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Abstract: This paper addresses the
role of various forms of intensification
on the persuasiveness of rephrased
statements in argumentative contexts.
Study 1 compares rephrasing through
adverbial or verbal intensification to
repetition, a similar intensifying strat-
egy, regarding the perceived deserving-
ness (correlated to persuasiveness) of
stated outcomes. Results show that ad-
verbial intensifiers create the strongest
effect, followed by intensified verbs
and repetition. Study 2 examines the
effectiveness of rephrasing with inten-
sified verbs compared to rephrasing
with intensified objects and repetition.
Results indicate that intensifications of
the verb yield stronger effects on de-
servingness/persuasiveness, than in-
tensifications of the object and repeti-
tion. Overall, rephrasing through inten-
sification seems to strengthen a justifi-
cation’s persuasiveness.
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Résumé: Cet article examine le role de
diverses formes d'intensification sur la
force de persuasion d'énoncés reformu-
1és dans des contextes argumentatifs.
L'étude 1 compare la reformulation par
intensification adverbiale ou verbale a
la répétition — une stratégie d'intensi-
fication similaire — en ce qui concerne
la perception de la 1égitimité (corrélée
a la force de persuasion) des résultats
énoncés. Les résultats montrent que les
intensificateurs adverbiaux produisent
l'effet le plus marqué, suivis par les
verbes intensifiés et la répétition.
L'étude 2 analyse l'efficacité de la re-
formulation au moyen de verbes inten-
sifiés par rapport a celle utilisant des
compléments intensifiés et la répéti-
tion. Les résultats indiquent que l'inten-
sification du verbe a un impact plus im-
portant sur la perception de la 1égiti-
mité et la force de persuasion que
l'intensification du complément et de la
répétition. Dans l'ensemble, la refor-
mulation par intensification semble
renforcer le pouvoir de persuasion
d'une justification.

Keywords: argumentation, experimental approach, intensification, persuasive-

ness, reformulation, rephrasing
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210 Schumann and Oswald

1. Introduction

Argumentative exchanges are communicative events in which argu-
ers put forward standpoints and attempt to support and refute them
through the use of arguments and counter-arguments, usually to set-
tle a disagreement (see Lewinski & Mohammed 2016, p.1). How-
ever, a closer look at the linguistic reality of argumentation shows
that relationships of support and conflict are not the only relevant
moves arguers perform: notably, a considerable number of conver-
sational moves in argumentation are instances in which speakers re-
phrase their contribution or their interlocutors’. With studies indeed
show that the relation of rephrasing between two propositions, in ar-
gumentative discussions, can account for more than one third of all
argumentative moves (Hautli-Janisz et al., 2022; Koszowy et al.,
2022). Moreover, the phenomenon of rephrasing, which we take here
to be equivalent to that of reformulating, has been shown to be typo-
logically very rich, as many of its subtypes have been described, cor-
responding to the different purposes of reformulation. These include
phenomena of specification, generalisation, illustration, or intensifi-
cation (Cuenca, 2003). From a purely linguistic perspective, refor-
mulations are relatively uninteresting phenomena, in the sense that
what a speaker does in reformulating a given utterance is provide
their addressee with an alternative formulation of a very similar idea:
many times, people take reformulations to be akin to paraphrases,
since the meanings of the original and the rephrased segment are as-
sumed to overlap to a great extent.

While many different linguistic resources may be used to refor-
mulate, little is known about the rhetorical impact that such micro-
linguistic variations—which do not seem to be particularly conse-
quential—can have on the persuasiveness of the message in which
they appear. Recent studies have shown that specifying through re-
phrasing (compared to not reformulating or generalising) indeed has
rhetorical advantages (Younis et al., 2023; Younis, 2026; Koszowy
et al., 2022), but no study, as far as we are aware, has experimentally
tested the influence of micro-linguistic changes in rephrased seg-
ments. This paper investigates the extent to which linguistic surface
manipulations, i.e., alterations in the formulation of part of a state-
ment, in this case a justification or reason to accept an implicit
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The effect of intensification through rephrasing on argument persuasiveness 211

conclusion, affect their persuasiveness. For the research proposed in
this contribution, we operationalised overall persuasiveness through
measuring how deserving of an achieved outcome people were per-
ceived to be. The critical segments consisted of a rephrased justifi-
cation, formulated to target various linguistic elements in the seg-
ment, more specifically, containing either 1) an intensification of the
verb itself, 2) an intensification by adding an adverb to the verb, or
3) an intensification of the object the verb relates to. Taken together,
the studies presented in this contribution explore the role of micro-
linguistic changes and their impact on persuasiveness to advance our
knowledge of the influence of linguistic resources on rhetorical ef-
fects of reformulated segments.

The paper is structured as follows: section 2 starts with a brief
overview of the concept of rephrasing and its use in argumentative
contexts, discussing it under the lens of Inference Anchoring Theory
and pragmatics before moving on to some considerations on the role
of intensification, specifically focusing on adverbial intensifiers,
verbal intensifications, and intensifications of the object in verbal
segments. The role of rephrasing as an argumentative strategy meant
to intensify a justification will be contrasted to that of a comparable
stylistic figure, in this case, repetition. A brief justification of our
design choices will then provide the necessary linguistic background
for the experiments discussed in Sections 3 and 4. The first experi-
ment, presented in section 3, compared the impact of rephrased state-
ments with an adverbial intensification, rephrased statements with a
verbal intensification, and repeated statements on the persuasiveness
of arguments. Section 4 presents the experiment contrasting re-
phrases with intensifications of the verb, the object, and repetitions.
Lastly, section 5 concludes on the role of intensification for re-
phrased statements in terms of persuasiveness and discusses future
lines of inquiry.

2. Using rephrased statements to intensify

2.1. Rephrasing

Inference Anchoring Theory (henceforth IAT; see Budzynska &
Reed, 2011) uses the term rephrase to denote a relation between
“two propositions when one proposition is used to paraphrase,
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212 Schumann and Oswald

restate, or reformulate another proposition” (Centre for Argument
Technology 2023, p.5). Within this framework, a rephrase relation is
one of three possible relations between propositions, the other two
being conflict and inference, used to account for argumentative
structures in discourse. From an IAT perspective, these relations pro-
vide information about the argumentative function between two
propositions. A rephrase relation is one in which a segment is refor-
mulated to serve various purposes, such as specifying (1), generalis-
ing (2), or clarifying (3).

(1) The government should refrain from cutting the budget
for education because everyone is already struggling in
academia. I mean, it is already difficult for young schol-
ars to find proper funding for their research.

(2) America needs to do something about gun control. Their
cities have a problem with mass shootings almost daily.
Their country has a problem with violence.

(3) This is an excellent choice of wine. A wine with 10 brix,
a high amount of sugar, is a sign of good quality.

All three examples have in common that the reformulated content
appears to provide a new piece of information, even though, strictly
speaking, it is the same content but with a different level of detail
and different linguistic packaging. In argumentative contexts, this
can lead people to perceive the reformulating sentence as an addi-
tional argument, which explains, to a certain extent, why rephrasing
increases persuasiveness in such contexts (Younis et al., 2023). Re-
phrasing always involves variation in linguistic formulation, which,
consequently, is likely to trigger some nuances in terms of interpre-
tation.

Throughout the paper, we consider the notion of rephrasing as a
synonym for reformulating in the sense of Cuenca (2003, p.1073)
“To summarise, reformulation comes into play when someone says
something that has been previously said in an alternative way (‘in
other words’) and assumes that the two formulations can be equated
either from the semantic or the pragmatic point of view”. Following
this view, rephrasing amounts to reformulating, as the meaning and
use of the reformulated utterance remain close to the original, but
the linguistic surface with which it is conveyed changes. This
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The effect of intensification through rephrasing on argument persuasiveness 213

definition allows us to consider rephrasing as an equivalence pro-
cess. The process happens on a spectrum, in that the reformulated
content may more or less correspond to the original one. In other
words, a rephrased statement does not need to be fully equivalent to
the previously uttered content and allows for some variation in terms
of semantic proximity and level of detail, as shown in examples (1)
to (3) above.

