
The functions of linguistic items are often not predictable simply from a consideration of 
their forms.  Choose a written or spoken text and discuss how this text demonstrates this 
lack of predictability. 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
It is often not possible to derive an accurate assessment of the intention or purpose of a 
speaker’s utterance by analyzing only its grammatical form.  What a speaker says and 
what s/he really means can be disparate for a variety of reasons, so that a wider analysis 
is sometimes necessary to understand the speaker’s true intent.  Nunan (1992: 169), 
comments on Schgloff’s analysis of the ambiguity inherent in interaction: “he 
demonstrates that the linguistic form of an utterance does not necessarily coincide with 
the functional intention of that utterance.” Other considerations, for example, the context 
of the utterance, the relationship between the speaker and listener, conversational 
principles, discourse patterns and intonation are often crucial in predicting the function of 
linguistic items.  In this paper, these considerations will be reviewed, and some will be 
used to better explain the functions of excerpts taken from the screenplay of the movie 
One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest.  
                                                                                     
 
2. Grammar and Discourse: Form and Function    
                                                                                                                                                                              
 In conventional grammar, sentences having similar meanings are often categorized into 
different forms.  Brazil (1995: 5) provides four contrived examples which realize various 
forms: 
 
1) Can you lend me a fiver?   (interrogative) 
 
2) You haven’t got a fiver, have you?   (interrogative with reversed polarity tag) 
 
3) Lend me a fiver.  (imperative) 
                         
4) I wonder whether you have five pounds that I could borrow.  (declarative) 
 
Although they have different forms, these utterances have the same function—an  attempt 
to get a loan.  While grammarians are interested in how the examples differ, discourse 
analysts are concerned with their purpose or job and how their function is similar. In this 
case, we would expect the person being addressed to make some sort of response, either 
turning down or agreeing to the request for a loan.  Therefore we can normally predict the 
function (acceding to or turning down) of the addressee’s response as it immediately 
follows a request.  More generally, whatever it is, we can say that it will be some kind of 
a response (Brazil 1995: 6).  
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This idea reveals the possibility of the classification of contributions of a discourse by 
their location of occurrence relative to other contributions.  That is, as sentences are seen 
as structured patterns of forms, it may also be possible to analyze discourse in a similar 
way as a structured arrangement of functions (Brazil 1995: 6).  Functions can be partially 
ascertained by their position in a dialogue as there is some kind of recognizable pattern. 
 
 
3. System for Analysis of Discourse 
 
In order to analyze classroom discourse, Sinclair and Coulthard (1992: 1) used a 
hierarchical rank scale model to organize linguistic units into categories.  They identify 
five ranks in a hierarchy—act, move, exchange, transaction, and lesson—beginning with 
most basic act and building on it up to the most complex rank lesson.  They liken the 
discourse act to the grammatical clause, and the move to the grammatical sentence, but 
acknowledge the difference that “grammar is concerned with the formal properties of an 
item, a discourse with the functional properties, with what the speaker is using the item 
for” (Coulthard 1992: 8). Speech acts integrate to form moves such as informatives, 
elicitations and directives.  Moves conjoin to produce exchanges which, at least in the 
classroom, usually consist of three part exchanges.  Several exchanges would produce the 
higher ranks transaction and lessons which were likened to the non-linguistic 
organization of topic and period respectively (see table 1 below). 
 
 
 
Table 1: Levels and Ranks 
Non-linguistic organization                          Discourse                                  Grammar 
course 
 
period                                                          LESSON 
topic                                                            TRANSACTION  
                                                                    EXCHANGE 
                                                                    MOVE                                            sentence 
                                                                    ACT                                                clause 
                                                                                                                            group 
                                    word 
              morpheme 
 
 
Sinclair et al. in Coulthard (1985: 129) acknowledge general compatibility between the 
grammatical categories interrogative, imperative and informative and the discourse 
categories elicitation, directive and informative.  Note that there are occasions when there 
is a ‘lack of fit’ between the two.  They give the example “Shut the door” as having both 
the form of an imperative and directive, but that a variety of other grammatical forms 
could serve as an imperative and fulfill the same function, i.e., getting the addressee to 
close the door. 
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Can you shut the door? (interrogative) 
Would you mind shutting the door?  (interrogative) 
I wonder if you could shut the door? (declarative) 
The door is still open (declarative) 
The door. (moodless) 
 
