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Abstract

:

This study takes us to the Greek diasporic community in Cairns, Far North Queensland, Australia. The data analyzed derive from audio-recorded conversations with first-generation Greek immigrants collected during fieldwork in 2013. Drawing on interactional linguistics and contact linguistics, this paper analyzes the prosody of bilingual discourse markers and bilingual repetition in Australian Greek talk-in-interaction. It is shown that the prosodic features of code switches, namely pitch, intensity and duration, shape action formation and ascription. In the case of bilingual discourse markers, pitch serves as a contextualization cue that conveys the speaker’s stance and frames the different functions of the code-switched items. In bilingual repetition, speakers mobilize duration and intensity to prosodically differentiate the first iteration delivered in English from the second iteration delivered in Greek and, thus, frame the interpretation of the code switch as participant-related. This study sheds light on the pragmatic aspects of the phonetics of the Greek variety spoken in Cairns, and demonstrates that prosody shapes the functions of language contact-induced speech behavior in specific interactional contexts.
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1. Introduction


This paper examines the role of prosody in action formation and ascription in Australian Greek, namely by exploring how prosody shapes the interpretation of the actions implemented via code switches. This study targets the small Greek diasporic community living in Cairns, a tropical remote city of Far North Queensland, Australia. The first Greeks arrived in Queensland at the end of the 19th century and worked in the cotton and sugar cane industry, as well as on tobacco plantations (Tamis 2005). Big waves of migration followed after World War II, in the 1960s, 1970s, and in the early 1980s.1 The Greek community in Cairns consists of three generations: (i) first-generation Greeks, who were born and raised in Greece and arrived in Australia after their adolescence; (ii) second-generation Greeks,2 who were born in Australia to first-generation Greeks or born in Greece and arrived in Australia in their preschool or early primary school years; and (iii) third-generation Greeks, who were born in Australia to second-generation Greeks. This study focuses on first-generation Greeks (50–90 years old), who form a linguistic minority that became bilingual in the dominant host group (i.e., the English-speaking community) and maintained their native language. First-generation Greeks use Greek to communicate with spouses, children, and friends from their ethnic group, maintain contact with Greece on a regular basis, participate in ethnically homogeneous friendship networks, and consider the maintenance of Greek an essential part of preserving Greek cultural heritage and ethnic group identity.



In the community of Cairns, the Greek language is maintained with minor contact-induced changes, such as lexical borrowings (Alvanoudi 2018, 2019). Language alternation from Greek to English, also known as code switching, occurs between utterances delivered by different speakers or within the same speaker utterance, and is common among first-generation Greeks. Three types of code switching are relevant to the current study (cf. Auer 1995, 1998): (i) discourse-related or conversational code switching, which is interactionally motivated and locally meaningful; (ii) participant-related code switching, which is associated with speakers’ competence and preference in the two languages in question; and (iii) momentary intra-clausal switches or insertions that do not change the language of the interaction and do not carry any locally defined meanings, i.e., they constitute a ‘discourse mode’ (Poplack 1980, p. 614) that is common for the members of the speech community examined here (for a detailed discussion, see Alvanoudi 2019).3 In my previous work, only passing attention has been paid to the prosody of code-switched items. The current study aims to shed light on the role of prosody in differentiating the functions of code switching in Australian Greek talk-in-interaction, focusing on two language contact-induced phenomena: bilingual discourse markers and bilingual repetition.



1.1. Some Theoretical and Methodological Preliminaries


Discourse markers (also known as ‘pragmatic markers’ or ‘pragmatic particles’) are small, uninflected words or phrases that are relatively syntactically independent from their environment, routinely occur in oral speech, have little or no propositional meaning, and display textual and interpersonal pragmatic functions (e.g., Fischer 2006; Schiffrin 1987). Discourse markers are among the most commonly borrowed or code-switched items in language contact situations due to formal linguistic, interactional and social factors (Heine et al. 2021, pp. 219–29). Namely, discourse markers are “easy both to identify in text material of the donor language and to integrate in the receiver language” (Heine 2016, p. 254), because they are frequent in oral speech, detachable from the content message of the utterance (Matras 2009, p. 193) and their form is short and formulaic (Heine 2016, p. 254). Also, discourse markers are easily borrowed due to their emblematic status (Goss and Salmons 2000; Poplack 1980) and their local communicative functions (Maschler 1994; Matras 1998). In the Greek variety spoken in Cairns, English discourse markers enter as momentary code switches and maintain the pragmatic functions they have in English.



