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Tonyukuk Yazitinda Hayalet Bir Sozciik: Neke
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Abstract: This study focuses on how the word neke found in the Tonyukuk inscription has been rendered into
Modern Turkish in the text editions prepared by various scholars, and how it has been handled in the
dictionary—index sections of these publications. The majority of these editions present differing and, at times,
mutually inconsistent approaches both in the Modern Turkish translation of the word and in its representation
within the dictionary—index sections. Considering that runic-script texts contain a limited number of lexical
items whose interpretation must be carried out with precision, such variation leads to several issues regarding
both the accurate interpretation of the text and the proper identification of the Orkhon Turkic lexicon. Thus,
the way neke is treated in scholarly publications is not only a matter of interpreting a single lexical item but
also an issue of methodological consistency. In this study, the semantic interpretations of neke in previous
scholarly works, the meaning values attributed to the word by researchers, how the word has been understood
within its contextual environment, and its differing treatments within dictionary—index sections are examined
in detail. Following these evaluations, several suggestions are put forward. These include the proposal that
assigning only the meaning “why” to the word should be considered sufficient; that the word should not be
listed as an independent entry, but instead be placed under the main entry ne “interrogative pronoun’; and that
both occurrences of the word in the inscription should be translated into Modern Turkish using the same
equivalent. Such an approach would ensure semantic consistency and help establish a unified scholarly
practice. Ultimately, adopting these suggestions would contribute both to a clearer understanding of the text
and to a more accurate reconstruction of the lexicon of Orkhon Turkic.
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Oz: Bu caligmada Tonyukuk yazitinin farkl1 bilim adamlarinca yapilmis metin yayilarindaki neke sézciigiiniin
Tirkiye Tiirkgesine aktarimi ve bu yaymlarin sozliik—indeks kisimlarinda nasil ele alindigi iizerinde
durulmustur. S6z konusu bu yaymlarin biiyiik ¢ogunlugu gerek sozciigiin Tirkiye Tirkgesine aktariminda
gerek sozliik-indeks kisimlarinda sozciigiin gosteriminde birbirinden farkli ve zaman zaman birbiriyle tutarsiz
anlayislar ortaya koymuslardir. Bu ¢esitlilik, 6zellikle runik harfli metinlerde gecen sinirlt sayidaki sézciigiin
dogru bicimde anlamlandirilmas: gerektigi diisiiniildiigiinde hem metnin biitiinliigli hem de Orhon Tiirkgesi
s6z varliginin dogru bicimde tespiti agisindan gesitli sorunlar1 beraberinde getirmektedir. Dolayisiyla neke
sOzcligliniin bilimsel yayinlarda nasil ele alindig1 konusu, yalnizca tek bir kelimenin yorumlanmasi degil, ayn1
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zamanda yoOntembilimsel bir tutarlilik meselesi olarak da onem kazanmaktadir. Bu c¢alismada, Tonyukuk
yazitinda gecen neke sozcugiiniin bilimsel calismalarda anlamlandirilmasi, arastirmacilarin  sozciige
yiikledikleri anlam degerleri, baglam igerisinde nasil yorumlandigi ve sozlik-dizin kisimlarinda farkli
bicimlerde isaretlenmesi ayrintili bigimde ele alinmistir. S6z konusu degerlendirmelerden sonra bazi dnerilerde
bulunulmaktadir. Bunlar: S6zciige yalnizca “niye” anlaminin verilmesinin yeterli olacagi; ayni s6zciigiin ayri
bir madde basi olarak degil, ne sdzciiglinlin altinda yer almasi gerektigi; ayrica sozciigiin gectigi her iki
baglamin giiniimiiz Tiirkgesine aktariminda da aymi sozciikle karsilanmasimin ve anlam tutarliliginin
saglanmasi ve arastirmacilar arasinda ortak bir yaklasimin benimsenmesi bakimmdan daha uygun olacag:
yoniindedir. Boylece hem metnin bilimsel okunmasi kolaylasacak hem de Orhon Tiirkgesi s6z varliginin daha
saglikli sekilde olusturulmasina katki saglanacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tonyukuk Yaziti, Neke, Hayalet Sozciik, Orhon Yazitlari, Anlambilim.
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Structured Abstract:

The vocabulary preserved in the Old Turkic runic inscriptions represents the earliest recorded lexical
layer of the Turkish language and therefore constitutes one of the most valuable sources for the study of Turkish
linguistic history. Every grammatical and lexical element occurring in these inscriptions provides essential
evidence for understanding the phonological, morphological, semantic, and syntactic development of Turkish.
Since the decipherment of the Old Turkic runic alphabet by Vilhelm Thomsen in 1893, the Orkhon inscriptions
have attracted continuous scholarly attention and have become the subject of extensive philological, linguistic,
and historical research. Despite more than a century of scholarship, however, many problems concerning the
reading, interpretation, and lexicographical treatment of particular forms remain unresolved. Some forms
accepted in dictionaries and indices continue to reflect traditional interpretations rather than analyses grounded
in morphology and syntax. One of these problematic forms is neke, which occurs exclusively in the Tonyukuk
inscription and has generally been treated as an independent lexical item.

The present study aims to reassess the linguistic status of neke through a detailed philological and
morphological analysis. More specifically, it seeks to determine whether neke should be regarded as an
independent lexical unit or merely as an inflected grammatical form of the interrogative pronoun ne ("what").
The study further investigates how this form has been represented in previous editions, dictionaries, and indices
of the Orkhon inscriptions and evaluates whether its current lexicographical treatment conforms to accepted
principles of historical linguistics and lexicography. Finally, the article argues that neke constitutes a ghost
word in Orkhon Turkic and therefore should not be counted among the lexical items of Old Turkic.

The study adopts a qualitative philological approach supported by morphological and lexical analysis.
The primary source consists of the two occurrences of neke in the Tonyukuk inscription, the only runic
monument in which this form is attested. The grammatical structure of the form is analyzed in detail by
separating its lexical base from its inflectional suffix and evaluating its syntactic function within its textual
context.

In addition to the textual analysis, the study conducts a comparative examination of major editions,
dictionaries, glossaries, and index sections prepared by leading scholars of Old Turkic. These works are
analyzed to determine how neke has been read, interpreted, translated, and lexicographically classified.
Particular attention is paid to whether the form is presented as an independent headword or treated as an
inflected form of ne. The semantic interpretations proposed by previous researchers are also compared to
establish whether multiple meanings are justified by contextual evidence.

The analysis is based on fundamental principles of Turkic morphology and historical lexicography.
Since inflectional suffixes do not create new lexical items in Turkish, the study evaluates whether the presence
of the dative suffix -ke provides sufficient grounds for recognizing neke as an independent vocabulary item.
The discussion also draws upon the linguistic concept of ghost words, referring to forms that enter dictionaries
through erroneous interpretation or inappropriate lexical classification rather than genuine lexical existence.

The analysis demonstrates that neke is morphologically transparent and consists of the interrogative
pronoun ne ("what") followed by the dative case suffix -ke. Consequently, the form corresponds directly to
Modern Turkish neye ("to what"). The suffix involved is purely inflectional and performs only a grammatical
function; it does not derive a new lexical unit. Therefore, neke cannot be regarded as an autonomous lexical
item.

The study further reveals that the widespread practice of listing neke as an independent entry in
dictionaries and indices is inconsistent with the basic principles of Turkish morphology and lexicography.
Under normal lexicographical practice, inflected forms are not entered as separate headwords but are presented
under their lexical base. Accordingly, neke should appear under the entry ne, together with other case-inflected
forms of the same pronoun.

A further problem concerns semantic interpretation. Several previous studies assign two different
meanings to the two occurrences of neke in the Tonyukuk inscription, treating each occurrence independently.
A close contextual examination, however, demonstrates that such differentiation is unnecessary. In both
contexts, the form functions with the interrogative meaning corresponding to Modern Turkish niye ("why").
The evidence does not require separate semantic interpretations, and a single meaning sufficiently explains
both examples.
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The fact that neke appears only in the Tonyukuk inscription and is absent from all other Old Turkic
runic texts further strengthens the need for caution in its interpretation. Although its reading is generally
accepted, its lexicographical treatment has unintentionally elevated an inflected grammatical form to the status
of an independent lexical item. This has resulted in the creation of an artificial vocabulary entry that lacks
linguistic justification.

Within the framework of historical linguistics, such artificially established lexical entries are known
as ghost words. Ghost words arise when forms resulting from misreading, misunderstanding, or incorrect
lexicographical practice become accepted as genuine vocabulary items. The present analysis indicates that neke
satisfies this definition, not because its reading is necessarily incorrect, but because its treatment as an
independent lexical item represents a methodological error. Its existence as a separate dictionary entry is
therefore not supported by morphological, syntactic, or semantic evidence.

