of the evaluation category are distinguished by a variety of approaches and taking into account the role that evaluation plays in various spheres of human activity. Currently, the linguistic theory of evaluation is still far from being comprehensively elaborated, but concrete steps on this path have already been taken. Evaluation is a multifaceted category that allows one to analyze it in cognitive, lexical, stylistic, as well as discursive and pragmatic terms. It combines subjective and objective characteristics of the surrounding world, and this is a salient feature of the evaluation category. Notably, evaluation expresses our attitude to reality and to ourselves. As a result, there is a need to create a thorough classification of evaluative vocabulary. 

Materials and Methods
Research procedure
The methodological basis of the work is based on a systematic approach to considering theoretical and practical material. The study comprised three principal stages, each employing distinct methods. The first stage of the research involved the selection of evaluative lexical units from the dictionary resources of the English language. At this stage, methods of continuous sampling as well as analysis of dictionary definitions were utilized. The second stage of the study involved the classification of the selected lexical units. During this classification, we employed a set of criteria, namely: part-of-speech affiliation, types of evaluation (positive and negative), as well as derivational word-building strategies. A card index of lexemes was compiled during this stage, effectively illustrating the evaluative nuances of lexical units in the English language. With this aim, we utilized the analysis of dictionary definitions, classification methods, and descriptive approaches, employing methods of both quantitative and qualitative statistical analysis. The third stage focused on ascertaining the predominance of evaluative derived substantives in the movie discourse, aimed at drawing conclusions regarding the evaluative characteristics inherent in cinematic language. 

Sample formation
The empirical foundation of the study was formed by a curated sample of 176 evaluative lexical units. The selection of these lexemes was conducted through continuous sampling from modern English explanatory dictionaries. This method was chosen to ensure a systematic and comprehensive examination of the available lexicographic material.
Specific criteria were established to focus the research. Lexemes were included in the sample only if their dictionary entry contained an explicit evaluative component, often indicated by labels such as disapproving, derogatory, contemptuous, ironic, humorous, approving, affectionate, or informal. Furthermore, the evaluation had to be an inherent part of the word's core meaning, rather than a context-dependent implication. The primary sources for sampling included four authoritative dictionaries: American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language (5th ed., 2010), Collins English Dictionary (12th ed., 2014), Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary (2003), and The Merriam-Webster Dictionary (Newest ed., 2022). The choice of these sources provided a balanced representation of both American and British lexicographic traditions.
The sampling process involved a meticulous manual review of relevant entries. It began with the systematic identification of words with the specified evaluative labels. Each eligible lexeme was then extracted and cross-referenced across the other dictionaries to confirm its evaluative status. Finally, a non-duplicated list of 176 units was compiled to form the core sample for subsequent analysis. This sample is considered representative because it was formed through the method of continuous sampling from multiple authoritative dictionaries, ensuring systematic and exhaustive coverage of explicitly marked evaluative units. This principled approach, based on strict selection criteria requiring inherent evaluative meaning confirmed across sources, guarantees both the quality and sufficiency of the data for revealing fundamental patterns in evaluative noun formation and usage.
This rigorous methodology ensured that the sample was not arbitrary but was a principled collection of lexemes explicitly marked as carriers of stable evaluative meaning within the English lexicographic tradition. The use of multiple dictionaries strengthened the validity of the sample by mitigating potential bias from a single source. The final list was organized into a digital database for efficient management and analysis.