The effects of changes in the linguistic surface have been ad-
dressed in a variety of studies in relation to the perceived effective-
ness of arguments. One example linked to the phenomenon of re-
phrases is the straw man fallacy. According to Visser et al. (2018),
the straw man fallacy constitutes a misuse of rephrase, as this type
of fallacy occurs when someone distorts the opponent’s initial posi-
tion and uses it to refute the original position (Aikin & Casey, 2022;
Oswald & Lewinski, 2014; Schumann, 2025). Such a misrepresen-
tation involves rephrasing the conveyed content, often exaggerat-
edly, which, consequently, entails changes in the linguistic surface.
Highlighting or toning down specific parts of the expressed utter-
ance can manipulate linguistic focus and can thus be used to shape
the interpretation. For the straw man fallacy specifically, Schumann
(2025) and Schumann et al. (2019, 2021) showed that its acceptabil-
ity can be influenced by different linguistic features, such as the lo-
cus! of misrepresentation (misrepresentation of the standpoint vs
misrepresentation of the argument), the use of causal connectives to
introduce the fallacious argument, or the semantic distance and lin-
guistic similarity between the original utterance and the misrepre-
sented one. In other words, depending on the formulation of the mis-
representation, participants were more or less sensitive to the exag-
geration expressed through the straw man (Schumann, 2025;
Schumann et al., 2019, 2021; Schumann & Zufferey, 2020). Overall,
these studies were more concerned with exaggeration and fallacious
versions of rephrases in argumentative contexts, which leaves us

! The term locus/loci as used in the above-mentioned work and in the present paper
is to be understood in the sense of a syntactical placement, i.e., on which element
the rephrase occurs, and is not to be mistaken for the Aristotelian interpretation of
locus, referring to topics from which arguments can be drawn in a dialectical ex-
change (Aristotle, 1960).
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214 Schumann and Oswald

with the question of how linguistic formulation affects sound uses of
rephrased statements that are still used to intensify.

Investigating the frequency and linguistic format of rephrases is
another key element to understanding their rhetorical advantages. As
mentioned earlier, recent corpus studies have shown that rephrasing
is a common phenomenon in argumentative contexts. In fact, in a
corpus study using the IAT framework and including six different
corpora on political topics, Koszowy et al. (2022, p.64) showed that
rephrases occurred with a density of 23% across the three possible
propositional relations described by IAT in the corpora. Another cor-
pus study specifically focusing on debates broadcast on the BBC TV
show Question Time showed that rephrases even constituted 42,6%
of all propositional relations (Hautli-Janisz et al., 2022, p. 3296).
These findings lead to the conclusion that rephrasing is not a mar-
ginal argumentative structure: in situations of debate, people appear
to rephrase the words of their interlocutors as well as their own
words quite often. While corpus studies, such as those mentioned
above, provide insights into the frequency, forms, and context of re-
phrasing, they are not suited to answer questions that address the
reasons behind people’s use of rephrasing in argumentative ex-
changes or their effects. The frequent use of rephrasing as a strategy
in argumentative discussions might result from the perception that
some type of advantage can be achieved with this argumentative
move. To explore this idea, experimental methodologies that allow
to specifically target the perlocutionary effects of rephrasing are re-
quired.

Intuitively, one could argue that rephrasing must bring an ad-
vantage to the person who rephrases, meaning that it must be bene-
ficial to the speaker and/or increase the persuasiveness of the con-
veyed content. In a series of experimental studies, Younis et al.
(2023) tackled this intuition, putting to the test the assumption that
rephrased statements, in this case, specifications, have a positive ef-
fect on the perception of the reformulated content and the perception
of the speaker. Their results showed that speakers who rephrase their
own words lead others to perceive the utterance as more persuasive
and the speaker as more trustworthy (Younis et al., 2023). Therefore,
the use of rephrase in argumentative situations can have a twofold
rhetorical effect: on the one hand, it likely improves the credibility
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The effect of intensification through rephrasing on argument persuasiveness 215

of speakers, as they are perceived as more trustworthy than those
who do not rephrase, and on the other hand, it also affects the utter-
ance itself, as the rephrased content is judged to be more persuasive
than content that has not been rephrased. Younis et al. (2023), as dis-
cussed earlier in this section, also provide a possible explanation for
these results in that reformulated contents can be perceived as addi-
tional arguments when they include a specification. This raises the
question of whether other types of rephrasing strategies, especially
cases with no specification in terms of informational content, but
which emphasise what has been said, yield similar effects. This pa-
per aims to bridge this gap by addressing how linguistically empha-
sising specific parts of an argument affects the overall persuasive-
ness.

2.2. Intensification

This paper addresses the effect of emphasising one element of the
original argument in the reformulated version by using different
means of intensification. Intensifiers are a type of linguistic cue that
can manipulate the intensity of an utterance in two ways: either they
scale the value of an utterance down, e.g., The experiment went ter-
ribly wrong, or they scale the value up, e.g., Vito was really excited
(Méndez-Naya, 2008). In both cases, the interpretation of the utter-
ance would have been the same without the use of the adverb indi-
cated in bold, meaning that the reader would still have understood
that the experiment went wrong or that Vito was excited. However,
the presence of the adverb increases the intensity of the expressed
content. These so-called intensifiers or degree modifiers have been
the object of numerous studies in pragmatics and discourse studies
(e.g., Fiorentini & Sanso, 2017; Holmes, 1984; Méndez-Naya, 2008;
Rhee, 2016; Simon-Vandenbergen, 2008), showing that they alter
people’s perception of the value expressed in the content.

It is, however, important to retain that these modifiers do not
change the overall meaning of a statement. As mentioned above, the
presence or absence of the adverb has no impact on the understand-
ing of the statement itself, but it emphasises one element and thus
ascribes more importance to it, hence modifies the degree to which
the action expressed through the succeeding verb is carried out. In
other words, intensifications extend the information provided by the
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statement. By adding, for example, an adverb that specifies the con-
veyed intensity, the statements can highlight and constrain the mean-
ing. Yet they do not change it. For example, in a statement such as
‘The student read the texts before class’, adding an intensifier such
as thoroughly to a reformulation, ‘They thoroughly read the texts’,
moves the attention toward the diligent work that the student has put
into the reading of the course material. In other words, the student
appears to be even more invested, which can have repercussions on
their perceived commitment. But the general idea that the student
has done their job and was prepared for class is still conveyed in
either version—that is, the predicate itself remains the same through-
out the reformulation. Even when the verb itself is replaced with an
intensified version, there is, in a strict sense, no new information, as
intensification is an operation by which the extensional set of the
lexeme is restricted to a subset. For example, by moving from a
statement as mentioned above to the reformulation ‘They analysed
the texts’, the speaker is narrowing down the set of aspects they are
referring to within the same extensional set. In other words, by ut-
tering ‘they analysed’, and assuming that ‘read’ is broadly used to
denote a set of actions that involve the expense of effort to reach a
given goal, the speaker is restricting that set to a subset containing
only those actions that involve the lengthy and sustained expense of
effort to reach the given goal. Here, the semantic shift does not trans-
late into the replacement of a lexical set by another lexical set (this
would be the case if we moved from ‘read’ to ‘danced’, for instance,
where the semantic core of the lexeme changes altogether), but into
the specification of a subset within the initial lexical extensional set.
In other words, intensification operates as a constraint on extensional
sets, which is why we argue that reformulation by intensification
does not supply additional information, but rather imposes an exten-
sional constraint. This is also what characterises reformulation fol-
lowing Cuenca (2003): they are equivalence operations, where the
original and the rephrased statement remain semantically close, but
can change in terms of detail. The fact that reformulations extend or
modify an aspect of the initial content is thus typical of reformula-
tions. As Younis et al. (2023) discuss, when people rephrase their
statements using specifications, they provide a narrower meaning of
the original statement. As a consequence, people are left with more
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The effect of intensification through rephrasing on argument persuasiveness 217

information than in the beginning, but not with new information. The
case is the same for intensifications, although the general meaning
of the propositional content remains the same, i.e., in our example,
the student is prepared and has done their work, the labour that went
into the reading of the texts for the class is emphasised through the
presence of the adverb. In addition, as Younis et al. (2023) have
shown, the extension in the informative layer that is conveyed
through the reformulated content is sometimes even treated as a new
argument. Consequently, reformulating content can influence the
persuasive force of the argument conveyed and thus increase its per-
ceived strength, especially when it narrows the extensional set of the
lexeme.

