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Abstract: The right clause edge links the utterance to the larger discourse and
supports interlocutors in navigating the communicative situation, making such
linguistic alternatives prime candidates to be exploited for register distinction. We
investigate whether right-peripheral subjects behave similar with respect to regis-
ters in the verb-final languages German and Persian, using the multi-lingual Lan-
g*Reg corpus (Adli, Aria, Elisabeth Verhoeven, Nico Lehmann, Vahid Mortezapour &
Jozina Vander Klok. 2023. Lang*Reg: A multi-lingual corpus of intra-speaker variation
across situations. Version 0.1.0. Zenodo), which includes intra-speaker variation for
six communicative situations differentiated by interactivity (monologue vs. dialog),
social distance (close vs. distant), social hierarchy (equal vs. unequal) and mode
(spoken vs. written). We identified four formal types of right-peripheral subjects:
extraposition, right dislocation, afterthought + pronoun correlate and after-
thought + NP correlate. Our analysis of the functions of these types across languages
revealed that Persian extraposition and German right dislocation behave function-
ally similar whereas German extraposition is highly restricted and no Persian right
dislocation could be found. The corpus analysis reveals that Persian and German
speakers used the right periphery more often in interactive in contrast to mono-
logical communicative events.

Keywords: right periphery; register variation; right dislocation; extraposition; verb-
final languages
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1 Introduction

Language users employ different linguistic means depending on the situation-
functional context in order to navigate not only the communicative space but also
the socio-cultural space. This intra-individual variation in linguistic behaviour
serves to address the communicative needs of the situation, resulting in socially
recurring varieties or codes with particular co-occurrences of linguistic phe-
nomena and situational-functional parameters, i.e. registers (Biber 2012; Biber
and Conrad 2019; Biber et al. 2021; Liideling et al. 2022). Typologically, registers
may turn out to exhibit distinct characteristics given that “[t]he situation may
determine which code one selects, but the social structure determines which
codes one controls” (Halliday 1978: 66), which means register variation may differ
across languages due to socio-cultural as well as linguistic differences.

Several findings show that clause peripheries are perceptible to be exploited
for register variation. Geluykens (1992: 34) presents corpus data in which the rate of
left dislocation is highest in English conversational spoken contexts and decreases
the more conceptually written a text is (for the conceptual spoken-written
distinction, see in particular Koch and Wulf 1985; Maas 2006). Likewise, Tizén-
Couto (2012: 366) notes a rise in the rate of left dislocation in English written texts
when they are conceptually more spoken. With respect to the right periphery,
Aijmer (1989: 137) observes that it is a phenomenon of “natural speech”. According
to Rodman (1997: 47), in English “[r]ight dislocations occur almost entirely in casual,
relaxed speech, where they are fairly common” (see also Aijmer 1989: 137). Ergu-
vanli (1984: 67) makes a complementary observation for the verb-final language
Turkish, where right-peripheral elements are “extremely” infrequent in concep-
tually written contexts, including legal documents, newspapers but also scripted
oral news or radio and TV. Erguvanli (1984) argues that this is because the function
of the right periphery in Turkish is to background information, which requires
referents to be salient from the previous discourse, making it less suitable in the
conceptually written mode with an informational focus, e.g. news articles (see on
informational focus e.g. Biber 1995) where the focus tends to be on new information
rather than continuing referents (Erguvanli 1984: 67). If this is the case, then the
occurrence of elements in the right periphery in Turkish is not a pure stylistic
choice, but based on a functional, pragmatic motivation in relation to the discourse
requirements.

More specialized registers also seem to rely more strongly on the right periph-
ery, as found by Levin and Marcus (2019: 257-258) for English, German and Swedish.
In a corpus study comparing live football commentaries in all three languages, they
observed that the right periphery was used ten times more often than in normal
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conversations while the use of the left periphery was not affected by the context.
They assert that the right periphery receives its register-relation, i.e. its higher
likelihood to appear in live football commentaries, for discourse functional reasons
(2019: 253). After identifying three purposes for the use of right-peripheral elements,
i.e. 1) resolving referential ambiguity, 2) emphasis and 3) adding information (2019:
259), they conclude from their counts that the right periphery is mostly used to
disambiguate referents in live football commentaries “caused by mismatches be-
tween what is referred to in the verbal commentary and what is shown on the TV
screen at the time of speaking” (2019: 265).

In view of these observations, it seems prudent to investigate the right periphery
in a more varied set of communicative situations to better understand which
situational-functional parameters motivate language users to make use of the right
periphery in different situations. To the best of our knowledge, there has been no in-
depth study comparing the use of the right periphery across multiple communicative
situations across languages. Also, the data from previous studies relied either on
introspection for more syntactic-theoretic works (e.g. Fernandez-Sdnchez and Ott
2020; Frey 2005; Ott and de Vries 2016) or productions of different speakers in the
same situation (e.g. Aijmer 1989; Selting 1994; Vinckel 2006) or varying only by
modality (e.g. Frommer 1981; Herring 1994). Data from the same speaker in different
situations, on the other hand, would allow us to see directly how language users
adapt to the communicative context.

The Lang*Reg corpus (Adli et al. 2023; Lehmann et al. 2025) offers the oppor-
tunity to investigate register variation across languages and cultural contexts as it
represents language production of the same speakers in different communicative
situations, containing spontaneous and natural conversations in several languages.
In the present study we concentrate on two languages and cultural contexts,
i.e. Persian (Indo-European: Indo-Iranian) as spoken in the city of Tehran and
German (Indo-European: West Germanic) as spoken in the city of Berlin. Persian
and German provide interesting typological, socio-cultural and ecological distinc-
tions but also similarities that make them an interesting pair for comparative
register research. For instance, both languages are used in environments with
similar community sizes, a high degree of literacy as well as rich written traditions,
which enables language users to experience a range of situational-functional
constellations, making both languages pertinent for a high degree of register
variation. German and Persian still appear to differ in their register range, for
Persian has been described as having a sharper distinction between formal and
informal registers, sometimes characterized as a diglossic situation (Ferguson 1959;
Modaressi-Tehrani 1978).

Linguistically, both German and Persian are verb-final languages that mark
the core clause boundary with a clause-final verbal complex, yet as in many verb-
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final languages, speakers do still regularly place phrases after the verbal complex
(see overview in Pregla 2023: Chapter 5; and on OVX properties with respect to post-
verbal obliques Hawkins 2008: 169)." Such phrases as, for instance, the subjects
marked in bold in (1) appear in the right periphery, sometimes accompanied by a
reduced coreferent element in a position preceding the verbal complex, ie. a
correlate, as in the German example in (1a) but not necessarily as shown for Persian
in (1b). The clause peripheries serve a variety of purposes for language users but
have generally been described as information-structuring devices that anchor the
utterance in the larger discourse and support interlocutors in navigating the
communicative situation (Beeching and Detges 2014; Frey 2005). This discourse-
functional configuration of the peripheries further motivates its use for register
distinction. This begs the question whether the right periphery is employed for
register distinctions in Persian and German and if so in what way linguistic or
socio-cultural differences lead to varying relations of the right periphery to reg-
isters in the two languages.

