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ABSTRACT

Language is a product of society and is affected by all kinds of events and situations
affecting the society. For this reason, the meanings of words may change over time.
Following the traces of words is extremely important for to recognise a language. These
changes in the meanings of words are named with various terms. Document analysis,

Keywords: one of the qualitative research methods, was used in the study and content analysis was
Semantics, used to analyse the data. In this study, the concepts related to lexical semantics were
Lexical semantics, discussed by analysing the studies in the literature and the dynamic structure of
Semantic events language was revealed. There are different opinions about the terms analysed. While

examining the studies, attention was paid to this situation and it was tried to reach the
studies of researchers with different views. Within the scope of the study, the concepts
of polysemy, synonymy, plain meaning, connotation, connotation, term, figurative
meaning, simile, metaphor and metonymy, synonymy, antonymy and semantic changes
(semantic restriction, semantic expansion, meliorative, pejorative, semantic transfer)
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INTRODUCTION

The meaning of a word cannot be considered separately from the society that creates this
meaning. Aksan's (2015) view that “If people did not live in society, they would undoubtedly not
need language” (p. 64) also supports that. Although the words used in the language initially
emerged to meet a single meaning, some of them have gained multiple meanings over time, some
of them have lost their meaning and gained a completely different meaning, and some of them have
come to meet a narrower field of meaning. These and other similar situations are proof that
language has a living structure. However, it is also possible to have information about the social,
cultural, economic, etc. characteristics of the society through language. Sever (2004) sees language
as “the most important tool that transfers the entire cultural accumulation of the nation and
humanity” (p. 5).

Individuals who make up the society use language to communicate and think. If a linguistic
sign does not match with any equivalent in the individual's mind, the individual will not make
sense of what is said and communication will not take place. According to Ulper, it is possible for
individuals to use their language skills competently if they have a sufficient vocabulary. According
to Karatay, the vocabulary of the individual directly affects the communication skills of the
individual since it has a function on expressing feelings and thoughts. However, since language is
in constant change, the individual should follow these changes and care about the qualitative
development as well as the quantitative increase of vocabulary. Although it is not possible to
experience changes that will affect the meanings of words in a short period of time, it is possible to

have more information about the current meanings of words.

According to Aksan (1999), lexical semantics is “a branch of semantics that analyses the
elements referred by various names in linguistics, called words in general language, and their
derived and combined forms with other elements in terms of meaning” (p. 27). According to
Johnson, lexical semantics is a sub-branch of linguistics, but those who do research on lexical
semantics continue a philosophical tradition that goes back to Socrates and deals with the meaning
of words. This means that lexical semantics has a philosophical aspect. Cruse (2006) states that
lexical semantics analyses the determination of word meaning; paradigmatic semantic relations
such as synonymy, antonymy and sub-semantics; syntagmatic relations depending on context and
selectional constraints; taxonomic hierarchies, meaning changes and meaning expansion processes

such as metaphor and metonymy.

Aksan (1999) analysed lexical semantics under the headings of basic meaning, designs-images,
emotional value, connotation, simile, transfers, polysemy, homonymy, context, synonymy, antonymy,
reconciliation and uncommen reconciliation, aktionsart and aspect, and semantic changes. Onan (2020), on
the other hand, examined lexical semantics under the headings of basic meaning, connotation,
figurative meaning, polysemy, synonymy, homophony, designs and emotional value, simile, transfers,
antonymy, cohesion, implict meaning, aktionsart and aspect, term, domestication, words with concrete and
abstract meanings, reduplications, onomatopoeia. In this study, it is aimed to examine the titles of
polysemy, homonymy, basic meaning, connotation, term, figurative meaning, simile, transfers (metaphor and
metonymy), synonymy, antonymy and semantic changes (semantic restriction, semantic extension,
meliorative, pejorative, semantic transfer) in the context of the studies in the literature. Since there are

differences of opinion on these titles, different views were tried to be included in the study.
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METHOD
Research Model

In this study, the concepts of lexical semantics were analysed in the context of the studies
in the literature. For this reason, document analysis, one of the qualitative research methods, was
used in this study. “Document analysis involves the analysis of written materials containing
information about the phenomenon or phenomena aimed to be investigated.” (Yildirim & Simsek,
2021, p. 189).

Data Collection Tool
At the stage of data collection, studies on lexical semantics in the literature were consulted.
Since there are differences of opinion about the concepts of lexical semantics, it was tried to reach

the studies of researchers with different views.
Data Analysis

The data obtained from the academic studies examined in this study were analysed by
content analysis method. “The basic process in this type of analysis is to bring together similar data
within the framework of certain concepts and themes, and to interpret and reach conclusions by
organising them in a way that the reader can understand.” (Yildirim & Simsek, 2021, p. 250).

FINDINGS
Polysemy

Individuals use the words of the language they speak to communicate and want to express
themselves through these words. However, since there is not a word to express every situation and
event, he/she tries to express himself/herself through other words in the language. Korkut (2017)
stated that the number of words that have only one meaning in the language is few. This situation
has given new meanings to existing words and polysemy has emerged. It is possible to state that
polysemy, which emerges through various analogies and transfers, is seen in every language
(Aksan, 1999; Toklu, 2018; Yildiz, 2021).

According to Kiran and Eziler Kiran (2023), polysemy is the situation where a signifier has
the feature of denoting more than one signified. In other words, a word fulfils more than one
meaning. On the other hand, the word, i.e. the signifier, gains connotations without losing its basic
meaning, and these connotations may be forgotten over time or the number of connotations may
increase (Onan, 2020). Palmer (2020) stated that it is impossible to determine how many different
meanings a word has. Polysemous words gain their meanings according to the context. Aksan
(2015) stated that polysemous words can reflect only one of their meanings according to the context

in which they are used.

It is difficult to distinguish between homonymy and polysemy (Krovetz, 1997). Karaagag
(2013) stated that in cases where it is not possible to distinguish between homonymy and polysemy,
it is necessary to resort to non-linguistic elements such as cultural exchange, historical and social
areas. Aksan's (2004) view that meaning is not an element that concerns only words and sentences

supports this situation. In order to distinguish such words in dictionaries, there is a single entry for
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polysemous words and multiple entries for synonyms (Kilig, 2009; Palmer, 2020). However, it
would not be correct to decide whether a word is synonymous or polysemous only through
dictionaries. Korkmaz and Saral (2023) stated that while the meanings of polysemous words are
related to each other, there is no relationship between the meanings of homonyms. This information

can help to distinguish between homonyms and polysemous words.

According to Duman (2015), words with polysemy can lead to misunderstandings and
cause undesirable results. Kadem (2022) also stated that polysemous words can lead to ambiguity
in meaning and that this situation is a natural consequence of assigning multiple tasks to a single

word. This ambiguity is resolved based on the context.
Homonymy

Homonymy is the situation where two or more words with the same signifiers have
different signifiers. Tuzcu (2023) states that the pronunciation, spelling and stress of homonyms are
the same. Erkinay-Tamtamis (2021) stated that the main thing in homonymy is that words with the
same form meet different meanings. Toklu (2018) stated that homonyms have different origins and
different meanings. Hartmann and James (1998) also stated that although such words are formally
the same, they differ semantically. Based on these views, it is possible to state that there is a formal

commonality between homonyms only in the signifier dimension.

Aksan (1999) states that there are two factors in the emergence of homonymy: “two or more
words with different meanings approaching each other due to the change of sound or form they
undergo over time, becoming homophones” (p. 73) and “a word taken from a foreign language

becoming homophonous with another word in the local language” (p. 73).

Toklu (2018) stated that homonyms are handled under two headings as homophony and
homographicality in different languages, but homonyms in Turkish generally show the feature of
being both homonyms and homophones. Aksan (1999) stated that there are two types of
homonymy in some languages, namely homophony and orthography, but in Turkish, a phonetic
orthography is used and old forms are generally not reflected in writing. Hartmann and James
(1998) stated that homophony and orthography are examples of homonymy. Atmaca (2013) stated
that a word with the feature of homonymy also has the features of homophony and orthography

and suggested that these terms should be expressed under the title of homonymy.
Denotation

The concept of denotation can also be met with terms such as literal meaning, referential
meaning, plain meaning, conceptual meaning. Denotation is the first design that a word evokes in
the human mind. At the same time, denotation is the first meaning of the word in the dictionary.
Kilig¢ (2009) stated that the plain meaning of a word constitutes its conceptual content and that the
plain meaning of a word includes the basic and necessary components of the meaning in the context
of general use of the word. Karaagag (2013) stated that there is a causeless and counting relationship
between the signifier and the signified of words with denotation and that the most common
meaning of a language unit is the denotation. Giinay (2007) defined denotation as “all the common

values that all subjects using a language have about a word” (p. 69).

Aksan (1999) stated that there may be changes in the relationship between the referent and
the signifier over time. According to Onan (2020), a simultaneous perspective should be used to

determine the denotation. Colak (2021) also emphasised a certain period while defining the
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denotation. These views support each other. Language is a product of the society that uses language
and is affected by all changes in society. Therefore, the meanings of words should be evaluated

according to the period in which they are analysed.

Denotation and monosemy are different concepts. Karaagag (2013) stated that words that
reflect a monosemy and a single concept have a single meaning and that terms, names of tools and
equipment, some concrete and abstract names and concept names have a single meaning, but he
also stated that such words in a language will not remain as monosemic. Atmaca (2016) stated that
monosemy and polysemy, denotation and connotation are opposite to each other and showed that

monosemy and denotation are different from each other.
Connotation

A connotation is the meaning or meanings of a polysemous word that is determined
according to the context, which is outside its basic meaning. According to Aksan (1999), according
to Kerimoglu (2022), connotation is the “dynamic, open to interpretation, mostly not included in
the dictionary” (p. 215) meaning added to the basic meaning. Guiraud (1999) stated that

connotation colours the concept without distorting it.
“In every language, connotations are usually attached to signs in four directions:
1. Adding new concrete meanings to the concrete
2. Adding new abstract meanings to the concrete
3. Adding new abstract meanings to the abstract
4. Adding new concrete meanings to the abstract” (Aksan, 1999, p. 60)

Kili¢ (2009) stated that language users' background knowledge, perspective on life and
attitudes are the components of connotation. However, according to Giinay (2007), connotation
reflects social, historical and cultural features as well as the individual aspect of connotation. Colak

(2021) stated that connotation occurs with some analogies and transfers that occur over time.

The connotation contains implicit meanings. Since the connotative words gain meaning
according to the context, the language user needs to make a more intensive effort to reach the
meaning than the basic meaning. Although Giinay (2007) states that connotations are produced by
the society, Richard (2012) says that Frege claims that meaning is objective, independent of the
mind, that two people cannot think the same thing and that meaning reflects the mood of the
language user. Kerimoglu (2022), on the other hand, states that connotation is the impression left
by the word on the person. On the other hand, according to Saussure (1998), language is powerful
and the individual has to accept what is created by society. Moreover, it is clear that all members
of the society do not and cannot determine a meaning with a common decision. Vardar (2002) also
stated that connotative words have social and individual characteristics. These views show that
connotation has an individual and social aspect.

Term

Terms are words used in a limited field. Vardar (2002) defines a term as “A word specific
to a special field of knowledge or activity, a branch of science, practice or expertise” (p. 192).
According to Pilav (2008), terms, which differ from the general words of the language in terms of
their structure and meaning, are the special words of different branches of science, profession and

art; the meanings of terms are narrow and limited.
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Gilinay (2007) stated that terms have a single meaning, and that different disciplines can
use the same term or use synonymous terms with different meanings. Onan (2020) stated that terms
have an objective meaning. Ziilfikar (1991) also stated that terms are the only equivalent of a
scientific concept, have a fixed meaning and that the meaning they express is closed to
interpretation.

Onan (2020) stated that terms have international validity. Bessé (2005), on the other hand,
pointed to the ability to agree on the meanings of terms as a condition for scientific and technical
improvement all over the world. Pilav (2008) stated that field experts should come together and
reach an agreement on the terms related to the field, unity of terminology should be ensured in
textbooks at all levels, and the current common terms should be accepted without Turkishisation.
In terms of ensuring the universality of science, it is extremely important to ensure unity in terms

of terminology.

Figurative Meaning

While words initially fulfil a single meaning, they come to fulfil different meanings over
time. In fact, it can even completely get rid of its initial meaning and take on a new meaning. This
situation constitutes figurative meaning. Iscan (2011) defines figurative meaning as ‘The meaning
that occurs when words are used instead of another word or concept other than their literal
meaning is called figurative meaning.” (p. 507). Altiparmak-Yilmaz (2020) stated that figurative
words have an abstract structure and reflect the richness of meaning of language. Figurative

meaning is used to strengthen expression in written and spoken language.

Bilgin (2013) considers figurative meaning as a sub-branch of connotation and calls
it metaphorical connotation and states that metaphorical connotationmoves further away from the basic
meaning of the word. Bilgin argues that in figurative meaning, which he calls figurative
connotation, the meaning of the word is not completely detached from its basic meaning. Aksan
(1999) stated that the words which are argued to have figurative meaning should be called
metaphorical. Karatas (2001) stated that words with figurative meaning break away from their basic
meaning. Although Onan (2020) argues that figurative meaning is a kind of connotation, he also
states that figurative words are completely removed from the basic meaning and have an abstract
structure. These views show that there are differences of opinion about the concept of figurative

meaning. Literal meaning and figurative meaning are different concepts.

Simile

People use various ways to strengthen their expressions while using written and spoken
language. Simile is one of these ways. Cifci and Kaplan (2020) defined simile as ‘bringing the
qualitatively weaker of two elements, which are related in meaning in different ways, closer to the
stronger one in order to make the word effective and increase the comprehensibility of the word’
(p- 513). A complete simile has four elements: simile, simile, simile direction and simile preposition.
Kiran and Eziler-Kiran (2023) stated that the simile and the simile are the basic elements, while the
simile direction and the preposition of simile are auxiliary elements. According to Atmaca (2016),
the types of simile are as follows: detailed simile, abbreviated simile, beautiful simile, reinforced
simile. The types of simile can be explained as follows:
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= Detailed simile: It is a simile with all four elements. As an example of this type, the sentence
My father was standing behind me like a mountain’ can be given as an example. In this sentence,
the word my father is the simile, the word mountain is the simile, the word like is the
preposition of simile, and the word was standing is the direction of simile.

= Abbreviated simile: It is a type of simile that does not contain a simile direction. It is
possible to show the sentence It was a wedding like a fairy tale as an example for this type of
simile. In this sentence, the word wedding is the simile, the word fairy tale is the simile, and
the word like is the preposition of simile. There is no simile direction element in this
sentence.

* Beautiful simile: It is a type of simile created with the basic elements of the simile, the simile
and the simile. As an example of this type, the sentence the dilber whose gazelle eyes i love can
be shown as an example. The word eye in this sentence is the simile and the word gazelle is
the simile. In this sentence, there is no expression representing the elements of simile
direction and simile preposition.

