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PHONETIC RENDERINGS IN TURKISH ARABISMS AND
FARSISMS

Kamil STACHOWSKI"

Abstract: The paper is a summary of phonetic renderings found in borrowings from Arabic
and Persian in Turkish. Based on 1748 loanwords, it gives an overview of which adaptations are
typical in both groups, and which are unusnal. For the latter, the specific cases are listed and
briefly discussed. The focus is on renderings of individnal phonemes rather than processes or the
influence of the phonetic surrounding.
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Arapga ve Fars¢a’dan Tiirk¢e’ye Alinan Kelimelerdeki Fonetik Uyarlanma
Degismeleri

Oz: Bu galigmada, Arapea ve Farscadan Tiirkee’ye alnan kelimelerde gegen fonetik nyarlanma
degismeleri toparlansp tartigilsr. 1748 almtrya dayanarak, ber iki grupta da hangi nyarlamalarm

listelenir ve kisaca tartssiler: Odak noktasy, siregler veya fonetik gevrenin etkisinden Ziyade
bireysel ses birimlerinin terciimeleri iizerinedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tiirkge, Arabizm, Farsizm, Odiing Kelime Uyarlamasi, Fonetik

1 Introduction

There exist a number of works devoted to the phonetic adaptation of Turkish
Arabism and Farsisms, but they tend to be based on a limited number of examples, and
do not necessarily provide a reliable picture of which renderings are usual, and which
ones exceptional. General works in this field include dictionaries of borrowings
(ALOT, PLOT, Pomorska 2013, Rocchi 2016-2017), as well as etymological
dictionaries (GTS, KEWT, NS, TDES, TETTL). Approaches focusing on phonetics
range from more comprehensive (Isler 2008, K. Stachowski 2015, M. Stachowski
2012a) to rather detailed (Al-Hashmi 2016, Baran 2019, Oytun Altun 2012, Oztekten
2001 and 2013, M. Stachowski 2012b), as well as those which adopt a different
perspective (Erdem 2013, Korkmaz 2007, Sag 2019) or include material beyond just
Arabisms and Farsisms (Karaca 2012, Ozkan 2011). Since the beginning of the 21%
century, however, the interest appears to have somewhat shifted away from Turkish and
towards other Turkic languages (Akim 2011, Cumakunova 2008, Karasoy 1998, Oytun
Altun 2015, Pekagar 2006 and 2007, Sarikaya 2005, Yazici Ersoy 2006).

The presentation in this paper is organized by Arabic and Persian phonemes, and
consists of two parts: a table detailing the number of examples which exhibit the
different renderings of the given phoneme, and a list of the specific words in which
unusual renderings can be observed, followed by a brief commentary. The lists are
generally in the same order as the tables, which is alphabetical.
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with ,Arabic and Persian words are transcribed using the DIN/DMG transcription
5 the exception for which is transcribed «b. Where the Arabic and Persian systems
differ, the Arabic variant is given precedence, so e.g. 3 is spelt «d> rather than <.
Turkish words are given in the official orthography, but with several non-standard
additions. Small caps on voiced consonants denote ‘positionally voiced’ consonants,
i.e. a consonant that is voiced in the presence of a vowel-initial suffix but devoiced
when in auslaut, as e.g. in cilD, -di. Stress mark before a vowel denotes a vowel that is
stressed despite not being in the final syllable, as in b ‘elki. Acute marks ‘functionally
front” consonants, i.e. consonants adjacent to back vowels which nonetheless act as if
they were front, such as the ones in billahi or saaf, -ti. Grave denotes vowels that are
short in the nominative but lengthened when a vowel-initial suffix is added, as in
zaman, -ani. Subscribed zero denotes those vowels which are present in the
nominative but are deleted in the presence of a vowel-initial suffix, like e.g. iliom, -Imi.
Subscribed two, analogously, denotes consonants that are single in the nominative and
doubled when a vowel-initial suffix is added, as in hak, -kki. Lastly, 7 denotes a glottal
stop, such as in Kuran.

2 Renderings

Data have been collected from the newest etymological dictionary of Turkish which
is KEWT. It contains close to 6000 entries in total; of this number, 1234 are clear
Arabisms and 514 clear Farsisms. This is after discarding words with alternative
phonetic variants (e.g. T ates < P atas ~ atis), only attested in compounds (e.g.
ahdetmek), or otherwise unclear or raising doubts about their phonetic adaptation. One
or two misprints have been corrected here but are not marked. KEWT only gives
Turkish words in the contemporary orthography, so phonetic details needed to be
supplemented from GTS and TRT. The several words that were missing from both have
been omitted. The extraction of individual adaptations, of words which exhibit them,
preparation of the contingency tables, etc., have been performed in R using the
soundcorrs package (K. Stachowski 2020).

The tables take a mechanistic approach, providing only phoneme-to-phoneme
correspondences. The term phoneme, however, must be understood loosely in this case.
Arabic and Turkish are essentially treated phonologically but the transcription of
Persian words primarily reflects the orthography, distinguishing e.g. between ¢ < and ¢
L. There are two reasons for this. Firstly, at least in some cases the Turkish rendering,
especially that of vowels, may have been influenced by Persian spelling. Secondly, and
this is a general remark, I chose to distinguish more ‘phonemes’ rather than fewer. In
case of doubts about this decision, the appropriate columns in the tables below can be
simply summed up. The reverse operation would not have been possible. Exceptions
have been made for geminates — which are treated as separate ‘phonemes’, and for £,
kk, g, [, and Il where an alternative phonetic description has been also given beside a
phonological one.

The phoneme-to-phoneme approach means the focus is on the effect of adaptation
rather than its mechanism or motivation. It should be noted that focusing tables strictly
on the effect does not render them useless. Indeed, a simple algorithm, based
exclusively on the data from the tables, correctly classifies 88% of words included
here, as either Arabisms or Farsisms (K. Stachowski [forthcoming]). Below the tables,
the specific words that exhibit renderings which are found in up to seven examples, are
singled out, and where this seemed reasonable, the phonetic surrounding is presented in
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a broader context.

At the end of each subsection, if only the given ‘phoneme’ has more than one
rendering in Turkish, I mention the entropy.! This is a measure notorious for its
multiple interpretations; in this case, it is perhaps best read as an index of
unpredictability of the outcome of adaptation. The range is from 0 to 1, where 0 means
that the Turkish rendering can be predicted with absolute certainty, and 1 that such
prediction is entirely impossible. Perhaps the results for vowels have proven the most
interesting.

The tables below presents the number of times which all the individual renderings
appear in our set of 1234+514=1748 words, i.e. they represent occurrences, not words.
For example, A ‘umiim > T umum counts as two, not just one case of A m > T m.

