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Almost two decades ago, the late Professor Claus Schonig told me that the next most important task
in Turkology would be to edit Middle Turkic texts and study their vocabulary and grammar. Since
then, many important early and late Middle Turkic texts have been edited and published with vary-
ing degrees of success. These efforts have been crystallized in the recently published A Dictionary of
Early Middle Turkic by Hendrik Boeschoten. The dictionary compiles the vocabulary of the 14th-cen-
tury works from various regions of the Turkic world, excluding Anatolia. These works are written in
various scripts (Arabic, Uyghur, Latin) with diverse intentions, as the author describes in the intro-
duction of the book (pp. 1-11). They include interlinear translations of the Quran, Islamic and pagan
literary texts, religious texts on Islamic topics, treatises on specialized subjects, diplomatic documents
(yvarligs) and phrasebooks, as well as grammarians’ wordlists and multilingual dictionaries. The
“Early Middle Turkic” of the author corresponds to the Late Qarakhanid, Khwarazm Turkic, Early
Chaghatay, and Middle Kipchak varieties of the Mamluk Empire and the Golden Horde. In some
cases, Middle Turkic vocabulary is more significant than Old Turkic, since a considerable part of the
modern Turkic vocabulary can only be traced back to this period. But Boeschoten includes not only
the Turkic vocabulary of Early Middle Turkic texts, but also foreign elements (Arabic and Persian) “if
they have become more or less conventionalized, that is, if they occur in a number of sources and/or
are morphologically integrated” (p. 9). Unfortunately, although the donor languages are identified,
the donor forms are not. It would be better for the reader if the author had also provided the forms.

Until the publication of Boeschoten’s dictionary, only a few dictionaries (Fazylov 1966-1971,
Toparl et al. 2003, Unlii 2012, Bayat 2020) served a similar purpose. It should be noted that the latter
three sources should be used with caution, as they are unreviewed compilations of the indices of the
respective works.

Boeschoten’s task must have been challenging due to the numerous shortcomings of many edi-
tions of Early Middle Turkic texts, including misreadings and misinterpretations. Additionally, impor-
tant texts such as Ibn al-Muhanna’s Kitab Hilyat al-insan wa-Halbat al-lisan lack proper and compar-
ative editions based on all extant manuscripts.

Although I warmly welcome A Dictionary of Early Middle Turkic and see it as filling a need, I can
hardly agree with its structure and some of the etymologies proposed in it. First, in its present form
the dictionary is vulnerable to criticism and arduous to use. Although the author states that “the aim
was [not] to produce an etymological dictionary” and “the procedure has an ordering function” (p. 8),
the current order proposes countless etymologies that require further elaboration and discussion. In
my view, many words that are unlikely to be etymologically related or identical are grouped under a
single heading, while others are treated separately even though they belong together. Even as a
Turkologist, it can be difficult to find a particular derivative in the dictionary if one has different
opinions about its etymology. The same task is virtually impossible for a reader unfamiliar with the
field. For this reason, an index of 153 pages (pp. 435-587) is included, listing all forms alphabetically.
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Furthermore, the selected structure results in some entries being excessively long, impeding the
reader’s ability to discern the subheadings. It should also be noted that lemmas with superscript
numbers are usually confusing. For example, ayig® (p. 46), bagis® (p. 69), bal' (p. 69), ban=* (p. 70), bu-
run’ (p. 97), etc. appear without corresponding entries. Their counterparts can be found under other
lemmas.

Gaps in the Bibliography

On page 4 Boeschoten states of the Kitab baytarat al-vadih that “so far no proper edition of this work
exists”. However, in 1986 Mehmet Emin Agar prepared a complete edition of this work with an index
as a master’s thesis at Marmara University (see Agar 1986). The edition was based on the Istanbul
manuscript of the work preserved at the Library of the Topkapi Palace.

There are a few other references whose absence surprised me. The most recent and probably most
comprehensive edition of Codex Cumanicus is that of Alexandr Garkavec (2015), but it is not men-
tioned at all. Similarly, Kacalin (2011) has published a complete re-edition of the anonymous Abuska
Dictionary. Boeschoten, however, prefers to use an unpublished dissertation instead. Furthermore,
Giiner (2017) has published a Turkish dictionary of Rasulid Hexaglot's Turkic vocabulary with a few
important suggestions for corrections. Unfortunately, this work, which also contains corrections in
several reviews, is not mentioned either. For Oguzname, the author uses Balazs Danka’s 2019 edition,
whereas Ferruh Agca published another complete edition of Oguzname in the same year (see Agca
2019).

Boeschoten states of QT; (ms. TIEM 73) that “so far the work is available in the form of two doc-
toral theses by Kok (2004) and Unlii (2004)” (p. 5), though Unlii published a complete edition of the
manuscript in 2018 (see Unlii 2018). Unfortunately, Unlii retained almost all the misreadings and er-
rors of interpretation in the new publication.