* Reinforced simile: It is a simile that does not contain a preposition of simile. As an example
of this type, it is possible to show the sentence My heart was a strange bird, unable to find a
branch to land as an example. In this sentence, the word heart is the simile, the word bird is
the simile, and the expression that cannot find a branch to land is the direction of simile. In
this sentence, there is no expression that meets the preposition of simile.

It has been stated by many researchers that simile is the first stage of transfers (Aksan, 1999;
Atmaca, 2016; Kiran & Eziler-Kiran, 2023, Onan, 2020; Toklu, 2018; Ugur, 2003). However,
according to Giileroglu (2024), although metaphor and simile are close concepts, there are some
differences between them. Ciiriik (2020) stated that every metaphor contains a simile, but not every
simile contains a metaphor, that metaphors are abbreviated similes, and that metaphors do not
have a preposition of simile since metaphors are based on being something itself instead of being
similarto something. Aydin (2006) also stated that metaphors are created without using the
words like and similar.

Transfer

The basis of transfers are similes. Similes, which are initially in the form of detailed similes,
become shorter over time, resulting in transpositions. Aksan (1999) stated that transposition is the
attempt to express the concept desired to be expressed with another concept with which there is a
relationship and similarity. While doing this, no preposition of analogy is used. The purpose of
using transpositions is to make the expression more effective. According to Onan (2020), words
gain new meanings through transpositions and as a result, they expand their meaning boundaries.
Aksan (1999) stated that transpositions are also the source of polysemy.

There are differing opinions regarding the types of transfers. For the type of transfer
referred to as metaphor in Turkish, terms such as diiz degismece, mecaz-1 miirsel, and ad aktarmas: can
be used; while for metonymy in Turkish, terms like egretileme, istiare, and deyim aktarmas: may be
used. Transfers have been examined in this study under the headings of metaphor and metonymy:

Metaphor

Hartmann and James (1998) state that "the use of a word or expression that denotes a
concept from one domain or semantic field to refer to an aspect of another domain or semantic
field" (p. 93) gives rise to metaphor, and they suggest that metaphors are generally formed based
on similarities between two concepts. According to Giinay (2007), linguistic expressions that
indicate simile or analogy are not used when creating metaphors. "The essence of metaphor is to
understand and experience one kind of thing in terms of another kind" (Lakoff & Johnson, 2015, p.

30). "At the core of metaphors are cognitive schemas shaped by individual or collective experiences,
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ideas, and emotions, which provide the basis for new meanings and learnings" (Kuyma, 2022, p.
158). Terms such as allegory, allusion, and idiomatic transfer are also used instead of metaphor.
Lakoff and Johnson (2015) categorize metaphors into three groups: structural metaphors,
orientational metaphors, and ontological metaphors. They define structural metaphors as those that
give one concept a structure in relation to another; orientational metaphors as those related to
spatial or directional orientation; and ontological metaphors as those that transform an abstract
concept into a concrete structure for discussion and classification. Examples of these types include:
= "His words are directly targeting us." (Structural metaphor. The discussion is structured by
the metaphor "argument is war.")
= "He degraded himself with this behavior." (Orientational metaphor. The good is above, the
bad is below.)
* "I drank coffee to clear my mind." (Ontological metaphor. The mind is a machine.)

Metaphors can artificially be divided into three types: orientational metaphors, ontological
metaphors, and structural metaphors. All metaphors are structural (because they map structures
onto structures); all metaphors are ontological (because they create entities in the target domain);
many metaphors are orientational (because they correspond to orientational image-schemas).
(Lakoff & Johnson, 2015, p. 324)

Metonymy

Different terms can be used for the concept of metonymy. For example the terms diiz
degismece, mecdz-1 miirsel, ad aktarmas: are also used in Turkish for metonymy. Kévecses and Radden
(1998) define metonymy as "a way of speaking in which the name of one thing is used instead of
the name of another thing that is associated with it or suggested by it" (p. 37). Imer et al. (2011)
describe metonymy as "a type of substitution established by creating relationships such as whole-
part, cause-effect, general-specific, and concrete-abstract among the elements in a sentence or
phrase without the aim of analogy” (p. 106). Ahanov (2002) states that metonymy arises from the
closeness between objects or situations. According to Lakoff and Johnson (2015), "metonymic
concepts give us the ability to conceptualize one thing through its relation to another” (p. 71). Aksan

(1999) notes that metonymy facilitates expression and adds strength to it.

According to Giinay (2007), metonymy is the opposite of metaphor, and in metonymy,
which utilizes a relationship at the referential level, one object is named through another object,
and this is evident in elliptical expressions. Aksan (2015) has stated that, unlike metaphor,

metonymy is based on interest and relationship rather than similarity.

Metaphor and metonymy are different types of processes. Metaphor is fundamentally a
way of conceiving one thing in relation to another, and its main function is meaning. On the other
hand, metonymy primarily has a referential function; it allows us to use one thing in place of
another. However, metonymy is not merely a referential tool; it also serves a function of providing
meaning. (Lakoff & Johnson, 2015, p. 68)

There are differing opinions regarding the naming of the concept of metonymy, as well as
its types. It is possible to express that the types of metonymy include whole for part, part for whole,
internal-external relation, product for producer, user for object, doer for controlled, institution/place for
responsible individuals, place for institution, place for event, cause-effect relation, and abstract-concrete
relation. The number and content of these types may vary from study to study. The differences in

terminology are also reflected in the content.
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The types of metonymy can be exemplified as follows:
= A good right foot is needed in that area. (Whole for part)
= The entire city is after him. (Part for whole)
= He ate both boxes by himself. (Internal-external relation)
= He wouldn’t go a day without reading Dostoevsky. (Product for producer)
* The world’s number one player will be revealed in this match. (User for object)
= The coach finally won the trophy. (Doer for controlled)

= The university made a statement regarding the topics of interest. (Institution/place for

responsible individuals)
= Washington provided an evaluation regarding the incident. (Place for institution)
= The Turkish soldier never forgot Korea. (Place for event)
= Abundance is raining from the sky. (Cause-effect relation)
= The perspective of youth on life is different from ours. (Abstract-concrete relation)

As seen in the examples, one of the two concepts that have a relationship is used in place
of the other without mentioning its name, and the meaning remains intact. However, it should be
noted that these examples are language-specific. Aksan (1999) stated that the Turkish expression
tahta ¢ikmak and the French expression monter sur le tréne have the same meaning, but such cases

are exceptions. Lakoff and Johnson (2015) mentioned that metonymies reflect culture.
Synonymy

Cruse (2000) argued that words with more prominent semantic similarities are
synonymous. Tamba-Mecz (1998) defined synonymy as "words that present different forms in
everyday use but have identical or similar meanings and share the same morphological-syntactic

position" (pp. 94-95). Palmer (2020) contended that languages do not need synonymous words.

Vardar (2002) stated that synonymy expresses semantic closeness rather than identity and
noted that there are few indicators that can convey the same meaning in the same context. Bilgin
(2013) expressed that there is always some semantic difference between words claimed to be
synonymous, making it difficult to speak of synonymy in a language. Ziilfikar (1990) mentioned
that for words to be considered synonymous, there must be a subtlety of meaning between them,
and both words must continue to exist in the language. Aksan (2004) argued that there is always a
difference between words claimed to be synonymous and suggested that these words should be
evaluated as near-synonyms. Atmaca (2016) indicated that for words to be accepted as

synonymous, their meanings must be the same or similar.

Guiraud (1999) used the expression "concepts with many names" for synonymy (p. 41). In
other words, according to Guiraud, synonymy and polysemy are related concepts. According to
Giinay (2007), there is a relationship between synonymy and polysemy, and synonymy is the
opposite of polysemy.

Lyons (1983) noted that there are two different views on synonymy: one group argues that

two words must express exactly the same meaning in all contexts, while the other believes that the
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two words must refer to the same entity in the same context. Elbourne (2020) stated that there are
two ways for synonymy to arise: "two words must be semantically the same or only qualitatively
the same" (p. 48). Giinay (2007) argued that synonymy can be discussed between two words that
express approximately the same thing. Aksan (2004) indicated that complete synonymy is
determined by context. Atmaca (2016) expressed that for synonymy to occur, the parts of speech

must also be the same.

Cruse (2000) categorized synonymy into three types: absolute synonymy, propositional
synonymy, and near-synonymy. Absolute synonymy refers to the situation where two or more
words correspond to the same meaning in every context. Propositional synonymy is a type of
synonymy that can be used interchangeably in context but involves a difference stemming from the
users of the words. For example, the instrument commonly referred to as saz by the general public
is called baglama by professionals in music. Near-synonymy refers to types of synonymy that have
differences but share much more pronounced similarities. An example of this would be the words

gondermek and yollamak, which have a relatively subtle difference in meaning.

Lyons (1983) categorized synonymy into four types: complete and holistic synonymy,
complete but non-holistic synonymy, non-complete but holistic synonymy, and non-complete and
non-holistic synonymy. He defined them as follows: "we can use the term complete synonymy for
both conceptual and emotional content equivalence; we can also restrict the term holistic synonymy

to words that can be interchangeably used in all contexts (whether complete or not)" (p. 399).

Some scholars argue that synonymy can occur among a language's own words, while
others believe it can also occur between a language's words and those borrowed from different
languages. According to Bilgin (2013), "True synonymy is formed by foreign words that have
entered our language" (p. 51). Toklu (2018) stated, "Synonymy can exist among the words of a
language that have been borrowed from another language" (p. 133). Onan (2020) argued that
synonymy can arise with foreign words, but stated that such synonymy occurs in the deep structure
rather than the surface structure. Ersoylu (2001) expressed that synonymy can only occur among a
language's own native words, and that words borrowed from foreign languages should only be
regarded as foreign equivalents. Duman (2015) and Aksan (2004) also asserted that synonymy
should not be established between foreign words and Turkish words. Ziilfikar (1990) argued that
"newly derived Turkish words and their old equivalents should not be evaluated within the topic

of synonymy" (p. 7).
Antonymy

Words that have a semantic opposition create antonymy. According to Palmer (2020),
antonymy is a natural feature of language. Vardar (2002) stated that antonymy occurs around a
common meaning axis. Tamba-Mecz (1998) noted that there is a semantic relationship among such
words. For example, the words "short" and "long" reflect a property related to length but exhibit
opposing characteristics in terms of meaning. Karaaga¢ (2013) expressed that it is possible to find
antonyms for words that denote properties, such as adjectives, adverbs, and verbs, but general

"non

nouns that name entities do not have antonyms. For instance, words like "coffee," "cup," and
"glasses" cannot have antonyms, but the antonym of the adjective "good" is "bad," and the antonym
of the verb "to come" is "to go." According to Onan (2020), antonymy involves "contradiction and

opposition between the deep structures of words" (p. 139).
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Lyons (1983) distinguished antonymy from the concepts of complementarity and
opposition, treating antonymy within a narrower framework. Complementarity refers to a situation
where one member of a word pair implies the negation of the other. For example, if we consider
the words alive and dead, saying It is alive means It is not dead.

Vardar (2002) defines the concept as “The relation between a linguistic unit and the units
or sciences that can replace it in a certain context.” (p. 131). Lyons (1983) noted that in opposition,
there is not only substitution but also implication, illustrating this with the example: "NP1 is the
cousin of NP2 implies NP2 is the cousin of NP1, but stating NP1 (noun phrase 1) is the husband of
NP2 implies NP2 is the wife of NP1" (p. 418).

Lyons (1983) stated that antonymy has the characteristic of being regularly gradable.
According to Kili¢ (2009), in such gradable oppositions, "the negative meaning of one does not
necessarily imply the positive meaning of the other" (p. 50) and "this relationship is directly related
to the relative meanings of the adjectives in the contexts in which they are used" (p. 50). According

to Lyons (1983), comparisons can be explicit or implicit. These can be explained as follows:

= Explicitly comparative sentences are divided into two categories: (1) Two things can be
compared in terms of a specific feature, indicating that this feature is more present in one
object than the other: e.g., Our house is bigger than yours (2) The two “states’ of the same thing
can be compared in terms of the specified feature: Our house is bigger than it used to be.
(Lyons, 1983, p. 413)

= Lyons (1983) stated that in implicit comparisons, antonymous words are not explicitly
graded, emphasizing that "negating one does not mean indicating the other" (p. 414). This
can be illustrated with the example: Saying We have little money does not imply We do not
have a lot of money. Our money can be less than X but more than Y. In this case, money can
be both a lot and little, but what matters is the criteria established for comparison, which is

not known in implicit comparative sentences, unlike in explicit comparisons.

Cruse (2000) divides the concept of antonymy into three types: polar antonyms, equipollent

antonyms, and overlapping antonyms. These types can be explained and exemplified as follows:

= According to Cruse (2000), polar antonymy has the property of being gradable and derives
meaning based on a reference point drawn from context. For example, the words long and
short are evaluated according to a reference point. A person described as long may be taller
than one person but shorter than another. In other words, if X is taller than Y, we only know
that X is taller than Y; we cannot definitively say that X is tall. Cruse (1986) stated that polar
antonymy is neutral and objective in terms of evaluation and can be measured using

traditional units of measurement.

= Al-Kajela (2019) suggested that equipollent antonymy typically expresses a feeling or
perception based on a fundamental assumption, providing a sensory or emotional
evaluation. Cruse (2000) illustrated equipollent antonymy with the sentences (1) "This
coffee is cold, but warmer than that one" (p. 170) and (2) "This coffee is hot, but cooler than
that one" (p. 170). In the first sentence, the word cold indicates the assumption that the coffee
is cold, while in the second sentence, the word hot reflects the assumption that the coffee is
hot. Moreover, the expression This coffee is cold, but warmer than that one contains a

contradiction, as something cannot be both cold and hot at the same time.
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= According to Cruse (2000), the concept of overlapping antonymy consists of pairs
evaluated as positive and negative, where the positively evaluated part allows for a neutral
comparison, while the negatively evaluated part involves a biased comparison. For
example, in the expression How polite is he?, the word polite provides a neutral comparison,
whereas in How rude is he?, the word rude creates a evaluative comparison. Furthermore,
Cruse (2000) noted that overlapping antonymy has an intrinsic quality. According to this
characteristic, if there is a degree of difference in negativity between two bad things, one
can be defined as worse than the other; however, one cannot define one bad thing as better
than another. For instance, it is possible to say, The exam results last year were bad; this year’s

results are better, but it is not possible to say, This year’s drought is better than last year’s.

