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Abstract. This article examines Arabic-Persian borrowings in the political vocabulary
of Turkish and Kazakh, two Turkic languages that shared a common historical
substrate but followed divergent paths of standardisation during the twentieth century.
Drawing on comparative-historical and lexical-semantic analysis, the study traces the
etymological origins of a set of attested political terms, documents their phonological
and morphological adaptation, and accounts for differences in their modern usage.
The analysis shows that Arabic-Persian elements constitute a significant historical layer
in both terminological systems, but that deliberate lexical replacement in Turkey and
Soviet-period standardisation in Kazakhstan produced structurally distinct outcomes.
These divergences carry implications for cross-linguistic interpretation in political and
institutional discourse.
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Introduction

The lexicon of political discourse in any language reflects the institutional and cultural
history through which that language has passed. In the case of the Turkic languages, one of the
most consequential episodes in that history is the long-term contact with Arabic and Persian,
which began no later than the eighth century and intensified with the adoption of Islam
and the integration of Turkic rulers into the administrative traditions of the Islamic world
(Johanson & Csat6, 1998, pp. 81-125). Through this contact, a large number of terms associated
with governance, law, and social organisation entered Turkic languages, many of which persist
in contemporary use.

Turkish and Kazakh offer a particularly instructive comparison because they represent
the two most widely spoken Turkic languages and because their modern histories diverged
sharply. The Turkish language reform, launched in earnest after 1928, pursued a systematic
replacement of Arabic and Persian elements with words collected from popular speech or coined
from native roots (Lewis, 1999, pp. 1-25). In Kazakhstan, the development of a standardised
literary language was shaped by Soviet policy, which promoted unified terminology across the
Union’s languages and favoured forms that were internationally recognisable, often transmitted
through Russian (Johanson & Csat6, 1998, pp. 312-325). The result is that two languages which
shared much of their classical political vocabulary now organise that vocabulary in markedly
different ways.

The present study addresses the following questions: which Arabic-Persian terms entered
both Turkish and Kazakh political vocabulary; how were they adapted phonologically and
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morphologically; and where and why do the two languages now diverge? The aim is not to
produce a comprehensive lexical inventory, but to analyse a representative set of terms in
sufficient depth to illuminate the structural patterns at work.

Materials and methods

The analysis is based on a corpus of twelve political terms of confirmed Arabic or Persian
etymology, selected on the following criteria: (1) secure etymological attestation in Clauson’s
Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century Turkish (1972); (2) functional relevance
to political or legal discourse; (3) attestation in both Turkish and Kazakh in contemporary
official sources, including the Constitution of the Republic of Turkey (1982, as amended) and
the Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan (1995, as amended). Where a direct borrowing
is absent in one language, a functionally equivalent term is examined in its place.

Each term is examined with regard to its Arabic or Persian source form, its phonological
adaptation to Turkic phonology (including vowel harmony and consonant shifts), its
morphological integration, and its semantic development from the source language to
contemporary usage. This procedure follows the framework for loanword analysis established
by Haugen (1950, pp. 210-231), who distinguished importation (the reproduction of foreign
phonological substance) from substitution (the replacement of foreign elements with native
equivalents). Terms showing substitution rather than importation are treated as evidence of
terminological restructuring.

The comparative component follows Weinreich’s (1953, pp. 1-40) principle that contact-
induced changes can be identified by comparing the structural positions occupied by formally
related items in two or more languages. The analysis is qualitative; no statistical claims are
made.

Results and discussion

Arabic entered the Turkic languages in two principal channels. The first was religious
and scholarly: as the language of the Quran and of Islamic jurisprudence, Arabic supplied
terminology for concepts of law, governance, and moral obligation. The second channel was
administrative and literary Persian, which served as the prestige language of the courts of the
Seljuq and subsequent dynasties and which had itself extensively borrowed from Arabic in
these domains. Clauson (1972, pp. 3-15) notes that pre-Islamic Old Turkic had a vocabulary
of political organisation centred on native terms such as qagan ‘supreme ruler’ and el ‘realm’,
but that after Islamisation the Arabic-Persian layer came to supply much of the vocabulary for
abstract political and legal concepts.

This process was neither uniform nor instantaneous. As Johanson (1998, pp. 81-125)
shows, the rate and character of borrowing varied across time and across different registers.
Chancery Persian supplied administrative terms; theological Arabic supplied normative and
juridical vocabulary; and popular bilingualism produced phonologically adapted forms that
departed substantially from the source language shapes. The result, by the Ottoman and
Chagatai periods, was a political lexicon in which Arabic-Persian elements were so deeply
integrated that they were no longer perceived as foreign by educated speakers.

