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Y cTaTTi 3anponoHOBaHO NepLUnin KBaHTU(IKOBAHNIA OMUC BIATBOPEHHS aHMMIiNCbKOro nparmMatuyHoro mapkepa well
y NPOeCinHOMY aHrno-ykpaiHCbkoMy cyOTUTpyBaHHi. MaTtepianoM [OChigXeHHs Cryrye nOBHWUIA NEPLUMA CE30H OpWri-
HanbHoro cepiany Netflix «How to Get to Heaven from Belfast» (2026): Bicim enisogis, 5793 BupiBHsHI napu cybTuTpis
OiLiNHOI aHrNikCbKOT Ta OQiLINHOT YKPaTHCHKOT AOPIKOK, 3 IKX METOAOM CYLifNbHOI BUBIpKU 3 nodasnbLumMm pyYHUM dinb-
TPYBaHHAM HemMapKepHUX BMNAOKIB YXXMBaHHA BigibpaHo 142 TokeHu mapkepa well. KoxeH TOKeH 3akogoBaHO BPY4YHY
3a ABOMa napameTpamu: yHKUis B TeKCTi opuriHany (3a knacudikauigmu dyHkuin K. Aijmer Ta F. Chapwanya i J. Nel:
peakuis Ha HebaxaHuii xia, reauTauis, oLiHka, CaMOKOPEKLis, 3MiHa TeMUW, UUTaTMB, CNMOHYKaHHS 4O BiAMNOBIAi) Ta nepe-
Knagaubke pilleHHs (BiATBOPEHHS LUCKYPCUBHOK YacTKO, (YHKUIVHWIA 3CYB, KOMMNEHcaLis, BUNy4YeHHs). [ns nepesipku
LieHTparsbHoI rinoTe3n dyHKUii 3BegeHo Ao GiHapHOT onosuuii 3a knacu4HuMm noginom L. Brinton Ha mixocoboBi Ta Tek-
CTOBO-CTPYKTYPHI; CTINKICTb pe3ynsraTty A0 HalCnipHILWOro KodyBarnbHOro pilleHHs NigTBepaXeHO aHanisoMm YyTnvMBOCTI.
KinbkicHUM iHOEKCOM TEXHIYHOTO OOMEXEHHS CRyrye LWBUAKICTb YATaHHSA CyOTUTpa (3HakKiB 3a CekyHAy). YCTaHOBMEHO, WO
AOMIHAHTHUM PiLLEHHSIM € BUITYYeHHS: 69,7 % TOKEHIB He BiATBOPEHO KOAHUM 3ac0BOM, NOMNpK HAsIBHICTb B YKPATHCbKil
MOBI MOBHOI (OYHKLIHOI NapagurmMy BignoBigHWUKIB (Hy, WO X, a, To, ane, xiba, BnacHe TOLO), IO CNPOCTOBYE rinoTesy
Npo abComMTHY NEKCUYHY NMaKyHy SK NPUYKMHY Takmx BTpaTt. BunyyeHHs € dyHKLiINHO BMOIPKOBUM: MiXXOCOOOBI BXMBaHHS
well BUnyyatoTbCs 3Hadylle YacTile 3a AMCKYpCcuBHO-opraHisauinHi (77,9 % npotn 53,2 %; x* = 9,09; p < 0,01). Ha 6isa-
piaTHOMY PiBHi BUTyYEHHS KOPESOE TAKOX i3 TEXHIYHUM TUCKOM: BUIyYEHI TOKEHU 30CEPEMKEHI B CerMeHTax 3i 3HavyLle
BULLOIO LWBMAKICTIO YnTaHHsa (13,3 npotu 10,1 3H./c; p < 0,05), npnyomy HanpsiM MexaHi4HOro 3MilLeHHs Aie NpoTy BUsB-
neHoro edekty. OgHak baratoakTopHa NOriCTUYHa perpecis nokasye, Wo obuaBa YMHHWKM NepenneTeHi: MixxocoboBi
BXXMBAHHSA CKYMYYIOTbCS B LUIMbHILLMX CerMeHTax, i nicns BpaxyBaHHA BMnunBY OYHKLUIT HE3anexHUin BHECOK LUBUAKOCTI
YWTaHHA He Jocsarae cTabinbHOI 3HaYYLLOCTI, ToAi K edekT yHKUii 3anuwaeTtbea cTinkum (OR = 2,53; p < 0,05). lMep-
BUMHHWUM OETEPMIHAHTOM 30epEXEHHS UM BUITyYEHHS] Mapkepa B JOCHIIKEHi JOpiKLUi €, OTXe, Moro dyHKList; HesanexHa
ponb LUBMAKICHOTO TUCKY NMULUAETHLCS iNOTE300 A8 NepeBipkM Ha TOYHMX TarMkodax. 3anponoHOBaHO iHTepnpeTaLilo
B TepMiHax (OyHKUiHO BMOIPKOBOI KOHAEHcaLjii CyOTUTPOBOrO TEKCTY Ta OKPECNEHO HACMigKM Ans OLiHIOBaHHSA SKOCTI
aynjiosidyanbHOro nepeknagy i NiaroToBku CyOTUTPYBaNbHUKIB.