The findings demonstrate that neke should not be considered an independent lexical element of
Orkhon Turkic. Instead, it represents nothing more than the dative-inflected form of the interrogative pronoun
ne, corresponding to Modern Turkish neye. Since the addition of the dative suffix does not create a new lexical
item, the form should not receive an independent dictionary or index entry. Rather, it should be incorporated
under the headword ne together with its other grammatical forms.

More broadly, the article argues that neke represents a ghost word within the lexicon of Orkhon
Turkic. Its status as an independent lexical item has resulted not from genuine lexical evidence but from
inappropriate lexicographical practice. Correcting this classification contributes to a more accurate
understanding of Old Turkic vocabulary and promotes greater methodological consistency in future editions,
dictionaries, and indices of the Orkhon inscriptions.

Keywords: Tonyukuk Inscription, Neke, Ghost Word, Orkhon Inscriptions, Semantics.
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Résumé Structuré:

Le vocabulaire conservé dans les inscriptions runiques en vieux turc représente la plus ancienne
couche lexicale attestée de la langue turque et constitue donc I’une des sources les plus précicuses pour I’étude
de I’histoire linguistique du turc. Chaque élément grammatical et lexical présent dans ces inscriptions fournit
des éléments essentiels pour comprendre 1’évolution phonologique, morphologique, sémantique et syntaxique
du turc. Depuis le déchiffrement de 1’alphabet runique du turc ancien par Vilhelm Thomsen en 1893, les
inscriptions de 1’Orkhon ont suscité un intérét scientifique constant et ont fait 1’objet de recherches
philologiques, linguistiques et historiques approfondies. Cependant, malgré plus d’un siécle de travaux
scientifiques, de nombreux problémes concernant la lecture, 1’interprétation et le traitement lexicographique
de certaines formes restent sans réponse. Certaines formes reprises dans les dictionnaires et les index continuent
de refléter des interprétations traditionnelles plutot que des analyses fondées sur la morphologie et la syntaxe.
L’une de ces formes problématiques est « neke », qui n’apparait que dans I’inscription de Tonyukuk et a
généralement été traitée comme un élément lexical indépendant.

La présente étude vise a réévaluer le statut linguistique de « neke » a travers une analyse philologique
et morphologique détaillée. Plus précisément, elle cherche a déterminer si « neke » doit étre considéré comme
une unité lexicale indépendante ou simplement comme une forme grammaticale fléchie du pronom interrogatif
« ne » (« quoi »). L’étude examine en outre comment cette forme a été¢ représentée dans les éditions,
dictionnaires et index antérieurs consacrés aux inscriptions de 1’Orkhon et évalue si son traitement
lexicographique actuel est conforme aux principes reconnus de la linguistique historique et de la lexicographie.
Enfin, I’article soutient que « neke » constitue un mot fantdme en turc de 1’Orkhon et ne devrait donc pas étre
compté parmi les éléments lexicaux du turc ancien.

L’étude adopte une approche philologique qualitative s’appuyant sur une analyse morphologique et
lexicale. La source principale est constituée des deux occurrences de « neke » dans I’inscription de Tonyukuk,
le seul monument runique dans lequel cette forme est attestée. La structure grammaticale de la forme est
analysée en détail en séparant sa base lexicale de son suffixe flexionnel et en évaluant sa fonction syntaxique
au sein de son contexte textuel.
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Outre Dl’analyse textuelle, I’é¢tude procéde a un examen comparatif des principales éditions,
dictionnaires, glossaires et index élaborés par d’éminents spécialistes du turc ancien. Ces ouvrages sont
analysés afin de déterminer comment « neke » a été lu, interprété, traduit et classé sur le plan lexicographique.
Une attention particuliére est accordée a la question de savoir si cette forme est présentée comme un terme
indépendant ou traitée comme une forme fléchie de « ne ». Les interprétations sémantiques proposées par les
chercheurs précédents sont également comparées afin d’établir si des significations multiples sont justifiées
par des indices contextuels.

L’analyse repose sur les principes fondamentaux de la morphologie turque et de la lexicographie
historique. Etant donné que les suffixes flexionnels ne créent pas de nouveaux éléments lexicaux en turc,
I’étude évalue si la présence du suffixe datif -ke constitue un fondement suffisant pour reconnaitre « neke »
comme un ¢élément lexical indépendant. La discussion s’appuie également sur le concept linguistique des «
mots fantdmes », qui désigne des formes entrant dans les dictionnaires par le biais d’une interprétation erronée
ou d’une classification lexicale inappropriée, plutdt que par une véritable existence lexicale.

L’analyse démontre que « neke » est morphologiquement transparent et se compose du pronom
interrogatif « ne » (« quoi ») suivi du suffixe de datif « -ke ». Par conséquent, cette forme correspond
directement a I’expression du turc moderne « neye » (« a quoi »). Le suffixe en question est purement flexionnel
et ne remplit qu’une fonction grammaticale ; il ne donne pas naissance a une nouvelle unité lexicale. Par
conséquent, « neke » ne peut étre considéré comme un €lément lexical autonome.

L’étude révéle en outre que la pratique répandue consistant a répertorier « neke » comme entrée
indépendante dans les dictionnaires et les index est incompatible avec les principes fondamentaux de la
morphologie et de la lexicographie turques. Selon les pratiques lexicographiques habituelles, les formes
fléchies ne sont pas inscrites en tant qu’entrées distinctes, mais sont présentées sous leur base lexicale. En
conséquence, « neke » devrait figurer sous 1’entrée « ne », aux cotés des autres formes fléchies selon le cas de
ce méme pronom.

Un autre probléme concerne !’interprétation sémantique. Plusieurs études antérieures attribuent deux
significations différentes aux deux occurrences de « neke » dans I’inscription de Tonyukuk, en traitant chaque
occurrence indépendamment. Un examen contextuel approfondi démontre toutefois qu’une telle différenciation
n’est pas nécessaire. Dans les deux contextes, la forme revét une signification interrogative correspondant au
turc moderne « niye » (« pourquoi »). Les éléments disponibles ne justifient pas d’interprétations sémantiques
distinctes, et une seule signification suffit a expliquer les deux exemples.

Mots-clés: Le fait que « neke » n’apparaisse que dans I’inscription de Tonyukuk et soit ab

Resumen Estructurado:

El vocabulario conservado en las inscripciones ranicas en turco antiguo representa la capa léxica mas
antigua de la lengua turca de la que se tiene constancia y, por lo tanto, constituye una de las fuentes mas valiosas
para el estudio de la historia lingiiistica del turco. Cada elemento gramatical y 1éxico que aparece en estas
inscripciones aporta pruebas esenciales para comprender el desarrollo fonolégico, morfologico, semantico y
sintactico del turco. Desde el desciframiento del alfabeto runico del turco antiguo por parte de Vilhelm
Thomsen en 1893, las inscripciones del Orkhon han suscitado un interés académico constante y se han
convertido en objeto de exhaustivas investigaciones filologicas, lingiiisticas e historicas. Sin embargo, a pesar
de mas de un siglo de estudios, siguen sin resolverse muchos problemas relacionados con la lectura, la
interpretaciéon y el tratamiento lexicografico de determinadas formas. Algunas formas aceptadas en
diccionarios e indices siguen reflejando interpretaciones tradicionales en lugar de analisis basados en la
morfologia y la sintaxis. Una de estas formas problematicas es «neke», que aparece exclusivamente en la
inscripcion de Tonyukuk y que, por lo general, se ha tratado como una unidad 1éxica independiente.
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El presente estudio tiene como objetivo reevaluar el estatus lingiiistico de «neke» mediante un analisis
filologico y morfologico detallado. Més concretamente, pretende determinar si «neke» debe considerarse una
unidad Iéxica independiente o simplemente una forma gramatical flexionada del pronombre interrogativo «ne»
(«quéy). El estudio investiga ademas como se ha representado esta forma en ediciones anteriores, diccionarios
e indices de las inscripciones de Orkhon, y evalua si su tratamiento lexicografico actual se ajusta a los principios
aceptados de la lingiiistica histérica y la lexicografia. Por ultimo, el articulo sostiene que «neke» constituye
una palabra fantasma en el turco de Orkhon y, por lo tanto, no debe incluirse entre las unidades Iéxicas del
turco antiguo.

El estudio adopta un enfoque filologico cualitativo respaldado por un analisis morfolégico y léxico.
La fuente principal la constituyen las dos apariciones de «neke» en la inscripcion de Tonyukuk, el Unico
monumento runico en el que se atestigua esta forma. La estructura gramatical de la forma se analiza en detalle
separando su base léxica de su sufijo flexivo y evaluando su funcion sintactica dentro de su contexto textual.

Ademas del analisis textual, el estudio lleva a cabo un examen comparativo de las principales
ediciones, diccionarios, glosarios y secciones de indices elaborados por destacados estudiosos del turco
antiguo. Estas obras se analizan para determinar cémo se ha leido, interpretado, traducido y clasificado
lexicograficamente «neke». Se presta especial atencion a si la forma se presenta como una entrada
independiente o se trata como una forma flexionada de «ne». Las interpretaciones semanticas propuestas por
investigadores anteriores también se comparan para establecer si los multiples significados estan justificados
por la evidencia contextual.

