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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Rationale of the study  

Translation relates to two languages and two cultures communicating the same 

things under the requirement of equivalence. With different cultures, the same things 

are viewed and expressed differently. The challenge of translation, consequently, is 

how to make the target texts equivalent to the source texts with naturalness and 

acceptability.  

The different perspective on the same thing as a result of different cultures is 

the source of the concept which Harvey and Hanson (1996) call ‘unity-in-diversity’. 

The concept of unity-in-diversity harmonizes with the philosophy of translation, 

which seeks for the cultural equivalence between different cultures of the source and 

target languages. Vermeer (1987: 29) gave the example of the morning ritual of 

people from different cultures to explain the cultural equivalence; the details of the 

morning activities of any individuals in different cultures are not similar, but they are 

all considered culturally equivalent. This illustrates that “concepts are universal” 

(Hassan, 2011: 4), but the ways of expression, both behaving and speaking, are 

different. This is the motivation of the present research; the ways of expressing some 

universal concepts of two different languages and cultures and the translation of them.   

Since “translation is a culture-bound phenomenon” (Lambert, 1998: 131); it is 

originated from the different languages and cultures talking about the same things. 

Inevitably, although a translator tries his/her best to achieve the translation 

equivalence, the differences between two languages leads to some differences from 

the source texts appearing in the target texts. These differences can well signify the 

salient characteristics of the target language. For example, to translate “What?” into 

“อะไรวะ” /ʔaʔ1raj0 waʔ3/ ‘what sentence particle’ or “I’m not going” into “ป้าไม่ไป

จะ้” /paa2 maj2 paj0 caʔ2/ ‘aunt not go sentence particle’ seems to be equivalent, but 
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the source texts and target texts are actually different in terms of solidarity from the 

sentence particles and the kinship address term added in the target texts.                

From these examples, it can be roughly assumed that the solidarity or the 

positive face want may be the salient characteristics in the Thai language more than 

the English language. The translation without the addition of these linguistic features 

can be done, but the translation will lack of the natural and realistic feelings, which is 

very important, particularly in literary translation (e.g. Nida, 1964a; 1964b, Nida and 

Taber, 1969). Most problems in translation are caused by the lack of this concern and 

knowledge. The study of the differences, including the similarities, between the 

source and target languages is beneficial with this reason. 

The present research selects to study the translation of speech acts, because 

speech acts are considered as a universal concept, but there are no previous studies 

done on them in terms of translation strategies. Most previous studies done with 

speech acts are generally limited to the cross cultural studies, that is, studying speech 

acts of various pairs of languages. Moreover, the reason for selecting to study the 

translation strategies of speech acts is because speech acts are “central to language use 

in social interaction and tends to reflect specific cultural values” (Wang, 2009: 215). 

This means that speech acts are expressed differently in each language and culture, 

that is to say, speech acts has the quality of unity-in-diversity, and this makes the 

study of translation strategies of speech acts interesting. Other than Wang (2009), 

Wierzbicka (1991), Kallia (2009), Schröder (2010), etc. confirm the unity-in-diversity 

of speech acts. The speech acts that are chosen to be investigated in the present 

research are the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, because they are 

definitely basic acts of human beings; it is accepted that they are universal and natural 

behaviors of human beings. 

This research intends to do the comparative and contrastive study of linguistic 

forms between the English source texts and their Thai-translated version, the findings 

of this part of study will be a good evidence showing the differences in language use 

of both languages when the same speech act in the same context of situation and 

participants is seen through the different contexts of cultures. Other than the part of 

the cross cultural study, the translation study of speech acts is intriguing, as Blum-
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kulka, (1981 cited in Hassan, 2011: 17) stated that the duty of a translator is to 

reproduce the utterances and maintain the intentions of the speech acts of the source 

texts to achieve the similar effects in the target texts. Similarly, strategies in 

translating speech acts are worth studying because of unity-in-diversity of the source 

and target languages, which result from same messages but different cultures, together 

with the requirements of respect to the source texts. How to achieve the translation 

equivalence; the target texts will be oriented to the source or target languages is 

waiting to be explored. 

1.2 Research questions 

The present research poses the following questions 

1) What are the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts and the factors governing them? 

2) What are the translation strategies employed to cope with the differences 

in the linguistic forms of these three speech acts in the two languages? 

 

1.3 Objectives of the study 

To find the answers of the above research questions, the present research intends, 

as follows: 

1) To analyze the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries and 

the factors governing them in dialogues in the English texts 

2) To analyze the linguistic forms of the above speech acts and the factors 

governing them in dialogues in the Thai-translated texts 

3) To investigate the translation strategies adopted to cope with the 

differences in the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in 

the two languages 

1.4 Statements of hypotheses 

The answers of the research questions are expected, as follows: 

1) In the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, direct or overt 

linguistic forms are found more in English than in Thai, while indirect or 

covert linguistic forms are found more in Thai than in English. Linguistic 

forms found in these three speech acts are governed differently by 
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interpersonal and affective factors in English and Thai; linguistic forms in 

Thai are governed more by interpersonal and affective factors than in 

English. 

2) The translation strategies adopted vary on a continuum from literal to free 

translation. The translation of directives is most oriented towards free 

translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation 

of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. 

 

1.5 Scope of the study 

The present research looks at only the dialogues of all characters in the 

fictions chosen to be the data, namely, Bridget Jones’s Diary (1996) written by Helen 

Fielding and translated into Thai as ไดอาร่ีของบริดเจท็ โจนส์ (2001) /daj0ʔaa0rii2 

khɔɔŋ4 brit1cet1 coon0/ ‘dairy of Bridget Jones’ by Ploy Chariyawetcha, and Turning 

Thirty (2000) written by Mike Gayle and translated into Thai as Turning Thirty ปีนีไ้ม่

อยากโสด (2006) /pii0 nii3 maj2 jaak1 soot1/ ‘year this not want single’ by Phumchai 

Boonsinsuk. The narration part of first-person narrative discourse is not included 

because “narration could have legitimated the use of literary form” (Poonlarp 2009, 

231), which may be not as natural as the real speaking of human beings as dialogues 

are. Only three speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries are selected from all 

dialogues (see more details in data selection in Chapter 3) and only three linguistic 

dimensions: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies 

are studied in all three speech acts (see more details in data analysis in Chapter 3). 

The reasons of selection of these three speech acts and linguistic dimensions are 

clarified, as follows:  

For the three speech acts, directives, rejections and inquiries are chosen to do 

the research on because all of them are basic speech acts in everyone’s daily lives and 

the nature of all three speech acts is interactive and all of them are face threatening 

acts (FTAs) with different degrees of imposition. 

Because of being the FTAs, the three speech acts are directly related to the 

concepts of politeness and faceworks. These concepts can be investigated via the 
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three linguistic dimensions: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and 

politeness strategies, which are expressed differently in different languages and 

cultures.  

1.6 Working definitions and abbreviations 

Terms and concepts that are used in the present research may be misleading, since 

they are still debatable. For mutually understood, their definitions used in the present 

research are declared, as follows: 

1) Translation strategy used in the present research is defined according to 

contemporary translation theories. Munday (2012: 22) clearly explains the 

definition of translation strategy used in contemporary translation theories that 

“a ‘strategy’ is the overall orientation of a translated text (e.g. literal 

translation)”. The term ‘translation strategy’ is always confusing with the term 

‘translation procedure’, but the translation procedure is “ a specific technique 

used at a given point in a text (e.g. borrowing, calque, …) (Munday, 2012). 

The present research intends to investigate the translation strategies, so it 

means to investigate “the overall orientation of a translated text”, on the basis 

of the cline from literal to free translation. 

2) Literal and free translation used in the present research is determined from 

the comparison of linguistic forms between the English source texts and the 

Thai target texts in three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect 

speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. Literal translation 

is determined from the similarities of all three dimensions between the English 

source texts and the Thai target texts, while free translation is determined from 

the differences all three dimensions between the English source texts and the 

Thai target texts. Besides, the present research proposes ‘near-literal 

translation’ to mean the translation with differences of one out of three 

dimensions, and ‘near-free translation’ to mean the translation with differences 

of two out of three dimensions between the English source texts and the Thai 

target texts. 

3) Directives, rejections, and inquiries are the three speech acts studied in the 

present research. They are mainly determined from the intention of the speaker 
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according to the thematic idea used in classifying speech acts by Searle 

(1972). In the present research, these three terms are used as follows, 

a. The speech act of ‘directives’ means the speech act done to get the 

hearer to do something, so it includes to orders, to request, to suggest, 

to warn, to persuade, to threaten, etc. 

b.  The speech act of ‘rejections’ means the speech act done to refuse to 

accept or agree to something with the hearer. 

c.  The speech acts of ‘inquiries’ means the speech act done to get to 

know something from the hearer or to ask questions. 

4) Direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies 

are the three linguistic dimensions of analysis in the present research. Degrees 

of politeness can be scaled from the levels of directness-indirectness 

(overtness-covertness) of the linguistic forms in all of these three dimensions. 

In the present research, these three terms mean as follows,  

a. The linguistic dimension of ‘direct-indirect speech acts’ means the 

sentence types used to perform speech acts: if the sentence type 

matches correspondingly to a speech act (imperatives-directives, 

declaratives with negative forms-rejections, interrogatives-inquiries), 

they are direct speech acts; but if the sentence type does not match 

correspondingly to a speech act, they are indirect speech acts. 

b. The linguistic dimension of ‘pragmatic structures’ means the sequence 

of utterances, which can function as ‘head act’ or ‘supportive move(s)’, 

used in expressing speech acts.  

c. The linguistic dimension of ‘politeness strategies’ means internal 

modification of a head act in performing speech acts. 

5) Levels of overtness and covertness used in the present research refers to 

degree of overtness and covertness in communication, which can be expressed 

by 1) direct-indirect speech acts; 2) pragmatic structures; and 3) politeness 

strategies. Overtness can be expressed with direct speech acts, head-oriented 

pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies without or with lower-

numbered redressive actions. Covertness can be expressed with indirect 

speech acts, supportive move-oriented pragmatic structures, and politeness 



7 

 

 

strategies with higher-numbered redressive actions. The terms ‘overtness-

covertness’ in the present research are used as an abstract of the three 

linguistic aspects and it is a gradient feature or a continuum of the degree of 

directness in communication found from the differences in the two cultures in 

this study. The terms ‘overtness-covertness’ are equal to the terms ‘directness-

indirectness’ but the latter pair is not used because they may confuse the 

readers during discussion of other dimensions with the direct-indirect speech 

acts, which is just one of three dimension analysis. The neutral terms that can 

be used to discuss all dimensions without confusion are needed, so the terms 

‘overt-covert’ are selected to used instead ‘direct-indirect’. Besides, it is noted 

that there are the concepts of ‘overt and covert translation’ proposed by House 

(1977). They mean literal and free translation, respectively. However, the 

present research does not use overt and covert translation to refer to the 

translation strategies. To explain this, the translation of ‘direct’ speech act in 

the source text into ‘indirect’ speech act in the target is called ‘free or near-

free translation’ not ‘covert translation’.  

 

In addition, the abbreviations used in the present research and what they stand for 

are gathered, as follows: 

1) SL  :  Source language 

2) TL  : Target language 

3) ST  : Source text 

4) TT  :  Target text 

5) SP  :  Sentence particle 

6) QW  : Question word 

7) EXC  : Exclamation 

8) CLS  :  Classifier 
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1.7 Significance of the study 

The present research is useful and contributes to the body of knowledge, as 

follows: 

1) The present research linguistically shows that the differences between these 

two languages can be overcome by the translation strategies on a basis of 

pragmatic equivalence. 

2) The present research empirically reveals the salient characteristics of the 

English SL and the Thai TL, especially the Thai TL, which can be traced from 

the differences from the STs. 

3) The present research concretely proposes the methods of translation strategy 

classification. It is accepted that the classification of translation strategies 

should be done in a continuum, but no concrete criteria were proposed in 

classifying them.  

4) The present research practically gives an example of research design and 

methodology of a linguistic study of translation.
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Chapter 2 presents the review of literature, including the related theories, 

thoughts, and previous studies. The chapter gathers the literature related to the 

principal issues that are associated with the present research and points the position of 

the present research in the body of knowledge. The present research directly relates to 

the study of translation strategies and the study of linguistic forms of the three speech 

acts, directives, rejections, and inquiries. Hence, the chapter is divided into two 

sections according to these two paradigms. 

2.1 The study of translation strategies 

 The principal question of the present research is about the translation 

strategies. To attain the fundamental knowledge for investigating the translation 

strategies, the literature on translation strategies must be reviewed and presented in 

2.1.1; and to locate and develop the suitable direction of investigation of translation 

strategies in the present research, the literature on translation equivalence must be 

explored and reported in (2.1.2), as follows. 

 2.1.1 Translation strategies 

 The investigation of translation strategies is the principal mission of the 

present research. Before getting into the details of what the translation strategies are, 

the term ‘strategy’ used in ‘translation strategy’ should be described clearly. The 

terms ‘strategy’ or ‘method’ (Newmark, 1988), ‘kind’ or ‘type’ or ‘category’ 

(Catford, 1965), and ‘procedure’ are quite confusing and overlapping in translation 

studies. After reviewing the earlier textbooks and articles on translation of many Thai 

and foreign translation scholars, it can be concluded that ‘kinds or types of 

translation’ and ‘strategies of translation’ mean the same, but the former is used 

traditionally (e.g. Catford, 1965, Larson, 1984, Hatim and Mason, 1990, Unnarat, 

1995, Borisuthi, 1997, Supol, 1998, Pinmanee, 2005, Jitaree, 2005) and the latter is 

used contemporarily (e.g. Newmark, 1988, Schäffner, 1997, Baker, 2001, Hatim and 

Munday, 2004, Montoya et al., 2004, Munday, 2012). To the researcher, it seems to 
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be more germane to use the term ‘kinds or types of translation’ in referring to the 

translation categorized by the kinds or types of the SL texts, e.g. literary translation, 

technical translation (Supol, 1998: 18). Munday (2012: 22) defines the term 

‘procedure’ as “a procedure is a specific technique used at a given point in a text (e.g. 

borrowing, calque)”.  However, some researchers (e.g. Lörscher, 1991, Azevedo, 

2007, Tyulenev, 2014) use the term ‘strategy’ to mean ‘procedure’, as Lörscher 

(1991, cited in Chesterman, 1993: 13) defines ‘translation strategy’ as “a potentially 

conscious procedure for the solution of a problem which an individual is faced with 

when translating a text segment from one language into another”. Agreeing that the 

term ‘strategy’ implies to the overall translation, while the term ‘procedure’ implies to 

the translation in the specific points, the researcher follows the definitions of Munday 

(2012). In sum, in the present study, ‘translation strategy’ means “the overall 

orientation of a translated text” (Munday, 2012: 22); ‘kind or type of translation’ 

means the origin text types of the translated text; and ‘translation procedure’ means 

the technique used specifically at a point in a translated text.  

 The intention of this study is to analyze the translation strategies of directives, 

rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai, so it is necessary to 

thoroughly review the various perspectives on the divisions of the translation 

strategies to see how the translation strategies have been categorized until now. 

Overall, there are two main types of the division of the translation strategies: the 

dichotomy and the continuum. Superficially, the continuum division is more intricate 

than the dichotomy division, it is true to some degree, but these two kinds of divisions 

deeply have different rationales. To the researcher, the dichotomy division seems to 

be focused on the aim of the translated texts, which is either to maintain forms of the 

SL or to communicate contents of the SL. On the other hand, the continuum division 

seems to be emphasized on the degree of the similarities or differences between the 

STs and TTs. However, these two divisions are related, because both ends of the cline 

in the continuum are from the binary of the dichotomy. The details of these two 

divisions of the translation strategies are needed to be explained henceforward.  
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  2.1.1.1 The dichotomy of translation strategies 

 As earlier mentioned, the dichotomy of translation strategies is proposed on a 

basis of the binary purposes of translation: one is to maintain forms of SL, the other is 

to communicate meanings of SL. These two purposes are associated with the history 

of translation. Saibua (1997: 10) separated the history of translation into two main 

eras: in the past, translation is to ‘reproduce’ or ‘imitate’ the original texts which are 

mostly the works of notable philosophers, scholars, or poets from the more civilized 

societies, including the sacred works, e.g. bibles, so to maintain the forms of the STs 

is considered to be crucial, while to adjust the STs is considered to be inappropriate; 

while, in the present, translation becomes the tools of developing and exchanging 

knowledge among humanity, the understanding of the receptor readers is vital, so to 

communicate and spread the contents of SL is the main goal of the translation. The 

binary purposes of the translation evolved over a period of time. Pinmanee (2005: 7) 

briefed that the preferences of translation strategies have changed according to age, in 

the early nineteenth century, the non-literal translation is preferred with the reasons 

that “spirit is more important than letters, sense is more important than words, 

message is more important than form, and matter is more important than manner” 

(Pinmanee, 2005), Munday (2012: 30) also noted that Cicero (106-43 BC) inclined 

towards non-literal translation because he put the importance on the TL receptors’ 

understanding more than the word-for-word rendering of the SL, but after that, in the 

late nineteenth century, the cultural anthropology started to play a role in translation 

and aroused the ideas that the linguistic obstacles cannot be overcome, and language 

is the product of culture; the literal translation is more favorable because it can keep 

both language and culture of the SL (Newmark, 1988: 45), but up to the present time, 

the preference of the non-literal translation have turned back, most translation 

scholars agree that translation is to transfer messages or contents from one language 

to another language, not to reproduce or imitate words or forms of the SL. So far, it 

can be inferred that, based on the two main translation purposes, translation strategies 

can be divided into binary which can be called by various terminologies, e.g. literal 

vs. free translation, literal vs. non-literal translation, word-for-word vs. sense-for-

sense translation, source-oriented vs. target-oriented translation, SL-emphasis vs. TL-

emphasis translation. Besides these basic terms, more specific terms are proposed by 
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many translation theorists, but are actually originated from the two main translation 

purposes, as gathered in the following table. 

Table 2.1 The dichotomy of the translation strategies in various terms based on 

Poonlarp (2009) 

 

Purposes of translation  

Proposed by To maintain the forms of 

SL 

To communicate the 

messages of the SL 

Form-based translation Meaning-based translation  Larson (1984) 

Direct translation Opaque translation Vinay and Darbelnet 

(1958) 

Overt translation  Covert translation House (1997) 

Documentary translation Instrumental translation C. Nord (1991) 

Asymmetrical translation Symmetrical translation 

Decentered translation 

Werner and Campbell 

(1970) 

Foreignization Domestication Venuti (1995) 

 

 Although the dichotomy perspective of translation strategies seems to put the 

emphasis on the purposes of the translation rather than the linguistic forms of the STs 

and TTs, Catford (1965) proposed the dichotomy of translation strategies which 

focuses on the linguistic forms of the STs and TTs. He postulated three dimensions in 

determining the translation strategies, and the translation strategies in each dimension 

can be viewed into two poles. These three dimensions are extent, levels, and ranks of 

translation. In terms of extent, considering the amount of STs that are translated, it 

can be separated into ‘full translation’ and ‘partial translation; in terms of levels, 

looking at the level of language that the SL is replaced by the TL, it can be 

categorized into ‘total translation’ (all levels are replaced) and ‘restricted translation’ 

(only one level is replaced); and in terms of ranks, defining from “the rank in a 

grammatical (or phonological) hierarchy at which translation equivalence is 

established” (Catford, 1965: 24), it can be grouped into ‘rank-bound translation’ (the 

equivalence is created at the same rank between the STs and TTs) and ‘unbounded 

translation’(the equivalence can be created at the different rank between the STs and 

TTs). 
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2.1.1.2 The Continuum of translation strategies 

The continuum perspective on the translation strategies focuses on comparing 

the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs elaborately. However, to the 

researcher, it may not be said exactly that the continuum of translation strategies is 

more elaborate than the dichotomy, because they put the emphasis on different points: 

the continuum perspective puts the emphasis on the linguistic forms of the STs and 

TTs, while the dichotomy perspective puts the emphasis on the purposes of 

translation. Many translation scholars proposed many patterns of the continuum of 

translations, but one of the most practical and frequently-referred patterns is Larson’s 

(1984). Larson (1984: 17) scaled the translation strategies into seven levels from most 

form-based to most meaning-based translation: 1) very literal, 2) literal, 3) modified 

literal, 4) inconsistent mixture, 5) near idiomatic, 6) idiomatic, and 7) unduly free. 

Among these seven scales, she suggested that the idiomatic translation is the best 

choice for the good translation, because “[i]diomatic translations use the natural forms 

of the receptor language, both in the grammatical constructions and in the choice of 

lexical items. A truly idiomatic translation does not sound like a translation. It sounds 

like it was written originally in the receptor language” (Larson, 1984: 16). The cline 

proposed by Larson (1984) is scaled by the similarities and difference between the 

STs and TTs. It is believed that the similarities may bring about the unnaturalness in 

the TL, and the difference may lead to the naturalness in the TL, as she explained the 

modified literal translation that “[i]n a modified literal translation, the translator 

usually adjusts the translation enough to avoid real nonsense and wrong meanings, but 

the unnaturalness still remains.” In fact, it is not necessary that the similarities will 

always bring about the unnaturalness. Many Thai translation scholars refer to Larson 

(1984)’s continuum, e.g.  Unnarat (1995), Laisuthruklai (1999), Jitaree (2005). 

Additionally, Jitaree (2005: 15-16) groups the translation strategies on Larson’s 

continuum into two groups: literal translation and free translation; and groups the 

idiomatic translation into the group of literal translation. 

Besides, before and after the translation strategy continuum of Larson (1984), 

there are other divisions proposed by other translation scholars. Dryden (1680: 25) 

proposes the triple continuum of translation strategies which is composed of 



14 

 

 

‘metaphrase’, ‘paraphrase’, and ‘imitation’. Munday (2012: 42) explained Dryden’s 

(1680) three-part continuum of translation strategies with the following figure.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

At first, Dryden (1680) recommended that ‘paraphrase’ is the most appropriate 

strategy for the successful translation, but as noted by Munday (2012: 42) “Dryden 

himself changes his stance, with the dedication in his translation of Virgil’s Aeneid 

(1697) showing a shift to a point between paraphrase and literal translation”. 

Other than Larson (1984),Viney and Darbelnet (1958) separates the continuum 

into seven translation strategies: 1) borrowing, 2) loan translation, 3) literal 

translation, 4) transposition, 5) modulation, 6) equivalence, and 7) adaptation. But to 

the researcher, according to the previously-mentioned definitions of translation 

strategies and translation procedures, most translation strategies postulated by Viney 

and Darbelnet (1958) should be called translation procedures rather than strategies or 

types of translation. 

Lastly, the highest number of translation strategies on the continuum is 

extended to eight by Newmark (1988). Newmark (1988)’s continuum of translation is 

consisted of 1) word-for-word translation, 2) literal translation, 3) faithful translation, 

4) semantic translation, 5) communicative translation, 6) idiomatic translation, 7) free 

translation, and 8) adaptation. Poonlarp (2009) discussed that these translation 

strategies “can be viewed as parallel to the different levels in linguistic studies”, that 

is, word-for-word translation is used in the lexical level, literal translation in the 

syntactic level, faithful and semantic translation in the semantic level, and 

communicative, idiomatic, free translation and adaptation in the pragmatic level. 

However, the best translation suggested by Newmark (1988) is literal translation, as 

long as it produces acceptable and comprehensible TTs. 

literal translation   free translation  adaptation 

word for word    sense for sense 

 

metaphrase    paraphrase   imitation 

 

 

 

  Figure 2.1 Munday (2012)’s graphic explanation of Dryden (1680)’s triadic        

continuum    of translation strategies 
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After reviewing various divisions of the translation strategy continuum, it can 

be conclude that there are overall five translation strategies scaled on the continuum, 

they can be separated into two sides: two for the side of SL-oriented and two for the 

side of TL oriented, and one at the middle point, as seen in the following figure.  

 

Figure 2.2 Overall translation strategies in the continuum concluded from many 

translation theorists 

 

From the review, word-for-word translation is not the same as literal 

translation, the former is more extreme than the latter; it may cause the 

incomprehensibilities and weirdness in the TTs. Most translation scholars share the 

suggestion that literal translation is the best option in translation, since translation 

scholars generally agree that  “literal translation refers to the SL grammatical 

construction that is rendered in the closest TL equivalents” (Newmark, 1998, cited in 

Poonlarp, 2009: 26). Although Larson (1984) prefers idiomatic translation, which 

emphasizes on the naturalness of the TL, and calls it ‘the translator’s goal’, Newmark 

(1988) upheld that “it distorts the nuances of the ST to some extent” (Poonlarp, 2009). 

As for free translation, they are related to the addition, omission, up to adaptation, 

which is separated to be another strategy. Hence, when the most important thing in 

translation is the fidelity to the SL, literal translation should be the best strategy of 

translation.  

In conclusion, it is likely that the two perspectives on translation strategies, the 

dichotomy and the continuum, are different from each other because of the logic in 

viewing, not the fineness in stratifying; the dichotomy perspective focuses on the 

purposes of translation, so there are just two sides: to maintain the form of the SL or 

to communicate the content of the SL, and the continuum perspective focuses on the 

similarities and differences of linguistic representation of the STs and TTs, so they 

can be scaled as a cline. However, Catford (1965) proposed the division of translation 
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strategies in three dimensions of consideration, which puts the emphasis on the 

linguistic forms of the STs and TTs. Similarly, Hatim and Mason (1990: 16) scaled 

the continuum of translation strategies according to translation purposes: 1) the 

author-centred translating, 2) the text-centred translating, and 3) the reader-centred 

translating. 

So far, after comparing the dichotomy to the continuum of translation 

strategies, since the continuum of translation strategies focuses on the linguistic forms 

of the STs and TTs; to see the similarities and differences between them, the 

perspective of continuum should be more suitable to be applied in linguistic research, 

as the present research. 

2.2.1.3 Previous studies on translation strategies 

There are plentiful numbers of articles giving an opinion on more suitable 

translation strategies. Definitely, there are two sides of opinions between the SL-

oriented or TL-oriented translation. Among others, Booth (2008), Dizdar (2009), 

Buden et al (2009), Weissbrod  (2010), Sato-Rossberg (2012), Whittlesey (2012) are 

pro the SL-oriented translation. Booth (2008: 200) clearly said that “my preferred 

translation strategy is ‘foreignizing’ in its determination not to succumb to a 

homogenizing language that erases or diminishes the differences within the original 

text, and that forces the reader (rather than the text) to accommodate to ‘the other’…it 

means expecting the reader to be respectful enough of the text and interested enough 

to seek out cultural knowledge on her own”. This corresponds to the idea that “a 

translated text is always a hybrid” (Dizdar, 2009: 96). Dizdar (2009) commented that 

“the process of translation (proper) requires the third-party position, which is an in-

between position (cf. Bhabha, 1996, Bachman-Medick, 1997, Wolf, 2000) that creates 

differences and compromise in the same movement”. The pro-ST-orientation ideas 

seem to be consent that “each act of translation has the potential of introducing new 

models in to the target system repertoire” (Weissbrod, 2010: 273). One of the main 

reasons of ST-oriented translation is the benefit of SL culture learning; this is 

considered as German perspective on translation, e.g. Wilhelm von Humboldt’s 

theory of translation (Buden et al, 2009: 200). The key term of the SL-orientation-pro 

opinions is ‘fidelity’ and the key goal is to translate “as near as the original as I could 

make it” (Sato-Rossberg, 2012: 56). 
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In opposite manner, the TL-orientation-pro opinions view the TL-oriented 

translation as ‘creativity’, as Ricci (2010) describes it through the article with the 

terms like ‘creativity and change’, ‘a distancing from the source in the form of 

creativity and poetic freedom’, ‘the processes and individuals that brought them to 

home’, or ‘newly familiar’. These descriptions show that the emphasis of the TL-

oriented translation is the accessibility and familiarity of the TL readers. 

In the researcher’s opinion, both fidelity to the SL and familiarity of the TL 

readers are important to translation. It is difficult and futile to determine which one is 

more important; it depends on many factors, e.g. the types of the STs, the target 

readers of the TTs, the purposes and goals of the translation, etc. Moreover, in case of 

the continuum perspective, one piece of text can be translated by various strategies, as 

Hatim and Munday (2004: 14) stated that “different parts of a text may be positioned 

at different points on the cline”. Consequently, the present research attempts to 

investigate the linguistic correspondence and differences between the English SL and 

Thai TL and the translation strategies used to deal with them, by emphasizing on the 

linguistic forms and translation of the three basic speech acts in daily routine: 

directives, rejections, and inquiries. The review of translation strategies helps 

presuppose that both ST- and TT-oriented translations are used to translate all three 

speech acts, but in different frequency, and this is interesting to investigate. 

2.1.2  Translation equivalence 

The concept of equivalence is directly related to the present research and most 

research on the translation studies. The literature on this concept was reviewed to gain 

the insight into what proper translation could be and this helps set the standard of 

suitable translation equivalence in this research. The content on this concept is 

divided into three main parts, they are: the rudiments of equivalence (2.1.2.1), the 

presentation of equivalence (2.1.2.2), and the controversy over equivalence (2.1.2.3). 

The details of each part are presented hereafter. 

2.1.2.1 The rudiments of equivalence 

The rudiments of the concept ‘translation equivalence’ are composed of the 

definitions, the types, and the degrees of equivalence in translation. The concept of 

equivalence is enormously significant to translation. A number of translation scholars 

insist that translation equivalence is one of the overriding issues in translation theories 
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and studies. According to Munday (2012: 76), the concept of equivalence has had 

great influence over translation since 1970s and he refered to three notable translation 

theorists who evidently recognize the importance of the concept of translation 

equivalence and whose works clearly reflect this recognition, they are Chesterman 

(1989), Baker (1992), and Bassnett (2002). Chesterman (1989: 99) indicated that 

“equivalence is obviously a central concept in translation theory.” Bassnett (2002) and 

Baker (1992) reserved the chapters or one part of the chapter explicating the concept 

of equivalence. Baker (1992: 5-6) accepted that the concept of equivalence is useful 

for describing translation. Like Chesterman (1989) and Baker (1992), Hassan (2011) 

realized that equivalence is the central concept of translation. Similarly, Nord (1997: 

7) perceived equivalence as “a basic concept or even constituent of translation.” 

Ultimately, Nida (1964a: 164) declared the importance of the equivalence by 

identifying that the successful translation results from equivalence. In addition to the 

importance from its status of central concept of translation, the concept of equivalence 

is important in terms of making the translation studies systematic and scientific, as 

Munday (2012: 58) expressed that the investigation and study of ‘meaning’ and 

‘equivalence’ in translation theories and studies is the attempt to study translation 

more systematically and scientifically. Nida (1964a),who is well recognized of 

studying translation in a systemic and scientific manner,  may be the best example of 

this perspective because he is an equivalence-based translation theorist. 

  Before getting into deeper details, the simplest but indispensable fundamentals 

of the concept of equivalence, namely, the definition of equivalence must be shed 

light on. Many translation theorists have tried to give the definitions of translation 

equivalence. After reviewing these definitions, it can be seen that there has been the 

modification of these definition through the period of time. The traditional definition 

of equivalence was towards the strict faithfulness to the source, as Sager (1997: 25 

cited in Hassan, 2011: 8) stated that “[h]istorically, it [equivalence] was perceived in 

terms of accuracy and fidelity”. But after the translation theories and studies develop, 

when equivalence comes to relate to ‘a relationship between texts in two different 

languages, rather than between the languages themselves’ (Kenny, 2009: 98) which 

can be called ‘equivalence relations’ (Koller, 1979a, 1979b, 1995) or ‘a relationship 

of equality’ (Hassan, 2011), the definitions of equivalence become towards function 
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of the texts, responses of or effects on TL readers , including universality of language 

and cultures. To begin with the function of the texts, these ideas of Catford (1965) and 

House (1997) are relevant to the function-oriented perspectives. Catford (1965: 49) 

viewed that “[t]he source language and target language items rarely have ‘the same 

meaning’ in the linguistic sense; but they can function in the same situation”; he 

added that “translation equivalence occurs when an SL and a TL text or item are 

relatable to (at least some of) the same features of substance.” (Catford , 1965: 50). In 

the same way, House (1997 cited in House, 1998: 63) clearly spelt out that “the most 

important requirement for translation equivalence is that translation have a function 

equivalent that of its original, …”.  As for the responses of and effects on TL readers, 

among others, Nida (1964a), Nida and Taber (1969) are known as the response-

emphasizing translation scholars. The core of the response-oriented perspective is 

“the effect of the target text on the target language reader should be equivalent to that 

of the source text on the source language reader” (Hassan, 2011: 15). These two 

perspectives: the function- and response-oriented perspectives mirror the belief of 

universality of language and cultures as Venuti (2000: 121 cited in Hassan, 2011: 16) 

believed that “[e]quivalence in translation has been considered to be built on 

universals of language and culture”. Hervey (1998) and Goffman (1999) clearly and 

easily explained the concept of ‘universality’ that “what members of one culture do 

can be imagined by members of another culture, even if they do otherwise, it is to this 

extent that human communication is ‘universal’’’ (Hervey, 1998: 10) and “[…] 

underneath their differences in culture, people everywhere are the same” (Goffman, 

1999: 319).  
  Such translation equivalence can be achieved with the concern of context of 

communication. Nida (1964a, 51) focused the importance of context of 

communication in translation. Similarly, Ivir (1996) and House (1997) viewed the 

same way. Ivir (1996: 155 cited in House 1998: 63) pointed out that “[e]quivalence is 

[…] never to be conceived as absolute but rather as inherently relative emerging 

‘from the context of situation as defined by the interplay of many different factors and 

has no existence outside that context’” and House (1998: 64) mentioned that this 

equivalence “can be established and evaluated by referring original and translation to 
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the context of situation enveloping the two texts, and by examining the inter play of 

different contextual factors both reflected in the text and shaping it”. 

  It can be seen now that in translation studies, it is inevitable to study the 

translation equivalence, since it is the main and significant issue in translation studies; 

to determine translation is to determine translation equivalence, as Prasithrathsint 

(2010: 25) confirmed that “the ultimate aim of translation is to have a target text that 

is the best equivalent of the source text”. Therefore, the investigation of translation 

strategies in the present study must be done on the consideration of translation 

equivalence. As previously mentioned, translation equivalence is viewed in many 

aspects, so the review of the types of equivalence is required to select the aspects of 

equivalence that is suitable for the research. Types of equivalence are very significant 

in translation studies, as Toury (1980: 47) said “the question to be asked in the actual 

study of translations (especially in the comparative analysis of ST and TT) is not 

whether the two texts are equivalent (from a certain aspect), but what type and degree 

of translation equivalence they reveal.” The way the translation theorists divide the 

types of equivalence is even more various than the definitions of it. Basically, the 

classification of translation equivalence is mentioned on the dimension of the 

linguistic levels: meaning (semantic equivalence), structure (syntactic or structural 

equivalence), and usage (pragmatic equivalence) (see 2.2.2.2 The levels of 

equivalence). Prasithrathsint (2010) argued that these three levels are not enough to 

achieve good translation equivalence, she proposed that ‘sociolinguistic equivalence’ 

should be achieved by adding the sociolinguistic features markers, e.g. social group 

identity markers in the TTs suitably. Other than this basic division, the ideas or 

opinions about equivalence types from many translation theorists are compiled and 

presented here, starting from the main and classic divisions of Nida (1964) and 

Catford (1965), attaching related and/or similar divisions of others and then ending 

with the types of equivalence which are proposed in group and individually, not in 

pair as the classic divisions. 

1) Nida (1964) : Formal equivalence vs. Dynamic equivalence 

 Nida (1964a, 1964b) and Nida and Taber (1969) support the 

equivalence-based translation studies. He proposed to study translation in 

terms of equivalence and divided translation equivalence into two types: 
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formal and dynamic equivalences. Nida (1964a) considered his two types of 

equivalence as two patterns of basic orientations, which are widely perceived 

as two types of translation. Nida (1964a: 159) defined formal equivalence that 

“formal equivalence focuses attention on the message itself, in both form and 

content … One is concerned that the message in the receptor language should 

match as closely as possible the different elements in the source language”. 

As for dynamic equivalence, which is later called ‘functional’ equivalence, it 

is based on what Nida (1964a) called ‘the principle of equivalent effect’, 

where “the relationship between receptor and message should be substantially 

the same as that which existed between the original receptors and the 

message” (Nida, 1964a: 159). The definitions given by Nida (1964a) are re-

explained by Hassan (2011: 6) to make them more approachable that “a 

formal equivalence translation [is the translation] in which the form and 

content of the original message is to be preserved” and “a dynamic 

equivalence translation [is the translation] which focuses on creating an 

equivalent effect in the TL readers”. The important factor that marks the 

differences between formal and dynamic equivalence is the adjustment. 

Hatim (2001: 19-20) explained that little or no adjustment is done to achieve 

formal equivalence while many techniques, e.g. “adding or taking away 

information, altering the material, providing footnotes, generally modifying 

the source text” , etc. are used in acquiring dynamic equivalence. 

Consequently, formal equivalence rather distorts the TL and does not care 

about the TL readers. On the other hand, dynamic equivalence is concerned 

for the TL readers and rather isolates from the SL, as House (1998: 66) said 

“[…] functional equivalence is aimed at, changes at the level of language and 

register may, if necessary, be undertaken, and the result may well be a very 

real distance from the original”. Between his two types of equivalence, Nida 

(1964a, 1964b) and Nida and Taber (1969) is pro dynamic equivalence 

because he supports the idea of facilitating TL readers or ‘a receptor-based (or 

reader-based) orientation’ (Munday, 2012: 68).  

 Also, dynamic, or functional equivalence can be regarded as 

‘pragmatic equivalence’. This type of equivalence, no matter what name it is 
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labeled, has the same objective, that is, to bring about the same effects on the 

TL readers as on the SL readers. The relation among dynamic, functional, and 

pragmatic equivalence can be confirmed by Sager (1997)’s explanation, he 

described that “pragmatic equivalence is used to modify the content (addition 

and reduction) while functional equivalence is used to preserve the purpose of 

the original; ‘a writer intention’ and ‘reader expectation’. Thus, both 

constitute a dynamic view of translation (Sager, 1997: 32 cited in Hassan, 

2011: 8). Such ideas correspond to one of the famous modern translation 

theories, Skopos Theory. The Skopos Theory was proposed by a German 

linguist, Hans J. Vermeer (1930-2010). The core of the Skopos Theory is the 

purpose; that is the origin of the name ‘skopos’ because ‘skopos’ means 

‘purpose’ in Greek. The Skopos Theory focuses on the purpose or function of 

translation; the purpose or function of translation in the philosophy of this 

theory is to accommodate the TL readers. Referred to the issue of translation 

strategies, translation on the basis of the Skopos Theory is considered to be 

the TL-oriented translation. Ho (1998) is another one who supports the idea 

of ‘purpose-preserving’, Ho (1998: 4) expressed his standpoint by defining 

the translation that “[t]ranslations could not be regarded as synonymity-

preserving mappings between texts …[but] as purpose-preserving 

transformation of expressions or utterances”.  

2) Catford (1965): Formal correspondence vs. Textual 

equivalence 

 Catford (1965)’s classification of equivalence can be considered as the 

criterion of equivalence classifications in the early period of translation 

studies. For instance, Toury (1980a) proposed that equivalence can be 

viewed in two concepts: equivalence as a theoretical concept and 

equivalence as an empirical concept. These two views of equivalence 

proposed by Toury (1980a) are similar to Catford (1965)’s two aspects of 

equivalence. The view of equivalence as theoretical concept can be linked to 

‘formal correspondence’. For the former, equivalence is regarded as a 

prescriptive concept in the abstract and ideal relationship between two 

languages. While the view of equivalence as an empirical concept 
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corresponds to ‘textual equivalence’. For the latter, equivalence is 

considered to be a descriptive term and can be observed directly in real 

utterances between two languages. Other than Toury (1980a) who agreed to 

Catford’s (1965) formal correspondence and textual equivalence, Kenny 

(2009) categorized two types of equivalence as ‘interlingual’ and 

‘intertextual’ equivalence. These two types of equivalence are understood 

on the basis of Saussure’s langue and parole, respectively. Kenny (2009: 98) 

defined that interlingual equivalence or Catford (1965)’s formal 

correspondence as “hypothetical mappings between elements of abstract 

language systems.” This is at the level of langue and called 

“Korrespondenz” by Koller (1979). As for intertextual equivalence or 

Catford (1965)’s textual equivalence is “actual observable mappings 

between elements of real ST and TT” (Kenny, 2009). This type of 

equivalence is considered to be at the level of parole. Koller (1979) calls this 

type of equivalence as “Äquivalenz”.  

3) Others 

 Koller (1979: 187-191 cited in Hatim 2001, 28) proposed what is 

called ‘framework of equivalence’ or ‘equivalence framework’ on the basis 

of ‘equivalence relation’ which means the relation between the STs and 

TTs. Koller (1979) explicated that there are two linkages in the equivalence 

relation, they are: the relation of the translation to the ST and the relation of 

the translation to the communicative conditions on the reader’s side. He 

calls these two linkages as ‘double linkage’. In his opinion, there are five 

frameworks of the equivalence relations and Kenny (2009) labeled these 

five equivalence frameworks as ‘typologies of equivalence’. The five 

frameworks of equivalence or typologies of equivalence are as follow: 

a) Denotative / referential equivalence 

The ST and the TT words supposedly refer to the same thing in the 

real world 

b) Connotative equivalence 

The ST and the TT words triggering the same or similar associations 

in the minds of native speakers of the two languages 
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c) Text-normative equivalence 

The ST and TT words being used in the same or similar contexts in 

their respective languages 

d) Pragmatic / dynamic equivalence 

The ST and TT words having the same effect on their respective 

readers 

e) Formal equivalence 

The ST and TT words having similar orthographic of phonological 

features 

       (Kenny, 2009: 97) 

In addition to Koller (1979)’s frameworks of equivalence, there are another 

two types of equivalence proposed by other translation theorists. They are: 

a) Textual equivalence (Baker, 1992 cited in Kenny, 2009: 97) 

This typology of equivalence is the combination of two factors: the 

similarity to the ST and TT information flow and the similarity in the 

cohesive roles that the ST and the TT devices play in their respective 

texts. 

b) Functional equivalence (Newman,1994: 4695 cited in Kenny, 2009: 

97) 

This typology of equivalence is highlighted on the priority of the 

equivalence in each text because it is rather impossible to make the 

STs and TTs completely equivalent in all aspects. Function of the 

text is proposed to be given the first priority. 

Hatim (2001) and Kenny (2009) stated that the five equivalence frameworks 

of Koller (1979) can be suitably compared with the quantitative classification 

of equivalence types of Kade (1968 cited in Hatim, 2001). Kade (1968)’s 

quantitatively divided equivalence into four types: one-to-one- equivalence, 

one-to-many equivalence, one-to-part-of-one equivalence, and nil 

equivalence which are briefly described by Kenny (2009) as below; 

a) one-to-one- equivalence 

the single expression in the TL for a single SL expression 
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b) one-to-many equivalence 

more than one TL expression for a single SL expression 

c) one-to-part-of-one equivalence 

a TL expression that covers part of a concept designated by a single 

SL expression 

d) nil equivalence 

no TL expression for an SL expression 

         In addition to the main and frequently-cited divisions of equivalence 

typologies, there are many other single types of equivalence. Henceforward, 

some of interesting types will be gathered. Starting with ‘situational equivalence’ 

proposed by Vinay and Darbelnet (1958: 91), this type of equivalence has the 

similar logic as dynamic, or functional and pragmatic, equivalence, that is, it is 

the receptor-based orientation translation equivalence. Situational equivalence 

can be obtained by adjusting the situation in the TT accustomed to the TL 

reader’s comprehension, which may be different from the ST.  This is the same as 

what Jakobson (2000: 114) terms ‘equivalence in difference’.  Another pair of 

equivalence types which are proposed separately but brought to be in comparison 

because of their similarities are ‘attitudinal translation equivalence’ 

(Tabakowska, 1989) and ‘interpersonal equivalence’ (House, 1998). These two 

types of equivalence are in common in terms of being the stepping stone to 

functional equivalence, but ‘attitudinal translation equivalence’ puts the emphasis 

only on the attitude of the SL writer while ‘interpersonal equivalence’ is achieved 

by considering all aspects of context of situation. 

  Until now, it can be realized from the review of types of translation 

equivalence that some types are overlapping and some types are similar in different 

terminologies, e.g. pragmatic equivalence relates to sociolinguistic equivalence; and 

pragmatic equivalence, dynamic equivalence, functional equivalence refer to the same 

type of equivalence. For the present study, which attempts to study the translation of 

dialogues in fictions, is considered to be the research on literary translation. 

Naturalness and the true-to-life feeling are virtually essential, so the type of 

equivalence that is emphasized in the present research is pragmatic equivalence (or 

dynamic/functional, including sociolinguistic equivalence). Although pragmatic 
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equivalence theoretically seems to be TL-oriented translation, the fidelity or 

faithfulness to the SL is still important in translation. It is interesting and worth 

studying to see whether literal translation or SL-oriented translation can achieve the 

pragmatic equivalence; this is the challenge of the present study. 

  The last issue that will be included in the topic “The rudiments of 

equivalence” is degrees of equivalence. The reason why this issue is considered to be 

one of the fundamentals of translation equivalence, other than definitions and types, is 

because degree of equivalence seems to be one of the most repeatedly-asked questions 

about translation equivalence and it is one of the criteria in considering the status and 

quality of translation.  

  It is hard to come up with the exact answer what is the best degree of 

equivalence. Seemingly, only broad conclusion can be made, e.g. by Hartman and 

Stork (1972) that there are two kinds of degrees of equivalence: fully (which is ideal) 

and partially (which is practical). Hermans (1999: 301) viewed that the degrees of 

equivalence are related to adequacy and translatability. Munday (2012: 61) supported 

that “the questions of meaning, equivalence, and translatability become a constant 

theme of translation studies in the 1960s”. It may seem that the concept of 

equivalence is outdated nowadays, but it is still necessary for the linguistic study of 

translation, as the present study. Specifically, the focal point of degrees of translation 

pointed out by Jakobson (1959 cited in Munday, 2012: 60) is “differences in the 

structures and terminology of languages”, not “inability of one language to render a 

message that has been written or uttered in another verbal language.” This is the 

motivation of the present study in studying the similarities and differences of the STs 

and TTs. 

  The follow-up question associated with the degrees of translation equivalence 

is “from what degree of equivalence can any works be considered as translation?” 

This question is also debatable. Unlike traditional translation theories, modern 

translation theories allow and approve ‘the production of a new text for the target 

culture’ (Koller, 1995: 194) as translation. This consideration seems not to comply 

with the equivalence-based idea, particularly the formal equivalence-based 

perspectives. To compromise this conflict, Koller (1995) called this kind of 

production as ‘translatory text reproduction’ in parallel with ‘original text 
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production’. However, although the translatory text reproduction is still under 

discussion whether it should be regarded as ‘translation’ or not, most translation 

theories since the 1980s agree that form are not emphasized in translation studies 

anymore. As Nida (1964a: 164) mentioned that “correspondence in meaning must 

have priority over correspondence in style.” 

  When the priority in translation studies is not given to form, but to meaning or 

function, the subjects of textuality and discourse analysis come to play a significant 

role. The translation studies which concern the equivalence in texts stress the 

importance of context and are called “context-sensitive models of translation”. The 

key figure of this model of translation is Robert de Beaugrande (1946-2008). 

According to Hatim (2001: 31-32), there are three prominent issues in this framework 

of translation studies: context of communication; the belief that text is the unit of 

translating; and the relationships between the writer, the translator, and the reader. 

  Hartman and Stork (1972: 713) provided the compromised inference on 

degrees of equivalence that “texts in different languages can be equivalent in different 

degrees (fully or partially), in respect of different levels of presentation (equivalent in 

respect of context, of semantics, of grammar, of lexis, etc.) and at different ranks 

(word-for-word, phrase-for-phrase, sentence-for-sentence)”. It means that translation 

equivalence can be achieved in different manners, different levels, and different ranks.  

  In doing the research on translation, other than the types and degrees of 

translation equivalence, the levels of equivalence needs to be specified in order to 

make the direction of the research design and methodology clear. Subsequently, the 

issue on “the levels of equivalence” should be reviewed and it is presented and 

discussed in the following topic. 

  2.2.2.2  The levels of equivalence 

  Regarding levels of equivalence, Hartman and Stork (1972) identified that 

translation equivalence can be observed in several units of languages ranging from 

context, semantics, grammar, to lexis. In the same way but different terms, 

Widdowson (1979) divided translation equivalence into three linguistic levels: 

structural, semantic, and pragmatic. Baker (1992) likewise proposed that translation 

equivalence can be found in textual, word, and phrase levels while Catford (1965) 

pointed out that translation equivalence is frequently found at the sentence level 
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because the sentence level is nearly the same as speech function within the situation. 

Catford (1965) proposed ‘the conditions of translation equivalence’ or ‘a position to 

consider the necessary conditions in which a given TL item can, or does, function as 

translation equivalent of a given SL item’ (Catford, 1965: 49) as another important 

aspect in considering translation equivalence, other than considering it as an empirical 

phenomenon.  he viewed that whenever what is in the TT can function the same as 

what is in the ST, it can be accepted to have the condition of equivalence. In his 

opinion, the condition of translation equivalence is the condition that “the TL text 

must be relatable to at least some of the situational features to which the SL texts is 

relatable”. When translation equivalence is regarded as ‘same function in same 

situation’, it is subsequently crucial to examine ‘situational features’ or ‘situational 

elements’ or ‘situation substance’ carefully. To examine the situation substances for 

exploring the similarities of them between the STs and TTs, there are two levels of 

relevance to a situation which must be kept in mind: the relevance in the level of 

context of situation; and of context of culture. The relevance to the situation in the 

level of context of situation means that any speech acts must occur “in a specific bio-

socio-physical environment at a specific time and place, between specific participants 

and so on” (Catford, 1965: 52), while that in the level of context of culture is not just 

related to the particular situation at that moment, but entire culture of that situation. 

Agreeing with Catford (1965) to some extent, Baker (1992: 112) proposed that the 

most significant level of equivalence is at text level, rather than at word or phrase 

level. Similarly, Nord (1997) and Hassan (2011) agreed with this by saying 

“equivalence at word rank does not imply textual equivalence” (Nord, 1997: 36) and 

“the more the translator seeks equivalence at a higher level, the more successful s/he 

is” (Hassan, 2011: 9). 

  To create equivalent texts, Munday (2012: 79) stated that “the means by which 

the TTs attempt to achieve equivalent effect […] differ”, which means the methods to 

achieve translation equivalence depend on what type of equivalence is required. To 

get some types of equivalence, e.g. formal equivalence or formal correspondence, the 

methods may be limited only to the linguistic devices; while others, e.g. dynamic, 

functional, pragmatic, situational equivalences, context of communication needs to be 

put into consideration and non-linguistic methods may be applied as Leonardi (2003: 
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3) refered to ‘situational equivalence’ (Vinay and Darblent, 1958) and ‘equivalence in 

difference’ (Jakobson, 2000). As for the context-sensitive models of translation or the 

translation studies which focus on the context, the passage to translation equivalence 

is to discover the precise intension of the ST. This discovery leads to the translator’s 

awareness of how to make the target readers mindful of what the source readers get or 

what the writer aims to achieve. The textual model of translation views the concept of 

equivalent in the broader vision, that is, to highlight on “how texts are produced and 

how readers are affected by them” (Hatim, 2001: 35) and communicative factors more 

than the language system. It can be realized that these are also the idea of ‘attitudinal 

translation equivalence’ (Tabakowska, 1989) and ‘interpersonal equivalence’ (House, 

1998), which are already mentioned in the part of equivalence types. 

  So far, it has been able to recognize that the concept of equivalence, including 

the related issues are rather controversial. According to Kenny (2009), several norms 

in determining the concept of equivalence are varied upon each school of translators 

or even each translator individually or even each translation work of each translator. 

Next, the proponents and opponents of the concept of equivalence and their 

perspectives are presented to be the last issue in the topic of translation equivalence. 

2.2.2.3 The controversy over equivalence 

  Admittedly, the concept of equivalence is the central or main concept in 

translation theories and studies, but it is the very debatable concept. Not all translation 

theorists agree on the importance and relevance of equivalence. The equivalence-

based translation theorists can be named as Catford, 1965, Nida, 1964a; 1964b; 2002, 

Nida and Taber, 1969, Koller, 1979a; 1979b; 1995, Toury, 1980, Newmark, 1981, etc. 

and the examples of translation theorists who may be called ‘the opponents of the 

equivalence’ are e.g. Snell-Hornby, 1988, Gentzler, 1993. Kenny (2009, 96) infered 

that the theorists in the latter group not only disapprove of the concept of equivalence, 

but blame that this concept prevents the translation studies from making progress, it is 

too vague to find the use of it. Moreover, they view that how the proponents of 

equivalence define equivalence as a relationship between the ST and TT and how this 

relationship enables the TT to be regarded as translation are circular. It is circular 

because in their views, not only equivalence defines translation, but translation also 
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defines equivalence. This may make Lambert (1998: 132) call the concept of 

equivalence as “the elusive notion”. 