KntouoBi cnoBa: nparmatnyHuin Mapkep, UCKYPCUBHUIA MapKep, ayaiosidyanbHUn nepeknag, cyoTUTpyBaHHs, BUMY-
YeHHS, WBUAKICTb YATAHHSA, aHrNo-yKpaiHCbKWI nepeknag, mapkep well.

The article offers the first quantified account of how the English pragmatic marker well is rendered in professional Eng-
lish—Ukrainian subtitling. The material is the complete first season of the Netflix original series How to Get to Heaven from
Belfast (2026): eight episodes, 5,793 aligned subtitle pairs of the official English and official Ukrainian tracks, from which
142 tokens of the marker well were selected by exhaustive extraction followed by a manual pass filtering out non-marker
uses. Each token was hand-coded along two dimensions: its source-text function (following the functional inventories of
K. Aijmer and F. Chapwanya and J. Nel: response to a dispreferred move, hesitation, evaluation, self-correction, topic shift,
quotative, elicitation) and the translation solution applied to it (rendition by a discourse particle, functional shift, compensa-
tion, omission). To test the central hypothesis, the functions were collapsed into a binary axis based on L. Brinton's classi-
cal division into interpersonal and textual-structural functions; the robustness of the result to the most contestable coding
decision was confirmed by a sensitivity analysis. Reading speed (characters per second) served as the quantitative index
of the technical constraint. The study establishes that omission is the dominant solution: 69.7% of the tokens are rendered
by no device at all, despite the demonstrated availability of a full functional paradigm of Ukrainian equivalents (nu, shcho
zh, a, to, ale, khiba, vlasne, etc.), which rules out an absolute lexical gap as the explanation of the loss. Omission is func-
tionally selective: interpersonal uses of well are omitted significantly more often than discourse-organising ones (77.9% vs
53.2%; x* = 9.09; p <.01). At the bivariate level omission is also associated with the technical constraint: omitted tokens
cluster in segments with significantly higher reading speed (13.3 vs 10.1 cps; p <.05), and the direction of the mechanical
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bias runs against the effect. A joint logistic regression, however, shows the two factors to be entangled: interpersonal uses
cluster in denser segments, and once function is controlled for, the independent contribution of reading speed does not
reach stable significance, whereas the function effect remains robust (OR = 2.53; p <.05). The primary determinant of the
marker's fate in the track under study is therefore its function; the independent role of reading-speed pressure remains a
hypothesis to be tested on exact timecodes. The findings are interpreted in terms of a functionally selective condensation
of the subtitle text, and implications for audiovisual translation quality assessment and subtitler training are outlined.

Key words: pragmatic marker, discourse marker, audiovisual translation, subtitling, omission, reading speed, English—

Ukrainian translation, the marker well.

