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As stated by Jay and Janschewitz (2008), the primary pragmatic function of swear words is to express emotions, such as anger and frustration. The main objective of the present paper is to analyse the translation of the two commonest English swear words, fuck and shit (Jay 2009, 156) -- together with their morphological variants -- into Galician. The research instrument used for this purpose has been the Veiga Corpus, a bilingual English-Galician corpus of subtitles. Regarding the results obtained in this study, the most frequent solution has been pragmatic correspondence, followed by omission, softening, and de-swearing. However, descending in the analysis, clear differences emerge between the treatment of both words. Thus, the tendency to sanitize the Galician subtitles by omitting, neutralizing or smoothing swearwords is much more evident in the case of fuck. This finding may be explained by the difference in tone between the two taboo words analysed. As shit is considered a milder swear word, translators may feel there is no need to tone it down. In addition, while shit has a literal translation which is perfectly natural in Galician, that is not the case with fuck. Finally, the grammatical category variable has also been found to have an effect on the choice of translation solution.
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Comme l’ont déclaré Jay et Janschewitz (2008), la principale fonction pragmatique des gros mots est d'exprimer des émotions, telles que la colère et la frustration. L’objectif principal du présent article est d’analyser la traduction en galicien des deux mots les plus communs en anglais, fuck and shit (Jay 2009, 156), ainsi que de leurs variantes morphologiques. L’instrument de recherche utilisé à cette fin est le Veiga Corpus, un corpus de sous-titres bilingue anglais-galicien. En ce qui concerne les résultats obtenus dans cette étude, la solution la plus fréquente a été la correspondance pragmatique, suivie de l’omission, de l’adoucissement et de la neutralisation. Cependant, en descendant dans l'analyse, des différences claires apparaissent entre le traitement des deux mots. Ainsi, la tendance à purifier les sous-titres galiciens en omettant, neutralisant ou atténuant les jurons est beaucoup plus évidente dans le cas de fuck. Cette constatation peut s’expliquer par la différence de ton entre les deux mots tabous analysés. Comme shit est considérée comme un gros mot moins offensant, les traducteurs peuvent penser qu’il n'est pas nécessaire de l’atténuer. De plus, alors que shit a une traduction littérale qui est parfaitement naturelle en galicien, ce n’est pas le cas avec fuck. Enfin, on a prouvé que la variable de catégorie grammaticale a influencé le choix de la solution de traduction. 
Mots-clés: jurons; Traduction audiovisuelle, sous-titrage; films; anglais; galicien
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1. Introduction

[bookmark: _GoBack]The presence of swear words in films is a translation problem which has lately received scholars’ increasing attention. The main pragmatic function of these lexical items, as Jay and Janschewitz (2008) highlight, is to express emotions, such as anger and frustration. However, as signalled by Ghassempur (2011, 55), swearing may also be used to reinforce social bonds, a phenomenon referred to as “social swearing” by Crystal (1995, 173). According to Wajnryb (2005), in turn, swearing can be classified into three categories, namely catharsis, aggression and social connection.
When used in film dialogues, in addition, swear words have an obvious characterization function. As Greenall (2011a) states following Mao (1996), swearing generates social implicature, which means that “it gives valuable hints regarding aspects of individuality and class membership, information which is crucial in understanding where someone comes from” (Greenall 2011a, 45). 
The main objective of the present paper is to analyse the translation of the two commonest swear words in English, namely fuck and shit (Jay 2009, 156; Valenzuela and Rojo 2000, 209) -- and their morphological variants -- into Galician in film subtitles. The research instrument used in this study has been the Veiga Corpus, a bilingual English-Galician corpus of film subtitles. Considering the total number of instances of the two swear words and morphological variants retrieved from the corpus, 231 examples have been analysed. Two variables have been investigated to check whether there was interdependence between each of them and the choice of translation solution.[endnoteRef:1]  Those two variables were the specific swear word -- fuck vs shit -- and the grammatical category or part of speech: noun, verb, adjective, adverb, and interjection. [1:  With regard to the term translation solution, see Zabalbeascoa (2000).] 

The translation of swear words in subtitling is an under-researched area in audiovisual translation in general and in subtitling in particular, as emphasized by Ávila Cabrera (2016, 38), who says that the use of taboo language was more researched in dubbing than in subtitling. The existing studies normally focus on specific films or on several films by a given film director. However, there are no studies which focus on wider and more varied corpora. In the case of the Galician language, there is a total absence of studies which delve into the translation of taboo words. The present study, in this sense, comes to fill a void. 
Before focusing on the translation of swear words in section 3, section 2 will deal with the different pragmatic functions of swearing. Section 4 will concentrate on different methodological aspects, such as the description of the corpus, the different research stages, and the statistical test applied to the data. Afterwards, in section 5 the results of the study will be presented and discussed. The article will close with some concluding remarks contained in section 6.