Kitab majmu‘ tarjuman Turki wa-‘Ajami wa-Muyali is given according to Houtsma’s 1894 and
Garkavec’s 2019 editions, although it has also been edited by Kury$zanov in 1970 and by Toparli, C6-
genli and Yanik in 2000. Other works also have editions that are not mentioned by the author. For ex-
ample, Kitab al-tuhfat al-zakiyya fi luyat al-Turkiyya has been edited by Al-Turk (2006), Qawanin al-
kulliyya li-dabt al-luya al-Turkiyya by Toparli, Cogenli and Yanik (1999), and Kitab bulyat al-mustaq
f1 luyat at-Turk wa-I-Qifgaq by Alturk (2012). These missing editions, which happen to be almost ex-
clusively of Turkish origin, should at least have been mentioned and at best used as alternative
sources.

Probably after Boeschoten completed the manuscript of his book, another edition of Kitab bulyat
al-mustaq was published by Savas Karagozlii and Musa Salan (2022). This edition, which is based on
the so-called Kastamonu manuscript of this Arabic-Turkic dictionary, was not included in
Boeschoten’s dictionary.

In recent years, academic dissertations on the Paris and Yozgat manuscripts (the latter copied in
1257) of Muqaddimat al-Adab have also been written in Turkey. These include studies by Oz¢camkan
Ayaz (2020) and Cihan (2021). Ozcamkan Ayaz’s dissertation was also published by Tiirk Dil Kurumu
in 2023 (see Ozgamkan Ayaz 2023).

Etymological Notes

In the following, I will present some of my etymological objections and additions. Similar reserva-
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tions can be made about other lexemes in the dictionary. Note that the “=” symbol used for verbs in
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the dictionary is replaced by “-
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p- 17: acig® ‘anger’ must be placed under adi- ‘to be sour’ where it belongs. German sauer ‘sour;
angry, peevish’ has the same variety of meanings.

p- 22: MA agra- ‘to be/become heavy’ (s.v. agram) is not necessarily a backformation from agram.
It may be a real derivation of agir with {+A-}.

p. 25: In a previous study (Unal 2012), I considered alay ~ alldy ‘thus’ to be a corrupted form of the
Old Turkic anilayu ‘like this, thus’. The similar form ayla ‘thus’ (p. 46), on the other hand, is probably
a metathesized form of al(l)ay.

p. 38: CC artmaq/AH artmaq ‘saddlebag’ (s.v. art-* ‘to load’) is rightly analysed by Erdal (1991:
110) as derived from CT art ‘back, behind’ with the formative {+mAk}.

p- 40: It should be noted that the Middle Turkic asru ‘extremely’ may be a reborrowing of the Old
Turkic asru ‘very much, extremely’ from Mongolic. The word occurs in preclassical Written Mongol
as asuru ‘very, rather, excessively’.

p- 44: CC yiiviit ‘consolation’ can hardly come from *uvut < awit, the latter supposedly being a de-
rivative of *awi-. The word in the CC is simply related to the word in the MA, which is read as yoviit
‘help’ on page 424. If the vocalism of the form attested in the CC is primary, the form in the MA must
also be read as yiviit. This Early Middle Turkic word is derived from the Old Turkic verb yuw- ~
yiiw- ‘to make contact with someone, share one’s wealth and overwhelm her/him with kindness’,
which is attested in the DLT (Clauson 1972: 871).

p- 47: CC ayran® ‘stable’ does not go back to ayirgan (< hadir-); rather, it is related to DLT aran
‘stable’ and thus belongs to the heading aran ‘yard, enclosure’ (p. 35).

p- 49: ddd ‘master, owner’ is simply a hypercorrect form of CT dyd, just as CT ayak ‘cup, bow!’ is
occasionally written as adaq and adaq in Early Middle Turkic sources (p. 46). Therefore, it would be
more appropriate to give dyd as the heading.

p- 53: MG dksii ‘half-burnt log’ and MA, QT, dksiindii ‘half-burnt log’ are unlikely to be deriva-
tions of dksii- ‘to grow less, be deficient’. Rather, they are metathesized forms of *kdsd-g and *kosd-
ndii, whose common base goes back to the Old Turkic *kézd- ‘to poke a fire’ (Clauson 1972: 757).

p- 61: QT; dsin- ‘to winnow’ does not derive from ds- ‘to blow’, but comes from *dvsin-, a deriva-
tive of the Common Turkic hdvis- or hdviis- ‘to winnow’. It therefore belongs under the heading
dyiis- ‘to winnow’ on page 225.

p- 64: AH Tdvsat- ‘to be civilized, sociable’ is better read as ovsat- or uvsat- and connected to OU
ogsat- ‘to compare, equate’ or uvsat- ‘to grind, crush, pound, break’.

p- 68: Since bagda- ‘to intertwine legs’ is derived from bag (Erdal 1991: 455), it must be placed un-
der the heading ba- and the subheading bag on page 67.

p. 74: basa is a loanword from Sogdian ps’ pasa ‘then, afterwards, on the other hand’.

p. 78: Although phonetically unproblematic, it is semantically unconvincing to derive XS, CC
beld- ‘to swaddle’ from bel ‘waist’. Note that the Old Turkic bdald-k ~ beld-k ‘present’ is also a deriva-
tion of beld- ‘to wrap up’.