Formulation of the problem. Pragmatic mark-
ers such as well, you know and I mean carry little
propositional content but a great deal of interper-
sonal and interactional meaning: they soften dis-
preferred responses, frame hesitation, manage the
turn, and index the speaker's stance towards what is
being said. Precisely because they are semantically
"light", they are the first candidates for deletion
wherever a translated text must be compressed. No
mode of translation compresses more systematically
than subtitling, which is bound by a two-line spatial
window and, above all, by a reading-speed ceiling
measured in characters per second. The question
this article addresses is therefore not whether prag-
matic markers survive subtitling — it is well estab-
lished that a large share does not — but what governs
the decision. Is the omission of a marker the random
noise of condensation, or does it track measurable
factors? We show quantitatively, on the complete
first season of a Netflix original series, that the
loss is neither accidental nor evenly distributed,
and that its primary determinant is the marker's
function: interpersonally loaded uses of well prove
significantly more vulnerable to omission than dis-
course-organising ones, and this effect survives sta-
tistical control for reading-speed pressure. Omitted
markers do cluster in segments with higher reading
speed — the very parameter codified in the indus-
try's own subtitling norms — but, as we also show,
this association is entangled with function, and its
independent contribution cannot be confirmed on
the present data. What the Ukrainian subtitle text
most often does not carry is precisely the face-work.

The problem has a practical edge for the
English—Ukrainian pair. Since the arrival of global
streaming platforms, Ukrainian has become a regu-
lar target language of professional, norm-governed
subtitling at scale, yet the translational behaviour of
this new body of texts remains almost undescribed.
Understanding which pragmatic meanings are sys-
tematically absent from the Ukrainian subtitle text —
and under what conditions — matters both for trans-
lation quality assessment and for the training of
audiovisual translators.

Analysis of recent research and publications.
Three research traditions converge on the present
problem, and the gap lies at their intersection.

The first is the study of well itself, inseparable
from the broader tradition of discourse- and prag-
matic-marker research inaugurated by D. Schiffrin
[1, c. 31] and consolidated by B. Fraser [2, c. 946],
who established that such items operate on the level
of discourse coherence and speaker—hearer rela-
tions rather than propositional content. L. Brinton
[3, c. 35-40] proposed the classical division of marker
functions into textual (organising discourse: open-
ings and closings, topic shifts, repair, turn mechanics)
and interpersonal (expressing attitude and managing
face), a division we operationalise below. K. Aijmer
[4, c. 20-73] provided the fullest account of well as
a multifunctional marker whose readings — response
marker, hesitation and planning device, marker of
dispreferred or indirect answers, quotative, and dis-
course-structuring signal — are disambiguated by
co-text. Most recently, F. Chapwanya and J. Nel
[5, c. 27-28] offered a corpus-based functional tax-
onomy of the markers so and well in Zimbabwean
and British English, distinguishing, among other
functions, rephrasing/correction, moving to the main
message, indirect answering, and evaluation. Two
properties of well recur across this literature and mat-
ter for translation: it is overwhelmingly turn-initial,
and its dominant functions are interpersonal rather
than purely textual.

The second tradition concerns pragmatic markers
in translation. Because markers are conventionalised
and language-specific, their interlingual transfer is
notoriously uneven: equivalence is rarely one-to-
one, and translators routinely resort to omission,
functional substitution, or compensation. Corpus-
based research has begun to map this systemati-
cally — M. Apostol et al. [6, c. 2078-2079] have built
a multilingual parallel resource for discourse mark-
ers spanning ten languages — yet Ukrainian is absent
from that resource, and its authors explicitly note that
lower-resourced languages remain under-described.
In Ukrainian scholarship the translation of discourse
markers has so far been discussed mainly in general
terms, at conference-paper and thesis level, without a
quantified study of an individual marker in a defined
translated corpus.

