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1. Introduction

Fansubbing is an increasingly popular phenomenon which is deeply affecting the whole process of television consumption. Instant accessibility of audiovisual material over the Internet has caused the emergence of a new generation of viewers who use the Web to access the original version of their favourite TV show and resort to amateur subtitles to overcome the language barrier. Often dissatisfied with current dubbing practices and  given the number of televised programmes that are made readily available over the internet by ever-growing fan communities, viewers are becoming increasingly aware of the complexity and specificity of television shows and demand higher quality standards of translations. New target groups and subgroups within subtitling audiences, who call for a radical revision of established translation practices, are hence emerging (Gambier, 2003 and O’Hagan, 2009).
An expression of the so-called “fan cultures” (Hills, 2002), fansubbing is a translation practice that is non-professional and “user-generated” (O’Hagan, 2009). Previous research has pointed out that creativity and disregard of professionally agreed conventions are among the most prominent features of amateur subtitling (Ferrer-Simó, 2005; Díaz Cintas and Muñoz Sánchez, 2006; Di Giovanni and Spoletti, 2011). It has also been noted that fansubs exhibit greater accuracy in the rendering of stylistic and linguistic specificities (e.g. sociolects, idiolects, and techno-lects), in-plot and inter-textual connections, as well as cultural references. More generally, fansubbing shows a less domesticating translational approach than professional subtitling, not to mention dubbing. Owing to its preference for foreignizing translation strategies, amateur subtitling has been described as “abusive”, i.e. innovative and experimental (Nornes, 2007). It is our aim to explore this “abusive turn” in subtitling in order to understand whether the norms emerging in non-professional translation settings, such as fan communities, have the potential to affect the translation procedures adopted by professional translators. 


2. The study

This study is part of a larger research project on the phenomenon of fansubbing, which has been jointly conducted by the two authors (see also Bruti and Zanotti, 2012 and 2013). The project aims to provide a description of audiovisual translation practices in non-professional settings and, more specifically, to identify some general trends in the translation of some key linguistic features that characterize orality. 
Current research has shown that conversational traits are subject to substantial reduction in dubbing (Bruti and Pavesi, 2008) and even more so in professional subtitles (Guillot, 2007). This chapter focuses on two areas that are especially subject to reduction and omission in subtitling, namely interjections and discourse markers. The frequency of discourse markers and interjections in spoken language is remarkably high. They cannot be omitted in conversation without a loss of naturalness (Aijmer, 2007: 96) and for this reason they are frequently used in film dialogue, even though their frequency and range is markedly reduced compared to spontaneous spoken language. Because of their multifunctionality, context-boundness and lack of (or very limited) propositional meaning, they are very often obliterated in translation; more specifically, in film translation they are reduced in both frequency and variation (e.g. Chaume, 2004; Bruti and Pavesi, 2008; Pavesi, 2008; Cuenca, 2008; Aijmer, 2007), with diminished discoursal cohesion and differences in pragmatic meaning (Valdeón, 2008).
By combining quantitative with qualitative approaches, this chapter offers an analysis of: 1. the varying degrees of reduction affecting these particles in both professional and fan-generated subtitles; 2. the degree of pragmatic equivalence holding between source and target texts. Our purpose is to provide quantitative evidence to the hypothesis that new linguistic and translational norms are emerging in non-professional subtitling which set it quite apart from established professional practices. More specifically, the study aims a) to offer an overview of both the translational trends and the operative norms emerging in amateur translation; b) to define and describe the specificity of the language of fansubs, illustrating the similarities and dissimilarities between fansubbing and professional subtitling; c) to measure, on the linguistic level, the degree of innovation and creativity that is ascribed to this popular phenomenon.
The data for the analysis have been drawn from a small parallel corpus composed of 21 episodes of the popular TV series Lost (2004-2010) – namely season 1 (episodes 1, 2, 5, 9, 13, 17), season 3 (episodes 1, 5, 9, 13, 17, 18, 21) and season 5 (1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, 11, 13) – and their subtitled versions in Italian. The DVD subtitles have been compared to the ones produced and uploaded by two mainstream Italian fansubbing communities, namely Itasa (http://www.italiansubs.net/) and Subsfactory – sottotitoli per passione (http://www.subsfactory.it/). 


