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Abstract

The aim of this research is to investigate the tendency of native speakers of Turkish when
intensifying adjectives in Turkish and examine whether there is a rule that governs which of the
consonants (m, p, r, or s) are used in intensifying adjectives. The participants of the study were
190 native speakers of Turkish whose ages ranged from 18 to 56. A list containing 21 adjectives
was used to collect data. The data were analyzed in terms of the frequencies of usage. The
results showed that in intensifying the 21 adjectives in the list, ‘p’ was the most frequently used
consonant, and ‘r’ was the least frequently used consonant. Another significant finding of the
study was that most of the adjectives seemed to have more than one intensified form.
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Tiirkcede Pekistirme Sifatlarina Elestirisel Bir Bakis

0z

Bu arastirmanin amaci, Turkceyi ana dili olarak konusanlarin Tirkcede sifatlari pekistirmeleri
sirasindaki tercihlerini incelemek ve (m, p, r veya s) lnsuzlerinden hangilerinin sifatlarin
pekistiriimesinde kullanildigini gésteren bir kuralin var olup olmadigini arastirmaktir. Calismanin
katihmcilari yaslari 18 ile 56 arasinda degisen ve Tirkgeyi ana dili olarak konusan 190 kisidir. 21
sifattan olusan bir liste veri toplamak igin kullaniimistir. Veriler kullanim sikliklari agisindan analiz
edilmistir. Sonuglar listedeki 21 sifat pekistirilirken ‘p’nin en sik kullanilan tnsiz, ‘r’nin ise en az

kullanilan Gnslz oldugunu gostermistir.  Calismanin bir baska 6nemli bulgusu da sifatlarin
¢ogunun birden fazla pekistirilmis biciminin olmasidir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: sifatlar, pekistirme, ikileme, Tlrkce

Introduction

‘Adjective’ is a word that describes, identifies a noun, such as dar (narrow), giizel (beautiful),
pembe (pink), yiiksek (high), and (¢ (three). Adjectives are categorized into two in terms of their
functions as Determinative Adjectives and Qualificative Adjectives. Qualificative adjectives are also
categorized into three in terms of the degree that they describe a noun (Banguoglu, 1974) as 1)
Comparative adjectives 2) Diminutive Adjectives (kiglltme sifatlar): kisacik, glizelce, ilicak,
minicecik, etc) 3) Intensified Adjectives (Berkitme/Pekistirme Sifatlari): (yemyesil, mosmor,

pespembe, etc).
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Intensified adjectives are formed by prefixation (Kornfilt, 1997). Banguoglu (1974) claims
that such adjectives modify a noun intensively. In Turkish these adjectives are mostly constructed by
means of paronomasia. In other words, one of the consonants (m, p, r, or s) closes the first syllable
of the adjective and then this syllabic compound becomes a pre-suffix as in the examples below.
This process is referred to as ‘emphatic reduplication’ by many researchers (Demircan, 1987; Dhillon,

2009; Hyung-So, 2009; Kili¢ & Bozsahin, 2012, 2013; Wedel, 1999, 2000)
Acik — apacik mor — mosmor temiz — tertemiz sicak —>simsicak

Sarl —sapsari pembe—> pesbembe c¢iplak—cirgiplak yesil - yemyesil

Banguoglu (1974) explains that these adjectives are called ‘berkitme sifatlari’ since the pre-

suffix has derived by means of handiadyoin :
Ex: kara kara — kapkara

These adjectives are labeled differently by different researchers. Goksen (1967) mentioned

that these can also function as adverbs. Goksen (1967) lists 77 intensified adjectives in Turkish as

follows:
1) apaci 19) dimdik 37) simsiki
2) apagik 20) dipdiri 38) sirilsiklam
3) apak 21) dopdolu 39) sirsiklam
4) apansizin 22) gomgok 40) simsiyah
5) apasikar 23) ipince 41) sipsivri
6) apaydin 24) kapkara 42) sipsirin
7) apayri 25) kaskati 43) upuzun
8) bambaska 26) kipkisa 44) tostoparlak
9) basbayagi 27) kipkirmizi 45) yamyassi
10) bembeyaz 28) kipkizil 46) yamyas