 
To deal with the incongruence between grammatical form and discourse function, 
Sinclair et al. (1975) proposed an explanatory process comprised of information about 
both situation and tactics.  Situation pertains to relevant environmental factors, social 
protocol and collective experience of the contributors.  Tactics deal with the sequential 
syntactic relationship between linguistic items “how they precede, follow and are related 
to each other” (Coulthard 1985: 129).  Coulthard says that, depending on the situation, an 
interrogative, for example, could be interpreted as a question or a command.  A person 
might interpret “What are you laughing at?” as a sincere request for information, but in 
the classroom it may be interpreted as a command to stop laughing (1985: 130).   
 
 
4. Exchanges 
  
Sinclair and Coulthard in McCarthy (1991: 14) showed that the question/answer 
sequence between teacher and student is not just a procession of forms which can be 
given an individual function or speech-act label, but has a general internal structure or 
pattern:   
 
1. T: Ask :          “What’s that?” 
2. S: Answer:     “An axe.” 
3. T: Comment:  “It’s an axe, yes.”   
 
They labeled this entire component an exchange. An exchange has three parts and is 
therefore considered a three-part exchange consisting of three individual moves.  Sinclair 
and Brazil in McCarthy (1991: 16) refer to these moves as initiation, response and 
follow-up.  In the above case the teacher already knows the answer to his/her question 
and therefore the initiation functions to test the student’s knowledge of the language. 
 
 
5. Context, Situation and Relationship of Participants 
 
The form a person uses in a dialogue is also dependent on the context, situation and 
relationship of the participants: 
 
          The choice of one way rather than another can depend crucially upon such questions as how  
          well the participants know each other, what their respective social or professional positions  
          are, what their relative ages are and whether the can see each other.  (Brazil, 1995: 9) 
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McCarthy (1991: 16-17) states that “the patterns of exchanges may vary from culture to 
culture and language learners may have to adjust to differences.”  He adds, “Different 
situations will require different formulae, depending on roles and settings.”   By 
removing the third move, he demonstrates the importance of context when determining 
its function. He provides an example and lists three possibilities for a follow-up move.  
 
 
A: What time is it?  
B: Five past six. 
A: ___________ 
 
 
A: Thanks. 
A: Good! Clever girl! 
A: No it isn’t, and you know it isn’t; it’s half past and you’re late again! 
 
All of the follow-ups listed above could only be appropriate depending on the setting and 
participants.  Indeed, after providing the requested information for a querying stranger, it 
would be strange to hear the follow-up ‘clever boy.’ Discourse analysts are interested in 
the relationship between the addresser and addressee and the conventions or rules which 
influence the dialogue (McCarthy 1991: 8). McCarthy demonstrates that the examples 
“underline the fact that function is arrived at with reference to the participants, roles and 
settings in any discourse, and that linguistic forms are interpreted in light of these.”  In 
the classroom, for instance, teachers tend to ask ‘unreal’ questions: ‘What’s the past tense 
of feel?’ ‘What’s the opposite of hot?’  Because each conversation has a unique 
combination of participants, roles and settings, it is important to consider these things in 
any analysis. 
 
 
5.1 Functional Analysis and Coherence  
 
Cook (1989: 28-29) points out that the function of a sentence, for example, ‘The window 
is open’ could function as an expression of worry, an order, or an interpretation, 
depending on the addresser, the addressee and the situation.  Meaning varies within a 
context.  Taken out of context, “a sentence has a kind of time-free and place-free  
meaning. Used as an utterance in context it may have many meanings…”  He labels these 
two kinds of meaning: semantic (fixed context free) and pragmatic (in context between  
particular people) and says that “the function of an utterance must be established 
pragmatically.” Grice (1975) in Cook (1989: 29) put forth the idea of the co-operative 
principle, in which a sender follows four maxims: to be true, brief, relevant and clear.  
With this assumption a receiver, along with his/her experience of the world, can deduce 
from the semantic meaning of an utterance the pragmatic meaning the sender intends.   
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6. Grammatical Form and Interpretation 
 
McCarthy (1992: 7) shows how a grammatical form—in the following case an inverted 
verb and subject—can “undergo a change in how it is interpreted” and be interpreted as 
being either an exclamation or a question.  He uses the example of a famous British 
comedy duo: 
 
Ernie:  (to Eric) Tell ‘em about the show. 
 