3. Interjections

Interjections are a typical feature of spoken language (Carter and McCarthy, 2006: 224). As such, they constitute a fundamental ingredient of the fictional orality that is recreated in film dialogues. There is a lack of consensus regarding the grammatical status of interjections as they are often confused with other linguistic phenomena such as discourse markers (Fraser, 1990; Bazzanella, 1995, Aijmer, 2002) or exclamations (Jovanović, 2004). Interjections can be defined as independent lexical units that function as complete utterances and are used to express emotion or attitude (Poggi, 1995). They are generally grouped into primary and secondary (Ameka, 1992). Primary interjections include simple vocal units such as oh, ah, or hey, whereas secondary interjections are words or phrases that more typically belong to other lexical classes (e.g. God, damn, good). Ameka (1992) further distinguishes three main categories of interjections on the basis of their communicative function: 1) expressive interjections, which express the speaker’s mental state either on the emotive level (e.g. ouch) or on the cognitive level (e.g. oh); 2) conative interjections, which are directed at an interlocutor from whom they require some response (e.g. hey); and 3) phatic interjections, that have a primarily phatic function (e.g. um).
Interjections pose important problems in translation, since even when sharing the same form across different languages they may not have identical functions or meaning. In fact, there is often little correspondence in terms of pragmatic meaning, frequency and context of use (Wierbicka, 1991). Errors in translation may occur with interjections due to their polysemy, which favours misinterpretation (Cuenca, 2006: 22). Research in the field of audiovisual translation has shown that dubbed scripts contain a limited number of interjections compared to their English version (Bruti and Pavesi, 2008: 216; Matamala, 2009: 491). It has also been noted that interjections are “an area of permeability to source language influence in the translation process” (Bruti and Pavesi, 2008: 208) due to similarities in the language systems involved, which favour literal translation and hence interference and even borrowing. As Cuenca (2006: 22) points out, “errors related to the translation of interjections are more pragmatic than linguistic (i.e. purely grammatical or lexical)” and therefore not easily detectable by the receiver. In what follows, an analysis will be carried out of the primary interjections in our corpus; a comparison will be made of the way they have been translated in both professional and amateur subtitles in order to assess their degree of source-text permeability and of natural-sounding orality.
Generally speaking, a reduction in both repertoire and quantity can be observed, which creates effects of repetition and automaticity similar to those found in dubbing (Bruti and Pavesi, 2008: 216). Nevertheless, a remarkable difference can be noted among the three sets of subtitles at the level of repertoire. The number of interjective forms is more limited in professional subtitles than in amateur ones. Table 1 shows the data for episode 9, season 1:

	Type of interjection
	ORIG.
DIAL. 
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	AH
	0
	0
	0
	2

	AHH
	0
	0
	0
	1

	GNAM
	0
	1
	1
	0

	HEY/EHI
	7
	6
	5+1 ehilà
	5

	OH
	4
	0
	5
	4

	OW
	1
	0
	0
	0

	UH
	3
	0
	0
	3

	WHEW
	0
	0
	0
	1

	WHOA
	1
	0
	0
	1

	WOO
	1
	0
	0
	0

	WOW
	0
	0
	0
	1

	YUM
	1
	0
	0
	1

	YO
	1
	0
	1
	1

	TOT
	19
	7 (36,8%)
	13 (68,4%)
	18 (94,7%)	


Table 1 Interjections – Season 1, ep. 9 

Table 1 shows that amateur subtitlers are more prone to transfer source language interjections into the target language. This also applies to interjections that are not current in Italian, as for instance whew, whoa, yum and yo. The case of whew is emblematic in this respect since it is not present in the source language dialogues but is used by the Subsfactory “subbers” to translate the interjection woo. Some semantic slips can also be noticed. For instance, the interjection ow, which is used in English to express pain, is obliterated in both the DVD and the Itasa subtitles; curiously enough, it is rendered as wow in the Subsfactory subtitle, probably due to misinterpetation. 
More generally, different translational approaches can be observed among professional and amateur translators. The strategies adopted by professional subtitlers in translating interjections seems to respond to three basic criteria:
1. economy, since text reduction seems to be one of the main concerns in professional subtitling and much less so in fansubbing;
2. adequacy, as one of the main concerns of professional subtitlers is to ensure that the translation conforms to the target language norms;
3. relevance, in that the selection of interjections to be translated depends on whether they contribute to the diegetic discourse.
Quite differently, the main concern for amateur subtitlers seems to be exhaustivity. Interjections are regularly translated and seldom omitted. And yet there are differences between the two fansubbing communities, as evidenced in Table 2:

	Type of interjection
	ORIG.
DIAL.
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	OH
	12
	4
	8
	7

	OHH
	1
	0
	0
	0

	AH
	3
	1
	2
	3

	EHI
	14
	10
	10
	14

	WHOA
	1
	0
	0
	0

	UH
	12
	0
	0
	5

	AH-AH
	0
	0
	1
	0

	HUH
	1
	0
	0
	0

	TOT
	44
	15
	21
	29


Table 2. Interjections – Season 5, ep. 9 

The subtitles produced by the Itasa subbers contain a higher percentage of interjections compared to the DVD subtitles, but lower compared to the ones produced by the Subsfactory translators. The latter present a limited number of changes; sometimes there is exact correspondence with the source text, as in the case of the interjection hey. More generally, they show a marked tendency to retain as much as possible of the original, both quantitatively and qualitatively, thus adhering to the source-text structures and frequently resorting to mirror translation. 
In what follows, we will offer a discussion of the strategies adopted in translating the primary interjections that are most frequent in our corpus. As Bruti and Pavesi (2008: 212-14) point out, there is a marked asymmetry in the frequency of primary interjections in English and Italian. Table 3 shows data for the most frequent primary interjections in English and Italian:

	AMERICAN ENGLISH
	BRITISH ENGLISH
	ITALIAN

	OH
	4,000
	OH
	4,000
	EH
	7,542

	HEY
	300
	AH
	550
	AH
	2,174

	HUH
	250
	HEY
	50
	OH
	79

	AH
	150
	HUH
	25
	EHI
	9


Table 3. Frequency of interjections in contemporary spoken English and Italian.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Results obtained from corpus analysis conducted for English by Biber et al. 1999 and for Italian by De Mauro et al. 1993.] 


