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Abstract: This article presents the first systematic typological survey of bridging
constructions in the Sino-Tibetan language family. Bridging constructions are
discourse-linking devices in which material from a preceding clause is repeated or
summarized at the onset of a following sentence, thereby contributing to cohesion,
discourse continuity, and information backgrounding. Despite growing typological
interest in such constructions, previous cross-linguistic research has relied heavily
on data from Papunesia and South America, leaving Eurasia — and Sino-Tibetan in
particular — underrepresented. The study is based on a source-driven sample of
50 Sino-Tibetan languages and combines two complementary datasets: a primary
corpus of unedited oral narratives from five languages and a broader comparative
survey based on secondary grammatical descriptions. This mixed methodology al-
lows for both fine-grained analysis of attested bridging constructions and broader
assessment of their distribution across the family. The analysis examines their
occurrence, formal realization, and relationship to morphological type, clause-
linking strategies, participant-tracking resources, zero anaphora, and areal
patterning. The results show that bridging constructions are widespread across Sino-
Tibetan, but that their syntactic realization varies considerably. The data provide
limited support for strong typological correlations. Instead, formal variation reflects
the interaction of language-specific clause-linkage resources, discourse-packaging
strategies, and broader areal tendencies along the Indosphere-Sinosphere
continuum.
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1 Introduction

This article surveys bridging constructions across the Sino-Tibetan language family
and uses the findings to reassess how such constructions relate to clause-linkage
typology, discourse-packaging resources, and areal distribution.

The term “bridging constructions” refers to a discourse mechanism that connects
sentences or clauses within a larger textual context. This phenomenon has bheen
described using a variety of terms, each highlighting different formal or functional
dimensions. Among these, “tail-head linkage” is the most widely used (e.g., de Vries 2005;
Longacre 1968: 8-9, 1983: 9; Olguin Martinez 2023). Other terms include “head-tail
linkage” (Fabian et al. 1998: 163-169), “recapitulative linking” (de Vries 2006), “lexical
overlap” (Thompson et al. 2007), “backgrounding repetition” (McKay 2008), “bridging
linkage” (Dixon 2009: 8), and “bridging constructions” (Guérin and Aiton 2019: 2-3;
Sarvasy and Aikhenvald 2024: 19-23). In this article, we opt for the latter term in order to
reduce potential ambiguity surrounding the concepts of “head” and “tail” (cf. Aikhen-
vald 2019: 490; Guérin and Aiton 2019: 2).

A bridging construction consists of either repeating or summarizing, in the first
clause of a succeeding sentence, all or part of the final clause of the preceding sentence.
After Guérin and Aiton (2019: 2-3), the former clause will hereafter be referred to as
“reference clause”, and the latter clause will hereafter be referred to as “bridging clause”.
The bridging clause typically follows the reference clause directly and serves as the
initial (though non-final) clause of a new discourse unit. Sentence (1) provides an
example of a bridging construction in the Lizu language (a Sino-Tibetan language spoken
in Southwest China). Clauses are in square brackets. “||” marks sentence houndary.l
Bridging constructions (reference and bridging clauses) are highlighted in bold.*

1 “Clause” is defined as the smallest syntactic unit consisting of a predicate and its core or peripheral
arguments, and expressing coherent information in a specific discourse context, such as an activity,
property, state, or relationship (e.g., Longacre 2007: 372). “Sentence” is taken to refer to a syntactic
unit that minimally consists of one clause, sometimes referred to as a “simple sentence”, and may
contain multiple clauses, forming a “complex sentence”. In the glossed examples, sentence bound-
aries are identified with reference to syntactic structure, prosody, and discourse context.

2 Abbreviations used in interlinear glossing follow the Leipzig Glossing Rules (LGR, http://www.eva.
mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php). Non-standard abbreviations (those not included in the
LGR) are: anm = animate, as = anterior sequencer, cNn = loanword from Mandarin Chinese,
CONTR = contrastive, o = egophoric, ms = hearsay, v = loanword from Nepali, oL = obligation,
ss = simultaneous sequencer, vN = verbal noun.


http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php
http://www.eva.mpg.de/lingua/resources/glossing-rules.php
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1 a [the-teho Jotel le teou  ki-thé  jeeqb=bi=ke
that-that.cex.on really.cy and just.en  this-that child=per=roc
ne-Npf5 de-de] ||

downward-steal upward-go.psT.NEGO
‘Then, in reality, you know, [that basket of fruit] was stolen by that child.’

b [jkqgt ne-Npfa de-dce] [mé  ud-kée=ke ne
child downward-steal upward-go.rsT.NEGo again road-strip=roc ToP
mo  lb-bu té=i 60  khe-budzé] ||

again stone-item one=ceNn one inward-trip
‘The child stole [it], then on the road [he] tripped over a stone.’

¢ [khe-budzé Ile] [sesd=bee de-Ngo-Ngb lee]
inward-trip and fruit=per.pL.Nnanm  upward-pick-pick and
[mo  dzitsh=ke ne-koé] [Ndzo=bo xdifo

again back.basket=oc downward-put friend=per.pL.Nanm still.on
Ngo-Ngb  khe-wowd] ||

pick-pick inward-help-help

‘[He] tripped over [a stone] and picked up the fruit and put [the fruit back]
into the basket, [and then] the [other] children helped [him] pick up [the
rest of the fruit].” (Chirkova, field notes)

Bridging constructions appear to be extremely common cross-linguistically. As
natural language data collection and analysis efforts expand, these constructions
have been documented in an ever-increasing number of languages from diverse and
unrelated language families, spanning all major linguistic macro-areas — Africa,
Australia, Eurasia, Papunesia,3 North America, and South America (Miestamo et al.
2016, based on Hammarstréom and Donochue 2014). The growing body of data has
enabled robust comparative research, complementing area-specific studies (e.g., de
Vries 2005, 2006; Schokkin 2014 on languages of New Guinea) with broader typo-
logical surveys. Notably, Guérin and Aiton (2019) present the first dedicated cross-
linguistic study of bridging constructions, and Olguin Martinez (2023) extends this
work with a typological analysis of bridging constructions in 58 languages from
nearly all macro-areas. Together, these studies identify bridging constructions as
discourse-linking devices whose central function is to maintain cohesion and
structure discourse, especially by marking sequentiality, backgrounding prior
information, tracking referents, or demarcating discourse units. They may also
support processing in oral discourse, a function de Vries (2005, 2006) discusses in
terms of “processing ease”. Previous work also suggests that their morphosyntactic

3 Papunesia, also referred to as Multinesia, is a macro-area comprising Indo-Malaysia, Melanesia,
Micronesia, and Polynesia.
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realization tends to draw on the clause-linkage resources available in a given lan-
guage, with the relation between the bridging clause and the following clause
marked morphosyntactically or prosodically.

At the same time, these surveys identify several issues that require further
investigation. Among these is the relationship between bridging constructions and
language typology: how typological features correlate with their syntactic realiza-
tion, and which factors shape their cross-linguistic distribution (cf. Guérin and Aiton
2019: 32-33). Although previous research has made important progress on this issue,
the available evidence remains uneven in ways that complicate both typological
generalization and areal interpretation.

First, the empirical basis for assessing these correlations remains geographically
unbalanced. Bridging constructions have so far been described most extensively in
the languages of Papunesia and South America (Olguin Martinez 2023: 406—408),
while other macro-areas remain comparatively underrepresented. This concentra-
tion has encouraged analyses that relate bridging constructions to typological
features prominent in these better-described regions, including polysynthesis, zero
anaphora, reference-tracking morphology, and clause chaining (Guillaume 2011: 113;
Stirling 1993: 17; van Gijn et al. 2014; van Gijn and Hammond 2016). Working with
Papuan languages, de Vries (2005: 372—373) proposed that the default syntactic form
of a bridging construction tends to reflect a language’s unmarked pattern of clause
linkage. Languages that favor paratactic sequencing may therefore realize bridging
constructions through conjoined independent clauses, whereas languages with
clause chaining may use medial or dependent verb forms. At the same time, de Vries
noted that marked alternatives occur, especially when speakers signal thematic
discontinuity or backgrounded information. Although recent cross-linguistic surveys
have broadened the typological discussion of bridging constructions beyond the
Papuan and South American languages, the proposed correlations remain difficult to
assess in other macro-areas, where such constructions are documented for fewer
languages.

Second, the relationship between bridging constructions and clause-linkage type
has been examined most fully for clause-chaining systems. Sarvasy and Aikhenvald’s
(2024) typological treatment of clause chaining shows how bridging constructions
function within such systems as discourse devices for linking sentences, maintaining
narrative flow, marking transitions, and managing foregrounded and backgrounded
information. They also show that these functions are not restricted to a single formal
type: depending on the language, bridging constructions may involve medial clauses,
other non-final structures, or nominalization. This clause-chaining perspective
provides an important foundation for further comparison with languages where
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clause chaining is not the dominant, or not a relevant, strategy of clause linkage, and
where comparable discourse functions may be realized through other grammatical
resources.

Third, previous work has shown that bridging constructions may display areal
patterning, sometimes extending across genealogical boundaries, as documented
especially clearly for New Guinea and as relevant to broader comparative work on
bridging constructions and clause linkage (de Vries 2005, 2006; Guérin 2019; Sarvasy
and Aikhenvald 2024; Schokkin 2014). Such patterns complicate any simple corre-
lation between bridging constructions and individual structural features, since their
distribution may reflect not only language-internal typological development but also
contact-driven diffusion or stabilization.

In light of this previous work, the present study makes three related contribu-
tions. First, it addresses the uneven documentation of bridging constructions across
macro-areas by assembling a typologically broad, source-driven Sino-Tibetan lan-
guage sample for their comparative study. The focus on Sino-Tibetan is motivated by
the fact that Eurasia remains underrepresented in cross-linguistic research on this
phenomenon, even though bridging constructions have long been noted as common
in the Tibeto-Burman branch of the family (e.g., LaPolla and Huang 2003: 247).* Such
observations, however, have largely remained impressionistic. Although previous
cross-linguistic work includes Eurasian languages, among them five Tibeto-Burman
languages, this evidence comes from a convenience sample (Olguin Martinez 2023:
406) and does not adequately represent the typological or areal diversity of Sino-
Tibetan. The present study addresses this gap through a sample of 50 Sino-Tibetan
languages, including both Tibeto-Burman and Sinitic languages.

Second, the study uses this language sample to assess how bridging construc-
tions relate to the clause-linkage resources available in individual languages. In
doing so, it builds on earlier proposals concerning typological features associated
with bridging constructions and the relationship between bridging-clause form and
dominant clause-linking patterns, as well as on more recent work on bridging con-
structions in clause-chaining languages. Sino-Tibetan is especially well suited to this
investigation because its languages range from highly analytic to highly synthetic
and employ a wide range of clause-linking resources, including paratactic
sequencing, particles and conjunctions, nominalization-based linkage, and clause
chaining. This diversity makes it possible to assess previous insights across a broader
range of linkage profiles and grammatical resources.

Third, the study investigates the areal distribution of bridging constructions
within Sino-Tibetan. Since Sino-Tibetan languages extend across several linguistic

4 Here Tibeto-Burman is used in the conventional sense of much of the earlier Sino-Tibetan liter-
ature, as a broad cover term for the non-Sinitic languages of the family (cf. LaPolla 2003: 22).
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areas, display substantial internal diversity, and have been shaped by long-term
contact, they offer a useful perspective on how typological profile, language-specific
grammatical resources, and areal patterning interact in shaping the distribution of
bridging constructions.