The second language contact-induced behavior examined in this study is bilingual repetition. In bilingual conversation, speakers often deliver self-repeats in two different languages; that is, they repeat a message that was initially delivered in one language in a different language. This type of self-repetition is known as ‘doubling’ (Muysken 2000, pp. 104–5), ‘coupling’ (Tsitsipis 1998, p. 74), ‘lexical/grammatical parallelism’ (cf. Aikhenvald 2006, p. 25) or ‘pseudo-translation’ (Auer 1984, p. 88). Such repeats maintain the original referential meaning of the first iteration and may be triggered by participants’ preferences for the two languages in question (Auer 1984, pp. 90–91) or carry conversational functions, such as adding emphasis (Auer 1984, p. 90) or evaluating narratives of personal experience (Tsitsipis 1983, p. 33). Bilingual repetition is found in Australian Greek talk-in-interaction, when speakers translate English lexical items into Greek without modifying their original referential meaning.



To sum up, prior research in language contact has shed light on the functions of bilingual discourse markers and bilingual repetition; yet, the role of prosody in shaping the functions of these language contact-induced phenomena is still not well understood. The present study aims to partly fill in this gap, bringing to light original data from a Greek diasporic community. The methodological framework deployed in this study is conversation analysis-informed interactional linguistics, that is, an empirical, data-driven approach to the investigation of language, as used in social interaction, that combines the sequential analysis of naturally occurring talk-in-interaction with a linguistic analysis of the lexico-semantic, morpho-syntantic, and prosodic means mobilized in conversational sequences (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 2018). Interactional linguistics targets the relation between practices and actions, namely by examining the recurrent ways in which verbal and other resources, such as prosody, are used for the purpose of asking/answering, assessing/agreeing or disagreeing, and requesting/complying or non-complying, among others (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 2018). In this framework, prosody is understood to encompass “all suprasegmental phenomena that are constituted by the interplay of pitch, loudness, duration and voice quality […] as long as they are used—independently of the language’s segmental structure—as communicative signals” (Selting 2010, p. 5; following Firth 1957).



Prosody is key in organizing interaction and recognizing actions. Each action is delivered in a distinct prosodic phrase, known as an intonational unit, uttered “under a single coherent intonation contour” (Chafe 1980, 1993; Du Bois et al. 1993, p. 47) that signals the boundary of the intonational unit and its relation to other units. As Selting (2010, p. 6) observes, in spoken language, prosody always co-occurs with grammar and lexis in utterances, and thus, is “co-constitutive in the expression and achievement of interactional meaning.” A number of studies have demonstrated the role of prosody in conveying the speaker’s stance (e.g., see Reber 2012; Selting 1996 on surprise; Szczepek Reed 2006 on affiliation with prior talk; Korpela et al. 2023 on apology sequences) and structuring information (e.g., Couper-Kuhlen 2004). For example, Selting (1996) reports that German speakers mobilize high pitch or extra loudness to initiate repair that deals with problems of expectation, and Couper-Kuhlen (2004) shows that English speakers deploy high pitch accents to introduce information at the beginning of a new sequence/topic.4 Prosody is shown to have a contextualizing function (Gumperz 1982), as it offers frames for the interpretation of utterances. According to Couper-Kuhlen and Selting (1996, p. 21), prosodic contextualization cues “stand in a reflexive relationship to language, cueing the context within which it is to be interpreted and at the same time constituting that context.” Following this line of research, the current study examines how the prosodic features of code switches in Australian Greek talk-in-interaction influence inferred meanings associated with the speaker’s stance and information packaging and contribute to action formation.