El anélisis se basa en los principios fundamentales de la morfologia turca y la lexicografia historica.
Dado que los sufijos flexivos no crean nuevas entradas 1éxicas en turco, el estudio evalda si la presencia del
sufijo dativo -ke proporciona motivos suficientes para reconocer «neke» como una entrada léxica
independiente. El analisis también se basa en el concepto lingiiistico de «palabras fantasma», que se refiere a
formas que entran en los diccionarios a través de una interpretacion erréonea o una clasificacion léxica
inadecuada, mas que por una existencia léxica genuina.

El andlisis demuestra que «neke» es morfolégicamente transparente y consiste en el pronombre
interrogativo «ne» («qué») seguido del sufijo de caso dativo «-ke». En consecuencia, la forma se corresponde
directamente con el turco moderno «neye» («a qué»). El sufijo en cuestion es puramente flexivo y desempefia
unicamente una funcién gramatical; no deriva una nueva unidad 1éxica. Por lo tanto, «neke» no puede
considerarse una unidad Iéxica auténoma.

El estudio revela ademas que la practica generalizada de incluir «neke» como entrada independiente
en diccionarios ¢ indices es incompatible con los principios basicos de la morfologia y la lexicografia turcas.
Segun la practica lexicografica habitual, las formas flexionadas no se recogen como entradas separadas, sino
que se presentan bajo su base léxica. En consecuencia, «neke» deberia aparecer bajo la entrada «ney, junto con
otras formas flexionadas por caso del mismo pronombre.

Otro problema se refiere a la interpretacion semdantica. Varios estudios anteriores asignan dos
significados diferentes a las dos apariciones de «neke» en la inscripcion de Tonyukuk, tratando cada una de
ellas de forma independiente. Sin embargo, un examen contextual minucioso demuestra que dicha
diferenciacion es innecesaria. En ambos contextos, la forma funciona con el significado interrogativo
correspondiente al turco moderno «niye» («por qué?»). Los datos no requieren interpretaciones semanticas
separadas, y un unico significado explica suficientemente ambos ejemplos.

Palabras clave: El hecho de que «neke» aparezca inicamente en la inscripcion de Tonyukuk y sea
ab.
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FEAEAL I

o ZERR AR I RSO ERSC P T R G, AR T R H R R RA ARG, KRR T
WF7E T HHGRR S R BB B —, E8 58 S0 M BRR B ERRE B S0 R, A Hm
HHEGERE SR, PRE, REFR M AIEM R 7RISR, BRI (Vilhelm  Thomsen) #*
18934EMGEE 220k runic “FRELIK, BLATUEEE SCIERHEW 5| B R RIBHTE, Wl Bz AR S 8. 307
B R R SIATIER SIS, SR, R EAA AR — (R IR ROBEIE, BRNRRE R RYREE . R M A
TR FF S MBI AR, B PR R BLR SR AYGETE, B4 RREMERRE, MIEAER
TR EL BLAEEL oA, Forh — B BRRRIERRIIE 2 Tneke) , R%ailffH RRFEIE B ER S, Ham
R 2% M ST R R B

AWEIE S LTI T AR EL B REEL 34T, BETREAL [neke) HURRE S, HWAMMS
. ARWFFEEEMETE (neke) MEMHLZMSLFE, MBEREERIAE ey  ( M) ) WRITREIEE
Ko WFFEE — 0 PRES I A BT S BE SCROIESTERRAS, B S SR 5 PRy 2375750, IRk Ah H i)
Fl LR B R A 5 R S0 AR S SR BRI A ARRIR I, Bk, ASGRRE Tneke) 78R ATHEZENRGE
R TEEER ), RIS HER A SRR BRI R IE H 2 T,

ARIFZEER ) LUJE BB B G 5 o3 A 28 SRR TE MERE SCER 71, B ARIR A FE e s R S ff 5L
i Tneke| HYWIHE I, FEARSCEME—RLalU R ACR I B ST A, A SCF i 14 3% Rl T2 A0 el st B 7 2
RRAHE, M RTAG HAE SORGESE A DIRE, B HGREREHETT T3 4T,

BRICAGIHTSN, AT B SR E SRR S T S i) R RROAS . O, RIS KRB
SELT T HRE R, BRI B, DIEEE Tneke) JREACAN(MTHCGEME, Fofe. BHRE R AEREME S

OB, WFFERERIRRE GRS S A 2 N, ety Tne) RORITIESAL ML, JRIERTA
feHHRRE AR BT L,  DIERR L2 5 SR e G IR A R SRS B e 3,

AT EEIA FEIRFR T REEL B R S b BRSO R, R E R, T R A E &
EMFARIER, AW THERRE ke FFME, Je LU neke SRE AW HIFIHIAH . Fim
IMESI TRES 2 TR ) IS, IBLSHE IR IFE IR GEfA e, 12 R a5 &l
ey FEI BRI 2

SNTEH,  Tnekel TEIERREE L HATHMAM:, mEERING Tne) ( TAHE) ) 0 b BUARRER
l-kel HERR, KL, “ZXEHEERICETIGER Mneye) ( THAHE] ) o PR KARIERRH
JBIEATIEE, HAEEEREDIRE  EXARATAHVIAGRREAL, K,  Tneke) ANREHAR 2 — (8 LAY
A HEE H

AWRGEHE— 7R, W Tnekel VEZMRSZAGR FCHRAA BB BLER 5| th R iy, Bt LR
TEREER Ko e B SR A I I A AR AE, ARAE HAREEim B, SR R A 2 M S A R 4K
¥, MESIREEEER 2T, 180k, neke) MEBLGZACRARYHMAEE I X — R Tne) fRH
Z Ty

o — (B RIS KRR R, JCRAs TR eI FE R R 8 SO R LA [neke ) T i fE
ARG, WHRERHBEAWIMEE, R, SAIREEETIk, TR S BELER, £
WTERESE T, %y BA BN L HHEE Tniye) ( [T2fH8) ) FHEEAEERER, SATEIRE
TEIT O PARIRE SRR, B R CR USR58

FRBRIE) : neke | (EHIBUEFLE L rOgs 3,  H I HBUERIGL
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CrpykrypupoBannoe Pe3iome:

CrnoBapHBIi 3a11ac, COXpaHUBIINICS B JPEBHETIOPKCKUX PYHHIECKUX HAAIHCAX, IPEACTABILIET OO0
caMbIil paHHHHN 3a(UKCHPOBAHHBIN JIEKCHIECKUN CIIOM TIOPKCKOTO S3bIKA U, CIICIOBATEIBHO, SIBISCTCS OHIM
U3 Haubonee IEHHBIX WMCTOYHHUKOB JUIA W3YYEHHS WCTOPUH TIOPKCKOM JIMHTBUCTUKH. Kaxnprit
rpaMMaTHIECKUIl M JIEKCHYECKHH 3JIEMEHT, BCTPEYAIOMIMHCS B OTHX HAANHCAX, CIYXHUT BaKHBIM
CBHICTENBCTBOM  JUIi  HOHMMaHHSA  (POHOJOTHYECKOTO, MOP(OIOTHUECKOTO, CEMAHTHYECKOTO H
CHHTaKCHYECKOI'0 Pa3BHTHS TIOPKCKOTO si3bika. C MOMEHTa pacliM(pOBKH JIPEBHETYPELKOTO PYHHYECKOTO
angasura Bumbsrensmom Tomcenom B 1893 rogy OpXOHCKHE HaJANMKMCH MOCTOSIHHO NPUBJICKAIOT BHUMaHHE
YUEHBIX W CTaJIM MPEeIMETOM OOIIMPHBIX (DUIIONOrMYECKNX, JIMHIBUCTUYECKHMX U HCTOPHYECKUX
uccienoBanuii. OnHako, HecMOTps Ha Oojiee YeM CTOJICTHIOIO HAy4HYH pPaboTy, MHOTHE HpoOJeMBbl,
Kacalolluecsl YTeHHs, MHTepHpeTaluyd M JeKCHKorpapuyeckoi o0paboTKM OTAENBHBIX (DOPM, OCTAaIOTCS
HepemeHHbIMH. Hekoropsle (oOpMBI, BKIIOYEHHBIE B CJIOBapd M YKa3zaTelH, IO-TNPEKHEMY OTPaXKAIOT
TPaAWIOHHBIC MHTEPIIPETALINHY, a HE aHAJIN3, OCHOBAHHBIM Ha Mopdosoruu 1 cuHTakcuce. OTHON M3 TaKUX
poOIIEMHBIX (POPM SIBIISIETCS] KHEKE», KOTOPOE BCTPEUACTCS UCKIFOUUTENBHO B HAHUCH TOHIOKYKa U OOBIYHO
paccMaTpuBacTCsl Kak CaMOCTOSATEbHAS JIEKCHIECKas eANHHULIA.

