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This paper provides the first contrastive analysis of a coherence relation (viz. addition) and its connectives across a sign language (French Belgian Sign Language) and a spoken language (French), both used in the same geographical area. The analysis examines the frequency and types of connectives that can express an additive relation, in order to contrast its “markedness” in the two languages, that is, whether addition is marked by dedicated connectives or by ambiguous, polyfunctional ones . Furthermore, we investigate the functions of the most frequent additive connective in each language (namely et and the sign SAME), starting from the observation that most connectives are highly polyfunctional. This analysis intends to show which functions are compatible with the meaning of addition in spoken and signed discourse. Despite a common core of shared discourse functions, the equivalence between et and SAME is only partial and relates to a difference in their semantics.
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1. 	Introduction
Discourse is built upon the construction of a coherent representation of the connection between utterances, through semantic-pragmatic relations such as addition, result or concession, among many others (e.g. Mann and Thompson, 1988). These coherence relations take scope over clause-like segments and are often signalled by connectives such as and, so or but. Sign languages, as natural languages, are no exception. Although there is a growing trend of research that describes sign languages from various perspectives, our knowledge about connectives is still partial and limited to some sign languages (see Gabarró-López, 2017). Regardless of the language and modality under scrutiny, the ambiguity or polyfunctionality of some connectives still remains a challenge. Chief among them, additive conjunctions like English and or French et are particularly evasive and used in many different contexts (e.g. Luscher and Moeschler, 1990). This study offers a contrastive account of additive connectives across spoken French and French Belgian Sign Language (henceforth LSFB), in order to further our understanding of some of the vaguest and most pervasive expressions in discourse.
Contrastive studies including spoken and signed languages can cast light on how human language works in a more comprehensive way than studies focused on speech only. Moreover, the results of this type of studies have very practical implications for a part of our society, namely the members of the Deaf Community (deaf individuals, but also hearing individuals with deaf families or professionals such as teachers and interpreters). For them, the use of a sign language and of the surrounding spoken language is a central issue: while the former is the language of communication of the social group to which they belong or with which they work, the latter is the majority language of the society in which they live. As a result, they need to be able to constantly switch from one communication system to the other. Therefore, it is important for them to have in-depth knowledge about the two communication systems from a cross-modal perspective in order to be aware of differences and similarities due to language contact, due to the modality and possibly due to other factors. Even if video data for the two modalities are not available yet, the comparison can start with video data for the sign language and recorded speech for the spoken language.
Our quantitative-qualitative analysis examines the frequency and types of connectives that can express an additive relation, in order to contrast the “markedness” of this relation (Asr and Demberg, 2012) in the two languages, that is, whether addition is marked by dedicated connectives (e.g. English in addition) or by ambiguous, polyfunctional ones (e.g. English and). Furthermore, we investigate in detail the functions of the most frequent additive connective in each language (namely et ‘and’ and the sign SAME[footnoteRef:1] ‘and’, ‘like’), starting from the common observation that most connectives, especially high-frequency ones, are highly polyfunctional (see, e.g. Petukhova and Bunt, 2009 and Webber et al., 2019 for overviews of different types of connective polyfunctionality). This functional analysis intends to show which functions are compatible with the meaning of addition in spoken and signed discourse. Our analysis shows that, despite a common core of shared discourse functions, the equivalence between et and SAME is only partial and relates to a difference in their semantics (monosemy vs. polysemy). [1:  The convention establishes that sign language ID-glosses must be written in capital letters. ID-glosses are words that are consistently used to label signs within a corpus, regardless of their meaning in the context (Johnston, 2010). In sign language corpora, the surrounding spoken language is used to gloss signs. Therefore, the ID-glosses of this article were originally written in French, but we have translated them into English for the reader’s convenience. In addition, we provide a translation into English underneath the examples.] 