11) carcabuk

29) kiskivrak

47) yapayalniz

12) cepgevre 30) kopkolay 48) yapyalniz
13) ¢epegevre 31) kopkoyu 49) yemyesil
32) koskoca 50) yepyeni

)

)

)

)

14) cirilgiplak

15) cirgiplak

16) dapdar

17) dapdaracik
)

18) dimdizlak

33) pespembe
34) sapasaglam
35) sapsaglam
36) sapsari

51) yusyumru
52) yusyuvarlak
53) zapzayif
54) besbedava
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55) besbelli

56) besbeter
57) bombos

58) bisbitlin
59) cascavlak
60) dosdogru
61) dupduru

63) dipediiz
64) epeksi

65) gepgenis
66) korkitik
67) koskotlrim
68) kupkuru

69) masmavi

71) paramparga
72) tamtakir
73) taptaze

74) tastamam
75) tertemiz
76) tortop

77) tostopacg

62) dimdiz 70) mosmor

Gece (1995) refers to these as ‘adjunct adjectives’ and Hengirmen (1999) labels them
‘intensified adjectives’. GOgus (1962) states that as intensified adjectives are formed through
‘repetition’, such adjectives can also be categorized under ‘compound adjectives’. Gdksen (1967)
makes a mixture of all the different labels and names these adjectives ‘Additive Compound
Intensified Adjectives’. On the contrary, Agakay (1967) is opposed to such a definition. He explains
that such adjectives cannot be named intensified adjectives. Rather, it is more appropriate to label

them as ‘intensified adjectives’.

Concerning the rules explaining how to make an adjective an intensified adjective, Gencan
(1979) claims that not all, but some of the qualificative adjectives can become intensified adjectives
by taking one of the consonants (m, p, r, or s) immediately after their first vowel. Agakay (1967a,
1967b) mentions that there are mainly five rules in governing what kinds of adjectives are intensified
with the consonants (m, p, r, or s). The first rule posits that if the initial syllable of an adjective is a

vowel, the adjective is intensified by the consonant ‘p’.
Example: acik—apacik, islak—1pislak).

According to the second rule, if an adjective does not include a bilabial consonant or ‘s’ like
consonants such as z, s, or ¢, it is intensified by the consonant ‘p’ (dar — dapdar). In addition to the
previous two rules, if the adjective consists of the consonant ‘r’, the adjective is also intensified by
the consonant ‘p’. For example, kirmizi —kipkirmizi. Regarding rule four, an adjective beginning

with the consonant ‘b’ and consisting of an s-like consonant such as z, s, or ¢, it is intensified by ‘m’:
Example:  bos—Bombos, burusuk — bumburusuk

And the last rule hypothesizes that if an adjective consists of a bilabial consonant and does

not have an s-like consonant such as z, s, or ¢, it is intensified by ‘s’.

Example:  belli >besbelli; mavi— masmavi.
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Contrary to Agakay (1967), Goksen (1967) posits that there is no rule that governs which of
the consonants (m, p, r, or s) an adjective should take to become an intensified adjective. Rather, the

appropriate form is chosen depending on its being uttered easily.

In the light of this general knowledge in the professional literature about the definition and
the different labels used for ‘intensified adjectives’, some points appear unresolved. One of them is
that there is not a mutually agreed upon criterion in categorizing such adjectives. The second one is
that there is not a clear rule that determines which of the consonants (m, p, r, or s) adjectives should
take when becoming intensified adjectives. In the related literature, there isn’t any research
conducted on this specific subject. To fill this gap, the present study aims to shed a deeper light into
the native Turkish speakers’ tendency towards intensifying adjectives. By doing so, the study also
aims to investigate whether native Turkish speakers intensify adjectives according to the five rules of

mentioned above. Thus, the research questions of the present study are:
1) What is the general tendency of native speakers of Turkish when intensifying adjectives?