Some translation theorists who do not reject the concept of equivalence also have 

comments and accept that this concept is rather problematic as a result of the nature of 

language, for instance, Jakobson (1959: 114) viewed that equivalence is “the cardinal 

problem of language and the pivotal concern of linguists”; Nord (1997: 8) criticized 

that “the equivalence approach lacks consistency: …” and referred to Reiss (1977: 9) 

who insisted that “real life presents situation where equivalence is not possible, ..”; 

and Hassan (2011: 23) believed that “no two utterances are equivalent in two different 

languages.” Papastergiadis (2011: 5) accepted that “the similarities that exist between 

different languages or the introduction of new terms does not always entail an exact 

replication of meaning. […] There is always an uneven fit”, etc.  

 However, although the equivalence-based translation theorists support the 

importance of the concept of equivalence, they admittedly accept that “there is 

ordinarily no full equivalence between code-units” (Jakobson, 1959: 139) and “there 

can be no absolute correspondence between languages” (Nida, 1964: 156). The 

translation equivalence in their perspectives is in the aspect of universality. As they 

said that “[a]ll is conveyable in any existing language” (Jakobson, 1959: 141) and 

“anything which can be said in one language can be said in another, unless the form 

is an essential element of the message” (Nida and Taber, 1969: 4). 

 Although it is accepted that the concept of equivalence is considerably 

significant in translation theories and studies, it is admitted that this perspective is 

not unanimous. The clear answers about the types, the levels of presentation, 

including the adequacy of the equivalence in translation have not come to a 

conclusion. It is so uncertain that some translation theorists ignore this concept. 

However, the concept of equivalence must be inevitably included in translation 

studies further because it helps a lot to bring about understanding in translation 

studies and the main goal in translation research. 

 

   2.2 The study of linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries   

 The introductory question of the present research is on the linguistic forms of the 

three speech acts types. Before the analysis of translation strategies is done, the 
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linguistic forms of the two languages must be investigated to see the similarities and 

differences between the SL and TL. The two main issues reviewed in this paradigm 

are speech acts (2.2.1) and politeness (2.2.2).  

 2.2.1 Speech acts 

Speech acts are the actions that are acted through words. Pragmaticians, 

including anthropologists, believe that the real basic unit of human communication 

is speech act (e.g. Hymes, 1967, Searle, 1969, Thanavisuth, 1997).  

The theory of speech acts was firstly proposed by Searle (1969), but the most 

influential idea to the speech act theory of Searle (1969) is Austin’s (1946, 1962) 

idea about the relation between the utterances and the acts and the consideration of 

the utterances as acts, including the performative hypothesis. The idea of Austin 

(1962) about performative functions of utterances or what he called “performative 

utterances” is compiled in the book entitled How to Do Things with Words (1962) by 

his students, J.O. Urmason and Marina Sbisà, after his death. Austin (1946, 1962) 

saw and was interested that when uttered, some sentences did an act, not just 

described something. His interest was motivated by the utterances spoken in formal 

patterned events or societally institutionalized utterances. This may be a reason why 

Austin’s (1946, 1962) hypothesis is quite limited and later triggers a lot of argument. 

Austin (1946, 1962) pointed out that there were intention of doing something or 

what he called ‘illocutionary force’ embedded in utterances, and when uttered, these 

utterances could do some acts. From the interest of these sentences, Austin (1962) 

tried to classify the performative utterances according to their illocutionary force but 

later his classification is viewed just as a list of performative verbs which usually 

appear in the ‘explicit performative utterances’ (he proposed two kinds of 

performative utterances: ‘primary performatives’, which means the performative 

utteranaces without explicit performative verbs, e.g. I will go there with you; and 

‘explicit performatives’, which means the performative utterances with explicit 

performative verbs, e.g. I promise that I will go there with you.) Austin’s (1962) 

classification of the performative utterances consists of five groups, as follows: 

1) Verdictives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the 

delivering of verdict, e.g. estimate, describe, analyze, value, etc 
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2) Expositives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the 

exposition, e.g. affirm, deny, identify, etc. 

3) Exercitives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the using 

of the power, e.g, demote, dismiss, order, etc. 

4) Behabitives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the 

attitudes and social behaviors, e.g. apologize, thank, welcome, bless, etc. 

5) Commissives: The utterances with the performative verbs which involve the 

giving of a promise, e.g. promise, contract, undertake, purpose, etc. 

As mentioned above, there are lots of argument on Austin’s classification. 

Searle (1969 cited in Mey, 1993: 151, 169) criticized Austin (1962) for overlapping 

criteria, and for including incompatible elements, or elements that are not suitable 

for the definition of his categories, in his categories. Similarly, Leech (1983: 176) 

called the deficiency of Austin’s (1962) classification as ‘Illocutionary-Verb 

Fallacy’ which means “a confusion of speech acts and speech act verbs” (Mey, 

1993: 151). In other words, the drawbacks of Austin’s (1962) classification are 

firstly caused by too much focus on the appearance of performative verbs in the 

utterances. Secondly, the difference between locutionary and illocutionary acts 

which he used to be the main criterion for classification is not the suitable criterion. 

His classification seems to be limited only the locutionary acts with performative 

verbs showing illocutionary acts explicitly or sometimes implicitly, but he set aside 

the locutionary acts without performitivity despite the illocutionary acts embedded 

in these sentences.  

Searle (1976) developed the way of speech act classification by having 

Austin’s (1962) classification as a stepping stone. He found the distinction between 

locutionary acts and illocutionary acts which Austin (1962) used to be the main 

divider in his classification unsuccessful, he proposed the new perspective on speech 

acts and tried “to develop a reasoned classification of illocutionary acts into certain 

basic categories or types” (Searle, 1976: 27). First of all, he disagreed on Austin’s 

(1962) three kinds of acts (locutionary, illocutionary, and perlocutionary acts). 

Consequently, Searle (1969) proposed the new ones by excluding the perlocutionary 

act or the particular effect on the hearer. In so doing, he reasoned that speech acts 

should involve only the intentional meaning of the speaker because the intentional 
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meaning of the speaker is the heart of speech acts, while the interpreted meaning of 

the hearer may differ from the intentional meaning of the speaker and it is beyond 

control. Besides excluding perlocutionary act, Searle (1976) extended the meaning 

of Austin’s (1962) locutionary acts and presented it into two acts. To sum up, three 

kinds of acts which proposed by Searle (1976) are:  

1) Utterance acts, which means words, and sentences which the speaker utters 

2)Propositional acts, which means what is referred through the utterances 

3) Illocutionary acts, which means the intention of the speaker to do something 

through the utterances. 

Other than viewing the acts which the speaker does in saying something 

differently, Searle (1976) added an analysis model of speech acts which Austin did 

not posit in his discussion. He mentioned that doing acts through words will be 

successful under the suitable conditions or in other words, it must be governed by 

rules. These conditions or rules are called ‘felicity conditions’. Searle’s (1976) 

felicity conditions were developed from Austin’s (1962) which were focused only 

on the conditions of ritual performatives. There are four types of conditions or rules 

in felicity conditions postulated by Searle (1976: 66-67). They are:  

1) Propositional content, which governs the details of an action which the 

speaker requires the hearer does 

2) Preparatory, which governs the speaker’s and hearer’s presupposition about 

the truth in the context 

3) Sincerity, which governs the intention and the attitude of the speaker in 

saying the utterance 

4) Essential, which governs the agreement or the commitment of doing any 

action.  

The model of felicity conditions is very useful and able to differentiate each 

illocutionary act clearly and effectively, but in Searle’s (1976) classification of speech 

acts, he proposed other 12 dimensions to be criteria for classifying illocutionary acts: 

Illocutionary point (or the purpose of the type of act); Direction of ‘fit’(between 

words and the world—when we talk, our utterances “word the world” or “world the 

word”); Expressed psychological state (or the state of mind); Force (or the strength 

with which the illocutionary point is expressed) ; Social status (or the position of the 
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speaker and the hearer); Interest (and worries about things of the speaker and the 

hearer); Discourse-related functions (or relations to the rest of the discourse); Content 

(or what they are about); Speech acts or speech act verbs (some acts can be speech 

acts but need not be expressed by speech act verbs); Societal institutions and speech 

acts (some acts need extra-linguistic institutions and/or a social position by the 

speaker and the hearer for their performance, others do not); Speech act and 

performatives (some speech acts have explicit property of performativity, others do 

not); Style (or the way of saying or speaking). It is obvious that these are too many 

dimensions to be the practical criteria. Because of this drawback, according to Mey 

(1993), Searle (1975, 1976) put the most emphasis on the first three of these 12 

dimensions and considered these three dimensions and the dimension of “content” as 

the main dividers of his classification. The main dividers of Searle’s (1975, 1976) 

speech act classification which consists of a total of four dimensions: illocutionary 

point; direction of fit; expressed psychological state; and content, can be matched to 

the ‘felicity conditions’: ‘propositional condition’, which corresponds to ‘content’; 

‘preparatory condition’, which corresponds to ‘direction of fit’; ‘sincerity condition’, 

which corresponds to ‘expressed psychological state’; and ‘essential condition’, which 

corresponds to ‘illocutionary point.’ With these dividers, Searle’s (1969) 

classification of speech acts are composed of five types, as follows:  

1) Representatives (or Assertives): the utterances that the speaker asserts the 

values of ‘true’ or ‘false.’ 

2) Directives: the utterances that the speaker tries to get the hearer to do 

something 

3) Commissives: the utterances that the speaker tries to get himself or herself, not 

the hearer to do something. 

4) Expressives: the utterances that the speaker expresses his/her inner state. 

5) Declarations: the utterances that the speaker declares something and those 

things will be changed upon. 

These five types of illocutionary acts in Searle’s (1969) classification of speech act 

become the most famous framework which is generally employed in researches 

involving speech acts. Also, they are the canon of classifying the speech act verbs 

universally. 
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 The criteria of speech act classification proposed by Searle (1969, 1975, 

1976), which harmonized with his developed felicity conditions (1969) seem to be 

more economic, but they are still criticized in terms of being impractical and circular. 

Reiss (1985), who did the research on designing tools for describing the ethnography 

of communicative behaviors including speech acts, found that Searle’s (1969) criteria 

and classification are rather inappropriate for ethnographic data. Reiss (1985: 22-24) 

stated that Searle’s (1969) criteria are the framework for the emic analysis, not for the 

etic or empirical analyses, as a result of being a theory of competence rather than 

performance and being highly sophisticated. Moreover, Reiss (1985: 61) saw that 

proposing both the criteria of speech act classification and the felicity conditions is 

redundant because they are not different from each other. In spite of being impractical 

and circular, Searle’s (1969) criteria of speech act classification are most acceptable, 

particularly the keynote of the idea, that is, intention of the speaker embedded in an 

utterance. 
The present study has the objectives to analyze the linguistic forms and the 

factors governing them in the English and Thai-translated texts, including the 

strategies in translating them from English into Thai, with the emphasis on three 

speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries. According to Searle’s (1969, 1975, 

1976) classification of speech acts, the speech act of ‘inquiries’ are put into the group 

of ‘directives,’ because within five groups, the definition of directives, “the utterances 

that the speaker tries to get the hearer to do something,” is most similar to the 

characteristic of inquiries, “the utterances that the speaker tries to get the hearer to 

answer or give information to the speaker”. But, in daily communication, directives 

and inquiries are apparently and intuitively different, particularly, when they are 

considered in the context of use and judged from their forms, that is, directives are 

performed directly via imperative sentences, while inquiries are performed directly 

via interrogative sentences. Although it cannot be refused that inquiries have the 

feature of ‘to get the hearer to do something’ as directives have, the nature and the 

feeling of inquiries and directives are quite different. 

There are other classifications of speech acts that separate inquiry from 

directive, e.g. Vongvipanond (1982), Luksaneeyanawin (1994). Vongvipanond (1982) 

proposed the classification of speech acts according to the basic kinds of sentences: 
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affirmative, interrogative, and imperative. Likewise, there are three types of speech 

acts in Vongvipanond’s (1982) classification. Remarkably, she calls each type of 

speech act in rhythmic sound: แจง้ใหท้ราบ /cεŋ3 haj3 saap3/ (affirmative), ถามใหต้อบ 

/thaam5 haj3 tсp2/(interrogative), and บอกใหท้ า /bссk2 haj3 tham0/ (imperative). 

Similarly, Luksaneeyanawin (1994) separated inquiries apart from directives and 

agreed with Vongvipanond’s (1982) classification in classifying speech acts into three 

types: assertives, inquiries, and directives, but she proposed the open type in order to 

serve other types of speech acts which have not been analyzed yet. She believes that 

in any languages, there are several speech acts which require the context-based 

analysis and interpretation. 

The speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries can be considered as the basic 

speech acts in everyday life and they are studied pragmatically and cross culturally in 

a considerable number of research. The review of the previous studies is useful in 

designing the present research, and understanding the nature of the three speech acts 

more, as well as learning the universalities of them.  

 

2.2.1.1 The speech acts of directives 

Chauksuvanit (1990) proposed the semantic criteria of directives, as follows, 

1) The speaker expresses his/her wants to the hearer that s/he wants the 

hearer to do what s/he wants. 

2) The hearer can do what the speaker wants him/her to do, and the speaker 

also believes so. 

3) The action must be done in the future. 

4) The action is not done as the hearer’s routine. 

5) The speaker and the hearer have the relationship between each other. 

Many acts are considered as the speech act of directives, e.g. requests, 

suggestions, warnings, orders, challenges, persuasions, threats (Niemboobpha, 2001). 

All of them have the same intention, but different force. Requests, orders, 

suggestions, and warnings are hereby reviewed. To begin with, the most prevalent 

cross cultural studies of the directives are conducted on the speech act of requests 

(Leech , 1983: 106). Félix-Brasdefer (2005: 66) confirmed that requests are 
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categorized as directives. One of the well-known studies is Blum-Kulka and 

Olshtain’s (1984) project known as CCSARP, which stands for ‘A Cross-Cultural 

Study of Speech act Realization Patterns’. The CCSARP project aims to do a cross 

cultural investigation of realization patterns of requests and apologies by both native 

and non-native speakers of eight languages. For requests, it is found that “requesting 

behavior is inherently based on choices from a variety of options ranging from direct 

to indirect ones; the scale of indirectness at least three main types of options (direct, 

conventionally indirect, and non-conventionally indirect)” (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 

1984: 209). The findings of Wiroonhachaipong (2000)’s research which is done on 

the structures and strategies of requests in Thai and American English correspond to 

the findings of the CCSARP Project; the request strategies employed by Thai and 

American speakers can be grouped into three strategies: ‘direct strategies’, 

‘conventionally indirect strategies’ e.g. asking possibilities, expressing hesitation; and 

‘unconventionally indirect strategies’ e.g. reasoning, promising, apologizing. The 

same strategies are used by Thai and American speakers, but with different frequency; 

Thai speakers use unconventionally indirect strategies with the highest frequency, 

while American speakers use both conventionally and unconventionally indirect 

strategies with equally high frequency. Besides, Thai speakers use more complex and 

indirect structures in performing requests than American speakers do.  

Other than speech act realization patterns or structures and strategies, the 

politeness strategies or norms of facework are also investigated in many studies. 

Among others, Ruzickova (2007) explored the requestive hints and face redress in 

Cuban Spanish, and found that the Cuban culture is an approach-based or positive 

face-oriented culture. In addition, most of cross cultural studies of speech acts are 

extended to investigate the factors governing the linguistic realization usage, e.g. the 

relative social status of the interlocutors. Based on Brown and Levinson (1987) who 

proposed that the selection of politeness strategies depends on power and distance of 

the participants, as well as the degree of imposition, Fukushima (1996) designed a 

research to prove the hypothesis that the higher degree of imposition, the more 

complicated politeness strategies are employed in requesting in British English and 

Japanese. This hypothesis is proven true in this research; both British English and 
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Japanese speakers use more complicated politeness strategies in the situation with 

higher degree of imposition. 

As for orders, Takano (2005) and Saito (2011) did a research on the use of 

directives by Japanese people in the positions of authority and leadership in the 

workplace. Takano (2005) did a research on females and Saito (2011) on males. The 

results of both research are in the same way: in directive discourse, Takano (2005) 

reported that Japanese female superiors use the indirect framing of directives, the 

strategies of contextualization, and the positive politeness, and Saito (2011) found that 

Japanese male superiors employ the combination of stereotypical masculine (more 

direct) and feminine (more indirect) interactional styles. Both of them discussed that 

these findings resulted from the desire of “symmetrical interpersonal relationships and 

voluntary collaboration” (Takano, 2005: 633) and “[persuading] subordinates to 

achieve institutional objectives, as well as [maintaining] good workplace 

relationships” (Saito, 2011: 1689).  

Turning to suggestions, among others, Koike (1994) and Li (2010) did the cross 

cultural studies on making suggestions. Koike (1994) investigated Spanish and 

English suggestions and Li (2010) examined Cantonese and Australian English 

suggestions. It is found the differences in each pair of languages in both research, but 

all languages have their own ways of expressing politeness in language. Koike (1994) 

found that both Spanish and English speakers use an interrogative suggestion in 

giving the suggestions, but the negative in the interrogative suggestion in both 

languages does not convey the same effect. Koike (1994: 525) noted that “in 

languages such as Spanish, the negative is part of a conventionalized formula in 

certain interrogative suggestions. In those cases, the negative does not convey any 

pragmatic effect”, while in English, the negative can indicate the negative politeness 

of Brown and Levinson (1987). In the same way, Li (2010) conducted a contrastive 

study to investigate the strategies adopted by Cantonese students in making 

suggestions in English and in Cantonese and by Australian students in making 

suggestions in English and found some differences among these three groups of 

subject. Compared with Australian students, in terms of directness, Cantonese 

students in their second language (English) tend to use the direct strategies more than 

the conventionally indirect ones as Australian students do, but in terms of politeness, 
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Cantonese students prefer on record strategies with redress to bald-on record strategy, 

while Australian students prefer going bald on record.  

As for warnings, a limited number of researches are done. Among others, Coles 

(2012) studied warnings in Isleňo Spanish, and found that in the community of Isleňo 

Spanish speakers, solidarity and goodwill in group are vital since they have less 

opportunity to gather in a group and speak Isleňo Spanish together. Consequently, 

when they perform warnings, which is a face threatening act, the politeness, 

especially the positive politeness is necessary. Coles (2012) proposed that the positive 

politeness in warnings in Isleňo Spanish is signified by predictive conditionals. 

It can be concluded from the review of many pragmatic studies and cross cultural 

pragmatic studies of directives that directness and indirectness of the linguistic forms, 

and degree of politeness, especially in terms of facework, including factors governing 

them are the main objectives of such studies.  

 

2.2.1.2 The speech acts of rejections 

Niemboobpha (2001) proposed the felicity conditions of rejections, as follows, 

1) Propositional content: any propositions 

2) Preparatory precondition:  

(a) The speaker disagrees to the hearer’s utterances. 

(b) The speaker believes that his/her idea is better than the hearer’s 

idea. 

(c) It cannot be clearly concluded that the hearer’s utterances are 

definitely correct. 

3) Sincerity conditions: The speaker wants to argue or express that his/her 

opinions are different from the hearer’s.  

4) Essential conditions: The speaker attempts to argue the hearer’s 

utterances or opinions, and sometimes tries to make the hearer think 

and do as the speaker thinks 
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Mostly, pragmatic studies on rejections have the same goals as the studies of 

directives, that is, to investigate directness and indirectness of the linguistic forms, 

and degree of politeness, as well as factors governing them e.g. the researches of 

Panpothong (1990), Promsrimas (2000), and Lerlertyuttitham (2006). These studies 

attempt to investigate the strategies in performing rejections in Thai. Overall, they 

found quite similar results, that is, the strategies in rejections, which cover refusals, 

and disagreements, emphasize on avoiding bluntness, mitigating, and downtoning. 

Panpothong (1990) studied rejections to a request. She found that the strategy which 

is mostly used among Thais is to apologize. In addition, Panpothong (1990) pointed 

out that social status and social distance influence on performing rejections in Thai. 

Promsrimas (2000) investigated the strategies in refusing favor-expressing speech 

acts. The results showed that there are 18 linguistic strategies used by Thai 

respondents. These strategies can be grouped into the direct and indirect types. 

Among these 18 strategies, the most often-used strategy is to reason, which is one of 

the indirect strategies. Promsrimas (2000) also found that social status governed the 

decision of different strategies, and the speaker put the more important on the 

hearer’s face than his/her own face. Similarly, Lerlertyuttitham (2006) paid attention 

to the issue on facework in her research, since her research was conducted on 

business correspondence, she proposed that the positive politeness is important in 

business culture. Additionally, in terms of linguistic markers, the frequently-found 

linguistic features of rejections in Thai are the question word ‘how’, the expression 

‘ต่างหาก’ /taaŋ1 haak1/, and the sentence particle ‘ล่ะ’ /laʔ1/ (Niemboobpha, 2001: 

149). As for other languages, Bella (2014) also examined the factors governing the 

refusal strategies in Greek by controlling the situation with equal and unequal status 

of the interlocutor, and the results are quite similar to many works on Thai, that is, 

the indirect strategies are used more than the direct ones, and social status plays a 

role in deciding the strategies. 

Besides the pragmatic studies, the cross cultural contrastive studies on 

rejections are reviewed to realize the differences of different languages and cultures. 

Among others, Liao and Bresnahan (1996), Widjaya (1997), Sairhun (1999) did the 

cross cultural contrastive studies on rejections. Liao and Bresnahan (1996) studied 
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refusal strategies between American English and Mandarin. The findings are that the 

relationships between people are important in Chinese culture than American culture. 

Furthermore, Chinese tend to use the strategy of giving specific reasons more than 

American, e.g. when refusing, Chinese say “Sir, I’m sorry. I have to write my 

homework in the evening” in Mandarin, while American say “I’m sorry I’d like to 

help but I got other plans”. Widjaya (1997) did a study of date refusal in English on 

Taiwanese women and American women. Widjaya (1007) used the criteria of strategy 

analysis of Beebe et al. (1990), that is, more direct strategies are categorized as 

‘negatively direct politeness strategy’ and more indirect strategies as ‘positively direct 

politeness strategy’.  The results show that Taiwanese use ‘negatively direct 

politeness strategy’ more, and American use ‘positively direct politeness strategy’ 

more. Widjaya (1997) discussed that the reason that Taiwanese use ‘negatively direct 

politeness strategy’ more may be because the English language is not their mother 

tongue language, and it is possible that the beginners are taught to use ‘No, thank you’ 

in refusals. Other than the interlanguage of the subjects, the pragmatic transfer is also 

found and affects the language use of the subjects, as seen in a study English refusal 

strategies in Thai learners of English as a foreign language of Sairhun (1999). She 

found that English refusal strategies of Thai students are different from those of 

American students, that is, Thai students tend to avoid direct strategies, but use the 

hesitation in refusals. Moreover, pragmatic transfer is found in refusals of Thai 

students, that is, Thai students tend to use Thai preferences or norms of refusals in 

making refusals in English, e.g. intensifying the apologies, thanking, and reasoning. 

 

2.2.1.3 The speech acts of inquiries 

Although Searle (1969) did not posit the types of inquiry as one of his 

taxonomy, he realized that inquiry is interesting and special. As he mentioned that 

“the overlap of conditions…shows us that certain kinds of illocutionary acts are really 

special cases of other kinds; thus asking questions is really a special case of 

requesting…” (Searle, 1969: 69). By this, it seems to him that there are both 

similarities and differences between inquiry and directives, but he chose to propose 

inquiries (including request) into the types of directive. 

Niemboobpha (2001) proposed the felicity conditions of rejections, as follows, 



42 

 

 

1) Propositional content: any propositions 

2) Preparatory precondition:  

(a) The speaker does not know or is not sure in the information about 

something, or the speaker may have so much information that s/he 

cannot estimate the real answer. 

(b) The speaker believes that the hearer can give the answer to him/her. 

(c) The speaker and the hearer have mutual background knowledge 

about the asked topic. 

(d) It is still not clear for both speaker and hearer that the hearer can 

give the answer to the speaker immediately. 

3) Sincerity conditions: The speaker wants know the information.  

4) Essential conditions: The speaker tries to get the answers from the hearer. 

Whereas a lot of previous cross cultural pragmatic studies of directives and rejections 

with the significant aims of studying linguistic forms in terms of directness in 

communication, and degree of politeness in terms of facework, including factors 

governing them, previous cross cultural pragmatic studies of inquiries with these aims 

are rarely found. In fact, most pragmatic studies of inquiries focused on studying the 

system of questions in various languages, e.g. a comparative project across 10 

languages on question-response sequences. However, such studies provide the 

knowledge on “the different kinds of social actions that questions can be used to 

perform” (Brown, 2010: 2627), which is relevant to the present study in terms of data 

selection. From the previous studies on questions, it can be concluded that most 

languages, e.g. American English (Stivers, 2010), Dutch (Englert, 2010), Korean 

(Yoon, 2010), Lao (Enfield, 2010), Tzeltal (Brown, 2010), have the same lexico-

grammatical options for making questions: polar (yes-no) questions, content (wh-) 

questions, and declarative questions, but they are used to perform different social 

actions with different frequency in each language. For example, polar questions are 

used more than content questions in Tzeltal, but vice versa in Lao; declarative 

questions are used frequently in American English conversation, but not expected to 

gain the information in Dutch; other initiation of repair (OIR, e.g. huh?, pardon?, 

excuse me?) is used in Korean more than other languages. Moreover, the social 
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actions performed through questions in most languages are requesting information, 

requesting confirmation, initiating repair, seeking agreement together with giving 

assessment or opinion, and making suggestion/offer/request; all actions can be 

considered as inquiry except the last one, but Macaulay (2001) did the research on 

tough talk and found that indirect requests are used to ask tough question. 

Niemboobpha (2001: 150) concluded that in Thai, asking questions can be done in 

many categories, namely, 

1) Questions  for contents: the question words, e.g. ‘ใคร’ /khaj0/ ‘who’, 

‘อะไร’ /ʔaʔ1raj0/ ‘what’, ‘ไหน’ /naj4/ ‘which’, ‘ท าไม’ /tham0maj0/ 

‘why’, ‘อยา่งไร’ /yaaŋ1raj0/ ‘how’, ‘เท่าไร’ /thaw2raj0/ ‘how much’, 

‘เม่ือไร’ /mɯa2raj0/when, ‘ก่ี’ /kii1/ ‘how many’, and the sentence 

particles ‘ล่ะ’ /laʔ2/, ‘นะ’ /naʔ3/ ‘น่ะ’ /naʔ1/are usually found. 

2) Yes-no questions: the sentence particles ‘หรือ’ /rɯɯ4/, ‘ไหม’ /maj4/, ‘นะ’ 

/naʔ3/ are usually found. 

3) Questions for  choosing: the sentence particles ‘หรือ’ /rɯɯ4/ is usually 

found. 

 

2.2.2  Relation of politeness and indirectness 

It is realized from the reviews of the previous pragmatic and cross cultural 

pragmatic studies of speech acts that the important issues in such research are the 

degrees of directness and politeness of linguistic representations used in performing 

speech acts. A large number of research show that indirectness relates to politeness, 

e.g. the research of Brown and Levinson (1987), Lakoff (1990), Macaulay (2001), 

Stadler (2011). Traditional theories of politeness are based on the relation between 

indirectness or implicitness and politeness, that is, the more indirect the linguistic 

realizations are, the more polite they express, or in like manner, the more direct the 

linguistic realizations are, the less polite they express. However, the relation of 

politeness and indirectness does not convince a number of scholars. Among others, 

Blum-kulka (1987: 131) “[re-examined] the notions of indirectness and politeness as 
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applied to requests” and “argued that … the two notions do not represent parallel 

dimensions; indirectness does not necessarily imply politeness”. In her work, Blum-

Kulka (1987) proposed a definition of politeness as “the interactional balance 

achieved between two needs: The pragmatic clarity and the need to avoid 

coerciveness”. According to this definition, “direct strategies can be perceived as 

impolite because they indicate a lack of concern with face, and non-conventional 

indirect strategies (hints) can be perceived as impolite because they indicate a lack of 

concern for pragmatic clarity” (Blum-Kulka, 1987). Félix-Brasdefer (2005) agreed 

with Blum-Kulka (1987). Giving the evidence from Mexican requests, he noted  that 

the most indirect request strategy, that is, unconventionally indirect strategy, is not 

judged to be the most polite strategy, but the most polite request strategy turns out to 

be the conventionally indirect strategy, and directness is not considered as 

impoliteness. Despite the disagreement of the parallel of the degree of directness and 

politeness, “it appears that it has not been questioned that the degree of explicitness or 

implicitness has some kind of effect on how polite a speech act is perceived to be” 

(Stadler, 2011: 36). Nonetheless, in terms of cross cultural perspective, Ogiermann 

(2009: 189) concluded that “the relationship between indirectness and politeness is 

interpreted differently across cultures”. In addition, the threat of each speech act is not 

regarded equally across cultures, e.g. “requests [in other cultures] are not regarded as 

threats to the hearer’s face to the degree that they are in Western Europe” (Ogiermann 

(2009). These differences leads to the different degree of directness in performing 

each speech act in each language. Inevitably, to study the degrees of politeness in 

performing each speech act in each language and culture, the levels of indirectness of 

linguistic forms must be analyzed. 

   

2.2.2.1 Linguistic dimensions of analysis 

The knowledge from the reviews of previous research on cross cultural 

pragmatics of directives, rejections, and inquiries is adapted in the research design and 

the methodology, ranging from data selection to data analysis in the present study. It 

is realized from the previous research that the analysis must be focused on the 

directness-indirectness of the linguistic forms used in performing the speech acts, 

since it reflects the norms of politeness of the English SL and Thai TL. Although 
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some research suggests that indirectness and politeness is different from each other, it 

is acceptable that they are closely related. Consequently, the analysis of the present 

study is designed into three dimensions: direct-indirect speech act, pragmatic 

structures, and politeness strategies, in order to cover both external and internal 

modification of linguistic forms in expressing the linguistic politeness in the two 

languages. 

 

1) Direct-indirect speech acts 

The way of expressing speech act can be divided into two types--direct speech act 

and indirect speech act, on the basis of the association between the intention of the 

speaker and the sentence type used in expressing the speech act.  

The framework of direct-indirect speech act analysis is based on Searle’s (1991) 

theory of indirect speech acts. Searle (1975: 60-61 ) mentioned that  “in indirect 

speech acts the speaker communicates to the hearer more than he actually says by way 

of relying on their mutually shared background information, both linguistic and 

nonlinguistic, together with the general powers of rationality and inference on the part 

of the hearer”.  More clearly, the indirect speech act is the type of speech act that the 

sentence type used in expressing the speech act is not identical with the intention of 

the speaker. In the same way, direct speech act is the type of speech act that the 

sentence type used in expressing the speech act is identical with the intention of the 

speaker.  

The sentence types can be classified by purpose in the English Grammar (see, for 

example, Sanford, 1979; Kuehner and Reque, 1981; Broughton , 1990; Downing and 

Locke , 2006) and in the Thai Grammar (see, for example, Vongvipanond , 2005; 

Phanthumetha , 2011; Pankhuenkhat , 2011). In English traditional grammar, there are 

four major basic sentence types which have different functions (Broughton, 1990: 

279): 

a) Declaratives: to make a statement 

b) Interrogatives: to ask a question 

c) Imperatives: to give commands 

d) Exclamations: to exclaim 
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In Thai grammar, one of many approaches to classify the sentence types is to decide 

them from the intention of the speaker which can be classified into 3 types 

(Phanthumetha, 2011: 296-311): 

a) A sentence to inform  (“ประโยคแจง้ใหท้ราบ”) 

b) A  sentence to inquire (“ประโยคถามใหต้อบ”) 

c) A sentence to instruct (“ประโยคบอกใหท้ า”) 

 

2) Pragmatic structures 

The concept of ‘pragmatic structure’ is adapted from the concept of ‘pragmatic 

formula’ which is adjusted from the concept of ‘semantic formula’ of Fraser (1981) 

by Modehiran (2005). Fraser (1981) used the ‘semantic formula’ framework in 

analyzing the speech act of apologies. With this framework, he found that in 

performing apology via the utterances, one or more semantic formulas are expressed, 

one is the core part of apologizing--the expression of apology, the others are the 

explanation of the situation, the acknowledgement of responsibility, etc. Obviously, 

the meanings of these expressions are analyzed in this framework, thus, it is called the 

‘semantic formula’ framework. The semantic formula framework is employed by 

many researchers in the analysis of various speech acts. One of them is Modehiran 

(2005). She used this framework in analyzing the speech act of correction making, but 

she replaced the term ‘semantic formula’ with the term ‘pragmatic formula’. She gave 

the reason for not following the term ‘semantic formula’ that her research investigated 

“how to use language in making corrections in different contexts of situations and 

participants, which is more proper for ‘pragmatic’ than ‘semantic’” (Modehiran, 

2005: 13). With the same reason, this research follows the idea of replacing the term 

‘semantic’ with the term ‘pragmatic’, but the term ‘formula’ is adapted into 

‘structure’ according to the unit of analysis, namely the sequence of the utterances. 

Originally and basically, the concept of ‘pragmatic formula’ of Modehiran (2005) or 

even the concept of ‘semantic formula’ of Fraser (1981) do not intend to examine the 

sequence of the utterances in performing speech acts. They intend to investigate the 

pragmatic function of the utterances in performing speech acts, as Modehiran (2005: 
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44) explained the meaning of the term ‘formula’ in her research that “a ‘formula’ 

comes from a ‘pragmatic formula’ which means a basic unit of one or more utterances 

or linguistic forms that meets a particular basic pragmatic criterion…For example, Oh 

is a pragmatic formula called Exclamation, …”  The sequence of utterances relates to 

levels of indirectness because of the number and the position of the supportive 

move(s).  

As for the analysis method of the pragmatic structures, the work of Blum-

Kulka and Olshtain (1984) must be reviewed. The work of Blum-Kulka and Olshtain 

(1984) investigated the same thing as this research, it is what they call ‘patterns of 

realization’ of speech act, which means what Fukushima (1996) called ‘structures of 

head act and supportive move(s)’. All of these are what is called “pragmatic structure” 

in this research. Importantly, the overtness-covertness (directness-indirectness) scale 

of the pragmatic structures can be measured more clearly in the investigation of the 

sequences of the utterances according to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984)’s analysis 

method rather than the investigation of the formulas or pragmatic functions according 

to Fraser (1981). 

The most significant process in analyzing the pragmatic structures according 

to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984)’s analysis method is segmentation. 

“Segmentation is meant to delimit the utterance(s) that constitute the nucleus of the 

speech act (the ‘Head act’)” (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984: 200), that is to say, 

segmentation is to analyze the utterance(s) used in expressing the speech act and to 

determine it or them as the head act or the supportive move(s). The definitions of the 

head act and supportive move are as follows; 

‘head act’ is “the nucleus of the speech act…, i.e. that part of the sequence 

which might serve to realize the act independently of other elements” (Blum-

Kulka and Olshtain, 1984: 200) and “the minimal unit which can realize [the 

act]; it is the core of the […] sequence” (Blum-kulka, House, and Kasper, 

1989: 275-276 cited in Fukushima, 1996: 673). 

‘supportive move’ or ‘adjunct to head act’ is “a unit external to the [act], 

which modifies its impact by either aggravating or mitigating its force” 

(Blum-kulka, House, and Kasper, 1989: 275-276 cited in Fukushima, 1996: 

673) or it is meant an element that is used  “to strengthen or support an act 
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realized by other verbal means” (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1989: 200), 

including to give “additional information to justify the [act]” (Wang , 2009: 

216). 

These definitions are the criteria of deciding which utterance is head act (= h) and 

which is supportive move (= s), and the pragmatic structures can be decided on the 

sequence of these elements. 

 

3) Politeness strategies 

The term ‘politeness’ in ‘politeness strategies’ is not similar to the term 

‘courtesy’ or ‘deference’. Though these terms are parts of politeness strategies 

(Davies, slides). The term ‘politeness’ in ‘politeness strategies’ is linguistic 

politeness, which Grundy (2000: 151), among many others, e.g. Brown and Levinson 

(1987), Holmes  (1995), Green (1996), Yule (1996), explained that “politeness is the 

term we use to describe the extent to which actions, including the way things are said, 

match addressees’ perceptions of how they should performed”. Hence, politeness 

strategies are used to guide the feeling of the hearer to the direction the speaker wants, 

e.g. the feeling of approaching or the feeling of distancing. Moreover, politeness 

strategies can lessen the imposition or the threatening of the act on the hearer or even 

the speaker him/herself. The possible politeness strategies that can be found in 

performing directives, rejections, and inquiries in both the English texts and Thai-

translated texts are: bald on-record strategy, positive politeness strategy, negative 

politeness strategy, and off-record strategy.  

One of well-known and acceptable framework of politeness strategy analysis 

is Brown and Levinson’s (1987) strategies for doing Face Threatening Acts (FTA), 

which are the acts that “intrinsically threaten face, namely those acts that by their 

nature run contrary to the face wants of the addressee and/or of the speaker” (Brown 

and Levinson, 1987:65). Among many other models of politeness, Brown and 

Levinson’s (1987) model is selected, because it can associate and reflect the cross 

cultural pragmatics well. Although Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory is 

highly debatable and gets lots of disagreement in terms of its claim of universality, it 

is practical and useful in making comparison of SL and TL in translation studies. 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model is based on the concept of ‘face’ (Goffman , 
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1967), which relates to the two basic wants of human beings: ‘autonomy’ (negative 

face) is “the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be impeded by 

others” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 62) and ‘self-worth’ (positive face) is “the want 

of every member that his wants be desirable to at least some others” (Brown and 

Levinson, 1987: 62). It is claimed that each culture puts the importance on each face 

differently. These differences can be evidenced by language and the model of 

‘possible strategies for doing FTAs’ (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 69) provides the 

guideline on the analysis of the linguistic strategies. This model can be used to 

compare the linguistic strategies of the STs and TTs, and the importance that each 

language puts on each face will be disclosed. This is the reason why this research 

selects Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model as the framework of politeness strategy 

analysis. While other models, e.g. the models of Lakoff (1973) or (Leech (1983)), are 

rule-or principle-governed, they may be more suitable for the study of language usage 

than the study of cross cultural pragmatic. The politeness principles of Lakoff (1973) 

is derived from one of the pragmatic competence proposed by herself, they are ‘be 

clear’ and ‘be polite’. Lakoff (1973) proposed three rules of ‘be polite’ varied upon 

the level of intimacy between the participants, they are 1) don’t impose, for the 

distance relationships  2) give options, for the acquaintances 3) make your addressee 

feel good, for the intimate relationships. As for the politeness principles proposed by 

Leech (1983: 132), they are composed of six maxims: tact, generosity, approbation. 

modesty, agreement, and sympathy. 

The linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries of the English texts and 

the Thai-translated texts are analyzed in these three linguistic dimensions of analysis 

in the present research in order to see the similarities and differences of degrees of 

politeness between the English SL and the Thai TL, which are from different contexts 

of cultures. 

 

  2.2.2.2  High-low contexts of culture 

Originally, the concept ‘high- and low-context culture’ was proposed by the 

anthropologist, Edward T. Hall (1914-2009). Hall (1976) proposed the term ‘high-low 

context’ to imply to messages used in daily communication in each culture, ‘the high-

context’ refers to the speaking style that highly depends on contexts in the 
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collectivism culture, so it can be indirect and let the contexts explain, while ‘the low-

context’ refers to the speaking style that lowly depends on contexts in the 

individualism culture, so it must be more direct. 

To specify the issue of culture, there are a lot of cultural surveys conducted by many 

researchers to investigate values and ways of thinking of people around the world. 

Among them, Hofstede (1984; 1991; 2001; 2005; 2006)’s survey is one of the most 

well-known, accepted, and clearly-described studies. Though Hofstede’s research is 

focused on work-related values, the conclusion and discussion of his studies can 

imply the general views of people in each culture. The analyses of Hofstede (1984; 

1991; 2001) and Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) can be concluded that there are five 

dimensions of cultures, as follows: 

1) Power distance 

This dimension involves the degree of equality among people in the society. 

According to this dimension, cultures can be divided into ‘large or high power 

distance’ and ‘small or low power distance’ societies. Large power distance 

society puts the importance on hierarchy in the society. There are inequality, gap, 

caste system, social distance, privileges and social symbols in the society. Power 

is centralized in this group of culture. As for small power distance society, it 

focuses on independence and equality. Members of this kind of society always do 

as their will and they believe in upward mobility. Power in this type of culture is 

decentralized. 

2) Individualism  

This dimension is related to the relationship between the individual and the 

group. This dimension divides cultures into ‘collectivism’ and ‘individualism’. 

Collectivism is close-knit type of relationship and puts the importance of “we”. 

These can be seen in forms of extended families, and face-threatening acts, e.g. 

direct communication or confrontation are always avoided. Individualism puts the 

importance of “I”, so members in this kind of society believe in skill and 

performance. They live in nuclear family and dare to communicate directly and 

explicitly. 
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3) Masculinity  

This dimension focuses on the role, importance, control, and power of male in the 

society. This dimension provides two groups of culture: ‘masculinity’ vs. 

‘femininity’. Cultures in the side of masculinity have clear gender role, high 

discrimination, including decisive and aggressive management; while in the side 

of femininity, there are overlap role of gender, low discrimination, and 

consensus, negotiation and compromise in the society. 

4) Uncertainty avoidance 

This dimension involves the feeling of tolerance for uncertainty and ambiguity. 

There are two types of cultures divided by this dimension: ‘strong uncertainty 

avoidance and ‘weak uncertainty avoidance’. People in the society with strong 

uncertainty avoidance always obey rules, and strongly believe in precision and 

expertise. Details and specific plans are required in this kind of society. People in 

the society with weak uncertainty avoidance always use their common sense. 

They are accustomed to conflict, differentiation, ambiguous situations and 

unfamiliar risks. 

5) Long-term orientation 

This dimension, according to Tisapramotkul (2007: 38), was actually added on 

after Hofstede (2005) worked with Michael Harris Bond from the Chinese 

University of Hong Kong conducted a Chinese Value Survey in 23 countries. It 

focuses on the long-term adherence to forward thinking values. Cultures can be 

categorized into two categories based on this dimension: ‘long-term’ and ‘short-

term’ orientation societies. People in long-term orientation society always have 

long-term planning. They have perseverance and thrift and believe in network of 

acquaintances. People in short-term orientation society have short-range 

schedules and believe in near foreseeable future and the matter of “now”. They 

are willing to change. Freedom, rights, and achievements are what they put 

emphasis on. 

These five dimensions help categorize cultures into ‘high-context’ and ‘low-

context’ cultures. According to Hofstede (2006), the dimensions of power distance 

and individualism are the most important dimensions among five to play the leading 

role in categorizing cultures into high-context or low-context cultures. The cultures 
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with an emphasis on power distance and towards collectivism, e.g. the Thai culture 

(Hofstede 2006), are grouped to be high-context cultures; while the cultures with 

small or no emphasis on power distance and towards individualism, e.g. the British 

culture (Hofstede 2006), are categorized as low-context cultures. However, the other 

three dimensions should not to be overlooked, because they are related and dominate 

one another as mentioned above. The main properties of high and low context cultures 

according to the five cultural dimensions of Hofstede (1984; 1991; 2001) and 

Hofstede and Hofstede (2005)  can be summed up in the following table. 

Table 2.2 The division of types of cultures according to cultural dimensions proposed 

by Hofstede (1984; 1991; 2001) and Hofstede and Hofstede (2005) 

 
Types of 

Cultures 

 

e.g. 

Dimensions of Cultures 

Power 

Distance 

Individualism Masculinity Uncertainty 

Avoidance 

Long-term 

Orientation 

High 

context 

Thai Large/High  Collectivism Femininity Strong  

 

Long-term  

 

Low 

context 

British Small/Low  

 

Individualism Masculinity Weak  Short-term  

 

These five dimensions in categorizing cultures proposed by Hofstede are 

known as ‘Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory’. The present study is based on the 

cultural division into high- and low-context by Hofstede’s cultural dimensions theory, 

so English is categorized as a low-context culture and Thai is categorized as a high-

context culture. Also, based on Hall’s (1976) concepts of high- and low-contexts, the 

present study hypothesizes that in the speech act of directives, rejections, and inquiries, 

the direct linguistic forms are found more in the English texts than in the Thai-

translated texts, while the indirect linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-

translated texts than in the English texts and the linguistic forms in Thai are governed 

more by interpersonal and affective factors than in English. The translation of the three 

speech acts from English into Thai, therefore, would be more indirect. 

Context of culture is highly influential to language use, because it governs 

linguistic choices. The notion of ‘context of culture’ is proposed in the theory of 

context of communication is proposed by Firth (1935; 1957), one of the main figures of 

the British School of Linguistics. The main idea of this theory is that all communication 

must happen under contexts which are separated in hierarchy from culture to 
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participants. Firth (1935; 1957) was acutely aware of the importance of context of 

communication in interaction among people. His idea of context of communication was 

based on the idea of ‘context of situation’ of his colleague, Malinowski (1923; 1935). 

Before getting into Firth’s ‘context of communication’, Malinowski’s ‘context of 

situation’ is study-worthy. 

Malinowski’s (1923; 1935) notion of ‘context of situation’ was originated 

from his research done with the islanders on Trobriand Islands, a group of islands in 

the southwestern Pacific Ocean. These people speak the Kiriwinian language. 

Malinowski tried to seek for how to translate Kiriwinian texts into English 

comprehensibly. He found that either free translation or literal translation did not 

work. Free translation was understandable but all of linguistic and cultural aspects 

disappeared, while literal translation would keep all aspects of the original but in an 

unintelligible way for the target text readers. In the end, Malinowski found the 

satisfactory way out to render the Kiriwinian texts into English comprehensibly; he 

added a commentary into the translation, or in other words, he described everything 

taking place at the time, including cultural background in his translation. His solution 

gave birth to the notions of ‘context of situation’ and ‘context of culture’. Although 

Malinowski was not a linguist (he was actually an anthropologist), his idea greatly 

contributed to linguistics.  

Firth (1935, 1957) adopted and extended Malinowski’s (1923, 1935) notions 

of ‘context of situation’ and ‘context of culture’, as Halliday and Hason (1989: 8) 

recalled that, “he [Firth] took over Malinowski’s notion of the context of situation and 

built it into his own linguistic theory”.  From the context of situation and context of 

culture proposed by Malinowski (1923, 1935), Firth (1935, 1957) added the ‘context 

of experience of participants,’ the ‘verbal context,’ and the ‘phonetic context’, he 

arranged and linked the relation of these contexts in hierarchy, and called them 

‘Context of Communication’ which is more general for linguistic description. 
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Firth (1935) hierarchically divided contexts into 5 related levels as follows, 

1) Context of Culture 

2) Context of Situation 

3) Context of Experience of Participants 

4) Verbal Context 

5) Phonetic Context 

Firth (1935) presented the hierarchal relationship of these five levels of 

context in the following figure.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.3 Hierarchy of context of communication based on the process of 

contextualtization of Firth (1935) 

 

Firth (1935) mentioned the context of communication and proposed the 

above diagram in the article titled The Use and Distribution of Certain English 

Sounds (1935), but he did not explicate it in detail. However, his idea has had an 

impact on linguistics until now. There are a lot of followers of this theory. To 

understand Firth’s (1935; 1957) idea of context of communication, the above diagram 

must be interpreted. First of all, it must be understood that each level of context are 

hierarchically related, they are all linked, not separated. The top level, context of 

culture governs all contexts of situations. It means that situations will be viewed 

 
Context of culture 

Context of situation 

Context of Experience  

of participants 

Verbal context 

Phonetic 

context 
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according to the way or norm of each culture. Under each context of situation, they 

are contexts of experience of participants, including other events. This means contexts 

of experience of participants and other events are parts of the context of situation, and 

all of them are governed by culture. And finally, all of the above contexts influence 

verbal context and phonetic context. To sum up, Firth’s diagram shows that any 

contexts of situation are governed by context of culture and are reflected in verbal and 

phonetic contexts. 

Firth’s (1935) theory of context of communication is interpreted and followed 

by many linguists, e.g. Crystal and Davy (1969), Luksaneeyanawin (1994). Crystal 

and Davy agreed with Firth (1935) and added that linguistic situations are always 

governed by the dimensions of space and time, and this phenomenon produces ‘style’. 

Crystal and Davy proposed factors that make various types of style. They are: 

1) Time, which covers era or period 

2) Individuality, which has two dimensions: person and 

personality. These two dimensions were first proposed by Firth 

(1950). According to him, individuality can be seen in terms of 

nature, and nurture. He explained that when each human being 

is born, s/he naturally gets status of individuality or s/he is a 

person. But after social cultivation, nurturing, and learning, s/he 

socially acquires status of individuality or s/he has personality. 

3) Region 

4) Social entity 

Luksaneeyanawin (1994) followed Firth (1935) and Crystal and Davy (1969) 

in her explanation about language use. In addition, she clarified the dimensions of 

time and space that time and space or ‘context of situation’ in Firth’s (1935) 

terminology are very closely related dimensions: ‘time’ means point and period of 

time that a situation happens; and ‘space’ does not mean just place or area, but means 

state and status of things and persons in that situation or ‘context of experience of 

participants’ in Firth’s (1935) term. Other than time and space, Luksaneeyanawin 

(1994) added the other factors that play important role in style selection or selecting 

proper language use or way of speaking. They are: 
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1) Medium of communication, for example face to face 

communication may be less explicit than telephone 

communication 

2) Mode of communication, oral mode or written mode 

3) Experiences of senders and receivers, which are caused by the 

following factors 

a) Basic assumption on self, proposition, and listener 

b) Speaker’s intention 

c) Listener’s attitude and stance 

The notion of context of communication of Firth’s (1935; 1957) followers can be also 

explained by Figure 2.1. This figure makes the description of contexts clearly by 

explicating the linkage of each level of context.  

In sum, it can be stated that the present study is originated from the concept of 

context of communication. To explain this, since context of communication covers 

from the biggest context in communication to the smallest one, that is, context of 

culture to context of participants, it is interesting to study the linguistic forms within 

the different contexts of cultures (the SL and TL cultures), but the same other contexts 

in the translation of dialogues in the fictions, as illustrated below. 
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SL 

 

Context of culture of  

TL 

Context of situations: 

Same story, same plot, etc. 

 

Context of participants: 

Same characters 

Figure 2.4 Context of communication in translation 
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The review of these two main paradigms: the study of translation, and the study 

of linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries, gives the important 

knowledge and direction to the present research, which attempts to study the 

strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 

English dialogues into Thai. The research methodology was designed based on this 

direction and presented in the following chapter. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

The intention of this chapter is to present the research design and procedures 

taken in this study, including the theoretical frameworks used in the analysis. To 

make the content comprehensible and easy-to-follow, this chapter is divided into four 

following sections: research tools, data selection, data collection, and data analysis. 

 The first three sections, Research tools (3.1); Data selection (3.2); and Data 

collection (3.3) describe what are used to obtain the data in this research, how the data 

are chosen and gathered, and the last section, Data analysis (3.4) explains how the 

data are investigated and analyzed to discover the linguistic forms of directives, 

rejections, and inquiries in dialogues in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

and the factors governing them, including the strategies for translating these three 

speech acts from English into Thai. 

 

3.1 Research tools 

The present research makes use of a corpus to study the linguistic forms of 

directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English and Thai-translated dialogues and 

the strategies for translating them from English into Thai. There is a great deal of data 

which are the English dialogues of the characters in the two fictions and their Thai 

translated version. Because of the enormous quantity of data, it is very time-

consuming and bears the risk of mistakes if the data are managed manually. The 

corpus is beneficial in this research because the form of a corpus is ready for 

computer processing, which is very helpful in operating a great quantity of data. 

Besides, one of the principal tasks of linguistic corpus is to analytically compare the 

different languages and cultures (Johansson, 1998: 4 cited in Poonlarp, 2009: 3), 

which is what the present study intends to do. The corpus is very practical in this kind 

of research. However, in this research, the critical and complicated procedures, 
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namely, the procedure of annotation, or the procedure of analysis, needs to be 

operated manually. 

 The corpora of both fictions used in this research are advocated by Poonlarp 

(2009), who constructed the corpora from 12 fictions for her Ph.D dissertation, The 

Transfer of Expressive Meaning in the Translation of English Intensifiers into Thai 

(2009). All of those 12 fictions are well recognized, written by the well-known 

authors, and translated into Thai by well-qualified, reliable, and famous translators. 

The content of each fiction involves the interpersonal relationship, love, and 

emotions. Most characters always have some conflicts, both internal conflicts and 

conflicts with others. The reason why Poonlarp (2009) chose such contents was 

because of the expressive meanings conveyed via intensifiers, which are the 

objectives of her research. In doing this research, the researcher looked for fictions 

with the content focusing on the various types of relationship because the linguistic 

variation upon the uses can be apparently and abundantly found in conversations 

between the various kinds of characters in the fictions with such content. 

Coincidentally, the fictions selected by Poonlarp (2009) are also suitable for this 

research.  

Also, the programme of Microsoft Excel facilitates the processes of collecting 

and processing large amount of data. It helps these procedures run orderly, 

conveniently and more quickly. These research procedures will be described in 

greater details in the section of Data collection (3.3). 

Last but not least, the R-Programme, which is the free software programme 

and language used in statistical computing and graphics, is used in the present 

research to calculate the p-values in the statistical significance testing, like Pearson’s 

chi-squared test, in order to confirm the association of the linguistic variables and the 

contextual variables. 