The third tradition is audiovisual translation
(AVT). The foundational account of subtitling
by J. Diaz Cintas and A. Remael [7, ¢. 91] and
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H. Gottlieb's early characterisation of subtitling as
"diagonal" translation [8, c. 104] established conden-
sation and deletion as structural, not incidental, fea-
tures of the mode, with a substantial share of source
dialogue routinely discarded to respect spatial and
temporal limits. F. Karamitroglou's proposed set of
European subtitling standards [9] codified these lim-
its explicitly, deriving the reading-speed ceiling from
the average viewer's processing rate of 2.5-3 words
per second. M. Souto-Rico et al. [10, c. 1-2] locate
the operative pressure precisely at the level of char-
acters per second: subtitle quality, and the viewer's
ability to process the line, depend on reading speed
rather than raw text length. Industry practice encodes
the same logic: Netflix's Ukrainian Timed Text Style
Guide [11] specifies reading-speed ceilings for adult
programming and restricts truncation to cases where
reading speed or synchronisation would otherwise
be violated — which makes a Netflix Ukrainian track
a norm-governed professional artefact rather than
an ad hoc rendering. Ukrainian AVT scholarship,
including contributions in the present journal, has
begun to map the field: I. Haman and O. Chaikovska
[12,c.138-139]systematise filmtranslationasan AVT
type, delineating subtitling, dubbing and voice-over
and their respective constraints; V. Konkulovskyi and
I. Mamrosh [13, c. 141-142] analyse the rendering
of proper names in film translation. Yet no Ukrainian
study addresses pragmatic markers in subtitles.

Identification of the unsolved part of the prob-
lem. At the intersection of the three traditions there
is thus an untenanted space: no study has examined
how an interpersonal pragmatic marker is rendered in
professional English—Ukrainian subtitling, nor tested
whether the marker's functional type conditions its
survival, nor asked whether omission is additionally
driven by reading-speed pressure once function is
taken into account. The present article occupies that
space on strictly delimited material.

Formulation of the objectives. The aim of the
article is to determine what governs the render-
ing of the pragmatic marker well in professional
English—Ukrainian subtitling. The tasks are: (1) to
establish the inventory and distribution of transla-
tion solutions applied to well (equivalent particle,
functional shift, compensation, omission) across a
complete season of a Netflix original series; (2) to
test whether interpersonally loaded uses of well are
more vulnerable to omission than discourse-organ-
ising ones; (3) to test whether omission is addition-
ally — and independently of the marker's function —
conditioned by reading-speed pressure (characters
per second), the mechanism encoded in the indus-
try's own subtitling norms.

Presentation of the main material.

Material. The corpus comprises the complete
first season (eight episodes of ¢. 46—55 minutes) of
the Netflix original comedy-thriller How to Get to
Heaven from Belfast (2026). For each episode the
official English subtitle track (the source text) and
the official Ukrainian subtitle track (a professional
human translation) were exported with timecodes and
aligned segment by segment, yielding 5,793 aligned
subtitle pairs. The series was selected for three rea-
sons: its dense colloquial dialogue maximises marker
frequency; its Ukrainian localisation is a professional
track governed by the platform's published norms;
and, as a 2026 release, it has not previously been the
object of scholarly analysis, which secures the nov-
elty of the case study.

Object and delimitation. All occurrences of the
token well were extracted automatically and fil-
tered to exclude non-marker uses: the adverb/adjec-
tive (works well, get well), hyphenated compounds
(well-respected), and fixed expressions (as well,
might as well). Automatic filtering was followed by a
full manual pass in which every candidate token was
read in its co-text; this removed four further adver-
bial uses that had escaped the filter (isn't terribly well,
doing well, keeping well, could've well been), leaving
142 marker tokens. Occurrences were counted per
token, so a segment containing two markers contrib-
utes two data points.

