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This was a further study of Translation Quality: A Comparative Study of Two 

Thai Versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull by Jarinton Chuangsuvanich (2002).   The 

purpose of this study was to evaluate the quality of chapter 2 of the two Thai versions of 

Jonathan Livingston Seagull of M.R. Kukrit Pramoj and Chanwit Kasetsiri, the same 

theoretical framework of de Beaugrande and Dressler was applied to analyze the quality 

of translation in chapter two.  It was found that Pramoj's version violated the standard of 

textuality totally 9 times while Kasetsiri’s version totally 11 times.  Therefore, the study 

found that the translation in Pramoj's version was considered more acceptable than 

Kasetsiri’s version. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 Nowadays, communication is very important in every aspect of people’s lives.  

When the world is involved with communication, the exchange of information and the 

important role of translation are growing.  Translation is usually used to convey 

information, to persuade or to entertain.  Most people believe that translation is an art, not 

a science (Kreidler 1998).  It requires artistic talent to reconstruct the original text in the 

form of a product presented to readers who are not familiar with the original one.  

Competent translators should have linguistic knowledge and clear understanding of 

cultures, customs and social settings of both the source and target languages.  A 

successful translation should read as if it were originally written in the target language. 

 Quality of the translation has become more interesting to study for a new 

generation of researchers.  They evaluate the effectiveness of the translated works by 

using several tests such as reading and retelling, translation awareness and back 

translation to identify problems and errors that occur during the translation process in 

order to improve the quality of translation (Newmark 1996).  

 Many researchers use de Beaugrande and Dressler’s (1990) theoretical framework 

of seven standards of textuality to evaluate the quality of a text.  This theoretical 

framework is appropriate to analyze the quality of a text because it concentrates on both 

text producer-based considerations and on text receiver-based considerations.  Translators 

are also able to learn the discrepancies between the source and target languages that occur 

in the translation process. 
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According to de Beaugrande and Dressler (1990), there are seven elements in a 

quality text.  They are cohesion, coherence, intentionality, informativity, intertextuality, 

situatinality and acceptability. Cohesion and coherence are text-centered notions.  

Cohesion is the ways that the surface elements of a text are linked in an order (p. 49).  

Coherence concerns the ways that meaning of the elements are related under the surface 

text (p. 85).  The remaining five standards of textuality are user-centred which concerns 

the activity of textual communication by producers and receivers of the text.  

Intentionality is the way the producer’s intention is presented to his or her target receiver 

(p. 113).  Informativity involves all information which is the occurrence in the text (p. 

139).  Intertextuality is a text in another text.  It refers to both producer’s and receiver’s 

background knowledge and experience of the text which affect their present reading 

attitude (p. 182).  Situationality relates to the context and the situation the readers are in 

or interact with (p. 163).  Finally, acceptability involves the readers’ consideration of all 

those previous six elements of the seven standards of textuality.  It is the way that 

communication is accepted (p. 130).   

This research is a comparative study of two Thai versions of chapter 2 of Jonathan 

Livingston Seagull.  The selected Thai texts of M.R. Kukrit Pramoj and Chanwit Kasetsiri 

would be analyzed if they have the elements of seven standards of textuality proposed by 

de Beaugrande and Dressler (1990).  This is a sequel of Chuangsuvanich’s (2002) 

research.   In order to evaluate the quality of the chapter 2 of the two Thai versions of 

Jonathan Livingston Seagull, the same theoretical framework was applied in analyzing 

and comparing the quality of translation. 
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Objectives of the Study 

1. To analyze whether the selected Thai texts have the elements of seven 

standards of textuality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1990) 

2. To analyze the translation quality of the two Thai translated versions of 

Jonathan Livingston Seagull: chapter 2 to find out which version is more 

acceptable 

 

Significance of the Study 

1) The findings of the study will provide discrepancies between the two 

translated versions which will allow us to study linguistic differences in 

translating the same text. 

2) They could be applied to improve the translating process from a foreign 

language into Thai. 

3) They could be a guideline to systematize structural and lexical contents in 

practical courses of translation. 

 

Scope of the Study 

1) Only chapter 2 of Jonathan Livingston Seagull of each version was studied. 

2) The study was analyzed within de Beaugrande and Dressler’s theoretical 

framework of seven standards of textuality (1990). 

3) Any errors in printing such as incorrect spelling, wrong spacing, or 

grammatical structure were not included in this study. 
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Overview of the Study 

In brief, this study aimed to analyze and evaluate the quality of chapter 2 of the 

two Thai versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull of M.R. Kukrit Pramoj and 

Chanwit Kasetsiri under the attributes of seven standards of textuality proposed by de 

Beaugrande and Dressler (1990). Chapter 2 reviews the relevant translation theories 

and related literature of translation.  Chapter 3 presents the data, procedures and 

methodology used.  Chapter 4 reveals the findings of this study.  Finally, chapter 5 

summarizes the findings of the study and offers the implications of the study and 

suggestions for further studies.  



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE 

 

The literature review of this study is divided into two parts.  The first part focuses 

on translation theories.   The second part relates to previous studies on translation quality.  

  

1. Translation Theories 

 

According to Newmark (1996, p. 7), translation is a craft consisting of the attempt 

to replace a written message or statement in one language with another.  Viewing 

translation as the process of transferring text of the source language into the target 

language or the receptor language, Newmark (1996, p. 144) proposes that there are three 

basic translation processes as follows: 

a) the interpretation and analysis of the source language text; 

b) choosing equivalents for words and sentences in the text language; 

c) the reformation of the text according to the writer’s intention, the reader’s 

expectation, the appropriate norms of the text language, etc. 

 

Similarly, Bell (1991) explains three possible theories of translation based on 

different focuses of investigation: the process or the product. 

1. A theory of translation as process  

This would require a study of information processing including the topics of 

perception, memory and the encoding and decoding of messages.  This might 
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require undertaking the investigation within the discipline of psychology or 

psycholinguistics. 

2. A theory of translation as product 

This would require a study of texts not merely by means of the traditional levels 

of linguistic analysis in the fields of syntax and semantics but also exploit the 

stylistics and recent advances in text-linguistics and discourse analysis. 

3. A theory of translation as both process and product 

This would require an integrated study of both.  Furthermore, it considers the long 

term goal of translation studies. 

According to House (1997), the assessment model of translation quality provides 

three different levels of the translation for the analysis and comparison of an original and 

its translation.  They are the levels of language or text, register and genre. 

Text refers to the particular situation and can be found for separating the broad 

notions of context of situation, such as situation dimensions.  The dimensions relate to the 

way that the text users connect with register analysis. 

Register analysis consists of three factors: field, tenor and mode.  It is based on 

pragmatic theories of language use. 

Field refers to the part of operation of language activity.  In other words, it 

captures social action or subject topic including differences of degrees of generality, or 

specificity in lexical items according to specialized and general instructions. 

Tenor refers to the nature of the participants’ relationship, author’s provenance 

and attitude, social role relationship and social thought as well as degree of emotional 

change.  Also, tenor captures social attitude in different styles.  
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Mode refers to the medium of the language activity.  It can be both the channels 

of spoken or written and can be either simple or complex.  It also concerns the level of 

participant or the degree to which potential or real participation is allowed for between 

the writer and reader.  Participation can be simple with no addressee participation built 

into the text, or complex with various addressee-involving linguistic mechanisms 

distinguishing the text. 

The last one is genre. It is defined by Thep-Ackrapong (2000, p. 17) that genres 

are the conventional forms of texts.  The forms normally reveal the functions which are 

related to specific social events and the objectives of the participants in them.  The set of 

genre is useful for the analysis and evaluation process because although register (field, 

tenor, mode) descriptions are useful for accessing the relationship between text and 

context, they are basically limited to capture individual features on the linguistic surface.  

In order to characterize deeper textual structures and patterns, a different 

conceptualization is needed.   

 In short, in order to achieve the qualitative evaluation of the source and translated 

texts according to House (1997), there are three main steps in the operations of his model 

as follows: 

 1.  An analysis of the source text based on a set of situational dimensions. 

2.  A comparison of the translated texts based on the same dimensions in order to 

find any mismatch. 

3.  An analysis of the translation quality based on the same dimensions. 

House’s translation quality assessment concept is the way that the source and 

target languages are analyzed by the same principle.  However, in analyzing, it was found 



 8 

that this model might have limitations in evaluating some texts of different cultures and 

density of mismatches. 

 

De Beaugrande and Dressler’s (1990) theoretical framework of seven 

standards of textuality 

De Beaugrande and Dressler’s (1990) theoretical framework of seven standards of 

textuality is a framework which researchers use for evaluating the quality of a text.  It 

explains that the quality text should be defined as a communicative occurrences which 

meets seven standards of textuality.  If there is any of these standards which is not up to 

the measurement, the text will not be considered communicative, either.  The seven 

standards of this framework include cohesion, coherence, intentionality, informativilty, 

intertextuality, situatinality and acceptability. 

 

1.) Cohesion 

Cohesion is the first of the seven textuality standards identified by de Beaugrande 

and Dressler.  It is the ways that the surface elements of a text are linked with an order (p. 

49).  In other words, it is a language tool that connects a piece of writing together from 

sentence to sentence and from paragraph to paragraph.  Cohesive devices include 

transitional words and phrases that help readers to connect the relationships among ideas 

in a piece of writing. 