Aksan (1999) classified antonymy into several types: binary oppositions, formal binary
oppositions, directional oppositions, graded oppositions, and relational oppositions. These types

can be exemplified as follows:
= Binary oppositions: little/much, true/false, thin/thick

= Formal binary oppositions: meaningful/meaningless, equality/inequality,

harmful/harmless
= Directional oppositions: right/left, east/west, forward/backward
* Graded oppositions: cold/warm/hot, good/average/bad
= Relational oppositions: buy/sell, player/spectator, subordinate/superior

Just like in synonymy, there are differing opinions regarding antonymy. While some
researchers argue that there can be antonymous relationships between borrowed words from
foreign languages and native words, others contend that such relationships can only exist among
the words of the language itself. For instance, Aksan (1999) states that there can be antonymous
relationships between foreign-derived words and Turkish words, whereas Ersoylu (2001) claims

that no such antonymous relationships exist between foreign-derived words and Turkish words.
Semantic Changes

Language is affected by all kinds of changes in society. This is reflected in the meaning of
words. Cruse (2006) states that the meanings of words tend to change over time. The reason for this
tendency is that nothing stays the same. Change in life also affects language. For example,
according to Erdogan, military, technological, political and technological developments affecting
social life in Russia have affected the vocabulary of the language. However, according to Evirgen
(2023), while meaning changes occur, “it can resort to derivation through methods such as addition,
combination, exemplification, etc., or it can benefit from existing dictionary units by establishing
various meaning relations” (p. 507). Riemer (2010) argues that whether a change in meaning is
positive or negative usually depends on the personal evaluation of the researcher. Ozavsar (2017)
states that simile, transfers, context, polysemy, homonymy, synonymy and antonymy are effective

on semantic changes.

Meaning changes: Because a concept is consciously given a name for logical or expressive
purposes; objects are named. Meaning changes: Because one of the connotations is secondary
(contextual meaning, expressive meaning, social value) and gradually shifts towards the primary

meaning and replaces it; meaning evolves. In the first case, the change is individual, conscious and
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intermittent; in the second case, it is social, unconscious and gradual. Both situations arise from a
change in the structure of the immediate associations that make up the meaning and values of the
word (Guiraud, 1999, p. 67).

As it can be understood from this point, changes in meaning can occur consciously or
unconsciously and gradually due to social reasons. However, according to Aksan (1999), language
planning efforts prepare the environment for meaning changes to occur much faster. In other
words, external interventions in language can lead to changes in meaning.

Aksan (2015) defines the types of meaning changes as semantic restriction, semantic extension,
meliorative, pejorative and semantic transfer; Atmaca (2016) semantic restriction, semantic extension,
figurative expression, synecdoche, elipse, euphemism, argot, semantic transfer, melioration and pejoration;
Traugott (2017) metaphorization, metonymization, pejeration, amelioration, narrowing and generalization.
Fortson (2003) examined this issue under the headings of metaphoric extension, metonymic extension,
broadening, narrowing, and amelioration and pejoration. In this study, semantic changes will be
examined under the titles of semantic restriction, semantic extension, meliorative, pejorative and semantic
transfer. These types can be explained as follows:

Semantic Restriction

Vardar (2002) defines semantic restriction of meaning as “When a meaningful unit begins
to contain a more limited scope; changing from a general meaning to a narrow meaning” (p. 21).
According to Fortson (2003), semantic restriction is the situation where a word loses some of its
former meanings and meets a narrower field of meaning. Karaagag (2013) stated that the meaning
of the word shifts from a higher meaning to a lower meaning in meaning contraction. According to
Sav (2003), it is one of the most common meaning events in Turkish. The following examples can
be given for semantic restriction:

= The word ogul, which means child, son and does not express gender in Old Turkish, has
taken the form of ogul in Turkey Turkish and means male child.

= The Old English word deor, which generally means animal, is now spelled deer and means

deer.
Semantic Extension

Semantic extension ansion is defined by Imer et al. (2011) as “The assumption of a broader
meaning in addition to the initial meaning of a word in the historical process, its transition from a
narrow scope to a general scope” (p. 27). According to Aksan (2015), the expansion of meaning is
when a word initially has a denotation and represents a part of an object or a job, but over time it
comes to cover the whole of that object or job. Sav (2003) stated that “there is a similarity and
contiguity between concepts on the basis of semantic extension” (p. 159) and that the power of
words that expand in meaning over time to meet concepts decreases. Karaagac (2013) stated that in
semantic extension, the meaning of the word passes from the lower meaning to the upper meaning.

Sav (2003) stated that the concepts of metaphor and metonymy are included in semantic extension.
The following examples can be given for the expansion of meaning:

= “While the word thing used to refer to an assembly or council, it has come to mean
everything.” (Fortson, 2003, p. 649)

= “Lat. adriapare to hit the shore, to touch the shore became Fr. arriver and started to be used

in the sense of to arrive, to reach.” (Aksan, 1999, p. 91)
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* “We generalize the meaning of the word ‘reward’, which we previously used only in the
sense of ‘reward’ for success in wrestling matches, and extend its meaning to all areas of
life.” (Sav, 2003, p. 160)

Generalization is a type of semantic extension (Atmaca, 2016; Sav, 2003). Generalization,
which is the situation where a proper name becomes a general name, is defined by Vardar (2002)
as “The content of a meaningful unit becoming more comprehensive” (p. 101). According to
Guiraud (1999), semantic extension means “the expansion of the social domain of the word” (p. 79).
Karaagag (2013) sees generalization as “the path from encyclopedia to dictionary” (p.55). The

following examples can be given for generalization:
= The word bordo, a color in Turkish, is named after the city of Bordeaux in France.

= Tulle, a thin and light fabric woven from cotton, synthetic or silk, takes its name from Tulle,

France.

= The rays called X-rays, invented by Wilhelm Conrad Rontgen, were later called Rontgen

rays.
Meliorative

Meliorative is when a word comes to reflect a better meaning than its previous meaning.
The word does not have to have a bad meaning for meliorative to occur. The improvement of the
meaning of a word that has a good meaning also constitutes meaning improvement. According to
Karaagag (2013), words that undergo meliorative move away from their original meaning and take

on a new meaning, and such changes in meaning are abundant in totemistic periods.

According to Fortson (2003), it is subjective for a word to have a more positive meaning. In
this case, the meliorative of a word is closely related to the conditions in which the society exists.
According to Sav (2003), who states that language is shaped by the events affecting the society, the
word ministre, which previously had meanings such as servant, janitor, protestant pastor, came to
mean minister under the influence of the French Revolution. Just as the perception of being a
servant or a Protestant minister as bad is related to the perspective of the society, the improvement

of meaning upon an event is also related to the perspective of the society.
The following examples can be given for meliorative:

= The word yabiz, which means bad, evil in Old Turkic, has taken the form of yavuz in

Turkey Turkish and means good, tough, brave.

* “The English word nice originally meant ‘simple, ignorant’ but now means ‘sincere,
approachable’.” (Fortson, 2003, p. 650)

= In OIld Turkish, the word emgek, which means hardship, torment, etc., has taken the form

of emek in Turkey Turkish and means effort.
Pejorative

Meaning deterioration is defined by Imer et al. (2011) as “the change of a word to reflect a
worse meaning than before, in contrast to meaning improvement, and the emergence of a negative,
undesirable meaning instead of a positive meaning in the meaning of words over time due to
various reasons” (p. 28). According to Karaagag (2013), the deterioration of meaning is “a change

in the meaning of a word with a good meaning that becomes bad or worse over time” (p. 43). In
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addition, it is possible to talk about the existence of a loss of value in meaning deterioration. For
example, the word katun, which means kagan’s wife in Old Turkic, took the form of hatun in Old
Anatolian Turkish and came to mean lady. Today, this word, which is used in the form of kadin, is
used in the sense of an adult female human being.

The following examples can be given in this regard:

= “The word cnafa, which means ‘boy’ in Old English, has become knave over time and has
acquired the meaning of ‘deceitful, dishonest’.” (Traugott, 2017, p. 3)

= “The Lat. hostis, which originally meant ‘foreign guest’, came to mean ‘enemy’.” (Aksan,
2015, p. 216)

= “The “pédant = teacher” who educates children and teaches them new things has lost these
beautiful meanings and has become a ‘pedantic, pedantic’ person as we see in dictionaries.”
(Sav, 2003)

Semantic Transfer

Semantic transfer is when a word completely loses its meaning and becomes to carry
another meaning. Sav (2003) stated that in the semantic transfer, the word is completely stripped
of its former meaning and that this event usually occurs through transfer from language to
language. Atmaca (2016), on the other hand, stated that there is a close or distant relationship
between the words that have shifted to another meaning and their previous meanings, and stated
that this relationship can also be realised through the relationship of contrast. Vardar (2002) defines
paraphrase as ‘the semantic transfer that takes place through metaphor, metonymy, synecdoche,
etc.’”. While Sav (2003) handled metaphor and metonymy under the title of semantic extension,
some researchers such as Fortson (2003) and Traugott (2017) examined metonymy and metaphor

as separate titles under semantic changes.
The following examples can be given for the semantic transfer:

= “While the verb sakinmak meant “to think, to dwell on, to grieve” in Old Turkish, today it
has taken the meanings of ‘to stay away from doing something, to take precautions not to
do something, to protect’.” (Aksan, 1999, p. 135)

= The word iizmek, which is used in the sense of breaking and cutting in Old Turkish, means

to give sadness today.

=  “We see that the word, which today lives in the common language in the form of cheap,
had the meanings of ‘easy’, “‘worthless’, ‘despicable’ in Old Turkish.” (Aksan, 2015, p. 215)

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSION and RECOMMENDATIONS

In this study, the concepts of lexical semantics were analysed in the context of the studies in
the literature. As a result of the examinations made within the scope of the study, it was determined
that there are differences of opinion about the definition and content of lexical semantics concepts.
In addition, it has been concluded that there are differences of opinion on the terms to be used.

These differences of opinion on definition, content and terms prevent a unity in the studies.
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Although words initially have a single meaning, it has been observed that most of them have
gained new meanings over time. These new meanings have turned the words into a polysemous
structure. However, the words called terms preserved their single meaning structure. The
connotation is a result of polysemy in language. However, there are those who argue that
connotation is produced by the society as well as those who argue that connotation has an

individual structure.

There is no meaning relation between the words that show homonymy. Such words can be
written in different ways in some languages. On the other hand, Aksan (1999) stated that a
phonological orthography is used in Turkish. On the other hand, since homonyms have different

meanings, such words appear in dictionaries with different article headings.

The denotation is the first meaning of a word that comes to mind and is included in the
dictionary. Such words do not need any context to reflect their denotation. Some researchers have
stated that the denotation of the word should be evaluated according to the period in which it is
analysed (Aksan, 1999; Colak, 2021; Onan, 2020). This is due to the fact that language has a living

structure. It is possible for changes to occur in the meanings of words over time.

The connotation, which has an implicit meaning, occurs through similes and transfers and
gains meaning according to the context. Words with connotative meaning continue to maintain
their relationship with the denotation. In this respect, connotation differs from figurative meaning.
On the other hand, there are researchers who argue that connotation is of individual origin as well
as those who argue that it is of social origin. To say that connotative words are only of individual
or social origin means to ignore the fact that such words carry individual, social, historical and

cultural traces.

Terms are words that are specific to a particular field. For this reason, their usage area is
limited compared to other words. Terms have a monosemic structure. On the other hand, there are
also synonymous terms. In other words, it is possible for two different terms written in the same
way to be used in different fields with different meanings. On the other hand, it is necessary to

ensure international unity in terms.

It has been observed that there are differences of opinion about figurative meaning. Some
researchers have argued that figurative meaning is a type of connotation. However, connotation
and figurative meaning are different concepts. While connotative words have a concrete
characteristic, figurative words have an abstract characteristic. On the other hand, it has been
determined that there is a common aspect between figurative meaning and transition to another
meaning, which is a type of meaning change. In both, the word starts to carry another meaning
instead of its previous meaning. There are those who argue that a word with figurative meaning is
in a close or distant relationship with its denotation, as well as those who argue that it is completely
stripped of its relationship with its denotation. While figurative meaning is based on metaphor and
imagery, this is not the case in the transition to another meaning. A word that has passed to another
meaning is included as an article in dictionaries. It has been observed that figurative meaning and
metaphor are often used interchangeably. However, metaphor is a special type of figurative

meaning.
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It was observed that simile is a prerequisite for the emergence of transfers and some other
meaning events are based on simile. However, it was also observed that simile and metaphor were
used interchangeably. According to Ciiriik (2020), every metaphor contains a simile, but not every

simile contains a metaphor.

It has been observed that there is no consensus on which terms should be used for transfer
types. In this study, the terms metaphor and metonymy were used for transfer types. In the
research, it was concluded that metaphor is generally replaced by diiz degismece, meciz-1 miirsel and
ad aktarmasi in Turkish sources, while metonymy is generally called mecaz, benzetme and deyim

aktarmast.

There is no consensus in the literature about synonymy. Some researchers argue that
synonymy is actually close synonymy. According to some researchers, in order for synonymy to
occur, the words should not be quoted, they should belong to the same language. According to
some, it is also possible to create synonymy with loanwords. According to some researchers, in
order for two words to be synonymous, they should be used interchangeably in all kinds of
contexts. According to Atmaca (2016), for two words to be synonymous, their word types must be
the same. As can be seen, synonymy is a highly controversial issue. Palmer (2020) stated that a
language does not need synonymy. According to Aksan (1999), “two different signs in the same
language cannot mean exactly the same thing” (p. 78). In a language, words that mean the same

thing in all contexts are rare, and synonymy can only occur among the words of the language itself.

It was also concluded that there are differences of opinion about antonymy. When the
literature was analysed, different opinions were found about the types of antonymy. For example,
Lyons (1983) divided antonymy into two types as explicit comparison and implicit comparison, Aksan
(1999) divided it into five types as binary oppositions, formal binary oppositions, directional oppositions,
graded oppositions and relational oppositions, and Cruse (2000) divided it into three types as polar
antonymy, equivalent antonymy and overlapping antonymy. Although the titles of the types are
different, their contents may overlap with each other at some points. However, as in synonymy, in
antonymy, loanwords have caused a difference of opinion. While some of the researchers argue
that an antonymic relationship can arise between loanwords and the language's own words, others

argue that antonymy can only arise between the language's own words.

As a result of the examination of the studies in the literature, it was seen that semantic
changes occur with the effect of other meaning events. However, researchers emphasise that
meaning changes are socially induced. There is a difference of opinion in the literature about the
types of semantic changes. On the other hand, when foreign studies were analysed, it was seen that
metaphor and metonymy were accepted as a type of meaning change. In studies conducted in
Turkey, metaphor and metonymy are generally used with different terms and accepted as a type
of transfer. Ozavsar (2017) stated that simile, transfers, context, polysemy, homophony, synonymy
and antonymy are the sources of semantic changes. It is possible that the categorisation of semantic

changes into different types in different studies may stem from this.
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It is suggested that researchers who will work on this subject should take into account the
differences of opinion about the concepts. On the other hand, studies should be carried out to
ensure term unity among researchers. It is suggested that studies on lexical semantics in foreign
languages should be translated into Turkish to ensure that more people are informed about the

subject.
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Sozciik anlambilimi,

onemlidir. Sozciiklerin sahip oldugu anlamlarin yasadigi bu degisimler cesitli terimlerle
Anlam olaylar1

adlandirilmigtir. Calismada nitel arastirma yontemlerinden dokiiman incelemesine
basvurulmus olup verilerin analizinde icerik analizi kullanilmistir. Bu ¢alismada s6zciik
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GIRIS

Sozciiglin anlami, bu anlami ortaya ¢ikaran toplumdan ayr1 diisiiniilemez. Aksan’in (2015)
“Eger insanlar toplum halinde yasiyor olmasalardi hi¢ kuskusuz dile gereksinim
duymayabilirlerdi.” (s. 64) seklindeki goriisii de bunu desteklemektedir. Dilde kullanilan sézciikler
baslangigta tek bir anlami karsilamak {izere ortaya ¢ikmis olsa da zamanla bazilar1 birden ¢ok
anlam kazanip ¢ok anlamli yapiya biiriinmdis, bazilar1 sahip oldugu anlami yitirerek bambaska bir
anlam kazanmis, bazilariysa daha dar bir anlam alanini karsilar duruma gelmistir. Bu ve bunun
gibi diger durumlar dilin canli bir yapiya sahip oldugunun bir kamitidir. Bununla birlikte dil
aracithigiyla toplumun sosyal, kiiltiirel, ekonomik vb. 6zellikleri hakkinda bilgi sahibi olmak da
miimkiindiir. Sever (2004) dili “ulusun ve insanligin biitiin kiiltiir birikimini aktaran en 6nemli
arag” (s. 5) olarak gormektedir.