(1 a. Die ist auch nie wiedergekommen die Frau.

DEM.3sG.FEM is also never returned the.vom woman
‘She also never came back the woman.’
(Selting 1994: 308)

b. xeyli roked-e kor-e-fun
very stagnant-be.3sc work-rz-3pL
‘Their work is very stagnant.’
(Frommer 1981: 141)

In this paper, we analyze subjects in the right periphery of Persian and German in an
explorative comparative corpus study using the Lang*Reg corpus to examine
different situations. To do so, we first define the phenomenon of right-peripheral
subjects and the boundaries of the right periphery in Section 2, for which we initially
adopted a naive look at the periphery so that we can examine all right-peripheral
subjects following the verbal complex in both languages. Section 3.1 provides a more
detailed look at the Lang*Reg corpus and the situational-functional characteristics of
the situations involved. In Section 3.2, we present the methodology for extracting
right-peripheral subjects and analysing each occurrence using the criteria explicated
in Section 2. In Section 3.3, we present our findings for the periphery overall (see
Section 3.3.1) and for subtypes of right-peripheral subjects (see Section 3.3.2), fol-
lowed by a discussion of the behaviour of subjects in the right periphery in Persian
and German in Section 4.

1 Note that German as a V2-language moves the finite verb to C°, thereby leaving the verb final
complex empty in the absence of other verbal elements.
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2 Features of the right periphery

We generously define the right periphery in German and Persian as the space to the
right of the clause-final verbal complex (Imo 2014: 340; see similarly about syntactic
closure before so-called increments Auer 2006: 285), thereby including any clause-
related subjects® following this complex (henceforth rXP), and taking into account
the relevant features reported in the literature for analysis. The verbal complex is
presumably located at the end of the core clause in verb-final languages such as
German and Persian and hosts verbal elements such as finite> and non-finite verbs,
verb particles and predicatives (see discussion in Becker 2016: 235). We consider as
right-peripheral subjects any non-sentential* subject that appears in the right pe-
riphery. The structure in (2) shows that, resulting from this definition, there are three
possible target locations for rXPs. They may appear inside the core clause to the right
of the verbal complex (VC) as in XP;, for example when a verb-final language has a
dedicated clause-internal post-verbal position. They may appear outside of the core
clause as with XP, while still being integrated in the clause. Finally, the rXP may be
located completely outside of the clause proper as seen for XPs.

(2) [[ cee [V]vc rXPl]CORE rXPZ]CLAUSE I'XP3

The three potential rXP host locations presented in (2) are indeed attested for sub-
jects, though not necessarily in every language (see e.g. for Spanish and German:
Fernandez-Sdnchez and Ott 2020; Tamil: Herring 1994; English: Mittendorfer 2025;
Japanese: Nakagawa et al. 2008): the core-internal rXP is labelled a case of extrap-
osition as demonstrated with examples from the Lang*Reg corpus in (3), the core-
clause-external but integrated rXP is an instance of right dislocation (RD) as shown in
(4) and the clause-external subject rXP is referred to as afterthought (AT),” illustrated
in (5).

2 Note that a right-peripheral subject does not necessarily have to be the traditional syntactic subject
of the clause that fills a slot in the syntactic argument structure of the verb phrase. As delineated in
this section, right-peripheral subjects may be external to the (core) clause, in which case they are
contributing functionally to the specification of the subject. In this case, they are related to the clause
via association. We assume that they act as subjects in a wider sense.

3 In German, the clause-final verbal complex does not host the finite verb in main clauses (but it does
in subordinate clauses) due to its V2 properties. Apart from the finite verb in main clauses, all other
verbal elements appear clause-finally.

4 Formally, sentential phrases may also be considered as right-peripheral elements; however, in
contrast to other phrase types, they appear after the verbal complex in verb-final languages by
default and also show divergent characteristics so we restrict our analysis to non-sentential
elements.

5 The label afterthought is inherently ambiguous in nature as it makes reference to the discourse
function (or discourse relation) of certain rXPs as reference-clarifying elements (Averintseva-Klisch
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(3) Extraposition (ExtrP)
a. German®
und da  saff mir in der U-Bahn gegeniiber Patrick Swayze

and there sat me in the subway across Patrick Swayze
‘and there Patrick Swayze sat across from me in the subway’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

b. Persian

tu rustgje fin ast xane moallem-af
in village Fin is house teacher-ross.3sc
‘Its Teacher’s Association is in village Fin.
[Lang*Reg-Per]

(4)  Right dislocation: German (RD)’
die interagiern nich so richtig  die Pflanzen
they interact not so properly the plants
‘they don’t interact that properly the plants’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

(5) Afterthought (AT)
a. German
das ist mir wichtig dieses Verstindnis
that is me important this understanding
‘It’s important to me, this understanding’

[Lang*Reg-Ger]

b. Persian
mo jek {fndor dpftim men va mopmon-m
we one tent had.le. I and mom-poss.1sG
‘We had a tent, me and my mom.’
[Lang*Reg-Per]

Extraposition is analysed as rightward movement, as shown by the structure given in
(6a) where the rXP resides inside the core clause and leaves a trace preverbally

2008a: 226,2009: 139) but is also used to refer to a syntactic construction that has a clause-external rXP
(see Aijmer 1989: 148; Averintseva-Klisch 2019: 16; Herring 1994: 145; Ott and de Vries 2016: 643). Here
we use the term afterthought in line with the majority of authors in its traditional sense where it
refers to the construction, subsequently analyzing the discourse function(s) independently in
Section 3.3.

6 A pronoun is not possible in the middle field in this example without changing the intonation
contour, which would effectively alter the clause and turn it into a right dislocation.

7 No example that fulfils the criteria for right dislocation was found in the Persian subcorpus of
Lang*Reg.
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(Drummond 2009: 43; Molndr and Vinckel-Roisin 2019: 294; Ott and de Vries 2016:
665). RD and AT - involving elements external to the core clause — are assumed to
form a biclausal structure as in (6b) and (6¢), where the core clause of CP; is complete
even without the rXP since the correlate fills the argument slot of the predicate; CP, is
an elliptical root clause coordinated with CP, having a clause structure parallel to CP,
except that the rXP is fronted while all parallel material is deleted (following the
analysis presented by Ott and de Vries 2016: 645-646). RD and AT differ in their
connection to CPy, i.e. RD is more tightly connected to CP; as shown in (6b) where the
clause boundary follows the dislocated XP while AT is completely independent and
falls outside of the clause boundary as illustrated in (6¢c). In the following, the
differentiating formal characteristics of rXP types will be reviewed, which informs
the subsequent operationalization for the cross-linguistic investigation of right-
peripheral subjects.

