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Abstract 

Due to globalization, online communication is often done in English as a lingua franca. This 

could lead to difficulties for English as a foreign language (EFL) writers, even though they have 

a high proficiency in English. Previous research has shown that one of these difficulties could 

be the appropriate use of intensifiers. Intensifying language makes a message more powerful 

and can be established by linguistic categories, such as adverbs and stylistic figures or by non-

linguistic categories, such as typography. To gain a better understanding of the difficulties EFL 

writers could have with intensifiers, this study compared the use of intensifiers by EFL writers 

to that of both English and their native language. In doing so, the influence of an L1 on an L2 

could be further investigated. In total, 300 blog entries from English, Dutch and Dutch EFL 

bloggers were analysed in terms of frequency of intensifiers and the types of intensifiers that 

were used. The results showed that EFL writers used fewer intensifiers than Dutch and English 

writers, and that there were no significant differences between Dutch and English. The fewer 

use of intensifiers by Dutch EFL writers can not be ascribed to their native language, but to 

their non-nativeness. The results also showed that, in terms of types of intensifiers used, the use 

of intensifiers by EFL writers was more similar to that of English than that of Dutch. Thus, 

Dutch EFL bloggers are capable of using the appropriate types of intensifiers. Dutch and 

English differed significantly in more than half of the categories.  

 Keywords: intensifiers, language intensify, EFL writing, corpus study  
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Introduction 

Nowadays, people are able to share their opinions with a large audience, for example on the 

internet by using blogs or social media. To maintain this audience, writers could make use of 

intensifying language, which is argued to make texts more intense and arousing (Burgers & De 

Graaf, 2013). By using intensifiers, a message becomes more powerful, and thus, stands out 

more. Intensifiers can be used to strengthen an utterance. They can be established by several 

linguistic and non-linguistic categories, such as adverbs, stylistic figures or typography. 

Although native speakers use intensifiers naturally, learners of a foreign language could 

experience difficulties. Especially on the internet, it is common to use English, because of the 

considerable reach English has. According to Statista (2016), English is the language that is 

used most often on the internet (26,3%). English is also globally used in advertisement and on 

TV, and frequently taught as an L2. Populations of some countries, such as the Netherlands and 

Scandinavian countries, have a high proficiency in English, even though it is not their first 

language. While grammar and vocabulary mistakes by advanced English as a foreign language 

(EFL) writers are not common, there are still other aspects in which they differ from native 

English writers. These differences can be found in more subtle aspects of language, aspects that 

are usually not determined by explicit rules. For example, when using collocations (Bahns & 

Eldaw, 1993; Rescki, 2004; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008), varied language (Li & Schmitt, 2009) 

or intensifiers (De Haan & Van der Haagen, 2012, 2013; Lorenz, 1999). The use of these aspects 

is based on lexicalized routines, rather than rules (Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008). These lexicalized 

routines are more complicated to learn and take more time to master than for example, 

vocabulary. To gain a better understanding of the difficulties EFL writers could experience 

when using intensifiers, the differences in the use of intensifiers in terms of frequencies and 

types of intensifiers will be the focus of this study. In general, most Dutch EFL writers are 

expected to be advanced EFL writers, and thus will be used to further investigate the differences 

in the use of intensifiers. Dutch EFL writers will be compared to both native English and native 

Dutch writers.  

 

Literature review 

Language intensity 

There are several definitions for language intensity, of which the definition by Bowers (1964, 

p. 416) is used most frequently: “the quality of language which indicates the degree to which 

the speaker’ attitude toward a concept deviates from neutrality”. Intensifiers are a textual feature 
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that could be used to emphasize a message (Liebrecht, 2015) or to make it more sensationalistic 

(Burgers & De Graaf, 2013). The following examples from the present study illustrate this.  

(1) They serve mouthwatering cheesecakes and a red velvet cake 

(2) I was totally impressed 

In the examples, mouthwatering and totally indicate that the attitude of the speaker deviates 

from neutrality. Mouthwatering is an adjective, whereas totally is an adverb. Both words 

strengthen the expression which makes the evaluation more positive. In (1) and (2) the 

utterances are intensified by only one word, but an utterance can also be intensified by using 

more than one word, like in (3) and (4).  

(3) It smells like stale cat’s wee 

(4) I use it by the bucketload 

In these examples the writers made use of metaphors (3) or exaggerations (4) to strengthen their 

evaluations. This also causes utterances to be more outspoken and thereby more intensified. 

Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik (1985) proposed two subsets for intensifiers: 

amplifiers and downtoners. Downtoners scale downward from a norm (hardly, barely, slightly), 

while amplifiers have an enhancing effect (completely, strongly, really). Some scholars only 

focus on amplifiers in their research. For example, Liebrecht (2015), who defines intensifiers 

as stylistic elements in an utterance that are used to strengthen an evaluation. Van Mulken and 

Schellens (2012, p. 29) introduced the term intensifying language, to focus only on amplifiers: 

“an element in an utterance is an intensifier when the element can be left out or replaced with 

as a result: a grammatically correct sentence that is contextually relevant and expresses a less 

intense utterance” [translation MZ]. Looking back at examples (1) and (2), the word 

mouthwatering could be replaced with good and totally could be left out, which would make 

the evaluations less intensive. Van Mulken and Schellens (2012) made a distinction between 

descriptive utterances, evaluative utterances and intensifications, as represented in the 

following example.  

(5) a. That is a book 

b. That is a good book 

c. That is a very good book 

d. That is a brilliant book 

Van Mulken and Schellens (2012) state that the transition from a to b only presents a 

subjectivation, while the transition from b to c or d presents an intensification. This implies that 

an element is only intensifying when it can be left out (c) or replaced (d), which results in an 

evaluative sentence with a lower intensity. Elements that make an utterance evaluative, such as 
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good in the example, are not considered as intensifiers. Liebrecht, Hustinx, Van Mulken and 

Schellens (2016) suggested in their study that it is important to perform the identification and 

categorisation of intensifiers in separate steps to improve the reliability of the analysis. They 

recommend to first extract the evaluative utterances and carry out the localization and 

categorization of intensifiers separately.  

 

Categorization of intensifiers 

To study intensifiers, a classification system is needed to determine which linguistic elements 

can be defined as intensifiers. Intensifiers can be divided into several linguistic categories, but 

most of the intensifications are realized by adverbs (Quirk et al., 1985). There are different 

systems proposed to categorize intensifiers. Adverbs and adjectives are the easiest to identify 

and this could be a reason why some of the research on intensifiers is only based on adverbs 

and adjectives, for example, that of Lorenz (1999). He generated an extensive list of 

intensifying adverbs and adjectives derived from a corpus of German EFL students and native 

English students. Other scholars based their research on this list (De Haan and Van der Haagen, 

2012, 2013). There are also models that include more linguistic categories, and even non-

linguistic categories, such as typography. Although intensifiers have been studied in several 

languages, as far as is known, the only models that included more than only adverbs and 

adjectives were Dutch. All models that are discussed below were based on the Dutch language 

(Liebrecht, 2015; Pander Maat, 2004; Renkema, 1997; Van Mulken & Schellens, 2012).  

Renkema (1997) developed an analytical model consisting of three categories that are 

based on the ability of intensifying elements to be omited (lexical intensifiers), substituted 

(semantic intensifiers) or revised (stylistic intensifiers). An overview of the categories including 

examples can be found in table 1. The analytical model of Renkema (1997) was able to classify 

90% of the intensifiers that were identified in his data, which he assessed as sufficient. The 

analytical model was constructed before the analysis of the research material. Another 

analytical model is that of Pander Maat (2004), who constructed a model in the reversed way. 