Toplumu olusturan bireyler, iletisimi gerceklestirmek ve diisiinmek i¢in dile bagvurur. Bir
dilsel gostergenin bireyin zihninde herhangi bir kargilikla eslesmemesi durumunda birey sdyleneni
anlamlandirmayacak ve iletisim gerceklesemeyecektir. Ulper'e (2023) gore bireylerin dil
becerilerini yetkin sekilde kullanabilmeleri yeterli seviyede bir sozciik dagarcigina sahip
olmalartyla miimkiindiir. Karatay’a (2007) gore bireyin sahip oldugu sozciik dagarcigi, duygu ve
diisiincelerini ifade etmesi iizerinde bir isleve sahip oldugundan bireyin iletisim becerilerini
dogrudan etkilemektedir. Bununla birlikte dil stirekli bir degisim iginde oldugundan bireyin bu
degisimleri takip etmesi ve sozciik dagarciginin niceliksel artisinin yaninda niteliksel gelisimini de
onemsemesi gerekmektedir. Kisa bir zaman dilimi icerisinde sozciiklerin anlamlarin etkileyecek
degisimlerin yasanmasi pek miimkiin olmasa da sozciiklerin mevcut anlamlari hakkinda daha
genis bilgiye sahip olunmasi miimkiindtir.

Aksan’a (1999) gore sozciik anlambilimi “dilbilimde cesitli adlarla amlan, genel dilde
sozciik (word) olarak adlandirilan 6geleri, bunlarin tiiremis ve baska &gelerle bir araya gelmis
bicimlerini anlam agisindan inceleyen bir anlambilim dalidir.” (s. 27). Johnson’a (2008) gore sozciik
anlambilimi dilbilimin bir alt dalhdir fakat sdzciik anlambilimi {izerine arastirma yapanlar,
sozciiklerin anlamlariyla ilgilenen ve Sokrates’e kadar uzanan felsefi bir gelenegi devam
ettirmektedir. Buradan anlasilacag1 s6zciik anlambiliminin felsefi bir yonii bulunmaktadir. Cruse
(2006) sozciik anlambiliminin sdzciigiin anlaminin belirlenmesi; es anlamlilik, zit anlamlilik ve alt
anlamhilik gibi paradigmatik anlam iligkileri; baglama ve se¢im kisitlamalarina bagh gelisen
sentagmatik iligkileri; taksonomik hiyerarsileri, anlam degismelerini ve metafor ve metonimi gibi
anlam genisleme siireglerini inceledigini ifade etmistir.

Aksan (1999) sozciik anlambilimini temel anlam, tasarimlar-imgeler, duygu degeri, yan
anlam, benzetme, aktarmalar, ¢okanlamlilik, esadlilik, baglam, esanlamlilik, tersanlamlilik,
bagdastirma ve alisilmamis bagdastirma, kilinis ve goriiniis, anlam degismeleri bagliklar1 altinda
incelemistir. Onan (2020) ise sozciik anlambilimini temel anlam, yan anlam, mecaz anlam, ¢ok
anlamlilik, es anlamlilik, es seslilik, tasarimlar ve duygu degeri, benzetme, aktarmalar, karsit (ters-
zit) anlamlilik, bagdastirma, ortiilii anlam, kilinis ve goriiniis, terim, yerlilestirme, somut ve soyut
anlamli sozciikler, ikilemeler, yansima sozciikler bagliklar: altinda incelemistir. Bu ¢alismada ise
sozciik anlambiliminin inceleme alanina giren ¢ok anlamlilik, es adlilik, temel anlam, yan anlam,
terim, mecaz anlam, benzetme, aktarmalar (metafor ve metonimi), es anlamlilik, zit anlamlilik ve
anlam degismeleri (anlam daralmasi, anlam genislemesi, anlam iyilesmesi, anlam kotiilesmesi,
baska anlama gecis) basliklar1 alanyazindaki ¢calismalar baglaminda incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu
basliklara iliskin goriis ayriliklar1 bulunmakta oldugundan calismada farkli goriislere yer
verilmeye calisilmistir.
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YONTEM

Aragtirmanin Modeli

Bu ¢alismada sozciik anlambilimine ait kavramlar alanyazindaki ¢alismalar baglaminda
incelenmistir. Bu nedenle bu ¢alismada nitel arastirma yontemlerinden dokiiman incelemesine
bagvurulmustur. “Dokiiman incelemesi, aragtirilmasi hedeflenen olgu veya olgular hakkinda bilgi
iceren yazili materyallerin analizini kapsar.” (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2021, s. 189).

Veri Toplama Araci

Verilerin toplanmasi asamasinda alanyazinda yer alan sozciik anlambilimiyle ilgili
calismalara bagvurulmustur. Sozciik anlambilimi kavramlari hakkinda goriis ayriliklar:
bulundugundan farkl goriisteki arastirmacilarin ¢alismalarina ulasilmaya ¢alisilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Bu calismada incelenen akademik calismalardan elde edilen veriler igerik
analizi yontemiyle analiz edilmistir. “Bu analiz tiirtinde temelde yapilan islem,
birbirine benzeyen verileri belirli kavramlar ve temalar cercevesinde bir araya
getirmek ve bunlar1 okuyucunun anlayabilecegi bir bicimde diizenleyerek
yorumlamak ve sonuglara ulasmaktir.” (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2021, s. 250).

BULGULAR

Cok Anlamlilik

Birey, iletisim kurmak i¢in konustugu dilin sozciiklerine basvurur ve bu sozciikler
araciligiyla kendini ifade etmek ister. Bununla birlikte her durumu ve olay1 ifade edecek bir s6zciik
bulunmadig; icin dilde bulunan diger sozciikler araciligiyla kendini ifade etmeye calisir. Korkut
(2017), dilde yalnizca tek bir anlama sahip olan sozciik sayisinin az oldugunu ifade etmistir. Bu
durum mevcut sozciiklere yeni anlamlar kazandirmis ve ¢ok anlamlilik ortaya ¢ikmistir. Cesitli
benzetme ve aktarmalarla ortaya c¢ikan ¢ok anlamliligin her dilde goériildiigiinii ifade etmek
miimkiindiir (Aksan, 1999; Toklu, 2018; Yildiz, 2021).

Kiran ve Eziler Kiran’a (2023) gore ¢ok anlamlilik bir gosterenin birden ¢ok gosterileni
belirtme 6zelligine sahip olmasi durumudur. Yani bir sozciik birden fazla anlami karsilamaktadir.
Buna kargin sozciik, yani gosterge, temel anlamini yitirmeden yan anlamlar kazanir ve kazanilan
bu yan anlamlar zamanla unutulabilecegi gibi yan anlamlarin sayis: artabilir (Onan, 2020). Palmer
(2020) bir sozciigiin kag¢ farkli anlama sahip oldugunu belirlemenin olanaksiz oldugunu ifade
etmistir. Cok anlamli s6zciikler anlamlarini baglama gore kazanirlar. Aksan (2015), ¢gokanlamlilik
ozelligi gosteren soOzciiklerin kullanildiklar1 baglama gore anlamlarindan yalnizca birini
yansitabileceklerini ifade etmigtir.

Es adlilik ile ¢okanlamlilik kavramlarini birbirlerinden kesin ¢izgilerle ayirmak zordur
(Krovetz, 1997). Karaagag (2013) es adlilik ile ¢okanlamlilik arasinda ayrim yapilamadigi
durumlarda kiiltiir alisverisi, tarihsel ve sosyal alanlar gibi dil dis1 dgelere bagvurmak zorunda
kalindigini dile getirmistir. Aksan’in (2004) anlamin yalnizca sozciikleri ve tiimceleri ilgilendiren
bir 6ge olmadig1 goriisii bu durumu desteklemektedir. Sozliiklerde bu tiirden sozciikleri ayirt
etmek icin ¢ok anlamli sozciikler igin tek bir giris, es adl1 sdzciikler iginse birden ¢ok giris bulunur
(Kalig, 2009; Palmer, 2020). Buna karsin yalnizca sozliikler araciligryla bir sozciigiin es adli m1 yoksa
¢ok anlamli m1 oldugu hakkinda karar vermek dogru olmaz. Korkmaz ve Saral (2023) ¢ok anlaml
sozciiklerin anlamlar1 birbiriyle iliskiliyken es adli sdzciiklerin sahip oldugu anlamlar arasinda
herhangi bir iliski bulunmadigin ifade etmistir. Bu bilgi, es adl1 ve ¢ok anlamli sézciiklerin ayurt
edilmesi konusunda kisiye yardimc olabilir.
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Duman’a (2015) gore ¢ok anlamlilik 6zelli§i gosteren sozciikler yanhs anlagilmalara yol
acabilmekte ve istenmeyen sonuglar dogurabilmektedir. Kadem (2022) de ¢ok anlamli sdzciiklerin
anlam belirsizligine yol agabildigini ifade etmis ve bu durumun tek bir sdzciige birden ¢ok gorev
yiiklenmesinin dogal bir sonucu oldugunu dile getirmistir. Bu belirsizlik baglamdan yola ¢ikilarak
giderilmektedir.

Es Adlilik

Es adlilik, gosterenleri aymi olan iki ya da daha ¢ok sozciigiin farkli gosterilenlere sahip
olmas1 durumudur. Tuzcu (2023) es adli sozciiklerin sdylenisleri, yazilislar1 ve vurgularnslarinin
ayni oldugunu ifade etmistir. Erkinay-Tamtamis (2021) es adlilikta esas olanin aym bigime sahip
sozcliklerin farkli anlami karsilamasi oldugunu dile getirmistir. Toklu (2018), esadl1 sozciiklerin
farkli kokenlere ve farkli anlamlara sahip oldugunu ifade etmistir. Hartmann ve James (1998) de
bu tiirden sozciiklerin bigimsel agidan ayni olsa da anlamsal agidan farklilik gosterdigini
belirtmistir. Bu goriislerden hareketle esadli sozciiklerin arasinda yalnizca gosteren boyutunda,
bigimsel bir ortaklik bulundugunu ifade etmek miimkiindiir.

Aksan (1999) es adliligin ortaya ¢itkmasinda “farkli anlamdaki iki ya da daha ¢ok sozciigiin,
zaman i¢inde gegirdikleri ses ya da bigim degisikligi nedeniyle birbirlerine yaklasmasi, sestes
duruma gelmeleri” (s. 73) ve “yabanci dilden alinan bir sdzciigiin yerli dildeki bir baskasiyla sestes
olarak birlikte yasar duruma gelmesi” (s. 73) olmak iizere iki etken bulundugunu belirtmistir.

Toklu (2018), esadl sozciiklerin farkl dillerde es seslilik ve es yazimlilik olmak tizere iki
baslik altinda ele alindigini ancak Tiirkcede es adli sdzciiklerin genellikle hem es adli hem de es
sesli olma Ozelligi gosterdigini ifade etmistir. Aksan (1999) ise bazi dillerde es adlilik kavraminin
es seslilik ve es yazimlilik olmak {tizere iki tiirtiniin bulundugunu ancak Tiik¢ede sescil bir yazim
kullanildigini ve eski bicimlerin genellikle yaziya yansitilmadigin ifade etmistir. Hartmann ve
James (1998) es seslilik ve es yazimlili1 es adliligin birer 6rnegi oldugunu dile getirmistir. Atmaca
(2013) ise es adlihik &zelligine sahip bir sozciligiin es seslilik ve es yazimlilik 6zelligine de sahip
oldugunu belirtmis ve bu terimlerin es gosterenlik ist baslig1 altinda ifade edilmesini dnermistir.

Temel Anlam

Temel anlam kavrami; gercek anlam, gondergesel anlam, diiz anlam, kavramsal anlam gibi
terimlerle de karsilanabilmektedir. Temel anlam bir sozciigiin insan zihninde cagristirdig: ilk
tasarimdir. Ayni zamanda temel anlam, sozciigiin sozliikteki birinci anlamidir. Kilig (2009) bir
sOzcligiin diiz anlaminin onun kavramsal igerigini olusturdugunu ve sozciigiin diiz anlaminin
sOzcligiin genel kullanim baglamindaki anlamin temel ve zorunlu bilesenlerini icerdigini ifade
etmistir. Karaaga¢ (2013), temel anlama sahip sozciiklerin gostereni ile gosterileni arasinda
nedensiz ve saymaca bir iligkinin bulundugunu ve bir dil biriminin en yaygin anlaminin temel
anlam oldugunu ifade etmistir. Giinay (2007) temel anlam1 “bir dili kullanan tiim 6znelerin bir
sozciikle ilgili sahip oldugu ortak degerlerin tiimii” (s. 69) seklinde tanimlamaistir.

Aksan (1999) zaman igerisinde gondergenin gostergeyle olan iliskisinde degisiklikler
olabilecegini dile getirmistir. Onan’a (2020) gore temel anlami belirlemek igin es zamanli bakis
agisina bagvurulmalidir. Colak (2021) da temel anlami tanimlarken belli bir donem vurgusunda
bulunmustur. Bu gortisler birbirini desteklemektedir. Dil, dili kullanan toplumun bir tirtiniidiir ve
toplumdaki tiim degisikliklerden etkilenmektedir. Dolayistyla sdzciiklerin anlamlari incelendikleri
doéneme gore degerlendirilmelidir.

Temel anlam ile tek anlam birbirinden farkli kavramlardir. Karaagag (2013) tek bir anlami
ve tek bir kavrami yansitan sozciiklerin tek anlaml oldugunu ifade etmis ve terimlerin, arag-gereg
adlarmin, bazi somut ve soyut adlar ile kavram adlarinin tek anlama sahip oldugunu belirtmis
ancak bir dildeki bu tiirden sozciiklerin tek anlamli olarak kalmayacagin dile getirmistir. Atmaca
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(2016) tek anlamlilik ile ¢ok anlamliligin, temel anlamla ise yan anlamliligin birbirinin karsiti
oldugunu belirterek tek anlam ile temel anlamin birbirinden farkli oldugunu gostermistir.