 

3.2 Data selection 

In doing research, the process of data selection is the very important first step 

which can determine whether the research will be conducted suitably. The reliability 

of the findings more or less depends on this process. To answer the research 

questions: “What are the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 
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English texts and the Thai-translated texts and what are the translation strategies 

employed to manage the differences in the linguistic forms of these three speech acts 

in the two languages?”, the most appropriate data are the dialogues in the English 

fictions with the Thai translated versions. The procedure of selecting data in this 

research can be divided into two major stages: the selection of fictions, and then the 

selection of dialogues. The details of each stage in selecting data in this research will 

be described as follows: 

3.2.1 Selection of fictions 

The data of this research are the secondary data which are selected from the 12 

already-constructed fictional corpora of Poonlarp (2009) with a set of criteria, that is, 

the contemporary British setting written in British English by British authors. Among 

the 12 corpora of fictions, there are two fictions that perfectly meet the criteria, which 

are 1) being a contemporary fiction; 2) being in a British setting and 3) being written 

in British English by a British author. They are Bridget Jones’s Diary (1996) written 

by Helen Fielding and Turning Thirty (2000) written by Mike Gayle. Both Bridget 

Jones’s Diary and Turning Thirty are the contemporary fictions with the British 

setting and written in British English by the British authors. Both of them are first-

person narrative fictions with dialogues. The present research is done on the dialogues 

found in these two fictions. And fortuitously, the most important character who is the 

narrator of each fiction is one, female and the other, male: the female is Bridget Jones 

of Bridget Jones’s Diary; and the male is Matt Beckford of Turning Thirty. This 

should make the data unbiased in terms of sex. Both of these two fictions are about 

the British working adults who try to find the ways of living their lives happily in 

terms of family, love life, and career. The stories are full of the variety of 

relationships, viz. family members, lovers, and colleagues, which make these two 

fictions contain the wanted interpersonal and affective factors for investigation. 

The three criteria in selecting the fictions are set to suit the objectives of this 

research, which intends to analyze the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and 

inquiries in dialogues and the factors governing them in the English texts and the 

Thai-translated texts, as well as to examine the translation strategies adopted to cope 

with the differences of the two languages. To achieve these goals of the study, the 

temporal setting of the fiction, the cultural setting of the fiction, and the English 
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language variation used by an author of the fiction must be controlled because it is 

rather cumbersome to study fictions with different temporal and cultural settings, 

including different variations of the English language. The reason why the criteria of 

selecting the fictions are set from “the contemporary British setting written in British 

English by British authors” is because: firstly, there is no formal research on cross 

cultural pragmatics in English-Thai translation, so it is better that the first step should 

be done with the contemporary fictions rather than the dated fictions, besides, the 

usefulness of investigating linguistic forms in contemporary setting can be extended 

to the study of how language is used nowadays; and secondly, although British 

English is grouped as the low-context-culture language, it is prevalently considered to 

have social hierarchy both in culture and language, when compared with other 

variations of the English languages. The social hierarchy makes the factors governing 

the linguistic forms clearly influential both in the English and Thai languages. 

3.2.2 Selection of dialogues 

As mentioned above, dialogues are the most suitable data in this research, but 

not all dialogues in the selected fictions are used. The research intends to analyze the 

linguistic forms of the three speech acts, directives; rejections; and inquiries. The very 

crucial procedure is how to select dialogues expressing these three speech acts. Thus, 

the speech acts cannot be chosen and classified only from their sentence types, that is, 

the directives cannot be chosen only from imperative sentences; the rejections cannot 

be selected only from declarative with negative sentences; and the inquiries cannot be 

chosen only from interrogative sentences. The suitable criteria are needed to tackle 

this complication. Theoretically, the criteria of speech act classification are available, 

and the most notable and powerful criteria are Searle’s (1969; 1975; 1976) (see 

Chapter 2). However, the criteria employed in this research are not totally adopted 

from Searle’s (1969; 1975; 1976), they are partly based on the core part of his criteria, 

that is, the intention of the speaker, which is extremely important in determining 

speech act. The core concept of Searle’s (1969; 1975; 1976) is kept and set as the 

main criterion in dialogue selection of this research, but there are another two criteria 

which are suitable for the data from fictions. The other two criteria are linguistic 

action verbs (LAV) and the effect of the utterance on the hearer which can be found in 

the narration part of the fiction. These two extra criteria are used to confirm the main 
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criterion and/or substitute the main criterion when the main criterion is unclear. The 

explanation of these three criteria of dialogue selection used in this research is given 

as follows: 

1) The intention of the speaker  

As specified above, the intention of the speaker is appointed to be the main 

criterion of dialogue selection in this research since it is most significant in 

determining speech acts. It is so important that even Searle (1972: 39) 

called ‘speech act’ as ‘illocutionary act’, in his paper “What is a Speech 

Act?” (1972) by saying “…the paper might have been called “What is an 

Illocutionary Act?” There are various terms having the meaning of the 

intention of the speaker, e.g. illocutionary act; intended illocutionary act; 

illocutionary force; illocutionary point; communicative intention; 

intentionality; extra-linguistic function; essential condition. Their usage 

and meaning are sometimes ambiguous and often overlapped, as Thomas 

(1995: 51) mentioned “in fact, you will find the terms speech act, 

illocutionary act, illocutionary force, pragmatic force, or just force, all 

used to mean the same thing”.  In order to get rid of this ambiguity and 

overlap, the researcher chooses to use the most general term, that is, 

intention. The primary intention of the speech acts of directives, rejections, 

and inquiries which is used to be the main criterion in determining and 

selecting them are:  

a) Directives :  getting the hearer to do something 

b) Rejections :  refusing to accept or agree to something with the 

hearer 

c) Inquiries : getting to know something from the hearer 

However, the intention of people is difficult to determine, especially in 

real-life communication which there is only context assisting in 

determination. But in fictions, the intention of the speaker can be confirmed 

by the two following criteria. 

2) The linguistic action verbs  

“Linguistic action verb” (LAV) is the term proposed by Verchuren (1990: 

4138). It is used to describe verbal behaviors realistically, not theoretically 
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as ‘speech act verb’ (SAV) is. In other words, LAV is used to tell what 

actions the speaker is really doing through words, not just categorize the 

real actions into the general types of action done by the speaker as SAV is. 

Because LAV can be found in the narration part of novels and fictions, it is 

another helpful criterion of identifying speech acts of the dialogues.  For 

example,  

a) Directives, e.g. beg (ST) – เวา้วอน /waw3wɔɔn0/ (TT), warn (ST) – 

เตือน /tɨan0/ (TT) 

b) Rejections, e.g. protest (ST) – คา้น /khaan3/ (TT) 

c) Inquiries, e.g. enquire (ST) – ถาม /thaam4/ (TT), plead (ST) – รบเร้า 

/rop3raw3/ (TT) 

3) The intended effect of the utterance on the hearer  

The intended effect of the utterance on the hearer is called “perlocutionary 

act” in the Speech Act Theory. It is proposed by J.L.  Austin (1962) as one 

of the three acts in doing speech acts (locutionary, illocutionary, 

perlocutionary acts), but Searle (1969) disagreed on these three kinds of 

acts. He excluded the perlocutionary act from the consideration of speech 

acts with the reasons which Reiss (1985: 25) interpreted that “illocutionary 

acts are conventionalized messages which are intended to be understood…. 

Perlocutionary acts, the further effects a speaker accomplishes through his 

speech are not conventionalizable in the same way… Here success is not 

predictable in the same way it is predictable in illocutionary acts…” The 

unpredictability of the perlocutionary act is true in real communication, but 

in fictions, the effect on the hearer can be seen. Consequently, the effect on 

the hearer could be the other criterion which can help determine the speech 

acts of the dialogues in the fictions. However, like the intention of the 

speaker, the effect on the hearer is the general term which is selected to be 

used instead of the technical term “perlocutionary act” which may generate 

confusion and lead to debate. The effect of the utterance on the hearer 
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which can be found in the narration part of the fictions or the interacted 

utterances of the interlocutor is given the examples, as follows. 

1) Directives : As the directives are to get the hearer to do something, 

the intended effect of the directives is that the hearer does what the 

speaker wants him/her to do. This intended effect can be seen from 

the narration part or the utterance of the hearer. For example, in 

Bridget Jones’s Diary, the speaker, Bridget, wanted the hearer, 

Vanessa, to open the card, she said ‘Shall we open it?’. It can be 

recognized that Vanessa opened the card from the narration part 

describing “I handed it to her. … and she slit open the envelope 

with the kitchen knife she was holding.” 

2) Rejections: As the rejections are to refuse to accept or agree to 

something with the hearer, the intended effect of the rejections is 

the hearer’s capitulation or explanation. For example, in Turning 

Thirty, the speaker, who is the taxi driver, said, ‘I can’t take that’ to 

refuse to get the money from the hearer. It can be understood that 

the hearer gave in because he replied, ‘Well, thanks a lot.’ 

3) Inquiries: As the inquiries are to get to know something from the 

hearer, the intended effect of the inquiries is that the hearer gives 

the information to the speaker. For example, in Turning Thirty, the 

speaker, Matt, wanted to know what the hearer, Ginny, does for a 

living by saying ‘What are you up to?’, the hearer, then, told him 

that ‘I teach art.’ 

These are the criteria used in selection of dialogues in this research. What 

follow are the examples of dialogues which are selected as the data in this research 

according to the set criteria.
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3.2.3 The data 

With the set of criteria stated in the previous sub-section, 1,301 dialogues (532 

from Bridget Jones’s Diary and 769 from Turning Thirty) which meet the criteria are 

selected. These are all data selected in this research. 

 

Table 3.2 The total number of the data in this research 

Speech acts Number  

directives 319 

rejections 342 

inquiries 640 

Total 1,301 

 

 After the required data are chosen, the next important step before analyzing 

them is to collect and prepare them to be prompt and convenient for the researcher in 

the stage of data analysis. How to collect the data systematically is clarified in the 

section that follows. 

3.3 Data collection 

The process of collecting data is very important in doing research. Good data 

collection leads to orderly and convenient working. As a result of effective data 

collection, data analysis can be performed accurately and successfully. In the present 

research, the data collection involves the data processing, the data annotation, and the 

coding system. As stated in the section of Research tools (3.1), it is better, for this 

research, to collect and process the data with the assistance of the software computer 

programme, Excel. 

The data processing in this research started from scanning the English texts 

and converting them into the computer-readable form or OCR (Optical Character 

Recognition). Providentially, this process was already done by Poonlarp (2009). After 

that, the dialogues of each character must be extracted. Although the computer 

processing can facilitate the researcher a lot, some processes that require human 

consideration or critical determination, e.g. the dialogue extraction, had to be done 

manually. How to extract the dialogues manually is to do these processes step-by step, 

as follows: 
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1) To pick up only the dialogues which meet the set criteria of dialogue 

selection which is already presented in Data selection (3.2) 

2) To copy the selected STs from the corpus and paste them into the 

worksheet 

3) To map the selected STs and TTs linearly 

4) To type the TTs in the worksheet manually, because the Thai alphabets 

cannot be converted into a computer-recognizable form via the OCR 

feature as the English alphabets can. 

When the data is already selected and prepared, they are ready to be annotated 

in a computer programme, Microsoft Excel. This programme can facilitate researchers 

in data processing; it can help sort or filter the data quickly and correctly, what the 

researchers have to do is only setting the organized system of coding and filling the 

data systematically.  

In this research, the coding system for annotating the dialogues is set upon the 

dimension of relationship between participants in terms of interpersonal and affective 

relations, namely, sex, age, status, and social distance. These four dimensions are 

considered as the factors governing the linguistic forms and can cover all aspects of 

contexts of participants in each context of situation in the selected fictions, but the 

dimension of social class is excluded. The reasons why social class is not included in 

the set of interpersonal and affective variables in this research are firstly, the 

characters in Bridget Jones’s Diary (1996) and Turning Thirty (2000) are in the same 

social class, that is, the middle class, as determined by their career, education, family 

background, and lifestyle; secondly, unlike social status, social class is a broad 

concept which is difficult to determine the relative relation between participants, as 

well as, “social class is not an easy concept to define precisely or measure accurately, 

…” (Stockwell, 2002: 11 cited in Poonlarp, 2009: 73). With these reasons, social class 

is not included in the coding system for annotating the dialogues. Therefore, the 

coding system is composed of a total of four social factors, which vary dimensions of 

relations between a speaker and a hearer, as follows. 
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1) The factor of sex  

The determination of the sex factor in this research is quite simple 

because it is based on the basic division of biological sex of human, which is 

male and female. The codes are:  

a) ss  (same sex) 

b) cs   (cross sex) 

c) mp  (multiple participants)  

The present research attempts to see the role of the interpersonal 

factors in governing the linguistic forms when the participants are in the same 

or different sex, but does not intend to study the woman talk or the man talk as 

such, so the interpersonal relations which are investigated are not divided 

further to male-to-male, or female-to-female conversations. 
2) The factor of age  

The age factor is determined from the age group of the characters in 

the selected fictions. Generally, the age of each character is not exactly 

specified in the fictions, but the readers can recognize the age group of the 

characters from the content and the relationships of the characters, for 

example, friends are always in the same age group, the superiors are always 

older than the subordinates. It is not as various as the real life situations which 

the much older or younger people can be friends, or the younger person can be 

a boss. However, Turning Thirty which talks about the man who is getting 

thirty years old, the age of this character, including his friends can be clearly 

implied. The age factor can be coded as: 

a) ea   (equal age) 

b) sj   (senior to junior) 

c) js   (junior to senior) 
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3) The factor of social status  

The determination of the social status factor depends on the domain of 

situation in the fictions. There are three domains in the selected fictions: 

family, friends and lovers, and colleagues. The domains of family and 

colleagues can be seen the hierarchy, but the relation in the domain of friends 

and lovers is in the same level. So, the codes are:  
a) es  (equal status)            

b) hl   (higher to lower status) 

c) lh   (lower to higher status) 

4) The factor of social distance  

The social distance factor is determined on the basis of the duration of 

the acquaintance of the character. For example, the people that have just met 

each other, like the taxi driver and the passenger, the chemist and the customer 

in a pharmacy, can be determined as ‘unfamiliar’. Palakornkul (1972: 76) 

suggested that how long the people meet or know each other is one of the 

social-cultural factors that can condition role relationships and vary the 

familiarity between people. The codes of the social distance factor are: 

a) f   (familiar) 

b) unf  (unfamiliar)   

After the coding system is set, the data are filled in the worksheet in the Excel 

programme systematically. Not only all the data annotated according to the set coding 

system, but also the data analysis will be done and gathered in this worksheet, so the 

worksheet must be designed carefully and practically. 

To get the data ready for the process of data analysis, the data annotation must 

be completed. There are four paradigms designed for the data annotation in the 

worksheet. They are: 1) Participants, 2) Interpersonal relations of the participants, 3) 

Speech act classification, and 4) Texts. 
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Each paradigm is separated into many columns according to the details related 

to the paradigm and necessary to the upcoming data analysis. The columns in the 

worksheet under each paradigm are as follows: 

1) Participants 

a) Column A: Name of the speaker 

b) Column B: Name of the hearer 

2) Interpersonal relations of the participants 

The set coding system, which is declared above, is used to fill the 

columns in this paradigm. 

a) Column C: Sex of the speaker and the hearer 

b) Column D: Age of the speaker and the hearer 

c) Column E: Social status of the speaker and the hearer 

d) Column F: Social distance of the speaker and the hearer 

3) Speech act classification 

a) Column G: Name of the speech act 

b) Column H: ST linguistic action verb (optional) 

c) Column I: TT linguistic action verb (optional) 

d) Column J: Speech act classifying criteria 

4) Texts 

a) Column K: ST (the English original dialogues) 

b) Column L: TT (the Thai-translated dialogues) 

After operating the process of data analysis, more columns must be inserted 

between the column of ST (Column K) and the column of TT (Column L) to collect 

the information of ST analysis and the information of TT analysis in the same 

worksheet, including other aspects will be kept next to the Column L of TT. (See Data 

analysis, in 3.4.1) 

The example of how to collect and annotate data according to the coding 

system is illustrated in the figure below: 
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  Figure 3.1 Screen-capture of data collection in the Microsoft Excel 

 

 Last but not least, after the process of data collection is finished, the process of 

data analysis can be started. The details of this significant step are presented in the 

following section.  

3.4 Data analysis 

To answer the research questions and to achieve the objectives of this 

research, the data analysis in the present research must be carried out in two main 

parts: analysis of linguistic forms (3.4.1), and analysis of translation strategies (3.4.2). 

Although the analysis is separated into two parts, they are still associated. These two 

parts of the analyses are done both qualitatively and quantitatively. The percentage 

calculation is used to make a comparison between the data with different base 

numbers in both parts of analysis and the chi-square calculation is used to locate the 

association of the linguistic forms and the interpersonal and affective factors 

governing them. At the end of the section, after the details of these analyses are 

provided, the expected findings (3.4.3) will be given to make the overall picture of 

this research clear and complete. All of these will be explicated from now on. 

 3.4.1 Analysis of linguistic forms 

              This part of analysis is done to answer the research question on the linguistic 

forms of the directives, rejections, and inquiries and the factors governing them in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts. In this part, the linguistic forms of the 

directives, rejections, and inquiries and the factors governing them in the English texts 

and the Thai-translated texts must be analyzed separately, that is, all dialogues from 

the English texts are investigated first, and then all dialogues from the Thai-translated 
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texts are explored, to locate the linguistic forms of the directives, rejections, and 

inquiries and the factors governing them in each language in the same dimensions of 

analysis. To do this, it is expected to see some differences between the English texts 

and the Thai texts, although the Thai texts are the translated version of the English 

texts. These differences can be assumed as the salient characteristics of the Thai TL, 

because they are deviated from their English STs. In addition, these differences can be 

linked to the other part of analysis, analysis of translation strategies.  

 As mentioned above, the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and 

inquiries and the factors governing them in the English texts and the Thai-translated 

texts must be analyzed separately with the same dimensions. Now, the dimensions of 

analysis are introduced. In this research, the data will be analyzed in three linguistic 

dimensions of analysis. They are: Direct-indirect speech acts, Pragmatic structures, 

and Politeness strategies. The rationale for the selection of these three dimensions 

must be clarified here. The thematic idea of this research is the differences between 

the English SL and Thai TL. The analysis of the linguistic forms in the same context 

of situation under the different contexts of culture is the core challenge of this 

research. These three linguistic dimensions can reflect the low-context culture of the 

English SL and the high-context culture of the Thai TL via the degree of politeness of 

the linguistic forms within each dimension. The degree of politeness can be scaled 

and related to the degree of indirectness. Besides, it is believed that the interpersonal 

and affective relations between the speaker and the hearer play a role in determining 

the use of them. Hofstede (1980: 94 cited in Grundy, 1995: 121) described ‘high-

context culture’ as ‘status consistency’ and ‘low-context culture’ as ‘overall equality’ 

and  Grundy (1995:122) added that “the high-context culture will be ‘shame’-driven 

(an individual’s behavior is conditioned by the opinions of others), …, and low-

context  cultures will be ‘guilt’-driven (individuals are accountable to themselves for 

their behavior). The low-context cultures which have less detailed interpersonal 

factors are expected to be more overt, while the high-context cultures which have 

more detailed interpersonal factors are expected to be more covert. Hence, the cross 

cultural pragmatics of the English SL and Thai TL can be examined from these three 

selected linguistic dimensions.  
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All the data from both the English texts and the Thai-translated texts must be 

analyzed to find the linguistic forms in these three dimensions. The findings of the 

analysis of linguistic forms are presented in Chapter 4. The linguistic forms that can 

be found in each dimension are presented below along with the framework and the 

process of analysis. 

3.4.1.1 Analysis of direct-indirect speech acts  

The analysis of direct-indirect speech acts can be done with the sentence types 

used in expressing the core part of speech act. The analysis of the sentence type is 

based on the principle of basic sentence types classified by purpose in the English 

Grammar (see, for example, Sanford, 1979; Kuehner and Reque , 1981; Broughton , 

1990; Downing and Locke , 2006) and the sentences expressing the intention 

(“ประโยคแสดงเจตนา”) in the Thai Grammar (see, for example, Vongvipanond , 2005; 

Phanthumetha , 2011; Pankhuenkhat , 2011).  
According to classifications of basic sentence types in both the English and 

Thai grammar (see Chapter 2), the direct speech act of each speech act in the current 

research can be decided from the sentence type which is presented in the following 

table, and the other sentence types will be the indirect speech acts. 

 

Table 3.3 The sentence types expressing the direct speech acts of directives, 

rejections, and inquiries 

Speech act Sentence type 

Directives  Imperatives  

Rejections  Declaratives  

(with a negative form) 

Inquiries  Interrogatives 

 

According to the table and the theory of indirect speech acts of Searle (1991), 

these are the examples of the analysis of direct-indirect speech acts, the speech act of 

directives is used as an example. 
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 (the examples from Bridget Jones’s Diary or BJ from now on)   

ST   
(1) Tell us more.  

= direct speech act (direct directive : imperative sentence) 

(2) Will you shut up?  

= indirect speech act (indirect directive : interrogative) 

TT 

(3) เล่าใหฟั้งหน่อยสิ /law2 haj2 faŋ0 nɔj1 siʔ1/ ‘tell to listen a bit SP’  

    = direct speech act (direct directive : imperative sentence) 

(4) เงียบซะทีไดไ้หม /ŋiap2 saʔ1 thii0 daj2 maj4/ ‘quiet once QW’  

= indirect speech act (indirect directive : interrogative sentence) 

From the above examples, the speech act of directives which is performed by 

the interrogative sentence, instead of the imperative sentence, is considered as using 

the indirect speech act, because the direct directives must be expressed by the 

imperatives. 

The direct speech of each speech act must be expressed by the sentence type 

identified in Table 3.3. However, it is possible that the sentence types identified as the 

direct speech act can turn out to be the indirect speech act, if that sentence does not 

communicate the meaning in the context directly.  For this case, such sentence will be 

decided to be indirect speech act, as seen in the following examples: 

ST (from Turning Thirty or T30 from now on) 

(5) It’s not going to break the bank.   

 The example (5) is the speech act of rejection performed by the declarative 

with a negative form, but they are analyzed to be the indirect speech act. This decision 

is made from the context. It is not expressed directly in the contexts. The context of 

the example (5) is that the speaker is trying to refuse his mother’s treat for their meal 

and her order to make him keep his money. His mother said, “You don't want to be 

spending your hard-earned money on me and your dad. Put your money away. Your dad 

will get it.”  If he had protested his mother’s order directly, he should have said ‘I won’t 

put my money away’.  The sentence ‘I won’t put my money away’ will be analyzed to 

be the direct rejection, because it is the declarative sentence with a negative form and 
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it communicates the meaning in the context directly. He said “It’s not going to break 

the bank” which is also the declarative sentence with a negative form. Although the 

declarative sentence with a negative form is identified to be the direct speech act of 

rejections, the sentence ‘It’s not going to break the bank’ conveys the indirect 

meaning in the context, it is consequently analyzed to be indirect speech act.  

 To sum up, the analysis of the direct-indirect speech acts is not only based on 

the sentence type, but also the meaning in context of the sentence. 

3.4.1.2 Analysis of pragmatic structures 

The analysis of pragmatic structure can be done with the sequence of 

utterances used in expressing speech act. Pragmatically, speech act can be performed 

via one or more utterances which can be divided into ‘head act’ (=h) and ‘supportive 

move’ (=s). In performing speech act each time, it is composed of at least one of these 

two elements. The sequence of head act and supportive move(s) is called ‘pragmatic 

structure’ in this research and it can reflect the indirectness of the utterances in 

performing speech act. As a result of the number and position of the supportive 

moves, the structures with more supportive moves or supportive moves in the front 

position of the head act, e.g. s+h+s, s+h are more indirect than the structures with less 

or without supportive moves or supportive moves in the rear position of the head act, 

e.g. h, h+s. The possible pragmatic structures that can be found in performing 

directives, rejections, and inquiries in both the English texts and Thai-translated texts 

are: h, h+s, s+h, s+h+s, and s.  

The framework of pragmatic structure analysis is based on Blum-kulka and 

Olshtain (1984) in terms of analysis method and Fraser (1981) in terms of overall 

concept (see Chapter 2). Below are the examples of the segmentation. Besides, these 

examples can illustrate the possible structures which can be varied upon the sequence 

of head act and supportive move(s).  To show the examples, head acts are in square 

brackets, and supportive moves are in round brackets. 

 The English texts  

(6) [Mind the shop.] : the pragmatic structure ‘h’ (T30-directive) 

(7) [Is this a good idea,] (Matt)? : the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ (T30-

rejetion) 
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(8) (And) [what about my next bloke]? : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ (T30-

inquiry) 

(9) (Uncle Matt,) [will you play that record again?] (The one we were just 

dancing to?) : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ (T30-directive) 

(10) (So?) : the pragmatic structure ‘s’ (T30-inquiry) 

The Thai-translated texts  

(11) [พรุ่งน้ีเจอกนัก่ีโมง] : the pragmatic structure ‘h’ 

/[phruŋ2 nii3 cǝǝ0 kan0 kii1 mooŋ0]/ ‘[tomorrow see together what time]’ 

(BJ-inquiry) 

(12) [ยนืตรงๆสิ] (ลูก) : the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ 

/[yɨɨn0 troŋ0 troŋ0 siʔ0] (luuk2)/ ‘[stand straight straight SP] (child)’ (BJ-

directive) 

(13) (เอาล่ะ) [มาทางน้ีสิ]  : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ 

/(ʔaw0 laʔ1) [maa0 thaaŋ0 nii3 siʔ0]/ ‘(Well) [come way this SP]’ (BJ-

directive) 

(14) (โธ่) [อยา่งอนสิ] (บริดจ)์ : the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ 

/(thoo2) [yaa1 ŋɔn0 siʔ0] (brit0)/ ‘(INTRJ) [do not sulk SP] (Bridge)’ (BJ-

directive) 

(15) (ตกลงวา่?) : the pragmatic structure ‘s’ 

/(tok1 loŋ0 waa2)/ ‘(agree that)’ (T30-inquiry) 

From the above examples, they show that the utterance that bears the 

important message or the utterance that signifies the speech act, no matter what direct 

or indirect speech act is determined as ‘head act’, while the remainders that give the 

supporting details to the core message, e.g. calling, exclaiming, linking are 

determined as ‘supportive moves’. Furthermore, the examples show all five possible 

pragmatic structures that can be found in the data, namely, the pragmatic structures 

‘h’, ‘h+s’, ‘s+h’, ‘s+h+s’, and ‘s’. 

The level of directness-indirectness of these five possible structures can be 

scaled according to the position and number of the supportive move(s). The left-
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handed position of the head act (or ‘pre-h supportive move’) gains more indirectness 

than the right-handed position of the head act (or ‘post-h supportive move’), because 

it helps conceal the head act. Subsequently, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is more 

indirect than ‘h+s’. In the same way, in terms of the number, the more supportive 

moves the dialogue has, the more indirect the dialogue is. Thus, the pragmatic 

structure ‘s+h+s’ is more indirect than ‘s+h’.  

In addition, more than one supportive move can be found in a row, they are 

divided according to the occurrence, that is, one occurrence is counted as one token of 

supportive move. Thus, a string of supportive moves can be counted according to the 

number of supportive move occurrence, as the examples given below. 

(16)  (So,) (come on,) (then,) (Bridget!) [How's  yer  love-life?] : the 

pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ (BJ-inquiry) 

(17)  (ขอบใจยะ่) (แต่)[ไม่ดีกวา่จะ้](หนุ่มๆ) : the pragmatic formula ‘s+h+s’ 

/(khɔɔp1 caj0 yaʔ2) (tɛɛ1) [maj2 dee0 kwaa1 caʔ2] (num1 num1) ‘(thank you 

SP) (but)[no better SP](young men)’ (T30-rejection) 

The example (16) is the English text in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ with a 

total of four pre-h supportive moves, and the example (17) is the Thai-translated text 

in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ with two pre-h supportive moves and one post-h 

supportive move. When more than one supportive move are put together in a series, 

the number of them can be counted to measure the degree of indirectness of the 

dialogues, as stated above, the more supportive moves the dialogue has, the more 

indirect the dialogue is. As seen in the examples (16)-(17), the series of supportive 

moves are divided according to the number of occurrence. For the example (16), four 

pre-h supportive moves are coordinator (so), expression of persuasion (come on), 

conclusory marker (then), and address term (Bridget). For the example (17), there are 

two pre-h supportive moves: expression of appreciation (ขอบใจยะ่ /khɔɔp1 caj0 yaʔ2)/ 

‘thank you’) and coordinator (แต่ / tɛɛ1/ ‘but’); and one post-h supportive move: 

address term (หนุ่มๆ /num1 num1/ ‘young men’). 

The supportive moves can be grouped according to the function of them. 

Other than the position and number, the function of the supportive moves influences 
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on the degree of indirectness of the pragmatic structures. Based on Blum-Kulka, 

House, and Kasper, 1989: 275-276 cited in Fukushima, 1996: 673, the functions of 

the supportive moves can be categorized into two groups: ‘softening supportive’, 

which mitigates the force of the head act or gives the insignificant additional 

information; and ‘strengthening supportive moves’, which aggravates the force of the 

head act or gives the significant, but not independent additional information. From the 

examples (16) –(17), all the supportive moves found are softening supportive moves. 

The examples of the strengthening supportive moves are given below. 

 (18) (I told you,)[ I'm on the phone.]  (BJ-rejection) 

 (19) (จริงๆ) [ผมใหคุ้ณอาบก่อน] /(ciŋ0 ciŋ0) [phom4 haj2 khun0 aaap1 

kɔɔn1]/ ‘(really really) [I give you bath before]’ (BJ-rejection) 

From the examples (18)-(19), the supportive moves are categorized as the 

strengthening supportive moves, because they increase the force of the head acts, 

which are both indirect rejections by expression of blaming (I told you), and 

intensifier (จริงๆ  /ciŋ0 ciŋ0/ ‘really really’). 

3.4.1.3 Analysis of politeness strategies 

The analysis of politeness strategies can be done with the way of expressing 

speech act via internal modification of the head act in terms of meanings, but can be 

evidenced by linguistic features. The framework of politeness strategy analysis in the 

present research is based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) strategies for doing Face 

Threatening Acts (FTA). 

 

To analyze the politeness strategies according to Brown and Levinson’s 

(1987) model, first of all, the logic of the model should be understood profoundly.  
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Figure 3.2 Possible strategies for doing FTAs based on Brown and Levinson (1987) 

 

The figure shows that there are five possible strategies that can be selected to 

employ in doing FTAs. These five strategies include the ‘don’t do the FTAs’ as the 

fifth strategy, because in doing FTAs, first decision is to select between ‘do’ or ‘don’t 

do’ them, if the decision is ‘don’t do’, there will be not any further decisions. 

Consequently, in doing the FTAs, there are practically four strategies to be put into 

consideration. Within these four strategies, or within the ‘do the FTA’ strategies, there 

are two choices between ‘on record’ and ‘off record’ to choose. Within the ‘on 

record’ strategies, there are the strategies without and with redressive action. The ‘on 

record’ strategy without redressive action (Strategy 1) is to perform speech act baldly 

or most explicitly, while the ‘on record’ strategies with redressive action are to 

perform speech act with positive politeness (Strategy 2) and with negative politeness 

(Strategy 3). These two latter strategies, Strategies 2-3, require the understanding of 

the concepts of positive and negative faces.  
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The selection of each strategy is depended on the seriousness of the threat that 

the act can have on the participants’ faces, as Brown and Levinson (1987: 73) said 

that “the more dangerous the particular FTA x is, in [speaker]’s assessment, the more 

he will tend to choose the higher-numbered strategy”. Brown and Levinson (1987) 

also proposed that the seriousness of the threat is counted on three factors: power, 

social distance, and size of imposition, and Thomas (1995) later saw that there should 

be another factor added, namely, rights and obligations. All of these factors influence 

the selection of the politeness strategies, because they are related to the interpersonal 

relations between participants, even the size of imposition itself can also be relied on 

these relations, i.e. the weightiness of the speech act can be increase or decrease upon 

the interpersonal relations between participants, for example, we usually feel 

comfortable to do the directive speech act with the intimate person or the person with 

lower power than us. However, these factors are not static, they can be altered upon 

the situation, for example, a plumber has more power than a doctor in the situation of 

fixing a leaky tap. This is why the contexts of situation is important and the linguistic 

politeness means “behaving appropriately in the circumstances” (Davies, slides).  

After the model is understood clearly, the process of the analysis can be 

started. The analysis of the politeness strategies using the model of Possible Strategies 

for Doing FTAs of Brown and Levinson (1987) which puts an emphasis on a total of 

four politeness strategies will be shown along with the examples, as follows. 

1) Strategy 1: Bald-on record strategy 

To begin with, the strategy of ‘on record without redressive action’ 

(Strategy 1) is the most uncomplicated strategy. Brown and Levinson (1987: 

69) explained this strategy with terms, e.g. most direct, clear, unambiguous, 

and concise. That is to say, via this strategy, the speech act is performed most 

explicitly, frankly, and openly. These are the examples. 

 (20) [Don’t lie,] Matt. (T30-directive) 

 (21) [เธออายเุท่าไหร่] /[thǝǝ0 aaa0 yuʔ3 thaw2 raj1]/ ‘[you age how 

much]’ (BJ-inquiry) 
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2) Strategies 2-3: On record strategies with positive and 

negative politeness 

The strategies of ‘on record with redressive action’ can be divided into 

two strategies: the positive politeness strategy (Strategy 2) and the negative 

politeness strategy (Strategy 3). The division of these two strategies must be 

based on the concepts of ‘face’ (Goffman, 1967).  To clearly separate the 

notion of ‘positive politeness’, which is originated from the positive face, from 

the notion of ‘negative politeness’, which is derived from the negative face, 

the important characteristics of them are compiled from Brown and Levinson 

(1987) and many others, e.g. Rojjanaprapayon, 2010, etc., as seen below; 

 

Table 3.4 The characteristics of the positive and negative politeness 

 

Positive politeness Negative politeness 

a) Solidarity 

b) Friendliness 

c) Approach-based strategy 

d) Approaching strategy: 

reducing social distance, 

expecting to be close and 

belong to the same group 

e) A social accelerator 

a) Individuality 

b) Formality 

c) Avoidance-based strategy 

d) Distancing strategy: 

widening social distance, 

expecting to keep distance 

 

e) A social brake 

  

These characteristics of each strategy bring about the strategy features 

which are used to analyze the politeness strategies. As mentioned earlier, the 

analysis of the politeness strategies is based on the meaning or semantic 

criteria, but can be signified by the linguistic features. Thus, the strategy 

features are the meaning features, but can be identified by linguistic 

realizations. Brown and Levinson (1987) proposed three groups of positive 

politeness features (15 features) and five groups of negative politeness features 

(10 features). Although the analysis is based on these groups of features, the 

present research proposes the presentation which is done through some 
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rearrangements and renames of the groups, in order to make the complete 

separation of these two strategies and to reflect the characteristics more 

clearly. 

The strategy features, together with the examples of linguistic 

realizations of the positive politeness and negative politeness used in the 

analysis of politeness strategies in this research are presented below, starting 

with the positive politeness strategy, and followed by the negative politeness 

strategy. 

2.1) Strategy 2: Positive politeness strategy 

The features of the positive politeness strategy which reflect the 

characteristics of solidarity, friendliness and close relationship are: 1) Care for 

and interest in the hearer, 2) In-group identity, and 3) Kindness. 

The methods and the examples of each feature are given below, and 

the linguistic realizations expressing the meanings of the features will be 

underlined. 

1) Care for and interest in the hearer 

a. Asking for reasons 

(22) [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)?  (T30-directive) 

(23) (ลูกจ๋า)[ท าไมยงัไม่ไปคุยกบัมาร์คล่ะ] /(luuk2 caa4) [tham0majo 

jaŋ0 maj2 paj0 khuj0 kap1 maak3 laʔ2]/ ‘(child SP) (why yet not 

chat with Mark SP]’ (BJ-directive) 

 b. Intensifying interest to the hearer 

(24) [Where do you keep your soup ladles?] (BJ-inquiry) 

(25) [Is that too milky for you,] (Colin)?  (BJ-inquiry) 

(26) [ท าอะไรของคุณน่ะ] /[tham0 aaʔ1raj0 khɔɔŋ4 khun0 naʔ2]/ ‘[do 

what your SP]’ (BJ-inquiry) 

The examples (22)-(26) demonstrate the positive politeness strategy in 

the features of ‘care for and interest in the hearer’. Self-worth is the theme of 

the positive face, so making the hearer feel that s/he is important is the 

positive politeness strategy. From the examples (22) and (23), the speakers ask 

for the reasons with ‘why’ from the hearers. This makes the hearer feel 
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important. In the examples (24)-(26), the speakers intensify the interest to the 

hearers by specifying the ‘you-topic’, as expressed via the underlined 

linguistic realizations, e.g. ‘where do you keep your soup ladles?’ instead of 

‘where are the soup ladles?’. This also makes the hearer feel important. 

2) In-group identity 

a. Using in-group markers 

(27) (So) [what's not cool]? (T30-inquiry) 

(28) [อยา่ยวัะไปเลยน่า](บริดจ)์ /[yaa1 yuaʔ3 paj0 lǝǝj0 naa2](brit1)/ ‘[not 

angry go beyond SP](Bridge)’ (BJ-directive) 

   b. Including the speaker and the hearer 

  (29) [Let’s go shopping.] (T30-directive) 

(30) (อ๋อ) (ใช่) [ไปชงชากนัเถอะ] /(aɔɔ4)(chaj2)[paj0 choŋ0 chaa0 kan0 

thǝʔ1]/ ‘(INTRJ)(yes)[go brew tea together SP]’  (BJ-directive) 

 c. Seeking agreement 

  (31) [She's incredibly attractive, isn't she]? (BJ-inquiry) 

 (32) [กดกร่ิงก่อนดีไหม] /[kot1 kriŋ1 kɔɔn1 dii0 maj4]/ ‘ring bell before 

QW]’ (BJ-directive) 

   d. Avoiding disagreement 

  (33) [Isn't this a bit tight?] (T30-inquiry) 

  (34) [ไม่จริงละมา้ง] /[maj2 ciŋ0 laʔ1 maaŋ3]/ ‘not real SP SP’ (T30-

rejection) 

             e. Sharing common ground 

(35) [What's she like, this Ms P]? (T30-directive) 

 (36) [คนท่ีวา่น่ีข้ึนป้ายไหนล่ะ] /[khon0 thii2 waa2 nii2 khɨn2 paaj2 naj4 

laʔ2]/ ‘[human that say this get bus-stop which SP]’    (T30-inquiry)   

The examples (27)-(36) illustrate the feature of ‘in-group identity’ of 

positive politeness strategy. This feature shows the solidarity which is one of 

the crucial characteristics of the positive face. The solidarity can be expressed 

by using the in-group markers, e.g. slangs, colloquial, etc. as seen in the 
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examples (27)-(28); by including the speaker and the hearer in the examples 

(29)-(30); by seeking agreement in the examples (31)- (32); by avoiding 

disagreement in the examples (33)-(34); and by sharing common ground in the 

examples (35)-(36). 

3) Kindness 

a. Being optimistic 

  (37)  [It's okay,] (Mum.) (I don't eat much, these days.) (T30) 

  (38) [There's nothing wrong.] (T30) 

(39) [ไม่มีอะไรหรอก] /[maj2 mii0 aaʔ1raj0 rɔɔk1]/‘[not have what SP]’   

(BJ) 

   b. Offering 

(40) [ถา้เขาไม่ชวนกโ็ทรมาละกนั] /[thaa2 khaw4 maj2 chuan0 khɔɔ2 

thoo0 maa0 laʔ3 khan0]/ ‘[if he not invite then call come over together]’ (BJ-

directive) 

The examples (37)-(40) explain the positive politeness strategy in 

terms of kindness. The meaning of the examples (37)-(39) is being optimistic 

which is expressed by the underlined expressions. In the example (40), it 

expresses the speech act by offering the option to the hearer. 

2.2) Strategy 3: Negative politeness strategy 

The features of the negative politeness strategy which reflect the 

characteristics of individuality, formality and distance relationship are: 1) 

Deference, 2) Consideration, and 3) Freedom. 

These three major groups of negative politeness strategy features are 

expressed by the following methods and are demonstrated by the examples, as 

follows; 

1) Deference 

a. Using courteous markers 

(41)  (Oh,) [please,] (Bridget.) (Remember, I gave you the gift of life.) 

(T30-directive) 

(42) [ไม่ค่ะ] /[maj2 khaʔ2]/ ‘[no SP]’ (T30-rejections)  



85 

 

 

       b. Being conventionally indirect 

(43)  (Uncle Matt,) [will you play that record again?] (The one we were 

just dancing to?) (T30-directive)  

 (44) [พรุ่งน้ี ผมค่อยไปหาคุณไดไ้หม] /[phruŋ2 nii3 phom4 khɔj2 paj0 

haa4 khun0 daj2 maj4]/ ‘[tomorrow I then go see you can QW]’ 

(BJ-rejection) 

  c. Impersonalizing the speaker and the hearer 

(45) [Your company would be appreciated.] (T30-directive) 

(46) [จินน่ีบอกใหข้ึ้นไปนอนบนเตียงขา้งบนแน่ะ] /[cin0nii2 bɔɔk1 haj2 

khɨn2 paj0 nɔɔn0 bon0 tiaŋ0 khaaŋ2bon0 nɛʔ2]/ ‘Ginny tell give up go sleep 

upstairs SP]’(T30-directive) 

The examples (41)-(46) illustrate the negative politeness strategy 

feature of ‘deference’. This feature can be expressed by courteous markers, 

e.g. the word ‘please’, including the past form of modals, e.g. ‘would’, 

‘should’, ‘could’ in English, or the politeness sentence particles ‘ค่ะ’ /khaʔ2/ 

‘ครับ’ /khrap3/ in Thai, including formal words or expressions, as seen the 

examples (41)-(42); by conventionally indirect expressions, as seen in the 

examples (43)-(44); and by passive constructions or reported speech to 

impersonalize the speaker and the hearer, as seen in the examples (45)-(46). 

2) Consideration 

a. Hedging 

  (47)  [I don't think It'll be Matt,] (Cynthia.) (T30-rejection) 

 (48)  [เกรงวา่จะเป็นข่าวร้ายน่ะ] /[kreeŋ0 waa2 caʔ1 pen0 khaw1 raaj3 

naʔ1]/ ‘[afraid that will be new bad SP]’ (T30-rejection) 

   b. Minimizing the imposition 

  (49)  [Hang on a sec.] (T30-directive) 

(50) (เหรอ)[เล่าใหฟั้งหน่อยสิ] /(rǝǝ4) [law2 haj2 faŋ0 nɔj1 siʔ1]/ 

‘(QW)[tell to listen a bit SP]’ 
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 c. Admitting the impingement 

(51)  (งั้น)[ขอฉนัถามอยา่งเดียวกนักบัเธอบา้ง] (จิน) /(ŋan3) [khɔɔ4 chan4 

thaam4 yaaŋ1diaw0 kan0 kap1 thǝǝ0 baaŋ2](cin0)/ ‘(so)[request I ask 

same together with you some](Gin)’ (T30-inquiry) 

The examples (47)-(51) are the examples of negative politeness feature 

of ‘consideration’.  As stated earlier, the negative face want is a wish not to be 

imposed on by others (e.g. Grundy, 2008 and Hassan, 2011). So, when the 

speaker imposes on the hearer, s/he shows the consideration by hedging, as in 

the examples (47)-(48); by minimizing the imposition, as in the examples 

(49)-(50); and by admitting the impingement, as seen in the example (51). 

3) Freedom 

:   Not coercing the hearer  

(52)  [She can sleep in my bed, if she wants.] (T30-directive) 

(53) (อ่า) [เร่ิมจากตรงนั้นก่อนกไ็ด]้ /(ʔaa1) [rǝǝm2 caak1 troŋ0 nan3 kɔn1 

kɔɔ2 daj2]/ ‘(INTRJ)[start from that before that’s alright]’ (T30-directive) 

The examples (52)-(53) explain the negative politeness feature of 

‘freedom’. This feature reflects the main characteristics of the negative face, 

namely, the autonomy. It can be expressed by not coercing the hearer. 

3) Strategy 4: Off-record strategy 

The strategy of ‘off record’ (Strategy 4) is the last politeness strategy 

that can be chosen when the speaker decides to do the FTAs. This strategy is 

to perform the  speech act in the most indirect way. The off-record utterances 

can have more than one interpretations, so the contexts and the mutual 

background knowledge between the speaker and the hearer play a very 

important role in making the communication effective. The ‘off-record’ 

strategy is the highest-numbered strategy in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) 

model. It is likely to be used in the most unsafe acts for either the speaker’s 

face or the hearer’s or both, because it is the strategy that “the actor leaves 

himself an ‘out’ by providing himself with a number of defensible 

interpretations; he cannot be held to have committed himself to just one 

particular interpretation of his act” (Brown and Levinsin, 1987: 211). 
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The ‘off-record’ strategy features can be grouped according to a 

Gricean Maxim (1975) (or Cooperative Principles: CP, namely, Relevance, 

Quality, Quantity, Manner), but they are in the form of violation. The methods 

and the examples of the violation of each maxim to gain the ‘off-record’ 

politeness strategy are provided, as follows; 

1) Violation of relevance maxim 

:  Giving hints 

Situation: At the department store, the speaker is the shop assistant refusing 

the idea of the customer that the shirt he was trying on was too small 

(54)  [It's cut to be close-fitting.] (T30-rejection)  

 Situation: the speaker was asked to go out and she refused 

(55) [ฉนัมีนดั] (BJ-rejection) 

The examples (54)-(55) are the examples of the violation of relevance 

maxim, which is one of the features of the ‘off-record’ strategy. To violate 

relevance maxim is to speak out of the topic, not to speak relevantly, or not to 

speak what really want to speak directly, but to hide the real messages under 

some hints. However, the messages are still communicated because of the 

contexts.  

2) Violation of quality Maxim 

a. Using irony 

(56)  [Only it is quite late,] (Matthew.) (T30-rejections) 

(57)  [ดูแลว้น่าเช่ือเหลือเกินน่ี] /[duu0 lɛɛw3 naa2chɨa2 lɨa4 kǝǝn0 nii2]/ 

‘look already believable excessively’ 

b. Using rhetorical questions 

(58) [Are you actually going to speak to me or do I have to guess?] 

(T30-directive) 

(59) [จะใหฉ้นัท าอะไรในหอ้งน ้าไดล่้ะ] /[caʔ1 haj2 chan4 tham0 ʔaʔ1raj0 

naj0 hɔŋ2naam3 daj2]/ ‘will give me do what in bathroom can]’ (BJ-

rejection) 
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c. Using contradictions 

(60) (Oh,) [now you're not going to go looking like a sloppy tramp in 

dull colours.] (BJ-directive) 

d. Using metaphors 

(61) [A firm hand, that's all it needs.] (BJ-directive) 

The examples (56)-(61) demonstrate the violation of quality maxim. 

To violate quality maxim is to deviate the way of expressing the messages. 

Irony, rhetorical questions, contradictions, and metaphors are the deviated 

ways used to express the messages, instead of using the explicit utterances. 

3) Violation of quantity maxim 

a. Overstating 

(62) (Light grey?) [I'd spend my life tripping backwards and forwards 

from the dry-cleaners, riot in a million years,] (my dear.) (T30-

rejection) 

b. Understating 

(63) (Well,) [I don't know.] (BJ-rejection) 

(64) [ไม่รู้ดิ] /[maj2 ruu3 diʔ1]/ ‘[not know SP]’ (T30-rejection) 

The examples (62)-(64) exemplify the violation of quantity maxim. To 

violate quantity maxim is to speak too much, including speak exaggeratedly, 

as seen in the example (62), or to speak too little, including not provide the 

wanted information, as seen in the examples (63)-(64). 

 

4) Violation of manner maxim 

a. Being incomplete 

(65) (And) [Jimmy is?] (T30-inquiry) 

(66) (ซ่ึง)[แทนท่ีจะ...?] /(sɨŋ2) [thɛɛn0 thii2 caʔ1 …]/ ‘(that)[instead of 

…]’ (T30-inquiry) 
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b. Displacing the hearer 

(67)  [I shouldn't do that.] (T30-directive) 

(68) [ถา้เป็นฉนั ฉนัคงไม่นิยามมนัโหดขนาดนั้นหรอกนะ] /[thaa2 pen0 

chan4 chan4 khoŋ0 maj2 niʔ3yaam0 man0 hoot1 khaʔ1naat1 nan3]/ 

‘[if be me I may not define it cruel like that SP SP]’ (T30-rejection) 

The examples (65)-(68) illustrate the violation of manner maxim. The 

manner maxim is to speak clearly, truthfully, and completely. So, speaking 

incompletely in the examples (65)-(66) and supposing to be the hearer in the 

examples (67)-(68) are violating the maxim. 

All of these are the analyses of linguistic forms in the three linguistic 

dimensions employed in this research. In this research, other than the three linguistic 

dimensions of analysis, the factors that govern the linguistic forms are carefully 

selected. All factors are set from all aspects of the interpersonal and affective relations 

between the participants: sex, age, social status, and social distance. It is believed that 

these factors determine the linguistic forms when performing speech acts. They can 

be called the contextual variables and grouped into three major groups of contexts of 

participants, they are: 

1) Equal group: same sex, equal age, equal social status, and familiar relation 

2) Unequal-downwards group: senior-to-junior, and higher status-to-lower status 

3) Unequal-upwards group: cross sex, junior-to-senior, lower status-to-higher-

status, and unfamiliar relation 

Hypothetically, these factors or variables will be more detailed and dominant 

in the Thai TL which is in the high-context culture than in the English SL which is in 

the low-context culture. In other words, the TL linguistic forms should be varied upon 

these variables more than the SL linguistic forms in all dimensions of analysis. To 

find the associations of the linguistic forms and the factors governing them, the chi-

square calculation is done. The p-value that is considered to signify the significant 

association in this research is ≤ 0.05. 

Next, the other part of analysis will be introduced.  
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3.4.2 Analysis of translation strategies 

To answer the second research question: what are the translation strategies 

employed to handle the differences in the linguistic forms of the directives, rejections, 

and inquiries in the English SL and Thai TL?, this part of analysis must be achieved. 

To analyze the translation strategies, the linguistic forms of the directives, rejections, 

and inquiries in the English STs will be compared with those of the Thai TTs 

linearly, that is, each dialogues from the English STs is investigated along with its 

translated version in Thai one by one in all three dimensions of analysis: direct-

indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. To do this, the 

similarities or differences can be found between the English STs and Thai TTs. The 

comparison of linguistic forms in the STs and TTs is presented in Chapter 5, and the 

translation strategies are presented in Chapter 6. 

The analysis of the translation strategies will be analyzed in the three linguistic 

dimensions according to the selected frameworks and processes, which are already 

presented in the previous section (3.4.1 Analysis of linguistic forms). Those 

frameworks and processes are still used in the analysis of translation strategies, but in 

this part, the analysis will be done in the manner of linear mapping to find the 

similarities or difference between the linguistic forms of the English STs and Thai 

TTs in all three dimensions. These similarities and difference can be linked to the 

concepts of literal and free translation strategies. The literal translation strategy 

intends to keep the same as the STs as much as possible, while the free translation 

strategy results from the adjustments done in the TTs and make the TTs different from 

the STs for the sake of naturalness and acceptability of the TL.  

As stated above, the details of the analysis frameworks and processes of each 

dimension are already presented, so they will not be repeated. Hereafter, the analysis 

of translation strategies by comparing the STs and TTs linearly in three dimensions 

will be shown. 

3.4.2.1 Comparison of direct-indirect speech acts in the STs and TTs 

The comparison of direct-indirect speech acts is to see whether the English 

STs and the Thai TTs use similar or different direct or indirect speech acts, as 

exampled below. 
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1) Similar direct or indirect speech acts (from T30-directive) 

(69)  ST: [Have a guess.] 

 TT: [เดาดูสิ] /[daw0 duu0 siʔ1]/ ‘[guess look SP]’ 

2) Different direct or indirect speech acts (from T30-directive) 

(70) ST:  [Can we see it?] 

 TT:  [ขอดูหน่อยสิ] /[khɔɔ5 duu0 nɔj1 siʔ1]/ ‘[request see little 

SP]’ 

The examples (69)-(70) illustrate the comparison of direct0indirect speech act 

used in expressing directives in the English STs and Thai TTs. In the example (69), 

both ST and TT use the direct speech act, i.e. both of them use the imperative 

sentence. But, in the example (70), the ST uses the indirect speech act, that is, the 

interrogative sentence, while the TT uses the direct speech act, that is, the imperative 

sentence. 

3.4.2.2  Comparison of pragmatic structures in the STs and TTs 

The comparison of pragmatic structures is to see whether the English STs and 

the Thai TTs use the same or different pragmatic structure in performing the speech 

act, as seen in the examples below. 

1) Similar pragmatic structures (from BJ-rejection) 

(71)  ST: (Mark,) (what are you saying?) [There is no normal.]   

 TT: (มาร์ค) (คุณพดูอะไร) [มนัไม่ปกติสกัหน่อย] /(Maak3 khun0 

phuut2 aaʔ1raj0)[man0 maj2 paʔ1kaʔ1tiʔ1 sak1 nɔɔj1] ‘(Mark you say 

what)[it not normal just a bit]’ 

2) Different pragmatic structures (from BJ-rejection) 

(72) ST:  [Something's wrong,] (though,) (I just know.) 