(6) d. [[Cp1 e ti A I'XPi ]CORE]CLAUSE
b. [lcp; ... correlate ... V1o [epa TXP; [... t o] lepause
C. [[CP1 ... correlate ... V ]CORE]CLAUSE [CPZ rXPi [ B ]]

Extraposition sets itself apart from the other rXP types with respect to the
availability of a correlate in the core clause. No correlate can accompany an
extraposed phrase (Altmann 1981: 68; Ferndndez-Sdnchez and Ott 2020: 2)
whereas RD and AT require there to be a correlate in the core clause that is
associated with the rXP (Altmann 1981: 54; Molnar and Vinckel-Roisin 2019: 294;
Selting 1994: 309; Westbury 2016: 23). The correlate that fills the core clause slot of
the subject in (6b) and (6c) may be a free pronoun, a clitic or a covert pro when
language-internal mechanisms allow for dropping proforms (Ferndndez-Sédnchez
and Ott 2020: 2; Lambrecht 2001: 1051; Ott and de Vries 2016: 642). In the case of
dislocation, the form of overt correlates is limited to language-specific minimal
unaccented pro-forms, for example a weak d-pronoun in German (Shaer and Frey
2004: 469; see also Altmann 1981: 55; Ferndndez-Sanchez and Ott 2020: 5; Frey
2005: 91; Ott and de Vries 2016: 643). ATs are not restricted as to the kind of
correlate, allowing pronouns and full nominal phrases (Ott and de Vries 2016:
643). This contrasts with referential constraints on dislocated rXPs (see on
German: Altmann 1981: 54; Averintseva-Klisch 2008a: 231, 2008b: 412; see for
similar restrictions on left dislocation across languages: Westbury 2016: 23) and in
some languages also extraposed rXPs (see e.g. for Turkish: Erguvanli 1984: 45; see
acrosslanguages: Pregla 2023: 182). They generally must be definite and specific or
kind-referring if generic (Averintseva-Klisch and Sebastian 2019: 35) but not
quantified XPs (Averintseva-Klisch 2008b: 412; Ott and de Vries 2016: 668). We can
distinguish two subtypes of ATs based on the form of their correlate, i.e. ATs with
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apronoun (5) versus a full nominal phrase (7) correlate,® as these also correspond
to different basic functions: ATs with a pronoun correlate tend to clarify the
referent due to some ambiguity or (perceived) lack of saliency whereas ATs with a
nominal correlate in addition elaborate on further qualities of the referent (see
about elaboration strategies Pfeiffer 2015: 42, 53).

(7) Afterthought: NP correlate (AT.NP)
a. German
und dann war halt dieser Strand da  der Atlantikstrand
and there was just this beach there the atlantik.beach
‘and there was this beach, the atlantik beach’

[Lang*Reg-Ger]

b. Persian
boft-cef jek d3urhvi mesle tehron st bofte
structure-ross.3s¢c a  kinds like  Tehran is  structure
Jeehri-jaef

City-Poss.3sG
‘Its structure is somehow like Tehran, its urban structure’
[Lang*Reg-Per]

Dislocated rXPs must match morphologically with the correlate in gender, case and
number (Altmann 1981: 55; Averintseva-Klisch 2008a: 227, 2008b: 403; Ott and de Vries
2012: 126; Selting 1994: 307; Shaer and Frey 2004: 470). They allow islands (Shaer and
Frey 2004: 471) and can be bound (see for the left periphery: Frey 2005: 92; Shaer and
Frey 2004: 472; see for the right periphery Ott and de Vries 2012: 127). Moreover, just
like extraposed rXPs, they strictly follow their host clause and don’t allow inter-
vening material such as subordinate clauses or other finite boundaries (Altmann
1981: 54; Averintseva-Klisch 2008a: 229; Fernandez-Sanchez and Ott 2020: 5) or
introductory discourse markers such as that is or I mean (Altmann 1981: 68;
Averintseva-Klisch 2008a: 228). ATs are more independent. Such external rXPs do not
require morphological congruency with the correlate. They can be introduced by
discourse markers (Averintseva-Klisch 2008a: 228; Pfeiffer 2015: 161) and may include
discourse particles and sentence adverbs (Ott and de Vries 2016: 647). The order of
dislocated rXPs and ATs is also restricted: dislocated rXPs are closer to the host clause
and ATs follow them in the right periphery (Ott and de Vries 2016: 676; Shaer and Frey
2004: 495). In addition, ATs in the right periphery may have different illocutionary

8 Areviewer remarked on the similarities between ATs (with an NP correlate) and appositions (Imo
2015), an observation that we share. For the purposes of this paper, we refrain from this comparison
as the question goes beyond the goals of this paper, which focuses on right-peripheral constructions
only whereas appositions can occur in a variety of positions in the clause.
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force and constitute separate speech acts (Ott and de Vries 2016: 647-648; Truck-
enbrodt 2015: 332).

Dislocated rXPs and ATs are often not easily distinguishable by morphological
and syntactic surface criteria (Selting 1994: 300) because ATs also often display
morphological congruency and lack intervening phrases. Prosody is often consid-
ered the primary differentiating feature instead (Ott and de Vries 2012: 124; Selting
1994:300).° RD forms a single intonation contour with the host clause (Auer 2006: 286;
Averintseva-Klisch 2008a: 227, 2008b: 401-402; Selting 1994: 300; Ziv 1994: 639) while
AT shows several cues marking it as prosodically independent with a separate
intonation contour (Westbury 2016: 23). ATs have an independent pitch accent and a
rise in intensity as well as a (potential) preceding pause (Averintseva-Klisch 2008a:
227, 2008b: 402; Ott and de Vries 2012: 124; Truckenbrodt 2015: 327). They can be
independently stressed (Ott and de Vries 2016: 644; Ziv 1994: 639), though they tend to
only receive a slight stress (Herring 1994: 126). With AT, the host clause generally
behaves prosodically as if there was no peripheral element, with a pitch usually at
the end of the core clause (Auer 1991: 146) and a rise in intensity (Nakagawa et al.
2008: 6).