1.2. The Linguistic Profile of Greek


A short description of the linguistic profile of Greek is useful contextualization for the current study. Greek belongs to the Indo-European group of languages and is a fusional, highly inflecting language in which several grammatical categories are marked morphologically; for example, nouns inflect for gender, number and case, and verbs inflect for person, number, tense, aspect, voice, and mood. It is a pro-drop language with a flexible word order (descriptions of the language are in Holton et al. 2012; Mackridge 1985). According to Arvaniti (1999), the phonologically contrastive consonants of Greek include the bilabials/p/,/b/,/m/, the labiodentals/f/,/v/, the interdentals/θ/,/ð/, the alveolars/t/,/s/,/d/,/z/,/n/,/ɾ/,/1/, and the velars/k/,/x/,/g/,/ɣ/. Greek has a typical five-vowel system:/i e a o u/. It distinguishes unstressed and stressed (i.e., commonly accented) syllables, with the latter showing greater acoustic prominence (i.e., longer duration and/or higher amplitude) and more peripheral vowel quality (Arvaniti 1994; Arvaniti and Baltazani 2005; Baltazani 2007a). In terms of suprasegmental features relevant to the examples analyzed in Section 3, Greek declaratives normally end in a fall that may include a final stretch of low fundamental frequency (F0), represented as L- L% (Arvaniti and Baltazani 2005, drawing on the Autosegmental–Metrical framework of intonational phonology, cf. Ladd 1996). The default intonation of Greek polar questions consists of a rise–fall at the end of an utterance and is autosegmentally represented as L* L+H- L% (Arvaniti et al. 2006; Baltazani 2007b; for an alternative view, see Papazachariou 2004). The default intonation of Greek wh-questions consists of a rise–fall followed by a low plateau and a final rise (Arvaniti 2001; Arvaniti and Ladd 2009). Readers interested in further background on Greek phonetics are referred to Arvaniti (2007).





2. Methodology


2.1. Participants


The data analyzed derive from 16 h of audio-recorded interviews and informal face-to-face conversations with 11 first-generation Greek immigrants that I collected during fieldwork in 2013. Three speakers5 (two females and one male) between the approximate ages of 89–60 years at the time of recording compose the pool of participants analyzed in the present study, as detailed in Table 1.




2.2. Data Collection and Analysis


During fieldwork, I became a member of the Greek community and immersed myself in daily life. Data were recorded in arranged meetings and cultural activities at the St. John Parish of Cairns or during dinners and lunches at the informants’ houses, where I was a guest. I put the digital audio recorder on a table and I invited informants to share their life stories, and talk about the history of the Greek community in Cairns or any other topic. Data were fully transcribed following conversation analytic conventions (cf. Jefferson 2004; an abbreviated representation of transcription conventions, following Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 2018 is in Appendix A).



For the data analysis, I deployed the tools of conversation analysis-informed interactional linguistics (see Section 1.1); the analytical practice regarding the study of prosody in naturally occurring conversation can be found in Szczepek Reed (2011). For the acoustic analysis of my natural speech samples, I used PRAAT software (Boersma and Weenink 2019). I analyzed audio files (stored in WAV format) that did not contain intense background noise or overlapping talk with other participants, and I removed speech material and pauses, preceding or following the immediate object of interest (i.e., the discourse marker or the bilingual repeat), from the audio files under analysis. The stretches of speech in audio files were kept as short as possible to allow for a clear representation of detail in the analysis. I measured and represented prosodic details that were relevant to the participant’s action in the given conversational context, namely pitch, intensity and duration. For pitch, I used a default window analysis of 50–500 Hz (in Figures 1, 2, 4, 5, 6), because the speech analyzed originated from speakers of different age and gender, and high levels of emotion were often involved in the recorded conversations (cf. Szczepek Reed 2011, p. 26). In Figure 3, the window has been shortened to 30–200 Hz, because there is a mismatch between the F0 value represented by PRAAT, which is very low, and the value that we perceive when we listen to the original recording, which is slightly higher. I used a logarithmic representation of speech that represents more clearly a human perception of the pitch curve in question, and I added a text tier to the pitch analysis to align the pitch curve with the words of the spoken text. The prosody7 of bilingual discourse markers and bilingual repetition is examined in Section 3.1 and Section 3.2, respectively.





