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CHAPTER 18

Early Serbi-Mongolic-Tungusic Lexical Contact:
Jurchen Numerals from the Z & Shirwi (Shih-wei)
in North China

Andrew Shimunek*

1 Introduction

Many scholars have written about the Jurchen-Manchu numerals 1-19, begin-
ning with Wilhelm Schott (1853). Berthold Laufer (1921) first recognized the
Mongolic affinity of these numerals, and his basic proposal has been largely
upheld since. Despite the long history of work on this subject, the precise
details of the relationship between these numerals and Mongolic, the specific
language or dialect from which the numerals were borrowed, and the histor-
ical context of this loan relationship have remained unexplained. In a recent
email, Professor Kara aptly called them “those wicked numerals’, reflecting on
our incomplete understanding of their origins and their tantalizing Mongolic
affinities. I propose in this paper that the attested Jurchen numerals for 1-19
are probably reflexes of Archaic Jurchen numerals borrowed from the Serbi-
Mongolic language of the Shirwi (Shih-wei).

2 Attested Jurchen-Manchu Numerals 1119

As noted by Professor Kara, there are two numeral systems attested for Jur-
chen—(1) the typologically aberrant, synchronically monomorphemic numer-
als with Mongolic affinities; and (2) compound numerals of the form [10 + n]
(Kara1997: 227). For the sake of convenience, I term these numerals ‘Type 1’ and
‘Type 2’ in this paper.

I am grateful to Christopher I. Beckwith for corrections; Gisaburo N. Kiyose and Oyuunch (Wu
Yingzhe) for giving me copies of their books; and Michal Biran, Daniel Kane, Otgon Borjigin,
Yasunori Takeuchi, and Jerry Norman' for providing me with other important resources
which I have used in this paper. Iwould also like to thank Jason Glavy for creating his freeware
Jurchen font, and Andrew West for his freeware Kitan fonts, which I have employed in this
paper. Any errors in this paper are entirely my own.
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332 SHIMUNEK

The Hua-I i-yii #£555%5E Jurchen dictionary, the Chin Shih <5, and some
of the earlier Jurchen inscriptions attest the Type 1 numerals. The phonological
reconstructions of these numerals given below are my own revisions of previ-
ous proposals:

11 *om$d € ~ X [ZA] (HIYJur : SJLS 133 §646; /BB 257). Cognate
to Manchu omson as in omson biya ‘uth month’ I follow Ligeti’s
phonological reconstruction of this numeral as “*omso” (1953: 219,
n.13).

12 Hiryon & [ R 5EER] (HIIY Jur : SJLS 133 § 647; JBB 204). Cognate to
Manchu joryon as in joryon biya ‘12th month’!

13 *goryon = [ HLER] (HIIYJur : SJLS 133 §648; JBB 93-94). No at-
tested reflexes in Manchu.

14 *duryon X ~ £ [JE5E] (HIIYJur : SJLS 133 §649; /BB 83). No
attested reflexes in Manchu.

15 *toboyon % [fff NEK] (HIIY Jur: SJLS 133 § 650; JBB 27). Cognate to
Manchu tofoyon 15"

16 *ni(l)xun = [JJBIF] (HIIYJur: SJLS133 § 651; /BB 144) ~ *fiolyon [ 2L
] sixteen (+7X) (Chin Shih 2892). Cognate to Manchu riolxun
<niolxun> ~ fiolytin xiolytin> 16th day of the first month’?2

17 *dalyon & [B5E] (HIY Jur: SJLS 133 § 652; JBB 83). No attested
reflexes in Manchu.

18 *fluxun 77 [ZUE] (HIY Jur : SJLS 133 §653; JBB 200). No attested
reflexes in Manchu.

19 *ofioyon T [F4ZZ#K] (HIIY Jur : SJLS 133 § 654; JBB18). No attested
reflexes in Manchu.