For example:  

1. Transition cues that move readers into additional information or into a specific 

example are the following. 
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actually, additionally, also, besides, furthermore, in fact, moreover, especially, 

for example, for Instance, namely, particularly, and etc. 

2. Transition cues that move readers' attention from one time to another and to a 

particular location are the following. 

at the same time, afterwards, currently, eventually, first of all, formerly, in the 

meantime, lastly, later, next, then, here, there, in the front, nearby, and etc. 

3. Transition cues that emphasize readers' attention to cause and effect 

relationships are the following. 

as, because, due to, for, since, as a result, so, so that, consequently, because of, 

therefore, thus, in order to, and etc. 

4. Transition cues that make readers compare what they have read to what they 

are going to read are the following. 

although, at the same time, but, meanwhile, nevertheless, conversely, in contrast, 

however, likewise, similarly, on the other hand, and etc. 

5. Transition cues that emphasize the information that readers have read and are 

going to read are the following. 

in other words, in this case, I mean, as a matter of fact, indeed, in fact, obviously, 

undoubtedly, and etc. 

6. Transition cues that lead readers into summary or conclusion are the following. 

as mentioned, in brief, in short, in summary, on the whole, briefly, in conclusion, 

therefore, to conclude, hence, and etc. 

In addition, according to de Beaugrande and Dressler (1990), transitions are not 

the only factors which make writing cohesive.  There are others needed for cohesion, for 
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instances; recurrence, the repetition of the elements or key words used to emphasize the 

main idea of a piece of writing, parallelism, repeating a text structure and replacing with 

new elements, paraphrase, repeating content but conveying with different words, ellipsis, 

repeating a text structure and its content but omitting some of the surface words,  use of 

reference words, linking sentence to another or one paragraph to another with the words 

like this, these, that, those, and use of tense and junction which are signals for the 

relationships among situations in the text.  

 

2.) Coherence 

Coherence is the ways that meanings of the elements under the surface text are 

related.  Also, it concerns the relations between the text and the readers.  That is 

sometimes what the writers are telling possibly makes sense to them, but it might be not 

coherent for the readers because they are not being told the whole thing in a reasonable 

order and with all the piece of information they need.  For example: 

My son, aged 7 received a hammer this new year.  I wonder hw much I have 

to pay to repair my house.  

From the above text, the reader may find the text incoherent.  However, the text 

can be interpreted that the boy may ruin the house with his hammer and the mother has to 

pay for the repair. Therefore, the text is based on the interpretation of the reader.  

Cohesion deals with the surface text while coherence deals with the meanings 

within the text.  What makes a text coherent is the use of related words, utterances and 

etc.  This relation is provided when there is causality, reason, purpose, time, and 

enablement in the text, so when readers read a coherent text, they could find a meaningful 
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set of the expressions in that particular text.  Other kinds of coherence problems actually 

have to do with focus or organization, or both of them.  For instance, when the writing 

does not continuously stay in the same tense, or changes from singular to plural, those the 

texts will not be coherent. 

 

3.) Intentionality 

Intentionality refers to the way the producer’s intention is presented into his or her 

target receiver.  To achieve a specific goal, the text must be produced in a cohesive and 

coherent way so that it serves for the text-producer’s intention (Sriduandao 2003, p. 19).  

In a medical book, for instance, texts are written with the intention of giving technical 

information about a particular subject, and the readers read it to get such information. 

Therefore a text must meet the participant’s intentions.  The writer’s main aim is to give 

information, while the receiver of the text can learn about the information of where, 

when, how this event has taken place and who the leading person of this procedure is. 

  

4.) Informativity 

Informativity is related to all information which is the occurrence in the text, no 

matter if it is unexpected, expected, known or unknown (p. 139).  To make a well-

organized text, there is an ordinary which can be categorized as the 1
st
 order 

informativity, the 2
nd

 order informativity, and the 3
rd

 order informativity.  The first one 

requires normal little knowledge such as articles, newspaper headlines, road signs and 

etc.  It is not about the content.  The second one is normal standards.  It is purely related 

to the content which enables the readers to understand the information in the text clearly.  
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The third one requires much interest and concentration which is caused by interruptions 

and inconsistencies; therefore, some explanations might be required in this stage of 

informativity.  The first and third order informativities are the parts to be changed to 

make the text more attractive and interesting. 

  

5.) Intertextuality 

Intertextuality refers to both the producer’s and receiver’s background knowledge 

and experience of the text which affect their present reading attitude (p. 182).  This is the 

reason why the production and the reception of a given text depend on the participant’s 

knowledge of other texts.  If a text is produced without making use of any particular 

knowledge which the reader is supposed to know, it may not be an appropriate text.  

Especially when it refers to well-known texts or things or people, it is much better.  

Intertextuality helps to build meaningful relations between different elements of 

communication.  For example; the name of the film Scream 3 means that there was 

another film displayed before Scream 1 and Scream 2. As such we can build a 

meaningful link between two or more texts. 

 

6.) Situationality 

De Beaugrande and Dressler (1990: p. 161) propose that text must be relevant to a 

situation of occurrence.  This is related to the context and the situation the readers are in 

or interact.  Different people in different situations can conclude different meanings from 

the same text.  For example: a warning 
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 Mind Your Head 

From the above example, if this short message is put on the wall on the way 

through a cellar, the receiver of this text can easily understand that it provides 

information that if one is not careful, his or her head will be injured. 

If this short phrase is told to someone, while he or she is talking about 

unacceptable things, the meaning of this message will be changed to warn and stop that 

story.  It is a guide to tell the receiver of the message that he or she should not talk like 

that. 

In short, situationality concerns the factors which make a text relevant to the 

situation of occurrence. 

  

7.) Acceptability 

Acceptability is the way that communication is accepted.  In order to consider if a 

text is acceptable or unacceptable, the readers must consider the previous six elements of 

the seven standards of textuality since acceptability is the element of the target audience 

towards those six elements (de Beaugrande and Dressler. 1990, p. 131).   

Thep-Ackrapong (2000, p. 38) explains that the translating process consists of 

two poles.  They are intentionality and acceptability.  To reproduce the original textual 

goal and to make the translated text acceptable are key responsibilities of all the 

translators.  In this judgment, the type of the text and readers’ intention as well as the 

producer’s intention must create a whole organization.  Hence, for the matching of the 

reader’s intention with what is meant in the text, there must be a coherent and cohesive 

set of elements which form it.  For example, if the topic is about Thai herbs, but the body 
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of the text focuses on some irrelevant subject matters other than Thai herbs, it cannot be 

acceptable for a reader who wants to read something about Thai herbs.  

 

2. Previous Studies on Translation Quality 

 

Heiderson (1994) presents an overview of the skills, techniques, tools and 

compensation of language translators.  He has shown that it is not the fact that most 

people who know two languages will be able to translate well. He concludes that 

translation can be done effectively.  Otherwise, the translators follow the five steps in 

sequence and use the right tools at the right time.  The first step of the process in 

producing a good translation is determining the nature of the text.  The second step is 

amplifying the text in the original or source language.  The third step is producing a 

rough but complete translation in the target language.  The fourth step is producing an 

idiomatic translation in the target language.  The last one is testing the effectiveness of 

the translation. 

Chuangsuvanich (2002) analyzed translation quality of two Thai translated 

versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull in chapter 1.  The procedures analyzed were 

based on de Beaugrande and Dressler’s theoretical framework of seven standards of 

textuality (1990).  The seven standards of this framework are cohesion, coherence, 

intentionality, informativilty, intertextuality, situationality and acceptability.  The data in 

this study were selected from the original version of Jonathan Livingston Seagull by 

Richard Bach and the Thai translated versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull translated 

by M.R. Kukrit Pramoj and Chanwit Kasetsiri.   Discrepancies on each version in chapter 
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1 were also compared to the original one.  In conclusion, it was found that the Thai 

translated version of M.R. Kukrit Pramoj was considered more acceptable than that of 

Chanwit Kasetsiri. 

Sriduandao (2003) studied translation quality of two Thai translated versions of 

The Lonely Lady written by Harold Robbins.  The two Thai versions were translated by 

Pramoon Unahatoop and Nida.  Only chapter 2, chapter 3 and chapter 19 were selected as 

the data and compared with the original one.  The procedures in this study were analyzed 

based on de Beaugrande and Dressler’s theoretical framework of seven standards of 

textuality (1981).  There were 11 discrepancies found in Unahatoop's version and 18 

discrepancies found in Nida's.  In summary, the Thai translated version of Pramoon 

Unahatoop was considered more acceptable than that of Nida. 

 

These previous research papers provide useful information for translation from 

English into Thai, especially the translation standards which good translators must have 

in order to fulfill the communicative aims of their translated works. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 

This research attempted to study translation quality of two Thai translated 

versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull.  The methodology is divided into 2 parts.  The 

first part presents data collection.   The second part provides procedures analyzed which 

were based on de Beaugrande and Dressler’s theoretical framework of seven standards of 

textuality (1990).  

  

Data 

 The data in this study were selected from the following texts: 

1. The original version 

Jonathan Livingston Seagull by Richard Bach 

2. The Thai translated versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull: Chapter 2 

2.1 The first version was translated by M.R. Kukrit Pramoj. 

2.2 The second version was translated by Chanwit Kasetsiri 

 

Procedures 

1. Both Thai translated versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull were analyzed 

according to the attributes of seven standards of textuality proposed by de 

Beaugrande and Dressler’s theoretical framework (1990). 