Using intensifiers also informs us about the speaker’s commit-
ment to the expressed content. According to Simon-Vandenbergen
(2008), intensifiers emphasise the truth value and the degree of cer-
tainty conveyed through the propositional content. This aspect is
particularly relevant in an argumentative context, as people’s con-
victions and the extent to which they adhere to a certain position are
constantly negotiated in such discursive situations. Creating linguis-
tic emphasis through an intensifier to strengthen one’s argument
might, therefore, be a sensible strategy to create stronger arguments.
The following sub-sections explore different intensification strate-
gies that can be used to modify the intensity in a rephrased argument,
namely rephrasing by using an adverb to intensify the verb, replac-
ing the original verb with an intensified version, rephrasing the ob-
ject related to the expressed action, and insisting on the expressed
content through repetition.

2.2.1. Using adverbs, verbs, and objects for intensification

The intensity of a statement can be manipulated through a variety of
strategies. Adverbial intensifiers are one of the linguistic resources
that can be used to modify the perceived intensity of a verb, as can
be seen in example (4):

(4) Garfield likes lasagna. I mean, he passionately likes la-
sagna.

What is emphasised through the adverb passionately is the verb
to like in the utterance. The reader understands that Garfield not only
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likes lasagna but that he has quite strong feelings about it. The ad-
verb passionately emphasises the role of the action conveyed by the
verb and lets us infer that Garfield deeply enjoys lasagna. This ex-
ample illustrates that adverbs sometimes add to the degree of inten-
sity of the action expressed by the verb and, therefore, how the
reader may ‘feel” about an utterance. In other words, intensifiers may
guide the reader’s interpretation of the utterance by highlighting a
sentiment related to the utterance’s subject (e.g., here, Garfield’s
positive feelings for lasagna). Considering that adverbial intensifiers
can occur in an argument supporting a claim, this could mean that
they emphasise the sentiment conveyed through the argument, which
in turn could affect its persuasiveness.

It is important to remember that one of the adverb’s roles is to
emphasise, i.e., reinforce what is already conveyed through the ut-
terance. Adverbial intensifiers not only emphasise the role of the
verb, but they can also create a certain sentiment. Research on sen-
timent analysis has demonstrated that some words have a positive,
negative, or neutral connotation (Dragut & Fellbaum, 2014). If we
take, for example, the word happiness, we likely ascribe a positive
connotation to it, while we ascribe a negative one to the word suffer-
ing. There are also neutral words, such as mirror, table, or chimney,
which do not inherently guide the reader’s sentiment of a text
(Dragut & Fellbaum, 2014). Adverbial intensifiers, as can be seen in
examples (5) and (6), represent one category of words that, by them-
selves, do not have a positive or negative connotation but acquire a
connotation from the context in which they appear:

(5) The view is absolutely breathtaking.
(6) The view is absolutely underwhelming.

Both examples utilise the same adverbial intensifier to modify the
potential of the sentence. In (5), the entire sentence carries a positive
connotation; the sentence in (6) conveys a negative one. If we dis-
card the adverb absolutely, the interpretation of either sentence does
not change — in (5), the view is still associated with a positive senti-
ment, and in (6) with a negative one. The adverb does, however, af-
fect the intensity of our perception. In other words, the presence of
the adverbial intensifier does not change the overall meaning or
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The effect of intensification through rephrasing on argument persuasiveness 219

sentiment itself, but the strength of the sentiment the reader attrib-
utes to the sentence.

From a more argumentation-oriented perspective, adverbial in-
tensifiers share many features with so-called argumentative opera-
tors, as discussed by Anscombre and Ducrot (1983). Much like ad-
verbial intensifiers, argumentative operators modify the argumenta-
tive potential of a statement but do not impact its overall truthful-
ness. In other words, whereas the meaning stays relatively constant,
the modal strength behind the statement gets modified, as illustrated
in (7) and (8):

(7)  Chelsea has a little money.
(8) Chelsea has little money.

In example (7), Chelsea is said to own a bit of money, and the
reader associates a positive connotation with the operator a /ittle fig-
uring in the utterance. Comparing it to example (8), a slight change
in tone is to be noted, as using the argumentative operator /ittle in
this sentence conveys a negative connotation. Even though the in-
formation expressed in both sentences is quite similar, as both ex-
amples say Chelsea owns a small amount of money, the interpreta-
tion of both utterances diverges. What changes is the argumentative
potential expressed through the use of the argumentative operator,
meaning that in one case, we pivot toward a negative interpretation
and in the other toward a positive interpretation. The difference in
argumentative potential becomes clearer when we consider possible
follow-ups of both sentences: while one could use (7) as a supporting
premise for a conclusion like ‘So, I think she will be able to go on
holidays this summer’, the same is not possible for (8), which would
more readily be used to support the opposite conclusion (‘So, I think
she will not be able to go on holidays this summer’).

Adverbial intensifiers thus work similarly to argumentative oper-
ators, namely by modifying the illocutionary force of a sentence. In
parallel, adverbial intensifiers lend themselves to being tested as a
linguistic element contributing to an intensification in a rephrased
statement because they are linked to altering the perlocutionary force
of statements as well (Rhee, 2016). Applied to an argumentative con-
text, this might indicate that using intensification contributes to the
persuasive intent behind the conveyed argument. Contrasting them
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with cases of rephrased statements where the verb or the object part
following the verb is replaced with an intensified version will pro-
vide a more detailed view of the persuasiveness of lexical strategies
of reformulation.

Adverbs are not the only lexical units affecting the intensity of
statements. Another possibility of intensifying the sentiment value
of an utterance is by replacing the original verb with an intensified
version of the verb. The predicate of a sentence, i.e., the syntactical
component of a sentence containing the verb and other information
(e.g., the object), carries information about the action that is per-
formed by the subject of the sentence (Burton-Roberts, 2016,
Chapter 4). In other words, it responds to the question of what is
happening. The verb, therefore, bears a critical function in the con-
text of a sentence and indirectly provides information about the sub-
ject and the object of a sentence. Using an intensified, more extreme
verb in a reformulation would add emphasis and, thus, increase the
importance the speaker attributes to the action itself.

Rephrasing the verb is a way of emphasising the action carried
out by the subject of a sentence. From an information processing
perspective, this can be a way of creating a linguistic focus (e.g.,
Sturt et al., 2004), i.e., linguistically highlighting a specific part of
the reformulated sentence and thus directing the attention of the
reader towards the rephrased element. According to Kennedy and
McNally (2005), verbs can also have an inherently scalar dimension,
meaning they can express different degrees of the same state. Exam-
ple (9) represents an alternative version of the Garfield example:

(9) Garfield likes lasagna. I mean, he loves lasagna.