The later Jurchen memorials (i.e. the Nii-chen-kuan lai-wen ZZEEEZK ) held
in the Berlin National Library and the Toyo Bunko, as studied by Kiyose (1977),
exclusively use the Type 2 numerals for 11-19. See below for the attested com-
pound numerals:

11 *jua *amu ++— (§/M.BNL, : SJLS 152—155).
12 *jua *jus += (S§/M.BNLy3: SJLS 176-178).
13 *jua *ilan + (S/M.BNL, : SJLS 155-157).
14 *jua *duin +F (SJM.BNL,; : SJLS 184—186).

1 This Manchu form is given by Zakharov (1875: 998).
2 These two Manchu forms are given by Zakharov (1875: 224).
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EARLY SERBI-MONGOLIC—TUNGUSIC LEXICAL CONTACT 333

15 *jua *Sunja +z (SJM.BNLg : SJLS 168-170).

16 (attested in *omu *tangu *omu *jua *niggu — A —+"1 ‘16’ (S/M.TB,
1192-195)).

17 *jua *nadan +% (SJM.BNLg: SJLS 163-165).

18  *jua *jaqon +7% (S/M.BNLj : SJLS 161-163).

19  *jua *uyun 7L (SJM.TBy; : SJLS 208-209).

These numerals are typologically aligned with neighboring languages: most
Mongolic, Turkic, and Tungusic languages, as well as Chinese, Tibetan, Nivkh,
Korean, Japanese, and many other languages of East Eurasia express the numer-
als 1-19 as compounds composed of [10 + n].

Some of the Jurchen inscriptions exhibit free variation between the two
kinds of numerals, e.g. in the Nii-chen chin-shih t'i-ming pei ZZE A
inscription of 1224 A.D., *toboyon % ‘fifteen’ (L. 2) and *jua *$unja +2/ ‘fifteen’,
literally ‘ten five’ (L 22), appear interchangeably in the same semantic contexts,
denoting calendrical dates. See below:

F A 4 3]

<«duin> <bya>  <toboxon> <inenggi>

*duin *bya  *toboyon *inangi

four month fifteen  day

‘... the fifteenth day of the fourth month ..." (NiiCS, L. 2).

> S r A + B

«@fir <afla> «ninggw <bya> ua> Sunja> <inenggi>

*ajir *afla *ningu *bya  *jua *Sunja *inopgi

first year six month ten five day

‘... the fifteenth day of the sixth month of the first year ..." (NiiC§, L. 22).

By Manchu times, most of the Type 1 numerals for 11-19 were either lost or
had semantically narrowed to very restricted calendrical usage (see discussion
above). Note the following list of Literary Manchu numerals, from Gertraude
Roth Li (2000: 64):

11 juwan emuy, literally ‘ten one’

12 juwan juwe, literally ‘ten two’

13 juwan ilan, literally ‘ten three’
14  juwan duin, literally ‘ten four’.
15 tofoyon ‘fifteen’.

16 juwan ninggun, literally ‘ten six’.
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334 SHIMUNEK

17  Jjuwan nadan, literally ‘ten seven'.
18  juwan jaqin, literally ‘ten eight.
19 juwan uyun, literally ‘ten nine’.

As the list above shows, the only Manchu reflex of the Jurchen numerals under
discussion retaining the basic numeral sense is tofoyon ‘fifteen’3

3 The Kitan Hypothesis and Attested Kitan Numerals

Lajos Ligeti identified Middle Mongol cognates for the Jurchen numerals 12—
17, and considered these Jurchen numerals to be loanwords from Kitan (1986:
428). As pointed out by Daniel Kane, however, “the [Kitan] teens are expressed
by the graphs for ‘ten-two), ‘ten-three’ and so on, like Chinese” (2009: 63 § 2.240),
i.e. [10 + n]. In support of Kane’s argument, I list the following attested Middle
Kitan numerals in Kitan Assembled Script (the phonological reconstructions
presented below are my own):

*

11 *par*.. °E T pap «.., literally ‘ten one’ (YHsiang 2: 3-4).*

3 Manchu as spoken in Sanjiazi, Heilongjiang, as documented by Engkebatu in the 1960s,
largely retains the morphological structure of the Literary Manchu numeral system (cf.
Engkebatu 1995: 206, 343). One interesting innovation in Sanjiazi Manchu is the variant
[dzuan tobdyon] ‘fifteen’ (Engkebatu 1995: 206), which is the result of morphological syn-
cretism reanalyzing Literary Manchu tofoyon ‘fifteen’ to fit the structural pattern of the other
numerals composed of the structure [dzuan] ‘ten’ (i.e. Literary Manchu juwan) + numeral.
This innovative construction was used in variation with the expected form [tobdyon] ~
[tobaywn] ‘fifteen, from Literary Manchu tofoyon (Engkebatu 1995: 343).