21 ¢

a e G h 1 10 i io t u uo i iy

Arabisms 1 2 1 0 8 18 3 42 0 2 5 1 6
Farsisms 2 2 0 1 0 0 6 3 1 1 0 0 2 2

Insertions of vowels occur primarily in consonant clusters in auslaut. These are
slightly more frequent in Persian than in Arabic (8 vs 6% of words), but Persian
clusters tend to be preserved while Arabic ones not. The reasons for this different
treatment are not clear to me. The specific unsual cases are: insertion of a: A gadr > T
kadar, and P lafzan > lafazan, must > musta; q insertion of e: A mustamlak > T
miistemleke, balsam > pelesenk, and P rista > T eriste, nargil > nargile; ¥ insertion of i:
A lahm > T lehim, rahn > rehin, satl > sitil, and P askar > T agsikar, asna > asina,
bahtjar > bahtiyar, hudavandgar > hiidavendigar, jadgar > yadigar, sihrbaz >
sihirbaz; 9§ insertion of ip: P padzahr > T panzehir, zahr > zehir, Sahr > sehir;
insertion of u: A hawd > T havuz, Surb > surub; and P tohm > T tohum; § insertion of
uo: A lutf > T lituf, nutq > nutuk, qutb > kutup, qutr > kutur, ufq > ufuk; g insertion of
ii: A quds > T kudiis; q insertion of io: A gurm > T ciiriim, hukm > hiikiim, husn >
hiistin, kufr > kiifiir, Sukr > siikiir, zulm > zuliim, and P muhr > T miihiir, zulf > zuliif.

The one case of insertion of G is in A balsam > T pelesenk. GTS derives the word
from A belesan without explanation; KEWT supposes the influence of such words as
tiife(n)k, cenk, and renk; NS proposes P balasan without explanation; TDES does not
contain pelesenk. KEWT’s proposition may be correct, though perhaps pelesenk ‘an
unnecessarily repeated word’ (~ persenk < P parsang) might have been an even greater
influence that led to the addition of -£.

The single case of inserted 4 is in P avang > T hevenk. The adaptation & > e is also
uncommon (cf. Subsection 2.4 below). A more understandable rendering would have
been *avena, as in P ahang > T ahenk.

! Specifically, normalized Shannon entropy. Given the counts of renderings X={xi, ... xa},
HX) =~ Jogn - ZP) log.p(x)

2Insertion is used here as an umbrella term. For example, in the case of a, two words exhibit an
epenthesis, and one a paragoge; I see little benefit in the explicit naming of the process for every
example, especially when it would have to be at the cost of legibility of the presentation. See also
Footnote 3.
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The insertion of ¢ is in P pasban > T pazvant. See TDES for references, and note
that this word is also the sole example for P 5 > T v (cf. Subsection 2.5 below).

The four cases of insertion of y are in A anai > T enayi, gimat > kiymet, and P
panir > T peynir, zirak > zeyrek. Diphthongisation is quite an unusual adaptation for a
long vowel, and even more so for a short one (in peynir), see the appropriate
subsections below. The reasons for it are not clear to me.

Overall, the insertions in Arabisms have the entropy of 0.7 while those in Farsisms
0.92, meaning the latter are a little more diversified and therefore less predictable.

22 ¢

o ? v y
Arabisms 69 2 1 5

Farsisms 0 0 0 0

The unusual cases here are: with 2: A hama’il > T hamail, Qur’an > Kuran; § with
vi Ama’t> T mavi; § with y: A ‘aga’ib > T acayip, hala’iq > halayik, la’iq > layik,
qada’if > kadayif, sa’is > seyis. To an extent, renderings with ? and y are mixed in the
actual usage, as in careful speech [a3ajip] may be replaced by [aZa?ip], and in less
careful pronunciation [yama?il] by [yamajil], etc. In this paper, the normative advice of

GTS has been followed.
The entropy in Arabisms is 0.31, and in Farsims, naturally, 0.

23 a

(1] a ‘a a a e ‘e é 1 i 0 0 u

Arabisms 7 434 7 3 34 676 3 4 4 3 1 1 2
Farsisms 1 89 1 1 4 309 10 0

The cases of deletion® are: A dig an-nafas > T tiknefes (cf. Subsection 2.10),
‘ugqijat > okka, in $a’a Allah > ingallah, kajlat > kile, ma ‘ada > mada, taba ‘at > teba,
and P girifta > T girift. The latter is the only such rendering among more than a
hundred Persian words in -a, including a dozen in -ta, and three in -fia (the other two
being hafta > hafta, and jafta > yafia).

The cases of uncommon stress are: with 'a: A dartat > T zarta, falagat > falaka,
halifat > kalfa, masharat > maskara, ragman > ragmen, Sam ‘at > sama, tafrat > tafia,
and P cagala > T ¢agla; with 'e: A albatta > elbette, gabran > cebren, walhasil >
velhasil.

Lengthening occured in a relatively large number of words, uncommon among
which are: in a: A adabijjat > T edebiyat, sa j > say, Sa'n > san, and P fegan > figan; 4
in @ P labbalab > T lebalep, nacar > nagar, ta‘limhana > talimhane; 9 in €. A
ma dian > T mezun, ma mur > memur, mabda’ > mebde, ta’sts > tesis. The specificity
of the last group is not that the @ sequence yielded a long vowel, but that this vowel is
é rather than @; long a has been the outcome in eight times as many words.

3 Like insertion, deletion is used here as an umbrella term for aphaeresis, syncope, and apocope.
See Footnote 2.
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Cases of raising resulting in 1z A hasm > T hisim, manganiq > mancinik,
manqabat > menkibe, mintaqat > mintika, and P ¢adar > ¢adir, ¢anar > ¢inar, hadiv >
hidiv, taras > tiras; 9 and in i: A fatil > T fitil, raga > rica, satl > sitil, and P angir >
incir, pahlavan > pehlivan, taftik > tiftik, tarit > tirit.

Lastly, rounding yielded o in A mawla > T molla (cf. Footnote 4), § & in A tawbat >
T tovbe; § and u in A bahiir > T buhur, and maslik > musluk.

Fronting is overall considerably more common in Farsisms where it happened in
76% of words as opposed to 58% of Arabisms. It is also greatly more frequent than in
the case of long a. The diversification of the two groups is nevertheless nearly
identical: entropy is 0.373 for Arabisms and 0.374 for Farsisms. These are low values
for a vowel, and it may be surprising that they are lower than for long a. (See
Subsection 2.4, and also subsections for all the other vowels: e (2.13, 2.14), i (2.26,
2.27),0(2.38,2.39), u (2.56,2.57).)