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the background of this study. We motivate our focus on additive relations and develop our objectives and hypotheses. Section 3 presents our data and annotation methodology. Section 4 contains the results of this research from both a monolingual and a contrastive perspective. Finally, we conclude in Section 5 and suggest future avenues for research.
2. 	Background
2.1 A brief history of sign language linguistics and LSFB
LSFB is the natural language of deaf and deafblind people living in Wallonia (the Southern Belgian region) and some deaf and deafblind people living in Brussels. In the capital of the country, LSFB co-exists with Flemish Sign Language (VGT), which is the sign language used in the Northern Belgian region. LSFB is an under-studied minority language, whose presence in society is scarce “apart from home, school or community meeting place” (Johnston and Schembri, 2010). The Federation of the Deaf of French-Speaking Belgium (FFSB) estimates that there are 4,100 deaf LSFB users, but this number goes up to 25,000 if we include hearing natives (born in deaf families) and second language learners. Similarly to other sign languages, LSFB is transmitted from one generation to the next within the Deaf Community and without any written tradition.
Linguistic research about sign languages only started in the middle of the last century (Stokoe, 1960). At present, there is an increasing interest for inter-modality contrastive studies. The status of sign languages as fully-fledged languages has been evidenced for a long time now, and they are treated on a par with spoken languages and compared from various perspectives. Still, many aspects remain unexplored, notably discourse and the many connectives at the signers’ disposal. The collection of the first sign language corpora (that is, a representative and machine-readable dataset which is duly documented with relevant metadata) began in the 2000s (Johnston and Schembri, 2010). These corpora include guided dialogues. Corpora of spoken languages are also somewhat recent and less developed than their written counterparts, which are typically much larger (e.g. the billion word GloWbE corpus, Davies, 2013), more varied in text types and languages, more numerous and more readily available, often with rich annotations (e.g. the Prague Dependency Treebank, Bejček et al., 2013). In French, no reference corpus is available to this day, but many smaller spoken corpora representing particular interaction types have made it possible to investigate features of speech (e.g. Gadet et al., 2012).
In spite of the youth of the field, sign language linguistics has evolved rapidly. Its theoretical objectives have changed over time and could be roughly divided into four periods (cf. Vermeerbergen and Nilsson, 2018). In the first, scholars focused on providing evidence about the linguistic status of sign languages by showing that despite the modality, sign languages had the properties of spoken languages (Vermeerbergen, 2006). In the second period (beginning of the 1980s until late 1990s), research concentrated on underlining the specificities of the signed modality (the use of simultaneity, iconicity and space) in contrast to the spoken modality (Perniss et al., 2007). The third period (end of the 1990s until recently) was characterized by an increasing interest in sign language typology and intra-modality contrastive studies (e.g., constituent ordering in Australian, Flemish and Irish Sign Language (Johnston et al., 2007), negation and modals in Catalan and German Sign Language (Pfau and Quer, 2007), just to name a few).
Today, sign languages are increasingly being integrated into cross-modal studies focusing in particular on the relation between sign and co-speech gesture. A number of initiatives are taking place in this direction including the collection of a comparable multimodal corpus of Australian English (Hodge et al., 2019) and of Belgian French (Meurant et al., ongoing). However, these corpora are still being collected (so the amount of data is limited to few speakers) and/or need to be annotated (i.e., the videos are not machine-readable yet), so the analysis of these data is pending. Many areas remain to be explored, and discourse is one of them.
2.2 Coherence relations and connectives
Coherence relations are “an aspect of the meaning of two or more discourse segments which cannot be described in terms of the meaning of the segments in isolation” (Sanders et al., 1993: 94). Coherence relations hold between two abstract objects which usually correspond to clauses. They are classified according to the conceptual nature of the link. Most inventories of discourse senses include a common core of relations comprising addition, elaboration, cause, consequence, contrast, concession, condition, alternative and temporal relations. Some frameworks make a further distinction between categories of relations, such as objective vs. subjective or positive vs. negative (Sanders et al., 1992). Models designed specifically for spoken language tend to refer to discourse domains and make three or four distinctions depending on the level of discourse that is targeted by the relation: ideational (real-world relations), rhetorical (epistemic and speech-act relations), sequential (textual functions) and interpersonal (speaker-hearer relationship) (Redeker, 1990; González, 2005; Cuenca, 2013; Crible and Degand, 2019). More details on the present model will be provided in Section 3.2.
Within the wide panel of coherence relations, this study targets additive relations, also called “conjunction” in the Penn Discourse TreeBank (Prasad et al., 2008) or “elaboration-additional” in Rhetorical Structure Theory (Mann and Thompson, 1988). We focus on the additive relation because of its very high frequency in corpus data: it is the most frequent relation in both written French (newspaper articles, Danlos et al., 2015) and spoken French (various genres such as conversations, interviews, news broadcast, Crible, 2018). Considered as a basic logical relation, addition is rarely the focus of discourse studies, which tend to target cognitively more complex relations such as cause or contrast (see Pander Maat, 1999 for an exception). However, addition can take different forms, and its most frequent connective, and, can express different relations, which makes it particularly interesting from a functional contrastive perspective.
Coherence relations are typically signalled by connectives, also called ‘discourse markers’ (e.g. Schiffrin, 1987). These expressions are syntactically optional, have a procedural meaning and “constrain the interpretation of the utterances that contain them by virtue of the inferential connections they express” (Blakemore, 1987: 105). Connectives have been repeatedly shown to have a prominent role in the interpretation of coherence relations (e.g. Millis and Just, 1994). However, there is no one-to-one mapping between connectives and relations, and some of them are used in several different contexts. For instance, English while is used in temporal, concessive and contrastive relations, and the latter two are often hard to disentangle (Zufferey and Degand, 2017). By contrast, because only expresses cause, in addition only expresses addition, etc. Connectives thus differ in their degree of polyfunctionality, which Asr and Demberg (2012) term “cue strength”, based on the frequency of association between a connective and a given relation.