The data from the Lost corpus reveal a slightly different situation with regard to frequency:

	Type of interjection
	ORIG. DIAL.
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	HEY/EHI
	179
	124 (69%)
	150 (83,8%)
	176 (98%)

	OH
	118
	32 (27%)
	82 (69,5%)
	104 (88%)

	HUH
	32
	0 (0%)
	5 (15,6%)
	24 (75%)

	AH
	20
	12 (60%)
	16 (80%)
	17 (85%)	


	Table 4. Most frequent interjections in the Lost corpus.

Differently from spoken American English, the most frequent interjection in the Lost corpus is hey. This is reflected in our corpus of subtitles, where the interjection ehi is dominant compared to oh. However, there is considerable difference in the percentage of translated interjections among the three sets of subtitles.  
Conative interjections are most frequently translated. This is likely to be ascribed to their strong diegetic function. It must be noted, however, that the translation of hey is not always automatic. Its polysemic nature is somehow reflected in the various translation options adopted by the translators: i.e. ehi/ciao ‘hi’ (DVD), salve ‘hello’/ciao/ehi (Itasa) and ehi (Subsfactory). Ehi is also the translation equivalent used to render a secondary interjection such as yo, which has a communicative function similar to that of hey. 
The large representation of oh in the corpus is to be ascribed to phonetic and functional similarity of the form in the two language systems, as well as to its versatility of use. It must be pointed out, however, that the percentage of omission for oh in the DVD and Itasa subtitles is larger compared to other interjections such as hey. This is probably due to the fact that the information conveyed by cognitive interjections is perceived as redundant.
The case of huh is quite revealing. In Italian dubbing, this interjection is most frequently rendered as uh, even though there is a phonological and functional difference between the two forms (Bruti and Pavesi, 2008: 218-19). Quite interestingly, huh is adopted in its original graphemic form in the amateur subtitles, even though it does not exist in Italian written language. The two communities exhibit different percentages: the occurrences of huh are extremely numerous in the Subsfactory subtitles (75% of the original) compared to the ones produced by the other community (15,6%). It can thus be argued that the frequent use of huh by the Subfactory subbers is source-language related. Conversely, the absence of huh in professional subtitles is most likely due to a bias against items which are specific to the source language, as well as to considerations as to the norm of written Italian. 
The interjection ah is much less frequent in English than in Italian. Its under-representation in the translational corpus is thus probably due to source-language interference. In this case, however, an opposite tendency can be observed since ah is often introduced by the Italian subtitlers instead of oh in fixed combinations like Oh, yeah?/Oh, no? > Ah, sì?/Ah, no?. 
Along similar lines, a significant disproportion can be observed in the occurrences of eh (see Table 5).
 
	EH
	ORIG. DIAL.
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	TOT
	4
	3
	23
	10


Table 5 Occurrences of eh/eh?

This aspect is particularly noteworthy in view of the tendency of fansubs to favour source-text transfer. Eh is the most frequent interjection in spoken Italian, but is quite rare in English. This is confirmed by the paucity of occurrences of eh in the original dialogues, which explains its relative under-representation in the DVD subtitles. Conversely, we find an over-representation of this interjection in the amateur subtitles, which is to be ascribed to its being used as a translation equivalent of huh?, as in the following examples:

	ORIG. DIAL.
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	ABADDON: So that’s Michael Dawson’s son, huh?
	Così quello è il figlio di
Michael Dawson, eh?
[So this is Michael Dawsons’ son, huh?]

	Allora quello è il figlio
di Michael Dawson, eh?
[Then that is Michael Dawson’s son, huh?]


	HURLEY: So you didn’t make it, huh? 
	Quindi non ce l’hai fatta, eh?
[Then you didn’t make it, huh?]
	Allora non ce l’hai fatta, eh?
[You didn’t make it, huh?]


	ABADDON: You’re ready to talk about it now, huh?
	Adesso sei pronto a parlarne, eh?
[Now are you ready to talk about it, huh?]
	Adesso è pronto a parlarne, eh?
[Now are you ready to talk, huh?]


 (Season 5, ep. 7)

However, as has already been pointed out, the Subsfactory subbers exhibit a marked preference for borrowing, which explains why the occurrence of eh? for huh? is more limited in number in their translations than in the subtitles produced by the Itasa community (see examples below).

	ORIG. DIAL. 
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	SAWYER: You’re pretty scared, huh? (Season 1, ep. 17)
	Devi essere parecchio
spaventato, eh?
[You must be rather scared, huh?]

	Devi essere abbastanza impaurito, huh?
[You must be rather scared, huh?]

 

	ESSAM: So much for my philosophy degree, huh? (Season 1, ep. 21)
	Alla faccia della mia
laurea in filosofia, eh?
[Talk about my philosophy degree, huh?]

	Abbastanza per la mia laurea in filosofia, huh? 
[Enough for my philosophy degree, huh?]



Finally, let us take a look at the use of interjections that are not current in Italian. Whoa does not appear in professional subtitles but is frequently used by the subbers of Subsfactory. Yum is rendered by means of an equivalent Italian interjection (gnam) in both the DVD and the Itasa subtitles, whereas the Subsfactory translators opt for mere transference. 
Source-language transfer may result from misinterpretation, as is often the case with the subtitles produced by the Subsfactory community, which exhibit low quality standards. For example, one of Hurley’s idiolectal traits, i.e. the non-standard secondary interjection yo, is usually rendered as ehi, as this interjection fulfils similar functions. Some occurrences of yo are found, however, that are to be ascribed to misinterpretation, as in the following examples:

	DIAL. ORIG.
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	HURLEY:  Yo, there’s a rescue plane! We’re saved! Yaaay! (Season 1, ep. 2)
	Ehi! C’è un aereo di soccorso!
Siamo salvi! Evviva!
[Hey! There is a rescue plane! We are saved! Yippee!]