24 a)

(1] a ‘a a a ‘a e 1 u

Arabisms 2 117 6 145 281 0 6 1 1
Farsisms 3 135 3 35 109 1 27 0 0

Cases of deletion include: A istiha’ > T istah, ma ‘arif > marif, and P cagala > T
cagla, razijana > rezene, salahana > salhane. The Arabic sequence V' ‘a can be found in
nine words, and in all the remaing eight cases it yields T aa, ua, or ua.

Unusual place of stress can be seen in short '@ in A bitanat > T badana, halat >
hala, magarat > magara, qinnarat > kanara, sandalijjat > sandalye, ta bijat > tabya,
and P éarpara > T ¢alpara, jafta > yafta, nisasta > nisasta; § and in long 'a in P sajed >
T sayet.

The remaining two unusual renderings are: six cases of e: A gallabi > T ¢elebi,
handasat > hendese, higa’ > hece, karbatan > kerpeten, kattan > keten, sa’is > seyis; q
one of 1: A gilaf> T kulif; | and one of u: A mihmaz > T mahmuz.

Fronting is far less common than in the case of short a, as it only occurred in 9% of
Farsisms and 1% of Arabisms. The diversification of both groups is fairly similar, the
entropy of Arabisms being 0.56 and that of Farsisms 0.66. Strangely, this means that
the renderings of long a are less predictable than those of short a (see Subsection 2.3
above).

25 b=

b B f m p v
Arabisms 137 49 0 0 21 0

Farsisms 62 5 1 2 15 2

When b was in auslaut in the etymon, positional preservation of its voicedness (B)
has been considerably more common in Arabisms where this occurred in 49 out of 54
cases, as opposed to Farsisms where this only happened in five out of ten words: P @b >
T ab, dolab > dolap, girdab > girdap, mahtab > maytap, singab > sincap. In all five,
the final -5 was preceded by a; the sequence -@b only occurs in two more words, P
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cirkab > T cirkef, partab > T pertav, while in the remaining three cases where -b has
been fully devoiced, it was preceded by a phoneme other than @ (P ¢ob > T cop,
labbalab > lebalep, turb > turp.

All the other unusual renderings are also in Farsisms: f and v in ¢irkef and pertav
mentioned above, as well as in pasban > pazvant (cf. Subsection 2.45 below); Y and m
in bandkasa > mentese, bisa > mese.

Overall, Arabisms are less predictable than Farsisms, the entropies being 0.77 and
0.51, respectively.

2.6 bb

b bb p

Arabisms 0 2 3

Farsisms 1 3 0

Here, all the examples fall under our ‘definition’ of unusual renderings, as none
occurs more than seven times. Shortening to b happened in P labbalab > T lebalep;
preservation of bb in A muhabbat > T muhabbet, qubbat > kubbe, and P ‘abbdsi > T
abbasi, dabba > debbe, Sabbiij > sebboy; § and rendering as p in A habb > T hap,
Sabb > sap and, surprisingly, also in gabban > kapan. Perhaps a contamination with
kapan ‘trap’?

Overall, the predictability of both groups is relatively similar and very poor, the
entropy being 0.97 for Arabisms and 0.81 for Farsisms.

27 ¢z

c c ¢

Arabisms 0 0 0
Farsisms 1 2 29

The only unusual cases here are: in ¢: P ¢ob > T cop, 9 and in C: P girac > T kireg,
marpic¢ > marpug. Strangely, the latter group contains two out of three Persian words
with final -¢ (the third one is P ¢ac¢ > T ¢e¢), making voicing appear to be the preferred
adaptation. Based on just three words, of course, this would be a far-fetched
conclusion.

The entropy for Arabisms is naturally 0, and for Farsisms 0.34.

2.8 d-

(1)} d D n t

Arabisms 0 122 39 0 14
Farsisms 1 97 11 1 16

Both special cases here are among Farsisms: deletion in giidmard > cémert; 9| and
rendering as n in padzahr > panzehir. As for comert, the sequence -dm- does not appear
in any other Persian etymon, and in only one Arabic word in which it has been
preserved: A idman > T idman. See also Subsection 2.57 below as the behaviour of i is
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also unusual in this word. Regarding panzehir, GTS, KEWT, and NS agree on the
etymon but do not provide any explanation for the unusual change; TDES does not
discuss the word. NS adduces from Meninski’s Thesaurus (1680): “pddzehr vulg.
panzeher”.

The entropy of Arabisms is overall quite higher than that of Farsisms: 0.72 vs 0.47,
respectively.

29 dd

D2 dd

Arabisms 3 9

Farsisms 0 0

The three cases of D, are: A didd > T zit, gadd > cet, radd > ret. These are the only
three words where dd appears in auslaut.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.81, and for Farsisms, of course, 0.

210 do=

d K t z

Arabisms 3 1 1 31
Farsisms 0 0 0 0

The three adaptation as d are: A ‘adalat > T adale, fudiil > fodul, qadr > kadi; ¥ the
one as s is idtirab > istirap; q and the one as t is dig an-nafas > tiknefes. The one case
of s could effectively be counted as z, as it is the only etymon in which d is adjacent to
a voiceless consonant. This renders the ¢ in tiknefes even more unusual, as indeed also
are the other changes in its anlaut, and strengthens M. Stachowski’s currently
improvable but, it seems, very likely suspicion (p.c.) that the adaptation of this word
was not phonetic but semantic in nature, and caused by the association of *dikannefes
‘shortness of breath’ with tikamak ‘to choke, plug, clog’.

The entropy in Arabisms is 0.39, and in Farsisms 0.
211 4>

z
Arabisms 20

Farsism 1

The one time that d appears in a Persian etymon is in sargudast > sergiizest.
212 dd

Z
Arabisms 1

Farsisms 0

The only word in this group is A laddat > T lezzet.
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213 e

J

~e

e i

Arabisms 0 0 0 0
Farsisms 15 3 1 1

The three cases of raising to i are P fegan > T figan, ferdaws > firdevs, fesang >
fisek, the only three words with the sequence fe in any position.

The one case of 7 is P direg > T dirig. It is one of two words with the sequence eg
(the other one being figan above), and one of a dozen Persian words with Vg or Vg. The
only other case where this yielded a long vowel in Turkish is P lagar > T lagar. The
same sequences appear in thirteen Arabisms and is never rendered with a long vowel.

The rounding to ¢ is in P Selan > T solen. The initial sequence Se- does not appear
in any other word; §a- is present in 32 Arabisms, but never rendered as §o-.

The entropy for Arabisms is, naturally, 0, and for Farsisms 0.58. This is the only
vowel where the entropies for the short and long variant cannot be compared (see
Subsection 2.14 below, and also Subsection 2.3 above).