Hacrosimmee wuccrnenoBaHue HAmpaBI€HO HA IEPEOLICHKY JIMHIBHCTUYECKOTO CTAaTyca «HEKE»
MOCPEICTBOM AETAIBHOTO (PUIOJIOTHYECKOTO M MOP(OJIOTHYECKOro aHaiau3a. B wacTHOCTH, B HEM
NpEANPUHAMAETCSl TONBITKA ONPENSNUTh, CIEAYEeT JH paccMaTpuBaTh «neke» Kak CaMOCTOSATEIBbHYIO
JICKCUYECKYI0 €IWHHUIy WM JIMIIb KaK CHPSTaeMyl TpaMMaTHYecKyr (OpMy BOMPOCHTEIHHOTO
MecTouMeHus «ne» («4ro»). Kpome Toro, B MccienoBaHHM HM3ydaeTcsi, Kak 3Ta (opma mnpencraBisiach B
MPEIBIAYIINX U3IaHUX, CIIOBApAX U yKazaTenax OpXOHCKUX HaAMUCeH, U Ja&TCs OlleHKa TOr'0, COOTBETCTBYET
o e€ COBpPEMEHHOE JIEKCUKOrpauyeckoe TPaKTOBaHHE OOLICTIPUHATHIM MNPUHIUIAM HCTOPUYECKOI
JIMHTBUCTHKU W JieKcukorpaduu. HakoHen, B cTaThe yTBEPIKAAETCS, YTO «HEKE» MPEACTAaBISIET CO0Oi
«IIPU3PAYHOE CIIOBOY» B OPXOHCKOM TIOPKCKOM SI3BIKE M, CIE€JOBATENBHO, HE JOJDKHO BKIIOYATHCS B YHCIIO
JIEKCHUUYECKUX EIUHUIL JPEBHETIOPKCKOTO S3BIKA.

B wucciaemoBaHWM WCTONB3YyeTCST KAYECTBCHHBIM  (DIIIONOTHUSCKUM TOAXOJ, MOJKPEIUICHHBINA
MOP(OJOTHYSCKIM U JICKCHYECKUM aHan30M. OCHOBHBIM HCTOYHHKOM CIYXAT JIBa YIIOMHHAHUS «HEKE)» B
Haamucu TOHIOKYKa — €IMHCTBEHHOM PYHHYECKOM MTAMATHHKE, B KOTOPOM 3aCBHICTEIHCTBOBaHA 3Ta (popMma.
I'pammatndeckass cTpykrypa 3Toil (GopMBI TOAPOOHO aHANM3HPYETCS MyTeM OTICNCHHS €€ JIEKCHYeCKOM
OCHOBBI OT ()JICKTUBHOTO Cy(h(UKCca 1 OIIEHKH €€ CHHTAKCUYICCKOI (DYHKIMH B TEKCTOBOM KOHTEKCTE.

B nononHeHmMe K TEKCTOBOMY AaHANM3y B HCCIEIOBAaHMM IPOBOIMTCS CPABHHUTENBHOE H3ydCHHE
OCHOBHBIX H3/IaHUil, CIIOBapeil, TII0CCapheB M yKa3aTelsel, HOArOTOBIEHHBIX BEAYIIUMH CHEIHATUCTaMH 0
JIPEBHETIOPKCKOMY SI3bIKY. DTH PabOThl aHAIM3UPYIOTCSI C 1IEJIBI0 OIPENENUTh, KaK CIOBO «neke» YuTanocs,
MHTEPIPETHPOBAJIOCH, MEPEBOAMIOCh M KIAcCU(PHULIMPOBAIOCh B Jekcukorpaduueckom rmane. Ocoboe
BHHMaHHe yJIeJISIeTCsl TOMY, IIPEJICTaBIIeHa JIU JJaHHast popMa B KauecTBE CaMOCTOSTEIBHOIO 3arJIaBHOTO CJIOBA
WIA paccMaTpUBacTCs KakK (IIEKTUBHAas Qopma cjoBa «ne». TakkKe CpPaBHHUBAIOTCS CEMaHTHYECKUE
WHTEPIPETALNH, MPEUIOKEHHBIC MPEIBIIYIIIMHA UCCICIOBATEISIMH, C LIENBI0 YCTAaHOBUTH, OTPABIAHBI JIH
MHOYKCCTBEHHBIC 3HAUCHHSI KOHTEKCTYaTbHBIMH JAHHBIMU.

AHanmu3 OCHOBaH Ha (YHIAMCHTANFHBIX NPUHIMIAX TIOPKCKOH MOPQOJIOTHH W HCTOPHUYECKON
nekcukorpapun. [1ockonbky (QiIeKTHBHBIE Cy(QQUKCH B TYPEIKOM S3bIKE HE CO3/IAIOT HOBBIX JIEKCHYECKHUX
€IMHUII, B UCCIICIOBAaHMH OI[CHUBACTCSI, TACT JIM HAJTMYHE TaTeNIbHOTO cyddukca -ke 10cTaTOUHbIe OCHOBAHUS
JUIsl Tipu3HaHua «neke» camMoCTOSITENTbHOW JEKCHYECKOW enuHuIlel. B aucKyccum Taxke HCIONb3yeTcs
JUHTBUCTUYECKOE TIOHATHE IPU3PAYHBIX CIOBY», OTHOCAIIEECS K (popMam, KOTOphIEC TOMAAa0T B CIIOBApH B
pe3ynbTaTe OMnO0YHOM HHTEPIPETAIINHN WA HECOOTBETCTBYIOIIEH IEKCUUECKOHN KITacCU(pUKAIIH, a HE B CHITY
MOJJIMHHOI'O JIEKCUYECKOIO CYIIECTBOBAHMUSL.

AHanmu3 MoKa3bIBaeT, uTo «neke» MOp(OIOTHYECKH MPO3PAYHO M COCTOUT M3 BOIPOCHUTEIHHOTO
MECTOUMEHHS «ne» («UYTO»), 32 KOTOPBIM ciietyeT cypdukce naresnpHoro naaexa «-ke». CienoBarenbHo, 3Ta
(opma HampsIMyI0 COOTBETCTBYET COBPEMEHHOMY TYPELKOMY «neye» («K 4emy»). YIOMSHYTBIH cy(dHKc
SBJISIETCS YUCTO (PJISKTHBHBIM M BBITIOJHSAET UCKIIOYHMTENILHO IPaMMaTHYeCKylo (yHKINIO; OH HE oOpasyer
HOBOM Jiekcuueckoil enuHunbl. [loatomy «neke» Henb3s paccMarpuBaTh KaK aBTOHOMHYIO JIEKCHYECKYIO
S/IMHMILY.
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HccnenoBanue Takke MOKa3bIBaeT, YTO ITUPOKO PaclpocTpaHEHHAs PaKTUKa BKIIOYEHHS «neke» B
KaueCcTBE CAMOCTOSTEIILHON CTATHH B CIIOBAPSX U YKa3aTeIsIX IPOTHBOPEYUT OCHOBHBIM IIPHHIIUIIAM TYPELKOiH
MopdoJoril M JeKcuKorpaduu. B cooTBeTCTBHM ¢ OOMIENPHUHATONH IJEKCHUKOTpadUIecKol IPaKTHKOH,
(uiexTuBHBIE (HOPMBI HE BHOCSTCS B CJIOBaph KaK OTICIBbHBIC 3arJIaBHBIC CJIOBA, a MPUBOAATCS IOA HX
Jekcr4eckoi ocHoBoH. COOTBETCTBEHHO, «nekey NOJHKHO (GUI'YpHPOBATh IO CTAaThEH «ne» BMECTe ¢ APYTUMHI
HaJeKHBIMU (pOPMaMH TOTO K€ MECTOMMEHHSI.

Eme onna npobema kacaeTcsi CEeMaHTHYECKOH MHTEpIIpeTanyy. B psie npeapaynmx ucciaejoBaHui
JIBYM CIIy4asiM yHOTpeOJIeHHs «HeKe» B HaIuCH TOHIOKYKa ITPUCBaMBAIOTCS ABa PAa3HBIX 3HAYEHHS, IPUUEM
Ka)X[pIil Cilydail paccMaTpuBaeTcs OTaesbHO. OHAKO THIATENBHBIH KOHTEKCTyalbHBIH aHaNIN3 T0Ka3bIBacT,
YTO TaKOe pasrpaHWYEHHE HE SBISECTCS HEOOXoAMMBIM. B 000oux koHTeKkcTax 3ta hopma (YHKIHOHUPYET C
BOIIPOCHUTENBHBIM 3HAYEHHWEM, COOTBETCTBYIOIIMM COBPEMEHHOMY TYpPELKOMY «HHHE» («Iouemy»).
Hmetommmecs NaHHbIe He TPEOYIOT OTIENbHBIX CEMAaHTHYECKUX WHTEPIpPETalnuii, ¥ OAHO 3HAYCHUE BIIOJIHE
00BsIcHSAET 00a mpruMepa.