Methodologically, the study combines detailed primary-data analyses of a
typologically diverse set of Sino-Tibetan languages with a broader comparative
survey based on secondary sources. This mixed approach makes it possible to bring
attested cases together in a coherent comparative dataset and to examine them from
a controlled, family-wide perspective.

The remainder of the article is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a brief
overview of the Sino-Tibetan language family, with particular attention to the
typological and areal diversity relevant to clause linkage. Section 3 introduces the
language sample and examines where bridging constructions are identifiable in the
consulted materials, using the full dataset to assess broad correlations with previ-
ously proposed typological features. Section 4 focuses on the subset of languages in
which bridging constructions are reported and analyzes the formal resources they
recruit. Section 5 examines the areal distribution of these attested bridging-clause
types. Section 6 summarizes the main findings, discusses their implications for the
typology of bridging constructions, and identifies directions for future research.

2 The Sino-Tibetan language family: typological
and areal background

The Sino-Tibetan language family is widely treated as a genetic entity, with broad
consensus on the identification of its core members — languages and lower-order
groupings characterized by clear historical, cultural, and linguistic cohesion, such as
Sinitic, Tibetic, Lolo-Burmese, Kiranti, and Bodo-Garo. By contrast, there is consid-
erable disagreement over how these recognized members should be organized into
higher-order subgroupings, and numerous competing proposals have been
advanced over the past century (see, e.g., Handel 2008; Thurgood and LaPolla 2017).
The present study does not seek to take a position on these higher-order historical-
comparative questions. Its primary concern is the analysis of bridging constructions
as attested in the consulted materials. Accordingly, bridging constructions
are identified and compared on the basis of their documented forms and functions
in individual languages; higher-order subgrouping is relevant here only as a way
of organizing the sample, not as an analytical basis for the comparison. Since a
family-wide comparative corpus nevertheless requires a consistent reference
system for arranging languages, cross-referencing sources, and producing spatial
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representations, the present study uses Glottolog (Hammarstrom et al. 2026) for this
purpose. Its open-access format, standardized language identifiers, bibliographical
coverage, and geolocation data make it useful for these tasks. Where subgrouping
remains controversial, Glottolog’s labels are used only as convenient organizational
reference points and do not imply endorsement of its higher-order classification.
Figure 1 uses these reference labels to provide a geographical overview of the Sino-
Tibetan sample and to facilitate cross-reference with the languages discussed below.

As shown in Figure 1, the Sino-Tibetan language family is notable for its wide
geographical distribution, extending across regions with distinct typological profiles.
At one end of the continuum are languages spoken in or near South Asia, which often
show richer morphology, clearer finite/non-finite contrasts, and extensive use of
dependent verbal forms in clause linkage (Hock and Bashir 2016; Masica 1976, 1993).
At the level of discourse organization, clause chaining constitutes a prominent
strategy: sequences of one or more non-finite or medial clauses culminate in a finite
final clause that carries the primary inflectional marking (Hock 2016: 578-581;
Longacre 1985/2007; Sarvasy and Aikhenvald 2024: 3). At the other end are languages
associated with Mainland Southeast Asian areal patterns, which are often more
analytic and isolating, relying more heavily on word order, particles, prosody, and
paratactic sequencing of formally independent clauses, which may function as

Figure 1: Geographical distribution of living Sino-Tibetan languages, with labels corresponding to the
reference groupings used in this study: 1: Bodic, 2: Burmo-Qiangic, 3: Sinitic, 4: Macro-Bai, 5: Nungish; 6:
Brahmaputran, 7: Dhimal-Lhokpu-Toto, 8: Himalayish, 9: Kho-Bwa, 10: Kuki-Chin-Naga, 11: Macro-Tani,
12: Miji, 13: Digarish, 14: Gongduk, 15: Karenic, 16: Kman-Meyor, 17: Mruic, 18: Olekha, 19: Raji-Raute
(based on https://glottolog.org/resource/languoid/id/sino1245.bigmap.html#4/26.35/98.61).


https://glottolog.org/resource/languoid/id/sino1245.bigmap.html#4/26.35/98.61
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complete utterances (e.g., Bisang 1998, 2001; Enfield 2021; Enfield and Comrie 2015; Li
and Thompson 1981).

Within Sino-Tibetan linguistics, this typological diversity is commonly discussed
in terms of the Indosphere and the Sinosphere. In Matisoff’s formulation (1990, 1991,
2003: 6-7), the Indosphere comprises languages shaped by contact with Indo-Aryan
and other South Asian languages to the west, whereas the Sinosphere comprises
languages shaped by contact with Sinitic languages to the east. The Indosphere is
broadly associated with South Asian-type patterns, including richer morphology,
stronger finiteness contrasts, and more extensive use of dependent verbal forms. The
Sinosphere, by contrast, is centered on Sinitic influence and is associated with Sinitic-
type patterns such as minimal inflection, relatively fixed word order, topic-comment
organization, extensive zero anaphora, particles, and clause linkage without rich
dependent verbal morphology. In this respect, the Sinospheric profile overlaps with
broader Mainland Southeast Asian areal patterns, especially in its analytic structure,
reliance on particles, and paratactic clause linkage.

The subspheric model has been criticized because transitional languages often
display mixed or misaligned typological properties, including divergences between
prosodic and morphosyntactic patterns (Hildebrandt 2007 on Bodic; Post 2012, 2015
on Tani). Nonetheless, given the widely recognized role of areal factors in shaping the
morphosyntax of Sino-Tibetan languages (e.g., Bickel 1999; Bisang 1998),” the present
study uses Indosphere and Sinosphere as practical, well-established labels for broad
areal tendencies in typological profile and clause-linking strategies within the family.

For the purposes of this study, the distinction is applied heuristically. Following
Matisoff, Indosphere and Sinosphere are understood as prototypical areal categories:
each refers to an idealized constellation of structural and functional features that
individual languages approximate to varying degrees. Transitional zones include,
among others, Bodic languages, which have been shaped by both Indian and Chinese
areal influences and often combine limited inflectional morphology with less elab-
orate morphological systems than core Indospheric languages. Matisoff treats the
Yangtze River as the northern limit of the Sinosphere, while Hildebrandt (2007: 85—
87) takes the Brahmaputra River as an approximate western boundary, with Indo-
spheric languages occurring primarily to its west. In the present study, these
boundaries are used as practical reference points rather than as strict lines of
demarcation. Because the language sample covers both Sinitic and Tibeto-Burman
languages, Sinospheric is used in an extended sense. It covers all Sinitic languages,
including those spoken north of the Yangtze River; Tibeto-Burman languages in the

5 Broad areal characterizations of Sino-Tibetan typological diversity are well established, but
detailed language-specific studies of the contact processes behind these patterns remain relatively
limited; see, for instance, Post and Burling (2017) on Tibeto-Burman languages of Northeast India.
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middle Yangtze region that overlap geographically with Sinitic varieties; and adja-
cent non-Sinitic languages extending into Mainland Southeast Asia. Indospheric
refers to languages located to the west of, or immediately adjacent to, the Brahma-
putra River. Remaining areas, especially zones of overlap among Sinitic and Tibeto-
Burman languages, are treated as transitional.

3 Sample construction and distribution of
evidence

Our interest in bridging constructions stems from their prominence in several Sino-
Tibetan languages of Southwest China with which we have firsthand working
experience. For the purposes of the present survey, this primary-text corpus was
supplemented with a broader secondary-source sample in order to expand the
typological and areal coverage of the study. The two components of the dataset are
presented in turn below, followed by an overview of the distribution of evidence in
the full sample.

3.1 Primary-text corpus

The primary corpus consists of unedited oral texts from five languages examined
directly for this study: Baima, Lizu, Shuhi, Niesu Yi, and neighboring varieties of
Southwestern Mandarin. These languages represent distinct lower-order groupings
and regional clusters within Sino-Tibetan whose identification is generally uncon-
troversial. Baima represents Tibetic, Niesu Yi represents Loloish, and Southwestern
Mandarin represents Sinitic. Lizu and Shuhi are included as languages of the
southwestern China contact zone often discussed under the label Qiangic; this label is
used here as a practical regional and typological reference point. The Southwestern
Mandarin data come from five locations: Muli Tibetan Autonomous County, Yanbian
County, Xichang City, Miyi County, and E’bian Yi Autonomous County (see Figure 2).°
Firsthand data for Baima, Lizu, Shuhi, and Niesu Yi are available in open archives
and published sources (Chirkova 2017a—c; Ding 2020).

All stages of data handling - transcription, translation, glossing, and annota-
tion — were conducted by the authors. For Baima, Shuhi, Lizu, and Niesu Yi, the

6 Muli SWM data are from first-hand fieldwork, collected by Li Lan. Data on the remaining SWM
varieties derive from the online database “Data Collection, Recording, and Display Platform for the
Chinese Language Resources Protection Project” (available at https://zhongguoyuyan.cn/, accessed on
July 15, 2026).


https://zhongguoyuyan.cn/
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Table 1: Primary corpus: languages, texts, genres, speakers, and corpus size.

Language No. of texts  Genre Speakers  Total clauses
Baima 4 Traditional oral narratives 2 1,037
Niesu Yi 6  Traditional oral narratives 6 550
Lizu 5 Traditional oral narratives; Pear story 5 836
Shuhi 5  Traditional oral narratives 4 997
Southwestern 6  Traditional oral narratives 5 745
Mandarin

analysis draws on existing ELAN-based interlinear annotations, some of which are
publicly accessible. The Southwestern Mandarin materials were newly annotated for
this study: spoken texts were transcribed in Chinese characters and accompanied by
Pinyin romanization. Table 1 summarizes the number of texts, genres, speakers, and
approximate corpus size for each language.

Direct access to the primary corpus allows for fine-grained analysis of the syn-
tactic types of bridging constructions and provides a limited corpus-internal mea-
sure of their relative prominence in the selected texts. Here, relative prominence is
calculated as the number of attested bridging constructions per total number of
clauses. This clause-based denominator was chosen because the primary corpus
includes both clause-chaining languages and languages in which clause chaining is
not the dominant, or even a relevant, linkage strategy. It therefore differs from the
measure used by Sarvasy (2022) in her corpus-based study of Nungon, where
bridging linkage is calculated against clause-chain sentences — a denominator well
suited to a language in which clause chaining provides the relevant discourse
environment. The clause-based measure adopted here offers a broader, though
necessarily coarser, basis for comparison across languages with different clause-
linkage systems. The resulting figures should be read as corpus-internal indicators of
prominence in the sampled texts, not as language-wide frequency estimates.

3.2 Secondary-source sample

The secondary-source sample was constructed according to two criteria:

1. Breadth of coverage: the sample includes languages from as wide a range of Sino-
Tibetan branches, regions, and typological profiles as the available sources allow.

2. Sufficient depth and quality of sources: priority was given to comprehensive,
corpus-based grammatical descriptions, since these are most likely to provide
usable evidence for identifying bridging constructions.
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The second criterion is especially important because bridging constructions are
often difficult to identify from secondary data. Grammatical descriptions tend to
privilege written-language norms and clause-internal syntax over discourse orga-
nization (Linell 1998, 2005), whereas bridging constructions are primarily charac-
teristic of spoken discourse and operate at the syntax-discourse interface. In
addition, transcribed oral texts may omit features that appear repetitive or redun-
dant when judged against written norms, thereby obscuring evidence for bridging
constructions (cf. Thompson et al. 2007: 277-278 on back-reference in New Guinea;
see also the contributions in Guérin 2019). This issue is visible in our own materials:
bridging constructions occur frequently in the Niesu Yi corpus, but are not discussed
in Gerner’s (2013) grammar of the closely related Nuosu Yi, whose data consist
largely of published oral texts (e.g., Chen and Wu 1998) that may have been edited for
conciseness. This interpretation is consistent with the observation of an anonymous
reviewer of the present article, who notes that bridging constructions are robustly
attested in Nuosu Yi.

