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Abstract 

Research on intensification has developed unevenly in English, Russian, and Uzbek linguistics. 

English scholarship has usually described intensifiers as degree modifiers and traced their rapid 

renewal in usage. Russian studies have more often treated intensity as a functional semantic 

category connected with expressiveness, evaluation, and discourse type. Uzbek scholarship has 

approached the problem through pragmalinguistics, text interpretation, and communicative 

intention. This article reviews these lines of work and considers what they offer for the study 

of fiction. The comparison shows that literary intensification cannot be reduced to adverbial 

amplification alone. It emerges through lexical choice, repetition, phraseology, contextual 

implication, and the relation between narrator, character, and reader. 
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Introduction 

The category of intensification looks deceptively simple. At first sight it seems to 

concern only words such as very, so, or absolutely. Yet literary discourse resists that narrow 

view. In fiction, meaning is strengthened not only by adverbs but also by repetition, syntactic 

build up, evaluative vocabulary, and context bound implication. For that reason, the problem 

belongs simultaneously to semantics, pragmatics, and stylistics. 

The English tradition has provided a stable descriptive base for this discussion. Bolinger 

(1972) treated degree words as a broad system rather than an accidental list, and Partington 

(1993) later showed that intensifiers are historically mobile, prone to semantic bleaching, and 

strongly shaped by discourse habits. This line of research is especially valuable because it 

demonstrates that intensification is both a lexical choice and a dynamic communicative 

practice. 

Literature Review 

Russian scholarship has usually moved in a different direction. Within the functional 

semantic approach, the category is examined not as an isolated lexical class but as a field whose 

members belong to different language levels. Bondarko (2011) offered the conceptual 

apparatus for such analysis, while later studies of Russian discourse confirmed that the same 

intensifier behaves differently across communicative domains. The practical consequence is 

important: intensity in a novel cannot be read in the same way as intensity in journalism or 

academic prose. 

Uzbek linguistics adds another necessary dimension. Nurmonov and Hakimov (2001) 

described the theoretical formation of linguistic pragmatics in Uzbek scholarship, and Safarov 
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(2008) as well as Hakimov (2013) placed speaker intention, contextual dependence, and 

communicative effect at the center of analysis. This perspective is particularly productive for 

fiction, where the explicit meaning of an utterance often carries a second, pragmatically 

stronger layer. 

Recent Uzbek and Uzbekistan based studies have made the discussion more concrete. 

Abdullayeva (2024) interprets intensification as a set of functional semantic operations that 

include emphasis, strengthening, gradation, and evaluation. Abdullayeva (2025) further links 

intensified utterance to communicative style, which is a useful step away from purely lexical 

classification. Niyazova (2023), working on detective fiction, shows that figurative units, 

incomplete sentences, and socially marked expressions must be read pragmatically if one wants 

to recover the force of the text. 

Discussion 

When these traditions are considered together, a rather clear picture appears. English 

studies are strongest in tracing the lexical renewal of intensifiers and their collocational 

behavior. Russian studies contribute a more systematic field model. Uzbek pragmalinguistics, 

in turn, is especially sensitive to hidden intention, contextual pressure, and the reader's 

inferential work. None of these perspectives is sufficient on its own. 

A comparative study of fiction in English, Russian, and Uzbek therefore needs a 

combined model. Field theory explains why intensification is distributed across several 

linguistic levels, whereas pragmatics explains why the same form can sound neutral in one 

scene and emotionally charged in another. For literary analysis, this combined perspective is 

preferable because novels rarely intensify in only one way. They accumulate force gradually, 

through voice, rhythm, evaluation, and discourse position. 

Conclusion 

The surveyed literature suggests that intensification in fiction should be studied as a 

functional semantic category with a strong pragmatic core. Its markers are heterogeneous, but 

their task is shared: they reorganize scale, attitude, and reader response. Future comparative 

work on English, Russian, and Uzbek prose should therefore move beyond inventories of 

intensifiers and focus on how intensified meaning is built in discourse. 
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