2. Pragmatic functions of swearing

Swearing is defined by Jay and Janschewitz (2008, 268) as “the use of taboo language with the purpose of expressing the speaker’s emotional state and communicating that information to listeners.” As they point out, swearing, unlike other forms of speech, is mainly intended to transmit connotative or emotional meaning. Similarly, Andersson and Trudgill (1990, 53) define swearing in the following way:

We suggest that swearing can be defined as a type of language use in which the expression
(a) refers to something that is taboo and/or stigmatized in the culture;
(b) should not be interpreted literally;
(c) can be used to express strong emotions and attitudes. 

According to Jay (2009, 155), the main reason for swearing is to express the speaker’s anger, frustration, or surprise, to such an extent that two thirds of swearing data are related to the expression of those emotions. However, as Jay and Janschewitz (2008) themselves recognize, swearing may also be used to promote social harmony, “as in face building (e.g. This pie is pretty fucking good!)” (Jay and Janschewitz 2008, 270). This function of swearing related to the reinforcement of social connection has been emphasized more than once (Crystal 1995; Mateo and Yus 2000; Wajnryb 2005; Ghassempur 2011; Christie 2013; García Vizcaíno 2017). Thus, when swearing serves this phatic function, it is used as a sign of camaraderie or solidarity, as a way of saying to the interlocutor that s/he belongs to the same group as the speaker. In Brown and Levinson’s (1987) terms, swearing -- and even insults -- may be employed as a positive politeness strategy. In other words, swearing may be used by the speaker to indicate that the hearer is a friend, a member of the same group. 
	As mentioned above, Wajnryb (2005) distinguished three main domains of swearing, namely catharsis, aggression and social connection. Likewise, Mateo and Yus (2000) say that human beings resort to expletives because of two main reasons: to relieve emotional stress as a sort of catharsis and to address an interlocutor or more that may or may not be present. Together with these two types of expletives, they say, there is a third one, with a phatic function, which does not intend to offend the interlocutor, but rather to strengthen social bonds or to keep the communication channel open and fluent. In this case, as stated by Mateo and Yus (2000, 103), expletives are perceived as a sign of camaraderie, but they have to be accompanied by the right intonation or gesture in order to prevent undesired interpretations by the addressee.     
	Apart from the different functions referred to above, in novels or films, for instance, swearing may fulfil a characterization function, giving some useful information, for example, about the social group to which some characters belong or about certain personality traits. In this regard, following Greenall (2011a; 2011b), it can be said that swearing generates social implicature, which in the case of novels or films says something about who the characters are. Thus, Greenall (2011b) says that in the case of Roddy Doyle’s novel The Commitments, published in 1987, the use of swear words conveys a social implicature along the lines of “I am a working-class Dubliner and an aspiring musician [and hence, tough, cool, determined, etc.]” (Greenall 2011b, 552).
	Regarding the two swear words which are the focus of this study -- fuck and shit --, Jay (2009) says that in several studies carried out by him in 1986, 1997, and 2006, these two words by themselves accounted for between one third and one half in all the counts, although more than 70 different taboo words were recorded (Jay 2009, 156). Andersson and Trudgill (1990, 60) describe fuck as “one of the most interesting and colourful words in the English language today.” About this swear word, Wajnryb (2005, 40) says that “[i]f anything, the most noteworthy thing about FUCK is its ubiquity.” It can be used to refer to a huge variety of emotional states, such as pain, hate, pleasure, etc., and it is also very flexible from both a syntactic and a morphological point of view, as can be observed in the results of this study (See Table 1 below). To such an extent is it versatile from a morphological point of view, that according to Wajnryb (2005, 43), “FUCK is the hands-down winner in terms of morphological flexibility.” In a report by the British Office of Communications (Ofcom 2005), fuck is described as a word which is “[s]trongly disliked by many, very offensive most of time, but occasional toe-stubbing use appears tolerated.” (Ofcom 2005, 84; quoted in Santamaría Ciorda 2016, 296). According to Christie (2013, 153), fuck has been described as among the most offensive swear words in British English in any context. 
	The description of shit in the report referred to above, in turn, reads as follows: “mild, toilet word, everyday language, not really offensive (though could be if used about a child/young person)” (Ofcom 2005, 82; quoted in Santamaría Ciorda 2016, 296). This word is also very flexible both from a syntactic and a morphological perspective, but not as much as fuck. According to Wajnryb (2005, 85), shit is “handy, expressive, monosyllabically quick and easy, and not over-the-top offensive. It is versatile in both solitary and social situations.” Although shit normally has negative connotations -- expressing a wide range of emotions, such as anger, disappointment, frustration, disgust, annoyance, etc. --  as Wajnryb (2005, 91) states, its meaning is not always negative. Thus, for instance, it may be used as a marker of surprise, as in “Holy shit!” or, in Australian English, “Shit, eh?”    