In this case, it is the verb that informs us about Garfield’s feelings
for lasagna. In the first sentence (‘Garfield likes lasagna’), the reader
learns that Garfield enjoys eating lasagna. In the second sentence,
the verb is intensified and, therefore, creates an emphasis, leading us
to understand that Garfield is very passionate about lasagna, which
may trigger the inference that this might be one of his favourite
foods. The sentence’s meaning expressed in (9) does not substan-
tially differ from the one previously shown in example (4). Using a
scalar verb to create emphasis is, therefore, another useful strategy
to manipulate the intensity of statements. As mentioned above, the
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change from ‘like’ to ‘love’ does not constitute a new lexical set, as
the core meaning conveyed by the verb within the context refers to
the same concept. Rather, it constrains the interpretation towards one
of the possible subsets of the initial set.

The two versions of the Garfield example in (4) and (9) are vari-
ations concerning the verb in the sentence. There is yet another ele-
ment in the predicate, i.e., the segment articulated around the verb,
that can be the focus of a rephrase, namely the object element. The
object denotes the target of the action carried out by the verb
(Burton-Roberts 2016, Chapter 4). The verb is closely linked to the
object of the sentence, which raises the question of how intensifica-
tions of the object would compare to intensifications of the verbal
element. (10) shows a case where the reformulation targets the ob-
ject:

(10) Garfield likes lasagna. I mean, he likes those savoury
layers of pasta, meat, and cheese.

Contrary to examples (4) and (9), the focus in (10) lies on the
lasagna and not on the way Garfield feels about the lasagna. Again,
from a discourse processing perspective (Sturt et al., 2004), the re-
phrased element guides the reader’s interpretation of the element in
focus, for example, in (10), the lasagna. The reader’s attention is thus
drawn towards the object of the sentence, but the overall meaning
that Garfield likes lasagna persists, as the intensification related to
the object part, as well as the specification of what lasagna consists
of, percolates to the action expressed by the rephrasing sentence.

While important in themselves, the reviewed insights on intensi-
fication do not provide sufficient information concerning argumen-
tative contexts and how intensification might affect the persuasive-
ness of arguments. This gap, combined with recent findings about
the persuasiveness of rephrasing in argumentative settings, which
have shown that generalising and specifying reformulations have a
positive effect on the persuasiveness of arguments (Koszowy et al.,
2022; Younis et al., 2023), provides a rationale for the experiments
that will be reported in sections 3 and 4. These build on the persua-
siveness of rephrasing in argumentative contexts, analyse another
type of reformulation, intensification, and focus on the linguistic
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features discussed in this section, namely the effect of adverb-, verb-
, or object-intensification on persuasiveness.

2.2.2. Using repetition for intensification

To establish whether different types of rephrased statements with an
intensification have a bearing on the overall persuasiveness of argu-
ments, it is necessary to compare them to a different kind of intensi-
fication. Repetition was selected for two reasons: firstly, previous
research has discussed the phenomenon as an intensifying stylistic
figure (e.g., Bazzanella, 2011; Frédéric, 1985; Molini¢, 1994), and
secondly, it has similar attributes to rephrasing in that it does not
provide new information and emphasises what is already known. In
comparing rephrased and repeated elements, we accordingly aim to
contrast two phenomena that are similar in function.

Repetition can be broadly separated into two categories: self-rep-
etition and other-repetition (Bazzanella, 2011). The first case de-
notes occurrences of repetition where people repeat their own words,
and the second case defines a type of repetition where people reiter-
ate someone else’s words. For this paper, we will exclusively discuss
cases of self-repetition (and contrast them to cases of self-rephras-
ing). Repetition can take many different forms, such as initial repe-
tition, i.e., at the beginning of a sentence, or terminal repetition, i.e.,
at the end of a sentence (see Cockcroft et al., 2013 for a more de-
tailed account of repetition types), but it can also be differentiated in
terms of its scope, as shown in (11) and (12), where the element
which is repeated, differs. Repetition can, for example, concern an
entire claim-conclusion chain, as in (11), or it can only target one of
its elements, as in (12).

(11) We should teach children critical thinking from an early
age. It is vital because fake news is everywhere! It is vi-
tal because fake news is everywhere!

(12) We should teach children critical thinking from an early
age. It is vital because fake news is everywhere! It’s eve-
rywhere!

Both examples convey the same core meaning; the difference is
in the emphasis on the repeating utterance. Repetition is, however, a
curious phenomenon as it can also create the opposite effect and lead
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to redundancy. According to Bazzanella (2011), repetition is para-
doxical as it sometimes yields a positive effect, especially when it is
used to emphasise (part of) an utterance, but other times it leads to
redundancy and is accordingly negatively perceived. Redundancy is
a key element in repetition, as determining to what extent the infor-
mational content of the repetition differs from the original is likely
to affect its perception. If neither the information contained in an
utterance nor its function varies, repetition might not yield additional
value for the discursive situation and thus be perceived as redundant
or even as negative. Yet, repetition can deliberately be used as a rhe-
torical device (Bazzanella, 2011), and rhetoric, since its inception,
has discussed its effects as a figure of style at length (see e.g., Frédé-
ric, 1985 for a diachronic and synchronic overview of the concept).
In this sense, the rhetorical potential of repetition is well-known,
which is also why it lends itself to a comparison with rephrasing.

Repeating the same words can have many functions, such as
avoiding misunderstandings. Speakers may indeed repeat what they
said in case their addressees have not properly heard what was said
or in case they wish to guide the addressees’ interpretation towards
the element in focus, for instance, by reiterating the most important
aspect in a chain of arguments to support a standpoint. In the latter
case, repetition has the property of emphasising an element of an
utterance. One of the most famous cases of repetition illustrating its
rhetorical effects is Martin Luther King’s (MLK) speech in 1963 at
the Lincoln Memorial (1963, p.2):

I say to you today, my friends, though, even though we face the dif-
ficulties of today and tomorrow, I still have a dream. It’s a dream
deeply rooted in the American dream.

I have a dream that one day this nation will rise up [...].

I have a dream that one day on the red hills of Georgia [...].

I have a dream that one day even the state of Mississippi, [...].

I have a dream that my four little children will one day live in a
nation [...].

I have a dream...

I have a dream that one day in Alabama, [...].

I have a dream today...

This example showcases a partial repetition placed at the begin-
ning of each new sentence. With this anaphoric use of / have a
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dream, MLK creates a repetition that emphasises his vision for an
inclusive nation that is no longer segregated by racially motivated
discrimination. Through this strategic rhetorical use of repetition, he
draws attention to the fact that the status quo does not correspond to
the ideal he envisions, critiques what is happening to citizens of Af-
rican American descent and highlights the positive turn society could
take if it were to follow his dream. The anaphoric reiteration of the
same words intensifies the core meaning of MLK’s political message
(see e.g. Diez Prados & Cabrejas Enuelas, 2012; Gopen, 2021).

Yet intensification through repetition does not necessarily trans-
late into stronger persuasive effects. When people’s own attitudes
are at stake, and the persuasive message targets their values, it can
turn out to be counter-productive to use too many message repeti-
tions. In an experiment, Cacioppo and Petty (1979, p.101) showed
that repeating a persuasive message several times in a short interval
of time initially led to increased acceptability of the advocated topic,
but decreased afterwards. In other words, the more the same message
was repeated, the less persuasive it became. Thus, whereas one rep-
etition of an argument leads people to be more persuaded, reiterating
the same argument five times significantly decreases the persuasive
strength of the same message (Cacioppo & Petty, 1979, p.100). This
might have to do with the kind of cognitive processing multiple rep-
etitions of the same message induce: while one repetition might em-
phasise the content and lead to more in-depth processing, multiple
repetitions, which do not involve any informative gain, might gen-
erate loss of interest or suspicion towards the message. Overall, it
seems that repetition is a means of intensifying the persuasive
strength of a message, as long as it is used with measure in an argu-
mentative setting.