214 ¢
e 1
Arabisms 0 1
Farsisms 1 0

The one Farsism here is tez > tez, and the one Arabism zeh > zih. KEWT and TDES
explain the presence of € in an Arabic etymon by assigning it to the Syrian dialect.
GTS, on the other hand, derives T zih from P zeh ‘catgut, cord, bowstring, ...”. NS does
not discuss the word. Data on the phonetic adaptation of borrowings from Syrian
Arabic are not available to me; the adaptation of P e as T : does not seem to be
impossible, although the dataset used here does not contain any examples that could
support it (see Subsection 2.13 above).

As only single adaptations are attested for both Arabisms and Farsisms, entropies
cannot be calculated and compared to those of short e. This is the only such vowel (see
Subsection 2.3 above).

215 fo

fof
Arabisms 165 1 0

Farsisms 27 0 1

The unusual adaptation as a functionally front f'is in A harf> T harf, -fi. The other
three words with the -7f sequence in auslaut are A ‘urf> T 6rf, sarf> sarf, zarf> zarf.
The one rendering as v is in P kafgir > T kevgir. The only other Farsism with f directly
before a voiced consonant is farafdar > taraftar. Among Arabisms, fI and fir appear
twice each, but never lead to voicing on Turkish ground.

The entropies are predictably low, 0.05 for Arabisms and 0.22 for Farsisms.
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2.16 ff

VA
Arabisms 1 3

Farsisms 0 0

The only case of shortening to fis in A saff > T saf; § the three preservations of ff
are in A ‘iffat > T iffet, talaffuz > telaffuz, Saffaf> seffaf.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.81, and for Farsisms 0.
217 g<&
g G g g
Arabisms 0 0 0 0 0 0
Farsisms 27 5 3 5

The five words in G are: P dhang > T ahenk, avang > hevenk, gang > cenk,
nardang > nardenk, rang > renk. 9§ There are only two more words with -g in auslaut,
and they both yielded G: P fesang > T fisek, cirag > ¢irak.

The cases of g are P agah > T agah, hudavandgar > hiidavendigar, jadgar >
yadigar, against four words where ga did not result in g (i.e. ‘functionally front’ g, see
below; P cagala > T ¢agla, kargah > gergef, pargar > pergel, pajgah > peyke).

The five g’s are: P agar > T eger, cagala > c¢agla, diger > diger, gigar > ciger,
magar > meger. There are six more words with the ga ~ ge sequence, and their Turkish
renderings are always ge except in gama > kama.

Out of the dozen k’s, eight are in anlaut. This may seem meaningful at first, but
there are in total 25 Farsisms with initial g- in the etymon, so this must be put down to
chance. Similarly, no regularity could be found in the following vowel.

It must be emphasized that in this paper «¢> is only used for g’s that are palatal
despite being adjacent to back vowels. Phonetically, in fact, P g never yields velar g in
Turkish, only [k, k, g], and the two readings of <g» (i.e., all the 27 «g>’s in the table are
in a front context). Overall, only three words have a velar rendering: P cagala > T
cagla, cirag > ¢irak, gama > kama.

For Arabisms, the entropy is undecided. For Farsisms, it is quite high, 0.78 when
counted phonologically, and a little lower, 0.67, when counted phonetically.

218 ‘¢
@ h i vy
Arabisms 179 3 2
Farsisms 3 1 0 0

The three cases of deletion from Persian words are: P ‘abbast > T abbasi,
Sam ‘dan > samdan, ta‘limhana > talimhane. § The four examples with A& are: A
‘ajbat > T heybe, tali‘ > talih, sa ‘tar > zahter, tama ‘kar > tamahkar. § The one with y
isAdaif>T zaylf.
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The entropy for Arabisms is 0.13, and for Farsisms 0.81.
219 g¢
® g & G h k
Arabisms 0 26 11 1 1 3
Farsisms 1 6 8 0 1 2

The only case of deletion is in P cagbut > T ¢aput which is one of three Farsisms
with the gC sequence (the other two are bagca > bahge, and jagma > yagma). This
sequence is also present in six Arabisms, and always yields g in Turkish.

The six examples with g: P fegan > T figan, lagar > lagar, pejgambar > peygamber,
rovgan > rugan, simurg > samurg, Salgam > salgam. § The one word with G is A
mablag > T mablak, one of five Arabisms, and five Farsisms, where -g is in auslaut
(including eight where it is preceded by a vowel). § The two cases of h are A girar > T
harar, and P bagca > T bahge. q Finally, the k’s are in A gilaf > T kilif, gurniig >
kirnak, samg > zamk, and P goza > koza, gulambara > kulampara.

The entropy is 0.63 in Arabisms, and 0.8 in Farsisms.

220 gz

c c ¢ s
Arabisms 103 11 3 1

Farsisms 18 4 5 0

Original voicing in auslaut is almost always preserved positionally (C): in eleven
out of twelve cases among Arabisms (9 the one exception with § being kalag > keles),
and in four out of five cases among Farsisms: A bag > T bag, biring > pirinc, tag > tag,
turung > turung versus only hag > hag. § The remaining examples where ¢ yielded ¢
are: A gallabi > T ¢elebi, hangar > hanger, igtima ‘> i¢tima, and P gamasir > ¢amagir,
guval > ¢uval, guvaldiiz > ¢uvaldiz, panga > pence.

Renderings in Arabisms are considerably more predictable, with entropy of 0.34
versus 0.79 in Farsisms.

221 g8

c cc

Arabisms 1 2

Farsisms 0 0

According to our ‘definition’ of up to seven cases, all three examples here count as
unusual: in ¢: A haggi > T hacr; § and in cc: A saggadat > seccade, tuggar > tiiccar.

The entropy is understandably high for Arabisms (0.92) and low (0) for Farsisms.
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222 he
@ f h
Arabisms 0 0 8 0
Farsisms 2 1 45 1
The two deletions are in P pihsuz > T pesiis, pajgah > peyke; 4 the one case of f'is
in P kargah > T gergef; 4 and the one of y in P mahtab > T maytap.
The entropy of Farsisms is 0.27.
223 hcz

(4] h
Arabisms 1 154

Farsisms 0 5

The only case of deletion is A sahih > T sahi, versus sixteen examples with final -
h > h; 9 the five examples in borrowings from Persian are: darhal > T derhal, hilakar >
hilekar, nahaq > nahak, sihrbaz > sihirbaz, silahsur > silahgor.

The entropy of Arabisms is minimal, 0.06.
224 hh
hh
Arabisms 1
Farsisms 0
The only word with a geminated k% in the entire dataset is A sihhat > T sihhat,

adapted exactly as it could be expected based on the renderings of / (see Subsection
2.23 above).