2. Both Thai translated versions were split into sentences as those were in the 

original text in order to facilitate the analysis. 

 For example: 
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//   was used for splitting each sentence. 

ST was used for source text. 

PV was used for Pramoj’s version. 

KV was used for Kasetsiri’s version. 

 

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 of brains!  You’d 

have a falcon’s short wings! (p.24). 

PV:   ��������	�
! // 	�	��	�������	������	 // ��������������������	������	����������������

 ��	�����!�� // ������������!"	��#��	�$%	&��� // �������������$'�&(
	 ���)�����! // 

()	�� 20-21) 

KV:   ��	���$0�! // 	��	����������	1	������� // ����2��3�&#�����1)���	1	��������2�

�����������)���		�43� // �2��������(	&��������� // �2���������$'�&(
	�)���	������ 

// ()	�� 28) 

3. Chapter 2 of both two Thai translated versions was selected to compare to the 

chapter 2 of the original version to find if there were any discrepancies in the style 

of language used in translating the different versions. 

 For example: 

  ST:  “That’s something,” Jonathan said, rolling to glide inverted for a while.  

“That’s not half as bas as being ahead of our time” (p.84). 
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  PV:  6&7��(8��3�9 // ��	�2(	����� :����(���	)���;�����3��(�)	<�� // 6����$%	�����	(
	��������

�$%	�	�
7��=�9 // ()	�� 76) 

  KV:  6�(		��@A���9 // :�	�2�	��� �(	:"#��	 )�=	�(���(�B(�� C�)	<�� // 6	(�	�������;��

�#<��)	<�� ����#��3����	������� ���#�9 // ()	�� 90) 

The discrepancy in the above sentences is the translation of the phrase That’s 

something.  The discrepancy relates to the use of the word choices that are inappropriate 

for the intentionality of the source text.  Actually, this phrase means what someone said is 

important.  This phrase is translated as �(		��@A��� (It sounds good.) in KV.  It tends to 

distort the meaning of the source text.  On the other hand, in PV, it was translated as 

&7��(8��3� (It is also important.).  Therefore, the translation in Pramoj’s version is able to 

maintain the intentionality of the source text better than that in Kasetsiri’s version. 

4. The findings of this study were discussed within de Beaugrande and Dressler’s 

theoretical framework.  Discrepancies on each version were also compared to the 

original one. 

5. Conclusions were drawn from the findings and recommendations were provided 

for further studies. 

 

In short, this chapter presents the data, procedures and methodology used as well 

as an example of discussion in analyzing translations between the two Thai translated 

versions. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS 

 

In this chapter, the results of the comparative study of the original version and the 

two Thai translated versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull are presented and discussed. 

Firstly, all three versions were split into sentences as those were in the original 

text in order to facilitate the analysis. 

 For example: 

//   was for splitting each sentence. 

ST was for source text. 

PV was for Pramoj’s version. 

KV was for Kasetsiri’s version. 

According to Chuangsuvanich (2002), translation quality of two Thai translated 

versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull was analyzed by comparing a paragraph by 

paragraph and if any discrepancies were found in any paragraphs, those paragraphs 

would be quoted, underlined and discussed.  In this research, the same methodology was 

carried out as in Chuangsuvanich’s research.  There were 45 paragraphs in Jonathan 

Livingston Seagull (Chapter 2) and 20 discrepancies were found. 

 

Paragraph 1 

ST : So   this  is  heaven,  he  thought,  and  he  had  to smile  at  himself.  It  was  

hardly  respectful  to  analyse  heaven  in  the  very  moment  that  one  flies  up  

to  enter  it (p. 51). 
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PV : ���������	
��
�	��	���
� // ��
	���	�� // ������
����
������ 	� ��
� //  !"�#�$
	�%�
!��
�

��
�&'�#	�
�(�������
%#������������ ��������
(���)
� �*�	���	������ // (#	�
 39) 

KV : ����	�����$
������ // /�	
0
	��! // ��%��
������ *� ��
� // � 	'��	�
	������(���%�����
%#�

�������	�1%(���)
� �*�	���
'�#
 // (#	�
 59) 

Discrepancy 1 

 The only one point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the 

clause It  was  hardly  respectful.  Pramoj translates this clause as  !"�#�$
	�%�
!��
�

��
�&'�#	�
�  (It seemed hardly respectful a little bit), while Kasetsiri translates as  � 	'��

	�
	������  (It was not admirable).   

In this paragraph, the original version presents Jonathan’s thought about his 

impolite manner in analyzing heaven while he is entering it.  Pramoj says that in his deep 

belief, Jonathan respects heaven and feels ashamed of what he is thinking.  Therefore, in 

Pramoj’s version, the translator is able to transfer the meaning of the original version 

better than in Kasetsiri’s version.  In other words, Pramoj maintains the original 

intentionality, while Kasetsiri does not.    

 

Paragraph 5 

ST : At  two  hundred  fifty  miles  per  hour  he learnt that  he  was  nearing  his  level-

flight  maximum  speed.  At  two  hundred  seventy-three  he  thought  that  he  
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was  flying  as  fast  as  he  could  fly,  and  he  was  ever  so  faintly  

disappointed.  There  was  a  limit  to how  much  the  new  body  could  do,  and  

though  it  was  much  faster than his old level-flight record, it was still a limit that 

would take great  effort  to  crack.  In heaven, he thought, there should be no 

limits (p. 51).  

 

PV : �	��
�����#	�����
�#�
��*'�����
3 ��/�� // ��
���"���
 ��
�)
� �*�	'!�������
�����
 	�"��4!

�)
#� *�
�*�	�%! * // �	��
������
���
����!��*�
�'�����
#	���3 ��/�� // ��
��	����
��


�)
� �*�	
��
�����(���4!�(�
(����
�
�
�5�%*�	'!� // ��%��
���"����6�!#� �	�! 7 // �
��#���
�

��
	���%()

%'�'!��
�	�
�
��
����
*����)
� !�#�$
	� 	 // ��%5�������
��
�%*�	'!��������


�5����
�*�	���
�
���
�	�**	��'!��
��
�  // � 	��� ����	�5���8�����
�%��
��3���
��&���
��

�
��
�(���%()
�
��� // �	������ // ��
	�� // '������%���
*��� // (#	�
 39-40) 

KV : /�	
0
	�"������
� 	��$
*5��(���4!�
���
������	�
�*�	�%! *������� // ��$�
� 	*�	'!�5���
�

��
�#�
��*'�����
3 ��/�� // ��%��$�
� 	*�	'!�5���
���
����!��*�
�'�����
3 ��/�� // � 	��!��


� 	*�	�����4!��
��
�
�5���� // ��%��()
�#�� 	6�!#� ����� // (�����
*����)
� !��
�"��
�� �

�#���
�� 	 // �����
� 	�%*�	'!��������
�5����%! *����!�� // ��%	 �	��� ����	�
*����)
� !(��
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��
��3���
�&�
�
��#
<
�(���%()
�
� // /�	
0
	��!��
 // '������%���
*����)
� !�	

��������� // (#	�
 59-60) 

There are two discrepancies (discrepancies 2-3) that should be discussed in this 

paragraph.  

 

Discrepancy 2 

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

phrase At  two  hundred  fifty  miles  per  hour.  Pramoj translates this phrase as �	

��
�����#	�����
�#�
��*'�����
3 ��/�� (at the speed of one hundred and fifty miles per hour), 

while Kasetsiri translates it as ��$�
� 	*�	'!�5���
���
�#�
��*'�����
3 ��/�� (when it flew at 

two hundred and fifty miles per hour). 

Pramoj’s version gives a wrong detail of the original version, while Kasetsiri’s 

version is right.  Thus is, Pramoj’s version does not keep the intentionality of the original. 

 

Discrepancy 3 

 The second point that should be discussed is the translation of the clause and he 

was ever so faintly disappointed.  Pramoj translates this clause as ��%��
���"����6�!#� �	�! 7 

(and he felt a little bit disappointed), while Kasetsiri translates as ��%��()
�#�� 	6�!#� ����� 

(and made it disappointed very much). 
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 The meaning of the words faint and faintly are given by Collins Cobuild English 

Dictionary (1987, p. 597) as follows: 

 faint (adj.) =   A faint feeling or quality has very little strength or intensity.  

   faintly (adv.) =  He was already asleep in the bed, which smelled faintly of 

mildew. 

Kasetsiri’s version gives a wrong detail of the original version, while Pramoj’s 

version gives all the details of the phrase including how much Jonathan felt disappointed.  

Thus, the original intentionality is distorted in Kasetsiri's version. 

In summary, the two discrepancies found in paragraph 5 are related to 

maintaining the intentionality of the source text.  In discrepancy 2, Pramoj cannot 

maintain the original intentionality because the translator mistranslates the phrase two 

hundred fifty miles.  Kasetsiri cannot maintain the original intentionality in discrepancy 3 

because the translator mistranslates the word faintly. 

 

Paragraph 6 

ST : The  clouds  broke  apart,  his  escorts  called,  “Happy   landings,  Jonathan,”  and  

vanished  into  thin  air. 