p- 79: baldag/belig/boldg ‘present’ can also be read with -k, as suggested by Erdal (1991: 230).
Erdal’s assumption may turn out to be wrong, since the Ottoman Turkish and Kazakh forms may also
be reborrowings from the Mongolic beleg ‘gift, present’.

p- 92: boléik ‘wolf puppy’ can be etymologized as derived from boéri ‘wolf” with the diminutive
suffix {+¢Ak}.

p- 96: TZ burun ‘shred, clipping’ is not derived from bur- ‘to twist, bend’, but is a misspelling of
yurun (written with < instead of (s). So it has to be placed under the heading yurun on page 428.

p. 98: Skr. mudhuka is a mistake for madhuka.

p- 106: TZ ¢alinlan- ‘to worry’ cannot be compared to the Khakas ¢alinnan- ‘to be on fire’, which
comes from the Common Turkic yalin ‘flame’.
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p- 107: TZ ¢alqa- ‘to shake’ is a secondary and corrupted form of éayka-, a variant of CT yayka-
‘to shake’.

p. 107: Another cognate of QT; candas- ‘to dispute’ occurs in Khalaj as ¢andis- ‘to become entan-
gled in each other’ (Doerfer & Tezcan 1980: 98).

p. 114: QT; ¢iglas- ‘to dispute loudly’ is derived from *¢ig, which is related to DLT ¢ik ‘a low cry’.

p- 114: KA, QT, ¢igril- 1. ‘to be drawn together, contract’ 2. ‘to shiver’ is not a variant of yigril-
contaminated with ¢ig-, but simply derived from ¢ik- ~ ¢ig- ‘to tie, fasten’ (p. 113) with the causative
{-Ur-} and the passive {-(X)l-}.
mentioned, such as Tocharian A cakkdr ~ cakrd, Tocharian B cakkdr, Sogdian ckkr- ~ cxr- ~ cyr- and fi-
nally Skr. cakra.

p- 117: QT; Cola ‘free time’ is a clear loanword from the Mongolic *¢&jlé ‘free time’ (< *¢ilde). De-
spite the backvocalic Kyrgyz colo ‘opportunity, free time’, the Middle Turkic form might be better
read as Cold.

p. 125: MA +digiiz ‘having a blaze’ is related to DLT twKiiz ‘with a blaze on the forehead (horse)’.
It was borrowed from Bulgar Turkic into Mongolic and surfaced as tdgeli (teenn) ‘spot on the fore-
head of an animal’ (< *tdgeri) in Written Mongol (Lessing 1995: 832). Thus, the word in the DLT and
MA is better read as tdgiiz and dogiiz, respectively.

p- 145: I have emphasized several times that CT idi and dyd ~ eyd (with its hypercorrect variant
dga) are different lexemes that have merged over time. Although it may not always be easy to distin-
guish between the descendant forms, they must be treated differently.

p- 145: QA igds- ‘to quarrel’ is better be read as egds-. The verb occurs in Old Uyghur as egis- (sic)
‘to dispute’, in Kyrgyz as eges- ‘to quarrel, argue’, in Kazakh as eges- ‘to dispute, argue’, and in Turk-
ish dialects as efes-, efis-, ekes-, eyes-, igas- ~ iges- ~ iyes-, and iiyes- ‘to quarrel, compete’. Turkmen
igen- ‘to grumble, mutter; to growl’, the reflexive derivation of the same base, suggests a protoform
*ekd- or *egd-. If the former is correct, it may be identical with *ékd- ‘to rub, scuff, saw’.

p- 145: Boeschoten interprets CC ih- as ‘to float’ on the basis that it is related to Khakas iy- ‘to sail
before the wind’ and that the German translation das schif l[e]get czu ru in the CC is incorrect. How-
ever, in Ottoman Turkish and contemporary Turkish dialects we find another homophonous verb ih-
with the meaning ‘(for camel) to kneel, to sit; to sit in sadness and confusion’.

p- 149: FZ ini ‘day after tomorrow’ is mentioned in isolation. However, as Dankoff (1987: 12)
points out, IM ina 44 kiin ‘day after tomorrow’ also belongs here.

p- 149: *ifiir is considered by the author to be the common onomatopoeic base of ifiréaq ‘packsad-
dle’ and ifird- 1. ‘to wail, lament’ 2. ‘to roar (lion)’. However, the base of the former survives in Yakut
as inir ‘saddle’. The form inircak is the diminutive of the latter.

p- 153: CC islig ‘chimney’ is better read as islig. The base occurs in Armenian Kipchak as is ‘car-
bon monoxide’.

be the causative of i5(i)- ~ yis(i)- ‘to rub’.

p- 166: Chuvash kasmik needs to be corrected to kasmdk.

p- 170: AH, KT, TZ kdogdn ~ kégam ‘plum’ goes back to CT *kékdn, which is derived from kék ‘blue’
with the suffix {+gAn}. In all three sources, this word is written in such a way that it can be read as
kékdn. Turkish dial. gégem is the regular reflex of *kokdm.