	Yo, sono arrivati i soccorsi!
Siamo salvi! Yay!
[Hey, they have come to the rescue! We are saved! Yippee!]

	SAWYER: Yo, open up! It’s the Ghost of Christmas Future! (Season 5, ep. 1)
	- Apri! Sono il fantasma del Natale futuro!
[Open up! It’s the ghost of future Christmas!]

	Yo, apri. È il fantasma del natale futuro.
[Hey, open up. It’s the ghost of future christmas.]



In short, the data relating to interjections show that, compared to professional practices, fansubbing can be characterized as less prone to both adapt and reduce the source-text, while being more subject to source-language transfer. In particular, our data provide strong evidence of the influence of the source-language on translated interjections, which results in expansion of the linguistic repertoire. Furthermore, given the high frequency of interjections in amateur subtitles, an effect of increased orality can be detected, which sets them quite apart from professional translation practices. 


4. Discourse markers

4.1 Functions and translation problems

Discourse markers are syntactically isolated lexical items which frequently occur at the beginning of an utterance, are prosodically independent, grammatically peripheral, and have a mainly pragmatic function (Zwicky, 1985; Schiffrin, 1987; Fraser, 1999; Biber et al., 1999; Carter and McCarthy, 2006). The most common discourse markers in everyday speech are single-word items such as now, well, right, okay, etc. and phrasal and clausal items such as look, listen, you know, I mean, (you) see, etc. Their basic functions in discourse are of two types: structural/textual, as they signal a relationship between segments in the discourse, and subjective/interactional, as they construe interpersonal meaning. 
The frequency of discourse markers in spoken language is high and if they are omitted conversation sounds less natural (Aijmer, 2007: 96). For this reason, discourse markers are frequently used in film dialogue, albeit their frequency and range is markedly reduced compared to spontaneous conversation. 
Translating discourse markers is challenging “because of the problems of finding a translation which is appropriate and natural in the target language” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, 2003: 1131). Discourse markers are difficult to translate into another language due to their multifunctionality and context-boundness (Bazzanella and Morra, 2000: 151). More often than not, discourse markers existing across languages have developed different functions, so functional correspondence seldom applies (Aijmer, 2007; Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, 2011). Moreover, not all discourse particles have a lexical correspondence in other languages. Translators are thus forced to adopt various alternative strategies, ranging from literal rendering to functional equivalence to complete omission. Due to the polysemic nature and multifunctionality of these discourse particles, translators have to consider the contextual meaning adopted by the source language items and find functional equivalents in the target language.[footnoteRef:3] As a consequence, discourse markers are translated by a wide range of items in the target language according to their different meanings (Bazzanella, 1999: 105; Aijmer and Simon-Vandebergen, 2003: 1135; Cuenca, 2008: 1376).  [3:  On the specific problems of translating discourse markers see Bazzanella, 1999; Bazzanella and Morra, 2000; Aijmer, 2007; Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, 2003; Cuenca, 2008.] 

Quite often discourse markers are simply obliterated in translation due to their little or no propositional meaning (Bazzanella, 1999: 101; Fischer, 2000: 200 and Aijmer, 2007: 96). For example, well is especially omitted when turn-initial, which seems to suggest that translators regard turn-taking well as redundant (Bazzanella, 1999: 101). However, even if the elimination of discourse markers does not affect the semantic level, there is still a loss in terms of interpersonal meaning, which is a salient feature of film dialogue. 
“[L]argely ignored or, at least, overlooked” by translators (Valdeón, 2008: 131), discourse markers are among those discursive elements which tend to be markedly reduced or omitted in film translation. As with other features of orality, they are markedly less frequent and varied in both original and translated film dialogue than in natural conversation (Baños Piñero and Chaume, 2009). 
Current research has shown that the preferred strategy with discourse markers in film translation is reduction (Heiss, 2001; Chaume, 2004; Pavesi, 2008; Valentini, 2008; Valdeón, 2008; Cuenca, 2008; Freddi and Malagori, 2014), which results in diminished discoursal cohesion. According to Chaume (2004), however, the multimodal nature of film texts allows for the recovery of semantic meaning and avoidance of possible ambiguities. Other scholars have nevertheless questioned this assumption (Pavesi, 2008 and Valdeón, 2008). It has also been observed that, compared to their source-text counterparts, translated discourse markers show differences in pragmatic meaning (Valdeón, 2008). This is due to a number of factors, including source text transfer, space and time constraints, translators’ linguistic competence or simply their variability (Freddi and Malagory, 2014: 205). Divergence in interpersonal meaning is said by most scholars to affect the audience’s perception of the final product. 