Comparative Analysis of Selected Terms. Justice: adalet [ a0irem

Both Turkish adalet and Kazakh saizer derive from Arabic ‘adl, meaning ‘rectitude,
justice’. The Arabic root ‘-d-1 carries both a juridical sense (the equitable application of law)
and a moral one (uprightness of character). In Ottoman Turkish, adalet was the primary term
for the concept of just rule and figured centrally in the political theory of the Sultanate (Lewis,
1999, p. 15). The Turkish form preserves the Arabic phonological structure with adaptation
to Turkic phonotactics: the pharyngeal © is lost, and vowel harmony is not applied since the
word entered as an established loanword. In contemporary Turkish constitutional usage, the
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term appears in formulations such as adalet ilkeleri (‘principles of justice’) and in the name of
the Ministry of Justice (Adalet Bakanlig1).

The Kazakh form aaizer shows vowel harmony applied to the borrowed stem: the initial
Arabic /a/ is fronted to /&/ (orthographic o) in accordance with the front-vowel environment
of the word. The term functions identically in institutional usage, appearing in the name 9aizer
muHucrpairi (‘Ministry of Justice’). The semantic range of the two forms is parallel: both retain
the dual juridical-ethical dimension of the Arabic source, and both have been recontextualised
within the framework of modern state institutions without loss of this original semantic content.

Politics: siyaset [ casicam

Turkish siyaset and Kazakh casicat both derive from Arabic siyasa, a verbal noun from the
root s-w-s, meaning the management or governance of affairs, particularly the governance of
a polity. In classical Arabic political thought, siyasa designated the practical art of governance
as distinct from normative jurisprudence (figh). The Ottoman term siyaset had a somewhat
narrower punitive sense in certain administrative contexts, but by the modern period both
forms had converged on the general meaning of “politics, political activity’.

The Turkish form siyaset retains the Arabic consonantal skeleton with standard adaptation;
the Arabic diphthong /aw/ has been monophthongised to /e/ (siyasa — siyaset), and the
word takes Turkish case suffixes productively: siyasi (‘political’, adjectival derivative), siyasetci
(‘politician’). The Kazakh form casicar shows the back-vowel harmony variant, with Arabic
/i/ rendered as /a/ in the initial syllable. The Kazakh adjective casicu (‘political’) is formed in
the same way as Turkish siyasi. Both forms appear in parallel constitutional phrases: Turkish
siyasi partiler and Kazakh casicu maprusiaap (‘political parties’).

State: devlet vs. memaexem

Turkish devlet derives from Arabic dawla, originally meaning ‘turn, rotation’ and by
extension the cycle of dynastic power; in political Arabic it came to mean the state or ruling
dynasty. It entered Ottoman Turkish early and became the central term for the concept of the
state. In Republican Turkish, devlet survived the language reform and remains the unmarked
term for ‘state’ in constitutional and administrative usage: Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Devleti (‘the
State of the Republic of Turkey’).

Kazakh, by contrast, uses memaexert for ‘state’. This form derives from Arabic mamlaka,
meaning ‘kingdom, realm’. The two Arabic source forms — dawla and mamlaka — are
semantically related but distinct; their differential survival in Turkish and Kazakh reflects
the different vocabularies that were selected for standardisation in the respective contexts.
Clauson (1972, p. 769) records the Old Turkic use of el for ‘realm’, but the Arabic-derived forms
displaced it at different rates and in different forms across the Turkic world. The result is that
the two most widely spoken Turkic languages use different Arabic-derived words for the same
fundamental political concept.

Law: hukuk | xyKork

Turkish hukuk and Kazakh xyxsix both derive from Arabic huqtq, the plural of haqq
(’right, truth, entitlement’). The Arabic plural was borrowed as a singular collective noun in
both languages, designating the body of law or the field of legal rights. In Turkish, hukuk is
the standard term in legal and academic discourse: hukuk fakiiltesi (‘faculty of law’), hukuk¢u
(‘jurist’), hukuki (‘legal, juridical’). The form preserves the Arabic emphatic consonant h as an
aspirated /h/ in Turkish.