Kiarouessbie cioBa:Tot (I)aKT 4yTo «nekey BCTPCYACTCA TOJBKO B HAATIUCH TOHIOKyKa U ABIIIETCS a0

TRf=ra AR

RIGH gl =1 Rrareral # TR Asarae, bl HIo &1 Ted URMAE <ol Asalaelt IRd &
yfaffera arcll 8 SR 3o T8 qobl HIWTS 3AeT & 3reag & foie Ted YeuaH Sial & 9 U §1 34
fRreTerdt & UTY S aTdt A TR0 3R ReaTad! dd, ! & wa-aTede, O, 32FTd iR aradiTd
T & TR & fRIT sawaes THT UeH ST 8 1 1893 H fae e Ui gRT RM ! &t gufdTa
B BT & a1G 4, SiaH Rrefreral 7 PR g1 &1 e st fosan § ok 9 e yiwr-fagm,
TS 3R AR g™ &1 fawg 59 74 §| graifes, U It F 31 & fagamyuf s & sravg,
IRy T 01 & U+, TR 3R Yeadh X Taieh TR ¥ Taiferd s AR Sgaed a1 s o | Asah I
3R 3rIshrfdBIaT FS ¥U, TURTH R q1ag I W ARG fIzavoll & gomrg uRuie
RS Y 8 ST I§ € | T THERRG Ul  F U A (neke) 8, S fAY U ¥ S-S5 S Ramca
T U ST | SR O 3 IR R Ueh WA YeaTéTd 3hls & U § {1 TR 5|

AT 3109 BT 35,39 Ueh faxgd HTHTS 3R FUAh e & A1eqd | A (neke) B HTHTS
fufa &1 deaion w1 31 ifties faviy =u ¥, g8 g8 Fuffa 737 &1 o axar & 6 9% & i
WA WEIHD SH1S HHT ST <Y AT Had YYATads Fa-Td 3 ("F1") & Udh =U-uRafdd TR
U F U | g LT 3 T I d 6l § o 39 =0 & 3Ra Rrarerat & fae TN, Tt
3R FIHAMIETIS § H¥ G-I T § 3R T8 i ddl ¢ b o1 SUHT aaHH eGh RN IUAR
QTR HTNTTART SR Wega 1-FHI0 & Wigpd Rgidl & Sy g1 3id ¥, 79 I8 T odl @ [P b
ﬁﬁ?@%ﬁwwaﬁ (TRITEH o) B SR THY 38 R feheb b earaed! sMgerl # 70

ST |

g 31eqg U U HINT-AF1e EDBI0T U1 8, o FU-a51Adh 3R Xearaa fazersor

&1 9HY U 8 | Tufles Sid B s g e Rrarera & A% & €1 yahT A 8, S THAE ! WRE §

o w 59 U &1 yHT0T fIedr 81 59 U & TSR0 WA o1 fIRayur, $8% FU-U0 & 39 Jd

ga@wmﬁ?mw-ﬂaﬁﬁmam-Wmemﬁw%ﬁmw
|
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ure-Tey fa=amur & Srardr, I8 g RM gfhd & UHA gl gRT dOR faT TN
BT, G HIRM, WeaTaferdl 3R SFIHHIST STHTT &1 Ja-TeTd S Bl ¢ | 9 ST Pl faRersor
gg Fuffvd =7 & foru foman ot © o6 A% ) Y U, sareATiid, SraTfed 3R e IR-IaTHS YU
3 effera foran mar 31 39 a1 IR Ay e o ] o o1 39 U &) U T 3848 & U H URdd
o T 8 A1 A & U faafd ©U & U E A1 T 5 | 98 R S & o1 {3 o vt wed gy
o3 3l 1 Sfard e T 8, U d Mudmdtsit gRT TRdtfad srf-amreaft &t 1t ga &1 718 g

g fazeiyur efdhe FU-fa7 ok UaRTRID Weadh 1Y1-3a1 & Hiferd Rigidl IR SMeTRd 1 Jf

I H TU-IRGATHRI YT U Weai= Tl §1d §, STMIT Tg 30T T8 ATHT- Bl ¢ b T &Il

U -& 1 IR P ) Th Wdd Vs3I &b U § Ugd+ & ot Taftd YR U Bl g | g =i

HRE TSU' (ghost words) BT HTHTS YR TR Ht TR §, S 37 Ul &1 Yefid HRl § S aRadfad

gaﬁﬁu%%m,g%@mmaﬁam&@ﬁam%m%mmﬁmﬁmw
|

fazrTT g veflRid HRar § f 9% TUmATEe U ¥ IR 7 3R 39H Uar® JaqmH 3
("FT") F TG G RS T -& 3T § | TRUTRGREY, g T W MYAb bl & e 70 ("1 I
& ¥ g1 SH AT T I} aRE ¥ FU-URGdD § 3R Had U ATHR0 aeft S el §; T8
PIS 7T AGIHD ShTS Ta] §1d1 o | ST, b b Uh AT XeGTHD ShTS Ta] AT ol Ghdl 5|

3o Qg off gaT T § fb Tsaa iRl iR S HMIGmIst | A% &I U Wad Ufafd & U A
TS TR BT UG YT T SU-I7H R Ysepi=-a@ & 9 RIGidl & Sy Tel 81 I
G HIR-TG DI U1 & T8, T U-URafid Ul BT SeRT-37erT M- RTegi & ¥ H g STl oiTdl &, Sfeh
3% 3% NeadAS T & ST Udd faal Sl 8| TEg8R, 7% B S JA-H & 3 HRB-EUl &
Y, F (ne) UFAf¥ & Sfarfd a1 =Rl

TH 3R goer 3. aare § WeEfid 31 s s SieqaHl A SRS e e FRIded & A% (neke) &
T U BT Y S-S 3 AT €, 3R YA Ul 1 W= U A 7T 2 | BTAIP, T g WRifliep g A
UdT e | b U1 3R AT 3G g | il GeHl H, T8 T 31yfid gl & T (niye) ("aI") &

U 31 F Y BT BT 7 | 1eT SciT- 3T 3if-arerait ol 7T Ag) Hal 7, 3R U gl
31 31T IeTeRuil Bl yafd U 8 uRe Hdl g

PIaS: 8 9 P b Paa ASpe Riererd § & Use glarg 3R e

Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

Eski Tiirk runik harfli yazitlarinda korunan sz varligi, Tiirkgenin bilinen en eski sozliiksel katmanint
temsil etmekte olup, bu nedenle Tiirk dili tarihinin incelenmesi agisindan en degerli kaynaklardan birini
olusturmaktadir. Bu yazitlarda yer alan her bir dil bilgisel ve sozliiksel unsur, Tiirk¢enin ses bilgisel, bigim
bilgisel, anlam bilimsel ve sdz dizimsel gelisiminin anlagilmasima dnemli katkilar saglamaktadir. Vilhelm
Thomsen’in 1893 yilinda Eski Tiirk runik alfabesini ¢dziimlemesinden bu yana Orhon yazitlari siirekli olarak
bilim insanlarinin ilgisini ¢ekmis; filolojik, dilbilimsel ve tarihi agidan ¢ok sayida arastirmaya konu olmustur.
Ancak bir asr1 agkin sliredir devam eden bu ¢aligmalara ragmen, bazi bigimlerin okunmasi, yorumlanmasi ve
sozliikbilimsel olarak degerlendirilmesine iligskin ¢esitli problemler hélen ¢oziilebilmis degildir. Sozlik ve
dizinlerde yer alan bazi bigimler, bigim bilgisi ve s6z dizimi temelli ¢oziimlemelerden ziyade geleneksel
yorumlarin etkisini slirdiirmektedir. Bu problemli bigimlerden biri de yalnizca Tonyukuk Yaziti'nda gecen ve
bugiine kadar ¢ogunlukla bagimsiz bir sézliik birimi olarak degerlendirilen neke bi¢imidir.

Bu ¢alisma, neke bi¢iminin dilbilimsel statiisiinii ayrintili bir filolojik ve bicim bilgisel inceleme
yoluyla yeniden degerlendirmeyi amaclamaktadir. Daha 6zel olarak ¢alisma, neke’nin bagimsiz bir sozliik
birimi olarak m1 degerlendirilmesi gerektigini, yoksa soru zamiri ne'nin ¢ekimli bir bigimi mi oldugunu ortaya
koymay1 hedeflemektedir. Bunun yani sira, sz konusu bi¢imin Orhon yazitlarma iligkin dnceki nesirlerde,
sozliiklerde ve dizinlerde nasil ele alindig1 incelenmekte; mevcut sozliikbilimsel yaklagimin tarihi dilbilim ve
sozliikbilim ilkeleriyle ne dl¢lide uyumlu oldugu degerlendirilmektedir. Son olarak ¢aligma, neke’nin Orhon

www.turkishstudies.net/language



5110 Salih Demirbilek

Tiirkgesinde bir hayalet sozciik (ghost word) niteligi tasidigini ve bu nedenle Eski Tiirk¢enin s6z varligt
icerisinde bagimsiz bir sozliik birimi olarak degerlendirilmemesi gerektigini ileri stirmektedir.