Eric: (to the audience): Have we got a show for you tonight folks! Have we got a show 
for you! (aside to Ernie) Have we got a show for them? 
 
McCarthy provides with this example the “lack of one-to-one correspondence between 
grammatical form and communicative function,” but also adds that “the inverted form in 
itself does not inherently carry an exclamatory or a questioning function.” He suggests 
that form and function must be looked at separately in order to determine what is 
occurring in a discourse. Therefore, it is essential to look at both grammatical forms and 
phonological forms in context to get a clearer interpretation of their functions.  That is, 
when grammatical forms are interpreted, linguistic and situational factors must be 
considered (1992: 7). 
 
 
7. Phonology 
 
Intonation is also an important linguistic factor in understanding the previous example: 
 
Eric: Have we got a SHOW for you tonight folks! Have we got a SHOW for you!  
         (aside to Ernie) HAVE we got a show for them?  
 
There are two factors that change in Eric’s punch line. The word HAVE has a higher 
pitch level, and the tone contour (direction of pitch) of his last utterance has a rising tone. 
Often a rising tone indicates that a statement, in fact, functions as a question.  But as 
McCarthy (1992: 8) points out, this is not necessarily what makes an utterance a question, 
as some questions have falling tones.  Therefore, we can’t depend solely on intonation 
when predicting function.  He adds, “Grammatical forms and phonological forms  
examined separately are unreliable indicators of function; when they are taken together, 
and looked at in context, we can come to some decision about the function.”   
 
Brazil (1994: 9-10) notes that “…prominent syllables are ‘highlighted’ in some way, or 
made more ‘noticeable’ or ‘sound more important’.” But adds, “It is not easy to go 
beyond this and say exactly what it is that we hear as prominence.”  Prominence used in 
communication and in association with other words may be different than its standard  
citation in a dictionary. “Stress placement remains automatic only so long as words are  
cited rather than used.  The allocation of prominence is not automatic; it is both variable 
and meaningful.”  
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McCarthy (1991: 94) defines prominence: “Syllables which stand out in the flow of talk, 
because the speaker has uttered them with relatively greater intensity, or duration, or 
pitch variation compared with surrounding syllables.”  He says that although the 
established assertion—that lexical words are stressed and function/grammar words are 
not—is true in most cases, it is not always the rule. Utterances do not always follow the 
“relatively stable patterns of word stress” and speakers can exercise interactive choice in 
regard to word prominence (1991: 97). For example, in the statement: 
 
I can take you RIGHT to the DOOR if you WISH   
 
Prominence is given to the words ‘right’ and ‘door’ and the words ‘to’ and ‘the’ are 
deemed non-prominent as they are generally taken for granted.  But there are situations 
when the speaker may chose to make normally non-prominent words prominent.  
Consider the same example with different prominence:  
 
I can take you right TO the door if you WISH  
 
The speaker in this case has preferred, for some reason, to emphasize the preposition ‘to’. 
An understanding of the speaker’s and listener’s ‘meeting of the minds’ here is important 
in an analysis of this example.  McCarthy states: 
 
          “…When we consider the prominence on discourse we are considering the extent to which  
            speakers’ and listeners’ worlds converge, and what is signaled as prominent (i.e. selected 
            by the speaker from a list of possible alternatives and projected as a significant element of 
            the message), as against that which can be assumed as part of the taken-for-granted elements  
            of the message.”                                                                               (McCarthy, 1991: 97) 
 
Listeners endeavor to understand the purpose or function of a speaker’s choice of 
prominence to make the discourse intelligible.  Listeners may judge that a distinction is 
implied between the following two examples: “I studied ESL AT Birmingham.”   
The prominence of ‘AT’ indicates the speaker means that s/he actually studied on the 
campus of Birmingham and attended classes there, rather than studying through distance. 
If the prominence were on the last word: “I studied ESL at BIRMINGHAM” the speaker 
is making a distinction between universities. McCarthy (1991: 101) adds “Prominence  
then simply acquires a ‘watch this!’ function, and may be used to draw the listener’s  
attention to a wide variety of phenomena in the discourse, including marking the 
beginning of a speaker’s turn, a new topic, special emphasis or contrast, or new 
information.”  
 
