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The purpose of this research was to apply de Beaugrande and Dressler's
theoretical framework of seven standards of textuality (1981) to analyze translation
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cohesion, intentionality, intertextuality, informativity, situationality, and acceptability. The
English selected text for this study was part one of Jonathan Livingston Seagull by
Richard Bach (source text) and its two Thai translated versions (target texts). The first
version was translated by M.R. Kukrit Pramoj, and the second one by Chanwit Kasetsiri.
In order to facilitate the analysis, these two translated texts were divided into sentences
after those in the source text. Then the two translated texts were compared with the

source text to find if there were any discrepancies in translation from English to Thai.

It was found that the most significant problem of the two translated versions
concerned maintaining the intentionality of the source text. To a lesser extent,
problems were also found relating to situationality, informativity, intertextuality, cohesion,
and coherence. Pramoj’s version violated the standards of textuality 16 times in total
while Kasetsiri 37 times. Therefore, the text translated by Pramoj was considered more
acceptable than that by Kasetsiri, when assessed on the basis of de Beaugrande and

Dressler’s theoretical framework (1981).
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Chapter 1

Introduction

Background

Translation is one of the most important media of communication and has
existed in human society for a long period. Many texts, books, and other publications of
one language are translated into many target languages in order to fulfill communicative
purposes. Therefore, many theories of translation have been established to help
translators create good works. These theories often provide a springboard for a well
translated-text. Nevertheless, they are not an absolute guarantee for the quality of a
translated text. Thus, theorists have attempted to establish methods and theories to
evaluate the quality of translation. Almost all of these theories focus on the correctness
of meaning, the correctness of grammatical structures, the equivalence at word level,
style of writing, the clarity of the target text, and more. However, it seems that they still
overlook some factors that also influence the quality of a translated text such as
coherence of a text, writer's intention, and the target audience’s response. One
significant theory that tends to cover all such factors is the theoretical framework of
seven standards of textuality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). The
attributes consist of cohesion, coherence, intentionality, informativity, intertextuality,
situationality, and acceptability. Cohesion is the surface linkage of the components of a
text. Coherence is the continuity of sense in a text. Intentionality is the producers’
goals in transferring message to the target audienbe. Informativity is the extent of
message/ information that is presented in a text. Situationality is the relevance between
the text and the situation of occurrence. Intertextuality is the relationship between a

given text and other texts which share some characteristics. Acceptability concemns the



text readers’ attitudes toward the text. This attitude is subjective and it is also
responsive to many factors such as text types, social or cultural setting, background
knowledge, and more. If any of these standards is not met in any text, that particular
text is not considered communicative. In other words, a text is considered a quality text
if it has all satisfactory attributes. De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981: 31) define a

communicative text as follows:

A text will be defined as a COMMUNICATIVE
OCCURRENCE which meets seven standards
of textuality. If any of these standards is not
considered to have been satisfied, the text
will not be communicative.

According to de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981), this theoretical framework is
helpful in telling the readers whether or not a text is communicative. In other words, it

tells the readers the quality of a text. The reason why this theoretical framework is

T

—

appropriate for analyzing the quality of a teMt/thiﬁs_th»e‘ory,concentrates not only on

—

text-based considerations, but also on receiver-based considerations. Moreover, this
theory can be applied to analyze any text type in any language.

In this study, this theoretical framework was applied to translation in order to
see if the selected texts had quality. Special attention was devoted to one of the most
popular short stories: Jonathan Livingston Seagull by Richard Bach. This book has
been one of the world’s best sellers since 1970. It has been translated into more than
36 languages including Thai. There are two translated versions in Thai: M.R. Kukrit
Pramoj's (henceforth Pramoj's version) and Chanwit Kasetsiri's (henceforth Kasetsiri's
version). In this study, the two translated versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull were
compared and contrasted to find if they were communicative texts or quality texts in

Thai.



Objectives

1. To apply de Beaugrande and Dressler's theoretical framework of seven

standards of textuality (1981) to an analysis of Thai texts.
2. To analyze whether the selected Thai texts have the attributes of seven

standards of textuality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). The attributes
of a quality text are situationality, intentionality, informativity, intertextuality, cohesion,

coherence, and acceptability.
3. To analyze the translation quality of the two Thai versions of Jonathan

Livingston Seagull using de Beaugrande and Dressler's theoretical framework of seven

standards of textuality (1981) to see which translation is more acceptable.

Significance of the Study

This study was an attempt to analyze two Thai translated versions of Jonathan
Livingston Seagull using de Beaugrande and Dressler’s theoretical framework of seven
standards of textuality (1981). The result of this study would be useful in producing a
quality text in three ways:

1. Translators could apply this theoretical framework to analyzing the quality of
their works.

2. This theoretical framework could be applied to analyzing the quality of any
text types in any languages such as student’s compositions, literary studies, business
writing, and more.

3. This theoretical framework could be taught in translation classes in order

that students could use it as a method for analyzing the quality of their translated works.



Scope of the Study
1.This research studied only Part One of Jonathan Livingston Seagull, of the
original and the two Thai versions as follows:
The original version
Bach, Richard. (1994). Jonathan Livingston Seagull. 45th ed.
London: Harper Collins.
The translated versions
Pramoj, Kukrit, M.R. (1973). Jonathan Livingston Seagull. 2nd ed.
Bangkok: Kawna.
Kasetsiri, Chanwit. (n.d.) Jonathan Livingston Seagull. (10‘h ed.
Bangkok: Dokya.
2. The analysis of this research was not concerned with any errors in printing

such as incorrect spelling, wrong spacing, etc.

Abbreviations Used in the Study
1. SL. stands for the source language
2. TL stands for the target language
3. ST stands for the source text
4. PV stands for Pramoj's version

5. KV stands for Kasetsiri's version



Chapter 2

Review of the Literature

This chapter starts with translation on iiterature, which gives general ideas about
translating literature and methods to conduct literary translation research. The second
part, translation evaluation, provides some models and previous studies about
evaluating translation. Then the third part clarifies de Beaugrande and Dressler's

(1981) theoretical framework of seven standards of textuality.

I. Translation on Literature

1.1 General Ideas about Translating Literature
Literature is a type of writing that emerges from the writers’ special selection in

using language (Thinnarat. 2000: 60). Moreover, literature is different from other
genres such as text books, news, efc, in the way that it is valued as works of art
(Cowie. 1993: 728). It is creative writing that aims to transfer the emotion, thought,
imagination, and aesthetics of the writers to the readers (Chuenchit. 1994: 23). Thus,
it is essential to maintain the meaning, tone, and aesthetics of the original version
(Phinitphuwadol. 1999: 82). However, maintaining these features may be restricted
because of the differences between the source languages (henceforth SL) and the
target languages (henceforth TL). Suphol (1988: 65) divides problems in translation
caused by the different characteristic features between English and Thai into three
levels as follows:

1) Difference in culture: The source language may express cultural-specific

concepts which are totally unknown in the target culture.

2) Difference in language structure: Since Thai and English belong to



different language families, the linguistic structures of these two languages are also

different.
3) Difference in semantics: Forms of nouns and verbs in English are

changed according to the subjects and tenses. Such rules do not appear in Thai. [
English, mereover, pronouns are preferable to repeated nouns. On the contrary, Thais

tend to use repeated nouns rather than pronouns.

1.2 Methods of Translating Literature

Chuenchit (1984: 25), who is experienced in translation between Thai and
English, suggests that the first step in translating literature is to study the author,

characters, and background of the story.

Author: Translators should study the style of writing, inspiration and intention of
the author of the particular book because these factors enable translators to understand
the selected book better.

Characters: Studying characters in detail enables translators to understand the
feelings, thoughts, and emotions of the characters. Then translators can choose an
appropriate level of language for each character.

Background: Studying the background and atmosphere of the story enables

translators to understand the situation of the story. Then translators can choose
appropriate word choices for each situation.

Phinitphuwadol (1999: 83) proposes three aspects in translating literature: title

translation, conversational translation, and narrative translation. The details of each

aspect are clarified as follows:

1) Title translation: There are four methods that translators always

use in translating the titles of fiction as follows:



a) Transliteration: Using the title of the original to be the title of the

translated version without any change. For example:

SL: Nineteen Eighty-Four George Orwell (author)
TL: 1984 Ja8l uniaanay  (translator)
SL: Coma Robin Cook (author)
TL: Taan U37N SARSURUAUT  (translator)

b) Word-by-word translation: Translating the title of a book following the

words in the original. For example:

SL: The Lady with the Dog  Anton Chekhov (author)
TL: qmwam‘%‘ﬁnnm ﬂi:ﬁﬁ§ INNNA (translator)
SL: Spirit Rebellious Kahlil Gibran (author)
TL: Sygmpun fifN-TadAen HIuiIE (translator)

c) Partial translation and partial modification: Translating the title follows

the words in the original and also adding some modified words in the TL. For example:

SL: Cry, The Beloved Country Alan Paton (author)

¥ v - [ 4 &
TL: $aalWidie.. . ukudunsn Cabibar] (translator)
SL: The Killers Ernest Hemingway  (author)
TL: fANa Wi agiuety (translator)

d) Re-titling according to interpretation: Translators interpret the story

and use the theme of the story as the title of the translated text. For example:

SL: The Jtzngle Sinclair Upton (author)
TL: Fiafeu 738 pltyan (translator)
SL: The Prophet Kalil Gibran (author)
TL: Ysrandia 3 mila (translator)

2) Conversational translation: In order to translate a conversation of

characters in a story, translators must be aware of the social relationships between the

characters, register, slang words, and cultural concepts in the SL. For example:



Slang: He is in the big house.
Standard: He is in prison.

A character in the original may use the slang “He is in the big house” to refer o
a friend who is in prison. Translators who are not aware that this sentence is slang

may interpret ‘the big house’ to refer to the building which is large.

3) Narrative translation:

a) Social language: The use of language in one society differs from
that in another due to the social environment in that particular society. There are many
factors that influence the language use of people in a society such as the occupation,
age, gender, and social status of the speakers. These are the factors that help
translators to select an appropriate level of language for each character.

b) Literary language: Language that is used in literature is
beautiful, imaginative, aesthetic, and full of connotative meanings. Literary language
shows a particular style of each author. Thus, the difficulty in translating literary

language is how to maintain both the meaning and style of writing of the source text.

To sum up, it is essential that translators bear in mind the differences between
the SL and TL, such as differences in culture, linguistic structures, and semantics.
Moreover, translators should be aware of language use in the SL that may convey

cultural concepts in a particular society.

Il. Evaluation of Translation
Evaluation of translation is an important process that every translator should
take into consideration. The purpose of evaluation is to reconsider the equivalence of a

translated text and its original. In this section, concepts, models, and previous studies



about evaluation of translation are discussed. Saibua (1985: 67) proposes that in
evaluation of translation, three aspects should be considered as follows:

1) The accuracy of meaning: Whether the translated text can completely
transform the meaning from the original text.

2) The level of language: Whethe_r the level of language in the translated text
is hard to understand.

3) Style of writing: Whether the style of writing in the translated text is in
accordance with the register of the original text.

Though this proposition is a good method to evaluate translation, Saibua (1985)
seems to overlook some factors of a good text—unity and coherence. Sager (1983)
suggests that the evaluation of translation in terms of completeness or accuracy is
insufficient in practice. The translated text should be evaluated by the same criteria as
its originél text. For instance, there should be evaluation in terms of adequacy of a text
for the intended purpose of the original and the cost-effectiveness of the method of
production. Sager (1993) also suggests that the evaluation of translation can be divided
into macro-evaluation which concentrates on assessing the value of the product and
micro-evaluation which aims at improving the product.

A model that uses the same criteria to evaluate both the original and the
translated texts is proposed by House (1997). This model is based on pragmatic
theories of language use, Halliday's functional and systemic theory, notions developed
inside the Prague school of language and linguistics, register theories, stylistics and

discourse analysis. The concept of this method is given as follows:

a given translation text is analyzed using the
same dimensional scheme and at the same level
of delicacy, and the degree to which its textual
profile and function match or do not match the
source text's is the degree to which the translation
text is more or less adequate in quality.

(House. 1997: 42-43)



10

According to House (1997) 's concept, the source and target texts are analyzed
by the same dimensions. Then the analysis of the source and target texts are
compared in order to find any mismatches along the dimensions. The density of
mismatches is used to judge the quality of translation. The dimensions of this model
are as follows:

I. Analysis of the Original

1. Field: The topic in which the language activity is centred. This
dimension is analyzed according to the following aspects:
- Analysis of linguistic means: syntactic means, lexical means,
and textual means.
2. Tenor: The participants who are taking part in that particular
situation, and the relationship between them in terms of social power, social distance
and the degree of emotional change. This dimension is analyzed according to the

aspects as follows:

Analysis of Linguistic Means: syntactic means, lexical means,
and textual means.

- Author's Temporal, Geographical and Social Provenance

- Author's Personal (Emotional and Intellectual) Stance

- Social Role Relationship

- Social Attitude
3. Mode: The channels of communication; the medium employed. This

dimension is analyzed as follows:
- Analysis of Linguistic Means: syntactic means, lexical means,
and textual means.