Arastirmada, bigcim bilgisel ve sozliksel ¢oziimlemeyle desteklenen nitel bir filolojik yontem
benimsenmistir. Calismanin temel veri kaynagini, neke biciminin gectigi tek runik metin olan Tonyukuk
Yaziti'ndaki iki kullanim olusturmaktadir. Bu bi¢imin dil bilgisel yapisi, sozliik kokii ile ¢ekim eki birbirinden
ayrilarak ayrintili bicimde incelenmis; metin i¢indeki s6z dizimsel islevi degerlendirilmistir.

Metin ¢6ziimlemesine ek olarak ¢aligma, Eski Tiirkge lizerine hazirlanmis baglica nesirleri, sozliikleri,
sozliikkgeleri ve dizinleri karsilagtirmali olarak incelemektedir. Bu eserlerde neke’nin nasil okundugu,
yorumlandig1, cevrildigi ve sdzliikbilimsel olarak nasil siniflandirildigi analiz edilmistir. Ozellikle bigimin
bagimsiz bir madde bagi olarak mi verildigi, yoksa ne maddesi altinda ¢ekimli bir bigim olarak mu
degerlendirildigi tizerinde durulmustur. Ayrica dnceki arastirmacilar tarafindan 6nerilen anlamlandirmalar
kargilagtirtlarak, farkli anlamlarin baglamsal agidan gergekten gerekli olup olmadigi sorgulanmustir.

Coziimleme, Tiirk bicim bilgisinin ve tarihi sdzliikbilimin temel ilkelerine dayandirilmistir. Tiirkcede
¢ekim eklerinin yeni bir sozliik birimi olusturmadig1 kabuliinden hareketle, -ke yonelme hali ekinin varliginin
neke’yi bagimsiz bir s6z varlifi unsuruna doniigtirmek igin yeterli olup olmadigi degerlendirilmistir.
Tartigmada ayrica, yanlis okuma, yanlis yorumlama veya hatali sozliikbilimsel siniflandirma sonucunda
sozliiklere giren ancak gergekte dilin s6z varligina ait olmayan bigimleri ifade eden hayalet s6zciik (ghost word)
kavramindan da yararlanilmistir.

Yapilan ¢6ziimleme, neke bigiminin soru zamiri ne ile yonelme hali eki -ke'den olusan, bigim bilgisi
bakimindan acik ve seffaf bir yapi sergiledigini ortaya koymaktadir. Dolayisiyla bu big¢im, Tiirkiye
Tiirkgesindeki neye bi¢imine dogrudan karsilik gelmektedir. Buradaki -ke eki yalnizca dil bilgisel bir islev
tistlenmekte olup yeni bir sozlik birimi tiiretmemektedir. Bu nedenle neke, bagimsiz bir s6zliik birimi olarak
degerlendirilemez.

Arastirma ayrica, neke’nin sozliik ve dizinlerde bagimsiz bir madde basi olarak verilmesinin Tiirk
bicim bilgisi ve sozlikkbilim ilkeleriyle bagdagmadigini gostermektedir. Sozliikbilimde g¢ekimli bigimler
normal sartlarda bagimsiz madde basi olarak degil, ait olduklar1 kdk bigimin altinda gosterilir. Buna gore neke,
diger hal ¢ekimleriyle birlikte ne maddesi altinda degerlendirilmelidir.

Bir diger problem ise anlamlandirma konusundadir. Onceki bazi calismalarda Tonyukuk Yaziti'ndaki
iki neke kullanimina iki farkli anlam verilmistir. Ancak baglamin dikkatli incelenmesi, boyle bir ayrimim
gerekli olmadigini géstermektedir. Her iki kullanimda da bigim, Tiirkiye Tiirk¢esindeki niye karsiligi olan soru
anlamiyla kullanilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla mevcut veriler iki ayri anlamlandirmay1 gerektirmemekte; tek bir
anlam her iki 6rnegi de yeterli bigimde aciklamaktadir.

Neke’nin yalnizca Tonyukuk Yaziti'nda bulunmasi ve diger higbir Eski Tiirk runik metninde
goriilmemesi de yorumlanirken dikkatli olunmasi gerektigini gostermektedir. Bigimin okunusu genel olarak
kabul edilmekle birlikte, sozliikbilimsel degerlendirilme bigimi ¢ekimli bir dil bilgisel yapinin zamanla
bagimsiz bir sézliik birimi olarak kabul edilmesine yol agmistir. Bdylece dilbilimsel agidan temeli bulunmayan
yapay bir s6zliikk maddesi ortaya ¢ikmustir.

Tarihi dilbilim ¢ergevesinde bu tiir yapay sozliik maddeleri hayalet sdzciik (ghost word) olarak
adlandirilmaktadir. Hayalet sozciikler; yanlis okuma, yanlis yorumlama veya hatali sozlikbilimsel
uygulamalar sonucunda gergek bir s6z varligt unsuruymus gibi kabul edilen bigimlerdir. Bu ¢aligma, neke’nin
bu tanimi karsiladigimi gostermektedir. Bunun nedeni bi¢imin yanlis okunmus olmast degil; bagimsiz bir
sozliik birimi olarak degerlendirilmesinin yontemsel bir hata olusturmasidir. Dolayisiyla neke’nin ayr1 bir
sOzliik maddesi olarak varligi, bigim bilgisel, s6z dizimsel ve anlam bilimsel verilerle desteklenmemektedir.

Elde edilen bulgular, neke’nin Orhon Tiirk¢esinin bagimsiz séz varligi unsurlarindan biri olarak
degerlendirilmemesi gerektigini ortaya koymaktadir. Aksine bu bi¢im, soru zamiri ne'nin yonelme héliyle
cekimlenmis bi¢ciminden ibarettir ve Tiirkiye Tiirk¢esindeki neye bi¢imine karsilik gelmektedir. Yonelme hali
ekinin eklenmesi yeni bir sozliik birimi meydana getirmediginden, neke’ye sozliik veya dizinlerde bagimsiz
bir madde basi agilmamalidir. Bunun yerine diger ¢ekimli big¢imlerle birlikte ne maddesi altinda
degerlendirilmelidir.

Turkish Studies — Language and Literature, 21(3)



A Ghostly Word in The Tonyukuk Inscription: Neke 5111

Daha genel bir cercevede ise calisma, neke’nin Orhon Tiirkcesi s6z varlig: icerisinde bir hayalet
sozcik niteligi tagidigini ileri stirmektedir. Bu bi¢cimin bagimsiz bir sozliik birimi olarak kabul edilmesi, gercek
bir sdzliiksel varliktan degil, uygun olmayan sozliikbilimsel uygulamalardan kaynaklanmaktadir. Bu yanlis
smiflandirmanin diizeltilmesi, hem Eski Tiirk¢enin s6z varliginin daha dogru anlasilmasina katk: saglayacak
hem de gelecekte hazirlanacak Orhon yazitlari nesirleri, sozliikleri ve dizinlerinde daha tutarli s6zliikbilimsel
yontemlerin benimsenmesine yardimei olacaktir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Tonyukuk Yaziti, Neke, Hayalet S6zciik, Orhon Yazitlari, Anlambilim.
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A Ghostly Word in The Tonyukuk inscription: Neke

Introduction

Text editions, translations, and dictionary-index studies on the Tonyukuk inscription
prepared by various scholars have made significant contributions to a better understanding of the
inscription and to clarifying its place and importance in the history of the Turkish language.
Nevertheless, an examination of these publications reveals a number of problems, some of which
stem from the editors themselves. Among the most significant of these are the differences observed
in the translation of the inscriptional text and in the rendering of the lexical items in the dictionary-
index sections into Modern Turkish.

The present study draws attention to one such problem by examining the morpheme neke
occurring in the Tonyukuk inscription and its representation both in the text itself and in the
dictionary-index sections of the relevant scholarly publications. Particular emphasis is placed on the
different Modern Turkish equivalents assigned to this form.

The form neke is attested only in the Tonyukuk inscription among the Old Turkic runic texts
(Alimov 2014; Aydin 2018; Aydin 2019a; Aydin 2021). It occurs at the end of line 3 and the
beginning of line 4 on the west face of the second stele of the inscription.