3. Experiments testing the effect of rephrased statements with
intensifications on argument persuasiveness

In the following section, we discuss two experiments testing the loci
of the rephrased element in terms of their persuasiveness. The first
experiment (section 3.1) contrasts the effect of intensifying verbs
with intensifying adverbs in reformulations to refine our understand-
ing of the verbal component in the argument segment and its impact
on the persuasiveness of the justification. The second experiment
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(section 3.2) contrasts the persuasive effect of rephrased justifica-
tions containing either intensifications focusing on the verb itself or
the object of the verb, thus widening the scope from the verb to the
verb-object relation in the justification segment by assessing
whether the intensification of the action-bearer (the verb) or the ac-
tion-target (the object) significantly differs in terms of its effects on
persuasion. We included repetition as a third condition in each ex-
periment to assess how rephrasing performs compared to other sty-
listic variations with an intensifying character, since the latter can be
used as a technique to increase persuasiveness (Cacioppo & Petty,
1979). Taken together, the two experiments aim to help us under-
stand whether potential effects on persuasiveness are linked to the
intensification alone or whether it makes a difference to use a spe-
cific type of intensification. They will provide a more in-depth un-
derstanding of the persuasive effect of different linguistic resources
that may be used to rephrase in discourse.

3.1. Experiment 1. intensification through rephrasing the verb vs
adding an adverb

3.1.1. Research question and hypothesis

This study aimed to investigate how the persuasive strength of
justifications in argumentative constructions with implicit conclu-
sions can be manipulated by intensifying different elements of the
rephrased segment. In the first study presented in this section, we
focused on the verb component of the segment that provides a reason
to accept a conclusion. The aim was to compare an intensification of
the verb itself with an intensification of the verb realised by adding
an adverb, and with an intensification through repetition of the same
words. In other words, the experiment assessed how two different
forms of rephrased justifications compare to repeated justifications
in terms of their impact on persuasiveness. The findings of Koszowy
et al. (2022) and Younis et al. (2023) indicate that rephrasing, in gen-
eral, i.e., without taking into consideration the variables discussed
here, performs better in terms of increasing the persuasiveness of an
argument compared to repetition. The first research question and the
corresponding hypothesis are summarised below:
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RQ1: Does rephrase intensification increase the persuasiveness
of the justificatory link in the message?

Hi: Intensification through rephrasing the verb and adding an
adverb leads to higher scores than repetition.

Given that repetition does not alter the linguistic surface of the
message but creates intensification through mere reiteration, we ex-
pect that rephrasing the same sequence performs better in terms of
increasing persuasiveness, as the addition of an adverb or change in
the verb reinforces the sentiment value of the utterance.

The second research question focuses more specifically on the el-
ement targeted with the reformulation, i.e., whether the verb itself in
the justification is rephrased or the reformulation adds an adverbial
intensifier, and how this affects the persuasive force of the justifica-
tion. The second research question and the corresponding hypothesis
can be summarised as follows:

RQ2: Does persuasiveness also depend on the locus of the re-
phrased element?

Ha: Intensification by adding an adverb yields higher scores
compared to intensification by rephrasing the verb.

As discussed in Section 2, adverbs and verbs can both be used to
create emphasis. Yet it is likely that adverbial intensification is more
effective than verbal intensification in increasing persuasiveness.
When a verb is replaced by another verb with a stronger connotation
of the same meaning, there is still only one lexical item carrying the
sentiment value conveyed through the content. In the case of an ad-
verbial intensifier, however, the value expressed by the verb is
strengthened by a second lexical item, namely the adverb that rein-
forces the sentiment carried by the utterance.

3.1.2. Materials and measures

We designed a set of 15 items for the experiment, each consisting of
two segments: a contextual statement in the first segment, followed
by an argument in the second segment. The argument takes the form
of a justification yielding an implicit conclusion that is targeted with
the assessment questions, i.e., the measure. The items were based on
everyday topics that were not politically motivated, such as passing
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an exam or being nominated for an award. The statements were,
therefore, not embedded in a polarising context that could potentially
trigger people’s deeply held opinions or beliefs on a topic. We also
ensured to have a variety of topics to further minimise potential con-
founds in terms of fixed opinions. All statements followed the struc-
ture illustrated in (13) below:

(13) The employees were promoted because they worked to
succeed with the project.

The context presented in the first segment, ‘The employees were
promoted’, introduced the topic of discussion. It contained a subject
that was kept neutral (¢he employees, the musicians, the choir, etc.),
which was followed by a positively connotated event (being pro-
moted, being praised, being thanked, etc.). This event was always
oriented toward some type of outcome or achievement. The justifi-
cation in the second segment, ‘they worked to succeed with the pro-
ject’, was always linked to the previous segment, i.e., the context,
with the causal connective because. The choice to make the causal
coherence link explicit was deliberate, as it facilitated reading the
statement as an explanation for the outcome. It also highlighted that
the segment following the causal connective was a possible justifi-
cation for the implicit conclusion related to deservingness (see ex-
ample 17 below) presented through the assessment question (Cozijn
et al., 2011; Moeschler, 1989; Sanders, 2005; Zufferey & Cartoni,
2012). The justification segment, therefore, always provided a pos-
sible reason, a likely justification to explain why the positively con-
notated event, expressed through the context given in the first seg-
ment, happened and why the reader should agree on the fact that the
positive outcome was deserved. In terms of the verbs used in the
argument segment, we predominantly chose intransitive or ambi-
transitive verbs as they can stand alone but can also be used with
adverbs.

The statement illustrated in (13) remained constant throughout
the experimental conditions. It was followed by a second statement,
which reformulated the justification element expressed in the previ-
ous statement. The rephrased justification could appear in three con-
ditions. The first condition, illustrated in (14), represents the neutral
condition.

© Jennifer Schumann and Steve Oswald. Informal Logic, Vol 46, No. 2 (2026). pp. 209-
245



228 Schumann and Oswald

(14) I mean, they worked.

The neutral condition consisted of a repetition of the main action,
yet in a shortened version. As explained in the previous section, we
chose repetition as the neutral condition because of its possible in-
tensifying function. Comparing a rephrased justification containing
an intensification to another type of intensification, such as repeti-
tion, constitutes a comparable informational load in terms of pro-
cessing: both types are similar in length and content, as well as in
function, as both phenomena seek to intensify previously uttered
content. It thus reduces the risk of people attributing higher persua-
siveness scores to rephrasing statements only based on the fact that
there seems to be an extension of the information provided, which
can be perceived as an additional argument, or the fact that the re-
phrasing element does not fulfil the same function. In sum, our
choice to use repetition was to emphasise, thereby intensifying, the
justificatory element of the statement. As a consequence, we ex-
pected the effect to be similar, yet not as strong, to the one in the
rephrased statements presented in examples (15) and (16) below. In
other words, in both repeating and rephrasing, the justification sup-
porting the implicit conclusion is highlighted. Another reason for us-
ing repetition as the neutral condition is that repetition does not con-
stitute a new argument, since repeating information does not add a
new piece of information but presents the same piece of information
a second time to create emphasis.

The second condition represented a case where the reformulation
was based on an intensification through an additional adverb, as
shown in (15).

(15) I'mean, they worked tirelessly.

In this case, the rephrased segment used an adverb, tirelessly, to
create an emphasis on the main action expressed in the argument.
The adverbs chosen for this condition reinforced the action carried
out by the verb with the idea to further legitimise the outcome. The
rephrased element, therefore, highlighted the effort the employees
put into the project. This is an intensified version of the justification
expressed in the initial statement. In addition, the reformulation adds
an informational layer to the content that was not explicit in the orig-
inal statement. The adverb provides more nuanced information on
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how the work to achieve the outcome was performed. Whereas the
verb in the original statement ‘to work’ conveys at least some type
of effort, the combination with the adverb as presented in (15) mod-
ifies the degree of the perceived effort. The same justification ap-
peared in a slightly modified version compared to the repetition il-
lustrated in (14).