3. On the translation of swear words

It has been stated (Valenzuela and Rojo 2000; Fernández Dobao 2006; Santamaría Ciorda 2016) that the translation of swear words is a delicate issue and that cross-cultural differences regarding swearing should be taken into account by the translator. As put forward on several occasions (Díaz Cintas 2001; Chen 2004; Hjort 2009; Díaz Cintas and Remael 2014; Han and Wang 2014), swearing and taboo words tend to be toned down due to several reasons.
Amongst the reasons which might explain the resort to the omission solution and to the sanitizing tendency in general, it has been highlighted (Mayoral 1993; Ivarsson and Carroll 1998; Díaz Cintas 2001; Chen 2004; Han and Wang 2014; Ávila Cabrera 2015; 2016a; 2016b; Santamaría Ciordia 2016), for instance, that the impact of swear words in the written language is reinforced as compared to their use in oral speech. In this sense, Hjort (2009) reports that in a questionnaire she administered to translators, 93% of the informants agreed that swear words were stronger when written in subtitles than when uttered in oral speech. Díaz Cintas (2001, 51), in turn, argues that “the mere fact of the graphic and material representation is not a sufficient enough reason to justify this discrepancy in value and that a crucial element has been missed in this debate.” The context in which reading takes place must also be taken into account according to Díaz Cintas, since it is not the same to read a novel in private as to read the subtitles of a film in public. Although in the end reading is always an individual act, a high amount of taboo words in the subtitles of a film may be perceived as more aggressive than the same quantity of taboo words in a novel.  
	The lack of existence of a direct counterpart of the source text (ST) swear word in the target language (TL) is another reason which may explain both the omission of swear words and the sanitizing tendency in the target text (TT). Swearing is culture-specific, and as highlighted by Han and Wang (2014, 1), literal translations of ST swear words with no existing direct counterparts in the TL would most likely be considered unnatural by the TT viewer. 
The audiovisual translation mode with which we are concerned in this study is subject to certain technical restrictions which may also have some consequences for the translation of swear words. Thus, the number of characters per line and per subtitle are limited, as is the reading speed which may be demanded from the viewer. Related to this consideration, the fact that swear words do not convey denotational meaning which may be considered essential for the development of the plot in a film may lead the subtitler to get rid of swear words in case of necessity. Due to the very nature of audiovisual texts, viewers may rely on both the audio and visual channels to retrieve some information. Prosodic features, such as stress, intonation, or loudness, and kinesic features, such as body and face gestures, may provide the viewer with an invaluable help to interpret a given expression as an emotionally charged expletive.   


4. Methodology

4.1. Objectives

The general objective of the present study, as described above, is to analyse the translation of the commonest English swearwords -- fuck and shit -- with their morphologic variants in the Veiga Corpus, an English-Galician corpus of film subtitles.
	In order to attain this general objective, the following specific aims have been pursued:
- To retrieve and classify all the instances of fuck and shit -- together with their morphological variants -- in the English sub-corpus.
- To classify all the translation solutions adopted to translate the SL swearwords in the Galician subtitles.  
- To determine whether the swearword variable -- fuck vs shit -- has an effect on the choice of translation solution. 
- To analyse whether the grammatical category and the translation solution variables are related or independent. 

4.2. Description of the corpus

As described in Sotelo Dios (2011a; 2011b; 2015) and Sotelo Dios and Gómez Guinovart (2012), the Veiga Corpus is a “small but ever-growing (approximately 300,000 words) English-Galician corpus” (Sotelo Dios and Gómez Guinovart 2012, 256) of film subtitles. It contains 24 British, American and Australian films subtitled both in English and Galician. Therefore, it involves intralingual as well as interlingual subtitling. The Veiga Corpus, which contains approximately 300,000 words at this moment, is hosted at the CLUVI Parallel Corpus, developed by the SLI Computational Linguistics Group at the University of Vigo. It may be publicly consulted for free at http://sli.uvigo.es/CLUVI/index_en.html. The Galician subtitles of this corpus were created for DVD, cinema and distribution through the Internet. 
One of the most defining and singular characteristics of this corpus is its multimedia nature. Together with the linguistic fragments in the subtitles, it is also possible to have access to the video clips with the original soundtrack corresponding to those linguistic extracts, subtitled both in English and in Galician, as shown in Figure 1. As highlighted in Sotelo Dios and Gómez Guinovart (2012, 256), the fact that the users may have access to the original audiovisual product allows them to research into, for instance, the semiotics of both intralingual and interlingual subtitling. 


[image: ]Figure 1. Audiovisual component of the Veiga Corpus.

The CLUVI Parallel Corpus, which -- as mentioned above -- hosts the Veiga Corpus, is aligned. As pointed out by Gómez Guinovart and Sacau Fontenla (2004), the segmentation unit for the alignment of this corpus is the ST orthographic sentence. In this sense, according to Bywood et al. (2013, 600), linguistic intuition supports sentence alignment. In their own words,
 
due to varying word order in the source and target languages, word and phrase translations in the target subtitles might actually appear in different subtitles in the source. In addition to this, many annotation tools (such as dependency parsers) expect sentences as input; thus sentence-aligned corpora are more compatible with linguistic annotation. Finally, a sentence-aligned subtitle corpus can be more compatible with other sentence-aligned material, e.g. if used as an out-of-domain corpus. 

