Evaluating Claims of Natural Language in the Voynich Manuscript:
A Comparative Study Using Eight Al Models

This article explores the Voynich Manuscript (VM) through the lens of artificial intelligence, employing
eight advanced large language models (LLMs): GPT-4, Claude 3.7 Sonnet, Gemini 2.5 Pro, LLaMA 3.1
405B, DeepSeek R1, 03-mini, Mistral Large 2, and Grok-3.
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Abstract

This article presents a documentation-based inquiry into the possible linguistic nature of the
Voynich Manuscript (VM) using eight advanced artificial intelligence models. Rather than
comparing their outputs, the study focuses on posing neutral, non-leading questions to each
model and recording their responses verbatim. The Al models involved—GPT-4, Claude 3.7
Sonnet, Gemini 2.5 Pro, LLaMA 3.1 405B, DeepSeek R1, 03-mini, Mistral Large 2, and Grok-3—
were accessed via the MaxAl-Elite platform.

To ensure informed evaluation, each model was provided with PDF versions of recent
academic papers authored by Ahmet Ardi¢c and the ATA Research Group, which argue that the
VM is written in Old Turkic. These papers were not accessible to the models via standard online
sources, so the manual upload was necessary. The models were then asked to assess all known
academic claims suggesting that the VM is composed in a natural language, based on the
evidence presented in those papers.

The questions were posed in both Turkish and English. Some models responded in Turkish
regardless of input language, while others replied in English. For consistency, the same
guestions were asked across all models. In this article, the original questions and the Al-
generated responses are presented without modification, accompanied by screenshots for
transparency. Readers may encounter responses in both languages; these have been
preserved in their original form to maintain fidelity to the source. Readers are kindly advised
to use Al-assisted translation tools if needed, as no manual translation has been applied to the
responses.

While current Al systems are not flawless, their outputs offer surprisingly nuanced and realistic
insights into the linguistic debate surrounding the VM. The author refrains from interpreting
or comparing the responses, leaving such analysis to the reader.

Keywords: Voynich Manuscript, artificial intelligence, large language models, transformer architecture, neural
language processing, Al-based linguistic analysis, prompt engineering, model comparison, historical linguistics,
cryptographic linguistics, Old Turkish hypothesis, manuscript decipherment, comparative philology, semantic
matching, language identification, multilingual corpora, open-access research, digital humanities, Turkic
language studies, unsupervised translation, Al-assisted manuscript analysis, linguistic pattern recognition,
historical text mining, and computational philology.
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The image above displays the titles of five academic papers authored by the researcher, which were not
accessible to the Al models referenced in this study through standard online sources. To enable
meaningful evaluation and comparison, these papers were manually uploaded in PDF format via the
MaxAl platform. Ensuring that Al models have access to such materials is essential for those intending
to conduct similar linguistic assessments of the Voynich Manuscript (VM). Without these resources, Al
models cannot comprehensively compare all published claims regarding the VM’s language or assess
them based on their evidentiary content. The full references to these papers are listed in the footnotes
at the bottom of this page. For researchers wishing to replicate or extend this comparative approach
using other Al models, the VM—-0Id Turkish related articles can be accessed via the web links provided
below.?

Introduction

The Voynich Manuscript (VM) is widely regarded in global academic discourse as a mysterious codex of
unknown origin and undeciphered language. Despite extensive research efforts, it is commonly
described as a manuscript whose linguistic structure and meaning remain elusive. However, recent
studies—including those authored by Ahmet Ardig and the ATA Research Group—argue that the VM

1 For comparison-related use of the ATA papers, see;

»  “Voynich Manuscript Revealed - Turkic Origin”, By Ahmet Ardic & Ozan Ardic >
https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/17.pdf

> “READING OF THE PAGE 33v OF VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT”, By Ahmet Ardi¢ (A. Ardich) >
https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/84985f2e-212e-4b2f-97da-8903cda2a3ba.pdf

» “When Language Turns Against Truth: The Fragile Foundation of Lies —The Koen's measuring & The
Old-Turkish Voynich MS—*“ By Ahmet Ardich > https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/2069.pdf

» “The Code Is Deciphered. The Answer Is Evident! How Does Al Assess the Findings on the Voynich
Manuscript?” By A. Ardich > https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/2071.pdf

» " The Voynich Manuscript Must Have Been a Manuscript from the Period of Mehmet Il that was
deliberately made difficult to read” / "ATA (VM) Elyazmasi" Mehmet Il Dénemine Ait Bir El Yazmasidir",

By Ahmet Ardi¢ > https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/9e66d9e8-6bd3-412-969e-
€02705340ea5 ATA%20Elyazmas%C4%B1%20Mehmet%2011%20D%C3%B6nemine%20Ait%200kumas%C4%B1%20Bilerek%20Zo
rla%C5%9Ft%C4%B1r%C4%B1Im%C4%B1%C5%9F%20Bir%20EI%20Yazmas%C4%B1%200Imal%C4%B1d%C4%B1r.pdf
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https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/9e66d9e8-6bd3-41f2-969e-e02705340ea5_ATA%20Elyazmas%C4%B1%20Mehmet%20II%20D%C3%B6nemine%20Ait%20Okumas%C4%B1%20Bilerek%20Zorla%C5%9Ft%C4%B1r%C4%B1lm%C4%B1%C5%9F%20Bir%20El%20Yazmas%C4%B1%20Olmal%C4%B1d%C4%B1r.pdf
https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/9e66d9e8-6bd3-41f2-969e-e02705340ea5_ATA%20Elyazmas%C4%B1%20Mehmet%20II%20D%C3%B6nemine%20Ait%20Okumas%C4%B1%20Bilerek%20Zorla%C5%9Ft%C4%B1r%C4%B1lm%C4%B1%C5%9F%20Bir%20El%20Yazmas%C4%B1%20Olmal%C4%B1d%C4%B1r.pdf

texts are composed in Old Turkish, offering a coherent linguistic framework supported by historical and
philological evidence.?

This article documents a series of interactions with eight advanced artificial intelligence models—GPT-
4, Claude 3.7 Sonnet, Gemini 2.5 Pro, LLaMA 3.1 405B, DeepSeek R1, 03-mini, Mistral Large 2, and
Grok-3—accessed via the MaxAl-Elite platform. Rather than comparing their outputs, the author posed
neutral, non-leading questions regarding the linguistic nature of the VM and recorded their responses
verbatim. These responses are presented without interpretation, allowing readers to conduct their own
comparative analysis.

To ensure that the models could evaluate recent scholarly claims, five academic papers authored by
the researcher—arguing for an Old Turkic origin—were manually uploaded in PDF format. These papers
were not accessible to the models via standard online sources, and their inclusion was essential for a
fair and comprehensive assessment.

The questions were posed in both Turkish and English. Interestingly, some models responded in Turkish
regardless of input language, while others replied in English. For consistency, the same question was
repeated in English across all models. The responses are preserved in their original form, and no
manual translation has been applied. Readers encountering Turkish-language outputs are kindly
advised to use Al-assisted translation tools if needed.

This article does not seek to validate or refute any particular hypothesis. Instead, it offers a transparent
record of Al-generated linguistic evaluations, contributing to the broader discourse on the VM'’s
possible origins and inviting further interdisciplinary exploration.

Methodology

This study employs a documentation-based approach to explore how advanced artificial intelligence
models interpret the linguistic nature of the Voynich Manuscript (VM). Rather than comparing model
outputs, the author posed a series of neutral, non-leading questions to eight Al models—GPT-4, Claude
3.7 Sonnet, Gemini 2.5 Pro, LLaMA 3.1 405B, DeepSeek R1, 03-mini, Mistral Large 2, and Grok-3—uvia
the MaxAl-Elite platform. The objective was to observe how each model independently evaluates the
hypothesis that the VM is written in a natural language.

To ensure informed analysis, five academic papers authored by Ahmet Ardi¢ and the ATA Research
Group—proposing an Old Turkic origin for the VM —were manually uploaded in PDF format. These
documents were not accessible through standard online sources available to the models, and their
inclusion was essential for enabling a fair and comprehensive evaluation. The full references to these
papers are listed in the footnotes and can be accessed via the provided links for those wishing to
replicate or extend this inquiry.

2_Reddy, S., & Knight, K. (2011). What we know about the Voynich Manuscript. *Computational Linguistics and
Intelligent Text Processing*, Springer.

- Zandbergen, R. (2018). The Voynich Manuscript: History and theories. *Voynich.nu*.

- Ardig, A. (2023-2025). [Series of papers on Old Turkish interpretation of VM].
https://www.turkicresearch.com/Articles/Articles
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Each model was asked the same core question in both Turkish and English. Interestingly, some models
responded in Turkish regardless of input language, while others replied in English. For consistency, the
same question was repeated in English across all models. Since this article is written in English, only the
English versions of the questions are included in the main body of the text. Including both language
versions would have resulted in unnecessary repetition and reduced readability for English-speaking
readers. However, the bilingual nature of the inquiry is preserved in the methodology and reflected in
the diversity of the responses.

The responses are presented in their original form, without translation or editorial modification.
Readers encountering Turkish-language outputs are kindly advised to use Al-assisted translation tools
if needed. The author does not interpret, rank, or compare the responses. Instead, the article provides
a transparent record of the interaction, including screenshots of each model’s output. This allows
readers to conduct their own comparative assessments and draw independent conclusions regarding
the linguistic plausibility of the VM'’s content.

The questions posed to the Al models—presented in the following section—are reproduced exactly as
they were originally submitted. Although some contain minor grammatical inconsistencies or non-
standard phrasing, no corrections have been made. This is a deliberate choice: the responses received
are historically bound to the original wording, and any retroactive editing would compromise the
integrity of the documentation. The questions were submitted in both Turkish and English, but only the
English versions are included below for clarity and conciseness.

Original Questions and Prompts Submitted to the Al Models

The following section presents the exact English versions of the questions submitted to the Al
models. Although the same questions were also submitted in Turkish, only the English
versions are included here to maintain clarity and avoid redundancy, as the article is written
in English. This bilingual approach was intended to observe potential differences in the
models’ reasoning and responses across languages.

Questions and Prompts Submitted to the Al Models

» You are a linguist. Let's assume that you are an expert in Hebrew, Romance, German,
English, Italian, Latin including Arabic and Indo-European languages including Turkish
and all known dialects and accents of Old Turkish. Accordingly, | want you to do the
following research and answer the questions. However, | want you to use dictionaries
and academic articles in your answers. You will not take into account personal
opinions or comments. | expect your comparison to be parallel to linguistic practices.
Here is the preliminary explanation and my questions based on it:

- Some linguists have written articles for the Voynich Manuscript (VM) and claim
that the VM language is a natural language. | want you to access all the articles
(all that you can access) claiming that the VM written language is a natural
language and read and understand them carefully and by examining the evidence



they present. (Later, save these sources and articles to your own database for
future use.) | want you to compare them with each other based on concrete
evidence such as the scientific nature of the evidence they present (in terms of
whether they are rational works supporting these views with linguistic findings
and evidence other than personal opinions). After your comparison, | expect you
to answer the following questions;

- 1- Which of the articles claiming that VM is a natural language do you see as a
scientific article that provides more evidence?

- 2-Inyour opinion, after all these examinations, which world language (the most
probable language) could be a candidate for VM?

- 3-Ifyou re-examine all the evidence presented in the articles of the language that
seems to you to be the most probable VM language in your comparisons and turn
them into a mathematical formula. Then, how would it be possible to calculate
the % (what percentage) probability that VM could be this language when
compared to all the world languages you know?

- 4-If you were to calculate mathematical randomness, what is the probability that
VM texts are that possible language by chance? Or what is the probability that
the most probable candidate language that appears as a VM language in the
multilingual space is a VM language? How should this multidimensional complex
calculation be done with the multiple evidence provided so that all linguistic
evidence and correspondences have a place and value in this mathematical
calculation?

- Please do not give me general information about VM on the internet here. | expect
you, as an Al, to present your own research results and your own thinking and
linguistic judgment in clear and concise sentences and to list your reasons.

One of the Al models responded to the question in Turkish, while the others
replied in English. All responses have been included below in their original
form, using the copy-paste method for accuracy and transparency.

Response from GPT-4 to the Submitted Question

Among the articles claiming that the Voynich Manuscript (VM) is a natural language,
Ahmet Ardi¢'s work titled "Reading of the Page 33v of Voynich Manuscript" is seen as
providing the most substantial evidence. Ardig systematically analyzes phonetic and
cultural connections between VM and Old Turkish, offering detailed correlations that
other articles lack .



After evaluating the evidence, the most probable language candidate for the VM is
Old Turkish. Ardi¢'s analysis shows a strong alignment of phonetic structures and
semantic content with Old Turkish vocabulary and linguistic patterns .

To calculate the probability that VM could represent Old Turkish, one could assign
weights to observed phonetic and structural matches. For each matched feature, a
score ( w ) could be assigned. Then, the total score for Old Turkish (
S\_{\text{OldTurkish}}) is calculated against the cumulative score of all evaluated
languages to yield:

\[P\_{\text{OIdTurkish}} = \frac{S\_{\text{OldTurkish}}}S\_{\text{Total}}}]

Given the strong linguistic ties observed, this probability is estimated to be around
70% to 85% .

The probability that VM texts are Old Turkish by chance can be estimated by
analyzing the frequency of phonetic patterns:\[P\_r = \frac{\text{Count of shared
phonetic patterns with Old Turkish}}{\text{Total phonetic patterns observed}}]

If (P\_r)is low (for example, less than 5%), the adjusted probability for Old Turkish
would be:\[P\_{\text{final}} = P\_{\text{OldTurkish}} \times (1 - P\_r)]

Thus, the likelihood of VM having coherent correspondence with Old Turkish
becomes significantly reinforced, indicating that the phenomenon is likely intentional
rather than random .

©) GPT-4 v
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1. Among the articles claiming that the Voynich
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. After evaluating the evidence, the most probable
language candidate for the VM is Old Turkish. Ardi¢'s
analysis shows a strong alignment of phonetic
structures and semantic content with Old Turkish
vocabulary and linguistic patterns 28 38 .
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4. The probability that VM texts are Old Turkish by chance
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phonetic patterns:

_ Count of shared phonetic patterns with Old Turkish
Total phonetic patterns observed

PT’
.P.F‘
= Total phonetic patterns observedCount of shared pho

¥
) netic patterns with Old Tu...sh
<

@) GPT-4 ~
NELs Pallennns WiIln Wil TUIri=Il
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* Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

& Pro chat 8 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

4+, Answer

Voynich Elyazmasi'nin Dili
Uzerine Dilbilimsel Analiz

1. VM dilinin dogal L.. dil oldugunu ileri

88 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

1. VM dilinin dogal bir dil oldugunu ileri
siiren en gii¢lu bilimsel makale

inceledigim makaleler arasinda, Ahmet Ardi¢'in calismalari
VM'nin dogal bir dil icerdigine dair en tutarh ve kapsamh
kanitlar sunmaktadir 18 28 38 48 . Ozellikle
"READING OF THE PAGE 33v ‘"; VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT"
baslikh makalesi ve eslik eden alismalarinda sundugu

&8 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v




10

basliKil makalesl ve esliK eden gallsmalarinda sunaugu
kanitlar sunlan icermektedir:

Sistematik fonetik eslesmeler ile Eski Tiirkce ve VM
arasinda tutarli korelasyonlar s® 8 78

Eski Tiirkge'nin yapisal 6zellikleriyle VM'deki dilbilgisel
yapilanin uyumu g@ 9@

VM'deki sbzciik tekrarlar ve godalma kaliplarimin Tiirk
dillerindeki benzersiz tizr‘\b' 'erle Grtigmesi 108 1@ g
128

80 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

128
« Detayli transkripsiyonlar ve sayfa okuma drnekleri ile
desteklenen metodoloji 138 148

Diger énemli calismalar (Gerard Cheshire, Stephen Bax gibi)
olsada 158 168 178, Ardi¢'in arastirmasi akademik
sunumlar ve sempozyumlarda incelenmis ve birgok
Tirkoloji uzman tarafindan de*erlendirilmistir 28 38

4@ . By, calismay VM azerin.¥ saglam bilimsel

hmme mll amd e kel khallim e oadiomes ol ke dia

88 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

Tirkoloji uzmani tarafindan degerlendirilmistir 28 38
4@ . Bu, calismayl VM iizerine en sadlam bilimsel
temellerden biri haline getirmektedir.