The additive conjunction and is one of the weakest connectives, since it can occur in many different relations (Prasad et al., 2008), some of which have little to do with the basic concept of addition (e.g. concession, as in “His friends are waiting for him and he is on the phone”, from Kitis, 2000). Spooren (1997) conducted a production study where he found that temporal and causal uses of Dutch en ‘and’ are particularly frequent in children and learners. He refers to these uses as “underspecification”, which he defines as follows: “the semantics of the connective that is used to indicate the link does not fully match the semantics of the relation that is intended by the speaker or writer” (Spooren, 1997: 150). Crible (forthc.) has recently shown that, besides addition, and is a weak connective of specification, consequence, concession and contrast, but that these underspecified uses are often compensated in context by co-occurring linguistic cues.
2.3 Contrastive and cross-modal studies of connectives
Connectives and the relations they signal vary across languages and genres, as previously shown in studies using either comparable (e.g. Kunz and Lapshinova-Koltunski, 2015) or parallel corpora (e.g. Zufferey and Degand, 2017). By contrast, very few studies have carried out multimodal comparisons of connectives across speech and writing (for English, see Biber et al., 1999; Fox Tree, 2014; Crible, forthc.), let alone across spoken and sign languages. Several factors could explain this lack of cross-modal comparisons, including the difficulty of finding comparable data, having a shared taxonomy that allows data from the two modalities to be annotated and compared, and the fact that connectives have scarcely attracted the attention of sign language scholars.
As a matter of fact, there are fewer than a dozen papers published to date about connectives in the signed modality and only for a few sign languages. In American Sign Language (ASL), existing studies focus on the functions of one or two connectives produced by one or two deaf signers in a very limited amount of data (Roy, 1989; Metzger and Bahan, 2001; Hoza, 2011). The only exception is McKee (1992), who studied relations of quotation and digression produced by 7 deaf signers in a 6-hour dataset of lectures. In Venezuelan Sign Language (LSV), Pérez (2006) investigated different connectives in monological narratives produced by 4 deaf signers. Similarly, Villameriel (2008) also identified these items in monological narratives produced by 8 Spanish Sign Language (LSE) deaf signers and later focused on two connectives expressing reformulation and contrast respectively (Villameriel, 2010). More recently and from a cross-linguistic perspective, two highly frequent and polysemous connectives (PALM-UP and SAME) have been compared in Catalan Sign Language (LSC) and LSFB (Gabarró-López, 2019b, in press).
Contrastive studies of connectives in spoken languages are much more numerous. A complete review is beyond the scope of this paper, especially since most studies focus on a specific type of connective. For instance, Cuenca (2003) and Murillo (2016) investigate reformulation markers in several Romance languages. Zufferey and Cartoni (2012) compare English and French causal connectives. Mauri (2008) provides a comprehensive and typological portrait of coordination (and, but, or) across European languages. Crible et al. (2017) take a broader perspective on the whole connective category and analyse the co-occurrence between connectives and filled pauses in English and French, showing similarities in the frequency and position of the filled pause. By introducing the cross-modal comparison of a spoken and a sign language, we aim to enrich this already flourishing area of research.
2.4 Objectives of the study
The present study investigates the connectives that express additive relations in spoken French and French Belgian Sign Language. We describe the distribution of connective types within this relation, thus comparing the lexical affordances of the two languages when it comes to expressing the basic relation of addition. In a second step, we focus on the most frequent additive connective in French and in LSFB and extend our analysis to cover all functions performed by these types. We start from the assumption that highly frequent connectives tend to be polyfunctional. We therefore expect et and SAME to occur in several relation types in the corpus, although the precise nature of these relations may vary between languages. In fact, the different semantics of the two connectives suggest different mechanisms of polyfunctionality: monosemy enriched by pragmatic inferences for et (Luscher and Moschler, 1990), polysemy for SAME (Gabarró-López, 2017b, 2019b). Our analysis will not only discuss the functions of additive connectives, but also their variation across discourse domains, in order to complement their description and refine their comparison.
In doing so, we will pave the way for more cross-modal research on spoken and signed discourse. So far, we do not know to what extent the system of connectives in a signed and a spoken language may present more differences than the system of connectives in two spoken languages. According to Metzger and Bahan (2001), connectives in sign languages may be manual (i.e., produced by the hands), spatial (i.e., produced by the use of space in front of the signer) or non-manual (i.e., produced by the use of the gaze, head and body). The existence of these three means of expressing a coherence relation in a sign language in contrast to only one means available in spoken data (i.e., words) may result in fewer manual connectives expressing addition in LSFB as compared to the number of words or phrases expressing this relation in French.
3. 	Methodology
3.1. Data
We use two comparable samples of conversations (interactive dialogues) taken from the VALIBEL corpus for spoken French (Dister et al., 2009) and the LSFB Corpus (Meurant, 2015). The former is a database of recordings from various spoken settings, collected in French-speaking Belgium, mostly in the 1990s, although new data are regularly added. In total, it comprises 370 hours of recordings and transcriptions of almost four million words across 500 speakers. Since it is not a “corpus” in the strict sense of the term, but rather a database, it is not controlled in terms of speakers’ age or background (metadata are available). The VALIBEL data can be used for a variety of research purposes and offers valuable samples of spoken Belgian French in different settings. 
The LSFB Corpus is the reference corpus of French Belgian Sign Language. It includes data from 100 deaf signers (from different regions, ages, genders, education backgrounds, family backgrounds and linguistic backgrounds) who sat in pairs and whose conversations were guided by a deaf moderator. The moderator had a list of questions which s/he asked the informants, who had to discuss the given topics or re-tell stories which were presented in picture or video format. From the 150 hours of data, the manual activity (that is, the signs and gestures produced by each signer) has been annotated for 24 hours so far. Video recordings are highly costly to implement, process and transcribe: it is estimated that one hour of video data requires 250 hours for manual transcription. For this reason, the size of sign language corpora is usually smaller than the datasets used in spoken or written language corpus studies. 
We extracted a balanced sample of 1 hour and 30 minutes from each corpus. The spoken French dataset contains 17,432 words and the LSFB dataset has 10,066 signs. All participants are Belgian native speakers and signers.[footnoteRef:2] This relatively small corpus size is comparable to previous studies using spoken data (e.g. about 10,000 words in Taboada and Gómez-Gónzalez, 2012) and is sufficient to obtain a substantial number of occurrences, given the high frequency of the additive relation.  [2:  For the LSFB sample, there are two near-native signers; i.e. they have hearing parents (as more than 95% of deaf individuals) but they attended a boarding school for the deaf. They consider LSFB their first language.] 