The last condition, presented in (16), consists of an intensification
that targets the verb.

(16) I mean, they persevered.

Here, the intensification happens lexically through a reformula-
tion of the verb expressing the main action. The initial verb is re-
placed by an intensified version of the original verb to account for
the hard labour that went into the project. The verb in the reformu-
lated segment not only intensifies the original content but also nar-
rows the meaning in the justificatory segment, like the adverb in the
previous condition. In both cases, the justificatory argument speci-
fies a subset of the initial lexical extensional set of the original lex-
eme. Similarly to the original statement, the verbs used in this con-
dition were mostly intransitive, so that they could stand alone, i.c.,
without necessarily needing an object. As for the previous condition
shown in (15), it constituted a slightly different formulation of the
same initial justification. As examples (14) to (16) show, the three
conditions revolve around the same justification but use slightly dif-
ferent formulations.

To measure the effect of the intensification through rephrasing on
the persuasiveness of the justification, we used an indirect assess-
ment question. The question was always oriented toward the per-
ceived deservingness and merit of the action happening in the con-
text segment of the initial statement. The assessment question indi-
rectly targeted a conclusion that could be drawn from the context
and justification, as people were asked to evaluate to what degree
the justification provides enough reason for the subject of the state-
ment to deserve the positive outcome mentioned in the statement.
The structure of the question always followed the same principle.
For example, if the statement was about the promotion of employees,
as illustrated in statement (13) above, the assessment question tar-
geted the perceived deservingness of the promotion, as shown in
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(17). The idea was that (based on the literature) intensification
through rephrasing would yield higher scores than intensification
through repetition.

(17) To what extent do you think the employees deserved
their promotion?

Implicitly, this question points towards the conclusion that the
employees deserved their promotion. The formulation was structur-
ally kept as similar as possible between the different items, meaning
that changes were restricted to the topics of discussion italicised in
example (17).% Participants were asked to indicate perceived deserv-
ingness on a 6-point slider scale ranging from ‘not at all’ to ‘totally’.
In other words, the higher the attributed score on the scale, the more
deserving the subject of the statement is perceived, and conse-
quently, the more persuasive the reason to accept that the subject
deserved the positive outcome. If participants viewed the justifica-
tion as a strong reason for the positive outcome, they would likely
consider the people mentioned in the statements as more deserving
of the outcome. Answers with a score of 3 and below are oriented
towards the ‘not persuasive’ side, and answers with a score of 4 and
above are oriented towards the ‘persuasive’ side. We opted for a
within-participant design and generated three lists with 15 items per
list. The lists, as well as the items, were presented in a randomised
order.

3.1.3. Participants and procedure

For the experiment, we recruited a balanced sample of 103 partici-
pants (51 female, 1 non-binary, 51 male, mean age = 43 years, age
range = 21 — 80 years) who were all native speakers of English via
the crowdsourcing platform Prolific© (Oxford, UK). The experi-
ment was entirely anonymous, and no information regarding the
identity of the participants was recorded. Qualtrics© (Provo (UT),
USA) was the platform of choice to set up the experiment. Before
they could begin the experimental task, participants were informed
of the purpose of the study and the advantages and disadvantages of

2 The actual items that participants saw were not italicised, this was done here

just for highlighting purposes.
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participation, and they were required to give their consent. At the
beginning of the study, they received detailed instructions for the ex-
perimental task, explaining critical elements. They were presented
with a trial item to familiarise themselves with the material and were
then directed to the experimental task. The experiment consisted of
15 items. Each item could appear in three different conditions (see
section 3.1.2). To ensure that each participant only saw one of the
conditions per item, each condition was attributed to a different list
in a Latin square design, resulting in three lists in total. For each
item, participants had to respond to one question. The average com-
pletion time for the experiment was 4.6 minutes (SD = 2.5 minutes).

3.1.4. Analysis, results, and discussion

We performed a Linear Mixed Model (LMM) analysis on the data
using R (R Core Team 2023) and R Studio (Posit Team 2024). To
predict the value with the conditions, we fitted an LMM (estimated
with REML and nloptwrap optimiser), setting sum contrasts. The
first contrast compared the neutral condition of repetition (= NEU)
with intensification through rephrasing of the verb (= VER) and in-
tensification through rephrasing by adding an adverb (= ADV) and
was weighed -2/3, 1/3 and 1/3, respectively. The weight for the sec-
ond contrast comparing both rephrase conditions without consider-
ing the neutral condition was set at 0, -1/2, and 1/2. The total number
of observations was 1560. The model’s total explanatory power is
substantial (R’ = .39), and the part related to the fixed effects alone
(marginal R?) is of 0. The means and confidence intervals for each
condition are reported in Table 1 below, and Table 2 summarises the
linear mixed model.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of Experiment 1

Condition Mean Confidence Intervals
Repetition (NEU) 4.35 [4.1,4.6]

Rephrase verb (VER) 4.84 [4.59, 5.09]

Rephrase adverb (ADV) 4.96 [4.71,5.21]
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Table 2: Summary of the linear mixed model using the deservingness
of the positive outcome as the dependent variable, the condition as a
fixed effect, participants (= 103) and items (= 15) as random
intercept effects.

Model / Fixed ef- Esti- SE. df t- PClt]) Std. B
fects mate value [95%CI]

®
Value ~ condition +(1 | participant) + (1] item)
Intercept  (grand 4.72 0.12 19.1 38.3 <2e-
mean) 16***
Contrast ] NEUvs  0.54 0.05 1440.19 11.6 <2e- 0.49 [0.41,
VER-ADV) 16%%* 0.57]
Contrast2 (VERvs  -0.12 0.05 1140.19 -2.21 0.0273*  -0.11 [-0.20,
ADV) -0.01]
Model / Random Residual var,c? Participant var, Items var, Too
effects T00

0.76 0.23 0.19

Note: Estimate () represents the unstandardised regression weights. S.E. repre-
sents the standard errors. df represents the degree of freedom. Standardised B and
95% confidence intervals (CI) provide the standardised effect sizes for the men-
tioned effect.

Results show that intensification through rephrasing the verb or
adding an adverb in the segment representing the justification sig-
nificantly increases the perceived deservingness of a positive out-
come in the conclusion compared to a simple repetition of the same
content. This finding confirms our initial hypothesis Hi, as repeating
the same argument does not lead to the same degree of emphasis. Yet
this does not mean that participants viewed the people in the scenar-
ios with the repetitions as non-deserving of the positive outcome. It
more specifically shows that rephrasing a justification is a stronger
intensifier compared to repetition. Furthermore, the results also
showed that when it comes to rephrasing, adverbial intensifiers fare
better than verbal intensifiers at increasing perceived deservingness,
supporting our initial hypothesis Ho. With adverbial intensifiers, the
action encapsulated by the verb thus gains importance. This result
confirms the findings of Dragut and Fellbaum (2014), who showed
in their experiment that adverbial intensifiers lead to a stronger sen-
timent. Yet, this experiment also lends some support to the idea that
verbs can act as a degree modifier within a certain context (Bolinger,
2013; Kennedy & McNally, 2005), especially if we compare it to the
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scores obtained for the effect of repetition. In other words, using a
verb that has an intensified connotation with respect to the original
one emphasises, i.e., alters, the degree or the intensity with which
the described action was carried out. Overall, the experiment pro-
vides empirical evidence for the positive effect of adverbial and ver-
bal intensification on the perceived deservingness of an achievement
and thus the persuasiveness of the justification used to support the
implicit conclusion.