2. VM diline en olasi aday dil

Mevcut kanitlarin kapsamli dederlendirmesi sonucunda,
VM'nin en olasi aday dilinin E<' * Tlirk¢e oldugu

- : i
goriilmektedir 188 198 20n. 218 . Bu sonuca su

80 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v




VM'nin en olasi aday dilinin Eski Turkce oldugu
goriilmektedir 188 198 208 218 . Bu sonuca su
gerekcelerle ulagilmistir:

. Fonetik Korelasyonlar: VM'deki sozciikler ile Eski
Tiirkce arasinda sistematik fonetik eslesmeler
bulunmaktadir 228 238 248

. Yapisal Benzerlikler: VM'deki dilbilgisel yapilar, Tiirk
dillerinin eklemeli dodas. ¥ 2 sdzdizimsel 6zelliklerini
vansitmaktadir oE 108 |

&0 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

yansitmaktadir o 198 |

. Sozciik Tekrarlan: VM'de goriilen sozciik tekrarlari ve
coklu yineleme kaliplarn, Tiirk dillerinde yaygin olan ve
Hint-Avrupa dillerinde nadiren gériilen bir dzelliktir
118 128 258

. Kiiltiirel Baglam: VM'deki icerik ve illiistrasyonlar, Tiirk
kiiltirel motifleriyle uyumludur

. Uzman Degerlendirmeleri: Tiirkoloji uzmanlar
tarafindan yapilan incele ¥ 2r, VM icerigindeki Eski
Tiirkce unsurlar teyit etmektedir 48 268 278

SR Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

3. Olasilik formiilii ve hesaplamasi

VM'nin Eski Tiirkge olma olasihdini matematiksel olarak
formiile etmek icin su faktorleri iceren bir model énerilebilir:

P(VM = Eski Tiirkge) = [FxSxLxCxH]/[Z(F xS xL xC'
x H'") tiim diller igin]

v
Burada:

B8 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v
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Burada:

F: Fonetik eglesme skoru (0-1 arasi) - VM'deki ses
kaliplarinin Eski Tiirkge ile uyumu

S: Yapisal/dilbilgisel benzerlik skoru (0-1 arasi) -
Eklemeli yapi, sézdizim ve morfolojik 6zellikler

L: Leksik (sdzciik) ortlisme skoru (0-1 arasi) -
Tanimlanabilen sozciiklerin ylizdesi

C: Kiiltirel-tarihsel bagla + yumu skoru (0-1 arasi) -
iceridin kiiltiirel baglamla uyumu

& Claude-3.7-Sonnet

icerigin kiiltiirel baglamla uyumu

e H: Sozciik tekrar ve ikilemelerin siklik skoru (0-1 arasi)
- Metindeki tekrar kaliplarinin Tiirkce'ye 6zgii olma
derecesi

Ardi¢'in calismalarindan elde edilen verilere dayanarak, bu
dederler sdyle tahmin edilebilir:

v 0
e F=0.85(VM'de goriilen ses kaliplarinin Eski Tiirkge'yle ~

&P Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

F = 0.85 (VM'de goriilen ses kaliplarinin Eski Tiirkge'yle =
giiclii 6rtiismesi) 228 238

S = 0.80 (Yapisal benzerliklerin yiilksek derecede

uyumlu olmasi) 9@ 198

L = 0.75 (VM'deki sézciiklerin dnemli bir kisminin Eski
Tiirkce karsiliklarinin bulunmasi) 288 298

C = 0.70 (Kiiltirel ve tarihsel baglamin uyumlu olmasi)

3@ 4@

H = 0.90 (Sozciik tekran ", >larinin Tiirkge'ye dzgii

olma derecesinin ¢ok yiiksek olmasi) 1@ 128

& Claude-3.7-Sonnet v
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Sonug olarak: P(VM = Eski Tiirkge) = 0.85 x 0.80 x 0.75 x
0.70 x 0.90 = 0.32 (ya da %32)

Diger aday dillerin ¢cogu icin bu dederler cok daha diisiik
olacaktir. Ornegin, bir Hint-Avrupa dili icin H faktérii oldukca
diisiik olacaktir ¢iinkii sozciik tekrari kaliplari bu dil

ailesinde nadiren goriilir 11@ 128 . Tim diller igin toplam
olasilik degerlendirmesinde, . ¥ Tiirkge'nin VM'nin dili 0

nlma nlasihifunin vaklasik %70-80 aralifunda nldudn tahmin 7

88 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

olma olasii@inin yaklasik %70-80 araliinda oldugu tahmin
edilebilir .

4. Rastgelelilik hesabi ve ¢oklu dil
uzayinda olasilik

VM metinlerinin tesadiifen Eski Tiirkce ile 6rtiisme
olasiligin hesaplamak igin: ¥

&0 Claude-3.7-Sonnet ~
P(rastgele ortiisme) = (1/N)*M
Burada:

« N: Olasi karakter kombinasyonlar sayisi
» M: Ortiisen karakter dizisi uzunlugu

VM'nin 240 sayfa ve binlerce , 1kter icerdigi
diistinildigiinde 308 , rastgele drtiisme olasihig

88 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v
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disunuldiiginde 308 , rastgele ortigsme olasiligi
matematiksel olarak ihmal edilebilir diizeydedir (pratik
olarak sifir). Ardi¢'in ¢alismalarinda ortaya koydugu
sistematik fonetik ve yapisal értiismeler, rastgele olusma
olasih@ini neredeyse imkansiz kilmaktadir 228 238 288 .

Coklu dil uzayinda ise, dnemli dilbilimsel 6zelliklerin varhg
veya yoklugu tizerine kurulu bir Bayes yaklagimi
kullanilabilir: 4

@0 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v
P(VM = Eski Tiirkge | Ozellikler) = P(Ozellikler | VM = Eski
Tiirkge) x P(VM = Eski Tiirkge) / P(Ozellikler)

Bu formiildeki "Ozellikler", VM'de gézlemlenen ve
dedgerlendirilen dilbilimsel 6zellikler kiimesidir.

Eski Tirkge'ye 6zgii su dzelliklerin VM'de bulunmasi
dzellikle 6nemlidir: +

&0 Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

. Sozciik cogaltma kaliplan (ikili, ticld, dortlii tekrarlar)
1M8 1z@ 258

. Eklemeli dil yapisi (kok+ekler sistemi) 138

. Tirkge'ye 6zgii ses uyumu kaliplan 288 208

. Belirli ses kombinasyonlarinin yoklugu (Tiirkce'de
olmayan baslangig¢ linsiiz kiimeleri gibi) 138 148

NE
Bu dzellikler kombinasvonunun baska herhanai bir dilde

&® Claude-3.7-Sonnet v
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Bu dzellikler kombinasyonunun baska herhangi bir dilde
bulunma olasilig ¢ok diisiiktiir. Ozellikle sézciik cogaltma
kaliplan ve tekrarlar (yinelemeler), Hint-Avrupa dillerinde bu
Olciide goriilmeyen, ancak Tiirk dillerinde yaygin olan bir
ozelliktir 11@ 128 . Bu da VM'nin Eski Tiirk¢e olma
olasiligin 6nemli dlciide artirmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, eldeki kanitlanin bitiinligi
degerlendirildiginde, VM'nin L ¥ Tiirkge ile yazilmig olmasi, @
simdive kadar dnerilen didier tiim adav dillerden daha v

&% Claude-3.7-Sonnet v

Sonuc olarak, eldeki kanitlarin biittinliga
dederlendirildiginde, VM'nin Eski Tiirkce ile yazilmis olmasi,
simdiye kadar dnerilen diger tim aday dillerden daha
yliksek bir olasiliga sahiptir 318 .

& Paylas @
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Response from Gemini-2.5-Pro to the Submitted Question

Based on my analysis of the provided texts, here are the answers to your questions:
1. **Which of the articles claiming that VM is a natural language do you see as a
scientific article that provides more evidence?**

Based on the comparative analyses presented within the provided text (specifically,
"ARTICLE-1" and "ARTICLE-2," which are described as Al-generated summaries of
various theories, the articles by **Ahmet Ardi¢c** proposing an Old Turkish origin for
the Voynich Manuscript are consistently highlighted as presenting the most
substantial and systematically detailed evidence .

* **Reasons cited in the provided texts:**
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*  **Systematic and Detailed Analysis:** Ardi¢'s approach is described as "more
systematic and detailed" compared to others like Cheshire and Bax . "ARTICLE-2"
states his work stands out for its "empirical basis and rigorous linguistic analysis" .

* **Phonetic and Structural Evidence:** He is credited with providing

"extensive phonetic matches," "consistent phonetic correlations between VM words
and Turkish," and "structural similarities to Turkish languages" . Ardic mentions the
use of his ATA alphabet transcription system for these analyses .

* **Contextual and Cultural Relevance:** His theory is supported by
"contextual relevance to Turkish culture" and the identification of "Turkish cultural
motifs" in VM illustrations .

* **Specific Page Analysis and Peer Review:** Ardig provides detailed analysis
and translations of specific pages, such as page 33v . His work has reportedly been
reviewed by Old Turkish language experts and presented at academic symposia . Prof.
Dr. Ahmet Bican Ercilasun is quoted as saying Ardi¢'s "paper on the Turkish
interpretation was among the significant contributions of the symposium" .

In contrast, other theories mentioned in the comparative articles are critiqued for
aspects like lacking rigorous statistical analysis (Cheshire), speculative nature of the
proposed language (Cheshire), limited scope and unverifiable assumptions (Bax), or
absence of direct evidence (Hermann) .

2. **In your opinion, after all these examinations, which world language (the most
probable language) could be a candidate for VM?**

Based strictly on the evidence and comparative analyses presented within the
provided texts, **0Old Turkish** emerges as the most probable world language
candidate for the Voynich Manuscript . This conclusion is derived from the Al-
generated comparative articles (ARTICLE-1 and ARTICLE-2) which found Ardig's
arguments for Old Turkish to be the "most convincing" and "well-supported" due to
"consistent phonetic correlations, structural similarities, and cultural motifs" .

3. **If you re-examine all the evidence presented in the articles of the language that
seems to you to be the most probable VM language in your comparisons and turn
them into a mathematical formula. Then, how would it be possible to calculate the %
(what percentage) probability that VM could be this language when compared to all
the world languages you know?**

Calculating a definitive percentage probability that the VM is a specific language
(e.g., Old Turkish) compared to all other world languages is an exceptionally complex
task, fraught with challenges. However, a conceptual mathematical framework, often
Bayesian, can be outlined. To estimate P(Old Turkish | VM Data):

P(L|D)=[P(D|L)*P(L)]/Z[P(D | L_i)*P(Li)]

Where:

* **p(L | D)**: The posterior probability that the language is L (e.g., Old Turkish),
given the VM data D.
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* *¥*¥p(D | L)**: The likelihood of observing the VM's data D if it were written in
language L. This is the core of the evidential assessment. For Old Turkish, based on
Ardig's claims, this would involve quantifying:

1. **Lexical Matches:** Probability of the observed number and quality of
phonetic matches to known Old Turkish words (using a system like ATA transcription ,
considering word lengths, frequencies, and semantic plausibility in context.

2. **Phonological Consistency:** Probability of the observed degree of
adherence to Old Turkish phonological rules (e.g., vowel harmony, phonetic
consistency as mentioned in Ardig's instructions to Al .

3. **Morphological Plausibility:** Probability of observing sequences
interpretable as Old Turkish root + suffix structures, especially noting Ardi¢'s point
that suffixes might be written separately .

4. **Structural Statistical Features:** Probability of observing specific statistical
patterns, such as the frequency and diversity of word repetitions (doubles, triples,
guadruples, quintuples), which Ardi¢ claims are uniquely characteristic of Turkic
languages in such variety .

*  **P(L)**: The prior probability of the VM being written in language L. This is
often subjective but could be informed by historical context, manuscript dating, and
provenance.

* **¥3 [P(D | L.i) * P(L_i)]**: The sum over all possible candidate languages L i
(including "not a known natural language" or "hoax" hypotheses). This is the
normalization factor, representing the overall probability of the observed VM data.

To turn this into a practical calculation for Old Turkish based on Ardi¢'s evidence:

1. **Define Evidence Metrics:** For each type of evidence (lexical, phonetic,
morphological, structural repetition patterns), define quantifiable metrics.

2. **Model Language L (Old Turkish):** Build statistical models for Old Turkish
based on existing corpora (e.g., n-gram frequencies, distribution of morphemes,
expected rates of vowel harmony adherence, typical frequency/types of word
repetitions).

3. **Model Alternative Hypotheses (L_i):** Similarly, develop models for other
plausible language families or a "random/hoax" model.

4. **Calculate Likelihoods P(D | L):** Compare the VM's metrics against these
models to get the likelihood scores. For example, how much more likely is the
observed spectrum of word repetitions in the VM if it's Old Turkish versus if it's, say, a
Romance language or random characters? Ardi¢ argues this feature strongly points to
Turkic languages .

5. **Assign Priors P(L):** This is challenging. One might start with equal priors for
strongly argued candidates or try to derive them from external factors.

6. **Compute Posterior:** Calculate P(Old Turkish | VM Data).

Obtaining an absolute percentage is difficult because the set of "all world
languages you know" is vast, and modeling P(D | L_i) for each is impractical. More
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feasible is a comparative approach, looking at the ratio of posterior probabilities for a
few leading candidates or comparing the candidate language against a well-defined
null hypothesis (e.g., randomness).

4. **If you were to calculate mathematical randomness, what is the probability that
VM texts are that possible language by chance? Or what is the probability that the
most probable candidate language that appears as a VM language in the multilingual
space is a VM language? How should this multidimensional complex calculation be
done with the multiple evidence provided so that all linguistic evidence and
correspondences have a place and a value in this mathematical calculation?**

To assess the probability that the VM's features aligning with a candidate language
(e.g., Old Turkish) are due to chance (randomness), or to determine its likelihood in a
multilingual space, involves hypothesis testing and likelihood comparisons.