To increase the likelihood of identifying bridging constructions, we prioritized
comprehensive, corpus-based grammars and, where possible, consulted multiple
descriptions of the same language. In languages with more than one available
description, bridging constructions are often noted in at least one source, as in Lisu
(Hope 1974; Yu 2007) and Muya/Munya (Bai 2020; Gao 2015). Where the present study
relies on only a single description, lack of discussion of bridging constructions in that
source is treated as inconclusive.

Applying these criteria, we expanded the five-language primary corpus by 45
additional grammatical descriptions. In order to make the coverage of the language
sample transparent and to facilitate comparison with the geographical overview in
Figure 1, the sampled languages are grouped in Table 2 according to the same
reference labels used there. In this representation, the consulted sources cover
languages associated with 12 of the reference groupings. Seven further group-
ings - Digarish, Karenic, Kman-Meyor, Mruic, Olekha, Raji-Raute, and Gongduk,
comprising 31 living languages in Glottolog — could not be included because no
suitable comprehensive, corpus-based grammatical descriptions were available.

Table 2 summarizes the number of selected languages, drawing on both
primary and secondary sources, in relation to the total number of living Sino-
Tibetan languages listed in the same reference system. Appendix A provides the
full list of languages, including language names, ISO codes, reference grouping

7 Exposure to language with written traditions and exposure to literacy in general have also been
noted to provide a stimulus for the overt marking of grammatical structures (cf. Mithun 1988: 356—357
in relation to the grammaticization of coordinating conjunctions).
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Table 2: Language sample in relation to the reference groupings used in this study.

Higher-order Glottolog Languages examined in this study
Grouping Major Total Major Total
subgroupings languages  subgroupings languages

Bodic 4 83 2 5

Primary: 1 Secondary: 4
Burmo-Qiangic 3 161 2 17

Primary: 3 Secondary: 14
Sinitic 4 30 2 4

Primary: 1 Secondary: 3

Macro-Bai 2 6 2 2
Nungish 2 3 11
Brahmaputran 4 42 4 5
Dhimal-Lhokpu-Toto 3 3 11
Himalayish 2 44 3 7
Kho-Bwa 3 7 11
Kuki-Chin-Naga 6 94 5 5
Macro-Tani 2 12 1T 1
Miji 2 2 11
Total 37 487 25 50

labels, consulted sources, and the letters and numbers used to identify languages
on Figure 2.

The resulting sample represents approximately 10 % of the living Sino-Tibetan
languages in the reference inventory used for this study. Although source-driven
rather than strictly genealogically balanced, it is broad enough to assess regional-
typological correlations proposed in earlier work on bridging constructions. In
particular, it includes languages relevant to proposed associations with morpho-
logical profile, reference tracking, zero anaphora, and clause chaining. It covers a
broad morphological range: analytic languages with little or no inflectional
morphology (19 languages), agglutinating languages with extensive affixation and
relatively transparent morpheme-to-function mapping (20 languages), and highly
synthetic languages with complex verbal morphology encoding multiple grammat-
ical categories per word (11 languages, including Rgyalrongic and Kiranti languages;
see Arcodia and Basciano 2020; Jacques forthc. for recent overviews of morphological
variation in Sino-Tibetan). The sample also includes languages with different clause-
linking profiles, chiefly paratactic sequencing of independent clauses and clause
chaining with dependent or non-final verbal forms, and many sampled languages
are described as making extensive use of zero anaphora. Finally, while Sino-Tibetan
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languages are not generally reported to have unambiguous canonical systems
dedicated to tracking participant alternation across clauses, three languages in the
sample — Kham, Galo, and Daai Chin — nevertheless show resources relevant to this
domain. In Kham, the relevant contrast is analyzed in terms of referential continuity
versus discontinuity across dependent clauses (Watters 2002: 322-330, 329). In Galo,
constructions associated with continuing or changing subjects are available in
contexts of high referential density, although they do not amount to a grammati-
calized subject-continuity constraint (Post 2007: 56). In Daai Chin, tracking across
clause chains involves the interaction of agreement, case marking, topicality, and
changes in grammatical function (So-Hartmann 2009: 352-354). These languages
therefore represent cases within the corpus where clause linkage includes identifi-
able mechanisms for managing reference across clauses.

3.3 Identification of bridging constructions and limitations of
the dataset

Identification of bridging constructions in hoth datasets follows the comparative
concept introduced in Section 1, based on Guérin and Aiton (2019: 2-3), together with
their criteria for distinguishing bridging constructions from ordinary repetition
(2019: 29-31). In the primary-text corpus, these criteria were applied directly to the
texts. In the secondary-source sample, bridging constructions are included when
they are identified or exemplified as such in the consulted grammatical descriptions,
or when the examples provided clearly match the same criteria.

Of the 45 secondary-source descriptions consulted, 26 explicitly discuss bridging
constructions. The most common label for constructions corresponding to the defi-
nition adopted here is “tail-head linkage” (19 sources), while one source uses “head-
tail linkage” (Jiaomuzu Rgyalrong; Prins 2016: 615). Other labels include “re-
capitulations” (Thulung, Lahaussois 2002; Dolakha Newar, Genetti 2007), “redupli-
cation” (Dulong, LaPolla 2001: 2; 2017: 643; Dhimal, King 2009: 219-220), and
“repetitions” (Kurtop, Hyslop 2017: 363-364; Borchers 2008: 210; Schultze and Bieri
1973). Despite this terminological variation, the descriptions and examples clearly
correspond to bridging constructions as defined in this study.® In two further cases,
Lisu (Hope 1974) and Garo (Burling 2004), bridging constructions are not identified as

8 In Sunwar, Schultze and Bieri (1973: 389-391) distinguish the relevant construction from ordinary
repetition by prosodic and distributional criteria, including exactly two linked tokens and con-
trasting non-final versus final intonation. For Kurtop, established diagnostics — especially clause
dependency, sentence status, and shared arguments — support treating the constructions labeled
“repetitions” as bridging constructions under the definition adopted here.
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a separate analytical category, but the discussions of clause-linking strategies and
accompanying examples provide clear evidence for their occurrence.’

The secondary-source data differ from the primary corpus in the level of detail
they provide. Grammatical descriptions rarely offer extended discussion of bridging
constructions or systematic information on the texts from which the examples are
drawn, such as the number of speakers, number of texts, or internal frequency of the
construction. The most consistently comparable information concerns genre. The
examples cited in the consulted descriptions are predominantly oral or oral-derived,
including narratives, folktales, procedural accounts, and expository or historical texts;
in one case, Bantawa (Doornenbal 2009), everyday conversation is also represented.

The way bridging constructions are identified in the secondary-source sample
also clarifies the main limitations of the dataset. First, both datasets are weighted
toward traditional narratives, with limited representation of conversation, ritual,
and other discourse genres. The study therefore cannot assess genre-based variation
in the distribution or formal types of bridging constructions, and the frequency
values reported for the primary data should be read as corpus-based tendencies
within the available materials.

Second, the data are strongly skewed toward recapitulative linkage, one of the
three types of bridging constructions distinguished by Guérin and Aiton (2019: 3-4,
11-23), alongside summary and mixed types.'® In the secondary-source data, 24 of the
28 languages with identifiable bridging constructions show only recapitulative
constructions in the consulted sources. Summary linkage is reported or otherwise
identifiable in the remaining four — Muya, Galo, Lisu, and Mongsen Ao — although the
relevant evidence differs across sources and includes cases where summary linkage
co-occurs with recapitulative linkage or is reflected in a grammaticalized linking
element. In the primary-text corpus, both recapitulative and summary constructions
occur, but recapitulative constructions again predominate. For consistency and
comparability, the analysis therefore focuses on recapitulative constructions.

9 Hope (1974: 65) on “presupposition-creating topics” in Lisu: “To English speakers such overt
identification of the presuppositions seems very redundant, but in Lisu texts, especially in myths and
fables where events and the participants in those events are not of the kind easily presupposed,
topicalized sentences which identify the presuppositions occur with monotonous frequency. In such
cases a readable translation into English requires whole sentences to be rendered by so, then or some
other connector of this type”. “Such summaries of presupposition mark the beginning of new epi-
sodes in the discourse, roughly equivalent to new paragraphs”.

Burling (2004: 316) on subordinating clauses in Garo: “A common rhetorical strategy for tying
together the sentences of a discourse is to introduce a new sentence with a verb that echoes the final
verb of the previous sentence but that ends with a subordinating suffix”.

10 Guérin (2019: iv) uses “mixed linkage” for cases that combine recapitulative linkage, where the
bridging clause repeats the reference clause, with summary linkage, where it refers back through a
summarizing predicate rather than repetition.
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Third, because the study focuses on morphosyntactic properties, especially the
realization of verbal predicates in bridging constructions, semantic aspects are not
treated in detail. For the same reason, we do not distinguish among the subtypes of
recapitulative constructions proposed by Guérin and Aiton (2019: 11-12), since these
distinctions do not affect the structural properties central to the present analysis.

Finally, for the secondary-source sample, the analysis necessarily depends on
the descriptions, examples, and terminology provided in the consulted grammars.
Since the study surveys 28 languages in which bridging constructions are reported or
otherwise identifiable from secondary sources, it cannot independently verify the
full range of possible bridging strategies in each language. The classification of
bridging-clause type is therefore source-sensitive and should be read as a cautious
interpretation of the available evidence, rather than as an exhaustive account of
language-wide variation. This qualification is especially important where grammars
discuss relevant discourse-linking constructions only briefly, or where the consulted
sources represent different dialects or varieties.

3.4 Distribution of the evidence in the full language sample

Table 3 summarizes the evidence for bridging constructions across the full language
sample, using the same reference groupings as Table 2 and Figure 1 to facilitate cross-
reference between sample coverage and geographical distribution. Bridging con-
structions are reported or otherwise identifiable in 33 of the 50 sampled languages
(66 %), covering 11 of the 12 reference groupings represented in the sample.

With the limitations outlined in the previous section in mind, the distribution
summarized in Table 3 suggests several broad patterns. The full sample provides no
robust support for categorical correlations between the reported presence of
bridging constructions and the typological features previously associated with them
in regions where bridging constructions have so far been most extensively docu-
mented, especially Papunesia and South America.

First, morphology does not predict the reported presence of bridging con-
structions in the consulted sources. Bridging constructions are identifiable in ana-
Iytic, agglutinative, and synthetic languages alike, indicating that degree of synthesis
alone is not a determining factor.

Second, participant-tracking resources do not show a clear correlation
with bridging constructions of the kind often discussed in relation to other areas
(Stirling 1993: 17; van Gijn et al. 2014; van Gijn and Hammond 2016). As noted above,
the sample does not include languages with unambiguous canonical systems dedi-
cated to tracking participant alternation across clauses. Of the three languages
described as having clause-linking resources relevant to referential continuity or
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Table 3: Reporting status of bridging constructions in the sampled languages. “Reported” indicates
identifiable bridging constructions in the consulted materials; “unknown” indicates no relevant evidence
in the available materials.