As explained by Sotelo Dios (2011a; 2011b), the Veiga Corpus underwent two segmentation processes: one of them affects only the textual components, i.e. the subtitles, while the other one involves the subtitles together with the corresponding audiovisual text. Whereas in the former case the segmentation unit is the orthographical sentence (English sentence ↔ Galician sentence), in the latter case it is at the subtitle level that segmentation takes place (English audiovisual text + English subtitle ↔ English audiovisual text + Galician subtitle). The relationship between an English text unit and a Galician text unit is not always one to one. Likewise, a text unit does not necessarily correspond to a single subtitle segmentation unit. In fact, very often a text unit is shown in more than one subtitle.   
The Veiga Corpus is also characterized by being user-friendly, as its very simple search interface shows (see Figure 2 below). Figure 3 displays the first results retrieved from a search, more specifically, the search of fuck and morphological variants. By clicking on the icon appearing in the fourth column, the user will have access to the video clips corresponding to the retrieved subtitles.

[image: ]
Figure 2. Search interface of the Veiga Corpus.

[image: ]
Figure 3. First results of a search in the Veiga Corpus.

4.3. Research stages

The different steps or stages followed in the experimental part of this research study can be briefly summarized as follows:
Retrieval of all the instances of fuck and shit from the Veiga Corpus.
Classification and codification of all the examples regarding grammatical category.
Identification, classification and codification of the translation solution adopted in each case.
Application of the statistical independence test to the data.
Analysis of the results and drawing of conclusions.

4.4. Statistical analysis

In order to check whether the variables considered -- swear word and grammatical category -- had an effect on the choice of translation solution or not, a statistical test was applied to the retrieved and codified data. In other words, by means of an independence test, it was our intention to prove whether swear word and choice of translation solution, on the one hand, and grammatical category and choice of translation solution, on the other hand, were interdependent variables, or -- on the contrary -- were unrelated. The independence test used in this case has been the chi square (or χ2) test. This hypothesis test may be used to assess the relationship between two variables, in such a way that it will permit to determine if the two variables are independent or related. It always tests what is called in inferential statistics the null hypothesis (or H0), which is the default position assuming that there is no relation between two variables. If the p-value for the calculated χ2 is less than 0.05,[endnoteRef:2] this will imply that the null hypothesis can be rejected, and consequently, that the differences in measured phenomena are not due to chance. The alternative hypothesis will then be accepted, and it will be concluded that the two variables, rather than being independent, are related.    [2:  The p-value (or probability value) is the probability that the deviation of the observed results from the null hypothesis is due only to chance. ] 



5. Results and discussion

This section presents and discusses the results of the study. Thus, sub-section 5.1 focuses on the presence of fuck and shit in the English sub-corpus, indicating the frequency of the different morphologic variants in each of the cases. The next section -- 5.2. -- deals with the translation solutions adopted in the whole corpus. Finally, in section 5.3, the results of the independence test applied to the data are expounded. The goal of that independence test was to determine whether the swear word variable, on the one hand, and the grammatical variable, on the other, were related to the translation solution variable. Sub-section 5.3.1. focuses on the first of the variables referred to, whereas sub-section 5.3.2. is centred on the second one.  

5.1. Fuck and shit in the ST sub-corpus

As Graph 1 reflects, the most frequent swear word form in the English subtitles is fucking, accounting for 29.9% of the total number of the ST swear words analyzed, followed by fuck as a verb, which represents 13.4%, and by shit used as an interjection, with 12.1%. These results confirm the findings of other studies which also established that fucking was the commonest swear word, such as Villanueva and Rojo (2000), Leech, Rayson and Wilson (2001), Pujol (2006), or Fernández Fernández (2009). 

Graph 1. Frequency of swear word forms in the whole corpus.

Descending in the detail of analysis, tables 1 and 2 portray the frequency of forms or morphological variants of respectively fuck and shit. Of the 163 instances of fuck in the corpus, 69 (42.3%) correspond to the form fucking as an adjective (53 examples; 32.5%) or as an adverb (16 examples; 9.8%), 31 (19%) to fuck as a verb, and 25 (15.3%) to fuck as a noun. The number of instances of shit and morphological variants in the corpus, in turn, is 68, out of which 28 (41.2%) correspond to the base form used as an interjection, 24 (35.3%) to the same form used as a noun, and 12 (17.6%) to the compound bullshit, which is also used as noun, verb and interjection. 

	Form
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Fuck (N)
	Fuck
	4 
	2.5
	25
	15.3

	
	The fuck
	18
	11
	
	

	
	A fuck
	3
	1.8
	
	

	Fuck (V)
	Fuck
	22
	13.5
	31
	19

	
	Fuck around
	1
	0.6
	
	

	
	Fuck off
	4
	2.5
	
	

	
	Fuck over
	1
	0.6
	
	

	
	Fuck you
	2
	1.2
	
	

	
	Fuck that
	1
	0.6
	
	

	Fucked (Adj.)
	Fucked
	1
	0.6
	2
	1.2

	
	Fucked-up
	1
	0.6
	
	

	Fuck (Interjec.)
	Fuck
	9
	5.5
	9
	5.5

	Fucking
	Fucking (Adj.)
	53
	32.5
	69
	42.3

	
	Fucking (Adv.)
	16
	9.8
	
	

	Fucker(s)
	Fucker(s)
	3
	1.8
	3
	1.8

	Motherfuck*
	Motherfucker(s)
	16
	9.8
	24
	14.7

	
	Motherfuckas
	1
	0.6
	
	

	
	Motherfucking (Adj.)
	7
	4.3
	
	

	TOTAL
	163
	100
	163
	100


Table 1. Forms of fuck in the corpus.

