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Abstract

This paper provides various suprasegmental featarése Tibetic languages spoken in the
easternmost Tibetan area, i.e. Sichuan-Gansu bordiem, called Eastern Tibetic languages
(henceforth ETL). The analysis shows a new typenbgenesis in the field of the Tibetan
linguistics. Most of the materials discussed heecbased on my first-hand datallected for
this decade.

The members of the ETL to be mentioned in the paperone‘é'?ﬁ' e (KLuchug & Pk
A + Nyinpags = ), Thewo&%- (stod §§' A + smadg- FIE#H), mBrugchu
agg A (OngsumE=agar /\ A5 + dGonparfa-a #E41), dPalskyid 5xar§s
(dPalskyidsaar§s 274 + Babzoaa a5 fJ#), Khodpokhogds & f8a fLI84 (gZitsakhog
q‘%vgﬁq R X + nKhyungkyogrz@::@q 1), Sharkhoge= i) FAHEIRIT I (stod
g5+ JIIEFLUL + smadys K7, #) and Khromjekhogiar& fm £2Jgi4 [subgroup
names in parantheses]. There are several previotkswn these languages such as Nagano
(1980), Lin (2002), Sun (2003b) and rNam-rgyal Fbht@an (2007), which merely treat one
language group or variety without any areal perspes. On the other hand, Sun (2003a)
provides many sorts of the suprasegmental systesnolie Tibetic languages including some
ETL varieties, but according to his analysis, tbeet is always related to the pitch. This is

different from my analysis to introduce a phonatigpe register. Thus, | will provide an
overall picture of the suprasegmental system o&fFe from a macroscopic perspective.

The suprasegmentals in the ETL are various buthbg origin may be only one system
which is different from the well-known and widespdepattern of tonogenesis in the Tibetic
languages especially Central and Khams. In the Eills only Cone which has a pitch
distinction in its phonology. On the other hand, mdghu has no suprasegmentals which
function in the phonology but it has a phoneticallyar realisation of "breathy voiceOther
ETL varieties often have a "creaky voice," whictsibally function as a phonological aspect
called "register distinction" in my analysis, fotaenple, Suzuki (2008).

The paper attempts to explain these difference$ \aitdifferent idea of tonogenesis:
"registrogenesis.” This idea has been applieddeeal languages (Ratree & Jongman 2002),
but the term "register” used by the present authbased on the definition proposed by Zhu
(2010). The register in Zhu (2010) is defined wtile difference of phonation without any
relation to the phonological pitch height. In otesrds, the main phonetic characteristics of
suprasegmentals belong to the phonation type.isnthleory, the original pitch height would
have been high for any kinds of initial simplexesaadefault, as attested in many varieties of
Amdo Tibetan, but there occurred many changes itralircomplexes, which reflected to
various phonation types (creaky, breathy, or tetese, etc.). Because the pitch and the
phonation type are independent from each other; thve can co-occur in one language
system, as in Wu of the Sinitic languages. In thé,Ehese two features do not co-occur and
the difference of phonation types can change thleimetic quality so that the pitch can be
generated by losing various phonation realisations.



With this theory, we can understand the phonetienpmenon attested in the ETL that a
word can be pronounced either in high pitch oraw Ipitch, forthe pitch height is not
fundamental featuref the suprasegmentals in many varieties of the. BT addtion to this,
we can explain how a archaic resonant (always dpisgnplex has been pronouncechigh
pitch. Contrarily, a breathy voice often inducew lpitch and a creaky voice can induce high
pitch, but the pitch height is hardly essentiathte phonological treatment. Instead, the most
important feature is a voice quality, which candgtinguished from non-breathy or non-
creaky voice.

From the viewpoint of the development from the pt@n to the pitch, the order of each
ETL may be:

1) the most primitive, i.e. phonation-like languagenBrugchu (Ongsum + dGonpa) ;

2) more phonation-like languages : dPalskyid (dBads+ Babzo), Khodpokhog (gZitsakhog
+ nKhyungkyog) and Thewo (smad) ;

3) less phonation-like or more pitch-like languag@sewo (stod), Sharkhog (stod + smad)
and Khromjekhog ;

4) pitch-like languages are Cone (kLuchu + Nyinpa).

Note that all the suprasegmental patterns in the &3 not originate from the well-known
tonogenesis but from the various innovation ofrégister-based tonogesesis.

As an appendix, the paper provides a detailed tpdist of the language area of each ETL.
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