Higher-order grouping Reported Unknown Specification: Unknown

Bodic 4 1 Tshangla

Burmo-Qiangic 13 4 Guigiong, Namuyi, Yongning Na, Zaiwa
Sinitic 2 2 Hui’an, Yichun

Macro-Bai 1 1 Southern Bai

Nungish 1 0

Brahmaputran 3 2 Rabha, Konyak

Dhimal-Lhokpu-Toto 1 0

Himalayish 4 3 Lepcha, Kham, Thangmi

Kho-Bwa 1 0

Kuki-Chin-Naga 2 3 Daai Chin, Meithei, Kabrang Tangkhul
Macro-Tani 1 0

Miji 0 1 West Kameng Sajolang

Total 33=66% 17=34%

discontinuity — Kham, Galo, and Daai Chin - bridging constructions are reported in
Galo, but not in the consulted sources for Kham or Daai Chin. The available evidence
therefore does not support a categorical link between bridging constructions and
identifiable mechanisms for managing reference across clauses.

Third, clause chaining likewise does not provide a simple predictor. In the
present sample, bridging constructions are identifiable not only in clause-chaining
languages, but also in analytic and isolating Sinospheric languages, where clause
chaining is not the dominant linkage strategy.

Finally, zero anaphora likewise does not show a categorical correlation with the
reported presence of bridging constructions in the present sample. In this respect, it
patterns with the other features considered here. At the same time, its relevance is
somewhat different. Unlike morphological profile, participant-tracking systems, or
clause chaining, zero anaphora is not a bounded structural environment or a specific
clause-linkage resource, but a general discourse strategy for maintaining referential
continuity across clauses, especially where a referent remains accessible from the
preceding context (Comrie 1999; Givén 1983, 2017a, b; Kibrik 2001; Oh 2005, 2006). Its
relationship to bridging constructions is therefore better understood in functional
rather than predictive terms. Where zero anaphora and bridging constructions co-
occur, they may jointly contribute to discourse cohesion: bridging clauses recapit-
ulate prior events and link them to the following discourse, while zero anaphora
maintains reference to already accessible participants.
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Figure 2: Sampled languages and reporting status of bridging constructions. Red letters mark primary-
corpus languages, including Southwest Mandarin (E), whose five sampled counties are highlighted in
yellow; numbers mark secondary-source languages. Labels correspond to Appendix A. Blue indicates
identifiable bridging constructions; green indicates no identifiable evidence in the consulted sources.

Figure 2 adds the geographical dimension to the distribution summarized in
Table 3, distinguishing languages in which bridging constructions are identifiable in
the consulted sources from those for which no relevant evidence was found.

As shown in Figure 2, reporting status does not display clear geographical
clustering that would, by itself, point to a straightforward genealogical or areal
explanation. Closely related and geographically adjacent languages may differ in
whether bridging constructions are identifiable in the consulted sources. This is
illustrated by two Sinitic languages, Shaowu and Hui’an, marked as 19 and 20 on the
map: the former includes a dedicated discussion of bridging constructions, whereas
the latter provides no identifiable evidence. Such contrasts suggest that reporting
status is strongly shaped by the degree to which available descriptions attend to
discourse-level phenomena. At the same time, the fact that bridging constructions
are identifiable in two-thirds of the sampled languages indicates that they are
widespread across Sino-Tibetan, while the remaining “unknown” cases are better
treated as evidential gaps than as cases of demonstrated non-occurrence.

4 Bridging constructions and clause-linkage
resources
The preceding section considered the distribution and reporting status of bridging

constructions across the full sample. This section turns to the subset of languages in
which such constructions are attested in the primary corpus or identifiable in the
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consulted secondary sources, and assesses how they relate to the clause-linkage
resources available in individual languages.

4.1 Coding principles

The analysis first requires a set of coding principles. Since the aim is to compare the
form of bridging clauses with the clause-linkage resources available in individual
languages, the syntactic status of bridging clauses must be distinguished from their
discourse function. The coding therefore covers four dimensions: morphological
type, dominant clause-linking pattern, bridging-clause type, and additional
discourse-oriented elements occurring in bridging clauses.

Morphological type is coded on the basis of the grammatical analysis of the
corpus in the case of the primary languages, and explicit statements in the consulted
descriptions in the case of the secondary-source sample. The categories used here are
broad typological labels — analytic, agglutinative, and synthetic — and are intended to
capture the extent to which grammatical relations and clause-linking distinctions are
morphologically encoded.

Dominant clause-linking pattern refers to the clause-linking pattern most
frequently used in narrative mainline contexts, as identified either from the primary
corpus or from explicit statements in the consulted descriptions. Where such evi-
dence is limited, the classification is treated as provisional. Across the sample, two
recurrent patterns are especially prominent: paratactic sequencing of independent
clauses and clause chaining. Some languages, however, show more than one clause-
linkage resource, with parataxis coexisting with dependent or non-final forms. This
is attested in the primary data from Niesu Yi and appears to characterize Ersu in the
secondary-source sample: Zhang (2013) identifies parataxis as the dominant linkage
pattern, while Chirkova and Wang (2017) document additional dependent or non-
final verbal forms.

Examples (2) and (3), taken from the same text, illustrate two clause-linking
patterns in Niesu Yi: paratactic linkage between prosodically integrated but syn-
tactically independent clauses, and dependent non-final linkage marked by /ta®/.

) [ha**dzy® ni®  dz® tea”  tw®] pe¥ sa”] [ndo* sa®]||
who also together gather pvr go all drink all
‘Everyone came together, then they all went and drank [the foolish water].’
(Ding, field notes)

(3) a [th a44 Zlu33 a44 Z,’33 tSh']33 m a33: k 033 thu33 §u33 thm33 nd 044 s a55 t a33 ]
jar:son  big this  crr=roc 3r.  do t/here drink all cvB
[... they] quickly drank all [the water] in the big jar,
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b [kw33Z733 ’]u33 ta® Ji
stupid:water cor cvB
‘it was foolish water,

c [th a44 Zw33 a44z,’33 tsh733 m a33 thu33 ka33 n d033 ta33 ]
jar:son big this cr 3. take drink cvs
‘they drank all [the water] in the big jar,’

d [d021ma33 hl-ZI a21:ku55 mu33 thw.?S 7796133 V£33 SaSS] ”
word say n~ec=know.how do  t/here pass go all
‘[and as a result, they] were no longer able to speak.” (Ding, field notes)

Bridging-clause type is coded according to the morphosyntactic properties of the
verbal predicate in the bridging clause. Clause types are classified in accordance with
the terminology of Sarvasy and Aikhenvald (2024: 3-9), in order to ensure consis-
tency across languages and descriptive traditions. We use dependent for verbal
predicates underspecified for one or more major inflectional categories, such as
tense, mood, modality, or polarity, and independent for predicates formally identical
to those of independent clauses. This yields a broad distinction between dependent
and independent bridging clauses.

In addition to these features, which capture the syntactic status of the bridging
clause, the analysis also records discourse-oriented elements that recurrently co-
occur with bridging clauses in the dataset. These include topic markers, temporal
markers such as ‘when’, ‘at the time when’, or ‘after’, and clause-linking particles or
conjunctions such as ‘and’, ‘ther’, or ‘and then’.

These elements are relevant because they show how bridging clauses are inte-
grated into the following discourse beyond the morphosyntax of the verbal predicate
itself. Topic markers are important because bridging clauses often function as
discourse frames: they reactivate a preceding event and establish it as the basis for
the following clause. Their occurrence in bridging clauses is therefore consistent
with analyses of topic-like clauses as structures that provide a frame for the inter-
pretation of the following assertion (Chafe 1976; Gundel and Fretheim 2004; Haiman
1978; Lambrecht 1994). Temporal markers may serve a similar framing function by
presenting the recapitulated event as backgrounded or ancillary to the main asser-
tion, a function widely associated with temporal subordination and temporal
framing cross-linguistically (Bril 2010; Givén 1984; Hopper 1979; Thompson et al.
2007). Clause-linking particles and conjunctions are relevant because, in discourse
use, they may mark continuity, sequential progression, or inferential connection
across clauses without necessarily encoding temporal subordination of the ‘when’
type. In this sense, forms glossed as ‘and’, ‘ther’, or ‘and then’ may organize discourse
sequence rather than simply encode clause syntax (Chafe 1982; Du Bois 2003; Fraser
1999; Givon 2017a, b; Schiffrin 1987; Schourup 1999).
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Coding these elements separately from bridging-clause type is especially
important for temporal markers, since clauses containing them may resemble
embedded adverbial clauses. In the present study, the presence of a temporal marker
is not by itself taken to make a bridging clause an ordinary embedded adverbial
clause. Rather, temporal marking is treated as one possible means of framing the
recapitulated event, while the syntactic status of the clause is assessed indepen-
dently. In the primary texts, temporally marked bridging clauses are distinguished
from ordinary embedded adverbial clauses by their recapitulative relation to a
preceding clause, their position at a discourse-unit boundary, and, where available,
prosodic separation. In secondary sources, this distinction sometimes depends on the
analysis provided by the grammar. This treatment is consistent with analyses in
which temporal or sequential markers may form part of non-embedded clause-
linking structures, rather than automatically turning the marked clause into an
ordinary embedded adverbial clause, as illustrated by Korean, Adyghe, and Buryat
clause-linking constructions discussed in Sarvasy and Aikhenvald (2024: 17, 594, 686—
687).

The separate coding of discourse-oriented elements is further justified by the
fact that they are attested with both independent and dependent bridging clauses.
Example (4), from the Miyi variety of Southwestern Mandarin, contains an inde-
pendent bridging clause with both the sequential marker /ji**xou*’/ ‘afterwards’ and
the topic marker /le*. The clause is analyzed as independent because its verbal
predicate can occur as a fully independent utterance and is formally identical to the
reference clause in (4a).

@ a [wrB-mon® tav*=lav” te"*'tei’™ njen®®] [wo*-man® teov® tsren*=lav*
1-rL reach=prv 1970s year 1L just  become=prv
tea*] ||
family
‘By the 1970s, we already settled down as a family.’

b [tsten’=lav” tea®™ jiPxou® 1] [wo™-man® xu*can™ pan*tsu®] ||
become=prv family afterwards tor 1-pL mutually help
‘Once [we] settled down as a family, we supported one another.’ (“Data
Collection, Recording, and Display Platform for the Chinese Language
Resources Protection Project”, https://zhongguoyuyan.cn/)

By contrast, example (5) from Shuhi shows that topic marking may also follow a
formally dependent bridging clause.

() a [ela BE=nd mjg-teto=sé=1] [sj¢  tu=Ko=wd=j] ||
there neck=inside downward-insert=cvs=top blood suck=NMLz.PsT=COP=PROG
‘[... his brother’s wife, holding a copper straw,] inserted it into the
[brother’s] neck and sucked his blood.’


https://zhongguoyuyan.cn/
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b [thi sjE tu=se=y] [i ts’l%=z(s=4] [i é-ju=;
that blood suck=cve=tor drink=turn.out=tor knsp-elder.brother=rop
B-je pe=sé]  [cb-6t ga=Ko=wi=ji] ||

cry.of.pain speak=cve extremely Dbe.ill=NmLz.PST=COP=PROG
‘[She] sucked his blood that way, drinking deeply, while his brother
writhed in agony, crying out, “Aaah!” (Chirkova, field notes)

Clause-linking conjunctions pattern similarly: in sentence (1c) from Lizu, an inde-
pendent bridging clause is followed by ‘and’, whereas in sentence (6b) from Baima, a
dependent bridging clause is followed by a comparable conjunction.