Yan Anlam

Yan anlam, ¢ok anlaml: bir s6zciigiin temel anlam1 disinda kalan, baglama gore belirlenen
anlami veya anlamlaridir. Aksan’a (1999) gore Kerimoglu'na (2022) gore yan anlam, temel anlama
eklenen “dinamik, yoruma agik, ¢ogunlukta sozliikte yer almayan” (s. 215) anlamdir. Guiraud
(1999) yan anlamin kavrami bozmadan renklendirdigini dile getirmistir.

“Her dilde yan anlamlar genellikle dort dogrultuda gostergelere baglanir:
1. Somuta yeni somut anlamlar eklenmesi
2. Somuta yeni soyut anlamlar eklenmesi
3. Soyuta yeni soyut anlamlar eklenmesi
4. Soyuta yeni somut anlamlar eklenmesi” (Aksan, 1999, s. 60)

Kilig (2009) dil kullanicilarmin art alan bilgisi, hayata bakis agis1 ve tutumlarinin yan
anlamin bilesenleri oldugunu ifade etmigtir. Bununla birlikte Giinay’a goére (2007) yan anlamin
bireysel yoniiniin yaninda toplumsal, tarihsel ve kiiltiirel 6zellikleri de yansitmaktadir. Colak
(2021) yan anlamin sodzciigiin zamanla ortaya ¢itkan bazi benzetme ve aktarmalarla meydana
geldigini ifade etmistir.

Yan anlam, ortiik anlamlar icermektedir. Yan anlaml sozciikler baglama gore anlam
kazandigindan dil kullanicisinin anlama ulasmak igin temel anlama gore daha yogun bir ¢aba
gostermesi gerekmektedir. Giinay (2007) her ne kadar yan anlamlarin toplum tarafindan
tiretildigini belirtse de Richard (2012); Frege’in anlamin nesnel, zihinden bagimsiz oldugunu, iki
kisinin ayn seyi diisiinemeyecegini ve anlamin dil kullanicisinin ruh halini yansittigini iddia
ettigini soyler. Kerimoglu (2022) ise yan anlamin sozcligiin kisi lizerinde biraktig1 izlenim
oldugunu dile getirmistir. Ote yandan Saussure’e (1998) gore dil giiciildiir ve birey toplum
tarafindan olusturulam kabul etmek zorundadir. Kaldi1 ki toplumun biitiin iiyelerinin bir anlami
ortak kararla belirlemedigi ve belirleyemeyecegi de agiktir. Vardar (2002) da yan anlaml
sozcliklerin toplumsal ve bireysel 6zelliklere sahip oldugunu dile getirmistir. Bu goriisler yan
anlamin bireysel ve toplumsal bir yani oldugunu gostermektedir.

Terim

Terimler kisitli bir alanda kullanilan sozciiklerdir. Vardar (2002) terimi “Ozel bir bilgi ya
da etkinlik alanina, bir bilim, uygulayim ya da uzmanlik dalina 6zgii'sdzciik.” (s. 192) seklinde
tanimlamistir. Pilav’a (2008) gore yapilar1 ve anlamlari bakimindan dilin genel sozciiklerinden
ayrilan terimler farkli bilim dali, meslek ve sanat kollarinin 6zel kelimeleridir; terimlerin anlamlari
dar ve sirurhdir.

Giinay (2007) terimlerin tek anlamli oldugunu ifade etmis, farkl disiplinlerin ayni terimi
kullanabilecekleri gibi es yazimli terimleri farkli anlamlarda da kullanabileceklerini dile getirmistir.
Onan (2020) terimlerin nesnel bir anlam tasidigini ifade etmistir. Ziilfikar (1991) da terimlerin bir
bilimsel kavramin tek karsii§i oldugunu, sabit bir anlama sahip oldugunu ve ifade ettikleri
anlamin yoruma kapali oldugunu dile getirmisgtir.

Onan (2020) terimlerin uluslararasi bir gegerlilige sahip oldugunu belirtmistir. Bessé (2005)
ise tiim diinyada bilimsel ve teknik anlamda iyilesebilmenin kosulu olarak terimlerin anlamlar:
konusunda uzlasabilmeyi isaret etmistir. Pilav (2008) alan uzmanlarmin bir araya gelerek alanla
ilgili terimler hususunda anlagsmaya varmas: gerektigini, her kademedeki ders kitaplarinda
mutlaka terim birli§inin saglanmas1 gerektigini, mevcut durumdaki yaygmn terimlerin
Tiirkgelestirilmeden kabul edilmesi gerektigini belirtmistir. Bilimin evrenselligini saglamak
agisindan terim konusunda birlik saglanmasi son derece 6nemlidir.
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Mecaz Anlam

Sozciikler baslangicta tek bir anlami karsilarken zamanla farkli anlamlar1 da karsilar
duruma gelmektedir. Hatta Oyle ki baslangi¢taki anlamindan tamamen siyrilip yeni bir anlama da
biiriinebilmektedir. Bu durum mecaz anlami olusturmaktadir. Iscan (2011) mecaz anlamu
“Sozciiklerin gercek anlaminin disinda baska bir s6zciik ya da kavram yerine kullanilmasiyla
olusan anlama mecaz anlam denir.” (s. 507) seklinde tamimlamustir. Altiparmak-Yilmaz (2020)
mecaz anlamli sozciiklerin soyut bir yaprya sahip oldugunu belirtmis ve dilin anlam zenginligini
yansittigini ifade etmistir. Mecaz anlam, yazii ve sozlii dilde anlatimi giiglendirmek igin
kullanilmaktadr.

Bilgin (2013) mecaz anlami yan anlamin bir alt dali olarak gormdiis ve degismeceli yan anlam
olarak adlandirmis ve degismeceli yan anlamin sdzcligiin temel anlamindan iyice uzaklastigini dile
getirmigtir. Bilgin, degismeceli yan anlam olarak adlandirdig1 mecaz anlamda, sdzciigiin anlamimin
temel anlamindan tamamen kopmadigini savunmaktadir. Aksan (1999) mecaz anlamh oldugu
savunulan sozciiklerin yan anlamh olarak adlandirilmasi gerektigini belirtmistir. Karatag (2001)
mecaz anlamli sozciiklerin temel anlamindan koptugunu ifade etmistir. Onan (2020) da mecaz
anlamin bir tiir yan anlam oldugunu savunsa da mecaz anlamli sozciiklerin temel anlamdan
tamamen uzaklastigini ve soyut bir yapiya sahip oldugunu dile getirmistir. Bu goriisler mecaz
anlam kavrami hakkinda fikir ayriliklar1 bulundugunu gostermektedir. Yan anlam ile mecaz anlam
birbirinden farkli kavramlardir. Yan anlam ile mecaz anlam arasindaki fark su Orneklerle
aciklanabilir:

*  Digli garklarin ¢alisma prensibini inceledi. (Yan anlam)
= Digli bir takimla eglestiklerine sasirdilar. (Mecaz anlam)

Birinci ciimlede yer alan disli sézciigii ¢arktaki gikintilarin goriintiisiiniin dise benzedigini ifade
etmek amaciyla kullamlmistir ve somut bir 6zellik gostermektedir. Tkinci ciimlede yer alan disli
sOzcligil ise rakip takimin giiglii oldugunu ifade etmek icin kullanilmistir. Goriildiigii tizere birinci
ciimledeki ifadedeki disli sdzciigiiniin dis sozciigiin temel anlamiyla iliskisi devam ederken ikinci
ciimledeki disli so6zciigliniin dis s6zciigiin temel anlamiyla herhangi bir ilgisi bulunmamaktadir.

Benzetme

Insanlar yazili ve sozlii dili kullanirken anlatimlarmi giliclendirmek icin gesitli yollara
bagvurmaktadir. Benzetme de bu yollardan biridir. Cifci ve Kaplan (2020) benzetmeyi “sozii etkili
kilmak, soziin anlagilirligini artirmak amaciyla aralarinda farkli yonlerden anlam ilgisi olan iki
unsurdan nitelikge zayif olanin giiglii olan yaklastirilmasi” (s. 513) seklinde tanimlamuistir.

Tam bir benzetme benzeyen, benzetilen, benzetme yonii ve benzetme edat: olmak {izere dort
ogeye sahiptir. Kiran ve Eziler-Kiran (2023) benzeyen ve benzetilenin temel, benzetme yonii ve
benzetme edatinin yardimc 6geler oldugunu dile getirmistir. Atmaca’ya (2016) gore benzetme
tiirleri sOyledir: ayrintili benzetme, kisaltilmis benzetme, giizel benzetme, pekistirilmis benzetme.
Benzetmenin tiirleri su sekilde agiklanabilir:

= Ayrintilhi benzetme: Dort 0gesi de tam olan benzetmedir. Bu tiire 6rnek olarak Babam
arkamda bir dag gibi duruyordu climlesi 6rnek olarak verilebilir. Bu ciimlede yer alan babam
sozcligli benzeyen, dag sozciigii benzetilen, gibi sozcligii benzetme edati, duruyordu
sOzcligli ise benzetme yoniidiir.

= Kisaltilmigs benzetme: Benzetme yonii icermeyen benzetme tiiriidiir. Bu tlirden
benzetmelere Masal gibi bir diigiindii ctimlesini 6rnek olarak gostermek miimkiindiir. Bu
ciimlede yer alan diigiin sozcligii benzeyen, masal sozciigli benzetilen, gibi sozcligi ise
benzetme edatidir. Bu climlede benzetme yonii 6gesi bulunmamaktadir.

54



=  Giizel benzetme: Benzetmenin temel 6geleri olan benzeyen ve benzetilen ile olusturulan
benzetme tiirtidiir. Bu tiire 6rnek olarak Ahu gozlerini sevdigim dilber ctimlesi 6rnek olarak
gosterilebilir. Bu climlede yer alan gdz sdzciligii benzeyen, ahu sozciigii ise benzetilendir.
Bu ciimlede benzetme yonii ve benzetme edati Ogelerini temsil eden bir ifade yer
almamaktadir.

= Pekistirilmis benzetme: Benzetme edat1 icermeyen benzetmedir. Bu tiire érnek olarak Garip
bir kustu gonliim, konacak dal bulamayan ctimlesini 6rnek olarak gostermek miimkiindiir. Bu
ciimlede yer alan giniil sozcligii benzeyen, kus sdzciigii benzetilen iken konacak dal
bulamayan ifadesi ise benzetme yoniidiir. Bu ciimlede benzetme edat1 6gesin, karsilayan
bir ifade bulunmamaktadir.

Benzetmenin aktarmalarin ilk asamasi oldugu pek ¢ok arastirmaci tarafindan dile
getirilmistir (Aksan, 1999; Atmaca, 2016; Kiran ve Eziler-Kiran, 2023, Onan, 2020; Toklu, 2018; Ugur,
2003). Bununla birlikte Giileroglu'na (2024) gore metafor ve benzetme her ne kadar birbirine yakin
kavramlar olsa da aralarinda bazi farklar bulunmaktadir. Ciiriik (2020) her metaforun bir benzetme
icerdigini ancak her benzetmenin bir metafor icermedigini ifade etmis, metaforlarin kisaltilmis
benzetmeler oldugunu ve metaforlarda bir seye benzemek yerine bir seyin kendisi olmak esas
oldugundan metaforlarin benzetme edatina sahip olmadigini dile getirmistir. Aydin (2006) da
metaforlarin gibi ve benzer gibi sozciikleri kullanilmadan ortaya ¢ikarildigini belirtmistir.

Aktarmalar

Aktarmalarin temeli benzetmelerdir. Baslangicta ayrintili benzetme formunda olan
benzetmeler zamanla kisalarak aktarmalari ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Aksan (1999) aktarmanin ifade
edilmek istenen kavramin arasinda iliski ve benzerlik bulunan baska bir kavramla anlatilmaya
calisilmast oldugunu dile getirmistir. Bu gerceklestirilirken herhangi bir benzetme edatina
basvurulmamaktadir. Aktarmalarin kullanim amaci anlatimi daha etkili kilmaktir. Onan’a (2020)
gore sozciikler, aktarmalar aracilifiyla yeni anlamlar kazanmakta ve bunun sonucunda anlam
smirlarini genisletmektedirler. Aksan (1999) aktarmalarin ¢ok anlamliligin da kaynag: oldugunu
dile getirmistir.

Aktarmalarin tiirlerine iliskin goriis ayriliklar1 bulunmaktadir. Bu calismada metafor
terimiyle karsilanan aktarma tiirii igin diiz degismece, mecaz-1 miirsel, ad aktarmasi;, metonimi
icinse egretileme, istiare ve deyim aktarmas: terimleri kullanilabilmektedir. Aktarmalar bu
calismada metafor ve metonimi basliklar1 altinda incelenmistir:

Metafor

Hartmann ve James (1998) “genellikle bir alanin ya da anlamsal alamin bir kavramin
belirten bir sézciik ya da ifadenin bagka bir alanin ya da anlamsal alanin bir yoniinii belirtmek igin
kullanilmast.” (s. 93) durumunun metaforu ortaya ¢ikardigini ifade etmis ve metaforlarin genellikle
iki kavram arasinda bulunan benzerlik temelinde olustugunu dile getirmistir. Giinay’a (2007) gore
metafor olusturulurken benzetme bicimi ya da benzetmeyi belirten dilsel ifadeler
kullanilmamaktadir. “Metaforun 6zii bir tiir seyi baska bir tiir seye gore anlamak ve tecriibe
etmektir.” (Lakoff & Johnson, 2015, s. 30). “Metaforlarin temelinde bireysel ya da toplumsal
tecriibelerle, fikirlerle, duygularla sekillenen ve yeni anlamlandirmalara/6grenmelere kaynaklik
eden bilissel semalar bulunmaktadir.” (Kuyma, 2022, s. 158). Metafor yerine egretileme, istiare ve
deyim aktarmasi terimleri de kullamilmaktadir.

Lakoff ve Johnson (2015) metaforlar1 yap: metaforlari, yonelim metaforlar1 ve ontolojik
metaforlar olmak iizere ii¢ gruba ayirmistir. Lakoff ve Johnson (2015) bir kavrami digerine gore
yapiya kavusturan metaforlar1 yap: metaforlary; uzay/mekan istikameti ile iligkili olan metaforlar:
yonelim metaforlari; soyut haldeki bir kavrami {izerinde konusup tartismak ve siniflandirabilmek
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icin somut bir yapiya doniistiiren metaforlar1 ise ontolojik metaforlar olarak tanimlamigtir. Bu
tlirlere su 6rnekler verilebilir:

*  Onun sozleri dogrudan bizi hedef aliyor. (Yap: metaforu. Tartisma savastir metaforuyla
yapiya kavusmustur.)

* Bu davranisiyla kendini alcaltti. (Yonelim metaforu. Iyi olan yukarida, kotii olan
asagidadir.)

= Zihnim agilsin diye kahve i¢tim. (Ontolojik metafor. Zihin bir makinedir.)