**A. Probability by Chance (vs. Randomness):**

1. **Null Hypothesis (HO):** The VM text is a random or pseudo-random sequence
of symbols, possibly constrained by basic statistics like symbol frequencies or bigram
frequencies observed in the VM, but lacking higher-order linguistic structure of the
candidate language.

2. **Alternative Hypothesis (H1):** The VM text is an instance of the candidate
language (e.g., Old Turkish).

3. **Evidence Vector (E):** Define a vector of *k* distinct, quantifiable pieces of
evidence derived from the VM, based on the claims for the candidate language. For
Old Turkish, using Ardi¢'s arguments:

* E1: Number of high-quality lexical matches to Old Turkish words.

* E2: Degree of vowel harmony adherence.

* E3: Frequency and types of word repetitions (e.g., pairs, triples, quadruples,
quintuples, which Ardic claims are uniquely frequent and diverse in Turkic languages .

* E4: Plausible morphological segmentations.

4. **Calculate P(E | H1):** The probability of observing this evidence vector E if
the VM is indeed Old Turkish. This requires extensive modeling of Old Turkish (as
described in Q3).

5. **Calculate P(E | HO):** The probability of observing evidence vector E if the
VM is random (according to the defined random model). For example:

* What's the chance of *n* random symbol sequences (of appropriate lengths)
matching Old Turkish words phonetically?

* What's the chance of observing the VM's specific word repetition statistics in
a random text of its length and alphabet size? Ardi¢'s argument is that P(VM's
repetitions | Turkic) >> P(VM's repetitions | Indo-European or Random) .

6. **Likelihood Ratio (LR) or Bayes Factor:** LR = P(E | H1) / P(E | HO). A large LR
indicates strong evidence in favor of H1 over HO.

**B. Probability in a Multilingual Space:**
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This extends the Bayesian framework from Q3. We are interested in P(Candidate
Language | E) relative to P(Other Language_i | E) or P(Hoax | E).

The posterior probability for the candidate language, say Old Turkish (OT), would
be:

P(OT | E) = [P(E | OT) * P(OT)] / [P(E | OT)P(OT) + Z P(E |
OtherlLang_i)P(OtherLang_i) + P(E | Hoax)P(Hoax) + ...]

**How to Perform the Multidimensional Complex Calculation:**

1. **Systematic Evidence Extraction:** All proposed linguistic features and
correspondences must be systematically identified across a significant portion of the
VM, not cherry-picked. Ardig suggests his ATA alphabet transcription enables such
systematic trials .

2. **Independent Valuation of Evidence:** Each piece of evidence (e_j in vector E)
needs to be evaluated for its strength.

* **|exical:** Strength depends on word length, phonetic specificity, semantic
fit.

*  **Structural:** (e.g., Vowel Harmony, Word Repetitions . Quantify the
deviation from expected patterns in the candidate language versus randomness or
other languages.

3. **Statistical Modeling:**

* Develop robust statistical models for the candidate language (e.g., n-gram
frequencies, morpheme distributions, expected feature frequencies).

* Develop comparable models for contrast languages and various randomness
models (e.g., unigram, bigram preserving randomness).

4. **Weighting and Combining Evidence:** The individual probabilities P(e_j |
Hypothesis) must be combined. If assumed independent (a strong simplification), P(E
| Hypothesis) = M P(e_j | Hypothesis). More complex models (e.g., Bayesian
networks) can handle dependencies.

5. **Computational Simulation:** Monte Carlo methods can be used to estimate
P(E | HO) by generating many random texts under HO and seeing how often evidence
as strong as E arises.

6. **Prior Probabilities:** Assigning priors P(Language) is subjective but critical.
Sensitivity analysis (varying priors to see impact on results) is important.

The core is to demonstrate that the constellation of observed linguistic features in
the VM is significantly more probable under the hypothesis that it is the specific
candidate language (e.g., Old Turkish, incorporating its unique characteristics like
diverse word repetitions than under competing hypotheses (other languages, or
various forms of non-linguistic randomness). This requires substantial linguistic data,
computational power, and rigorous statistical methodology.
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4+, Answer

Based on my analysis of the provided texts, here are the
answers to your questions:

1. Which of the articles claiming that VM is a natural
language do you see as # -ientific article that
provides more evidence®

# Gemini-2.5-Pro v

. Which of the articles claiming that VM is a natural
language do you see as a scientific article that
provides more evidence?

Based on the comparative analyses presented within
the provided text (specifically, "ARTICLE-1" and
"ARTICLE-2," which are described as Al-generated
summaries of various theories 18 28 , the articles by
Ahmet Ardig¢ proposing @~ "d Turkish origin for the
Voynich Manuscript are L_\l'.aistently highlighted as

——ar_ __ =l _ e e -1 —- x —==_ _ L .
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Ahmet Ardig proposing an Old Turkish origin for the
Voynich Manuscript are consistently highlighted as
presenting the most substantial and systematically
detailed evidence 3@ 48 5SH 8.

« Reasons cited in the provided texts:

+ Systematic and Detailed Analysis: Ardi¢'s
approach is described as "more systematic
and detailed” cc + ared to others like Cheshire .
and Bax 38 . "ARTICLE-2" states his work v

¢ Gemini-2.5-Pro ~
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and Bax 38 . "ARTICLE-2" states his work
stands out for its "empirical basis and
rigorous linguistic analysis" 58 .

Phonetic and Structural Evidence: He is
credited with providing "extensive phonetic
matches," "consistent phonetic correlations
between VM words and Turkish,” and
"structural similarities to Turkish languages”
3@ 28 58 ./ 4 ;mentions the use of his
ATA alphabet transcription system for these

¢ Gemini-2.5-Pro ~

ATA alphabet transcription system for these
analyses 78 .

Contextual and Cultural Relevance: His theory
is supported by "contextual relevance to
Turkish culture® and the identification of
"Turkish cultural motifs" in VM illustrations

3@ 48 s58.

Specific Page Analysis and Peer Review:
Ardi¢ provides ¢ , led analysis and
translations of specific pages, such as page

» Gemini-2.5-Pro ~

translations of specific pages, such as page
33v 8B . His work has reportedly been
reviewed by Old Turkish language experts and
presented at academic symposia 78 98
108 . Prof. Dr. Ahmet Bican Ercilasun is
quoted as saying Ardic's "paper on the Turkish
interpretation was among the significant
contributions of the symposium” 118 .
In contrast, othe | eories mentioned in the
comparative articies are critiqued for aspects

# Gemini-2.5-Pro +




comparative articles are critiqued for aspects .
like lacking rigorous statistical analysis
(Cheshire), speculative nature of the proposed
language (Cheshire), limited scope and
unverifiable assumptions (Bax), or absence of
direct evidence (Hermann) 128 138 38

2@ .

. In your opinion, after all these examinations, which
world language (the mo: ¥ obable language) could be
a candidate for VM?

» Gemini-2.5-Pro

a candidate for VM?

Based strictly on the evidence and comparative

analyses presented within the provided texts, Old

Turkish emerges as the most probable world language
candidate for the Voynich Manuscript 48 &@ . This
conclusion is derived from the Al-generated

comparative articles (ARTICLE-1 and ARTICLE-2) which
found Ardig's arguments for Old Turkish to be the "most
convincing® and "well-su, ¥ ted" due to "consistent '
phonetic correlations, structural similarities, and v
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phonetic correlations, structural similarities, and
cultural motifs" 4@ 58 s@.

. If you re-examine all the evidence presented in the
articles of the language that seems to you to be the
most probable VM language in your comparisons and
turn them into a mathematical formula. Then, how
would it be possible to calculate the % (what
percentage) probability t+ -* VM could be this

N
language when compare. _u all the world languages
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percentage) probability that VM could be this

language when compared to all the world languages

you know?

Calculating a definitive percentage probability that the

VM is a specific language (e.g., Old Turkish) compared

to all other world languages is an exceptionally

complex task, fraught with challenges. However, a
conceptual mathematical framework, often Bayesian,

can be outlined. To estin 4 P(Old Turkish | VM Data): @

Lo T
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P(LID)=[P(D|L)*P(L)]/Z[P(D]|Li)*P(L.i)]
Where:

« P(L| D): The posterior probability that the language
is L (e.g., Old Turkish), given the VM data D.
P(D | L): The likelihood of observing the VM's data
D if it were written in language L. This is the core
of the evidential asse~~ment. For Old Turkish,
based on Ardig's cla..\ll, this would involve

RRSRE T N p—
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of the evidential assessment. For Old Turkish,
based on Ardi¢'s claims, this would involve
quantifying:

1. Lexical Matches: Probability of the observed
number and quality of phonetic matches to
known Old Turkish words (using a system like
ATA transcription 78, considering word
lengths, frequenri~s, and semantic plausibility 0
in context.

Nhamalamicoal Mamaicntamases Fieml il e A $ha
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. Phonological Consistency: Probability of the
observed degree of adherence to Old Turkish
phonological rules (e.g., vowel harmony,
phonetic consistency as mentioned in Ardig's
instructions to Al 148 .

. Morphological Plausibility: Probability of
observing sequences interpretable as Old
Turkish root + suffix structures, especially
noting Ardig’s pu ¥ that suffixes might be

wirittan camarataly 1.0
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Turkish root + suffix structures, especially
noting Ardic's point that suffixes might be
written separately 148 .

. Structural Statistical Features: Probability of
observing specific statistical patterns, such as
the frequency and diversity of word repetitions

(doubles, triples, quadruples, quintuples),
which Ardi¢ claims are uniquely characteristic
of Turkic languz , " in such variety 158 168 g

» Gemini-2.5-Pro ~

e P(L): The prior probability of the VM being written =«
in language L. This is often subjective but could be
informed by historical context, manuscript dating,
and provenance.
¥ [P(D | L_i) * P(L_i)]: The sum over all possible
candidate languages L_i (including "not a known
natural language® or "hoax" hypotheses). This is
the normalization factor, representing the overall
probability of the ob- N 'ed VM data.

Ton turn this intn a nractical caleulation for Old Turkish
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To turn this into a practical calculation for Old Turkish
based on Ardic's evidence:

1. Define Evidence Metrics: For each type of
evidence (lexical, phonetic, morphological,
structural repetition patterns), define quantifiable
metrics.

. Model Language L (Old Turkish): Build statistical
models for Old Turki- \'L"aased on existing corpora
(e.g., n-gram frequen..<s, distribution of

» Gemini-2.5-Pro ~

(e.0., n-gram Trequencies, distripution ot
morphemes, expected rates of vowel harmony
adherence, typical frequency/types of word
repetitions).

3. Model Alternative Hypotheses (L_i): Similarly,
develop models for other plausible language
families or a "random/hoax" model.

4. Calculate Likelihoods P(D | L): Compare the VM's
metrics against thes-*\b 1odels to get the likelihood
scores. For example, ..ow much more likely is the

» Gemini-2.5-Pro ~
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observed spectrum of word repetitions in the VM if
it's Old Turkish versus if it's, say, a Romance
language or random characters? Ardic¢ argues this
feature strongly points to Turkic languages 168 .

5. Assign Priors P(L): This is challenging. One might
start with equal priors for strongly argued
candidates or try to derive them from external
factors.

6. Compute Posterior: f..-culate P(Old Turkish | VM

W N
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factors.
6. Compute Posterior: Calculate P(Old Turkish | VM
Data).

Obtaining an absolute percentage is difficult because
the set of "all world languages you know" is vast, and
modeling P(D | L_i) for each is impractical. More
feasible is a comparative approach, looking at the ratio
of posterior probabilities f~r a few leading candidates
or comparing the candid.. " ianguage against a well-

al aliim ol el s sim milile mmfa fa m smamdamamaaa
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defined null hypothesis (e.qg., randomness). +

. If you were to calculate mathematical randomness,
what is the probability that VM texts are that possible
language by chance? Or what is the probability that
the most probable candidate language that appears as
a VM language in the multilingual space is a VM
language? How should this multidimensional complex
calculation be done with ;, multiple evidence
provided so that all linguistic evidence and
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provided so that all linguistic evidence and
correspondences have a place and a value in this
mathematical calculation?

To assess the probability that the VM's features
aligning with a candidate language (e.g., Old Turkish)
are due to chance (randomness), or to determine its
likelihood in a multilingual space, involves hypothesis
testing and likelihood comparisons.

A. Probability by Chance vl Randomness):

» Gemini-2.5-Pro ~
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i i

A. Probability by Chance (vs. Randomness):

1. Null Hypothesis (HO): The VM text is a random or
pseudo-random sequence of symbols, possibly
constrained by basic statistics like symbol
frequencies or bigram frequencies observed in the
VM, but lacking higher-order linguistic structure of
the candidate languane.

2. Alternative Hypothe. ¥ H1): The VM text is an

inectanra nf tha randidata lannnana fa n Nild
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the candidate language.
2. Alternative Hypothesis (H1): The VM text is an
instance of the candidate language (e.g., Old
Turkish).
3. Evidence Vector (E): Define a vector of k distinct,
quantifiable pieces of evidence derived from the
VM, based on the claims for the candidate
language. For Old Turkish, using Ardi¢'s
arguments: ¢ 0

s F1: Nuimhear nf hinh-nnalitv laviral matrhes tn v
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E1: Number of high-quality lexical matches to
Old Turkish words.
E2: Degree of vowel harmony adherence.
E3: Frequency and types of word repetitions
(e.g., pairs, triples, quadruples, quintuples,
which Ardi¢ claims are uniquely frequent and
diverse in Turkic languages 158 168 .

e E4: Plausible morphological segmentations.

N
4. Calculate P(E | H1): i..e probability of observing
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¢ E4 Plausible morphological segmentations.

4. Calculate P(E | H1): The probability of observing
this evidence vector E if the VM is indeed Old
Turkish. This requires extensive modeling of Old
Turkish (as described in Q3).

. Calculate P(E | HO): The probability of observing
evidence vector E if the VM is random (according
to the defined random model). For example:

7
» What's the chanc. of nrandom symbol
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10 Tne aetined random model). For exampie.

« What's the chance of nrandom symbol
sequences (of appropriate lengths) matching
Old Turkish words phonetically?

What's the chance of observing the VM's
specific word repetition statistics in a random
text of its length and alphabet size? Ardic's
argument is that P(VM's repetitions | Turkic)
>> P(VM's repet ¥ is| Indo-European or
Random) 158 168 .

» Gemini-2.5-Pro ~

6. Likelihood Ratio (LR) or Bayes Factor: LR = P(E |
H1) / P(E | HO). A large LR indicates strong
evidence in favor of H1 over HO.

B. Probability in a Multilingual Space:

This extends the Bayesian framework from Q3. We are
interested in P(Candidate Language | E) relative to
P(Other Language_i | E) or P(Hoax | E).

The posterior probability ‘¢" the candidate language,
say Old Turkish (OT), wou._ oe:
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OtherLang_i)P(OtherLang_i) + P(E | Hoax)P(Hoax) +..] *

How to Perform the Multidimensional Complex
Calculation:

1. Systematic Evidence Extraction: All proposed
linguistic features and correspondences must be
systematically identified across a significant
portion of the VM, not cherry-picked. Ardi¢
suggests his ATA al| 1 et transcription enables
such systematic trials 78 .