p- 170: CC kdgdn ‘rope to fasten young lambs and kids with’ is considered by Boeschoten to be a
loanword from Mongolic. However, it already occurs in DLT kékdn ‘noose’ (Clauson 1972: 712) and
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OU vyelii kokdn ‘tether’ (Wilkens 2021: 887). The word survives in the Turkish dialects of Zonguldak,
as koken ‘small stake for tethering animals’, and Gaziantep, as koken ‘short rope tied at one end to the
foot of a sheep or goat and at the other end to a stake’.

p- 171: kokrdk® ‘chest’ belongs under kdgiiz ‘chest’ (< *kdkiiz) on page 170, from which it was de-
rived.

p- 177: kérk ‘beauty’ belongs under the heading kér- ‘to see, see after, to consider’ (p. 176).

p- 178: CC kosdgdn ‘curtain’ is not a Turkic derivation from *kosi- ‘to hide’ with {-gAn}, but a bor-
rowing from the Middle Mongol *késegen (= Written Mongol kdsige(n) ‘curtain’). This in turn is bor-
rowed from the antecedent form of the Old Turkic kdsik ‘veiling, curtain’. The form kdsege is attested
in the Mugaddimat al-Adab and the Istanbul Vocabulary.

p- 180: kézdd- (sic) ‘to observe, protect, tend, keep’ does not belong under kéz ‘eye’ because it goes
back to kiizdd-, which is derived from kii- ‘to guard, protect’, probably {kii-z+a-d-}. The first vowel of
the Old Uyghur kiizdd- is secured by Brahmi instances.

p- 207: obur ‘desert demon’ must be considered a derivative of CT op- ‘to swallow’ and therefore
belongs under the heading of op- on page 210 (see Stachowski & Stachowski 2017).

p- 217: QT 6yiil- (or dyiil-?) ‘to be granted respite’ must be related to QT; dd- (or iéid-?) ‘to grant
respite’ (Unlii 2018/8: 406), which is not included in the dictionary. Both forms suggest a verb *iid-,
possibly the verbal equivalent of 6d ~ iid ‘time’.

p- 217: CC iiksiin-/tipsiin- ‘to remember’ is not a derivative of dg' ‘mind, intelligence’. It must have
changed from an older form *ddik+sin-, the base of which is édik ‘report, note, register; tradition;
monument, memorial’ (Wilkens 2021: 523). Similarly, OU édikld- means ‘to remember’. *édik+sin-
must first have yielded *éyiiksiin-/* 6viiksiin-, then iiksiin- and finally dipsiin-.

p- 221: AH 07, i.e. 6n-, ‘to lie in wait’ is certainly a cognate of the Old Uyghur on- ‘to hide (intr.)’
(Wilkens 2021: 509). This verb also occurs in Kyrgyz as 6n- ‘(of a hunter) to sneak up on’ and in
Teleut and Shor as 6p- ‘to lie in wait, hide’. Clauson (1972: 168) mentions the verb only in a prelimi-
nary note.

p. 222: From a morphological point of view, érdg/ord ‘pillar’ cannot be derived from the verb o6r-
‘to rise’. Rather, it is the rhotacistic form of CT 6zdg and 6zdk, which yielded Yakut 6hiié ‘a beam in
the wooden frame of a yurt’ and Khakas 6zek ~ 6Zek ~ iizek ‘stake, peg’, respectively. It should be
added that the word also occurs as drik in Abuska (Kagalin 2011: 986). The common base of CT 6zdg
and 6zdk survives in the Turkish dialects as 6z ‘thick wood, log, pole used in buildings’.

p- 225: KA 6yis ‘mildew’ is hardly related to the Bashkir 67idd, i.e. iindd ‘mould, mildew’. It must
be related to iwiis (p. 412) and can be traced back to CT (h)ddis, which gave OU 6diis ‘moisture,
damp’ and the Turkish dialectal form (Kars) hoyiis ‘wet” among others.

p- 226: QT; ozndklik ‘rebellion’ (s.v. dz") is related to OU wznd- ‘to rebel’ and DLT and QB wznd-
‘to disobey’. Despite Clauson (1972: 289) and Ozertural (2023: 135), the verb in question cannot be de-
rived from 6zdn ‘heart, centre (of something)’. Therefore, 6zndklik does not belong under the heading
6z' ‘own’. Its true base may have survived in the Turkish dialect of Cankir1 as hozen ‘disagreeable
(person)’. Old Ottoman éziin ‘cheating’ is another candidate, although its semantics differ from those
of 6znd-.

p- 226: In connection with 6zdn- ‘to take pains’, DLT and QB 6zdl- ‘to suffer’ (uzal- in Clauson
1972: 287) and Khakas dzel- ‘to be sad, grieve’ should also be mentioned. AH 6zdt- (+dzdn-) ‘to wrong,
to ill-treat (zalama)’ also belongs under this heading.

p- 230: Chuvash xupa ‘bark’ must be corrected to xupd.