Research methods
Theoretical methods of linguistic research were used to achieve the research goal. The analytical method was used to assess the current state of English language development. The research was also based on the method of abstraction, which involves moving from the analysis of general theoretical framework to the formation of specific generalizations. The continuous sampling method facilitated the selection of lexemes for in-depth analysis. Through the implementation of the dictionary definition method, we carried out the analysis of the lexical units’ types of evaluation (positive and negative), as well as word-building strategies. The classification method enabled us to distinguish the selected lexemes based on their parts of speech categorization, as well as their manifestations and word-building strategies. This methodology also made it possible to create a card index of lexemes that exemplify the types of evaluation (positive and negative), as well as word-building strategies. Employing both quantitative and qualitative analysis, we ascertained the percentage values of the trends examined within the entire sample. 
Furthermore, an important stage in the study was corpus-based approach aimed at “describing and explaining the linguistic models of variativeness and usage” (Biber, 2012, p. 163) grounded on representative sample. Proponents of the approach believe that the purpose of corpus analysis is to verify or clarify hypotheses or linguistic theories (models) present in linguistic sources (Baker, 2010, p. 95). Corpus-based research is largely deductive, since it begins with existing descriptions, categories, and classifications that the linguist uses before starting to work with the corpus, which are then tested on the corpus data. In this case, the use of the corpus is a research methodology, and the corpus-based approach is ascertaining (Jenset & McGillivray, 2017, p. 59) in its essence. According to Crawford and Csomay (2024), Desagulier (2017), a linguistic corpus characterized by a number of distinctive features (sample-based, balanced, representative, comparable, and naturalistic), which clearly distinguish it from electronic libraries, electronic text collections, and archives.
Corpus analysis was conducted using The Movie Corpus by performing lemma-based searches for each identified evaluative noun to examine its actual usage patterns in cinematic discourse. The search accounted for frequency thresholds, prioritizing contexts where these nouns occurred at least 10 times to ensure statistical relevance and avoid hapax legomena. Each occurrence was manually verified to identify syntactic patterns, collocational behavior, and pragmatic functions within dialogues, focusing particularly on contexts containing explicit evaluative markers or emotionally charged discourse.

Tools
To document and analyze the research findings, the functionalities of the Microsoft Excel software application was utilized. It also served to visually present the obtained empirical data.


Results
The first stage of the research involved the selection of evaluative lexical units from the dictionary resources of the English language. At this stage, methods of continuous sampling as well as analysis of dictionary definitions were utilized. The study sample comprised lexical units from the English languages, totaling 176 lexemes. The distribution of the evaluative lexis according to the evaluation sign is presented in Figure 1. 

Fig, 1. The Distribution of the Evaluative Lexis according to the Evaluation Sign

Source: AHD (2016), Collins (2014), Woodford (2003), Webster (2022).

The distribution of the evaluative lexis according to the evaluation sign is presented in Figure 1. As the data shows, axiological nouns of negative evaluation prevail in English, consistent with patterns observed in most modern languages. This prevalence is evidenced by both the quantitative dominance of negative markers and their diverse semantic representations.

Table 1: The Distribution of the Evaluative Lexis according to the Part of Speech Affiliation and Evaluation Sign
	Part of speech
	Sign « - »
	Sign « + »
	Total (lexical units)

	Nouns
	84
	8
	92

	Adjectives
	22
	14
	36

	Verbs
	14
	0
	14

	Substantival word-combinations
	13
	5
	18

	Adjectival word-combinations
	7
	3
	10

	Verbal word-combinations
	4
	2
	6

	Total (lexical units)
	144
	32
	176


Source: AHD (2016), Collins (2014), Woodford (2003), Webster (2022).

As evidenced in Table 1, nouns constitute the most substantial category of evaluative lexis (92 units), with a remarkable predominance of negative evaluations (84 nouns). Adjectives represent the second largest category (36 units), while verbs demonstrate exclusively negative evaluative capacity in our sample (14 units). The connection of descriptive meanings and evaluative connotations is particularly evident in the system of a noun, whose semantics includes various combinations of identifying and predicate semes. Many nouns are initially (inherently) evaluative, for example, devil, monster, rascal, scoundrel, renegade, cad, crook, double-crosser, prig, moron, stink, crum-bum, treachery, filth, etc. (sign "-"); angel, beauty, pleasure, genius, joy, etc. (sign "+"). The distribution of the evaluative lexis according to the part of speech affiliation and evaluation sign is presented in Figure 2. 

Fig. 2. The Distribution of the Evaluative Lexis according to the Part of Speech Affiliation and Evaluation Sign

Source: AHD (2016), Collins (2014), Woodford (2003), Webster (2022)