He based the model on his research material, which consisted of press releases. He categorized 

intensifiers based on a grammatical division. The model consisted of four categories, namely 

prefixes, adjectives, adverbial elements and conjunctions. An overview of the model including 

examples can be found in table 1. Contrary to the model of Renkema (1997), the model of 

Pander Maat (2004) did not classify verbs, nouns or tropes as intensifying elements, but it did 

classify conjunctions as an intensifying element. Van Mulken and Schellen (2006) applied the 

models  of  Renkema  (1997)  and  Pander  Maat  (2004)  by  analyzing  reviews  and  evaluative  
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columns to gain insight in the usability of the models. Their results showed that both models 

performed average on the interrater reliability (к = .59 for the model of Renkema and к = .57 

for the model of Pander Maat). 

Van Mulken and Schellens (2006) developed an analytical model based on the models 

of Renkema (1997) and Pander Maat (2004): the Language intensity Model (“Taalintensiteits 

Model”). Van Mulken and Schellens (2006) attempted to improve the capacity of the models, 

to be able to categorize all the intensifiers, and they attempted to improve the interrater 

reliability. The interrater reliability was comparable to the other two model (к = .59). However, 

when leaving out the subcategories, the interrater reliability was better (к = .74). The model of 

Van Mulken and Schellens (2006) consisted of nine main categories, of which an overview can 

be found in table 1. The first six main categories of the model consisted of lexical categories, 

namely prefixes, adverbs, numerals, adjectives, nouns and verbs. The categories were based on 

the ANS (general Dutch grammar), which is a traditional grammar of Dutch (Haeseryn, Romijn, 

Geerts, Rooy and Van den Toorn, 1997). To these lexical categories, they added three other 

categories, namely stylistic figures, conjunctions and typography. The nine main categories are 

divided into smaller subcategories.  

Liebrecht (2015) used two methods to categorize intensifiers. She differentiated one-

word intensifiers and more-word intensifiers. One-word intensifiers were categorized by the 

tagging software Frog (Van den Bosch, Busser, Daelemans, Canisius, 2007) that used the 

classification of the CGN (corpus of spoken Dutch), which is a different classification system 

than the ANS. Next, these tags were further examined to adapt it to the classification of the 

ANS, the same categorization Van Muklen and Schellens (2012) used. The CGN and ANS 

differ in some aspects. For example, the CGN considers the word heel (very, really) as an 

adjective, while it often functions as an adverb (very funny). Also, the word veel (many, much) 

is categorized as a pronoun, while it can also occur as a numeral (many people) or an adverb 

(much too heavy). Additionally, the tagging system did not indicate typography, such as 

WONDERFUL as an intensifier. Thus, all one-word intensifiers were categorized by the 

tagging software Frog, but still each one-word intensifier was checked manually to adapt it to 

the categorization model of the ANS. An overview of the categories with examples can be 

found in the method section, in table 2. Multi-word intensifiers were categorized manually into 

four main categories with subcategories. The main categories were group of words, figure of 

speech (excluding one-word intensifiers), sentence construction and others. An overview of the 

main- and subcategories with examples can be found in the method section, in table 3. The 

model of Liebrecht (2015) was, in comparison to the other models, more specific on a couple 
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of aspects. The multi-word category ‘group of words’ was new in comparison to the other 

models and the category sentence construction was much more detailed. Because the model of 

Liebrecht (2015) is considered to be the most complete, the model will be used in this study to 

categorize intensifiers. Although the model is based on the Dutch language, this study will 

examine if the model is also applicable to the English language. Dutch and English belong to 

the same language family (Konig & Van der Auwera, 2013), which makes it likely that the 

model is also applicable to the English language.  

 

English as a global language 

Crystal (2003, p. 2) states that “a language achieves a genuinely global status when it develops 

a special role that is recognized in every country”. English is a language that meets this criterion. 

26,3% of the internet consist of English, which makes it the most commonly used language on 

the internet, followed by Chinese (20.8%) and Spanish (7.7%) (Statista, 2016). It is also the 

most widely spoken foreign language in Europe (38%), followed by French (12%) and German 

(11%) (European commission, 2012). But speakers’ proficiency of English differs across 

countries, due to the differences in the degree of exposure to English (Crystal, 2003). In the 

Netherlands, there is a high degree of exposure to the English language in, for example, 

education and media. Because of the abundant exposure to English, a lot of Dutch speakers are 

advanced learners of English, especially in higher education (De Haan & Van der Haagen, 

2012). In the Netherlands, English is a compulsory subject in secondary school, but some 

schools already teach English in primary school (De Haan & Van der Haagen, 2012). Thus, 

students entering university have had at least six years of English at school, but most students 

had been taught English for a longer period. English is also frequently present in the media. 

Gerritsen, Korzilius, Van Meurs and Gijsbers (2000) found that in 1996 already one third of the 

commercials on Dutch television contained English. Furthermore, programs on Dutch 

television are subtitled instead of dubbed. This could lead to a higher exposure to English which 

could also improve the proficiency of the Dutch population. De Haan and Van der Haagen 

(2012) found that Dutch EFL writers did not make many serious mistakes in grammar or 

vocabulary, but their writing still differed from English. De Haan and Van der Haagen (2012) 

used the term sophisticated language to describe these differences. Sophisticated language is 

more fluent, accurate, effective and complex in structure (De Haan and Van der Haagen,2012). 

These subtler aspects are mostly learned by implicit rules, rather than by explicit rules. Implicit 

rules are based on abstract knowledge which is unconsciously obtained (Reber, 1993), and 

therefore mastered through the exposure to English. The differences between advanced EFL 
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writers and English writers have been investigated in different aspects, including collocations 

(Bahns & Eldaw, 1993; Rescki, 2004; Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008), varied language use (Li & 

Schmitt, 2009) and intensifiers (De Haan & Van der Haagen, 2012, 2013).  

 

Difficulties for EFL writers 

The correct use of collocations is connected to the ability to ‘sound idiomatic’ and is something 

advanced learners aim for (Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008). Recski (2004) explains the use of 

collocations as word combinations that are regularly used together, such as ‘good morning’. 

These ‘language chunks’ form an important part of the linguistic repertoire. The formulation of 

an unusual collocation can cause the reader to be surprised. An unusual collocation can be used 

for stylistic purposes, for example in advertisements. But in the case of non-native speakers 

(NNSs), the effect might be unwanted. NNSs produce a big part of their language based on 

rules they learnt, rather than apply lexicalized routines (Siyanova & Schmitt, 2008). A 

lexicalized routine could be ‘to keep a diary’, which is a fixed expression of words. ‘To maintain 

a diary’ would be grammatically correct, but still sound like a non-native sentence. A native 

speaker, that properly uses lexicalized routines, would use ‘to keep a diary’ as the appropriate 

expression. Bahns and Eldaw (1993) found that the knowledge of collocations was not 

expanded simultaneously with the knowledge of vocabulary. This could explain why advanced 

learners of English have difficulties with collocations, even though their vocabulary is 

elaborate. These difficulties can also be seen in the use of varied language and intensifiers. Even 

though EFL writers have an elaborate vocabulary, they tend to rely on a limited number of 

phrases (Li & Schmitt, 2009) or intensifiers (De Haan & van de Haagen, 2012) and overuse this 

limited set.  

 Furthermore, there is another reason why NNSs could have difficulties with intensifiers. 

This is because the use of certain intensifiers could signal identity and a group-membership, 

especially between age groups. This results in differences in the use of intensifiers within a 

language (Lorenz, 2002). An EFL writer is not always aware of this specific use (Lorenz, 1999). 

But even if EFL writers are aware of this specific use, it can be difficult for them to implement 

this in their own writing. Lorenz (2002) stated a reason why it could be challenging for EFL 

writers to obtain the required skills to use intensifiers appropriately is because the use of specific 

intensifiers in a particular context tend to change faster than the use of other linguistic items. 