p- 232: QA qag- is assumed by Boeschoten to be the base of gagur- ‘to fry, roast’. However, it may
be related to Tuvan kag- (aor. kaar) ‘to leave; to put (down), place’. QA boguzga g[a)ga bitgin a$§ must
be translated as ‘food consumed as soon as it is put into the mouth’.
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p- 233: TZ galavun ‘wedding gift’, written perfectly clearly in the manuscript, must nevertheless
be related to qalifi/qalin ‘marriage gift, bridal money’ (p. 234), which entered Mongolic as galim ‘the
fat and flesh adhering to the hide of an animal just skinned; a whole sheep skinned carefully in order
to leave these tissues on the body of the animal (formerly offered as a gift to the bride’s family to for-
malize an engagement)’ (Lessing 1995: 920). The form itself is reminiscent of the Middle Mongol
qala’un ‘hot’.

p- 235: CC garia ‘plank’ has cognates in several Turkic languages, such as Karachay-Balkar kanna,
Kumyk kana, Tatar kanga, Tobol kanga and Chuvash xdma.

p- 237: TZ qaril- ‘to swallow food the wrong way, choke’ does not belong to gar-' ‘to mix (into)’.
The former comes from the Old Turkic kar- ‘to choke with’ (Clauson 1972: 643; Erdal 1991: 190),
which occurs in the DLT and QB. This may be identical with kar- ‘to overflow’, as suggested by
Kagyarl, but not with kar- ‘to mix’.

p- 238: garaq ‘eyeball, pupil of the eye’ and the common base of garaqdé ‘highwayman’ and
qaraqla- ‘to rob’ must be distinguished. The former derives from CT kara ‘black’ and the latter possi-
bly from *kar-, from which DLT karma ‘plunder’ is also derived.

p- 240: It is not clear to me why garsi ‘opposite, against’ is not given under garis- ‘to confront’ (p.
239), where it belongs.

p- 242: TZ qata qal- ‘to be astonished’ and TZ gata qaldir- ‘to surprise’ belong to gat- ‘to become
strong/hard’ (p. 242); cf. Turkish donakal- ‘to be petrified with astonishment or fear’.

p. 244: gavuq' ‘bladder’ (s.v. gav-') cannot be derived from *kav- ‘to be collected’ if the variant
kaguk in the Old Uyghur medical texts (Wilkens 2021: 319) is the older and original form of the word.

p- 246: QK qazgi¢ ‘stingy’ and qazgan/qazan ‘cauldron’ (s.v. qaz-) are phonetically and semanti-
cally difficult to derive from kaz- ‘to dig’. The former seems to be an opaque derivative of kiz ‘stingy’,
although the vocalism is slightly different. It may be a metathesized corruption of *kizganc, the origin
of the Turkish kiskang ‘jealous, envious’. CT *kazan ~ *kazgan, on the other hand, is incompatible
with the short vocalic verb kaz-.

p- 251: gisgan-/qizgan- ‘to be stingy, mean’ is not derived from *gisig, i.e. kisig (already proposed
by Clauson 1972: 667), but from CT kiz ‘stingy’ > OU kiz id. (Wilkens 2021: 376).

p- 251: IM, AH git ‘scanty’, also attested in Ottoman and modern Turkish, as well as Turkmen,
Kumyk and Nogay, is either a corruption of CT kiz (or kiz) ‘stingy, miserly; scarce, scanty; expensive’
or a borrowing of the Arabic gaht ‘dearth, lack, want, scarcity’.

p- 255: qogus® ‘woof’ and qogus’/qavus ‘plane’ must be separated from gogus® ‘hollow’. gogus®/
gavus ‘plane (tool)’ is the base of OU kovsa- ‘to smooth’ and kovusa- ‘to be smoothed’ (Wilkens 2021:
398). It should be noted that the latter two forms in Old Uyghur are only variants of the same verb.

p- 260: TZ goyqa ‘withers’ must be read as quyqa, because it is certainly identical with the Old
Turkic kuyka ‘skin; fur; plumage’ (Clauson 1972: 676; Wilkens 2021: 434). Its first vowel is identified
by the Yakut form kuyaxa ‘scalp’. This word also occurs in the MG as kuyka ‘the part of the body be-
tween the shoulders and the buttocks’ (koyka in Izbudak’s reading), which is not found in the dictio-
nary under review.

p- 277: saq ‘wakeful, alert; safe’ is not derived from CT sa- ‘to count’. The former has a short vowel
in Turkmen, while the latter has a long vowel in Common Turkic. For the time being, sag must be
considered a simplex.

p. 281: sark- ‘to hang down’ cannot be equated with CT *sark- ~ sirk- ‘to drip’. The latter survives
in MG sark- ~ sirk- ‘to flow, leak’ (not listed in the dictionary) and Turkmen sirik- ‘to flow, leak,
stream’.

p- 282: sawas/savas ‘controversy, fight’ and sawas-/savas- ‘to fight one another’ are hardly related
to saw/sav ‘speech’. Stachowski (2019: 295) derives the Turkish noun from CT *sava- ~ *saba-, which
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he identified with the verb saba- in Kyrgyz, Kazakh, Karakalpak and Altai. The latter, however, is a
loanword from Mongolic *saba- ‘to beat’.

p- 290: KA sikld- ‘to urinate’ does not belong under sik ‘penis’. In Common Turkic, there were two
different words, sik ‘penis’ and stk ‘urine’ (> Yakut ik ‘urine’, cf. Chuvash $dk ‘urine’).