- Meciium (simple/ complex)



- Participation (simple/ complex)

4. Genre (of the text)

|l. Statement of Function

lll. Comparison of the Original and the Translation

1. Field
2. Tenor
3. Mode
4. Genre

IV. Statement of Quality

1. Field
2. Tenor
3. Mode
4. Genre

1"

In addition to those dimensions, there are also other factors that House (1997)

includes in her model, e.g. types of translation (overt vs. covert translation), dimension

of cultural differences (cultural filter), etc. House defines overt and covert translation as

follows:

Overt translation is one in which the addressees of

the translation text are quite ‘overtly’ not being directly
addressed: thus an overt translation is one which must
overtly be a translation not, as it were, a ‘second original'.

(House. 1997: 68)

Covert translation is a translation which enjoys the status
of an original source text in the target culture. The
translation is covert because it is not marked pragmatically
as a translation text of a source text but may, conceivably,
have been created in its own right.

(House. 1997: 69)
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This model can be used to evaluate the quality of translation because both
source and target texts are evaluated by the same criterion. However, translators may
find the differences in adapting this model to evaluate their translated works because
the details of each dimension are complicated and miscellaneous.

Another method to evaluate a translated text is proposed by Suphol (1988).
She states that the evaluation of translation should consider the accuracy of meaning,
the correctness in word choices, and the style of writing. She proposes three methods
for evaluation as follows:

1) Back translation: Using a translated text as a source text and ask a
professional translator to render this text backward into the language of the original
version. If this brand-new text shows the equivalence to the original version, the
translated text is acceptable. Such method can be appiied to evaluating any text type.

2) Knowledge testing: First, ask native speakers to read the original version
and give them a reading comprehensive test. Second, ask the target audience to read
the translated version and give them the same test. Then compare the results of these
two groups. If the results are not completely different, this translated version is
acceptable.

3) Performance testing: This method is appropriate for a translated manual or .
guide book of a product. To conduct this method, the native speakers are asked to
read the original version and follow the directions in that manual. On the other hand,
the target audience are asked to read the translated version of the same manual and
follow the same directions. If the result of the target audience’s performance is as
correct as that of the native speakers’, this translated text is acceptable.

Though the above methods are useful for evaluating translation quality,
there are still some restrictions. It seems that the evaluation according to these

methods must rely on the native speakers or the professional translators. This means
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that if the native speakers or professional translators are not available, the evaluation
cannot be conducted.

Thawornlerdratt (1987) analyzed the differences in two translated versions of
The Lonely Lady by Harold Robbins. The first version was translated by Nida
(penname), and the second one by Suwit Khaowprod. The study compared the
differences between these two versions in five aspects:

1) Translation techniques and expressions

2) The maintenance of completeness and equivalence of meaning

3) The accuracy of meaning

4) The maintenance of writing style

5) The popularity between Nida's and Khaowprod's versions

The researcher adapted the translation theories proposed by Nida (1964),
Newmark (1981), and Saibua (1982) as the guidelines for data analysis. In the study, it
was found that Nida's used a free translation technique while Khaowprod's used the
word for word technique. In terms of meaning and style analysis, the researcher
distributed two forms of questionnaire to 100 informants who graduated with a
Bachelor's Degree or higher. The questionnaire A involved the maintenance of
meaning and style, and the popularity among informants. The questionnaire B involved
the informants’ opinions on the beauty of language in the two translated versions." The
study found that language in Nida’s version was more beautiful than that in Kaowprod's.
In terms of completeness and equivalence of meaning, the researcher’s analysis was in
contrast with the informants’ opinions. That is, the researcher found no differences
regarding completeness and equivalence of meaning between the two versions, while
the informants considered that the meaning in Khaowprod'’s version was more complete
than that of Nida's. Regarding the accuracy of meaning, both the researcher and

informants agreed that these two versions maintained the meaning of the original. With
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regard to the style of writing, the researcher’s opinion was in accordance with that of
the informants. Nida’'s version showed a better equivalence in writing style than
Khaowprod's. The last aspect of analysis was the popularity between the two versions.
Most informants preferred Nida's.

Though Thawornlerdratt’s analysis (1987) seemed to cover both text-based &iid
receiver-based considerations, one problem found in this study was the problem of
connecting the theories. She had to adapt three theories in order to establish her own
method of analysis. Moreover, she had to distribute the questionnai'res to a lot of

informants in order to measure the target audience’s attitude towards the translated
texts. This method may be helpful in analyzing a text, but it may not facilitate a
translator to analyze her/his own work.

In conclusion, this section discusses concepts and methods for evaluation of
translation. Saibua (1985) proposes that three aspects should be considered in the
process of evaluation—the accuracy on meaning, the level of language, and style of
writing. The discussion is followed by House (1997)'s model for translation assessment.
According to House's concept, the source and the target texts should be evaluated with
the same criteria. Regarding Suphol (1988)’s proposition, she proposes three methods
to evaluate a translated text—back translation, knowledge testing, and performance

testing. Finally, this section ended with a previous study in translation assessment by

Thawornlerdratt (1987).

lll. De Beaugrande and Dressler’s Theoretical Framework of Seven Standards of

Textuality (1981)

De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) propose the theoretical framework of
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seven standards of textuality as an approach to judge the quality of a text. This
approach can be adapted to many text types, such as cognitive science, literary studies,
computer science, etc. In this paper, the approach was applied to analyzing the quality

of two translated texts from the same original. The attributes are proposed as foliows:

3.1 Situationality

De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981: 163) propose that situationality is the

relevance between the text and the situation of occurrence. For example:

A comes into a room and finds that the light is turned off.
A: Light, please.
B turns on the light.

From the above example, A uses just a short utterance (Light, please.) to show
his need because he assumes that B, who is in the same situation, can interpret that
the room is dark and A wants B to turn on the light. This is the use of language
influenced by the situation of the text.

The concept of situationality of a text is emphasized by Larson (1984: 37). He
proposes that in the process of translation, one must understand situational meaning of
that particular text. Moreover, he states that this kind of meaning is an important
criterion for the understanding of any text. In order to understand situational meaning,
we have to know the relationship between the participants of that text, and where and

when the text takes place.

3.2 Intentionality

Intentionality is the goal that the text producers have planned and intended to
transfer to the target audience (de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1981: 113). It is related
to the text producers’ goals. The text procedures express their attitudes towards

something in the text because they intend to give information, demand goods, services,
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or show their argumentation. An example of intentionality in the text can clearly be

seen in a speech act. For example:

.

A: BEIUTOUIRY

A: Room this hat really

B anllilawnianliuanme
B walk go turn on machine air

The translated text:
A: It is very hot in this room.
B turns on the air conditioner.

A’ s utterance seems to be a complaint about the temperature of the room.
However, its hidden meaning is the intention that A wants B to turn on the air
conditioner. B can infer from A’s utterance and responds by turning on the air
conditioner. It shows that B accepts A’ s intention and fulfills A’s goal. Intentionality, in
other words, can be called the text producers’ purposes. Podis (1983: 18) suggests

that any writing task has multiple levels of purposes:

1) Primary purpose is the major goal of the writing and it is usually explicit

in the paper.
2) Secondary purpose is an unstated goal that the writer is trying to achieve.

3) Incidental purpose is the purpose which the writer achieves more or less

automatically in the act of satisfactorily completing the writing task. For example:

The business executive is presenting a report to his boss.

Primary purpose: The statement to tell his boss why he has
written this report—to show his recommendation
on hiring an accountant.

Secondary purpose: If the executive presents a particularly
effective or shrewd argument, he may succeed
not only in supporting his recommendation but
also in presenting himself favourably as a thinker,
advisor, and writer.

Incidental purpose: Whereas the business executive probably
devotes much thought to ways of fulfilling the
primary and secondary purpose, his incidental
purpose (impressing the boss with his initiative)
is achieved in the course of achieving the
other two.
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The concepts of intentionality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981)
and that of Podis (1983) are similar in the way that a text may convey many levels of
purpose from the text producers. In the process of translation, translators have to

consider the level of purpose of the original text, and try to maintain that level in their

translated works.

3.3 Informativity

Informativity is the extent of the message that is presented in a text which
concerns the occurrence of expected vs. unexpected of known vs. unknown
information (de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1981: 139). Producers have many ways
to express their texts and these different ways influence degrees of information in
the text. If the text producer uses fewer probable and predictable alternatives, the
text will be more informative and interesting. On the contrary, if only predictable
alternatives are used, the target audience will find the text uninformative and
uninteresting. There are three levels of informativity as follows:

1) First-order informativity: Information of this level generally omits unnecessary
function words (i.e. articles, prepositions, and conjunctions) and maintains only content
words. Thus, the target audience have 1o piece content words together and link the
information to their background knowledge. Text types that need such low infbrmativity

are telegrams, road signs, and newspaper headlines. For example:

nuriaulyl e anvia
found wood piece of cloth in gutter

(Matichol. 21May 2000: 1)

The translated text:
Evidence found in gutter
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The target audience who read the above example may have no idea what this
phrase is referring to, unless they know that it is a headline from a newspaper, and
understand the situation to which it refers. This excerpt is a newspaper headline that
refers to a fire accident under the Ratchavibha flyover, Bangkok. The police found
evidence in the gutter.

2) Second-order informativity: This level can be called ‘middle informativity’ since
it gives information between level 1 and 3. It occurs when the following alternatives are

unexpected but possible. For example:

T W MW T,
Tea and coffee are.........cc..ccevvvevennnnne

(Bell. 1991:169)

The target audience may anticipate the words “popular drinks.” However, if the
sentence is completed with “dangerous drugs,” the second-order of informativity occurs
because the answer is unexpected, but it is possible.

3) Third-order informativity: This level of informativity occurs when word choices
are discrepant with the real world. In other words, there is a mismatch between the text
and the real world. Such a discrepancy may appear in poems since a poet intends to
select a particular word that is suitable for his poem. Bell (1991) gives an example from
a title of one of Dylan Thomas's poems: ‘ .

A grief ago

In the above example, the word ‘ago’ is an adverb of time. It is used to modify
the words in a set of time. When it is used to modify the word grief, which is a noun
that expresses human feeling, there is a mismatch between the text-world and the real
world. Then the third-order of informativity occurs.

In addition, Larson (1984)’s concept of information is similar to that of de

Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) in the way that information in a text into two aspects:
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known and unknown information. He suggests that when unknown lexical items are
presented in a text, it is necessary for the text producers to explain them to the target
audience and in order to do so, the text producers may use a generic word with
modification, modification by comparison or a loan word with modification.

In short, informativity involves the degrees of information that are presented in &
text. The extent of information in each text depends on the text producers’
considerations and the expectations of the target audience's background knowledge.
Informativity affects the quality of a translated text in the way that translators have to
consider how much information they should provide to their target audience. The

density of information directly influences the target audience’s understanding.

3.4 Intertextuality

Intertextuality is the relationship between a .given text and other texts which
share some characteristics (de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1981: 182). The target
audience can understand the given text if they have some background knowledge of the
other text. The process of linkage between background knowledge and other text is
called “mediation.” If the distance between the given text and the other text is great

“because of factors such as the passage of time, the target audience must use maximal
mediation. On the other hand, if the other texts are well-known, the target audience
use minimal mediation. Intertexuality is an important factor in translation since
translators have to decide how much information they should give to the target

audience when intertextual reference appears in the original text. For example:

How many meetings like this one have we sat
through in the last twenty years? How many
hours, weeks, months would they total if
measured out in Prufrock’s coffee spoons?

(Russo. 1997: 281)
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The above example is an excerpt from Straight Man by Richard Russo.
Intertextuality of the above excerpt relates to T.S. Eliot's famous poem—"The Love
Song of J. Alfred Prufrock.” The words “Prufrock’s coffee spoons™ are presented in this

poem (lines 49-54):
For | have known them all already, known them all—
Have known the evenings, mornings, afternoons,
| have measured out my life with coffee spoons;
| know the voices dying with a dying fall
Beneath the music from a farther room.
So how should | presume?

(T.S. Eliot)

If the target audience of Straight Man have never read this poem before,
they will not understand what “Prufrock’s coffee spoons” is and why the author
put it in this scene.

Apart from de Beaugrande and Dressler’s proposal, other linguists have also
studied the concept of intertextuality. Fairclough (1992: 102) defines the idea of

intertextuality as follows:
The concept of intertextuality points to the productivity
of texts to how texts can transform prior texts and
restructure existing conventions (genres, discourses)
to generate new ones.

According to Fairclough, intertextuality is the appearance of the messages of
prior texts in a new text. Consequently, the target audience have to use their previous
textual experience in order to interpret the new text. Knowledge of previous texts,
moreover, enables the target audience to understand the producer’s intention (Hatim.
1990: 124). Knowledge of previous text in de Beaugrande and Dressler's point of view
involves the schema theory (1981: 95). This theory refers to knowledge (social or real

world knowledge) that is stored in the memory traces of a human being. According to

the theory, the schema is full of frames. Each frame conveys details of a particular
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article. However, these frames are linked together and work as a cybemetic system. |f
a reader reads a scientific text and s/he cannot understand or interpret it because of &
restriction in scientific vocabulary or theories, it is possible that a frame of knowledge in

these scientific aspects has never been recorded in the reader’ schema.