The lexico-grammatical category intensification changes faster because they are mostly used to 

achieve expressivity, which is established by a linguistic item that is perceived as novel or 

unusual (Lorenz, 2002). These developments are difficult to keep track of for EFL writers. But 
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in order for EFL writers to adapt to the differences in the use of intensifiers between English 

and Dutch, these differences have to be made explicit.  

 

Intensifiers by EFL writers 

De Haan and Van der Haagen (2012) used intensifiers to identify differences between the 

language use of native English and Dutch EFL students. They found that EFL writers used more 

intensifiers than native writers. But apart from studying the differences in the use of intensifiers 

between Dutch EFL students and English students, they also investigated how the use of 

intensifiers of Dutch students developed through their first, second and third year at university. 

They compared this development to that of English students, using data from English students 

at the end of secondary school and from undergraduates. They found that while developing their 

academic writing, the number of intensifiers used by Dutch EFL and English students 

decreased. Nevertheless, the number for Dutch EFL students remained higher than for native 

speakers of English. De Haan and Van der Haagen (2012) ascribed the use of more intensifiers 

by EFL writers to the attempt to be creative. The use of more intensifiers by EFL writers is 

associated with an informal style and an exaggerated tone which is considered to be 

inappropriate in formal texts (Recski, 2004).  

More research is needed to further explain the differences De Haan and Van der Haagen 

(2012) found. They only compared the use of intensifiers by Dutch EFL writers to the use of 

intensifiers by native English writers, so they are not able to provide a possible alternative 

source for the differences they found. They did not compare their results to Dutch essays. A 

native language is expected to influence an L2. If they would have included Dutch essays, they 

could have compared the observed differences in the use of intensifiers to the Dutch language 

itself. It could be possible that the Dutch language itself uses more intensifiers, more of the 

same intensifiers, or different kind of intensifiers in their writing.  

Furthermore, De Haan and Van der Haagen (2012) choose the genre academic essays to 

analyse in their study. Academic writing is a skill students learn during their academic 

education. This could have influenced the results of their study, because it is possible that 

students do not completely master the genre. It could be possible that English and Dutch EFL 

writers use intensifiers differently in text genres they already master, because they had more 

practice and know the implicit rules better. To investigate the use of intensifiers without the 

influence of the development of academic skills, this study will look at blogs. The necessary 

skills for blogging could arguably be less specific than that of academic writing, because 

blogging resembles natural writing more closely. Additionally, blogs are available in English, 
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Dutch and Dutch EFL, which enables the possibility to further investigate the influence of an 

L1 language on the L2 language with respect to intensifiers. 

 

Blogs as a corpus 

The use of blogs as research material give the opportunity to compare the use of intensifiers for 

English and Dutch in similar genres, but also that of Dutch EFL writers. Furthermore, there are 

other advantages when choosing blogs as research material. According to Lorrenz (2002), 

intensifiers are most commonly used in informal rather than formal contexts, and are also more 

frequently used among younger rather than older people. Other scholars found in their studies 

that intensifiers are used more frequently by women than by men (Bradac, Mulac & Thompson, 

1995; Xiao & Tao, 2007). Thus, blogs that are written by younger females in an informal 

context could be expected to contain more intensifiers. Additionally, bloggers are likely to use 

intensifiers as a textual feature to emphasize a message (Liebrecht, 2015). Burgens and De 

Graaf (2012) argued that intensifiers could also function as a tool to make a text more 

sensationalistic. For these reasons, bloggers could be expected to often use this textual feature 

to attract the attention of readers, making it therefore a potentially suitable genre to analyse the 

use of intensifiers. A blog can be seen as an online journal that presents comments on diverse 

topics (Lang, 2005). One recurrent topic on blogs is the evaluation of products, services or 

experiences. These evaluative blogs are expected to contain a considerable amount of 

evaluative utterances and intensifiers. Therefore, evaluative blogs will be selected to further 

analyse the differences in the use of intensifiers. 

 The free and broad availability in native English, Dutch and Dutch EFL is another 

advantage. Dutch bloggers often chose to write in English to extend their reach. Bloggers 

choose to write in English, which suggests that they feel comfortable enough to write in English. 

This makes it plausible to assume that bloggers master English on an advanced level. 

Furthermore, the skills that are required for blogging could be seen as less complex than the 

skills that are required for academic writing, because blogging can be considered as more 

closely resembling natural writing. Because bloggers write about any topic, without being 

aware that it could be the subject of a research, the online data provides a natural corpus that is 

readily accessible (Yarkoni, 2010). Because blogs are expected to contain a considerable 

number of intensifiers, are freely available, and the genre is assumed to be mastered by its 

writers, this genre will be used for this study.  
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Intensifiers in the Dutch and English language 

Liebrecht (2015) used the genres reviews and evaluative columns to investigate the use of 

intensifiers in the Dutch language. The Dutch reviews, consisting of newspaper and internet 

reviews, contained an average of 3.24 intensifiers per 100 words. The columns had an average 

of 3.85 intensifiers per 100 words. Ticheloven (2017) compared the use of intensifiers from 

British and Dutch writers in evaluative hotel reviews. She found an average of 4.98 intensifiers 

per 100 words in the Dutch hotel reviews and an average of 4.55 in the English hotel reviews.  

In absolute numbers, Ticheloven (2017) found a higher number of intensifiers in the British 

hotel reviews, but this was due to the length of the texts, which was significantly longer for 

British reviews than for Dutch reviews. Except for the most commonly used intensifiers, she 

did not compare the type of intensifiers. Especially when bloggers want to portray themselves 

as young writers or focus on younger readers, it is important to be able to use the correct types 

of intensifiers. 

 This study aims to get more insight in the differences in the use of intensifiers between 

Dutch and English writers and the possible influence that an L1 language can have on EFL 

writers. English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative blogs will be compared on the use of 

intensifiers in terms of the frequency, the type of intensifiers and the most frequently used 

intensifiers by answering the following research questions:  

 

RQ1: To what extend do English, Dutch and Dutch EFL writers of evaluative blogs differ in  

the use of intensifiers?  

Sub question 1a: To what extent do English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative blogs differ from  

each other in terms of frequencies of intensifiers?  

Sub question 1b: To what extend do English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative blogs differ from  

each other in terms of the types of intensifiers used?  

 

Method 

A corpus analysis was conducted to examine the differences in the use of intensifiers between 

English, Dutch and Dutch EFL writers.  

 

Materials 

The corpus consisted of evaluative blog entries written by English, Dutch and Dutch EFL 

bloggers. For each group, 5 bloggers were selected, of which their origin was clearly stated 

under the ‘about’ page or somewhere else on the page. An overview of the blogs can be found 
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in appendix 1. To keep the factors age and gender constant, female bloggers between the age 

of 18 and 30 were selected, because young females could be expected to use more intensifiers 

(Lorenz, 2002; Xiao and Tao, 2007). From the selected bloggers, the first 20 evaluative blogs 

were selected, starting from the 14th of April. It was decided to select the first 20 blogs, because 

the presence of evaluative blogs differed for each blogger, thus it was not possible to select an 

evaluative blog each month, since some bloggers did not write an evaluative blog each month. 

Blog posts that consisted of less than 200 words were not included. Blogposts that had a video 

as the main information source were also not included. A post was considered evaluative when 

it discussed a product, service or experience. The English, Dutch and Dutch EFL blogs each 

had a sample of 100 blogs, which resulted in a total of 300 blogs. The total corpus contained 

160.930 words with an average length of 536 words per blog. The Dutch corpus contained a 

total of 53.953 words with an average of 540 words per blog, the English corpus contained a 

total of 52.345 words with an average length of 523 words per blog and the EFL corpus 

contained a total of 54.487 words with an average of 545 words per blog.  