p- 290: TZ silk ‘spittle’ is a loanword from a Middle Mongol form related to the Common Mongolic
*siliikei ‘saliva; slobbering’.

p- 294: CC siy ‘salutation’ is a continuation of the Old Uyghur tsi ~ si ‘appropriate behaviour’
(Wilkens 2021: 750), which in turn was borrowed from Chinese zi % ‘manner’.

p. 310: tab ‘mark on the body’ is better read as tap with /p/ as in the Turkish dialectal form tap.
There is no obvious reason to read -b in the final position.

p- 315: AH tafiaz- ‘to get red and hard (swelling)’ is related to the Old Uyghur and DLT taniz- ‘to
swell, to give milk’ (Wilkens 2021: 672), which Clauson (1972: 527) misread as teniz-.

p- 319: tarlawsiz ‘uncultivated’ (taken from Danka 2019) should be read as tarlagusiz {tarla-gU+slz}
(Agca 2019: 121) since it is spelled <d’r'qw syz). sanaguluksiz in ON 35/2-3 confirms that {+sIz} fol-
lows two-fold harmony in the Oguzname.

p- 334: Under the heading tdwsdik, the author refers to usaq, but under usag, we find only tiiwsdik.

p- 334: It should be added that IM tdviik ‘so-and-so’ is related to Turkish tefek as in ufak tefek ‘tri-
fling’.

p- 337: tilmac ‘interpreter’ and its variants should be placed under the heading til ‘tongue’ on page
336.

p- 338: The adjective tin (yer) ‘fallow (field)’ is likely to be distinct from tin ‘breath’ (cf. Wilkens
2021: 713-714, 'tin and *tin).

p- 338: The author brings together the examples of tin-' ‘to breathe’ and tin-* ‘to speak’ under tin-.
It is essential to distinguish between these two verbs, as Clauson (1972: 514) and Wilkens (2021: 714)
did.

p- 340: tiyan-/tayan- ‘to cease, stop’ does not come from *tidin-, which is identical with OU tidin-
‘to abstain, to hold back, to endure’ (Wilkens 2021: 712). The Old Turkic /d/ must have been pre-
served in the relevant works as d. Therefore, the forms tiyan-/tayan- are rather related to Common
Turkic tin- ‘to breathe; to rest; to stop’ (Wilkens 2021: 714; Clauson 1972: 514). The change of CT
(h)ik ‘spindle’ to iyik in some Middle and Modern Turkic varieties is a similar phonetic development.
The examples of tiyan-/tayan- belong under the heading tin- (p. 338). It survives in the Turkish di-
alect of Bergama (Izmir) as dayan- ‘to stop, to rest’.

p- 341: MA togdari ‘dove’ (cf. Turkmen togdari ‘bustard (Otis tarda)’) must be a loanword from an
unattested Mongolic or Para-Mongolic form *toydarn(i), a variant of toy(a)day ‘bustard’, which is in
turn a borrowing from Bulgar Turkic *tod+ak id. (> *tozak — Hungarian tizok [tuzok] ‘bustard,
Otis’). This is reminiscent of the change from *g to rin Dagur. All forms attested since Middle Turkic,
such as togdak, togadak and tugadak, are reborrowings from Mongolic.

p- 344: BM topa ‘covering for a grain pit (oru)’ is not a cognate of Turkish tipa/tapa ‘stopper’, but
is rather related to Kyrgyz topo ‘soil; earth from the grave’ and Uyghur topa ‘soil, dust’.

p- 346: tosgu/tozgu/dozgu ‘food served to a guest’ already occurs in Old Uyghur as tuzgu ‘viaticum;
gift, offering’” (Wilkens 2021: 768) and in the DLT and QB as fuzgu ‘a gift of food given to a traveller’
(Clauson 1972: 573). This fact argues against the borrowing from Mongolian suggested by
Boeschoten. The base of CT tuzgu survives in the Western Yugur t'oz- ~ toz- ~ tuz- ‘to meet’ and it
entered Mongolian as tos- ‘to receive; to encounter, go to meet someone who is coming; to catch
something moving toward the subject’ (Lessing 1995: 828). Clauson, on the other hand, suggested de-
riving tuzgu from tuz ‘salt’.

p- 348: t6ld-* ‘to (re)pay; to remit (sins)’ is not necessarily a borrowing from Mongolic. The direc-
tion of the borrowing is uncertain.
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p- 352: CC tulug ‘balcony’ is a hapax. Drimba (2000: 224) emended it to ti[n]lik. Tu[r]luk is an-
other possible emendation, cf. Turkish dial. turluk ‘1. felt covering the tent 2. shepherd’s house next
to the corral 3. small tent covered with sticks and sackcloth 4. corral for sheltering goats 5. bower,
pergola 6. hut’.

p. 354: turlaq ‘emaciated’ is better read as torlaq (see Unal 2022a).

p. 354: IM turuq ‘emaciated’ should be read as toruq and is not borrowed from Mongolic (see Unal
2022a).

p. 346: YL totqavul / XS tatqavul ‘file closer’ is hardly distinct from XS tuthaul / XS tatgaul ‘tax
collector’ on page 357. They are all borrowed from the Middle Mongol todga’ul ‘watchman, guard’. In
addition, XS tuthaul must be emended to tothaul. XS tatqavul, on the other hand, does not simply ex-
ist. It appears to be a ghost form.