	Form
	N 
	%
	N
	%

	Shit (N)
	Shit
	21
	30.9
	24
	35.3

	
	I don’t give a shit
	2
	2.9
	
	

	
	Scare the shit
	1
	1.5
	
	

	Shit (V)
	Shit
	2
	2.9
	2
	2.9

	Shit (Interjec.)
	Shit 
	27
	39.7
	28
	41.2

	
	Little shit
	1
	1.5
	
	

	Shitty (Adj.)
	Shitty
	1
	1.5
	1
	1.5

	Bullshit
	Bullshit (N)
	7
	10.3
	12
	17.6

	
	Bullshit (V)
	2
	2.9
	
	

	
	Bullshit (Interjec.)
	3
	4.4
	
	

	Chicken-shit (Adj.)
	Chicken-shit
	1
	1.5
	1
	1.5

	TOTAL
	68
	100
	68
	100


Table 2. Forms of shit in the corpus.

5.2. Translation solutions

As regards the translation of the ST swear words, the translation solutions identified in this corpus have been the following ones:
Pragmatic correspondence
Softening
De-swearing
Omission
By pragmatic correspondence I mean the use of an equivalent swear word in the TT regarding both tone and pragmatic function. This TT counterpart may or may not be a literal translation of the ST lexical item. Thus, in example 1, shit has been literally translated into Galician as merda. The tone and the pragmatic function of those lexical items in ST and TT are quite similar. 

Example 1
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	Shit, I’ve run out of words
	Merda! Esgotei as palabras.[endnoteRef:3] [3:  Swear words and the textual fragments used to translate them appear in bold in the examples. Emphasis is mine. ] 


	BACK TRANSLATION:                                 Shit, I’ve run out of words.


(PEI 535)[endnoteRef:4]  [4:  The code in brackets corresponds to the reference given to each of the fragments in the Veiga Corpus. The three letters identify the title of the film in Galician and the number corresponds to the scene.] 


In example 2, however, the fuck has not been literally translated into the TL, as it would be unidiomatic in Galician. Instead, it has been rendered as carallo (“cock”), which has a similar pragmatic function in that context, as well as a more or less equivalent tone. Likewise, in example 3, fucking, whose literal translation into Galician would bring forth ungrammaticality, has also been translated as carallo (“cock”). This latter example involves what Valenzuela and Rojo (2000) called extraction, as the ST swear word has been removed from its original position and placed at the end of the clause and separated from it by a comma. The verb phrase fuck you, in turn, has been rendered as vai ao carallo (“go to the cock”). Although a literal translation would be possible in Galician in this case, the translator decided to change the wording in order to keep the pragmatic function as close as possible to that of the ST swear word.

Example 2
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	Who the fuck is Martha Stewart?
	¿Quen carallo é Martha Stewart?

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                  Who the cock is Martha Stewart?[endnoteRef:5] [5:  In back translations the text in the Galician subtitles is translated more or less literally into English, even if in many cases it does not sound natural in English or does not make sense.] 



(CHU 483)

Example 3
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	Fucking do something! [image: http://sli.uvigo.es/CLUVI/filme.png][endnoteRef:6] [6:  This film icon both in the examples and in the Veiga Corpus itself represents a subtitle boundary.] 

Fuck you! 
	¡Fagan algo, carallo! [image: http://sli.uvigo.es/CLUVI/filme.png]
¡Vai ao carallo!

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                  Do something, cock!
                                                                       Go to the cock!


(BAB 898-899)

The label softening is used here to refer to the translation of the ST taboo word by means of a TL swear word with a softer or milder tone. Therefore, this translation solution involves a certain degree of sanitization, even though the level of sanitization is higher in the next two translation solutions, namely de-swearing and omission. Examples 4 and 5 contain instances of softening. In example 4, transposition has been applied to the participial adjective fucked-up, which changes its grammatical category to prepositional phrase in the TT, thus becoming de merda (lit. “of shit”). In example 5, bullshit has been translated as mamonadas, which is also a taboo word in Galician, but milder in tone than its ST counterpart. 

Example 4
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	This is your fucked-up country!
	¡Este é o seu país de merda!

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                  This is your country of shit! 


(BAB 891)

Example 5
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	No bullshit.
	Sen mamonadas.

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                 No bloody stupidities.