3.5 Cohesion

Conhesion is the consideration of the continuity of a text; that is, how the
components of the surface structures of a text are held together and create the unity of
the text (de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1981: 48). If the analysts want to consider the
relation of a short-span message, they can consider three units of syntax—phrases,
clauses, and sentences. However, if the analysts want to analyze a long-span
message, they should consider the following cohesive devices:

1) Recurrence is the direct repetition of elements or pattems. For example:

& o d - - _m
mwuuﬂ?ﬂu‘l’ﬂumaumumauamﬂv.'n
Picture that decorate in frame which have rim color black
wranHimtiduassthanulasinnu
hyng on wall gide opposite w with desk
Luammmﬂuuaumo‘nannmm
when sit down plcture that is behind me

(Sriburabha. 1992: 34)
The translated text:
The picture is put within a heavy black frame.
It is hung on the wall across from the desk.
When | sit down, the picture is behind me.

The above example shows the repetition of the picture without changing its form

or expression. Such repetition is a recurrence.

2) Partial recurrence is the use of the same basic word-components but

shifting them to a different word class. For example:

IAITUR ﬁ%ﬂﬂlﬂﬂ'\?ﬂ?:ﬁ’]‘ﬂ I NI
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He should responsible in action of him because
arasuiarauiiuasnlsznaudaglumsrnuld
responsibility is factor important in working for
uﬁquamm

success

The translated text:

He should be responsible for his action because responsibility
is an important factor accounting for success in work.

The words responsible and responsibility in the above example have the same

basic word-components. However, these two words show different parts of speech.

While responsible is an adjective, responsibility is a noun.

3) Parallelism is reusing a surface format but with different words. The
following example is taken from “The Declaration of Independence” by Thomas

Jefferson:

The history of the present King of Great Britain
is a history of repeated injuries and usurpation...

(Rottenberg. 1988: 18; citing Thomas Jefferson. July 4, 1776)

In this sentence the word history of is repeated. The use of this repetitive

content encourages the audiences to realize the repeated abuse of power by the King.

4) Paraphrase is tne repetition of content with a change of expression.

The paraphrase can be both that of a single concept or of the whole passage. For

example:

| had never seen a murderer...the decent symbol which
indemnifies the taker of a life.

(de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1981: 58)

The above example shows the paraphrase of a single concept (murderer).
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5) Pro-form is the repetition of the same content but using short words

instead of restating everything. For example:

There was an old woman who lived in a shoe. She had
so many children. She didn't know what to do.

(de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1981: 160)

In the above example, the pronoun she is used to refer to an old woman. Such
a use is a pro-form. It assists the text producers in the way that they need not to

repeat the phrase an old woman through the whole story.

6) Ellipsis is the repetition of a structure and its content with some

surface elements are omitted. '

A: Where is my dinner?
B: In the refrigerator.

The above example shows an ellipsis of the word your dinner in B's utterance.

In other words, B's complete sentence is Your dinner is in the refrigerator.

Another device to show the relationship among situations is the use of junctive
expressions. De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) divide junctions into four types as
follows:

1) Conjunctions are the lexical items linking the same things, such as and,
also, besides, furthermore, etc.

2) Disjunctions are the lexical items linking things which show an
alternative status, such as or, either, whether or not, etc.

3) Contrajunctions are the lexical items linking discrepant elements, such
as but, however, yet, nevertheless, etc.

4) Subordinations are lexical items linking contents that are dependent on

each other, such as because, since, as, thus, while, therefore, etc.
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De Beaugrande and Dressler's concept of cohesion (1981) is derived from
Halliday and Hasan's theory of cohesion (1976). They divide cohesion in English into
five devices—reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical cohesion.

1) Reference is a semantic relation in which an item is used to refer
to another in the text. The reference items include pronouns, articles, and

demonstratives. For example:

Ann wakes up early in the morning. She has an
appointment at 8 a.m.

2) Substitution is the use of an item to replace another item. For example:

A: Which pen do you want to buy?
B: The cheapest one.

3) Ellipsis is the omission of an item. For example:

Maria buys a new racket for her son, and (@) a bear
doll for her daughter.

In this examble. the word buys in front of a bear doll is omitted.
4) Conjunction is a semantic relationship between two linguistic
units. Conjunctions can be divided as follows:
additives: moreover, besides, or, also, and, likewise, by, contrast,
for instance, similarly, in addition, furthermore;
adversatives: however, nevertheless, but, yet, at any rate, instead, as
’ a matter of fact;
causals: because, consequently, so, for this reason, under the
circumstances;
temporals: after that, on another occasion, in conclusion, an hour
later, then, next, finally, at last;
continuatives: anyway, well, after all.l now, of course.
For example:

William Makepiece Thackeray studied and described



25

the nobility instead of the poor.

(Thornley. 1968: 123)

In the above example, the conjunction and is additive while instead of is
adversative.
5) Lexical cohesion is the cohesive effect achieved by the selection of
vocabulary. It is divided into two categories—reiteration and collocation.
a) Reiteration means restating an earlier item using a repetition, a

synonym or a near-synonym, a superordinate, or a general word.

There is a boy climbing that trec.
The lad's going to fall if he doesn't take care. (synonym)

(Baker. 1992: 183)

b) Collocation is a pair of lexical items that are associated with each
other in the language in some way. There are many types of association such as
lexical items of oppositeness of meaning, associations hetween pairs of words from the
same ordered series, etc. For example, love/hate, man/woman, poor/rich are the pairs
of lexical items that show oppositeness of meaning:

To sum up, the cohesive devices proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler
(1981) derive from Halliday and Hasan's cohesion theory. Thus, the types of cohesion
between these two propositions are similar. Cohesive devices are important tools that
the text producers use to link their ideas and grammatical structures. Moreover,

cohesion is one of the factors that contributes to coherence of the text.

3.6 Coherence
Coherence is the continuity of sense in the text (de Beaugrande and Dressler.

1981: 84). Though both coherence and cohesion function as the text binders, they

differ from each other in some ways. While cohesion refers to the surface of a text,
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coherence refers to the sequential meaning of the text which relates to the target
audience's world knowledge. Some texts which are full of cohesive devices may lack

coherence. For example:

The quarter back threw the ball toward the tight end.
Balls are used in many sports. Most balls are spheres,
but a football is an ellipsoid. The tight end leaped to
catch the ball.

(Witte and Faigley. 1984: 197)

The above example shows that though the sentences are tied together with the
‘recurrence’ nouns (ball / the tight end), the target audience cannot get the main idea of
the text. That is the target audience cannot interpret the text because the idea of each
sentence is not connected to one another. This text lacks coherence because it does
not have the writer's purpose. In other words, the target audience do not know what
the main purpose of the text is. On the contrary, some texts do not have cohesion and

seem to be incoherent but they still make sense. For example:

A: iuflimesmusdinlishoiuucas

A: Evening this we will eat steak chicken together
marker polite particle

B: Nuuuﬂnugnmnmmnnu

B: | (male) have appointment with clients finish work

The translated text:

A: We will have chicken steak for our dinner.
B: | have to meet my clients after my work.

The conversation between A and B may lack coherence unless the target
audience link it to the real world situation. ‘A’ may be an utterance from a wife who is
going to prepare dinner for her husband. B’ s statement may be the refusal from the
husband. He means that he cannot have dinner with his wife because he has some
business to do in the evening. The above example indicates that the target audience
must link the text to their world knowledge. They ha\;e to consider in which situation

this text may occur. If the text is possible in the real world, the interpretation may be

successful.
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Another concept of coherence is proposed by Baker (1992: 222). She states
that coherence is not a property of text, but it is the judgement and perception from the
target audience of a text. The factor that enables the target audience to achieve
coherence of text is ‘implicature.” This word refers tq the meaning from the producers

rather than the literal meaning. For example:

A: Shall we go for a walk?
B: It's raining.

(Baker. 1992: 224)
Though B's utterance is a mere comment on the weather, it can be accepted as

an answer for A’s invitation and it can maintain coherence of the text. A can draw three

inferences from B's answer, as follows:

1) No, we’d better not go out because it's raining.

2) OK, but we'd better take an umbrella.

3) Yes—we both like walking in the rain.

In short, the target audience s’ world knowledge and the text producers’
purposes play an important role in judging coherence of a text. If the propose of writing

is clear and the target audience find possibility of the text in the real world, that text is

coherent.

3.7 Acceptability

Acceptability is the attitudes of the target audience towards those six attributes
of textuality (de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1981: 113). To judge that a text is
acceptable or unacceptable, the receivers have to consider the above six standards.
Moreover, correctness in grammar is partially another determiner of acceptability
because the order in which sentences are presented affects the receivers’ judgements

as well. If the text lacks any of these standards, or the sequence of sentences is



inappropriate, the receivers may judge that the text does not ‘make sense’ and is
‘unacceptable.’

Another linguist who is interested in the concept of acceptability is Enkvist

(1989). His concept is as follows:

Acceptability refers to a set of judgements of a
sentence or text or piece of discourse, judgements
made by a suitably selected group of informants.

(Enkvist. 1989: 372)

According to Enkvist, a group of receivers may judge a text acceptable while
another groups may not. The difference in judgement is the result from many factors
such as different background knowledge, culture, prejudice, and more.

He also gives the following example to explain the concept of acceptability.

John is in bed with the flu and acetic acid is CH3 COOH.

This sentence is unacceptable for many people because it seems strange and

impossible. However, Enkvist explains that this sentence becomes absolutely

acceptable if it is the answer to a question such as:

Where is John? He was supposed to teach me
the chemical formula for acetic acid.
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Such acceptability occurs because of a situational frame to which that particular

sentence or text is related. Another concept of acceptability is proposed by Baker

(1992: 219). She proposes as follows:

Whether a text is judged as acceptable or not does not
depend on how closely it corresponds to some state of
affairs in the real world, but rather on whether the reader
finds the presented version of reality believable,
homogeneous, or relevant.

In accordance with Enkvist (1989), Baker (19_92) 's opinion confirms that
difference in background knowledge affects the process of each receiver's

interpretation.



In order to judge whether a text is acceptable, the receivers must consider the
previous six standards in the whole picture. However, the judgement may vary from
one receiver to another. The judgement of one person cannot be claimed as true or
false since it is subjective.

In short, cohesion and coherence are the text-based considerations while the
other five are the receiver-based considerations. However, these seven standards
overlap and have effects on one another. If any of these standards are not met
satisfactorily, the text may be judged unacceptable.

The discussion in this chapter was divided into three sections. Firstly, general
ideas and methods for translating literature were discussed. Secondly, concepts and
models for evaluation of translation were proposed. Finally, de Beaugrande and

Dressler ‘s theoretical framework of seven standards of texuality (1981) was clarified.

29



Chapter 3
Methodology

Procedures

1. Part One of Jonathan Livingston Seagull was selected by purposive
sampling. |

2. The original version of Jonathan Livingston Seagull by Richard Bach was
studied.

3. The two Thai translated versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull were
studied. The first version was translated by M.R. Kukrit Pramoj and the second one by
Chanwit Kasetsiri.

4. In order to facilitate the analysis, the two translated texts were divided into
sentences according to those in the original text. For example:

ST: It was morning, and the new sun sparkled gold across the ripples

of a gentle sea. A mile from shore a fishing boat chummed the
water, and the word for Breakfast Flock flashed through the air, till
a crowd of a thousand seagulls came to dodge and flight for bits of
food (p.1).
pv: aauwmiuasnd wizaiediniuldtlenasszaanszsuldimea

flifindu 7 luszozmanilsladands Gawladmitanudmesly
uadn uazdimnsfonstudadldnsnsluuerme awnssioun
winwiniugaszanaiuaaaniulamdsn ua:tjﬁutﬁamvmms 1"
(M1 13)

ST stands for source text

PV stands for Pramoj's version

/l indicates the boundary of each sentence
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5. The two translated versions were compared to the original to find if there

were any discrepancies. For example:

ST: His vows of a moment before were forgotten, swept away in that

great swift wind (p. 25).

o & € a Y A v a o
PV: ﬂ“laﬂUmU'I'MJaﬂm”lmaﬂgum’lﬂuﬂumlm muaunugﬂnﬂﬂ‘lﬂim

MUANIINITTUFAUAUUTINTY (M1 23)

Kv: Teumwdusdudganililinudnedisajriewdssu duluduly

nluasan (11 29)

The discrepancy in the above sentences is the translation of the phrase swept

away in that great swift wind. The word swept away is a passive form, which derives

from the sentence ‘His vows of a moment before were swept away in that great swift |
wind." In Pramoj's version, this phrase is translated correctly according to its meaning
from the source text. On the other hand, Kasetsiri translates this phrase as ﬁ'uINﬁu‘\ﬂ
w1 luasan which means ‘Jonathan is flying in the air.' Thus, Kasetsiri misinterprets
this phrase and cannot maintain the meaning of the source text. In other words,

Kasetsiri's version cannot maintain the intentionality of the source text.

6. The findings of the study were discussed.

7. Conclusions were drawn from the findings and suggestions made for

further studies.