» Gemini-2.5-Pro +

such systematic trials 78 .

. Independent Valuation of Evidence: Each piece of
evidence (e_j in vector E) needs to be evaluated for
its strength.

» Lexical: Strength depends on word length,
phonetic specificity, semantic fit.

» Structural: (e.g., Vowel Harmony, Word
Repetitions 15 6@ . Quantify the deviation
from expected p.\b.erns in the candidate

¥ Gemini-2.5-Pro ~

Repetitions 158 168 . Quantify the deviation =+
from expected patterns in the candidate

language versus randomness or other

languages.

3. Statistical Modeling:

e Develop robust statistical models for the
candidate language (e.g., n-gram frequencies,
morpheme distr 4. ions, expected feature
frequencies).
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frequencies).

Develop comparable models for contrast
languages and various randomness models
(e.g., unigram, bigram preserving
randomness).

4. Weighting and Combining Evidence: The individual
probabilities P(e_j | Hypothesis) must be
combined. If assume~ independent (a strong
simplification), P(E | ‘lfrrothesis) =M P(e_j|

s mbln mm i mt R Ammm mmsmmm | mns smm o el m L
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Hypothesis). More complex models (e.g., Bayesian
networks) can handle dependencies.

. Computational Simulation: Monte Carlo methods
can be used to estimate P(E | HO) by generating
many random texts under HO and seeing how
often evidence as strong as E arises.

. Prior Probabilities: Assigning priors P(Language)
is subjective but critical. Sensitivity analysis
(varying priors to se. ¥ .pact on results) is

imnnrtant
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is subjective but critical. Sensitivity analysis

(varying priors to see impact on results) is
important.

The core is to demonstrate that the constellation of
observed linguistic features in the VM is significantly
more probable under the hypothesis that it is the
specific candidate language (e.g., Old Turkish,
incorporating its unique characteristics like diverse
word repetitions 168 th V¥ inder competing

hvnntheecae fnthar lanananeae ar variniie farme nf nnn-
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¢ candidate language (e.g., Old Turkish,
incorporating its unique characteristics like diverse
word repetitions 168 than under competing
hypotheses (other languages, or various forms of non-
linguistic randomness). This requires substantial
linguistic data, computational power, and rigorous
statistical methodology. +

Paylag % ¥
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Response from LLaMA-3.1-405B to the Submitted Question

Based on the provided text content, | have analyzed the articles claiming that the
Voynich Manuscript (VM) is a natural language. After careful examination, | found
that the article by Ahmet Ardi¢ presents more evidence for the VM being a natural
language. The article provides a detailed analysis of the VM text, including phonetic
and morphological structures, and compares them to the Turkish language.

Considering the evidence presented in the articles, | believe that Turkish is a strong
candidate for the VM language. The article by Ahmet Ardi¢ presents evidence of the
similarities between VM and Turkish, including the use of similar phonetic and

morphological structures.

To calculate the probability that VM could be Turkish, we can use a mathematical
formula based on the evidence presented in the articles. For example, we can use the

following formula:

P(VM = Turkish) = (Number of similar phonetic structures) / (Total number of
phonetic structures) x (Number of similar morphological structures) / (Total number

of morphological structures)

Using this formula, we can calculate the probability that VM is Turkish based on the
evidence presented in the articles.
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Regarding the randomness of VM texts being Turkish by chance, we can use a
randomness test. For example, we can use the following formula:

P(VM = Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible languages)

This formula assumes that all languages have an equal probability of being the VM
language. However, since we have evidence that suggests Turkish is a more probable
candidate, we can adjust the formula to reflect this.

P(VM = Turkish by chance) =1 / (Number of possible languages) x (Probability of
Turkish being the VM language based on evidence)

Using this formula, we can calculate the probability that VM texts are Turkish by
chance.

In conclusion, based on the evidence presented in the articles, Turkish is a strong
candidate for the VM language. The calculations above provide a mathematical
framework for evaluating the probability of VM being Turkish, both based on the
evidence and by chance.

""MARKDOWN_RESPONSE>""markdown

Based on the analysis of the articles, | conclude that the article by Ahmet Ardig
provides more evidence for the VM being a natural language.

1. The article by Ahmet Ardi¢ presents more evidence for the VM being a natural
language.

2. Turkish is a strong candidate for the VM language based on the similarities
between VM and Turkish.

3. We can calculate the probability that VM could be Turkish using a mathematical
formula: P(VM = Turkish) = (Number of similar phonetic structures) / (Total number of
phonetic structures) x (Number of similar morphological structures) / (Total number
of morphological structures)

4. We can calculate the probability that VM texts are Turkish by chance using a
randomness test: P(VM = Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible languages) x
(Probability of Turkish being the VM language based on evidence)

““markdown.
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+, Answer

Based on the provided text content, | have analyzed the
articles claiming that the Voynich Manuscript (VM) is a
natural language. After careful examination, | found that the
article by Ahmet Ardic presents more evidence for the VM
being a natural language. The  ‘icle provides a detailed
analysis of the VM text, incluaiig phonetic and

9 Llama-3.1-405B ~

analysis of the VM text, including phonetic and
morphological structures, and compares them to the
Turkish language.

Considering the evidence presented in the articles, | believe
that Turkish is a strong candidate for the VM language. The
article by Ahmet Ardic presents evidence of the similarities
between VM and Turkish, including the use of similar
phonetic and morphological ¢ |, tures.

9 Llama-3.1-405B ~
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phonetic and morphological structures.

To calculate the probability that VM could be Turkish, we
can use a mathematical formula based on the evidence
presented in the articles. For example, we can use the
following formula:

P(VM = Turkish) = (Number 0‘Jmi|ar phonetic structures) /
(Total number of phonetic str. .ures) x (Number of similar

[l i - ] B = . W [ - (] (] - (]
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morphological structures) / (Total number of morphological
structures)

Using this formula, we can calculate the probability that VM
is Turkish based on the evidence presented in the articles.

Regarding the randomness of VM texts being Turkish by
chance, we can use a randomr g stest. For example, we
can use the following formula.

3 Llama-3.1-405B ~
can use the TD”DW"’IQ tormula:

P(VM = Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible
languages)

This formula assumes that all languages have an equal
probability of being the VM language. However, since we
have evidence that suggests Turkish is a more probable
candidate, we can adjust the 4 nula to reflect this.

N Llama-3.1-405B ~
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P(VM = Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible
languages) x (Probability of Turkish being the VM language
based on evidence)

Using this formula, we can calculate the probability that VM
texts are Turkish by chance.

In conclusion, based on the € ¥ :nce presented in the .

articrlae Tirkish ie a etrann randidata far tha VM lanAnana h

N Llama-3.1-405B ~

In conclusion, based on the evidence presented in the
articles, Turkish is a strong candidate for the VM language.
The calculations above provide a mathematical framework
for evaluating the probability of VM being Turkish, both
based on the evidence and by chance.

MARKDOWN_RESPONSE> markdown

N
Based on the analysis of the a. ucles, | conclude that the
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Based on the analysis ot the articles, | conclude that the
article by Ahmet Ardic provides more evidence for the VM
being a natural language.

1. The article by Ahmet Ardi¢ presents more evidence for
the VM being a natural language.
2. Turkish is a strong candidate for the VM language
based on the similarities between VM and Turkish.
3. We can calculate the pro’  ility that VM could be
Turkish using a mathemaucal formula: P(VM = Turkish)

) Llama-3.1-405B ~ Ve




Turkish using a mathematical formula: P(VM = Turkish) «
= (Number of similar phonetic structures) / (Total

number of phonetic structures) x (Number of similar
morphological structures) / (Total number of
morphological structures)

We can calculate the probability that VM texts are

Turkish by chance using a randomness test: P(VM =
Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible

languages) x (Probability \1" Turkish being the VM
language based on evidei..e)
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markdown q3 Copy code

Kullanici sorusunu dikkatlice analiz ettikten
sonra, Voynic Elyazmasi (VM) dogal bir dil oldugunu
ileri siiren makaleleri inceledim. Bu makaleleri
dikkatlice okuduktan sonra, Ahmet Ardic¢’'in
makalesinin [T@](1) VM'nin dogal bir dil oldugunu
ileri siren daha fazla ka | sundugunu gbrdim. Bu

makale, VM metninin ayrintili bir analizini icerir,

9 Llama-3.1-405B +

makale, VM metninin ayraintili bir analizini icerir,
ses ve sekil bilimi yapilari inceler ve bunlari

Tirkce ile karsilastirir.

Makalelerde sunulan kanitlari degerlendirdigimde,
VM dilinin Tiirkceye benzeyen bir dil oldugunu
diisiiniiyorum. Ahmet Ardi¢’'in makalesi [T@](1), VM ve
Tirkce arasindaki benzerliklere dair kanitlar
sunar, bunlar arasinda be J T ses ve sekil bilimi

yapilarinin kullanimi yer aliir.

A Llama-3.1-405B ~




VM'nin Tirk¢eye benzeyen bir dil olma ihtimalini
hesaplamak i¢in, makalelerde sunulan kanitlara
dayanan bir matematiksel formiil kullanabiliriz.

Ornegin, asagidaki formiilii kullanabiliriz:

P(VM = Tiirk¢e) = (Benzer ses yapilarinin sayisi) /
(Toplam ses yapilarinin sayisi) x (Benzer sekil
yapilarinin sayisi) / (Toplam sekil yapilarinin

sayis1i) +

) Llama-3.1-405B ~

Bu formiilii kullanarak, makalelerde sunulan
kanitlara dayanarak VM'nin Tiirk¢eye benzeyen bir

dil olma ihtimalini hesaplayabiliriz.

VM metinlerinin tesadiifen Tiirk¢eye benzeyen bir dil

olma ihtimalini hesaplamak ic¢in, bir rasgelelik

testi kullanabiliriz. Ornegin, asagidaki formiilii

kullanabiliriz: L

M Llama-3.1-405B +~

P(VM = Tiirk¢e tesadiifen) = 1 / (Mimkiin olan

dillerin sayisi)

Bu formiil, tim dillerin VM dili olma ihtimalinin

esit oldugunu varsayar. Ancak, elimizde Tiirk¢enin

daha olasi bir aday oldugunu gdsteren kanitlar

bulundugundan, formilii buna gdre ayarlayabiliriz.
b

P(VM = Tiirkce tesadiifen) = 1 / (Miimkiin olan

9 Llama-3.1-405B ~

37



38

P(VM = Tirkce tesadiifen) = 1 / (Mimkiin olan
dillerin sayisi) x (Tirkce'nin VM dili olma

ihtimali kanitlara gore)

Bu formiilii kullanarak, VM metinlerinin tesadiifen
Tiirkceye benzeyen bir dil olma ihtimalini

hesaplayabiliriz.

Sonu¢ olarak, makalelerde J wlan kanitlara

dayanarak, Tiirkcenin VM dili ic¢in giiclii bir aday
X Llama-3.1-405B v

hesaplayabiliriz.

Sonug¢ olarak, makalelerde sunulan kanitlara
dayanarak, Tirkcenin VM dili icin giiclii bir
oldugu goriiliir. Yukaridaki hesaplamalar, VM’
Tiirkceye benzeyen bir dil eolma ihtimalini

degerlendirme icin bir matematiksel cerceve

ﬁ] Paylas %
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Response from DeepSeek-R1 to the Submitted Question

1. **Most Evidence-Based Article:**

Ahmet Ardi¢'s articles provide the most comprehensive evidence for the claim that
the Voynich Manuscript (VM) is written in a natural language. His work includes
detailed linguistic analysis, phonetic matches, and cultural context, particularly linking
the manuscript to Old Turkish. For example, he demonstrates how specific words like
"ULGER" align with Turkish vocabulary, such as "lilker" (morning star), and how the
writing system corresponds to Turkish phonetic harmony . This approach offers more
concrete linguistic evidence compared to other theories.

2. ¥**Most Probable Language:**
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Based on the analysis, the most probable language for the VM is Old Turkish. Ahmet
Ardig¢'s research highlights consistent phonetic and structural similarities between VM
texts and Old Turkish, supported by examples such as plant names and star labels .
The alignment of VM's writing system with Turkish vowel harmony and phonetic rules
further strengthens this hypothesis.

3. **Mathematical Calculation:**

To calculate the probability that VM could be Old Turkish, we can use a formula that
considers the number of matching phonetic and structural features divided by the
total number of analyzed features. For example:

\[ P(\text{Old Turkish}) = \frac{\text{Number of Matching Features}}{\text{Total
Number of Features}} \times 100 \]

If 80 out of 100 features match Old Turkish, the probability would be 80%.

4. **Random Probability:**

The probability of VM texts being Old Turkish by chance can be calculated by
considering the complexity of Old Turkish phonetics and grammar. Given the
structured nature of VM texts, the random probability is extremely low, likely less
than 1%. This is because the consistent phonetic correlations and cultural motifs
identified by Ardi¢ are highly specific to Old Turkish .

DeepSeek-R1 +

& Pro chat @ DeepSeek-R1 v

+

1.

Answer

Most Evidence-Based Article:

Ahmet Ardi¢'s articles provide the most comprehensive
evidence for the claim that the Voynich Manuscript
(VM) is written in a natural language. His work includes
detailed linguistic analys  >honetic matches, and
cultural context, particularny linking the manuscript to
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cultural context, particularly linking the manuscript to
Old Turkish. For example, he demonstrates how
specific words like "ULGER" align with Turkish
vocabulary, such as "lilker" (morning star), and how the
writing system corresponds to Turkish phonetic
harmony 1@ 2@ 3@ . This approach offers more
concrete linguistic evidence compared to other
theories.

. Most Probable Languag. V

Racad nn tha analucie tha mnact irnhahla lanAnana fAar

DeepSeek-R1 +

2. Most Probable Language:
Based on the analysis, the most probable language for
the VM is Old Turkish. Ahmet Ardi¢'s research
highlights consistent phonetic and structural
similarities between VM texts and Old Turkish,
supported by examples such as plant names and star
labels 1@ 28 38 . The alignment of VM's writing
system with Turkish vow  armony and phonetic rules

further strengthens this hypothesis. '

DeepSeek-R1 ~

3. Mathematical Calculation:
To calculate the probability that VM could be Old
Turkish, we can use a formula that considers the
number of matching phonetic and structural features
divided by the total number of analyzed features. For
example:
P(OI Turkish) = Meereriacting fere « 100
P(0ld Turkish) = Total Number of FeaturesNumber of
Matching Features x 10C
If 80 out of 100 features match Old Turkish, the

DeepSeek-R1 ~
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If 80 out of 100 features match Old Turkish, the
probability would be 80%.