Coding. Each token was double-coded. Source-
text function was assigned manually from co-text
(the preceding and following turns) using the inven-
tory of Aijmer [4, c. 20-73] and Chapwanya and
Nel [5, c. 27-28]: response/dispreferred, hesitation/
planning, evaluation, rephrasing/correction, top-
ic-shift/return, quotative, elicitation. For the central
comparison these functions were collapsed into a
binary axis following Brinton [3, c. 38]: interper-
sonal (response/dispreferred, evaluation — attitude
and face-work) versus textual/structural (hesitation/
planning, rephrasing/correction, topic-shift/return,
quotative, elicitation — the organisation of discourse,
including turn mechanics). Because the placement of
hesitation/planning is the most contestable point of
this division, a sensitivity analysis reassigning it to
the interpersonal class is reported alongside the main
result. Target-text solution was coded manually as:
omission (the marker is rendered by no device); par-
ticle (rendition by a Ukrainian discourse particle);
functional shift (rendition by a particle that changes
the function); or compensation (the pragmatic force
is relocated into another device in the segment).
Particular care was taken to distinguish genuine ren-
derings of well from Ukrainian particles that in fact
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translate an adjacent item — JloOpe rendering Right,
ane rendering but, 3BicHO rendering obviously: such
cases were coded as omission of well. Coding was
performed in a full manual pass by one coder; a sec-
ond reader spot-checked the coded table, but no for-
mal inter-coder reliability coefficient was computed.
The consequences of this single-coder, non-blind
design for the interpretation of the results are stated
explicitly below.

Measures. The quantitative index of constraint is
reading speed (CPS): the Ukrainian character count
of a segment divided by its on-screen duration in
seconds (duration approximated from the interval
between successive subtitle onsets, capped at 0.3—8
s). Netflix's adult reading-speed ceiling [ 11] serves as
the normative reference point. Importantly, the direc-
tion of any mechanical bias runs against the hypoth-
esis: omitting a marker removes characters from the
Ukrainian line and thereby lowers, not raises, its
CPS; if omitted-marker segments nevertheless show
higher CPS, the difference cannot be an artefact of
the omission itself. This consideration guards against
artefactual inflation of the bivariate contrast; it does
not by itself address the possibility that reading speed
and marker function are correlated with each other,
which is why the two factors are additionally mod-
elled jointly below. A raw length-compression ratio
(Ukrainian/English characters) was computed at the
pilot stage but is not used analytically, because it is
confounded in both directions: a rendered particle
itself lengthens the Ukrainian line, while an omitted
well still inflates the English denominator.

Results: the inventory of solutions. Across the sea-
son the distribution is stark. Of 142 marker tokens,
99 (69.7%) are omitted: the Ukrainian segment ren-
ders the propositional content of the utterance and
no device carries the marker's pragmatic force. Only
42 tokens (29.6%) are rendered by a Ukrainian dis-
course particle, and a single token is rendered by
compensation. The particle inventory is instructive:
Hy dominates with 21 occurrences — half of all parti-
cle renderings — followed by mo x (6), the contras-
tive a (4), the inferential To (4), ane (2), and single
occurrences of Hy oT, BIacHe, To 10, Xi6a and the
confirmatory amxex (the last constituting the corpus's
one functional shift: hesitational No. Well, it wouldn't
rendered by confirmatory Apxex, He cr1ox00anocs).
Ukrainian thus possesses a full functional paradigm
for well — the translators demonstrably command
equivalents ranging from neutral Hy through resigned
110 X to concessive xiba (Well, we did a bit — Xiba
Tpoxu) — which rules out an absolute lexical gap as
the explanation of the loss. The equivalents exist; in
seven cases out of ten they are not used. Omission

is stable across all eight episodes (52—82% per epi-
sode), indicating a regularity of this track rather than
the idiosyncrasy of a single episode or dialogue type.

Typical omissions strip the interpersonal frame
while preserving the proposition: Well, don't look
at me — Ha mene He nuBucs (the resistance-soften-
ing frame of the dispreferred response is gone); ...
makes you think about, well, life, I suppose — ...
3agymyenics mpo xkutta (both hedges — well and 1
suppose — vanish, and a tentative musing becomes
an assertion); Well, she'd been sleepwalking — Bona
xonmia BBi cHi (a hedged account becomes a plain
report). Where the marker is rendered, the choice is
functionally sensitive: Right. Well, what happened
here is Dara — 1o x, TyT cranacs Hdapa (resigned
transition); Well? — To mo? (elicitation); -I don't
care. -Well, I do — -MeHi Gaiinyxe. -A MeHi Hi (con-
trastive riposte).