He  was  flying  over  a  sea,  toward  a  jagged  shoreline.  A very  few  seagulls  

were  working  the  updrafts  on  the  cliffs.  Away  off  to  the  north, at  the  

horizon  itself,  flew  a  few  others.  New  sights,  new  thoughts,  new  questions.    

Why   so  few  gulls?   Heaven  should  be  flocked  with  gulls!  And  why  am  I  

so    tired,  all  at  once?  Gulls  in  heaven  are  never  supposed  to  be  tired,  or   

to  sleep (p. 52). 



 24 

PV : ��>�6�

��
�� 	 // 	�(��&
��
�
�
�� �	 �	��
���
 // ?�
�#���!����� �!�@
&  �
	%0 	A // 

������#
�'��	

�
<0
�4 

��
�)
� �*�	
�"��#	$
(%��  �4��'�� �(�����#���$�	

��
#�
��#��  	�	
�	���)
	�	'������ �

�)
� �*�	���	��(�������	�
�#	�
6
  (
�(�<�#	$
  *	�
*BC
���(��!���  ��	�	
�	��*�	
�"�

'������ �  @&�#��  ��
���!�#��  �DE#
�#��  ()
'������	�	
�	��	�
�	 �?  ����������%��

	�	
�	��(���(�	!   ��%()
'���
����#	$�
�	 �  �	( 	(�( 	�!?  	�	
�	���	������'����

(
��%�#	$�
�'!�#�$
����%#� *// (#	�
 40) 

KV : ��
	��>�����4��

� // 	�(���
!���( ���
���
����	��
 //  ?�
�#���
	���
!�����
���
!@ �

	%/�	
0
	A // ������#
�� *'��	

�
<(���*
*
�	 �	// 

/�	
0
	*�	
�"��#	$
(%��  �4��'��"��	�3
�#
!(����4��% // 	
�	���
��
�� �HI�*�	&4�����	

�#	$
#	�
6
// 	�
���)
	�	#	����)
� �*�	
�"�(���
*	�)
� *BC
'��

�'�(
��#	$
 // 	 �	���	     

( <	@
&�#�� 7  ��
���!�#�� 7  ��%�)
5
��#�� 7  ()
'�5����	
�	��	�
�	 �  �	������

����%����'�!���H"�	�	
�	��!  ��%()
'�J 	5��'!��#	$�
�	 �  
��
�( 	(�( 	�� 	  	
�	��

�	������'��	�
�%�#	$�
�'!����  #�$
��'��	�
�%#� *	
	!���// (#	�
 60) 
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Discrepancy 4 

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

sentence He  was  flying  over  a  sea,  toward  a  jagged  shoreline.  Pramoj translates this 

sentence as ��
�)
� �*�	
�"��#	$
(%��  �4��'�� �(�����#���$�	

��
#�
��#��  (He was flying 

over a sea, towards a place where a lot of capes protrude), while Kasetsiri translates it as 

/�	
0
	*�	
�"��#	$
(%��  �4��'��"��	�3
�#
!(����4��% (Jonathan flew over a sea, towards a 

rough seashore). 

 The meaning of the word jagged is given by Collins Cobuild English Dictionary 

(1987, p. 898) as follows: 

 Jagged (adj.) =   Something that is jagged has a rough, uneven shape or edge with 

lots of sharp points.  

In translating the word jagged, Kasetsiri translates it correctly.  Therefore, the 

word choice in Kasetsiri’s version maintains the intentionality of the original.  On the 

other hand, the original intentionality is distorted in Pramoj's version. 

 

Paragraph 9 

ST : He  turned  to  land  on  the  beach,  beating  his  wings  to  stop  an  inch  in  the  

air,  then  dropping  lightly  to  the  sand.  The  other  gulls  landed  too,  but  not   

one  of  them  so  much  as  flapped  a  feather.  They  swung  into  the  wind,  

bright  wings  outstretched,  then  somehow  they  changed  the  curve  of  their  

feathers  until  they had  stopped  in  the  same  instant  their  feet  touched  the  

ground.  It  was  beautiful  control,  but  now  Jonathan  was  just  too  tired  to  try  



 26 

it.  Standing  there  on  the  beach,  still  without  a  word  spoken,  he  was  asleep 

(p. 52). 

PV : ��
#�4	� ��&$�
�%*�	��� **	#
!(�
� // ��%&$
�K��&$�
�#�#�4!	���
�"�*	

�
<#	���	��� // 

��������� *�*
 7  *	&$�	(�
� // 	�� �
$�	 7  ����� *!��� // ���(4�� �'��'!���%&$
�K�������

�	�&������	�!��� //	��#��
	 �	������ ����
#
�� //  �K�
 	���
��
�

�����(��  // ���������	

���	/���(���	
��
�'���'���"�����#�4!��( 	(��1%(���(�
��%&$�	!�	 //  ���	�
���*�4��
�*�	(��

����
��
� // ����1%	 �	�
	%0 	�#	$�
����	'�(���%(!�
�()
!"*�
� // ��
�$	
�"�*	#
!

(�
� // ��%/!�(��� ���'!�&"!�

%'�� ��)
 // ��
��#� *'� // (#	�
 40-41) 

KV : /�	
0
	��
� 7  ��
	��*	3
�#
! // ���K��#�#�4!�&���#	���	���B4�*	

�
< // ������#��
	

� ���*	&$�	(�
�
��
��6���*
 // 	
�	��� �
$�	 7  ��
	��!����3�	� 	 // ���'����� �� ��!���(��

���	�
����
#	���
 	 // &��	 �	� 	#�4	'�� *�� // �#���!�K�(���!��

�����(�� // �������� *

������	��/���(���	�	#�4!
�"�� *(�� // �	�1%�!���� *(���(�
�
�� 	��%&$�	(�
� // � 	3�
����	

�
�* �� *� �(���!�
� // ����	�
		��/�	
0
	���#	$�
����	���
(���%�
�()
!"*�
� // � 	��
�

#� *'� // �	�1%(���$	
�"�*	#
!(�
�	 �	 ///!�(��� ���'!�&"!
%'�� ��)
�!��� // (#	�
 61) 

Discrepancy 5 

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

clause but  not   one  of  them  so  much  as  flapped  a  feather.  Pramoj translates this 
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clause as ���(4�� �'��'!���%&$
�K��������	�&������	�!��� (but everyone did not flap any single 

feather), while Kasetsiri translates it as ���'����� �� ��!���(�����	�
����
#	���
 	 (but no one 

flapped its wings more than one feather).   

 In the original version, the gulls did not flap any single one of their feathers.  

Therefore, in Pramoj’s version, the translator provides correct information of the way 

they flew and dropped on the sand, while Kasetsiri does not maintain the intentionality of 

the original sentence.  

 

Paragraph 10 

ST : In  the  days  that  followed,  Jonathan  saw  that  there  was  as  much  to  learn  

about  flight  in this  place  as  there  had  been  in  the  life  behind  him.  But with 

a difference.  Here were gulls who thought as he thought.  For  each  of  them,  the  

most  important  thing  in  living  was  to  reach  out  and a touch  perfection  in  

that  which  they  most  loved  to  do,  and  that  was  to  fly.  They  were 

magnificent  birds,  all  of  them, and they  spent  hour  after  hour  every  day  

practicing  flight,  testing  advanced  aeronautics (p. 53). 

PV : �	� 	��
 7 �
 // �
	%0 	���#�	'!��
���
����$�
�(���%��
�����	������� *�
�*�	 1 (��	���
��(�
� *

�	@&��
	(����
'!�6�
	�
���� // �����
������
�	 �	��� ���
�"� // 1 (��	����	�	
�	��(����!
��
�

��
��! //�)
#� *	�����%� � // ����(���)
� E(���4!�	��
����	
�"����$
�
���
�

�'���%��
�

��
���%����M�4!�	���8���	��#��
	 �	��J 	(%(���%()
 // ��%	 �	���$
�
�*�	 // 	�( ��#�!	 �	
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���
�
�����	����%'� // ��%(4�� � ���3����
3 ��/������3 ��/�����
HI�8�
��
�*�	 // (!�
*

��3
�
�*�	� �	�"� // (#	�
 41) 

KV : #�
� 7  � 	��
�
 // /�	
0
	&*��
������(����
�����	�"��
��
���$�
��
�*�	�	�5
	(��	�� 

�#�$
	� *�	3����(��� 	(���'���*$�
�#� � // ����������
�� 	 // (��	��	
�	��(���"�� ���!�#�$
	� *(��

� 	��! // �)
#� *	�����%� �	 �	 // ����(���)
� E(���4!�	�
�!)
��3�����$
�
�'������
��%� �6 �

��
����	���<8���&��	 �	� �(���%()
 // ����	 �	�$
�
�*�	 // &��	 �	( ��#�!	 �	�#�% // &��	 �	

�3����
3 ��/������3 ��/�����
(4�� 	�HC
HI�*�	 // (!�
��
��!�	(
�

�
<(��&��!
�// (#	�
 61) 

Discrepancy 6 

 The first point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the sentence 

They were magnificent birds, all of them.  Pramoj translates this sentence as 	�( ��#�!

���
�
�����	����%'� (all birds were very smart and beautiful), while Kasetsiri translates as  

&��	 �	( ��#�!	 �	�#�%  (all of those).  

The meaning of the word maginificent is given by Collins Cobulid English 

Dictionary (1987, p. 1003) as follows: 

 Maginificent (adj.) = If you say that something or someone is maginificent, you 

mean that you think they are extremely good, beautiful, or impressive. 