The number of nouns with inherent evaluation is constantly growing due to word formation and primarily affixation. The specificity of derived nouns with the semantics of evaluation is that they have the property of fragmented representation of what is named. Derived evaluative nouns that are not deadjectival are either deverbatives or substantives, and differ significantly in the relationship of formal and semantic structures. Nouns-deverbatives correlate with constructions that include a subject of action, whose function in the noun is performed by a suffix, and a predicate, which is expressed in the noun by the stem of a motivating verb, e.g.: buttinsky (buttinski) (disappr., iron.) < to butt in - "to interrupt or join in a conversation or activity when the other people do not want you to"; whistler (contemp.) < to whistle – “to inform”; mugger < to mug sl. - "to attack a person in a public place and steal their money"; pusher < to push - "persuade with force", inf. "to sell illegal drugs".
The minimum semantic construction, the correlates of which are substantives, is three-component, including a predicate and two arguments - a subjective one, the function of which is the suffix, and an objective one, expressed by the stem: junker (contempt.) junk sl. "a dangerous drug, especially heroin", shitsky (rude and derogatory) "a despicable person". Examples of the lexical units from the sample compiles during the second stage of the research are as follows. e.g.: I do not know anything. Maybe he was homeless whistler. Alternatively, Alison. Why the whistler wrote exactly the same word on the mirror (The Movie Corpus, 2024); The company wanted you here in Panama alive, but framed for murder, and then for some strange reason, you seemed to really care about the fate of this whistler guy, and I got to tell you something, he's really curious about you, too (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Hi, Mom. I'm just being a buttinsky and coming in to say hello (The Movie Corpus, 2024). We're all good. Everything sorted with the old mugger? Oh, I, uh... I haven't had a chance (The Movie Corpus, 2024). Don't you listen when we talk? Who cares what he does with it? That junker caused nothing but grief in this house (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Some people call me a junker??' cause I'm loaded all the time? Did you just take a pill? No.? I just feel happy?? And I feel good all the time? I have been watching it from the beginning (The Movie Corpus, 2024); You know what they say in Poland? Talk shitsky. – I'm not getting out. Look, you pulled me into (The Movie Corpus, 2024).
It is worth mentioning the diminutives of colloquial vocabulary, where many of the diminutives, in addition to the diminutive seme, explicitly contain a seme of evaluation, which shows the speaker’s attitude (most often negative) to an object, person, etc. Evaluative diminutives are formed using the suffixes -y (-ie): rummy (contempt.) “drunkard”; druggie (druggy) (contempt.) “a person who habitually uses drugs”; chippy (chippie) (contempt., sl.) “a promiscuous woman”; preemie (contempt.) “a baby that is born earlier than expected” (AHD, 2016; Webster, 2022); cutie, patootie (approv., inf.) “someone who you consider attractive or like a lot, an attractive young woman or a girlfriend” (AHD, 2016; Collins, 2014), e.g.: Do you want to break his heart? – Do I? What do you think you're doing? I'm giving him hopes and dreams. A rummy like that lives on dreams. – He's happy. Why spoil it? – Happy? Happy like your Lonely Hearts, looking forward to those big romances they've been promised? – Only Charlie's romance is with a bottle (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Trippy constantly sniffed, a bad case of druggie pneumonia as it's known on the street. Judging by what he was cooking, his sense of smell had gone as well.' Are you in for a bite?' I hadn't eaten and was quite peckish (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Well, now, if you've got a cutie Who's a real sweet patootie Better keep it under your hat Just remember (The Movie Corpus, 2024); All right, all right. Look, what a cutie. It's a shame to separate a mother and child (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Come on, Bruce, let's take cutie patootie for a walk. Are we going out tonight or what? Have fun (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Keep your head on a swivel, boy. Got ya! Hey. Why don't you hang back, preemie? I want to talk at you (The Movie Corpus, 2024); We have to look chummy, remember? And the benefit of that? We're in this together. From my point of view, it's okay to look like I'm going to the dance with a friend. It's not okay to look like I paid a guy to take me (The Movie Corpus, 2024).
-ling: hireling (disappr.) “someone who has been persuaded by an offer of money to do an unpleasant or unpopular job”; priestling (contempt.) “a small or insignificant priest” (AHD, 2016; Webster, 2022), e.g.: I'm sorry your dad's passing. I grew up with him in Tuscany. I could always rely on you for taking care of my man and teach him to be a real hireling. I'm glad you did not take after him (The Movie Corpus, 2024); I've a mind to ship her back to Boston, and you can inform her so for me. – I, Cap'n? – She's a hireling. Unless there's a complete change of manner, she goes back on the next train (The Movie Corpus, 2024); I don't understand you, priest! Silence! Be quiet, or I swear. You'll do what? You're not doing anything to let me leave this body. [fast-forwarding] What do you want exactly, little priestling? What is your little game? Don't tell me you don't find me attractive (The Movie Corpus, 2024).
-о: drinko (contempt.) “a person loving to party, having a drink and a good time with their friends”; cheapo (dispar., inf.) “smth very cheap and possibly shoddy”; plonko (Aust. sl.) “an alcoholic, esp. one who drinks wine”, e.g.: Do you have a camera? Yeah, it's a cheapo, but it still does the job (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Thanks very much, plonko. See you later, MiniMini (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Hey, Monique, you want to get el drinko? (The Movie Corpus, 2024).
Stylistically reduced vocabulary compared to the words of neutral vocabulary, as well as the predominance of evaluative substantives in the colloquial vocabulary expressing disapproval, contempt, ridicule, etc., does not give rise to a one-sided idea of evaluative colloquialisms as units with a pejorative (emotionally negative) stylistic coloring. In Modern English colloquial vocabulary there are melioratives – units expressing approval, admiration, friendliness, affection. 
-y (-ie): substantive melioratives are formed using these suffixes, e.g.: buddy (inf). “friend, in US English is sometimes used in a disapproving and sarcastic way”; bunny (affect.) “a pretty, appealing, or alluring young woman” (Green, 2010);  chappie (сhiefly British inf.) “a fellow; man or boy”; chummy (inf.) “friend”; cookie (tenderly, sweetly) “a person”; сutie “a lovely woman”; daddy “child's word for father (as form of address)”; dearie (affect.) “a friendly form of address, not used between men”; girlie (inf.) “a woman or a girl”; kiddy (inf.) “a young child” (AHD, 2016), e.g.: I got job for you. Good work for cyborg. Top dollar. Hey, buddy. Got a light? This is a very big gun. It makes very big holes. I get the point (The Movie Corpus. (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Let's go down to the kitchen and get some food. Come on. Wait, what? Okay, bunny. I need you to not let anybody but doggy in this hole (The Movie Corpus, 2024); You look so happy. Like a little happy chappie. That's it. That's your name. Chappie (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Now, this here chappie is the Verruca Gnome. Who's just popped into existence to be with us on Hogswatchnight (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Halt! You, man. On your knees, chappie. Our Father... Our Father who art in heaven. Hallowed be thy name, thy kingdom come... (The Movie Corpus, 2024); I can assure you, ma'am, there is no other coloured chappie like me. Airman Gilbert Joseph at your service, ma'am (The Movie Corpus, 2024). 
-er: melioratives-deverbatives are formed with the help  of this suffix, e.g.: hummer “an ambitious person who eagerly goes after what is desired (sl.) something or someone that is noticeable because it is a very good example of its type”, looker “(inf.) a physically attractive person, usually a woman”; ripper “(inf.) something very good of its kind; a person or thing that rips” (Green, 2010), e.g.: She's very nice, Quite a looker, But a little narcissistic, a little shallow (The Movie Corpus, 2024); Boy, that Rollie's somethin' else, isn't he? Yeah. That's a ripper (The Movie Corpus, 2024); You know, when I was a kid, what we called " a hummer" was something entirely different (The Movie Corpus, 2024).