3.2. Annotation 
We proceeded with a bottom-up methodology, which mainly consists of three steps. Firstly, we manually identified any connective that expressed an addition between two utterances. This relation is defined as follows: “the second segment provides discourse-new information that is related to (but different from) the first” (Crible and Degand, 2019). It includes basic coordination (e.g. Sam likes going to the theatre and he also likes to go to concerts) along with more argumentative uses of addition (e.g. My father was an ideal doctor and moreover he was an amazing dad). 
For this first contrastive project, the annotation of connectives in LSFB was restricted to manual items, so we did not include spatial or non-manual elements. This is because available data only allow us to compare ‘words’ with ‘signs’. In future studies for which French multimodal data are available, we will enlarge the annotation of connectives to spatial and non-manual items for both LSFB and French. Our criteria for connective identification are: syntactically optional, formally fixed, discourse-level scope and procedural meaning. In French, this operational definition mainly covers conjunctions (e.g. et ‘and’), adverbials (e.g. donc ‘so’) and prepositional phrases (e.g. de plus ‘in addition’). In LSFB, the assignment of part-of-speech categories is controversial, as signs may “appear not to be unambiguously in one class or another and are thus ‘indeterminate’ in this respect” (Johnston, 2015: 61). In other words, a particular sign may be used as a noun in one context and as a verb in another context without any differences in the handshape, location, orientation or movement. We thus included discourse uses of manual signs, with no further grammatical categorisation.
Secondly, we annotated the other functions of the most frequent additive connective in each language. We used a taxonomy of functions developed by Crible and Degand (2019), where 10 semantic labels are distinguished, including addition but also contrast, consequence or alternative. These functions correspond to the meaning-in-context of the connective, and are disambiguated using any available information in the context (prosody, etc.). These labels can be further specified into one of four functional domains, depending on which aspect of the interaction the connective is targeting: 
· The ideational domain corresponds to real-world, semantic relations.
· The rhetorical domain involves the speaker’s subjectivity and corresponds to epistemic and speech-act relations.
· The sequential domain includes discourse-structuring functions of connectives such as topic shift or turn-taking.
· The interpersonal domain covers functions related to the speaker-hearer relationship, such as the use of a connective to express disagreement or to avoid face threats.
In principle, any function can combine with any domain, so that addition can display ideational, rhetorical, sequential or interpersonal variants depending on the nature of the connected segments and on the speaker’s or signer’s intention. Only one function and one domain can be assigned to the connective. In case of ambiguity between two values, we use a bias towards the most frequent and basic sense of the connective (see Crible and Degand, 2019 for more details).
One author was in charge of the spoken French sample and the other of the LSFB sample. In order to avoid bias, we first trained on pilot data and afterwards discussed difficult cases until we reached an agreement. Finally, we compared our annotations quantitatively and qualitatively.
4. 	Results
4.1. Additive connectives in spoken French and LSFB
We extracted 194 additive relations in spoken French and 91 in LSFB, as shown in Table 1.
Table 1. Additive connectives in French and LSFB.
	French
	LSFB