4 Andras Rona-Tas identifies a passage in the Hsiao Ti-lu inscription of 1114 A.D. attesting the
ethnonym *par *ugur 2L % 4 JL& «p.av awgur (HsTi 32: 1-12), which he equates with the
On Ogur (Réna-Tas 2016: 16), a western Turkic ethnonym of the 5th-6th c. A.D. Since Old
Turkic on in this ethnonym means ‘ten, this correspondence indicates that Kitan “£ ‘ten’ is
read as >l-%. Réna-Tas follows Kane’s reading of the grapheme % <ra> (Kane 2009) and thus
reconstructs Kitan “£ *para ‘ten’ (2016: 16). As I have shown elsewhere (Shimunek zou: 102),
the Kitan Assembled Script grapheme % should be read as <ar>. I thus reconstruct Middle
Kitan *par 2. % ~ “E «p.ar> ‘ten’. Although I agree with Réna-Tas on his identification of >l %
as a variant rendering of “E ‘tem, it is possible that the phrase *par *ugur indicates the On
Uyghur [ y % s O3], i.e. the ‘Ten Uyghur’, a phrase which appears in Rashidu'd-din’s early 14th
century Jamiu't-tawarikh in the following passage:
6y 05 O o 44\ 059 8l 22 g la S 4 s wlasy, d\).})}’uJ\ ﬂ’\)’\ (nbu (AL‘}H(-.»)>)

2o o 2 2

)ﬁ)\)ﬁjwu.}})‘h))&\) L‘f)ﬁ}‘d}\bdu\ 4.\:5}4
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EARLY SERBI-MONGOLIC—TUNGUSIC LEXICAL CONTACT 335

12 *par *jur “E X par> Jup, literally ‘ten two’ (Lang 4:19-20).5

13 *par *cur ‘£ . «pan> «yun, literally ‘ten three’ (YChiieh 35: 31).

14 ‘*par *dur ‘€ & pan> «dun, literally ‘ten four’ (Lang 5: 6-7).

15 ‘*par *taw ‘€ X «par> <taw, literally ‘ten five’ (Hsii 49: 22—23; Chung
20: 4-5).

16 *par *... ‘€ /& <pap «...», literally ‘ten six’ (Chung 10: 44-45).

17 (not attested).

18  *par *fiem £ E «par> <1ém, literally ‘ten eight’ (Ku 7:10-11).6

19 *par *i§i ‘£ X «pap «i$b, literally ‘ten nine’ (Chung 50: 14-15).7

Given the close semantic and phonological correspondences among the Jur-
chen Type 1 numerals for 11-19 and numerals in Kitan and Mongolic,® the
marked typological difference in the morphological structure of the numerals,
and certain gaps in lexical correspondence, e.g. *yon ‘ten’ vs. attested MKit *par
‘ten’ and MMgl harban ‘ten’; and *jir ‘two’ vs. attested MKit *jur ~ *¢ur ‘two’ and
MMgl jirin ‘two (feminine)’—the Jurchen Type 1 numerals for 11-19 are likely
to be borrowings from an unattested dialect of Kitan, or more likely, a different
Serbi language closely related to Kitan.?

4 Historical Context

The Chin Shih <5 describes the Jurchen people as descendants of the Mo-ho
#£¥5 (i.e. the people known as Malgal 22 in Korean) in the following passage:

“... Long ago the dwelling place of the Uyghur tribes was in those two river [systems],
mountains, and plains. Those who were in the ten rivers were called the On Uyghur, and those
who were in the nine rivers were called Toquz Uyghur” (J Ty, 139; JTry 139)-

5 On the reading of the grapheme X as ur>, see Shimunek (2014:104).

6 Oyuunch identified an orthographic variant of 7 ‘eight’ as fR3¢2¢ (2014: 132), composed of
well-known phonograms, which I read as <fi.ié.ém> and reconstruct phonologically as MKit
*fiem ‘eight’.