Following these coding principles, the tables below record, for each language, its
morphological type, dominant clause-linking pattern, bridging-clause type, and any
accompanying discourse-oriented elements.

4.2 Primary-text corpus: directly attested bridging-clause
types and frequencies

Table 4a applies the coding principles outlined above to the primary-corpus lan-
guages, where bridging constructions can be identified and counted directly in the
selected texts. Blank cells indicate that the relevant element is not attested in the
texts examined.

The primary-corpus data show considerable diversity both in the syntactic form
of bridging constructions and in the discourse-oriented elements that accompany
them. Most languages in the primary sample show both independent and dependent
bridging clauses, regardless of their dominant clause-linking pattern. This is true not
only of Niesu Yi, where parataxis coexists with dependent clause-linkage forms, but
also of Baima and Shuhi, both predominantly clause-chaining languages, and of Lizu,
where parataxis is dominant. Southwestern Mandarin is the only primary-corpus
language in which only independent bridging clauses are attested, in line with its
dominant pattern of paratactic sequencing.

Where both syntactic types coexist, however, their relative frequency generally
corresponds to the dominant clause-linking profile of the language. The clearest
cases are Baima and Shuhi. Both are agglutinative languages with clause-chaining as
a dominant clause-linking strategy, and both show a clear preference for dependent
bridging clauses: these account for 73 % of bridging clauses in Baima and 80 % in
Shuhi. In this respect, the primary-corpus data support the expectation that, in
clause-chaining languages, recapitulative bridging will often draw on dependent or
non-final clause-linkage resources.
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Examples (6) and (7) illustrate the two bridging-clause types in Baima. The
bridging clauses in (6b) /p1=ni/ ‘blew fire’ and (6c) /nite"6 kMa=tg"¢/ ‘brought forth a
gun’ instantiate the dependent pattern. They lack the evidential morpheme /f3/, a
non-egophoric perfective marker required in chain-final clauses, as shown in the
final clauses of (6a) and (6b).

(6) a [kMiné teund né... pé pa teantedu pi=fo] ||
3sG home fire fire alittle be.particular.cy blow.psT=pFv.NEGO
‘(In the meantime], he blew fire’
b [pi=ni] [t c&=[a] || [nitehd  kMi=tehe=[3] ||

blow.pst=and what do.psT=PFV.NEGO gun bring=go.psT=PFv.NEGO
‘[He] blew fire and what [else] did he do? He brought forth a gun’

¢ [pite"6 khi=tehe] [di no  dze=[a] ||
gun bring=go.psT ogre exist speak.psT=PFV.NEGO
‘[He] brought forth a gun [and] said: “There are ogres here.” (Chirkova,
field notes)

By contrast, the bridging clause in (7b) is structurally identical to the reference clause
in (7a) and is linked to the following clause prosodically, without dependent verbal
morphology.

(7) a [di-md té itein giaote] [ tj"c‘)ké s€="bo=[a] ||
ogre-mother that already.cx know.cx harm  do.pST=cOMPL=PFV.NEGO
‘The ogress already knew that [that man] had inflicted harm [upon her

husband]’

b [tj’?()k{z se="bo=[a] [sesé na "dzi té ligo
harm  do.rst=comrr=prv.NEGo everyday here go that other
miu="dzi=fo] ||

NEG=g0=PFV.NEGO

‘[She knew that he] had inflicted harm [upon her husband], [so] every
day she would return there, never venturing elsewhere.” (Chirkova, field
notes)

The coexistence of dependent and independent bridging clauses in the primary
languages is consistent with earlier observations that a single language may have
more than one bridging-clause type, and that these types may differ in discourse
function (de Vries 2005; Guérin and Aiton 2019: 32; Sarvasy and Aikhenvald 2024: 23—
24). Baima illustrates this pattern: dependent bridging clauses, which align with
the language’s dominant clause-linking strategy, tend to serve local sentence-to-
sentence cohesion, whereas independent bridging clauses are less expected in this
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clause-chaining profile and more often occur at larger discourse transitions, such as
the opening of a new paragraph, passage, or narrative line.

Niesu Yi occupies an intermediate position in the primary corpus. Although both
independent and dependent clause-linkage resources are available, independent
bridging clauses predominate, accounting for 69 % of the attested cases. Its bridging
profile is therefore closer to the analytic and paratactic pattern represented by Lizu
and Southwestern Mandarin than to the clause-chaining profile represented by
Baima and Shuhi. Lizu and Southwestern Mandarin show this alignment most
clearly: 97% of Lizu bridging clauses are independent, while only independent
bridging clauses are attested in the Southwestern Mandarin texts examined.

Additional discourse-oriented elements provide a second dimension of varia-
tion. The frequency figures in Table 4a refer to the proportion of bridging clauses in
which each element occurs. All primary-corpus languages show at least one such
element, and most show more than one. Lizu is the most diverse language in this
respect: bridging clauses may occur with the topic markers le and ne, temporal
expressions such as ke ‘time when’ and gany ‘back’, and the linker lee ‘and’. Tem-
poral marking is especially frequent, occurring in 60 % of Lizu bridging clauses.
Niesu Yi shows a comparable preference for temporal framing: 69 % of its bridging
clauses contain temporal markers such as /(a**)nje*/ ‘after’ and /(trur®)ko®/ (time)
when’, whereas the linker /lur*¥/ ‘and’ is much less frequent. Southwestern Mandarin
shows a smaller but similar pattern, with topic markers ne/le and the temporal
marker yihou ‘after’ each attested in 25 % of bridging clauses. Baima and Shuhi show
less diverse profiles, each with only one type of additional element: conjunctions in
Baima, occurring in 48 % of bridging clauses, and topic marking in Shuhi, occurring
in 70 %.

The primary-corpus data thus point to a probabilistic alignment between
bridging-clause type and dominant clause-linking pattern, while also showing that
this alignment is mediated by language-specific discourse-packaging resources.
Because the primary corpus is small and the frequency values are corpus-internal,
these patterns should be treated as suggestive rather than generalizable on their
own. They therefore require comparison with the broader, though less fine-grained,
secondary-source sample.

4.3 Secondary-source sample: reported bridging-clause types

Table 4b summarizes the 28 secondary-source languages for which bridging con-
structions are reported or otherwise identifiable. It records the bridging-clause types
and accompanying discourse-oriented elements that can be identified from the
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consulted descriptions. Blank cells indicate that the relevant information is not
reported or not identifiable from the source.

A comparison with Table 4a shows that the secondary-source data make less
variation visible than the primary corpus, both in bridging-clause type and in the
additional elements accompanying bridging constructions. This contrast reflects
differences in evidential resolution: the primary corpus allows all attested instances
to be examined directly, whereas many secondary descriptions mention bridging
constructions only briefly or illustrate them with a small number of examples. The
classifications in Table 4b should therefore be understood as source-based identifi-
cations, not as evidence for the full range of strategies available in each language.

Most consulted descriptions report only one bridging-clause type. The only
tentative exception is Jiaomuzu, where more than one type can be inferred from the
examples in Prins (2016). Some bridging clauses are introduced by /ktona/, which is
described as marking syntactically dependent clauses with temporal, causal, or
conditional functions. Others are introduced by /tfe?=tfe/ ‘this time/Loc’, a marker
with primarily discourse-pragmatic functions. Clauses introduced by /t[e?=tfe/ are
not uniformly dependent: in some contexts they function as backgrounded clauses,
while in others they retain the assertive status of independent clauses. The Jiaomuzu
evidence is therefore treated as suggestive of more than one bridging-clause type, but
not as sufficient for a full account of their distribution.

With these caveats in mind, Table 4b suggests a broad association between
reported bridging-clause type and the clause-linkage resources available in indi-
vidual languages. In the clearest cases, bridging constructions align with the domi-
nant morphosyntactic profile of the language. This alignment, however, is not
mechanical: the secondary-source data show that languages may recruit several
kinds of clause-linkage and discourse-packaging resources for recapitulative
bridging.

Among clause-chaining languages in the secondary-source sample, bridging
clauses often take the form of dependent or medial clauses; Yulshul, Dongwang,
Kurtop, Qiang, and Muya illustrate this pattern. At the same time, bridging con-
structions in clause-chaining languages are clearly not limited to medial clauses. This
is consistent with the broader typology of bridging constructions in clause-chaining
systems discussed by Sarvasy and Aikhenvald (2024), where recapitulative linkage
may involve medial clauses, nominalized clauses, or other non-final structures.

In the present dataset, Galo provides a well-described Sino-Tibetan example of
this non-medial dependent pattern. Sarvasy and Aikhenvald (2024: 20) mention Galo
recapitulative linkage as marking a transition between episodes, and Post’s fuller
grammar shows that the relevant bridging clauses take the form of “framing clausal
nominalizations” marked by the realis event nominalizer -nam and followed by the
topic marker 2o (Post 2007: 778-780). This differs from the ordinary clause-chain
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pattern based on non-final clauses marked by -la(a) (Post 2007: 803; Post and Modi
2024). Galo therefore illustrates partial alignment: bridging clauses are dependent,
but they recruit nominalization-based backgrounding rather than the most canon-
ical clause-chain morphology. Duhumbi shows a comparable use of nominalized
locative phrases marked with =ba-k"o, alongside medial clauses, in bridging con-
structions (Bodt 2020: 615-616).

A further pattern, especially visible in the Sino-Tibetan sample, involves inde-
pendent or independent-like bridging clauses in morphologically complex lan-
guages, including Japhug, Bantawa, Thulung, and possibly Jiaomuzu. This pattern
differs from the intra-language variation discussed for the primary corpus, where
independent bridging clauses coexist with dependent ones and are generally less
frequent or more marked. In the secondary-source data, by contrast, the available
descriptions of these languages report only independent or independent-like
bridging clauses, despite the availability of morphologically marked dependent
forms in other clause-linking contexts. Thulung illustrates this pattern especially
clearly. Although Thulung is a clause-chaining language with an elaborate system of
converbs (Lahaussois 2002: 241-261), its bridging clauses are formed with the se-
quencers -ma and -lo. These sequencers are functionally comparable to converbs in
expressing simultaneity or sequentiality, but differ in finiteness: they attach to finite
verb forms, whereas converbs are non-finite (pp. 261-283). Sequencer-marked
bridging clauses therefore retain the structural properties of independent clauses
and can function autonomously as main clauses when the sequencer is omitted, as
illustrated in example (8).

(8 a [dzho-si myny kok-si myny] [meram ham-?e ra-ki-lo]
plow-vN NEc.oBL dig-vn NEG.0BL that what-us  say-1p.iNct/3sG-ss
[bari  si-e?] ||
v.field die.3sc-Hs
‘Plowing, digging are not allowed, we say this is because that the fields will
die’

b [bari si-Pe ma] [mi-ko-ki  mi-dzho-ri mw nem tsahi]
vfield die3sc-Hs as  nec-dig-ler  Nec-plow-ler that day contr
[nemsi-m  basi] ||
rest-NoMm  OBL
‘The fields will die and [so] we do not dig or plow on that day and we must
rest.” (Lahaussois 2002: 281)

The analytic and analytic-leaning languages in the secondary-source sample show
the complementary side of this pattern. Where robust dependency marking is absent
or marginal, bridging constructions are usually realized through forms identical, or
nearly identical, to independent clauses, linked to the following clause by prosody or
by discourse-oriented material. Since prosody is rarely described in sufficient detail
in the consulted sources, the analysis focuses on the discourse-oriented material
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identifiable in the available descriptions. In several analytic or analytic-leaning
languages, including Khatso, Zauzou, Ersu, Shaowu, and Caijia, bridging clauses are
reported with topic markers or other discourse-pragmatic particles. This is consis-
tent with broader observations on analytic languages, where discourse organization
is often expressed through word order, particles, topic-comment structure, and
pragmatic marking rather than through dependent verbal morphology (cf. Chafe
1976; LaPolla 1995; Li and Thompson 1976, 1981).

