
H
A
N
D
SH

A
PE
/O

RI
EN

TA
TI
O
N
	
  S
TA

N
D
S	
  
FO

R	
  
D
IS
PO

SI
TI
O
N
	
  	
  

SERVE	
  	
  

OF
FER

/	
  

SU
GG

EST
	
  	
  

BRIN
G-­‐U

P-­‐	
  
TO

PIC	
  	
  

KIND	
  	
  

INFORM	
  	
  

GIVE	
  1-­‐offer	
  	
  
GOOD	
  	
  

PSHAW	
  	
  

BA
D	
  
	
  

TAKE-­‐ADVANTAGE	
  	
  

RUDECalif	
  	
  

GRAB-­‐OPPORTUNITY	
  	
  

REJECT1	
  	
   TERRIBLE/AWFUL	
  	
  

NO-­‐THANK-­‐YOU	
  	
  

BE-­‐FINISHED	
  	
  

DEPART	
  	
  

TAKE-­‐UP	
  	
  

DROP	
  PLAN	
  	
  

TAKE-­‐OVER	
  	
  

SELFISH	
  	
  

WANT	
  	
  

TRUTH	
  	
  

TR
U
TH

FU
L/
	
  

H
O
N
ES
T	
  
	
  

BE-­‐STRAIGHT-­‐	
  
WITH	
  	
  

BETWEEN-­‐US	
  

HO
N
O
R	
  
	
   RESPECT	
  	
  TELL	
  	
   TRUE	
  	
  

FALSE	
  	
   LIE	
  	
  

pgm	
  

SCOLD	
  	
  

G
ET
-­‐IN

-­‐F
AC

E	
  
	
  

OFFEND	
  	
  

IN
VI
TE
	
  	
   IN

TRO
DU

CE-­‐	
  

EACH-­‐O
TH

ER	
  	
  

ARGUE	
  	
  
MOCK-­‐ME	
  pgm	
  

TEASE-­‐ME	
  pgm	
  	
  
HONORIFIC	
  	
  

HATE	
  	
  

H
U
RL
-­‐IN

SU
LT
S-­‐
AT
	
  	
  

BAW
L-­‐O

U
T	
  	
  

BLAME	
  	
  

SH
O
O
T-­‐
W
IT
H
-­‐	
  

M
AC

H
IN
E-­‐
G
U
N
	
  	
  

N
O
SE-­‐FLICK	
  	
  

DISREGARD	
  	
  

IG
N
O
RE	
  	
  

COMMANDaspectual	
  	
  
DETEST	
  	
  

PR
EA
CH
-­‐A
T	
  
	
  

COMMAND	
  	
  

COMMANDindirect	
  	
  

SAY-­‐NO-­‐TO	
  pgm	
  

GIVE2-­‐concede	
  pgm	
  	
  

COMMUNICATE	
  	
  

INT
ERV

IEW
	
  	
  	
  

EXCHANGE	
  	
  REPLACE	
  	
  

NE
GO

TI
AT
E	
  	
  

M
U
TU

A
L-­‐
	
  

RE
SP
EC

T	
  
	
  

DIS
CU
SS re

cip
	
  	
  

SH
AR
E re
cip
	
  	
  

RELATE	
  	
  BE-­‐INTIM
ATE	
  

-­‐W
ITH

recip 	
  	
  

LOOK-­‐AT-­‐EACH-­‐OTHER	
  	
  

INTERACT	
  	
   TALKrecip	
  

A	
  Cogni4ve	
  Approach	
  to	
  Understanding	
  Linguis4c	
  Politeness	
  in	
  American	
  Sign	
  Language	
  
Daniel Roush  -  Department of ASL & Interpreter Education, College of Education  -  Eastern Kentucky University 

Conducted	
  ethnographic	
  observaPons	
  of	
  	
  
naPve	
  ASL	
  signers	
  in	
  four	
  states	
  in	
  the	
  mid-­‐
AtlanPc	
  and	
  southeastern	
  regions	
  of	
  the	
  
United	
  States.	
  	
  	
  

Collected	
  evaluaPve	
  lexical	
  terms	
  and	
  
pragmaPc	
  markers	
  that	
  were	
  used	
  within	
  
and	
  across	
  various	
  types	
  of	
  interacPons	
  
and	
  conversaPons.	
  	