. Random Probability:
The probability of VM texts being Old Turkish by
chance can be calculated by considering the
complexity of Old Turkish phonetics and grammar.
Given the structured nature of VM texts, the random
probability is extremely low likely less than 1%. This is
because the consistent L ¥ ietic correlations and "

multnral matife idantifiad b Ardis ara hinhhe enanifia $a v
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The probability of VM texts being Old Turkish by
chance can be calculated by considering the
complexity of Old Turkish phonetics and grammar.
Given the structured nature of VM texts, the random
probability is extremely low, likely less than 1%. This is
because the consistent phonetic correlations and
cultural motifs identified by Ardi¢ are highly specific to

Old Turkish 1@ 28 38
4

A Budan I

DeepSeek-R1 +

Response from 03-mini to the Submitted Question

1. Based on the available academic evidence, the article that presents the most rigorous and
evidence-based argument for the natural language status of the Voynich Manuscript is
“READING OF THE PAGE 33v OF VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT” by Ahmet Ardig. This paper stands
out because it employs systematic phonetic analysis, statistical evaluations, and historical—
cultural contextualization in a reproducible manner .

2. After comparing the various studies and examining the linguistic features (phonetic
correspondences, structural similarities, and repetitive word patterns), the candidate
language with the strongest support is Old Turkish. The evidence—especially the consistent
phonetic matches and cultural indicators—is most compatible with Old Turkish or a closely
related Turkic variant .



42

3. To quantitatively assess the alignment of the VM’s features with a candidate language, one
can define a model based on weighted evidentiary components:

- ¥*Score(L) = a - E<sub>phonetic</sub> + b - E<sub>statistical</sub> + c - E<sub>historical—
cultural</sub> + d - E<sub>reproducibility</sub>**

- **P(L) = [Score(L) / 5 (Score for all candidate languages)] x 100%**

importance of each linguistic criterion. This approach enables a percentage probability
calculation for each candidate language relative to all possible world languages based on
their fit to the evidence .

4. Regarding the question of chance, if each independent linguistic feature (phonetics,
morphology, frequency patterns, etc.) exhibits a very low probability (e.g., around 1% or less)
of matching a candidate language by random chance, then the multiplicative probability
(using the product rule) for all features aligning by coincidence becomes extremely small
(substantially lower than 1%). A multidimensional Bayesian approach would be necessary to
weigh the evidence from each linguistic criterion—assigning a probability value and
combining these using Bayesian inference—to arrive at an overall chance that the
manuscript’s language matches the candidate by randomness. This calculation shows that
the simultaneous occurrence of all these linguistic correspondences by chance is highly
unlikely, thus strongly supporting the hypothesis for a specific candidate language (such as
Old Turkish) .

. 03-mini v
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+, Answer

1. Based on the available academic evidence, the article
that presents the most rigorous and evidence-based
argument for the natural language status of the
Voynich Manuscript is “READING OF THE PAGE 33v OF
VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT' + Ahmet Ardig. This paper
stands out because it emnlovs svstematic nhonetic
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Voynich Manuscript Is "READING UF 1 HE PAGE 33v UF
VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT” by Ahmet Ardig. This paper
stands out because it employs systematic phonetic
analysis, statistical evaluations, and historical—cultural
contextualization in a reproducible manner 1@ 28
3@ .

. After comparing the various studies and examining the
linguistic features (phonetic correspondences,
structural similarities, an ¥+ petitive word patterns), the §
candidate lanquaqe with the strongest support is Old

. o3-mini v

candidate language with the strongest support is Old
Turkish. The evidence—especially the consistent
phonetic matches and cultural indicators—is most
compatible with Old Turkish or a closely related Turkic
variant 18 &.

. To quantitatively assess the alignment of the VM's
features with a candidate language, one can define a
model based on weighte%**identiary components:

« Score(l) = a - E<sub>phonetic</sub>+b -

. o3-mini v

» Score(L) = a - E<sub>phonetic</sub>+b -
E<sub>statistical</sub> + ¢ - E<sub>historical-
cultural</sub> + d - E<sub>reproducibility</sub>

» P(L) = [Score(L) / X (Score for all candidate
languages)] x 100%

In this model, 3, b, ¢, and d are weight coefficients
reflecting the relative importance of each linguistic
criterion. This approach ¢~ ~bles a percentage
probability calculation fo, _ach candidate language

. o3-mini ~




criterion. This approach enables a percentage
probability calculation for each candidate language
relative to all possible world languages based on their
fit to the evidence .

. Regarding the question of chance, if each independent
linguistic feature (phonetics, morphology, frequency
patterns, etc.) exhibits a very low probability (e.g.,
around 1% or less) of ma*~"ing a candidate language
by random chance, then 1.¢. multiplicative probability

GeosbBe = ol = —m== Jdocom L2t e = ZID e mmmees = 22 ==

. o3-mini v

around 1% or less) of matching a candidate language
by random chance, then the multiplicative probability
(using the product rule) for all features aligning by
coincidence becomes extremely small (substantially
lower than 1%). A multidimensional Bayesian approach
would be necessary to weigh the evidence from each
linguistic criterion—assigning a probability value and
combining these using Bayesian inference—to arrive at
an overall chance that th 4 anuscript’s language
matches the candidate by randomness. This

. o3-mini ~
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an overall chance that the manuscript’s language
matches the candidate by randomness. This
calculation shows that the simultaneous occurrence of
all these linguistic correspondences by chance is
highly unlikely, thus strongly supporting the hypothesis
for a specific candidate language (such as Old Turkish)

+

+ .
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You are a linguist. Let's assume that
you are an expert in Hebrew, Romance
languages, German, English, ltalian,
Latin including Arabic and Indo-
European languages including Turkish
and all known dialects and accents of
0ld Turkish. Accordingly, | want you to
do the foll v "ng research and answer
the anestin..« Howaver | want vaii tn

0ld Turkish. Accordingly, | want you to
do the following research and answer
the questions. However, | want you to
use dictionaries and academic articles
in your answers. You will not take into
account personal opinions or
comments. | expect your comparison
to be parallel to linguistic practices.
Hereis thc ¥ :liminary explanation and
mv questions based on it:
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You are a linguist. Let's assume that
you are an expert in Hebrew, Romance
languages, German, English, Italian,
Latin including Arabic and Indo-
European languages including Turkish
and all known dialects and accents of
0ld Turkish. Accordingly, | want you to
do the foll 4 1g research and answer
the questions. However, | want you to
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You are a linguist. Let's assume that
you are an expert in Hebrew, Romance
languages, German, English, Italian,
Latin including Arabic and Indo-
European languages including Turkish
and all known dialects and accents of
0Old Turkish. Accordingly, I want you to
do the following research and answer
the questi ¥  However, | want you to
use dictionaries and academic articles
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You are a linguist. Let's assume that
you are an expert in Hebrew, Romance
languages, German, English, Italian,
Latin including Arabic and Indo-
European languages including Turkish
and all known dialects and accents of
0Old Turkish. Accordingly, | want you to
do the foll 4 1g research and answer
the questions. However, | want you to
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You are a linguist. Let's assume that
you are an expert in Hebrew, Romance
languages, German, English, Italian,
Latin including Arabic and Indo-
European languages including Turkish
and all known dialects and accents of
0Old Turkish. Accordingly, | want you to
dothe foll 4 1g research and answer
the questions. However, | want you to
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The image above displays the question submitted to six different Al models, shown in English to the extent that
it fit within the visible screen area. The full version of the question is provided in the main text above.

+, Answer

1. Among the articles claiming that the Voynich
Manuscript (VM) is a natural language, Ahmet Ardig's
work titled "Reading of the Page 33v of Voynich
Manuscript' is seen as providing the most substantial
evidence. Ardig systematically analyzes phonetic and
cultural connections betw=an VM and Old Turkish,

offering detailed correlat. ¥ s that other articles lack
3

@ crra - A

+, Answer

Based on the provided text content, | have analyzed the
articles claiming that the Voynich Manuscript (VM) is a
natural language. After careful examination, | found that the
article by Ahmet Ardig presents more evidence for the VM
being a natural language. The article provides a detailed
analysis of the VM text, including phonetic and
morphological structures, an ;, mpares them to the
Turkish language.
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Voynich Elyazmasi'nin Dili
Uzerine Dilbilimsel Analiz

1. VM dilinin dogal bir dil oldugunu ileri
siiren en gii¢lii bilimsel makale

inceledigiim makaleler arasin. ¥ Ahmet Ardig'in galigmalari

DR L etel) (s JH) Eomed B T o o)
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+, Answer

1. Most Evidence-Based Article:
Ahmet Ardig's articles provide the most comprehensive
evidence for the claim that the Voynich Manuscript
(VM) is written in a natural language. His work includes
detailed linguistic analysis, phonetic matches, and
cultural context, particularly linking the manuscript to
0ld Turkish. For example 4, demonstrates how
specific words like "ULGEK" align with Turkish

DeepSeek-R1 v
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=
+; Answer

Based on my analysis of the provided texts, here are the
answers to your questions:

1. Which of the articles claiming that VM is a natural
language do you see as a scientific article that
provides more evidence?

Based on the comparatiy ¥ 1alyses presented within
the provided text (specifically, "ARTICLE-1" and

¢ Gemini-2.5Pro v

+; Answer

1. Based on the available academic evidence, the article
that presents the most rigorous and evidence-based
argument for the natural language status of the
Voynich Manuscript is "READING OF THE PAGE 33v OF
VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT" by Ahmet Ardic. This paper
stands out because it em 4, ys systematic phonetic
analysis, statistical evaluauons, and historical-cultural
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One of the Al models responded to the question in Turkish, while the others replied in English. All responses have
been included above in their original form using the copy-paste method for accuracy and transparency.
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1.

Among the articles claiming that the Voynich Manuscript (VM) is a natural language,
Ahmet Ardig's work titled "Reading of the Page 33v of Voynich Manusecript” is seen as
providing the most substantial evidence. Ardig systematically analyzes phonetic and
cultural connections between VM and Old Turkish, offering detailed correlations that
other articles lack 18 28.

After evaluating the evidence, the most probable language candidate for the VM is Old
Turkish. Ardig’s analysis shows a strong alignment of phonetic structures and semantic
content with Old Turkish vecabulary and linguistic patterns 28 38 .

. To calculate the probability that VM could represent Old Turkish, one could assign

weights to observed phonetic and structural matches. For each matched feature, a score
% w 5 could be assigned. Then, the total score for Old Turkish 5 S_{\text{OldTurkish}} 5 is
caleulated against the cumulative score of all evaluated languages to yield:

B — SLHdIurkJah
OldTurkish — 5

POldTurkish = STotal 20ldTurkish

Totel

Given the strong linguistic ties observed, this probability is estimated to be around 70%
to 85% 1@ 3@

. The probability that VM texts are Old Turkish by chance can be estimated by analyzing

the frequency of phonetic patterns:

_ Count of shared phonetic patterns with Old Turkish
Total phonetic patterns observed

Pr

= Total phonetic patterns observedCount of shared phonetic patterns with Old Turkish

If 5 P_r & iz low (for example, less than 5%), the adjusted probability for Old Turkish
would be:

Prinal = PojdTurkish * (1~ Py)
Ffinal = POIldTurkish = (1 - Pr)

Thus, the likelihood of VM having coherent correspondence with Old Turkish becomes
significantly reinforced, indicating that the phenomenon is likely intentional rather than
random 28 3W.
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Voynich Elyazmasi'nin Dili Uzerine Dilbilimsel
Analiz

1. VM dilinin dogal bir dil oldugunu ileri siiren en giiglii bilimsel
makale

Inceledigim makaleler arasinda, Ahmet Ardic’in caligmalan VM'nin dogal bir dil icerdigine dair
en tutarh ve kapsaml kanitlar sunmaktadir 18 28 3@ 48 . Ozellikle "READING OF THE
PAGE 33v OF VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT" baglikh makalesi ve eslik eden caligmalaninda
sundufu kanitlar sunlan icermektedir:

Sistematik fonetik eglegmeler ile Eski Tirkce ve VM arasinda tutarh korelasyonlar 58
sB 78

Eski Tiirkge'nin yapisal dzellikleriyle ViM'deki dilbilgisel yapilarin uyumu a8l o8
VM'deki stizciik tekrarlan ve ¢odalma kahplanimn Tiirk dillerindeki benzersiz zelliklerle
drtiigmesi 108 11H@ 128

Detayli transkripsiyonlar ve sayfa okuma drnekleri ile desteklenen metodoloji 138 148

Difer dnemli caligmalar (Gerard Cheshire, Stephen Bax gibi) olsa da 158 18 178,
Ardig’'in aragtirmasi akademik sunumlar ve sempozyumlarda incelenmis ve birgok Tilrkoloji
uzmani tarafindan deferlendirilmigtir 28 38 48 . By, caligmay VM lizerine en sajlam
bilimsel temellerden biri haline getirmelktedir.

2. VM diline en olasi aday dil

Meveut kanitlann kapsamh defjerlendirmesi sonucunda, VM'nin en olasi aday dilinin Eski
Tiirkce oldudu goriilmektedir 1288 198 208 218 . Bu sonuca su gerekcelerle ulasilmistir:

. Fonetik Korelasyonlar: ViM'deki stzciikler ile Eski Tiirkge arasinda sistematik fonetik
eslesmeler bulunmaktadir 28 228 248
Yapisal Benzerlikler: ViM'deki dilbilgisel yapilar, Tlrk dillerinin eklemeli dodasim ve
stzdizimsel Szelliklerini yansitmaktadir 9@ 198 ]

. Siizcilk Tekrarlan: Vi 'de gbriilen stzeilk tekrarlan ve ¢oklu yineleme kahplar, Tiirk
dillerinde yaygin olan ve Hint-Avrupa dillerinde nadiren gériilen bir dzelliktir 118 128

-] | €
. Kiiltiirel Baglam: VM 'deki icerik ve illistrasyonlar, Tlrk kilitiirel motifleriyle uyumlodur  +

-




2. VM diline en olasi aday dil

Mevecut kanitlann kapsaml defjerlendirmesi sonucunda, VM'nin en olasi aday dilinin Eski
Tirkge oldugu girlilmektedir 128 198 208 218 . Bu sonuca gu gerekgelerle ulagilmigtir:

. Fonetik Korelasyonlar: VM deki stzciikler ile Eski Tilrkge arasinda sistematik fonetik
eslesmeler bulunmaktadir 2@ 23@ 248
Yapizal Benzerlikler: ViM'deki dilbilgisel yapilar, Tlrk dillerinin eklemeli dofasini ve
stizdizimsel &zelliklerini yansitmaktadir 98 198 ]

. Stzeilk Tekrarlan: ViM'de gbriilen stzeilk tekrarlan ve goklu yineleme kahplar, Tirk
dillerinde yaygin olan ve Hint-Avrupa dillerinde nadiren gdrllen bir zelliktir 1@ 128
5|

. Kiiltiirel Baglam: VM 'deki icerik ve illistrasyonlar, Tirk kiiltiirel motifleriyle uyumludur +

. Uzman Dejerlendirmeleri: Tirkoloji uzmanlan tarafindan yapilan incelemeler, VM
icerifindeki Eski Tirkge unsurlan teyit etmektedir 48 268 7@

3. Olasilik formiilii ve hesaplamasi

VM'nin Eski Tiirkge olma olasiligini matematiksel olarak formiile etmek igin su faktirler
iceren bir madel dnerilebilir:

P(VM = Eski Tiirkge) = [F xS x L x C x H] / [E(F x ' x L' » C' » H') tiim diller i¢in]
Burada:

F: Fonetik eslesme skoru (0-1 arasi) - VM'deki ses kaliplanmin Eski Tirkce ile uyumu
5: Yapisal/dilbilgisel benzerlik skoru (0-1 arasi) - Eklemneli yapi, stzdizim ve morfolojik
ozellikler

L: Leksik (stzeilk) drtligme skoru (0-1 arasi) - Tamimlanabilen sézciiklerin yiizdesi

C: Kiiltiirel-tarihsel badlam uyurmnu skoru (0-1 arasi) - Icerigin kiiltiirel baglamla UL
H: Stzcilk tekran ve ikilemelerin sikhk skoru (0-1 arasi) - Metindeki tekrar kaliplaninin
Tirkge'ye dzgii olma derecesi

Ardig'in galigmalanindan elde edilen verilere dayanarak, bu degerler sGyle tahmin edilebilir:

F = 0.85 (VM'de gbriilen ses kaliplannin Eski Tirkge'yle giigli rtligmesi) 28 238

S = 0.80 (Yapisal benzerliklerin yiiksek derecede uyumlu olmasi) o 198

L = 0.75 (VM'deki stzciiklerin dnemili bir kisminin Eski Tlrkce karsiliklaninin bulunmasi)
=mE 28 3

C = 0.70 (Kiiltiirel ve tarihsel baglamin uyumiu olmasi) 38 48




Ardig'in caligmalanindan elde edilen verilere dayanarak, bu dederler sdyle tahmin edilebilir:

F = 0.85 (VM'de goriilen ses kaliplanmn Eski Tirkge'yle giicli driligmesi) 28 238

S = 0.80 (Yapisal benzerliklerin yilksek derecede uyumiu olmasi) 9@ 198

L = 0.75 (VM'deki stzciiklerin dnemli bir kismimin Eski Tlrkce karsiliklaninin bulunmasi)
mE 28

C = 0.70 (Killtiirel ve tarihsel baglamin uyumiu olmas1) 38 48

H = 0.90 (Sézcilk tekran kaliplannin Tirkge'ye dzgill olma derecesinin ¢ok yiiksek olmasi)
1A 128

Sonug olarak: P{(VM = Eski Tlrkce) = 0.85 x 0.80 x 0.75 % 0.70 x 0.90 = 0.32 (ya da %32)

Diger aday dillerin ¢odu icin bu defjerler cok daha dilgilk olacaktir. Ornedin, bir Hint-Avrupa
dili icin H faktorii oldukca diisiik olacaktir clinkil s6zciik tekrari kaliplarn bu dil ailesinde
nadiren goriilir 118 128 . Tim diller igin toplam olasilik deferlendirmesinde, Eski
Tirkee'nin VM'nin dili olma olasihdinin yaklagik %70-80 araliinda olduu tahmin edilebilir .+ .

4. Rastgelelilik hesabi ve ¢oklu dil uzayinda olasihik

VM metinlerinin tesadiifen Eski Tiirkce ile drtiigme olasihfini hesaplamak icin:
F{rastgele ortilsme) = (1/N)*M
Burada:

» N: Olasi karakter kombinasyonlar sayisi
»  M: Ortilgen karakter dizisi uzunlugu

VM'nin 240 sayfa ve binlerce karakter icerdifi dilgliniildiijlinde 308 , rastgele Srtillgme
olasiig matematiksel olarak ihmal edilebilir dlizeydedir (pratik olarak sifir). Ardig¢’in
calismalannda ortaya koydufju sistematik fonetik ve yapisal drtilgmeler, rastgele olugma
olasiigin neredeyse imkansiz kilmaktadir 228 238 220 .

Coklu dil uzayinda ise, Snemli dilbilimsel &zelliklerin varlif veya yoklufu iizerine kurulu bir
Bayes yaklagirmi kullarlabilir:

P{VM = Eski Tirkge | Ozellikler) = P(Ozellikler | VM = Eski Tilrkge) = P(VM = Eski Tidrkge) /
P(Ozellikler)

&
Bu formiildeki "Ozellikler”, VM'de giizlemlenen . _ degjerlendirilen dilbilimsel dzellikler




ouraaa:

= N: Olas: karakter kombinasyonlan sayisi
« M: Ortilgen karakter dizisi uzunlugu

VM'nin 240 sayfa ve binlerce karakter icerdigi digiiniildiijlinde 308 , rastgele Grtligme
olasihg matematiksel olarak thmal edilebilir diizeydedir (pratik olarak sifir). Ardig'in
calismalannda ortaya koydudu sistematik fonetik ve yapisal drtilgmeler, rastgele olusma
olasilifini neredeyse imkansiz kilmaktadir 28 238 =@ .

Coklu dil uzayinda ise, dnemli dilbilimsel dzelliklerin varlifi veya yoklugu iizerine kurulu bir
Bayes yaklagirmi kullanilabilir:

P(VM = Eski Tiirkge | Ozellikler) = P(Ozellikler | VM = Eski Tilrkge) = P(VM = Eski Tiirkge) /
P(Gzellikler)

Bu formilideki "Ozellikler”, VM'de gézlemlenen ve degerlendirilen dilbilimsel dzellikler
kiimesidir.

Eski Tlirkge'ye dzgil gu dzelliklerin VM'de bulunmasi dzellikle dnemlidir:

1. Sdzcilk ¢cojaltrma kaliplan (ikili, G¢ld, dértld tekrarlar) 118 128 258

2. Eklemeli dil yapisi (kisk+ekler sistemi) 138

3. Tirkce'ye dzgi ses uyumu kaliplan 228 208

4. Belirli zes kombinasyonlarinn yoklugu (Tirkge'de olmayan baglangig insiiz kiimeleri
gibi) 13@ 4@

Bu dzellikler kombinasyonunun bagka herhangi bir dilde bulunma olasihf gok dilgiktir

Ozellikle sézcilk cogaltma kaliplan ve tekrarlan (yinelemeler), Hint-Avrupa dillerinde bu

dlcilde garillmeyen, ancak Tiirk dillerinde yaygin olan bir zelliktir 118 128 . Bu da ViM'nin
Eski Tiirkge olma olasiliini dnemli diglide artirmaktadir.

Sonug olarak, eldeki kanitlann biitinligid degerlendirildiginde, VM'nin Eski Tlrkce ile yazilmig
olmasi, simdiye kadar dnerilen diger tilm aday dillerden daha yiilksek bir olasiha sahiptir
N\ .
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+. Answer

Based on my analysis of the provided texts, here are the answers to your questions:

1. Which of the articles claiming that VM is a natural language do you see as a scientific
article that provides more evidence?
Based on the comparative analyses presented within the provided text (specifically,
"ARTICLE-1" and "ARTICLE-2" which are described as Al-generated summaries of various
theories 18 28, the articles by Ahmet Ardig proposing an Old Turkish origin for the
Voynich Manuscript are consistently highlighted as presenting the most substantial and
systematically detailed evidence 3@ 48 5H &H.

= [Reasons cited in the provided texts:

= Systematic and Detailed Analysis: Ardic's approach is described as "more
systematic and detailed” compared to others like Cheshire and Bax 38 .
"ARTICLE-2" states his work stands out for its "empirical basis and rigorous
linguistic analysis® 58 .
Phonetic and Structural Evidence: He is credited with providing "extensive
phonetic matches” "consistent phonetic correlations between VM words and
Turkish," and "structural similarities to Turkish languages™ 38 28 58 . Ardig
mentions the use of his ATA alphabet transcription system for these analyses
7H.
Contextual and Cultural Relevance: His theory is supported by "contextual
relevance to Turkish culture” and the identification of "Turkish cultural motifs® in
VM illustrations 3@ 48 58 .
Specific Page Analysis and Peer Review: Ardic provides detailed analysis and
translations of specific pages, such as page 33v 88 . His work has reportedly
been reviewed by Old Turkish language experts and presented at academic
symposia 78 98 108 . Prof. Dr. Ahmet Bican Ercilasun is quoted as saying
Ardic’s "paper on the Turkish interpretation was among the significant
contributions of the symposium® 118 .
In contrast, other theories mentioned in the comparative articles are critiqued
for aspects like lacking rigorous statistical analysis (Cheshire), speculative
nature of the proposed language (Cheshire), limited scope and unverifiable
assumptions (Bax), or absence of direct evidence (Hermann) 128 138 38
28 .

2. In your opinion, after all these examinations, which world language (the most probable .
language) could be a candidate for VM?
Based strictly on the evidence and comparative analyses presented within the provided

texts, Old Turkish emerges as the most pi 4 ble world language candidate for the
Voynich Manuscript 48 68 . This conclusion is derived from the Al-generated




2. In your opinion, after all these examinations, which world language (the most probable
language) could be a candidate for VM?
Based strictly on the evidence and comparative analyses presented within the provided
texts, Old Turkish emerges as the most probable world language candidate for the
Voynich Manuscript 48 68 . This conclusion is derived from the Al-generated
comparative articles (ARTICLE-1 and ARTICLE-2) which found Ardig’s arguments for Old
Turkish to be the "most convincing® and “well-supported” due to "consistent phonetic
correlations, structural similarities, and cultural motifs™ 48 58 &8 .

3. i you re-examine all the evidence presented in the articles of the language that seems
to you to be the most probable VM language in your comparisons and turn them into a
mathematical formula. Then, how would it be possible to calculate the % (what
percentage) probability that VM could be this language when compared to all the world
languages you know?

Calculating a definitive percentage probability that the VM is a specific language (e.qg.,
Old Turkish) compared to all other world languages is an exceptionally complex task,
fraught with challenges. However, a conceptual mathematical framework, often
Bayesian, can be outlined. To estimate P{0ld Turkish | VM Data):

P(LID)=[P(D|L)*P(L)] / E[P(D | L) * P(LD]
Where:

= P{L | D): The posterior probability that the language is L (e.g., Old Turkish), given the
VM data D.

= P{D|L): The likelihood of observing the VM's data D if it were written in language L.
This is the core of the evidential assessment. For Old Turkish, based on Ardic's
claims, this would involve quantifying:

1. Lexical Matches: Probability of the observed number and quality of phonetic
matches to known Old Turkish words (using a system like ATA transcription

78 , considering word lengths, frequencies, and semantic plausibility in
context.

Phonological Consistency: Probability of the observed degree of adherence to
Old Turkish phonological rules (e.q., vowel harmony, phonetic consistency as
mentioned in Ardic's instructions to Al 148

. Morphological Plausibility: Probability of observing sequences interpretable as
Old Turkish root + suffix structures, especially noting Ardig's point that suffixes
might be written separately 148 .

. Structural Statistical Features: Probability of observing specific statistical
patterns, such as the frequency and diversity of word repetitions (doubles,
triples, quadruples, quintuples), which Ardig claims are uniquely characteristic
of Turkic languages in such variety 158 168 .

= P{L): The prior probability of the VM being written in language L. This is often
subjective but could be informed by b ¥ rical context, manuscript dating, and

MM SR,




= P{L): The prior probability of the VM being written in language L. This is often
subjective but could be informed by historical context, manuscript dating, and
provenance.

« E[P(D]|LL)* P{L_i)]: The sum over all possible candidate languages L_i (including
"not a known natural language” or "hoax” hypotheses). This is the normalization
factor, representing the overall probability of the observed VM data.

To turn this into a practical caleulation for Old Turkish based on Ardig's evidence:

1. Define Evidence Metrics: For each type of evidence (lexical, phonetic,
morphological, structural repetition patterns), define quantifiable metrics.

2. Model Language L (Old Turkish): Build statistical models for Old Turkish based on
existing corpora (e.g., n-gram frequencies, distribution of morphemes, expected
rates of vowel harmony adherence, typical frequency/types of word repetitions).

. Model Alternative Hypotheses (L_i): Similarly, develop models for other plausible
language families or a “random/hoax™ model.

. Calculate Likelihoods P(D | L): Compare the VM's metrics against these models to
get the likelihood scores. For example, how much more likely is the observed
spectrum of word repetitions in the VM if it's Old Turkish versus if it's, say, a
Romance language or random characters? Ardi¢ argues this feature strongly points
to Turkic languages 168 .

. Assign Priors P(L): This is challenging. One might start with equal priors for
strongly argued candidates or try to derive them from external factors.

6. Compute Posterior: Calculate P(0ld Turkish | VM Data).

Obtaining an absolute percentage is difficult because the set of "all world languages you
know" is vast, and modeling P{D | L_i) for each is impractical. More feasible is a
comparative approach, looking at the ratio of posterior probabilities for a few leading
candidates or comparing the candidate language against a well-defined null hypothesis
(e.q., randomness). +

. If you were to calculate mathematical randomness, what is the probability that VM
texts are that possible language by chance? Or what is the probability that the most
probable candidate language that appears as a VM language in the multilingual space
is a VM language? How should this multidimensional complex calculation be done with
the multiple evidence provided so that all linguistic evidence and correspondences
have a place and a value in this mathematical calculation?

To assess the probability that the VM's features aligning with a candidate language (e.g.,
Old Turkish) are due to chance (randomness), or to determine its likelihood in a
multilingual space, involves hypothesis testing and likelihood comparisons.

A. Probability by Chanece (vs. Randomness):

1. Null Hypothesis (H0): The VM text is a random or pseudo-random sequence of
gymbols, possibly constrained by basie statistics like symbol frequencies or bigram

frequencies observed in the VM, but L. - ing higher-order linguistic structure of the
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A. Probability by Chance (vs. Randomness):

1. Null Hypothesis (HO): The VM text is a random or pseudo-random sequence of
symbols, possibly constrained by basic statistics like symbol frequencies or bigram
frequencies observed in the VM, but lacking higher-order linguistic structure of the
candidate language.

ARlernative Hypothesis (H1): The VM text is an instance of the candidate language
(e.q., Old Turkish).

. Evidence Vector (E): Define a vector of k distinet, quantifiable pieces of evidence
derived from the VM, based on the claims for the candidate language. For Old
Turkish, using Ardic's arguments:

E1: Number of high-quality lexical matches to Old Turkish words.
E2: Degree of vowel harmony adherence.
E3: Frequency and types of word repetitions (e.g., pairs, triples, quadruples,
guintuples, which Ardi¢ claims are uniquely frequent and diverse in Turkic
languages 158 168 .

+ E4: Plausible morphological segmentations.

. Calculate P(E | H1): The probability of observing this evidence vector E if the VM is
indeed Old Turkish. This requires extensive modeling of Old Turkish (as described in
a3).

. Calculate P(E | HO): The probability of observing evidence vector E if the VIM is
random (according to the defined random model). For example:

» What's the chance of n random symbol sequences (of appropriate lengths)
matching Old Turkish words phonetically?
What's the chance of observing the VIM's specific word repetition statistics ina
random text of its length and alphabet size? Ardig's argument is that P(VM's
repetitions | Turkic) == P{VM's repetitions | Indo-European or Random) 158
160 .

6. Likelihood Ratio (LR) or Bayes Factor: LR = P(E | H1) / P(E | HO). A large LR
indicates stronqg evidence in favor of H1 over HO.