3. Results


3.1. The Prosody of Bilingual Discourse Markers


Greek immigrants insert English discourse markers in their speech. The occurrences and type of discourse marker per speaker are presented in Table 2.



In using English discourse markers, Greek speakers transfer communicative patterns or ‘practice–action pairs’ in specific interactional contexts. As shown in this section, the prosodic configuration of the code-switched discourse marker is important for the interpretation of the action carried out by this item in talk-in-interaction.



Let us begin with the code-switched item no. Extract (1) comes from a conversation between Petroula, a first-generation Greek female, and the researcher at Petroula’s house. Petroula has offered the researcher homemade cake.



(1)



[image: Languages 08 00256 i001]



In line 1, the researcher uses a question-word interrogative to ask about the type of cake that Petroula gave her during her last visit. In line 2, she offers the participant a candidate answer via a polar question (Pomerantz 1988) (‘Was it with raisins?’) and requests the same piece of information via another question-word interrogative (‘What was it?’). Petroula’s response is in line 4, where she uses the negative response token no to minimally disconfirm the proposition put on the conversational table by the researcher’s polar question and deploys the negative clause ðen íxa (‘I didn’t have that one’) to overtly disconfirm the question’s proposition. As shown in Figure 1,8 Petroula delivers no with her default pitch register/local pitch span9 in this conversational episode; mean F0 is around 227 Hz.



This prosodic configuration changes when no is used in a different sequential position. Extract (2) comes from another conversation between Petroula and the researcher (first analyzed in Alvanoudi 2019). Petroula has offered the researcher cookies, and the researcher has told her that she also brought biscuits to share. In lines 1–2, the researcher announces that she will get the biscuits from her bag.



(2)
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In lines 4 and 6, Petroula commands the researcher to not get the biscuits. She starts her turn in Greek, using the imperative mood with a sharp intonational rise and increased loudness (↑MI VGÁLIS ‘don’t take’). After a cutoff (ΤA- ‘the-’), the speaker continues her turn in English. She repeats the negative token no and the imperative leave it there with the same F0 and loudness throughout. The researcher complies with the command and returns to the table. Petroula uses a number of practices to display high entitlement, or her strong rights to impose her will on the recipient’s future behavior (cf. Stevanovic and Peräkylä 2012): the imperative form, repeating no, and code switching, which creates a contrast between the established language of interaction (i.e., Greek) and what follows the point marked by the switch (i.e., English), and carries communicative value (see Section 1). The prosodic configuration of no from (2) is shown in Figure 2.



Unlike Extract (1), in Extract (2), the speaker adopts a higher pitch level (mean F0 is around 312 Hz) to utter the code-switched item no, and thus, she departs from her default pitch register. This prosodic feature serves as a contextualization cue that frames the different function of this negative token in terms of the speaker’s deontic stance. In both extracts, the negative response tokens consitute intonation units, or prosodically coherent segments of speech that implement a recognizable action. Yet, the action performed in each case differs based on the response token’s prosody and sequential position.



Prosody can also differentiate the communicative import of affirming/confirming answers to polar questions in terms of the speaker’s epistemic stance. In Extracts (3) and (4), Kostadina, a first-generation Greek female, uses the English particle yeah in a responsive position after a polar question. Polar questions indicate epistemic asymmetry between interlocutors, as questioners usually request information that falls into the respondents’ epistemic domain (cf. Heritage 2012). Respondents use different formats to convey their positioning toward the questioner’s epistemic stance and the proposition in question. For example, in English conversation, speakers use particles such as yes/yeah to “accept the terms of the question unconditionally, exerting no agency with respect to those terms, and thus acquiescing in them” (Heritage and Raymond 2012, p. 183; Raymond 2003). In the lines preceding Extract (3), Kostadina told the researcher that her husband got sick and died on a South Pacific island about thirty years ago.