Chapter 4
Findings

In this chapter, the results of the comparative study of the original version with
the two Thai versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull are discussed using de
Beaugrande and Dressler's theoretical framework (1981). In order to facilitate the

discussion, the three versions are abbreviated as follows:

ST stands for source text

PV  stands for Pramoj's version
KV  stands for Kasetsiri's version
1 indicates the boundary of each sentence

In the discussion of the discrepancies among the original and the two Thai
versions, the selected texts are compared paragraph by paragraph. If any
discrepancies are found in any paragraphs, those paragraphs are excerpted. Then
those discrepancies are underlined and discussed. There are 68 paragraphs in
Jonathan Livingston Seagull (Part one). Among these, 42 discrepancies have been
found. In some paragraphs, there may be one or more discrepancies discussed. On
the other hand, some paragraphs may not siiow any discrepancies; thus, such

paragraphs are not excerpted in this paper.

Paragraph 2

ST: A mile from shore a fishing boat chummed the water, and the word

for Breakfast Flock flashed through the air, iill a crowd of a thousand

seagulls came to dodge and fight for bits of food. it was another busy

day beginning (p. 13).
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P 3 - ° P ] - v e y
Pv:  uszgemaninludondy Sanndadmieniwdmaalviiuedu uas

P ~< a & s [ < [
ANRUIEDINITUUY ﬂlﬁ']'lﬂﬂit'il"l u'lﬂ'lummﬁ IUNTEMUNURIWISLTIN

“ o P P ve A " &
doﬂs:anmwuﬂ')muﬂ:ﬂumm llﬂ:ﬁﬂulﬂﬂlﬁﬂﬂ']ﬂ’\’ /i lﬂu’]u’!u’lqﬂ

L]
v A a a - & .
anduniafiiAisezizudu /7 (ni 13)

& o« &

P s - v
KV: ﬁaanﬂmémumaﬂaauagmomnﬁmﬁmm‘lua sanonmlams

I ¥ ] o« - K3
unnizsdniiluaina ua:umv“lmnmamammuwuﬁTnummm

' o~ - o~ ' [ v A am X v
gdoamTnunwu // ']ulu’h’ﬂ']']llﬁﬂﬂuaﬂquﬂuﬂnﬁuﬂu (W1 17)

Discrepancy 1

The only discrepancy found in this paragraph is the translation of the clause a

fishing boat chummed the water, and the word for Breakfast Flock flashed through the

air. The word chum has many definitions, but the meaning that relates to this clause,

given by the New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary (1993: 399), is as follows:

Chum (n.) = chopped fish thrown overhoard
as bait, as in trolling

The phrase chummed the water in this paragraph should mean bait that is

spread into the water in order to lure fish. Though this bait is provided for attracting
fish, the seagull flock also flies to scramble for it. Thus, this bait also becomes breakfast

' o .o
for the seagulls. In Pramoj's version, this clause is translated as Gammdmianin

s v & P o A a & o (Y N
dmnzaliiflueiu uarsinansiismsbuiiaitrldnszaneglilueimea (a fishing boat

stirs the sea to make waves and the words referring to a breakfast flight spread into the

air). In this version, the translator renders the phrase chummed the water as nauin

nia (stir the sea). That is, the translated text does not give the exact meaning of the

o : 4
original. On the other hand, Kasetsiri translates the same clause as BFaanyUadnig...

y . & . . .
amm_ty‘\m'lna’l‘n’\mnn‘szmwu'hﬂua’m'\ﬂ (a fishing boat...gives a signal to spread

the bird’s food into the air). In this version, the meaning of the clause is completely
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changed. According to Kasetsiri's version, the fishermen in the boat are spreading food
into the air in order to feed the seagulls not to attract fish. That is, the translated text in
this version distorts the meaning of the original. To sum up, a discrepancy in this
paragraph, which is related to maintaining the intentionality of the original, is found in
both versions because neither of them give the accurate meaning of the word

chummed.

Paragraph 3

ST:  But way off alone, out by himself beyond boat and shore, Jonathan
Livingston Seagull was practising. A hundred feet in the sky he
lowered his webbed feet, lifted his beak, and strained to hold a

painful hard twisting curve through his wings (p. 13).

Pv: udiminlnasenluagauidslnaiinFamuamuszinzia vausiu
fmau wwwa mssdauiiuag # Wszssgeiasrauuin Lnndau

v da o oa & o B o ad o v -
Wi AIWIRAN onthnlugs uazlfumvanaminnasinyldaniaan

s3uthalilulnansgesaaan (i 13)

Kv:  uwdlnasanlusnmeoiiuaziGe Towamu aWdasen : wawaa fastln
-  al W - P4 -~ ad o >~ ola &
Duagideams # Iudugsnliluiafimieiooda savindanua

(Iathnaw ua:nswuﬂnwwmnumamqummmmmmnwu (mu 17)

Discrepancy 2
The only discrepancy in this paragraph is the use of a pronoun to refer to

Jonathan Livingston Seagull. While Pramoj uses the pronoun 121 (he), Kasetsiri uses
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i (it). The reason why the pronoun 34 (it) is used may be that the translator is
considering the target culture concepts. Normally, Thais use the pronoun it to refer to
an animal. The use of the pronoun he or she to refer to an animal could happen but it
is rare. Thus, the translator decides to use ﬁg (it) probably because this pronoun is
normally used in the target culture. However, in the original, the readers find that the
author uses he to refer to Jonathan Livingston Seagull. It is the author’s intention to
use he instead of it. The author intends this character as a human being inside the
form of a bird. Though Jonathan is a seagull, he can think and learn as a man can.
Thus, the use of 111 (he) in Pramoj's version is more appropriate than A (it) in
Kasetsiri's version since »this pronoun can maintain the intentionality of the original

version.

e o o

Paragraph 6

ST: Most gulls don't bother to learn more than the simplest facts of flight—how
to get from shore to food and back again. For most gulls, it is not flying
that matters, but eating. For this gull, it was not eating that mattered,
but flight. More than anything else, Jonathan Livingston Seagull loved
to fly (p. 14). '
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Discrepancy 3

Only dis.crepancy in this paragraph is that Kasetsiri translates the phrase for
most gulls while Pramoj omits it. Though the meaning in the two versions is not
different, there is still an interesting point to be discussed. The reason for the omission
in Pramoj's version may be that the idea of the sentence is related to the previous one--
Most gulls. Thus, the omission may not affect the meaning of the text much. On the

other hand, Kasetsiri still maintains this phrase by translating it as 1M UK 1IMANT 9

'l_ﬂ (for general gulls). This translated phrase can be considered as a paraphrase of the

previous sentence—U1IUIRRAUAIN (most gulls). The use of the paraphrase

emphasizes that eating is an important activity for gulls in general but not for Jonathan
Livingston Seagull. In short, the discrepancy in this paragraph is that Kasetsiri

maintains cohesion while Pramoj's version does not.

Paragraph 8

ST:  He didn't know why, for instance, but when he flew at altitudes less than
half his wingspan above the water, he could stay in the air longer, with

less effort. His glides ended not with the usual feet-down splash into the

sea, but with a long flat wake as he touched the surface with his feet tightly

streamlined against his body. When he began sliding in to feet-up landings

on the beach, then pacing the length of his slide in the sand, his parents

were very much dismayed indeed (p. 14).

(3 [ d' - =3 :’ A‘ .' 3 ) -
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Two discrepancies are discussed in this paragraph (discrepancies 4-5).

Discrepancy 4
The discussion in this paragraph starts with the translation of the sentence His

glides ended not with the usual feet-down splash into the sea, but with a long flat

wake as he touched the surface. This sentence is rendered as follows:

PV: myianvaan lildauasdsmfisiadlunaa udinssugautlans

v
'3 &~ o

L'ﬁﬁmmlﬁgnm Tadaduadngmanamann (His glides do not end
with dropping himself into the sea, but he will put his feet down into
the water, which makes long waves following him).

KV: iiladusananamasduililfivhssiuuusrsen (when he glides
into the sea, he does not use his feet to splash the water in the

ordinary way).
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According to the two translations, the latter version gives only the main idea of
the sentence while the former gives all the details of Jonathan’s action. The importance
of this sentence is that it describes the methods of gliding that Jonathan has learned
and practised by himself. Such gliding makes him different form other gulls. When {he
original details are omitted, the readers cannot clearly see this difference. In

conclusion, the translation in Pramoj's version is better because the translator gives

more informativity than the latter.

Discrepancy 5
Another point that should be discussed in this paragraph is the omission of the

phrase then pacing the length of his slide in the sand in Kasetsiri's version. This

omission means that the readers will not get all the details about Jonathan’s action,
which is a part of his learning and practising. On the other hand, Pramoj translates this

v - Y o & e
phrase as llﬂ']lﬂuﬂa]Ju’nﬂ’aU‘lﬂaﬂﬂ\’lﬂquuﬂﬂﬂ')qlﬂuﬁ'r’ﬂ:nﬁﬁnﬂqq (then he turns

back to measure the length of his slide in the sand in order to know how many paces it
makes). This translation is correct. In short, the important point of this discrepancy is

that Kasetsiri does not maintain as much informativity as Pramoj does.

To summarize, two discrepancies are found in paragraph 8. Both discrepancies
are a reduction of the informativity that relates to Jonathan’s actions. Such reduction is

found only in Kasetsiri's version.

Paragraph 13

ST: It's all so pointless, he thought, deliberately dropping a hard-won anchovy

to a hungry old gull chasing him. | could be spending all this time learning

to fly. There' s so much to learn! (p. 15)
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There are three discrepancies that should be discussed in this paragraph
(discrepancies 6-8).
Discrepancy 6

In this paragraph, the first point that should be discussed is the translation of the

phrase deliberately dropping. The Oxford Advanced Leamer’s Dictionary of Current

English (1995: 307) gives the meaning of the word deliberate as follows:
Deliberate (adj.) = done intentionally

i .
Pramoj translates this phrase as mmznﬂaau..lnuﬁm‘mﬂ’m (while dropping. .

.. from his mouth); that is, Pramoj omits transiating the word deliberately. On the other
Lo wd
hand, Kasersiri translates this phrase as V1A TINUNN (sometimes it drops). In this

version, the word deliberately is changed to sometimes. Therefore, the original

intentionality is distorted in both versions.

Discrepancy 7

The second discussion in this paragraph concerns the translation of the phrase

a hard-won anchovy. The meaning of the word hard-won is given by the Oxford
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Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English (1995: 543) as follows:
Hard-won (adj.) = gained after a hard struggle

According to the above definition, the phrase a_hard-won anchovy should mean

a piece of fish that Jonathan has fought to get from the seagull flock. Pramoj transiates

v

« 3 @ ‘ ..
this phrase as Yamdauaanity (a fish with a soft head) while Kasetsiri as Uaunsés

1ametrsenniin (dried fish gained by great effort). The translation of the latter version

is closer to the original meaning than that of the former. That is, Kasetsiri can retain

the intentionality better than Pramoj.

Discrepancy 8

The third discrepancy in this paragraph concerns the translation of the word
chasing. The difference between the two versions is that _ﬁ_u:l_g' (fly chasing) in Pramoj's
version is more appropriate for the situationality of the text than the word ﬁuﬂ (fly
following) in Kasetsiri's version. The situation of the source text is that the gulls are
fighting for their food from a boat. When Jonathan gains scraps of fish, there is an old
gull chasing him in order to snatch the scraps of fish from him. Thus, the word fiuea
(fly following) in Kasetsiri's version does not describe the situation as well as ﬁ_uki_ (fly

chasing) in Pramoj's version.

In conclusion, there are three discrepancies in paragraph 13. The first

discrepancy is the translation of the phrase deliberately dropping. Pramoj omits the

word deliberately while Kasetsiri distorts its meaning. That is, neither version maintains
the intentionality of this phrase. The second discrepancy is the translation of the phrase

a hard-won anchovy. Pramoj omits the word hard-won while Kasetsiri does not. In

other words, Pramoj does not maintain the intentionality of the original. The third
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discrepancy is the translation of the word chasing. In this discrepancy, the word choice

in Pramoj's version is more appropriate for the situationality of the text than that in

Kasetsiri's.
Paragraph 17
ST:  Climb to a thousand feet. Full power straight ahead first, then push

PV:

over, flapping to a vertical dive. Then, every time, his left wing stalled
on an upstroke, he'd roll violently left, stall his right wing recovering, and

flick like fire into a wild tumbling spin to the right (p. 20).
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Discrepancy 9

The only point to be discussd in this paragraph is the omission of the phrasal

verb push over. The Oxford Dictionary of Phrasal Verbs (1993: 269) defines this word

as follows:

Push over = make (sb/sth) overturn or fall on the
ground by pushing him or it



42

Pramoj translates it as m (to fall headlong), which is the correct meaning.
On the other hand, Kasetsiri does not translate it at all. Though such an omission does
not affect the meaning of the text much, it still affects the text in the way that the
sequences of Jonathan’s action are missing. This paragraph describes the scene that
Jonathan is practising steep power-dives. The purpose of this parag_raph is to describe
Jonathan's actions step by step. Thus, it can be said that Kasetsiri does not maintain

the intentionality because the translator reduces the informativity of the original.