 TT:  (แต่)[มนัผดิปกตินะ] /(tɛɛ1) [man0 phit1 paʔ1kaʔ1tiʔ1 

naʔ3]/ ‘(but)[it wrong normal SP]’ 

The examples (71)-(72) demonstrate the comparison of the pragmatic 

structures used in expressing rejections in the English STs and Thai TTs. In the 

example (71), both ST and TT use the same pragmatic structure, i.e. both of them use 

the structure ‘s+h’, and the same number and function of the supportive moves. But, 
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in the example (72), the ST uses the structure ‘h+s’ with two supportive moves, while 

the TT use the structure ‘s+h’ with one supportive move.  

3.4.2.3 Comparison of politeness strategies in the STs and TTs 

The comparison of politeness strategies is to see whether the English STs and 

the Thai TTs employ the similar or different strategies redressing the head act in 

performing speech acts, as the following examples. 

1) Similar politeness strategies (from T30-inquiry) 

(73)  ST: (And) [where do you know me from?]  

 TT: (แลว้)(ตกลง)[คุณรู้จกัผมมาจากไหน] /(lɛɛw3) 

(tok0loŋ0)[khun0 ruu3 cak1 phom4 maa0 caak1 naj4]/ ‘(and)(then)[you know 

me from where]’  

2) Different politeness strategies (from T30-inquiry) 

(74) ST:  [How did you guess?] 

 TT:  [เดาถูกไดไ้งวะ] /[daw0 thuuk1 daj2 ŋaj0 waʔ3]/ ‘[guess 

right can how SP]’ 

The examples (73)-(74) explain the comparison of the politeness strategies 

used in expressing inquiries in the English STs and Thai TTs. In the example (73), 

both ST and TT use the same politeness strategy, i.e. both of them use the ‘bald-on 

record’ strategy (Strategy 1). But, in the example (74), the ST uses the ‘bald-on 

record’ strategy, while the TT use the positive politeness strategy (Strategy 2) because 

of the sentence particle ‘วะ’ /waʔ3/ which is the in-group marker used with the 

intimate person. 

More importantly, the findings of similar and different linguistic forms 

between the English STs and Thai TTs in each dimension of analysis are not the end 

of this part of analysis, i.e. to find out the similarities and differences is not enough, 

the crucial findings after this is to know how different they are: to see whether the 

linguistic forms in the TTs is more covert than those in the STs. The findings of how 

different can reflect the more complete and clearer picture of the translation from the 

English SL into Thai TL.  
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3.4.3 The research design vs. the hypothetical explanations of the expected 

findings 

As explicated so far in this chapter, the overall picture of this research is 

related to four paradigms; as follows, 

1) Texts: the English STs and Thai TTs 

2) Speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries 

3) Contexts: sex, age, social status, and social distance between the speaker 

and hearer  

4) Dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, 

and politeness strategies 

The research is designed according to the research questions: What are the 

linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English STs and Thai 

TTs and what are the translation strategies employed to deal with the differences in 

the linguistic forms of these three speech acts in the two languages? These research 

questions are the questions on the cross cultural pragmatics of the English SL, which 

is in the low-context culture, and the Thai TL, which is in the high-context culture. 

Moreover, the speech acts selected to be studied have the different degree of 

imposition and the contexts of situations and participants are specified by the different 

interpersonal and affective relations between the speaker and the hearer. All of these 

determine the degrees of politeness via the three linguistic dimensions. It is 

hypothesized that the high-context culture is more oriented to the indirect way of 

communication than the low-context culture, the speech acts with more imposition are 

performed through more indirect linguistic forms than the speech acts with less 

imposition, and the participants with different interpersonal relations, especially the 

participants in the unequal-upwards group use more indirect linguistic forms than the 

participants with the equal or unequal-downwards groups of interpersonal relations. 

The mentioned degrees of politeness can be traced from the linguistic forms in each 

dimension of analysis, which can be scaled the level of directness-indirectness. And 

these hypothetical predictions can be applied with the translation strategies, i.e. the 

differences between the English STs and Thai TTs should be in the direction of ‘being 

more indirect’ in the TTs. However, to prevent the misunderstanding, the terms 
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‘overt-covert’ will substitute for the terms ‘direct-indirect’ in discussing all three 

dimensions of analysis, because the terms ‘direct-indirect’ may mislead the readers to 

think about only ‘direct and indirect speech acts’. Below is the illustration of the 

above explanation. 

 

Figure 3.3 The research design vs. the hypothetical explanations of the expected 

findings 

 

 All the findings will be presented in the following chapters. The next chapter 

is the findings of analysis of linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in 

dialogues in the English texts and Thai-translated texts. 
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CHAPTER 4 

ANALYSIS OF LINGUISTIC FORMS  

OF DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES  

IN THE ENGLISH TEXTS AND THAI-TRANSLATED TEXTS  

 Chapter 4 presents the findings of the first major part of analysis in this 

research, it is the analysis of linguistic forms, which is done with the English texts and 

the Thai-translated texts separately, but the findings of them are presented together in 

order to show the similarities and the differences between the two languages clearly. 

This part of analysis is done to answer the research question, “What are the linguistic 

forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts and Thai-translated 

texts and the factors governing them?” The purpose of Chapter 4 is to show the 

similarities and differences of the linguistic forms used in the English texts and Thai-

translated texts. Although the Thai-translated texts may not reflect the real language 

usage of the Thai language as the naturally occurring texts do, because they are 

motivated by the STs, the differences or the deviations from the STs found in the 

Thai-translated texts can signify the important features of the Thai language well. 

 The content of the chapter will be presented according to the three linguistic 

dimensions of analysis, so there will be three main sections in this chapter: Direct-

indirect speech acts (4.1), Pragmatic structures (4.2), and Politeness strategies (4.3). 

In each section, the presentation is divided into sub-sections according to the three 

speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries.  

4.1 Direct-indirect speech acts 

 As explicated in Chapter 3, the section of Data analysis (3.4), the direct-

indirect speech acts are determined by the correspondence between the sentence type 

and the speech act (see Table 3.3). Direct or indirect speech acts can be determined 

from the basic sentence type of the head act. This research follows the categorization 

of basic sentence types of the English grammar (e.g. Broughton, 1990) and the Thai 

grammar (e.g. Phanthumetha, 2011), and hypothesizes that the selection of direct-

indirect speech acts in performing the speech acts is governed by the context of 

culture. So, direct speech acts tend to be used more in the English texts, which is in 
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the low-context culture, than in the Thai-translated texts, which is in the high-context 

culture, while indirect speech acts tend to be selected more in Thai-translated texts 

than in the English texts. 

Now, the direct-indirect speech acts used in directives, rejections and inquiries 

in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, along with the interpersonal and 

affective factors governing them will be presented, as follows; 

 4.1.1 Direct-indirect speech acts of directives 

 Searle (1976: 11, 1999: 13) defined directives that “they are (of varying 

degrees, and hence, more precisely, they are determinates of the determinable which 

includes attempting) by the speaker to get the hearer to do something. They may be 

very modest “attempts” as when I invite you to do it or suggest that you do it, or they 

may be very fierce attempts as when I insist that you do it.” Also, Yule (1996: 129) 

explicated that the speech act of directives is “a speech act used to get someone else to 

do something”. Thus, the directive speech act is performed directly by the imperative 

sentence. If the directives are performed by any other sentence types, they are indirect 

speech acts.  

 In performing the speech act of directives, both direct and indirect speech acts 

are found in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. In performing the speech 

act of directives via the direct speech act, the imperative sentence is used, as 

exemplified below. 

(1) [Eat up.] (T30) 

(2) (Ooh.) [Tell us more.] (BJ) 

(3) [Go back to work.] (BJ) 

(4) [ยกเลิก] /[yok3 lǝǝk2]/ ‘[cancel]’ (T30) 

(5) [บอกมาสิ] /[bɔɔk1 maa0 siʔ1]/ ‘[tell come SP]’ (BJ) 

(6) (เอา้)[ดูซะ] /(aaw2) [duu0 saʔ3]/ ‘(INTRJ)[look SP]’ (BJ) 

The examples (1)-(6) demonstrate the direct directives. All of them are the 

imperative sentences. The examples (1)-(3) are the examples of the direct directives in 

the English texts, and the examples (4)-(6) are in the Thai-translated texts. 
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As for the indirect directives, they can be performed via other types of 

sentence, namely, the declaratives, the interrogatives, or the exclamations. These are 

the examples. 

(7) [You should be with Elaine.] (T30) 

(8) [Don't you think you should get dressed,] (darling)? (BJ) 

(9) [Please!] (T30) 

(10) [ลูกน่าจะอยูเ่ป็นเพื่อนอีเลนนะ] /[luuk2 naa2 caʔ1 yuu1 pen0 pɨɨan2 

aii0len0 naʔ3]/ ‘[kid should stay be friend Elaine SP]’ (T30) 

(11) (งั้น)[แกะดูกนัเลยดีมั้ย] /(ŋan3)[kɛʔ1 duu0 kan0 lǝǝj0 dii0 maj3]/ 

‘(so)[unwrap look together beyond good QW]’ (BJ) 

(12) [จุ๊ๆ] /[cuʔ3 cuʔ3]/ ‘[Chu Chu]’ (BJ) 

The examples (7)-(12) illustrate the indirect directives. The examples (7)-(9) 

are the examples of the indirect directives in the English texts, and the examples (10)-

(12) are in the Thai-translated texts. The examples (7) and (10) show the indirect 

directives via the declarative sentence, the examples (8) and (11) via the interrogative 

sentence, and the examples (9) and (12) via the exclamation sentence. 

Although both direct and indirect speech acts are used to perform the speech 

act of directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, it is expected that 

the direct directives should be found more in the English texts than the Thai-translated 

texts, and vice versa in the indirect directives, because the English language is in the 

low-context culture, while the Thai language is in the high-context culture. Although 

the Thai language is studied through the translated texts, it is believed that the 

influence of the context of culture still exists. Surprisingly, this research does not 

support this hypothesis, as seen in the following table.  
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Table 4.1 The direct-indirect speech directives in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts 

 

Direct-indirect 

Usage  

English texts 

Frequency (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Frequency (%) 

Direct speech act 177 (55.49%) 214 (67.08%) 

Indirect speech act 142 (44.51%) 105 (32.92%) 

Total 319 (100%) 319 (100%) 

From the table, it can be seen that the direct speech act is used in expressing 

directives more than the indirect speech act in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts keep the same selection. It is unexpected that the Thai-translated texts 

use more direct directives, and less indirect directives than the English texts do.  

In the English texts, the direct speech acts are used more than the indirect 

speech acts around 11%. It shows that although the degree of imposition of the 

directive speech act is high because it imposes the hearer behaviorally, the English 

language still prefers the direct speech act to the indirect ones in performing 

directives.  

 Similarly, in the Thai-translated texts, the direct directives are found more 

than the indirect directives. From the table, it can be viewed that 67.08% of the direct 

speech acts are double of 32.92% of the indirect speech act. This is not a wonder 

because the translated texts are usually motivated by the STs and they are expected to 

follow the STs. But, it is a wonder that the direct directives are found more in the 

Thai-translated texts than in the English texts around 12%. To discuss this wonder, 

this may be a result of the different convention of the English and Thai languages in 

using the indirect directives in contexts, that is, in some contexts, it is more suitable to 

translate the indirect directives in English into the direct directives in Thai. This 

increases the proportion of the direct directives in the Thai-translated texts. The 

comparison of the English STs and the Thai TTs can give a clearer picture, as seen 

below.  

(13) ST: [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)? (T30)  

TT: (แม่)[นัง่สิฮะ] /(mɛɛ2)[naŋ2 siʔ1 haʔ3]/ ‘(mum)[sit SP SP]’ 
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 From the example, the indirect directive in the English ST is translated into the 

direct directive in Thai. This is because the context of participants in this example is 

the son talking to his mother. The indirect directive in ‘why not’ construction is not 

suitable in the context of unequal upwards participants in Thai, because the 

expression ‘ท าไมไม่...’ /tham0majo maj2/ ‘why not’ in Thai conveys the feeling of 

blame. Hence, the indirect speech act in the English ST is converted into the direct 

speech act in Thai TT to get the suitable meaning in this context.  

As seen, the use of direct or indirect speech acts in performing directives in 

the English texts and the Thai-translated texts is governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors differently. The following table presents the selection of the direct-

indirect speech acts governed by the interpersonal and affective factors in the English 

texts and the Thai-translated texts. 

 

Table 4.2 The use of direct and indirect directives governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors in the English texts 

 

Factors 

 

Relations 

Direct  

Freq. (%) 

Indirect  

Freq. (%) 

Total  

Freq. (%) 

sex Same sex 50 

(50.00%) 

50 

(50.00%) 

100 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 122 

(58.37%) 

87 

(41.63%) 

209 

         (100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

5 

(50.00%) 

5 

(50.00%) 

10 

(100%) 

age Equal age 115 

(56.65%) 

88 

(43.35%) 

203 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-junior 47 

(57.32%) 

35 

(42.68%) 

82 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-senior 15 

(44.12%) 

19 

(55.88%) 

34 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 106 

(57.30%) 

79 

(42.70%) 

185 

(100%) 
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 Higher-to-lower 55 

(57.29%) 

41 

(42.71%) 

96 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-higher 16 

(42.11%) 

22 

(57.89%) 

38 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 173 

(57.28%) 

129 

(42.72%) 

302 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 4 

(23.53%) 

13 

(76.47%) 

17 

(100%) 

The above table shows that the primary inference that “the English language, 

which is in the low-context culture, usually communicate directly” is generally true, 

because in most contexts of participants, the direct directives are used more than the 

indirect directives, but it is not always true in all contexts. From the table, the contexts 

in unequal-upwards group, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘lower-to-

higher status’, and ‘unfamiliar’ relation, use the indirect directives more than the 

direct ones. This shows that seniority, social status, and intimacy also have a role in 

the language use in the English language, despite the low-context culture.  

 

Table 4.3 The use of direct and indirect directives governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 

Factors Relations Direct  

Freq. (%) 

Indirect  

Freq. (%) 

Total  

Freq. (%) 

sex Same sex 64 

(64.00%) 

36 

(36.00%) 

100 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 143 

(68.42%) 

66 

(31.58%) 

209 

         

(100%) 

 Multiple participants 5 

(50.00%) 

5 

(50.00%) 

10 

(100%) 

age Equal age 136 

(67.00%) 

67 

(33.00%) 

203 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-junior 57 

(69.51%) 

25 

(30.49%) 

82 

(100%) 
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 Junior-to-senior 19 

(55.88%) 

15 

(44.12%) 

34 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 127 

(68.65%) 

58 

(31.35%) 

185 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-lower 65 

(67.71%) 

31 

(32.29%) 

96 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-higher 20 

(52.63%) 

18 

(47.37%) 

38 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 204 

(67.55%) 

98 

(32.45%) 

302 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 8 

(47.06%) 

9 

(52.94%) 

17 

(100%) 

Comparing Table 4.2 with Table 4.3, as the translated texts, the selection of 

the direct-indirect speech acts in performing directives in the Thai-translated texts 

follows that of the English texts in almost all contexts of participants, except the 

contexts of ‘same sex’, ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’. The possible 

reason is already discussed in the example (13). 

However, the findings shown in the Table 4.2 and 4.3 cannot prove that the 

interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the direct-indirect speech acts 

in performing directives are associated, so the chi-square test needs to be done to 

investigate this association. The chi-square test in the present research is done via the 

R-program, which calculates the p-value indicating significant association between 

the linguistic forms and the interpersonal and affective factors at level of ≤0.05. The  

calculation must be done with raw frequencies of the data, not percentages. The 

results are presented in the following table. 
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Table 4.4 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the direct-indirect 

directives and the interpersonal and affective factors 

 

 

Interpersonal and affective factors 

 

P-Value 

English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.36 0.40 

Age 0.37 0.35 

Social status 0.20 0.16 

Social distance 0.01 0.14 

From the table, it shows that in the English texts, the factor of social distance 

is the only factor that gets less than 0.05 p-value, while the p-values of the factors of 

sex, age, and social status are more than 0.05. This means that there is a significant 

association between the social distance and the selection of direct-indirect directives 

in the English texts at the p-value of 0.01. Thus, referred to Table 4.2, in performing 

the directives in the English texts, the familiarity has a significant role in governing 

the use of direct directives more than the indirect directives in the familiar 

interlocutors, and the use of indirect directives more than the direct directives in the 

unfamiliar interlocutors. While in the Thai-translated texts, the p-values from the chi-

square test of the factors of sex, age, social status, and social distance are all more 

than 0.05. Hence, statistically, none of the factors brings about the significant 

association with the selection of the direct-indirect speech acts in performing the 

directives in the Thai-translated texts. Although the factor of social distance is 

significant in the use of direct-indirect directives in the English STs, it is not 

significant in the Thai TTs. This is possible that direct-indirect speech acts are not the 

sensitive linguistic forms of directives in the Thai language, that is, when directives 

are performed in Thai, the importance is not put on the selection of direct-indirect 

speech acts. Thus, the findings show that there are not significant social factors 

associated with the selection of direct-indirect directives in the Thai-translated texts 

despite one significant factor in the English texts. 
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4.1.2 Direct-indirect speech acts of rejections 

 The definition of ‘rejection’ used in this research is based on its definitions in 

dictionaries. Most dictionaries give the definitions of ‘rejection’ or ‘to reject’ in the 

same way, for example, “to refuse to take, agree to, accede to, use, believe, etc.” 

(Webster , 1999: 1,208), “the act of not accepting, believing in, or agreeing with 

something” (Longman , 2003: 1,383), “to refuse to accept or consider something” 

(Oxford , 2003: 1,072), “if you reject something such as a proposal, a request, or an 

offer, you do not accept it or you do not agree to it” (Collins COBUILD , 2006: 

1,211), “when someone refuses to accept, use or believe someone or something” 

(Cambridge , 2008: 1,199), “a refusal to accept something or someone” (Macmillan , 

2010: 673). In some research (e.g. Waldron and Applegate, 1994; Locher, 2004; 

Sifianou, 2012), the term ‘disagreement’ is used to refer to ‘rejection’ in this research.  

Sifianou (2012: 1554) defined the disagreement as “the expression of a view that 

differs from the expressed by another speaker” and she insisted that “disagreement 

needs not be seen only in negative terms”. In conclusion, the speech act of rejections 

is a refusal to accept, agree, or approve something, including the rejection of the idea 

of the interlocutor, emphasizing not just the assertion of the negative statement, e.g. 

the utterance “I don’t eat beef” is counted as the speech act of rejection when it is 

used to refuse the offer of beef, but if it is used just to inform the interlocutor, it is the 

assertion or the speech act of assertive. Consequently, the contexts are very important 

in considering the speech act of rejections, as explicated in Chapter 3.  

The rejection speech act is performed directly by the declarative sentence with 

negative forms, but not all declarative sentences with negative forms will be the direct 

rejections, this can be determined by the contexts. However, if the rejections are 

performed by any other sentence types, they are indirect speech acts.  

The speech act of rejections can be expressed by direct or indirect speech acts 

in both the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. In performing the speech act of 

rejection via the direct speech act, the declarative sentence with negative forms is 

used, as exemplified below. 

Situation: Bridget’s mother asked her to join the interview show which a pre-

menopausal is in need by saying “They're wanting someone younger for me to 
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interview on "Suddenly Single": someone pre-menopausal and Suddenly 

Single who can talk about, well, you know, darling, the pressures of 

impending child.” And Bridget refused by saying,  

(14) [I’m not pre-menopausal,] (Mother!) (BJ) 

Situation: Matt paid the taxi fare to the taxi driver, but he refused to accept it, 

because they went to the same high-school when they were young. The taxi-

driver refused that, 

(15) [I can't take that.] (T30) 

Situation: In a reunion party, the old friends talked about the nicknames they 

had given to their classmates, Ginny tried to reject Gershwin’s idea of thinking 

that Ginny and her friends were the ones who called Faye “No-mate-stick girl” 

, by saying,  

(16)  [We didn't call her that,](Shelley Heath did.) (T30) 

The examples (14)-(16) illustrate the direct rejections in the English texts via 

the declarative sentences with negative forms. If the context of situations is not 

provided, these utterances can be understood as the assertions of the negative 

statements. The examples of the direct rejections in the Thai-translated texts are given 

below. 

Situation: Matt tried to reject his mother’s idea that his brother, Tony, liked 

sprouts. He refused that, 

(17) [โทน่ีไม่ชอบกะหล ่าดอก] /[thoo0nii2 maj2 chɔɔp2 kaʔ1lam1dɔɔk1]/ 

‘[Tony not like sprouts]’ (T30) 

Situation : Bridget’s mother wanted her to go to Malcolm and Elaine’s 

wedding anniversary party with Mark. Bridget refused to go, she said, 

(18) [หนูไม่ไป] /[nuu4 maj2 paj0]/ ‘[I not go]’ (BJ) 

The examples (17)-(18) show the direct speech acts of rejections in the Thai-

translated texts via the declarative sentences with negative forms. These utterances 

can be counted as the assertions of the negative statements if they are 

decontextualized. 
As for the indirect rejections, they can be performed via the declaratives 

without negative forms, the interrogatives, the imperatives, including the declaratives 
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with negative forms which communicate the meaning of refusals indirectly in 

contexts. These are the examples.  

Situation: Bridget’s mother wanted to give Bridget a suitcase with wheels 

attached, and she tried to satisfy her that it was like air-hostesses have. Bridget 

did not like her mother’s idea and did not want the suitcase, so she refused by 

saying that, 

(19) [I've already got a bag.] (BJ) 

Situation: In a reunion party, the old friends talked about the jokes and gossips 

in their school hood. One of them is that David Coote had three nipples. Mark 

did not believe this, and he asked Bev to tell him the truth. Bev refused to 

explain to him by saying that,  

(20) [How should I know?] (T30) 

Situation: Bridget requested her mother to go to the police station to see 

whether she was going to be charged with anything, because her mother’s 

friend made illegal things and escaped. Her mother refused to go, by saying 

that, 

(21) (Oh,) [don't be silly,] (darling.) (BJ) 

Situation: Matt requested her mother to tell his friend who called him late at 

night while he was sleeping that he would call back. His mother refused to do, 

by saying that, 

(22) [I'm not your skivvy,] (you know.) (T30) 

The example (19) shows the indirect rejection in the English texts via the 

declarative sentence, the example (20) via the interrogative sentence, the example 

(21) via the imperative sentence, and the example (22) via the declarative sentence 

with negative forms.  

The indirect rejections in the Thai-translated texts are demonstrated, as 

follows. 

Situation: Mark invited Bridget to go out with him, but she refused to go by 

saying that, 

(23) [ฉนัมีนดั] /[chan4 mii0 nat3]/ ‘I have appointment’ (BJ) 
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Situation: Ian wanted to go back home from the party, but Mark refused him 

to go by saying, 

(24) [จะกลบับา้นตอนน้ีไดไ้ง] /[caʔ1 klap2 baan2 tɔɔn0 nii3 daj2 ŋaj0]/ ‘[will 

go back home now how]’ (T30) 

Situation: Matt planned to make his thirtieth birthday simple, but his best 

friend, Gershwin prepared something surprised for Matt. Gershwin rejected 

Matt’s idea by saying that, 

(25) [ฝันไปเถอะ] /[fan4 paj0 thǝʔ1]/ ‘[dream go SP]’ (T30) 

Situation: Bridget’s friends tried to ask her about her boyfriend, but she 

refused to answer, by saying that, 

(26) [ไม่ใช่เร่ืองของพวกเธอ] /[maj2 chaj2 iɨaŋ2 khɔɔŋ4 phuak2 thǝǝ0]/ ‘[not 

story of you]’ 

The example (23) shows the indirect rejection in Thai with the declarative 

sentence, the example (24) with the interrogative sentence, the example (25) with the 

imperative sentence, and the example (26) with the declarative sentence with the 

negative form. 

According to the hypothesis based on the influence of the context of culture, to 

perform the rejections, the direct speech act should be used more in the English texts 

than in the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect speech should be used more in the 

Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. The findings of this research support 

the hypothesis, as shown in the table below.  

Table 4.5 The direct-indirect rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated 

texts 

        

 Direct-indirect 

Usage 

English texts 

Frequency (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Frequency (%) 

Direct speech act 196 (57.31%) 185 (54.09%) 

Indirect speech act 146 (42.69%) 157 (45.91%) 

Total 342 (100%) 342 (100%) 

The table shows that the direct speech acts are used in performing the speech 

act of rejections more than the indirect speech acts in the English texts and Thai-
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translated texts follow this choosing. When the proportions of the two direct-indirect 

speech acts in each language are examined, the direct speech acts are used more in the 

English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect speech are used more 

in the Thai-translated texts than the English texts, as hypothesized. 

From the table, it can be seen that in the English texts, the direct speech acts 

are used 14% approximately more than the indirect speech act. This is another 

evidence that the English languages, which is the low-context-culture language, tends 

to communicate overtly. Based on and motivated by the English STs, the direct 

rejections in the Thai-translated texts are also found more than the indirect ones about 

8%. This shows the faithfulness of the translated texts. However, the influence of the 

high-context culture of the Thai language can still be seen from the proportions of the 

usage of direct and indirect rejections of the Thai-translated texts compared with the 

English texts, that is, the Thai-translated texts use slightly more indirect and less 

direct rejections than the English texts do. 

The selection of direct or indirect speech acts in performing the speech act of 

rejections in the English texts and Thai-translated texts is controlled by the 

interpersonal and affective factors, as presented in the following table. 

 

Table 4.6 The use of direct and indirect rejections governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors in the English texts 

Factors Relations Direct  

Freq. (%) 

Indirect  

Freq. (%) 

Total  

Freq. (%) 

sex Same sex 59 

(52.68%) 

53 

(47.32%) 

112 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 135 

(59.47%) 

92 

(40.53%) 

227 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

2 

(66.67%) 

1 

(33.33%) 

3 

(100%) 

age Equal age 131 

(59.55%) 

89 

(40.45%) 

220 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-junior  21 

(43.75%) 

 27 

 (56.25%) 

48 

(100%) 
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 Junior-to-senior 44 

(59.46%) 

30 

(40.54%) 

74 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 133 

(60.18%) 

88 

(39.82%) 

221 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-lower  14 

(33.33%) 

 28 

(66.67%) 

42 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-higher 49 

(62.03%) 

30 

(37.97%) 

79 

(100%) 

Social distance Familiar 178 

(56.33%) 

138 

(43.67%) 

316 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 18 

(69.23%) 

8 

(30.77%) 

26 

(100%) 

From the table, it is confirmed that the English language, which is in the low-

context culture, prefers the direct speech act to the indirect speech act in performing 

rejections. However, the table shows some opposite findings, there are some contexts 

of participants that the indirect rejections are used more than the direct ones. And they 

are even more surprising that they are the contexts of participants in the unequal-

downwards group which the covertness seems to be unnecessary, namely, the 

contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’. The reason of these 

surprising findings is understood when the data are considered. From the data, it is 

found that the indirect rejections that are used in these contexts of participants are 

mostly the rejections with irony or rhetotric, for example, the examples (21)-(22). 

They are conventionally indirect in terms of the politeness strategies, as proposed by a 

number of research (e.g. Blum-kulka, 1987, Félix-Brasdefer, 2005, Ogiermann, 

2009), at the same time, they are the indirect speech acts. They are often used 

figuratively or rhetorically by the seniors or the characters with the higher status in 

rejecting the juniors, or the characters with the lower status in the data, so the 

percentage of the indirect rejections is more than that of the direct ones in these 

contexts of participants. 
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Table 4.7 The use of direct and indirect rejections governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 

Factors Relations Direct  

Freq. (%) 

Indirect  

Freq. (%) 

Total  

Freq. (%) 

sex Same sex 56 

(50.00%) 

56 

(50.00%) 

112 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 129 

(56.83%) 

98 

(43.17%) 

227 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

1 

(33.33%) 

2 

(66.67%) 

3 

(100%) 

age Equal age 124 

(56.36%) 

96 

(43.64%) 

220 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-junior 21 

(43.75%) 

27 

(56.25%) 

48 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-senior 41 

(55.41%) 

33 

(44.59%) 

74 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 125 

(56.56%) 

96 

(43.44%) 

221 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-lower 15 

(35.71%) 

27 

(64.29%) 

42 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-higher 46 

(58.23%) 

33 

(41.77%) 

79 

(100%) 

Social distance Familiar 171 

(54.11%) 

145 

(45.89%) 

316 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 15 

(57.69%) 

11 

(42.31%) 

26 

(100%) 

It can be seen from the table that the selection of direct and indirect rejections 

found in the Thai-translated texts follows the English STs in each context of 

participants, according to the principle of respect to the STs in the translation. The 

Thai-translated texts also keep the same selection of the indirect rejections more than 

the direct ones as The English texts even in the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and 
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‘higher-to-lower status’. This shows that the Thai language can express the same way 

of irony in the speech act of rejections as the English language does.  

The association between the contexts and the selection of the direct-indirect 

speech acts in expressing rejections in the English texts and Thai-translated texts is 

examined by calculating the chi-square. The p-values are presented in the table below. 

Table 4.8 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the direct-indirect 

rejections and the interpersonal and affective factors  

 

Interpersonal and affective factors 

p-value 

English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.28 0.31 

Age 0.12 0.28 

Social status 0.003 0.03 

Social distance 0.29 0.88 

 From the table, the p-values from the chi-square test of the factors of sex, age, 

and social distance are more than 0.05, whereas the p-values of the factor of social 

status is less than 0.05. This can be inferred that the factor of social status is 

significantly associated with the selection of direct-indirect rejections in the English 

texts at the p-value of 0.003 and the Thai-translated texts can follow this at the p-

value of 0.03. Although it cannot be explicitly concluded that the factor of social 

status is really influential in the selection of direct-indirect rejections in the Thai 

language, or it is because of the motivation of the English STs, it can be seen from 

Table 4.6 and 4.7 that, in expressing the rejections both in the English texts and the 

Thai-translated texts the factor of social status governs the selection of more direct 

speech acts than the indirect speech acts in the contexts of ‘equal status’ and ‘junior-

to-senior’, while the selection of more indirect speech acts than the direct speech acts 

in the context of ‘senior-to-junior’, but the indirect speech acts are frequently used 

ironically, as previously discussed. 

4.1.3 Direct-indirect speech acts of inquiries 

 The speech act of inquiries is the act to ask questions in order to get answers, 

as Losada and Heaphy (2004: 745) affirmed that “a speech act was coded as ‘inquiry’ 

if it involved a question aimed at exploring and examining a position”. The speech act 
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of inquiries is not meant only the official or public search, it means to any search for 

information or knowledge (Vocabulary.com: online), which is made literally, not 

rhetorically, playfully, figuratively, fictionally, or ironically (Adler, 2006: online). So, 

the inquiry speech act can be made directly by the interrogative sentence, but it does 

not include interrogative sentences which are not used to ask in order to get the 

answers. Besides, inquiries can be performed by any other sentence types. In this 

case, they are considered as indirect speech acts.  

The speech act of inquiries can be made directly and indirectly in both the 

English texts and Thai-translated texts. The direct inquiries can be made by the 

interrogative sentence, as the examples given below. 

(27) [How long are you home for?]  (T30) 

 (28) [Where to,] (mate)? (T30) 

 (29) [How many did you get?] (BJ) 

 (30) (Daniel,)[have you met Vanessa?] (BJ) 

(31) [ใครน่ะ] /[khraj0 naʔ2]/ ‘[who SP]’ (T30) 

(32) (อา..)(บริดเจท็)[ไดดู้โชวอ์ะไรบา้งล่ะ] /(ʔaa0 brit3cet1 daj2 duu0 choo0 

ʔaʔraj0 baaŋ2 laʔ1]/ ‘(ah)(Bridget)(get see show what some SP]’ (BJ) 

(33) [เร่ืองอะไรหรือ] /[rɨaŋ2 ʔaʔraj0 rɨɨ4]/ ‘[story what SP]’ (T30) 

The examples (27)-(32) are the interrogative sentences expressing the speech 

act of inquiry directly. The examples (27)-(30) are the examples of the direct inquiries 

in the English texts, and the examples (31)-(33) are in the Thai-translated texts. The 

reason why they are direct inquiries is not only because they are made by the 

interrogative sentences, but because they perform the act of asking, and perform it 

explicitly. 

Other than the direct speech act, the inquiries both in the English texts and 

Thai-translated texts can be made by the indirect speech act, as presented in the 

following examples. They are made by the other types of sentence, namely, the 

declaratives and the imperatives.  

(32)  [I have no idea what you're on about. ] (T30) 

(33) [What I want to know is what is going on with you and Ginny.] (T30) 
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(34) [แน่ใจนะ] /[nɛɛ3 caj0 naʔ3]/ ‘[sure SP] (T30)  

(35) [วา่มาสิ] /[waa2 maa0 siʔ1]/ ‘tell come SP]’ (T30) 

The examples (32)-(34) show the speech act of inquiries made by the 

declarative sentences, the sentence particle ‘นะ’ /naʔ3/ in the example (34) can be 

counted as a question particle in Thai, and the example (35) by the imperative 

sentence. The underlying intention in these sentences is to ask to get the answers, but 

they are not spelt out as explicitly as the interrogative sentences. 

In addition, there is one pattern of interrogative sentence that are used in 

asking and getting the answers politely, but it is considered grammatically indirect 

questions, because the main meaning of inquiry is not communicated directly, for 

example,  

(34) [Do you know who that is?] (T30) 

(35) [Do you know where the sieve is?] (BJ) 

(36) [รู้ไหมจ๊ะวา่น่ีใคร] /[ruu3 maj4 caʔ3 waa2 nii2 khraj0]/ ‘[know or not SP 

that this who]’ 

The examples (34)-(36) illustrate the interrogative sentences beginning with 

‘Do you know….?’ They are the indirect questions in the English grammar. Although 

they are the interrogative sentences, they perform inquiries implicitly for the purpose 

of politeness. Consequently, they are considered to be indirect speech act.  

Although the speech act of inquiries can be made by the direct and indirect 

speech act both in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, it is hypothesized on the 

basis of the contexts of culture that the direct inquiries should be found more in the 

English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect inquiries should be 

found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. This hypothesis is 

proven true, as seen in the following table.  
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Table 4.9 The direct-indirect inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated 

texts 

Direct-indirect Usage  

English texts 

Frequency (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Frequency (%) 

Direct speech act 619 (96.72%) 578 (90.31%) 

Indirect speech act 21 (3.28%) 62 (9.69%)  

Total 640 (100%) 640 (100%) 

It can be recognized from the table that in both the English texts and Thai-

translated texts, the direct speech acts are used extremely more than the indirect 

speech act in making the speech act of inquiries. It is possible that the reason why the 

direct speech act is used considerably in making inquiries because the seriousness of 

its imposition is not much, it requires only the information from the hearer. Moreover, 

the findings confirm the hypothesis, that is, in comparison the English texts with the 

Thai-translated texts, the direct inquiries are found more in the English texts than in 

the Thai-translated texts, and the indirect inquiries are found triple more in the Thai-

translated texts than in the English texts. This can confirm the influence of the context 

of culture.  
 The selection of direct or indirect speech acts in performing inquiries in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts is controlled by the interpersonal and 

affective factors, as shown in the following table. 

Table 4.10 The use of direct and indirect inquiries governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors in the English texts 

Factors Relations Direct  

Freq. (%) 

Indirect  

Freq. (%) 

Total  

Freq. (%) 

sex Same sex 154 

(95.65%) 

7 

(4.35%) 

161 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 459 

(97.25%) 

13 

(2.75%) 

472 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

6 

(85.71%) 

 1 

(14.29%) 

7 

(100%) 

age Equal age 455 

(97.01%) 

14 

(2.99%) 

469 

(100%) 
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 Senior-to-junior 90 

(94.74%) 

5 

(5.26%) 

95 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-senior 74 

(97.37%) 

2 

(2.63%) 

76 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 434 

(97.31%) 

12 

(2.69%) 

446 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-lower 92 

(94.85%) 

5 

(5.15%) 

97 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-higher 93 

(95.88%) 

4 

(4.12%) 

97 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 585 

(96.69%) 

20 

(3.31%) 

605 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 34 

(97.14%) 

1 

(2.86%) 

35 

(100%) 

 From the table, it can be seen even more clearly that in performing the speech 

act of inquiries, the English texts use the direct speech acts much more than the 

indirect speech act in all contexts of participants, or it can be said that almost 100% of 

the inquiry speech act in the English texts are performed via the direct speech act. As 

stated earlier, the reason of the preference of the direct inquiries in the English texts is 

not only because the English language is in the low-context culture and prefers the 

overt communication, but because the nature of the inquiry speech act is not so face-

threatening.  

Table 4.11 The use of direct and indirect inquiries governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 

Factors Relations Direct  

Freq. (%) 

Indirect  

Freq. (%) 

Total  

Freq. (%) 

sex Same sex 149 

(92.55%) 

12 

(7.45%) 

161 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 439 

(93.01%) 

33 

(6.99%) 

472 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

6 

(85.71%) 

 1 

(14.29%) 

7 

(100%) 
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age Equal age 432 

(92.11%) 

37 

(7.89%) 

469 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-junior 88 

(92.63%) 

7 

(7.37%) 

95 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-senior 74 

(97.37%) 

2 

(2.63%) 

76 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 412 

(92.38%) 

34 

(7.62%) 

446 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-lower 89 

(91.75%) 

8 

(8.25%) 

97 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-higher 93 

(95.88%) 

4 

(4.12%) 

97 

(100%) 

Social distance Familiar 561 

(92.73%) 

44 

(7.27%) 

605 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 33 

(94.29%) 

2 

(5.71%) 

35 

(100%) 

 As the translated texts, this table shows that the selection of the direct-indirect 

speech acts in making inquiries in the Thai-translated texts follows that of the English 

texts, that is the direct speech acts are employed much more than the indirect ones, in 

all contexts of participants. It can be presumed that other than the slight imposition of 

the inquiries, the influence of the English STs leads the Thai-translated texts to use 

the direct speech act a lot. 

 However, when compared with the English texts, the Thai-translated texts use 

less direct and more indirect speech acts in making inquiries in all contexts of 

participants. This insists that the Thai language, which is in the high-context culture, 

tends to be more covert than the English language.  
Also, the chi-square test was done to see the association between the 

interpersonal and affective factors and the usage of the direct-indirect speech acts in 

performing inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. The p-values 

are reported in the following table. 
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Table 4.12 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the direct-

indirect inquiries and the interpersonal and affective factors 

 

Interpersonal and affective factors 

P-Value 

English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.53 1 

Age 0.66 0.33 

Social status 0.30 0.63 

Social distance 1 0.99 

From the table, the p-values of all factors are more than 0.05. This can be 

inferred that there is no significant association between the interpersonal and affective 

factors and the selection of direct-indirect inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts show the same results. According to results of the chi-square test and 

the figures from Table 4.10, it may bring about the assumption that in performing the 

inquiries in all contexts, the direct speech act is a default speech act in the English 

language. As for the Thai language, although the findings of the Thai-translated texts 

are the same as the English texts, it cannot be clearly concluded that the direct speech 

act is a default speech act in performing the inquiries in the Thai language, because 

they are motivated by the English texts. However, it can be roughly concluded that the 

direct inquiries can be used in the Thai-translated texts in all contexts without causing 

unnaturalness and unacceptability; otherwise the different findings would have been 

found. This non-significance is surprising and interesting. It can be discussed that the 

direct-indirect speech acts are not the sensitive linguistic forms in making inquiries in 

in English, that is, when making inquiries, British people do not emphasize on the 

selection of direct-indirect speech acts. Thus, the findings show that there are not 

significant social factors associated with the selection of direct-indirect inquiries in 

the English texts. As for the Thai-translated texts, it may not be precisely assumed 

that the factor of social status is not really significant in the selection of direct-indirect 

inquiries, or it is because of the motivation of the English ST. 
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4.2 Pragmatic structures  

 Based on Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), the investigation of the pragmatic 

structures is to study the sequence of the utterances in performing speech acts. Hence, 

the pragmatic structure analysis is started from the segmentation of the utterances in 

order to identify the head act and the supportive moves. The position of the head act 

and the position and number of the supportive moves can indicate the overtness-

covertness of the speech act. The most overt pragmatic structure is the structure 

without supportive moves, viz. the pragmatic structure ‘h’; the structures with pre-h 

supportive moves are more covert than the structures with post-h supportive moves, 

i.e. the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is more covert than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’; 

and the structures with more supportive moves are more covert than the structures 

with less supportive moves, i.e. the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ is more covert than 

the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’. Other than these four pragmatic structures, the other 

possible structure that can be found in doing speech acts is the pragmatic structure 

without the head act or the only-s structure, which is considered as the most covert 

pragmatic structure. 
In addition to the position and number, the function of the supportive moves in 

performing speech acts is also worth examining. The function of the supportive 

moves can be categorized into two categories: h-strengthening supportive moves, and 

h-softening supportive moves. Both of them can support the head act, but in the 

different ways. The h-strengthening supportive moves aggravate the head acts, while 

the h-softening supportive moves mitigate them (Blum-Kulka and Oshtain, 1984: 

203-205).  

It is hypothesized that the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing 

speech acts is governed by the context of culture. Consequently, the overt structures 

should be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the 

covert structures should be found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English 

texts, because the English language is the low-context-culture language, while the 

Thai language is the high-context-culture language. Although the Thai texts are the 

translated texts, which are expected to follow the STs, it is believed that the 

preference of covertness should appear in the proportion of using the pragmatic 

structures. 
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The pragmatic structures employed in the speech acts of directives, rejections 

and inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, including the 

interpersonal and affective factors governing them will be reported henceforward. To 

show the examples, head acts are in square brackets, and supportive moves are in 

round brackets. 
 4.2.1 Pragmatic structures of directives 

 As known, the imposition of the directive speech act is quite high because 

doing directives imposes on the hearer in terms of action, not just information or 

opinion. Still, the speech act of directives is not performed only by the covert 

pragmatic structures. These are the pragmatic structures found in performing the 

speech act of directives in the English and Thai-translated texts. 

  The pragmatic structure ‘h’ 

(37) [Let’s go shopping.]  (T30) 

(38) [เปิดใหเ้ราเขา้ไปเร็ว] /[pǝǝt1 haj2 raw0 khaw2 paj0 rew0]/ ‘[open for us 

enter quickly]’ (BJ) 

The examples (37)-(38) illustrate the directives in the most overt pragmatic 

structure, that is, the pragmatic structure with only head act or without supportive 

moves in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, respectively. The speakers 

uttered what they wanted the hearers to do overtly in the dimension of the pragmatic 

structure, i.e. they used only the head act. (to go shopping in the example (37) and to 

open the door in the example (38)). In terms of pragmatic structures, this is most overt 

because the head act is not dressed by any supportive moves. Hence, the hearers can 

understand what the speakers wants them to do explicitly. 

The pragmatic structure ‘h+s’  

(39) [Why don't you come over and say hello to Gershwin?] (He's here as 

well.) (It's his birthday today.) (He'd love to see you.) (T30) 

(40) [ไปเถอะน่า](เอียน)(เพื่อนยาก) /[paj0 thǝʔ1 naa2] (ʔian0)(phɨɨan2 yaak2)/ 

‘[go SP SP](Ian)(friend tough)’ (T30) 

The examples (39)-(40) show the directives in the pragmatic structure with 

head act and post-h supportive moves in the English texts and Thai-translated texts, 
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respectively. In the example (39), there are three post-h supportive moves. All of 

these three post-h supportive moves give the reasons why the speaker wanted the 

hearer to do something (to come over and say hello to Gershwin). Blum-Kulka and 

Oshtain (1984: 204) and Fukushima (1996: 683) call the reasons given to explain why 

the speech act is done as ‘grounder’ and categorize it to be the softening supportive 

moves. The example (40) has two post-h supportive moves and both of them are h-

softening. They mitigate the head act by calling the name of the hearer, เอียน /ʔian0/ 

‘Ian’ and using the endearment term, เพื่อนยาก /phɨɨan2 yaak2/ ‘friend tough’ which 

means a best friend.  

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’  

(41) (Now,) (darling,) [you will be coming to Geoffrey and Una's New 

Year's Day Turkey Curry Buffet this year, won't you?]  (BJ) 

(42) (น่ี)(แมท)[ฟังก่อนนะ] /(nii2) (mɛɛt3) [faŋ0 kɔn1 naʔ3]/ 

‘(here)(Matt)[listen before SP] (T30)   

The examples (41)-(42) exemplify the directives in the pragmatic structure 

with head act and pre-h supportive moves in the English texts and Thai-translated 

texts, respectively. The example (41) shows the directive in the pragmatic structure 

with two pre-h supportive moves, which are the h-softening supportive moves, They 

mitigate the head act by gaining time before getting to the head act too abruptly. 

Concluding (e.g. now) and calling (e.g. darling) serve as time-gaining before the head 

act is uttered. Similarly, there are two pre-h supportive moves in the example (42), 

and both of them function as the h-softening supportive moves. They are used in 

prolonging the appearance of the head act or time-gaining.  

 

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ 

(43) (It's all chop-change chop-change with you.) [Either go out with me 

and treat me nicely, or leave me alone.] (As I say,) (I am not interested in 

fuckwittage.) (BJ) 
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(44) (แต่)[ถา้แกไม่รีบยา้ยกน้ลงมาขา้งล่างเด๋ียวน้ี แกกจ็ะไม่มีวนัรู้] (เพราะ)(ฉนัจะวาง

หูเด๋ียวน้ี)   

/(tɛɛ1)[thaa3 kɛɛ0 maj2 riip2 yaaj3 kon2 loŋ0 maa0 khaaŋ2laaŋ2 

diaw4nii3 kɛɛ0 kɔɔ2 caʔ1 maj2 mii0 wan0 ruu3](phrɔʔ3)(chan4 caʔ1 

waaŋ0 huu4 diaw4nii3)/ 

‘(but)[if you not hurry move ass down come downstairs now you then will 

no have day know](because)(I will put ear now)’ (T30) 

The examples (43)-(44) demonstrate the directives in the pragmatic structure 

with head act which is in-between pre-h and post-h supportive moves in the English 

texts and Thai-translated texts, respectively. Both examples have one pre-h and two 

post-h supportive moves. In the example (43), all supportive moves function as the h-

strengthening supportive moves. The speaker scolded the hearer before and after she 

uttered the head act, these aggravate the head act. Modehiran (2005: 43) categorizes 

‘resentment to the hearer’ as one of strengthening devices. In the example (44), the 

pre-h supportive move is the h-softening supportive move which is used in time-

gaining. As for the post-h supportive moves, the former one is h-softening, used in 

linking the ideas, but the latter one is the h-strengthening supportive move which is 

used in threatening the hearer.  

These are four patterns of pragmatic structures found in performing the 

directives in the English texts and Thai-translated texts. It can be realized from the 

examples that the pragmatic structure or the sequence of the utterances affects the 

level of politeness of the directives which is related to the overtness-covertness of the 

pragmatic structures. Based on the contexts of culture, the overt pragmatic structures 

are hypothesized to be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated 

texts, and the more-covert structures are expected to be found more in the Thai-

translated texts than in the English texts. The hypothesis is quite true, as shown in the 

following table.  
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Table 4.13 The pragmatic structures of directives in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts 

 

Pragmatic structures 

Usage  

English texts 

Frequency (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Frequency (%) 

h 148 (46.39%) 131 (41.07%) 

h+s 68 (21.32%) 73 (22.88%) 

s+h 79 (24.76%) 90 (28.21%) 

s+h+s 24 (7.52%) 25 (7.84%) 

s 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 

total 319 (100%) 319 (100%) 

From the table, it can be seen that only the structure ‘h’ is found more in the 

English texts than in the Thai-translated texts. The other structures with the supportive 

moves, which can be considered to be more covert, are found more in Thai-translated 

texts than in the English texts, especially the structure ‘s+h’, which is found around 

4% more in the Thai-translated texts. The findings support the hypothesis that the 

overt linguistic forms are found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated 

texts, while the covert linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts 

than in the English texts. 
Regarding the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing directives, it 

can be seen apparently that the most overt pragmatic structure, namely the pragmatic 

structure ‘h’ is used most and the most covert pragmatic structures, namely the 

pragmatic structures ‘s+h+s’ and ‘s’ are used least until not used at all. The Thai-

translated texts follow the same ranking of pragmatic structure usage of the English 

texts. It is interesting that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is at the second ranking in 

performing the directives, that is, the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ is used less than the 

pragmatic structure ‘s+h’. The degree of imposition of the directives may play a role 

in this finding, that is, the high imposition of the directives may govern the speaker to 

select the more-covert structure ‘s+h’ more than the more-overt structure ‘h+s’. 

However, as previously stated, other than the position of the supportive moves which 

identifies the pragmatic structures, the overtness-covertness of the pragmatic 

structures can be measured from the number, and the function of the supportive 
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moves. To confirm that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is really more covert than the 

pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, the number of the supportive moves in performing the 

directives in each pragmatic structure in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

are studied and reported below. 

Table 4.14 The numbers of the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures of 

directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

Pragmatic 

structures with 

supportive 

moves 

Numbers  

of the supportive moves 

Frequency 

(%) 

Eng 

min-max 

Th-

translated 

min-max 

Eng Th-translated 

h+s  1-4 1-5 87 (32.10%) 93 (33.33%) 

s+h 1-3 1-4 113 (41.70%) 117 (41.94%) 

s+h+s pre: 1-3 

post: 1-5 

pre: 1-3 

post: 1-4 

71 (26.20%) 69 (24.73%) 

Total 271 (100%) 279 (100%) 

 From the table, it shows that 271 supportive moves are found in performing 

the directives in the English texts, and 279 supportive moves in the Thai-translated 

texts. Wiroonhachaipong (2000) found in her research on the structures of requests in 

Thai and American English that the supportive moves in Thai are much more than in 

English. Although the present research found that the number of the supportive moves 

used in performing directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are not 

considerably different because the Thai texts are translated from the English texts, it 

can support that the Thai language tends to use the supportive moves more than the 

English language does in performing the directives. In addition, within a string of 

supportive moves used in performing the speech act of directives each time, the 

number of the supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts is usually more than that 

of the English texts, i.e. the maximum number of the post-h supportive moves (or the 

supportive moves in the structure ‘h+s’) in the English texts is four, but in the Thai-

translated texts is five; or the maximum number of the pre-h supportive moves (or the 

supportive moves in the structure ‘s+h’) in the English texts is three, but in the Thai-

translated texts is four. However, the Thai-translated texts follow the ranking of the 
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usage of supportive moves of the English texts, the post-h supportive moves is the 

most frequently used supportive moves in performing the directives.   

Then, the functions of these supportive moves are further studied to see their 

frequency in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. All supportive moves can 

be divided into two functions with different quantity, as shown below. 

Table 4.15 The functions of the supportive moves in performing directives in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

Functions  

of supportive moves 

Frequency (%) 

English Thai-translated 

h-strengthening 24 (8.86%) 27 (9.68%) 

h-softening 247 (91.14%) 252 (90.32%) 

Total 271 (100%) 279 (100%) 

 The table shows that the h-softening supportive moves are used in performing 

the directives extremely more than the h-strengthening in the English texts, likewise 

the Thai-translated texts, with more or less proportion.  

 So far, it can be concluded that, in doing directives in the English texts, the 

pragmatic structure ‘h’ which is the most overt is used most and the structure ‘s+h+s’ 

is used least, other than these two structures, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, which is 

proved to be more-covert from the number of the supportive moves found, is used 

more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’. In addition, in doing directives in the English 

texts, the h-softening supportive moves are preferable than the h-strengthening ones. 

All of these findings are the same in the Thai-translated texts. 

Besides, the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing the speech act 

of directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts varied upon the 

interpersonal and affective factors is investigated and the findings are shown in the 

following table. 
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Table 4.16 The use of pragmatic structures of directives governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the English texts 
Factors Relations h  

Freq.  

(%) 

h+s  

Freq.  

(%) 

s+h 

Freq.  

(%) 

s+h+s 

Freq. (%) 

Total  

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 41 

(41.00%) 

25 

(25.00%) 

21 

(21.00%) 

13 

(13.00%) 

100 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 100 

(47.85%) 

42 

(20.10%) 

56 

(26.79%) 

11 

(5.26%) 

209 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

7 

(70.00%) 

1 

(10.00%) 

2 

(20.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

10 

(100%) 

age Equal age 109 

(53.69%) 

41 

(20.20%) 

46 

(22.66%) 

7 

(3.45%) 

203 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

21 

(25.61%) 

19 

(23.17%) 

26 

(31.71%) 

 16 

(19.51%) 

82 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

18 

(52.94%) 

8 

(23.53%) 

7 

(20.59%) 

1 

(2.94%) 

34 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 102 

(55.14%) 

37 

(20.00%) 

42 

(22.70%) 

4 

(2.16%) 

185 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-

lower 

28 

(29.17%) 

21 

(21.88%) 

29 

(30.21%) 

18 

 (18.75%) 

96 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

18 

(47.37%) 

10 

(26.32%) 

8 

(21.05%) 

2 

(5.26%) 

38 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 142 

(47.02%) 

60 

(19.87%) 

76 

(25.17%) 

24 

(7.95%) 

302 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 6 

(35.29%) 

8 

(47.06%) 

3 

(17.65%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

17 

(100%) 

 From the table, the details of the pragmatic structure usage according to the 

contexts of participants are provided. It is found that when investigated with the 

interpersonal and affective factors, some findings are different from the findings on 

the whole presented in Table 4.13. Overall, in almost all contexts, the most overt 

pragmatic structure: the structure ‘h’ is used most and the most covert pragmatic 

structure: the structure ‘s+h+s’ is used least, as shown in Table 4.13. However, the 

pragmatic structure ‘h’ is not most frequently used in all contexts of participants. The 

contexts of participants that do not use the pragmatic structure ‘h’ most are the 

contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’. And surprisingly, the most 
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found pragmatic structure in doing the directives in these two contexts is the 

pragmatic structure ‘s+h’. It is surprising because these two contexts are in the 

‘unequal-downwards’ group of contexts, which the covertness is not expected. To 

find the reason of these surprising findings, it can be observed from the data that the 

senior or the person with the higher status often calls the name of the hearer in 

performing directives to specify who they are talking to. In so doing, the frequency of 

the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is most, as the examples below. 