Dislocated rXPs, in contrast, receive no stress. Instead, the tone movement of the
core clause, where the main pitch accent and the focus is located, is continued,
resulting in a low and level intonation for the dislocated rXP (Averintseva-Klisch
2008a: 227, 2008b: 401-402; Erguvanli 1984: 44; Ott and de Vries 2012: 124; Selting 1994:
300; Truckenbrodt 2015: 329; Ziv 1994: 639). Extraposition displays a characteristic hat
contour, meaning that the extraposed rXP attracts the main pitch (Altmann 1981: 68;
Auer 1991: 146; Ott and de Vries 2016: 644). Extraposed rXPs neither have their own
tone movement as ATs, nor follow the pitch accent in the core clause with a low
intonation as dislocated rXPs, but instead shift the prosodic ending of the core clause
intonation, carrying the nuclear focus (Molndr and Vinckel-Roisin 2019: 296).

Following from these observations, we operationalized the formal aspects of
rXPs in order to analyse corpus occurrences by a minimal set of criteria with which
we can identify different types of right-peripheral subjects. The taxonomy in Figure 1
illustrates the operationalization of the four formal types of rXPs identified, which
are distinguished using three primary criteria and a set of secondary criteria. Pro-
sodic integration differentiates clause-internal rXPs, i.e. extraposed and dislocated
rXPs, from clause-external AT.prn and AT.NP.’® The form of the correlate then sets

9 In the absence of prosodic cues, for example in written communication, prosodic integration or
non-integration can only be inferred from graphic cues, i.e. punctuation marks such as a comma
signaling a less integrated element (Molnér and Vinckel-Roisin 2019: 296).

10 Extraposition and RD can additionally be distinguished prosodically via the kind of integration
into the clause intonation contour (Ott and de Vries 2016: 644).
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rXP
+ prosodically integrated — prosodically integrated
— correlate + prn correlate  + prn correlate  + NP correlate Figure 1: Taxonomy illustrating the
N/A congruent + congruent =+ congruent =+ congruent deCOnStrUCtlon and
— discourse marker — discourse marker = discourse marker = discourse marker . . .
+ clause-internal ~ clause-internal — clause-internal _ clause-internal operationalization of formal aspects
Extraposition Right dislocation Afterthought prn Afterthought NP of rXPs.

the four rXP types apart: extraposition does not allow a correlate while RD requires it
(compare (6a) and (6b)); external rXPs differ in that AT.prn has a pronoun correlate
and AT.NP has a nominal correlate.

German and Persian fundamentally differ in these properties for right-
peripheral subjects. German has been reported to place subjects in all three syn-
tactic locations seen in (2) (Altmann 1981; Truckenbrodt 2016). No examples have
been attested in the literature for Persian RD, however, in which an overt correlate is
possible. Clause-internal rXPs rather show properties of extraposition, for instance
not allowing a correlate as illustrated in (8a) compared to German RD in (8b), which
requires a (potentially covert) correlate.

(8) a. Persian: clause-internal subject with infelicity of co-referential pronoun

(*u)  tenhp  zendegi  mi-keerde maytul tu-je
3s6 alone life PROG-DO.PST.3s¢ ~ murdered  in-Gen
xunce-f?

house-ross.1sc
‘Did the murdered live alone in his house?’
[SGS]

b. German: clause-external subject with co-referential pronoun
die  hann alles in die garage geta die mdnner
they have all in the garage put the men
‘They put everything in the garage the men’

[FOLK151]

Moreover, Persian integrated rXPs can carry informational focus as in (9b), in which
the subject eeli ‘Ali’ in the right periphery specifies the referent asked about in the
preceding question (9a). Without the rXP, the core clause would be incomplete,
which points towards a movement analysis of the rXP. A dislocated rXP is only
felicitous when the core clause is complete by itself, i.e. an RD analysis would require
there to be a covert subject pronoun correlate in (9b), which, however, is not
acceptable when the subject referent is the new information.
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9 a. ketwb-o @z  kojp  vvord-i?
book-om from where brought-2sc
‘Where did you get the book from?’
b. be-hem ycerz-ef deed ®li
to-me lend-it gave-3sc Ali
‘Ali lent it to me.

In German, extraposed arguments have been reported, for instance with respect to
focused postverbal objects (Coniglio and Schlachter 2015: 148). However, Féry (2015:
28) argues that extraposed nominal arguments, i.e. core clause internal without a
(covert) correlate as in (10), are infelicitous, yet we do find examples in corpora as
with the focused subject extraposition in (11) and German native speakers also have
different intuitions about cases as in (10) depending on the context of use. These cases
are, however, highly marked (Molndr and Vinckel-Roisin 2019: 304).

(10) #Anna hat tihrer Mutter erzdihlt die Geschichte.
Anna has her mother told the story
‘Anna has told her mother the story.’
(Féry 2015: 28)

an weil sich halt so selbststindig gemacht hat der ganze Kram
because self just so independent made  has the whole stuff
‘because all the stuff has taken on a life of its own’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

German thus appears to be restricted when it comes to extraposition in that nominal
arguments, both subjects and objects, are syntactically “blocked” while this is not the
case for sentential arguments or obliques (Féry 2015: 35). Hartmann (2017: 99) pos-
tulates that extraposed PPs in German are high rightward moved (see similarly
Truckenbrodt 2016: 20) and adjoined above vP/IP and Drummond (2009: 47) proposes
that extraposed DPs are generally rightward moved to a position lower than vP.
Rightward movement to a position lower than vP then appears to be highly restricted
in German and if it occurs, it must be triggered by strong information-structural
features such as focus (see e.g. Pregla 2023: 168). In Persian, extraposed nominal
arguments are more readily accepted (Rasekh-Mahand and Ghiyasvand 2014) and do
not carry focus, though they are still information-structurally marked (see Rasekh-
Mahand and Mousavi 2007; Rezaei and Tayeb 2005). This points towards movement
of nominal arguments in Persian to the postverbal position (Pregla 2023: 168), yet to
date no analysis has been presented on the Persian syntax of extraposition. It seems,
however, that Persian either does not have the same restriction on low rightward
movement as German or allows high rightward movement of DPs in contrast to
German.
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3 Comparative analysis of the right periphery

With the definition of right-peripheral subjects and their categorization into four
formal types (see Section 2), we now have the prerequisites to study register
variation in the right periphery for the languages German and Persian. To inves-
tigate the effect that the situational-functional context has on the use of the right
periphery, we conducted a corpus study of right-peripheral subjects using the
Lang*Reg corpus, which contains intra-individual data with respect to several
situational-functional contexts in both Persian and German (see description in
Section 3.1).