  In this paragraph, the original version presents special details of the birds.  In 

Pramoj’s version, the translator maintains this impressive information.   On the other 
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hand, Kasetsiri reduces the specific details of those birds.  Thus, Kasetsiri does not 

maintain the informativity of the original.    

 

Discrepancy 7 

 The second point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the phrase 

testing  advanced  aeronautics.  Pramoj translates this phrase as  (!�
*��3
�
�*�	� �	�"�  

(test advanced level of the flight), while Kasetsiri translates it as  (!�
��
��!�	(
�

�
<(��

&��!
�  (try exotic style of traveling in the air).   

In this paragraph, the original version presents the better level of flying skills 

those birds had practiced.  In Pramoj’s version, the translator transfers the meaning of the 

original version better than Kasetsiri does in his version.  In other words, Pramoj 

maintains the original intentionality, while Kasetsiri does not.  

 

Paragraph 14 

ST : In  a  moment  they  were  airborne  again,  practicing.  The  formation  point-rolls  

were  difficult,  for  through  the  inverted  half  Jonathan  had  to think  upside  

down,  reversing  the  curve  of his  wing,  and  reversing  it  exactly  in  harmony  

with  his  instructor’s. 

“Let’s  try  it  again,”  Sullivan  said,  over  and  over:  “Let’s  try  it  again.”  

Then, finally,  “Good.”  And they began practicing outside loops (p. 54). 
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PV : �&���3 ����"�  ( ����"��%<�N�����#�	��� 	
�� //  HI�8�
�� 	��
'� // �
�*�	#�4	�%! *���	H"�	 �	

()
�
� // �&�
%�
	(����
�()
�
�*�	#�
�(�
�	 �	�
	%0 	��
���!��$�
�

# ��� // ��
#�4	/���

�K��
���
�� * //  ��%#�4	�� *'!�� �#�%� *��"6"�HI�&
!� // 

?�
�!"
��(�A // 8 ���� 	&"!8�)
����8�)

�� // ?�
�!"� 	
��(�A // �����	(���4!��
��*
���
 // ?!�

����A // ��%�����HI�8�
��
�*�	�����	
�� 	��
'� // (#	�
 42-43) 

KV :  3 ���1%��
�
	
�	��( ���
������	'��
��	

�
<
���� �� // HI�H	 // �
�*�	������"�	 �	�
����� 

//�&�
%/�	
0
	��
���!���
��� ��
�� *����� // �� */����4��K� // ��%�� *�#�&��
��&����� *

��"6"��
	 // 

?�
�!"
��(�A // 8 �����	&"!�� �������� �����
 // ?�
�
��(�A // �����	(���4! // ?!�A // ��%	
�	��

( ���
��������HI�*�	��	
� // (#	�
 62) 

Discrepancy 8 

 The first point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the sentence 

In  a  moment  they  were  airborne  again,  practicing.  Pramoj translates this sentense as  

�&���3 ����"�  ( ����"��%<�N�����#�	��� 	
�� HI�8�
�� 	��
'� ( In a short moment, both the teacher 

and the student flew in the wind again, continuously practicing), while Kasetsiri 

translates as  3 ���1%��
�
	
�	��( ���
������	'��
��	

�
<
���� ��HI�H	 (Later, both 

seagulls flew in the air again, practicing).   
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Pramoj’s version adds appropriated phrase � 	��
'� (continuously) to make the 

text flow smoothly and make the text more coherent.  The reader can easily understand 

how they are practicing their flying. The whole thing is in a reasonable order, while 

Kasetsiri’s version does not.   

 

Discrepancy 9 

 Another point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the clause The  

formation  point-rolls  were  difficult.  Pramoj translates this clause as  �
�*�	#�4	�%! *

���	H"�	 �	()
�
� (The group rolling level flight was difficult), while Kasetsiri translates as  

�
�*�	������"�	 �	�
����� (The twin rolling flight was very difficult).   

The meaning of the word formation is given by Collins Cobulid English 

Dictionary (1987, p. 666) as follows: 

 Formation (n.) = If people or things are in formation, they are arranged in a 

particular pattern as they move. 

In this situation, there are only two seagulls, Jonathan and Sullivan, flying.  

Therefore, the translation in Kasetsiri’s version is more appropriate than in Pramoj’s 

version.   In other words, Kasetsiri’s version maintains the intentionality of the original 

sentence.    
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Paragraph 15 

ST : One  evening  the  gulls  that  were  not  night-flying  stood  together  on  the  

sand,  thinking.  Jonathan  took  all  his  courage  in  hand  and  walked  to  the  

Elder  Gull,  who,  it  was  said,  was  soon  to  be  moving  beyond  this  world  

(pp. 54-55). 

 

PV : ��)
� 	#	���  	�	
�	��(��'��

�HI�*�	��
��$	�$	
�"�!���� 	*	#
!(�
� // �3���
���!� 	


�"� // ���������	��
���

��������
�����
��������������������������
������������ //  

"#�$%&� / /
�'��
���'� // �����#'()�*&�����+� ,  �-� // (#	�
 43) 

KV : ���	� 	#	���  *��!
	
�	��(��'��'!�*�	��
��$	�$	���� 	
��
*	#
!(�
� // ��%��
�����! // 

/�	
0
	��*�����
����
( ��#�!'��  �!�	���
'�#
	
�	��6"��#E� // � �(�� // &"!� 	��
 // �%

'�&�	/��	���	'��3�
 // (#	�
 63) 

Discrepancy 10 

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

phrase the  Elder  Gull.  Pramoj translates this phrase as �
������������ (the senior 

gull), while Kasetsiri translates as 	
�	��6"��#E� (the adult gull).   

 In the translation of this phrase, Pramoj chooses an equivalent of word choice 

which is able to explain how respectful that elder gull was.  At the same time, the word 

choice used can show the seniority of that gull.  Thus, in Pramoj’s version, the translator 
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maintains the intentionality of the original; on the other hand, the original intentionality is 

distorted in Kasetsiri's version. 

 

Paragraph 17 

ST : “Chiang,  this  world  isn’t  heaven  at  all,  is  it?” 

 The  Elder  smiled  in the  moonlight.  “You  are  learning  again,  Jonathan  

Seagull,”  he  said. 

 “Well,  what  happens  from  here?  Where  are  we  going?  Is  there  no such  

place  as  heaven?” 

“No,  Jonathan,  there  is  no  such  place.  Heaven  is  not  a  place,  and  it  is  not  

a  time.  Heaven  is  being  perfect.”  He  was  silent  for  a  moment.  “You  are  a  

very  fast  flier,  aren’t  you?” 

“I… I   enjoy  speed ,”  Jonathan  said,  taken  aback  but  proud that  the  Elder  

had  noticed (p. 55). 

PV :  ?����� // @&	��'���3���������� // ����#�$
'��?A 

 6"���

�4/������	���� 	(�� // ?�0
�)
� �����	�"�
�������
	%0 	A // ��
���
� 

?��	 �		�%8��� * // ��
�
�	��'��%��
%'����!���	?  // ��
�%'�'#	� 	��
'�? //'����(��'#	���	

���������#�$
 ?A 

?'���� // �
	%0 	 // '�����5
	(���3�		 �	 // �����.�
'�/'�0���-& // ��������.
+�
'�/'���� // 

�����.�*�
�������1#'�����
�������2���A // ��
	���
�"���"�#	��� // ?�0
*�	'!������
��3��#�?A 
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?6�...6��	4��	��
�����A // �
	%0 	&"! // 

��%������ ��%��$����(����6"���

�4/�(�
	

� �����"� // (#	�
 43) 

KV : ?����� // /��	��'���3���������� // �3�'#� ?A 

	
�	��6"��#E�����@
�������� 	(�� // ?�0
�)
� �����	�"�
������   	
�	��/�	
0
	A // � 	&"!

���	 

?�

 // 
%'��%���!���	#� ��
�(��	��? //  ��
�)
� ��%'�'#	� 	 // '����(��(�����	������#�
�

#�$
?A    

?'���� // /�	
0
	 // '����(��(�����	������!
� // ������'���3��5
	(�� //  ��%��'���3��
����
 // 

�������$
��
����	���<A // ���������*'�3 ���1% // ?�0
���	6"�*�	�����
�  �3�'#�?A   

?J 	...J 	3
*��
�����A // /�	
0
	�
�����	�%�4��%� � // �����@"����(��	
�	��6"��#E�

� �����#�	 // (#	�
 63) 

Discrepancy 11 

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

phrase taken aback.  Pramoj translates this phrase as 

��%������ (feel quite surprised), 

while Kasetsiri omits this phrase.   

 In the translation of this phrase, Pramoj chooses the right phrase to transfer the 

meaning in the original text into the target text correctly and can maintain the 



 35 

intentionality of the original text, while this intentionality of the source text is distorted in 

Kasetsiri's version. 

 

Paragraph 20 

ST : “You  can  go  to  any  place  and  to  any  time  that  you  wish  to  go,”  the  

Elder  said.  “I’ve  gone  everywhere  and  everywhen  I  can  think  of.”  He  

looked  across  the  sea.  “It’s  strange.  The  gulls  who  scorn  perfection  for  the  

sake  of  travel  go  nowhere,  slowly.  Those  who  put  aside  travel  for  the  sake  

of  perfection  go  anywhere,  instantly.  Remember,   Jonathan, heaven isn’t  a  

place  or  a  time, because place and time are so very meaningless. Heaven is….” 