p. 364: IM tiiwsd- ‘to be/become wet’ must be emended to yowsd- (written with < instead of (s). It
is derived from *(y)éwiis ‘wet’ < CT (h)ddiis id.

p- 369: KT ugurt ‘a sip’ is better read as ogurt because it is a phonetic variant of avurt. The form in
question was also read as ofurt by Clauson (1972: 65). KT ugurtla- ‘to sip’ should also be corrected to
ogurtla-.

p- 374: Although the sources do so exclusively, it is wrong to regard CC us ‘wet’ as a loanword
from the Mongolic usun ‘water’. The word must be read as @$ and considered related to CT (h)ddiis
‘wet’. It is contracted from the form @iwiis ‘wet’.

p- 374: TZ urutqa ‘old man’ is hardly related to Altai/Teleut @ru- ‘to be ill’, which goes back to CT
hagri-. TZ urutqa is related to the Old Turkic kurtga ‘old woman’. Other examples of the loss of the
initial k- in Middle Kipchak can be found in Unal (2023b: 303).

p- 375: CC uSqu ‘wood plane’ is hardly from *uwusgu. The reading is correct, but the word is re-
lated to the Turkish dialectal form hiski ‘wood plane’ and Tatar iski ‘plane’, derived from i§(i)- ~ yi§(i)-
‘to rub; to smooth, plane’. The reason for the rounding in the CC is unknown.

p- 378: Boeschoten confuses Middle Turkic #ig- (not tiik-) ‘to pile up’ with the base of iikii§ ‘many,
much’, iéikli- ‘to multiply’ and their derivatives. These two verbal roots must be strictly distinguished.

p- 382: TZ 6A[-]iiz (= Oniiz) ‘sebum’ is correct in reading and meaning. However, Boeschoten’s
analysis of it as a compound of 7 (‘front’?) and iz ‘fat’ can hardly be correct. The word survives in
Bashkir as iindd ‘mould, mildew’. More importantly, it was borrowed into Mongolic from Bulgar Tur-
kic as *onger ‘mold’ > WM ongger ~ 6nggér ‘mold; coating on the tongue; mucous membrane on the
inside of the alimentary canal’ (Lessing 1995: 638).

p- 386: yad- and yaz- are two different verbs and they should be treated separately. However,
Boeschoten lists them both under yad-.

p- 387: ON yagir ‘shoulder’ is not related to CT yagir ‘saddle gall’, under which it is presented. It is
rather a reanalysis of yagrin ‘shoulder blade’ (p. 388).

p- 389: yalil- and yalg- ‘to be nauseated’ are unlikely to be related to yal- ‘to blaze’. The semantic
connection is weak.

p. 390: XS (and Sanglax) yalin- ‘to lick friendlily’ (dog) is not related to CT yalin- ‘to plead’, but is
a later form of yalgan-, the reflexive of yalga-. Note that in both XS and Sanglax, yalga- occurs as
yala- without the postconsonantal velar.

p- 395: KA yapur- ‘to flatten’ is not a causative of yap- ‘to cover’. It already occurs in Old Uyghur
as yapir- ‘to destroy, flatten’ (Wilkens 2021: 865). The rounded vowel in the Middle Turkic form is
secondary.

p- 396: yaqtu ‘light’ etc. cannot be derived from yak- because there is no Common Turkic forma-
tive {-tU}. A regular derivation with {-dI} would have the form *yakdi, thus *yakti in Middle Turkic.
OU tamtu, which has a similar form, is derived from tamit- with the suffix {-O} (Unal 2023a: 40). How-
ever, a similar morphological analysis for yaqtu as *{yak-it-o} is unlikely. Note that Unal (2022b: 44—
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45) regarded yaqtu and its variants as a simplex and connected it with the Tocharian B riakte ‘god’
and the Xiongnu *riakte (glossed as xido 2 ‘filial piety’).

p- 397: Kyrgyz yar should be emended to jar.

p- 400: QA yargaq ‘skin coat’ must be included under yarig ‘leather strap’ on the same page from
which it is derived.

p- 407: MA ydéziil- ‘to become putrid’ is not a variant of yazil-, as Boeschoten suggests, but rather
of ¢oziil- ‘to disperse (intr.)’ (Wilkens 2021: 239). The alternation of onset ¢- and y- in Common Turkic
can also be found in pairs such as ¢ayka- ~ yayka- ‘to shake’, éemril- ~ yemril- ‘to collapse, break
down’, ¢éig ~ yig ‘raw’, ¢irii- ~ yirii- ‘to decay’, and ¢orgd- ~ ydrgd- ‘to wrap’.

p- 408: AH yilds ‘breeze’ is related to the Tatar jilds ‘slightly windy’, which Balint (1876: 84) gave
in his dictionary as yildz ‘breeze, gentle wind’.

p- 409: yelpi-/ydilpi- ‘to fan’ belongs under the heading yel ‘wind’ (p. 408), from which it is derived.