	et (and)
	191
	SAME
	63

	en plus (plus, in addition)
	3
	PLUS
	15

	
	
	ADD
	11

	
	
	AND
	2

	Total
	194
	Total
	91



This identification stage resulted in only two different connective types in spoken French, namely et ‘and’ (sometimes followed by puis ‘then’) and en plus ‘in addition’. Other additive connectives exist in French, such as de plus ‘in addition’ or en outre ‘moreover’, but these types are more formal and were not found in our sample of conversational French. Four different signs were identified in LSFB, namely PLUS (Figure 1), AND (Figure 2), ADD (Figure 3) and SAME (Figure 4).
FIGURES 1-4 SHOULD BE INSERTED (NEAR) HERE 

These four signs are fully-lexical signs,[footnoteRef:3] that is, they are signs whose form and meaning are highly conventionalised, so they can be listed as a dictionary entry (Johnston, 2015). As such, PLUS (the same ID-gloss is used in the LSFB Corpus) is listed in the online LSFB dictionary (Sonnemans, 2016). This sign is used as a conjunction expressing that something is added to something else, as its iconicity suggests. The sign AND (glossed as ET in the LSFB Corpus) is also used as a conjunction and conveys the basic relation of addition (Meurant et al., 2015). The signs ADD (glossed as AJOUTER) and SAME (glossed as AUSSI) also appear in Meurant et al. (2015) and Sonnemans (2016). The former is used as a conjunction that expresses addition, but it can also be used as a verb meaning ‘to add’ or as an adjective meaning ‘supplementary’. The latter can be used as a conjunction meaning ‘also’, as a conjunction meaning ‘as’ (which introduces a comparison or an example) or as an adjective meaning resemblance or similarity. It thus appears that LSFB has more connective options to express addition than spoken French, contrary to our expectations. [3:  In sign languages, the manual activity has different levels of conventionalisation. Fully-lexical signs are the most conventionalised, which means that they are “relatively stable or consistent across contexts” (Johnston, 2015:13). However, there are other signs that are less conventionalised in terms of form and their meaning is context-dependent (i.e., partly-lexical signs in the same author’s words). For instance, a flat hand with fingers together and palm facing downwards can be used to depict a car, a surface, a book, etc. The last category is non-lexical signs, which “appear to have no language-specific conventionalised form/meaning pairing of their own” (Johnston, 2015: 14). This type of sign is sometimes used by speakers as a gesture (e.g., palms of the hand up next to the body to show uncertainty).] 

In the two samples, one connective stands out as much more frequent than its competitors, viz. et (98.4% of all occurrences) and SAME (69.23%). The monopoly of et is almost absolute and larger than that of SAME, which has two competitors with a substantial frequency (PLUS and ADD). The other additive connectives in the sample besides SAME and et are less frequent but dedicated connectives, whose meaning is restricted to addition. The higher frequency of et and SAME calls for further investigation of their other, non-additive functions.
4.2. Functions of ‘et’ and SAME beyond addition 
4.2.1 Functions 
In the second step of our analysis, we focus on et and SAME in order to investigate their other functions besides addition. Et is a conjunction, which functions as a basic logical operator, whereas SAME is a fully-lexical sign. The former is monosemous in the sense that it only encodes addition in French, whereas the latter is polysemous because it encodes both addition and comparison in LSFB.
A total of 266 tokens of et and 109 of SAME were identified in the samples after manual disambiguation of connective and non-connective uses. By applying Crible and Degand’s (2019) functional typology to this dataset, our analysis shows that French et expresses the relation of addition in 71.8% of its occurrences, while the remaining cases mainly correspond to the functions of specification, consequence and topic-shift, with a few occurrences of concession and contrast (8 relation types in total). As for the sign SAME, 57.8% of the cases express addition, and its other functions mostly consist of specification, approximation or alternative, for a total of 9 relation types (see Table 2). Thus, addition is the most frequent function of both connectives, although it takes a significantly larger proportion of all the uses of et (z = 2.634, p < 0.01). In other words, the functional spectrum of SAME is slightly broader (more function types) and more balanced than that of et, which primarily expresses addition.
Table 2. Functions expressed by et and SAME in the samples.
	Functions
	Et
	SAME