The analytic profile does not, however, exclude the use of dependent back-
grounding resources. Burmese illustrates this point. It frequently links clauses
paratactically, often by juxtaposition, while also possessing clause-final subordi-
nating linkers (Jenny and San San Hnin Tun 2016). The bridging constructions
reported by Romeo (2008: 226—227) involve temporal backgrounding structures,
including constructions headed by temporal nouns such as [nau?] ‘back, after’ and
[okha] ‘time’, as well as clauses marked by the temporal subordinator [ji] ‘when’.
These cases are coded as dependent, since the recapitulating clause lacks the formal
status markers typically found in independent clauses, including -te/~de for non-
future realis, -me for future irrealis, and -pi/-bi for new-situation marking (Jenny and
San San Hnin Tun 2016, §6.2.8, §7.2.2.3.6). Burmese thus differs from cases such as
Lizu and Niesu Yi, where temporal markers may accompany bridging clauses whose
predicates remain formally independent. It shows that even in languages where
parataxis is prominent, recapitulative bridging may be realized through temporal
subordinate structures.

Discourse-oriented elements are also reported in morphologically complex
languages, where they most often take the form of conjunctions, sequencers, or
discourse-linking particles. In the secondary-source sample, this pattern is visible in
languages such as Qiang, Muya, Atong, Duhumbi, Jiaomuzu, Japhug, Bantawa, Sun-
war, Thulung, and Karbi, where bridging clauses may be accompanied by forms
glossed as ‘and’, ‘ther’, ‘and then’, or comparable sequential linkers. Temporal
markers are also attested in morphologically complex languages, though less
prominently in the consulted sources, as in Yulshul, Prinmi, Jiaomuzu, Sunwar, and
Dolakha Newar. These patterns suggest that, even in languages with rich resources
for dependent clause linkage, recapitulative bridging may also draw on discourse-
level linking devices and temporal framing. The areal distribution of these accom-
panying elements is discussed further in the following section.

Taken together, the primary-corpus and secondary-source data support de
Vries’s (2005) proposal that bridging-clause form tends to reflect a language’s
dominant clause-linking pattern, but only as a probabilistic tendency. Analytic lan-
guages with paratactic clause linkage tend to use independent bridging clauses,
whereas languages with richer dependent verbal morphology and clause-chaining
resources more often use dependent or non-final forms. At the same time, the
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Sino-Tibetan evidence shows that this relationship is not mechanical. Across both
datasets, bridging constructions draw on the clause-linking and discourse-packaging
resources available in individual languages, including medial clauses, nominalized
or otherwise backgrounded dependent structures, temporal structures, topic
markers, conjunctions, discourse particles, and formally independent clauses. In this
respect, bridging linkage is compatible with Halliday and Hasan’s (1976) conception
of cohesion as a text-forming relation. Its cohesive function operates across discourse
units rather than within the syntax of a single clause, while its formal realization
remains sensitive to language-specific patterns of clause linkage and discourse or-
ganization. The following section turns from language-specific resources to their
areal distribution, examining how bridging-clause types and their accompanying
discourse-oriented elements pattern across the Sino-Tibetan sample.

5 Areal distribution of bridging-clause types and
accompanying resources

This section examines the areal distribution of the bridging-clause types and
accompanying discourse-oriented elements identified in the preceding section, using
the primary-text and secondary-source data together. The discussion is organized
around the broad Indosphere-Sinosphere continuum introduced in Section 2: lan-
guages toward the Indospheric side of the sample tend to have richer dependent
clause-linkage resources, whereas languages toward the Sinospheric side more often
show analytic structure, particles, topic-comment organization, and paratactic
clause linkage. Figures 3a and 3b plot the two main dimensions of the analysis.
Figure 3a shows the distribution of bridging-clause types, while Figure 3b shows the
distribution of additional discourse-oriented elements recorded in bridging clauses.

The maps should be interpreted with the limitations of the dataset in mind. As
discussed in Section 3, the reporting of bridging constructions is strongly shaped by
descriptive practice, and the primary and secondary datasets differ in evidential
resolution. The primary-text data make it possible to identify intra-language varia-
tion and combinations of bridging-clause type with accompanying discourse-
oriented elements, whereas secondary descriptions often report only the most
salient or explicitly discussed pattern. The apparent concentration of mixed patterns
in the central part of the sample, especially Southwest China, may therefore partly
reflect the greater detail available for the primary-corpus languages located there.
Even in that case, the maps reveal broad areal tendencies that are consistent with the
areal typological profiles discussed ahove.
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Figure 3a shows a general contrast in bridging-clause type along the Indosphere-
Sinosphere continuum. Languages toward the Indospheric side of the sample more
often show dependent or non-final bridging clauses, while languages toward the
Sinospheric side more often show independent bridging clauses. This alignment is
not categorical. Japhug, Thulung, and Bantawa are morphologically complex lan-
guages in which the consulted sources report independent or independent-like
bridging clauses despite the availability of morphologically marked dependent forms
in other clause-linking contexts. Conversely, Burmese draws on dependent temporal
subordinate structures in reported bridging constructions, although paratactic
clause linkage is otherwise prominent. These cases show that regional profile helps
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Figure 3: Areal distribution of bridging-clause types and accompanying discourse-oriented elements
among languages with identifiable bridging constructions. (a) Reported bridging-clause types: green
indicates independent bridging clauses and red indicates dependent bridging clauses; split symbols
indicate that both types are attested or reported. (b) Additional discourse-oriented elements
accompanying bridging constructions: blue indicates topic markers, golden ochre indicates temporal
markers, and magenta indicates clause-linking particles or conjunctions; split symbols indicate that two
or more elements are attested or reported.
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identify broad preferences, but does not replace language-specific analysis of the
resources used for bridging linkage.

Figure 3b shows a related but distinct pattern in the discourse-oriented elements
that accompany bridging constructions. Topic markers are especially visible toward
the Sinospheric side of the sample, where discourse organization is often carried by
particles, word order, and information-structural marking rather than by dependent
verbal morphology. Toward the Indospheric side, accompanying elements more
often include clause-linking particles, conjunction-like forms, or temporal expres-
sions, reflecting a broader set of resources for linking or backgrounding repeated
material.

Temporal markers require separate comment because they cross-cut the
broader Indosphere-Sinosphere contrast. They occur in both analytic and morpho-
logically complex languages and therefore do not align straightforwardly with either
end of the morphological continuum. This is visible, for example, in Yulshul, an
agglutinative language; Prinmi, an agglutinative language with analytic features;
and Lizu, an analytic language. At the same time, their occurrence is not random.
Temporal markers appear especially prominent in the transitional central part of the
map, in both primary-text and secondary-source languages. In this area, temporal
expressions are often the only additional element recorded in bridging clauses; in
some languages, such as Yulshul and Prinmi, they are described as regular or
obligatory, and in several primary-corpus languages, such as Lizu and Niesu Yi, they
are among the most frequent accompanying elements. By contrast, in some Indo-
spheric languages, such as Dolakha Newar, temporal marking is reported only in a
less frequent type of dependent bridging clause, whereas the more frequent type
involves medial clauses (Genetti 2007: 471). This concentration suggests that tem-
poral framing is not merely a general option available to individual languages, but
may also be an areally favored strategy for marking the relation between the
recapitulated event and the following discourse.

Taken together, Figures 3a and 3b support a resource-based interpretation of
bridging constructions. Languages tend to recruit clause-linkage and discourse-
packaging resources that are structurally available, discourse-frequent, and, in some
cases, regionally reinforced. Typological profile constrains the likely formal options,
but it does not determine them mechanically; areal patterning helps explain where
particular resources are favored, but it does not replace language-specific analysis.
This interpretation is consistent with typological work showing that discourse-
related features are especially susceptible to diffusion in contact settings (Haig 2001;
Matras 1998, 2007; Mithun 2008; Ross 2001, 2007; Schokkin 2014). The Sino-Tibetan
data examined here therefore suggest that the formal realization of bridging con-
structions is shaped by the interaction of clause-linkage resources, discourse-
packaging strategies, and areal patterning.
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6 Conclusions and directions for future research

This study has examined recapitulative bridging constructions in a source-driven
sample of 50 Sino-Tibetan languages, drawing on documented or otherwise identi-
fiable evidence from 33 languages. Its first contribution is empirical and methodo-
logical: it brings Sino-Tibetan more systematically into the comparative study of
bridging constructions through a coherent family-based language sample that in-
cludes both Tibeto-Burman and Sinitic languages. The resulting dataset provides a
controlled basis for comparison in a macro-area that has remained underrepre-
sented in previous cross-linguistic work, while also showing the limits of source-
based evidence. Bridging constructions are identifiable across a wide range of Sino-
Tibetan languages, but the 17 languages for which the consulted sources provide no
relevant evidence should be treated as “unknown” rather than as languages without
bridging constructions, since secondary descriptions vary considerably in their
attention to discourse-level phenomena.

Abroader typological finding is that the Sino-Tibetan evidence does not support
a categorical correlation between the reported presence of bridging constructions
and any single structural feature previously associated with them in better-
documented macro-areas. Bridging constructions are identifiable in analytic,
agglutinative, and synthetic languages; in languages with clause chaining as well as
inlanguages where paratactic sequencing is dominant; and the available data do not
indicate a categorical link with dedicated participant-tracking resources. The same is
true of zero anaphora, although its relevance is of a somewhat different kind: rather
than a bounded structural environment or a specific clause-linkage resource, it is a
broad discourse-organizational strategy that may converge with bridging con-
structions in maintaining cohesion and referential continuity. The Sino-Tibetan data
therefore support a resource-based approach in which the central question is not
whether a single typological feature predicts the occurrence of bridging construc-
tions, but how individual languages recruit available grammatical and discourse
resources for recapitulative linkage.

The second contribution concerns the relationship between bridging-clause
form and clause linkage. The findings support earlier proposals that bridging-clause
form often reflects a language’s dominant clause-linking profile, but only as a
probabilistic tendency. Languages with analytic profiles and paratactic linkage more
often use formally independent bridging clauses, whereas languages with richer
dependent verbal morphology and clause-chaining resources more often use
dependent or non-final forms. At the same time, this alignment is mediated by
language-specific resources for discourse packaging. Bridging constructions may
draw not only on independent or dependent clause forms, but also on
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nominalization, temporal framing, topic marking, prosodic integration, discourse
particles, conjunction-like forms, and sequential linkers. This point is especially clear
in analytic and analytic-leaning languages, where formally independent bridging
clauses may be integrated into discourse through prosody, topic marking, temporal
framing, or discourse-linking particles. Conversely, in morphologically complex
languages, dependent morphology may coexist with independent or independent-
like bridging clauses, nominalized backgrounding structures, finite sequencer-
marked forms, or other discourse-linking devices. The comparative value of the Sino-
Tibetan dataset thus lies in showing, within one geographically extended language
family, how recapitulative bridging is realized through different configurations of
clause-linkage and discourse-packaging resources.