1 (36) Tihg keliirti. Sabi antag: Yaris yazida on tiimen sii tivitli tir. Ol sabig
esidip begler kop 2 (37) yanalim; arig ubutu yig tidi. Ben anga tir men, ben Bilge
Tunukuk: Altun yisig asa keltimiz; Irtis ogiiziig 3 (38) kece keltimiz. Kelmisi alp tidi;
tuymads. Teyri, Umay, 1duk yir sub basa birti ering. Neke tezer biz? 4 (39) Ukiis tiyin neke
korkur biz? Az tiyin ne basinalim; tegelim tidim. Tegdimiz, yolidimiz. Ikinti kiin [1 (36)

“Casusu getirdiler. Sozii soyle: Yaris {Cungarya}Ovast 'nda on tiimen {yiiz bin}
asker toplandi diyor. O sézii isitince beyler hep 2 (37) birden geri donelim; temiz olmanin
utanci {kirlenmekten, yenilmekten} yegdir dediler. Ben soyle derim, ben bilge tonyukuk:
Altun {Altay} Daglarin asarak geldik; Irtis Irmagi’'ni gecerek 3 (38) geldik. {Diisman,
buralardan} gelmis olmalart zor dedi ve {geldigimizi} fark etmedi. Hi¢ siiphe yok ki
Tanri, Umay, kutsal yer su {onlari} basti. Niye kacryoruz? 4 (39) Coklar diye niye
korkuyoruz? Az{iz} diye nigin yenilelim; saldiralim dedim. Saldwrdik ve baskin verdik.
Ikinci giin] ” (Ercilasun, 2021, s. 156-157).

The word has been attested only once in the Old Uyghur texts (Cetin, 2008, p. 285).

kan ingd tep ayitti ndikd 1glayu bususlug kiltin “Babasi han ona goyle sordu: “Neden
aglayarak iiziintiilii dondiin? ” (Hamilton, 1998, s. 29).
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The Morpheme Neke in Editions of the Tonyukuk Inscription

The morpheme neke is attested only in the Tonyukuk inscription among the Old Turkic runic
texts, where it occurs in two consecutive interrogative sentences. Although it appears to be a hapax
legomenon in Orkhon Turkic, the present study argues that it is, in fact, a ghost word.

The following discussion examines how the morpheme neke has been read, interpreted, and
represented in previous studies on the Tonyukuk inscription.

Table 1. Comparative Evaluation of the Word neke Across Scholarly Publications

Yayinda 38. Yayinda 39. Seézliik / Dizin
Satirda  Gecen Satirda Gecen Kisimlarinda

neke Sozciigiine neke Sozciigiine neke Sozciigiine
Verilmis Anlam Verilmis Anlam Verilmis Anlam

Yayinda neke
Yayin Sozciigiiniin
Transkribi

nke (metinde)
Orkun (2011). Neye niye neye, neden
néka (sozliikte)

Ergin (2004). Neke Niye niye neye, niye

n(a)ka (metinde)
Tekin (1994). Niye niye niye, nigin
néka (sozliikte)

Tekin (1995). Neke Niye niye niye, nigin

Tekin (2003). Neke Niye niye niye, ni¢in

Ercilasun (2016). Neke Niye niye niye, nigin

Ercilasun (2021). Neke Niye niye niye, ni¢in

Berta (2010). Neke Nigin niye (Sozlik  bolima
yok.)

Olmez (2015). Neke ne diye nigin ne i¢in, nigin, niye
“ne” soru zamiri
netke

o o (“neke” madde

Alyilmaz (2021). n(e)ke nigin nigin bast  yapilmamus;

“ne” maddesinin
altinda
gosterilmistir.)

Akar (2020). n(e)ke Nigin neden Nigin
Aydm (2021). Neke ne diye niye niye, nigin
Aydin (2019b). Neke ne diye niye niye, nigin

Tabaklar-Demirci

(2020) Neke Niye niye neye, niye
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Sirin (2016). n(a)ka (sozliikte) - - niye, ni¢in
Oztiirk (2021). neke (sozliikte) - - niye, nigin
Erdem-Demirci . . (Sozlik  bolimii
(2019). Neke Niye niye yok.)

Discussion

As can be seen, with the exception of Alyilmaz’s edition, all studies on the Tonyukuk
inscription treat neke as an independent lexical item. However, as is well known, the form neke is
morphologically composed of the interrogative pronoun ne ("what") and the dative case suffix -ke,
making it an inflected nominal form rather than a separate lexical unit. Since the dative suffix is an
inflectional morpheme, it does not alter the lexical meaning of the base to which it is attached.
Therefore, it is more appropriate not to regard neke as an independent lexical item. Instead, as
Alyilmaz has done, it should be treated under the headword ne in the dictionary-index sections of
editions rather than being listed as a separate entry.

This interpretation is further supported by the fact that, in most publications, the form is
translated simply as "why" (Modern Turkish niye). Accordingly, there is no need to assign different
meanings to its two occurrences in the inscription. In both instances, the form can be consistently
interpreted as "why," a translation that is compatible with both its grammatical structure and its
contextual meaning.

In conclusion, neke should be included in the dictionary-index sections of editions of the
Tonyukuk inscription as the dative-inflected form of the interrogative pronoun ne, rather than as an
independent lexical entry. Such a treatment demonstrates that no separate lexical item neke existed
in Orkhon Turkic. Moreover, the absence of neke from all other Old Turkic runic inscriptions further
suggests that the form had not undergone lexicalization during the Orkhon Turkic period.

Conclusion

In this study, the interpretation of the word neke, which has been attested only in the
Tonyukuk inscription among the Old Turkic runic texts, has been examined on the basis of the
principal text editions. In the majority of these studies, neke has been regarded by researchers as an
independent lexical item and has consequently been included as a separate headword in the
dictionary-index sections. Furthermore, although the word occurs only in two consecutive sentences
of the Tonyukuk inscription, it has been assigned different meanings in its two occurrences by many
researchers.

The present study proposes the following:

1. The inflected nominal form neke is attested only in the Tonyukuk inscription and does not
occur in any other published Old Turkic runic text. The form consists of the interrogative
pronoun ne and the dative case suffix -ke. Its absence from the other runic inscriptions,
together with the preservation of its grammatical function, indicates that it had not yet
undergone lexicalization during the Orkhon Turkic period.

2. In the dictionary-index sections of editions, neke should not be included as an independent
headword. Instead, as in Alyilmaz’s edition, it should be listed under the headword ne.

3. The word carries the same meaning in both consecutive sentences of the Tonyukuk
inscription. In accordance with its grammatical structure, it is sufficient to interpret the form
simply as "why" (Modern Turkish niye), as proposed in some previous studies (Gabain 2007:
72; Sirin 2022: 184-185).
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Tonyukuk Yazitinda Hayalet Bir Sozciik: Neke

Giris

Tonyukuk Yazit1 iizerine farkli bilim adamlarinca yapilmis metin, aktarma ve sozliikk-indeks
icerikli bilimsel yaylar, s6z konusu yazitin daha iyi anlagilmasini ve Tiirk dili tarihi igerisindeki
yerini ve dnemini ortaya koymasi noktasinda biiyiik hizmetlerde bulunmuslardir. Ancak, bu yayinlar
incelendiginde nasirlerden de kaynakli kimi sorunlar goriilmektedir. Yazit ile ilgili yayinlardaki
metnin aktariminda ve sozliik-indeks kisimlarinda yer alan yazitin s6z varliginin Tiirkiye Tiirkgesine
aktariminda goriilen farkliliklar sorunlarin en 6nemlileridir.

Burada bu sorunlara 6rnek olarak Tonyukuk yazitinda gegen neke morfeminin hem metinde
hem de ilgili yayinlarin sdzliikk-indeks kisimlarinda Tiirkiye Tiirkgesine aktarimina dikkat
cekilecektir.

S6z konusu sdzciik Runik harfli metinlerden sadece Tonyukuk Yazitinda ge¢mektedir
(Alimov 2014; Aydin 2018; Aydin 2019a; Aydin 2021). Sozciik, yazitta ikinci tagin bati yiiziiniin 3.
satirinin sonunda ve 4. satirinin baginda gegmektedir.

1 (36) Tihg keliirti. Sabi antag: Yaris yazida on tiimen sii tivitli tir. Ol sabig
esidip begler kop 2 (37) yanalim; arig ubutu yig tidi. Ben anga tir men, ben Bilge
Tunukuk: Altun yisig asa keltimiz; Irtis ogiiziig 3 (38) kece keltimiz. Kelmisi alp tidi;
tuymads. Teyri, Umay, 1duk yir sub basa birti ering. Neke tezer biz? 4 (39) Ukiis tiyin neke
korkur biz? Az tiyin ne basimalim; tegelim tidim. Tegdimiz, yolidimiz. Ikinti kiin [1 (36)

“Casusu getirdiler. Sozii soyle: Yarig { Cungarya}Ovasi 'nda on tiimen {yiiz bin}
asker toplandi diyor. O sézii isitince beyler hep 2 (37) birden geri donelim; temiz olmanin
utanci {kirlenmekten, yenilmekten} yegdir dediler. Ben soyle derim, ben bilge tonyukuk:
Altun {Altay} Daglarin asarak geldik; Irtis Irmagi’ni gecerek 3 (38) geldik. {Diisman,
buralardan} gelmis olmalart zor dedi ve {geldigimizi} fark etmedi. Hi¢ siiphe yok ki
Tanri, Umay, kutsal yer su {onlari} basti. Niye kagryoruz? 4 (39) Coklar diye niye
korkuyoruz? Az{iz} diye nicin yenilelim; saldiralim dedim. Saldirdik ve baskin verdik.
Tkinci giin]” (Ercilasun, 2021, s. 156-157).