7 On the phonological value of the grapheme 7% ‘nine’ as <igi, see Shimunek (2011: 102b).

8 For studies identifying Mongolic and Kitan cognates in the Type 1 Jurchen numerals, see
Laufer (1921), Poppe (1979), Ligeti (1986: 428), Kara (1997), Janhunen (2003), and Kane (2009:
63 §2.240).

9 Marc Miyake gives a similar proposal, speculating that Jurchen ‘5’ is possibly “a loan from
a non-Kitan para-Mongolic language: i.e., a sister of Khitan” (2012). I have independently
arrived at essentially the same conclusion, although the details of my proposal differ from
those of Miyake.
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B SRS R BRI AR ) &

As for the ancestors of the Jurchen, they came from the Mo-ho. The Mo-
ho were originally called Wu-chi.
Chin Shih1:1

The Kitan and Shirwi (% & Shih-wei) are descendants of the Yii-wen Serbi 53
#5110 As demonstrated by Ratchnevsky (1966: 231), the Shirwi confederation
was a multiethnic, multilingual confederation comprised of Tungusic-speaking
Mo-ho §4#5 people (i.e. ancestors of the Jurchen),! the Meng-wa 5 F, ~ Meng-
wu ZZJ[, whom Pelliot (1928) and others have shown were Proto-Mongolic
speakers,!? and other groups. The dominant group among the Shirwi undoubt-
edly were ethnolinguistic descendants of the Serbi (f:97. Hsien-pei), and spoke
a language closely related to Kitan and more distantly related to Mongolic.

These three different Shirwi peoples also had close ethnolinguistic contact
with Turkic speakers: As discussed by Ratchnevsky, the Shirwi were dependent
on the Tiirk, their politically dominant neighbors (1966: 229).

This complex ethnolinguistic interaction is a likely context not only for early
Turkic loanwords into Proto-Mongolic (i.e. the language of the Meng-wu ~
Meng-wa) and the late Serbi dialect of the Shirwi Proper (i.e. the dominant
group of the Shirwi confederacy), but also for Shirwi loanwords into Archaic
Jurchen (i.e. the language of the Mo-ho).13

The Type 1 Jurchen numerals for 11-19 are undoubtedly a result of this
ethnolinguistic contact, and are probably reflexes of loanwords from the late
Serbi dialect of the dominant group among the Shirwi (i.e. Shirwi Proper) into
the Archaic Jurchen language of their Mo-ho subjects. The *yon element in
these Shirwi numerals, which Laufer (1921) identified as cognate to Turkic 10,
is explainable as an Old Turkic dialect word cognate to attested Old Turkic on
‘ten’ and attested Archaic Turkic Aun ‘ten’ in the early western Turkic ethnonym
Hunuguri, i.e. hun ugur, the ‘Ten Tribes"#

10  Cf. Kai Chih-yung (2001: 41-42), Aisin Gioro Ulhicun (2004: 79), Xu (2005: 99), Twitchett
& Tietze (2008), and Marsone (2011: 35, 39).

11 The Hsin Tang Shu ¥ JE=E describes the language of the southern Shirwi as follows:
SES8kE 7 ‘Their language is Mo-ho. (HTS 219: 6176).

12 Cf Pelliot (1928: 126-127), Rinchen (1964: 230), Ratchnevsky (1966: 251), and Bernardini &
Guida (2012: 11).

13 This is undoubtedly the historical context in which many of the presumably early Old
Turkic loanwords into Proto-Mongolic took place.