The right periphery is said to help navigate the interpersonal space in
particular for dialogic discourse via signals such as confirmation and providing
an orientation for the following discourse, i.e. inviting a response or anticipating
what comes next (Beeching and Detges 2014: 11; Degand and Crible 2021: 25;
Molndr and Vinckel-Roisin 2019: 297). In addition, the right periphery may serve
to pick up and highlight overarching discourse concerns such as a (preceding)
discourse topic11 (Molnér and Vinckel-Roisin 2019: 297). As register is the
clustering of linguistic phenomena in particular situational-functional contexts
due to their communicative functions, we expect the right periphery to be sen-
sitive to register differences because of the functions that right-peripheral ele-
ments play in discourse. Apart from a general function of the right periphery,
types of rXPs also have more specific functions such as (discourse) topic marking,
including topic shift and promotion or demotion of referents, but also emotive
(affective) functions and signaling speech turns, e.g. turn keeping or
ending, as well as adding, emphasizing, disambiguating or correcting informa-
tion (see e.g. Ashby 1988; Averintseva-Klisch 2008b; Detges and Waltereit 2014;
Erguvanli 1984; Herring 1994; Mayol 2007; Molndr and Vinckel-Roisin 2019;
Pfeiffer 2015; Rodman 1997; Selting 1994). Hence, the types of rXPs might display
variation in certain situational contexts due to their diverging central discourse
functions. We thus analysed the types of rXPs for their functional characteristics
in discourse in German and Persian (see Section 3.2) to determine whether
functional associations may also motivate register distinctions between types
of rXPs.

11 We follow Molndr and Vinckel-Roisin (2019: 300) in their definition of discourse topic for its
particular relevance for rXPs, thus pertaining to “[aln entity (a discourse referent) talked about in the
discourse, which plays a particular prominent role — the discourse can be said to be ‘about’ this entity.”
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Table 1: Characteristics of the Lang*Reg corpus design as presented in Lehmann et al. (2025), detailing
the six recording situations with their varying communication events (different interlocutors and
monologue or dialogue type of interaction) and situation features (mode, length and space). Two main
social relation criteria are varied: social distance between interlocutors (related to level of acquaintance)
and social hierarchy between interlocutors, i.e. whether the participant (P) or their interlocutor (I) exerts
more power in the scope of the activity.

No Communication event Situation features Social relation
Interlocutor  Interactivity Mode Length  Space Distance  Hierarchy

1 Friend Monologue Written - Private Close P=1

2 Friend Monologue Spoken  2min Private Close P=1

3 Friend Dialogue Spoken  15min Private Close P=1

4 Stranger Dialogue Spoken  15min Private Distant P=1

5 Taxi driver Dialogue Spoken  15min Non-private  Distant P>I

6 Professor Dialogue Spoken  15min Non-private  Distant P<I

3.1 Corpus

The data of the Lang*Reg corpus was collected in Tehran, Iran (a total of 20 speakers)
for Persian and Berlin, Germany (a total of 12 speakers) for German." The participants
were between 18 and 50 years old. The corpus makes it possible to directly observe how
speakers adapt their language output in different situational-functional contexts and
compare such behaviours across languages. Participants produced language in 6 sit-
uations comprised of two tasks: a) telling a story to a friend, b) talking freely with
various kinds of interlocutors (friend, stranger, taxi driver or professor). The task of
storytelling was conducted in two modes so that we are able to compare how the same
language user behaves in written versus spoken contexts.

The differences between the situational contexts included in the Lang*Reg
corpus can be described with the following main parameters (similar to features
found in the “context of situation” framework used in Systemic-Functional Lin-
guistics, see e.g. Halliday and Ruqalya 1989; Neumann 2014): (i) social hierarchy
versus equality, (ii) social distance versus closeness (implemented as acquaintance
vs. non-acquaintance), and also (iii) mode, i.e. spoken versus written, and (iv)
interactivity realised as non-interactive monologue versus interactive dialogue.
Each recording situation is a deliberate combination of these parameters. For an
overview of the specific characteristics of the situations in the corpus, see Table 1.

12 The Persian data in the Lang*Reg corpus includes an additional 8 speakers compared to German
as the relevance of age (18-30 vs. 30-50) is additionally factored in whereas the German speakers are
all between 30 and 50 years old. For the current study, we do not expect these small age differences to
play a crucial role, so that we included all speakers of the corpus.
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A detailed description of the corpus design, its parameters and the procedure is
provided in Lehmann et al. (2025).

As the peripheries are often described as instruments particularly relevant for
interactional discourse (see among others Aijmer 1989: 147; Auer 1991: 152; Duranti
and Ochs 1979: 403; Geluykens 1992: Section 1.3; Imo 2015: Section 4.2; Selting 1994: 311;
Tiz6n-Couto 2012: 279), the corpus is particularly suitable to examine how right-
peripheral subjects are exploited for register purposes since it includes situational
contexts that vary in the degree of interactivity, including the friend spoken
monologue and the friend written monologue as non-interactional contexts and the
spoken conversations between friends, strangers, with a taxi driver and with a
professor as interactional contexts. This allows us to cluster the situations by their
degree of interactivity in order to examine whether the right periphery is indeed
used more for managing the interpersonal, dialogic space. Moreover, we can put the
results of interactivity in context with the mode distinctions in the non-interactional
situations. Molndr and Vinckel-Roisin (2019: 304) postulate that written texts use the
right periphery for focused elements in the absence of explicit cues from prosody.
The corpus design allows us to test whether mode has such a bearing on the
exploitation of the right periphery.

3.2 Methods

Using the morphosyntactic annotations in Lang*Reg, we extracted all nominal sub-
jects occurring in the right periphery of the German and Persian datasets,
i.e. whenever an NP that can take on the function of the core syntactic subject follows
the clause-final verbal complex indicated by finite or non-finite verbs, verb particles,
and predicatives."® We also extracted all instances of finite verbs as well as subjects
that do not occur in the right periphery in order to calculate the rate with which the
right periphery is used to specify subjects.'* The extracted instances contain mor-
phosyntactic information such as phrase type as well as metadata about the situa-
tional context, including information about the speaker and the recording situation.

The extracted right-peripheral subjects were checked for their validity. Valid
cases are identified by their coreference relation between a core-internal correlate

13 As German main clauses do not necessarily have verbal material at the end of the clause due to
finite verb movement in main clauses, we additionally took prosodic contours, the co-occurrence of a
clause-final element and a correlate as well as the presence of introductory discourse markers as cues
in main clauses to identify rXPs.