Paragraph 18

ST He couldn’t be careful enough on that upstroke. Ten times he tried,

and all ten times, as he passed through seventy miles per hour, he

burst into a churning mass of feathers, out of control, crashing down

into the water (p. 20).
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Three discrepancies in this paragraph are discussed (discrepancies 10-12).

Discrepancy 10

The first discrepancy in this paragraph is the translation of the phrase couldn't

be careful enough. Actually, this phrase means he had to be very careful. This phrase
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is translated as lauimuszaiaszdvliina (Jonathan is not careful enough) in Kasetsiri's

version. The translation in this version tends to distort the meaning of the source text.

On the other hand, Pramoj translates this phrase as LIMWENENUTANITURINNIN (He

tries his best). Though this translated text does not give the exact meaning of the
original, it gives a closer meaning than that in Kasetsiri's. The next sentence in this
version clarifies the meaning by lsaying that though Jonathan has tried his best ten
times, all ten times he has smashed down into the water. In short, the translation in

Pramoj's version maintains the intentionality of the source text better than that in

Kasetsiri's.

Discrepancy 11

The second discrepancy in this paragraph is the use of a cohesive device: W@
(but--contrajunction) in Kasetsiri's version. Normally, this cohesive device is used to link
the ideas or lexical items that are discrepant. However, the original text does not show
any discrepancy. Actually, this sentence is a sequential event. That is, when Jonathan
is flying at the speed of seventy miles per hour and trying to speed up, his feathers
burst and are in tatters. Thus, the use of this cohesive device in Kasetsiri's version is

inappropriate; moreover, it reduces the coherence of the sentence.

Discrepancy 12

Thirdly, the translation of the phrase out of control is discussed. Pramoj

translates this phrase as nUAANUNTIN (empty of balance) while Kasetsiri as L§gman
(lose his balance). The word choice in Pramoj's version is inappropriate because it is

not normally used in Thai. Thais tend to say L§N1IMIIA7 (lose one's balance) but not

NUAAUNTINA (empty of balance). Thus, using this word is unfamiliar to the target
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readers. On the other hand, the word choice in Kasetsiri's version, \&Ivan (lose his

balance), is more appropriate for the situationality of the text.

In short, there are three discrepancies in this paragraph. The first discrepancy is

the mistranslation of the phrase he couldn't be careful enough in Kasetsiri's version.

That is, the original intentionality is distorted. The second discrepancy is that Kasetsiri

adds an unnecessary cohesive device to the text—u@ (but). The third discrepancy is

the translation of the phrase out of control. This discrepancy appears in Pramoj's

version; the selected word choices are inappropriate for the situationality of the text.

Paragraph 19-20

ST:

PV:

The key, he thought at last, dripping wet, must be to hold the wings still

at high speeds—to flap up to fifty and then hold the wings still. From two

thousand feet he tried again, rolling into his dive, beak straight down,
wings full out and stable from the moment he passed fifty miles per hour.

It took tremendous strength, but it worked. In ten seconds he had blurred

through ninety miles per hour. Jonathan had set a world speed record for

seagulls (p. 20).
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Discrepancy 13

The only discussion concerns the mistranslation of the phrase to flap up to fifty

in Kasetsiri's version. Actually, this phrase is vague since it can give many meanings

as follows:
- flying up to fifty feet
- flapping the wings fifty times
- flapping the wings quickly to reach the speed of fifty miles per hour.
However, the following sentence clarifies the vagueness. The phrase he

passed fifty miles per hour is the repetition of the phrase to flap up to fifty. Thus, the

third meaning should be selected. However, Kasetsiri interprets this phrase as Ju@iin

¥ o ooa & '
NITTUNUNIRUAT (it flaps the wings fifty times), which makes the text incoherent. On

the other hand, Pramoj translates this phrase as nyziatinaulaanuivauludds

nﬁa‘é’ﬂm (flaps the wings to reach the speed of fifty miles per hour), which is correct.
In brief, the original intention is distorted in Kasetsiri's version because the translator

misinterprets the source text.



Paragraph 21

ST:  But victory was short-lived. The instant he began his pullout, the

instant he changed the angle of his wings, he snapped into that

same terrible uncontrolled disaster, and at ninety miles per hour it

hit him like dynamite. Jonathan Seagull exploded in midair and

smashed down into a brick-hard sea (p. 20)
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In this paragraph, there are five discrepancies that should be discussed

(discrepancies 14-18).

Discrepancy 14

The first discussion concentrates on the translation of the word pullout. This
word is a technical term in aeronautics and its meaning is as follows:

Pullout = Recovery from a dive. The expression arises from
the pulling action on the control column during this
manoeuvre

(Beckford. n.d: 7)
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In this sentence, the situation is that Jonathan is practising the dive from two
thousand feet. When he is diving at the speed of ninety miles per hour, he tries to
recover his flying level. However, he loses control at that speed and smashes down

. . (.4 ! ° -‘ -
into the sea. Pramoj translates pullout as WIRITUIINNIIGIEN (recover from a dive),

which is in accordance with Beckford’s definition and the situation of the text. However,
Kasetsiri translates the word as 8af213133, which means reducing speed. Thus,
Kasetsiri's version cannot give the correct meaning of the word pullout. In other words,

this is a discrepancy about intertextuality that appears in the text.

Discrepancy 15

Second, the discussion concerns the translation of the clause he snapped into

o " = . o ' o
that same terrible uncontrolled disaster. Pramoj translates it as waiwe latinafiasan

ud7 (he collapses as he used to). On the other hand, Kasetsiri translates it as fjufi

&

mue'hl.aa'lajazj (he cannot control himself). In terms of the original meaning, neither

version distorts it. However, the point that should be discussed here is the word W3
(collapse) in Pramoj's version. In the target language (Thai), this word is not used to
describe all animate nouns. It tends to be used with inanimate objects. Thus, the use

of the word W3 (collapse) in Pramoj's version is inappropriate for the situationality of the

text.

Discrepancy 16

Next,the translation of the clause it hit him like dynamite is discussed. This

clause describes Jonathan's feeling when he loses control that he feels as if he were hit

by dynamite. Pramoj translates this clause as lwWamliaunulawludszifia (he

collapsed as if he were exploding dynamite). This translated text does not distort the
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meaning of the original. However, the discrepancy that appears in this version is the
use of the word ﬂg (collapse). As has already been discussed in the previous
discrepancy, this word is not generally used to describe all living things. Thus, this
word is inappropriate for the situationality of the text. On the other hand, Kasetsiri

_ o~ «“ . J’ o - %
translates this clause as MIFEnaNNTITURAIUTIINUAUIELTIA (losing control

happened as if dynamite exploded ). The discrepancy in this version is that the phrase
m3t&enan (losing control) does not collocate with the phrase ausztiia (exploding

dynamite).
To sum up, the discrepancies in both versions involve the use of word choices

that are inappropriate for the situationality of the text.

Discrepancy 17

The fourth discrepancy in this paragraph is the translation of the word exploded.
Actually, this word is a metaphor. The author intends to use the word exploded to -
describe Jonathan's condition when he reaches the speed of ninety miles per hour.
That is, Jonathan seems to burst in midair at that speed. The phrase LRIVANN&I
81n74 (lose his balance in the midair) in Kasetsiri's version does not give the exact

meaning of exploded in the source text. On the other hand, the phrase wlsunusziile

naeIN¢ (as if he exploded in the midair) in Pramoj's version is more appropriate,

and it also maintains the intentionality of the source text.

Discrepancy 18

The last discrepancy in this paragraph is the translation of the phrasal verb
smashed down. The definition of this phrasal verb according to the Oxford Dictionary of

Phrasal Verbs (1993: 335) is as follows:
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Smash down = knock (sth) down by striking it viotently

Both versions translate this phrasal verb similarly—Jonathan is falling into the
water. However, the discrepancy between the two versions is the use of the word

choices to clarify the word @n (fall). Pramoj translates smashed down as anH13, while

Kasetsiri as @. The word N1 in the former version means a slapping noise, e.g.
slapping hands or slapping something on the floor, table, etc (Royal Academic
Dictionary. 1982: 559). The word N1 conveys the idea of a loud noise that happens
when Jonathan falls into the water. Thus, the word choice in this version is acceptable.
However, the word i’g in Kasetsiri's version means moVing fast from a low level to a
high level (Royal Academic Dictionary. 1982: 735). According to this definition, the
word ﬁ_’) is inappropriate for this scene because Jonathan falls from the air into the
water (falling from a high level to a lower level). Thus, the word choice in this version is

inappropriate for the situationality of the text.

By the way, the phrase ninety miles per hour is rendered as 3oy luddatalug

in Pramoj’s version; this translation is considered an error in printing and is not

discussed as a discrepancy.

In all, five discrepancies are found in this paragraph. The first discrepancy is
the translation of the word pullout. The word choices in Kasetsiri's version do not give
the exact meaning of this intertextuality. The second and the third discrepancies relate
to the use of the word choices in both versions that are inappropriate for the
situationality of the text. The fourth discrepancy is the omission of the word exploded in
Kasetsiri's version; that is, Kasstsiri does not maintain the intentionality of the original.

The last discrepancy is the use of the word choice in Kasetsiri's version that is

inappropriate for the situationality of the text.
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Paragraph 22

ST.  When he came to, it was well after dark, and he floated in moonlight

on the surface of the ocean. His wings were ragged bars of lead, but

the weight of failure was even heavier on his back. He wished, feebly,

that the weight could be just enough to drag him gently down to the
bottom, and end it all (p. 21).
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There are two discrepancies that should be discussed in this paragraph

(discrepancies 19-20).

Discrepancy 19

The first discrepancy concerns the misinterpretation of the phrase when he
came to. Actually, this phrase means “to regain consciousness, especially after
fainting” (Oxford Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English. 1995: 225). In

. . . . P . al .
Pramoj's version, this phrase is translated as mmmﬁum‘lﬁ'ﬁﬂuu (when he is

conscious again), which is correct. However, Kasetsiri translates this phrase as faau
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U, which means at that time. Therefore, the meaning of this phrase in Kasersiri's

version is incorrect. In other words, Kasetsiri's version does not retain the intentionality

of this phrase.

Discrepancy 20

The second point that should be studied is the clause he wished, feebly.

Pramoj translates this clause as wrdaule (he is disheartend), while Kasetsiri as lawn

muldudnawatsauszing (Jonathan prays wearily). The latter version transfers

the meaning from the original better than the former. In other words, Kasetsiri

maintains the original intentionality while Pramoj does not.

In summary, the two discrepancies found in paragraph 22 are related to
maintaining the intentionality of the source text. In the first discrepancy, Kasetsiri
cannot maintain the original intentionality because the translator mistranslates the

phrase when he came to. In the second discrepancy, Parmoj does not translate the

phrase he wished, feebly as well as Kasetsiri does.

Paragraph 23

ST:  As he sank low in the water, a strange hollow voice sounded within him.

There's no way around it. | am a seaguill. . . (p. 21)
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Discrepancy 21

The only discrepancy to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the
words hollow voice. The definition of hollow according to the Oxford Advanced

Learner's Dictionary of Current English (1995: 569) is as follows:

Hollow (adj.) = (of sound) having the quality of an echo;
sounding as if coming from a hollow place

Pramoj translates this word as WRaanim (aggressive voice) while Kasetsiri

translates it as Lﬁmv‘gﬂ'[mmu (wailing voice). According to the above definition, the

word choice of the latter version gives a closer meaning than that of the former. In
short, this is a discrepancy about distorting the intentionality of the source text which is

found in Pramoj's version.

Paragraph 25

ST:  He pushed wearily away from the dark water and flew toward the land,
grateful for what he had learned about work-saving low-altitude flying
(p. 21).
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Discrepancy 22

In this paragraph, there is only one discrepancy to be discussed. Pramoj

translates the word work-saving as 35vjuu33 (labor saving) while Kasetsiri omits it. The
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word 3TYiuUTY (labor saving) in the former version creates coherence in the text
because the readers can understand why Jonathan is grateful for his attempt to learn
low-altitude flying. His learning and practising are useful when he is in trouble. On the
other hand, Kasetsiri translates that Jonathan is flying at low-altitude and he is satisfied
with his learning about such flying. However, the readers may have no idea why
Jonathan is satisfied. Og the readers may interpret that Jonathan is satisfied because
he, at least, learns something about flying before he quits it forever; it is better than
learning nothing. Such a misinterpretation occurs because the translator reduces the

informativity of the original text.

Paragraph 29

ST:  Jonathan was not alert to listen. It's pretty, he thought. The moon and
the lights twinkling on the water, throwing out littte beacon-trails through

the nights, and all so peaceful and still. . . (p. 24).
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Discrepancy 23

The only discrepancy that should be discussed is the translation of the sentence

It's pretty, he thought. Pramoj renders this sentence as f0d 1niin (it was pretty, he
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thought) while Kasetsiri has Auausfai111939ULE8939 (he was in the process of

thinking that it was pretty). Though both versions give the correct meaning, the
interesting point that shoulc/i be discussed is the coherence between the sentences.
Pramoj uses a literary translation and his text is concise. Nevertheless, when this
sentence is placed next to the previous one, there is no connection between the
sentences. On the other hand, Kasetsiri adds the words J2ugfiain (in the process of
thinking that), which clarifies the idea of the previous sentence why Jonathan is not alert

to listening to the voice. These added words create coherence in the text.