The third contribution concerns areal distribution. The attested patterns broadly
align with the Indosphere-Sinosphere continuum, but not categorically. Languages
toward the Indospheric side of the sample more often use dependent or non-final
bridging clauses, while languages toward the Sinospheric side more often use formally
independent bridging clauses accompanied by topic markers or other discourse-
pragmatic material. The central zone, including Southwest China, is especially infor-
mative because it shows the coexistence of several strategies: independent and
dependent bridging clauses, topic marking, temporal framing, and linking particles.
Temporal framing is particularly noteworthy. It cuts across morphological type, but
appears especially prominent in this transitional region, suggesting that some stra-
tegies for marking recapitulative linkage may be regionally reinforced.

Taken together, these findings show that the syntactic realization and distri-
bution of bridging constructions in Sino-Tibetan are shaped by the interaction of
three factors: dominant clause-linking patterns, language-specific discourse-
packaging resources, and areal patterning. Typological profile constrains the likely
formal options, but does not determine them mechanically. Areal patterning helps
explain where particular resources are favored, but does not replace language-
specific analysis. The result is a model in which bridging-clause form reflects not one
structural predictor, but the interaction of clause linkage, discourse organization,
and regional contact history.

The study also highlights the importance of discourse-oriented documentation.
Bridging constructions may be missed in descriptions focused primarily on clause-
internal grammar or based on edited textual materials, and classifications based on
secondary sources necessarily depend on the detail, genre coverage, and analytical
categories of the consulted descriptions. Future work based on larger naturalistic
corpora, broader genre coverage, and more consistent discourse-oriented documen-
tation will be needed to examine how bridging constructions vary across speakers,
registers, genres, dialects, and time periods. By bringing Sino-Tibetan into the
comparative study of bridging constructions, the present study shows how their formal
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realization emerges from the interaction of clause linkage, information packaging, and
areal patterning within a single typologically and areally diverse language family.

Acknowledgements: This research was funded by the French National Research
Agency through the PhoTon project (ANR-23-CE54-0003). It also received support
under the “France 2030” investment programme, launched by the French Govern-
ment and implemented by Université Paris Cité through its Initiative d’excellence
(IdEx), reference ANR-18-IDEX-0001. Additional support was provided by the Leiden
Institute for Area Studies (LIAS) and the Leiden University Fund (LUF): Rombouts
Fund for Chinese Studies. The fieldwork data cited in the article were collected with
support from the French National Research Agency (ANR-07-JCJC-0063) and the En-
dangered Languages Documentation Programme (MPD0257).

Author contributions: All authors have accepted responsibility for the entire content
of this manuscript and approved its submission.

Data availability: The primary data supporting the findings of this study are partly
available through open-access archives: Pangloss for Baima (https://pangloss.cnrs.fr/
corpus/Baima?lang=en) and ELAR for Lizu and Shuhi (http:/hdl.handle.net/2196/00-
0000-0000-000A-009A-4; http://elararchive.org/xumi-chirkova-0189).

References

Aikhenvald, Alexandra Y. 2019. Bridging linkage in Tariana, an Arawak language from North-West
Amazonia. International Journal of American Linguistics 85(4). 455-496.

Arcodia, Giorgio Francesco & Bianca Basciano. 30 Jan. 2020. Morphology in Sino-Tibetan languages.
Oxford research Encyclopedia of linguistics. Available at: https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/view/10.
1093/acrefore/9780199384655.001.0001/acrefore-9780199384655-e-530 (accessed 13 March 2025).

Bai, Junwei. 2020. A grammar of Munya. PhD dissertation: James Cook University.

Bickel, Balthasar. 1999. Principles of event framing: Genetic stability in grammar and discourse.
Manuscript. University of California, Berkeley. https://www.comparativelinguistics.uzh.ch/bickel-
files/papers/events.pdf.

Bisang, Walter. 1998. The view from the far East. Comments on seven thematic areas. In Johan van der
Auwera (ed.), Adverbial constructions in the languages of Europe, 641-812. Berlin & New York: Mouton
de Gruyter.

Bisang, Walter. 2001. Finite vs. non-finite languages. In Martin Haspelmath, Ekkehard Kénig,

Wulf Oesterreicher & Wolfgang Raible (eds.), Language typology and language universals, vol. 2,
1400-1413. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Bodt, Timotheus A. 2020. Grammar of Duhumbi (Chugpa). Leiden & Boston: Brill.

Borchers, Dorte. 2008. A grammar of Sunwar: Descriptive grammar, paradigms, texts and glossary. Leiden:
Brill.

Bril, Isabelle. 2010. Editor’s introduction. The syntax and pragmatics of clause linkage and clause
hierarchy: Some new perspectives. In Isabelle Bril (ed.), Clause linking and clause hierarchy: Syntax and
pragmatics, 1-21. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publishing Company.


https://pangloss.cnrs.fr/corpus/Baima?lang=en
https://pangloss.cnrs.fr/corpus/Baima?lang=en
http://hdl.handle.net/2196/00-0000-0000-000A-009A-4
http://hdl.handle.net/2196/00-0000-0000-000A-009A-4
http://elararchive.org/xumi-chirkova-0189
https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.001.0001/acrefore-9780199384655-e-530
https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.001.0001/acrefore-9780199384655-e-530
https://www.comparativelinguistics.uzh.ch/bickel-files/papers/events.pdf
https://www.comparativelinguistics.uzh.ch/bickel-files/papers/events.pdf

36 —— Chirkova etal. DE GRUYTER MOUTON

Burling, Robbins. 2004. The language of the Modhupur Mandi (Garo), 1. New Delhi: Bibliophile South Asia.

Chafe, Wallace L. 1976. Givenness, contrastiveness, definiteness, subjects, topics, and point of view. In
Charles N. Li (ed.), Subject and topic, 25-55. New York: Academic Press.

Chafe, Wallace L. 1982. Integration and involvement in speaking, writing, and oral literature. In Deborah
Tannen (ed.), Spoken and written language: Exploring orality and literacy, 35-53. New York: Ablex
Publishing Corporation.

Chen, Kang & Da Wu. 1998. Yiyu Yufa [Yi grammar]. Beijing: Nationality Press.

Chirkova, Katia. 2017a. Baima. Pangloss collection, an open archive of endangered and under-
documented languages. Handle. Available at: https://pangloss.cnrs.fr/corpus/Baima?lang=en.

Chirkova, Katia. 2017b. Lizu: Documentation of a highly endangered language of South-West China.
Endangered Languages Archive. Handle. Available at: http://hdl.handle.net/2196/00-0000-0000-
000A-009A-4.

Chirkova, Katia. 2017c. Shuhi: Documentation of a highly endangered language of South-West China.
Endangered Languages Archive. Handle. Available at: http://elararchive.org/xumi-chirkova-0189.

Chirkova, Katia & Dehe Wang. 2017. Ganluo Ersuhua dongci de timao fanchou [Verbal aspect in Ersu].
Language and Linguistics 18(3). 355-382.

Comrie, Bernard. 1999. Reference-tracking: Description and explanation. Sprachtypologie und
Universalienforschung 52(3-4). 335-346.

de Vries, Lourens. 2005. Towards a typology of tail-head linkage in Papuan languages. Studies in Language
29(2). 363-384.

de Vries, Lourens. 2006. Areal pragmatics of New Guinea: Thematization, distribution and recapitulative
linkage in Papuan narratives. Journal of Pragmatics 38. 811-828.

Ding, Hongdi. 2020. Texts of Niesu, A Southeastern dialect of Nuosu: Analyzed spontaneous narratives and
grammatical notes. Miinchen: Lincom Europa.

Doornenbal, Marius. 2009. A grammar of Bantawa: Grammar, paradigm tables, glossary and texts of a Rai
language of Eastern Nepal. Utrecht: LOT.

Dixon, R. M. W. 2009. Basic linguistic theory. Volume 1: Methodology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Du Bois, John W. 2003. Discourse and grammar. In Michael Tomasello (ed.), The new psychology of
language: Cognitive and functional approaches to language structure, vol. 2, 47-87. Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Enfield, Nick J. 2021. The languages of Mainland Southeast Asia. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Enfield, Nick J. & Bernard Comrie (eds.). 2015. Languages of Mainland Southeast Asia: The state of the art.
Berlin & Boston: De Gruyter Mouton.

Fabian, Grace, Edmund Fabian & Bruce Waters. 1998. Morphology, syntax and cohesion in Nabak, Papua New
Guinea (Pacific Linguistics C144). Canberra: Australian National University.

Fraser, Bruce. 1999. What are discourse markers? Journal of Pragmatics 31(7). 931-952.

Gao, Yang. 2015. Description d’une langue gianguique: le muya [Description of a Qiangic language: Muya.].
PhD dissertation: EHESS.

Genetti, Carol. 2007. A grammar of Dolakha Newar. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Gerner, Matthias. 2013. A grammar of Nuosu. (Mouton Grammar Library 64). Berlin & Boston: Mouton de
Gruyter.

Givén, Talmy (ed.). 1983. Topic continuity in discourse: A quantitative cross-language study. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Givon, Talmy. 1984. Syntax: A functional-typological introduction, vol. I. Amsterdam: John Benjamins
Publishing Company.

Givén, Talmy. 2017a. Zero, pronouns and clause-chaining: Toward a diachronic understanding. Lingua 185.
96-120.


https://pangloss.cnrs.fr/corpus/Baima?lang=en
http://hdl.handle.net/2196/00-0000-0000-000A-009A-4
http://hdl.handle.net/2196/00-0000-0000-000A-009A-4
http://elararchive.org/xumi-chirkova-0189

DE GRUYTER MOUTON Bridging constructions in Sino-Tibetan =—— 37

Givén, Talmy. 2017b. The story of zero. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John Benjamins.

Guérin, Valérie (ed.). 2019. Bridging constructions. Berlin: Language Science Press.

Guérin, Valérie & Grant Aiton. 2019. Bridging constructions in typological perspective. In Valérie Guérin
(ed.), Bridging constructions, 1-44. Berlin: Language Science Press.

Guillaume, Antoine. 2011. Subordinate clauses, switch-reference, and tail-head linkage in Cavinefia
narratives. In Rik van Gijn, Katharina Haude & Pieter Muysken (eds.), Subordination in Native South-
American languages, 109-128. (Typological Studies in Language 47). Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Gundel, Jeanette K. & Thorstein Fretheim. 2004. Topic and focus. In Laurence R. Horn & Gregory Ward
(eds.), The handbook of pragmatics, 175-196. Malden MA: Blackwell Publishing.

Haig, Geoffrey. 2001. Linguistic diffusion in present-day East Anatolia: From top to bottom. In
Aleksandra Y. Aikhenvald & R. M. W. Dixon (eds.), Areal diffusion and genetic inheritance, 195-224.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Haiman, John. 1978. Conditionals are topics. Language 54(3). 564-589.

Halliday, M. A. K. & Rugaiya Hasan. 1976. Cohesion in English. London: Longman.

Hammarstrom, Harald & Mark Donohue. 2014. Some principles on the use of macro-areas in typological
comparison. Language Dynamics and Change 4. 167-187.

Hammarstrém, Harald, Robert Forkel, Martin Haspelmath & Sebastian Bank. 2026. Glottolog 5.3. leipzig:
Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology. https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.18840935.
Available at: http://glottolog.org (accessed 28 May 2026).

Handel, Zev. 2008. What is Sino-Tibetan? Snapshot of a field and a language family in flux. Language and
Linguistics Compass 2. 422-441.

Hildebrandet, Kristine A. 2007. Tone in Bodish languages: Typological and sociolinguistic contributions. In
Matti Miestamo & Bernhard Walchli (eds.), New challenges in typology: Broadening the horizons and
redefining the foundations, 77-100. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

Hock, Hans Henrich. 2016. Syntax and semantics. In Hans Henrich Hock & Elena Bashir (eds.), The
languages and linguistics of South Asia, 501-629. Berlin & Boston: De Gruyter Mouton.