225 ht
h k
Arabisms 63 2

Farsisms 41 1

The three unusual cases in k are: A halifat > T kalfa, masharat > maskara, and P
bahir > bakir. As might be expected, the sequence fa appears in many more Arabisms,
exactly 25 in total. Besides kalfa and maskara, the only cases where it is not rendered
as ha in Turkish, are A hala > T hela, handaq > hendek, hasm > hisim. As for bakir, hi
is not attested in any other borrowing from Persian, though I do not suspect that it
could be the influence of i that caused this atypical rendering of 4. Rather, it is
something to do with the history of both words as those are not in fact entirely clear.

In maskara, a contamination might be suspected. GTS and KEWT only cite the
Arabic etymon, but NS divides our word into two: maskara ‘clown’ < A masharat, and
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maskara ‘mascara’ either < Engl./Fr./It. mascara ~ maschera — or also < A masharat.
TDES does not discuss the word. The variant with & likely only arose after 1680 (cf. K.
Stachowski 2015: 301), so it seems probable that the word had been first borrowed
from Arabic, with / and in the meaning ‘clown’, only later joined by a borrowing from
one of the European languages, with & and in the meaning ‘mascara’, and finally, since
the two words sound exceptionally similar and have in fact compatible semantics, they
merged into maskara with two meanings.
Bakur is also not entirely clear; see KEWT and NS for remarks and references.
The adaptations in both Arabisms and Farsisms are very predictable, yielding
entropy of 0.2 and 0.16, respectively.
226 i
® a e ‘e 1 1 i N () i u i y
Arabisms 4 13 6 0 65 1 337 1 1 13 0 2
Farsisms 1 0 4 1 6 0o 53 2 0 0 2 3 0

The deletions are in A gugrafijat > T cografya, kimija > kimya, sandalijjat >
sandalye, stmija > simya, and P zirih > T zirh. As for the Arabic examples, there are
twenty more with the ij sequence, and in all it has been rendered as F» in Turkish.

The other atypical examples are: with e: A jjalat > T eyalet, higa’ > hece, hisab >
hesap, ma ‘din > maden, sijahat > seyahat, tadkirat > tezkere, and P bikar > T bekar,
bijaban > beyaban, girdak > gerdek, sihpaj > sehpa; § with 'e: P razijana > T rezene;
with 1: P bahir > T bakir, ¢irag > ¢irak, pihtt > pthti, rihtim > rihtim, tig > t1g, zirih >
zrh; | with 'z A tibg > T tipks; § with 'i: A in $@’a Allah > T ingallah, and P rista > T
eriste, zinhar > zinhar; | with io: rahim > rahim; 9§ with u: P marpic > T marpug,
mihtar > muhtar; § with ii: A mumkin > miimkiin, muskil > miiskiil, and P gumbis > T
ciimbiis, giigird > kiikiirt, ¢iinki > ¢iinkii; § and with y: A fa’idat > T fayda, ta’ifat >
tayfa. The only obvious regularity in the phonetic surrounding is in the last two
examples; in total there are, however, sixteen words with the V’i sequence, and its
renderings are: ai (eight cases), ayt and ay (two cases each), a?i, ayi, ayi, eyi (one case
each; cf. Subsection 2.2 above).

Backing occurs in 18% of Arabisms and 11% of Farsisms. Despite this, the
renderings in Arabisms are generally a little more predictable than those in Farsisms,
with entropies of 0.37 and 0.5, respectively. These are fairly low values for a vowel,
and surpringly, lower than for long 7 (see Subsection 2.27 below, and also Subsection
2.3 above).

227 Tg
@ e ‘e 1 g’ i i i u i
Arabisms 2 0 1 10 1 90 0 25 68 1 1
Farsisms 1 5 1 9 0 39 2 319 3 1

The deletions: A halifat > T kalfa, ta bijat > tabya, and P kulica > kiilge. § The
renderings as e: P bisa > T mese, pthsuz > pesiis, pisin > pegsin, rvical > regel, zirak >
zeyrek; q as unusually stressed 'e: A ij wa-llah > T eyvallah, and P pistahta > T
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pestahta; ¥ as unusually stressed 't: A dig an-nafas > T tiknefes (cf. Subsection 2.10); 9
as unusually stressed 'i: P ankista > T eniste, mina > mine; q as positionally long i: P
temhir > temhir, zamin > zemin, zarrin > zerrin; § rounding to u: A sufi > T sofu, and P
divar > T duvar, durdi > tortu, turst > tursu; § rounding to é: A kurst > T kiirsii, and P
diirbin > T diirbiin. I was not able to find any phonetic regularities in these examples.

Backing occurred in 6% of Arabisms and 14% of Farsisms, which is the opposite
proportion to the adaptations of short i. The entropies are 0.59 for Arabisms and 0.69
for Farsisms, meaning the renderings of long 7 are in fact less predictable those of short
i (see Subsection 2.26 above).

228 ju

0 i y
Arabisms 2 1 78

Farsisms 3 0 43

The cases of deletion are: A ‘uggijat > T okka, gajb > cep, and P darja > T dere,
razijana > rezene, sihpaj > sehpa. 9§ The one rendering as i is in A kajlat > T kile. These
five words, cep, kile, okka, rezene, and sehpa, are all the examples that there are for
monophthongization of a falling diphthong wiht j.* The case of okka is not in fact
entirely clear. It can be seen from the table in Subsection 2.26 above, that rendering A i
as T a is not an especially rare phenomenon, and the position directly after ¢ may
perhaps be contributive to such an adaptation: not counting okka, it occurs in four out
of twelve cases of gi, but cf. also A agriba > T akraba, girar > harar. However, the
deletion of -ja- (or -ij-?) is difficult to explain without appealing to irregular
development due to frequency of use.

The entropy is 0.17 for Arabisms and 0.35 for Farsisms.
229 jj
y yy
Arabisms 15 4

Farsisms 0 0

The four cases of preservation of geminated jj are A ajjam > T eyyam, muqajjad >
mukayyet, sajjah > seyyah, sajjarat > seyyare. In all four, jj is preceded by a or a
whereas in the fifteen cases where jj has been shortened, it was always preceded by i or
7. The following vowel is in all nineteen cases a or a.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.74.
230 k4
0 g ¢ k K
Arabisms 0 0 10 85 16

* There are two more where such a diphthong has been otherwise changed: A simija > T simya,
and a bijat > tabya. Falling diphthongs with w are only monophthongized in the sense that w is
adapted as v, except in A mawla > T molla.
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Farsisms 3 1 13 49 12

Only four cases to be mentioned here: three deletions in P ankista > T eniste,
kask > keg, bandkasa > mentese; § and one voicing to g in P kargah > T gergef. In the
last example, one could suspect the influence of g. There are three more etyma with &
and g simultaneously; P girdak > T gerdek does not shed any light on the issue, but P
kangar > T kenger, and kafgir > kevgir suggest that there must have been another
reason for the voicing in gergef.