Paragraph 30

ST.  Get down! Seagulls never fly in the dark! If you were meant to fly in

the dark, you'd have the eyes of an owl! You'd have charts for brains!

You'd have a falcon's short wings! (p. 24).
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Discrepancy 24

In this paragraph, the translation of the phrase-charts for brains is discussed.

The relevant definition of the word chart is given by the Oxford Advanced Leamner’s

Dictionary of Current English (1995: 189) as follows:



are charted for navigation. In Pramoj's version, this phrase is translated as fupums
fiuusuag (have charts as brains), which is the correct meaning, but Kasetsiri
translates it as JUUFNBININWY, which means you have a lot of brains. Thus, the
translation in the latter version does not give the exact meaning of the source text. In

other words, the word choice in Kasetsiri's version does not maintain the intentionality

Chart (n.) = detailed map, especially for use at sea or in the air
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From the above definition, the phrase charts for brains should mean the brains

of the source text.

Paragraph 34

ST:

PV:

The wind was a monster roar at his head. Seventy miles per hour,
ninety, a hundred and twenty and faster still. The wing-strain now

at a hundred and forty miles per hour wasn't nearly as hard as it

had been before at seventy, and with the faintest twist of his wingtips

he eased out of the dive and shot above the waves, a grey cannonball

under the moon (P. 25).
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Discrepancy 25

The only discrepancy that should be discussed is the translation of the

phrase eased out of the dive. The meaning of the word ease is given by the Oxford

Advanced Learner’s Dictionary of Current English (1995: 365) as follows:

Ease (v.) = 1. To make something less painful, severe, worring, etc.
2. To move or move sb/sth carefully and gently
3. To make sth looser or less tight

In this situation, Jonathan is practising a vertical dive at the speed of a hundred
and forty miles per hour. When he nearly reaches the sea, he gradually changes his
movement from vertical diving to flying above the sea. Thus, the phrase eased out of
the dive should mean gradually change the movement of diving. Pramoj renders this

phrase as D8UMIDANIINNMIAAY (pullout from the diving) while Kasetsiri as 188

ANl (reduce the speed). The word p_a_lt@ in the former version shows the
equivalent meaning to the word pullout rather than ease out of. Nevertheless, this
translation gives a closer meaning to the original. Regarding the latter version, the
translation is incorrect. When Jonathan eases out of the dive, he still maintains the
speed of a hundred and forty miles per hour flying above the sea. Therefore, the word

choice in Pramoj's version is more appropriate for the situationality of the original than

that in the latter version.

By the way, another point that should be mentioned is that the word ninety is
not presented in Pramoj's version. However, this omission may cause from an error

printing.



57

Paragraph 36

ST:

PV:

His vows of a moment before were forgotten, swept away in that great
swift wind. Yet he felt guiltless, breaking the promises he had made
himself. Such promises are only for the gulls that accept the ordinary.
One who has touched excellence in his learning has no need of that

kind of promise (p. 25).
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Discrepancy 26

The only discussion in this paragraph concentrates on the translation of the

phrase swept away in _that great swift wind. This refers to Jonathan’s vows that vanish

in the air and the phrase swept away is in a passive form. In Pramoj's version, this

phrase is translated as mﬁauﬁ'ﬂgnﬂ':’lﬂ‘lﬂimnua (as if it had been completely swept

away), which is the correct meaning. In contrast, Kasetsiri translates this phrase as @

Tnduldainluasay meaning Jonathan is flying in the wind, which is different from the
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meaning of the source text. That is, the intentional meaning of this sentence is slightly

distorted in the latter version.

Paragraph 38-39

ST:

PV:

He was alive, trembling ever so slightly with delight, proud that his
fear was under control. Then without ceremony he hugged in his

forewings, extended his short, angled wingtips, and plunged directly

toward the sea. By the time he passed four thousand feet he had
reached terminal velocity, the wind was a solid beating wall of sound
against which he could move no faster. He was flying now straight
down, at two (p. 25) hundred fourteen miles per hour. He swallowed,
knowing that if his wings unfolded at that speed he'd be blown into a
million tiny shreds of seagull. But the speed was power, and the speed

was joy, and the speed was pure beauty. He began his puliout at a thousand

feet, wingtips thudding and blurring in that gigantic wind, the boat and the

crowd of gulls tilting and growing meteor-fast, directly in his path (p. 26).
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Three discrepancies are found in these paragraphs (discrepancies 27-29)

Discrepancy 27

The first discrepancy is the translation of the phrase extended his short, angled

. - & v
wingtips. In Pramoj's version, this phrase is translated as tuwlmstnsusan /v lduy

=t ¢ o e 8
(extend his short wingtips at an angle) while Kasetsiri as % foauatnsdastinausu

gan'ly (only extend the short wingtips). Pramoj's version gives all the details of the
phrase, but Kasetsiri's version omits the word angled. That is, Kasetsiri's‘ version

reduces the informativity of the original.

Discrepancy 28

The second discussion is the translation of the word pullout. However, this

point has already been discussed i discrepancy 14 (paragraph 21).
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Discrepancy 29

The last discussion concems the translation of the phrase the boat and the

crowd of gulis tilting and growing meteor-fast. In this situation, Jonathan is diving at the

speed of two hundred fourteen miles per hour through the flock of gulls that are flying

o g w
for their breakfast. Pramoj translates this phrase as mtsaunzgmnmemammuma

‘1mua:ﬂmmﬂ1nni%unnﬁ (both fishing boats and the flock of gulls are tilting and

growing); that is, the word meteor-fast is omitted. In this version, the translator focuses
on what Jonathan sees when he is moving at that speed. On the other hand, Kasetsiri

renders this phrase as (FauazdaunwiiwianasadanTINTINIRIeN (fishing boats

and the flock of gulls are moving forward to him as fast as meteors); that is, the
translator omits the words tilting and growing because he focuses only on the speed of
the movement. Therefore, the discrepancy occurs in both versions because neither of

them can clearly describe the situation of the text.

Anyway, another point that should be discussed is the translation of the phrase

. . . - -
at two hundred fourteen miles per hour. Pramoj translates it as a280U3I809300F

ﬁu‘.uﬁdanﬁof’ﬂm (at the speed of two hundred forty miles per hour). That is, Pramoj

mistranslates the words fourteen miles. However, this mistake may be an error in

printing .

In short, three discrepancies are found in paragraphs 38- 39. The first one is ’
that Kasetsiri omits the word angled. The second discrepancy is the transiation of the

word pullout. Kasetsiri cannot give the exact meaning of this word. The third

discrepancy is that neither version clearly transiates the phrase the boat and the crowd

of qulls tilting and growing metero-fast.




Paragraph 41

ST:

PV:

It happened that morning, then, just after sunrise, that Jonathan

Livingston seagull fired directly through the centre of Breakfast Flock,

ticking off two hundred twelve miles per hour, eyes closed, in a great

roaring shriek of wind and feathers. The Gull of Fortune smiled upon
him this once, and no one was

killed (p. 26).
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In this paragraph, three discrepancies are discussed (discrepancies 30-32).

Discrepancy 30

. . « . A - J’ v A 8
happened that morning, then. Pramoj renders this phrase as afitiadulmdrIuin
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The first discussion in this paragraph focuses on the translation of the phrase It

(the event that happened in that morning) while Kasetsiri as 1tat8uivaaiiui (it was

coincidental that). Actually, the word happen means either occur by chance or take

place. However, the translation in Pramoj's version is more appropriate for the
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situationality because this is the description of what happens on the day that Jonathan

is diving at thé speed of two hundred twelve miles per hour.

Discrepancy 31

The second point that should be discussed concerns the translation of the

phrase in a_great roaring shriek of wind and feathers. Pramoj translates this phrase as

AERIINIANIIDWNANAVUATTURNNTIZUNNY (shriek that emerges from the friction
of the wind and the feathers). On the other hand, Kasetsiri translates the same phrase

as RULATIUYAITURITIININANID&UU (the wind and its feathers make a loud shriek).

The translation of the latter version is inappropriate because the wind and the feathers
are inanimate nouns which cannot make a loud shriek. Therefore, the translation in
Pramoj's version is more appropriate because it retains the intentional meaning of the

original phrase.

Discrepancy 32

Another point that should be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the

phrase The Gull of Fortune smiled upon him this once. According to the story, the

implicit meaning of The Gull of Fortune refers to a god or a goddess of gulls that

controls the destiny, birth and death of every gull. Pramoj translates this phrase as Ilm_

mawnwadiiialfianag (destiny of gulls smile upon him). The word lzamem

(destiny) in this version is inappropriate because it is an abstract noun that cannot do
the action of smile. On the other hand, Kasetisiri translates this phrase as ¥1IWIAUKY

Toadiulddin (The gull of luck smiles upon him). This version uses a literary translation.

Moreover, the phrase wwsuralee (the gull of luck) give a closer meaning to the

original. Thus, the discrepancy is found in Pramoj's version because the word choices
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do not transfer the intentional meaning of the original phrase as well as those in

Kasetsiri’s.

In summary, three discrepancies are found in this paragraph. The first one is

the translation of the phrase it happened that morning, then in Kasetsiri's version that is

inappropriate for the situationality of the text. The second discrepancy concerns the

translation of the phrase a great roaring shriek of wind and feathers. The translation in

Pramoj's version is more appropriate. The last discrepancy is the translation of the

phrase The Gull of Fortune. The word choices in Pramoj's version do not transfer the

intentional meaning of the original.

Paragraph 42

ST: By the time he had pulled his beak straight up into the sky he was still
scorching along at a hundred and sixty miles per hour. When he had
slowed to twenty and stretched his wings again at last, the boat was a

crumb on the sea, four thousand feet below (p. 26).
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Discrepancy 33

The only discrepancy in this paragraph is the reduction of information in

Kasetsiri's version. According to the original version, the phrase the boat was a crumb

on the sea is a metaphor that shows the scenery from Jonathan's level of flying.

Pramoj translates it as ﬁamﬂmﬁ_}mﬁauﬁ'mﬂwuuﬂﬂun:ta (the fishing boat looks

like a crumb in the sea). However, Kasetsiri translates it as Jamaaavatlunzia

&
LUBJIRN (a fishing boat is floating in the sea). In the latter version, the translator omits

the words was a crumb, a metaphor in the original text. In other words, Kasetsiri's

version reduces the informativity of the original.

Paragraph 45

ST He spared no time that day for talk with other gulls, but flew on past

sunset. He discovered the loop, the slow roll, the point roll, the inverted

spin, the gull bunt, the pinwheel (p. 27).
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Discrepancy 34

The discrepancy in this paragraph concerns the translation of the words from
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aeronautics—the loop, the slow roll, the point roll, the inverted spin, the gull bunt, the

pinwheel. The definitions of these flying terms are as follows:

a) loop = an aerobatic manoeuvre in which the aircraft completes a
circle in the vertical plane

(Beckford. n.d: 63)
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Figure 1 Aeronautics: Loop y

&
According to the two versions, Pramoj translates the loop as WULINAUA

(flying in a vertical circle shape) while Kasetsiri translates it as fiuilual (flying in a
circle shape). According to the latter translation, the readers may understand that
Jonathan is flying in a horizontal circle shape, but not a vertical circle shape. Therefore,
the word choice in the former version gives a closer meaning to the above definition
than that in the latter. In other words, the word choice in Pramoj's version maintains
the meaning of the intertextuality in the source text better than that in Kasetsiri's

version.

; Szurovy, Geza and Mike Goulian. (1994). Basic Aerobatics: 90.
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b) slow roll = an aerobatic manoeuvre in which the aircraft
rotates through a complete revolution about
the longitudinal axis

(Beckford. n.d: 92)

Figure 2 Aeronautics: Slow roII2

The word slow roll is translated as NUUIEAUTA (rolling at low speed) in
Pramoj's version and ﬁun§0f1 (flying with the manner of slow rolling) in Kasetsiri's
version. According to the above definition and illustration, it seems that the word choice
in both versions can draw a picture of this kind of flying. Thus, the translations in both

(5
version/maintain the meaning of this intertextuality.

? Beckford, L.L. (n.d.). An A. B. C. of Aeronautics: XI.




67

c) inverted spin = a spin in which the aircraft rotates
in an inverted altitude
(Beckford. n.d: 58)

Figure 3 Aeronautics: Inverted spin3

In Pramoj's version, the word inverted spin is translated as ANTINUNINENDY

(rotating until the belly is turned up into the sky) while Kasetsiri translates it as DUnun

nay (rotating). It seems that the word choice in Pramoj's version can depict such flying

more clearly than that in Kasetsiri's version. The word fiunuunayl (rotating) in the
Lhhdnhnay

latter version does not clearly draw a picture of a flying gull that rotates itself
until its belly is turned up into the sky. Therefore, the word choice in Pramoj's version

maintains. the meaning of the intertextuality of the source text better than that in

Kasetsiri's version.