(3)
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In lines 1–2 and 4–5, Kostadina informs the researcher that she and her daughter went to the island to transport her husband’s bones to Sydney. In line 6, the researcher requests confirmation of the action being performed by Kostadina and her daughter. The question (‘Did you transport the bones?’) positions the respondent as more knowledgeable [K+] and “construes the questioner as partly in the know,” given that “the information provided in the response is not treated as wholly new” for the questioner (Couper-Kuhlen and Selting 2018, p. 238). In line 7, Kostadina simply confirms with the token yeah, assuming an epistemically [K+] position and accepting the epistemic terms of the question. The mean pitch value of yeah is around 55 Hz. The F0 trace can be seen in Figure 3.



Extract (4) comes from the same conversation between Kostadina and the researcher. In the preceding lines, Kostadina offered to make pesto sauce for the researcher and listed the ingredients required for the recipe.



(4)
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In line 2, Kostadina repeats the offer, and in line 3, the researcher initiates a repair sequence. In the first-turn constructional unit, she uses a surprise token (‘really eh?’) that seeks confirmation, and in the second-turn constructional unit, she uses a polar question that displays her surprise or disbelief, as shown by the prosodic realization (i.e., higher F0 around 275 Hz) of the turn (Selting 1996), seeks confirmation about the object being proffered, and positions the respondent as [K+]. In line 4, Kostadina emphatically confirms with the particle yeah, delivered contiguously (i.e., without any inter-turn gap or turn initial delay) and with a higher F0 (around 377 Hz). The polar answer provides the confirmation requested and accepts the epistemic terms of the question. At the same time, the polar answer embraces the surprise expressed by the questioner. The respondent mobilizes prosodic resources, such as a higher F0, to convey a congruent evaluative stance. In line 5, the researcher accepts the offer with enthusiasm. The F0 trace of the token yeah in Extract (4) is visible in Figure 4.



As we can see in Figure 3 and Figure 4, the pitch of yeah in (4) is significantly higher than the pitch of yeah in (3). This prosodic variation shapes subtle aspects of the action carried out. The speaker uses yeah with low F0 to simply confirm the proposition in question and uses yeah with higher F0 to convey a congruent evaluative stance besides confirming the question’s proposition. In other words, the prosodic configuration of the positive response token conveys the respondent’s stance toward the question and the action it implements.



To sum up, the analysis shows that F0 configurations play a key role in the interpretation of actions implemented by code-switched discourse markers. In the next section, I examine whether prosody can help us understand the fuzzy functions of bilingual repetition in Australian Greek.




3.2. The Prosody of Bilingual Repetition


The bilingual self-repeats found in the data do not carry the communicative value associated with specific local functions and seem to be associated with the speaker’s preference for Greek monolingual talk (Alvanoudi 2019). In this section, I show that the prosodic features of bilingual self-repeats provide further support for their interpretation as participant-related code switches.10



The five cases of bilingual repetition found in the data (Minas: 3; Petroula: 2) occur in the predicate of a clause and occupy the slot of a copula complement or core argument (O ‘transitive object’) that introduces a piece of ‘new’ information, which the speaker assumes the hearer does not know (i.e., it is non-pragmatically presupposed; cf. Lambrecht 1994). The acoustic analysis of the data yields a recurrent pattern, that is, the first iteration of the self-repetition is prosodically more prominent than the second, as it is uttered with greater intensity or more slowly. I examine two indicative examples below.



(5)
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In Extract (5), Petroula refers to her granddaughters via the noun phrase i aðerfáðes tis (‘her sisters,’ line 2) and uses a relative clause with a copula construction to modify the noun (pu íne <twin[s,> ð]íðima, ‘who are twins, twins’, line 2). In the copula complement, the speaker first inserts the English item twins and then repeats the item in Greek (ðíðima). The acoustic display of the repeated items is in Figure 5. Both words are produced with similar intensity (around 70 dB)11 and a rise-to-high F0, as they begin at around 200 Hz and rise to around 300 Hz. Yet, as depicted in the waveform, the word twins occupies more time than the word ðíðima, that is, the speaker mobilizes prosodic resources to assign more prominence to the first iteration, which introduces new information. Therefore, the code switch found in the second iteration is not interactionally motivated, as it does not serve to highlight the referents’ twin relationship, but rather displays the speaker’s preference for Greek as the appropriate language of interaction.