14  The early Turkic ethnonym Hunuguri in Jordanes’ Getica (551A.D., cf. Ligeti 1986: 348), i.e.
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5 Reconstructed Shirwi (Shih-wei) Numerals

Given the historical context discussed above, the Jurchen Type 1 numerals
are very likely Shirwi numerals borrowed into Archaic Jurchen, the language
of the Mo-ho people who had been subjugated to the Shirwi confederacy. I
reconstruct these Shirwi numerals as follows:

Shirwi *yon ‘ten’ «+ OTrk dial. *hon ~ *hun ‘ten’15 This Shirwi word is unrelated
to Middle Mongol harba-n ‘ter’ and its Middle Kitan cognate *par “£ ‘ten’ (<
CSM *prar ‘ten’). The Shirwi numeral is explainable as a replacement of the
earlier Common Serbi-Mongolic form due to the prestige of a neighboring Old
Turkic dialect.

Shirwi *Vms-yon (*ams-yon?) ‘eleven’ - Jurchen *omsb ‘id. ~ Manchu omson as
in omson biya ‘1ith month’. The Jurchen form is the result of consonant cluster
simplification and regressive assimilation to the vowel of the *yon element.

The first morpheme in the Shirwi word for ‘eleven’, *Vms (*ams?) ‘one), is
probably cognate to the root of attested Middle Kitan *mas-qu 574
n.as.qu ~ *mas-qo XK «m.as.qo> ‘first’16 This Middle Kitan word is attested
in passages such as the following:

4 #7745 Hf JukA Xk B #TA
da> <b.yen> <«s.iang> «gungen> <m.as.quw <b.ag <qay.a
*ya *byon  *syangun-an *masqu *baq *qama

elderbrother PERS.N. chancellor-GEN  first child PERs.N.

hun ugur with the Latin plural suffix -, is evidence of an early western Archaic Turkic
dialect form *hon ~ *hun ‘ten, since this ethnonym corresponds to *Ovéyouvpot (with the
plural suffix -ot), i.e. On Ogur ‘the Ten Tribes’ in Byzantine Greek texts (cf. Moravcsik 1958:
219; Golden 2012).

15  On the semantic value of this morpheme as ‘ten’, see Laufer (1921) and Poppe (1979).
According to G.J. Ramstedst, this morpheme in the Jurchen numerals was borrowed from
Mongolic ‘twenty’, but Omeljan Pritsak dismissed this proposal, stating that “die phonetis-
che Seite dieser Annahme bereitet zu grofie Schwierigkeiten, als daff man sie annehmen
konnte; in den stid-tungusischen Sprachen haben wir folgende Entsprechungen des mon-
golischen gorin ~ xorin” (Pritsak 1955: 190). Ligeti upheld the ‘twenty’ hypothesis (1986:
428).

16 1do not follow Batu’s claim that Middle Kitan {£<>4~ JL is rewritten as T-4*JL in line 15
of the Tao-tsung inscription (Batu 2012: 767; Tao 15:14). The grapheme block in question
is very unclear in the published rubbings (cf. the rubbing in Chinggeltei 2002), and it is
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Pk

<s.éng.un»

*segun

field. marshal

‘The first son of elder brother Chancellor *byen [was] Field Marshal
*qasa. (YHsiang 10:16—23; adapted from Oyuunch & Janhunen 2010: 160;
the phonological reconstruction is my own revision).

et € & X PSS S R G
byan «dur «@id  Jur(?) as.quw <tem.en> <ebw
*bg-an *dur *ay-d  *jur(?) *masqu *tomen *abu
child-pL four male-pL two.MASC first PERS.N.

‘[There were] four children. Two [were] boys. The first/eldest [was]
*tomoan *obu. (HsHui 7:32).1"

BHrg € & X NER  HBIR

<byan «ur <«@id>  Jur(?)>  m.as.qo> <qutug.i

*bg-an  *dur *ay-d = *jur(?) *masqo  *qutuqil

child-pL four male-PL two.mASC first PERS.N.

‘[He had] four children. Two [were] boys. The first [was] *qutuqii. (HsHui
5:20).18

Either the attested Middle Kitan form *mas ‘one’ or the hypothetical Shirwi
form *Vms (*ams?) is the result of metathesis. Middle Kitan *mas and Shirwi
*Vms (*ams?) ‘one’ have no cognates in the Mongolic branch.!®

difficult to follow his conclusion, despite its widespread acceptance in the Kitanological
literature.