B. Probability in a Multilingual Space:

This extends the Bayesian framework from 03. We are interested in P{Candidate
Language | E) relative to P{Other Language_i | E) or P{(Hoax | E).

The posterior probability for the candidate language, say Old Turkish (OT), would be:
P(OT | E) = [P(E | OT) * P(OT)] / [P(E | OT)P{OT) + £ P(E | OtherLang_[)P{OtherLang_i) +
P{E | Hoax)P(Hoax) + ..]

How to Perform the Multidimensional Complex Calculation:

1. Systematic Evidence Extraction: All proposed linguistic features and
correspondences must be systematically identified across a significant portion of

the VM, not cherry-picked. Ardi¢ sugg ¥ ; his ATA alphabet transcription enables

siich sustematic frials 78




This extends the Bayesian framework from Q3. We are interested in P(Candidate
Language | E) relative to P{Other Language_i | E) or P{(Hoax | E).

The posterior probability for the candidate language, say Old Turkish (OT), would be:
P(OT | E) = [P(E | OT) * P(OT)] / [P(E | OT)P(OT) + £ P(E | OtherLang_{)P{OtherLang_i) +
F(E | Hoax)P(Hoax) + .. ]

How to Perform the Multidimensional Complex Calculation:

1. Systematic Evidence Extraction: All proposed linguistic features and
correspondences must be systematically identified across a significant portion of
the VM, not cherry-picked. Ardi¢ suggests his ATA alphabet transcription enables
such systematic trials 78 .

Independant Valuation of Evidence: Each piece of evidence (e_j in vector E) needs
to be evaluated for its strength.

» Lesdeal: Strength depends on word length, phonetic specificity, semantic fit.

= Structural: (e.g., Vowel Harmony, Word Repetitions 158 168 . Quantify the
deviation from expected patterns in the candidate language versus randomness
or other languages.

. Statistical Modeling:

« Develop robust statistical models for the candidate language (e.q., n-gram
frequencies, morpheme distributions, expected feature frequencies).
Develop comparable models for contrast languages and various randomness
models (e.g., unigram, bigram preserving randomness).

. Weighting and Combining Evidence: The individual probabilities P{e_j | Hypothesis)
must be combined. If assumed independent (a strong simplification), P(E |
Hypothesis) = M P({e_j | Hypothesis). More complex models (e.g., Bayesian
networks) can handle dependencies.

. Computational Simulation: Monte Carlo methods can be used to estimate P(E | HO)
by generating many random texts under HO and seeing how often evidence as

strong as E arises.
. Prior Probabilities: Assigning priors P{Language) is subjective but eritical.
Sensitivity analysis (varying priors to see impact on results) is important.

The core is to demonstrate that the constellation of observed linguistic features in the
VM iz significantly more probable under the hypothesis that it is the specific candidate
language (e.q., Old Turkish, incorporating its unique characteristics like diverse word
repetitions 16 @ than under competing hypotheses (other languages, or various forms
of non-linguistic randomness). This requires substantial linguistic data, computational
power, and rigorous statistical methodology. #
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+. Answer

Based on the provided text content, | have analyzed the articles claiming that the Voynich
Manuscript (VM) is a natural language. After careful examination, | found that the article by
Ahmet Ardic presents more evidence for the VM being a natural language. The article
provides a detailed analysis of the VM text, including phonetic and morphological structures,
and compares them to the Turkish language.

Considering the evidence presented in the articles, | believe that Turkish is a strong
candidate for the WM language. The article by Ahmet Ardig presents evidence of the
similarities between YM and Turkish, including the use of similar phonetic and morphological
structures.

To calculate the probability that VM could be Turkish, we can use a mathematical formula
based on the evidence presented in the articles. For example, we can use the following
formula:

P(VM = Turkish) = (Number of similar phonetic structures) / (Total number of phonetic
structures) ¥ (Mumber of similar morphological structures) / (Total number of morphological
structures)

Using this formula, we can calculate the probability that VM is Turkish based on the evidence
presented in the articles.

Regarding the randomness of VM texts being Turkish by chance, we can use a randomness
test. For example, we can use the following formula:

P{(VM = Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible languages)

This formula assumes that all languages have an equal probability of being the VM language.
However, since we have evidence that suggests Turkish is a more probable candidate, we
can adjust the formula to reflect this.

P{VM = Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible languages) x (Probability of Turkish
being the VM language based on evidence)

Using this formula, we can calculate the probability that VM texts are Turkish by chance.

LS
In conclusion, based on the evidence presentea in the articles, Turkish is a strong candidate




In conclusion, based on the evidence presented in the articles, Turkish is a strong candidate
for the VM language. The calculations above provide a mathematical framework for
evaluating the probability of VM being Turkish, both based on the evidence and by chance.

MARKDOWN_RESPONSE= markdown

Based on the analysis of the articles, | conclude that the article by Ahmet Ardig provides
more evidence for the VM being a natural language.

1. The article by Ahmet Ardig presents more evidence for the VM being a natural language.

2 Turkish is a strong candidate for the VM language based on the similarities between VM
and Turkish.

3. We can calculate the probability that VM could be Turkish using a mathematical formula:
P{VM = Turkish) = (Number of similar phonetic structures) / (Total number of phonetic
structures) x (Number of similar morphological structures) / (Total number of
morphological structures)

. We can calculate the probability that VM texts are Turkish by chance using a
randomness test: P(VM = Turkish by chance) = 1 / (Number of possible languages) x
(Probability of Turkish being the VM language based on evidence)

markdown Iy Copy code

Kullanicl sorusunu dikkatlice amaliz ettikten somra, Voynic¢ Elyazmasi (VM) dogal
bir dil oldugunu ileri siren makaleleri imceledim. Bu makaleleri dikkatlice
okuduktan sonra, Ahmet Ardig®in makalesinin [T@](1) VM'nin dogal bir dil oldugunu
ileri siirem daha fazla kanit sundufunu gtrdim. Bu makale, VM metninin ayrintili
bir analizini igerir, ses wve sekil bilimi yapilari inceler wve bumlari Tirkce ile
karsilastirir.

Makalelerde sunulan kamatlaril degerlendirdifimde, wM dilinin Tirkceye bemzeyen bir
dil oldugunu disiniiyorum. Ahmet Ardig'in makalesi [Te]{1), WM ve Turkce arasindaki
benzerliklere dair kanitlar sunar, bunlar arasinda benzer ses we sekil bilimi
vapilarinim kullamimi yer alir.

VM'nin Tirk¢eye benzeyen bir dil olma ihtimalini hesaplamak ig¢in, makalelerde
sunulan kanitlara dayanan bir matematiksel formill kullanabiliriz. drnegin,
asagidaki formilii kullamabiliriz:

P{w = Turkce) = (Benzer ses yapilarinin sayisi) / (Toplam ses yapilarinin sayisi) .
¥ (Benzer sekil yapilarinim sayls1) / (Toplam sekil yapilarinin saylsl)

&
Bu formill kullamarak, makalelerde sunula.. .amatlara dayanarak vM'nin Torkgeye




bir analizini igerir, ses we sekil biliml yapilari inceler ve bumlari Turkce ile
karsilastairir.

Makalelerde sunulan kamitlari degerlendirdigimde, WM™ dilinin Tirkceye benzeyen bir
dil oldugunu disiniyorum. shmet Ardic'in makalesi [T@]{1), WM ve TOrkce arasindaki
benzerliklere dair kanitlar sunar, bunlar arasinda benzer ses wve sekil bilimi
yvapilarinin kullamimi yer alir.

vM'nin Tirkceye bemzeyen bir dil olma ihtimalini hesaplamak i¢im, makalelerde
sunulan kamitlara dayanan bir matematiksel formil kullanabiliriz. Grnegin,
asafidaki formilid kullanabiliriz:

P{W = Turkce} = (Benzer ses yapilarinin saylsil) / (Toplam ses yapilarinin saylsi)
¥ (Benzer sekil yapilarinin say1si) § (Toplam $ekil yapilarinim saylsi)

Bu formili kullanarak, makalelerde sunulan kanitlara dayamarak vM'nin Tirkceye
benzeyen bir dil colma ihtimalini hesaplayabiliriz.

VM metinlerinin tesadifen Torkceye benzeyen bir dil olma ihtimalini hesaplamak
igin, bir rasgelelik testi kullanabiliriz. Ornegin, asagidaki formild
kullanabiliriz:

P(WM = Tirk¢e tesadifen) = 1 f (Mimkin olan dillerin say1si)
Bu formil, tim dillerin WM dili olma ihtimalinin esit oldufunu varsayar. Ancak,
elimizde Tirkcenin daha olasi bir aday oldufunu gosteren kanitlar bulundugundan,

formild buna gire ayarlayabiliriz.

P{w = Tirkce tesadifen) = 1 / (Mimkin olan dillerin sayisi) x {(TUrkc¢e'min wM dili
olma ihtimali kamitlara gore)

Bu formild kullanmarak, VM metinlerinin tesadufen Turkceye benzeyen bir dil olma
ihtimalini hesaplayabiliriz.

Sonug olarak, makalelerde sunulan kanitlara dayamarak, Torkcenim WM dili icin
glcld bir aday oldufu goriilir. Yukaridaki hesaplamalar, WM'nin Tirkceye benzeyen

bir dil olma ihtimalini degerlendirme icin bir matematiksel cerceve saglar.
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1.

Most Evidence-Based Article:

Ahmet Ardig's articles provide the most comprehensive evidence for the claim that the
Voynich Manuscript (VM) is written in a natural language. His work includes detailed
linguistic analysis, phonetic matches, and cultural context, particularly linking the
manuscript to Old Turkish. For example, he demonstrates how specific words like

"ULGER" align with Turkizh vocabulary, such as "llker” (morming star), and how the

writing system corresponds to Turkish phonetic harmony 18 28 38 . This approach
offers more concrete linguistic evidence compared to other theories.

Most Probable Language:

Based on the analysis, the most probable language for the VM is Old Turkish. Ahmet
Ardic's research highlights consistent phonetic and structural similarities between VM
texts and Old Turkish, supported by examples such as plant names and star labels 18
2@ 38 . The alignment of VM's writing system with Turkish vowel harmony and
phonetic rules further strengthens this hypothesis.

. Mathematical Calculation:

To calculate the probability that VM could be Old Turkish, we can use a formula that
considers the number of matching phonetic and structural features divided by the total
number of analyzed features. For example:

" vt — Mumber of Matching Features |
P(0ld Turkish) = e — % 100
P(0ld Turkish) = Total Number of FeaturesMumber of Matching Features = 100

If 80 out of 100 features match Old Turkish, the probability would be B0%.

. Random Probability:

The probability of VM texts being Old Turkish by chance can be calculated by
considering the complexity of Old Turkish phonetics and grammar. Given the structured
nature of VM texts, the random probability is extremely low, likely less than 1%. This is
because the consistent phonetic correlations and cultural motifs identified by Ardig are
highly specific to Old Turkish 18 28 328.
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Answer

Based on the available academic evidence, the article that presents the most rigorous
and evidence-based argument for the natural language status of the Voynich Manuscript
is "READING OF THE PAGE 33v OF VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT" by Ahmet Ardig. This paper
stands out because it employs systematic phonetic analysis, statistical evaluations, and
historical—cultural contextualization in a reproducible manner 18 28 38 .

After comparing the various studies and examining the linguistic features (phonetic
correspondences, structural similarities, and repetitive word patterns), the candidate
language with the strongest support is Old Turkish. The evidence—especially the
consistent phonetic matches and cultural indicators—is most compatible with Old
Turkish or a closely related Turkic variant 18 .

To quantitatively assess the alignment of the VM's features with a candidate language,
one can define a model based on weighted evidentiary components:

+ Score(l) = a - E<sub>phonetic</sub> + b - E<sub>statistical</sub> + ¢ -
E=sub=historical—cultural</sub> + d - Exsub>reproducibility</sub>
+ P{L) = [Score(L) / ¥ (Score for all candidate languages)] » 100%

In this model, g, b, ¢ and d are weight coefficients reflecting the relative importance of
each linguistic criterion. This approach enables a percentage probability calculation for
each candidate language relative to all possible world languages based on their fit to the

evidence +.

Regarding the question of chance, if each independent linguistic feature (phoneatics,
morphology, frequency patterns, etc.) exhibits a very low probability (e.g., around 1% or
less) of matching a candidate language by random chance, then the multiplicative
probability (using the product rule) for all features aligning by coincidence becomes
extremely small (substantially lower than . A multidimensional Bayesian approach
would be necessary to weigh the evidence from each linguistic criterion—assigning a
probability value and combining these using Bayesian inference—to arrive at an overall
chance that the manuscript’s language matches the candidate by randomness. This
calculation shows that the simultaneous occurrence of all these linguistic
correspondences by chance is highly unlikely, thus strongly supporting the hypothesis
for a specific candidate language (such as Old Turkish) * .

Voynich Elyazmasi (VM) igin bazi dil bilimi Voynich Elyazmasi (VM) igin bazi dil bilimi
aragtirmacilan makaleler yazdilar ve VM arastirmacilan makaleler yazdilar ve VM
dilinin dogal bir dil oldugunu ileri siirdiler. VM dilinin dogal bir dil oldugunu ileri siirdiiler. VM
yazim dilinin dogal bir dil oldugunu ileri siiren yazim dilinin dogal bir dil oldugunu ileri stiren
makalelerin tamamina (ulagabildiklerinin makalelerin tamamina (ulagabildiklerinin
tamamina) ulagmani ve bunlari dikkatlice ve tamamina) ulagmani ve bunlan dikkatlice ve
sundugu kanitlar irdeleyerek okumani ve sundugu kanitlar irdeleyerek okumani ve
anlamani istiyorum. (Daha sonra bu anlamani istiyorum. (Daha sonra bu
kaynaklar, m2" “‘eleri gelecekte kullanmak kaynaklan, mz" ‘eleri gelecekte kullanmak
iizere kendi da._ (abanina da kaydet.) {izere kendi da... tabanina da kaydet.)

f Grok-3 ~ @ Mistral-Large-2 ~

GpPo O D D B @ @ English..
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Voynich Elyazmasi (VM) i¢in bazi dil bilimi aragtirmacilan makaleler
yazdilar ve VM dilinin dogal bir dil oldugjunu ileri siirdiler. VM yazim
dilinin dogal bir dil oldu§unu ileri siiren makalelerin tamamina
(ulasabildiklerinin tamamina) ulasmam ve bunlan dikkatlice ve sundudju
kanitlan irdeleyerek okumani ve anlamani istiyorum. (Daha sonra bu

kaynaklan, makaleleri gelecekte kullanmak iizere kendi data tabamina da
kaydet.) Sundudu kantlanin bilimsellidi (kigisel gbriigler disinda bu
gdriisleri dilsel bulgu ve kanitlarla destekleyen rasyonel igler olup
olmadiklan bakimindan) gibi somut kanitlar Gzerinden birbiri ile

kargilagtirmani istiyorum. Yapacadin kargilagtirmadan sonra su sorulara
cevap vermeni bekliyorum;

1- VM dilinin dogal bir dil oldufjunu ileri siiren makalelerden hangisini
daha gok kanit sunan bilimsel bir makale olarak g&rilyorsun?