 
7.1 Types of Tones  
 
A speaker can use a variation of pitch at certain points in the utterance.  McCarthy  
(1991: 105-106) describes five main pitch levels:  
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1. Fall    
2. Rise-fall     
3. Fall-rise      
4. Rise    
5. Level 
 
He points out that although assessments extensively differ as to the functions of distinct 
tones, most phonologists agree on the general distinction between tones ending in a 
falling contour (fall and rise-fall) and tones ending in a rising contour (fall-rise and rise).  
The contrasting functions seem to be universal, but there are several different ways of 
looking at what the different tones actually mean. 
 
Haliday (1985) in McCarthy (1991: 99) argued that speech could be divided into tone 
units or tone groups in which intonation is connected with the information structure of 
utterances. However, Brown and Yule (1983) in McCarthy (1991: 101) mention the 
difficulty for even trained native speakers to detect tonics in speech.  McCarthy sees the 
most dependable way of interpreting tone choice “is to see tones as fulfilling an 
interactive role in the signaling of the ‘state of play’ in discourse.” He explains the 
intricacies a speaker must assess when delivering a tone group: 
 
          The speaker has to judge how to deliver the tone group.  Should it be delivered as open- 
          ended, as incomplete in some way, as non-conducive with regard to a possible response 
          (i.e. not restricting the possible field of response), as background to what is the main message, 
          as referring to common ground?  Or on the other hand, should it be delivered as possessing a 
          finality or completeness, as ‘telling’ rather than simply referring to background, as conducive               
          towards the response of the hearer, or as the main core of the message? (McCarthy 1991: 109) 
 
 
7.2 Grammatical Approach  
 
A generally accepted sentiment is that intonation has a grammatical function, and that 
there is a ‘right’ way of, for example, asking a question, making a statement or using 
sentence tags.  However, the research data seem to be inconclusive as C. C. Fries (1964)  
in McCarthy (1991: 106) points out “there seem to be no intonation sequences on  
questions that are not also found on other types of utterances, and no intonation 
sequences on other types of utterances, that are not found on questions.” 
 
In the examples: 1) It was BOB SMITH, WASN’T IT? 
                           2) It was BOB SMITH, WASN’T IT? 
 
Although both are interrogative structures, it is the speaker’s consideration of the 
common understanding between parties whether a fall or a rise is the appropriate choice. 
In the first example, the speaker isn’t sure who it was, whereas in the second he is quite 
sure.  McCarthy (1991: 106) concludes “the more we look at intonation and grammar, the 
more we are forced to conclude that they are separate systems which work independently, 
but in harmony, to contribute to discourse meaning.”   
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8. The Movie: One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest  
 
Students enjoy learning English by listening to and studying the dialogues of movies, 
therefore a movie was chosen for analysis.  This particular movie had already been 
studied in my conversation class, and I thought was an excellent candidate for analysis as 
it had won the Academy Award for best screenplay in 1975.  The language in the film is 
also colloquial, that is, although scripted it is uncannily natural.  In fact, in some scenes 
the actors seem to be adlibbing their lines.  
 
The movie centers on McMurphy who has recently been acting strangely and shirking his 
work detail while serving time in jail. He has been brought to a mental institution for 
analysis to confirm his mental stability, as the authorities feel he has been faking his 
dementia.  While in the ward he instigates several upheavals which disrupt the everyday 
schedule, but which prove to be more therapeutic and liberating for the suppressed 
patients than any therapy the institution has to offer.  In the process, while making 
enemies with the staff, he develops deep friendships with some of the patients.   
 
 
9. Analysis  
 
9.1 Excerpt 1 (See appendix: 1) 
 
In the previous scene McMurphy had organized a basketball game between the patients  
and the orderlies.  The patients, much to the astonishment of everyone, rallied to win.   
They are now all bathing peacefully in the hot pool when Washington (head orderly)  
confronts McMurphy by jabbing him from behind with the end of a crutch. 
 