17  On the reading of the grapheme F as «ebu> see Oyuunch & Janhunen (2010).

18  On the identification of ¥ as a single grapheme, and on its phonological value, see Kane
(2009). I revise Kane's reading of this grapheme to «qutugp.

19  Janhunen’s proposal to connect Jurchen-Manchu omso ~ omson ‘eleven’ with Written
Mongol onéa ‘special’ is unlikely for several reasons: 1) the Mongol word onca is not
attested in Middle Mongol, and does not appear until modern Written Mongol; 2) it is
difficult to explain the hypothetical m : n correspondence; and 3) the proposed semantic
change of ‘special’ > ‘one’ is problematic. Middle Mongol niken ‘one’ superficially resem-
bles Nivkh; cf. reconstructed Pre-Nivkh *fii ‘one’ and Middle Mongol -ken ‘diminutive
suffix) although there is no known historical context connecting these numerals. The
reconstructed Pre-Nivkh form *iii ‘one’ is from Gruzdeva (2004: 303). The similarity with
Middle Mongol niken ‘one’ is my own observation.
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EARLY SERBI-MONGOLIC—TUNGUSIC LEXICAL CONTACT 339

Shirwi *jir-yon ‘twelve’ - Jurchen *jiryon ‘id’ > Manchu joryon (as in joryon
biya 12th month’).2° The Manchu reflex of the Jurchen form is the result of
regressive assimilation breaking the *i of the first syllable. The *jir element
in the Shirwi word is the numeral ‘two) cognate to Middle Mongol jirin ‘two
(feminine)?! and Middle Kitan *jur ~ *¢ur ‘two"2 < CSM *jur ~ *jir ‘two’.

Shirwi *eur-yon ‘thirteen’ - Jurchen *goryon ‘id.’ The Jurchen form is the result
of regressive assimilation to the vowel of the final element *yon ‘ten’ Shirwi
*gur ‘three’ is cognate to Middle Kitan *cur ‘three’?® and Middle Mongol qurban
‘three’ < CSM *gor ‘three’.

Shirwi *dur-yon ‘fourteen’ - Jurchen *duryon ‘id.’ Shirwi *dur ‘four’ is cognate
to Middle Kitan *dur ~ *tur ‘four?# and Middle Mongol dérben ‘four’ < CSM
*dor ‘four’.

Shirwi *tabu-yon ‘fifteen’ - Jurchen *toboyon ‘id. > Manchu tofoyon ‘id’ The
rounding in the first syllable of the Jurchen form is the result of regressive
assimilation to the vowel of the *yon element due to Jurchen phonotactics.
Shirwi *tabu ‘five’ is cognate to Middle Kitan *taw ‘five’?> and Middle Mongol
tabun ‘five’ < CSM *thab(v) ‘five.

Shirwi *jir-yon ‘sixteen’ - Jurchen *fii(l)xun ~ *fiolyon ‘id. > Manchu 7iolxun
[olxun] ~ folyin [polyon] 16th day of the first month’ The onset of the
Jurchen form is the result of cluster simplification—Jurchen phonology is not
characterized by NC cluster onsets. Shirwi *ijir (*#jir?) ‘six’ is cognate to Middle
Mongol jirgoa-n ‘six’ < CSM *fjir ‘six’. This correspondence has further explana-
tory power with certain otherwise aberrant Manchu-Mongolic lexical corre-

20  Sanzheev connected Manchu joryon with Written Mongol jiryuyan ‘six’ (1930: 701). Al-
though he was right to connect the Manchu word with Mongolic, this specific etymology
is untenable given the attested Jurchen form (q.v. § 2 above). The Manchu form was later
borrowed into Daur, cf. modern Daur [dzoryunbe:] ‘12th month’ (Engkebatu 1984: 320),
written jorwonbie in the Pinyin-based Daur orthography (Nashundalai 2001: 253).