Hock, Hans Henrich & Elena Bashir. 2016. The languages and linguistics of South Asia. Berlin & Boston: De
Gruyter Mouton.

Hope, Edward. 1974. The deep syntax of Lisu sentences: A transformational case grammar. Canberra:
Australian National University.

Hopper, Paul ). 1979. Aspect and foregrounding in discourse. In Talmy Givén (ed.), Syntax and Semantics 12:
Discourse and syntax, 213-241. New York: Academic Press.

Hyslop, Gwendolyn. 2017. A grammar of Kurtdp. Leiden & Boston: Brill.

Jacques, Guillaume. Forthcoming. Sino-Tibetan / Trans-Himalayan. In Peter Arkadiev & Franz Rainer (eds.),
The Oxford handbook of historical morphology. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jenny, Mathias & San San Hnin Tun. 2016. Burmese: A comprehensive grammar. London & New York:
Routledge.

Kibrik, Andrej A. 2001. Reference maintenance in discourse. In Martin Haspelmath, Ekkehard Konig,
Wulf Oesterreicher & Wolfgang Raible (eds.), Language typology and language universals, 1123-1141.
Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

King, John T. 2009. A grammar of Dhimal. Leiden: Brill.

Lahaussois, Aimée. 2002. Aspects of the grammar of Thulung Rai: An endangered Himalayan language. PhD
dissertation: University of California, Berkeley.

Lambrecht, Knud. 1994. Information structure and sentence form. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

LaPolla, Randy J. 1995. Pragmatic relations and word order in Chinese. In Pamela Downing &

Michael Noonan (eds.), Word order in discourse, 297-329. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: Benjamins Pub.
Co.


https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.18840935
http://glottolog.org

38 —— Chirkova etal. DE GRUYTER MOUTON

LaPolla, Randy J. 2001. Dulong texts: Seven fully analyzed narrative and procedural texts. Linguistics of the
Tibeto-Burman Area 24(2). 1-39.

LaPolla, Randy J. 2003. Overview of Sino-Tibetan morphosyntax. In Graham Thurgood & Randy J. LaPolla
(eds.), The Sino-Tibetan languages, 22-42. London and New York: Routledge.

LaPolla, Randy J. & Chenglong Huang. 2003. A grammar of Qiang, with annotated texts and glossary. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Li, Charles N. & Sandra A. Thompson. 1976. Subject and topic: A new typology of language. In Charles N. Li
(ed.), Subject and topic, 457-489. New York: Academic Press.

Li, Charles N. & Sandra A. Thompson. 1981. Mandarin Chinese: A functional reference grammar. Berkeley:
University of California Press.

Linell, Per. 1998. Approaching dialogue: Talk, interaction and contexts in dialogical perspectives. Amsterdam:
Benjamins.

Linell, Per. 2005. The written language bias in linguistics: Its nature, origins and transformations. London:
Routledge.

Longacre, Robert E. 1968. Philippine languages: Discourse, paragraph and sentence structure. Santa Ana
Summer Institute of Linguistics. California: Santa Ana.

Longacre, Robert, E. 1983. The grammar of discourse. New York & London: Plenum.

Longacre, Robert E. 2007. Sentences as combinations of clauses. In Timothy Shopen (ed.), Language
typology and syntactic description, Vol II: Complex Constructions, 2nd edn., 372-420. Cambridge: CUP.
First published in 1985.

Manaster-Ramer, A. 1988. What about Lisu? Linguistics of the Tibeto-Burman Area 11(2). 133-143.

Masica, Colin P. 1976. Defining a linguistic area (South Asia). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Masica, Colin P. 1993. The Indo-Aryan languages. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Matisoff, James A. 1990. On megalocomparison. Language 66(1). 106-120.

Matisoff, James A. 1991. Areal and universal dimensions of grammatization in Lahu. In
Elizabeth C. Traugott & Bernd Heine (eds.), Approaches to grammaticalization, vol. 11, 383-453.
Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Matisoff, James A. 2003. Handbook of Proto-Tibeto-Burman: System and philosophy of Sino-Tibetan
reconstruction. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Matras, Yaron. 1998. Utterance modifiers and universals of grammatical borrowing. Linguistics 36(2).
281-331.

Matras, Yaron. 2007. The borrowability of structural categories. In Yaron Matras & Jeanette Sakel (eds.),
Grammatical borrowing in cross-linguistic perspective, 31-73. Berlin & New York: Mouton de Gruyter.

McKay, Graham. 2008. Cohesive features in Rembarrnga narratives. In Timothy J. Curnow (ed.), Selected
papers from the 2007 Conference of the Australian Linguistic Society, 297-304. Conference of the
Australian Linguistic Society. https://www.als.asn.au/proceedings/als2007/mckay.pdf.

Miestamo, Matti, Dik Bakker & Antti Arppe. 2016. Sampling for variety. Linguistic Typology 20(2). 233-296.

Mithun, Marianne. 1988. The grammaticalization of coordination. In John Haiman & Sandra A. Thompson
(eds.), Clause combining in grammar and discourse, 331-360. (Typological Studies in Language 18).
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Mithun, Marianne. 2008. Borrowed rhetorical constructions as starting points for grammaticalization. In
Alexander Bergs & Gabriele Diewald (eds.), Constructions and language change, 195-229. Berlin:
Mouton de Gruyter.

Oh, S.-Y. 2005. English zero anaphora as an interactional resource. Research on Language and Social
Interaction 38(3). 267-302.

Oh, S.-Y. 2006. English zero anaphora as an interactional resource IL. Discourse Studies 8(6). 817-846.


https://www.als.asn.au/proceedings/als2007/mckay.pdf

DE GRUYTER MOUTON Bridging constructions in Sino-Tibetan =—— 39

Olguin Martinez, Jesus. 2023. A typological study of tail-head linkage constructions. In Alessandra Barotto
& Simone Mattiola (eds.), Discourse phenomena in typological perspective, 403-432. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Post, Mark W. 2007. A grammar of Galo. PhD dissertation: La Trobe University.

Post, Mark W. 2012. Prosody and typological drift in Austroasiatic and Tibeto-Burman: Against
“Sinosphere” and “Indosphere”. In Sophana Srichampa, Paul Sidwell & Kenneth J. Gregerson (eds.),
Austroasiatic studies: Papers from ICAAL4. Mon-Khmer studies special issue No. 3,198-221. Canberra:
Pacific Linguistics.

Post, Mark W. 2015. Morphosyntactic reconstruction in an areal-historical context: A pre-historical
relationship between North East India and Mainland Southeast Asia? In Nick J. Enfield &

Bernard Comrie (eds.), Languages of Mainland Southeast Asia: The state of the art, 209-265. Berlin &
Boston: De Gruyter Mouton.

Post, Mark W. & Robins Burling. 2017. The Tibeto-Burman languages of Northeast India. In
Graham Thurgood & Randy . LaPolla (eds.), The Sino-Tibetan languages, 2nd edn., 213-242. New
York: Routledge.

Post, Mark W. & Yankee Modi. 2024. Clause chains and related structures in Macro-Tani languages. In
Hannah S. Sarvasy & Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald (eds.), Clause chaining in the languages of the world,
547-575. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Prins, Marielle. 2016. A grammar of rGyalrong, Jidomuzi (Kyom-kyo) dialects. Leiden & Boston: Brill.

Romeo, Nicoletta. 2008. Aspect in Burmese: Meaning and function. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ross, Malcolm. 2001. Contact-induced change in oceanic languages in North-West Melanesia. In
Aleksandra Y. Aikhenvald & R. M. W. Dixon (eds.), Areal diffusion and genetic inheritance, 134-166.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Ross, Malcolm. 2007. Calquing and metatypy. Journal of Language Contact 1. 116-143.

Sarvasy, Hannah. 2022. Quantifying clause chains in Nungon texts. Studlies in Language 46(1). 161-200.

Sarvasy, Hannah S. & Alexandra Y. Aikhenvald (eds.). 2024. Clause chaining in the languages of the world.
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schiffrin, Deborah. 1987. Discourse markers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schokkin, Dineke. 2014. Discourse practices as an areal feature in the New Guinea region? Explorations in
Paluai, an Austronesian language of the Admiralties. Journal of Pragmatics 62(1). 107-120.

Schourup, Lawrence. 1999. Discourse markers. Lingua 107(3-4). 227-265.

Schulze, Marlene & Dora Bieri. 1973. Chaining and spotlighting: Two types of paragraph boundaries in
Sunwar. In Irvine Davis (ed.), Clause, sentence, and discourse patterns in selected languages of Nepal,
389-399. Tribhuvan University, Kathmandu: SIL Oklahoma & Tribhuvan University Press.

So-Hartmann, Helga. 2009. A descriptive grammar of Daai Chin. (STEDT Monograph 7). PhD dissertation:
University of California, Berkeley.

Stirling, Lesley. 1993. Switch-reference and discourse representation. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Thompson, Sandra. A., Robert E. Longacre & Shin Ja ). Hwang. 2007. Adverbial clauses. In Timothy Shopen
(ed.), Language typology and syntactic description, Vol II: Complex constructions, 2nd edn., 237-300.
Cambridge: CUP.

Thurgood, Graham & Randy J. LaPolla (eds.). 2017. The Sino-Tibetan languages, 2nd edn. New York:
Routledge.

van Gijn, Rik & Jeremy Hammond (eds.). 2016. Switch reference 2.0. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

van Gijn, Rik, Jeremy Hammond, Dejan Mati¢, Saskia van Putten & Ana Vilacy Galucio (eds.). 2014.
Information structure and reference tracking in complex sentences. Amsterdam & Philadelphia: John
Benjamins.



40 —— Chirkova et al. DE GRUYTER MOUTON

Watters, David. 2002. A grammar of Kham. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Yu, Defen. 2007. Aspects of Lisu phonology and grammar, a language of Southeast Asia. Canberra: The
Australian National University.

Zhang, Sihong. 2013. A reference grammar of Ersu: A Tibeto-Burman language of China. PhD Dissertation:
James Cook University.

Supplementary Material: This article contains supplementary material (https://doi.org/10.1515/lingty-
2024-0062).


https://doi.org/10.1515/lingty-2024-0062
https://doi.org/10.1515/lingty-2024-0062

	Bridging constructions in Sino-Tibetan languages
	1 Introduction
	2 The Sino-Tibetan language family: typological and areal background
	3 Sample construction and distribution of evidence
	3.1 Primary-text corpus
	3.2 Secondary-source sample
	3.3 Identification of bridging constructions and limitations of the dataset
	3.4 Distribution of the evidence in the full language sample

	4 Bridging constructions and clause-linkage resources
	4.1 Coding principles
	4.2 Primary-text corpus: directly attested bridging-clause types and frequencies
	4.3 Secondary-source sample: reported bridging-clause types

	5 Areal distribution of bridging-clause types and accompanying resources
	6 Conclusions and directions for future research
	Acknowledgements
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (Euroscale Coated v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 35
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 10
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 600
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1000
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.10000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError false
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /DEU <>
    /ENU ()
    /ENN ()
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName (ISO Coated v2 \(ECI\))
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName <FEFF005B0048006F006800650020004100750066006C00F600730075006E0067005D>
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MarksOffset 8.503940
      /MarksWeight 0.250000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /UseName
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [595.276 841.890]
>> setpagedevice