Line 3 is in the form of an imperative and could function as an order or invitation in 
another context, but in this case functions more as a dare. Washington coaxes McMurphy 
to throw the crutch, likely envisioning the disciplinary repercussions McMurphy will 
suffer, and with the hope of getting retribution for being humiliated during several 
incidents including the basketball game. 
 
The grammatical form of line 4 “I’ll be seeing you on the outside” is a declarative, and 
could be interpreted as perhaps an innocent declaration of the likelihood the two men 
might spend some time together if they happened to later meet when McMurphy was 
released.   However, taken in context—the basketball game, McMurphy’s five assault  
charges for fighting and Washington’s penchant for physically abusing the patients (now  
McMurphy’s friends)—we can interpret this as a clear warning to Washington that 
McMurphy intends to confront him physically once he is freed from the ward. 
 
 The second part of the sentence “you know what I MEAN” is difficult to interpret 
without analyzing the intonation.  It is in the form of a declarative but lacks prominence 
on the words ‘you’ or ‘know’ and therefore doesn’t function as an informative.  The   
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intonation would suggest that it is more of a question, as it has a slight rising tone.  
McMurphy is checking to see that Washington is clear about his intention to confront him 
‘on the outside’. 
   
In line 7 “What the fuck you talkin’ about sixty-eight days?”  Washington has no 
intention of eliciting an answer from this interrogative form.  It is a rhetorical question 
and functions as an informative, stating something like “you are outrageously mistaken to 
think you are getting out of here in sixty-eight days.”   He then follows up with two 
informatives to correct McMurphy’s misunderstanding.  
 
The interrogative form of line 8 is deceiving in that it doesn’t seem to function as a 
question, as is evident by the falling pitch contour and McMurphy’s sardonic tone.   It 
functions more like a statement, something like:  “I know exactly where I am, and I really 
doubt you’re going to tell me anything I don’t already know.” 
 
 
9.2 Excerpt 2 (See appendix: 2) 
 
While playing monopoly, Harding, an eccentric, stressed out intellectual, is deriding 
Martini, a harmless simpleton who doesn’t comprehend the details of the game.  Taber, a 
malevolent committed psychiatric patient, is observing the game and begins maliciously 
taunting Harding. 
 
To understand the last part of this dialogue (lines 15-17), it’s important to know the 
context of the previous scene.  McMurphy is disgruntled because, during the last open 
therapy session about Harding’s sexual problems, he brought up the idea of changing the 
television schedule to watch the world baseball series and Harding voted against the 
change. 

 
Line 15 is in interrogative form but does not function as a question.  McMurphy is 
making the point to ‘Hardon’ that the current schedule obviously isn’t doing him any 
good, as shown by his frustrated behavior, and that he would have been better off if he 
had voted to watch the baseball game.   It is difficult to interpret Harding’s response (line 
16).  It could function as either some kind of statement or legitimate question.  
Interestingly, McMurphy replies “No?” (line 17)  as if Harding has shown disagreement.  
We could presume that there is some kind of understanding between the two men, as if 
Harding is aware of what McMurphy is insinuating, and McMurphy is expecting Harding 
to deny that changing the schedule would have been any benefit at all to him.  We might 
interpret the last three lines as something like this: 
 
Mcmurphy:  The schedule is obviously doing you no good, least of all with your sexual  

         problems.  You are undeniably too stressed out, and voting to change the                       
         schedule would have obviously been more therapeutic for you than adhering        
         to the status quo. 
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Harding:      You don’t know what’s best for me. 
                                                                                                                                                                              
McMurphy:  No? Well you just keep your schedule and remain frustrated, because      
                     I’ve got other means of seeing the baseball game, and I don’t need your  
                     vote anyway. 
 
 
Dave Willis (in Coulthard 1992: 111) asks “When is a statement a question, and when a 
question is not a question?  Or to be more precise: 
 
       How…does a hearer know when a declarative structure has the function of a question, and how  
does he know that a clause does or does not ask a question depending on where it occurs in a sequence of 
clauses?                                                                                   (Sinclair and Coulthard, 1975) 
 
He comes to the conclusion (1992: 121) that the addressee doesn’t always know, but that 
s/he is free to make whatever reasonable interpretation s/he likes, and this seems to be the 
case for this dialogue. 
  