A similar case is in Extract (6). In the preceding lines, Minas, a first-generation Greek male, has mentioned a wealthy Greek woman who lives in northern Australia.



(6)
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In lines 1–2, Minas informs the researcher that this woman is known as the queen of pearls. The core argument is a noun phrase with a hybrid structure, that is, it consists of the Greek definite feminine article ti and the English noun queen. In the next-turn constructional unit, the speaker repeats the noun in Greek (vasílisa). As we can see in Figure 6, the phrases tin queen ti vasílisa are delivered at a relatively level pitch throughout, but the word queen is uttered with greater intensity (78.06 dB) than the word vasílisa (72.45 dB). The stressed syllable queen is visible as the most prominent in the waveform (i.e., as an increase in air pressure). In sum, the speaker uses acoustic cues to assign more prominence to the first iteration and to highlight the attribute given to the referent. The code switch from English to Greek does not create a contrast that highlights new information, but rather orients toward the ‘language otherness’ of the initial lexical item and signals the speaker’s preference for Greek monolingual talk.



In Extracts (5) and (6), bilingual repetition is shown to consist of two iterations in Greek and English, which are prosodically differentiated. Although the referential meaning of the second iteration remains the same, its prosodic configuration changes, thus shaping the function of the repeat. In both cases, speakers draw on prosodic features to mark a piece of information as not new in the midst of a telling.





4. Discussion and Concluding Remarks


To date, studies on language contact situations have examined how language contact affects the manifestation of the phonology and phonetics of minority languages (see Rao 2020). The current study takes a different path, as it sheds light on the pragmatic aspects of the phonetics of the Greek variety spoken in Cairns, Australia. More specifically, the study builds on prior research on bilingual discourse markers and bilingual repetition, and demonstrates that prosody contextualizes the functions of the latter language contact-induced phenomena in specific interactional contexts in real-life conversation.



As shown in Section 3.1, prosody contributes to the interactional meaning expressed via English discourse markers in Australian Greek talk-in-interaction; that is, Greek immigrants mobilize both verbal and prosodic resources for displaying their stance when providing positive or negative answers to polar questions or when asking someone to do something. Whether speakers also ‘copy’ the distinctive prosodic properties possibly associated with these items in Australian English talk-in-interaction remains to be established in the future. Moreover, as shown in Section 3.2, prosodic features provide frames for the interpretation of bilingual self-repetition as delivering ‘old’ rather than ‘new’ information. Prosodic prominence differentiates the ‘foreign’ saying from the ‘native’ one and guides analysts to interpret the bilingual self-repeat as an instance of participant-related code switching that displays the speaker’s preference for Greek monolingual talk. To sum up, the analysis of prosodic resources can help us understand how code switching becomes pragmatically meaningful in Australian Greek talk-in-interaction.



Overall, the findings reported in this study indicate that prosody shapes the functions of language contact-induced speech behavior and provide further support for a context-sensitive analysis of prosody in line with the interactional linguistic approach. Given the small sample of data analyzed in this study, we cannot draw any definite conclusions about whether the specific prosodic resources examined form practices used recurrently for the implementation of polar answers, directive actions or information packaging in Australian Greek talk-in-interaction. Thus, the contribution of this study to our understanding of the prosodic realization of specific actions remains limited.
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Appendix A


Transcription conventions









	[
	point of onset of overlap



	]
	point of end of overlap



	=
	latching



	(0.8)
	silence in tenths of a second



	(.)
	micro-pause (less than 0.5 s)



	.
	falling/final intonation



	?
	rising intonation



	¿
	rise stronger than a comma but weaker than question mark



	,
	continuing/non-final intonation



	: ::
	sound prolongation or stretching; the more colons, the longer the stretching



	word
	underlining is used to indicate some form of emphasis, either by increased



	
	loudness or higher pitch



	°
	following talk markedly quiet or soft after a word or part of a word: cut-off or interruption



	↑
	sharp intonation rise



	> <
	talk between the ‘more than’ and ‘less than’ symbols is compressed or rushed