(p. 58). 

PV : ?��0%������
��'�  �����

����-&�������
������A  // 6"���

�4/����
��
* //  ?��
'!�'�5��(4�

�#����%(4�#	(����
�
�
�5�%	��'!��
����A // ��
�
���
�(%��

�'� // ?� 	��

��%

����
�"� // 	�	
�	��(��� ��������
���%����M�4!�&�
%� �
�
��(��������	 �	�� *'�'��5��

'#	���  �&�������%�(����������� �'�'!����3�
 7  // ���		�	
�	��(���%�
��(����������������

�&$�
��
���%����M�4!	 �	�� *'�'��5��'#	��'!��	( 	(�( 	�! // �)
'��	% // �
	%0 	 // 

������'���3��5
	(��#�$
�
����
 //  �&�
%�5
	(����%�
����
	 �	'������
�#�
��

�������  

// �������$
...A  // (#	�
 44) 
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KV : ?�0
'�(��'#	��'!�  ���
'#	��'!��
�(���0
��
�5	
�%'�A // 	
�	��6"��#E����
��
* // 

?J 	'!�'��
����(4��#��(4�#	  ��%(4��
����
(��J 	&
�%��!'!�A // ������
���
�(�
�(%��



�'� // ?� 	��%#�
!  	
�	��(����
%������
����	���<�&$�
(���%'!�'��(����  �� *'��'!�'�

'#	  �������3$�
�3�
 // 6"�(��& ��
��(����'���&$�
����#
��
����	���<  '�'#	��'!�  ��%����!����

J *&� 	 // �)
'�� // /�	
0
	 // ������'���3��5
	(��#�$
�
����
 // �&�
%�5
	(����%

�
����
'����
�#�
�����	 � // �������$
...A  // (#	�
 64) 

Discrepancy 12 

 One point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the sentence The  

gulls  who  scorn  perfection  for  the  sake  of  travel  go  nowhere,  slowly.  Pramoj 

translates this sentence as  	�	
�	��(��� ��������
���%����M�4!�&�
%� �
�
��(��������	 �	

�� *'�'��5��'�'#	���  �&�������%�(����������� �'�'!����3�
 7 (The gulls that hated perfection 

still wanted to travel, but they could not go far; they could just only travel slowly), while 

Kasetsiri translates the text as  	
�	��(����
%������
����	���<�&$�
(���%'!�'��(����  �� *'��'!�'�

'#	  �������3$�
�3�
 (The gulls who jeered at perfection still wanted to travel, but they could 

not go anywhere and move slowly).   

In this paragraph, Pramoj’s version presents that those gulls could not go far or 

could not go to the goal.  On the other hand, Kasetsiri presents that those gulls could not 
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go anywhere.  Thus, in Kasetsiri’s version, the translator maintains the intentionality of 

the original, while the original intentionality is distorted in Pramoj's version. 

 

Paragraph 22 

ST : “Can you teach me to fly like that?” Jonathan Seagull trembled to conquer 

another unknown. 

 “Of course, if you wish to learn” 

 “I wish. When can we start ?” 

 “We could start now, if you’d like” 

“I want to learn to fly like that,” Jonathan said, and a strange light glowed in his 

eyes. “Tell me what to do.” 

Chiang  spoke  slowly and  watched  the  younger  gull  ever  so  carefully.  “To  

fly  as  fast  as  thought,  to anywhere  that  is,” he  said,  “you  must  begin  by  

knowing  that  you  have  already  arrived….” (p. 58). 

PV : ?(�
	�%�
	�#�6�*�	
��
�	 �	'!�'#��� *?A // �
	%0 		�	
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�0

�
�����	A 

 ?6�
�
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?6���
��
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��
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� // 
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�%��
������!�����
���!(����
�0
'!�'�5������...A // (#	�
 64-65) 
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Discrepancy 13 

 The only one point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the 

pronoun you and me.  Pramoj translates these two pronouns as  (�
	 (Sir) and  6� (I), 

while Kasetsiri translates as  �0
 (you) and  J 	 (I). 

In this situation, there are two gulls that are different in age; therefore, in the 

translation of these two pronouns, in Pramoj’s version, the translator uses more 

appropriate pronouns than in Kasetsiri’s version to show seniority; thus, the text fits the 

situationality of the original. 

 

Paragraph 22 

ST : The  trick,  according  to  Chiang,  was  for  Jonathan  to  stop  seeing  himself  as  

trapped  inside  a  limited  body  that  had  a  forty-two-inch  wingspan  and  

performance  that  could  be  plotted  on  a  chart.  The  trick  was to  know  that  

his  true  nature  lived,  as  perfect  as  an  unwritten  number,  everywhere  at  

once  across  space  and  time (pp. 58-59). 

 

PV : ����!�	�
�	��  �
��)
*
����
�
������  ���$
 �
	%0 	�%��
�������!��
� ��
���
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��
��
��K�( ���
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!�����
���%����M�4! //�#�$
	� *� ����(���!��'��'!� // (4��#��(4�#	��
��%�%(
�  ��%

���
 // (#	�
 49) 

KV : �
�(���������
  ����!� *���$
/�	
0
	��
������
��	�
���
5"�� �
�"��	��
��
�(���)
� !�&������

��*�
�	���B4��
���
��
��
��K�  #�$
��
�)
� !�
��
�*�	(����
'��*	�
�
� // ����!� *��

�$
  �%��
��"�5��0���3
��(���(������
��	�
�  
�"�'!�(4� 7  �#���	J *&� 	 // ��
�&�	�5
	(��

��%�
����
 // ��%���	���<���$
	���(��'����� �����	 // (#	�
 65) 

Discrepancy 14 

 The point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the phrase and 

performance  that  could  be  plotted  on  a  chart.  Pramoj translates this phrase as ��%��

�
��R�* ��8���

�* 	(����'!��	�6	�
�*�	 (and there is a performance that could be recorded 

on a flight chart), while Kasetsiri translates as #�$
��
�)
� !�
��
�*�	(����
'��*	�
�
� (or a 

limitation of flight recorded on the schedule).   

In the translation in Kasetsiri’s version, the translator mistranslates the word 

performance in the original, while in Pramoj’s version, the translator uses more 

equivalent words than in Kasetsiri’s version and can translate the text correctly.  In other 

words, Paromoj maintains the intentionality of the original version. 
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Paragraph 27 

ST : Jonathan  made  a  scree  of  delight,  the  first  sound  he  had  made  since  he  

had  left  Earth.  “IT  WORKS!” 

“Well,  of  course  it  works,  Jon,”  said  Chiang.  “It always  works,  when  you  

know  what  you’re  doing.  Now  about  your  control . . .” (p. 59-60). 
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Discrepancy 15 

 The point to be discussed in this paragraph is the translation of the pronoun you.  

Pramoj translates this pronoun as ��
 (we), while Kasetsiri translates as �0
 (you).   

In Pramoj’s version , the translator uses the word ��
 (we) to make this sentence to 

be general information for everyone.  However, in this situation, Chiang means only 



 42 

Jonathan, not anyone.  Therefore, Kasetsiri maintains the original intentionality, while 

Pramoj does not.    

 

Paragraph 37 

ST : “Sully,  I  must  go  back,”  he  said  at  last. “Your  students  are  doing  well.  

They can help you bring the newcomers along.” 

Sullivan sighed,   but  he  did  not  argue.  “I think I’ll  miss  you,  Jonathan.”  was 

all he  said. 

“Sully, for  shame!”  Jonathan said in reproach, “and don’t be foolish!  What are 

we trying to practice  every  day?    If  our  friendship  depends  on things  like  

space  and  time,  then  when  we  finally  overcome  space  and  time,  we’ve  

destroyed  our  own  brotherhood!  But  overcome  space,  and  all  we  have  left  

is  Here.  Overcome  time,  and  all we  have  left  is  Now.  And  in  the  middle  

of  Here  and  Now,  don’t  you  think  that  we  might  see  each  other  once  or  

twice?” (p. 63) 
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Discrepancy 16 

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

he  said  at  last.  Pramoj translates this clause as ��
*
�� *8 ���� 	���	�� ���4!(�
�  (he told 

Sullivan for the last time), while Kasetsiri translates it as /�	
0
	&"!���	�	(���4! (Jonathan 

said finally).   

 In the translation of the phrase at last in Kasetsirij’s version, the translator can 

express the same meaning as the original, while Pramoj does not.  Thus, the use of this 

cohesive device in Pramoj's version is inappropriate and it reduces the coherence of the 

sentence. 

 

Discrepancy 17 

 The second point that should be discussed is the translation of the phrase our own  

brotherhood.  Pramoj translates this phrase as ��
�� ��
���
 (our love), while Kasetsiri 

translates as @�
!�@
&�
���
�
� (our own brotherhood). 

 The meaning of the words brotherhood is given by Collins Cobuild English 

Dictionary (1987: 205) as follows: 

 brotherhood (n.) =   Brotherhood is the affection and loyalty that you feel for 

people who you have something in common with. 

In translating the word brotherhood, Kasetsiri translates it correctly.  Therefore, 

the word choice in Kasetsiri’s version maintains the intentionality of the original because 
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it can express the deep meaning of their feeling and relationship as shown in the original.  