“Metaforlar1 ii¢ tipe -yOnelim, ontolojik ve yapi- ayirmak suniydi. Biitiin metaforlar
yapisaldir (¢iinkii onlar, yapilar yapilarla eslestirir); biitiin metaforlar ontolojiktir (¢linkii onlar,
hedef alan entiteleri yaratir); birgok metafor yonelimseldir (¢linkii onlar, yonelim imaj-semalariyla
eslesir).” (Lakoff & Johnson, 2015, s. 324)

Metonimi

Metonimi kavrami diiz degismece, mecaz-1 miirsel ve ad aktarmasi gibi terimlerle de
karsilanmaktadir. Kévecses ve Radden (1998) metonomiyi “bir seyin adinin, onunla iligkili veya
onun tarafindan Onerilen baska bir seyin adi1 yerine kullanildig1 bir konusma sekli” (s. 37) seklinde
tanimlamustir. Tmer ve ark. (2011) ise metonomiyi “benzetme amaci giitmeksizin tiimce ya da
dizimde bulunan Ogeler arasinda biitiin-parca, neden-sonug, genel-6zel, somut-soyut iliskiler
kurulmasiyla yoniiyle kurulan degismece tiirii” (s. 106) olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Ahanov (2002)
metoniminin nesne veya durumlar arasindaki yakinliktan dogdugunu dile getirmistir. Lakoff ve
Johnson’a (2015) gore “metonimik kavramlar bize bir seyi, bagka bir seyle iliskisi vasitasiyla
kavramlastirma imkani” (s. 71) vermektedir. Aksan (1999), metoniminin anlatimi kolaylastirdigini
ve ona gii¢ kattigin dile getirmistir.

Giinay’a gore (2007) metonimi metaforun karsitidir ve gonderge diizeyinde bir iliskiden
yararlanilan metonimide bir nesne yoluyla bagka bir nesne adlandirilir ve bu durum eksiltili bir
anlatimda goriiniir. Aksan (2015) metonominin metafordan farkl olarak benzerlige degil ilgiye ve
iliskiye dayandigini ifade etmistir.

Metafor ve metonimi farkli tiirden siireglerdir. Metafor ilkece bir seyi digerine gore
tasavvur etme tarzidir ve baslica fonksiyonu anlamdir. Ote taraftan metonimi esas olarak bir
referans fonksiyonuna sahiptir; yani bir seyi dierinin yerine gegecek sekilde kullanmamaiza imkan
verir. Fakat metonimi yalnizca bir referans araci degildir; ayn1 zamanda anlami saglama
fonksiyonu da goriir. (Lakoff & Johnson, 2015, s. 68)

Metonimi kavraminin adlandirilmasinda oldugu gibi tiirleri konusunda da goriis ayrilig:
bulunmaktadir.Metoniminin tiirlerinin biitiin yerine parca, parca yerine biitiin, i¢c-dis ilgisi, iiriin yerime
iiretici, kullanici yerine nesne, kontrol edilen yerine eden, sorumlu insanlar yerine kurum/mekin, kurum
yerine mekin, olay yerine mekin, sebep-sonug ilgisi, soyut-somut ilgisi seklinde oldugunu ifade etmek
miimkiindiir. Verilen tiirlerin sayisi ve igeriginin c¢alismadan c¢alismaya farklilik gostermesi
miimkiindiir. Terimlendirmede yasanan farklilik icerige de yansimis durumdadir.

Metoniminin tiirleri su sekilde 6rneklendirilebilir:

= O bdlgeye iyi bir sag ayak gerekiyor.. (Biitiin yerine parga)

=  Tiim sehir onun pesine diistii. (Parga yerine biitiin)

= ki kutuyu tek basina yedi. (Ic-dis ilgisi)

= Dostoyevski okumadan bir giin bile gegirmezdi. (Uriin yerine iiretici)

= Diinyanin bir numarali raketi bu macta belli olacak. (Kullanic1 yerine nesne)

= Teknik direktor sonunda kupay1 kazandi. (Kontrol edilen yerine eden)

= Universite merak edilen konulara iliskin aciklama yapti. (Sorumlu insanlar yerine
kurum/mekan)
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= Washington, olaya iliskin bir degerlendirmede bulundu. (Kurum yerine mekan)
= Tiirk askeri Kore'yi hi¢ unutmadi. (Olay yerine mekan)

= Gokten bereket yagiyor. (Sebep-sonug ilgisi)

= Gengligin hayata bakis acis1 bizim neslimizden farkl. (Soyut-somut ilgisi)

Orneklerde de goriildiigii iizere aralarinda iliski bulunan iki kavramdan biri digerinin adi
hi¢ anilmadan onun yerine kullanilmis ve anlam bozulmamuistir. Bununla birlikte bu 6rneklerin
dile 6zgii oldugunu dile getirmek gerekmektedir. Aksan (1999) Tiirkcedeki tahta ¢ikmak ifadesi ile
Fransizcadaki monter sur le trone ifadelerinin aymi anlama geldigini ifade etmistir fakat bu tarz
durumlar istisnadir. Lakoff ve Johnson (2015), metonimilerin kiiltiirii yansittigini dile getirmistir.

Es Anlamlilik

Cruse (2000) anlamsal benzerlikleri anlamsal farkhiliklarindan daha belirgin olan
sozciiklerin es anlamli oldugunu savunmustur. Tamba-Mecz (1998) es anlamlilifi “giindelik
kullanim iginde, farkli bicimler sunan, ama 6zdes ya da benzer anlami olan ve ayri bigimbilimsel-
sozdizimsel konumu paylasan sozciiklere esanlamli sozciikler denir” (ss. 94-95) ifadesiyle
tanimlamistir. Palmer (2020), dillerin es anlamli sdzciiklere ihtiyact olmadigini savunmustur.

Vardar (2002) es anlamliligin 6zdeslikten ¢ok anlamca yakinlik ifade ettigini belirtmis ve
ayni baglamda birbiriyle ayni anlami verebilecek gostergelerin sayica az oldugunu dile getirmistir.
Bilgin (2013), es anlamli oldugu savunulan sozciikler arasinda mutlaka bir anlam farklilig
bulundugunu ve bir dilde es anlamliliktan s6z etmenin zor oldugunu ifade etmistir. Ziilfikar (1990)
sozciiklerin es anlamli olabilmesi icin aralarinda bir anlam inceligi bulunmasi ve her iki sdzctigiin
de dildeki varhigmi siirdiirmesi gerektigini ifade etmistir. Aksan (2004) es anlamli oldugu
savunulan sozciikler arasinda mutlaka bir fark oldugunu ve bu nedenle bu sozciiklerin yakin
anlamli olarak degerlendirmek gerektigini dile getirmistir. Atmaca (2016) sozciiklerin es anlamli
olarak kabul edilebilmeleri i¢in anlamlarinin ayni veya benzer olmasi gerektigini belirtmistir.

Guiraud (1999) es anlamlilik i¢in “bir¢ok adi olan kavramlar” (s. 41) ifadesini kullanmistir.
Yani Guiraud’a gore es anlamlilik ve ¢ok anlamhilik birbiriyle iliskili kavramlardir. Giinay’a (2007)
gore de es anlamlilik ile ¢ok anlamlilik arasinda bir iliski bulunmaktadir ve es anlamlilik ¢ok
anlamliligin tersi durumdadir.

Lyons (1983), iki sézciigiin de biitiin baglamlarda tamamuyla ayni anlami ifade etmesi gerektigini
savunanlar ve iki sozciigiin de aym baglamda ayni varhir anlatmas: gerektigini savunanlar olmak tizere
es anlamliliga iliskin iki farkli goriis bulundugunu dile getirmistir. Elbourne (2020) es anlamliligin
ortaya ¢ikabilmesi igin “iki kelimenin anlamsal olarak ayni veya sadece niteliksel olarak ayni
olabilmesi” (s. 48) olmak tizere iki yol bulundugunu ifade etmistir. Giinay (2007) yaklasik olarak
ayn1 seyi belirten iki sozciik arasinda es anlamliliktan s6z edilebilecegini savunmustur. Aksan
(2004) tam es anlamliligin baglama gore belirlendigini belirtmistir. Atamaca (2016) es anlamliligin
olusabilmesi igin sozciik tiirlerinin de ayni olmasi gerektigini ifade etmistir.

Cruse (2000) es anlamlilig1 mutlak es anlamlilik (absolute synonymy), énermesel es anlamlilik
(propositional synonymy), yakin es anlamlilik (near-synonymy) olmak iizere tige ayirmistir. Mutlak es
anlamlilik, iki ya da daha ¢ok sozciigiin her tiirlii baglamda ayni anlami karsilamas: durumudur.
Onermesel eg anlamlilik baglamda birbiri yerine kullanilabilen ancak sézciiklerin kullanicilarindan
kaynaklanan bir farklilig1 iceren es anlamlilik tiirtidiir. Ornegin halk arasinda daha gok saz olarak
adlandirilan enstriiman miizikle profesyonel olarak ilgilenen kisiler tarafindan baglama adiyla
kullanilmaktadir. Yakin es anlamlilik ise aralarinda farklilik bulunan ancak benzerlikleri ¢cok daha
belirgin olan es anlamlilik tiirtidiir. Buna ornek olarak géndermek ve yollamak sozciiklerini vermek
miimkiindiir. Aralarinda fark edilmesi nispeten zor bir anlam farklilig1 bulunmaktadar.

Lyons (1983) ise es anlamlilig1 tam ve biitiinciil es anlamhilik, tam ama biitiinciil olmayan es
anlamlilik, tam olmayan ama biitiinciil olan es anlamlilik ve tam ve biitiinciil olmayan es anlamlilik olmak
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lizere dort tiire aywrmustir ve bunlari “hem anliksal hem duygusal iclem esdegerligi tam
esanlamlilik terimini kullanabiliriz; biitiinciil esanlamlilik terimini de (tam olan ya da olmayan)
biitiin baglamlarda birbirinin yerine gegebilen enanlamli sozciiklerle smirlandirabiliriz” (s. 399)
seklinde tanimlamistir.

Es anlamliligin dilin kendi s6zciikleri arasinda gergeklesebilecegini savunanlar oldugu gibi
farkli dillerden gelen sozciiklerle dilin kendi sozciikleri arasinda gerceklesebilecegini savunan
calismacilar da bulunmaktadir. Bilgin’e (2013) gore “Gergek esanlamlilik ise dilimize girmis
yabanci sozciiklerle olusmaktadir.” (s. 51). Toklu’ya (2018) gore ise “Esanlamlilik, bir dile bagka bir
dilden alinmis veya girmis olan o dilin sozciikleri arasinda s6z konusu olabilir.” (s. 133). Onan
(2020) es anlamliligin yabanci sozciiklerle olusabilecegini savunmus ancak bu tiirden es
anlamlili§in yiizey yapida degil derin yapida meydana geldigini ifade etmistir. Ersoylu (2001) ise
es anlamliligin yalnizca bir dilin kendi 6z sozciikleri arasinda gergeklesebilecegini, yabanci dilden
alinan sozciiklerin yalnizca yabanci kaynakli karsilik olarak degerlendirilebilecegini ifade etmistir.
Duman (2015) ve Aksan (2004) da yabanci sozciiklerle Tiirkge sozciikler arasinda es anlamhilik ilgisi
kurulmayacagin dile getirmistir. Ziilfikar (1990) ise “yeni tiiretilmis Tiirkce kelimeler ile bunlarin
eski karsiliklarin1 es anlamlilik konusu icinde degerlendirmemek gerekir” (s. 7) goriisiinii
savunmustur.

Z1t Anlamlilik

Aralarinda anlamsal karsitlik bulunan sézctikler zit anlamliligi meydana getirir. Palmer’e
(2020) gore zit anlamhilik dilin dogal bir 6zelligidir. Vardar (2002) zit anlamliligin ortak bir anlam
ekseni etrafinda gerceklestigini ifade etmistir. Tamba-Mecz (1998) bu tiir sozciikler arasinda
anlamsal bir baginti bulundugunu dile getirmistir. Ornegin kisa ve uzun sozciikleri boyla ilgili
ozelligi yansitirlar ancak anlamsal acidan birbirlerine zit bir 6zellik gosterirler. Karaagag (2013)
Ozellik adi olan sozciiklerin, sifatlarin, zarflarin ve eylemlerin zit anlamlisinin bulunmasininn
miimkiin oldugunu ancak bir varligin adi olan genel adlarin zit anlamimin bulunmadigini ifade
etmistir. Ornegin kahve, bardak, gizliik gibi sozciiklerin zit anlami olamaz ancak sifat olan iyi
sOzcligliniin zit anlamlis1 kétii, eylem olan gelmek sozcligiiniin zit anlamlist gitmek sdzctigiidiir.
Onan’a (2020) gore zit anlamlilikta “sozciiklerin derin yapilar1 arasinda aykirilik ve karsitlik” (s.
139) bulunmaktadir.

Lyons (1983) zit anlamlilig1 biitiinleyicilik ve karsitsallik kavramlarindan ayirmis ve
antonymy terimiyle karsiladig1 zit anlamlilig1 daha dar bir ¢erceve iginde ele almistir. Biitiinleyicilik
bir szciik giftinin bir {iyesinin digerinin olumsuzunu gagristirmast durumudur. Ornegin canli ve
olii sdzciikleri ele aliacak olursa O canlidir demek O 6lii degildir demektir.

Vardar (2002) karsitsallig1 karsitlik terimiyle karsilamis ve kavrami “Bir dilsel birimle, belli
bir baglamda onun yerini alabilecek birim ya da bilimler arasindaki bagint1.” (s. 131) olarak
tanimlamistir.  Lyons (1983) karsitsallikta yer degistirmenin yaninda sezdirmenin de
bulundugunu dile getirmis ve bunu “AO1 AO2'nin kuzenidir AO2 AO1’in kuzenidir demektir ama
AO1 (Ad Obegi 1), AO2'nin kocasidir demek AO2 AO1’in karisidir demektir.” (s. 418) drnegiyle
agiklamigtir.

Lyons (1983) zit anlamliligin diizenli olarak derecelenebilme 6zelligine sahip oldugunu
sOylemistir. Kili¢’a (2009) gore bu tiirden derecelendirilebilen karsithiklarda “birisinin olumsuz
anlami Otekisinin mutlaka olumlu anlamini sezdirmez” (s. 50) ve “bu iliski dogrudan sifatlarin
kullanildiklar1 baglamdaki goreceli anlamlarina iliskindir” (s. 50). Lyons’a (1983) gore karsilastirma
acik ya da ortiilii olabilmektedir. Bunlar su sekilde agiklanabilir:

= Agqgk Kkarsilagtirmali tiimceler ikiye ayrilir. (1) Iki sey belli bir oOzellik agisindan
karsilastirilabilir ve bu 6zelligin bir nesnede 6tekinden daha ¢ok bulundugu belirtilir: 6rn.
Bizim ev sizinkinden daha biiyiiktiir. (2) Ayn seyin iki ‘durumu’ s6z konusu 6zellik agisindan
karsilastirilabilir: Evimiz eskisinden daha biiyiiktiir. (Lyons, 1983, s. 413)
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Lyons (1983) ortiilii karsilastirmada zit anlamli sdzciiklerin agikca derecelenmedigini ifade
etmis ve “birini yadsimanin 6tekini belirtmek demek olmadigini” (s. 414) dile getirmistir.
Bu durum su Ornekle aciklanabilir: Paramiz azdir demek paramiz cok degildir, demek
degildir. Paramiz X'ten az ancak Y’den ¢ok olabilir. Bu durumda para hem ¢ok hem de az
olabilir ancak o©Onemli olan karsilastirma yapilirken belirlenen Olgiittiir ve Ortiilii
karsilagtirmali ctimlelerde agik karsilagtirmali climlelerin aksine 6l¢iit bilinmemektedir.

