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Annotatsiya
Mazkur  tezisda  dramatik  matnda  dialogik  muloqot  orqali  voqea  rivojini 

yuzaga chiqaruvchi leksik birliklar lingvokognitiv yondashuvda tahlil qilinadi. A. 
Qahhor “Og’riq tishlar” va H. Pinter “The Caretaker” dialoglari qiyosiy material 
sifatida  olinadi.  Leksik  triggerlar,  presuppozitsiya,  implikatura  va  ramkalash 
mexanizmlari aniqlanib, voqealantirishning kognitiv modeli taklif etiladi.

Kalit so‘zlar: drama dialogi, voqealantirish, leksik trigger, presuppozitsiya, 
implikatura, freym, lingvokognitiv tahlil

Аннотация
    ,   В тезисе исследуются лексические единицы которые в 

     ,  драматическом диалоге запускают и продвигают событие в 
 .    лингвокогнитивной перспективе Материалом служат диалоги 

 “  ”  .    “из Огрик тишлар А Каххара и The Caretaker”  .  .Г Пинтера  
  ,   Выявляются лексические триггеры пресуппозиции и 
,     импликатуры описываются механизмы фреймирования и 

     .предлагается когнитивная модель событийности в диалоге
 :Ключевые слова   ,  ,драматический диалог событийность  

 ,  ,  ,  ,лексический триггер пресуппозиция импликатура фрейм  
 лингвокогнитивный анализ

Annotation
This thesis examines lexically driven event construction in dramatic dialogue 

from a linguo-cognitive perspective. Dialogues from A. Qahhor’s “Og’riq tishlar” 
and  Harold  Pinter’s  “The  Caretaker”  are  compared  as  representative  corpora. 
Lexical  triggers,  presupposition  cues,  implicatures,  and  framing  devices  are 
identified,  and a cognitive model is proposed to explain how dialogue lexemes 
generate, shift, and intensify events on stage.

Keywords: dramatic dialogue, eventfulness, lexical trigger, presupposition, 
implicature, frame, linguo-cognitive analysis

The distinctive feature of dramatic discourse lies in the fact that events are not 
conveyed through explicit narration or descriptive commentary; rather, they are 
constructed within dialogic interaction itself. In other words, the development of 
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events emerges through such dialogic elements as utterances, pauses, repetition, 
negation, irony, forms of address, and acts of naming. Therefore, it is insufficient to 
interpret event construction in drama solely as a sequence of plot developments. 
Instead, events are shaped within the audience’s cognitive framework through the 
semantic content of utterances, their presuppositions, and the inferences activated 
by the surrounding context. From a linguo-cognitive perspective, an event can be 
understood as a cognitive operation triggered by linguistic units. This approach 
makes it possible to identify the conditions under which lexical units in dialogue 
intensify  conflict,  initiate  action,  accelerate  shifts  in  social  or  communicative 
status,  or,  conversely,  suspend or neutralize the progression of  interaction [1]. 
Building upon this theoretical premise, the present thesis conducts a comparative 
analysis of the event-constructing lexical mechanisms of dialogic communication 
in Abdulla Qahhor’s “Og‘riq tishlar” and Harold Pinter’s “The Caretaker.”

The  methodological  framework  of  the  study  integrates  approaches  from 
conceptual frame theory, discourse pragmatics, and cognitive semantics. Within 
this framework, the notion of a frame is understood as a minimal cognitive schema 
that answers the question “what is happening” in each episode of dialogue. Such 
frames may include, for instance, those of illness and pain, debt and obligation, 
housing and ownership, as well as threat and protection. In dialogic interaction, 
specific lexical units activate these frames, thereby guiding the interlocutor toward 
a particular interpretation. Importantly, the lexical means responsible for event 
construction are not limited to verbs alone. They also encompass naming units, 
terms denoting  social  roles,  evaluative  adjectives,  modal  elements,  and deictic 
markers. From a pragmatic perspective, each utterance performs not merely an 
informative function but also an actional one: it may impose demands, express 
refusal, delay response, evoke doubt, or assign blame. These perlocutionary effects 
ultimately function as the driving force that propels the development of events 
within the dramatic discourse [2]. Accordingly, the analysis takes into account not 
only  the  semantic  core  of  lexical  units,  but  also  their  role  in  signaling 
presuppositions and generating implicatures.