(SAN 370)

In the case of the de-swearing solution, as its name indicates, the meaning of the ST swear word or swearing expression is conveyed to the TT, but it is encapsulated in a non-swearing textual fragment.[endnoteRef:7] Thus, in examples 6 and 7 below, the ST taboo words have been translated by sequences which do not involve any type of swearing at all. In the former example, the phrasal verb fuck around has been translated as comezar a facer moitas parvadas (“to begin to do many silly things”), while in the latter one, shit has been rendered as trangalladas, which is a Galician noun for “unimportant things.”  [7:  The term de-swearing was previously used by Han and Wang (2014).] 


Example 6
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	Then when he fucks around ¶[endnoteRef:8] [8:  The symbol ¶ both in the examples and in the corpus itself represents a line break.] 

too much, don't grab that leg ...
	Cando el comece a facer moitas ¶
parvadas, non lle pegues na perna...

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                       When he begins to do many silly things,                   
                                                                 don’t hit him on his leg…


(EAR 419)

Example 7
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	We don't have time ¶
for this shit.
	Non temos tempo ¶
para trangalladas.

	BACK TRANSLATION:                           We don’t have time 
                                                        for unimportant things.


(CHU 428)

Finally, the translator may decide to simply omit the swear word in the TT. In other words, in these cases there is no textual fragment whatsoever in the TT corresponding to that swearing lexical item. Examples 8 and 9 serve to illustrate the omission translation solution. Thus, in both examples, fucking, which premodifies an adjective in example 8 and is a sentence adverbial in example 9, has been omitted in the TT.  

Example 8
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	Now, it’s so fucking cold there, ¶
they can only pull the diamonds... [image: http://sli.uvigo.es/CLUVI/filme.png]
...out of the ground two months a year.
	Vai tanto frío que só sacan ¶
diamantes dous meses ó ano.

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                       It’s so cold that they only pull 
                                                                  diamonds two months a year


(AXU 125)

Example 9
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	I’ll fucking kill him!
	¡Vouno matar!

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                  I’m going to kill him!


(SAN 465)

In the whole corpus the most commonly used translation solution has been omission (44.2%), whereas pragmatic correspondence occupies the second position, with 39.3% (See Graph 2). If the percentage corresponding to omission is added to the de-swearing and softening percentages, the results indicate that, as shown in Graph 3, in 60.7% of the cases a higher or lower degree of sanitization has been applied. 


Graph 2. Translation solutions in the whole corpus.


Graph 3. Sanitization in the whole corpus.

This high degree of sanitization confirms the results of other studies, such as Díaz Cintas (2001), Chen (2004), Pujol (2006), Hjort (2009), Greenall (2001a), Han & Wang (2014), or Santamaría Ciordia (2016). Several reasons have been put forward to explain this tendency, as seen above. In the particular case of omission, the specific time and space constraints which affect subtitling may offer an explanation for the adoption of this translation solution in some cases. These constraints affect not only the maximum number of characters per line -- 39 -- and subtitle -- 39 if one-liner and 78 if two-liner --,[endnoteRef:9] but also the recommended reading speed demanded from the viewer, which should be between 160 and 180 words per minute, depending on the medium.[endnoteRef:10] In example 10, for instance, the omission of the swear word in the Galician subtitles may respond to the fact that rendering it would have demanded a reading speed higher than recommended. The fact that swear words do not add essential information with regard to denotational meaning makes them suitable candidates to be omitted in case of necessity. In this sense, as signalled by Han and Wang (2014, 1), “these fillers are not critical elements in developing the plot.” However, as highlighted by Díaz Cintas and Remael (2014, 196), “such words fulfil specific functions in the dialogic interaction and, by extension, in the film story, so deleting them is certainly not the only or the best option available.” In this sense, their translation is crucial when they are used for characterization purposes or when they have a thematic function in the film.  [9:  The allowed number of characters per line will depend on the medium (on a TV subtitle is 37, whereas for cinema and DVD the maximum is between 39 and 40) and on the guidelines by the client. (Díaz Cintas and Remael 2014, 84)]  [10:  See in this respect Díaz Cintas and Remael (2014, 98-99). Differences in the reading speed have to do, among other aspects, with the medium, DVD permitting a faster reading speed than television.] 


Example 10
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	How the fuck can you ¶
overrule the Constitution?
	Como que rexeitan ¶
os meus dereitos constitucionais?

	BACK TRANSLATION:                               How can you reject
                                                            my constitutional rights?


(PUN 98)

Cross-cultural and cross-linguistic differences also play an important role in the translation of swearing. In this sense, the commonest ST swear word in the corpus of this study -- fucking -- does not have a direct equivalent in Galician, which explains that, as Graph 4 reflects, the solution most frequently used to render it in the Galician subtitles is omission, representing 69.9%. Related to this point, when dealing with swearing, the translator will have to take into consideration cross-cultural differences between source and target cultures as well as grammatical differences between source language (SL) and TL.

Graph 4. Translation solutions to render fucking.