p. 410: XS yidrsiig (s.v. ydfi-) ‘conquering spirit’ is probably not derived from ydn- ‘to conquer’. Its
interpretation is arbitrary. The word survives in Nogay yensik ‘desire’ and Kazakh (Radloff) jensik ‘de-
sire for something’. QB (5799) yansaguci ‘desirous’ may be related to this group with its obvious base
*yansa- ‘to desire’.

p. 412: dwis/dvis/ivis/iyis ‘wet’ etc. are not derivatives of *yibi- ‘to get wet’ but descendant
forms of CT (h)ddiis. The change can be conceived as (h)6diis > 6yiis > owiis > dwiis.

p- 414: CC yihov ‘church’ certainly does not belong to yig-* ‘to save, collect, pile up’. It goes back
to the compound *iyik 6v < *idok dv ‘holy house’.

p. 417: Although MA yiSgu/yiSqu ‘device for straightening a lance’ is rightly connected with the
Turkish dialectal iski, it is unlikely to derive from yis- ‘to tie a cord’, which comes from CT (h)is- (>
OU i3-in ‘hair braid’, i$-ig ~ yis-ig ‘cord, rope’). As mentioned above, there is another verbal root i§(i)-
~ yi§(i)- ‘to rub; to smooth, plane’. This is the more likely base of yisgu/yisqu.
fruits; leftovers, crumbs, useless parts, rubbish; large straw, etc., which does not appear to be a bor-
rowing from Armenian, contrary to Eren’s (1999: 178) argument.

p- 425: QT5 Tyugur- in tiin yugur- ‘to stay awake at night’ must be read as yogur- and identified
with OU yogur- ‘to traverse, pass; to spend’ (Wilkens 2021: 909), possibly related to yol ‘road, way’.

Missing lexemes

When using the dictionary, I noticed that some important words were not included. The reason for
their exclusion is unclear to me. Without claiming to be exhaustive, some of these missing lexemes
can be listed as follows: CC ¢inay ‘wife’, yan ‘infectious disease, epidemic’ (< chin. ydng &
‘sickness’?), IM kiismdn ‘oar’, yiiliin ‘cloud’ (< mong. dilen < *eiilen), AH or (better ur) ‘son’ (cognate to
Old Turkic uri), KT kdy ‘good’, MG ikds- ‘to become obstinate’, kalakda bol- ‘to be moving’ (< mong.
kala-), sar ‘membrane’, sark- ~ sirk- ‘to flow, leak’, yilmir- ‘to sob’, yigiik ‘crippled’, MM sar ‘mem-
brane’, TZ ala- ‘to change’ (< mong. kala-), sik ‘poker’.

In order to have a complete Early Middle Turkic vocabulary, these and other lexemes need to be
included in future editions.

Typographical errors

There are also a few minor typos in the book: Ozyetkin (for Ozyetgin) (p. IX, 5), beteen (for between)
(p. 10), exixtence (for existence) (p. 71), contamiated (for contaminated) (p. 114), Iziskannyj (for Izyskan-
nyj) (p. 593), Ayagka egimlig baksi (for Ayagka tegimlig bahsi) (p. 589). Also, in the alphabetical order
of letters on page 14, the letter g is missing between p and r.
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Concluding remarks

All in all, although Hendrik Boeschoten’s A Dictionary of Early Middle Turkic fills a long-standing and
significant gap in Turkological studies, it does not fulfil this task properly. In my opinion, a non-ety-
mological dictionary is not the place to propose hidden etymologies. This work would be much more
practical if words and their derivatives were treated separately under different headings without im-
plying etymologies.

More time and effort will be needed before we have a complete dictionary of Early Middle Turkic.
This future edition might also include the Oghuz vocabulary of Old Ottoman texts.

As I was writing this review, I learned that Hendrik Boeschoten had suddenly passed away. I was
very saddened by his passing. I am equally saddened that he will not be able to continue his work on
Early Middle Turkic, which is of great value despite the shortcomings discussed in this review.

Abbreviations

AH Kitab al-Idrak

aor. aorist

BM Kitab bulgat al-mustaq

CcC Codex Cumanicus

chin. Chinese

CT Common Turkic

DLT Diwan Luyat at-Turk

FZ Farhang-i Zafan-guya

IM Ibn al-Muhanna (Kitab Hilyat al-insan wa-Halbat al-lisan)
intr. intransitive

KA Kitab al-Afal

KT Kitab majmua‘ tarjuman Turki wa-‘Ajami wa-Muyali
MA Mugaddimat al-Adab

MG Margin Grammar = El-Idrak Hasiyesi

MM Mu‘in al-Murid

mong. Mongolic

ms. manuscript

NF Nahj al-Faradis

ON Oguzname

ou Old Uyghur

p- page

QA Qisas al-Anbiya’

OB Qutadgu Bilig

QK Qawanin al-kulliyya

QT; Interlinear translation, Tiirk ve IslAm Eserleri Miizesi TIEM 73
QT, Interlinear translation, Siileymaniye Kitiiphanesi
QT; Interlinear translation, Mashhad

Skr. Sanskrit

TZ Kitab al-tuhfat al-zakiyya fi luyat al-Turkiyya

XS Husrav u Sirin

YL yarlig documents
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