It needs to be stressed that in this paper the opposition <k» : k> is phonological
rather than phonetic, meaning that < is only used for k’s which are palatal despite
being adjacent to a back vowel. Phonetically speaking, renderings as velar k are rare,
with just five cases among Arabisms (dallak > tellak, hirkat > hirka, nafakat > nafaka,
maslak > maslak, maslitk > musluk), and three among Farsisms (¢abuk > ¢abuk, cakii >
caki, zambak > zambak).

Phonologically, the entropies are quite high for a consonant: 0.56 for Arabisms, and
0.62 for Farsisms. The phonetic approach considerably increases their predictability:
0.24 for Arabisms, 0.46 for Farsisms.

231 kk
kk  kk
Arabisms 3 1

Farsisms 0 0

The four examples here are: in kk: A murakkab > T miirekkep, sikkat > sikke,
takkai > tekke; 9§ and in kk: A dukkan > T diikkan. Note that similarly to single k&
(Subsection 2.30 above), <> is used here phonologically. Phonetically all the
renderings are [kK].

Phonologically, the entropy for Arabisms is 0.81. Phonetically it is undecided as
there is only one category.

232 1J

1
Arabisms 210 95
Farsisms 56 10

Here, no group of renderings counts as unusual under the ‘definition’ given at the
beginning of this section. It needs to be noted, however, that despite the first impression
given by the table, both Arabic and Persian / is much more commonly rendered as
palatal / in Turkish. As was explained in Section 1, the symbol <> is only used here for /
that is palatal despite being adjacent to a back vowel, so <> covers both velar /’s, as
well as palatal /’s adjacent to front vowels. If the focus were on phonetics instead of
phonology, renderings as velar [1] would only be found in 17% of Arabisms and 24% of
Farsisms. No phonetic pattern is evident in their distribution, however.

When counted phonologically, the entropies are 0.89 for Arabisms and 0.61 for
Farsisms. Phonetic counting inverses the proportion: 0.66 for Arabisms and 0.80 for
Farsisms.
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233 1l
1o
Arabisms 6 11 3

Farsisms 1 1 0

Shortening to single / occurred in A ballut > T pelit, gallab > celep, gallabi >
celebi, qullat > kule, sallat > sele, sigill > sicil, and in P ¢illa > T ¢ile. § The one case of
preservation of /l among Farsisms is in kalla > kelle. 9 Lastly, the three palatalizations
to ff are in A billahi > T billahi, bismillah > bismillah, gallad > cellat.

Similarly to / (Subsection 2.32 above), the proportions change when the distinction
between / and / is counted phonetically rather than phonologically. In that case,
rendering as velar [1] occurs only in three examples in total, which are in fact just
variations of one word: A in $a’a Allah > T insallah, ij wa-llah > eyvallah, wa-llahi >
vallahi.

In the case of I/, entropies do not change depending on whether counting is
performed phonologically or phonetically. For Arabisms, it is always 0.89, and for
Farsisms, naturally, 1.

234 mo

m n
Arabisms 387 1
Farsisms 99 0

The sole unusual rendering here is in A balsam > T pelesenk. See Subsection 2.1
above.

235 mm
m m: mm
Arabisms 4 1 8

Farsisms 0 0 0

Shortening to single m occurred in A hammal > T hamal, hammam > hamam,
muhimm > miihim, summaq > sumak. 4 Positionally geminated m2 can be found in A
damm > T zem; this is one of just two words with -mm in the etymon, the other being
miihim above.

The result is a high degree of unpredictability in Arabisms, with entropy of 0.78.
236 no
1) m n nn n
Arabisms 0 3 19 1 0
Farsisms 1 2 168 0 1

The one case of deletion is P fesang > T fisek. 4 The renderings as m are in A
‘anbar > T amber, inbig > imbik, tanbth > tembih, and P ganbaz > T cambaz,
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zanpara > zampara. It is only in A anbija > T enbiya that the nb ~ np sequence did not
yield m. § Gemination to nn occurred in A hundq > T hunnak, one of 44 words with the
sequence nd, ten with un, and three with una (the other two are A mundsabat > T
miinasebet, and P gunah > T giinah). § The one rare case of palatalized 7 is P tuvana >
tiivana (see GTS).

Overall, the entropies are nearly identical, and very low: 0.098 for Arabisms, and
0.097 for Farsisms.

2.37 nn
n  n2 nn
Arabisms 3 2 5

Farsisms 0 0 0

Shortenings to n: A dig an-nafas > T tiknefes (cf. Subsection 2.10), ginn > cin,
ginnarat > kanara. 9 Positional preservation of gemination (n2): A fann > T fen, zann >
zan (two of three cases in auslaut, the remaining one being ginn above). | Preservations
of geminated nn: A gahannam > T cehennem, gannat > cennet, ginnat > cinnet,
minnat > minnet, sunnat > siinnet.

Overall, the adaptations are exceptionally diversified, with the entropy for Arabisms
being 0.94.

238 o
0 u u i
Arabisms 0 0 0 0
Farsisms 9 1 1 1

The rounding to u occurred in P rovgan > T rugan; g rounding and positional
lengthening (&) in P guroh > T giiruh; § rounding with lengthening (i) in P bosa > T
buse.

The above amounts to the entropy of 0.6 for Farsisms, lower than for long o (see
Subsection 2.39 below, and also Subsection 2.3 above).

239 o
0 0
Arabisms 0 0

Farsisms 3 2

The three cases of shortening to o are: P ¢ob > T cop, goz > koz, post > post; § the
two of shortening and fronting to ¢ are P kosa > T kése, gosala > kosele. This is too
small a base for any phonetic pattern to emerge.

As with short o, the resulting entropy for Farsisms is very high: 0.97, higher than in
the case of short o (see Subsection 2.38 above).
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240 p<
b p
Arabisms 0 0

Farsisms 2 55

The two unusual cases with b are P papis > T pabug, tahtapius > tahtabos. The
sequence ap ~ ap appears in two more words (P caprast > T ¢apraz, sarapa > serapa),
and so does pu ~ pii (P pial > T pul, pust > pust).