21 E.g early MMgl jirin [ A 53] ‘two (W& ) (SHM §70).

22 Attested Middle Kitan *¢ur- R1K «urs ~ K28 «€urs ~ *ur- %K §ur> ~ *ur £ gun ‘two’

23 Attested Middle Kitan *cur- & «yur.> ~ K «y.ur> ~ *eur £, <yur> ‘three.

24  Attested Middle Kitan *dur- 231K «d.ur.> ~ *dur & «dur> ~ *tur- 21K <t.ur.> ‘four.

25  Attested Middle Kitan *taw X% <tauw ‘five’ Note also the partially suppletive root *ta- ~
*to- in the ordinal forms *ta-dor 27 XL <t.ad.o.op ~ *to-dos <M M3l «t.od.oy fifth
(Masc.) and *ta-don 25 K MY <t.ad.o.on> ~ *to-don 2 T KM <t.od.o.on> ‘fifth (FEM.).
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spondences, e.g. Manchu niru- ‘to draw’ : MMgl jiru- ‘to draw’26 The Manchu
word is probably a reflex of an unattested Jurchen form, ultimately borrowed
from unattested Shirwi *3jiru- < CSM *fjiro- ‘to draw’; the attested Middle Kitan
reflex is *jur- as in *jur-an ‘paintings (plural).2? The Kitan Assembled Script
grapheme Jx ‘six’ has been semantically deciphered, but its phonological value
is not yet known.

Shirwi *dal-yon ‘seventeen’ - Jurchen *dalyon ‘id.’ Shirwi *dal ‘seven’ is cognate
to Middle Kitan *dalu ‘seven’?® and Middle Mongol doloa-n ‘seven’ < CSM *dalo
‘seven.

Shirwi *fiu-yon/*fiew-yon ‘eighteen’ - Jurchen *fiuxun ‘id. The *-xun element
in the Jurchen form is the result of progressive assimilation with the vowel of
the first syllable to satisfy Jurchen vowel harmonic phonotactic constraints.
Shirwi *fiu (or *fiew) ‘eight’ is likely from earlier *fiew < *fiew < *fiem ‘eight’,
cf. Middle Kitan *fiem ‘eight’?? and its Middle Mongol cognate naima-n < CSM
*llayima ‘eight’

Shirwi *Vms-fiu-yon/*Vms-fiew-yon ‘nineteen’ - Jurchen *osfioyon ‘id’ The Shir-
wi form appears to be a compound form composed of *Vms (*ams?) ‘one’, *iiu
or *fiew ‘eight) and *yon ‘ten’. The word was simplified in Jurchen to conform
to Jurchen phonotactics and regressively assimilated to the vowel of the *yon
element. The Shirwi word for ‘nine’, a compound form composed of *Vms ‘one’
and *fiu/*fiew ‘eight, is probably an innovation in that language.3° Middle
Kitan *i$i ‘nine’3!is closely cognate to Middle Mongol yisii-n ‘nine’ < CSM *yiswi
‘nine’,

Below is a summary of my reconstructions of the Shirwi numerals:

26  Sanzheev noted this Manchu-Mongol correspondence (1930: 674).

27  MKit *jur-an ¥4 Juren> ‘painting-PL’ (Lang 313) corresponds to ‘paintings (43)’ in the
Chinese text of the Lang-chiin Inscription (Shimunek 2014: 103-104, 114).

28  Attested Middle Kitan *dalu- /< 1F «da.lu> ~ *dalu ¥ «dalu(?)> ‘seven.

29  Attested Middle Kitan *fiem fR30-% «.ié.ém> ~ E iém> ‘eight. See Oyuunch (2014) for
the identification of fR 322 as an orthographic variant of 7 ‘eight.

30  SeeJanhunen (2003) for a similar proposal. Alternatively, the word for ‘nineteen’ could be
an innovation in Jurchen, a blend of the native Tungusic word for ‘one’ (cf. Jurchen *omu
‘one’) + the numeral construction for ‘eighteen’ borrowed from Shirwi; cf. Laufer (1921) for
a similar proposal.

31 Attested Middle Kitan *i8i 7% <$i> ‘nine’
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10

1224

14th c.

n.d.

n.d.

1071
1080
1091

1101

1105
1114

1115

32

*Vms (*ams?)

11 *ams-yon (?)