 Context ‘senior-to-junior’,‘higher-to-lower status’: Bridget’s mother speaking 

to Bridget 

(45) (Bridget.) [Turn your television set to BBC1.] (BJ) 

Context ‘higher-to-lower status’ : The cameraman speaking to the camera 

assistant 

(46) (Derek!) [Get us a Twix and a Lion Bar, will you?] (BJ) 

Context ‘senior-to-junior’,‘higher-to-lower status’ : Matt’s mother speaking to 

Matt 

(47) (Matthew,) [it's the phone for you.] (T30) 

Besides, the other interesting usage is at the selection of the structures ‘h+s’ and ‘s+h’ 

which are not the same in each context of participants. The findings of most contexts 

are in accordance with the overall findings in Table 4.13, that is, the structure ‘s+h’ is 

used more than the structure ‘h+s’, as discussed above that it may be because of the 

degree of imposition of directives. But, there are some contexts of participants, 

namely, the contexts of ‘same sex’, ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘lower-to-higher status’ and 

‘unfamiliar’ participants, which the structure ‘h+s’ is used more than the structure 

‘s+h’. These contexts are in the ‘unequal upwards’ group of contexts, which is 

expected to be oriented to the more covert pragmatic structures, except the context of 

same sex participants. The reason of these surprising findings may be because the 

head act expressed in these contexts can be covert in other dimensions of analysis, 

e.g. direct-indirect speech acts, including the more number and the h-softening 

function of the supportive moves can make the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ more covert 

in these contexts, as illustrated in the following examples. 
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Context ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘lower-to-higher status’ : Matt speaking to his 

mother 

(48) [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)? (T30) 

Context ‘unfamiliar’ : Simon D. speaking to Bridget (They just met in the 

party.) 

(49) [Would you mind?] (I'd be most awfully, awfully grateful.) (BJ) 

From the above examples, although they are in the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, the head 

acts are in the indirect speech acts. Besides, the supportive moves, i.e. calling in the 

example (48), and giving reasons in the example (49) can soften the head acts. Thus, 

the overt pragmatic structures which are used in these dialogues are felt more covert 

in such contexts because of the indirect speech act and the softening supportive 

moves. 

 

Table 4.17 The use of pragmatic structures of directives governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 

Factors Relations h  

Freq.  

(%) 

h+s  

Freq.  

(%) 

s+h 

Freq.  

(%) 

s+h+s 

Freq. 

(%) 

Total  

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 42 

(42.00%) 

29 

(29.00%) 

20 

(20.00%) 

9 

(9.00%) 

100 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 83 

(39.71%) 

43 

(20.57%) 

67 

(32.06%) 

16 

(7.66%) 

209 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

6 

(60.00%) 

1 

(10.00%) 

3 

(30.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

10 

(100%) 

age Equal age 89 

(43.84%) 

44 

(21.67%) 

60 

(29.56%) 

10 

(4.93%) 

203 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

23 

(28.05%) 

21 

(25.61%) 

25 

(30.49%) 

13 

(15.85%) 

82 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

19 

(55.88%) 

8 

(23.53%) 

5 

(14.71%) 

2 

(5.88%) 

34 

(100%) 

Social 

status 

Equal 

status 

80 

(43.24%) 

41 

(22.16%) 

56 

(30.27%) 

8 

(4.32%) 

185 

(100%) 
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 Higher-to-

lower 

30 

(31.25%) 

23 

(23.96%) 

28 

(29.17%) 

15 

(15.63%) 

96 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

21 

(55.26%) 

9 

(23.68%) 

6 

(15.79%) 

2 

(5.26%) 

38 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 125 

(41.39%) 

65 

(21.52%) 

87 

(28.81%) 

25 

(8.28%) 

302 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 6 

(35.29%) 

8 

(47.06%) 

3 

(17.65%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

17 

(100%) 

 From the table, it shows that the Thai-translated texts follow the same 

selection of the pragmatic structures in performing directives as the English texts in 

almost all context of participant, even in surprising findings of some contexts. This 

shows that the Thai-translated can use the same ways of doing directives as the 

English STs do in most contexts of participants. Except the contexts ‘higher-to-lower 

status’, which are marked by double underlines, it is found that the directives in the 

Thai-translated texts are performed differently from the English texts, that is, in the 

Thai-translated texts, the pragmatic ‘h’ is used most, while the English texts, the 

pragmatic ‘h’ is used the next most in this context of participants. This can be 

explained by the data that the supportive moves, especially the endearment terms in 

the STs are frequently omitted in the translation, as seen in the following examples. 

This can bring about the different proportion of the pragmatic structures in performing 

directives between the English and the Thai-translated texts in the context of ‘higher-

to-lower’. 

(50) ST: [Don't you think you should get dressed,] (darling)? 

TT: [ลูกน่าจะแต่งตวับา้งนะ] /[luuk2 naa2caʔ1 tɛɛŋ1tua0 baaŋ2 naʔ3]/ 

‘[kid should dress some SP]’ 

(51) ST: [Give him hell, baby.]  

TT: [จดัการใหส้าสมเลย] /[cat1 kaan0 haj2 saa4som4 lǝǝj0]/ ‘[tackle 

give deserve beyond]’ 

Lastly, the chi-square test was done to investigate the association between the 

contexts of participants and the selection of the pragmatic structures in performing 
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directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. The results are presented 

in the following table. 

Table 4.18 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the pragmatic 

structures of directives and the interpersonal and affective factors 

 

Interpersonal and affective factors 

P-Value 

English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.04 0.10 

Age 0.0002 0.05 

Social status 0.00001 0.04 

Social distance 0.49 0.80 

From the table, in the English texts, the p-values of the statistic test in the 

factors of sex, age, and social status are all less than 0.05, except in the factor of 

social distance, whose the p-value is more than 0.05, while in the Thai-translated 

texts, the p-values of the factors of age, and social status are less than 0.05, but the p-

values of the factor of sex and social distance are more than 0.05. This means that, in 

the English texts, the sex, age, and social status between the participants have 

significant association with the most selection of the pragmatic structure ‘h’ and the 

next most selection of the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the context of ‘cross-sex’, 

‘equal age’, and ‘equal status’ of the participants, but in reverse in the contexts of 

‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’ of the participants. As for the Thai-

translated texts, the age has significant association with the different selection of the 

pragmatic structures in each contexts of participants, that is, in the context of ‘equal 

age’: the ‘h’ structure is used most, the ‘s+h’ structure is used the second; in the 

context of ‘senior-to-junior’: the ‘s+h’ structure is used most, the ‘h’ structure is used 

the second; and in the context of ‘higher-to-lower status’: the ‘h’ structure is used 

most, the ‘h+s’ structure is used the second, while the social status has significant 

association with the most selection of the pragmatic structure ‘h’ and the second 

selection of the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the contexts of ‘equal status’ and ‘higher-

to-lower’, but in the context of ‘lower-to-higher’, the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ is 

selected the second instead.  
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Interestingly, the table shows that the factor of sex is significant in the English 

texts, but not in the Thai-translated texts. It can be concluded from this finding that in 

performing directives, the factor of sex governs the use of the pragmatic structure in 

English, but not in Thai. Also, it can be interpreted that in the selection of pragmatic 

structures for performing directives, the sex of the hearer is not really brought into 

consideration in the Thai language, otherwise it should be the significant factor in the 

Thai-translated texts as motivated by the English STs. 

4.2.2 Pragmatic structures of rejections 

 Among all of the three speech acts studied in the present research, the speech 

act of rejections is considered to have the second highest degree of the imposition. It 

does not require any behavioral changes from the hearer, which is determined the 

highest imposition, as the speech act of directives does, while it does not require just 

the information, which is determined the lowest imposition, as the speech act of 

inquiries does. The speech act of rejections is performed when the speaker wants to be 

against or refuse to accept or agree with the hearer’s opinion. This is the new 

perspective on the speech act of rejections, because the speech act of rejections was 

viewed as “a form of conflict” (Waldron and Applegate, 1994 cited in Locher, 2004: 

94) and it can destroy social solidarity  (Heritage, 1984: 268 cited in Sifianou, 2012: 

1554). This perspective has changed after the work of Schiffrin (1984) which 

proposed that “disagreement among friends can signal sociability rather than a breach 

of civility” (Sifianou, 2012: 1554). 

 The pragmatic structures that are found to be used in performing the speech 

act of rejections are presented and exemplified, as follows. 

  The pragmatic structure ‘h’ 

(52) [I wasn't thinking anything.]  (T30) 

(53) [ไม่ไดห้มายถึงยงังั้น] /[maj2 daj2 maaj4 thɨŋ4 yaaŋ1 ŋan3]/ ‘[not mean 

like that]’ (T30) 

The examples (52)-(53) show the rejections via the most overt pragmatic 

structure, that is, the structure without supportive moves in the English texts and the 

Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the example (52), the speaker explicitly refused 

what the hearer thought that he was thinking something. And in the example (53), the 
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speaker refused the understanding of the hearer by saying that she did not mean like 

the hearer understood. These two examples are composed of only the head act, they 

are not led or followed by any supportive moves. 

The pragmatic structure ‘h+s’  

(54) [I don't think you'll be needing that taxi,]( Jones.) (BJ) 

(55) [ไม่เอาน่า](ลูกจ๋า) (แม่เคยบอกแลว้) (ลูกไม่ฟังเอง) /[maj2 ʔaw0 naa2] (luuk2 

caa4)(mɛɛ2 khǝǝj0 bɔɔk1 lɛɛw3)(luuk2 maj2 faŋ0 ʔeeŋ0/ ‘[not get 

SP](child SP)(mother used to tell already)(child not listen yourself)’ (BJ) 

The examples (54)-(55) demonstrate the rejections via the pragmatic structure 

‘h+s’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. Although this 

pragmatic structure is more covert than the pragmatic structure ‘h’, it is quite overt as 

well, because the rejections in this structure are performed through the immediate 

occurrence of the head act, or h-beginning structure. The example (54) shows the 

rejection in the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ with one post-h supportive move. The head 

act is at the beginning, but the supportive move makes it more covert, as seen in this 

example, the post-h supportive move is h-softening by calling the name of the hearer. 

The example (55) has a total of three post-h supportive moves. In the example, the 

first supportive move, ลูกจ๋า /luuk2 caa4/ ‘child SP’, is h-softening because it helps 

mitigate the head act by calling the hearer with the kin term together with the sentence 

particle expressing affection and familiarity; whereas the other two, แม่เคยบอกแลว้ 

/mɛɛ2 khǝǝj0 bɔɔk1 lɛɛw3/ ‘mother used to tell already’ and ลูกไม่ฟังเอง /luuk2 maj2 

faŋ0 ʔeeŋ0/ ‘child not listen yourself’, are h-strengthening, because they aggravate the 

head act by blaming the hearer. 

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’  

(56) (Honestly,) (Mum.)['I don't think I can manage all these.] (BJ) 

(57) (เฮย้) (เกอร์ชวิน) [พวกเราไม่มีทางท าอะไรอยา่งนั้นกบัแกหรอก] 

/(hǝj3)(kǝǝ0chwin0)[phuak2 raw0 maj2 mii0 thaaŋ0 tham0 ʔaʔraj0 yaaŋ1 

nan3 kap1 kɛɛ0 rɔɔk1]/ ‘(EXC)(Gershwin)[we no have way do what like 

that with you SP]’ (T30)   
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The examples (56)-(57) illustrate the rejections via the pragmatic structure 

‘s+h’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. The example (56) 

shows the rejection in the pragmatic structure with two pre-h supportive moves, one is 

the h-strengthening supportive move, namely, ‘honestly’ which is used to intensify 

the head act, and the other is the h-softening supportive move, namely, ‘mum’ which 

is used to gain time before getting to the head act. In the example (57), there are two 

pre-h supportive moves, which are the h-softening supportive moves. Both of them 

are used in time-gaining before the appearance of the head.  

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ 

(58) (Oh,) [don't be a silly-willy,] (darling.) (Of course) (I told you.) (You 

must learn to listen.) (BJ) 

(59) (ขอบใจยะ่)(แต่)[ไม่ดีกวา่จะ้] (หนุ่มๆ)  /(khɔɔp1caj0 yaʔ2)(tɛɛ1)[maj2 dii0 

kwaa1 caʔ2] (num1 num1)/ ‘(thanks SP)(but)[no better SP](boys)’ (T30) 

The examples (58)-(59) are the examples of the rejections via the pragmatic 

structure ‘s+h+s’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the 

example (58), there are one pre-h and four post-h supportive moves, In this example, 

the pre-h supportive move ‘oh’ is h-softening by time-gaining with the exclamation 

before getting to the head act. As for the post-h supportive moves, all of them 

function as the h-strengthening supportive moves by blaming and intensifying. In the 

example (59), there are two pre-h and one post-h supportive moves. All of them are 

the h-softening supportive moves: the two pre-h ones are thanking, that is ขอบใจยะ่ 

/khɔɔp1caj0 yaʔ2/ ‘thanks’, and linking, that is แต่ /tɛɛ1/ ‘but’, and the post-h one is 

calling, that is หนุ่มๆ /num1 num1/ ‘boys’. 

The above examples demonstrate various pragmatic structures that are found 

to be used in doing rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. As 

always mentioned, the appearance of the head act relates to the overtness-covertness 

of the pragmatic structures. It is predicted that in performing the speech act of 

rejections, the more-overt pragmatic structures will be used more in the English texts 

than in the Thai-translated texts, while the more-covert ones will be found more in the 
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Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. The findings show that the prediction is 

not completely accurate, as reported in the following table.  

Table 4.19 The pragmatic structures of rejections in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts 

 

Pragmatic structures 

Usage 

English texts 

Frequency (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Frequency (%) 

h 164 (47.95%) 170 (49.71%) 

h+s 97 (28.36%) 92 (26.90%) 

s+h 54 (15.79%) 56 (16.37%) 

s+h+s 27 (7.89) 24 (7.02%) 

s 0 (0.00%) 0 (0.00%) 

total 342 (100%) 342 (100%) 

 From the table, the proportion of the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, which is more 

overt, is found more in the English texts, and the proportion of the pragmatic structure 

‘s+h’, which is more covert, is found more in the Thai-translated texts, as predicted. 

However, contrasting with the prediction, the structure ‘h’, which is most overt, is 

found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts, while the structure 

‘s+h+s’, which is most covert, is found more in the English texts than in the Thai-

translated texts. To discuss the reason of the unpredicted findings, it is possible that in 

translating the speech act of rejections from English into Thai, some supportive 

moves, which do not bear crucial contents, are omitted. This omission can increase 

the proportion of the structure ‘h’, and decrease the proportion of the structure 

‘s+h+s’ in the Thai-translated texts, as exemplified below. 

(60) ST: (Oh,) [don't be silly,] (darling.)  

TT: [เหลวไหลน่า] /leew4 laj4 naa2/ ‘silly SP’ (BJ) 

 The example (58) shows the omission of the h-softening supportive moves, 

both the pre-h one, ‘oh’, which is used to exclaim, and the post-h one, ‘darling’, 

which is used to address the hearer. These supportive moves, which do not have any 

important messages, are sometimes omitted in the translation. 

 Regarding the ranking of the usage, Table 4.19 reports that the rejections are 

performed via the pragmatic structure ‘h’ most, and the other pragmatic structures are 
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used in descending order according to the scale of covertness in the English texts and 

the Thai-translated texts follow this order. However, not only the position of the 

supportive moves, but the number of the supportive moves are also important and 

related to the overtness-covertness of the pragmatic structures, the number of the 

supportive moves are studied to confirm that the pragmatic structures used in 

performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts seem to be more overt than those 

of the English texts. The findings are shown in the following table. 

Table 4.20 The number of the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures of 

rejections in the English texts and the Thai translated texts 

Pragmatic 

structures 

with 

supportive 

moves 

Numbers  

of the supportive moves 

Frequency 

(%) 

Eng 

min-max 

Th-

translated 

min-max 

Eng Th-translated 

h+s 1-4 1-3 126 (42.57%) 115 (42.12%) 

s+h 1-6 1-4 94(31.76%) 95 (34.80%) 

s+h+s pre: 1-3 

post: 1-4 

pre: 1-2 

post: 1-4 

76 (25.68%) 63 (23.08%) 

Total 296 (100%) 273 (100%)  100.00 

 From the table, it is found that there are 296 supportive moves used in 

performing rejections in English texts, while there are 273 supportive moves used in 

the rejections in the Thai-translated texts. The post-h supportive moves are found 

most in terms of frequency (42.57% in the English texts, and 42.12% in the Thai-

translated texts), but the pre-h supportive moves are found most in terms of number in 

each serial of supportive moves (a maximum of 6 in the English texts, and a 

maximum of 4 in the Thai-translated texts).  

In comparison with the English texts, the supportive moves in the Thai-

translated texts are 23 less; the less proportions are seen in the supportive moves of 

the pragmatic structures ‘h+s’ and ‘s+h+s’, and the maximum number of each serial 

of supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts are less than that of the English texts. 

The findings show that the supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts are not 

always more than the supportive moves in the English texts. The findings of the 
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number of the supportive moves quite support that the pragmatic structures used in 

performing rejections in the Thai-translated texts seem to be more overt than those of 

the English texts. 

It is interesting to study further the proportion of each function of the 

supportive moves used in rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. 

The findings are reported in the following table. 

Table 4.21 The functions of the supportive moves in performing rejections in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

Functions  

of supportive moves 

Frequency (%) 

English Thai-translated 

h-strengthening 59 (19.93%) 57 (20.88%) 

h-softening 237 (80.07%) 216 (79.12%) 

Total 296 (100%)  273 (100%) 

When compared with the supportive moves in the rejections in the English 

texts, it is found that the h-strengthening supportive moves are more, whereas the h-

softening supportive moves are found less in the Thai-translated texts. It shows that 

the h-softening supportive moves can be omitted more than the h-strengthening ones.  

After all aspects of supportive moves, position, number, and function are 

explored, it can be said that the pragmatic structures used in performing the rejections 

in the Thai-translated texts seem to be more overt than those of the English texts. 

Then, the selection of the pragmatic structures in doing the speech act of 

rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, which is governed by the 

interpersonal and affective factors is also explored, and the findings are presented in 

the following table. 

Table 4.22 The use of pragmatic structures of rejections governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the English texts 

Factors Relations h  

Freq.  

(%) 

h+s  

Freq. 

(%) 

s+h 

Freq. 

(%) 

s+h+s 

Freq. 

(%) 

Total  

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 46 

(41.07%) 

30 

(26.79%) 

21 

(18.75%) 

15 

(13.39%) 

112 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 115 

(50.66%) 

67 

(29.53%) 

33 

(14.54%) 

12 

(5.29%) 

227 

(100%) 
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 Multiple 

participants 

 3 

(100.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

3 

(100%) 

age Equal age 103 

(46.82%) 

 74  

(33.64%)  

 30 

(13.64%) 

13 

(5.91%) 

220 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

23 

(47.92%) 

9 

 (18.75%) 

8 

(16.67%) 

 8 

(16.67%) 

48 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

38 

(51.35%) 

14 

(18.92%) 

16 

(21.62%) 

6 

(8.11%) 

74 

(100%) 

Social 

status 

Equal 

status 

112 

(50.68%) 

70 

(31.67%) 

27 

(12.22%) 

12 

(5.43%) 

221 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-

lower 

14 

(33.33%) 

9 

(21.43%) 

10 

(23.81%) 

9 

 (21.43%) 

42 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

38 

(48.10%) 

18 

(22.78%) 

17 

(21.52%) 

6 

(7.59%) 

79 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 154 

(48.73%) 

91 

(28.80%) 

47 

(14.87%) 

24 

(7.59%) 

316 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 10 

(38.46%) 

6 

(23.08%) 

7 

(26.92%) 

 3 

(11.54%) 

26 

(100%) 

 This table corresponds to Table 4.19 which reports that the overall usage of 

the pragmatic structures in performing rejections in the English texts is in the 

descending order according to the level of covertness, and this order happens in 

almost all contexts of participants, except the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’, ‘higher-

to-lower status’ and ‘unfamiliar’ participants. The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is used 

more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in these three contexts. However, these 

different results can be understood in the case of the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and 

‘unfamiliar’ participants because these two contexts are in the ‘unequal-upwards’ 

groups which the politeness is expected. The surprising finding turns up in the context 

of ‘higher-to-lower status’ because this context of participants is in the kind of context 

that the politeness not expected. Other than the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is used more 

than the ‘h+s’, it is found that the covertness-oriented pragmatic structures are used 

quite much in this context. There are two observations of this phenomenon: first, the 

more-covertness pragmatic structures, e.g. ‘s+h’, ‘s+h+s’ are used in the context of 
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‘higher-to-lower status’ in nagging, which use many supportive moves; and second, 

many supportive moves used in these structures are the h-strengthening supportive 

moves, which make the rejections via the more-covertness pragmatic structures strong 

enough for the speaker with the higher status used to speak to the hearer with the 

lower status. The examples are provided below. 

Situation: Bridget’s mother was nagging. 

(61)  (What's Una done with this gravy?) (Durr!) [We're going to have to 

use the Magimix!] (BJ)  

(62) (Oh,) (darling,) [you can't go around with that tatty green canvas 

thing.] (You look like some sort of Mary Poppins person who's fallen on 

hard times.) (BJ) 

In the example (61), Bridget’s mother was nagging because she did not agree 

with the way Una and Bridget prepared gravy. She uttered a few utterances which are 

the supportive moves before getting into the head act that she refused Una and 

Bridget’s method and she would do it the way she thought. In the example (62), 

Bridget’s mother was nagging Bridget on her cloths. Bridget’s mother refused to 

accept Bridget’s clothes and tried to compare her to a funny thing. 

Situation: Matt speaking to the taxi driver who went to the same high school 

(63) (But) [I wasn't the most popular kid at school,] (that's for sure.) (T30) 

Situation: Bridget’s father speaking to Bridget 

(64) (Oh) [no, that was just the Vicar's new vestments which set her off this 

morning.] (They were a little on the frou-frou side,) (to tell the truth.) (BJ) 

The examples (63)-(64) illustrate the second observation of the more usage of 

the more-covert pragmatic structures in doing the rejections in the context of ‘senior-

to-junior’. They show that although there are many supportive moves, the head acts 

can be strengthen by the h-strengthening supportive moves, e.g. the supportive moves 

used in intensifying the head acts, namely, ‘that’s for sure’ in the example (63), ‘to 

tell the truth’ in the example (64). 
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Table 4.23 The use of pragmatic structures of rejections governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 

Factors Relations h  

Freq.  

(%) 

h+s  

Freq. 

(%) 

s+h 

Freq. 

(%) 

s+h+s 

Freq. 

(%) 

Total  

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 49 

(43.75%) 

28 

(25.00%) 

24 

(21.43%) 

11 

(9.82%) 

112 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 118 

(51.98%) 

64 

(28.19%) 

32 

(14.10%) 

13 

(5.73%) 

227 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

3 

(100.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

3 

(100%) 

age Equal age 106 

(48.18%) 

68 

(30.91%) 

35 

(15.91%) 

11 

(5.00%) 

220 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

24 

(50.00%) 

12 

(25.00%) 

7 

(14.58%) 

5 

(10.42%) 

48 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

40 

(54.05%) 

12 

(16.22%) 

14 

(18.92%) 

8 

(10.81%) 

74 

(100%) 

Social 

status 

Equal 

status 

113 

(51.13%) 

64 

(28.96%) 

31 

(14.03%) 

13 

(5.88%) 

221 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-

lower 

17 

(40.48%) 

12 

(28.57%) 

9 

(21.43%) 

4 

(9.52%) 

42 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

40 

(50.63%) 

16 

(20.25%) 

16 

(20.25%) 

7 

(8.86%) 

79 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 156 

(49.37%) 

86 

(27.22%) 

51 

(16.14%) 

23 

(7.28%) 

316 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 14 

(53.85%) 

6 

(23.08%) 

5 

(19.23%) 

1 

(3.85%) 

26 

(100%) 

 In comparison with Table 4.22, this table shows that the ranking of the 

selection of the pragmatic structure in performing rejections in the English texts can 

be maintained in the Thai-translated texts, except the context of ‘higher-to-lower 

status’ and ‘unfamiliar’ of participants, which are marked by double underlines. In 

these two contexts, the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ is found more than the pragmatic 
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structure ‘s+h’ in the Thai-translated texts, but it is the other way round in the English 

texts. Again, this is evidence that the pragmatic structures used in performing 

rejections in the Thai-translated texts tend to be more overt than those of the English 

texts. 

Finally, the chi-square test was done to examine the association between the 

contexts of participants or the interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of 

the pragmatic structures in doing rejections in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts. The results are recounted in the following table. 

Table 4.24 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the pragmatic 

structures of rejections and the interpersonal and affective factors 

 

Interpersonal and affective factors 

P-Value 

English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.03 0.12 

Age 0.01 0.05 

Social status 0.004 0.21 

Social distance 0.18 0.88 

The table shows that sex, age, and social status between the participants are 

significantly associated with the selection of the pragmatic structures in doing 

rejections in the English texts, because the p-values of the chi-square test in the 

factors of sex, age, and social status are all less than 0.05, but the p-value of the factor 

of social distance is more than 0.05. It can be interpreted from the Table 4.22 that the 

selection of pragmatic structures in the descending order is significantly associated 

with all contexts governed by sex, but in the contexts governed by age and social 

status, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is selected more than the structure ‘h+s’ in the 

contexts ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’. In the Thai-translated texts, 

the only factor that has the ≤ 0.05 p-value from the chi-square test is the factor of age. 

The other factors get more than 0.05 p-values. Statistically, this means that the age 

between the participants governs the selection of the pragmatic structures in 

performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts, that is, in the context ‘junior-to-

senior’, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is significantly selected more than the structure 

‘h+s’, as seen in Table 4.23.  
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Markedly, there are more significant factors that govern the selection of the 

pragmatic structures in performing rejections in the English texts than in the Thai-

translated texts. The factors of sex and social status do not associate with the selection 

of the pragmatic structures of the rejections in Thai, but do in English. This means 

that in selecting the pragmatic structures to perform rejections, the factors of sex and 

social status are not put the importance in Thai despite the influence of the English 

texts. 

4.2.3 Pragmatic structures of inquiries 

 The speech act of inquiries is considered to have least imposition among all 

three speech acts in this research. When performing inquiries, the speaker imposes on 

the hearer just the information which s/he supposes the hearer knows. However, some 

inquiries are general and easy to give the answer, e.g. ‘what time is it?’, the others are 

personal and difficult to give the information, e.g. ‘how is your love life?’. It is found 

from the data that the speech act of inquiries is the only one among three speech acts 

that is performed via all five possible pragmatic structures. This may be because the 

nature of the inquiries is easily understood, the hearer, including the readers of the 

fictions can grasp the intention of the speaker even if there is no explicit head act.  

These are the pragmatic structures found in performing the speech act of 

inquiries in the English and Thai-translated texts. 

  The pragmatic structure ‘h’ 

(65) [What did she say?]  (T30) 

(66) [Is your name Matt Beckford?] (T30) 

(67) [แม่อยูไ่หนคะ] /[mɛɛ2 yuu1 naj4 khaʔ3]/ ‘[mum stay where SP]’ (BJ) 

(68) [ไดข้องท่ีตอ้งการครบหรือยงั] /[daj2 khɔɔŋ4 thii2 tɔŋ2kaan0 khrop3 rɨɨ4 

yaŋ0]/ ‘[get things that want all or yet]’ (T30) 

The example (65)-(68) are the examples of the inquiries in the most overt 

pragmatic structure, that is, the pragmatic structure ‘h’ in the English texts and the 

Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the examples (65) and (67), the speakers posed 

the question with a wh-question to get the answer from the hearers about ‘what’ in the 

example (65) and ‘where’ in the example (67). In the examples (66) and (68), the 
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speakers asked with a yes-no question to get the answer ‘yes’ or ‘no’ from the hearers. 

All of them are performed without any supportive moves. 

The pragmatic structure ‘h+s’  

(69) [What?] (Building them?) (Using them?) (Wearing them on your 

head?) (T30) 

(70) [ออกไปไหน](บริดเจท็) /[ʔɔɔk1 paj0 naj4] (brit1cet1)/ ‘[out go 

where](Bridget)’ (BJ) 

The example (69)-(70) illustrate the inquiries in the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ 

in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the example (69), 

the three post-h supportive moves are all the h-softening supportive moves. The 

situation of this inquiry is that the speaker asked the hearer what he did with the 

computer, after the hearer said that he worked in the computer company. The first two 

supportive moves, ‘building them?’ and ‘using them?’, are supported the head act,  

‘what?’ by explicating it or giving more information to make the head act clearer, 

while the last supportive move ‘wearing them on your head?’ is a kidding. In the 

example (70), there is one post-h supportive move and it is also h-softening. It softens 

the head act by calling the name of the hearer, บริดเจท็ /brit1 cet1/ ‘Bridget’.  

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h’  

(71) (So,) (come on,) (then,)(Bridget!) [How's yer love-life?]  (BJ) 

(72) (เจรา!) (แก) (ไอเ้ฒ่า) (ริคบชู!้) [บอกมาวา่จะเปิดฝากระโปรงรถซาบไดย้งัไงวะ] 

/(cee0raa0)(kɛɛ0)(ʔaj2 thaw2)(ri1 khop3 chuu3)[bɔɔk1 maa0 waa2 caʔ1 

pǝǝt1 faa4 khraʔ1prooŋ0 rot3 saap3 daj2 yaŋ0 ʔaj0 waʔ3]/ 

‘(Jerrers)(you)(old man)(dare to have affair)[tell come that will open 

bonnet Saab how SP]’ (BJ)   

The example (71)-(72) show the inquiries in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in 

the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. The example (71) 

exemplifies the inquiry in the pragmatic structure with four pre-h supportive moves. 

The four pre-h supportive moves in the example are all the h-softening supportive 

moves. All of them are used in time-gaining before getting to the head act. It is 

possible that as a result of a personal question, the supportive moves are used this 
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much to mitigate the invasion of the head act. In the example (72), there are also a 

total of four pre-h supportive moves. In the example, เจรา /cee0raa0/ ‘Jerrers’ and แก 

/kɛɛ0/ ‘you’ are the h-softening supportive moves, they are used to gain attention from 

the hearers, while the other two , ไอเ้ฒ่า /ʔaj2 thaw2/ ‘old man’ and ริคบชู ้ /ri1 khop3 

chuu3/ ‘dare to have affair’ are the h-strengthening supportive moves which are used 

to scold the hearer. 

The pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ 

(73) (But) [you're not serious about going to Australia now,] (surely)? (T30) 

(74) (แลว้)(ตกลงวา่) [ลูกเป็นอยา่งไรบา้ง](แมท) /(lɛɛw3)(tok1loŋ0 waa2)[luuk2 

pen0 yaaŋ1 raj0 baaŋ2](mɛɛt3) ‘(and)(then)[child be how some](Matt) 

(T30) 

The example (73)-(74) demonstrate the inquiries in the pragmatic structure 

‘s+h+s’ in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. In the example 

(73), there is one each of the pre-h and post-h supportive moves. In this example, the 

pre-h supportive move is h-softening, it is the connector, which is used to link the 

ideas between the utterances that were being spoken and the previous utterances that 

were already spoken, while the post-h supportive moves is h-strengthening because it 

is used in intensifying the head act. In the example (74), there are two pre-h and one 

post-h supportive moves. All supportive moves in the example (74) are h-softening. 

The former pre-h supportive move, ‘แลว้’ / lɛɛw3/ ‘and’, is the connector used to link 

the ideas of the being-spoken utterances with the already-spoken ones and the latter 

one, ‘ตกลงวา่’ /tok1loŋ0 waa2/ ‘then’ is the conclusory marker used to conclude the 

idea. As for the post-h supportive move, it is the address term used in calling the 

hearer.  

The pragmatic structure ‘s’ 

(75) (So?)  (T30) 

(76) (And?) (T30) 

(77) (Yeees?) (BJ) 

(78) (ตกลงวา่?) /(tok1loŋ0 waa2?)/ ‘(then?)’ (T30) 
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The example (75)-(78) show the inquiries in the most covert pragmatic 

structure, the structure ‘s-only’ or the pragmatic structure without the head act in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts, respectively. All of them can be 

understood that they are the inquiries from the contexts, the speaker and the hearer are 

mutually and naturally understood. The examples (75) and (76) are the connectors 

used to imply that the speaker would like to ask what is next. The example (77) is 

used to imply the questions like ‘what’s wrong’ or ‘what did you say?’. The example 

(78) is used to imply the question like “what’s going on?”. 

All above examples are the pragmatic structures that are used in doing 

inquiries found in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. Like the two 

previous speech acts, it is still predicted that in performing the speech act of inquiries, 

the more overt pragmatic structures will be found more in the English texts than in the 

Thai-translated texts, and the more covert pragmatic structures will be found more in 

the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts, because the English language is in 

the low-context culture and the Thai language is in the high-context culture. This 

prediction is verified, as follows; 

Table 4.25 The pragmatic structures of inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts 

Pragmatic structures Usage  

English texts 

Frequency (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Frequency (%) 

h 449 (70.16%) 393 (61.41%) 

h+s 64 (10.00%) 44 (6.88%) 

s+h 103 (16.09%) 183 (28.59%) 

s+h+s 14 (2.19%) 19 (2.97%) 

s 10 (1.56%) 1 (0.16%) 

total 640 (100%) 640 (100.00%) 

 From the table, it can be seen that the more-overt pragmatic structures, 

namely, two h-beginning structures, are found more in the English texts than in the 

Thai-translated texts. The other structures or the s-beginning structures, which can be 

considered to be more covert, are found more in Thai-translated texts than in the 

English texts. The findings support the hypothesis that the overt linguistic forms are 
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found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, while the covert 

linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. 

However, there is one contrast, that is, the structure ‘s-only’, which is the most covert 

pragmatic structure, is found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated 

texts. These examples can explain the contrary finding. 

(79) ST: (Yeees?)  

TT: [วา่ไงเหรอ] /[waa2 ŋaj0 rəə4]/ ‘[say how QW]’ (BJ) 

(80) ST: [So?]  

TT: (แลว้)(ตกลงวา่)[อยา่งไรต่อ] /( lɛɛw3)(tok1loŋ0 

waa2?)[yaaŋ1raj0tɔɔ1]/ ‘(and)(then)[how next]’ (T30) 

 It can be observed that the inquiries without the head act in the pragmatic 

structure ‘s-only’ in the English STs are usually translated into Thai by adding the 

head act to make what the speaker intends to say more explicit. In the examples (79)-

(80), the implicit inquiries in the English STs are made more explicit by adding the 

specific question ‘how’ into the Thai TTs. In fact, there are also these implicit 

inquiries used in everyday communication the Thai language, e.g. หึ? /hɯʔ3/ ‘Yes?’, 

แลว้? /lɛɛw3/ ‘And?’ or ‘Then?’, but when it is the translation, clarity may be required 

to prevent the misunderstanding. The addition of the head act converts the pragmatic 

structure ‘s’ in the STs into the pragmatic structures ‘h’ and ‘s+h’, respectively. This 

is the reason why the structure ‘s-only’ is found less in the Thai-translated texts than 

in the English texts. 

According to Table 4.25, it shows apparently the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is 

used most and it is used far more than other pragmatic structures in the English texts 

and the Thai-translated texts conform to the same usage. Furthermore, when 

compared with the other two speech acts, the speech act of inquiries is performed via 

the pragmatic structure ‘h’ most. This is related to the weightiness of the imposition. 

As already discussed, the speech act of inquiries has not much imposition, it imposes 

on the hearer just the information, so it can be performed via the most overt pragmatic 

structures. However, it is interesting that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, which seems 

to be more covert is used more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, which seems to be 
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more overt. The overtness-covertness of the pragmatic structures can be rechecked by 

investigating further the number of the supportive moves used in making the 

inquiries. 

Table 4.26 The numbers of the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures of 

inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

Pragmatic 

structures 

with 

supportive 

moves 

Numbers of the supportive 

moves 

Frequency (%) 

Eng 

min-max 

Th-

translated 

min-max 

Eng 

 

Th-translated 

 

h+s(1-3) 1-3 1-4 70 (29.91%) 50 (16.45%) 

s(1-4)+h 1-4 1-4 124 (52.99%)  213 (70.07%) 

s(1)+h+s(1-2) pre: 1 

post: 1-2 

pre : 1-2 

post : 1 

30 (12.82%) 40 (13.16%) 

s(1) 1 1 10 (4.27%) 1 (0.33%) 

Total 234 (100%) 304 (100%)  100.00 

From the table, it shows that 234 supportive moves are found in performing 

inquiries in the English texts, and 304 supportive moves in the Thai-translated texts. 

Although the speech act of inquiries can basically be expressed overtly, it turns out 

that the frequency of supportive moves used in the inquiries apparently increase in the 

Thai-translated texts. However, the Thai-translated texts still follow the ranking of the 

use of the supportive moves of the English texts. The most-used supportive move is 

the pre-h supportive moves or the supportive moves in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’. 

From the investigation on the number of the supportive moves used in inquiries, it can 

be concluded that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is more covert than the pragmatic 

structure ‘h+s’, and both the English texts and the Thai-translated texts use the 

pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s in making inquiries. 

Next, the functions of these supportive moves used in inquiries are studied, the 

findings are presented in the next table. 
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Table 4.27 The functions of the supportive moves in performing inquires in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

Functions  

of supportive moves 

Frequency (%) 

English Thai-translated 

h-strengthening 5 (2.14%) 8 (2.63%) 

h-softening 229 (97.86%) 286 (97.37%) 

Total 234 (100%) 304 (100%) 

 From the table, it shows that the h-strengthening supportive moves are used 

much less than the h-softening supportive moves. In comparison with the English 

texts, the proportion of the two functions in the Thai-translated texts is quite equal to 

that of the English texts. This shows that although the number of the supportive 

moves increases, the function is still kept the same in the Thai-translated texts. 

The selection of the pragmatic structures in doing the speech act of inquiries in 

the English texts and the Thai-translated texts is governed by the interpersonal and 

affective factors. The various usages upon the various contexts of participants are 

investigated and reported in the following table. 

 

Table 4.28 The use of pragmatic structures of inquiries governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the English texts 
Factors Relations h  

Freq. 

(%) 

h+s  

Freq. 

(%) 

s+h 

Freq. 

(%) 

s+h+s 

Freq. 

(%) 

s 

Freq. 

(%) 

Total  

Freq. 

 (%) 

sex Same sex 98 

(60.87%) 

22 

(13.66%) 

29 

(18.01%) 

7 

(4.35%) 

5 

(3.11%) 

161 

(100%) 

 Cross 

sex 

344 

(72.88%) 

42 

(8.90%) 

74 

(15.68%) 

7 

(1.48%) 

5 

(1.06%) 

472 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

7 

(100.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

7 

(100%) 

age Equal 

age 

332 

(70.79%) 

43 

(9.17%) 

79 

(16.84%) 

8 

(1.71%) 

7 

(1.49%) 

469 

(100%) 

 Senior-

to-junior 

62 

(65.26%) 

10 

(10.53%) 

17 

(17.89%) 

4 

(4.21%) 

2 

(2.11%) 

95 

(100%) 

 Junior-

to-senior 

55 

(72.37%) 

11 

(14.47%) 

7 

(9.21%) 

2 

(2.63%) 

1 

(1.32%) 

76 

(100%) 
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Social 

status 

Equal 

status 

331 

(74.22%) 

32 

(7.17%) 

68 

(15.25%) 

9 

(2.02%) 

6 

(1.35%) 

446 

(100%) 

 Higher-

to-lower 

55 

(56.70%) 

14 

(14.43%) 

21 

(21.65%) 

4 

(4.12%) 

3 

(3.09%) 

97 

(100%) 

 Lower-

to-higher 

63 

(64.95%) 

18 

(18.56%) 

14 

(14.43%) 

1 

(1.03%) 

1 

(1.03%) 

97 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 423 

(69.92%) 

61 

(10.08%) 

98 

(16.20%) 

14 

(2.31%) 

9 

(1.49%) 

605 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 26 

(74.29%) 

3 

(8.57%) 

5 

(14.29%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(2.86%) 

35 

(100%) 

 The table shows that the selection of the pragmatic structures in doing 

inquiries in the English texts is varied upon the contexts of participants, and it 

confirms that the most overt pragmatic structure or the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is used 

most in doing inquiries in all contexts of participants. Besides, this table confirms the 

findings presented in Table 4.25 that the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is used more than 

the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’, but not in all contexts. Interestingly, the exception can 

be found in the ‘unequal-upwards’ group, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ 

and ‘lower-to-higher status’ of participants, which is anticipated to involve the more-

covert pragmatic structure more. To explain this unexpected finding, the data is 

reviewed and it is found that some supportive moves, e.g. address terms, conclusory 

markers, that are put in front of the head act in other contexts will be put after to the 

head act in the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ participants. 

It seems that in the speech act of inquiries, the post-h supportive moves signify 

respect to the hearer, as illustrated in the examples below. 

 Situation: The taxi driver speaking to Matt 

(81) [Where to,] (mate)? (T30) 

 Situation: Matt speaking to his mother 

(82) [What's for dinner,] (then)? (T30) 

From the examples, the address term ‘mate’ and the conclusory marker ‘then’ 

are put after the head act. If they had been put before the head act, for example, 

“Mate, where to?” or “Then, what’s for dinner?”, it would have made the inquiries get 



147 

 

 

the abrupt-tone. In the speech act of inquiries, it feels softer when such supportive 

moves are put after the head act.  

Table 4.29 The use of pragmatic structures of inquiries governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 

Factors Relations h  

Freq. 

(%) 

h+s  

Freq. 

 (%) 

s+h 

Freq. 

 (%) 

s+h+s 

Freq. 

 (%) 

s 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Total  

Freq. 

 (%) 

sex Same sex 84 

(52.17%) 

19 

(11.80%) 

50 

(31.06%) 

7 

(4.35%) 

1 

(0.62%) 

161 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 305 

(64.62%) 

25 

(5.30%) 

130 

(27.54%) 

12 

(2.54%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

472 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

4 

(57.14%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

3 

(42.86%) 

0 

(0.0010%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

7 

(100%) 

age Equal age 298 

(63.54%) 

20 

(4.26%) 

141 

(30.06%) 

10 

(2.13%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

469 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

52 

(54.74%) 

11 

(11.58%) 

27 

(28.42%) 

4 

(4.21%) 

1 

(1.05%) 

95 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

43 

(56.58%) 

13 

(17.11%) 

15 

(19.74%) 

5 

(6.58%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

76 

(100%) 

Social 

status 

Equal status 278 

(62.33%) 

17 

(3.81%) 

139 

(31.17%) 

12 

(2.69%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

446 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-

lower 

52 

(53.61%) 

14 

(14.43%) 

26 

(26.80%) 

4 

(4.12%) 

1 

(1.03%) 

97 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

63 

(64.95%) 

13 

(13.40%) 

18 

(18.56%) 

3 

(3.09%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

97 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 366 

(60.50%) 

42 

(6.94%) 

177 

(29.26%) 

19 

(3.14%) 

1 

(0.17%) 

605 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 27 

(77.14%) 

2 

(5.71%) 

6 

(17.14%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

35 

(100%) 

 In comparison with the findings of the English texts in Table 4.28, the Thai-

translated texts have the same ranking of the pragmatic structures used in making 

inquiries in almost all contexts of participants, except the contexts of ‘junior-to-

senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ which use the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ more than 

the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the English texts. The rankings of the pragmatic 

structures used in making the inquiries in the Thai-translated texts in all contexts of 

participants are the same as the overall ranking presented in Table 4.25, that is, the 

most overt pragmatic structure or the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is most frequently used, 

the next rankings are the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, ‘h+s’, ‘s+h+s’, and ‘s’, 

respectively. This differs from the findings of the English texts, because in the Thai-

translated texts, the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ is selected more than the pragmatic 
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structure ‘h+s’ in the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ 

participants. This is not a surprise because the covert structures are expected in these 

two contexts, especially in the Thai language. Furthermore, the pragmatic structure 

‘s+h’ is found more than the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in the Thai-translated texts is 

because some post-h supportive moves in English must be translated by left-moving 

into the pre-h position for the acceptable and natural utterances in Thai, as seen in the 

following example. 

(83) ST: [What are we doing,] (then)? 

TT: (แลว้) [เราจะท าอยา่งไรกนัดีล่ะ] /(lɛɛw3)[raw0 caʔ1 tham0 yaaŋ1raj0 

kan0 dii0 laʔ2]/ ‘(then)[we will do how together good SP]’ (BJ) 

 In this example, the post-h supportive move, which is the conclusory marker 

‘then’ is translated into ‘แลว้’ /lɛɛw3/ and moved left into the pre-h position in the 

Thai-translated texts, because it will be weird and unacceptable, if ‘แลว้’ /lɛɛw3/ is put 

at the post-h position in Thai. This results from the linguistic difference of the English 

SL and the Thai TL. 

However, the association between the interpersonal and affective factors and 

the selection of the pragmatic structures used in making the inquiries in the English 

texts and the Thai-translated texts cannot be confirmed until the chi-square tests are 

done.  The results of the chi-square test calculation are reported in the following table. 

Table 4.30 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the pragmatic 

structures of inquiries and the interpersonal and affective factors 

Interpersonal and affective factors P-Value 

English Thai-translated 

Sex 0.007 0.004 

Age 0.34 0.00001 

Social status 0.009 0.00001 

Social distance 0.71 0.07 

The table reports the p-values from the chi-square calculation and it shows that 

in the English texts, the p-values of the factors of sex and social status are less than 

0.05, whereas the p-values of the factors of age and social distance are more than 

0.05. This infers that the sex and social status between the participants are 
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significantly associated with the selection of the pragmatic structures in making 

inquiries in the English texts. As for the Thai-translated texts, the factors of sex, age, 

and social status are less than 0.05 p-values, while the p-values of the factor of social 

distance is more than 0.05. This can be interpreted that the sex, age, and social status 

between the participants lead to the significant association with the selection of the 

pragmatic structures in making the inquiries in the Thai-translated texts. Referred to 

Table 4.28 and Table 4.29, in making inquiries, the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is 

significantly used most, and the next most is the structure ‘s+h’ in the contexts 

governed by sex, age, and social status in the Thai-translated texts, while in the 

English texts, the pragmatic structure ‘h’ is significantly used most and the next most 

is the structure ‘s+h’ only in the contexts governed by sex, but in the contexts 

governed by social status, the next most turns to be the structure ‘h+s’ in the contexts 

of ‘higher-to-lower status’ participants.  

Interestingly, the factor of age is not significant in the English texts, but it 

turns to be significant in the Thai-translated texts. This can be concluded that the 

factor of age is noticeably important in Thai in selecting the pragmatic structure of the 

inquiries. Despite the non-significance in the English texts, the factor of age becomes 

significant in the Thai-translated text. This shows that this factor is so salient in the 

selection of pragmatic structures for making inquiries inThai that it gives the different 

result from the English texts. 
4.3   Politeness strategies 

 The politeness strategy analysis is the third and last linguistic dimension of 

analysis in the present research, it is done to explore another methods of minimizing 

the imposition or the threat that may occur on the hearer, or sometimes, the speaker 

him/herself when the speech act is performed in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts. The frame of analysis is based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) 

model which puts the highlight on the concept of ‘face’ proposed by Goffman (1967). 

Goffman’s (1967) concept of ‘face’ relates to the meaning of the linguistic politeness, 

which is different from the meaning of the general politeness. The linguistic 

politeness does not mean only the deference, the courtesy, or the formality as the 

general politeness does, it means the face-saving. He divides ‘face’ into two kinds, 

which correspond to the two basic wants of each person: the positive face (the want of 
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self-worth) and the negative face (the want of autonomy). To analyze the politeness 

strategies, the internal modification of the head act is investigated on the semantic 

criteria which can be identified by linguistic features.  According to Brown and 

Levinson’s (1987) model, there are theoretically five possible politeness strategies in 

performing the speech acts (see Figure 3.2), the last or fifth strategy, which is 

deciding not to do the speech act at all, is included. But, practically, there are a total 

of four politeness strategies used in doing the speech acts, as follows 

1) Strategy 1 : bald-on record strategy 

2) Strategy 2 : positive politeness-on record strategy 

3) Strategy 3 : negative politeness-on record strategy 

4) Strategy 4 : off record strategy 

These are the linguistic features signifying each strategy found in the English 

texts and the Thai-translated text. The linguistic features provided in the following 

table are just examples found in the data used to be the guideline in the analysis.  

Table 4.31 Linguistic features signifying each politeness strategy 

 

Politeness 

strategy & 

strategy features 

 

Linguistic features 

English texts Thai-translated texts 

Bald strategy Without redressive action Without redressive action 

Positive politeness 

strategy 

 

1) Care for and 

interest in the 

hearer 

asking for reason with ‘why 

not’  

 

asking for reason with ‘ท าไมไม่’ 

/tham0maj0 maj2/ ‘why not’  

 

2) In-group 

identity 

a. Using in-group 

markers 

 

slangs, colloquial expressions slangs, colloquial expressions, 

intimate pronouns, kinship 

terms, endearment terms, 

sentence particles expressing 

intimacy, e.g. วะ /waʔ3/, ยะ 

/yaʔ3/, จ๊ะ /caʔ3/ 
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b. Including the 

speaker and the 

hearer 

pronouns ‘we’, ‘us’, an 

expression with ‘let’s’ 

pronouns ‘เรา’ /raw0/ ‘พวกเรา’ 

/phuak2raw0/ ‘we’, sentence 

particles expressing persuasion 

‘กนัเถอะ’ / kan0 thǝʔ1/, น่า /naa2/ 

c. Seeking 

agreement 

question tags The expression ‘ดีไหม’ /dii0 

maj4/ ‘good or not’ 

d. Avoiding 

disagreement 

negative questions A sentence particle expressing 

uncertainty ‘มั้ง’ /maŋ3/ 

e. Sharing common 

ground 

mutually-known words, 

jargons 

mutually-known words, 

jargons 

3) Kindness being optimistic by the 

expressions like ‘that’s OK’ 

 

 

being optimistic by the 

expressions like ‘ไม่เป็นไร’ /maj2 

pen0 raj0/ ‘not a matter’ 

 

Negative 

politeness strategy 

 

1) Deference 

a. Using courteous 

markers 

modals in the past form, 

formal words, expressions 

with ‘please’ 

formal words, sentence 

particles expressing deference 

‘ค่ะ’ /khaʔ2/, ‘ครับ’ /khrap3/ 

b. Being 

conventionally 

indirect 

conventionalized indirect 

expressions 

conventionalized indirect 

expressions 

c. Impersonalizing 

the speaker and the 

hearer 

passive construction, reported 

speech 

passive construction, reported 

speech 

2) Consideration 

a. Hedging 

the expression ‘I don’t 

think…’ 

the expression ‘เกรงวา่...’ /kreeŋ0 

waa2/ ‘afraid that’ 

b. Minimizing the 

imposition 

 

the expressions ‘a second’, ‘a 

minute’ 

the expression ‘หน่อย’ / nɔj1/ ‘a 

bit’  
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3) Freedom 

 

not coercing the hearer with 

conditionals  

the expression ‘กไ็ด’้ /kɔɔ2 daj2/ 

‘alright’ 

Off-record 

strategy 

 

1)Violation of 

relevance maxim 

hints hints 

2) Violation of 

quality Maxim 

irony, rhetorical questions, 

contradictions, metaphors 

irony, rhetorical questions, 

contradictions, metaphors 

3) Violation of 

quantity Maxim 

overstatement, understatement overstatement, understatement 

4) Violation of 

manner Maxim 

being incomplete with 

unfinished statement 

being incomplete with 

unfinished statement  

 

Other than these four possible politeness strategies, which are the hypothetical 

politeness strategies proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987) in doing the FTAs, it is 

found empirically in the data that there are more politeness strategies employed in 

doing the speech acts. These politeness strategies are the combination of the two 

original strategies. The combination of the politeness strategies is called ‘hybrid 

strategy’ and ‘mixing strategy’ by Brown and Levinson (1987: 230-232). The hybrid 

strategy means the combination of the positive and negative politeness strategies, and 

the mixing strategies are the combination of the on-record and off-record strategies. 

When scaled the level of covertness, all politeness strategies that are found in the 

study can be arranged from the most overt to the most covert, as shown in the 

following figure. 

 

Figure 4.1 The degree of politeness strategies 
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The politeness strategies found in the present research are scaled as above 

according to the degree of politeness. The main strategies (Strategy 1-4) proposed by 

Brown and Levinson (1987) are already arranged according to the degree of 

politeness by labelling with the number, the higher-numbered strategies are more 

polite than the lower-numbered ones. When the hybrid and mixing strategies which 

are found in this research are included in the scale, the hybrid strategy is considered to 

be more polite than the positive and negative politeness strategies because it is the 

combination of these two strategies which makes it more complicated, but it is less 

polite than the off-record strategy because the hybrid strategy is still in the group of 

the on record strategies; while the mixing strategy is considered as the most polite 

politeness strategies because it is the off-record strategy which is redressed with the 

positive or negative politeness strategies. 