2) Is there a rule that determines which adjectives are intensified by which of the consonants (m, p,

r,ors)?
Method
Participants

The participant group consisted of 190 native speakers of Turkish whose ages ranged from 18
to 56. Of the 190 participants, 80 were university students, studying different subjects at two
different state universities. The rest were the participants enrolled in a variety of courses such as art,

language, and music at a public education center.
Data collection tool

21 Turkish adjectives were selected and listed in a list, which was used as the data collection
instrument (Appendix 1). Of the 21 adjectives, the first 9 were the adjectives that are regarded as
not appropriate to be intensified (e.g., zeki, zengin) whereas the remaining 12 adjectives were the
most frequently used in the Turkish language (e.g. kisa, kalin, sicak, dolu). The list consisted of only

the adjectives, not their intensified forms.

The list also included a brief explanation of how adjectives are intensified by the four
consonants (m, p, r, or s) in Turkish with examples for each. The participants were then asked to

intensify the adjectives, using the consonants (m, p, r, or s).
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Data collection procedures

In order to collect data, the researcher visited the cafeterias on the campuses of two state
universities and searched for volunteers to participate in the study. The researcher also visited a
public education center to collect data from local people. A total of 190 university students and
locals agreed to participate in the study. Before handing out the adjective list to the participants, the
participants signed a consent form, which informed them of the aim and process of the research.
The participants were also informed that there was not a ‘correct answer’ and that they were
expected to intensify the adjectives in the list exactly the same way they did in their daily language

use. Data collection lasted about two weeks.
Data analysis procedures

In order to answer the first research question, the intensified forms of each one of the 21
adjectives were placed into one of the four categories according to whether the adjective was
intensified by one of the consonants ‘m’, ‘p’, ‘r’, and ‘s’. Then, the participants’ answers for each
adjective were counted and the frequencies were described in terms of percentages (Table 1). It is
important to note that when analyzing the data, percentages between 0 % and 3.0 % were ignored

due to their representing a limited number of participants.

In order to answer the second research question, the adjectives were divided into four
categories according to the consonant (m, p, r, or s) they were intensified with and were examined

according to Agakay’s (1967a, 1967b) rules for intensifying adjectives.
Results and Discussion

The results of the study will be discussed for each research question. In brief, it was found
that /p/ was the most frequently (64, 54%) used affixal consonant, while /r/ is the least used one.
This finding aligns with Demircan’s study (1989). She further mentioned that the preference
hierarchy from the most preferred linker to the least one was /p/, /s/, /m/, and /r/. However, in the
present study, it was found that when reduplicating, /m/ was preferred more (16,43%) than /s/
(5,46%). The findings also revealed that native speakers of Turkish showed a tendency to use more

than one intensified form of an adjective when reduplicating.

The first research question aimed to investigate the general tendency of the native speakers
of Turkish to use intensified adjectives in daily Turkish. The results indicate that of the 21 adjectives,
5 were intensified by only one intensified form - by the consonant ‘p’. Table 1 displays the adjectives

and their intensified versions formed by applying only the consonant ‘p’.
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Table 1. Percentage of intensified forms of adjectives formed by the consonant ‘p’

Adjective Intensified form consonant Frequency of preference
by native speakers of
Turkish

glzel glpguzel P 89.6

kizil kipkizil P 100

sari Sapsari P 98.8

Uzgun Upuzgln p 96.5

taze taptaze P 98.8

Another significant finding of the study was that an adjective was not intensified by only one
of the consonants (m, p, r, or s); rather, the native speakers of Turkish showed a tendency to use
more than one intensified form of an adjective in their daily lives (Table 2). According to the results
of the analysis, of the 21 adjectives, 9 of them were found to be intensified by two consonants, which

means that 9 adjectives have two intensified versions.
Cirkin: cipgirkin (90.8%), ciscirkin (10.2%)
Dar: dapdar (79.3%), dasdar (19.5%)
Diri: dipdiri (94.2 %), disdiri (6.89%)
Dolu: dopdolu (93.1%), dosdolu (9.1 %)
Diiz: Dipdiiz (24.1%), diimddiz (78.1%)
Kalin: kapkalin (84.8%), kaskalin (17.2%)
Sicak: sipsicak (19.5%), simsicak (79.3%))
Yas: yapyas (44.8%), yamyas (58.6 %)
Zayif: zapzayif (89.6%). zamzayif (4.5%)