4. Study 2: intensification through rephrasing the predicate vs
rephrasing the object

4.1.1. Research question and hypotheses

As for the previous study, the overarching goal was to determine
how rephrasing different syntactical elements of an argument affects
its overall persuasiveness, which is why we investigated intensifica-
tion by rephrasing elements in the predicate of the argument segment
in the sentence, comparing the intensification of a verb with the in-
tensification of its related object. Looking at the predicate of a sen-
tence, the focus is narrowed onto the agent’s (i.e., the subject of a
sentence) actions. Rephrasing a verb foregrounds the importance of
the carried-out action, whereas rephrasing the object attributes more
weight to the target of said action. This raised two questions, namely,
whether the intensification of verbs affects the persuasiveness of a
justification in general and how the intensification of the verb com-
pares to the intensification of the object.

RQs: Does rephrase intensification increase the persuasiveness
of the justificatory link in the message?

Hs: Intensification through rephrasing the verb and the object
leads to higher scores than repetition.

As for the first experiment, we expected that rephrasing in gen-
eral, in this case, rephrasing the verb or rephrasing the object of the
argument expressed in the utterance, would perform better in terms
of persuasiveness compared to repetition. This leads to the second
question, looking more closely at the different loci of the rephrased
element:

© Jennifer Schumann and Steve Oswald. Informal Logic, Vol 46, No. 2 (2026). pp. 209-
245



234 Schumann and Oswald

RQa: Is there a difference in message persuasiveness between
rephrasing the verb and rephrasing the object?

Ha: Rephrasing the verb has a stronger effect on persuasive-
ness than rephrasing the object.

Based on the syntactic and semantic prominence of the verb
(Burton-Roberts, 2016, Chapter 4) in the representation yielded by
propositional forms, we expect that intensifying a verb significantly
affects the persuasive strength of an argument, leading to an intensi-
fication of the agent’s actions, and affecting the persuasive strength
of an argument more than rephrasing the object for the same pur-
pose.

4.1.2. Materials and measures

To investigate how an intensification through a rephrase of the pred-
icate compares to a rephrase of the object, we used the same set of
15 items as in the previous experiment and tailored the critical seg-
ment to accommodate the new conditions. Each item consisted of
two statements, the initial and the rephrased, and could appear in
three conditions.

The first statement remained identical to that of the previous ex-
periment and contained contextual information in the first segment
and a justification for the implicit conclusion in the second segment,
as illustrated in (18) below.

(18) The employees were promoted because they worked to
succeed with the project.

Both segments were always linked with the causal connective be-
cause to facilitate and ensure the causal and thus justificatory inter-
pretation of the statement. The topics were kept identical to previous
studies, meaning that the colloquial and everyday conversational di-
mension was maintained.

As mentioned above, to maximise comparability across condi-
tions, the initial statement remained constant for all three conditions.
In addition, the justification expressed in the second segment pro-
vided the basis for the critical statement containing the manipulated
variable. The critical statement followed the initial statement and
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could appear in three conditions. The first condition is the neutral
condition reported in (19) below:

(19) I mean, they worked to succeed with the project.

As can be seen in (19), the neutral condition consisted of a repe-
tition of the argument expressed in the previous statement (18). The
repetition of the argument created an emphasis on the reasons why
the positive outcome for the agent was justified. As for the previous
study, repetition was the neutral condition of choice, as it was nec-
essary to compare the intensifying effects of the rephrase with a phe-
nomenon that bears the same function.

The second condition is illustrated in (20) below and shows a case
of reformulation where the verb in the initial statement (‘to work’)
is replaced by a lexically intensified verb (‘to persevere’).

(20) I mean, they persevered to succeed with the project.

In this condition, the focus lies on the action that was carried out
by the agent at the centre of the discussion in the statement. The in-
tensification of the degree to which the employees were invested in
the work highlights the effort they put in, thereby modifying the de-
gree to which the employees were said to have carried out the action
described in the sentence. Note that in this condition, only the verb
element of the predicate is intensified. The part preceding and fol-
lowing the verb remains the same as in the previous statement.

The example shown in (21) illustrates the third condition, which
rephrases the object part of the original argument (‘to succeed with
the project’) with an intensified version (‘to triumph with the en-
deavour’).

(21) I'mean, they worked to triumph with their endeavour.

Contrary to the previous condition, the emphasis does not lie so
much on the action but more on the goal of the action. More specif-
ically, the intensification of the justification as a whole is achieved
by keeping the verb identical to the original statement and creating
an emphasised version of the element following the verb. Note that
even though we rephrased the whole object segment, the intensifica-
tion relies on one element in the object segment, in this case, #ri-
umph. Here, the focus is not on the amount of work that was put in;
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instead, it highlights what the work was for. In other words, whereas
the rephrase in (20) highlights the employees’ efforts and hard work,
the rephrase in (21) is more oriented toward the outcome, which
speaks to the ambition of the employees. Through intensification,
the rephrased segment, therefore, manipulates different dimensions
of deservingness and merit.

As for the previous experiment, we used an indirect measure to
assess the perceived deservingness of the positive outcome men-
tioned in the context. The assessment question thus remained the
same as discussed in (17) and targeted the implicit conclusion that
could be drawn from the link between the justification and the ques-
tion itself. The question for each item was adapted to the topic of
discussion, but it always inquired about the perceived deservingness
on a 6-point Likert scale ranging from ‘not at all’ at the left end to
‘totally’ at the right end. In other words, the more deserving the sub-
ject of the statement was reported to be, the more persuasive the jus-
tification in the rephrased segment to support the conclusion
(namely, that the subject was deserving of the outcome). A higher
score meant that the intensification of the justification led to a
stronger reason in favour of the implicit conclusion and, therefore,
indicated an increased persuasiveness of the justification, i.e., the re-
phrasing segment.

4.1.3. Participants and procedure

For the experiment, we recruited 109 native speakers of English (55
female, 53 male, 1 non-binary) between 19 and 73 years (M = 38
years) on the crowdsourcing Platform Prolific© (Oxford, UK). To
set up the experiment, we used the Qualtrics platform© (Provo (UT),
USA). At the beginning of the experimental task, participants were
given a consent form, informing them of the study background, data
protection, and the advantages and disadvantages of participating in
the study. They received a short description of the experimental task
and a trial item to familiarise themselves with the type of content
they were about to read and evaluate. On average, participants com-
pleted the task in 4.8 minutes (SD = 3.8 minutes). To ensure partici-
pants only saw one of the conditions but all items, we used three
different lists and distributed items in a Latin Square design. Each
list only contained one of the three possible conditions per item. In
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total, participants saw five items in each condition, amounting to 15
items.

4.1.4. Analysis, results and discussion

A Linear Mixed Model (LLM) was used to analyse the data with R
(R Core Team 2023) and R Studio (Posit Team 2024). To predict the
value with the conditions, we fitted an LLM (estimated with REML
and nloptwrap optimiser), setting sum contrasts. The first contrast
compared the neutral condition of repetition (= NEU) with the inten-
sification through rephrasing of the object (= OBJ) and the intensi-
fication through rephrasing the verb (= VER) and was weighed -2/3,
1/3, and 1/3, respectively. The weight for the second contrast com-
paring both rephrase conditions without considering the neutral con-
dition was set at 0, -1/2, and 1/2. The total number of observations
was 1635. The model’s total explanatory power is substantial (R’ =
.45), and the part related to the fixed effects alone (marginal R®) is
of 0.01. Table 3 below reports the means and confidence intervals
for each condition, and Table 4 below summarises the linear mixed
model.

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of Experiment 2

Condition Mean Confidence Intervals
Repetition (NEU) 4.66 [4.38,4.93]
Rephrase object (OBJ) 4.6 [4.33, 4.88]
Rephrase verb (VER)  4.91 [4.63,5.18]

Table 4: Summary of the linear mixed model using the deservingness
of the positive outcome as the dependent variable, the condition as a
fixed effect, participants (= 109) and items (= 15) as random
intercept effects.