	Addition
	191
	63

	Specification
	21
	17

	Consequence
	22
	2

	Topic
	12
	1

	Approximation
	0
	13

	Concession
	8
	5

	Contrast
	7
	0

	Alternative
	0
	6

	Monitoring
	4
	1

	Temporal
	1
	0

	Cause
	0
	1

	Total
	266
	109



Specification is the most frequent function of the two connectives after addition. The high frequency of the function of specification can be explained in semantic terms, as this function belongs to the same class as addition (i.e., elaboration). We provide an example of this function in (1).
(1) 	il fait de la charcuterie et c’est vraiment ce qu’il veut faire
“he’s in the meats business and it’s really what he wants to do”
The other two most frequent functions of et in French (i.e., consequence and topic-shift) are more specific to this language in our sample, as fewer tokens of SAME express these functions in LSFB. In (2), we exemplify the function of topic-shift.
(2) 	j’ai bu un thé et euh enfin c’était gai (0.320)[footnoteRef:4] et toi tu avais été voir euh quoi [4:  Pause durations in seconds are provided in parentheses.] 

“I had a tea and uh well it was nice (0.320) and you you went to see uh what”
The next most frequent functions for SAME in LSFB (viz. approximation and alternative) seem to be language-specific and do not apply to et, at least in our sample. Approximation is usually signalled by markers such as ‘je vais dire’, ‘quoi’ and ‘genre’ in French (i.e., ‘sort of’ and ‘like’ in English), whereas alternative relations are expressed by enfin ‘I mean’ and ou ‘or’. In examples (3) and (4),[footnoteRef:5] we present an example of approximation and an example of alternative. In (3), the signer is explaining the communication problems that can occur between a deaf child and his/her hearing parents.  [5:  Square brackets delimit clauses and angle brackets mark items out of the dependency structure of clauses. PT stands for a pointing sign that establishes a locus (when followed by colon and LOC) or that signals the first person singular pronoun (when followed by colon and PRO1). ID-glosses ending in -NOT are used to annotate the negative form of a sign and ID-glosses separated by a hyphen are used when two words are needed in a single ID-gloss as in TELL-OFF. The ID-gloss G:RUBBING stands for a non-lexical sign which is used for word searching.] 

(3) 	[CHILD DEAF FEEL PT:LOC] <G:RUBBING> <PALM-UP> [COMMUNICATION-NOT PARENTS] <PLUS> <G:RUBBING> [TELL-OFF WHAT] <SAME> <G:RUBBING> [ADAPT-NOT]
“a deaf child feels that...erm… there are communication problems and… erm… when his parents tell him off, he doesn’t understand. It’s sort of erm… not adapted to him.”
(LSFB Corpus, session 27, task 4, signer S056, 02:22 - 02:29)
In (4), the signer is recounting a past memory. He uses SAME to introduce a word (i.e., ‘hearing’) which is more appropriate than the first one alone (i.e., ‘people’ in general).
(4) 	[ALREADY START SEVEN AGE UNTIL-NOW] [HABIT PT:PRO1 LEARN] <SAME> [HEARING LEARN]
“I started driving a tractor when I was seven. I’m used to learning from people, I mean, from hearing people.”
(LSFB Corpus, session 21, task 4, signer S044, 01:50 - 01:55)
Our results show that et can also express relations of comparison such as concession or contrast, as shown in example (5).
(5) 	ils trouvent pas de techniciens là-bas et ici ils en ont de trop
“they can’t find any technicians there and here they have too many”
These relations are quite different from the basic meaning of addition, and are inferred in context, mostly from other elements in the segments (e.g. the negation and the antonyms ‘there’ and ‘here’ in Example 5). This situation differs for SAME, which more directly encodes the concept of comparison in its semantics. In sum, even though both connectives share the same functional spectrum for the most part, they do so in different proportions, which reflects their respective core meaning: et is prone to relations of continuity (addition, but also specification, consequence, topic-shift), although negative relations are also possible to a smaller extent (concession, contrast); SAME favours both continuity relations (addition, specification) and comparison relations (alternative, approximation, concession). 
4.2.2 Domains 
While the types of functions besides addition that et and SAME express differ, their distribution across the four domains is remarkably similar (see Table 3), with a large proportion of sequential uses (i.e., text-structuring functions), followed by ideational and, to a smaller extent, rhetorical relations. Interpersonal uses of et and SAME are extremely rare (2 and 1 cases respectively). This result suggests that functions vary cross-linguistically because of semantic differences between the connectives, whereas domains remain rather stable from a contrastive perspective. This confirms Crible’s (2018) finding that genre and contextual factors are a greater source of variation than language as far as discourse domains are concerned.
Table 3. Proportion of et and SAME across functional domains.
	Functions
	Et
	SAME