Brown and Levinson (1987) propose that the selection of the politeness 

strategies is determined by the seriousness of the imposition of the speech acts, i.e. the 

higher the imposition is, the higher-numbered strategy is selected. Besides, it is 

hypothesized in the present research that the selection of the politeness strategies in 

performing the speech acts is governed by the context of culture, i.e. the low-

numbered strategies tend to be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-

translated texts, and the high-numbered strategies tend to be found more in the Thai-

translated texts than in the English texts, since the English language is in the low-

context culture, whereas the Thai language is in the high-context culture.  

Afterwards, the politeness strategies selected in performing the speech acts of 

directives, rejections and inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, 

together with the interpersonal and affective factors governing them will be compiled 

below. 

4.3.1 Politeness strategies of directives 

 Basically, the speech act of directives is done to get the hearer to do 

something, that is, it imposes on the hearer behaviorally. So, the seriousness of 

imposition of the directive speech act is generally considered to be quite high. 

Theoretically, it is believed that the high-numbered politeness strategies should be 

used in doing directives. However, the seriousness of the imposition is not the only 

factor governing the way of expressing the speech acts. Many other factors, e.g. 
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power and distance between the speaker and the hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987) 

also influence on the selection of the politeness strategies. Another factor that plays 

the fundamental role in determining the politeness strategies is the culture, as earlier 

hypothesized. 

 In performing the speech act of directive in the English texts and Thai-

translated texts, all four possible politeness strategies are used, as given the examples 

below. 

(84)  [Go away,] (Daniel.) (BJ) 

(85) [Why don't you book somewhere for next weekend?] (Nice country 

house hotel.) (BJ) 

(86) [You should be with Elaine.] (T30) 

(87) [I'm waiting.] (Matt.) (T30) 

The examples (84)-(87) represent the politeness strategies 1-4, respectively in 

the English texts. As previously informed, the politeness strategies are identified in 

the head act. The example (84) illustrates Strategy 1: bald-on record strategy. It can be 

seen that the head act of the example (84), ‘go away’ is performed without redress. 

The example (85) illustrates Strategy 2: positive politeness strategy, in the feature of 

care for and interest in the hearer. The directive is performed by asking the reason 

from the hearer with ‘why don’t you’. The example (86) illustrates Strategy 3: 

negative politeness strategy, in the feature of deference by using the past form of 

subjunctive mood ‘should’, which is considered as conventionally indirect directives. 

Moreover, using ‘should’ can express the feature of freedom, because its meaning is 

not coercing the hearer. Lastly, the example (87) illustrates Strategy 4: off record 

strategy. The situation of this example is that Ginny wanted Matt to tell her what is 

wrong with him, so she did the directive covertly by saying a hint that she was 

waiting for his story instead of saying overtly, e.g. ‘Tell me’.  

(88) [ยนืตรงๆสิ](ลูก) /[yɨɨn0 troŋ0 troŋ0 siʔ1](luuk2)/ ‘[stand straight straight 

SP](child)’ (BJ) 

(89) [หนูเอาของไปเกบ็ในหอ้งนอนก่อนดีไหม](ลูก) /[nuu4 ʔaw0 khɔɔŋ4 paj0 

kep1 naj0 hɔŋ2nɔɔn0 kɔɔn1 dii0 maj4](luuk2) ‘[you take things go keep in 

bedroom before good QW](child)’ (T30) 
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(90) [ผมวา่คุณควรจะหาอะไรกินนะ] /[phom4 waa2 khun0 khuan0caʔ haa4 

ʔaʔ1raj0 kin0 naʔ3]/ ‘I think you should find what eat SP]’ (BJ) 

(91) (น่ี)[คุณไม่คิดจะกูส้ถานการณ์เลยหรือไง] /(nii2)[khun0 maj2 khit3 caʔ1 

kuu2 saʔ1thaa4naʔ3kaan0 lǝǝj0 rɨɨ4 ŋaj0]/ ‘(this)[you not think will 

improve situation beyond or how]’ (T30) 

The examples (88)-(91) exemplify all four politeness strategies used in 

performing the directives in the Thai-translated texts. The example (88) illustrates the 

‘bald-on record’ strategy, because the head act is performed explicitly without 

redress. Furthermore, a sentence particle ‘สิ’ /siʔ1/ is used in commanding, 

suggesting, and persuading in Thai (Phanthumetha, 2011: 121). The example (89) 

explains the ‘positive politeness-on record’ strategy. There is the positive politeness 

feature of in-group identity expressed in the head act. The pronoun ‘หนู’ /nuu4/ is 

used to mark the in-group identity and the question ‘ดีไหม’ /dii0 maj4/ ‘good or not’ is 

used to seek agreement. The example (89) demonstrates the ‘negative politeness-on 

record’ strategy, because the head act is modified by the negative politeness features 

of consideration and freedom. The consideration is expressed by the hedge ‘ผมวา่’ 

/phom4 waa2/ ‘I think’, and the freedom is expressed by the modal ‘ควรจะ’ 

/khuan0caʔ/ ‘should’. In English, the modal ‘should’ expresses deference because the 

past forms in English relate to deference, but in Thai, there are no past forms, so the 

modal ‘ควรจะ’ is considered by its meaning, not its form.  It means ‘not coercing the 

hearer’, compared with the modal ‘ตอ้ง’ /tɔŋ2/ ‘must’, which means ‘coercing the 

hearer’. And the last example, the example (91) describes the ‘off record’ strategy, 

because the head act is expressed by violating the quality maxim with the rhetorical 

question. The answer is not required when the speaker asks ‘หรือไง’ / rɨɨ4 ŋaj0/ ‘or 

how’ in this example. 
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In addition, the hybrid and mixing strategies are also found in doing the 

directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, as reported below. 

Hybrid strategy (the positive plus negative politeness strategies) 

(92) [We could go to the Dome.] (T30) 

(93) [I think we should try to stay up all night again.] (T30) 

The examples (92)-(93) explain the combination of the positive and negative 

politeness strategies in the English texts. It proves that two faces or two types of basic 

wants can be saved at the same time. From the examples, the in-group identity which 

is the feature of the positive politeness is expressed by including the speaker and the 

hearer with the pronoun ‘we’, at the same time, the deference and consideration which 

are the features of the negative politeness are expressed by being courteous and 

conventionally indirect with the past form of subjunctive moods ‘could’ in the 

example (92) and ‘should’, including by hedging with the expression ‘I think…’, in 

the example (93). 

(94) [ท าไมไม่สมัภาษณ์ โจแอนนา ทรอลโลพล่ะคะ] /[tham0maj0 maj2 

sam4phaat2 coo0ʔɛɛn0naa0 thrɔl0loop1 laʔ1 kha3]/ ‘why not interview 

Joanna Trollope SP SP]’  (BJ) 

(95) [ฉนัวา่เราพยายามอยูโ่ตรุ่้งกนัอีกสักทีดีไหม] /chan4 waa2 raw0 

phaʔ3yaa0yaam0 yuu1 too2ruŋ2 kan0 ʔiik1 sak1 thii0 dii0 maj4]/ ‘[I think 

we try stay up dawn together again just one time good QW]’ (T30) 

Both of the above examples illustrate the combination of the positive and 

negative politeness strategies in doing the directives in the Thai-translated texts. The 

example (94) expresses the positive politeness feature of ‘care for and interest in the 

hearer’ by asking the question ‘ท าไมไม่’ /tham0maj0 maj2/ ‘why not’, while the 

negative politeness feature of deference is also expressed by the sentence particle ‘คะ’ 

/khaʔ3/ which is considered to be the courteous marker in Thai. As for the example 

(95), there are the positive politeness feature of in-group identity which is signified by 

using the in-group marker, namely, the pronoun ‘เรา’ /raw0/ ‘we’’ and by seeking 

agreement with the question ‘ดีไหม’ /dii0 maj4/ which means ‘is it good?’, and the 



157 

 

 

negative politeness feature of consideration which is indicated by the hedge ‘ฉนัวา่’ 

/chan4 waa2/ ‘I think’; and by the imposition minimizer ‘สักที’ /sak1 thii0/ which 

means ‘just one time’. 

Mixing strategy (the positive politeness plus the off-record strategies) 

(96) (Mark,) [if you ask me once more if I've read any good books lately 

I'm going to eat my head.] (BJ) 

(97) (Look,) [will you shut up?] (BJ) 

The examples (96)-(97) illustrate the mixing strategies between the positive 

politeness strategy and the off-record strategy in the English texts.  In the example 

(96), a joke ‘I’m going to eat my head’ communicates the positive politeness feature 

of in-group identity, while the if-clause violates quality maxim and makes the 

utterance off-record. In the example (97), the expression ‘shut up’ is used to mark the 

in-group identity, but it is uttered in the form of a rhetorical question, which is one of 

the methods in the off-record strategy. 

(98) (โอ๊ย) [ลูกจะดูแยน่ะ] (สีสันน่าเบ่ือ) /(ʔooj3)[luuk2 caʔ1 duu0 yɛɛ2 

naʔ3](sii4san4 naa2 bɨɨa1)/ ‘(EXC)[child will look bad SP](colour boring)’ (BJ) 

The example (98) explains the mixing strategies between the positive 

politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in the speech act of directives 

in the Thai-translated texts. The situation is that Bridget’s mother wanted Bridget to 

change her dress, because she thought its color was not interesting. The positive 

politeness strategy is expressed by the kin term ‘ลูก’ /luuk2/ ‘child’ which signifies 

the feature of in-group identity, while the off-record strategy is expressed by the hint 

‘จะดูแยน่ะ’ /caʔ1 duu0 yɛɛ2 naʔ3/ ‘will look bad SP’ which violates relevance maxim. 

Mixing strategy (the negative politeness plus the off-record strategies) 

(99) (For God's sake,) [will you sit still for two minutes?] (BJ) 

The example (99) illustrates the mixing strategies between the negative 

politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in the speech act of directives 

in the English texts. Like the example (97), this utterance is in the form of a rhetorical 
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question, but at the same time the negative politeness feature of consideration is 

conveyed by minimizing the imposition with the expression ‘for two minutes’. 

(100) (แม่คะ)[แม่อาจมีความผดิคดีอาญานะคะ] /(mɛɛ2 khaʔ3)[mɛɛ2 ʔaat1 mii0 

khwaam0phit1 khaʔ3dii0 ʔaa0yaa0 naʔ3 khaʔ3] ‘(mom SP)[mom may 

have wrong doing lawsuit criminal SP SP] (BJ) 

This is the example of the mixing strategies between the negative politeness-

on record strategy and the off-record strategy in doing directives in the Thai-translated 

texts. The situation is that Bridget asked her mother to tell the police about her 

mother’s boyfriend who did the illegal thing. Bridget did not perform the directive 

explicitly by saying, like ‘Tell the police’, but she selected to use the off record 

strategy by violating relevance maxim instead. She gave her mother a hint that her 

mother may be charged with a criminal offence. Other than the off-record strategy, 

the negative politeness-on record strategy is also used. There are the negative 

politeness feature of deference which is expressed by the courteous sentence particle 

‘คะ’ /khaʔ3/; and the negative politeness feature of consideration which is signified by 

the modal expressing the hedge, namely, ‘อาจ’ /ʔaat1/ ‘may’. 

For the selection of the politeness strategies, as previously mentioned, it is 

hypothesized that the low-numbered strategies tend to be found more in the English 

texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the high-numbered strategies tend to be 

found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. It is found that the 

hypothesis is partially true, but more interestingly, the selection of politeness 

strategies can reflect the face preference of the English and Thai languages. The 

findings are reported in the following table. 

Table 4.32 The politeness strategies of directives in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts 

 

Politeness strategies 

Usage 

English texts 

Freq. (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Freq. (%) 

Bald  144 (45.14%) 112 (35.11%) 

Positive  51 (15.99%) 76 (23.82%) 
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Negative  79 (24.76%) 73 (22.88%) 

Hybrid  24 (7.52%) 41 (12.35%) 

Off-record  17 (5.33%)  10 (3.13%) 

Mixing (positive)  3 (0.94%)  5 (1.57%) 

Mixing (negative)  1 (0.31%) 2 (0.63%) 

Total 319 (100%) 319 (100.00%) 

  From the table, it shows that the ranking of politeness strategy selection of the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts are different. Strategy 1: bald-on record is 

employed most in performing the directives in the English texts, and the Thai-

translated texts can follow this first rank of the English texts, but the different ranks 

are at the politeness strategy (Strategy 2) and negative politeness strategy (Strategy 3), 

that is, the English texts use Strategy 3 as the second rank, while the Thai-translated 

texts use Strategy 2 as the second rank. This shows the face preference of each 

language. However, other than the second rank, the Thai-translated texts can keep the 

same ranking as the English texts, that is hybrid strategy (Strategy 2+4), off record 

strategy (Strategy 4), mixing strategies (Strategy 2+4 and Strategy 3+4), respectively. 

Moreover, compared with the proportion of the English texts, the findings support the 

hypothesis that the low-numbered politeness strategies tend to be found more in the 

English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the high-numbered politeness 

strategies tend to be found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts, 

except the positive and negative politeness strategies, which relate to the issue of face 

wants more than the degree of politeness. 
 The different frequency of the positive and negative politeness strategies in the 

English texts and Thai-translated texts can be explained that the western cultures put 

the importance on the negative face, which symbolizes the privacy and rights, so the 

English texts use the negative politeness strategy more than the positive politeness 

strategy, while the Thai culture puts the emphasis on the positive face, which means 

the solidarity, so the Thai-translated texts select the positive politeness strategy more 

than the negative politeness strategy. (Hongladarom, and Chauksuvanit, 2008: 129). 

 To further investigate the factors which influence on the use of the politeness 

strategies in doing directives, the frequency of each politeness strategies in each 

context of participants is studied. The results are shown in the following table. 
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Table 4.33 The use of politeness strategies of directives governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the English texts 
Factors Relations Bald 

Freq. 

(%) 

Positive 

Freq. 

(%) 

Negative 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Hybrid 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Off-rec 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Mixing   

(+) 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Mixing  

(-) 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Total 

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 42 

(42.00%) 

23 

(23.00%) 

22 

(22.00%) 

5 

(5.00%) 

8 

(8.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

100 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 99 

(47.37%) 

25 

(11.96%) 

56 

(26.79%) 

16 

(7.66%) 

9 

(4.31%) 

3 

(1.44%) 

1 

(0.48%) 

209 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

3 

(30.00%) 

3 

(30.00%) 

1 

(10.00%) 

3 

(30.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

10 

(100%) 

age Equal 

age 

83 

(40.89%) 

33 

(16.26%) 

55 

(27.09%) 

19 

(9.36%) 

9 

(4.43%) 

3 

(1.48%) 

1 

(0.49%) 

203 

(100%) 

 Senior-

to-junior 

50 

(60.98%) 

12 

(14.63%) 

13 

(15.85%) 

1 

(1.22%) 

6 

(7.32%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

82 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

11 

(32.35%) 

6 

(17.65%) 

11 

(32.35%) 

4 

(11.76%) 

2 

(5.88%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

34 

(100%) 

Social 

status 

Equal 

status 

76 

(41.08%) 

32 

(17.30%) 

46 

(24.86%) 

18 

(9.73%) 

10 

(5.41%) 

2 

(1.08%) 

1 

(0.54%) 

185 

(100%) 

 Higher-

to-lower 

55 

(57.29%) 

13 

(13.54%) 

20 

(20.83%) 

2 

(2.08%) 

6 

(6.25%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

96 

(100%) 

 Lower-

to-higher 

13 

(34.21%) 

6 

(15.79%) 

13 

(34.21%) 

4 

(10.53%) 

1 

(2.63%) 

1 

(2.63%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

38 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 140 

(46.36%) 

51 

(16.89%) 

70 

(23.18%) 

20 

(6.62%) 

17 

(5.63%) 

3 

(0.99%) 

1 

(0.33%) 

302 

(100%) 

 unfamilia

r 

4 

(23.53%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

9 

(52.94%) 

4 

(23.53%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

17 

(100%) 

 This table gives the same overall picture as the previous table, that is, in doing 

the speech act of directives in the English texts, the bald strategy (Strategy 1) is used 

most in all contexts, and the negative politeness strategy (Strategy 3) is used more 

than the positive one (Strategy 2) in most contexts. However, this table provides more 

details which show that the interpersonal and affective factors influence on the 

politeness strategy usage indeed. To explicate this, when compared with other 

contexts, The bald strategy is found most in the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and 

‘higher-to-lower status’ participants. Other than this, although the negative politeness 

strategy  is generally used more than the positive politeness strategy as a result of the 

importance of the negative face in the English language, the negative politeness 

strategy is found least in the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’ 

participants when they are compared with the use of this strategy in other contexts . 
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Whereas, when compared with other contexts, the negative politeness strategy is 

found most in the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ 

participants, and within these ‘upwards’ contexts, the negative politeness strategy is 

use as often as the bald strategy. This may reflect that even in the English texts, the 

politeness-expected contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and ‘lower-to-

higher status’ participants, govern the selection of more ploite politeness strategies, 

and the ‘downwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-

to-lower status’ participants, govern the  selection of the less polite politeness 

strategies. This association between the interpersonal factors and the politeness 

strategy selection has to be checked by the chi-square test. 

Table 4.34 The use of the politeness strategies in performing the directives governed 

by the interpersonal and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 
factors relatio

ns 

Bald 

Freq. 

(%) 

Positive 

Freq. 

(%) 

Negative 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Hybrid 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Off-rec 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Mixing   

(+) 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Mixing  

(-) 

Freq. 

 (%) 

Total 

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 25 

(25.00%) 

38 

(38.00%) 

13 

(13.00%) 

17 

(17.00%) 

2 

(2.00%) 

3 

(3.00%) 

2 

(2.00%) 

100 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 86 

(41.15%) 

34 

(16.27%) 

59 

(28.23%) 

21 

(10.05%) 

7 

(3.35%) 

2 

(0.96%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

209 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

1 

(10.00%) 

4 

(40.00%) 

1 

(10.00%) 

3 

(30.00%) 

1 

(10.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

10 

(100%) 

age Equal age 74 

(36.45%) 

46 

(22.66%) 

55 

(27.09%) 

21 

(10.34%) 

4 

(1.97%) 

2 

(0.99%) 

1 

(0.49%) 

203 

(100%) 

 Senior-

to-junior 

35 

(42.68%) 

22 

(26.83%) 

9 

(10.98%) 

9 

(10.98%) 

4 

(4.88%) 

3 

(3.66%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

82 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

3 

(8.82%) 

8 

(23.53%) 

9 

(26.47%) 

11 

(32.35%) 

2 

(5.88%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(2.94%) 

34 

(100%) 

Social 

status 

Equal 

status 

66 

(35.68%) 

42 

(22.70%) 

49 

(26.49%) 

21 

(11.35%) 

5 

(2.70%) 

1 

(0.54%) 

1 

(0.54%) 

185 

(100%) 

 Higher-

to-lower 

40 

(41.67%) 

26 

(27.08%) 

13 

(13.54%) 

10 

(10.42%) 

4 

(4.17%) 

3 

(3.13%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

96 

(100%) 

 Lower-

to-higher 

6 

(15.79%) 

8 

(21.05%) 

11 

(28.95%) 

10 

(26.32%) 

1 

(2.63%) 

1 

(2.63%) 

1 

(2.63%) 

38 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 108 

(35.76%) 

73 

(24.17%) 

66 

(21.85%) 

38 

(12.58%) 

10 

(3.31%) 

5 

(1.66%) 

2 

(0.66%) 

302 

(100%) 

 unfamilia

r 

4 

(23.53%) 

3 

(17.65%) 

7 

(41.18%) 

3 

(17.65%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00) 

0 

(0.00%) 

17 

(100%) 

 Interestingly, the percentage reported in Table 4.34 is quite different from the 

Table 4.32, which shows the overall use of the politeness strategies in the English 

texts and the Thai-translated texts, that is to say, when the interpersonal and affective 

factors are brought into consideration, the percentage of each politeness strategy used 
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in doing the speech act of directives in the Thai-translated texts differs from the 

overall findings. Similarly, when compared with Table 4.33, the use of the politeness 

strategies in the Thai-translated texts according to the contexts of participants is 

different from that of the English texts. 

This table reports that the politeness strategies used in each context of 

participants in the Thai-translated texts is not in the descending order, as found in the 

overall exploration. This means the interpersonal and affective factors have an 

influence of the selection of the politeness strategies. To begin with the factor of sex, 

it can be seen that when the participants are in the same sex, the positive politeness 

strategy are used most, whereas when the participants are in the cross sex, the 

negative politeness strategy is used more than the positive ones. As for the factors of 

age, social status, and social distance, it can be seen that in the ‘downwards’ contexts 

(senior-to-junior and higher-to-lower status) and the context of familiar participants, 

the positive politeness strategy is used  more than the negative politeness strategy, but 

in the ‘upwards’ contexts (junior-to-senior and lower-to-higher status) and the context 

of unfamiliar participants, the negative politeness strategy and the hybrid strategy are 

used more than the bald and positive politeness strategies, especially the bald strategy 

is used less in such contexts, when it is compared with other contexts. This apparently 

reflects that seniority and familiarity affect the selection of the politeness strategies in 

doing directives in the Thai-translated texts. 

 However, the selection of the politeness strategies in performing the directives 

reported in Table 4.33 and 4.34 may or may not be significantly associated to the 

contexts of participants. To examine this, the p-values are calculated in the chi-square 

test. The results are shown in the following table. 

Table 4.35 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the politeness 

strategies of directives and the interpersonal and affective factors 

 

Interpersonal and affective factors 

P-Value 

English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.14 0.00004 

Age 0.20 0.02 

Social status 0.28 0.23 

Social distance 0.01 0.12 
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From the table, it shows that the only factor that gets less than 0.05 p-value in 

the English texts is the factor of social distance, while the remainder of the factors: 

sex, age, and social status get more than 0.05 p-values. Statistically, this means that 

there is a significant association between the social distance and the selection of the 

politeness strategies in the English texts at the p-value of 0.01. Referred to Table 4.33, 

in performing directives in the English texts, the familiarity governs the speaker to 

select the bald strategy most, and the negative politeness strategy the next most, while 

the unfamiliarity governs the speaker to use the negative politeness strategy most. 

As for the Thai-translated texts, the table shows that the p-values from the chi-

square test of the factors of sex and age are both less than 0.05, while the other two 

factors, viz. social status and social distance, get more that 0.05 p-values. Thus, 

statistically, sex and age lead to the significant association with the selection of the 

politeness strategies in performing directives in the Thai-translated texts. Referred to 

Table 4.34, in doing directives, the factors of sex and age govern the first selection of 

the positive politeness strategy between the same-sex participant, the selection of the 

negative politeness strategy more than the positive politeness strategy with the cross-

sex or the older hearer, and the first selection of the bald strategy with the same-age 

hearer or the younger hearer in the Thai-translated texts. 

It is interesting that the significant factors in selecting the politeness strategies 

of the directives in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are different and the 

significant factors are more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. The 

factors of sex and age which are not significant in English become significant in Thai. 

This means that these two factors are really important in the selection of the politeness 

strategies in performing the directives in Thai. At the same time, the factor of social 

distance is not influential in Thai, it is found significant only in English. This can be 

interpreted that social distance is really insignificant in Thai in the selection of the 

politeness strategies for performing directives in spite of the motivation of the English 

STs. 

4.3.2 Politeness strategies of rejections 

 Like the speech act of directives, all four possible politeness strategies are 

found in performing the speech act of rejections in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts, as given the examples below. 
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(101) (But) [I don't want to come out in shocking pinks and bottle greens.] 

(BJ) 

(102)  (You're joking, right?) [Things can't be that bad.] (T30) 

(103) [Shall I come round tomorrow before the football?] (BJ) 

(104) [How should I know?] (T30) 

The examples (101)-(104) illustrate the politeness strategies 1-4 respectively, 

in doing rejections in the English texts. The example (101) represents Strategy 1: 

bald-on record strategy, the head act is performed without redress. The speaker, 

Bridget refused directly that she did not want to wear what her mother wanted her to 

wear because they are too colorful. The example (102) represents Strategy 2: positive 

politeness strategy, in the feature of kindness and in-group identity. The expression 

‘can’t be that bad’ expresses the features of kindness by being optimistic and the 

feature of in-group identity by avoiding disagreement. The example (103) illustrates 

Strategy 3: negative politeness strategy, in the feature of deference and consideration 

by being conventionalized indirect, i.e. the question ‘Shall I come round tomorrow 

before the football?’ is used to reject the invitation to go somewhere on that day 

instead of using direct refusal, like ‘I can’t go’. Lastly, the example (104) represents 

Strategy 4: off record strategy. It is the violation of quality maxim by using the 

rhetorical question. The question ‘How should I know?’ was not posed to get the 

answer, but it is used to do the rejection that the speaker did not know. 

(105) [ฉนัไม่เมา] /[chan4 maj2 maw0]/ ‘[I not drunk]’ (BJ) 

(106) [ผมรับเงินพีไ่ม่ไดห้รอก]’ /[phom4 rap3 ŋǝn0 phii2 maj2 daj2 rɔɔk1] ‘I 

receive money brother not can SP’ (T30) 

(107) (เอ่อ) [ไม่ไหวกระมงัคะ] /(ʔǝǝ1) [maj2 waj4 kraʔ1maŋ0 khaʔ3]/ ‘(Ehh) 

[not can SP SP]’ (BJ) 

(108) [ดูแลว้น่าเช่ือเหลือเกินน่ี] /[duu0 lɛɛw3 naa2chɨa2 lɨa4 kǝǝn0 nii2] ‘[look 

already believable excessively SP’ (T30) 

The examples (105)-(108) typify the four main politeness strategies, from 

Strategy 1- Strategy 4, respectively, in performing rejections in the Thai-translated 

texts. The example (105) illustrates Strategy 1: the ‘bald-on record’ strategy, because 
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the speaker rejected what the hearer previously said that the speaker was drunk, by 

saying she was not drunk explicitly without redress. The example (106) explains 

Strategy 2: the ‘positive politeness-on record’ strategy. There is the positive politeness 

feature of in-group identity expressed by the pseudo kinship term, namely, พี่ /phii2/ 

‘brother’. The pseudo kinship terms are usually used in the Thai society to show the 

solidarity. In this example, the speaker is the taxi driver, and he called the passenger 

‘พี’่, although they are not genuine brothers. He refused to receive the fee from the 

passenger because he realized that he and the passenger went to the same high school 

when they were young. The example (107) demonstrates Strategy 3: the ‘negative 

politeness-on record’ strategy, the head act is modified by the negative politeness 

features of consideration and deference. The consideration is signified by the hedge 

‘กระมงั’ /kraʔ1maŋ0/ which is the sentence particle expressing uncertainty and the 

deference is expressed by the courteous sentence particle ‘คะ’ /khaʔ3/. And the last 

main strategy, the example (108) describes Strategy 4: the ‘off record’ strategy, 

because the rejection is expressed by violating the quality maxim with the ironic 

expression ‘เหลือเกินน่ี’ / lɨa4 kǝǝn0 nii2/ which means ‘excessively’.  

Other than the four main politeness strategies, the hybrid strategy, namely 

Strategy 2 plus 3 is also found in doing rejections in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts, whereas the mixing strategies or the on-record strategy mixed with 

the off-record strategy are not found in the English texts, but are found in the Thai-

translated texts. The examples of the other two politeness strategies are given below. 

Hybrid strategy (the positive plus negative politeness strategies) 

(109) (But) [Una Alconbury told me you were a sort of literary whizz-

woman, completely obsessed with books.] (BJ) 

The example (109) explains the hybrid strategy or the combination of the 

positive and negative politeness strategies in expressing rejections in the English 

texts. The situation is that Mark, who is the speaker, tried to refuse that actually he did 

not want to talk about only the books, but why he kept talking about the books was 

because Una had told him that Bridget loved reading. From the example, the in-group 
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identity which is the feature of the positive politeness is expressed by avoiding 

disagreement and using an in-group marker. To avoid disagreement, the words ‘a sort 

of’ is used, and the in-group marker that is used here is the informal words ‘whizz’. 

As for the negative politeness, it is expressed by impersonalizing the speaker and the 

hearer with the indirect speech ‘Una Alconbury told me…’, which signifies the 

feature of deference. 

(110) [ใบใหญ่ไปหน่อยนะคะ] /[baj0 yaj1 paj0 nɔj1 naʔ3 khaʔ3] ‘[CLS big too 

little SP SP]’  (BJ) 

(111) [ฉนัวา่อยา่ล าบากเลยน่า] /[chan4 waa2 yaa1 lam0baak1 lǝǝj0 naa2] ‘I 

think not bother about beyond SP’ (T30) 

The examples (110) and (111) illustrate the hybrid strategy: the combination 

of the positive and negative politeness strategies in the speech act of rejections in the 

Thai-translated texts. The example (110) conveys the positive politeness feature of 

‘in-group identity’ by avoiding disagreement with the expression ‘ไปหน่อยนะ’ /paj0 

nɔj1 naʔ3/ which means ‘a bit more than needed’, while the negative politeness 

feature in this example is deference which is expressed by the courteous sentence 

particle ‘คะ’ /khaʔ3/. As for the example (111), there are also the positive politeness 

feature of in-group identity which is signified by seeking agreement with the sentence 

particle ‘น่า’ /naa2/ which means persuasion; and the negative politeness feature of 

consideration which is recognized by the hedge ‘ฉนัวา่’ /chan4 waa2/ ‘I think’.  

 

Mixing strategy (the positive politeness plus the off-record strategies) 

(112) [ฉนัจะหลอกพวกแกเล่นท าไม] /[chan4 caʔ1 lɔɔk1 phuak1 kɛɛ0 len2 

tham0maj0]/ ‘I will fool you why]’ (T30) 

(113) [ผมไม่อยากจะเช่ือเลยวา่คอเส้ือของไอห้มอนัน่แบะกวา้งไดข้นาดนั้น] /[phom4 

maj2 yaak1 caʔ1 chɨa2 lǝǝj0 waa2 khɔɔ0sɨa2 khɔɔŋ4 ʔaj2 mɔɔ4 nan2 bɛ1 
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kwaaŋ2 daj2 khaʔ1naat1 nan3]/ ‘I not want will believe beyond that collar of 

man that open large can size that]’ (BJ) 

The examples (112)-(113) describe the mixing strategies between the positive 

politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in doing rejections in the 

Thai-translated texts. The example (112), the positive politeness strategy is expressed 

by pronoun ‘แก’ /kɛɛ0/ ‘you’ which signifies the feature of in-group identity, while 

the off-record strategy is expressed by the rhetorical question ‘ท าไม’ /tham0maj0 / 

which violates quality maxim. The example (113) happened in the situation that the 

speaker refused to answer the questions asked by the hearer, instead of saying that he 

doesn’t want to answer, he said something else that is not related to what they were 

talking. This is the rejection performed by the ‘off record’ politeness strategy because 

it is the violation of relevance maxim by giving the hint. Moreover, in this hint, there 

is the in-group identity marker ‘ไอห้มอนัน่’ indicating the positive politeness feature of 

in-group identity. 

Mixing strategy (the negative politeness plus the off-record strategies) 

(114) [ฉนัก าลงัจะไปท างานค่ะ] /[chan4 kam0laŋ0 caʔ1 paj0 tham0ŋaan0 

khaʔ2]/ ‘I now will go work SP]’ (BJ) 

(115) [ผมวา่ชีวิตประวนัของบริดเจท็ในลอนดอนคงยุง่จนไม่มีเวลาใหใ้ครแลว้ล่ะครับ] 

(ป้า) /[phom4 waa2 chii0wit3 praʔ1cam0wan0 khɔɔŋ4 brit3cet1 naj0 

lɔn0dɔn0 khoŋ0 yuŋ2 con0 maj2 mii0 we0laa0 haj2 khraj0 lɛɛw3 laʔ1 

khrap3](paa2)/ ‘[I think life daily of Bridget in London may busy until 

not have time for who already SP SP](aunt)’ (BJ) 

These are the examples of the mixing strategies between the negative 

politeness-on record strategy and the off-record strategy in the speech act of rejections 

in the Thai-translated texts. The situation of the example (1114) is that the speaker 

refused the invitation of the hearer. She violated relevance maxim, by not speaking 

what she wanted to speak directly, like ‘I don’t want to go’ or ‘I won’t go there’ by 

giving the hint that she was going to go to work. Also, the utterance are expressed the 
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negative politeness feature of deference by the courteous sentence particle ‘ค่ะ’ 

/khaʔ2/. As for the example (115), the situation is that the speaker refused the hearer’s 

suggestion of asking for Bridget’s contact. He did not refuse directly that he would 

not ask for Bridget’s number, he said the hint that Bridget may be too busy to take 

care of anyone instead. Other than the ‘off record’ strategy by violating relevance 

maxim, this rejection is redressed by the hedge ‘ผมวา่’ /phom4 waa2/ ‘I think, which 

symbolizes the negative politeness feature of consideration; and by the courteous 

marker ‘ครับ’ /krap3/, which signifies the negative politeness feature of deference. 

From the examples and the all possible politeness strategies found in 

performing rejections, it can be seen that the complicated politeness strategies, like 

the mixing strategies, are usually found in the Thai-translated texts, not in the English 

texts. Again, it is also predicted that, in the speech act of rejections, the low-numbered 

strategies tend to be found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, 

and the high-numbered strategies tend to be found more in the Thai-translated texts 

than in the English texts. The frequency of each strategy must be explored to see 

whether these are correctly predicted or not. The results are reported below. 

Table 4.36 The politeness strategies of rejections in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts 

Politeness strategies Usage 

English texts 

Freq. (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Freq. (%) 

Bald 197 (57.60%) 129 (37.72%) 

Positive 35 (10.23%) 65 (19.01%) 

Negative 39 (11.40%) 48 (14.04%) 

Hybrid 6 (1.75%) 22 (6.43%) 

Off-record 65 (19.01%) 49 (14.33%) 

Mixing (positive) 0 (0.00%) 19 (5.56%) 

Mixing (negative) 0 (0.00%) 10 (2.92%) 

Total 342 (100%) 342 (100%) 

 The table shows that when comparing the Thai-translated texts with the 

English texts strategy by strategy, the findings support the prediction, because the 
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bald strategy is found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and 

the other politeness strategies with redressive action are found more in the Thai-

translated texts than in the English texts, except the off record strategy. When the 

rankings of the politeness strategies used in the English texts and the Thai-translated 

texts are considered, they are almost totally different, except the first rank which is 

Strategy 1, the other strategies are used at the different ranking. The English texts give 

more importance to the negative politeness strategy or Strategy 3 than to the positive 

politeness strategy or Strategy 2, while the Thai-translated texts prefer the positive 

politeness to the negative politeness strategy. Interestingly, the proportion of the off-

record strategy found in the English texts is more than that of the Thai-translated texts 

in spite of the high degree of politeness of this strategy. This is because the Thai-

translated texts do not use only the off-record strategy individually, but use it in 

combination with the positive or negative politeness strategies or so-called mixing 

strategies. 

 Next, Table 4.37 reports on the investigation of how the interpersonal and 

affective factors govern the selection of the politeness strategies in doing the 

rejections in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts, which yields more 

interesting results.  

Table 4.37 The use of politeness strategies of rejections governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the English texts 
Factors Relations Bald 

Freq. 

(%) 

Positive 

Freq. 

(%) 

Negative 

Freq. 

(%) 

Hybrid 

Freq. 

(%) 

Off-rec 

Freq. 

(%) 

Total 

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 67 

(59.82%) 

4 

(3.57%) 

13 

(11.61%) 

3 

(2.68%) 

25 

(22.32%) 

112 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 128 

(56.39%) 

31 

(13.66%) 

25 

(11.01%) 

3 

(1.32%) 

40 

(17.62%) 

227 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

2 

(66.67%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(33.33%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

3 

(100%) 

age Equal age 132 

(60.00%) 

26 

(11.82%) 

20 

(9.09%) 

2 

(0.91%) 

40 

(18.18%) 

220 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

25 

(52.08%) 

2 

(4.17%) 

8 

(16.67%) 

3 

(6.25%) 

10 

(20.83%) 

48 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

40 

(54.05%) 

7 

(9.46%) 

11 

(14.86%) 

1 

(1.35%) 

15 

(20.27%) 

74 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 130 

(58.82%) 

26 

(1.76%) 

24 

(10.86%) 

2 

(0.90%) 

39 

(17.65%) 

221 

(100%) 
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 Higher-to-

lower 

19 

(45.24%) 

1 

(2.38%) 

10 

(23.81%) 

4 

(9.52%) 

8 

(19.05%) 

42 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

48 

(60.76%) 

8 

(10.13%) 

5 

(6.33%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

18 

(22.78%) 

79 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 182 

(57.59%) 

32 

(10.13%) 

38 

(12.03%) 

6 

(1.90%) 

58 

(18.35%) 

316 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 15 

(57.69%) 

3 

(11.54%) 

1 

(3.85%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

7 

(26.92%) 

26 

(100%) 

 This table agrees with the previous table, i.e. the bald strategy or Strategy 1 is 

used most in the first rank and the off-record strategy or Strategy 4 is used most in the 

second rank in doing the speech act of rejections in the English texts in all contexts. 

The interesting findings are at the usage of the positive and negative politeness 

strategies, especially in the factors of age, social status, and social distance. The 

findings turn out that in the ‘upwards’ contexts, namely, senior-to-junior and higher-

to-lower status, the negative politeness strategy is used more than the positive one, 

while the contexts of lower-to-higher status , including the context of  the unfamiliar 

participants, the positive politeness strategy is used more than the negative one. It can 

be reflected from these results that in performing rejections in the English texts, the 

older characters and the characters with higher status may express the speech act of 

rejections in the old perspective: the rejections have high imposition, so the high-

numbered politeness strategies are found more in these characters, while the 

characters with lower status may have new perspective on the rejections: the 

rejections do not have high imposition, and this perspective governs them to use the 

lower-numbered politeness strategies.  

Table 4.38 The use of politeness strategies of rejections governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 
Factors Relations Bald 

Freq. 

(%) 

Positive 

Freq. 

(%) 

Negative 

Freq. 

(%) 

Hybrid 

Freq. 

(%) 

Off-rec 

Freq. 

(%) 

Mixing(+) 

Freq. 

(%) 

Mixing(-) 

Freq. 

(%) 

Total 

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 29 

(25.89%) 

27 

(24.11%) 

17 

(15.18%) 

10 

(8.93%) 

12 

(10.71%) 

12 

(10.71%) 

5 

(4.46%) 

112 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 98 

(43.17%) 

38 

(16.74%) 

31 

(13.66%) 

12 

(5.29%) 

37 

(16.30%) 

6 

(2.64%) 

5 

(2.20%) 

227 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

2 

(66.67%) 

0 

(0.005%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(33.33%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

3 

(100%) 

age Equal age 94 

(42.73%) 

44 

(20.00%) 

26 

(11.82%) 

8 

(3.64%) 

39 

(17.73%) 

7 

(3.18%) 

2 

(0.91%) 

220 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

17 

(35.42%) 

10 

(20.83%) 

10 

(20.83%) 

1 

(2.08%) 

5 

(10.42%) 

5 

(10.42%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

48 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

18 

(24.32%) 

11 

(14.86%) 

12 

(16.22%) 

13 

(17.57%) 

5 

(6.76%) 

7 

(9.46%) 

8 

(10.81%) 

74 

(100%) 
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Social 

status 

Equal status 97 

(43.89%) 

45 

(20.36%) 

24 

(10.86%) 

6 

(2.71%) 

39 

(17.65%) 

8 

(3.62%) 

2 

(0.90%) 

221 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-

lower 

11 

(26.19%) 

9 

(21.43%) 

12 

(28.57%) 

2 

(4.76%) 

3 

(7.14%) 

5 

(11.90%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

42 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

21 

(26.58%) 

11 

(13.92%) 

12 

(15.19%) 

14 

(17.72%) 

7 

(8.86%) 

6 

(7.59%) 

8 

(10.13%) 

79 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 124 

(39.24%) 

63 

(19.94%) 

39 

(12.34%) 

20 

(6.33%) 

46 

(14.56%) 

18 

(5.70%) 

6 

(1.90%) 

316 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 5 

(19.23%) 

2 

(7.69%) 

9 

(34.62%) 

2 

(7.695%) 

3 

(11.54%) 

1 

(3.85%) 

4 

(15.38%) 

26 

(100%) 

 The table shows that when the interpersonal and affective factors are brought 

into the investigation, the findings of some contexts are different from the overall 

findings in Table 4.36, i.e. the positive politeness strategy is not used much in all 

contexts. Interestingly, like the ‘upwards’ and ‘unfamiliar’ contexts, the ‘downwards’ 

contexts also use the positive politeness strategy less than the negative politeness 

strategy. Other than the reason of different perspectives on the imposition of 

rejections, the influence from the English STs on the Thai-translated texts is another 

reason to explain these interesting findings. Although the use of the politeness 

strategies in the Thai-translated texts are motivated by that of the English texts, it can 

be seen that rejections in the Thai-translated texts are performed by more complex 

strategies than in the English text, i.e. when compared with the English texts in Table 

4.37, the bald strategy is used much less, while the percentage of the higher-numbered 

strategies, including the hybrid and mixing strategies are used much more in the Thai-

translated texts in almost all contexts, especially the unequal contexts of participants. 

These can reflect the preference of covertness-orientation of the Thai language. 

  The p-values are computed in the R-Programme to find out the association 

between the interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the politeness 

strategies in performing rejections from the chi-square test in the English texts and the 

Thai-translated texts. The results are in the following table. 

Table 4.39 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the politeness 

strategies of rejections and the interpersonal and affective factors 

Interpersonal and affective factors P-Value 

 English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.13 0.002 

Age 0.09 0.000004 

Social status 0.25 0.00000009 

Social distance 0.32 0.01 
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From the table, it shows that none of the factors gets less than 0.05 p-value in 

the English texts. Statistically, this means that there is no significant association 

between any interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the politeness 

strategies in the English texts in performing the speech act of rejections. Conversely, 

the p-values from the chi-square test of all factors: sex, age, social status, and social 

distance are less than 0.05. This statistically means that all interpersonal and affective 

factors significantly associate with the selection of the politeness strategies in 

performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts. In sum, the selection of the 

politeness strategies in performing the rejections in the Thai-translated texts are 

significantly governed by the contexts of participants, as reported in Table 4.38.  

The p-values reported in this table clearly show that these four contextual 

factors are genuinely important in Thai, because they do not bring about the 

significant association with the selection of politeness strategies of the rejections in 

English, but all of them do in Thai. This can be assumed that in performing rejections, 

the politeness strategies are not sensitive linguistic dimension in English, that is, any 

strategies can be used in any contexts because there is no significant factor in 

governing them. Conversely, in performing rejections in Thai, all four factors are put 

into consideration in selecting politeness strategies because all of them are significant 

in the Thai-translated texts despite the non-significance in the English STs. 

4.3.3 Politeness strategies of inquiries 

 The speech act of inquiries has the least imposition among the three speech 

acts in the current research since it is performed to get only the information that the 

speaker assumes that the hearer knows. However, the imposition of inquiries may 

increase according to the contexts, i.e. an inquiry may have higher imposition when it 

is related to the personal topics, or when it is performed in some contexts of 

participants, e.g. junior-to-senior or unfamiliar participants. These are the reasons why 

the various politeness strategies are selected to use in making inquiries both in the 

English and the Thai-translated texts. Like the other two speech acts, the speech act of 

inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts can be done by all four 

possible politeness strategies, as seen in the examples below. 

(116) (So,) [what's cool music,] (then,) (Charlotte)? (T30) 

(117) [She was in London, wasn't she?] (T30) 
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(118) (Mum?) [Do you know where the sieve is?] (Una's a bit worried about 

the gravy.) (BJ) 

(119) (And) [Jimmy is?] (T30) 

The examples (116)-(119) represent the four main politeness strategies, from 

Strategy 1- Strategy 4, respectively in making inquiries in the English texts. The 

example (116) demonstrates the ‘bald-on record’ strategy or Strategy 1. The head act 

is the direct wh-question without any redress. The speaker posed this question to get 

the answer from the hearer explicitly. The example (117) illustrates the ‘positive 

politeness-on record’ strategy or Strategy 2. The strategy used in posing this question 

can be realized through the positive politeness feature of in-group identity by seeking 

agreement with the tag ‘wasn’t she’. The example (118) explains the ‘negative 

politeness-on record’ strategy or Strategy 3. The head act is the indirect question 

beginning with ‘do you know…’ which is considered to be a conventionalized 

indirect expression expressing the negative politeness feature of deference. And the 

last one, the example (119) shows the ‘off-record’ strategy or Strategy 4. The head act 

is the incomplete or unfinished question. Although it can be understood clearly, it 

theoretically violates quantity maxim. 

(120) [ออกไปไหน] (บริดเจท็) /[ʔɔɔk1 paj0 naj4] (brit3 cet1)/ ‘[out go 

where](Bridget)’ (BJ) 

(121) [เธอคิดถึงเขาละสิ ใช่ไหม] /[thǝǝ0 khit3thɨŋ4 khaw4 laʔ1 siʔ1 chaj2 maj4] 

‘[you miss him SP SP yes QW ’ (T30) 

(122) (งั้น) [ขอฉนัถามอยา่งเดียวกนักบัเธอบา้ง] (จิน) /(ŋan3)[khɔɔ4 chan4 thaam4 

yaaŋ1 diaw0 kap1 thǝǝ0 baaŋ2] (cin0)/ ‘(so)[request me ask kind same 

together with you some] (Gin)’ (T30) 

(123) (ซ่ึง)[แทนท่ีจะ...?] /(sɨŋ2)[thɛɛn0thii2 caʔ1…?] ‘(that)[instead will…?]’ 

(T30) 

The speech act of inquiries in the Thai-translated texts can be done by all four 

main politeness strategies as seen in the examples (120)-(123). The example (120) 

demonstrates Strategy 1:  the ‘bald-on record’ strategy, because the head act is 
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performed explicitly without redress ‘ออกไปไหน’ /ʔɔɔk1 paj0 naj4/ ‘out go where’. 

The example (121) illustrates Strategy 2: the ‘positive politeness-on record’ strategy. 

There is the positive politeness feature of in-group identity expressed by sharing the 

same common ground and seeking agreement in the head act. The sentence particles 

‘ล่ะสิ’ /laʔ1 siʔ1/ is used to express that the speaker was sharing the common ground 

with the hearer, or knew what the hearer was thinking and the question ‘ใช่ไหม’ /chaj2 

maj4/ is used to seek agreement. The example (122) explains Strategy 3: the ‘negative 

politeness-on record’ strategy, because the head act is modified by the negative 

politeness features of consideration. In the example, the consideration is expressed by 

two linguistic realizations: first, the expression ‘ขอฉนั’ /khɔɔ4 chan4/ which means 

‘May I…?’ and expresses that the speaker was admitting the impingement; and 

second, the imposition minimizer ‘บา้ง’ /baaŋ2/ ‘some’. And the last example, the 

example (123) describes the ‘off record’ strategy, because the head act is expressed by 

violating the quantity maxim with the unfinished question. This kind of question can 

trigger the hearer to give the information that the speaker wants by not uttering the 

complete question explicitly. 

In performing the speech act of inquiries, the hybrid and mixing strategies are 

not found in the English texts. However, as always mentioned, it does not mean that 

there is no use of hybrid and mixing strategies in doing the inquiries in the English 

language. Although there is no hybrid and mixing strategies found in the data, none  

strategy is found in performing inquiries in the English texts. This is found in the 

inquiries performed without the head act, or in other words, the inquiries performed 

with only the supportive moves or via the pragmatic structure ‘s’, because the analysis 

of the politeness strategies in the present research is done with the head act, for 

example, So?, And?,  Yes? These inquiries can be understood mutually between the 

interlocutors in the context, and they are considered to be most covert because they do 

not even have the head act which expresses the intention.  
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 Interestingly, the hybrid strategy is not found in making the inquiries in the 

English texts, but they are found in the Thai-translated texts, as given in the examples 

below. 

Hybrid strategy (the positive plus negative politeness strategies) 

(124) [เสียปุบปับหรือเปล่า] /[sia4 pup1pap1 rɨɨ4 plaaw1]/ ‘[die suddenly or 

not]’  (T30) 

(125) [พวกคุณเคยเรียนท่ีเดียวกนักบัจินน่ีสินะครับ] /[phuak2khun0 khǝǝj0 rian0 

thii2 diaw0 kan0 kap1 cin0nii2 siʔ1 naʔ3 khrap3]/ ‘you-pl used to study 

at same together with Ginny SP SP SP]’ (T30) 

The examples (124) and (125) both illustrate the combination of the positive 

and negative politeness strategies or the hybrid strategy in doing inquiries in the Thai-

translated texts. The example (124) expresses the positive politeness feature of ‘in-

group identity’ by using the informal word ‘ปุบปับ’ /pup1pap1/ ‘suddenly’, whereas 

the negative politeness feature of deference is also expressed by the euphemism ‘เสีย’ 

/sia4/ which means ‘die’ but used with the respectful manner. As for the example 

(125), there are the positive politeness feature of in-group identity expressed by the 

sentence particles ‘สินะ’ /siʔ1 naʔ3/ which is used to imply the question and to show 

that the speaker has the same common ground with the hearer; and the hearer, and the 

negative politeness feature of deference which is indicated by the courteous sentence 

particle ‘ครับ’ /khrap3/. 

 As explained and exemplified above, it can be seen that the four main 

politeness strategies are used in doing inquiries in both the English and Thai-

translated texts, but the hybrid strategy is found only in the Thai-translated texts. This 

finding supports the idea that high-numbered politeness strategies tend to be found 

more in the Thai-translated texts. However, this idea needs to be further investigated. 

It is interesting to see how the politeness strategies are selected to perform the speech 

act of inquiries, which has a small degree of imposition, in the English texts and the 

Thai-translated texts. The investigation is done and the results are reported below. 
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Table 4.40 The politeness strategies of inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts 

Politeness strategies Usage 

English texts 

Freq. (%) 

Thai-translated texts 

Freq. (%) 

Bald 522 (81.56%) 408 (63.75%) 

Positive 85 (13.28%) 138 (21.56%) 

Negative 20 (3.13%) 69 (10.78%) 

Hybrid 0 (0.00%) 19 (2.97%) 

Off-record 3 (0.47%) 5 (0.78%) 

None 10 (1.56%) 1 (0.16%) 

Total 640 (100%) 640 (100%) 

 Comparing the English texts with the Thai-translated texts in each strategy, the 

table shows that, in making inquiries, the bald strategy is found more in the English 

texts than in the Thai-translated texts, and the other politeness strategies are found 

more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. Despite the different 

proportion, the rankings of the politeness strategies used in the English texts and the 

Thai-translated texts in making inquiries are quite similar, that is, they are used in the 

descending order from Strategy 1 – Strategy 4, excluding the hybrid strategy, which is 

not found in the English texts. 

 In addition, the further investigation of the factors which influence the use of 

the politeness strategies in doing inquiries is explored to see how each factor governs 

the use of each politeness strategy in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts. 

The findings are reported in the following table. 

Table 4.41 The use of politeness strategies of inquiries governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the English texts 

Factors Relations Bald 

Freq. 

(%) 

Positive 

Freq. 

(%) 

Negative 

Freq. 

(%) 

Off-rec 

Freq. 

(%) 

None 

Freq. 

(%) 

Total 

Freq. 

(%) 

sex Same sex 
132 

(81.99%) 

18 

(11.18%) 

6 

(3.73%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

5 

(3.11%) 

161 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 
384 

(81.36%) 

67 

(14.19%) 

13 

(2.75%) 

3 

(0.64%) 

5 

(1.06%) 

274 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

6 

(85.71%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(14.29%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

7 

(100%) 
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age Equal age 
385 

(82.09%) 

61 

(13.01%) 

13 

(2.77%) 

3 

(0.64%) 

7 

(1.49%) 

469 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

72 

(75.79%) 

16 

(16.84%) 

5 

(5.26%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

2 

(2.11%) 

95 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

65 

(85.53%) 

8 

(10.53%) 

2 

(2.63%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(1.32%) 

76 

(100%) 

Social 

status 

Equal status 
363 

(81.39%) 

64 

(14.35%) 

10 

(2.24%) 

3 

(0.67%) 

6 

(1.35%) 

446 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-

lower 

73 

(75.26%) 

13 

(13.40%) 

8 

(8.25%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

3 

(3.09%) 

97 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

86 

(88.66%) 

8 

(8.25%) 

2 

(2.06%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(1.03%) 

97 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 
495 

(81.82%) 

79 

(13.06%) 

19 

(3.14%) 

3 

(0.50%) 

9 

(1.49%) 

605 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 
27 

(77.14%) 

6 

(17.14%) 

1 

(2.86%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(2.86%) 

35 

(100%) 

 The table shows the findings corresponding to the previous table, which shows 

the overall results of the politeness strategy used in the speech act of inquiries in the 

English texts, that is, the most frequently used politeness strategy is Strategy1: the 

‘bald-on record’ politeness strategy, and the other strategies are used less in a 

descending order in all contexts. The interesting figures are at the factors of age and 

social status, when comparing three contexts of each factor. It can be seen that the 

bald strategy is found in the ‘upwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-

senior’ and ‘lower-to-higher status’ participants, more than in the ‘downwards’ and 

‘equal’ contexts, namely, the contexts of equal age and social status and the contexts 

of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower status’ participants. This may reflect the 

differences in the generation gap: the younger characters become less polite than the 

older ones. 
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Table 4.42 The use of politeness strategies of inquiries governed by the interpersonal 

and affective factors in the Thai-translated texts 
Factors Relations Bald 

Freq. 