% Michael, Love C. (1999). Flight Maneuvers: 105,
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d) bunt = an aerobatic manoeuvre consisting of a half loop with
the pilot on the outside; the reverse of the ordinary
loop. This places negative acceleration on the aircraft
and pilot. A bunt is entered by pushing the aircraft's
nose down from straight level flight

(Nayler. 1967: 47)

[

'I

4

TS “ 8 ,,-—g |

Figure 4 Aeronautics: Bunt4

” [
In Pramoj's version, the word the gull bunt is translated as nqummome'fuuan

(vertical rotating) while Kasetsiri as TUNSNWIIUIR (pushing gull fying). Neither of the
two translations clearly depicts the qull bunt. The problem in the translation occurs

because the source text uses aeronautical jargon. It is the same with the point roll and

the pinwheel. Pramoj translates the word the point roll as #yullavamaz (closed rhythm

rolling) while Kasetsiri as iun&3a33 (rolling in a straight way). In terms of the word the
pinwheel, Pramoj translates it as #8301 (somersault) while Kasetsiri as Tunyuaniing

(rotating like a spinning top).

* Beckford, L.L. (n.d.). An A. B. C. of Aeronautics: 6.
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It can be said that the discrepancy in the translation of the above three words
(the gull bunt, the point roll, and the pinwheel) is a problem of the intertextuality. This
problem appears in both translations because there is no translation of these
aeronautical terms in Thai. Therefore, the translators face the problem of choosing

appropriate words in the target language.

In short, discrepancy 34 concerns the translation of the phrase the loop, the

slow roll, the point roll, the inverted spin, the qull bunt, the pinwheel. These

aeronautical terms are the intertextuality that appears in the source text. The
discrepancy can be found in both versions because the selected word choices cannot

give the exact meaning of the terms.

Paragraph 46

ST:  When Jonathan Seagull joined the Flock on the beach, it was full night.

He was dizzy and terribly tired. Yet in delight he flew a loop to landing,

with a snap roll just before touchdown. When they heard of it, he thought,

of the Breakthrough, they'll be wild with joy. How much more there is now

to living! Instead of our drab slogging forth and back to the fishing boats,
there's a reason to life! We can lift ourselves out of ignorance, we can find

ourselves as creatures of excellence and intelligence and skill. We can be

free! We can learn to fly! (p. 27). The years ahead hummed and glowed

with promise (p. 34).
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Two discrepancies are found in this paragraph (discrepancies 35-36).

Discrepancy 35

The first point that should be discussed is the translation of the sentence he

flew a loop to landing, with a snap roll just before touchdown. The discrepancy

between the two versions emerges from the words a loop and a snap roll. These two

words are aeronautical jargon. The definition and illustration of a loop have already
been discussed in discrepancy 34 (paragraph 45). In terms of the phrase a_snap roli, it
refers to a manoeuvre in which an airplane makes one complete fast roll about its
longitudinal axis while keeping its horizontal direction (Szurovy. 1997: 37). The

illustration is as follows:
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Figure 5 Aeronautics: Snap roll’
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Pramoj translates this sentence as wrduuuunasaath audininaunazas

AWM muuszAUTUREGY (he flies in the form of a vertical circle to the destination,

o . o & o a
and before landing he makes a swift turning over). Kasetsiri has dudiuiuraiaiauad

(It flies in a circle for landing). The word choice in the former version gives a meaning
equivalent to the above definition. Moreover, the translation in this version can transfer
all the details from the original, but the latter gives only the idea of the event and omits
many details, especially the aeronautical terms. That is, the original informativity is
reduced. This omission occurs because of the difficulties in translating the

intertextuality fhat, appears in the source text.

Discrepancy 36

The second discrepancy in this paragraph is the translation of the word promise.

According to the Oxford Advanced Leamer’s Dictionary of Current English (1995: 927),

the word promise has many different meanings. However, the two meanings that seem

® Szuvory, Geza and Mike Goulian. (1997). Advanced Aerobatics: 39.
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to apply to the above sentence are as follows:

Promise (N.) = 1) written or spoken declaration that one will
definitely give or do or not do something
2) indication of future success or good results
.. % [] ¢d & v ’ .

Pramoj interprets the word promise as m‘m;ﬂﬁumﬂu\lﬂh (the glory that is
possible) while Kasetsiri as ﬁwﬂuimmﬁ (a vow). However, when the context of the
sentence is considered, the word promise should be translated according to the second
meaning because the context does not refer to any intention of Jonathan's. However,
Kasetsiri has misinterpreted the meaning of this word and does not maintain the

intentionality of the source text.

In brief, two discrepancies are found in this paragraph. The first one is a
discrepancy in translating the intertextuality that appears in the source text. Kasetsiri

does not translate the sentence he flew a loop to landing, with a snap roll just before he

touchdown as well as Pramoj does. The second discrepancy is the mistranslation of

the word promise in Kasetsiri's version; that is, the intentional meaning of this word is

distorted.

Paragraph 48

ST:  “Jonathan Livingston Seagull! Stand to Centre!” The Elder’s words
sounded in a voice of highest ceremony. Stand to Centre meant only

great shame or great honour. . .(p. 34).

PV:  “9pucin Fosen wiawan! aananbuasinane” / dyavasmundinaja
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Discrepancy 37

The discrepancy in this paragraph concerns the transiation of the sentence

Stand to centre meant only great shame or great honour. According to the story, stand.

to centre is used for two reasons. First, a gull that stands to centre is proclaimed to be
a leader of the Flock. That is, stand to centre for great honour. Second, a gull that
stands to centre is condemned for misbehaviour. That is, stand to centre for great
shame. The translations of both versions are as follows:

PV: *misanlUfuasinan” g 9 wwmansfinnuduauaineiivia

-~ [} A' 1 x
mMaFuioshatnbayinnu (stand to centre means only great

shame or great dishonour)

- P o P 1 1 - s m
KV: M3UUATINRNRUIETINEIANUUDN SN LINLRAULRULNL T

azholnnjn 873 (stand to certre means only great shame or great
dishonour)
According to the translations, both versions translate the phrase great honour as
great dishonour. In other words,.both versions mistranslate the original. Therefore,

neither version maintains the intentionality of the source text.

Paragraph 50

ST: It felt like being hit with a board. His knee went weak, his feathers

sagged, there was a roaring in his ears. . . (p. 34).
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Discrepancy 38

The only discrepancy in this paragraph is the meaning of the word board.

Pramoj translates it as WHUNI=AU (long thin fiat piece of cut wood) while Kasetsiri as

WHUNI= (thick stiff paper). Actually, the word board can mean either. However, the

correct meaning of a board in this sentence should be the former one, because this

sentence is describing Jonathan's feeling when he stands to centre in great shame.

The word WHINIEAU (long thin flat piece of cut wood) in Pramoj's version emphasizes

how hard the situation is for Jonathan. On the other hand, the word WHUNTEAH (thick

stiff paper) in the latter version cannot clarify such a situation. Therefore, the word

choice in the latter version is inappropriate for the situationality of the text.

Paragraph 56

ST:

PV:

He learned to sleep in the air, setting a course at night across the
offshore wind, covering a hundred miles from sunset to sunrise.

With the same inner control, he flew through heavy sea-fogs and

climbed above them into dazzling clear skies. . .in the very times
when every other aull stood on the ground, knowing nothing but
mist and rain. . .(p. 36).
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Discrepancy 39

The only discrepancy in this paragraph is the translation of the phrase with

the same inner control. Kasetsiri translates this phrase as uaz@83BL1A8INU (and with

the same method), which is anaphoric (referring backward) to the previous sentence;

that is:
ST: He learned to sleep in the air, setting a course at night across the

offshore wind, covering a hundred miles from sunset to sunrise.

o el Al o - P
KV: uuﬁuuﬂ’z‘ﬁm:ﬂauuau'lummﬂ'[ﬂummumuauunﬂav.nmaﬁmﬂu
& [ 7 « o = [ J‘
soennsdeslusnnarfuaniiasiuaun
Back translation:
He learned to sleep in the air by flying -against the offshore wind at night,

covering a distance of a hundred miles from sunset to sunrise.



76

Readers may interpret that uazatA T eINY (and with the same method)

refers to NIDUMURNABUNEIIAK (flying against the offshore wind at night). This is a

misinterpretation. Actually, the phrase wase3@nINU (and with the same method)

refers to the same inner concentration that enables Jonathan to control himself while he
is sleeping in the air. This vagueness affects the coherence of the text. On the other

hand, Pramoj's version translates it as asganEmuluatiau@adnn (with the same

inner concentration), which is the correct meaning. Thus, the translated text in this

version does not have any discrepancy in coherence.

Paragraph 60

ST: He folded his wings, rolled, and dropped in a dive to a hundred ninety
miles per hour. They dropped with him, streaking down in flawless
formation (p. 46).

PV: i aassdm wfsddsaamuFmitieniauluddanite
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Discrepancy 40

The only discrepancy in this paragraph is the translation of the word rolled—an
aeronautical term. According to the Oxford Advanced Leamer's Dictionary of Current

English (1995: 1019), the definition of the word rolled is as follows:
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Roll (v.) = to turn over and over, or make something round turn
over and over, and move in a particular direction

Figure 6 Aeronautics: Roll6

The situation of the original is the sequences of Jonathan’s action—fold his
Wings. roll and drop into a dive. Therefore, rolling in this scene should be rolling in one
round, not turning over and over. Regarding the translation in Pramoj's version, the
translator chooses the word 239837 (screwing) to render the word rolled. This word

choice may be possible if Jonathan rolls over and over. However, this word choice is

inappropriate for describing rolling in one round. On the other hand, Kasetsiri renders

the word rolled into a1l (swooping). This word depicts the normal flying of a gull but

not a rolling. Therefore, neither of their word choices is appropriate for the situationality

¢ Szuvory, Geza and Mike Goulian. (1997). Advanced Aerobatics: 82.
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of the text. The translators face the difficulties in translation because the original word

is an aeronautical term.

Paragraph 61

ST: At last he turned that speed straight up into a long vertical slow-roll. They

rolled with him, smiling (p. 46).
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There are two discrepancies that should be discussed in this paragraph

(discrepancies 41-42)

Discrepancy 41

The first discrepancy in this paragraph is the direction of flying. In this

paragraph, Pramoj translates the word straight up as Unwaad (to dive one’s head

X
down) while Kasetsiri as awll (go up). Regarding the context of the sentence, the

previous sentences are as follows:

ST:  He folded his wings, rolled, and dropped in a dive to a
hundred ninety miles per hours. They dropped with him,
streaking down in flawless formation. At last he turned

that speed straight up. . . (p. 46).
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From the context of the sentence, Pramoj mistranslates the direction of
Jonathan’s flying. On the other hand, Kasetsiri translates this word correctly.

Therefore, the word choice in the former version is not in accordance with the situation

of the text.

Discrepancy 42

The second discrepancy concerns the description of slow-roll. The definition of

this word is as follows:

Slow-roll = an aerobatics manoeuvre in which the aircraft rotates
through a complete revolution about the longitudinal axis
(Beckford. n.d: 92)

Though a slow-roll is on a longitudinal axis, the source text describes Jonathan

flying straight up into a long vertical slow-roll. Thus, his direction should be as follows:

LUrat veomsr pevipharal
Vidon over vour sioubder
Grpich ., ground
[SSE
. Duflect aiteron;
-7 aveid inadvertant
4 chmator imput

Figure 7 Aeronautics: Vertical sIow-roIl7

! Szuvory, Geza and Mike Goulian. (1997). Advanced Aerobatics: 51.
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According to the definition and illustration, it is found that the translation in
& -
Kasetsiri's version is incorrect. This version describes this kind of flying as . . Aulihiw

iFuassaa Wath 9 (going up in a straight line and slowly swooping). The word

LEUATY (straight line) distorts the meaning of slow-roll. On the other hand, Pramoj

translates slow-roll as msﬁuuuunqm:ﬁ’uf'\ (flying with slow rotating), which is the

correct meaning. Therefore, a discrepancy in intertextuality found in Kasetsiri's version.

In this paragraph, the first discrepancy relates to the use of the word choices
that are inappropriate for the situationality of the text. This discrepancy appears in
Pramoj's version because the word straight up is translated as naa9 (to dive one’s
head down). The second discrepancy is the problem of the intertextuality because the
word choices in Kasetsiri's version do not give the exact meaning of the word slow-roll

as well as Pramoj's does.