	< >
	talk between the ‘less than’ and ‘more than’ symbols is markedly slowed or



	
	drawn out



	h
	hearable aspiration; its repetition indicates longer duration



	.hh
	inhalation



	(( ))
	transcriber’s description of events









Notes


	
1

	

In 1996, Greek was the sixth most widely used community language spoken in Australia, after Arabic, Cantonese, Croatian, Dutch, and German (Clyne 2003). According to the 2016 Census (Australian Bureau of Statistics), 237,588 out of the 397,431 people of full or partial Greek ancestry living in Australia reported that they spoke Greek at home.






	
2

	

Second-generation Greeks in Cairns are the offspring of the Greeks who settled in Australia in the early 20th century and after World War II.






	
3

	

Turn-internal switches that do not allow the identification of the language of interaction were not found in the data on which the current study is based, and thus, are not discussed here.






	
4

	

Prosody has multiple functions: see e.g., Auer (1996) on turn expansion; Fox (2001), Local and Walker (2012), and Selting (2000) on turn projection, Couper-Kuhlen (1996) on differentiating repetition from mimicry of an interlocutor’s prior contribution and Local et al. (2010) on re-launching activities that failed to be successful at first try.






	
5

	

The data analyzed are indicative of the patterns found in the speech of first-generation Greeks in Cairns.






	
6

	

Speakers are given pseudonyms.






	
7

	

Speaker’s age does not seem to influence the discourse function of prosody during code switching.






	
8

	

All graphs are extracted with PRAAT.






	
9

	

Following Szczepek Reed (2011, p. 89), pitch register is understood as “a participant’s local pitch span during a given interactional sequence, turn or intonation phrase.”






	
10

	

Returns to the base language/code of an interaction in Extracts (5) and (6) are not cases of self-initiated self-repair, because speakers do not use devices, such as cut-offs, hesitation markers or silences/pauses, that make recognizable for the recipient that they are initiating a repair; i.e., that they are searching for a Greek word that is currently unavailable to them (cf. Kitzinger 2013).






	
11

	

The stressed vowel of the Greek word ðiðima is slightly louder than the stressed vowel of the English word twin, which is drawn out.
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Figure 1. F0 of no in line 4 of (1). 






Figure 1. F0 of no in line 4 of (1).
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Figure 2. F0 of no no no no no in line 4 of (2). 






Figure 2. F0 of no no no no no in line 4 of (2).
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Figure 3. F0 of yeah in line 7 of (3). 






Figure 3. F0 of yeah in line 7 of (3).
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Figure 4. F0 of yeah in line 4 of (4). 






Figure 4. F0 of yeah in line 4 of (4).
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Figure 5. Waveform, F0, and intensity of twins, ðíðima in line 2 of (5). 






Figure 5. Waveform, F0, and intensity of twins, ðíðima in line 2 of (5).
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Figure 6. Waveform, F0, and intensity of queen, vasílisa in lines 1–2 of (6). 






Figure 6. Waveform, F0, and intensity of queen, vasílisa in lines 1–2 of (6).
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Table 1. The cohort.






Table 1. The cohort.












	Speaker
	Male/Female
	Education
	Occupation
	Year of Arrival in Australia





	Petroula
	

F
	

Incomplete elementary
	

Café/restaurant owner
	

1948



	Kostadina6
	F
	Elementary
	Seamstress
	1963



	
	
	
	
	



	Minas
	M
	High school
	Café/restaurant owner
	1987










 





Table 2. English discourse markers per speaker.






Table 2. English discourse markers per speaker.





	Speaker
	Duration of Recorded

Conversation
	Total # Discourse Markers
	Type of Discourse Marker





	Petroula
	

approx. 2 ½ h


	

262


	

yes/yeah, no, and, you know, because, oh, well, uhm, I think, look, anyway, but, so, oh yeah, oh well



	

Kostadina
	

57 min
	

287
	

yes/yeah, and, and then, you know, anyway, so, no, but



	Minas
	50 min
	81
	yeah, no, anyway, so, but, you know, you see, because
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