4.2 Data and analysis
In this section, we take into account the handling of discourse markers in professional and amateur subtitling. By combining quantitative with qualitative approaches, we offer an analysis of 1. the varying degrees of reduction affecting discourse markers in subtitles; 2. the degree of pragmatic equivalence holding between source and target texts. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK3]Discourse markers are used in film dialogue for the sake of realism, as they create an effect of linguistic naturalness, add interpersonal meaning to discourse and thus make dialogue more emotionally involving. Like novelists, scriptwriters also “make frequent use of discourse markers to characterize personages and situations” (Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, 2003: 1132). Their functions include a) signalling the speaker’s relationship with the interlocutor, b) indexing power relations, c) contributing to characterization, d) constructing situations. Consider the following example:

	1.17
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	HURLEY: Hey, so listen, I know things got kind of nasty down there at the beach, and, um, I don’t want to get involved in husband and wife stuff, but I figured, you know, you might need to relax. So...
	Ehi.

So che c’è stato un brutto momento
sulla spiaggia.

Non voglio immischiarmi
tra marito e moglie,

ma pensavo

che avessi bisogno di rilassarti.

Per cui...



[I know that a bad moment occurred at the beach.
I don’t want to get embroiled between husband and wife, but I thought you needed to relax. So…]
	Ehi.

Senti, so che sono successe cose un po’
spiacevoli giu’ alla spiaggia, e...

Non voglio immischiarmi nelle
faccende tra marito e moglie,

ma ho pensato, sai,

che tu abbia bisogno di rilassarti.

Quindi...
[Listen, I know that unpleasant things happened down at the beach, and… I don’t want to get embroiled in business between husband and wife, but I thought, you know, you need to relax. So…]
	Ehi.

Senti, so che le cose sono diventate un pò sgradevoli
giù alla spiaggia,

e, um, non voglio essere coinvolto in cose tra marito e moglie, ma

ma

ho immaginato, sai,

che avessi bisogno di rilassarti.

Quindi...
[Listen, I know that things turned disagreable down at the beach, and…, um, I don’t want to get involved in things between husband and wife, but  but I imagined, you know, you needed to relax. So…]



Hurley’s discoursive strategy here relies on the combination of various discourse markers, namely hey, so, listen and you know, all of which fulfil specific functions. The combination Hey, so listen serves to recall the hearer’s attention (Jin is clearly ignoring Hurley), while you know prefaces the main point in the speaker’s discourse and thus focuses the hearer’s attention on the subsequent proposition. This complex discoursive texture is nevertheless reproduced in the DVD subtitles only in minimal part.
The following stretch of dialogue exemplifies how discourse markers are used for characterization. Frequent use of hesitations and vague language markers is typical of Hurley – i.e. they are part of his idiolect. Here, Hurley is trying to find the word for sea urchin. In the dialogue, discourse marker like, expressing approximation, combines with you know, which occurs between pronoun and verb, and operates as both a hesitation signal, in combination with um, and a marker of shared knowledge. And yet this aspect has been completely overlooked by the DVD subtitlers.

	1.13
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	HURLEY: I’m not kidding. He offered me something to eat, like right after we, you know, got here, um, the thing with the spikes? 

	Non scherzo.
Mi ha offerto da mangiare,

proprio dopo essere arrivati qui.



[I’m not joking. He offered me something to eat right after getting here.]
	Non sto scherzando. Mi ha offerto
qualcosa da mangiare, tipo...

poco dopo che siamo tipo,

arrivati qui.
[I’m not joking. He offered me something to eat, like… right after getting, you kinow, here.]
	Non sto scherzando. Mi ha offerto qualcosa da mangiare,


sai, subito dopo che è venuto qui.
[I’m not joking. He offered me something to eat, you know,  right after he came here.]



Generally speaking, we observe a marked preference for reduction in the DVD subtitles as opposed to the ones produced by amateur translators, where discourse particles and orality markers in general tend to be carefully reproduced, as illustrated by the following example:

	5.2
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBSFACTORY

	ROSE: Well, I heard that’s what you’re supposed to do, is rub-- 

BERNARD: Yeah? Well, I think this is gonna work better, all right? 

ROSE: Well, I think you got too much wood here in the inside. 
	- Infatti è così che si fa.
- Questo funziona meglio.

Hai messo troppa legna,
soffocherà le foglie.




[That’s what you do. 
This works better.
You put too much wood, it will damp down on the leaves.]

	- Io ho sentito che si fa cosi’.

Si’, ma penso che questo
funzionera’ meglio, ok?

Penso che tu abbia messo troppo legno
qui al centro.
[I heard you do it this way. 
Yes, but I think this is going to work, better, ok?
I think you put too much wood in the center.]
	- Beh, e’ quello che dovresti farci.

Si’? Beh, credo che
cosi’ andra’ meglio, okay?

Beh, credo ci abbia
messo troppa legna dentro.

[Well, that’s what you should do with it. Yeah? Well, I think it is going better this way, ok?
Well, I think you put too much wood inside.]



[bookmark: OLE_LINK4][bookmark: OLE_LINK5]This example suggests that a variety of strategies is adopted in translating discourse markers. The DVD subtitles show preference for reduction and deletion; the ITASA subtitles show greater consideration for the pragmatic value and contextual meaning of discourse particles, as demonstrated by the variety of translation options that are adopted, ranging from exploiting other linguistic resources (e.g. use of emphatic personal pronoun io ‘I’ or adverb ma ‘but’ for well instead of mere lexical transfer) to omission. In the Subsfactory subtitles, the strategy seems to be one of mere literal rendering, the general effect being one of mechanic translation, with “stock equivalents” (Toury, 1995: 97) being used throughout, regardless of the availability of contextually more appropriate options. Automatism in the translation of discourse markers leads to overuse of certain items, which necessarily affects linguistic naturalness. But let us now take a closer look at some of the most prominent discourse markers in our corpus. 