 

Procedure 

The analysis was carried out by two native speakers of Dutch. The first coder analysed the 

whole corpus and the second coder analysed fifteen per cent of the corpus. Prior to analysing 

the corpus, the coders had three sessions in which they analysed blogs together in order to train 

themselves in identifying and categorizing the intensifiers. During the first session, they 

analysed 4 blogs together. During the other two sessions, they analysed 4 blogs separately and 

discussed them afterwards. The blogs used for these trainings were not included in the corpus.  

The analysis of the blogs was carried out in three independent steps, based on the method 

of Liebrecht (2015). The instructions for the identification of the evaluative sentences and the 

identification of the intensifiers can be found in the dissertation of Liebrecht (2015, p. 289-

295). First, the evaluative sentences of the blog were selected. A sentence was considered 

evaluative if it expressed the attitude, position, or feelings of the writer with respect to a product, 

service or experience. An attitude can concern security, commitment, desirability or other 

values (Liebrecht, 2015). Next, it was determined if the sentences contained intensifiers. The 

definition of intensifiers by Van Mulken and Schellens (2012, p. 29) was used: “an element in 

an utterance is an intensifier when the element can be left out or replaced with as a result: a 

grammatically correct sentence that is contextually relevant and expresses a less intense 

utterance” [translation MZ]. Some blogs contained ingredient lists of the product(s) or a 

statement of the brand itself. These elements were not included in the analysis. Headings, 
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subheadings, product names, references to other articles and reported evaluations of someone 

else were also not included in the analysis. Sentences or part of sentences that were 

parenthesized were included in the analysis. The use of English in the Dutch corpus on its own 

was not considered as intensifying language. English words are commonly used in the Dutch 

language, and therefore not considered as an intensifier. But English words in the Dutch corpus 

that could be seen as intensifiers, for example expressions such as ‘I love it!’ were treated as 

intensifiers. To indicate an intensifying element, it was underlined. Most intensifications were 

established by one word, but there were also more complex cases. In those cases, the 

intensification was defined as precise as possible. In case of a double intensification, the word 

was underlined twice, such as in (6). 

(6) They’re SO perfect. 

In case of an intensification that consisted of more than one part, it was clarified by underlining 

all parts and connecting these parts by arrows. In round one the coders identified 1135 

intensifiers, of which 786 (69.3%) were identified by both coders, 211 (18.6%) were only 

identified by coder 1 and 138 (12.2%) were only identified by coder 2. There were two sources 

for disagreement, the assessment if the sentence was an evaluative utterance (7.7%), or the 

assessment if an element could be considered as an intensifier (92.3%). Following this, the 

coders discussed the cases in which only one coder identified an intensifier. In round 2, the total 

of 1135 intensifiers were discussed, resulting in 1024 (90.2%) intensifiers that were identified 

by both coders. In 44 (3.8%) cases the coders could not come to an agreement and in 67 (5.9%) 

cases the element was not considered to be an intensifier by both coders. If the coders reached 

a consensus and both agreed that the element was indeed an intensifier, it was included in the 

categorisation.  

Finally, to categorize the intensifiers, the categorization model by Liebrecht (2015) was 

used. She distinguished two types of intensifiers, namely one-word intensifiers and more-word 

intensifiers. The one-word intensifiers were divided into 9 categories, following the 

grammatical categories of the ANS. There were no subcategories for the one-word intensifiers. 

In contrast to the study by Liebrecht (2015), which used tagging software, one-word intensifiers 

were categorized manually. An overview of the categories of the one-word intensifiers can be 

found in table 2. More-word intensifiers were categorized into four main categories, namely 

group of words, figure of speech, sentence construction and other. The first three main 

categories were further divided into subcategories. An overview of the main and subcategories 

with examples can be found in table 3.  
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Table 2 Categorization of the one-word intensifiers, based on Liebrecht (2015) 

Category Example 

Adjective  Gorgeous, smitten,  

Adverb  Very, totally, so 

Interjection Oh, wow 

Noun  Disaster, wonder 

Pronoun Each, every, nothing 

Special token Personal name 

Numeral Hundred, dozens 

Typography !!!, BIG 

Verb  Collapse, love 

 

Table 3  Categorization of the more-word intensifiers, based on Liebrecht (2015) 

Main category Sub category Example 

Group of words Adverbial group of words Not nearly as 

Adjective group of words On fleek, eye catching 

Nominal group of words Must have, wonder worker 

Verbal group of words (without 

metaphors) 

glides on, wipes out 

Figure of speech Metaphors It smells like stale cat’s wee 

Repetition Time and time again 

Exaggeration and understatement By the bucketload 

Mockery ‘normal’  

Retorical question How awesome is that? 

Other figures of speech Unlike any others 

Sentence 

construction 

Adverbial expressions Not only… but also…  

Ellipse, exclamations and imperatives Yes, baby! 

interjections Oh gosh 

contradictions Not… but… 

In front positioning Of course,  

Other  Period.  
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The intensifiers that were indicated by both coders at the end of round 2 were included 

in the categorization to assess the intercoder reliability. Both coders categorized the 1024 

intensifiers individually. The interrater reliability of the variable ‘main category’ was good: κ 

= .89, p < .001’. The interrater reliability of the ‘variable subcategory’ was also good: κ = .88, 

p < .001’. 

 

Statistical treatment 

To answer the research questions a one-way univariate analysis of variance was used to 

compare the frequencies of the intensifiers that were used in the English, Dutch and Dutch EFL 

corpus. A Chi square was used to compare the types of intensifiers that were used in the English, 

Dutch and Dutch EFL corpus. Descriptive statistics were used to describe the most occurring 

intensifiers in the English, Dutch and Dutch EFL corpus.  

 

Results 

Intensifying elements were analysed to study the differences in the use of intensifiers between 

English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative blogs. A total of 8.214 intensifiers were identified in 

the corpus consisting of 300 evaluative blogs. These blogs had different topics, of which make 

up was the most recurrent topic (47.3%), followed by skin care (16%), hotspots (8%) and body 

and hair products (6%). Some intensifiers were easy to identify, for example, adverbial 

intensifiers like really, very, or so. There was little doubt about occurrences like these, because 

they clearly intensify an utterance, like in the examples below.  

(7) It’s really beautiful to apply… (English, Victoria Magrath) 

(8) It works really well (EFL, Floortje van Cooten) 

(9) Deze scrub is echt geweldig (Dutch, Esmeé Helder) 

(This scrub is really amazing) 

But even intensifiers that are seemingly easy to identify, can cause conflicts in the identification, 

for example when sentences are negative, like in the examples below.  

(10) I’ve never really been a serum kinda girl (English, Kate Johnson) 

(11) I don’t really like using foundation (EFL, Floortje van Cooten) 

(12) … vind ik hem niet echt de moeite waard (Dutch, Maaike van de Sande) 

      (I don’t really think it’s worth it) 

In these sentences, the word really was not considered as an intensifier, because if it would be 

left out, the utterances would be more powerful, instead of less. In these cases, because the word 

really is placed behind the negative word, it weakens the utterance and functions as a 



17 
 

downtowner. If really would have been placed in front of the negative words, the utterances 

would have been intensified, for example: 

(13) I really don’t like using foundation 

 It is important to be aware of the difference between intensifying elements in a positive and 

negative sentence, because they have different functions. Another source of difficulty could be 

words such as always, everyone and every. These words could be taken literally, but could also 

be seen as an exaggeration. For example, (14) was considered as an intensifier, while (15) was 

not. This is because the always in (14) is less likely to be taken literally, while (15) could be 

taken literally in this context. The identification depended on the context and the interpretation 

of the coder.  