The level of sanitization mentioned above is also reflected in the decrease in the number of swear words in the target sub-corpus as compared to the source sub-corpus. Thus, out of the 231 fuck and shit instances in the ST sub-corpus, only 125 have a swearing counterpart in the Galician subtitles (See Graph 5). Table 3 shows the distribution of those 125 Galician swear words in the corpus. The most frequent swear word in the Galician sub-corpus is merda (“shit”), with 49 occurrences and 39.2%, followed by carallo (“cock”) and puto/a (“whore” masc./fem. as adj.), with 20 occurrences and 16% each. If the most frequent Galician swear word -- merda -- is compared to the commonest SL swear word form in the corpus -- fucking -- the sanitizing tendency in the Galician subtitles is even more evident, as the level of offensiveness is higher in fuck than in shit, as explained above. 

Graph 5. Number of swear words in ST and TT.

	Form
	N
	%
	N
	%

	Merda
	Merda
	42
	33.6
	49
	39.2

	
	De merda
	4
	3.2
	
	

	
	Merda de
	1
	0.8
	
	

	
	Mandar á merda
	1
	0.8
	
	

	
	Merdiña
	1
	0.8
	
	

	Carallo
	Carallo
	11
	8.8
	20
	16

	
	Ao carallo
	4
	3.2
	
	

	
	Vai(te) ao carallo
	2
	1.6
	
	

	
	Un carallo
	2
	1.6
	
	

	
	Escaralladas
	1
	0.8
	
	

	Puta/o
	Puta (N)
	2
	1.6
	20
	16

	
	Puto/a (Adj.)
	7
	5.6
	
	

	
	Fillo/a(s) de/da puta
	11
	8.8
	
	

	Foder
	Foder (V)
	12
	9.6
	15
	12

	
	Fodido/a(s)
	3
	2.4
	
	

	Hostia
	Hostia
	4
	3.2
	4
	3.2

	Cabrón(s)(-azo)
	Cabrón(s)(-azo)
	4
	3.2
	4
	3.2

	Malfodida
	Malfodida
	2
	1.6
	2
	1.6

	Cagar
	Cagar
	2
	1.6
	2
	1.6

	Cu
	Dar polo cu
	1
	0.8
	2
	1.6

	
	Tomar polo cu
	1
	0.8
	
	

	Condenada
	Condenada
	2
	1.6
	2
	1.6

	Malparido
	Malparido
	1
	0.8
	1
	0.8

	Chingar
	Chingar
	1
	0.8
	1
	0.8

	Mamonadas
	Mamonadas
	1
	0.8
	1
	0.8

	Desgrazado 
	Desgrazado
	1
	0.8
	1
	0.8

	Maldita 
	Maldita
	1
	0.8
	1
	0.8

	TOTAL
	125
	100
	125
	100


Table 3. Swear words in the Galician subtitles.

Taking into account the type of text considered here, namely film subtitles and also audiovisual texts containing those subtitles, it becomes evident that the audiovisual component is relevant to interpret the function of the swear word and also to decide the translation solution adopted to render that lexical item in the TT. Thus, prosodic features, such as intonation, rhythm, stress, volume, etc., considering the audio channel, as well as facial gestures and/or body movements and body positions, in the case of the visual channel, are aspects that should be taken into account by the audiovisual translator. Figures 4 and 5 below portray two characters whose faces may help to interpret the pragmatic functions of the swear words uttered by them at those moments, namely the expression of emotions such as anger or irritation.

[image: ]Figure 4. Frame from Babel corresponding to example 4. (http://sli.uvigo.es/CLUVI/ver_vmm.php?filme=babel&clip_en=695&clip_gl=546)

[image: ]
Figure 5. Frame from Blood and Wine corresponding to example 9. (http://sli.uvigo.es/CLUVI/ver_vmm.php?filme=blood2&clip_en=393&clip_gl=393)

5.3. Variables

5.3.1. Swear word: fuck vs shit
There is a relation between the swear word variable and the choice of translation solution, as proved by the chi-square statistical test applied to the data. Thus, an obvious difference has been detected with regard to the translation solutions used to render fuck and those selected to translate shit, as Graph 6 displays. The most frequent solution to translate fuck has been omission -- representing 44.2% -- followed by pragmatic correspondence, with 39.3%. By contrast, the most commonly used solution in the case of shit has been pragmatic correspondence, whose percentage rises to 63.2%, followed at a great distance by de-swearing, which accounts for 20.6% of the total number of instances of shit in the corpus. 

Graph 6. Translation solutions across swear words.

This observed difference in the translation of fuck and shit may be explained by two main reasons. Firstly, the fact that the level of offensiveness of fuck is higher than that of shit may have led the subtitler to omit or neutralize the former swear word in a higher number of cases. Secondly, whereas shit has a direct counterpart in Galician -- merda --, that is not the case with fuck, which in the majority of morphological variants has no direct equivalent in the TL. The commonest morphological variant of fuck in the corpus -- fucking -- cannot be literally translated into Galician, and the same applies to the base form -- fuck -- being used as a noun or as an interjection. These two facts may explain why, as Graph 6 above displays, shit has been translated by resorting to pragmatic correspondence in the majority of the occurrences, whereas in the case of fuck the commonest translation solution has been omission.  
The interdependence relation between swear word and translation solution is proved by the chi-square statistical test. Since the P-value is less than 0.05, the hypothesis that choice of translation technique and version are independent -- also called null hypothesis -- can be rejected at the 95% confidence level. Table 4 reflects the results of the chi-square test.