On the other hand, the original intentionality is distorted in Pramoj's version. 

 

Paragraph 41 

ST : “I  don’t  care  what  they  say,”  he  thought  fiercely,  and  his  vision  blurred  as  

he  flew  out  toward  the  Far  Cliffs.  “There’s  so   much  more  to  flying  than  

just  flapping  around  from  place  to  place!  A . . .  a  . . .   mosquito  does  that!  

One  little  barrel-roll  around  the  Elder  Gull,  just  for  fun,  and  I’m  Outcast!  

Are  they  blind?  Can’t  they  see?  Can’t  they  think  of  the  glory  that  it’ll   be  

when  we  really  learn  to  fly? 

“I  don’t  care  what  they  think.  I’ll show  them  what  flying  is!  I’ll  be  pure  

Outlaw,  if  that’s the  way  they  want  it.  And I’ll  make  them  so  sorry…" (p. 

64). 

PV : ?��
'���	����
��
�%&"!� 	��
��%'�A // ��
���
�
��
�!4�!$
! // ��%( <	��� ��
���
����$
	

�
�'�*�
���$�
��
/66�	'�� �#	�
6
(��
�"�'�� // ?�
�*�	��
%'��
����
� ������
��%&$
�K�

�
�(��#	���'�
��(��#	������	'#	 7! // ������ ...�4�� 	��()

��
�	 �	! // ��
*�	�**#�4	� ��
*

	�6"��#E����	�	4� 7  �(�
	 �	�
� // ��
��5"�� *�
�H"���
����		���� ! // &����
�
*
!#�$



��
�'�#	
? //  �
�'���#�	
%'����#�$
? // ��
	��'��5����
��4����$
�(���%���!���	��$�
��
'!��"�

��3
�
�*�	���#�$
?A // 
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?��
'���	����
��
�%	��
��
�'� //  ��
�%��
���!��#���
�#�	��
�
�*�	�$

%'� // ��
�%���	

	���� !�(� 7 //  5�
��

�
��#���
���	
��
�	 �	 //  ��%��
�%����6�!�#�'!�...A // (#	�
 54-55)  

KV : ?J 	'��������
&��	 �	�%&"!��

%'�A // � 	��!
��
�#	 �#	��� //  ��%�
��
� 	��&��
��$�
*�	



�'��"�  ����"��)�� //  ?�
�*�	��
%'� 7  �
��
����
�&����
���%&$
�K�  �
�(��#	���'�
��

(��#	���! //  1...1...1��  
+�4��1'���������  //  J 	�&������*�	#�4	���
	���	�
* 7  	
�	��6"��#E�  

	�!�!���  �&$�
��
��	4��(�
	 �	 //  J 	����
����	��������	
 //  &��	 �	�
*
!��%� � //  &��

	 �	�
�'���#�	#�$
 //  &��	 �	��!5����
��4��/��	�(���%���
��$�
��
����	�"��
�*�	
��
������ �

'��'!�#�$
 // 

?J 	'��������
&��	 �	�%��!
��
�'� //   J 	�%��!��#���
�#�	��
�
�*�	���	
��
�'�! //  J 	�%

���	� �	
��T��1U����� 7 //  5�
��
��
��
��**	 �	 // ��%J 	�%()
�#���
������	 ��3���...A // 

(#	�
 69-70) 

Discrepancy 18 

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

And I’ll make them so sorry.  Pramoj translates this sentence as ��%��
�%����6�!�#�'!�... 

(And we will revenge.), while Kasetsiri translates as ��%J 	�%()
�#���
������	 ��3���... (And 

I will make them so sorry).   
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 In Pramoj’s version, the translator presents a violent intention to take revenge 

which is not mentioned in the original, while Kasetsiri is able to maintain the 

intentionality of the original better than in Pramoj’s version.  

 

Paragraph 44 

ST : There  was  a  moment  of  chaos  in  the  young  bird. 

“What’s  going  on?  Am  I  mad?  Am  I  dead?  What  is  this?” 

Low  and  calm,  the  voice  went  on  within  his  thought,  demanding  an  

answer.  “Fletcher  Lynd  seagull,  do  you  want  to fly?” 

 “YES, I  WANT  TO  FLY!” (p. 65) 

PV : ?��$�
�
%'�� 		��? // ��
*�
'�����#�$
? // ��
�
�����#�$
? // 
%'�� 		��?A 

 !����������)
��%��*  �����	 �	! ���
'��	���
���
 // �������
��)
�
* // ?�B����3
��   

	
�	�� // �0
��
��
��%*�	���	#�$
'��? // 

 ?�� *! // 6���
��
��%*�	���	 !A // (#	�
 55)  

KV : � 	���	3 ���1%�
���
��DW	�X�	��
���
	�#	4�� // 

 ?���!
%'����	 // J 	*�
'�#�$
 // J 	�
�'�����#�$
 // 
%'�	��A 

�����	 �	! ����
�

���	��
���!�
��B�(�3
��  (4����%	4��	�� // ��%5
�#
�)
�
*���	 // 

?�B�(�3
��  ��	!�	
�	�� // �0

�
�*�	'#�A // 

 ?�3�  // J 	
�
�*�	!A  // (#	�
 70-71) 
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Discrepancy 19 

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

sentence There  was  a  moment  of  chaos  in  the  young  bird.  Pramoj omits translating 

this sentence, while Kasetsiri translates it as � 	���	3 ���1%�
���
��DW	�X�	��
���
	�#	4�� (It 

was a moment of confusion to the young bird).   

 In Pramoj’s version, the translator does not translate the whole sentence of the 

original.  Thus, the information in the original is reduced.  On the other hand, Kasetsiri is 

able to maintain the informativity of the original sentence. 

 

Paragraph 45 

ST : “Fletcher  Lynd  Seagull,  do  you  want  to  fly  so  much  that  you  will  forgive  

the  Flock,  and  learn,  and  go  back  to  them  one  day  and  work  to  help  them  

know?” 

 There  was  no  lying  to  this  magnificent  skillful  being  no  matter  how  proud  

or  how  hurt  a  bird  was  Fletcher  seagull. 

 “I do,” he said softly. 

“Then,  Fletch,”  that  bright  creature  said  to  him,  and  the  voice  was  very 

kind,  “Let’s  begin  with  Level  Flight. . .” (p. 11) 

PV : ?�B����3
��  ��	!�  	
�	�� // �0
��
��
�(���%*�	���	�
�&
(���%
@ ��#�	�6"�	 �	 // ��%��$�


����	 // �����%�� *'�#
H"�	��	� 	#	���  �&$�
3����#���
'!�����	�"�'!�#�$
'��?A // 
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'����(
�(���%���
��(����
� ���
 	/
Y
�  ��%J�
!3�)
3
�	��'!�  '����
�B����3
��  	
�	��  �%

���		�(���
�#
�  ��%���*3�)
	�)
��� ��&����! // 

 ?'!��� *A // ��
�
*�*
 7 // 

 ?5�

��
�	 �	 �B���3�A // � ���
 	��$
��
�	 �	���
���
��
 // ��%�����	 �	����
���41
�
� // 

 ?��
�
�������	*�	�%! *� 	�5�!...A // (#	�
 11) 

KV : ?�B�(�3
��  ��	!�  	
�	�� // �0

�
�*�	�
���%( ���0
�%
@ ��#�H"�	� // ����	�"� // ��%

�� *'�#
&����
� �� 	#	���  ��%3����#���
�"��3�'#�A // 

'����
	
�	���B�(�3
���%(%	�#�$
��!��
�� ��(�
�!  � 	��'������
�/�C�!�!�(����
���
	�

(��3)
	�3)
	
E���<N	 �	 //  

 ?�3�A // � 	�
*
��
�
�
	/�	 // 

 ?�

��%  �B�(A // ���
� ����4���&"!� *� 	 // 	�)
�������41
����	 � // 

 ?��
�
�������	!����
�*�	�%! *���...A // (#	�
 11) 

Discrepancy 20 

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

the sentence Fletcher  Lynd  Seagull,  do  you  want  to  fly  so  much  that  you  will  

forgive  the  Flock,  and  learn,  and  go  back  to  them  one  day  and  work  to  help  
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them  know?.  Pramoj translates this sentence as �B����3
��  ��	!�  	
�	��  �0
��
��
�(���%

*�	���	�
�&
(���%
@ ��#�	�6"�	 �	  ��%��$�
����	�����%�� *'�#
H"�	��	� 	#	���  �&$�
3����#���
'!�

����	�"�'!�#�$
'��? (Fletcher Lynd Seagull, do you want to be able to fly much enough to 

forgive that bird and when you have already learnt, will you go back to the flock one day 

to help him learn or not?) , while Kasetsiri translates as �B�(�3
��  ��	!�  	
�	��  �0

�
�

*�	�
���%( ���0
�%
@ ��#�H"�	�  ����	�"�  ��%�� *'�#
&����
� �� 	#	���  ��%3����#���
�"��3�'#� 

(Fletcher Lynd Seagull, do you want to fly so much that you can forgive the flock, learn 

and go back to them one day, and help them know, right?).   