Well
Well marks a topic shift (Carter and McCarthy, 2006: 212) or introduces a divergent utterance. It is a very common turn initiator with a variety of functions, usually serving to relate a speaker’s response to the ongoing conversation (Biber et al., 1999: 1086). Most typically, well marks continuation but with something of a contrast.
The main tendencies in the translation of well can be observed in Table 6:

	WELL (179)
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	Beh/be’ [well]
	53 (29.6%)
	120 (67%)
	149 (83.2%)

	Bene [well]
	2 
	5 (2.8%)
	7 (3.9%)

	Ebbene [well]
	
	1
	

	Ø
	116 (64.8%)
	47 (26.2%)
	15 (8.4%)

	Dunque [so]
	
	1
	

	Perché [because]
	
	1
	1

	Ehi [hey]
	1
	
	1

	Cosa [what]
	1
	
	

	E [and]
	
	2
	

	Ma [but]
	
	1
	

	D’accordo [ok]
	1
	
	

	Allora [so]
	4 (2.2%)
	1
	3 (1.7%)

	Ora [now]
	
	
	1

	Sì [yes]
	
	
	2

	Per lo meno [at least]
	1
	
	


Table 6. Occurrences of well

Omissions reach a frequency of 65% in the DVD subtitles, whereas they account for only about 26,2% of the translations in ITASA and 8,4% in Subsfactory. Lexical rendering is by far the preferred option in amateur subtitles. The discourse marker beh (together with its full-word variant bene), which is the closest equivalent of well, is predominant in the Italian versions. Sometimes the continuative-consecutive marker allora/ora is also used.
The following examples show the main translation strategies for well: 1) a directly related counterpart (beh), 2) a continuative-consecutive marker (allora, dunque), and 3) the omission of the marker:

1)
	1.21
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	LOCKE: Well, you haven’t lost your touch. 
	Beh, non hai perso la mano.
[Well, you haven’t lost the hang of it.]
	Beh, non hai perso il tocco.

[Well, you haven’t lost your touch.]
	Bè, non hai perso la mano.

[Well, you haven’t lost the hang of it.]



2)
	1.9
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	Hurley: Alright, well, I’ll take a look at these […].

	D’accordo, allora 
darò un’occhiata a queste
[Alright, then, I’ll take a look at these]
	Ok, beh
do un’occhiata a queste
[Ok, well, I’ll take a look at these]
	Ok, bene
darò un’occhiata a sta roba
[Ok, well, I’ll take a look at this stuff]



3)
	5.3
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	SAWYER: Well, maybe I should’ve said it in my secret language. 
	Forse dovevo dirlo
nella mia lingua segreta.

[Maybe I should’ve said it in my secret language.]
	Forse avrei dovuto dirlo
nella mia lingua segreta.

[Maybe I should’ve said it in my secret language.]
	- Beh, magari avrei dovuto dirlo nella mia lingua segreta.
[Well, maybe I should’ve said it in my secret language.]



These results partially overlap with those of other contrastive studies based on English texts and their translation into different European languages.[footnoteRef:4] However, compared to other translation modes, Italian subtitling seems to be more prone to adopt routine translation strategies (i.e. beh for well). [4:  See Bazzanella, 1999 and Bazzanella and Morra, 2000 for Italian; Aijmer and Simon-Vandenbergen, 2003 for Swedish and Dutch; Matamala, 2009  for Catalan; Cuenca, 2008 for Catalan and Spanish.] 


I mean
I mean marks “the statement following as a rewording or clarification or expansion of the previous one” (Carter and McCarthy, 2006: 209).

	I MEAN 31
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	Ø
	23 (74%)
	11 (35.4%)
	3

	Insomma [in other words]
	3
	1
	2

	Cioè [that is]
	2
	11 (35.4%)
	1

	Voglio dire [I mean]
	
	7 (22.5%)
	23 (74%)

	Dico [I mean]
	
	1
	

	Già [right]
	1
	
	

	Però [but]
	1
	
	

	Certo [of course]
	1
	
	

	Senti [listen]
	
	
	1

	Intendo [I mean]
	
	
	1


Table 7. Occurrences of I mean

Table 7 shows that the frequency of omission of this lexicalized clause in the DVD subtitles amounts to 74%. On the contrary, lexical rendering of I mean contributes to 65% of the total occurrences in Itasa and 90% in Subsfactory. According to Chaume (2004: 853), I mean “seems to serve no useful purpose whatever” and that is a possible explanation for its frequent omission in translation, which however results in a loss of interpersonal meaning. The translation options adopted by the subtitlers are different: the Itasa subbers alternate between cioè and voglio dire, while the Subsfactory ones translate almost exclusively with voglio dire.
I mean is not omitted in the DVD subtitles when it signals opposition to a previous statement and marks material that is “to be interpreted as salient, i.e. as information which is highly relevant to interpretation of a speaker’s message” (Schiffrin, 1987: 310), as in the following example:

	1.13
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	LOCKE: No, I mean, are you sure you want to do this? 
	Cioè, sei sicuro
di volerglielo dire?
[That is, are you sure you want to tell him this?]
	No, dico... sei sicuro di volerlo fare?
[No, I mean, are you sure you want to do it?]
	No, voglio dire, sei sicuro di  volerlo fare?
[No, I mean, are you sure you want to do this?]