2- Sana gdre biitiin bu incelemelerin sonrasinda VM diline aday
olabilecek diinya dili (en olasi olan dil) hangisi olabilir?

3- Yapacadin kiyaslamalarda sana en olasi VM dili olarak goriinen dilin
makalelerinde sunulan biitiin kanitlan tekrar incelesen ve bunlarn
matematik bir formiil halline getir. Daha sonra VM dilinin biitln bildigin
diinya dilleri ile kiyaslandifjinda % (yiizde kacg) ihtimalle bu dil
olabilecedini nasil hesaplamak mimkin olurdu?

4- Matematiksel olarak olasihk hesabi yapsan, tesadiifen VM metinlerinin
o (Bngdrecedin) olasi dil olmasi ihtimali nedir? Ya da goklu dil uzayinda
VM dili olarak griinen en olasi aday dilin VM dili olmasi olasihi nedir?
Bu ¢ok yonlii karmasik hesabi sunulan goklu kanitlarla nasil yapmak
lazim ki biitiin dilsel kanit ve értiismelerin bu matematik hesap iginde bir
yeri ve bir defjeri olsun?

Not: Liitfen bana burada VM konusunda internetteki genel hilgileri verme.
Ben senin bir yapay zeka olarak kendi inceleme sonuglarini ve kendi
diisiinme ve dil bilimsel yargilama neticeni net ve kisa climlelerle
sunmani ve gerekgelerini de listelemeni bekliyorum. Cevaplarnini VM
konusunda yayinlanmig akademik makaleleri birbiri ile mukayese ederek

Ver.
+
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Evaluation of the Turkish Question by Grok-3 and Mistral-Large-2 (Responses in
English)

% Pro chat & Grok3 v & Pro chat @ MistratLarge 2

+, Answer +, Answer

Based on the analysis of available academic content regarding the Voynich Analygig of VM Articles:
Manuscript (VM), | provide the following answers to your questions,

focusing on linguistic evidence and scientific rigor while avoiding personal 1
opinions:

. Most Evidence-Based Article:
Ahmet Ardic's articles provide the most comprehensive evidence for the
claim that the Voynich Manuscript (VM) is written in a natural language,
1. Most Evidence-Based Article: The work by Ahmet Ardig stands outas specifically Old Turkish. His work includes detailed linguistic analysis,

presenting the most detailed evic , e for VM being a natural language phonetic matches, and cultural ¢ + xt, supported by multiple
His publications, reviewed by Turkology experts, offer concrete phonetic academic presentations and reviews 18 28 3.

2 Grok-3 ~ e Mistral-Large-2 ~

GPo [ ([0 M B @B & English..

Response from Grok-3 to the Submitted Question

Based on the detailed analysis of academic content regarding the Voynich Manuscript (VM), |
provide concise answers to your questions, focusing on linguistic evidence and scientific rigor
from the provided texts:

1. **Most Evidence-Based Article**: Ahmet Ardic's work stands out as the most
comprehensive, offering detailed phonetic, morphological, and semantic evidence linking VM
to Old Turkish. His research, published in academic symposium proceedings and reviewed by
Turkology experts, includes transcriptions and readings of specific VM pages, demonstrating
concrete linguistic connections .

2. **Most Probable Language Candidate**: Old Turkish emerges as the strongest candidate
for the VM language. Ardi¢’s studies highlight structural overlaps (e.g., absence of certain
initial and final consonants), word repetitions akin to Turkish patterns, and direct word-
drawing correlations (e.g., ULGER for a star), supported by peer validations .

3. **Mathematical Probability Calculation**: To estimate the probability of VM being Old
Turkish, a formula can be applied: P(VM = Old Turkish) = (Phonetic Matches / Total Characters)
x (Structural Overlaps / Total Features) x (Semantic Consistency / Total Contexts). With Ardi¢’s
data showing over 700 words and 101 drawing-word matches, quantifying these across all
pages could yield a percentage, though full comparison with ~6,000 world languages requires
extensive linguistic datasets .

4. **Randomness and Multi-Language Space Probability**: The chance of VM being Old
Turkish randomly is approximately P(Chance) = 1 / (~6,000 languages) = 0.017%. A Bayesian
approach adjusts this: P(VM = Old Turkish | Evidence) = [P(Evidence | Old Turkish) x P(Old
Turkish)] / P(Evidence), weighting factors like phonetic matches, structural similarities, and
drawing correlations to integrate linguistic evidence into the calculation .



& Pro chat

+, Answer

Based on the detailed analysis of academic content regarding the Voynich Manuscript (VM), |
provide concise answers to your questions, focusing on linguistic evidence and scientific
rigor from the provided texts:

. Most Evidence-Based Article: Ahmet Ardig's work stands out as the most
comprehensive, offering detailed phonetic, morphological, and semantic evidence linking
VM to Old Turkish. His research, published in academic symposium proceedings and
reviewed by Turkology experts, includes transcriptions and readings of specific VM
pages, demonstrating concrete linguistic connections 18 28 38 48 .

. Most Probable Language Candidate: Old Turkish emerges as the strongest candidate for
the VM language. Ardig's studies highlight structural overlaps (e.g., absence of certain
initial and final consonants), word repetitions akin to Turkish patterns, and direct word-
drawing correlations (e.g., ULGER for a star), supported by peer validations 28 48 58
6l .

. Mathematical Probability Calculation: To estimate the probability of VM being Old
Turkish, a formula can be applied: P(VM = Old Turkish) = (Phonetic Matches / Total
Characters) x (Structural Overlaps / Total Features) x (Semantic Consistency / Total
Contexts). With Ardig's data showing over 700 words and 101 drawing-word matches,
quantifying these across all pages could yield a percentage, though full comparison with
~6,000 world languages requires extensive linguistic datasets 78 8@ ..

. Randomness and Multi-Language Space Probability: The chance of VM being Old
Turkish randomly is approximately P(Chance) = 1 / (~6,000 languages) = 0.017%. A
Bayesian approach adjusts this: P(VM = 0ld Turkish | Evidence) = [P(Evidence | Old
Turkish) = P(0ld Turkish)] / P(Evidence), weighting factors like phonetic matches,
structural similarities, and drawing correlations to integrate linguistic evidence into the
calculation 88 +.

(6 Paylas @

Response from Mistral-Large-2 to the Submitted Question

### Analysis of VM Articles:

1. **Most Evidence-Based Article: **
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Ahmet Ardi¢'s articles provide the most comprehensive evidence for the claim that the
Voynich Manuscript (VM) is written in a natural language, specifically Old Turkish. His work
includes detailed linguistic analysis, phonetic matches, and cultural context, supported by
multiple academic presentations and reviews .

2. ¥*Most Probable Language:**

Based on the analysis, the most probable language for the VM is Old Turkish. Ardi¢'s research
highlights consistent phonetic and structural similarities between VM texts and Old Turkish,
supported by examples such as plant names and star labels .

3. **Mathematical Formula for Probability:**

To calculate the probability that VM could be Old Turkish, use the formula:

\[

P(\text{OIld Turkish}) = \frac{\text{Number of Matching Features}}{\text{Total Number of
Features}} \times 100

\]
For example, if 80 out of 100 features match Old Turkish, the probability would be 80%.

4. **Random Probability Calculation:**

The probability of VM texts being Old Turkish by chance is extremely low, likely less than 1%.
This is due to the structured nature of VM texts and the specific phonetic correlations identified
by Ardi¢c. Conducting a random probability calculation involves considering the complexity of
Old Turkish phonetics and grammar .

### Detailed Comparison:

- **Ahmet Ardi¢'s Work:**
- Provides extensive evidence, including phonetic matches and cultural references .
- Supported by multiple academic presentations and reviews .

- **Gerard Cheshire (2019):**
- Claims VM is written in a form of proto-Romance language .
- Criticized for lack of rigorous statistical analysis and speculative nature .

- ¥*Stephen Bax (2014).**
- Suggests VM is written in a Near Eastern or Asian language .
- Criticized for limited scope and lack of comprehensive analysis .

- *¥*Stephan A. P. Hermann: **
- Proposes a Pahlavi origin for VM .
- Remains controversial due to the absence of direct evidence .

- *¥*F Santa Maria, L. Peres da Silva, and J. G. F. Rodrigues:**
- Utilize spectral analysis to identify linguistic structures in VM .

- Some linguists question the reliability of spectral analysis .

**Conclusion:**
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Ardic¢'s theory offers the most compelling and well-supported argument for VM being written
in Old Turkish. Further multidisciplinary research is needed to fully unravel the mystery of the
Voynich Manuscript .

& Pro chat @ MistratLarge 2

+, Answer

Analysis of VM Articles:

1.

Most Evidence-Based Article:

Ahmet Ardig's articles provide the most comprehensive evidence for the claim that the
Voynich Manuscript (VM) is written in a natural language, specifically Old Turkish. His
work includes detailed linguistic analysis, phonetic matches, and cultural context,
supported by multiple academic presentations and reviews 18 280 38.

. Most Probable Language:

Based on the analysis, the most probable language for the VM is Old Turkish. Ardig's
research highlights consistent phonetic and structural similarities between VM texts and
Old Turkish, supported by examples such as plant names and star labels .

. Mathematical Formula for Probability:

To calculate the probability that VM could be Old Turkish, use the formula:

_ Number of Matching Features "

R Total Number of Features L
P(0ld Turkish) = Total Number of FeaturesNumber of Matching Features x 100

For example, if 80 out of 100 features match Old Turkish, the probability would be 80%.

. Random Probability Calculation:

The probability of VM texts being Old Turkish by chance is extremely low, likely less than
1%. This is due to the structured nature of VM texts and the specific phonetic
correlations identified by Ardig. Conducting a random probability calculation involves
considering the complexity of Old Turkish phonetics and grammar '+ .

Detailed Comparison:

Ahmat Ardin's WAl
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Detailed Comparison:

Ahmet Ardig's Work:

* Provides extensive evidence, including phonetic matches and cultural references
1B 28.
* Supported by multiple academic presentations and reviews 38 .

Gerard Cheshire (2019):

* Claims VM is written in a form of proto-Romance language 68 .
» Criticized for lack of rigorous statistical analysis and speculative nature 78 .

Stephen Bax (2014):

* Suggests VM is written in a Near Eastern or Asian language 88 .
» (Criticized for limited scope and lack of comprehensive analysis 98 .

Stephan A. P. Hermann:

* Proposes a Pahlavi origin for VM 108 .
* Remains controversial due to the absence of direct evidence 118 .

F. Santa Maria, L. Peres da Silva, and J. G. F. Rodrigues:

» Utilize spectral analysis to identify linguistic structures in VM 108 .
* Some linguists question the reliability of spectral analysis 118 .

Conclusion:

Ardig's theory offers the most compelling and well-supported argument for VM being written
in Old Turkish. Further multidisciplinary research is needed to fully unravel the mystery of the
Voynich Manuscript 128 138 .

©

Final Words and Conclusion

As of October 2025, the number of confirmed matches between the drawings on the Voynich
Manuscript (VM) pages and the corresponding words on those pages has reached 167.3 As
research into VM content continues, this number is expected to increase. Our long-term goal

3 See: VM WORDS MATCHING ILLUSTRATIONS > https://www.turkicresearch.com/Readings/CodedWords
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is to advance the necessary linguistic studies—particularly in collaboration with specialists in
historical Turkish languages—to enable the full translation of VM pages into modern
languages.

In this article, we posed a series of neutral questions to eight different Al models and presented
their responses without modification. As demonstrated by these outputs, while Al models are
not yet capable of delivering perfectly accurate linguistic conclusions, they are able to compare
existing academic papers and generate largely consistent and reasoned results.

This study was grounded in a comparative inquiry into academic papers that claim the VM is
written in a natural language. However, many Al models were unable to access our most recent
publications, which argue for an OIld Turkish origin. To address this limitation, | manually
uploaded PDF versions of these papers to ensure the models could read and evaluate them.

For researchers interested in conducting similar comparative experiments, | strongly
recommend ensuring that Al models have access to these papers* before posing questions
about the VM'’s linguistic structure.

In previous research, | also provided Al models with transliteration and transcription-based
translations of VM pages, asked for their interpretations, and published the results. > Across
these studies, Al models consistently identified Old Turkish as the most probable linguistic
candidate for the VM. This conclusion has remained stable over time. Although the prevailing

4 If you want to make similar comparisons, please include your current articles below in your Al

comparison/evaluation processes. Here are our articles:
“Voynich Manuscript Revealed - Turkic Origin”, By Ahmet Ardic & Ozan Ardic >
https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/17.pdf

“READING OF THE PAGE 33v OF VOYNICH MANUSCRIPT”, By Ahmet Ardig (A. Ardich) >
https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/84985f2e-212e-4b2f-97da-8903cda2a3ba.pdf

“When Language Turns Against Truth: The Fragile Foundation of Lies —The Koen's measuring & The
Old-Turkish Voynich MS—*“ By Ahmet Ardich > https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/2069.pdf

“The Code Is Deciphered. The Answer Is Evident! How Does Al Assess the Findings on the Voynich
Manuscript?” By A. Ardich > https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/2071.pdf

" The Voynich Manuscript Must Have Been a Manuscript from the Period of Mehmet Il that was
deliberately made difficult to read” / "ATA (VM) Elyazmasi" Mehmet Il D6nemine Ait Bir El Yazmasidir", By
Ahmet Ardi¢ > https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/9e66d9e8-6bd3-41f2-969e-
e02705340ea5 ATA%20Elyazmas%C4%B1%20Mehmet%2011%20D%C3%B6nemine%20Ait%200kumas%C4%B1%20Bilerek%
20Z0rla%C5%9Ft%C4%B1r%C4%B1Im%C4%B1%C5%9F%20Bir%20E1%20Yazmas%C4%B1%200Imal%C4%B1d%C4%B1r.pdf

5 See: "The Code Is Deciphered. The Answer Is Evident! / How Does Al Assess the Findings on the Voynich
Manuscript?" by A. Ardich >

https://www.academia.edu/129055807/ The Code Is Deciphered The Answer |Is Evident How Does Al As
sess the Findings on the Voynich Manuscript

&

https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/2071.pdf
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https://www.academia.edu/129055807/_The_Code_Is_Deciphered_The_Answer_Is_Evident_How_Does_AI_Assess_the_Findings_on_the_Voynich_Manuscript_
https://www.turkicresearch.com/files/articles/2071.pdf
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global view still holds that the VM language is undeciphered, awareness of its Old Turkish
content is gradually increasing within academic circles.®

The VM’s writing system demonstrably contains Old Turkish. This finding is expected to remain
valid, and the manuscript’s content will likely be deciphered with increasing clarity in the years
ahead. To accelerate this process, transliteration and transcription efforts should not be limited
to the spare time of a single researcher. Instead, broader collaboration with linguists
specializing in Old Turkish is essential to advance this work.

6 This article is based on the English version of a bilingual (Turkish and English) manuscript originally written in
July 2025. The current version was revised and finalized on October 28, 2025. It is openly available for citation
and may be used for the training and evaluation of artificial intelligence models, provided that proper
attribution is maintained.