 In Pramoj’s version, the translator translates the whole sentence by using the 

cohesive devices and tenses (when you have already learnt, will you go back to the flock 

one day to help him learn or not?) to make the sentence more smooth than in Kasetsiri's, 

while in Kasetsiri's version, that sentence does not show the whole thing in a reasonable 

order and there is no particular tense to show the sequence of those actions which are 

related.  In other words, Pramoj maintains the coherence of the original sentence, while 

Kasetsiri does not. 

 

In brief, in this chapter the discrepancies between the original text and the two 

Thai translated versions of chapter 2 of  Jonathan Livingston Seagull were discussed.  

There were totally 20 discrepancies found in the translations.  All of them can be 

classified into each standard of textuality as follows: 
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Table 1 Frequency of Discrepancies for Each Standard of Textuality Between the Two 

Thai Versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull of M.R. Kukrit Pramoj and Chanwit 

Kasetsiri 

 

Standards of Textuality           Frequency of Discrepancy 

        PV  KV 

 

1. Cohesion       0  0 

2. Coherence       0  2 

3. Intentionality      7  7 

4. Informativity      1  1  

5. Intertextuality      0  0 

6. Situationality      1  1 

Total        9  11   

 

Table I presents the frequency of discrepancy for each standard of textuality 

between the English source text and the two Thai translated versions.  According to the 

table, Pramoj's version has violated the standard of textuality totally 9 times while 

Kasetsiri’s version totally 11 times.  In terms of cohesion and intertextuality, no any 

discrepancy is found in both versions.  In coherence, discrepancies are found only in 

Kasetsiri’s version 2 times.  In informativity, the discrepancy is found 1 time in Pramoj 

version and 1 time in Kasetsiri’s version.  Similarly, in terms of situationality, the 

discrepancy is also found 1 time in Pramoj version and 1 time in Kasetsiri’s version.  
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Finally, in terms of intentionality, it is the most frequently found in this study.  The 

discrepancies are found totally 14 times in both versions; 7 times in Pramoj’s version and 

7 times in Kasetsiri’s version.  The discussion of each standard is as follows: 

 

Discussion 

1.) Cohesion 

The discrepancy concerning cohesion was not found in this study.  This might be 

concluded that both translators understand the ways to link the surface elements of a text 

with an order.  Therefore, the readers are able to connect the relationships among ideas in 

their writings easily. 

 

2.) Coherence 

Coherence concerns the ways that meanings of the elements under the surface text 

are related.  What makes a text coherent is the use of related words, utterances and etc.  

For example; in discrepancy 8 the translations of the sentence In  a  moment  they  were  

airborne  again,  practicing.  Pramoj translates this sentense as  �&���3 ����"�  ( ����"��%<�N����

�#�	��� 	
�� HI�8�
�� 	��
'� ( In a short moment, both the teacher and the student flew in 

the wind again, continuously practicing), while Kasetsiri translates it as  3 ���1%��
�


	
�	��( ���
������	'��
��	

�
<
���� ��HI�H	 (Later, both seagulls flew in the air again, 

practicing).  Pramoj adds appropriate phrase � 	��
'� (continuously) to made the 

translated text flow smoothly in order that the reader could easily understand how they 
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are practicing their flying. The text shows the whole thing in a reasonable order, while 

Kasetsiri’s version did not.   

 

3.) Intentionality 

The discrepancy of intentionality is the most frequently found in this paper.  

There are many factors which distort the intentionality of the source text, such as 

mistranslating and using wrong word choices, etc.  For example; the translation of the 

clause It  was  hardly  respectful.  Pramoj translates this clause as  !"�#�$
	�%�
!��
�

��
�&'�#	�
�  (It seemed hardly respectful a little bit), while Kasetsiri translates it as  � 	

'��	�
	������  (It was not admirable).  The original version presents Jonathan’s thought 

about his impolite manner in analyzing heaven while he is entering it.  Pramoj says that 

in his deep belief, Jonathan respects heaven and feels ashamed of what he is thinking.  

Therefore, in Pramoj’s version, the translator is able to transfer the meaning of the 

original version better than in Kasetsiri’s version.  In other words, Pramoj maintains the 

original intentionality, while Kasetsiri does not.   In short, intentionality is the way the  

text producer’s intention is presented into his or her target audience. 

 

4.) Informativity 

 The discrepancy concerns the detail distorted from the source text and sometimes 

the detail is translated incorrectly.  Omission and mistranslation are the two factors found 

in this study.  For instance; in discrepancy 6, the mistranslation of the sentence They 

were magnificent birds, all of them.  Pramoj translates this sentence as 	�( ��#�!���
�
�
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����	����%'� (all birds were very smart and beautiful), while Kasetsiri translates as  &��	 �	

( ��#�!	 �	�#�%  (all of those).  The original version presents special details of the birds.  

In Pramoj’s version, the translator maintains this impressive information.   On the other 

hand, Kasetsiri reduces the specific details of those birds.  Thus, Kasetsiri does not 

maintain the informativity of the original.   In addition, in discrepancy 19, the omission in 

translating the sentence There  was  a  moment  of  chaos  in  the  young  bird.  Pramoj 

omits translating this sentence, while Kasetsiri translates it as � 	���	3 ���1%�
���
�

�DW	�X�	��
���
	�#	4�� (It was a moment of confusion forthe young bird).  Thus, the 

information in the original is reduced.  In other words, Kasetsiri is able to maintain the 

informativity of the original sentence. 

  

5.) Intertextuality 

No discrepancy of intertextuality is found in both Pramoj’s and Kasetsiri’s 

versions because in the source text, there is no reference to another text.  Thus, both 

translators do not involve in intertextuality.  

 

6.) Situationality 

This discrepancy occurrs when the translated text is not relevant to the 

situationality of occurrence or the situation the readers are in or interact with.  For 

example, in discrepancy 13, the translation of the pronoun you and me.  Pramoj translates 

these two pronouns as  (�
	 (Sir) and  6� (I), while Kasetsiri translates them as  �0
 (you) 
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and  J 	 (I).  In this situation, there are two gulls that are different in age; therefore, in the 

translation of these two pronouns, in Pramoj’s version, the translator uses more 

appropriate pronouns than in Kasetsiri’s version to show seniority, so he can maintain the 

text’s situationality. 

 

7.) Acceptability 

Acceptability is the way that communication is accepted.  According to the 

attributes of seven standards of textuality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler’s 

(1990) theoretical framework, in the translation quality of two Thai translated versions of 

Jonathan Livingston Seagull,  Pramoj's version violates the standard of textuality totally 9 

times while Kasetsiri’s version totally 11 times. Therefore, the study has found that the 

translation in Pramoj’s version is considered more acceptable than that in Kasetsiri’s 

version.  

 

 

 



CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

 

This chapter includes a summary from the findings of the study, limitations of the 

study and recommendations further studies. 

Summary 

This paper attempted to study translation quality of two Thai translated versions of 

Jonathan Livingston Seagull originally written by Richard Bach.  The first Thai version 

was translated by M.R. Kukrit Pramoj.  The second Thai version was translated by 

Chanwit Kasetsiri.  Only chapter 2 of this story was analyzed and both Thai translated 

versions of Jonathan Livingston Seagull were analyzed by applying de Beaugrande and 

Dressler’s (1990) theoretical framework: the attributes of seven standards of textuality.   

The objectives of this study were as follows: 

1. To analyze whether the selected Thai texts have the elements of seven 

standards of textuality proposed by de Beaugrande and Dressler (1990)   

2. To analyze the translation quality of the two Thai translated versions of 

Jonathan Livingston Seagull: chapter 2 to find out which version is more 

acceptable 

In analyzing the translation quality of two Thai translated versions of Jonathan 

Livingston Seagull, the study found that the translation in Pramoj’s version was 

considered more acceptable than that in Kasetsiri’s version. 
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Limitations of the Study 

 Firstly, the data in this study focused only on chapter 2 of Jonathan Livingston 

Seagull.  Therefore, the findings of this study cannot be judged as the findings of the 

whole book of Jonathan Livingston Seagull. 

 Secondly, one point which was also discussed by Chuangsuvanich (2002) is that it 

is a consideration in analyzing each element of seven standards of textuality proposed by 

de Beaugrande and Dressler (1990).  It concerns a significant body of subjective 

judgment and an art of translation.  The differences in consideration might not be the 

same depending on each researcher’s background knowledge, education, attitude, society 

and culture. 

 The last interesting point is the influence which occurs when the same researcher 

read all three versions.  Sometimes a clear picture of the first version may make the 

researcher understand the latter version without feeling that the deep meaning may be 

distorted in that version.  This phenomenon may influence the researcher to skip some 

discrepancies. 

 

Implications of the Study 

1. The findings of the study will provide the discrepancies between the two 

translated versions which will allow us to study the linguistic differences in translating 

the same text. 

2.  The findings of the study could be applied to improve the translating process 

from a foreign language into Thai. 
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3.  The findings of the study could be a guideline to systematize structural and 

lexical contents in courses of translation. 

 

Recommendations for Further Studies 

1. The further studies of translation quality in analyzing chapter 3 of Jonathan 

Livingston Seagull should be recommended in order to evaluate the overall translation 

quality of the whole book. 

2. There should be further studies on translation quality of Jonathan Livingston 

Seagull by using different theoretical frameworks. 

3.  De Beaugrande and Dressler’s (1990) theoretical framework should be used to 

analyze translation quality of some other translated works as a guideline for audience to 

choose a better version of translated work. 
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