14 For German, we excluded subject expletives such as prefield filling es ‘it’ and non-referential
subject pronouns as these do not vary with the most common German types of rXPs, i.e. right
dislocation and afterthoughts.
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or the possibility of an alternative core-internal placement of the peripheral phrase.
While one might argue that in particular afterthoughts as clause-external indepen-
dent phrases could also occur with non-coreferential relations, we restrict the
analysis to coreferential phrases in order to guarantee comparability across pe-
ripheral elements. We thus excluded the following cases:

— parts or coordinations of subjects that appear postverbally

(12) die Rucksicke waren durchndsst, ebenso die Zelte und Schlafsdcke
the backpacks were soaked also the tents and sleeping.bags
und Klamotten.
and clothes
‘The backpacks were soaked as well as the tents and sleeping bags and
clothes’

[Lang*Reg-Ger]

(13) jek  koh st ve jek Kkorvonsern
one mountain is and one caravanserai
‘There is a mountain and a caravanserai.’
[Lang*Reg-Per]

- negated alternatives to subjects that appear postverbally

(14) die arbeiten ndmlich im  Team mittlerweile also nicht nur eine

they work  namely in.the team by.now so not only one
Mowenart

seagull.kind

‘They actually work in a team by now, that is not only one kind of seagull’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

- inferentially linked alternative subjects (“bridging”) that occur postverbally™

(15) des wiirde wahrscheinlich da  in so=n Rechner total reinhauen
that would probably there in so=a calculator totally into.hit
von den Werten zum  Beispiel vegane Erndhrung
of the values to.the example vegan diet
‘that would probably have a big impact in such a calculator in terms of
values for example vegan diets.’

[Lang*Reg-Ger]

15 These include relations such as meronymy and hyponomy (see e.g. indirect reference by asso-
ciation in Clark 1975: 171).
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(16) deerjp ke  hemife migujend bvese promef cest vee moxsusan sedof
sea that always say.3r.  cause peace is and specially sound
‘It is said that the sea always brings peace, especially its sound.’
[Lang*Reg-Per]

Each valid occurrence was then analysed for its formal characteristics as delineated
in Section 2 and classified according to the formal type of rXP using the operation-
alization presented in Figure 1.'° We then used the number of non-right-peripheral
subjects to measure the proportion of rXP occurrences. As Persian is a pro-drop
language, we used the number of finite verbs to estimate the potential non-
peripheral subject slots. For German, the overt occurrences of subjects was used,
which has the advantage that we can distinguish between nominal and pronominal
non-peripheral subjects forms, thus providing more precise rates of occurrence as
RD and AT.prn vary only with pronominal subjects while AT.NP varies only with
nominal subjects."”

We further conducted a functional analysis of the four formal rXP types for
subjects in German and Persian by looking at the following aspects: a) narrow focus
of the rXP, including contrastive focus, i.e. whether the previous linguistic context
opens up explicit alternatives, b) the relation of the rXP to what the previous and
following discourse is about, c) the saliency of the rXP, i.e. whether it is situationally,
textually, implicitly (inferred) or not evoked, d) the distance to the last mention of the
referent, e) status of ambiguity, f) status of elaboration, i.e. whether the rXP adds
more information than just the identity of the referent, and g) speaker turn,
i.e. whether the producer of the rXP started, ended or continued their turn.

3.3 Results and discussion
3.3.1 Overview

Our findings with Lang*Reg confirm previous reports that the deployment of the
right periphery is generally a low frequency phenomenon. For instance, Selting
(1994: 313) found a total of 19 right-peripheral elements, including arguments as well
as non-arguments, for German in four informal conversations between three

16 As prosodic features can never be applied to written data, we used further features to classify
integrated versus non-integrated rXPs in written texts, such as punctuation as well as intervening
discourse markers in particular for the distinction of RD and AT.prn. In case no distinguishing
features are present, a clear classification might not be possible.

17 The German subject rXP occurrences were also checked against the number of finite verbs with
similar results.
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participants, each of about 2h in length. This pattern is also prevalent in other
languages: in English, Aijmer (1989: 138-139) found 49 right-peripheral arguments*®
in a spoken corpus of about 170,000 tokens; in Tamil, Herring (1994: 122) found
285 right-peripheral elements, including arguments and non-arguments, in a corpus
with oral narratives (8.1% rXPs in a dataset of 1787 finite clauses) and written
published short stories (7.1 % rXPs in a dataset of 1986 finite clauses); for Japanese,
Nakagawa et al. (2008: 8) report 34 right dislocations and 13 afterthoughts in a spoken
corpus of 12.2 h of recordings with task-based talks, interviews and free conversa-
tions between unacquainted speakers.

In our study, the rate of all subject rXPs is similarly low compared to the rate of
all non-right-peripheral subjects, with numbers potentially being even lower than in
earlier works due to the restriction on nominal subjects and the referential identity
requirement, i.e. rXPs must specify the predicate’s subject argument and dislocated
rXPs and ATs must be coreferential with the correlate. The German portion of the
Lang*Reg corpus contains 84,346 tokens and subject rXP occurrences are under 1%
of all subjects. The Persian subcorpus has 152,102 tokens and subject rXP occurrences
cluster around 1% in different communicative contexts. As a result, the outcome of
the study is not conclusive in all respects. Nevertheless, the results show striking
similarities and differences between Persian and German. The rates of subject rXPs
are given Table 2 for both languages, differentiated by the six recording situations
using the following labels: professor oral conversation = Prr.OrL.Cnv, taxi driver oral
conversation = Tx.Ore.Cnv, stranger oral conversation = StrvGr.OrL.Cnv, friend oral
conversation = Frap.Ore.Cv, friend oral storytelling = Frvp.OrL.Stry, friend written
storytelling = Frnp.WrrTN.STRY. The situations are further grouped by the degree of
interactivity, i.e. interactive versus non-interactive.

The right periphery is generally used more frequently in Persian as around 1%
of all subjects occur in the right periphery compared to German where the rate of
subject rXPs ranges from 0.27 % to 0.76 % (on average 0.56 % across all contexts). Both
languages use more right-peripheral subjects in interactive contexts than in non-
interactive ones in line with the expectation that the use of the right periphery in
general is a strategy for interactional discourse (see Section 3.1). The two non-
interactive contexts here display a lower rate of subject rXPs irrespective of mode in
both languages. Notably, among the interactive situations, the professor oral con-
versations pattern differently in both languages compared to the other conversa-
tions: in Persian, the professor conversations have a higher rXP frequency than the
friend conversations whereas this is reversed in German.

18 Aijmer (1989: 139) notes that this number is probably higher than average due to one single
conversation that contained disproportionately more right-peripheral elements uttered during a
discussion about the selection of a film to watch.
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Table 2: Rate of subject rXP in German (84,346 tokens) & Persian (152,102 tokens) across situations.