Cruse (2000) zit anlamlilik (antonymy) kavramini kutupsal zit anlamlilik (polar antonyms), es
deger zit anlamhilik (equipollent antonyms) ve ortiisen zit anlamhilik (overlapping antonyms)
olmak tizere ii¢ tiire ayirmistir. Bu tiirler su sekilde agiklanabilir ve 6rneklendirilebilir:

Cruse’a (2000) gore kutupsal zit anlamlilik derecelendirilebilme 6zelligine sahiptir ve
baglamdan cizilen bir referans noktasina gore anlam kazanmaktadir. Ornegin uzun ve kisa
sozciikleri bir referans noktasina gore degerlendirilmektedir. Uzun oldugu sdylenen bir
kisi karsilastirildig1 bir kisiden uzun olabilir ancak baska bir kisiyle karsilastirildiginda
ondan daha kisa olabilir. Yani X, Y’den uzunsa sadece Y’den uzun oldugu bilgisine ulasiriz,
X kesinlikle uzundur diyemeyiz. Cruse (1986) kutupsal zit anlamhiligin degerlendirme
agisindan noétr ve nesnel oldugunu ifade etmis ve geleneksel oOlgli birimleriyle
ol¢iilebilecegini belirtmistir.

Al-Kajela (2019) esdeger zit anlamliligin genellikle bir duyguyu veya algy1 ifade, temel bir
varsayima dayandigini ve duyusal veya duygusal bir degerlendirme sagladigini idade
etmistir. Cruse (2000) esdeger zit anlamlilig1 (1) “Bu kahve soguk ama ondan daha sicak.”
(s. 170) ve (2) “Bu kahve sicak ama ondan daha soguk.” (s. 170) ciimleleri ile
orneklendirmistir. Birinci ctimledeki soguk sozciigii kahvenin soguk oldugu varsayiminin,
ikinci cimledeki sicak sozctigii ise kahvenin sicak oldugu varsayiminin kabul edildigini
gostermektedir. Bununla birlikte Bu kahve soguk ama ondan daha sicak. ifadesi bir geligki
icermektedir ¢iinkii bir sey ayni anda hem soguk hem de sicak olamaz.

Cruse’a (2000) gore Ortiigen zit anlamlilik kavrami pozitif ve negatif olarak degerlendirilen
ciftlerden olusmakta olup pozitif degerlendirmeli olan kisim tarafsiz bir karsilastirma
yaparken negatif degerlendirmeli olan kisim bagli bir karsilagtirma yapmaktadir. Ornegin
O ne kadar kibar? ifadesindeki kibar sdzctigii tarafsiz bir kiyaslama saglarken O ne kadar kaba?
ifadesindeki kaba sozciigii degerlendirmeli bir kiyaslama meydana getirir. Bununla
birlikte Cruse (2000) Ortiisen zit anlamliligin igsellik &zelligine sahip oldugundan soz
etmistir. Bu 0zellige gore eger iki kotii sey arasinda kotiiliik derecesi fark ederse biri
digerinden daha kotil olarak tanmimlanabilir ancak iki kotii sey arasinda biri digerinden
daha iyi olarak tamimlanamayabilir. Ornegin, Gegen yilki sinav sonuglart kotiiydii, bu yilki
sonu¢ daha iyi ifadesinde bulunmak miimkiindiir ancak Bu yilki kuraklik gegen yilkinden daha
iyi ifadesinden bulunmak miimkiin degildir.

Aksan (1999) zit anlamhilig ikili karsithiklar, bicimsel ikili karsitliklar, yon gosteren karsitliklar,

dereceli karsitliklar ve iliskisel karsitliklar tiirleri altinda incelemistir. Bu tirler su sekilde
orneklendirilebilir:

Tkili karsithiklar: az/cok, dogru/yanlis, ince/kalin

Bicimsel ikili kargitliklar: anlamli/anlamsiz, esitlik/esitsizlik, zararli/zararsiz
Yon gosteren karsitliklar: sag/sol, dogu/bati, ileri/geri

Dereceli karsitliklar: soguk/ilik/sicak, iyi/orta/kotii

Tigkisel karsitliklar: almak/satmak, oyuncu/seyirci, ast/iist

Es anlamlilikta oldugu gibi zit anlamlilik konusunda da goriis ayriliklar1 bulunmaktadir.

Kimi arastirmacilar yabanci dilden alian sozciiklerle dilin kendi s6zctikleri arasinda zit anlamlilik
iliskisi olabilecegini savunmasa da kimi arastirmacilar yalnizca dilin kendi sozciikleri arasinda
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olabilecegini savunmaktadir. Ornegin Aksan (1999) yabanci kokenli sézciiklerle Tiirkge sdzciikler
arasinda zit anlamlilik iliskisi bulunabilecegini ifade ederken Ersoylu (2001) ise yabanci kokenli
sozciiklerle Tiirkge sozciikler arasinda zit anlamlilik iligskisi bulunamayacagini dile getirmistir.

Anlam Degismeleri

Dil, toplumda yasanan her tiirlii degisiklikten etkilenmektedir. Bu da sozciiklerin sahip
oldugu anlama yansimaktadir. Cruse (2006) sozciiklerin anlamlarinin zamanla degisme egilimi
iginde oldugunu belirtmistir. Bu egilimin sebebi hi¢bir seyin oldugu gibi kalmamasidir. Yagsamdaki
degisim dili de etkilemektedir. Ornegin Erdogan’a gore Rusya’da toplum hayatini etkileyen askeri,
teknolojik, siyasi ve teknolojik gelmismeler dilin s6z varhigm etkilemistir. Bununla birlikte
Evirgen’e (2023) gore anlam degismeleri ortaya c¢ikarken “ekleme, birlestirme, ornekseme vb.
yontemlerle turetme yoluna basyvurabilecegi gibi cesjtli anlam iliskileri kurarak mevcut sozlik
birimlerden yararlanabilir” (s. 507). Riemer (2010) bir anlam degisiminin olumlu mu yoksa
olumsuz mu oldugu genellikle arastirmacinin kisisel degerlendirmesine bagli oldugunu
savunmaktadir. Ozavsar (2017) benzetme, aktarmalar, baglam, ¢ok anlamhlik, es seslilik, es
anlamlilik ve zit anlamliligin anlam degismeleri {izerinde etkili oldugunu dile getirmistir.

Anlam degisir: Ciinkii mantiksal ya da anlatimsal amaglarla bir kavrama bilingli olarak bir
ad verilir; nesneler adlandirilir. Anlam degisir: Ciinkii ¢agrisimlardan biri ikincildir (baglamsal
anlam, anlatimsal anlam, toplumsal deger) ve yavas yavas temel anlama dogru kayarak onun yerini
alir; anlam evrim gecirir. llk durumda bireysel, bilingli ve kesintili bir degisim goriiliir; ikinci
durumda ise toplumsal, bilingsiz ve asamali bir degisim gergeklesir. Sozciigiin anlamiyle
degerlerini olusturan anliksal ¢agrisimlarin yapisindaki bir degisiklikten dogar her iki durum da.
(Guiraud, 1999, s. 67).

Buradan anlasilacag: iizere anlam degismeleri bilingli bir sekilde gerceklesebilecegi gibi
toplumsal kaynakli olarak bilingsiz ve asamali bir sekilde de gergeklesebilir. Bununla birlikte
Aksan’a (1999) gore dil planlama cabalari anlam degismelerinin ¢ok daha hizli bir sekilde
gerceklesmesine ortam hazirlar. Yani dile disaridan yapilan miidahaleler anlam degisimlerine yol
acabilmektedir.

Anlam degismelerinin tiirlerini Aksan (2015) anlam daralmasi, anlam genislemesi, anlam
iyilesmesi, anlam kotiilesmesi ve baska anlama gecis; Atmaca (2016) anlam daralmasi, anlam genislemesi,
mecazlasma, komsuluk, eksiltme-soz eksiltme, tabu, argo, baska anlama gecis, anlam iyilesmesi ve anlam
kitiilesmesi; Traugott (2017) metaforlastirma (metaphorization), metonimilestirme (metonymization),
kitiilesme (pejeration), iyilesme (amelioration), daralma (narrowing) ve genellesme (generalization).;
Fortson (2003) ise bu konuyu metaforik genisleme (metaphoric extension), metonimik gQenisleme
(metonymic extension), genisleme (broadening), daralma (narrowing), ve iyilesme ve kotiilesme (melioration
and pejoration) basliklar1 altinda incelemistir. Bu calismada anlam degismeleri anlam daralmasi,
anlam genislemesi, anlam iyilesmesi, anlam kotiilesmesi ve baska anlama gegis basliklar1 altinda
incelenecektir. Bu tiirler su sekilde acgiklanabilir:

Anlam Daralmasi

Vardar (2002) anlam daralmasini “Anlamli bir birimin daha smirli bir kapsam igermeye
baslamasi; genel bir anlamdan dar bir anlama gecerek degismesi.” (s. 21) seklinde tanimlamustur.
Fortson’a (2003) gore anlam daralmasi bir sozciigiin eskiden sahip oldugu anlamlarindan bazilarini
yitirerek daha dar bir anlam alanini karsilamasi durumudur. Karaagag (2013), anlam daralmasinda
sOziin anlaminin iist anlamdan alt anlama gegtigini dile getirmistir. Sav’a (2003) gore Tiirkcede en
sik rastlanan anlam olaylarindan biridir. Anlam daralmasina su 6rnekler verilebilir:

= Eski Tiirk¢ede ¢ocuk, evlat anlamina gelen ve cinsiyet ifade etmeyen ogul sozciigii Tiirkiye
Tiirkgesinde ogul seklini almistir ve erkek ¢ocuk anlamina gelmektedir.
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* Eski Ingilizcede genel olarak hayvan anlaminda kullarulan deor sdzciigii giiniimiizde deer
seklini almistir ve geyik anlamina gelmektedir.

Anlam Genislemesi

Anlam genislemesi, Imer ve ark. (2011) tarafindan “Tarihsel siire¢ i¢inde bir sozciigiin ilk
anlamina ek olarak daha genis bir anlam {istlenmesi, dar bir kapsamdan genel bir kapsama gegisi.”
(s. 27) olarak tanimlanmistir. Aksan’a (2015) gore ise anlam genislemesi, sdzciigiin baslangicta
temel anlama sahip olup bir nesnenin veya isin bir kismini temsil ederken zaman i¢inde o nesnenin
veya isin tamamini karsilar duruma gelmesidir. Sav (2003) “anlam genislemesinin temelinde
kavramlar arasinda bir benzerlik, bitisiklik” (s. 159) bulundugunu ifade etmis ve anlam alani
zamanla genisleyen sozciiklerin kavramlari karsilama giiciiniin diistiigiinii belirtmistir . Karaagag
(2013), anlam genislemesinde s6ziin anlaminin alt anlamdan iist anlama gegctigini dile getirmistir.
Sav (2003) metafor ve metonimi kavramlarinin anlam genislemesine dahil oldugunu ifade etmistir.

Anlam genislemesine su ornekler verilebilir:

= “Thing sozciigli eskiden bir meclisi ya da konseyi ifade ederken zamanla her seyi ifade eder
hale gelmistir.” (Fortson, 2003, s. 649)

= “Lat. adriapare ‘kiyiya vurmak, degmek’ eylemi Fr. arriver bigimine girerek ‘varmak,
ulasmak’ anlaminda kullanilmaya baslanmistir.” (Aksan, 1999, s. 91)

= “Onceleri yalmizca giires karsilasmalarinda elde edilen basariya verilen ‘miikafat’
anlaminda kullandigimiz “6diil’ s6zciigiinii anlamini genellestirerek yasamin her alanina
yayiyoruz.” (Sav, 2003, s. 160)

Genellesme, anlam genislemesinin bir tiirtidiir (Atmaca, 2016; Sav, 2003). Ozel bir adin
genel bir ad haline gelmesi durumu olan genellesme, Vardar (2002) tarafindan “Anlamli bir birimin
iceriginin daha kapsamli duruma gelmesi.” (s. 101) olarak tanimlanmistir. Guiraud’ya (1999) gore
anlam genislemesi “sézciigiin toplumsal alaninin yayilmasi” (s. 79) demektir. Karaaga¢ (2013)
genellesmeyi “ansiklopediden sozliige giden yol” (s.55) olarak gdrmektedir. Genellesmeye su
ornekler verilebilir:

=  Bordo rengi adin1 Fransa’nin Bordeaux sehrinden almistir.

= Pamuk, sentetik veya ipekten dokunan ince ve hafif bir kumas olan tiil, adin1 Fransa'nin
Tulle sehrinden almistir.

= Wilhelm Conrad Réntgen tarafindan icat edilen X 1511 adi verilen 1sinlar daha sonra
Rontgen 1s1m1 olarak adlandirilmistir.

Anlam Tyilesmesi

Anlam iyilesmesi, bir sozciiglin 6nceden sahip oldugu anlamdan daha iyi bir anlam
yansitir duruma gelmesidir. Anlam iyilesmesinin gerceklesmesi igin sozciigiin kotii bir anlama
sahip olmasi gerekmemektedir. Tyi bir anlama sahip olan sozciigiin anlaminin daha iyi bir hale
gelmesi de anlam iyilesmesini meydana getirir. Karaaga¢’a (2013) gore anlam iyilesmesine ugrayan
sozciikler sahip olduklari anlamdan uzaklagarak yeni bir anlama biiriiniirler ve bu tiirden anlam
degismeleri totemistik devirlerde bolca goriilmektedir.

Fortson’a (2003) gore bir sozciigiin daha olumlu bir anlama gelmesi 6znel bir durumdur.
Bu durumda bir sozciigiin anlam iyilesmesine ugramasi durumu toplumun icinde bulundugu
sartlarla yakindan iligkilidir. Dilin toplumu etkileyen olaylar tarafindan sekillendirildigini dile
getiren Sav’a (2003) gore daha onceleri hizmetli, hademe, protestan papazi gibi anlamlara gelen ministre
sozcligiiniin Fransiz Devrimi etkisiyle bakan anlamina geldigini ifade etmistir. Hizmetli ya da
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protestan papazi olmanin kétii olarak algilanmasi nasil ki toplumun bakis agisiyla ilgiliyse bir olay
lizerine anlam iyilesmesine ugramasi da toplumun bakis agisiyla ilgilidir.
Anlam iyilesmelerine su 6rnekler verilebilir:

=  Eski Tiirkcede kitii, fena anlamina gelen yabiz sozciigii Tiirkiye Tiirkgesinde yavuz bigimini
almustir ve iyi, yaman, yigit anlamlarimi karsilamaktadir.