In  Abdulla  Qahhor’s  “Og‘riq  tishlar,”  the  central  cognitive  axis  of  event 
construction is associated with the experience of pain. Pain is not treated merely as 
a physiological  condition; rather,  it  functions as a factor that restructures the 
communicative situation. Once pain is verbalized in discourse,  cognitive nodes 
such  as  urgency,  treatment,  blame,  and  endurance  are  activated.  The  lexical 
choices that emerge around these nodes determine the dynamics of individual 
episodes.
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For  instance,  evaluative  units  (e.g.,  severe,  unbearable,  worsening)  co-
occurring with nouns and stative verbs denoting pain shift the dialogue from a 
state of “ordinary complaint” to that of an “emergency situation.” As a result, the 
utterance  ceases  to  function as  a  mere  report  and instead becomes an act  of 
influence. In such cases, event-constructing lexical units operate on two levels: at 
the primary level, they denote a sensory experience; at the secondary level, they 
restructure  the  hierarchy  of  social  relations.  This  is  because  the  subject 
experiencing pain cognitively legitimizes their claim to attention and assistance.

Consequently,  in  Qahhor’s  dialogic  discourse,  pain-related  lexical  items 
frequently  approximate  the  illocutionary  force  of  commands,  requests,  or 
objections,  thereby  intensifying  the  dramatic  tension  and  advancing  the 
progression of the plot [3]. 

In  Harold  Pinter’s  “The  Caretaker,”  event  construction  is  predominantly 
activated through lexical units associated with everyday objects, spatial references, 
and notions of ownership. In Pinter’s dramaturgy, conflict is rarely articulated 
explicitly; rather, it emerges through lexical signals that evoke implicit questions 
such as “who belongs here,” “who has the right,” and “who trusts whom.”

Lexical  items  such  as  room,  bed,  key,  and  documents,  while  ostensibly 
denoting ordinary objects, are cognitively linked to the frame of possession and 
control. Once these units appear in dialogue, interlocutors shift toward strategies 
aimed at defending or consolidating their positions. As a result, each utterance 
transforms  into  a  form  of  implicit  social  negotiation,  where  surface-level 
communication  conceals  underlying  struggles  over  authority,  legitimacy,  and 
interpersonal  alignment  [4].  In  this  context,  event-constructing  lexical  units 
become particularly effective when combined with deictic and referential markers. 
Demonstratives such as this, that place, and here/there not only identify objects 
but also signal territorial dominance and spatial authority. Thus, in Harold Pinter’s 
dramaturgy,  an  interaction  that  ostensibly  begins  as  “talk  about  an  object” 
frequently evolves into a confrontation over status and control.

The comparative analysis demonstrates that in the dialogic discourse of both 
Abdulla  Qahhor  and  Pinter,  event-constructing  lexical  units  share  a  common 
trigger-like nature: they activate a cognitive frame and constrain the range of 
possible  subsequent  utterances  within  that  frame.  However,  the  sources  and 
semantic intensity of these triggers differ significantly. In Qahhor’s works, triggers 
are  primarily  grounded  in  bodily  and  emotional  experience,  as  well  as  in 
mechanisms of social proximity and shame. In such cases, evaluative lexis and 
modal units accelerate the progression of events, since utterances of the type “I 
cannot endure it” compel the interlocutor toward immediate action.
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In contrast, in Pinter’s discourse, triggers are more closely tied to institutional 
and everyday structures, as well as to the ambiguous boundaries of legitimacy and 
entitlement.  Consequently,  rather  than  accelerating  the  development  of  events, 
dialogue tends to prolong, obscure, and intensify them through ambiguity and doubt, 
thereby generating dramatic tension. From a cognitive perspective, this divergence 
can be explained through the dominance of the urgency frame in Qahhor’s discourse 
and the negotiation frame in Pinter’s. In the former, lexical units function as catalysts 
for action, whereas in the latter, they tend to delay action while allowing conflict to 
develop internally.
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