(%) 

Positive 

Freq.  

(%) 

Negative 

Freq.  

(%) 

Hybrid 

Freq.  

(%) 

Off-rec 

Freq.  

(%) 

None 

Freq.  

(%) 

Total 

Freq.  

(%) 

sex Same sex 67 

(41.61%) 

63 

(39.13%) 

21 

(13.04%) 

9 

(5.59%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(0.62%) 

161 

(100%) 

 Cross sex 336 

(71.19%) 

74 

(15.98%) 

47 

(9.96%) 

10 

(2.12%) 

5 

(1.06%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

274 

(100%) 

 Multiple 

participants 

5 

(71.43%) 

1 

(14.29%) 

1 

(14.29%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

7 

(100%) 

age Equal age 331 

(70.58%) 

90 

(19.19%) 

38 

(8.10%) 

7 

(1.49%) 

3 

(0.64%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

469 

(100%) 

 Senior-to-

junior 

51 

(53.68%) 

39 

(41.05%) 

1 

(1.05%) 

2 

(2.11%) 

1 

(1.05%) 

1 

(1.05%) 

95 

(100%) 

 Junior-to-

senior 

26 

(34.21%) 

9 

(11.84%) 

30 

(39.47%) 

10 

(13.16%) 

1 

(1.32%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

76 

(100%) 

Social status Equal status 317 

(71.08%) 

93 

(20.85%) 

25 

(5.61%) 

6 

(1.35%) 

5 

(1.12%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

446 

(100%) 

 Higher-to-

lower 

54 

(55.67%) 

37 

(38.14%) 

3 

(3.09%) 

2 

(2.06%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

1 

(1.03%) 

97 

(100%) 

 Lower-to-

higher 

37 

(38.14%) 

8 

(8.25%) 

41 

(42.27%) 

11 

(11.34%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

97 

(100%) 

Social 

distance 

Familiar 393 

(64.96%) 

133 

(21.98%) 

55 

(9.09%) 

18 

(2.98%) 

5 

(0.83%) 

1 

(0.17%) 

605 

(100%) 

 unfamiliar 15 

(42.86%) 

5 

(14.29%) 

14 

(40.00%) 

1 

(2.86%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

35 

(100%) 

 It can be seen from the table that some results of the Thai-translated texts are 

different from those of the English texts reported in Table 4.41 and the overall 

findings reported in Table 4.40, that is, the percentage of each politeness strategy used 

in making inquiries in the Thai-translated texts is not arranged in the descending order 

in some contexts. The table shows that the interpersonal and affective factors of age, 

social status, and social distance govern the selection of politeness strategies 

interestingly. In the ‘upwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘junior-to-senior’ and 

‘lower-to-higher status’ participants, including the context of unfamiliar participants, 

Strategy 3: the negative politeness strategy is used most frequently; while the 

‘downwards’ contexts, namely, the contexts of ‘senior-to-junior’ and ‘higher-to-lower 

status’ participants, Strategy 2: the positive politeness strategy is obviously often used 

although it is not used most or more than Strategy 1: the bald strategy. These findings 

can be interpreted that in the Thai culture, the importance is put on seniority, so when 

making inquiries to the older person or the higher-status person, the negative face is 

usually concerned. The characteristics of the Thai culture can be found even in the 
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translated texts. These characteristics can also be found in the English texts, but the 

proportions of the positive and negative politeness strategies in these contexts in the 

English texts are not so different compared with the Thai-translated texts. 

 The calculation of the p-value in the chi-square test is required to check the 

association between the interpersonal and affective factors and the selection of the 

politeness strategies in performing inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-

translated texts. The p-values are shown in the following table. 

Table 4.43 The p-values from chi-square test of association between the politeness 

strategies of inquiries and the interpersonal and affective factors 

 

Interpersonal and affective factors 

P-Value 

English texts Thai-translated 

texts 

Sex 0.30 0.000000000008 

Age 0.85 0.0000007 

Social status 0.22 0.000000000004 

Social distance 0.64 0.00003 

From the table, it can be concluded on the basis of the statistic test that there is 

no significant association between any interpersonal and affective factors and the 

selection of the politeness strategies in doing inquiries in the English texts. This is 

because there is none of the factors that get less than 0.05 p-value. As for the Thai-

translated texts, the p-values from the chi-square test of all factors: sex, age, social 

status, and social distance are all less than 0.05. Thus, statistically, sex, age, social 

status, and social distance bring about the significant association with the selection of 

the politeness strategies in performing inquiries in the Thai-translated texts reported in 

Table 4.42.  

It can be said that the factors of sex, age, social status, and social distance play 

a very important role in the selection of politeness strategies for making inquiries in 

Thai, because they bring about the significant association with the selection of 

politeness strategies of inquiries in the Thai-translated text, but all of them do not in 

the English texts. It can be discussed that making inquiries, the politeness strategies 

are not sensitive linguistic dimension in English, that is, they are not taken into 

consideration when inquiries are made. On the other hand, in making inquiries in the 
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Thai-translated texts, despite the influence of the English STs, all four factors are still 

significant in selecting politeness strategies. 

The findings presented in this chapter confirm the differences between the 

English and Thai language, since the different proportions of the linguistic forms in 

each linguistic dimension of analysis: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic 

structures, and politeness strategies, in performing the three speech acts: directives, 

rejections, and inquiries, can be found between the English and the Thai-translated 

texts, that is, the less polite linguistic forms are usually found more in the English 

texts than in the Thai-translated texts; while the more polite linguistic forms are 

usually found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts. At the same 

time, the findings presented in this chapter can also confirm the importance of the 

faithfulness to the STs that the good TTs should have, since most linguistic forms of 

the Thai-translated texts run parallel with those of the English texts. This shows the 

influence of the English STs on the Thai TTs, even though the analysis is done 

separately. The findings of the analysis of the translation of the speech acts of the 

directives, rejections, and inquiries which is done by comparing the English STs and 

the Thai TTs linearly are reported in the next chapter.  
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CHAPTER 5 

COMPARISON OF DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES 

IN THE ENGLISH SOURCE TEXTS AND THE THAI TARGET TEXTS 

 Chapter 5 reports the results of the other major part of analysis in this study, 

the analysis of translation, which is performed by comparing the English STs and the 

Thai TTs linearly. Based on the definition of translation given by Catford (1965:1) 

that “[t]ranslation is an operation performed on language: a process of substituting a 

text in one language for a text in another”, among others, Koller (1979), Poonlarp and 

Luksaneeyanawin (2009), then, proposed that translation is “the process of meaning 

mapping between two languages” (Poonlarp and Luksaneeyanawin, 2009: 25). In 

translation, Poonlarp and Luksaneeyanawin (2009: 25) explain that the translator must 

perform the process of ‘deriving’ the meaning in context from the ST linguistic forms; 

and the process of ‘selecting’ the TL forms which are semantically and pragmatically 

suitable for transferring the meaning from the STs into the TTs; the important 

translation process between these two processes is meaning mapping.  

 The analysis of translation in the current research is done comparing the ST 

and TT linguistic forms in the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect 

speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies, and comparing their 

degrees of politeness, which is believed to be related to the levels of covertness or 

indirectness of the linguistic forms (e.g. Brown and Levinson, 1987; Lakoff, 1990; 

Macaulay, 2001; Stadler, 2011). The translation that is considered to be able to 

achieve the translation equivalence, especially pragmatic equivalence should have the 

equal degree of politeness as the original texts. The intention of Chapter 5 is to 

present the similarities and differences found in the Thai translation of dialogues from 

English. The similarities can show the respect for the SL, which is important in 

translation, while the differences can reflect the differences of the source language 

and culture and the target language and culture. Moreover, an interesting issue of this 

part of analysis is how different the TTs are from the STs. To see whether the English 

STs are translated into the Thai TTs, which is the translation from the low-context-

culture language into the high-context-culture language, with more polite or less 
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polite linguistic forms is the main intention of this part of analysis presented in this 

chapter.  

 Like Chapter 4, the content of Chapter 5 will be presented in three main 

sections according to the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: Comparison of the 

direct-indirect speech acts (5.1), Comparison of the pragmatic structures (5.2), and 

Comparison of the politeness strategies (5.3). In each section, the presentation is 

divided into two sub-sections: the similarities and the differences. In the part of the 

differences, the investigation is done further to see more details of the three speech 

acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries and the findings of each speech act are 

presented, respectively. 

5.1 Comparison of direct-indirect speech acts in the English STs and Thai TTs 

In translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 

English dialogues into Thai, the direct or indirect speech acts in the STs can be both 

kept the same and converted into the other in the TTs, that is, the direct or indirect 

speech acts in the TTs can be the same as the STs in the patterns of ‘direct-to-direct’, 

‘indirect-to-indirect’; and the direct or indirect speech acts in the TTs can be different 

from the STs in the patterns of ‘direct-to-indirect’, and ‘indirect-to-direct’. The 

percentages of the similarities and differences of the direct-indirect speech acts 

between the STs and TTs in translating directives, rejections, and inquiries from 

English into Thai are presented below. 

Table 5.1 Comparison of direct-indirect directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 

English STs and Thai TTs 

 

 

Speech act 

The STs translated into TTs with 

Similar  

direct-indirect 

speech acts 

Freq. (%) 

Different  

direct-indirect 

speech acts 

Freq. (%) 

Total 

Freq. (%) 

Directives 258 (80.88%) 61 (19.12%) 319 (100%) 

Rejections 309 (90.35%) 33 (9.65%) 342 (100%) 

Inquiries 589 (92.03%) 51 (7.97%) 640 (100%) 

 From the table, it is apparent that in translating English dialogues into Thai in 

any speech acts, the same direct-indirect speech acts as the STs are used highly more 
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than the different ones, in other words, the direct-indirect speech acts used in the 

English STs can be mostly kept the same when they are translated into Thai: when the 

STs use the direct speech act, the TTs also use the direct speech act, or when the STs 

use the indirect speech act, the TTs also use the indirect speech act. Interestingly, the 

percentages of the same mapping of the direct-indirect speech acts between the STs 

and TTs are varied upon each speech act. The direct-indirect speech acts that can be 

most kept the same as the STs are the inquiries (92.03%), next, the rejections 

(90.35%), and then, the directives (80.88%). It should be note that these findings are 

ranked upon the weightiness of the imposition of each speech act. It can be seen that 

the speech acts with more imposition have the more percentages of using the different 

direct-indirect speech acts from the STs. It seems that the imposition of the speech act 

has the influence on the faithfulness and the adjustment in translation, that is, the 

more imposition the speech act weighs, the more adjustments are required in 

translation. 

 The further investigation on the details of each types of mapping is required, 

and the results are reported henceforward. 

5.1.1 Similar direct-indirect speech acts in the English STs and Thai TTs 

 The ideal translation is the translation that can preserve all aspects of the STs 

in the TTs as much as possible, as Munday (2012: 87) remarked that “[l]iteral 

translation is the authors’ prescription for good translation.” The major priority in 

preservation is given to semantics and pragmatics first, and if possible, to syntax as 

well. As seen in Table 5.1, in translating the English dialogues into Thai, the direct-

indirect speech acts can mainly be kept the same as the STs in the TTs in all three 

speech acts. As a result of the binary of the direct-indirect speech acts, there are two 

patterns of the same mapping in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, 

and inquiries: direct-to-direct and indirect-to-indirect. For example,  

  

Direct-to-direct  (The example is the speech act of directives.) 

(1) ST: [Go away.] (You're drunk.)  (BJ)  

TT: [ไปไดแ้ลว้] (คุณเมา) /[paj0 daj2 lɛɛw3](khun0 maw0)/ ‘[go can 

already](you drunk)’ 
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Indirect-to-indirect  (The example is the speech act of rejections.) 

(2) ST:  [Is this a good idea,] (Matt)?  (T30)  

TT: [มนัจะดีเหรอ](แมท) /[man0 caʔ1 dii0 rǝǝ4](mɛɛt3)/ ‘[it will good 

QW](Matt)’ 

From the examples, they show that the direct-indirect speech acts of the head 

acts in the English STs are translated into Thai with the same speech act type. The 

example (1) exemplifies the translation of the speech act type in the pattern ‘direct-to-

direct’. And, the translation of the speech act type in the pattern ‘indirect-to-indirect’ 

is shown in the example (2). 

 Interestingly, the translation by the same direct-indirect speech acts as the STs 

in the pattern of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ does not limit to the translation by the same 

basic sentence types as the STs, since unlike the direct speech act, the indirect speech 

act can be expressed by more than one types of basic sentence in each speech act, i.e. 

the direct speech act of the directives is imperative sentence, but the indirect speech 

act can be declaratives, interrogatives, or exclamations. Consequently, although the 

indirect speech acts of the STs are translated into the TTs by the different basic 

sentence types from the STs, they may still be the indirect speech acts as the STs. The 

indirect speech acts in the TTs via the different basic sentence types from the STs are 

still considered to have the same level of covertness in communication and the same 

level of politeness as the STs, as seen in the following table.  

(3) ST: [We could go to the Dome.] (T30 – directive) 

TT: [จะไปเดอะโดมกนัไหมล่ะ] /[caʔ1 paj0 dǝʔ1 doom0 kan0 maj4 laʔ2]/ ‘[will 

go the Dome together QW SP]’ 

 

(4) ST: (Listen,) (Bridge.) [You know I always watch the match on Saturday 

nights?] (BJ – rejection) 

TT : (คืออยา่งน้ีนะ) (บริดจ)์ [คุณกรู้็น่ีวา่ผมดูบอลทุกคืนวนัเสาร์] /(khɨɨ0 yaaŋ1 nii3 

naʔ3)(brit1)[khun0 kɔɔ2 ruu3 nii2 waa2 phom4 duu0 bɔn0 thuk3 khɨɨn0 

wan0saw4]/ ‘(be like this SP)(Bridge)[you also know this that I watch ball 

every night Saturday]’ 
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The example (3)-(4) explain that the indirect speech acts in the English STs 

can be translated into the indirect speech acts in the Thai TTs with the different basic 

sentence types. As seen in the example (3), the indirect directive in the English ST 

which is expressed by the declarative sentence is translated into Thai by the 

interrogative sentence which is also considered as the indirect speech act. Similarly, in 

the example (4), the English ST uses the interrogative sentence in performing the 

indirect rejection, but when it is translated, the Thai TT uses the declarative sentence 

to transfer the meaning of the indirect rejection. However, from the examples, it can 

be accepted that the level of covertness of the speech acts in the STs and TTs still 

resembles.  

In this research, the translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the pattern 

of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ by the different basic sentence types from the STs are found 

in the translation of directives and rejections, not in inquiries. The findings are 

reported below. 

Table 5.2 The translation of directives in the pattern of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ by the 

different basic sentence types from the STs  

ST sentence type → TT sentence type Frequency 

declarative → interrogative 2 

interrogative → declarative 5 

Total 7 

The table shows that in translating the indirect speech acts of directives from 

English into Thai, the interrogative sentences in the English STs are translated into the 

declarative sentences in the Thai TTs more than the declarative sentences in the 

English STs are translated into the interrogative sentences in the Thai TTs. This 

implies that, in performing the indirect directives via the declarative and interrogative 

sentences, the English SL prefers the interrogative sentences; while the Thai TL 

prefers the declarative sentences. 
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Table 5.3 The translation of rejections in the pattern of ‘indirect-to-indirect’ by the 

different basic sentence types from the STs  

ST sentence type → TT sentence type Frequency 

declarative → interrogative 5 

interrogative → declarative 1 

declarative → imperative 3 

imperative → declarative 5 

exclamation → declarative 1 

Total 15 

This table reports that the translation of the indirect speech acts of the 

rejections by the different basic sentence types from English into Thai can be found 

most in translating the indirect rejections from the declarative sentences in the STs 

into the interrogative sentences in the TTs, and the imperative sentences in the STs 

into the declarative sentences in the TTs. These findings infer that in expressing the 

rejections via the indirect speech act, the English SL tends to use the declarative and 

imperative sentences, while the Thai TL tends to use the interrogative and declarative 

sentences. 

From the above tables, although the frequency is not high, such translation 

points out that the convention of expressing the speech acts via the indirect speech 

acts of the STs and TTs are different. It can be seen from Table 5.2 and Table 5.3 that 

all the same basic sentence types are in use in both the English SL and the Thai TL, 

but each language has the different preferences. The different trends of use in the SL 

and TL make the different mapping in the translation. 

However, if it is possible, the first priority in translation is to respect the STs. 

Although keeping the same as the STs is essential in translation, it must be accepted 

that the differences between the English SL and Thai TL make the adjustments in 

translation inevitable, and they are interesting to study. Henceforth, the investigation 

of why and how the direct-indirect speech acts in the Thai TTs differ from those in the 

English STs is presented.  

5.1.2 Different direct-indirect speech acts in the English STs and Thai TTs 

 As previously reported in Table 5.1, the direct-indirect speech acts can be 

translated into the Thai TTs by both the same direct-indirect speech acts as the 



187 

 

 

English STs and the different ones. Although the best selection is to stay the same as 

the STs, there are many cases that the translated texts are different from the original 

ones. This section intends to report those cases that make the different mappings of 

the direct-indirect speech acts between the English STs and the Thai TTs.  

Based on the principle of the context of culture, this research predicts that the 

differences between the English STs and the Thai TTs will be in the direction of 

going more covert, because the English STs are in the low-context culture which is 

assumed to be more overt in communication, while the Thai TTs are in the high-

context culture which is assumed to be more covert in communication. In the 

dimension of direct-indirect speech acts, going more covert is the translation of the 

direct speech act in the STs into the indirect speech act in the TTs, and going more 

overt is the translation of the indirect speech act in the STs into the direct speech act 

in the TTs. The findings are presented in the following table. 

Table 5.4 The translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries from English into 

Thai by the different direct-indirect speech acts from the STs  

Speech act  indirect-to-direct 

Freq. (%) 

 direct-to-indirect 

Freq. (%) 

Total 

Freq. (%) 

Directives 49 (80.33%) 12 (19.67%) 61 (100%) 

Rejections 11 (33.33%) 22 (66.67%) 33 (100%) 

Inquiries 5 (9.80%) 46 (90.20%) 51 (100%) 

 From the table, it is found that when the direct-indirect speech acts in the STs 

are translated by the different direct-indirect speech acts in the TTs, the translation in 

the pattern of ‘direct-to-indirect’ are found more than the pattern of ‘indirect-to-

direct’ in the translation of the rejections and inquiries, but the translation of the 

directives is in reverse. The further investigation on each speech act must be done to 

see more details. 

 

5.1.2.1 Different direct-indirect directives in the English STs and the Thai TTs 

From Table 5.4, the translation of the directives by the different direct-indirect 

speech acts from the English STs is chiefly in the pattern of indirect-to-direct despite 

the English-Thai translation, which is the translation from the low-context-culture 

language into the high-context-culture language. This may be because of the different 
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norms of the English SL and Thai TL in using the indirect directives. Sometimes, it is 

more suitable in the Thai TTs to use the direct directives in translating the indirect 

directives from the English STs, and to choose the linguistic devices in other 

linguistic dimensions, which are the pragmatic structure, and the politeness strategies 

in expressing the meaning of indirectness instead. To illustrate these points, examples 

are given below. 

(5) ST : (Anyway,) [you can ask him all about it at the ruby wedding.] (BJ) 

TT : (ไม่เป็นไร) [ลูกถามเขาเองในงานเล้ียงสิจ๊ะ] /(maj2pen0raj0)[luuk2 thaam4 

khaw4 ʔeeŋ0 naj0 ŋaan0liaŋ3 siʔ1 caʔ3]/ ‘(not at all)(child ask him yourself in 

party SP SP]’ 

From the example (5), it can be seen that the directive in the English ST is the 

indirect speech act performed by the declarative sentence, but it is translated into the 

direct speech act performed by the imperative sentence in the Thai TT. Phanthumetha 

(2011: 307) described that the imperative sentence in Thai can have the subject in the 

second grammatical person. In this example, the directive in the TT is performed by 

the imperative sentence with the second person subject ‘ลูก’ /luuk2/ ‘child’. 

Moreover, the sentence particle ‘สิ’ /siʔ1/ marks the imperative sentences in Thai. 

From the example, in the English ST, it is apparent that the directive is performed 

indirectly by telling the hearer that the hearer can do something (in the example is ‘to 

ask him’), while in the Thai TT, the directive is performed directly by getting the 

hearer to do something. But, there are other linguistic devices used in toning down the 

direct speech act in the Thai TT. They are the kin term ‘ลูก’ /luuk2/ ‘child’ used to call 

the hearer and the sentence particle ‘จ๊ะ’ /caʔ3/ expressing the intimacy between the 

speaker and the hearer. These two linguistic devices modify the head act internally, so 

they are considered as the linguistic devices in the dimension of the politeness 

strategy. The example (5) shows that although the indirect speech act in the English 

ST is translated into the direct speech act in the Thai TT, it can keep degree of 

politeness via the politeness strategies. 
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(6) ST: [Why don't you sit down,] (Mum)? (T30)  

TT : (แม่)[นัง่สิฮะ] /(mɛɛ2)[naŋ2 siʔ1 haʔ3]/ ‘(mum)[sit SP SP]’ 

Similarly, the example (6) shows that the indirect directive in the English ST 

which is expressed by the interrogative sentence is translated into the direct directive 

via the imperative sentence in the Thai TT. In this case, as already discussed in 

Chapter 4, it is more suitable in the context of participants between the son and his 

mother, to convert the interrogative sentence in the construction ‘why not’ in the 

English STs into the imperative sentence in the Thai TT. Although the level of 

indirectness or covertness in the STs is not kept in the TTs in the dimension of direct-

indirect speech acts, it can be kept and expressed in other linguistic dimensions. It can 

be seen that there is the alternation of the head act and supportive move position in the 

ST and TT, i.e. in the ST, the supportive move is behind the head act, while in the TT, 

it appears prior to the head act. This is the devices in the dimension of the pragmatic 

structure: the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in ST is alternated to the pragmatic structure 

‘s+h’, which is more covert, in TT. Besides, there is the linguistic representation 

signifying the negative politeness in the Thai TT, it is the sentence particle ‘ฮะ’ /haʔ3/ 

which is used to redress the Thai head act to express the respect given to the hearer. 

Like the example (5), the example (6) shows that although the indirect speech act is 

translated into the direct speech acts, it can keep degree of politeness via the other 

linguistic dimensions.  
The above examples can explain why the translation of the direct-indirect 

speech acts in directives is in the pattern of indirect-to-direct more than direct-to-

indirect. There are two main explanations, one is that the SL and TL have their own 

conventions of language use: the suitable speech act type in the context in the SL may 

be not suitable in the same context for the TL; the other explanation is that the 

covertness of the speech act can be expressed by not only the dimension of direct-

indirect speech acts, but also other linguistic dimensions, namely, the pragmatic 

structures, and the politeness strategies. The dimension of direct-indirect speech acts 

is viewed broadly and separated in the binary system, that is, either direct or indirect. 

Despite the direct speech act, the higher degree of politeness of the speech act can be 

performed by the pragmatic structures, and/or politeness strategies, especially in the 
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Thai language, whose many linguistic devices used in expressing the covertness of 

communication. 

 

5.1.2.2 Different direct-indirect rejections in the English STs and the Thai TTs 

The translation of rejections by different direct-indirect speech acts from that 

of the English STs is mainly in the pattern of direct-to-indirect (see Table 5.4). This 

result is as expected, the English-into-Thai translation, which is the translation from 

the language from the low-context culture into the language from the high-context 

culture, should be the translation in the direction of being more covert. These are the 

examples. 

(7) ST : [You can't go home.] (T30) 

TT : [จะกลบับา้นตอนน้ีไดไ้ง] /[caʔ1 klap1 baan2 tɔɔn0nii3 daj2 ŋaj0]/ ‘[will go 

back home now can how]’ 

(8) ST: [I kid you not.] (T30) 

TT: [ฉนัจะหลอกพวกแกเล่นท าไม] /[chan4 caʔ1 lɔɔk1 phuak2kɛɛ0 len2 

tham0maj0]/ ‘I will fool you play why]’ 

The examples (7)-(8) show the translation of the direct speech acts of rejections in 

the English STs into the indirect speech acts in the Thai TTs. It can be seen in both 

examples that the declarative sentences with the negative forms which are used in 

performing the rejections directly in the English STs are converted into the 

interrogative sentences which perform the rejections indirectly in the Thai TTs. These 

interrogative sentences are not used to pose the real questions which require answers, 

or specifically speaking, they are not used to perform the speech act of inquiries, but 

they are used to perform the speech act of rejections in the indirect speech act. It can 

be observed in the daily communication of the Thai people that the speech act of 

rejections is frequently performed by the rhetorical questions with ‘how’, ‘why’, as 

seen in these two examples. This observation is supported by Ngarmyingyuad, 

Bunprasert, Leesattrupai (2014: 223), who did a research on face-saving strategies in 

answering questions in the Thai talk show programme and found that using the 

rhetorical questions is one of the methods in avoiding something of the Thai people. 
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There is another interesting translation by the different direct-indirect speech acts 

from the STs in the speech act of rejections. It is the translation of the hedges that are 

always used at the beginning of rejections. The English STs usually use the hedge “I 

don’t think” which is the declarative with the negative form, but it is always translated 

into the declarative without the negative form in the Thai TTs, as the examples below. 

(9) ST: [I don't think it will,] (dear.) (BJ) 

TT: [ฉนัวา่ไม่ตอ้งท าอยา่งนั้นหรอก] /[chan4 waa2 maj2 tɔŋ2 tham0 yaaŋ1 nan3 

rɔɔk1]/ ‘I think not must do like that SP] 

(10) ST: [I don't think Gershwin was trying to say that we're special.] (T30) 

   TT: [ฉนัวา่เกอร์ชวินไม่ไดจ้ะบอกวา่เราวิเศษกวา่ใครหรอก] /[chan4 waa2 

gǝǝ0chwin0 maj2 daj2 caʔ1 bɔɔk1 waa2 raw0 wiʔ3seet1 kwaa1 khraj0 rɔɔk1]/ 

‘[I think Gershwin not can will tell that we special than who SP]’ 

The examples (9)-(10) are the examples of the translation of the hedges in the 

English STs ‘I don’t think’ which is the declarative with the negative form into the 

Thai TTs as ‘ฉนัวา่’ /chan4 waa2/ ‘I think’ which is the declarative without the 

negative form. These two expressions ‘I don’t think’ in English and ‘ฉนัวา่’ /chan4 

waa2/ ‘I think’ in Thai are both used to modified the head act of the rejections, that is, 

they are one of negative politeness strategies. The meaning of the rejections is still 

preserved in the TTs, but the position of the negation is moved. However, to translate 

the declaratives with the negative form, which is used to perform the rejection 

directly, into the declaratives without the negative form, which is used to perform the 

rejection indirectly, makes the translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the 

rejections go more covert. 

5.1.2.3 Different direct-indirect inquiries in the English STs and the Thai TTs 

Like the speech act of rejections, the translation of the direct-indirect speech 

acts in the inquiries by the different direct-indirect speech acts from the STs is as 

predicted, that is, it tends to be in the pattern of ‘direct-to-indirect’ more than 

‘indirect-to-direct’ (see Table 5.4). As a result of the translation from English into 

Thai, which is the translation from the language from the low-context culture into the 

language from the high-context culture, the translation is predicted to be more covert. 
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This research finds that the pattern of ‘direct-to-indirect’ speech acts in the translation 

of inquiries can be grouped according to the shade of meaning in the translation, as 

seen in the following examples. 

(11) ST: (And) [you're his little brother?] (T30) 

 TT: (แลว้)[นายกเ็ป็นนอ้งชายคนสุดทอ้งของเจา้นัน่] /(lɛɛw3)[naaj0 kɔɔ2 pen0 

nɔɔŋ3chaaj0khɔn0 sud1thɔɔŋ3 khɔɔŋ4 caw2nan2] ‘(and)[you then be youngest 

brother of that man]’ 

(12) ST: [Box of Milk Tray?] (BJ) 

 TT: [มิลค ์เทรยห์น่ึงกล่อง] /[mil3 tree0 nɨŋ1 klɔŋ1]’ ‘[Milk Tray one box]’ 

 The examples (11)-(12) show the ‘direct-to-indirect’ translation of the 

direct-indirect speech acts in the speech act of inquiries. From these two examples, 

the interrogative sentences in the English STs are translated into the declarative 

sentences in the Thai TTs. Although they are the declaratives, they can be understood 

from the contexts that they are used to perform the inquiries. They are the inquiries 

that express the uncertainty or the supposition of the speaker. They are somewhat 

similar to the yes-no questions, but there are no sentence particles signifying the 

questions, e.g. ใช่ไหม /chaj2 maj4/ ‘yes or no’, เหรอ /rǝǝ4/ ‘really?’ It can be observed 

that such translation often occur in interrogative sentences without subject-verb 

reversion in the English STs, e.g. the example (11), or the shortened questions, e.g. 

the example (12). 

(13) ST: [Are you sure?] (T30) 

 TT: [เธอแน่ใจนะ] /[thǝǝ0 nɛɛ2caj0 naʔ3]/ ‘[you sure SP]’ 

(14) TT : [แน่ใจนะจ๊ะ] /[nɛɛ2caj0 naʔ3 caʔ3]/ ‘[sure SP SP]’ 

(15) TT : [แกแน่ใจนา] /[kɛɛ0 nɛɛ2caj0 naa0]/ ‘[you sure SP]’ 

(16) ST: (So,) [things getting you down at home?] (T30) 

     TT:  [เร่ืองท่ีบา้นท าเธอเซ็งสินะ] /[rɨaŋ2 thii2 baan2 tham0 thǝǝ0 seŋ0 siʔ1 

naʔ3] ‘[story at home make you bored SP SP]’ 
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 The examples (13)-(16) explain another shade of meaning of the ‘direct-to-

indirect’ translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the inquiries. Like the 

examples (11)-(12), the examples (13)-(16) exemplify the interrogative sentences 

from the English STs that are translated into the declarative sentences in the Thai TTs, 

but in the examples (13)-(16), the key linguistic representation is the Thai sentence 

particles expressing the probe, e.g. นะ /naʔ3/, นา /naa0/, สินะ /siʔ1 naʔ3/, ล่ะสิ /laʔ1 

siʔ1/. The meaning of the utterances with these sentence particles are very near to the 

yes-no questions, but they do not express the intention of inquiry as directly as the 

yes-no questions do. They perform the speech act of inquiries in a way of sounding 

out, not asking. 

(17) ST : [What is it?] (T30) 

 TT : [มีอะไรกว็า่มาเถอะ] /[mii0 ʔaʔ1raj0 kɔɔ2 waa2 maa0 thǝʔ1]/ ‘[have 

what then say come SP]’ 

(18) ST : [What?] (T30) 

 TT : [วา่มาสิ] /[waa2 maa0 siʔ1]/ ‘[say come SP]’ 

 The ‘direct-to-indirect’ translation of the direct-indirect speech acts in the 

speech act of inquiries illustrated by the examples (17)-(18) is the translation of the 

interrogative sentences in the English STs into the imperative sentences in the Thai 

TTs. Such translation supports the idea that the speech act of inquiries is actually one 

kind of the speech act of directives, e.g. Searle’s (1976) classification of the speech 

acts, because the intention of the inquiries which is to get the answer from the hearer, 

or to make the hearer give some wanted information to the speaker is near to get the 

hearer to do something as the intention of the directives. Consequently, it is possible, 

as shown in the examples (17)-(18), that the questions can be translated into the 

requests to answer, e.g. วา่มาเถอะ /waa2 maa0 thǝʔ1/ as seen in the example (17), or 

the orders, e.g. วา่มาสิ /waa2 maa0 siʔ1/ as seen in the example (18). 

(19) ST: [What?] (BJ) 

 TT: [หา] /[haa4]/ ‘[EXC]’ 
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 The example (19) shows the ‘direct-to-indirect’ translation of the direct-

indirect speech acts in the speech act of inquiries in the shade of meaning of doubt 

and surprise. From this example, the interrogative sentence in the English ST is 

translated into the exclamation in the Thai TT. The exclamation ‘หา’ /haa4/ in Thai is 

used to suddenly ask the hearer in many cases, e.g. the speaker does not hear what the 

hearer says, the speaker is surprised with what the hearer says or does, so s/he wants 

to know what it is, etc. 

 From all above examples, the examples (11)-(19), it can be seen that there 

are many ways in performing the speech act of inquiries in the Thai TL. Hence, when 

translated, the interrogative sentences which are used to perform the direct inquiries in 

the English STs can be rendered to the Thai TTs variously according to the shade of 

meaning which is suitable for the contexts. As a result of this, the percentage of the 

translation from the direct speech acts in the STs into the indirect speech acts in the 

TTs is very high, as reported in Table 5.4. 

 Next is the presentation of the translation of the English dialogues into Thai 

in the second linguistic dimension of analysis, namely, the pragmatic structures. 

5.2 Comparison of pragmatic structures in the English STs and Thai TTs 

The investigation of the pragmatic structure translation can be done in three 

aspects of supportive moves, as done in the analysis of the pragmatic structures 

presented in the previous chapter. The three aspects are the position of the supportive 

moves, the number of the supportive moves, and the function of the supportive 

moves, because all these three aspects are directly related to the covertness of the 

pragmatic structures used in performing the speech acts. Consequently, when the 

translation is analyzed by comparing the pragmatic structures of the English STs and 

the Thai TTs linearly, the same pragmatic structures mean that all three aspects of the 

pragmatic structure used in the TTs are identical to those of the STs, while the 

different pragmatic structures refer to the differences from the STs found in the TTs in 

any aspects. In translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 

English dialogues into Thai, the pragmatic structures in the TTs are found both similar 

to and different from the pragmatic structures in the STs. The frequencies and 

percentages of the similar pragmatic structures to the STs and the different pragmatic 
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structures from the STs in translating the pragmatic structures of the directives, 

rejections, and inquiries from English into Thai are reported in the following table. 

 

Table 5.5 Comparison of pragmatic structures of directives, rejections, and inquiries 

in the English STs and Thai TTs 

 

 

Speech act 

The STs translated into TTs with 

Similar  

Pragmatic structure   

to the STs  

Freq. (%) 

Different  

Pragmatic structure 

from the STs  

Freq. (%) 

Total 

Freq. (%) 

Directives 225 (70.53%) 94 (29.27%) 319 (100%) 

Rejections 263 (76.90%) 79 (23.10%) 342 (100%) 

Inquiries 447 (69.84%) 193 (30.16%) 640 (100%) 

Like the direct-indirect speech acts, the pragmatic structures can be kept 

similar to the STs more than made different from the STs in the translation of the 

English dialogues into Thai. It obviously shows that the respect to the STs, which is 

the significant requirement in translation, can be achieved in the translation of the 

pragmatic structures used in performing the speech acts of directives, rejections, and 

inquiries from English into Thai. As mentioned earlier, the translation by the similar 

pragmatic structures to the English STs must be similar in three aspects of the 

supportive moves: the position, the number, and the function, if any aspects are 

different from the STs, the translation will be counted as different mapping. From the 

table, it can be seen that the translation of the pragmatic structures in each speech act 

can be made similar to and different from the STs at the various percentages. The 

pragmatic structures that can be most kept the same as the STs are the pragmatic 

structures in rejections (76.90%), next, the inquiries (69.84%), and then, the directives 

(70.53%).  

The more details of the translation of the pragmatic structures in the three 

speech acts are presented, as follows. 

 5.2.1 Similar pragmatic structures in the English STs and Thai TTs 

 To make the pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs similar to those of the 

English STs, which is considered as the perfect or faithful translation, all of the three 
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aspects of the pragmatic structures in the TTs must be kept the same as the STs, as 

seen in the following examples. 

(20) ST: (Come on,) (Gershwin,) [tell us something that'll prove you're just as 

crap as us.] (T30) 

         TT: (ขอละ) (เกอร์ชวิน) [ช่วยเล่าอะไรท่ีอุบาทวพ์อฟัดพอเหวีย่งกบัเร่ืองฉนัสองคน

หน่อยเหอะ] /(khɔɔ4 laʔ1)(kǝǝ0chwin0)[chuaj2 law2 ʔaʔ1raj0 thii2 ʔuʔ1baat1 

phɔɔ0fat3phɔɔ0wiaŋ1 kap1 rɨaŋ2 chan4 sɔɔŋ4 khon0 noj1 hǝʔ1] ‘(request 

SP)(Gershwin)[help tell what that ugly equal with story I two people little SP]’ 

(21) ST: [No. No.] (I'm sorry,) (you're deliberately being obtuse.) (BJ) 

 TT: [ไม่ ไม่ใช่ค่ะ] (ขอโทษนะคะ) (คุณเถียงขา้งๆคูๆน่ี) /[maj2 maj2 chaj2 

khaʔ2](khɔɔ4thoot2 naʔ3 khaʔ3)(khun0 thiaŋ4 khaaŋ2khaaŋ2khuu0khuu0 

nii2) ‘[not not yes SP](apologize SP SP)(you dispute unreasonable this)’ 

(22) ST: (But) [where are we going?] (T30) 

 TT: (แลว้)[เราจะไปไหนกนั] /(lɛɛw3)[raw0 caʔ1 paj0 naj4 kan0]/ ‘(then)[we 

will go where together]’ 

The above examples show the translation of the directive (the example 20), the 

rejection (the example 21), and the inquiry (the example 22) by the similar pragmatic 

structures to the STs in all three aspects of supportive moves: position, number, and 

function. The ST and TT in the example (20) are in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ with 

two softening supportive moves, in the example (21) are in the pragmatic structure 

‘h+s’ with one softening and one strengthening supportive moves, and in the example 

(22) are in the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ with one softening supportive move. 

As mentioned in the section of Translation of the Direct-indirect speech acts 

(5.1), the similar mapping in the translation is what is expected, as the requirement of 

the good translation. Thus, the more interesting point for the research is the different 

mapping. The different mapping of the pragmatic structures between the English STs 

and the Thai TTs in the translation of the directives, rejections, and inquiries are 

presented subsequently. 
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5.2.2 Different pragmatic structures in the English STs and Thai TTs 

To render the linguistic forms of the STs by the similar linguistic forms of the 

TTs is the ideal of translation, and the previous sub-section shows the pragmatic 

structures that are translated in this ideal way. The pragmatic structures used in 

performing the speech acts in the English STs can be mostly translated into the Thai 

TTs by the similar pragmatic structures, i.e. the similar position, number, and function 

of the supportive moves as the STs. However, it can be seen that there are some 

differences found in the translation of the pragmatic structures. These differences may 

occur in the position, the number, and/or the function of the supportive moves. This 

research intends to answer the question of how different the pragmatic structures in 

the Thai TTs are from the pragmatic structures in the English STs in terms of the 

covertness of the structures, no matter which aspects of supportive moves the 

differences occur. From this question, the answers are expected based on the principle 

of the context of culture that the pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs which are found 

different from the English STs should be more covert, because the Thai language is in 

the high-context culture, while the English language is in the low-context culture. 

Because the dimension of the pragmatic structures can be studied in three aspects of 

the supportive moves, being more overt or more covert of the pragmatic structures in 

the translation can also be considered in three aspects of the supportive moves in the 

TTs compared with those in the STs. The consideration of being more overt or more 

covert in the translation of the pragmatic structures is concluded as follows.  

 

Table 5.6 The consideration of differences in the translation of pragmatic structures 

 

Aspect of  

the supportive moves  

in the pragmatic 

structures 

 

Differences in the translation of pragmatic structures 

More overt More covert 

Position of supportive 

moves 

Moved to the right of the 

head act 

Moved to the left of the 

head act 

Number of supportive 

moves 

less more 

Function of supportive 

moves 

strengthened softened 
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 In translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries by the 

different pragmatic structures from the STs, the translation may be more overt or 

more covert than the source variously. How the pragmatic structures of each speech 

act are rendered into Thai is reported henceforth. 

5.2.2.1 Different pragmatic structures of directives in the English STs and the 

Thai TTs 

The translation of directives by the different pragmatic structures from the 

English STs are found and reported in the following table  

Table 5.7 The translation of directives from English into Thai by the different 

pragmatic structures from the STs 

The direction of the 

translation 

ST pragmatic structure 

→ 

TT pragmatic structure 

Freq. 

(%) 

more overt h+s → h+s (with less s) 5 (5.32%) 

 h+s → h 4 (4.26%) 

 s+h → s+h (with less s) 11 (11.70%) 

 s+h → h+s 3 (3.19%) 

 s+h → h 8 (8.51%) 

 s+h+s → s+h+s (less s) 4 (4.26%) 

 s+h+s → s+h 4 (4.26%) 

 s+h+s → h+s 4 (4.26%) 

Total of being more overt 43 (45.74%) 

more covert h → h+s 10 (10.64%) 

 h → s+h 20 (21.28%) 

 h+s → h+s (with more s) 2 (2.13%) 

 h+s → s+h 3 (3.19%) 

 h+s → s+h+s 5 (5.32%) 

 s+h → s+h (with more s) 4 (4.26%) 

 s+h → s+h+s 4 (4.26%) 

 s+h+s → s+h+s  

(with more s) 

3 (3.19%) 

Total of being more covert 51 (54.26%) 

TOTAL 94 (100%) 

Referred to Table 5.5, within 319 directives, the pragmatic structures of 94 

directives are translated into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs. 

The differences of the pragmatic structures of the 94 directives is investigated and the 

findings are reported in Table 5.7. It can be seen from Table 5.7 that 54.26% of the 



199 

 

 

directives which are translated by more covert pragmatic structures than those of the 

English STs, and 45.74% by more overt. The most frequently-used method in 

translation of the pragmatic structures in the directives in the more-overt direction is 

to decrease the supportive moves, especially, the pre-h supportive moves, as seen in 

the following examples. 

(23) ST: (Here you go.) (Now,) [eat up before it goes cold again.] 

TT: (เอา้) [น่ีกรี็บกินใหห้มดเสียก่อนท่ีจะเยน็ชืดไปอีกละ]  /(ʔaw2) [nii2 kɔɔ2 

riip2 kin0 haj2 mot1 sia4 kɔɔn1 thii2 caʔ1 yen0 chɯɯt2 paj0 ʔiik1 laʔ1]/ 

‘(EXC) [this then hurry eat until empty before it will cold tasteless again SP]’ 

(T30) 

(24) ST: (Oh,) [don't be like that,] (Bridge.) 

TT: [อยา่ยวัะไปเลยน่า] (บริดจ)์ /[yaa1 yua3 paj0 ləəj0 naa2](Brit1)/ 

‘[don’t be upset go a bit beyond](Bridge)’ (BJ) 
 The examples (23)-(24) demonstrate the translation of the directives by the 

more-overt pragmatic structures than the STs. The example (23), Both ST and TT use 

the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’, but one of two pre-h supportive moves in the ST, 

‘now’, is omitted in the TTs. In the example (24), the pragmatic structure ‘s+h+s’ in 

the ST is translated into the pragmatic structure ‘h+s’ in the TT; the pre-h supportive 

move, which is the exclamation word, ‘oh’ is omitted in the TT. The omission of the 

supportive moves in these two examples illustrates that it makes the pragmatic 

structure in the Thai TTs more overt, because the head acts in the TTs appear more 

explicitly than in the STs. Furthermore, it can be observed that the supportive moves 

that are omitted are h-softening supportive moves, which do not convey critical 

messages. 

As reported in Table 5.7, the translation from English into Thai by more covert 

pragmatic structures in directives is as expected, because it is the translation from the 

low-context-culture language into the high-context-culture language. From the table, 

the most frequently-used method in translating the directives by more-covert 

pragmatic structure is to increase the supportive moves, and the supportive moves that 

are usually increased are the pre-h supportive moves. Besides, the translation by more 

covert pragmatic structures can be done by moving the supportive moves from the 
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post-h position in the STs to the pre-h position in the TTs (or left-movement). These 

are the examples.  

 

(25) ST: [Listen,] (Matt.) (T30) 

 TT: (น่ี) (แมท) [ฟังก่อนนะ] /(nii2) (mɛɛt3) [faŋ0 kɔɔn1 naʔ3]/ ‘(this) (Matt) 

[listen before SP]’  

(26) ST: [You'd let me pay rent,] (of course)? (T30) 

     TT: (ถ้าอย่างน้ัน)[เธอตอ้งใหฉ้นัจ่ายค่าเช่า] /(tha2 yaaŋ1 nan3)[thǝǝ0 tɔŋ2 haj2 

chan4 caaj1 khaa2 chaw2]/ ‘(if like that) [you must let me pay fee rent]’ 

 The example (25)-(26) illustrate the translation of the directives by the 

different pragmatic structure from the ST by moving the position of the supportive 

moves. In both examples, the post-h supportive moves are moved to the front of the 

head acts in the TTs, or that is to say, the pragmatic structures ‘h+s’ in the STs are 

changed into the pragmatic structures ‘s+h’ in the TTs. They are the examples of the 

translation by more-covert pragmatic structure in directives. 

(27) ST: [Pass the cherries,] (chump.) (T30) 

     TT: (ไหน)[ส่งเชอร์ร่ีมาซิ](เพื่อน) /(naj4) [soŋ1 chǝǝ0rii2 maa0 siʔ3] (phɨan2)/ 

‘(where)[pass cherries come SP](friends)’ 

(28) ST: [Come and dance.] (T30) 

     TT: [มาเตน้ร ากนัเถอะ](แมท) /[maa0 ten2ram0 kan0 thǝʔ1] (mɛɛt3)/ ‘[come 

dance together SP] (Matt)’ 

 The examples (27)-(28) demonstrate the translation of the directives by the 

different pragmatic structures from the STs by increasing the supportive moves. In the 

example (27), the supportive move ‘ไหน’ /naj4/ ‘where’ is added prior to the head act 

in the TT, and in the example (28), the supportive move ‘Matt’ is added after the head 

act in the TT. The adding of these supportive moves softens the directive. In other 

words, the pragmatic structures ‘h+s’ (the example 27) and ‘h’ (the example 28) in the 

STs are replaced by the pragmatic structures ‘s+h+s’ and ‘h+s’, respectively, which 

are more covert than the STs. 
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5.2.2.2 Different pragmatic structures of rejections in the English STs and the 

Thai TTs  

As seen in Table 5.5, the speech act of rejections is translated into the Thai 

TTs by not only the similar pragmatic structures to the English STs, but also the 

different ones. Although the percentage of the translation by the similar pragmatic 

structures to the STs is more than the percentage of the translation by the different 

pragmatic structures from the STs, these differences are worth-investigating. To see 

whether the translation of the rejections by the different pragmatic structures from the 

STs will be more covert as predicted is engrossing. The following table reports the 

translation of rejections by the different pragmatic structures from the English STs.  

 

Table 5.8 The translation of rejections from English into Thai by the different 

pragmatic structures from the STs 

The direction of the 

translation 

ST pragmatic structure 

→ 

TT pragmatic structure 

Freq. 

(%) 

more overt h+s → h+s (with less s) 11 (13.92%) 

 h+s → h 4 (5.06%) 

 s+h → s+h (with less s) 6 (7.59%) 

 s+h → h+s 2 (2.53%) 

 s+h → h 10 (12.66%) 

 s+h → s+h+s (less s) 1 (1.27%) 

 s+h+s → s+h+s (less s) 5 (6.33%) 

 s+h+s → s+h 2 (2.53%) 

 s+h+s → h+s 4 (5.06%) 

 s+h+s → h 1 (1.27%) 

Total of being more overt 46 (58.23%) 

more covert h → h+s 4 (5.06%) 

 h → s+h 4 (5.06%) 

 h → s+h+s 1 (1.27%) 

 h+s → h+s  

(with more s) 

5 (6.33%) 
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 h+s → s+h 8 (10.13%) 

 h+s → s+h+s 3 (3.80%) 

 s+h → s+h  

(with more s) 

5 (6.33%) 

 s+h+s → s+h+s  

(with more s) 

2 (2.53%) 

 s+h+s → s+h  

(with more s) 

1 (1.27%) 

Total of being more covert 33 (41.77%) 

TOTAL 79 (100%) 

According to Table 5.5, the pragmatic structures of 79 out of 342 rejections are 

translated into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs. The different 

mapping of the pragmatic structures of the 79 rejections is investigated and the 

findings are presented in Table 5.8. From Table 5.8, 58.23% of the rejections are 

translated by more overt different pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs, and 41.77% 

by more covert. The findings do not support the prediction that the translation of 

rejections from English into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs 

should be use more covert pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs. The reason of the 

unexpected findings is because the frequently-used method in translation of the 

pragmatic structures in the rejections from English into Thai is to lessen the number 

of supportive moves, the lexical items expressing the introduction of rejections in the 

English STs are often omitted in the Thai TTs. The examples are provided, as follows. 

(29) ST: (Actually,) [I'm going on to a nightclub.] (BJ) 

    TT: [ฉนัจะไปไนตค์ลบัต่อ] /[chan4 caʔ1 paj0 naj3khlap1 tɔɔ1] ‘[I will go 

nightclub continue]’ 

(30) ST: (Actually,) [I'm just on my way to work.] (BJ) 

    TT: [ฉนัก าลงัจะไปท างานค่ะ] /[chan4 kam0laŋ0 caʔ1 paj0 tham0ŋaan0 

khaʔ2]/ ‘[I am going go work SP]’ 
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(31) ST: (Actually,) [I was only six at the time.] (BJ) 

    TT: ตอนนั้นผมหกขวบเองฮะ /[tɔɔn0nan3 phom4 hok1 khuap1 ʔeeŋ0 haʔ3]/ 

‘that time I six years just SP]’ 

 The examples (29)-(31) demonstrate the omission of the supportive moves 

in the translation of the pragmatic structures in the speech act of rejections. From all 

above examples, the supportive move ‘actually’ that is used to soften the head acts by 

correcting the opinion of the hearer and providing the reasons in refusals is omitted in 

the TTs. The omission makes the pragmatic structures in the TTs more overt, because 

the number of the supportive moves in the structures is lessened and the head act-

softeners are deleted.  

(32) ST: [It's okay,] (Mum.) (I don't eat much, these days.) (T30) 

     TT: [ไม่เป็นไรหรอกครับ] (หมู่น้ีผมกินไม่ค่อยจุนกัหรอก) /[maj2pen0raj0 rɔɔk1 

krap3](muu1nee3 phom4 kin0 maj2 khɔj2 cuʔ1 nak3 rɔɔk1)/ ‘[not at all SP 

SP](these days I eat not a bit much SP SP)’ 

 

(33) ST: (Oh,) [don't be silly,] (darling.) (BJ) 

     TT: [เหลวไหลน่า] /[lew4 laj4 naa2]/ ‘[silly SP]’ 

 The example (30)-(31) illustrate the other omission of the supportive moves 

in the translation of the pragmatic structures in the speech act of rejections, that is, the 

omission of the calling of the hearer or the address term. Modehiran (2005: 42) 

counted the address terms as one of the softening devices in performing speech acts. 

While performing speech acts, calling the name of the hearer or any address terms, 

e.g. kin terms, profession titles, and endearment terms can tone down the utterances 

and help the hearer feel more comfortable. Moreover, Holmes (2008:281) pointed out 

that the address terms can signify the solidarity or the respect to the hearer. Thus, to 

leave them out makes the rejections more overt as a result of the decreased number of 

the supportive moves in the pragmatic structures, and the blunter meaning of the head 

acts. 

 In addition, the translation by the different pragmatic structures from the 

STs by changing the function of the supportive moves is found in the translation of 
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the rejections. It is also considered as the translation by more overt pragmatic 

structures because the function of the supportive move is changed from ‘h-

strengthening’ to ‘h-softening’, as seen below. 

(34) ST: [I can't either.] (I'm behind with my Ph.D as it is.) (T30) 

     TT: [ผมกไ็ปไม่ไดค้รับ] (แค่นีก้จ็ะไม่จบดอกเตอร์อยู่แล้ว) /[phom4 kɔɔ2 paj0 

maj2 daj2 khrap3] (khɛɛ2 nii3 kɔɔ2 caʔ1 maj2 cop1 dɔk3tǝǝ2 yuu1lɛɛw3)/ 

‘[I then go not can SP](just this then will not finish Ph.D. definitely)’ 

(35) ST: [No!] (After you!) (BJ) 

     TT: [ไม่เอา!] (คุณอาบก่อนเลย) /[maj2 ʔaw0!](khun0 ʔaap1 kɔɔn1 lǝǝj0)/ 

‘[not take!](you bath before beyond)’ 

 The examples (32)-(33) show the conversion from h-softening supportive 

moves to h-strengthening ones; this makes the rejections go more overt. In the 

example (32), the supportive move in the English ST is to give the reason why the 

speaker refused the invitation of the hearer, but in the Thai TTs, a statement of giving 

the reason, which is h-softening, is translated into a statement of complaint, which is 

h-strengthening. As for the example (33), although the supportive moves of both the 

STs and TTs are used to confirm the refusals of the speaker to take a bath before the 

hearer, the supportive move in the ST is the self-oriented utterance, while the TT one 

is other-oriented. Laver (1981 cited in Luksaneeyanawin, 1994: 65) categorizes the 

language expressing phatic communion, which can reflect the relationship of the 

people, into three categories: 1) the neutral category used when the participants are 

not familiar and do not know the status of each other; 2) the self-oriented category 

used when the hearer has the higher status than the speaker; 3) the other-oriented 

category used when the speaker is in the higher status than the hearer. Hence, in the 

example (33), the translation of the self-oriented supportive move ‘after you’ into the 

other-oriented supportive move ‘คุณอาบก่อนเลย’ /khun0 ʔaap1 kɔɔn1 lǝǝj0/ ‘you bath 

before’ makes the supportive move sound more strengthening, because it gives the 

feeling of ordering from a person of higher status. 
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5.2.2.3 Different pragmatic structures of inquiries in the English STs and the 

Thai TTs 

In translating inquiries, not only the similar pragmatic structures to the STs are 

found, but the different pragmatic structures from the STs are also used, as shown in 

Table 5.5 . How different the pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs are from the 

English STs is presented in the following table. 