The Kazakh form xykpik is phonologically more substantially adapted: the Arabicinitial his
rendered as a uvular stop /q/ (Kazakh k), and the vowels conform to the back-vowel harmony
of Kazakh (Arabic /u/ and /u:/ — Kazakh /y/). The resulting form looks quite different from
the Turkish cognate but is historically the same borrowed item. This case illustrates how the
same Arabic source form can undergo substantially different phonological adaptation in two
closely related languages, producing cognates that are not immediately recognisable as such.
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Ambassador: biiyiikelgi vs. eauti

The term for ‘ambassador’ illustrates a case in which an Arabic-Persian borrowing has
been replaced in one language but not the other. Classical Ottoman Turkish used sefir, from
Arabic safir (‘envoy, ambassador’). During the Republican language reform, sefir was largely
displaced by biiyiikelgi, a calque constructed from the native Turkish elements biiytik (‘great’)
and elgi (“envoy, messenger’). The latter word, elgi, is itself an ancient Turkic term documented
in Old Turkic texts (Clauson, 1972, p. 140).

Kazakh retains and uses earri directly as the standard term for ‘ambassador’, appearing
in constitutional formulations such as Kazaxcran Peciybankacsiasiy earrrici (‘Ambassador of
the Republic of Kazakhstan’). The word is cognate with Turkish elgi; both continue the Old
Turkic el + ¢i formation. The difference between the two languages is that Turkish moved the
native term from a lower-register position to the highest formal register through the calque
buytikel¢i, while Kazakh used eamri directly at that register without the need for a calque.
This case shows that the reform process in Turkey sometimes created new formations from
native elements rather than simply retaining borrowings or creating them, and that Kazakh
preserved an older Turkic solution that Turkish had partially sidelined.

Structural Patterns and Their Causes

The cases analysed above reveal three structural patterns. First, parallel semantic
continuity: terms such as adalet/saizer and siyaset/cascar show that the Arabic-Persian
layer maintains conceptual frameworks inherited from classical Islamic political thought, even
when the institutional contexts have changed entirely. The semantic fields of these terms have
not contracted or expanded dramatically; they have been recontextualised within modern
state structures while retaining their core meaning.

Second, differential phonological adaptation: the comparison of hukuk/xyxsix shows
that the same Arabic source form can be phonologically restructured in substantially different
ways depending on the phonological system of the recipient language and the period and
channel of borrowing. Turkish preserves more of the Arabic phonological surface, while
Kazakh subjects borrowings more consistently to its own phonological rules, particularly
vowel harmony and the uvular articulation of back consonants.

Third, deliberate lexical replacement in Turkish: cases like biiytikelgi for sefir, and devlet
retained while Kazakh chose memaexkert, reflect the asymmetry introduced by the Turkish
language reform. Lewis (1999, pp. 67-89) documents extensively how the reform drove by
the Turkish Language Society (Ttirk Dil Kurumu) after 1932 aimed systematically at reducing
the Arabic-Persian component of Turkish vocabulary. In Kazakh, no comparable programme
of replacement was undertaken; the Soviet-period standardisation aimed at consistency and
at facilitating terminology parallel to Russian scientific and administrative discourse, but it
did not treat Arabic-Persian elements as inherently undesirable (Johanson & Csat6, 1998, pp.
312-325).

The two processes produced structurally different outcomes. In Turkish, the terminological
system shows a relatively sharp cleavage between the older Ottoman layer (which survives
in adalet, siyaset, hukuk, devlet) and a newer Republican layer of native or calqued terms
(buiytikelgi). In Kazakh, the system is more continuous: Arabic-Persian elements were adapted
and retained alongside native terms and international vocabulary, without systematic purge
of the borrowed layer.

Implications for Cross-Linguistic Communication

The divergences documented above have practical consequences for translation and
for the interpretation of political texts across the two languages. Formally cognate terms —
those derived from the same Arabic or Persian source — occupy overlapping but not identical
semantic and stylistic positions in Turkish and Kazakh. A term that carries a formal, institutional
register in one language may carry a slightly different range of connotations in the other,
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partly because of differences in the history of reform and partly because of differences in the
institutional structures through which terminology is produced and validated.

More practically, cases of lexical non-correspondence — such as devlet versus memaexer
for ‘state’, or biiyiikelgi versus eamri for ‘ambassador” — require translators and comparative
lawyers to treat etymological similarity with caution. The shared Arabic-Persian substrate
creates a false impression of terminological equivalence that a careful comparison of usage
reveals to be only partial.

This observation connects to a broader point made by Weinreich (1953, pp. 47-63) about
interference between languages in contact: when two languages share a large common lexical
layer, the divergences in that shared layer are often more consequential for communication
than the differences in vocabulary that have no common source. Speakers familiar with the
shared Arabic-Persian substrate of Turkic languages may assume equivalence where careful
analysis reveals systematic divergence.