(14) … is a place that I always recommend (English, Lily Pebbles) 

(15) There’s always a danger of overdoing the glow (English, Ruth Crilly) 

Evaluative blogs also contained intensifiers that were more original, such as metaphors. In these 

sentences, it was less clear which part exactly could be identified as an intensifier. Because the 

main focus of this study was the number of intensifiers and the types of intensifiers, this was 

not considered as a problem. The examples below clarify this. 

(16) … looking like some sort of overdone cannibal. (English, Kate Johnson) 

(17) … to look like a Michelin man (EFL, Yara Michels) 

(18) … als plakband of cement aan mijn lippen (Dutch, Cynthia) 

      (like tape or cement on my lips) 

Exclamation marks were used most often as an intensifier by all groups. Table 4 shows the ten 

most occurring intensifiers for English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative blogs. 

 

Table 4 Most occurring intensifiers for each group with the absolute frequency and the  

%.  

Most 

occurring 

Dutch English EFL 

1 ! (416, 13.8%) ! (274 (9.7%) ! (188, 7.9%) 

2 Heel (310, 10.2%) Really (179, 6.4%) Really (147, 6.2%) 

3 Echt (229, 7,6%) So (131, 4.7%) Very (142, 6%) 

4 Erg (151, 5%) Love (123, 4.4%) Love (123, 5.2%) 

5 Prachtig (76, 2.5%) Very (83, 2.9%) Great (96, 4%) 

6 Super (71, 2.4%) Just (60, 2.1%) Perfect (95, 4%) 
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7 Perfect (61, 2%)  Perfect (60, 2.1%) Definitely (68, 2.9%) 

8 Helemaal (48, 1.6%) Great (52, 1.8%) So (65, 2.7%) 

9 Zo (48, 1.6%) Even (40, 1.4%) Super (59, 2.5%) 

10 Natuurljk (46, 1.5%) Super (39, 1.4%) Even (43, 1.8%) 

 

Table 5 shows the number of words, number of intensifiers and ratio for Dutch bloggers. A one-

way analysis of variance showed a significant effect of blogger on the ratio of intensifiers per 

100 words for the Dutch bloggers (F (4, 95) = 13.74, p < .001, η2 =.34). A Bonferroni test was 

used to interpret the significant differences. The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words by Cynthia 

Schultz (M = 4.1, SD = 1.66) was significantly lower than that of Charlotte Batenburg (p =.002, 

Bonferroni-correction; M = 6.03, SD = 1.83), Esmeé (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction; M = 5.34, 

SD = 2.35) and Sharon van Bommel (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction; M = 7.52, SD = 1.56). 

The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words by Vera Camilla Lucker (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction; 

M = 5.09, SD = 1.55) was significantly lower than that of Sharon van Bommel (p <.001, 

Bonferroni-correction). The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words by Charlotte Barenburg was also 

significantly lower than that of Sharon van Bommel (p <.036, Bonferroni-correction). 

 

Table 5 Total number of words, number of intensifiers and the ratio intensifiers per 100  

words for the Dutch bloggers with the (SD) (N=100). 

Blogger Number of words Number of intensifiers Ratio1 

Cynthia Schultz 17258 717 4.1 (1,66)a 

Vera Camilla Lucker 7824 395 5.09 (1.55)a,b 

Charlotte Batenburg 10683 637 6.03 (1.83)b 

Esmeé Helder 8595 555 6.43 (1.17)b,c 

Sharon van Bommel 9593 714 7.52 (1.56)c 

 

Table 6 shows the number of words, number of intensifiers and ratio for English bloggers. A 

one-way analysis of variance showed a significant effect of blogger on the ratio of intensifiers 

per 100 words for the English bloggers (F (4, 95) = 42.63, p < .001, η2 =.627). A Bonferroni 

test was used to interpret the significant differences. The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words by 

Sam and Nicola Chapman (M = 3.11, SD = 1.04) was significantly lower than that of Ruth 

Crilly (p =.006, Bonferroni-correction; M = 4.71, SD = 1.02), Lily Pebbles (p =.001, 

Bonferroni-correction; M = 5, SD = 1.77), Victoria Magrath (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction; 
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M = 5.07, SD = 1.56) and Kate Johnson (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction; M = 8.8, SD = 1.6). 

The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words by Kate Johnson was significantly higher than that of 

Ruth Crilly (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction), Lily Pebbles (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction) and 

Victoria Magrath (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction). 

 

Table 6 Total number of words, number of intensifiers and the ratio intensifiers per 100  

words for the English bloggers with the (SD) (N=100). 

Blogger Number of words Number of intensifiers Ratio1 

Sam and Nicola Chapman 6949 214 3.11 (1.04)a 

Ruth Crilly 9660 452 4.71 (1.02)b 

Lily Pebbles 8285 399 5 (1,77)b 

Victoria Magrath 18307 948 5.07 (1.56)b 

Kate Johnson 9144 804 8.8 (1.6)c 

 

Table 7 shows the number of words, number of intensifiers and ratio for Dutch EFL bloggers. 

A one-way analysis of variance showed a significant effect of blogger on the ratio of intensifiers 

per 100 words for the Dutch EFL bloggers (F (4, 95) = 9.18, p < .001, η2 =.248). A Bonferroni 

test was used to interpret the significant differences. The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words by 

Maaike van de Sande (M = 3.24, SD = 1.34) was significantly lower than that of Floortje van 

Cooten (p =.023, Bonferroni-correction; M = 4.58, SD = 1.22), Celine Klooster (p <.001, 

Bonferroni-correction; M = 5.3, SD = 1.36) and Yara Michels (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction; 

M = 5.55, SD = 1.53). The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words by Saida Shahid (M = 4.3, SD = 

1.29) was significantly lower than that of Yara Michels (p =.041, Bonferroni-correction). 

 

Table 7 Total number of words, number of intensifiers and the ratio intensifiers per 100  

words for the Dutch EFL bloggers (N=100). 

Blogger Number of words Number of intensifiers Ratio1 

Maaike van de Sande 18815 607 3.24 (1.34)a 

Saida Chahid 7958 338 4.3 (1.29)a,b 

Floortje van Cooten 8859 408 4.58 (1.22)b,c 

Celine Klooster 8422 446 5.3 (1.36)b,c 

Yara Michels 10433 580 5.55 (1.53)c 
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Due to the purpose of this study, the differences between the bloggers within a group will not 

be taken into account for further analysis. The aim of this study was to examine to what extent 

English, Dutch and Dutch EFL writers of evaluative blogs differed in the use of intensifiers in 

terms of frequencies and types of intensifiers. 

 

Frequencies of intensifiers 

The first sub question, to what extend do English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative blogs differ 

from each other in terms of frequencies of intensifiers, was answered by a one-way analysis of 

variance for the number of words, number of intensifiers and the ratio intensifiers per 100 

words. The means can be found in table 8.  

 

Table 8 Means (SD) of the number of words, number of intensifiers and ratio per 100  

words for each group (N=300). 