Language Interactivity Situation n subject n rXP %
German Interactive Prf.Orl.Cnv 2,238 8 0.36
Tx.0rl.Cnv 1,895 12 0.63

Strngr.Orl.Cnv 1,847 14 0.76

Frnd.Orl.Cnv 1,757 11 0.63

Total 7,737 45 0.58

Non-interactive Frnd.Orl.Stry 491 2 0.41

Frnd.Wrttn.Stry 373 1 0.27

Total 864 3 0.35

Total - 8,601 48 0.56

Persian Interactive Prf.Orl.Cnv 4917 52 1.06
Tx.0rl.Cnv 5,247 58 1.1

Strngr.Orl.Cnv 4,551 47 1.03

Frnd.Orl.Cnv 3,930 33 0.84

Total 18,645 190 1.02

Non-interactive Frnd.Orl.Stry 1,124 5 0.44

Frnd.Wrttn.Stry 923 4 0.43

Total 2,047 9 0.44

Total - 20,692 199 0.96

Figure 2 displays the density of the mean employment of subject rXPs by
participant. The Persian interactive contexts have a higher density of participants
with a higher subject rXP mean than the non-interactive contexts: the interactive
contexts have the highest density at a mean of around 0.075 whereas the non-
interactive contexts have the highest density of participants with a mean of 0. This is
similar in German, where the non-interactive contexts also have the highest density
around the mean of 0. Note, however, that the number of instances of subject rXP per
participant is very low in German so that the density plot line drops to zero before
increasing again with means of subject rXP higher than zero for isolated participants.
In contrast to the non-interactive contexts, the German interactive contexts have the
highest density around the mean 0.004. In both languages, the interactive contexts
show a second, slightly less pronounced peak in density with a higher mean (at 0.013
in German and 0.019 in Persian), which shows that a select group of participants has a
higher mean use of subject rXP than the majority.

Fitting the results with a generalized linear mixed-effects model using INTERr-
Actmvity as the independent variable and rXP occurrence (right-peripheral subjects vs.
non-right-peripheral subject) as the dependent variable with the random in-
tercepts Particieant shows a significant impact of interactivity for Persian (p < 0.05)
but not for German (p > 0.05). The model estimates for both languages are provided
in Table 3.
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Figure 2: Density of mean rXP per participant by interactivity in German and Persian.

Table 3: Model estimates for rXP rate by interactivity.

Estimate Std. Error zvalue Pr(>z|)

German (Intercept) -5.74612 0.59038 -9.73293 0.00000
Interactivity: interactive 0.47857 0.58902 0.81249 0.41651

Persian (Intercept) -5.52656 0.34738 -15.90913 0.00000
Interactivity: interactive 0.86779 0.34185 2.53850 0.01113

3.3.2 Type of rXP

The distribution of all subjects in form of the four formal rXP types mapped out in
Section 2 are presented in Table 4 for German and Persian. Subject extraposition is
very rare in German (<0.01% out of all subject occurrences). In contrast, extrap-
osition is the most frequent type of subject rXP in Persian (0.3-0.8 %). Subject right
dislocation does not occur in Persian whereas German participants did use right
dislocation, though not very frequently (0.2-0.3 %)." Afterthoughts with a pronoun
correlate (AT.prn) are the most frequent subject rXP in the German data (0.2—0.4 %)
and second most frequent in the Persian data (0.2-0.4 %). Afterthoughts with a

19 It is an open question whether the construction right dislocation is unavailable in Persian alto-
gether or whether it is due to the specific data included in the Lang*Reg corpus (as well as the sgs
corpus) that we did not find this construction.
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nominal correlate (AT.NP) are rare among all subject rXP in both languages (0-
0.2 %). Both types of afterthoughts therefore seem to pattern similarly in both lan-
guages. The main difference between languages lies in the use of extraposition and
right dislocation.

The functional analysis”® of rXP types revealed that each type is associated with a
dominant function, even though right-peripheral elements are a multi-functional
phenomenon (see in particular Geluykens 1992: 95; Tizon-Couto 2012: Part III). Via the
functional annotations as described in Section 3.2 we assigned the following func-
tions to each rXP: i) clarification when the rXP is ambiguous or not very salient, e.g.
distant last mention or implicitly/not evoked, ii) elaboration when the rXP adds
information to the referent, iii) topic management when the rXP referent is salient,
i.e. situationally, textually or implicitly evoked, and continues as the discourse topic
or becomes the discourse topic, iv) emphasis when the rXP receives narrow focus.
The annotation values of speaker turn showed only a minor function of directing the
discourse, which might rather be a consequence of topic management.

The main function of AT.NP is to add further qualities for the referent in both
languages, seeing as they are typically marked as elaborative, irrespective of other
characteristics. Apart from identifying the referent, subject rXPs with an elaborative
function provide additional information about the referent, for instance to “activate
a particular attribute” of the referent (Westbury 2016: 37), as for instance in (17a)
where the nominal correlate is not ambiguous but the subject rXP adds attributes via
the compound component Liefer- ‘delivery’ or for Persian in (17b) where the exact
nominal is repeated with the added adjective deeruni ‘inner’. AT.NP therefore asso-
ciate more information with the referent that has not been mentioned in the pre-
vious discourse, information that will then be added to the common ground
(Truckenbrodt 2015: 332).

a7 a weil auf dem Fahrradweg ein Auto stand ein Lieferauto
because on the bicyclelane a car stand a  delivery.car
‘because there was a car on the bicycle lane, a delivery car’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

b. voyeen vromef  bud nromef=e deeruni

really calmness be.rst[3sc] calmness=DEF inner
‘it was really a calmness inner calmness’
[Lang*Reg-Per]

20 The initial functional analysis is based on the spoken language corpora FOLK (Deppermann et al.
2020) for German (29,548 sentences) and the sgs corpus (Adli 2016) for Persian (39,692 sentences), after
which we checked the insights from the preliminary analysis with the newly created multi-lingual
Lang*Reg corpus (see for details Section 3.1).
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Cases of AT.prn tend to fulfil the purpose across languages to clarify the referent due
to some ambiguity or (perceived) lack of saliency (see also Coniglio and Schlachter
2015: 145), though they may occasionally also have elaborative qualities.”* The
referent is usually a) new and underspecified as in (18a), where the pronoun es ‘it’ is
not sufficiently clear about what is the cause for the discomfort when wearing a
mask, leaving open various potential inconveniences until the AT.prn clarifies that it
is the heat which annoys the speaker the most, or b) ambiguous as in (18b) in which
two city names were mentioned before, i.e. Bastam and Shahroud, and even though
beestom is the topic, speaker A deems it necessary to clarify that the characterization
of the city is meant for Bastam and not Shahroud, which is apparent from the two
separate intonation contours.