In conclusion, this chapter has discussed the discrepancies between the source
text and the two translated versions. Forty-two discrepancies have been found in the
translations. These discrepancies can be classified into each standard of textuality as

follows:
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Discussion

Table 1 Frequency of discrepancy for each standard of textuality between the two Thai

versions
Standards of Textuality Frequency of Discrepancy
PV KV
1. Intentionality 7 13
2. Situationality 6 8
3. Informativity 0 5
4. Intertextuality 1 5
5. Cohesion 1 1
6. Coherence 1 1
Total 16 33

Table | reveals the frequency of discrepancy for each standard of textuality
between the source text and the two Thai translated versions. According to the table,
Pramoj's version violates the standard of textuality 16 times while Kasetsiri 33 times.
The intentionality of the source text is violated seven times in the former version and 13
times in the latter. The discrepancies concerning the situationality are found six times
in Pramoj's version and eight times in Kasetsiri's. In terms of the informativity,
discrepancies are found only in the latter version five times. Regarding intertextuality,
Pramoj has transgressed once while Kasetsiri five times. In the aspect of cohesion,
discrepancy is found once in both versions. Finally, the coherence of the text is

violated once in each version. The discussion of each standard is as follows:
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1. Intentionality

Distorting the intentionality was the most significant problem of both

versions. There were two reasons why the translation in Pramoj's version distorted the
intentionality of the source text. First, some words, phrases, or clauses were

mistranslated. For example, the phrase chummed the water was rendered as NIwiN

nei| (stir the sea) which is incorrect. Secdnd, the translator omitted some words from

the original. For example, in the phrase a_hard-won anchovy, the translator omitted a

hard-won and translated only the word anchovy. The omission reduced the equivalence
of meaning between the source and the target texts. Regarding the Kasetsiri's version,
the intentionality was distorted for two reasons. First, the word choices that were used
in this version did not give the equivalent meanings to the source text. For instance,

r
the translator rendered the word deliberately as 113633 (sometimes). Second, the

translator mistranslated some words, phrases, or clauses in the source text. For

¥
instance, the phrase when he came to was translated as flanaunun (at that time).

2. Situationality

Every discrepancy in this standard was related to the use of inappropriate

word choices to describe the situations of the text. For example, Pramoj translated

the phrase out of control as #UAANUNTIEA (empty of balance), which was not
generally used in Thai. Regarding the Kasetsiri's version, the phrase eased out of
the dive was translated as TeRaN U2 (reduce the speed) which was not the

exact meaning of the original.
3. Informativity
The discrepancies were related to the reduction of some details from the

source text. The effect of such reduction was that the readers did not know why

Jonathan Seagull was different from other gulls because the details about his
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characteristics were missing. For example, Kasetsiri did not translate the phrase his

glides ended not with the usual feet-down into the sea, but with a long flat wake as

he touched the surface as well as Pramoj did.

4. Intertextuality

The discrepancies in both versions were related to the translation of
aeronautical terms, such as the loop, the slow-roll, and the pullout. When the
translators were not familiar with the terms in this field, they confronted the problem
of selecting appropriate words in the target language to give equivalent meanings to.

those terms.

5. Cohesion
In Pramoj's version, the discrepancy in this respect was the omission of

translating the phrase For most gulls. This phrase emphasized the characteristics of
the normal gulls and it gave the idea why Jonathan Seagull was differént from other
gulls. Regarding Kasetsiri's version, the discrepancies about cohesion involved the use
of wrong cohesive devices. For instance, the translator added the word wé (but), which

was unnecessary, into a text.

6. Coherence

The discrepancy in Pramoj's version nccurred because the translator
rendered the text too concisely. On the other hand, Kasetsiri's version added some
words to link the ideas between the sentences. The words that are added in Kasetsiri's
version do not change the meéning of the text but they create coherence to the text.

The only discrepancy was that Pramoj translates the sentence it's pretty, he thought as

§280 1NN (it's pretty, he thought) while Kasetsiri as. Juiauaaaitga9aundeei

(he was in the process of thinking that it was pretty). The meanings of both translations

were correct; nevertheless, Kasetsiri's version was more coherent because of the added
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words AQusifai (in the process of thinking that). Regarding Kasetsiri's version, the
discrepancy in coherence occurred because of vagueness in word choices. The

translator rendered the phrase with the same inner control as uazdE TN ITALINK

(and with the same method). When inappropriate word choices were selected, they led

the readers to misinterpret the text. Thus, coherence of the text was missing.

The last standard of textuality, acceptability, is drawn from the above discussion.
In order to evaluate the acceptability between the two Thai versions, it is necessary to
consider the six standards of textuality—intentionality, situationality, informativity,

intertextuality, cohesion, and coherence in a whole picture.

7. Acceptability

In Pramoj's version, there were 16 discrepancies between the source text

and the translation related to the six standards of textuality. In Kasetsiri's version ,
there were 33. The most significant discrepancy in the translation from the English into
to the two Thai versions was related to distorting the intentionality of the source text.
The second problem relates to the discrepancy in the use of word choices that are
inappropriate for the situationality of the text. Therefore, the translation of Jonathan
Livingston Seagull (Part One) in Pramoj's version was considered more accepatable
than that in Kasetsiri's, when asséssed on the basis of de Beaugeande and Dressler's

theoretical framework of seven standards of textuality (1981).



Chapter 5

Conclusion

This chapter starts with the summary of this paper. Then limitations of the

study, implications, and suggestions for further studies are presented.

Summary

This paper was an attempt to analyze the quality of translation. The data of the
study was a famous short story: Jonathan Livingston Seagull. However, only part one
of the story was analyzed. The objectives of this paper were as follows:

1. To apply de Beaugrande and Dressler's theoretical framework of seven
standards of textuality (1981) to an analysis of Thai texts.
2. To analyze whether the selected Thai texts have the attributes of the

seven standards of textuality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981). The
attributes of a quality text are situationality, intentionality, intertextuality, informativity,

cohesion, coherence, and acceptability.

3. To analyze the translation quality of the two Thai versions of Jonathan
Livingston Seagull using de Beaugrande and Dressler’s theoretical framework of seven
standards of textuality to see which translation is more acceptable.

Regarding the translation quality of the two Thai versions of Jonathan Livingston
Seagull (Part One), the study found that the translation in Pramoj's version is
considered more acceptable than that in Kasetsiri's, when assessed on the basis of de

Beaugrand and Dressler's theoretical framework of seven standards of textuality (1981).
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Limitations of the Study

This paper aimed to study the quality of the two Thai translated versions of
Jonathan Livingston Seagull. However, this paper studied only part one of the story.

Thus, the above conclusions for quality of the translated text covered only part one but

not the whole book.

Another problem that might be raised in the process of analyzing translation
quality was whether or not the evaluation is subjective. As has already been mentioned
earlier, each standard of textuality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1981)
might overlap and had effects on one another. Subjectivity might result in one analyst
considering a discrepancy in terms of one standard of textuality while others might
consider it affected by other standards. The differences in consideration depend on the

background knowledge, attitude, and cultural factors of each analyst.

Implications

The study of the quality of a translated text using de Beaugrande and
Dressler's theoretical framework of seven standards of textuality (1981) is useful in
producing a quality translation in two ways as follows:

1. Translators can apply this theoretical framework to analyze the quality of

their works.

2. This theoretical framework can be applied to analyzing the quality of any

text type in any language such as a student’s composition, literary study, business

writing, and more.

3. This theoretical framework can be taught in translation classes in order that

students can use it as a method for analyzing the quality of their translated works.
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Suggestions for Further Study
1. There should be further studies about the quality of translation in part two

and part three of Jonathan Livingston Seagull in order to evaluate the quality of the

whole book of the two Thai versions.
2. Those who are interested in analyzing the quality of a translated text may

apply this theoretical framework of seven standards of textuality to evaluate other

translated works.



BIBLIOGRAPHY



89

BIBLIOGRAPHY
English
Bach, Richard. (1994). Jonathan Livingston Seagull. 45th ed. London: Harper Collins.
Baker, Mona. (1992). In Other Words: A Coursebook on Translation. London: Routledge.
Beckford, L. L. (n.d.). An A.B.C. of Aeronautics. London: Pitman Publishing Corporation.

Bell, Roger T. (1991). Translation and Translating: Theory and Practice. New York:

Longman.

Brown, Lesley. (1993). The New Shorter Oxford English Dictionary on Historical Principles.
(Vol. 1-2) Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Cowie, A. P. (1993). Oxford Dictionary of Phrasal Verbs. Oxford : Oxford University

Press.
Crowther, Jonathan. (1995). Oxford Advanced Leamer's Dictionary of Current English.
5" ed. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

De Beaugrande, Robert., De Beaugrande, Alian., and Dressler, Wolfgang Ulrich. (1981).

Introduction to Text Linguistics. London: Longman.

Enkvist, Nils Erik. (1989). "From Text to Interpretability: A Contribution to the Discussion
of Basic Terms in Text Linguistics,” In Wolfgang Heydrich and Others (Eds.),

Connexity and Coherence. Berlin: Gruyter.
Fairclough, Norman. (1992). Discourse and Social Change. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Halliday, M. A. K. and Hasan, Ruquiya. (1976). Cohesion in English. London: Longman.

Hatim, Basil. and Mason, lan. (1990). Discourse and the Translation. New York:

Longman.

House, Juliane. (1997). Translation Quality Assessment: A Model Revisited. Germany:

Gunter Narr Verlag TUbingen.

Larson, Mildred L. (1984). Meaning-based Translation: A Guide to Cross-Language



90

Equivalence. New York: University Press of America.
Michael, Love C. (1999). Flight Maneuvers. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Nayler, J. L. (1967). Dictionary of Aeronautical Engineering. New Jersey: Little Field,
Adams & CO.

Podis, Leonard A. and Podis, Joanne M. (1983). Writing: Invention, Form, and Style.

Illinois: Scott Foresman and Company.

Rotternberg, Annette T. (1988). Elements of Argument: A Text and Reader. 2nd ed.
New York: St. Martin's Press.

Russo, Richard. (1997). Straight Man. New York: Random House.

Sager, Juan C. (1983). "Quality and Standards—The Evaluation of Translations," In
Catriona Picken. (Ed.), The Translation Handbook. London: Aslib.

Szurovy, Geza. and Goulian, Mike. (1994). Basic Aerobatics. New York: McGraw-Hill.

Szurovy, Geza. and Goulian, Mike. (1997). Advanced Aerobatics. New York: McGraw-
Hill.

Thornley, G.C. (1968). An Outline of English Literature. London: Longman.

Witte, Stephan P. and Faigley, Lester. (1984). "Cohesion, Coherence, and Writing
Quality,” In Richard L. Graves. (Ed.), Rhetoric and Composition: A Sourcebook for
Teachers end Writers. USA: Cook Publisher.

nsing

&£ e~ an o - & 4 [y
132, Angnd Unlum. (2516). 9aussu A3adu uawaa. Rurasaf 2. njanwy: i
wi.

(3

=~ ¢ oo - e a Y & d
TIWINY LNHATIAT. (&l&lﬂ) Tammu AWIIRAU uWUIA. RUWATIN 10. ﬂﬁ"ﬁqu: fan
wan.

ANA FWA. (2531). nowjusznaisnmsua. NINWY: MATITIMMBINT W



91

AUCONBIARAT qmmnmfum’muﬁﬂ.

Yszifias Aiudawl. (2543). msudsiBadfuanis. njanwy: sninRaiamingdy
IN¥aIFEa3,

WINIUNTUBULUTITUDIAINLANTY W.A1. 2525. (2538). AuNATIN 5. NTINWY: BNWILIY
et

"wuriawll @i avia," (2543, 21 wWONMAN). vATH. Wi 1.

at L @ - < & P L7

FIYTWT (WNued). (M), 22am8InIW. RUWATIN 21. NRNWY: anva.

fyad meta. (2540). nanmsuds. AuWaiaf 6. aus@sdmaad aniingsy
FITUAEAT NN RUNUMINENRUTITUMRAT.

anm Aflaman. (2542). FlaunuasiTn. nIINWY: LAUWIUAS.
woawau Iwiad. (2527). misudserfiwgraeru. nyanwy: gludalysdndi,

878 onsldasal. (2530). unitamsiiSunsuinoudaises 4fuime” uss “laudla
: - - a « -
f” NV “The Lon@y Lady”. 1Rqgniinut aa.u. (MwsIngw). nINWY: e
ANINAY IMINLIRUTITNANFAT. daFILu.



APPENDIX



93

Biography: Richard Bach

Richard Bach was born in 1936 in Oak Park. He attended Long Beach State
College (now California State University, Long Beach) in 1995. His favourite activity is
aviation, even though he is also interested in writing. In 1959 he began the idea of a
bird to pass beyond the walls of limitations. Finally, this idea appeared in his writing—
Jonathan Livingston Seagull. He started to write this story when he was 23 years old.
Then he left it for eight years before the ending came to him. During that time, he
practised a lot of flying and also started to write other stories. In almost all of his books
airplanes are used to convey messages to the readers. His other three books are
lllusion, A Bridge Across Forever, and One.

Jonathan Livingston Seagull was first published in 1970 with 7,500 copies.

Since that year, it has sold for almost 30 million copies in three dozen languages.
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Story in Brief: Jonathan Livingston Seagull

Jonathan Livingston is a young seagull who loves to fly more than anything
else. He tries to practise flying by himself everyday from sunrise to sunset. He
dedicates himself to the task of learning and flying so much that he can fly faster,
higher, and better than any gulls had ever flown before. However, such dedication is
judged from the flock as reckless irresponsibility. Hence, he becomes an outcast of the
flock. He is banished to live on the far cliffs alone. Nevertheless, Jonathan keeps
practising and learning. After his death, Jonathan goes to another world, where he can
learn more lessons about the flight. Though he is happy to live among the gulls that
love to fly as he does, he sometimes thinks about his old world. Therefore, he decides
to go back there in order to be an instructor of other outcasts. The lesson that
Jonathan teaches his students is not only flying, he also emphasizes on kindness and

loving soul, which are the means to become free.
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