 Number of words Number of intensifiers Ratio per 100 words 

Dutch 539.53 (272) 30.18 (15.21) 5.84 (1.93) 

English 523.45 (283.63) 28.17 (20.38) 5.35 (2.35) 

EFL 544.87 (284.08) 23.79 (13.65) 4.59 (1.56) 

 

Two one-way analysis of variances showed a non-significant effect of language on the number 

of words (F (2, 297) <1) and a significant effect of language on the number of intensifiers (F 

(2, 297) = 3.85, p = .022, η2 =.019). A Bonferroni test was used to interpret the significant 

differences. The number of intensifiers used by EFL writers (M = 23.79, SD = 13.65) was 

significantly lower than the number of intensifiers used by Dutch writers (p =.021, Bonferroni-

correction; M = 30.18, SD = 15.21). There was no significant difference between EFL and 

English writers (M = 28.17, SD = 20.38) and between Dutch and English writers. A one-way 

analysis of variance showed a significant effect of language on the ratio of intensifiers per 100 

words (F (2, 297) = 10.03, p < .001, η2 =.057). A Bonferroni test was used to interpret the 

significant differences. The ratio of intensifiers per 100 words used by EFL writers (M = 4.59, 

SD = 1.56) was significantly lower than that of Dutch writers (p <.001, Bonferroni-correction; 

M = 5.84, SD = 1.93) and English writers (p =.024, Bonferroni-correction; M = 5.34, SD = 

2.35). There was no significant difference between Dutch and English writers.  
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Types of intensifiers 

To answer the second sub question, to what extend do English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative 

blogs differ from each other in terms of the types of intensifiers used, a Chi square and 

descriptive statistics were used.  

A Chi-square test showed a significant relation between language and one-word vs. 

multi-word intensifiers (χ2 (2) = 9.39, p = .009). A z-test was used to interpret the significant 

differences. Dutch writers used relatively more one-word intensifiers than EFL writers (86,6% 

vs. 83.6%) and relatively fewer multi-word intensifiers than EFL writers (13.4% vs. 16.4%). 

There was no significant difference in the use of one-word or multi-word intensifiers between 

English vs. Dutch and Dutch EFL writers. The frequencies in absolute numbers and in 

percentages can be found in table 9.  

 

Table 9 One-word and multi-word intensifiers in the corpus in absolute number and (%)  

(N=8214).  

 Dutch English EFL 

One-word intensifiers 2613 (86.6%)a 2405 (85.4%)a,b 1989 (83.6%)b 

Multi-word intensifiers 405 (13.4%)a 412 (14.6%)a,b 390 (16.4%)b 

All intensifiers 3018 (100%) 2817 (100%) 2379 (100%) 

 

One-word intensifiers 

A Chi-square test showed a significant relation between language and main category (χ2 (14) = 

413.6, p < .001). A z-test was used to interpret the significant differences. Dutch writers used 

relatively fewer adjectives (12.5% vs 22% and 22.4%), pronouns (0.6% vs. 1.4% and 1.9%) 

and verbs (1.5% vs. 10.1% and 8.3%) than English and EFL writers. Dutch writers used 

relatively more adverbs (58.7% vs 46.6% and 49.2%) and typography (20.9% vs. 12.5% and 

12.2%) than English and EFL writers. English writers used relatively more nouns (6.1% vs. 

3.8% and 4.2%) than Dutch and EFL writers. English writers used relatively fewer interjections 

(0.7% vs. 2% and 1.5%) than Dutch and EFL writers. There was no significant difference in 

the use of special tokens and numerals. The frequencies in absolute numbers and in percentages 

for one-word intensifiers can be found in table 10. 
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Table 10 Frequencies of the one-word intensifiers in absolute numbers and (%) (N=  

7007). 

Category Dutch English EFL  

Adjective 326 (12.5%)a 529 (22%)b 445 (22.4%)b *** 

Adverb 1533 (58.7%)a 1121(46.6%)b 979 (49.2%)b *** 

Interjection 51 (2%)a 18 (0.7%)b 30 (1.5%)a ** 

Noun 98 (3.8%)a  146 (6.1%)b 84 (4.2%)a *** 

Pronoun 16 (0.6%)a 33 (1.4%)b 38 (1.9%)b *** 

Special tokens 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) n.s. 

Numeral 4 (0.2%%) 12 (0.5%) 5 (0.3%) n.s. 

Typography 547 (20.9%)a 301 (12.5%)b 242 (12.2%)b *** 

Verb 38 (1.5%)a 244 (10.1%)b 166 (6.4%)b *** 

Total 2613 (100%) 2405 (100%) 1989 (100%)  

*** = p < .001 and ** = p < .01. 

 

Multi-word intensifiers 

A Chi-square test showed a significant relation between language and main category (χ2 (6) = 

69.62, p < .001). A z-test was used to interpret the significant differences. Dutch writers used 

relatively more group of words (48.4% vs. 40% and 39.5%) than English and EFL writers. 

Dutch writers used relatively fewer figure of speech (31.4% vs. 54.5% and 49.7%) than English 

and EFL writers. EFL writers used relatively fewer sentence constructions then Dutch writers 

(10.8% vs. 20%), but more than English writers (10.8% vs. 5.6%). Dutch writers used relatively 

more sentence construction than English writers (20% vs. 5.6%). There was no significant 

difference in the use of other. The frequencies in absolute numbers and in percentages for multi-

word intensifiers for the main categories can be found in table 11. 

 

Table 11  Frequencies of the main categories of the multi-word intensifiers in  

absolute numbers and (%) (N=1207). 

Category Dutch English EFL  

Group of words 196 (48.4%)a 165 (40%)b 154 (39.5%)b * 

Figure of speech 127 (31.4%)a 225 (54.5%)b 194 (49.7%)b *** 

Sentence construction 81 (20%)a 23 (5.6%)b 42 (10.8%)c *** 

Other 1 (0.2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) n.s. 
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Total 405 (100%) 413 (100%) 390 (100%)  

*** = p < .001 and * = p < .05. 

 

A Chi-square test showed a significant relation between language and sub category (χ2 (30) = 

123.68, p < .001). A z-test was used to interpret the significant differences.  Dutch writers used 

relatively more in verbal groups of words (21% vs. 13.8% and 12.3%) and in front positioning 

(8.6% vs. 2.7% and 2.8%) than English and EFL writers. Dutch writers used relatively fewer 

metaphors (12.1% vs. 28.6% and 23.1%) than English and EFL writers. EFL writers used 

relatively more exaggeration or understatements (7.9% vs. 2.2%) then Dutch writers. Dutch 

writers used relatively more rhetorical questions (2.7% vs. 0.2%) than English writers. English 

writers used relatively fewer adverbial expressions (0.7% vs. 5.2% and 3.1%) and ellipses, 

exclamations or imperatives (0.2% vs. 2.7% and 2.1%) than Dutch and EFL writers. There was 

no significant difference in the use of adverbial group of words, adjective group of words, 

nominal group of words, repetition, mockery, other figures of speech, interjections (multi-

word), contradictions and others. The frequencies in absolute numbers and in percentages for 

multi-word intensifiers for the sub categories can be found in table 12. 

 

Table 12  Frequencies of the sub categories of the multi-word intensifiers in  

absolute numbers and (%) (N=1207). 

Category Sub category Dutch English EFL  

Group of 

words 

Adverbial  90 (22.2%) 74 (17.9%) 74 (19%) n.s. 

Adjective  7 (1.7%) 12 (2.9%) 14 (3.6%) n.s. 

Nominal  13 (3.2%) 23 (5.6%) 17 (4.4%) n.s. 

Verbal 85 (21%)a 57 (13,8%)b 48 (12,3%)b *** 

Figure of 

speech 

Metaphors 49 (12.1%)a 118 (28.6%)b 90 (23.1%)b *** 

Repetition 18 (4.4%) 35 (8.5%) 23 (5.9%) n.s. 

Exaggeration and 

understatement 9 (2.2%)a 20 (4.8%)a,b 31 (7.9%)b ** 

Mockery 1 (0.2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) n.s. 

Rhetorical question 11 (2.7%)a 1 (0.2%)b 4 (1%)a,b ** 

Other figures of speech 40 (9.9%) 50 (12.1%) 47 (12.1%) n.s. 

Adverbial expression 21 (5.2%)a 3 (0.7%)b 12 (3.1%)a ** 
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Sentence 

construction 

Ellipse, exclamation and 

imperatives 11 (2.7%)a 1 (0.2%)b 8 (2.1%)a * 

Interjections (multi-words) 13 (3.2%) 8 (1.9%) 11 (2.8%) n.s. 