	Test
	Statistic
	Df
	P-Value

	Chi-Square
	35.826
	3
	0.0000


Table 4. Results of the chi-square test for translation solution by swear word.

In spite of the general sanitizing tendency discussed above, it is also true that some occasional examples have been found in which a swear word is introduced in the TT corresponding to source textual fragments which contained no swear word at all or a milder swear word. Aware of all the instances in which ST swear words have been sanitized in the TT, translators may have decided to compensate for all those cases by introducing taboo words at some other points in the text. Examples 10 and 11 below illustrate this compensation translation solution.

Example 11
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	Down with gossip columns.
	Á merda ¶
coas revistas do corazón!

	BACK TRANSLATION:                            Shit for gossip magazines!


(FAC 217)

Example 12
	ENGLISH SUBTITLES
	GALICIAN SUBTITLES

	we just joined the club ¶
of I-don’t-give-a-damners.
	Por qué non nos apuntamos… [image: http://sli.uvigo.es/CLUVI/filme.png]
… ao clube dos ¶
“importa un carallo”?

	BACK TRANSLATION:                                Why don’t we join the club of 
                                                            “I don’t mind a cock”?


(FAC 138)

Two of the characteristics of subtitling partially explain why this compensation solution is not very commonly employed in this corpus. Firstly, as mentioned above, subtitling is subject to space and time limitations which do not favor the inclusion of words which do not have a textual counterpart in the ST. Secondly, subtitling may be defined -- following Pedersen (2011, 141) and Gottlieb (1997, 113) -- as additive in nature, which implies that, unlike dubbing, it adds information, in the sense that both the ST and TT are co-present. This additive nature of subtitling allows the viewer to compare the ST and the TT and makes of this mode of AVT an instance of “vulnerable translation” in Díaz Cintas and Remael’s (2014: 57) words. In fact, because of this characteristic, subtitling is subject to the scrutiny of target viewers with some knowledge of the SL, who might expect a version which were closer to the ST.[endnoteRef:11]   [11:  Karamitroglou (1998, 6), in this regard, states that according to certain studies in the psychology of viewing, when viewers recognize certain linguistic items, they expect them to be literally translated in the TL subtitles. 
] 


5.3.2. Grammatical category
As happened with the swear word variable, the grammatical category one has also been found to have an effect on the selection of translation solution. Graph 7 below displays the distribution of translation solutions across grammatical category. The commonest translation solution for nouns, verbs and interjections has been pragmatic correspondence, with percentages which range between 70%, in the case of interjections, and 51.3% in the case of nouns. Contrariwise, when the swear words are adverbs or adjectives, more often than not they are omitted in the Galician subtitles. Thus, omission reaches a percentage of 73.3% in the case of adverbs, and 62.5% in adjectives. As reflected in Table 5, the chi-square test also proves the interdependence between the two variables considered, namely grammatical category and choice of translation solution. The null hypothesis can be rejected at the 95% confidence level, as the p-value is less than 0.05.

Graph 7. Distribution of translation solutions across grammatical category.

	Test
	Statistic
	Df
	P-Value

	Chi-Square
	73.181
	12
	0.0000


Table 5. Results of the chi-square test for translation solution by grammatical category.

Cross-linguistic differences between SL and TL may explain this finding. Thus, for instance, the non-existence of a Galician adverb equivalent to fucking naturally used as an intensifier of an adjective or as a sentence adverbial accounts for the fact that the most frequent translation solution in the case of adverbs is omission. On the contrary, when dealing with interjections -- most of which correspond to shit --, the commonest translation solution has been pragmatic correspondence, since, as mentioned above, shit as an interjection does have a direct counterpart in Galician.  


6. Concluding remarks

As has been proved throughout this paper, there is a sanitizing tendency regarding the translation of the swear words fuck and shit in this corpus. This tendency can be observed, for instance, in the fact that the most frequent translation solution in the whole corpus has been omission. Moreover, in 49.1% of the cases the taboo words have been either omitted or neutralized, and in 11.9% of the examples the swear word has a milder TL swearing counterpart. A multiplicity of reasons may be put forward to explain these results, such as
space and time limitations imposed by subtitling,
lack of essential information regarding denotative meaning in swear words,
change from oral to written language,
grammatical and pragmatic differences between SL and TL,
cross-cultural  differences,
public viewing of films.
The fact is that as a consequence of this sanitizing tendency, language style is affected, as well as the characters’ depiction in the Galician subtitles. Thus, some of the implicatures which can be inferred by the ST audience, social implicatures included, will not be as easily accessible to the target viewers. It is also true, however, that in spite of this general tendency to the neutralization of swearing, some occasional cases of compensation have been found, in which new swear words are introduced in the TL subtitles corresponding to no SL swearing fragment or to ST extracts containing a milder swear word. However, due to the time and space restrictions applying to subtitling and to the additive nature of subtitling, this translation solution is anything but frequent. 
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