Sozciik Eski Uygur metinlerinde sadece 1 kez tespit edilmistir (Cetin, 2008, s. 285).

kan ingd tep ayitti ndkd 1glayu bususlug kiltin “Babast han ona soyle sordu: “Neden
aglayarak iiziintiilii dondiin? ” (Hamilton, 1998, s. 29).
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Tonyukuk Yazit1i Metin Yayinlarinda Neke Morfemi

Salih Demirbilek

Neke morfeminin runik harfli metinlerden sadece Tonyukuk Yazitinda birbirini izleyen iki
soru ciimlesinde ge¢mektedir. Dolayisiyla sdzciik Orhon Tiirkcesi icin hapax legomonen (tek
kullanimlik) bir sdzclik gibi goriinse de aslinda bir hayalet sozciiktiir.!

Burada Tonyukuk Yaziti ile ilgili ¢alismalarda neke morfeminin nasil verildigi tizerinde

durulacaktir:

Tablo 1: neke Sozciigiiniin Yayinlar Arasi Karsilastirmali Degerlendirmesi

Yayin

Orkun (2011).

Ergin (2004).

Tekin (1994).

Tekin (1995).

Tekin (2003).

Ercilasun (2016).

Ercilasun (2021).

Berta (2010).

Olmez (2015).

Alyilmaz (2021).

Akar (2020).

Aydin (2021).

Yayinda neke
Sozciigiiniin
Transkribi

nke (metinde)

néka (sozliikte)
Neke

n(d)kd (metinde)

néka (sozliikte)

Neke
Neke
Neke

Neke
Neke

Neke

n(e)ke

n(e)ke

Neke

Yayinda

Neye

Niye

Niye

Niye

Niye

Niye

Niye

Nigin

ne diye

nigin

Nigin

ne diye

38.
Gecen
neke Sozciigiine
Verilmis Anlam

Yayinda 39.
Satirda Gecen
neke Sozciigiine
Verilmis Anlam

niye

niye

niye

niye
niye
niye
niye
niye

nigin

nigin

neden

niye

Sozlik / Dizin
Kisimlarinda

neke Sozciigiine
Verilmis Anlam

neye, neden

neye, niye

niye, ni¢in

niye, ni¢in
niye, nigin
niye, ni¢in
niye, ni¢in

(Sozlik
yok.)

bolimii

ne igin, ni¢in, niye
“ne” soru zamiri
net+ke

(“neke” madde
bast  yapilmamis;
“ne” maddesinin
altinda

gosterilmistir.)
Nigin

niye, nigin

! “Hayalet sz (phantomWord, vox nihili): Yanhs soz, yamluct bigim. Yazici, basimci veya okuyucu gibi herhangi bir
kullanicimin hatasi sonucu, yanls bir etimolojiyle ortaya ¢ikan sézdiir...” (Karaagag, 2013, 5. 452).
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Aydm (2019Db). Neke ne diye niye niye, ni¢in

Tabaklar-Demirci . . .

(2020) Neke Niye niye neye, niye

Sirin (2016). n(d)ka (sozliikte) - - niye, nigin

Oztiirk (2021). neke (sozliikte) - - niye, nigin

Erdem-Demirci . . (Sozlik  bolimi

(2019). Neke Niye niye yok.)
Degerlendirme

Gorildiigi iizere yazit ile ilgili eserlerden Alyilmaz nesri haricinde biitiin ¢alismalarda neke
bir sdzciikbirim olarak kabul edilmistir. Oysa sozciigiin yapisi bilindigi lizere ne +ke yonelme hali
ile olugsmus ¢ekimli bir isimdir. S6zciige eklenen +ke yonelme hali ¢ekim eki oldugu i¢in eklendigi
sOzciigiin anlamini degistirmez. Bu yilizden onun so6zliiksel bir 6ge olarak kabul edilmemesi daha
uygun olacaktir. Dolayisiyla Alyilmaz’in yaptigi gibi sozciigii metnin sozliikk-indeks kisimlarinda
ayr1 bir madde olarak degil; ne maddesinin altinda degerlendirmek daha uygun olur. Cogu yayinlarda
morfemin sadece “niye” seklinde anlamlandirilmasi da bunu desteklemektedir. Bu ylizden metinde
morfemin gectigi her iki yer i¢in de farkli anlamlar vermeye gerek yoktur. S6zciige yapisina uygun
olarak gectigi her iki satirda da standartlik ve gramerlik anlam agisindan ‘“niye” seklinde
tanimlandirilabilir?,

Sonug olarak morfem ne soru zamirinin yonelme hali almis bigimi olarak ilgili yaymlarin
sozliik-indeks boliimlerine alinmalidir. Béylece Orhon Tiirk¢esinde neke seklinde bir s6zbiriminin
olmadig ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Kaldi ki neke’nin diger runik harfli metinlerde mevcut olmamasi da bu
donemde sozciiksellesmedigini diisiindiirmektedir.

Sonug¢

Bu ¢alismada Runik harfli metinlerden yalniz Tonyukuk Yazitinda tespit edilmis “neke”
sOzciigiiniin yapilmis baslica metin ¢aligmalarinda nasil yorumlandig: {lizerinde duruldu. Yapilan
metin ¢aligmalarinin sonunda s6z konusu sozciik, genellikle aragtirmacilar tarafindan anlamli bir
sozciik kabul edilerek calismalarimin dizin-indeks boliimlerine madde basi olarak alinmustir. Yine
sOzciik sadece Tonyukuk Yazitinda ardisik iki ciimlede gecmesine karsilik arastirmacilar gegtigi iki
baglama da farkli tanimlandirmalar verdikleri gortildii.

Bu ¢alismada sunlar 6nerilmektedir:

1. Neke ¢ekimli ismi runik harfli metinlerden sadece Tonyukuk Yazitinda gegmektedir.
Diger yayinlanmis runik harfli metinlerde gegmemektedir. Morfem, ne soru edatinin +ke yonelme
hal eki almasiyla olusmustur. S6zcligiin diger runik harfli yazitlarda goriilmemesi ve gramer anlamini
korumasi onun bu dénemde heniiz sdzciiksellesmedigini gostermektedir.

2 Sanli ve Yilmaz “Koktiirk Metinlernde Yonelme Halinin Kullamildigi Ciimlelerdeki Islevieri” adli makalelerinde bu
donem metinlerinde yonelme halinin iglevlerini: “Yonelme, bulunma, soyutlama, eksiltili kullanmim ve vasita” seklinde
belirleyip sz konusu neke’li ciimlelerdeki +ke yonelme ekinin islevini ise “yonelme” olarak kabul etmislerdir (Sanli-
Yilmaz 2010: 239- 250).Tekin, Orhon Tiirk¢esi Grameri’'nde sozciigii “Soru Zamiri” bahsinde islemig, eserinin “Verme-
Bulunma Durumu” kisminda ise bahsetmemistir (Tekin 2016: 117; 104.Erdal ise A Grammar of Old Turkic'de ekin
“Yer,yon, sahiplik, soyut bir eylemin nesnesi, ettirgen eylemlerde eylemin yapani” gibi islevieri iizerinde durmustur (Evdal
2004: 371-373).
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2. 1lgili yaymlarin sozliik-indeks kisimlarinda madde basi olarak yer verilmemesi ve
Alyilmaz nesrinde oldugu gibi ne maddesinin altinda gosterilmesi bizce uygundur.

3. Sozciik, Tonyukuk Yazitinda birbirini izleyen iki climlede de ayni anlamdadir. Yapisina
uygun olarak gectigi yerlerde kimi yayinlarda oldugu gibi sadece “niye” (Gabain 2007:72; Sirin
2022: 184-185) seklinde anlamlandirmak yeterli olacaktir.
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ETIK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢calisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi ilkelerine
uygun olarak hazirlandigin1 beyan ederim. Makale daha once herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamis olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.
Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmistir.
Caligmanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon icermedigini; arastirma
bulgularinin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.
Yazar Katkisi
Caligmanin tasarlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
yliriitmiistiir. Makalenin son hélini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.
Cikar Catismasi
Bu makalenin yayimlanmasina iligskin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atismasi bulunmadigini beyan
ederim.
Finansal Destek
Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.
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Yapay Zeka Kullanim Beyam
Makalenin hazirlanmasi siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalnizca dil diizenleme, g¢eviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amaciyla sinirlt 6l¢iide yararlanilmistir. Yapay zeka araglari
tarafindan yapilan ceviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay
zeka araglart calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, aragtirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya
akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin igerigine iliskin tim
akademik sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler
Telif hakkr gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigimi ve ¢aligmanin
herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onayi
Makalenin son hélini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.
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