The entropy for Farsisms is 0.22.
241 q¢
g ¢ Kk
Arabisms 1 30 159

Farsisms O 2 6

The one word with g is A mangal > T mangal, one of eight in which ¢ is directly
after a sonant, and one of two where it is directly after 7 (the other one is A manqgabat >
T menkibe). § The two cases of G are P c¢artaqg > T ¢ardak, nahaq > nahak; § and the six
with k are P haqan > T hakan, qahraman > kahraman, qalandar > kalender,
qaltaban > kaltaban, gaqum > kakim.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.43, and for Farsisms 0.81.
242 qq

k k2 kk

Arabisms 1 1 7
Farsisms 0 0 0

Here, we have one shortening to k& in A sagqda’ > T saka; 9 one positional
preservation of gemination (k2) in A haqq > T hak (the only word with -gq in the final
position); 9 and seven preservations as kk in A baqqgal > T bakkal, digqat > dikkat,
‘uqqijat > okka, naqqas > nakkas, raqqdas > rakkas, taraqqi > terakki, zaqqiim >
zakkum.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.62.
243 ro
) r F
Arabisms 0 362 0
Farsisms 3 240 1

Dissimilation to / can be observed in P carpara > T ¢alpara, durgar > diilger,
pargar > pergel. It should be noted, however, that there are seven more Farsisms, and
fourteen Arabisms, which contain two 7’s, and no dissimilations occurred in them.
The single case of functionally front 7 is in P jar > T yar, -ri. Overall, P r does not
appear to exert a strong fronting influence. Long vowels preceded by 7 preserve their
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harmony in 92% of cases, though short vowels in the same position are fronted in 64%
of examples. In Arabisms, the situation is similar, only more extreme in both cases.

Overall, the entropy is very low, only 0.08 for Farsisms.
244 rr
r rn ol rr
Arabisms 4 1 0 6

Farsisms 0 0 1 1

The words with single r are: A darrabat > T taraba, karrat > kere, garrat > kara,
sarrag > sarag; 9§ the one case of r2 is A sirr > T sir (the only occurrence of 77 in
auslaut); 9 the one dissimilation to rl is P Strraugan > T swlagan; 9 and the
preservations as rr are A darrat > T zerre, garrah > cerrah, garrar > cerrar,
mudarris > miiderris, sarraf > sarraf, tabarru ‘> teberru, and P zarrin > T zerrin.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.83, and for Farsisms, naturally, 1.
245 so
¢ s Z
Arabisms 0 162 1
Farsisms 1 89 2

The only example with ¢ is P siris > T ¢iris. There are seven more Farsisms which
contain both s and § — the combination does not occur in Arabisms — and in all of them
s has been preserved. § Renderings as z can be found in A sa ‘tar > T zahter, and P
Caprast > T capraz (cf. Subsection 2.50 below), pasban > pazvant (cf. Subsection 2.5
above).

The entropies are low, 0.05 for Arabisms, and 0.15 for Farsisms.
2.46 ss
N Ss
Arabisms 1 1

Farsisms 0 0

The two words here are: for s: A famass > T temas; § and for ss: A tabassum > T
tebesstim.

The entropy for Arabisms is of course 1.
247 so-
sz
Arabisms 84 1

Farsisms 0 0

There is only one exception here, A samg > T zamk. There are thirteen more words
whose etyma begin with sa-, including nine where this is followed by a voiced

40



PHONETIC RENDERINGS IN TURKISH ARABISMS AND FARSISMS

consonant, e.g. A sabr > T sabuwr, sarf> sarf, sandiiq > sandik.

Naturally, the entropy for Arabisms is minimal, 0.09.
2.48 s
N Ss
Arabisms 2 2

Farsisms 0 0

The four words here are: with s: A migass > T makas, qassab > kasap; q and with
ss: A hissat > T hisse, gissat > kissa. No conclusions can be drawn from this small set.

The entropy for Arabisms is of course 1.

249 §4

c ¢ s s
Arabisms 0 0 1 82

Farsisms 1 1 0 70

The two renderings as ¢ are: positionally voiced € in P papus > T pabug; § and
entirely voiceless ¢ in P Saltik > T ¢eltik. A similar change appears to have occurred in
at least two words, ¢akal and ¢orba, which are however not included here because the
entries in KEWT proposed alternative phonetic variants of their etyma (see the
beginning of this section). NS suggests P Saltik ~ caltiik which, as a matter of fact,
potentially renders the adaptations in ¢akal, ¢orba, and pabug, even more unusual.
The one remaining atypical adaptation as s is in A fursat > T firsat.

For Arabisms, the entropy is 0.09, and for Farsisms 0.13.
250 <
@ d » t
Arabisms 0 0 0 145
Farsisms 1 1 1 92

One deletion in P caprast > T ¢apraz (cf. Subsection 2.45 above); 9 one voicing (d)
in P tagar > dagar; ¥ and one positional voicing (D) in P tarit > T tirit.

The entropy for Farsisms is 0.13.
251 o
t 174
Arabisms 1 3

Farsisms 0 0

The shortening to # is in A kattan > T keten; q the three #’s in A albatta > T elbette,
ittifag > ittifak, ittihad > ittihat.
The resulting entropy for Arabisms is 0.81.
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252 th

d D t

Arabisms 2 2 63

Farsisms 1 0 2

Three cases of d: A bitanat > T badana, qatifat > kadife, and P cartag > T ¢ardak; 9
two of D: A ballut > T pelit, Sarit > serit. § The remaining two cases of P ¢ > T ¢ are not
so much unusual as just few because ¢ is simply rare in Persian: P fama ‘kar > T
tamahkar, tarafdar > taraftar.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.24, and for Farsisms 0.92.
253 1
kt ¢t tt
Arabisms 1 1 1

Farsisms 0 0 0

The three examples here are as follows: with kt: A ‘attar > T aktar; § with f2: A
hatt > T hat; § and with #: A battanijat > T battaniye.

The resulting entropy for Arabisms is naturally 1.
254 (&
s
Arabisms 23
Farsisms 0
In the case of ¢, all examples are perfectly regular. There are five cases of ¢- in

anlaut, six of - in auslaut, words with ¢ preceded by a, 4, i, 7, or a consonant, and there
are examples of ¢ followed by a, 4, 7, or a consonant.

255 3
0 t {
Arabisms 161 132 15

Farsisms 0 0 0

The rendering of ta’ marbiitaf is not clear. My understanding of it has sadly not
improved since K. Stachowski (2015: 315), and I can only confirm the observation
made there, that the rendering as @ or as ¢ correlates with vowel harmony: words with
rendering as @ are back 36% of times, while words with 7 are back 18% of times if af
(as in dikkat, -ti) is counted as back-harmonic, and only 8% of times if it is counted as
front-harmonic.’

The entropy is accordingly high, 0.77.