Discussion
Evaluation in the English lexicon: An analysis of theoretical frameworks and empirical findings
A comprehensive classification of evaluations was proposed by Kovalchuk (2025), whose theoretical framework offers a nuanced understanding of how evaluative meanings function in language. The six forms of "good" he distinguished, instrumental, technical, facilitating, utilitarian, medical, and hedonistic, provide a valuable lens for interpreting evaluative phenomena.
[bookmark: _Hlk208595037]It is posited that evaluation is fundamental to the nomination process itself, supporting Ilxomovich (2024) view that evaluation is embedded within language, as linguistic units possess the inherent capacity not only to name but also to characterize. While the universal nature of evaluation transcends linguistic and cultural boundaries (Zhang et al., 2024; Riggle, 2022; Chiaraluce et al., 2024; Li & Xue, 2023), its expression exhibits significant individuality. This is explained by its connection to the intentional aspect of language, where the representation of a speaker's worldview is influenced by a range of factors. The semantic-pragmatic potential of evaluation is considered inexhaustible, with an array of both existing and potential forms.
The analysis supports the perspective that evaluation is expressed through evaluative meaning, which serves as the conceptual basis for specific evaluations by combining semantic and pragmatic aspects (Prihodko & Prykhodchenko, 2020). This type of meaning acts as cognitive information transmitted through word semantics, reproducing a concept's cognitive structure. The cognitive-discursive potential of evaluation, as highlighted by Gehweiler and Lobachev (2024), is particularly relevant, given that its forms of expression vary across time and space, ranging from explicit to implicit.