»  “Ingilizce’deki nice sdzciigii baslangicta ‘basit, cahil’ anlamima gelirken simdi ‘samimi,
yaklagilabilir’ anlamina gelmektedir.” (Fortson, 2003, s. 650)

= Eski Tiirkcede sikinti, eziyet gibi anlamlari karsilayan emgek sozciigii Tiirkiye Tiirkgesinde
emek bi¢imini almistir ve ¢aba anlamini kargilamaktadir.

Anlam Kotiilesmesi

Anlam kétiilesmesi Imer ve ark. (2011) tarafindan “anlam iyilesmesinin tersine sozciigiin
eskiye gore daha kotii bir anlami yansitir duruma gelmesi, sdzciiklerin anlaminda gesitli nedenlerle
zamanla olumlu anlam yerine olumsuz, istenmeyen bir anlam ortaya ¢ikmasi” (s. 28) olarak
tanimlanmustir. Karaagac¢’a (2013) gore ise anlam kotiilesmesi “iyi anlaml bir s6ziin zamanla kot
veya kotiiye dogru giden” (s. 43) bir anlam degismesidir. Buna ek olarak anlam kotiilesmesinde bir
deger kaybmin varligindan s6z etmek miimkiindiir. Ornegin Eski Tiirkcede kagan esi anlamina
gelen katun sozcligii, Eski Anadolu Tiirkgesinde hatun bigimini almis ve hanimefendi anlamini
karsilar duruma gelmistir. Bugiin ise kadin bi¢iminde kullanilan bu sozciik eriskin disi insan
anlaminda kullanilmaktadir.

Anlam kétiilesmesine su ornekler verilebilir:

= “Eski Ingilizcede ‘erkek ¢ocuk’ anlamina gelen cnafa sdzciigii zamanla knave halini almis ve
‘diizenbaz, sahtekar” anlamini kazanmuistir.” (Traugott, 2017, s. 3)

= “Onceleri ‘yabanci misafir’ demek olan Lat. hostis szciigii zamanla ‘diisman’ anlamina
gelmeye baslamistir.” (Aksan, 2015, s. 216)

= “Cocuklar1 egiten, onlara yeni seyler 0greten ‘pédant = 6gretmen’ bu giizel anlamlarini
yitirmis ve sozliiklerde de gordiigiimiiz gibi ‘bilgiclik taslayan, ukald” biri olup ¢tkmistir.”
(Sav, 2003)

Baska Anlama Gegis

Bagka anlama gegis, sozciigiin sahip oldugu anlami tamamen yitirerek bagka bir anlami1
tasir duruma gelmesidir. Sav (2003) baska anlama geciste sozciigiin eski anlamindan tamamen
siyrildigini ve bu olaymn genellikle dilden dile aktarimla ortaya ¢iktigin ifade etmistir. Atmaca
(2016) ise baska anlama ge¢mis sozciiklerin 6nceki anlamlariyla arasinda uzak ya da yakin mutlaka
bir iliski mevcut oldugunu dile getirmis, bu iliskinin zitlik iliskisi yoluyla da gerceklesebilecegini
belirtmistir. Vardar (2002) baska anlama gecisi “diizdegismece, egretileme, kapsamlayis, vb.
yoluyla gerceklesen anlam degisimi” olarak tanimlamistir. Bu terimlerden diizdegismece metonimi
terimine, egretileme ise metafor terimine karsilik gelmektedir. Sav (2003) bunlardan metafor ve
metonimiyi anlam genislemesi baslig1 altinda ele alirken Fortson (2003) ve Traugott (2017) gibi baz1
arastirmacilar ise metonimi ve metaforu anlam degismelerinin altinda ayri1 basliklar olarak
incelemistir.

Baska anlama gegise su ornekler verilebilir:

= “Sakinmak eylemi, Eski Tiirk¢ede “diistinmek, {izerinde durmak, kederlenmek’ anlaminda
iken bugiin ‘bir seyi yapmaktan uzak durmak, yapmamak i¢in 6nlemler almak, korumak’
anlamlarmni almistir.” (Aksan, 1999, s. 135)

=  Eski Tirkgede kirmak, kesmek anlamlarinda kullanilan iizmek sézctigii bugtin iiziintii vermek
anlamina gelmektedir.
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= “Bugiin ucuz bigiminde ortak dilde yasayan s6zciigiin de Eski Tiirk¢ede ‘kolay’, ‘degersiz’,
‘hakir’ anlamlarinda oldugunu goriiyoruz.” (Aksan, 2015, s. 215)

TARTISMA, SONUC ve ONERILER

Bu calismada sozciik anlambilimine ait olan kavramlar alanyazindaki calismalar
baglaminda incelenmistir. Calisma kapsaminda yapilan incelemeler sonucunda sozciik
anlambilimi kavramlarmin tanimi ve igerigi hakkinda goriis farklhiliklar1 bulundugu tespit
edilmistir. Bununla birlikte kullanilacak terimler noktasinda da goriis ayriliklar1 bulundugu
sonucuna ulasilmistir. Tamim, igerik ve terimler hakkindaki bu goriis ayriliklar1 ¢alismalarda bir
biitiinliik saglanmasinin 6niine ge¢gmektedir.

Sozciiklerin baslangicta tek bir anlama sahip olmalarma karsin bunlarin biiyiik bir
kisminin zaman igerisinde yeni anlamlar kazandigu goriilmiistiir. Kazanilan bu yeni anlamlar
sozciikleri ¢ok anlamli bir yapiya biiriindiirmiistiir. Bununla birlikte ferim olarak adlandirilan
sozciikler tek anlamli yapisin1 korumustur. Yan anlam, dildeki ¢ok anlamliligin bir sonucudur.
Bununla birlikte yan anlamin toplum tarafindan iiretildigini savunanlar oldugu gibi yan anlamin
bireysel bir yapiya sahip oldugunu savunanlar da mevcuttur.

Es adlilik 6zelligi gosteren sozciikler arasinda herhangi bir anlam ilgisi bulunmamaktadir.
Bu tiirden sozciikler bazi dillerde farkli bigimlerde yazilabilmektedir. Buna karsin Aksan (1999)
Tiirkgede sescil bir yazimin kullanildigini dile getirmistir. Ote yandan, es adli sdzciikler farklt
anlamlara sahip oldugundan bu tiirden sozciikler sozliiklerde farkli madde basiyla yer
almaktadirlar.

Temel anlam bir sozciigiin insanun aklina gelen ve sozliikte yer alan ilk anlamidir. Bu
tiirden sozciikler sahip olduklar1 temel anlami yansitmak igin herhangi bir baglama ihtiyag
duymamaktadirlar. Bazi arastirmacilar sozciigiin temel anlaminin incelendigi doéneme gore
degerlendirilmesi gerektigini dile getirmistir (Aksan, 1999; Colak, 2021; Onan, 2020). Bu durum
dilin canli bir yapiya sahip olmasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Zaman igerisinde sozciiklerin
anlamlarinda degisikliklerin meydana gelmesi miimkiindiir.

Ortiik bir anlama sahip olan yan anlam, benzetme ve aktarmalarla meydana gelmekte ve
baglama gore anlam kazanmaktadir. Yan anlama sahip olan sozciikler temel anlamla olan iligkisini
siirdiirmeye devam etmektedir. Yan anlam bu yoniiyle mecaz anlamdan ayrilmaktadir. Ote
yandan yan anlamin birey kaynakli oldugunu savunanlar oldugu gibi toplumsal kaynakl
oldugunu savunan arastirmacilar da bulunmaktadir. Yan anlamli sozciiklerin yalnizca birey veya
toplum kaynakli oldugunu dile getirmek bu tiirden sozctiklerin bireysel, toplumsal, tarihi ve
kiiltiirel izler tasidigini gormezden gelmek demektir.

Terimler, belirli bir alana 6zgii olan sozciiklerdir. Bu nedenle kullanum alani diger
sOzcliklere gore kisithidir. Terimler tek anlaml bir yaprya sahiptir. Buna kargin eg yaziml terimler
de bulunmaktadir. Yani aym sekilde yazilan iki farkli terimin farkl: alanlarda farkli anlama gelecek
sekilde kullanilmast miimkiindiir. Ote yandan terimlerde uluslarasi birligin saglanmasi
gerekmektedir.

Mecaz anlam konusunda goriis ayriliklar1 bulundugu goriilmiistiir. Baz1 aragtirmacilar
mecaz anlam kavraminin yan anlamin bir tiirii oldugunu savunmustur. Buna karsin yan anlam ve
mecaz anlam birbirinden farkli kavramlardir. Yan anlamli sozciikler somut olma Ozelligi
gosterirken mecaz anlamli sézciikler daha ok soyut bir 6zellik gostermektedir. Ote yandan mecaz
anlam ile anlam degismelerinin bir tiirii olan bagska anlama gegis arasinda ortak bir yén bulundugu
tespit edilmistir. Her ikisinde de sozciik 6nceden sahip oldugu anlam yerine baska bir anlam
tasimaya baglamaktadir. Mecaz anlamlilik 6zelligine sahip olan bir sozciigiin temel anlamiyla
yakin ya da uzak bir iligki i¢inde oldugunu savunanlar oldugu gibi temel anlamiyla olan
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iligkisinden tamamen siyrildifini savunanlar da bulunmaktadir. Mecaz anlam benzetme ve
imgelere dayanirken baska anlama geciste bu durum s6z konusu degildir. Baska anlama gec¢mis
bir sozciik sozlitklerde madde basi olarak yer alir. Mecaz anlam ile metaforun da siklikla birbirinin
yerine kullanildig1 goriilmiistiir. Buna karsin metafor, mecaz anlamin 6zel bir tiirtidiir.

Benzetmenin aktarmalarin ortaya ¢ikmasinin 6n kosulu oldugu ve diger bazi anlam
olaylarmin da benzetmeye dayandigi goriilmiistiir. Bununla birlikte benzetme ile metaforun
birbirinin yerine kullandi1§1 da goriilmiistiir. Ciiriik’'e (2020) gore her metafor bir benzetme
icermektedir ancak her benzetme bir metafor icermemektedir.

Aktarmalarin tiirleri ig¢in hangi terimlerin kullanilacagina iliskin bir goriis birligi
bulunmadigr goriilmiistiir. Bu calismada aktarmanin tiirleri i¢in metafor ve metonimi terimleri
kullanilmistir. Yapilan arastirmada alanyazinda metafor yerine diiz degismece, mecaz-1 miirsel, ad
aktarmasi; metonimi yerine ise egretileme, istiare ve deyim aktarmasi terimlerinin kullanildig:
sonucuna ulagilmigtir.

Es anlamhlik hakkinda alanyazinda bir goriis birligi bulunmamaktadir. Kimi
aragtirmacilar es anlamhili§in ashnda yakin anlamhilik oldugunu savunmaktadir. Kimi
aragtirmacilara gore ise es anlamliligin ortaya gikabilmesi igin s6zciiklerin alint1 olmamasi, ayni dile
ait olmasi gerekmektedir. Kimilerine gore ise es anlamliligin alinti1 sozciiklerle olusturulmas: da
miimkiindiir. Kimi arastirmacilara gore iki sozciigiin es anlamli olabilmesi i¢in her tiirlii baglamda
birbirlerinin yerine kullanilabilmeleri gerekmektedir. Atmaca’ya (2016) gore iki sdzcligiin es
anlaml olabilmesi igin sozciik tiirlerinin de aym olmasi gerekmektedir. Goriildiigii iizere eg
anlamlilik oldukca tartismali bir konudur. Palmer (2020), bir dilin es anlamliliga ihtiyag
duymayacagini ifade etmistir. Aksan’a (1999) gore ise “ayni dilde iki ayr1 gosterge, biitiiniiyle ayni
anlama gelemez” (s. 78). Bir dilde birbiriyle her tiirlii baglamda ayni anlama gelen sozciiklere ender
rastlanir ve es anlamlilik yalnizca dilin kendi s6zciikleri arasinda ortaya ¢ikabilir.

Zit anlamhilik konusunda da goriis ayriliklar: bulundugu sonucuna ulagilmistir. Alanyazin
incelendiginde zit anlamliligin tiirleri hakkinda farkh goriislere rastlanmigtir. Ornegin Lyons (1983)
acik karsilastirma ve oOrtiilii karsilastirma olmak tlizere iki tiire, Aksan (1999) ikili karsitliklar, bicimsel
ikili karsitliklar, yon gosteren karsitliklar, dereceli karsitliklar ve iligkisel karsitliklar olmak {izere bes tiire,
Cruse (2000) ise kutupsal zit anlamlilik, es deer zit anlamhilik ve értiisen zit anlamlilik olmak iizere iig
tiire ayirmustir. Tiirlere iligkin bagliklandirmalar farkli olmasina karsin igerikleri birbirleriyle bazi
noktalarda ortiigsebilmektedir. Bununla birlikte es anlamlilikta oldugu gibi zit anlamlilikta da alinti
sozciikler bir goriis ayriligina neden olmustur. Arastirmacilarin bir kismi alint1 sézciiklerle dilin
kendi sozciikleri arasinda zit anlamlilik iliskisi ortaya ¢ikabilecegini savunurken diger bir kismi zit
anlamliligin yalnizca dilin kendi sozciikleri arasinda ortaya ¢ikabilecegini savunmaktadir.

Alanyazindaki g¢aligmalarin incelenmesi sonucunda anlam degismelerinin diger anlam
olaylarinin etkisiyle ortaya c¢iktig1 gortilmiistiir. Bununla birlikte arastirmacilar, anlam
degismelerinin toplumsal kaynakli oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Anlam degismelerinin tiirleri
konusunda alanyazinda bir goriis ayriligi bulunmaktadir. Ote yandan yabanci calismalar
incelendiginde metafor ve metoniminin de bir anlam degismesi tiirii olarak kabul edildigi
goriilmiistiir. Tiirkiye'de yapilan ¢alismalarda ise metafor ve metonimi genellikle farkl: terimlerle
kullanilmustir ve aktarma tiirii olarak kabul edilmistir. Ozavsar (2017); benzetme, aktarmalar,
baglam, ¢ok anlamlilik, es seslilik, es anlamlilik ve zit anlamlilik anlam degismelerinin anlam
degismelerine kaynaklik ettigini dile getirmistir. Anlam degismelerinin farkli ¢alismalarda farkl
tiirlere ayrilmasinin bundan kaynaklanmasi miimkiindiir.
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Bu konu tizerinde ¢alisma yapacak arastirmacilara kavramlar hakkindaki goriis ayriliklarini
dikkate almalar1 dnerilmektedir. Ote yandan aragtirmacilar arasinda terim birliginin saglanmast
i¢in calismalar yapilmalidir. Konu hakkinda daha ¢ok kisinin bilgi sahibi olmasini saglamak ve
sozciik anlambilimi hakkinda yapilan yabanci dillerdeki ¢alismalarin Tiirkgeye kazandirilmasi
onerilmektedir.

Yazarlarin Katki Oram1
Yazarlarin katki orani: 1. yazarin katki orani %60; 2. Yazarin katki oran1 %40’ tir.
Cikar Catismasi

Arastirmacilarin herhangi bir kurum ya da kurulus ile ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini beyan
ederiz.
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