Conclusion

The analysis confirms that Arabic-Persian borrowings form a historically central layer of
political vocabulary in both Turkish and Kazakh and that this layer continues to organise key
conceptual categories in contemporary political discourse. At the same time, the two languages
have processed this shared inheritance in structurally different ways: Turkish through a reform
programme that selectively replaced borrowings with native or calqued terms, Kazakh through
a standardisation process that retained and adapted the borrowed layer without systematic
replacement.

The practical consequence is a set of terminological systems that are partially convergent
and partially divergent. Pairs such as adalet/saizer and siyaset/casicaT represent genuine
functional and semantic parallels. Pairs such as devlet/memaexer represent differential
selection from the same historical borrowing stock. Cases such as biiytikelgi/eami represent
fundamentally different structural solutions to the same terminological problem.

These findings suggest that the comparative study of political terminology in Turkish and
Kazakh requires attention not only to etymology — which may suggest a shared substrate —
but also to the specific histories of lexical reform and standardisation through which each
language has processed that substrate. Further research based on larger corpora drawn from
constitutional texts, diplomatic correspondence, and parliamentary debate would allow the
patterns identified here to be tested on a broader empirical base.

References

Clauson, G. (1972). An Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century Turkish. Oxford:
Clarendon Press.

Constitution of the Republic of Kazakhstan (1995, as amended 2022). Accessed via the official
portal of the President of the Republic of Kazakhstan.

Constitution of the Republic of Turkey (1982, as amended 2017). Grand National Assembly of
Turkey official text.

Haugen, E. (1950). The analysis of linguistic borrowing. Language, 26(2), 210-231. https:/ /
doi.org/10.2307 /410058

Johanson, L., & Csaté, E. A. (Eds.). (1998). The Turkic Languages. London: Routledge.

Lewis, G. (1999). The Turkish Language Reform: A Catastrophic Success. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Nadelyaev, V. M., Nasylov, D. M., Tenishev, E. R., & Shcherbak, A. M. (1969). Drevnetyurksky
slovar’ [Old Turkic Dictionary]. Leningrad: Nauka.

18 2026, Tom 3, Ne 2 KyrTsl 6iaix
e-ISSN 3078-9001



Arabic-Persian Borrowings In Political Terminology: A Comparative Analysis Of Turkish And Kazakh

Sevortyan, E. V. (1989). Etimologicheskiy slovar’ tyurkskikh yazykov [Etymological Dictionary
of Turkic Languages]. Moscow: Nauka.

Weinreich, U. (1953). Languages in Contact: Findings and Problems. New York: Linguistic
Circle of New York. [Reprinted by Mouton, The Hague, 1968.]

Abdualiyev, Q. (2012). Qazagq tilinin terminologiyasy [Terminology of the Kazakh Language].
Almaty: Qazaq Universiteti.

Syzdyqova, R. (1997). Qazaq adebi tilinin tarihy [History of the Kazakh Literary Language].
Almaty: Ana Tili.

A. Nimankyaosa, I'. Koprabaesa
OA-Dapabu amuvindazol Kasax yaAmmulk yHueepcumeni,
Aamameot, Kasaxcman.

(E-mail: aigal709@gmail.com)

Apab-napcel KipMe co3aepiHiH cascy TEpMUHOAOIMSIAAFbI OPHBIL: TYPIK XXK9He Ka3ak
TiagepiHiH caapICTBIpMaabl TaaAaybl

Angatna. bya makaszaga oprak Tapuxu Herisre me OoaraHbIMeH, XX Facblpga TiaAik
CTaHAAPTTAHABIPY YAepici opTypai OafbITTa AaMbIFaH €Ki TYpPKi Tidi — Typik >kKoHe Kaszak
TiagepiHaeri cascu AeKCUKa KypaMBbIHAAFbl apaO-mapchl KipMme ce3gepi KapacThIpbliaAbl.
CaapIcTBIpMaAbI-TApUXM KoHEe AeKCMKa-CeMaHTMKAaABIK Tallay 94icTepiHe CcylieHe OTBLIPBIII,
3epTTeyae casiCi TepMUHAEPAIH STUMOAOTMAABIK TOPKiHi aHBIKTAABIII, 0AaPABbIH (POHETUKAABIK
>KoHe MOp(QOAOTUAABIK OelliMaely epekllledikTepi cuIlarraladbl, COHJAl-aK —Kasipri
KO/AJAHBICTAFBl allbIpMaIIbLABIKTapPLIHBIH ceOerTepi TyciHAipideai. 3epTTey HoTIKelepi
apal-Tlapchl TiAAiK DJAeMeHTTepiHiH eKi TiAAiH JAe cascil TepMMUHOAOTMAABIK >KylieciHae
MaHBI3ABl Tapuxy KadaT KypalThHBIH KepceTesi. ConpiMeH KaTap, TypKusigarbl MaKcaTThI
TypAe >KYPri3iareH AeKCMKaAblK >KaHapTy casicaTbl MeH KasakcTaHgarbl KeHeCTiK Ke3eHAeri
TiAAIK CTaHAQPTTaHABIPY HOTIDKeCiHAe OYA TepMMHOAOTUAABIK, KylledepAiH KYPbLABIMABIK
TYpPFbIJaH oPTYypAi CUIIAaT aAfaHbl aliKbIHAAAABL. ATaAfaH aliblpMallbIABIKTap CasiCi >KoHe
VHCTUTYIIMIOHAAABIK AVICKYPCTarbl TiAAep apachblHAAFbl ©3apa TYCIHICTIK IIeH TepMHUHAEpAl
MHTepIIpeTansaiay YAepiciHe bIKIIaa eTeAl.