	Sequential
	55.64%
	40.37%

	Ideational
	32.33%
	34.86%

	Rhetorical
	11.28%
	23.85%

	Interpersonal 
	0.75%
	0.92%

	Total
	266
	109



As explained in Section 3, any function can combine with any domain depending on the nature of the connected segments. In our sample, we observed that the same relation can be expressed across several domains. That is, the domain further specifies the nuances of a function in a particular context. In the following examples (6-9), we can observe the variants of the additive relation.
(6) 	ils avaient prévu des chips pour l’apéro et moi j’ai proposé du pâté
“they had prepared chips as appetizers and I offered pâté”
(7) 	non non je marchais ah non j’ai pas couru et j’ai fait encore un détour
“no no I was walking ah no I didn’t run and I did a detour”
(8) 	<sp1> tu es sous licence tu roules tout seul? <sp2> ouais <sp1> et ça va?
“<sp1> you are training you drive alone? <sp2> yeah <sp1> and it’s fine?”
(9)	<sp1> il refaisait une bulle wifi là autour <sp2> pas con <sp1> et c’est pas con
“<sp1> he created a wifi bubble there <sp2> not dumb <sp1> and it’s not dumb”
In (6), et signals an almost mathematical addition between two types of food which were proposed together as appetizers; the relation is entirely objective, the connective is used with its basic logical meaning. In (7), however, the speaker adds another argument to try and convince the hearer that he was not running; there is prosodic stress on the connective, which further indicates the subjective importance given to the upcoming segment. In (8), the speaker continues talking about the same topic and opens his turn with et, bringing the exchange forward to its next step; sequential addition often corresponds to this basic continuity function (cf. Schiffrin, 1987). Finally in (9), we can see a very specific use of additive et, where the speaker echoes and literally repeats what the other speaker just said, thus creating a relationship of complicity and common ground. Such interpersonal uses of addition were not found for SAME in our sample.
In Tables 4 and 5, we present the combinations of domains and functions for et and SAME. The functional distributions of these two connectives are similar in this respect. Addition and specification have ideational, rhetorical and sequential variants (in addition to the rare interpersonal use in French). Concession can be ideational or rhetorical in both languages. Overall, functions present in the two languages display the same tendency regarding domain-function combinations: the most frequent domain for each function is the same regardless of the connective. Interpersonal uses are extremely rare in the two languages (two cases of addition in French, one case of approximation in LSFB).
Table 4. Functions and domains for et.
	Functions
	Domain
	Total

	
	Ideational
	Rhetorical
	Sequential
	Interpersonal
	

	Addition
	52
	8
	129
	2
	191

	Consequence
	13
	9
	0
	0
	22

	Specification
	11
	9
	1
	0
	21

	Topic-shift
	0
	0
	12
	0
	12

	Concession
	4
	4
	0
	0
	8

	Contrast
	5
	0
	2
	0
	7

	Monitoring
	0
	0
	4
	0
	4

	Temporal
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Total
	86
	30
	148
	2
	266



Table 5. Functions and domains for SAME.
	Functions
	Domain
	Total

	
	Ideational
	Rhetorical
	Sequential
	Interpersonal
	

	Addition
	16
	6
	41
	0
	63

	Specification
	15
	1
	1
	0
	17

	Approximation
	0
	12
	0
	1
	13

	Alternative
	0
	6
	0
	0
	6

	Concession
	4
	1
	0
	0
	5

	Consequence
	2
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Monitoring
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Topic-shift
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Cause
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Total
	38
	26
	44
	1
	109