Of the 21 adjectives, only one of them was intensified by three consonants: Sefil: sepsefil

(24.1%), semsefil (6.8%), sersefil (66.6%). The adjectives ‘genis’ and ‘topa¢’ were intensified by all

‘ LA S9N B |

the four consonants ‘m’, ‘p’, ‘r’, and ‘s’ by the participants. In other words, four intensified forms for

these two adjectives were found:
Genis: gepgenis (77%), gemgenis (9.15%), gesgenis (6.8%), gergenis (5.7%)
Topag: toptopag (47.15%), tomtopac (5.75%), tostopag (33.3%), tortopag (3.4%)

Table 2 shows that most adjectives show a tendency to be intensified by the consonant ‘p’

whereas the consonant ‘r’ is the least rarely used one
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Table 2. Percentage Scores of the Participants for Each Intensified Form

of the Adjectives with (m, p, r, and s)

p m S r
cirkin 90.8 - 17.2 -
sirin 91.9 1.1 3.7 -
glzel 89.6 1.1 1.1 -
zayif 89.6 4.5 - 2.2
genis 77 9.1 6.8 5.7
kisa 95.4 3.4 - -
zeki 85 4.5 - -
Uzgun 96.5 - - -
kalin 84.8 - 17.2 -
kizil 100 - - -
sicak 19.5 79.3 - -
topag 47.1 5.7 333 3.4

yas 44.8 58.6 - -
yesil 9.1 88.5 - -
taze 98.8 - - -
dar 79.3 2.2 19.5 -
sari 98.8 1.1 - -
diri 94.2 1.1 6.89 -
diz 24.1 78.1 - -
sefil 24.1 6.89 - 66.6
dolu 93.1 - 9.1 -
Total 64,54 16,43 5,46 3,70

intensified by the consonant

According to the analysis of the data collected, using the list, the list of adjectives which are

P
Kalin
Kizil
Cirkin
Sicak
Sirin
Yas
Yesil

Taze

Sicak
Yas
Yesil

[V Y S R Y |

p, m,’s

and ‘r’ are listed below.

Dar
Sari
Eksi
Daz
Zayif
Zengin
Genis

Kisa

Dlz
Zayif

Topag

Zeki
Uzgiin
Sefil

Dolu

Genis
Zeki
Sefil
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S

Kalin Topag Dolu
Dar Genis

R

Genis Sefil

When compared with Goksen’s (1967) list of intensified adjectives, a great similarity in how
adjectives are intensified is observed. However, the results of the present study indicate that native
speakers of Turkish show a tendency to use different intensified forms for an adjective. According to
Goksen’s (1967) list of intensified adjectives, the intensified forms of the adjectives ‘diiz’, ‘dar’,
‘vesil’, ‘yas’ and ‘topa¢’ are ‘dimdiz’, ‘dapdar’, yemyesil’, ‘yapyas and ‘tostopacg’, respectively.
However, the results of this study indicate that except for these intensified forms, a considerable
amount of the participants also showed a tendency to use another intensified form for those
adjectives: ‘dipdiz’ (24.15%), ‘dasdar’ (19.5%), ‘yepyesil’ (9.15%), ‘yapyas’ (44.8%), and ‘toptopag’
(47.1%).

The second research question aimed to find out whether there was a rule that determined which
adjectives were intensified by the consonants (m, p, r, or s). According to Agakay (1967), adjectives
beginning with the consonant ‘b’ and which consists of s-like consonants such as z s, or c are
intensified by ‘m’ (bos—Bombos, burusuk — bumburusuk). However, this rule does not appear
reliable. The results of the present study indicate that adjectives which do not obey this rule are also

intensified by the constant ‘m’.

Dliz— dimdiz (78.1%) Topag —tomtopag (5.2 %)
Sefil— semsefil (6.89 %) Yas—yamyas (58.6 %)
Genis—gemgenis (9.1 %) Yesil>yemyesil (88.5 %)

Sicak— simsicak (79.3 %)

Another rule proposed by Agakay (1967) posits that adjectives which consist of bilabial
consonants (b, p, m) and does not have s-like consonants (z, s, ¢) are intensified by ‘s’ (belli —>
besbelli; mavi — masmavi. However, according to the results of this study, adjectives which are not

characterized by this rule are also intensified by the consonant ‘s’.