Contradictions 1 (0.2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) n.s. 

In front positioning 35 (8.6%)a 11 (2.7%)b 11 (2.8%)b *** 

Other  1 (0.2%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) n.s. 

Total  405 (100%) 413 (100%) 390 (100%)  

*** = p < .001, ** = p < .01 and * = p < .05. 

 

Conclusion and discussion 

The present study aimed to examine to what extend English, Dutch and Dutch EFL writers of 

evaluative blogs differed in the use of intensifiers by answering the two sub questions 1) to 

what extent do English, Dutch and Dutch EFL evaluative blogs differ from each other in terms 

of frequencies of intensifiers? and 2) To what extend do English, Dutch and Dutch EFL 

evaluative blogs differ from each other in terms of the types of intensifiers used? To answer 

these questions, 300 evaluative blogs were analysed.  

To answer the first sub question, frequencies of intensifiers from English, Dutch and 

Dutch EFL were compared. When comparing the number of intensifiers used by Dutch EFL 

writers, the number was only significantly lower than that of Dutch blogs. When comparing the 

ratio of intensifiers per 100 words, the use of intensifiers in Dutch EFL blogs was significantly 

lower than both Dutch and native English blogs. The difference in the significance between the 

number of intensifiers and the ratio of intensifiers per 100 words was due to the difference in 

the number of words. There were no significant differences between Dutch and English blogs. 

The differences found between Dutch EFL writers and English writers can not be ascribed to 

the native language of the Dutch EFL writers, because Dutch blogs contained more intensifiers 

as well. Thus, Dutch EFL evaluative blogs contained fewer intensifiers in terms of the ratio of 

intensifiers per 100 words than Dutch or English blogs.  

These findings contradicted the results of De Haan and Van der Haagen (2012), who 

found that EFL students used more intensifiers than native English students. However, De Haan 

and Van der Haagen only identified adverbs and adjectives as intensifying language and did not 

statistically test the significance of the differences they found. Only comparing the adverbs and 

adjectives found in this study with the findings of De Haan and Van der Haagen (2012) still 

resulted in contradicting findings. Dutch EFL blogs still contained fewer intensifying adverbs 
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and adjectives than Dutch or English blogs. The cause for the contradicting findings could be 

the differences between the genres. It might indicate that genres have a significant influence on 

the use of intensifiers. The use of intensifiers is less appropriate in academic writing, and the 

use of more intensifiers by EFL writers could be ascribed to the attempt to be creative (De Haan 

& Van der Haagen, 2012). But in the genre blogs, it is possible that the use of intensifiers is not 

seen as inappropriate, since both Dutch and English evaluative blogs showed a high ratio of 

intensifiers per 100 words. It might be possible that the appropriate use of intensifiers is less 

clear to EFL writers, resulting in the use of more intensifiers in the genre academic writing and 

the use of fewer intensifiers in the genre evaluative blogs. The use of fewer intensifiers could 

also be due to the non-nativeness of the Dutch EFL writers. Non-native writers may lack the 

ability to use intensifiers with the purpose to achieve expressivity, because they rely on 

linguistic items that are more established and familiar. And thus, resulting in the use of fewer 

intensifiers. This is evidence for the theory of Lorenz (2002), who argued that intensifiers are 

difficult for EFL writers to apply because of its reliance on novelty.  

 The results of this study were in line with those of Ticheloven (2017) who also found 

no significant difference in the use of intensifiers between Dutch and English writers in the 

genre hotel reviews. This could also be ascribed to the similarity of the languages. However, 

she did find that hotel reviews were significantly longer in English than in Dutch. This was not 

the case for blogs. It could be that in this study there were no significant differences found in 

the length of the blogs, because only five bloggers were selected for each group, whereas in the 

study of Ticheloven (2017) more writers were selected. This could have influenced the average 

length of the blogs, since the length of the blogs showed significant differences within the 

categories for each blogger. 

 The results of this study showed that Dutch evaluative blogs had an average of 5.84 

intensifiers per 100 words. Comparing this to other genres, Dutch evaluative blogs contained a 

high number of intensifiers. Liebrecht (2015) used the genres Dutch reviews and evaluative 

columns in the dissertation. The Dutch reviews contained an average of 3.24 intensifiers per 

100 words and the columns had an average of 3.85 intensifiers per 100 words. Ticheloven 

(2017) used the genre hotel reviews and found an average of 4.98 intensifiers per 100 words. A 

reason for the greater use of intensifiers in Dutch evaluative blogs could be that bloggers felt 

the need to use intensifiers to make a text more intense and arousing more than writers of 

columns and (hotel) reviews. Another reason for the found differences could be the age and 

gender of the writers. This study selected a specific group, while Ticheloven (2017) and 

Liebrecht (2015) did not. This could also have influenced the results, since younger women 
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could be expected to use more intensifiers (Bradac, Mulac & Thompson, 1995; Lorenz, 2002; 

Xiao & Tao, 2007). The English blogs and hotel reviews showed the same use of intensifiers 

as Dutch blogs and hotel reviews. English blogs contained an average of 5.34 intensifiers per 

100 words, whereas the English hotel reviews from the study of Ticheloven (2017) contained 

an average of 4.55 intensifiers per 100 words. This could also be influenced by the selection of 

the bloggers. Thus, more research is needed to determine if the different use of intensifiers can 

be ascribed to the different genres, or the differences in age or gender. 

To answer the second sub question, the types of intensifiers used in the English, Dutch 

and Dutch EFL blogs were compared. When comparing the most frequently used intensifiers, 

it can be concluded that although the order differs across groups, the most used intensifiers are 

roughly the same. But the results showed differences in the types of intensifiers that were used. 

In total, there were 13 main categories and 25 sub categories. Dutch and English evaluative 

blogs differed in 13 of the 25 sub categories. Thus, it can be concluded that Dutch and English 

evaluative blogs contained different types of intensifiers. Dutch evaluative blogs used more 

adverbs, interjections, typography, verbal group of words, rhetorical questions, adverbial 

expressions, ellipses, exclamations and imperatives and in front positioning than English 

evaluative blogs. English evaluative blogs used more adjectives, nouns, pronouns, verbs, 

metaphors and other figures of speech than Dutch evaluative blogs. The Dutch word for love, 

‘houden van’, consisting of more than one word, could partially explain why the Dutch 

evaluative blogs contained more verbal groups of words, while the English evaluative blogs 

contained more verbs. Love was frequently used by both groups and thus could partially explain 

the differences. In the case of ellipses, exclamations and imperatives, which were used more 

often in the Dutch corpus, it should be mentioned that half of the occurrences was in English, 

for example ‘I love it!’. The difference found in the case of the adverbial expressions could be 

explained by variations on the expression ‘not only… but also…’, which was used often in 

Dutch evaluative blogs. Variations on the expression occurred a total of 18 times in the Dutch 

evaluative blogs, while it only appeared once in the English evaluative blogs.  

Next, the types of intensifiers used by Dutch EFL writers were compared to the use 

Dutch and English writers. In the distribution between one-word and multi-world intensifiers, 

Dutch EFL writers were similar to native English writers in their use of intensifiers. Further 

comparing the use of intensifiers by Dutch EFL writers to that of Dutch and English writers 

showed that Dutch EFL writers were more similar to English writers than to Dutch writers in 

their use of one-word intensifiers, the main categories of multi-word intensifiers and the sub 
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categories of multi-word intensifiers. The differences and similarities will be further described 

below.  