Tyitin ce3aep: apab-miapchl Kipme co3aepi, casicu TEpPMUHOAOIMS, TYPIK Tili, Kadak Tii,
TiaAiK OallAaHbIC, A€KCUKAABIK CAABICTBIPY

A. Imankyaosa, I'. Koprabaesa
Kasaxcxuii nayuonarvrotil yrueepcumem umeru arb-Dapadu,
Aamvamuot, Kasaxcmat.
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Apabo-niepcuackie 3aMMCTBOBAHUSA B IIOAUTUYIECKON TEPMITHOAOTUIL:
CpaBHUTEAbHDIVI aHAaAM3 TYPelIKOIO M Ka3aXCKOIO sI3BIKOB

AnHoTammsi. B cratbe paccmarpuBaloTcs apabo-TilepcuACKMe  3alMCTBOBAHUSI B
IOAUTUYECKON A€KCUKe TYPeIIKOI'O M Ka3aXCKOTO SA3bIKOB — ABYX TIOPKCKMX SI3bIKOB, IMEIOIIIVX
OOIIIYIO UCTOPUYECKYIO OCHOBY, HO IIPOIIeAIINX pa3AMYHbIe ITyTU sI3BIKOBOV CTaHAAPTU3aLlU
B XX Beke. Ha ocHOBe cpaBHUTEABHO-MCTOPUYECKOTO M A€KCHKO-CEMaHTMYeCKOIO aHaAu3a
MCCACAYIOTCS  DTUMOAOTMYECKOE IIPOUCXOXAEHMEe psAja IMOAUTUYECKUMX TePMIHOB,
ocoOeHHOCTM UX (POHETUIECKOM I MOP(OAOIMUecKol ajanTaluy, a TakXKe IIPUYNMHBI
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paSAI/I‘-H/HZ B X COBPEMEHHOM yrIOTpe6AeHI/H/I. PGSYAI)TaTI)I ccaeA0BaHMsA ITOKa3bIBAlOT,
qToO apa60-HepCMﬂ,CKI/Ie DAeMEeHTbI O6p33y10T 3HAUYMTEAbHBIN I/ICTOpI/IIIeCKI/IIZ I12aCT B
TEPMIHOAOTMYIECKIUIX CHCTEMaxX o0oux s3bIKOB. BMecTe ¢ Tem neaeHallpaBAaeHHasl IIOAVTIIKA
AEKCUYEeCKOro OOHOBAEHMS B TprU/II/I " CraHAapTm3alusl sI3blKa B COBETCKUI Irepmog B
Kazaxcrane O6YCAOBI/I/H/I Cl)OpMI/IpOBaHI/Ie CTPYKTYPHO PpPa3ANYHbIX TEPMIMHOAOTMYIECKUX
cucreM. BruisiBAeHHBIE pazan4dnsi MMEIOT 3Had€Hle A451 MEKbSI3BIKOBOI UHTepIIpeTanmnmn
IMOANTNYECKOIO ' MHCTUTYIIVMIOHAAbHOTI'O AVICKYPCa.

Karouesbie caoBa: apa6o—nepcm4c1<1/1e 3aIMCTBOBaHM:I, ITOAUTYECKAaslI TEPMIMHOAOTI,
TypeHKI/IﬁI SI3BIK, Ka3axXCcKuin SI3BIK, SI3BIKOBbI€ KOHTAKTELI, A1€KCMYEeCKOe COITOCTaBAeHIIe.
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