(18) a. und dann dass es ebend unangenehm ist wie mit der Maske also die
and then that it just uncomfortable is like with the mask so the
Wirme
warmth
‘and then that it’s just uncomfortable, like with the mask, I mean the heat’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

b. A: Bastam I may be able to say that it is five kilometres from Shahroud.
B: Shahroud
A: jek feehr=e xejli kuffeek ve d3emve d3ur=i cest  bastom
one city very small and well.set kind=per be[3sc] Bastam
‘It is a small and well set city, Bastam.’
[Lang*Reg-Per]

In most cases of right dislocation, which only occur in German, the following
discourse broadly revolves around the rXP, which means they tend to occur when the
floor will be kept.? This indicates that floor keeping has some relevance for right
dislocation. The referent specified by the right-dislocated phrase is generally salient
in the discourse, often evoked situationally or textually, but also via inference. The
previous discourse topic can either be the same or different, which highlights that

21 Several terms are used in the literature for this function. Next to clarification, one finds speci-
fication (cf. Westbury 2016) and disambiguation (Levin and Marcus 2019), and the differences are not
always clear. Disambiguation has sometimes been juxtaposed with clarification (Mittendorfer 2025),
thereby differentiating by the reason why the referent might be insufficiently determined. We
subsume all these notions here and apply the term clarification to any case where an rXP helps to pick
out the referent, irrespective whether there is an ambiguity between two competing referents or the
referent is generally underspecified.

22 Turn-taking discourse is often conceptualized as a stage in which interlocutors can “take or keep
the floor”, i.e. the next turn is theirs, or “relent the floor” to another interlocutor, i.e. the next turn is
by someone else (see about the notions turn, floor and stage: Geluykens 1992: 17).
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right dislocation is mainly a forward facing construction (see similarly e.g. for
German: Averintseva-Klisch 2008a: 242; Selting 1994: 312; for Catalan: Mayol 2007:
210; for Japanese: Nakagawa et al. 2008: 2). The example in (19) shows that the
dislocated subject die Arten ‘the kinds’ is not truly believed to be ambiguous by the
speaker as it directly refers to the seagulls the speaker was talking about; instead, the
right-dislocated phrase introduces the theme for the following discourse, where the
speaker dives deeper into the area of “kinds of seagulls” and explains the type of sea
gulls and their characteristics.

19) ich glaube es war eine grofse und eine kleinere zusammen. ich habe
I believe it was one big and one small together I have
letztens als wir da  waren habe ich nochmal nachgeguckt wie die
recently when we there were haveI again looked how they
heifSen die Arten. und die grijsten die heifsen Mantelméwen. und
named the kinds and the biggest they named great.black.backed.gull and
die sind ja echt Klopper
they are indeed real big.lumps
‘I think it was a big and a small one together. Last time, when we were there,
Ilooked again what they are called, these kinds (of seagulls). And the biggest
ones, they are called great black-backed gull. And they are real hunks.’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

In Persian, extraposed subjects are usually concerned with what the following
discourse is about (see similarly e.g. Erguvanli 1984: 57 on Turkish; Herring 1994: 127
on Tamil). In (20), the extraposition rustpo ‘village’ marks the continuation of the
general theme from the previous discourse, i.e. talking about the place visited on a
trip to a particular region. Importantly, the following discourse expands on the
properties of the village, e.g. its wide streets, which indicate the lower population
compared to other regions for the speaker.

(20) ve d%azmijjmt# hem nee-dor-ced rusto
and population=iNor also  Nec-have-spr.3sc  village
‘and the village is not populated either’
[Lang*Reg-Per]

German extraposed subjects tend to be focused, thus performing an emphasis
function,? as in (21), but they do not stand in a specific relation to the previous or

23 This has also been called the presentational function, which highlights the new or unexpected
information.
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following discourse topic, usually also not being the sentence topic and not
patterning with any discourse topic. In German, extraposed subjects also do not have
to be salient.

(VA))] und in diesem Wasser sind teilweise iiberflutet auch Monumente
and in this  water are partly submerged also monuments
‘and monuments are also partly submerged in that water’
[Lang*Reg-Ger]

The function of a linguistic phenomenon motivates its occurrence in certain situa-
tional contexts and the similarity in function for RD in German and extraposition in
Persian warrants the comparison of these two rXP types across the two languages for
register variation. Due to the very low number of instances for each type of rXP,
however, we can only tentatively interpret the data qualitatively. As illustrated in
Figure 3, German participants used RD more frequently in interactive contexts the
same way that Persian participants used extraposition more often in interactive
contexts. We further observe that extraposition is used more often in Persian than
RD in German despite their similarity in function.

AT has a different function from RD and extraposition, namely that of clarifi-
cation (AT.prn) and elaboration (AT.NP), which appears to be a language-
independent functional attribute of AT. We therefore compare AT.prn and AT.NP
across languages and their relation to the situational contexts. AT.prn occur more
often in interactive context in both languages in the Lang*Reg corpus. For AT.NP, no
difference between interactivity can be reliably discerned in either language due to
the low frequency.

German Persian

ennoRIo]

—-!—1

]

% out of all rXP
°

SAOBISIUO

< | T . I

ATNP ATpm ExtrP AD ATNP ATpm ExiP RD
interactivity

Figure 3: Proportion of types of rXP by interactivity in German and Persian.
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4 Conclusions

Our explorative analysis of subjects in the right periphery in Persian and German as
presented in Section 3.3 indicates that structural differences between the two lan-
guages lead to distinctive uses of the right periphery. Persian, which readily accepts
movement of nominal arguments into the right periphery, i.e. extraposition, makes
use of this strategy for interactive signalling, e.g. indicating what the following
discourse is about. In German, extraposition is highly restricted to specially focused
nominal arguments; instead, German language users employ right dislocation for
signals about the proceeding discourse, though right dislocation is used much more
sparingly in German than extraposition in Persian. The fact that Persian has the core-
internal strategy available for topic and interaction management could explain why
itisused generally more frequently than its functional equivalent right dislocation in
German, as right dislocation with its biclausal structure appears to be a more marked
construction.

It was shown that interactivity affects the employment of the right periphery in
Persian, but this effect could not be shown for German, possibly due to the very low
frequency of rXP overall. Looking at different types of rXP, it appears that extraposed
rXP in Persian and dislocated rXP in German also pattern similarly across interactive
and non-interactive situations, yet it will require a much larger corpus to verify such
observations. Lastly, the analysis of the right periphery revealed that afterthoughts
behave very similarly across the two languages.

Further observations point towards a lack of mode as an influencing factor for
the use of the right periphery. If this turns out to be borne out, then the observations
by Molnar and Vinckel-Roisin (2019) about the use of focused rXPs in written texts
may be specific to the particular communicative purpose of newspaper texts used in
the study. Social hierarchy seems to pattern in opposite directions in both languages;
hence, it is a promising avenue of research to examine languages that allow dislo-
cation to the right and extraposition in languages that behave like Persian using
much larger data sets in order to compare the behaviour between different situa-
tional contexts, including distinctions in mode as well as between situations affected
by varying social role relations.

Author contributions: Concepts and phenomenon selection: N. L., M. S,, E. V., A. A;;
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