Crosslinguistic variation arises in terms of functions that only have one domain variant. These are more varied in LSFB (6: alternative, consequence, monitoring, topic-shift and cause) than in French (3: topic-shift, monitoring and temporal). In general, functions with only one domain are scarce, so they may be idiosyncratic uses of SAME as a connective. The only exceptions are the functions of topic-shift (sequential domain) in French and alternative (rhetorical domain) in LSFB, which are classified as the fourth most frequent functions in each language. These functions deserve further research in a larger sample including other type of productions such as monologues.
 5. 	Conclusion
This paper has provided the first cross-modal comparison of discourse connectives, focusing on a specific coherence relation, namely addition. French and LSFB share a divide between dedicated but rare additive connectives (en plus, PLUS, AND, ADD) and highly frequent polyfunctional ones (et, SAME). It appears that, while et and SAME can both express other meanings besides addition, they differ in the extent of their functional spectrum as a result of their different semantic-pragmatic status: et in French is monosemous, that is, it only encodes addition even though it can be pragmatically enriched in context (for instance to express a consequence). By contrast, SAME in LSFB is polysemous and encodes both addition and comparison, which then leads to other meanings, such as alternative. Because of this polysemy and the interactional functions that SAME can express, this sign appears in between connectives (i.e., expressing coherence relations) and “discourse markers”, if we take a narrow definition of the latter term as non-relational pragmatic particles (as used in studies on written discourse, e.g. the Penn Discourse Treebank framework, Prasad et al., 2008; see also Georgakopoulou and Goutsos, 1998 on this distinction). The functional differences that our analysis has uncovered thus reflect the semantic-pragmatic status of the connectives under scrutiny.
In our two samples, et and SAME can express functions from all domains and all semantic classes, but they tend to specialize in different classes. While et can frequently express coherence relations in the elaboration and contingency class (viz. specification and consequence), SAME can express approximation and alternative, i.e., functions that express comparison relations related to speech production. Despite the difference in the functions expressed by these two connectives, some similarities were found concerning the distribution of domains. The most represented is the sequential domain, followed by the ideational and rhetorical domains. The interpersonal domain is very infrequent. This similar distribution suggests that genre and contextual factors have a more important impact on the use of domains than the languages compared, even when the modality is different. In sum, this study also showed the benefits of combining functions and domains for crosslinguistic pragmatic descriptions: while the connectives differ at the function level, they are quite similar in terms of domains, with a high productivity in the sequential domain, and similar function-domain combinations.
At first sight, the most striking difference between French and LSFB is the use of different channels of production (the voice in the former, the hands, the head and the body in the latter) and of reception (the ears in the former and the eyes in the latter). However, when examining particular features such as additive connectives and their polyfunctionality, we do not observe a modality effect that differentiates one language from the other, more than what other studies have found between two spoken languages such as English and French (Crible, 2018). From a typological perspective, it would be interesting to add other non-Western signed and spoken languages to this study in order to see whether the same type of variation is observed between spoken and signed languages used in another region.
In this paper, we combined two layers of description for each connective (i.e., domain and function) together with quantitative and qualitative analyses. As a result, we drew an exhaustive portrait of the basic coherence relation of addition in French and LSFB discourse. Our findings support a maximalist view of the functions of vague connectives such as et or SAME, which can not only express more than their core meaning, but can also do so across several domains of language (facts, arguments, topics). As such, the study advocates for a fine-grained yet structured approach to connectives and their functions, especially from a crosslinguistic perspective (cf. Degand et al., forthc.). 
As the first of its kind, this new type of contrastive study also has practical implications for the training of sign language interpreters and other professionals such as teachers working in bilingual LSFB-French settings and for the education of deaf bilingual individuals. For instance, the meanings of SAME which have traditionally been taught in LSFB courses for both first and second language learners are restricted to resemblance and similarity on the one hand, and to adding new information on the other. Yet our results show that the spectrum of discourse-marking meanings is richer. The inclusion of these findings in the curricula can contribute to improving the pragmatic competence of deaf and hearing individuals by explicitly teaching them the discourse-marking uses of this sign from a corpus-based perspective. A better understanding of the equivalent meanings of et in French and SAME in LSFB contributes to a better access to information by deaf individuals and better interpreting services. 
Future perspectives include the investigation of a broader range of connectives that would allow us to create the first cross-modal repertoire of connectives. Another interesting research avenue would be to collect and analyse connectives in parallel corpora, i.e., bi-directional interpreted data including the French - LSFB pair (Gabarró-López, 2019a). This type of study would allow us to see how different sign language interpreters translate connectives and discourse markers depending on the genre, the context, the audience and possibly other variables that may influence discourse production.
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