  	
  

Analyzed	
  terms	
  for	
  metaphoric	
  usage	
  
through	
  the	
  Metaphor	
  IdenPficaPon	
  
Procedure	
  (MIP	
  and	
  MIPVU)	
  (Pragglejaz	
  
Group	
  2007;	
  Steen	
  et	
  al.	
  2010),	
  which	
  was	
  
adapted	
  for	
  ASL	
  in	
  this	
  study.	
  

Prepared	
  a	
  database	
  of	
  tables	
  forma`ed	
  in	
  
the	
  style	
  of	
  Taub	
  (2001,	
  103).	
  

Deconstructed	
  iconic	
  depicPons	
  of	
  these	
  
terms	
  with	
  the	
  aid	
  of	
  naPve	
  ASL-­‐signing	
  
colleagues	
  and	
  reference	
  to	
  Old	
  ASL	
  
dicPonaries	
  and	
  films,	
  Old	
  LSF	
  dicPonaries,	
  
Modern	
  LSF	
  dicPonaries,	
  and	
  an	
  LSF	
  
consultant.	
  

Videotaped	
  a	
  semi-­‐structured	
  interview	
  
with	
  one	
  Deaf	
  naPve	
  ASL-­‐signing	
  informant	
  
(Wilcox	
  2000,	
  Chapter	
  3).	
  

Proposed	
  a	
  potenPal	
  conceptual	
  structure	
  
based	
  on	
  mapping	
  relaPonships.	
  	
  

Methods	
  and	
  Analysis	
  

Conceptual	
  Metonymy	
  
A	
  mapping	
  within	
  the	
  same	
  domain.	
  	
  Oben	
  	
  
a	
  part-­‐for-­‐whole	
  relaPonship.	
  	
  For	
  example:	
  	
  

WHISKERS	
  FOR	
  CAT	
  
METONYMIC	
  
MAPPING	
  

LinguisPc	
  Expression	
  

ICONIC	
  
MAPPING	
  

CA
T	
  

CAT	
  DOMAIN	
  

Background	
  

How	
  do	
  we	
  gain	
  this	
  insight	
  in	
  signed	
  
language	
  communiPes	
  given	
  the	
  difficulPes	
  
of	
  collecPng	
  	
  and	
  transcribing	
  natural	
  
signed	
  conversaPonal	
  data?	
  

Wa`s’	
  relaPonal	
  work	
  conPnuum	
  of	
  poliPc/non-­‐poliPc	
  
verbal	
  behavior	
  	
  

The	
  proper	
  focus	
  of	
  research	
  should	
  be	
  on	
  
first	
  order	
  (im)politeness,	
  defined	
  as,	
  “the	
  
ways	
  in	
  which	
  (im)polite	
  behaviour	
  is	
  
evaluated	
  and	
  commented	
  on	
  by	
  lay	
  
members	
  of	
  a	
  language	
  community”	
  (Wa`s	
  
2003,	
  274).	
  

More	
  insight	
  is	
  gained	
  into	
  potenPal	
  
conceptualizaPons	
  of	
  first	
  order	
  	
  
(im)politeness	
  in	
  the	
  ASL	
  community.	
  

Conclusion	
  

Politic/Moral	
  Behavior	
  Is	
  Giving	
  Objects	
  Directly 
Politic	
  Interaction	
  Is	
  Exchanging	
  Objects 

Concluded	
  Interaction	
  is	
  Dropping	
  Objects 

Rude	
  Behavior	
  Is	
  Throwing	
  Objects 

Rude	
  Behavior	
  Is	
  Giving	
  Objects	
  Indirectly 
Rude	
  Interaction	
  Is	
  A	
  Tit-­‐For-­‐Tat	
  Exchange 

Rude	
  Behavior	
  Is	
  Exploiting	
  Offers 

Rude	
  Behavior	
  Is	
  Grabbing	
  Objects 
Accusing/Insulting	
  Is	
  Pointing/Aiming 
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Polite	
  Behavior	
  Is	
  Offering	
  Objects/	
   
Open	
  Hand	
  Stands	
  For	
  Offering 

Rude	
  Behavior	
  Is	
  Rejecting	
  Offers 

Conceptual	
  Metaphor	
  Theory	
  
Cross	
  domain	
  mapping–understanding	
  one	
  
thing	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  another.	
  	
  For	
  example:	
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Prototype:	
  GOOD	
  IS	
  UP	
  

Metaphorical	
  Entailment:	
  BAD	
  IS	
  DOWN	
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