Results: function conditions omission. The central
finding concerns the relation between the marker's
function and its fate. Interpersonal uses of well (n =
95) are omitted in 77.9% of cases; structural uses (n
= 47) in 53.2%. The association is statistically sig-
nificant (3> = 9.09, df = 1, p <.01) and robust to the
most contestable coding decision: reassigning hesita-
tion/planning from the structural to the interpersonal
class leaves the effect intact (¥ = 7.94, p <.01). The
fine-grained functions are consistent with a gradient
of vulnerability: response/dispreferred 78%, eval-
uation 75%, hesitation/planning 61%, rephrasing/
correction 55%, topic-shift/return 50% (elicitation,
with only two tokens, both retained, lies outside the
gradient but points the same way — the prompting
Well? is undeletable because it constitutes the entire
turn). The gradient runs from the most interpersonal
to the most structural: the more the marker does for
the relationship between speakers — softening a con-
tradiction, cushioning a dispreferred answer, framing
an assessment — the less likely it is to be carried by
the Ukrainian line. Given the single-coder design,
however, this fine-grained ordering should be read as
descriptive; the inferential weight of the article rests
on the binary contrast, which is protected by the sen-
sitivity analysis and by the size of the difference.

Results: reading speed — a bivariate association
that is not confirmed as an independent effect. If
omission were purely a matter of the marker's func-
tion, it should be unrelated to the technical constraint;
if it were purely a response to time pressure, it should
be unrelated to function. At the bivariate level omis-
sion is associated with both. Tokens rendered with a
particle sit at a mean reading speed of 10.1 charac-
ters per second; tokens whose markers were omitted
sit at 13.3 cps (medians 10.9 and 12.0 respectively;
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Welch's t =2.42, df = 94, p <.05) — and, as noted, the
mechanical bias runs the other way, making the con-
trast conservative with respect to that artefact. The
two candidate factors, however, are not independ-
ent of each other: interpersonal uses of well cluster
in segments with higher reading speed (means 13.7
vs 9.7 cps; point-biserial r =25, p <.01), presuma-
bly because face-work concentrates in rapid conver-
sational exchange. To separate the factors, a binary
logistic regression was fitted with omission as the
outcome and axis and CPS as joint predictors (n =
139; three tokens lack a duration value). The function
effect remains significant and essentially undimin-
ished under the control (OR = 2.53, p =.019) and is
stable across every specification tested: reassigning
hesitation/planning to the interpersonal class, exclud-
ing implausible proxy-generated CPS values, and
log-transforming CPS. The independent CPS effect,
by contrast, falls short of significance in the linear
specification (p =.145), is marginal when implausi-
ble values are excluded (p =.076), and reaches sig-
nificance only under logarithmic transformation
(p =.013). On the present duration proxy, then, the
bivariate reading-speed contrast is substantially car-
ried by the correlation between reading speed and
function, and the independent contribution of the
technical constraint is specification-dependent. We
therefore treat the marker's function as the estab-
lished determinant of omission, and the independ-
ent role of reading-speed pressure as a plausible but
unconfirmed hypothesis, to be retested when exact
out-times replace the duration proxy.

Discussion. Taken together, the findings describe
a functionally selective condensation. Under com-
pression, the subtitle text preserves propositional
content and plot-bearing discourse organisation far
more reliably than face-work: across a season, the
characters of the Ukrainian track — at the level of the
written line — contradict without softening, answer
without hedging, and assess without framing more
often than their English counterparts do. Whether this
textual asymmetry amounts to a perceptual one is a
separate empirical question that the present design
cannot answer: subtitles are received together with
the actors' voices, and prosody may recover for the
viewer part of the pragmatics that the text omits. The
claims of this article are claims about the subtitle text.