Cirkin —>Cisgirkin (17.2%) Dar— dasdar (19.5 %)
Genis —gesgenis (6.8 %) Diri — disdiri (6.8 %)
Topag — tostopag (33.3 %) Kalin — kaskalin (17.2 %)
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Dolu—dosdolu(9.1%)

The results of the study indicate that the rules mentioned in the literature for intensifying
adjectives are not replicable for every adjective; this weakens the reliability of those rules. What is
more, since there is more than one intensified version of an adjective, it seems very difficult to
construct rules for intensifying adjectives. In that sense, the results of the study supports Géksen’s
(1967) claim that there is not a rule that determines which of the consonants (m, p, r, or s) an
adjective should take to become an intensified adjective. Beck (1975) also mentions that the choice

for a new prefix consonant is not governed by a productive rule.

These findings also confirm Goksen (1967) who opposes positing a rule when intensifying
adjectives and supports the idea that ease of uttering should be the criterion in deciding the
appropriate intensified form of an adjective. The results of the study indicate that some adjectives
seem to have more than one intensified form, and this may mark the beginning of a change.
Similarly, Goksen (1967) claimed that intensified adjectives change in time. For example, the
intensified adjectives ‘sapsarigi’ and ‘yapyasil’ which were common in the past are not used today.

The new forms of these intensified adjectives are ‘sapsari’ and ‘yemyesil’ ,respectively.

The reason why some adjectives are intensified by two or three of the consonants (m, p, r, s)
may be due to the differences in the participants’ social backgrounds, local dialects, and levels of
education. A further study which investigates the effect/s of local dialects and levels of education on

native speakers’ use of intensified adjectives is commendable.
Conclusion

One of the aims of this study was to investigate how adjectives were intensified in Turkish.
The results of the study indicate that most of the Turkish adjectives have more than one intensified
form and most of those adjectives seem to have a tendency to be intensified with the consonant ‘p’.
Another aim of the study was to find out whether there was a rule for intensifying adjectives.
Although some rules governing the intensifying of adjectives have been stated in the literature about
the Turkish language (Agakay, 1967), the results of the present study show that these rules do not
seem to be generalized for every adjective. The results of this study raise doubts regarding the
reliability of those proposed rules. The findings of this study show that most of the adjectives seem
to be intensified with more than one consonant. Therefore, it is very difficult to establish a rule that

governs the intensifying of an adjective in Turkish.

An interesting finding of the study is that although not stated in the dictionaries (Hengirmen,
1999), there are intensified adjectives which are commonly used by native speakers of Turkish in

their daily lives (for example: gesgenis, sipsicak, yapyas). This finding raises some questions that
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deserve discussion such as ‘Does the non-existence of these intensified adjectives in any Turkish
dictionary mean that these intensified forms are incorrect language forms? If they are regarded as
‘incorrect’, then ‘What are the criteria for ‘correct’?’; ‘Who makes the decisions of accuracy of the
intensified forms of these adjectives - local people who commonly use them or the authorities who

write the printed language?’
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Appendix 1

Check-list

Egitim: ilkokul /ortaokul mezunu: [] Lise mezunu: [] Universite 6grencisi/ mezunu: [J

Sifatlar asagidaki o6rneklerde goruldigu gibi cesitli sekilde pekistirilebilirlerler. Asagidaki
listede bulunan 23 sifati glinlik hayatinizda nasil pekistirerek kullandiginizi litfen bos siituna yaziniz.

Ornek: siyah.—> simsiyah temiz.— tertemiz
pembe— pespembe kirmizi.— kipkirmiz

1 Cirkin
2 Sirin

3 Guzel
4 Zayif
5 Genis
6 Kisa

7 Zeki

8 Uzgiin
9 Kalin
10 Kizil
11 Sicak
12 Topag
13 Yas
14 Yesil
15 Taze
16 Dar
17 Sari
18 Diri
19 Duz
20 Sefil
21 Dolu
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