Or else, when it prefaces an expansion or explanation of prior discourse that is considered fundamental to the message:

	1.13
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	LOCKE: Well, that’s what we have to figure out. That’s why we’re sitting here. I mean, how do you open a hatch that has no handle, no latch, no discernible way of opening it?
	È questo che dobbiamo capire.
Ecco perché ce ne stiamo seduti qui.

lnsomma, come aprire...

...una porta che non ha maniglie
né serrature?





[This is what we have to understand. That’s why we are sitting here.  That is, how to open… a door that has neither handle nor keyhole.]

	E’ quello che dobbiamo capire,
per questo siamo seduti qui.

Voglio dire, come si apre una...

una botola che non ha ne’ una
maniglia ne’ una serratura...

nessun modo visibile per aprirla?
[That is what we have to understand, that’s why we are sitting here. I mean, how to pen a… hatch that has neither a handle nor a lock… no visible way of opening it?]
	Bè, è quello che dobbiamo scoprire. Ecco perchè siamo seduti qui.

Voglio dire, come apriresti..

un portello che non ha una maniglia, un chiavistello..

che non ha alcun modo visibile per aprirlo?



[Well, that’s what we have to figure out. That’s why we are sitting here. I mena, how would you open.. a hatch that has neither a handle, nor a bolt.. that has no visible way of opening it?]



When instead I mean takes on a mere phatic function or it adds further explanation, it is not translated in the DVD subtitles; only in the first case is it translated in the Itasa subtitles. 
Other lexicalized clauses that function as discourse markers are you know and you see. Both signal that the speaker is sensitive to the needs of the listeners and monitor the shared knowledge in the conversation (Carter and McCarty, 2006: 221). It is worth noting that you know is the second most frequent marker in the Lost corpus, while you see is relatively rare. 

You know
You know performs various functions, among which is that of monitoring the state of shared knowledge and projecting an assumption that the listener shares the speaker’s view; it also marks utterances as assumed shared knowledge  and is used to check that the listener is following what is being said (Carter and McCarthy, 2006: 208 and 221).

	YOU KNOW
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	Ø
	46 (81%)
	14 (24.6%)
	9 (15.8%)

	(Lo) sai/sa/sapete [You know]
	8 (14%)
	36 (63%)
	43 (75.4%)

	Lo so [I know]
	
	1
	1

	Cioè [that is]
	
	1
	

	Vedi [you see]
	
	
	1

	Del tipo [like]
	1
	
	

	Ascolta [listen]
	1
	
	

	Tipo [like]
	
	1
	

	Hai capito no? [you got it?]
	
	1
	1

	Capite [you understand]
	
	
	1

	Hai presente? [you know]
	
	2
	

	Beh [well]
	
	1
	

	Voglio dire [I mean]
	
	
	1

	Insomma[in short/indeed]
	1
	
	


Table 8. Occurrences of you know

You know is either translated by its lexical equivalent sai/sa/sapete, or simply omitted. Omissions account for about 24,6% of the translations in Itasa and 15,8% in Subsfactory, but they reach a frequency of 63% in the DVD subtitles. The high frequency of the omissions or so-called zero translations in professional subtitles can be explained by the mainly interactional functions that you know fulfils. On the other hand, the low frequency of omissions in amateur subtitling is due either to greater attention paid to interpersonal meaning (Itasa) or to translators’ relying on stock translation options (Subsfactory).
The interactional function of you know is captured by the translators in a number of ways, as in the following example:

	5.1
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	FARADAY: Yeah. No, no, no, you’re--um, of course you’re fine.  I’m, uh... you know, the sight of blood is... 


	- Sì. Certo che stai bene.

Solo...

La vista del sangue...
[Yes. Of course you are fine. Only… The sight of blood…
	Gia’. No, no, no, tu stai...
Certo che stai bene! Sono...

Sai, la vista del sangue e’...
[Yeah. No, no, no, you are… Of course you are fine! I’m…
You know, the sight of blood is…]
	Gia’. No, no, no, tu...certo che stai bene.
Io... sai, la vista del sangue e’...
[Yeah.  No, no, no, you… of course you are fine. I… you know, the sight of blood is…]



Hurley appears to be the character who makes most use of you knows in his speech. You know expresses shared knowledge between speaker and listener. This function is made explicit in the translation options adopted by the fansubbers in the following stretch of dialogue:

	5.13
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	HURLEY: Dude... did you just... you know? 
MILES: What? 
HURLEY: You know. It stinks. Did you... 

	Amico, hai per caso...

- Cosa c’è?
- Sento una puzza. Hai...




[Man, did you… What’s up? It stinks. Did you…]
	Hai appena... hai capito no?

- Cosa?
- Hai capito...

C’e’ puzza. Hai...

[Did you just… you got it, huh?
What? You understood… It stinks. Did you…]

	Hai appena... sai che intendo.

Cosa?

Sai che intendo.

C’e’ puzza. Hai...
[Did you just… you know what I mean?
What? You know what I mean… It stinks. Did you…]




You know is also used as a marker of alignment used by the speaker to bring the listener to his/her own field. In the following example, you know is used as a means of persuasion, and is therefore translated as ascolta in the DVD subtitles:

	1.13
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	BOONE: You know, we’re going to have to tell them. 