Two interpretations of the selectivity must also
be distinguished. The demonstrated availability of a
full Ukrainian particle paradigm rules out an absolute
lexical gap as the explanation of the loss; it does not
by itself establish that a particle would be stylistically
natural in every co-text, and part of the omission may
reflect a deliberate convention of subtitle economy —

an avoidance of "light" words that would clutter a line
read under time pressure. What the functional selec-
tivity shows, however, is that whatever convention
is at work, it is not applied uniformly: it prices inter-
personal meaning lower than plot-bearing discourse
organisation, and it prices both lower than proposi-
tional content. The single compensation in the cor-
pus (Well, they're not — Ax Hisik, where an emphatic
idiom absorbs the contradictive force) shows that
low-cost renderings are available where the trans-
lator elects them. The didactic implication for AVT
training in Ukraine follows in a correspondingly con-
ditional form: since the Ukrainian particle paradigm
for well is demonstrably available, sensitising trainee
subtitlers to the interpersonal (rather than merely
decorative) load of markers — and to short renderings
such as a, To, xi0a, which add two to four characters —
could recover a share of the omitted pragmatics at
negligible reading-speed cost, wherever the register
of the line admits it.

Limitations. Five limitations are acknowledged.
First, the source text is itself an edited subtitle line,
not a full transcription of the spoken dialogue, so a
share of markers may have been condensed upstream
of the Ukrainian track; this is standard in subtitling
research but should be borne in mind when gener-
alising to "the dialogue". Second, the reading-speed
measure relies on a duration proxy (inter-onset inter-
vals) pending exact out-times; robustness checks
(exclusion of implausible values, logarithmic trans-
formation) did not alter the pattern reported above,
but only exact timecodes can settle the independent
role of reading speed. Third, functional coding was
performed by a single coder who was not blind to the
Ukrainian rendering, and no inter-coder reliability
coefficient (such as Cohen's kappa) was computed;
the sensitivity analysis and the second-reader spot-
check mitigate but do not remove this, which is why
the fine-grained functional gradient is reported as
descriptive and the article's inferential claims rest on
the binary axis. Fourth, the corpus is one series trans-
lated by one team: the findings describe the regulari-
ties of this professional track as instantiated here, not
English—Ukrainian subtitling in general; separating
the norm of the mode from the norm of the vendor
requires cross-title and cross-platform compari-
son. Fifth, the study measures the subtitle text and
makes no claims about viewer perception: the recep-
tion of the omissions, in the presence of the audible
soundtrack, is an open empirical question.

Conclusions and prospects for further
research. The article has offered, to our knowledge,
the first quantified account of how an English prag-
matic marker is rendered in professional English—
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Ukrainian subtitling. On the complete first season
of How to Get to Heaven from Belfast (142 tokens
of the marker well in 5,793 aligned subtitle pairs),
three results were established. First, omission is the
dominant solution (69.7%), despite the demonstrated
availability of a full Ukrainian particle paradigm (my,
o X, a, To, ajie, xiba, BiacHe etc.) — the loss can-
not be explained by an absolute lexical gap. Second,
omission is functionally selective: interpersonal uses
of well are omitted significantly more often than dis-
course-organising ones (77.9% vs 53.2%; y*> = 9.09,
p <.01), an effect that survives the sensitivity analy-
sis and, crucially, remains robust when reading-speed
pressure is statistically controlled (OR =2.53, p <.05).
Third, the bivariate association between omission and
reading speed (13.3 vs 10.1 cps; p <.05) proves, on
joint modelling, to be substantially carried by the cor-
relation between function and dialogue density: the
independent contribution of the technical constraint

does not reach stable significance on the present
duration proxy. The primary governor of the marker's
fate in this track is therefore what the marker does,
not — or not demonstrably — how fast the line must be
read. What is lost in compression is predictable from
the marker's function; and what is predictable can be
taught, audited, and partially recovered. Prospects
for further research follow directly: computing inter-
coder reliability on an independently coded sample;
replacing the duration proxy with exact timecodes
and retesting the reading-speed hypothesis in the
same multivariate design; extending the design to the
interpersonal markers you know (95 tokens in this
corpus) and / mean (68 tokens) to test the selectiv-
ity across markers; testing the reception of the omis-
sions experimentally, with the soundtrack present;
and comparing titles, platforms and translation teams
to separate the norm of the mode from the norm of
the vendor.
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