Empirical findings
The empirical data reveal an asymmetrical relationship between positive and negative evaluations, consistent with existing theoretical frameworks. It has been observed that a positive evaluation can indicate either adherence to or an exceeding of a norm, whereas a negative evaluation consistently signals a deviation from it (Slipetska et al., 2023; Aljarelah, 2024). This asymmetry is quantitatively reflected in the data, which show a clear predominance of negative evaluative nouns (84 units) over positive ones (8 units). The methodological frameworks provided by Zahnitko (2020) and Kosmeda (2023) were instrumental in this analysis. Zahnitko's dual concept of evaluation as both a semantic aspect and a speaker's judgment accurately captures the complexity of the observed phenomena. Similarly, Kosmeda's view of evaluation as a category that unifies all linguistic means for categorizing axiological values aligns with the findings concerning the diverse word-formation patterns used to create evaluative nouns.
The prevalence of negatively charged evaluative nouns can be explained by both psychological and linguistic factors. From a psychological standpoint, negative aspects of existence are perceived more acutely than positive ones (Ha, 2024). Linguistically, this prevalence reflects a greater need to explicitly mark deviations from norms than to mark adherence to them. Corpus analysis revealed several productive patterns in evaluative noun formation, particularly in colloquial vocabulary. Diminutives formed with suffixes such as -y (-ie), -ling, and -o often carry explicit evaluative meaning, typically expressing negative attitudes like contempt. Examples include rummy, druggie, hireling, and cheapo. However, the analysis also identified meliorative formations with the same suffixes, which convey approval and affection, such as buddy, cutie, and chappie.
Functional analysis of these nouns in movie discourse indicates their crucial role in characterization and interpersonal dynamics. The axiological category, fixed in the language system as connotation, is expressed in discourse as the modality of subjective evaluation (Mustafayeva, 2025). This dual nature enables evaluative nouns to effectively characterize individuals and exert influence on the audience to achieve a perlocutionary effect. In conclusion, evaluative nouns are a dynamic and expanding lexical category in modern English, especially within cinematic language. Their meaning is shaped by intricate interactions between word-formation processes and discursive context, with a clear dominance of negatively marked units balanced by significant meliorative formations. The observed patterns reflect deeper cognitive processes and social norms while serving specific communicative functions in dialogue.

Conclusion
This study is relevant to modern linguistics and media studies, addressing a gap in understanding how evaluative language, specifically nouns, functions within the influential domain of English-language movie discourse. It explores how values and stances are transmitted through globalized media. The initial hypothesis was confirmed. The research substantiated that evaluative nouns constitute a dynamic class in cinematic language, shaped by word-formation processes and contextual use. A clear predominance of negatively charged units was identified, yet this was balanced by the presence of productive meliorative formations. Nouns were established as the primary carriers of evaluative meaning, with affixation being a central mechanism for creating expressive nuance. The discovered asymmetry between positive and negative evaluation aligns with broader linguistic and cognitive patterns.
The practical implications of this research extend to several applied fields. For translators and subtitlers, it underscores the necessity of discerning subtle evaluative connotations to choose appropriate equivalents that preserve axiological weight. For English language teachers, the findings can be used to develop pedagogical materials focusing on pragmatic competence, teaching learners to decode and employ evaluative nouns. For film analysts, the research provides a systematic framework for deconstructing ideological messaging and character construction. The findings can be applied in linguistic pedagogy for teaching vocabulary and pragmatic competence, in translation studies for accurately conveying value-laden expressions, and in media analysis for deconstructing ideological messaging. Furthermore, the results are valuable for lexicography, aiding in the refinement of dictionary entries to better capture evaluative meaning. 
Future investigations should pursue several specific research directions. A diachronic analysis could track evolving evaluative trends in cinema across different historical periods, while comparative genre-specific studies would reveal differences between comedies, dramas, and other cinematic forms. Additionally, research should explore audience reception and cross-cultural perception of evaluative language, and expand the methodological approach to other media formats including television series and social media content.
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