In 7 of the 9 categories of the one-word intensifiers, the use of intensifiers by Dutch 

EFL writers was similar to that of native English writers, while the use of intensifiers by Dutch 

EFL writers was only in 4 of the 9 categories similar to that of Dutch writers. Dutch EFL writers 

differed from native English writers in their use of interjections and nouns. While they used 

more interjections compared to English writers, they used less nouns. The use of more 

interjections by Dutch EFL writers could have been influenced by their native language, since 

it also appeared frequently in the Dutch corpus. Dutch EFL writers used fewer nouns than both 

Dutch and English writers, however the difference between Dutch EFL and Dutch was not 

significant. Thus, it seems that there is another factor that explains the fewer use of nouns. It 

could be that the Dutch EFL writers use fewer intensified versions of nouns, due to their 

knowledge of English. It could be possible that they rely on more commonly used nouns that 

do not have the function to intensify.  

In 3 of the 4 main categories of the multi-word intensifiers the use of intensifiers by 

Dutch EFL writers was similar to that of native English writers, while the use of intensifiers by 

Dutch EFL writers was only similar in 1 of the 4 main categories to that of Dutch writers. From 

studying the sub categories of the multi-word intensifiers, it can be concluded that the use of 

intensifiers by Dutch EFL writers was similar to that of native English writers in 14 of the 16 

sub categories. Dutch EFL writers were in 12 of the 16 sub categories similar to Dutch writers. 

Dutch EFL writers used more adverbial expressions and ellipses, exclamation and imperatives 

in comparison to native English writers. The expression not only…but also…, and variations on 

this expression, appeared 19 times in the Dutch corpus and 11 times in the EFL corpus. The 

expression only appeared once in the English corpus. It is likely that the use of this expression 

by EFL writers is influenced by their native language. The use of slightly more ellipses, 

exclamations and imperatives by Dutch EFL writers could also have been influenced by their 

native language, since this category was also used more frequently in the Dutch corpus.  

Thus, it can be concluded that, although Dutch EFL writers and English writers differed 

in the use of intensifiers in some categories, Dutch EFL blogs were more similar to English 

blogs than to Dutch blogs. Dutch EFL writers differed in four categories in the use of intensifiers 

from native English writers, while they differed in nine categories from the Dutch writers. 

Concluding from these results, it seems that the native language only has a limited influence on 

the use of the type of intensifiers, because the influence was only clearly visible in three 
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categories. In general, Dutch EFL bloggers are capable of using the appropriate types of 

intensifiers. 

To our knowledge, this study is the first to apply the model of Liebrecht (2015) to the 

English language. The categorization model proved to be applicable to the English language, 

since it did not yield any problems. All the English intensifying elements could be categorized 

using the model and the agreement between the two coders was high. This is probably because 

English and Dutch are relatively similar languages. Both languages are considered to be West 

Germanic language and thus show significant similarities. Thus, it is probable that the model 

can be used for other West Germanic languages as well, such as German. Future research could 

examine if the model is also applicable to other language families as well.  

 The agreement between the two coders was higher in comparison to the result of 

Liebrecht (2015). In her study, 45.6% of the intensifiers was identified by both coders, whereas 

in this study 69,3% was identified by both coders. The higher agreement could be due to the 

fact that the coders had three training sessions together, while the coders in the study of 

Liebrecht (2015) only had two training sessions. The intercoder reliability found in this study 

for the categorisation including (κ = .88) and excluding (κ = .89) the subcategories was higher 

than that of Van Mulken and Schellens (2012) (κ = .59 and κ = .74). This might suggest that 

the model of Liebrecht (2015) performs better than that of Van Mulken and Schellens (2012). 

This could also be due to the fact that the coders in this study had training sessions together. 

Although the main objective of the training sessions was the identification of the intensifiers, 

and not the categorisation, the coders might have (unconsciously) discussed the categories as 

well. 

The first limitation of this study was the selection of the blog entries. Because the 

presence of evaluative blogs differed for each blog, it was not possible to select blogs from a 

specific period, such as the first evaluative blog of each month. In some cases, the selected 

entries were written in a period of three months and in some cases, it was written in a period of 

a year. Thus, some bloggers wrote evaluative blogs more frequently. This could have influenced 

the results, because bloggers that write evaluative blogs more often can be considered more 

experienced and could therefore use intensifiers differently. Furthermore, only 5 bloggers per 

group were selected. The results showed that there were significant differences between the 

bloggers within the groups. More bloggers for each group could have improved the 

generalizability or it could have shown that there were too many differences between the 

bloggers within the category. Another limitation was the identification of the intensifiers, 

because the native language of the coders was Dutch. Although the coders had a high 



29 
 

proficiency in English, this could have influenced the results. A native English speaker may 

have had a better sense of which elements could be identified as an intensifier. Additionally, 

although this study did find significant differences between Dutch EFL, Dutch and English 

blogs, the effect sizes were rather small. This indicates that there are other variables that also 

play an important role in the use of intensifiers, such as the categories that were written about 

and the differences between individual bloggers. It could be that even within the genre blogs, 

the use of intensifiers differs across categories, such as make up, clothing or books. The 

influence of categories has not been investigated. 

 This study provides several suggestions for feature research. The influence of genre on 

the differences in the use of intensifiers could be further investigated by comparing more 

genres. Even within the genre blogs, there could be categories that differ in their use of 

intensifiers. Future research could aim to include the same number of blogs for each category, 

which makes it possible to further investigate these differences. Furthermore, this study might 

be replicated for other genres. Further research could also include more languages to compare 

differences, but also to test the applicability of the categorization model of Liebrecht (2015).  

 Although this study did find support for the claim that EFL writers use intensifiers 

differently than native writers, more research is needed to investigate these differences in 

different contexts. In the case of evaluative blogs, EFL writers use roughly the same types of 

intensifiers as native English writers, since this study found that only four categories differed 

significantly. The fact that the Dutch EFL bloggers are non-native, seems to have a bigger 

influence. The difficulty for Dutch EFL bloggers does not lie in the use of the appropriate types 

of intensifiers, but in the use of intensifiers itself since they used fewer intensifiers than both 

Dutch and English bloggers. The difference in the use of intensifiers between native English 

and Dutch EFL writers could be attributed to the general proficiency of intensifiers of Dutch 

EFL writers, rather than the types of intensifiers that are used. EFL writers should try to use 

linguistic items to achieve expressivity more often in order to resemble native writers more 

closely. Because the use of particular intensifiers could be rather specific, this could be done 

by reading evaluative blogs from native English bloggers in order to develop the vocabulary. 

 

Notes 

1 Each letter indicates a subset of bloggers whose ratio of intensifiers per 100 words were not 

significantly different for each other at the .05 level. 
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Appendix 1 

List of bloggers used in this study. 

 Blogger Language URL 

1 Cynthia Schultz Dutch https://cynthia.nl/ 

2 Esmeé Helder Dutch http://esmeealeida.com/ 

3 Sharon van Bommel Dutch http://www.sharonvanbommel.nl/ 

4 Vera Camilla Lucker Dutch http://veracamilla.nl/ 

5 Charlotte Batenburg Dutch http://www.pinkypolish.nl/ 

6 Kate Johnson English http://www.katelavie.com/ 

7 Victoria Magrath English https://www.inthefrow.com/ 

8 Sam and Nicola Chapman English http://www.pixiwoo.com/ 

9 Lily Pebbles English http://www.lilypebbles.co.uk/ 

10 Ruth Crilly English http://www.amodelrecommends.com/ 

11 Yara Michels EFL https://www.chapterfriday.com/ 

12 Maaike van de Sande EFL https://floatingindreams.com/ 

13 Floortje van Cooten EFL http://www.floortjeloves.com/ 

14 Saida Chahid EFL https://saidachahid.com/ 

15 Celine Klooster EFL http://thebeautyboulevard.nl/en/ 

 