 
9.3 Excerpt 3 (See appendix: 3) 
 
The morning after a going-away party for McMurphy, during which he was planning to 
escape, Billy, a young patient and McMurphy’s new best friend, is discovered by Nurse 
Ratchet sleeping with a woman (likely his first sexual experience and arranged by 
McMurphy).  Intending to explain the situation, he comes running out of the room with 
his pants down to his knees and is struggling to pull them up.  Billy suffers from an 
inferiority complex, but is noticeably empowered by the previous night, while the nurse 
is infuriated. 
 
Line 3: Billy’s one word response “EveryTHING?” with a rising tone contour functions 
as a question to nurse Ratchet:  Do you really want me to tell you all the sexual details?  
 
Line 4: “Aren’t you aSHAMED?” With a slight rising tone contour, this inverted verb 
and subject form would normally function as a question, but considering the relationship 
between the two—authoritarian nurse and coerced patient now becoming impertinent—it 
functions more like a statement, such as, “You should be ashamed of yourself for such 
abhorrent behavior, and I’d be shocked and upset if you were not.” 
 
Line 5: Billy takes her interrogative at face value and answers firmly “No, I’m not.”  This 
is the most powerful statement he makes in the movie.  Not only has he for the first time 
stood up to nurse Ratchet, it is the only time in the movie that he doesn’t stutter. 
 
Line 6: Sensing that Billy and the patients are beginning to get the upper hand, nurse 
Ratchet strikes at Billy with what she knows is his greatest insecurity—his fear of, and  
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dysfunctional relationship with, his mother.  Although this is disguised in the form of a  
simple declarative of the nurse’s ‘sincere’ concern for his mother, it functions more as 
threat directed squarely at Billy.  She is going to tell his mother of his ‘shameful’ 
behavior as a reprisal for her own humiliating loss of control over the ward. 
 
Line 8:  The first part of the statement “I don’t have to TELL HER?  Is in the form of a 
declaration but with its rising intonation there is a temptation to interpret it as a question.  
But on closer examination, and considering the follow up, it clearly functions as a 
statement such as, “I disagree with you, and I’m surprised you think that I don’t have to 
do so.” As if her authority over Billy wasn’t enough, Nurse Ratchet uses her close 
friendship with Billy’s mother as even more leverage in a context in which he couldn’t 
possibly have the slightest power of persuasion over her. 
 
Line 10:  Even as Billy begs the nurse not to tell his mother, she degrades him further 
with a rhetorical question in the form of an interrogative which functions as a statement 
placing all blame on him:  “You should have thought of that before, and if you had, you 
wouldn’t have got yourself into this deplorable situation.” 
 
Line 11: Billy’s response is confusing as we are expecting his reply to match 
grammatically with her question, perhaps “Yes, I should have” or “No, I don’t think so.”  
But he interprets the interrogative as an accusation that he willingly took the woman into 
the room to have sex. 
 
Line 12: With a cynical tone and prominence on the word ‘DRAGGED” and ‘FORCE’ 
this interrogative functions as a statement of disbelief to what the nurse sees as a  
preposterousness alternative to her assumption that it was solely Billy’s choice of 
sleeping with the woman. 
 
 
10. Discussion 
 
The study of language forms and discourse functions is a fascinating and complex aspect 
of discourse analysis.  As evident from the chosen dialogues, utterances can be proven to 
have markedly different meanings than from what can be learned merely from a cursory 
analysis of form. Understanding the lack of predictability between forms and functions is 
important for language teachers, as students need to be made more familiar with this 
concept. Without understanding the nuances of how the a language actually works, 
students can be constrained with only the nuts and bolts (forms) of the language without 
possessing the ability to communicate well or even comprehend how a language actually 
functions in relation to it forms.  “For it is language forms, above all, which are the raw 
material for language teaching, while the overall aim is to enable learners to us the 
language functionally” (McCarthy 1991: 9).  
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The analyses provide a better appreciation of the complexity of interpreting interaction, 
and the difficulty second language learners can have in discerning an addresser’s real 
intention. Students will benefit from knowing, for example, how by manipulating  
intonation a speaker can turn a declarative into a question, or an interrogative into a  
statement.  How a speaker can alter the meaning of an utterance simply by having one 
word more prominent than others.  And that some forms need to be analyzed further to 
garner their true purpose or intention. Although some linguistic items may be understood 
with consideration of only their forms and in isolation from their context, it is clear that 
an analysis of phonology, the context and relationship between speakers is required for 
others.  There seems to be few explicit rules and many possibilities when in comes to 
predicting the functions of some linguistic forms. For a more in depth and authentic 
evaluation of linguistic items, several areas of study should be utilized in the 
investigation. 
 