Model / Fixed ef- Esti- S.E. df t-value  P(>t)) Std. B [95%CI]
fects mate

B

Value ~ condition +(1 | participant) + (1] item)

Intercept  (grand 4.72 .36 2.12  34.66 <2e-

mean) 16***

Contrast 1 (NEU 9.37 455 1.51  2.06 0.0399* 0.08[3.73e-03,
vs OBJ-VER) 0.16]
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Contrast2 (OBJvs  3.02 526 151 574 I.11e- 0.26 [0.17,
VER) 08*** 0.35]
Model / Random Residual var, Participant var, Items var, Too
effects % T00
0.75 0.39 0.22

Note: Estimate (§) represents the unstandardised regression weights. S.E. repre-
sents the standard errors. df represents the degree of freedom. Standardised B and
95% confidence intervals (CI) provide the standardised effect sizes for the men-
tioned effect.

The results confirmed the initial hypothesis H3 that rephrasing in
general has a stronger impact on the persuasiveness of justifications
compared to repetition, which lends further support to the results ob-
tained in the first experiment (see results relating to Hi). Like in the
previous experiment, perceived deservingness also yielded positive
scores for repetition. This shows that either phenomenon, rephrasing
or repeating, can be used as a rhetorically advantageous means of
intensification. Yet the results indicate that rephrasing is the stronger
strategy to emphasise and increase persuasiveness. In other words,
participants perceived the people in the statements as more deserv-
ing of the positive outcome when the justification was rephrased,
both types of rephrasing considered together, rather than repeated. A
closer inspection of the means, however, shows that this effect is
likely carried by the higher scores for the rephrasing of the verb, as
the scores for the rephrasing of the object and the repetition are about
the same. Furthermore, as expected, rephrasing the verb in the justi-
ficatory segment with an intensified version had a stronger effect on
perceived deservingness and was, therefore, more persuasive than
rephrasing the object of the argument, lending further support to our
initial hypothesis Hs. This result can be explained through the crucial
role the verb plays in the utterance, as it describes the action per-
formed by the subject in the sentence (Ahrens & Swinney, 1995;
Burton-Roberts, 2016). In this case, it directs the focus towards the
hard work and effort the employees put into achieving their goal,
rather than focusing solely on the goal. Overall, it appears that re-
phrasing performs better when used to intensify a justification, with
a clear impact on the persuasiveness of the reason supporting the
conclusion.
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5. Conclusion

The studies reported in this paper have shown that rephrasing can
come with rhetorical advantages in terms of persuasiveness, support-
ing findings from previous studies on reformulation (Younis et al.,
2023; Koszowy et al., 2022; Younis, 2026). These experiments sug-
gest that rephrasing through intensification seems to be a scalar phe-
nomenon. The first study revealed that adverbial intensifiers yield
the strongest effects, i.e., higher persuasiveness, followed by inten-
sification of the verb itself and repetition. The second study sup-
ported the scalarity of reformulation strategies, as intensifications of
the verb are shown to be more persuasive than intensifications of the
object, with the latter scoring about the same as repetitions. This re-
sults in the following scale from the strongest to the weakest form of
rephrasing with intensification:

rephrasing with adverbial intensifier > rephrasing with inten-
sified verb > rephrasing with intensified object

It can therefore be concluded that the linguistic element intensified
through rephrasing does indeed play a role in increasing the persua-
siveness of the justification to accept an implicit conclusion.
Overall, this shows us that the linguistic surface of rephrasing
statements can have an impact on their persuasiveness in argumen-
tative settings. The degree to which people are persuaded by a justi-
fication to accept an implicit conclusion not only depends on the
content itself, but also on the way the informational content is pack-
aged. When the rephrasing segment aims to intensify previously ut-
tered content, persuasiveness can vary depending on which element
the intensification focuses on. More specifically, the studies pre-
sented in this paper confirm previous findings showing that adver-
bial intensifiers strengthen already existing sentiments (see e.g.,
Dragut & Fellbaum, 2014) and that verbs themselves can also some-
times carry the value of a degree modifier (Bolinger, 2013). People
seem to prefer reformulations with adverbial intensifiers to reformu-
lations with intensified verbs, in terms of perceived persuasiveness.
Based on the literature, it can be concluded that adverbial intensifiers
are more impactful, as they modify an already existing potential (see
Dragut & Fellbaum, 2014). Intensified verbs, on the other hand, re-
place one element with another. Consequently, there is no additional
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lexical feature that highlights the relevance of the justification to
support the implicit conclusion, as is the case with adverbial inten-
sifiers. Even though rephrasing a statement through verbal intensifi-
cation still increases the persuasiveness of the justification, it does
so to a lesser extent compared to adverbial intensification. As both
rephrasing with adverbial intensifiers and rephrasing with intensi-
fied verbs focus on the verb element of the justification, the differ-
ence between them could be linked to the stronger sentiment trig-
gered by adverbial intensifiers (see explanation above and regarding
Dragut & Fellbaum, 2014, in section 2).

It also emerged from the experiments that people seem to attribute
higher degrees of persuasiveness to rephrasing with intensifications
bearing on the verb expressing the effort and labour put into the work
than rephrasing with intensifications oriented towards outcomes and
what people wanted to achieve. The results of the second experi-
ment, therefore, point toward the conclusion that there is an inclina-
tion to value people’s efforts and hard work more highly than peo-
ple’s goal-drivenness. Why this is the case cannot be fully answered
with the present studies. Additional experimental studies targeting
the reasons behind these effects are needed. However, a possible ex-
planation could also be linked to the verb being essentially a syntac-
tic element. It already carries highly relevant informational value
that cannot be matched by the object element of a sentence. Yet,
whether this alone suffices to increase persuasiveness when used in
an intensifying rephrase needs to be further assessed.

Lastly, another element that emerged is that rephrasing with in-
tensifications generally scores higher in terms of perceived persua-
siveness compared to repetition, another intensifying phenomenon.
However, there seems to be an exception, as rephrasing the object
element of a justification yields about the same score as repeating a
justification. To conclusively explain why this is the case, more stud-
ies are needed. Likely, rephrasing with an intensification that re-
volves around the object does not sufficiently emphasise the effort
and labour put into the achievement of the outcome, but more on the
outcome itself, which, it appears, is not evaluated as positively and
therefore, not as convincing. Nevertheless, the results of the studies
presented in this paper lead us to conclude that rephrasing is indeed
a strategic move that can be used for its rhetorical advantages,
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thereby confirming the results of other studies (Koszowy et al.,
2022; Younis et al., 2023; Younis, 2026).

Although changes in the linguistic surface are very sensitive, the
reported effects allow us to conclude that people are influenced by
the way arguments are formulated. The results highlight the im-
portance of carefully phrasing arguments, as even the smallest of
changes can have an impact on their perception. For the experiments
presented in this paper, we have seen that different types of intensi-
fications yield different effects and that people can increase their
chances of conveying more persuasive arguments using, e.g., adver-
bial intensifiers instead of replacing the verb with an intensified one.
Further, we would like to add that the results should not be inter-
preted in absolute terms, meaning that using adverbial intensifiers is
not a guarantee that an argument is perceived as more persuasive.
What the experiment presented in the paper and the results tell us is
that people can maximise the rhetorical effects of their statements
and increase their chances of persuading their interlocutor or the au-
dience when privileging certain types of linguistic formulation rather
than others. In sum, both studies provide us with new insights into
the way rephrasing with intensification works as a strategic move to
increase the persuasive strength of a justification issued to accept an
implicit conclusion, yet new questions arise concerning the cogni-
tive underpinnings of the yielded effects, which remain to be ex-
plored. Our results shed some light on the importance of the linguis-
tic formulation of rephrasing statements. This is evidence that micro-
linguistic changes in the surface with which an intensification is con-
veyed can ultimately have an impact on the persuasiveness of justi-
fications.
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