*ir 12 ¥jiryon
*qur 13 *cur-yon
*dur 14 *dur-yon
*tabu 15 *tabu-yon
iy 16 *fjir-yon
*dal 17 *dal-yon
*fu/*few 18  *fiu-yon / *fiew-yon
*ams-fiu (?) / *ams-fiew (?) 19 *ams-fiu-yon (?) / *ams-fiew-yon (?)
*yon (« OTrk dial.)
Sigla and Abbreviations
Sigla for Jurchen Texts
NiiCS Nii-chen chin-shih t'i-ming pei ZLE #E+-RE 19 (for photos of
rubbings, see KMS).
HIIYJur  Hua-I i-yii #£355%5E Jurchen dictionary (Kiyose 1977).
SJM.BNL Berlin National Library text of the Sino-Jurchen Memorials (i.e.
Nii-chen-kuan Lai-wen 2 EAEZ ), (Kiyose 1977).32
SJM.TB  Toyo Bunko text of the Sino-Jurchen Memorials (Nii-chen-kuan

Lai-wen ZLEEEA L), (Kiyose 1977).

Sigla for Kitan Assembled Script Texts

YChiich
HsHui
YHsiang

Tao

Hsii
HsTi

Ku

Yeh-lii Chiieh mu-chih-ming BFEFLEEES (Oyuunch 2012).
Hsiao Hui-lien mu-chih-ming 7§ 0|3EE:E$ (Oyuunch 2012).
Yeh-lii Hsiang-wen mu-chih B {EEs¥iE255E (Oyuunch &
Janhunen 2010).

Tao-tsung huang-ti ai-tse 857 275 L it (Chinggeltei 2002: Liu
2014).

Hsii-wang mu-chih 5F T 55 (Chinggeltei 2002; Liu 2014).
Hsiao Ti-lu fu-shih mu-chih FEHPERHEEEE (Oyuunch &
Janhunen 2010).

Ku Yeh-lii shih ming-shih HHB R $4 (Chinggeltei 2002; Liu
2014).

These memorials are numbered followed Kiyose (1977). In my sigla in this paper, the text

numbers are indicated with a subscript numeral.
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Lang Lang-chiin hsing-chi B {750 (Chinggeltei 2002; Shimunek

2014; Liu 2014).

e

Chung Hsiao Chung-kung mu-chih g§{1 7555 (Chinggeltei 2002; Liu

2014).

Sigla for Chinese Texts

Chin Shih  T'o-to [Toqto’a]. Chin Shih <z 52. Peking: Chung-hua shu-chij, 1975.

HTS

SHM

JBB

JTrum

JT,
KMS

SJLS

CSM
dial.

FEM
GEN

MASC
MKit
MMgl

Ou-yang Hsiu. Hsin T'ang Shu ¥/, Peking: Chung-hua shu-chi, 1975.

Sigla for Mongol Texts

Secret History of the Mongols = Mongqol-un niuca tobéa'an (Kuribayashi

2009).

General Sigla

Chin Ch'i-tsung. Jusen bitxe buneku =A% F . Peking: Wen-wu ch’u-pan-
she, 1984.

Rashidu’d-din Fadlul'lah. Jamiw'-tawarikh ('é)\ |1 CL) early 14th c. Ed-
ited by Muhammad Rawshan & Mustafa Miisavi, 4 vols. Tehran: Nashr-i
Alburz, 1373 SH.

Rashidud-din Fadlul'lah. jamiw't-tawarikh (%) | &) Cl,) early 14th c.
(trans. Thackston 2012).

Aichi Prefectural University. Kodai Monji Shiryokan 15X 30 FEHEE (web-
site).

Kiyose Gisaburd. A Study of the Jurchen Language and Script. Kyoto: Hori-
tsubunka-sha, 1977.

Abbreviations and Transcription Conventions

Common Serbi-Mongolic
dialect

feminine

genitive

line

masculine

Middle Kitan

Middle Mongol
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n.d. no date given

OTrk Old Turkic

q.v. quod vide (which see)

PERS.N.  personal name

PL plural

SH Solar Hijri date

- morpheme boundary

* linguistic reconstruction

grapheme boundary

O transcription of orthographic form

< language-internal change

« borrowing or loanword between different languages
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