 
11. Conclusion 
 
The excerpts chosen for analysis have shown that the function of utterances is sometimes 
not predictable simply from a consideration of their forms.  From the examples provided, 
it is clear that examining linguistic items in context is the most important criterion to 
better predict functions.  Crucial to the idea of context is the awareness of the relationship 
between participants in the dialogue and how their worlds come together.  A 
consideration of phonology, specifically prominence of certain words and pitch contour is 
also essential.  Giving prominence to some words over others can change the purpose or 
intention of an utterance, while pitch contour can help identify whether an utterance is in 
question or a statement.  Ultimately, to attain a fuller and more accurate assessment of the 
function of some linguistic items, several domains, including grammatical forms, 
phonological forms, discourse patterns, context and the relationship between speakers 
must be considered. 
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Appendix: 1 
 
1) Wash:  “McMurphy!  Come on get off the side….come on move man!”  
             
2) Mc:     “Hey man!”   (grabs the crutch and playfully motions to throw it like a spear                   
                  back at Washington) 
 
3) Wash:   “Come on!” 
 
4) Mc:       “I’ll be seeing you on the outside, you know what I mean? 
 
5) Wash:   “By the time you get out of here you’ll be too old to even get it up.” 
 
6) Mc:       “Sixty- eight days buddy, sixty-eight days.” 
 
7) Wash:    “What the fuck you talkin’ about sixty-eight days?  That’s in jail sucker.   
                   You still don’t know where you at.”  
 
8) Mc:       “Yeah, where am I at Washington?” 
 
9) Wash:    “With us baby.  You with us.  And you’re gonna stay with us until we let you   
                  go.” 
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Appendix: 2 
 
1)  Taber: Play the game. Knock off the bullshit. 
 
2)  Harding:  Huh? Huh? 
 
3)  Taber: Play the game Harding. 
 
4)  Harding: Who you talkin’ about, I am playing the game. 
 
5)  Taber: Play the game. 
 
6)  Harding: Leave me alone.  I ain’t doing anything to you.  What bullshit? 
 
7)  Taber: Your bullshit. 
 
8)  Harding:  What about your bullshit? 
 
9)  Taber: Come on play the game. 
 
10) Harding: I’ve had enough bullshit out of you.  You hear me? 
 
11) Taber: Play the game. 
 
12) Harding: You touch me just once more. 
 
13) Taber: Play the game, Harding. 
 
14) Harding: Just touch me once more. 
 
(This goes on for a while until McMurphy sprays everyone in the room with pressurized 
water hose) 
 
15) McMurphy:  Is that what your schedule does for you Hardon? Uh? 
 
16) Harding: Damn lunatic.  What you talkin’ about? 
 
17) McMurphy: No? Well stay all wet Harding eh, because I’m going downtown and  
                          watch the world series anyway.  Anyone wanna come with me? 
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Appendix: 3 
 
1) Billy: “I can explain everything.” 
 
2) Nurse:  “Please do Billy.  Explain everything.” 
 
3) Billy: “Ev-ev-everything?” (snickers from the other patients) 
 
4) Nurse: “Aren’t you ashamed?” 
 
5) Billy:  No, I’m not. (cheers and whistles from other patients) 
 
6) Nurse:  “You know Billy, what worries me is how your mother’s going to take this.” 
 
7) Billy:  “Um…um…well…y…you …you  don’…don’t  have to t…tell her Miss     
                 Ratchet.” 
 
8) Nurse:  “I don’t have to tell her?  Your mother and I are old friends, you know that.” 
 
9) Billy:  “P…um...please  d…don’t  t…t…tell my m…mother.” 
 
10) Nurse:  “Don’t you think you should have thought of that before you took that  
       woman in that room?” 
 
11) Billy:  “No…no…I’ didn’t.”  
 
12) Nurse:  “You mean she dragged you in there by force?” 
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