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User's work is a welcome contribution to Runic Old Turkic studies, which combines several very useful indices and lexicographical lists with original philological work. Beginning with the former (pp. 133-444), the heart of this book is taken up by a very exhaustive representation of the full lexicon of the Old East Turkic Runic inscription, divided into sections (each with very detailed subsections) proper names and lexical items with several grammatical functions - e.g. names of persons, 133-144, place names, 144-156, names of tribes and similar groups of people, 156-172, designations for qualities ("Adjectives", with various subcategories, 172-187), pronouns and other deictic elements, adverbs, quantifiers etc. Pp. 221-329 contain a huge list of Runic Old Turkic nouns, organized according to semantic (onomasiological) principles - remotely reminiscent of the justifiedly famous Dictionary of Selected Synonyms of the Principal Indo-European Languages by C.D. Buck (Chicago 1949), but, of course, without the comparative element (and confining its structure to semantic fields and subfields only, without, as Buck did, lemmatizing concrete lexical meanings and trying to give Old Turkic "translation equivalents" for them). Thus, readers can locate here all nouns belonging to categories like (to name but a few) domestic animals (with adgır, ak, at, buka, koń, sıpa, tay, täbi, torug, yagız, and yunt), musical instruments (with just one noun, köbürgä), or kinship terms (20 terms alone for blood relationships, pp. 248-253), and many more. The following list of verbs (381-419) is equally thoroughly subdivided into semantical categories like, e.g., verbs pertaining to the sphere of politics/diplomacy, pp. 365- 371, verbs from the realm of hunting, religion etc. etc., always further subdivided according to the category of transitivity (oluş vs. kılış fiilleri).
This layout of the Runic Turkic lexicon allows, thus, completely new ways of viewing semantic fields at a glance, which is, of course, not easily possible with traditional, alphabetically (or, then, "Clauson-alphabetically") sorted dictionaries. Needless to say, the choice of semantic subgroups is (and has to be), largely, the author's choice, and other scholars might, then, wish to allocate some words to different semantic categories, but this is, of course, unavoidable, and any objection one might have here and there is by far outweighed by the advantages of having such a pre-categorized list of Runic Old Turkic words in the first place, which greatly facilitates work and thinking on the semantic make-up of the lexicon of the earliest written Turkic language. That said, it is of course not entirely without problems, and User was forced to treat some words in more than one category, take, as but one example, the verb öl- "to die". We find it, expectedly, in category 
3.3.1 (Intransitive verbs in the realm of human life and body (birth, life, death, illness, wounds, invalidity), but also in category 3.4.1.1 (Intransitive verbs from the sphere of emotions), where öl- is glossed as "çok sıkıntı veya acı çekmek" - as e.g. in Kül Tegin E 27: ölü yétü kazğantım = (Clauson:) "I nearly worked myself to death". But is this really a "separate" meaning of this basic verb, which calls for a completely separate treatment? A third lemma entry of this verb is then found in category 3.6.1 (Intransitive verbs from the realm of politics and diplomacy), where it ends up because of the semantic nuance of "be destroyed, decay, become corrupt" and the like (when said of political bodies), but this is, again, a simple and unsurprising metaphorical extension of a verb with the central meaning of "die, perish", as is the fourth treatment of this verb, this time under 3.21.2.1 (Intransitive verbs around wounds and the loss of life in the animal world). It is of course an important piece of information to know that Old Turkic has the same verb to describe the death of humans and that of animals (not all languages behave like this), but the separate treatment of single etyma at several places in the book (and there are numerous examples for this) does have some drawbacks for some casual or non-specialist readers. The potential pitfall to think that, say, one has found everything worth knowing about öl-, once the entry under 3.3.1 has been found, is of course avoidable, since User does give ample cross-references in such cases (for a sizable number of lemmata, where no semantic nuance seemed to dictate a separate treatment, only cross-references are given, thus, all terms under 1.4.6 "Nouns denoting qualities in the realm of state, society and military affairs" are essentially treated elsewhere, and the section only gives directions to these entries), but it might have been a good idea to insert a complete lexical index with references to all these places (the index on pp. 517-538 is long and useful, but it does, just as an example, not contain the verb we just located at several places in the book).
The lexical entries themselves contain the rendering in Runic script, a Turkish gloss (only the one which is relevant for the semantic category at hand, which, as already said, requires some leafing through the book to get a complete picture of a lexical item), and a full enumeration of all occurrences in the Runic Old Turkic corpus (exact identification of the locus and citation of the context, which allow the investigation (and, if need be, the critique) of User's categorization decisions and her glosses. The usefulness of this unique approach to the indexation and presentation of the Runic Turkic corpus can hardly be overestimated. The lexicon part is followed by several statistical lists and graphics on the distribution of some semantic fields over the attested Runic Turkic lexicon, and pp. 445-481 (before the bibliography and two indices) present the sources themselves, i.e. the corpus of Runic inscriptions themselves, which forms the basis of this lexical study. Here we find the complete texts (transliteration only, with defective vowels written in (parentheses) throughout, as everywhere in the book, no translation) of the inscriptions (in User's rendering) Kül Tigin, Bilge Kağan, Tonyukuk, Çoyr, Ongin, Kül İç Çor, Tes, Suci, Şine Usu, and Taryat. It may of course be asked, whether this book really needed the full texts of the corpus as well, but it cannot be denied that it is useful to have it handy here as well. It goes without saying (and it does not constitute any criticism to say it nevertheless) that the intrinsic difficulties of this corpus will make it inevitable to compare User's readings with that of other scholars who have worked, and continue to work, on these texts.
But this work is definitely more than a (very useful) finding-list for Runic Old Turkic lexical elements organized by semantic priciples. The opening pages (after an exposition of the subject itself and an overview of the history of its study) also contains original philological and linguistic work. Here, on pp. 99-131 ("Interpretations and investigations") we find a long list of discussions of single passages from the inscriptions (sometimes of single words, sometimes of longer expressions), for which User gives her personal opinions and the fruits of her own working with and thinking on the texts. There are altogether 115 of these special observations (sometimes very short, sometimes running over three pages), presented in no particular (discernable) order (it might have been a good idea, then, to mark the passages discussed here in some way - bold face ? - in the corpus at the end of the book, so that the reader could see at a glance for which words and passages User offers fresh input for the discussion). It is not possible to give the content of these miniature-articles full justice (and it would make little sense to single out some points of agreement or disagreement) here, but reader's should aware that they will find ample food for thought about many details of the Runic insciptions here.
User's work is, thus, a very welcome, and highly usable addition to the study of this fascinating text corpus, and there is no doubt that it will be amply used by Turkologists.
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