3 In the first case, i.e. counting af as back-harmonic, ¥ (1, N=308) = 11.1, p = 8.5x10"*. Counting
af as front-harmonic, 2 (1, N=308) = 32.4, p = 1.3x10°8,
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256 u
@ a 1 i o ¢ w 'w o w @ i i
Arabisms 0 1 2 3 6 2 8 2 1 4 68 1
Farsisms 1 0 3 2 2 0o 20 2 0 0 4 0

The sole deletion is in P Sirraugan > T sirlagan. § The one rendering as a in A
fulan >T falan. q The five renderings as ¢ in A fursat > T firsat, gurniig > kirnak, and P
bahdadur > T bahadir, gaqum > kakim, partavsuz > pertavsiz. § The five cases of i are
in A fulan > T filan, ballut > pelit, tadaruk > tedarik, and P nazuk > T nazil, zardalu >
zerdali. 9 The eight examples with o are A ‘ugqijat > T okka, gugrafijat > cografya,
fudil > fodul, lugmat > lokma, nugsan > noksan, nugtat > nokta, and P silahsur > T
silahsor, durdi > tortu. 9 The two words with é are A ‘urf > T érf, Suhrat > séhret. 4
The four atypically stressed ‘w’s: A Qur’an > T Kur’an, mutlagd > mutlakd, and P
must > T musta, ustura > ustura. § The one positionally long & is in A zujuf> T ziiyuf. q
The four cases of long @@: A mu ‘gizat > T mucize, mu ‘tabar > muteber, tabarru‘ >
teberru, su ‘bat > sube. 4| Lastly, long i is in A mu 'min > T mumin. All these groups are
unfortunately too small for any clear phonetic patterns to emerge.

Fronting occurred in 43% of Arabisms and 62% of Farsisms. In general, the number
of different renderings is high but they are all rare, so the overall unpredictability is
lower than it might at first seem, with entropy being 0.52 for Arabisms and 0.59 for
Farsisms. It is, in fact, also lower than for long i, see Subsection 2.57 below, and also
Subsection 2.3 above.

257 s

a e 1 i 0 0 u u i i i
Arabisms 2 0 3 0 2 0 42 33 15 2 0
Farsisms 0 1 6 3 2 3011 1 5 5 1

Delabialization can be observed in fifteen examples: two with a: A gurniig > T
kirnak, masrif > masraf; § with e: P zambirak > T zemberek; 9 nine with 12 A harin >
T harwn, sandiiq > sandik, satiur > satir, and P dadii > T dadi, mazii > mazi, bazi > pazi,
cakii > ¢aki, gamasir > ¢camasir, guvaldiz > ¢uvaldiz; q and three with i: P lablabi > T
leblebi, tarazii > terazi, Saltitk > ¢eltik. 1t might be noticed that the adaptations to : and :
all occur in the final syllable. However, this is unlikely to be the cause for these
unusual renderings as these twelve cases constitute only 4% of Arabisms with & in the
final syllable, and 33% of analogously built Farsisms.

The renderings as o are in A sif > T sof, sifi > sofu, and P tahtapius > T tahtabos,
Sabbij > sebboy; 9| as 6 in P giudmard > T cémert (cf. Subsection 2.8 above), kir > kor,
nankiir > nankor; 9 as &t in P nawriz > T nevruz; | as i in P asuda > T asude, farsida >
fersude, firiiza > firuze, riiznama > ruzname, zabiin > zebun; § as ii in A ajlial > T eyliil,
ri’ja > riiya, and P dirbin > T diirbiin, kakil > kakiil, giugird > kiikiirt, kiira > kiire,
liila > liile; 9 and lastly as 'ii in P cinki > T ¢iinkii.

As is usually the case with long vowels, fronting of long # is considerably rarer than
that of short u, as it only happened in 20% of Arabisms and 34% of Farsisms. Overall,
however, these are more diversified adaptations than those of short u (see Subsection
2.56 above), and the entropies are 0.7 for Arabisms, and 0.88 for Farsisms.
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258 v
o v
Arabisms 0 0

Farsisms 1 34

The only unusual case here is the deletion in A rovgan > T rugan. It is the only
etymon with either the ov or the v¢ sequence. The only two examples with any
consonant at all directly following v are P ¢avdar > T ¢avdar, partavsuz > pertavsiz.

The entropy for Farsisms is 0.19.
259 wos
) D v
Arabisms 1 1 104

Farsisms 0 0 2

The two highly atypical examples here are: in I: A mawld > T molla (cf. Footnote
4); 9 and in p: A kiswat > T kispet. The wl sequence appears in six more words; sw is
not attested in any other, and neither is tw, but sw is in A taswir > T tasvir. 4 The two
cases of w in Persian are P ferdaws > T firdevs, nawriiz > nevruz.

The entropy for Arabisms is 0.1.
2.60 ww
vy
Arabisms 2

Farsisms 0

The only two cases here are A giiwwat > T kuvvet, munawwar > miinevver.
261 zJ
o s z
Arabisms 0 0 68
Farsisms 1 1 76

The one case of deletion is in P zorbaz > T zorba; 9 and the one case of devoicing
to s is in P pihsuz > T pesiis. There are in total 24 Farsisms and eighteen Arabisms with
final -z.

The entropy for Farsisms is 0.12.

262 zz

Z (4

Arabisms 1 1

Farsisms 0 0
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Here, there is only one example with z: A razzat > T reze; 4 and one with zz: A
bazzaz > T bezzaz.

The entropy, of course, is 1 for Arabisms.
2,63 zh

z

Arabisms 23

Farsisms 0

The 23 examples include words with z in anlaut, in auslaut, and preceeded and
followed by different vowels. There is only one example with z adjacent to a
consonant: A hifz > T hifiz.

2,64 zz
2
Arabisms 1

Farsisms 0

The one example here is A hazz > T haz, which is a perfectly regular adaptation (cf.
Subsection 2.63 above).

265 %5

Arabisms 0

Farsisms 4

The four examples here are P aZdar > T ejder, azdarha > ejderha, zala > jale,
muzda > miijde; the one significant position that is unattested is -Z in auslaut.

3 Summary

Based on a dataset of 1748 words, the paper provides a quantitative summary of the
commonness of various phonetic adaptations that borrowings from Arabic and Persian
underwent in Turkish, as well as lists of cases with unusual renderings, accompanied by
a brief discussion of the phonetic surrounding. Etymological remarks are given only
occasionally. In a sense, however, all the words mentioned in the paper combine into a
list of cases that do perhaps require a revision in this aspect, precisely because they are
the ones that exhibit atypical adaptations.

Quantitative data can also find various applications. One example has been
suggested in K. Stachowski 2020 in the form of an algorithm for detecting Persian
mediation in Arabisms. They also pose at least one problem, however, as the results
appear to indicate that the renderings of long vowels are less predictable than those of
short ones (cf. Subsection 2.3).
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