	Ascolta,
dovremmo dirlo.
[Listen, we should tell them.]
	Sai, prima o poi dovremo dirglielo.
[Listen, sooner or later we’s going to have to tell them.]
	Sai, dovremmo dirglielo.

[Listen, we should tell them.]



 

Look
Imperative verb forms such as look and listen have a focusing function, as illustrated by the following examples:

	5.13
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	MILES: Look, whatever you got going on here, this isn’t really my thing. 

	Senti... qualunque cosa
pensi di voler fare,

- non è il mio genere di cose.
[Listen, whatever you think you want to do, it isn’t my thing.]
	Senti, qualsiasi cosa tu stia facendo,

non e’ la mia specialita’.

[Listen, whatever you’re doing, it’s not my specialty.]
	Senti... qualsiasi cosa
tu abbia in ballo qui...

non e’ la mia specialita’.

[Listen, whatever you’re got going on here, it’s not my specialty.]




	1.13
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	SHANNON: Listen, this really isn’t the best time.
	Senti,
non è questo il momento.


[Listen, this is not the right time.]

	Ascolta...

non e’ esattamente il momento migliore.
[Listen, this is really not the best time.]

	Senti, non è un buon momento ora.


[Listen, it is not a good time now.]




Tables 9 and 10 show the relative frequency of each marker:

	LOOK (49)
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	Senti [listen]
	10
	18
	29

	Ascolta/i [listen]
	5
	9
	4

	Ø
	34
	17
	7

	Guarda [look]
	
	4
	9

	Sai [you know]
	
	1
	


Table 9. Occurrences of look

	LISTEN (20)
	DVD
	ITASA
	SUBS

	Senti/-te [listen]
	6
	5
	8

	Ø
	8
	2
	6

	Ascolta/-te [listen]
	6
	11
	5

	Ehi [hey]
	
	
	1

	Statemi a sentire [listen up]
	
	1
	

	Allora [now]
	
	1
	


Table 10. Occurrences of listen

In the case of look, non-literal renderings such as senti and ascolta are preferred over the immediate lexical equivalent guarda in all three sets of subtitles. As with other markers, reduction is the preferred strategy in the DVD subtitles. In terms of lexical variation, amateur subtitles display a variety of options, whereas professional subtitles alternate between two forms, namely senti and ascolta.
Translating discourse markers entails understanding their function within the discourse; it is their pragmatic value rather than their lexical meaning that is translated. Hence the variety of translation options that has been observed. Discourse markers tend to be markedly reduced in professional subtitling, due to space and time constraints as well as translators’ tendency towards privileging semantic over interpersonal meaning (Hatim and Mason, 1997: 96). They are also reduced due to differences in cross-cultural pragmatics. For example, involvement markers such as English I mean and you know are used differently in English and Italian. For all these reasons, they tend to be omitted altogether in professional subtitling. 
Amateur subtitling shows preference for less “reductive” translation strategies, which in the case of Subfactory often results in mere word for word renderings. This frequently leads to overuse of an item, as a result of source text transfer (Aijmer, 2007: 103). Differences in translation quality have also been observed in the two sets of amateur subtitles. Discourse markers receive routine translation in the Subsfactory subtitles, while the Itasa subtitlers seem to pay greater attention to the pragmatic levels of discourse particles and therefore exhibit greater variation in their translation solutions.


5. Concluding remarks

In this chapter an analysis has been offered of the differences in number and type of key oral elements such as interjections and discourse markers in both professional and fan-generated subtitles. Differences in relative frequency have been detected, as well as marked divergence in the rendering of these traits. The analysis has shown that there is a marked tendency toward reduction in professional subtitles as opposed to those produced by amateur translators, who pay particular attention to reproducing discourse particles and orality markers in general. Interjections and discourse markers tend to be markedly reduced in professional subtitling, due to space and time constraints, translators’ tendency towards privileging semantic over interpersonal meaning as well as differences in cross-cultural pragmatics. Amateur subtitling shows preference for less “reductive” translation strategies, which often results in mere word-for-word renderings. This frequently leads to overuse of an item, which may be the result of transfer from the source text. Conversely, professional subtitlers favour text reduction and reformulation for the sake of readability.
With regard to the translational approach in general, our analysis has shown that there is considerable difference between professional and amateur subtitling practices. The strategies adopted by fansubbers are markedly foreignizing, as they cater for an audience that is supposedly aware of what gets lost in translation and demands full access to the original product. Conversely, the strategies of diamesic transformation adopted by professional subtitlers are more domesticating, their main goals being linguistic acceptability, perfect synchronization and maximum readability. Differences in the adopted translational approach determine the diverse degree of orality exhibited by professional and amateur subtitles. Source-orientedness and minimal text reduction both lead to increased orality in fansubs, as opposed to professionally-agreed subtitling procedures, which are more prone to remove spoken language features for the sake of easy readability. Amateur subtitles also exhibit greater exposure to source-language transfer than professional ones. This may be ascribed to either preference for source-oriented translation strategies or imperfect command of the source-language. But there seems to be more to it. The main goal of fan-generated subtitles is to give viewers comprehensive access to the original dialogues, as their end users are viewers and fans in search of an integral and faithful rendering of the source language dialogue, which will have to be perfectly mirrored in the translation. It is true that the “abusive” quality of fansubs stems, at least in part, from their being amateur products. And yet they cannot be dismissed as just poor quality translation; rather, they should be regarded as reflective of substantial changes in audience needs and fertile ground for innovation.
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