 

Table 5.9 The translation of inquiries from English into Thai by the different 

pragmatic structures from the STs 

The direction of the 

translation 

ST pragmatic structure 

→ 

TT pragmatic structure 

Freq. 

(%) 

more overt h+s → h+s (with less s) 2 (1.04%) 

 h+s → h 17 (8.81%) 

 s+h → s+h (with less s) 6 (3.11%) 

 s+h → h+s 1 (0.52%) 

 s+h → h 20 (10.36%) 

 s+h+s → s+h 3 (1.55%) 

 s+h+s → h+s 1 (0.52%) 

 s+h+s → h 1 (0.52%) 

 s → s+h 7 (3.63%) 

 s → h 2 (1.04%) 

Total of being more overt 60 (31.09%) 

more covert h → h+s 16 (8.29%) 

 h → s+h 76 (39.38%) 

 h → s+h+s 4 (2.07%) 

 h+s → h+s (with more s) 1 (0.52%) 

 h+s → s+h 15 (7.77%) 

 h+s → s+h+s 6 (3.11%) 

 s+h → s+h  

(with more s) 

7 (3.63%) 

 s+h → s+h+s  3 (1.55%) 
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 s+h+s → s+h+s  

(with more s) 

2 (1.04%) 

 s+h+s → s+h  

(with more s) 

3 (1.55%) 

Total of being more covert 133 (68.91%) 

TOTAL 193 (100%) 

Referred to Table 5.5, the pragmatic structures of 193 out of 640 inquiries are 

translated into Thai by the different pragmatic structures from the STs. The different 

mapping of the pragmatic structures of the 193 inquiries is investigated and the 

findings are reported in Table 5.9. Table 5.9 shows that 68.91% of the inquiries are 

translated by more covert different pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs, and 31.06% 

by more overt. This means that the findings support the prediction that the translation 

form English into Thai, which is the translation from the low-context-culture language 

into the high-context-culture language, should be in the direction of being more 

covert.  
From the table, the most often-used method in translating the pragmatic structures 

of inquiries by more overt pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs is to omit the 

supportive moves, especially the h-softening ones, as illustrated in the following 

examples. 

(36) ST: (And) [do what?] 

TT: [ท าอะไรล่ะ] /[tham0 ʔaʔ1raj0 laʔ2]/ ‘[do what SP]’ (T30) 

(37) ST: [Are you staying for a while,] (then)? 

TT: [จะมาอยูส่กัพกังั้นสิ] /[caʔ1 maa0 yuu1 sak1phak3 ŋan3 siʔ1]/ ‘[will 

come stay a while that SP’]’ (T30) 

 The examples (36)-(37) illustrate the inquiries which are translated by the 

most often-used patterns in translation of the pragmatic structures of inquiries in the 

more-overt direction. These two examples show the translation from the pragmatic 

structures ‘s+h’ and ‘h+s’ in the STs into the pragmatic structure ‘h’ in the TTs. The 

pre-h supportive move, ‘and’ is omitted in the example (36), and the post-h supportive 

move, ‘then’ is omitted in the example (37). The omission of the supportive move in 
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the TTs makes the pragmatic structures in the TTs more overt, since the head acts are 

expressed explicitly and blunttly. 

The most often-used method in translating the pragmatic structures of inquiries by 

more covert pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs is to add the supportive moves; the 

supportive moves that are added are usually the pre-h supportive moves. These are the 

examples of the translation of the pragmatic structures of inquiries by more covert 

pragmatic structures than the STs in various patterns. 

(38) ST: [What's Faye doing now,] (then)? (T30) 

     TT: (ตกลง)[เฟยท์  าอะไรอยูท่ี่ไหนนะ] /(tok1loŋ0)[fee0 tham0 ʔaʔ1raj0 yuu1 

thii2naj4 naʔ3]/ ‘(agree)[Faye do what stay where SP]’ 

(39) ST: [How long were you on the phone to her,](anyway)? (T30) 

     TT: (น่ีจะว่าไป)[ คุณคุยกบัแม่ผมนานแค่ไหนเน่ีย] /(nii2 caʔ1 waa2 paj0)[khun0 

khuj0 kap1 mɛɛ2 phom4 naan0 khɛɛ2naj4 nia2]/ ‘(this will say go)[you talk 

with mother my lng how this]’ 

(40) ST: [How's your diet going,] (Rebecca)? (BJ) 

     TT: (รีเบคกา) [เธอลดน ้าหนกัไปถึงไหนแลว้ล่ะ] /(rii0bek3kaa2)[thǝǝ0 lot3 

naam3nak1 paj0 thɨŋ4 naj4 lɛɛw3 laʔ1]/ ‘(Rebecca)[you decrease weight go 

arrive where already SP]’ 

(41) ST: [What do you think,] (Pam)? (BJ) 

     TT: (แพม) [เธอคิดวา่ไง] /(phɛɛm0)[thǝǝ0 khit3 waa2 ŋaj0]/ ‘(Pam)[you 

think that how]’  

 The examples (38)-(41) exemplify the translation of inquiries by the 

different pragmatic structures from the STs, i.e. the supportive moves in the STs are 

moved from the post-h position to the pre-h position. The left-moved position of the 

supportive moves converts the structures from the h-begin into the s-begin and makes 

the inquiries in the Thai TTs more covert, because they are not uttered abruptly with 

the beginning of the head act. The supportive moves that are always left-moved in the 

TTs are the conclusory markers, e.g. then (the example 38), anyway (the example 39), 

and the address terms, e.g. names of the hearer (the examples 40-41). 
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 The subsequent examples illustrate the translation of inquiries by more 

covert pragmatic structures in the Thai TTs with the addition of more supportive 

moves. The supportive moves that are added in the TTs can be grouped according to 

their meaning, and these are the examples. 

(42) ST: [Who have you seen,] (Matt)? (T30) 

     TT: (แล้ว)[แกเจอใครบา้งไหม](แมท) /(lɛɛw3)[kɛɛ0 cǝǝ0 khraj0 baaŋ2 

maj4](mɛɛt3)/ ‘(then)[you meet who some SP](Matt)’ 

(43) ST:  [Did the others get interviews?] (BJ) 

     TT: (แล้ว)[มีใครไดส้ัมภาษณ์ไหม] /(lɛɛw3)[mii0 khraj0 daj2 sam4phaat2 

maj4]/ ‘(then)[have who get interview SP]’ 

(44) ST: [Where else is there?] (T30) 

     TT: (งั้น)[มีท่ีไหนอีก] /(ŋan3)[mii0 thii2naj4 ʔiik1]/ ‘(so)[have where again]’ 

 For the examples (42)-(44), the supportive moves used in linking what the 

speaker is speaking to what the speaker or the hearer previously spoke are added into 

the TTs. It is found that the supportive moves ‘แลว้’ /lɛɛw3/ or ‘งั้น’ /ŋan3/ which 

mean ‘so, and, then’ are always put in front of the inquiries in the Thai TTs. It seems 

that they make the inquiries not too blunt and more covert. 

(45) ST: (So,) [how are you]? (T30) 

     TT: (เออ) (แลว้)[เธอล่ะเป็นไงมัง่] /(ʔǝǝ0)(lɛɛw3)[thǝǝ0 laʔ2 pen0 ŋaj0 maŋ2]/ 

‘(EXC)(and)[you SP be how some]’ 

(46) ST: [You know Pete's younger brother Ray?] (T30) 

     TT: (เฮ้ย) [จ าเรยน์อ้งชายของพีทไดไ้หม] /(hǝj3)[cam0 ree0 nɔɔŋ3chaaj0 

khɔɔŋ4 phiit3 daj2 maj4]/ ‘(EXC)[remember Ray younger brother of Pete can 

SP]’ 

 For the examples (45)-(46), the supportive moves used in getting the 

attention from the hearer are added into the TTs. Such supportive moves, e.g. เออ 
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/ʔǝǝ0/, เฮย้ /hǝj3/ are mostly the exclamations. They provide the hearer with some time 

before getting into the questions, so they make the inquiries more covert.  

 

(47) ST: [You know what CDs are?] (T30) 

     TT: [หนูรู้จกัซีดีไหม](ลูก) /[nuu4 ruu3cak1 sii0dii0 maj4](luuk2)/ ‘[you 

know CD SP](child)’ 

(48) ST: [Who?] (BJ) 

     TT: [ใครคะ](แม่) /[khraj0 khaʔ3](mɛɛ2)/ ‘[who SP](mother)’ 

 For the examples (47)-(48), the supportive moves used in calling the hearer 

are added into the TTs. They are the address terms, e.g. kin terms, name, etc. As 

already mentioned, the address terms are considered as the softening devices. Thus, 

adding such supportive moves makes the inquiries more covert. 

 

(49) ST: [How's the be-wheeled suitcase?] (BJ) 

     TT: [กระเป๋ามีลอ้ลากเป็นอยา่งไร] (ใช้ดีไหม) /[kra1paw4 mii0 lɔɔ3 laak2 pen0 

yaaŋ1raj0](chaj3 dii0 maj4)/ ‘[bag have wheels drag be how](use well SP)’ 

 For the example (49), the supportive move used in explicating and 

repeating the information of the head act is added in the TT. In translating, such 

supportive moves are added into the TTs in order to make the utterances sound natural 

in Thai, because the Thai people rarely say something sharply and briefly. Besides, 

this addition does not distort or change the main messages of the ST. 

 It can be realized from all above examples, the examples (38)-(49), that 

translating by the different pragmatic structures in terms of the position and number 

of the supportive moves make the inquiries in the TTs more covert. Converting the 

post-h supportive moves in the STs into the pre-h supportive moves in the TTs and 

adding the supportive moves which are not found in the STs into the TTs formally 

make the pragmatic structures in the TTs more covert because of the left-move 

position and more number of the supportive moves.  
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 Noticeably, in translating the pragmatic structures of all the three speech 

acts by the different pragmatic structures from the STs, the pragmatic structures in the 

STs are converted into the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ most, that is, no matter what 

structure the STs use, e.g. the pragmatic structures ‘h’, ‘h+s’, they are frequently 

translated into the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in TTs. The possible reason that may 

explain the popularity of the pragmatic structure ‘s+h’ in the translation of the 

pragmatic structures is because this pragmatic structure can reflect the suitable level 

of covertness of communication according to the preference of the Thai TL; it is not 

too abrupt and not too lengthy. So, when translated into Thai by the different 

pragmatic structures from the STs, the pre-h supportive moves are often added in the 

structure ‘h’ or the post-h supportive moves in the structure ‘h+s’ are often left-moved 

into the front position of the head acts, as seen in many examples above. 

 At last, the translation of the English dialogues into Thai in the last 

linguistic dimension of analysis, namely, the politeness strategies will be presented in 

the next section. 

5.3 Comparison of politeness strategies in the English STs and Thai TTs 

In studying the translation of the English dialogues into Thai, the last 

linguistic dimension of analysis which the similarities and differences between the 

English STs and Thai TTs are explored is the dimension of the politeness strategies. 

The similarities and differences in this dimension of analysis are determined at the 

strategy features, not specific linguistic realizations, because one politeness strategy 

feature can be expressed by more than one linguistic realization. As explicated in 

Chapters 3 and 4 (see Table 4.31), the politeness strategy features are signified by the 

meaning, but they can be identified by linguistic realizations. The various linguistic 

realizations expressing the similar politeness strategy feature are considered to have 

the same level of overtness-covertness in communication or the same degree of 

linguistic politeness.  Consequently, the politeness strategy in the STs can be 

translated into the similar politeness strategy in the TTs, but via different linguistic 

realizations. In these cases, they are considered as using the same politeness strategy 

and being pragmatically equivalent (see the examples in the sub-section 5.3.1). In 

translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, both the similar 
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politeness strategies to the English STs and the different politeness strategies from the 

English STs are used. The frequencies and percentages of them are presented below. 

 

Table 5.10 Comparison of politeness strategies of directives, rejections, and inquiries 

in the English STs and Thai TTs 

 

 

Speech act 

The STs translated into TTs with 

Similar 

politeness strategy  

to the STs  

Freq. (%) 

Different  

politeness strategy 

from the STs  

Freq. (%) 

Total 

Freq. (%) 

Directives 172 (53.92%) 147 (46.08%) 319 (100%) 

Rejections 197 (57.60%) 145 (42.40%) 342 (100%) 

Inquiries 419 (65.47%) 221 (34.53%) 640 (100%) 

 From the table, it can be inferred that in translating the politeness strategies 

in the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, the similar politeness 

strategies to the English STs are used in translating more than the different ones. It 

means that the aim of respect to the STs can be mostly achieved. However, it is 

interesting that in translating the politeness strategies, especially in directives and 

rejections, the similar politeness strategies to the STs are not used far more than the 

different ones, or it can be said that the similarities and differences are almost equally 

in the translation of the politeness strategies. It points out that, in comparison with the 

translation of the direct-indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures, the 

translation adjustments are highly required in the translation of the politeness 

strategies. This may be because the politeness strategies are expressed by the internal 

modification of the utterances, and the internal modification can reflect the 

preferences or conventions of the language use of the English SL and Thai TL more 

clearly than the external modification, via sentence types in the dimension of direct-

indirect speech acts, or the sentence sequencing in the dimension of pragmatic 

structures. Thus, the differences between the STs and TTs can be found considerable 

in the translation of the politeness strategies. Another interesting point is the ranking 

of the similarities and differences in the three speech acts. It can be seen from the 

table that the ranking of keeping the same as the STs is related to the ranking of the 

level of the imposition of the three speech acts, i.e. the speech act with the most 

imposition, namely the speech act of directives, can keep the same as the STs least 

(53.92%) and needs the adjustment most (46.08%), while the speech act with the least 
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imposition, namely the speech act of inquiries, can keep the same as the STs most 

(65.47%) and needs the adjustment least (34.53%). This reflects that the more 

imposition the speech act bears, the more the politeness strategies tends to be adjusted 

towards the TTs. 

 Next, the deeper investigation on the details of similarities and difernces in 

translation is presented. 

 5.3.1 Similar politeness strategies in the English STs and Thai TTs 

 As noted earlier, the consideration of the similarities in the politeness 

strategies between the STs and the TTs is done with the strategy features, not with 

specific linguistic realizations since each politeness strategy feature can be expressed 

by various linguistic realizations, but they can bring about the pragmatic equivalence. 

These are the examples of the translation of the speech acts of directives, rejections, 

and inquiries by the similar politeness strategies to the English STs.  
(50) ST: [Go into work looking drop-dead gorgeous.] (BJ) 

     TT: [ไปท างาน ท าตวัใหส้วยป๊ิง] /[paj0 tham0ŋaan0 tham0 tua0 haj2 suaj4 

piŋ3]/ ‘[go work make yourself to beautiful outstandingly]’ 

(51) ST: [Do you want to go and put your things away in your bedroom,] 

(darling)? (T30) 

     TT: [หนูเอาของไปเกบ็ในหอ้งนอนก่อนดีไหม](ลูก) /[nuu4 ʔaw0 khɔɔŋ4 paj0 

kep1 naj0 hɔŋ2nɔɔn0 kɔɔn1 dii0 maj4](luuk2)/ ‘[you take things go keep in 

bedroom before good SP](child)’ 

 The examples (50)-(51) illustrate the translation by the similar politeness 

strategies to the STs in the speech act of directives. Both of them use the positive 

politeness strategy: the example (50) is in the feature of in-group identity by using the 

slang ‘drop-dead’ which means ‘outstandingly or exceptionally’; and the example 

(51) is in the feature of care for and interest in the hearer by intensifying interest to 

the hearer with the question ‘do you want…?’. In the example (50), the TT uses the 

same linguistic realization as the ST, that is, the slang ‘drop-dead’ in the ST is 

translated by the slang ‘ป๊ิง’ /piŋ3/ ‘outstandingly’ in the TT to express the positive 

politeness feature of in-group identity. As for the example (51), the TT uses the 
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different linguistic realization from the ST in expressing the same features as the ST, 

i.e. the question ‘do you want…?’ in the ST is rendered to the TT by the question ‘…

ดีไหม’ /…dii0 maj4/ ‘good or not’, both of them can express the same positive feature 

of care for and interest in the hearer by intensifying interest to the hearer, but they are 

the different linguistic realizations. 

(52) ST: [What?] (T30) 

     TT: [อะไรกนั] /[ʔaʔ1raj0 kan0] ‘[what together]’ 

(53) ST: [I wish.] (T30) 

     TT: [ได้งั้นจริงกด็ีสิ] /[daj2 ŋan3 ciŋ0 kɔɔ2 dii0 siʔ1]/ ‘[get that really then 

good]’  
 The examples (52)-(53) demonstrate the translation by the similar 

politeness strategies in the speech act of rejections. The example (52) uses the off-

record strategy in performing the rejection by using the rhetorical question ‘what?’ in 

the ST and it can be translated into the TT by the same linguistic realization ‘อะไร’ 

/ʔaʔ1raj0/ ‘what’. The question ‘what’ here is not used to perform the inquiry, but to 

reject what the hearer said. The example (53) performs the rejection by the negative 

politeness strategy. Both of the ST and TT in this example employ the conventionally 

indirect expressions: the ST uses the expression ‘I wish’, which means that the things 

did not go like the hearer said but the speaker wished it; while the TT uses the 

expression ‘ได้งั้นจริงกด็ีสิ’ /daj2 ŋan3 ciŋ0 kɔɔ2 dii0 siʔ1/ ‘get that really then good’, 

which means the same as ‘I wish’ in the ST, but is expressed via the different 

expressions. Both expressions convey the same meaning and the negative politeness 

strategy feature, but they are the different linguistic realizations. 

(54) ST: [Where do you keep your soup ladles?] (BJ) 

    TT: [ลูกเกบ็ทพัพีตกัซุปไวไ้หนน่ะ] /[luuk2 kep1 thap3pii0 tak1 sup3 waj3 naj4 

naʔ2] ‘[child keep ladles scoop soup in where SP]’ 
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(55) ST: (And) [you're his little brother?] (T30) 

     TT: (แลว้)[นายกเ็ป็นนอ้งชายคนสุดทอ้งของเจ้าน่ัน] /(lɛɛw3)[naaj0 kɔɔ2 en0 

nɔɔŋ3chaaj0 khon0sut1thɔɔŋ3 khɔɔŋ4 caw2nan2] ‘(and)[you then be brother 

youngest of that man] 

 The examples (54)-(55) exhibit the translation by the similar politeness 

strategies to the STs in the speech act of inquiries. Both of them use the positive 

politeness strategy: the example (54) is in the feature of care for and interest in the 

hearer by intensifying interest to the hearer with the question ‘where do you keep…?’ 

instead of the bald strategy ‘where is…?’; and the example (55) is in the feature of in-

group identity by using the diminutive term ‘little’ expressing the intimacy. In the 

example (54), the TT uses the same linguistic realization as the ST, that is, the 

question ‘where do you keep…?’ in the ST is translated into the TT by the question 

‘ลูกเกบ็...ไวไ้หน’ /luuk2 kep1…waj3 naj4/ ‘you keep…where’ to express the positive 

politeness feature of care for and interest in the hearer by intensifying interest to the 

hearer. As for the example (55), the TT uses the different linguistic realization in 

expressing the same features as the ST, i.e. the intimacy expressed by the diminutive 

term ‘little’ in the ST is rendered to the TT by the address term and pronoun 

expressing the intimacy, viz. ‘นาย’ /naaj0/ ‘you’ and ‘เจา้นัน่’ /caw2 nan3/ ‘that man’, 

all of them can express the same positive feature of in-group identity in the positive 

politeness strategy, but they are the different linguistic realizations. 

 As repeatedly mentioned, the similarities in the translation are anticipated 

for a good translation. Thus, when the linguistic forms in the STs can be kept in the 

TTs, it is not interesting to investigate further. The more interesting points are the 

differences, which should be explored further to see how different the TTs are from 

the STs, and which direction the translation goes: more overt or more covert. 

5.3.2 Different politeness strategies in the English STs and Thai TTs 

 As seen in the Table 5.10, like the direct-indirect speech acts and the 

pragmatic structures, the politeness strategies can be translated into the Thai TTs by 

both the similar politeness strategies to the English STs and the different ones, but, 

unlike the other two linguistic dimensions, the proportion of the similarities and 
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differences found in the translation of the politeness strategies is very near. It can 

reflect that the politeness strategy is the linguistic dimension that requires much 

adjustment in translation. The adjustments that are found are very worth-studying to 

see whether they are done to make the translation more overt or more covert than the 

STs. This research primarily expects, based on the principle of the context of culture, 

that the higher degree of politeness strategies should be used in the translation of the 

politeness strategies from the English STs to the Thai TTs. The translation by the 

higher degree of politeness strategies means to translate the strategy on the left 

position to the right position on the scale of the politeness strategy (see Figure 4.1), 

and the translation by the lower degree of politeness strategies means to translate the 

strategy on the right position to the left position on the scale. 
5.3.2.1 Different politeness strategies of directives in the English STs and the 

Thai TTs 

According to Table 5.10, among three speech acts, the politeness strategies in 

the directives are translated by the different politeness strategies from the STs most. 

The following table reports how they are different. 

Table 5.11 The translation of directives from English into Thai by the different 

politeness strategies from the STs  

 

Degrees of politeness ST politeness strategy 

→ 

TT politeness strategy 

Freq. 

(%) 

To lower degree Positive → Bald 6 (4.08%) 

 Negative → Positive 9 (6.12%) 

 Negative → Bald 17 (11.56%) 

 Hybrid → Negative 6 (4.08%) 

 Hybrid → Positive 4 (2.72%) 

 Hybrid → Bald 2 (1.36%) 

 Off-record → Negative 2 (1.36%) 

 Off-record → Positive 3 (2.04%) 

 Off-record → Bald 2 (1.36%) 

 Mixing → Negative 1 (0.68%) 

Total of lower degrees 52 (35.37%) 

To higher degree Bald → Positive 35 (23.81%) 

 Bald → Negative 18 (12.24%) 

 Bald → Hybrid 3 (2.04%) 
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 Bald → Off-record 2 (1.36%) 

 Bald → Mixing 1 (0.68%) 

 Positive → Negative 5 (3.40%) 

 Positive → Hybrid 13 (8.84%) 

 Positive → Off-record 2 (1.36%) 

 Negative → Hybrid 12 (8.16%) 

 Off-record → Mixing 4 (2.72%) 

Total of higher degrees 95 (64.63%) 

TOTAL 147 (100%) 

Referred to Table 5.10, within 319 directives, the politeness strategies of 147 

directives are translated into Thai by the different politeness strategies from the STs. 

The different politeness strategies of the 147 directives are investigated and the 

findings are reported in Table 5.11. Table 5.11 shows that 64.63% of the directives in 

the English STs are translated into higher degree of politeness strategies, and 35.37% 

are translated into lower degree of politeness strategies. The most frequently-found 

pattern of the translation into lower degree of politeness strategies in directives is the 

translation from the negative politeness strategy (or Strategy 3) in the STs to bald 

strategy (or Strategy 1) in the TTs. In translating the politeness strategies in the 

directives from English into Thai, the lexical and grammatical features marking the 

higher degrees of politeness strategies, e.g. using question tags, which signifies the 

positive politeness strategy, or ‘just…’, which signifies the negative politeness 

strategy are sometimes omitted. This omission makes the degree of politeness in 

translation higher in the TTs. These are the examples. 

(56) ST: [Do let me know when you've finished reading, won't you?] (BJ) 

 TT: [อ่านจบเม่ือไหร่กบ็อกฉนันะ] /[ʔaan1 cop1 mɨa2raj1 kɔɔ2 bɔɔk1 chan4 

naʔ3] ‘[read finish when than tell me SP]’ 

(57) ST: [Just ignore him.] (T30) 

 TT: [ไม่ตอ้งไปฟังเขา] (แมท) /maj2 tɔŋ2 paj0 faŋ0 khaw4](mɛt3)/ ‘[not must 

go listen him](Matt)’ 

 The examples (56)-(57) illustrate the translation of the directives by the 

lower degree of politeness strategies. The lexical and grammatical features marking 

the positive politeness strategy in the feature of seeking agreement, ‘won’t you’, in 
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the example (56) and the negative politeness in the feature of minimizing the 

imposition, ‘just’, in the example (57) are omitted in the TTs, so the positive and 

negative politeness strategies of the STs are converted to the bald strategy in the TTs. 

However, the degree of politeness of the speech acts can still be kept in the other 

linguistic dimensions, as in the example (57), although the negative politeness 

strategy is converted into the bald strategy, the politeness of this directive is still there 

in the dimension of pragmatic structure by adding the supportive move, ‘แมท’ /mɛt3/ 

‘Matt’ into the TT. 

 The alteration of the linguistic dimensions in expressing or keeping the 

covertness of the communication of the STs in the TTs always occurs in the 

translation. As seen in the previous examples, sometimes the overtness or covertness 

of the speech acts in the TTs cannot be kept in the same linguistic dimension as the 

STs, but it is expressed in other linguistic dimensions instead. 

As reported in Table 5.11, in translating directives by the different 

politeness strategies from the STs, the higher degree of politeness strategies are used 

more than the lower one, as anticipated. The most frequently-found pattern of the 

translation of politeness strategy in directives into the higher degree of politeness is 

the translation from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness strategy in the 

TTs. The lexical and grammatical features marking the positive politeness strategies 

in performing directives in the Thai TTs, e.g. the sentence particles ‘…เถอะ’ /thǝʔ1/, 

and ‘…น่า’ /…naa2/, are often used in translating directives. These are the examples. 

(58) ST: [Prepare to hand in your notice,] (kid.) (Yes,)(darling.) (I'm going to 

get you a job in television.) (BJ) 

 TT: [เตรียมใบลาออกไวเ้ถอะ] (แม่จะหางานทีวีใหท้  า) /[triam0 baj0 laa0ʔɔɔk1 

waj3 thǝʔ1](mɛɛ2 caʔ1 haa4 ŋaan0 thii0wii0 haj2 tham0)/ ‘[prepare form 

resignation for SP](mother will find job television to do)’ 
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(59) ST: (Now,) [let yourself be surprised.] (T30) 

     TT: [นัง่ประหลาดใจไปเถอะน่า] /[naŋ2 praʔ1laat1caj0 paj0 thǝʔ1 naa2]/ ‘[sit 

surprised go SP SP]’ 

 The examples (58)-(59) illustrate the most frequently-found pattern of the 

translation of politeness strategy in directives into the higher degree of politeness, that 

is, the translation from the bald strategy in the STs into the positive politeness strategy 

in the TTs. From the above examples, while the head acts in the STs are performed 

baldly without redress; the head acts in the Thai TTs are redressed with the sentence 

particle ‘…เถอะ’ /thǝʔ1/, in the example (58), and ‘…น่า’ /…naa2/, in the example 

(59). Both of them signify the positive politeness in the feature of in-group identity 

via persuasion and make the translation pragmatically more polite. 

 Besides, the politeness strategies in the directives can be translated into higher 

degree of politeness by the negative politeness strategy. These are the examples. 

(60) ST: [Think about it,] (Matt.) (T30) 

    TT: (ก)็[ลองคิดดูสิ] (แมท) /(kɔɔ2) [lɔɔŋ0 kit3 duu0 siʔ1] (mɛt3)/ ‘(so)[try 

think look SP)(Matt)’ 

(61) ST:[ Let me in.] (BJ) 

    TT: [ใหฉ้นัเขา้ไปหน่อย] /[haj2 chan4 khaw2paj0 nɔj1] ‘[give me enter a bit] 

 The examples (60)-(61) exemplify the translation of the politeness 

strategies in directives from the bald strategy in the STs into the negative politeness 

strategy in the TTs. From the above examples, the head acts in the Thai TTs are 

redressed with the lexical items ‘ลอง’ /lɔɔŋ0/ ‘try’, in the example (60), and ‘…หน่อย’ 

/…nɔj1/ ‘a bit’, in the example (61). Both of them can be considered as the imposition 

minimizers used in signifying the negative politeness in the feature of consideration. 

When these imposition minimizers are added into the translation, the bald politeness 

strategy from the STs is changed into the negative politeness strategy in the TTs. 
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5.3.2.2 Different politeness strategies of rejections in the English STs and the 

Thai TTs 

The various patterns of the translation by the different politeness strategies 

from the English STs in the rejections are reported, as follows. 

Table 5.12 The translation of rejections from English into Thai by the different 

politeness strategies from the STs 

Degrees of politeness ST politeness strategy 

→ 

TT politeness strategy 

Freq. 

(%) 

To lower degree Positive → Bald 5 (3.45%) 

 Negative → Positive 2 

 Negative → Bald 6 

 Hybrid → Negative 2 

 Hybrid → Positive 1 

 Off-record → Negative 3 

 Off-record → Bald 3 

 Off-record → Hybrid 3 

Total of lower degrees 25 (17.24%) 

To higher degree Bald → Positive 43 (29.66%) 

 Bald → Negative 19 (13.10%) 

 Bald → Hybrid 3 (2.07%) 

 Bald → Off-record 8 (5.52%) 

 Bald → Mixing 9 (6.21%) 

 Positive → Negative 3 (2.07%) 

 Positive → Hybrid 6 (4.14%) 

 Positive → Off-record 1 (0.69%) 

 Positive → Mixing 1 (0.69%) 

 Negative → Hybrid 7 (4.83%) 

 Negative → Off-record 1 (0.69%) 

 Negative → Mixing 2 (1.38%) 

 Off-record → Mixing 17 (11.72%) 

Total of higher degrees 120 (82.76%) 

TOTAL 145 (100%) 

 This table presents the investigation of the different politeness strategies in 

translating rejections from English into Thai. Back to Table 5.10, the politeness 

strategies of 145 out of 342 rejections are translated into Thai by the different 

politeness strategies from the STs. From the above table, it can be seen that 82.76% of 

the rejections in the English STs are translated with the higher degrees of politeness 
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strategies, and 17.27% are translated with the lower degrees of politeness strategies. 

The most frequently-found pattern of the translation into lower degree of politeness 

strategies in directives is the translation from the positive politeness strategy in the 

STs to bald strategy in the TTs, as illustrated in the following example. 

(62) ST: [Not really.] (T30) 

 TT: (ก)็[ไม่นะ] /(kɔɔ2) [maj2 naʔ3]/ ‘(Well)[No SP]’ 

 The example shows the translation of the politeness strategy in the rejection 

into the lower degree of politeness, that is, from the positive politeness in the ST into 

the bald strategy in the TT. The expression ‘not really’ in the ST signifies the feature 

of avoiding disagreement of the positive politeness strategy, but it is translated baldly 

into ‘ไม่นะ’ /maj2 naʔ3/ ‘no’ in the TT. However, it can be observed that the 

covertness of the communication in the ST can be preserved, but expressed through 

the pragmatic structure instead by adding the supportive move ‘ก’็ / kɔɔ2/ ‘Well’ to 

gain the time or to express the hesitation before rejecting. 

As reported in Table 5.11, the politeness strategies in the rejections are 

translated into the TTs with higher-numbered politeness strategies more than the 

lower-numbered ones, as predicted. The most frequently-found pattern of the 

translation of politeness strategy in rejections with the higher-numbered politeness 

strategies is the translation from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness 

strategy in the TTs. This pattern is frequently found, because a large number of the 

lexical items that are used in everyday life, e.g. pronouns, sentence particles, in the 

Thai language convey the meaning of solidarity, which is the main feature of the 

positive politeness. These are the examples. 

(63) ST: [I’m not going.] (BJ) 

TT:[หนูไม่ไป] /[nuu4 maj2 paj0]/ ‘[I not go]’ 

(64) ST: [You've got no choice in the matter.] (T30) 

TT: [เร่ืองน้ีแกไม่มีสิทธ์ิเลือก]’ /[rɯaŋ2 nii3 kɛɛ0 maj2 mii0 sit1 lɯak2]/ 

‘[story this you no have right choose]’ 
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(65) ST: [No way.] 

TT: [ไม่มีทางย่ะ] /[maj2 mii0 thaaŋ0 yaʔ2]/ ‘[no have way SP]’ 

 The examples (63)-(65) illustrate the translation of the politeness strategies in 

the rejections from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness strategy in the 

TTs. It can be seen from the examples that there are not any adjustments in the TTs, 

but the lexical items chosen to be used in the TTs, viz. the pronouns ‘หนู’ /nuu4/ ‘I’ 

and ‘แก’ /kɛɛ0/ ‘you’, and the sentence particle ‘ยะ่’ /yaʔ2/ signify the positive 

politeness strategy. These lexical items can make the TTs pragmatically more polite 

on their own without any other adjustments. 

 Other than the specific characteristics of each language, the different norms 

of the linguistic realizations used in performing speech acts in each language make 

the politeness strategies of the TTs different from those of the STs. As presented in 

Chapter 4, the off record strategy (Strategy 4), including the mixing strategies 

(Strategies 2 plus 4 and 3 plus 4) are found outstandingly in performing rejections in 

Thai, e.g. using the rhetorical questions or overstating. These are the examples. 

(66) ST: [You can't go home.] (T30) 

 TT: [จะกลบับา้นตอนน้ีได้ไง] /[caʔ1 klap1 baan2 tɔɔn0nii3 daj2 ŋaj0]/ ‘[will 

back home now can how]’ 

(67) ST: [I kid you not.] (T30) 

 TT: [ฉนัจะหลอกพวกแกเล่นท าไม] /[chan4 caʔ1 lɔɔk1 phuak2kɛɛ0 len2 

tham0maj0]/’[I will kid you play why]’ 

(68) ST: [You used to love sprouts.] (T30) 

 TT: [เม่ือก่อนแกชอบกะหล ่าดอกจะตาย] /[mɨɨa2kɔɔn1 kɛɛ0 chɔɔp2 

kaʔ1lam1dɔɔk1 caʔ1 taaj0]/ ‘[then you like sprouts will die]’ 

(69) ST: [I don't think we're getting old.] (T30) 

 TT: [ใครบอกวา่แก่กนัยะ] /[khraj0 bɔɔk1 waa2 kɛɛ1 kan0 yaʔ3]/ ‘[who tell 

that old together SP]’ 
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 The examples (66)-(69) demonstrate the translation of the rejections by the 

higher-numbered politeness strategies than the STs. The STs in the examples (66)-

(68) are the rejections performed by the bald strategy which are translated into Thai 

by the off record strategy in the example (66) via the rhetorical question ‘ไดไ้ง’ /daj2 

ŋaj0/ ‘how’, and the mixing strategies (Strategies 2 plus 4) via the pronoun ‘แก’ /kɛɛ0/ 

‘you’ plus the rhetorical question ‘ท าไม’ /tham0maj0/ ‘why’ in the examples (67) and 

the overstatement ‘จะตาย’ /caʔ1 taaj0/ ‘will die’ in the example (68). As for the 

example (69), the rejection in the ST performed by the hybrid strategy (Strategies 2 

plus 3) via the pronoun ‘we’ and the hedge ‘I don’t think’ is translated into Thai by 

the mixing strategies via the sentence particle ‘ยะ’ /yaʔ3/ plus the rhetorical question 

‘ใครบอก’ /khraj0 bɔɔk1/ ‘who tell’. From the examples, it can be seen that these 

linguistic realizations, ‘ไดไ้ง’ /daj2 ŋaj0/ ‘how’, ‘ท าไม’ /tham0maj0/ ‘why’, ‘ใครบอก’ 

/khraj0 bɔɔk1/ ‘who tell’, which are the rhetorical questions, or ‘จะตาย’ /caʔ1 taaj0/ 

‘will die’, which is the overstatement, are frequently used in daily lives of Thai 

people. All of them signify the off record strategy, which is found to be the highest in 

number in the scale of politeness strategies. These routine expressions in Thai make 

the translation of the politeness strategies in rejections from English into Thai more 

likely to be more polite. 

5.3.2.3 Different politeness strategies of inquiries in the English STs and the 

Thai TTs 

In the speech act of inquiries, the translation by the different politeness 

strategies from the STs can be found in various patterns, as gathered in the following 

table. 
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Table 5.13 The translation of inquiries from English into Thai by the different 

politeness strategies from the STs 

Degree of politeness ST politeness strategy 

→ 

TT politeness strategy 

Freq. 

(%) 

To lower degree Positive → Bald 30 (13.57%) 

 Negative → Positive 4 

 Negative → Bald 5 

 Off-record → Bald 1 

 None → Bald 9 

 None → Off-record 1 

Total of lower degrees 50 (22.62%) 

To higher degrees Bald → Positive 88 (39.82%) 

 Bald → Negative 51 (24.89%) 

 Bald → Hybrid 13 (5.88%) 

 Bald → Off-record 3 (1.36%) 

 Positive → Negative 6 (2.71%) 

 Positive → Hybrid 3 (1.36%) 

 Negative → Hybrid 3 (1.36%) 

Total of higher degrees 171 (77.38%) 

TOTAL 221 (100%) 

 Table 5.12 shows the various patterns of the different politeness strategies 

in inquiries. According to Table 5.10, the politeness strategies of 221 out of 640 

inquiries are translated into Thai by the different politeness strategies from the STs. 

As predicted, Table 5.12 reports that the majority (77.38%) of the inquiries in the 

English STs are translated with the higher degrees of politeness strategies, and the 

minority (22.52%) are translated into the lower degrees of politeness. Like the 

translation of the politeness strategies in rejections, The most frequently-found pattern 

of the translation into lower degree of politeness strategies in inquiries is the 

translation from the positive politeness strategy in the STs to bald strategy in the TTs, 

as seen in the following example. 
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(70) ST: (Tom,) [what's happened to you?] (BJ) 

 TT: [เกิดอะไรข้ึน] /[kəət1 ʔaʔ1raj0 khɯn2]/ ‘[happen what]’ 

(71) ST: (Bridget,) [where the fuck are you off to?] (BJ) 

 TT: [ออกไปไหน](บริดเจท็) /[ʔɔɔk1 paj0 naj4](brit1cet1)/ ‘[out go 

where](Bridget)’ 

 The examples (70)-(71) explain the translation of the politeness strategies 

in inquiries from the bald strategy in the STs to positive politeness strategy in the TTs. 

It can be seen from the examples that some expressions in the English STs are not 

natural or acceptable if they are translated into the Thai TTs. In the examples, the STs 

convey the meaning that signifies the positive politeness strategies, e.g. ‘happen to 

you’ signifying the feature of caring and interesting to the hearer, and ‘where the 

fuck’ signifying the feature of in-group identity. When these expressions are omitted, 

the translation sounds more natural and acceptable, and at the same time, the 

politeness strategies are converted to the lower degree in the TTs. 

  As for the translation of the politeness strategies in inquiries with the 

higher degree of politeness, it is found that it mainly results from the sentence 

particles in Thai. The sentence particle is the linguistic realization that is not used in 

the English language, but it plays a very important role in Thai. Phanthumetha (2011: 

116) calls the sentence particle in the Thai linguistics as ‘ค าเสริม’ /kham0 sǝǝm4/ 

‘additional word’, because it is added into the sentence in order to express the 

intention and attitude of the speaker and the relationship between the speaker and the 

hearer. Phanthumetha (2011: 116) categorizes the additional terms into 3 types: 1) the 

additional terms showing mood; 2) the additional terms showing inquiry; and 3) the 

additional terms showing status. Hence, in addition to the semantic meaning, each 

sentence particle conveys the pragmatic meaning, i.e. it can signify the politeness 

strategy, as seen in the following examples. 
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(72) ST: [Are you staying for a while,] (then)? (T30) 

 TT: [จะมาอยูส่กัพกังั้นสิ] /[caʔ1 maa0 yuu1 sak3phak3 ŋan3 siʔ1]/ ‘[will 

come stay while SP SP]’ 

(73) ST: (I take it) [you don't like it?] (T30) 

 TT: (รู้สึกจะ)[ไม่ค่อยสนุกกบังานเท่าไรซีนะ] /(ruu4sɨk1)[maj2 khɔj2 saʔ1nuk1 

kap1 ŋaan0 thaw2raj1 sii0 naʔ3]/ ‘(feel will)[not much fun with work how 

much SP SP]’ 

(74) ST: (So,) [things getting you down at home?] (T30) 

 TT: [เร่ืองท่ีบา้นท าเธอเซ็งสินะ] /[rɨaŋ2 thii2 baan2 tham0 thǝǝ0 seŋ0 siʔ1 

naʔ3]/ ‘[story at home make you bored SP SP]’ 

 The examples (72)-(74) represent the translation of the inquiries by the 

higher-numbered politeness strategies. From the examples, the inquiries in the STs are 

all performed by the bald politeness strategy, and they are translated into the TTs by 

the positive politeness strategy in the feature of in-group identity signified by the 

sentence particles with the meaning of sharing common ground. These sentence 

particles are, for example, งั้นสิ /ŋan3 siʔ1/, สินะ /siʔ1 naʔ3/. They are used very often 

in the Thai language in asking. Instead of asking the question directly as the STs do, 

the inquiries are translated by the strategies with higher degree of politeness via 

making a guess. These sentence particles in Thai are not the genuine question 

markers, so they do not make the inquiries in bald action, but they make the inquiries 

pragmatically more polite. They can be realized as the question markers from the 

contexts and they express the inquiries with the feeling that the speaker has the 

background knowledge of the hearer and the situation. 

(75) ST: [What?] (BJ) 

 TT: [อะไรคะ] /[ʔa1raj0 khaʔ3]/ ‘[what SP]’ 

(76) ST: [Who?] (BJ) 

 TT: [ใครจ๊ะ] /[khraj0 caʔ3]/ ‘[who SP]’ 

 



226 

 

 

(77) ST: [When?] (T30) 

 TT: [เม่ือไรวะ] /[mɨa2 raj0 waʔ3]/ ‘[when SP]’ 

(78) ST: [Do you know what these are?] (T30) 

 TT: [รู้ไหมวา่น่ีอะไรเอ่ย] /[ruu3 maj4 waa2 nii2 ʔa1raj0 ʔǝǝj1]/ ‘[know SP 

that this what SP]’ 

 The examples (75)-(78) illustrate the translation of the inquiries by the 

higher-numbered politeness strategies signified by another group of the sentence 

particles. The inquiries performed by the bald strategy in the STs are translated into 

the TTs by the negative politeness strategy in the example (75) with the sentence 

particle ‘คะ’ /khaʔ3/, which is the deference marker in Thai; and by the positive 

politeness strategy in the example (76)-(77) with the sentence particles ‘จ๊ะ’ /caʔ3/ and 

‘วะ’ /waʔ3/, which express the intimacy. As for the example (78), the inquiries in the 

STs is performed by the conventionalized indirect question, which signifies the 

negative politeness strategy, and it is translated into the TTs by the hybrid strategy 

(Strategy 2 plus 3) via the conventionalized indirect question as in the ST plus the 

sentence particle ‘เอ่ย’ /ʔǝǝj1/, which express the intimacy and informality. These 

sentence particles are pragmatically necessary in Thai and they make the inquiries in 

the TTs pragmatically more polite than the inquiries in the STs. 

 It can be perceived from the above examples that while the English STs can 

perform the inquiries bluntly, the sentence particles are always added into the Thai 

TTs to make the translation more natural in the Thai language. Adding these sentence 

particles is like adding higher degree of politeness strategies into the Thai TTs. 

 Obviously, in the translation of the politeness strategies of all three speech 

acts by the different politeness strategies from the STs, the most found pattern is the 

translation from the bald strategy in the STs into the positive politeness strategy. It 

can be discussed that this pattern of translation results from the linguistic and cultural 

differences of the English SL and the Thai TL; it can clearly show the preference of 

the overt communication in the English SL and the importance of the positive face in 
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the Thai TL. When translated into Thai by the different politeness strategies from the 

STs, the bald strategy are often adjusted towards the naturalness of the TL by 

modifying the head acts with the positive redresses, as seen in many previous 

examples. 

 In the next chapter, all of the similarities and differences between the English STs 

and the Thai TTs in translation of the speech acts of directives, rejections, and 

inquiries in the three linguistic dimensions of analysis presented in this chapter will be 

scaled to find out the translation strategies of each speech act. 
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CHAPTER 6 

TRANSLATION STRATEGIES IN TRANSLATING  

DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES 

FROM ENGLISH INTO THAI  

After the comparison of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English STs 

and the Thai TTs is reported in Chapter 5, Chapter 6 presents the analysis of the 

strategies used in the translation of those three speech acts. This is to fulfill the 

intentions of this research in examining the translation strategies adopted to cope with 

the differences in the linguistic forms of the three speech acts in the SL and TL. It is 

hypothesized that the translation strategies adopted in translating the speech acts of 

directives, rejections, and inquiries vary on a continuum from literal to free 

translation, that is, the translation of directives is most oriented towards free 

translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation of inquiries 

is most oriented towards literal translation. This hypothesis is based on the 

weightiness of the imposition of each speech act. 

The chapter is divided into three main sections. To begin with, the 

categorization of the translation strategies is explicated in 6.1. Then, the translation 

strategies in translating each speech act are reported in 6.2: strategies in translating the 

speech act of directives (6.2.1), strategies in translating the speech act of rejections 

(6.2.2), and strategies in translating the speech act of inquiries (6.2.3). Finally, the 

trend of the translation strategy used in translating the three speech acts is presented in 
6.3. 

6.1 The categorization of the translation strategies 

 Based on the findings of the comparison of the linguistic forms between the 

STs and TTs reported in Chapter 5 together with the review of the literature on 

translation strategies presented in Chapter 2, the present research agree to the 

categorization of the translation strategies into continuum. However, the present 

research intends to propose the new practical criteria for scaling the translation 

strategy continuum. The more details are explicated below. 
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6.1.1 From ‘literal’ to ‘free’: the continuum of the translation strategies 

 The concept of ‘translation strategies’ is one of the primary concepts in the 

translation studies, but it is arguable as a result of various views and definitions, as 

reviewed in Chapter 2. Sometimes, the controversy is caused by the terminology. A 

pair of the most confusing and overlapping concepts in the translation studies is the 

concepts of ‘translation strategies’ and ‘translation procedures’. Munday (2012: 22) 

proposed the clear-cut definitions of the ‘translation strategies’ and ‘translation 

procedures’ that “[t]he distinction is an important one, even if it is sometimes blurred 

in the literature: a ‘strategy’ is the overall orientation of a translated text (e.g. literal 

translation, …) while a ‘procedure’ is a specific technique used at a given point in a 

text (e.g. borrowing, calque, …)”. 

 Among a number of terminologies to call the translation strategies, there are 

actually two groups of them no matter what they are called: literal and free translation 

(see Chapter 2) or the dichotomy of literal and free translation. The main issue of the 

distinction between the literal and free translation is the effort to maintain the form or 

meaning of the STs, respectively. Consequently, the more comprehensible 

terminology should be word-for-word and sense-for-sense translation because they 

clearly mean that the word-for-word translation is associated with the effort to 

maintain the form, while the sense-for-sense translation is associated with the effort to 

maintain the meaning. However, this research selects to use a pair of terminology 

‘literal and free translation’ with the following significant reasons. 

1) In translation, both form and meaning can be sometimes kept in the TTs 

simultaneously; there is no need to make the selection between the form 

and the meaning, for example,  

ST: I love you.  

TT: ฉนัรักคุณ  /chan4 rak3 khun0/ ‘I love you’ 

    (Both form and meaning can be kept in the TT.) 

2) The term ‘word-for-word’ is too extreme, i.e. it is almost impossible to 

translate between different languages, especially languages from different 

families by means of word-for-word, even in a very simple sentence 

without any adjustments, for example, 
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ST: This is my book. 

TT: น้ีคือหนงัสือของฉนั /nii3 khǝǝ0 naŋ4sǝǝ4 khɔɔŋ4 chan4/ ‘this is 

book my’  

(It cannot be translated word-for-word as ‘น้ีคือของฉนัหนงัสือ’ /nii3 

khǝǝ0 khɔɔŋ4 chan4 naŋ4sǝǝ4/ ‘this is my book’) 

Although the definition of the word-for-word translation is now not 

limited to the translation that is completely identical, but extended to 

nearly identical to the STs because “there are times where such direct 

rendition is not favorable because the translation will become meaningless 

or incomprehensible” (Poonlarp, 2009: 12) as in the above example, the 

term ‘word-for-word’ still leads to the traditional understanding. Some 

scholars, e.g. Catford (1965: 25) separate the literal translation from the 

word-for-word translation. 

These two reasons make the terms ‘literal and free’ more suitable to be used in the 

present research. Moreover, it can be accepted from these two reasons that although 

the translation strategies are divided into the binary, they can be scaled in a 

continuum. Many translation scholars have the perspective on the translation 

strategies as the scale with different degrees, among others, Hatim and Munday 

(2004: 230) point out that “literal and free cannot be considered as poles, but as a 

cline”.  

 6.1.2 The traditional vs. the proposed criteria for the categorization of the 

translation strategy continuum 

As reviewed in Chapter 2, there are several divisions or taxonomies of translation 

strategies in continuum (e.g. Dryden, 1680; Larson, 1984; Newmark, 1988). 

Definitely, the division of the translation strategies into continuum makes the 

categorization of the translation clearer than the two-pole division, because the 

differences of each strategy can be seen more clearly. However, the specific criteria 

for scaling the continuum of the previous translation strategies are not set clearly. 

There is only broad criterion saying that the translation strategies in continuum is 

divided on the basis of the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs, but 
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the clear framework of the division (what dimensions or aspects are used to determine 

the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs?) and the clear scale of the 

interval between each translation strategy (how different is one translation strategy 

from the next one on the cline?) are not provided. So, when the continuum of the 

translation strategies is employed to categorize the translation, it turns out to be done 

approximately between either literal or free translation and ends up with no use of the 

in-between translation strategies on the cline.  

The current research intends to propose the criteria of dividing or scaling the 

translation strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and 

inquiries based on the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect speech 

acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. These three linguistic dimensions 

can thoroughly express the level of covertness or indirectness in communication, 

which are directly related to the degree of linguistic politeness. The current reseatc 

assumes that when the level of covertness in communication is equal between the STs 

and the TTs, the level of politeness is also equal between them, and the pragmatic 

equivalence is achieved. 

With the definite framework of the three linguistic dimensions of analysis, the 

proposed continuum of the translation strategies used in translating the three speech 

acts is composed of four translation strategies on the cline with the simple 

terminologies, as seen below 

Figure 6.1 The continuum of the translation strategies in translating the directives, 

rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai 

 

 The division of the translation strategies into four makes the categorization of the 

translation clearer, because these four translation strategies on the cline are scaled 

from the comparison of the English STs and the Thai TTs in three linguistic 

dimensions of analysis, as presented in Chapter 5. The similarities between the STs 

and the TTs in these three dimensions contributes to the literal translation, and the 
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differences between the STs and the TTs in these three dimensions contributes to the 

free translation. The present research proposes the criteria in scaling the translation 

strategies set from the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs in the 

three linguistic dimensions, as follows. 

Table 6.1 The proposed criteria in scaling the translation strategies in translating 

directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai 

Translation 

strategies 

The side of literal translation The side of free translation 

Literal Near-Literal Near-free Free 

Scales 3 Similarities 

in comparison 

of all  3 

linguistic 

dimensions 

 

2 Similarities 

and  

1 difference  

in comparison  

of all  3 

linguistic 

dimensions 

1 Similarity 

and  

2 differences 

in comparison  

of all  3 

linguistic 

dimensions 

3 differences 

in comparison 

of all  3 

linguistic 

dimensions 

The criteria set in dividing the translation strategies in this research do not stick to the 

equivalence between the STs and TTs in terms of syntax. The literal translation, 

which results from the similarities in all three linguistic dimensions: direct-indirect 

speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies, may not be totally 

identical to the STs as word-for-word translation, but it is equivalent to the STs in the 

aspects of the level of covertness in communication or the degree of linguistic 

politeness, which is the core issue in this research. The categorization of the 

translation strategies proposed in this research is done with the definite framework 

based on the pragmatic equivalence, as Poonlarp (2009: 13) confirms that “[t]he issue 

of literal and non-literalness is not just a case between idiomatic and non-idiomatic 

expressions […]; it is also about how we interpret the message, how we extract and 

put together relevant meaning, and how we translate it”. The proposed criteria with 

the definite framework makes the categorization of translation strategies and the scale 

of each interval between two translation strategies clearer and more practical than the 

traditional criteria which have no definite framework. To illustrate these claims, the 

following examples are given. 
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(1) ST:    I haven't the faintest clue. (T30) 

TT:   ทายไม่ถูกหรอก /thaaj0 maj2 thuuk1 rɔɔk1/ ‘guess not correct SP’ 

(2) ST:    How should I know? (T30) 

TT:    ฉนัจะไปรู้ไดไ้งเล่า /chan4 caʔ1 paj0 ruu4 daj2 ŋaj0 law2/ ‘I will go 

know how SP’ 

These above examples are both the speech act of the rejections. They illustrate 

the claim that the proposed criteria can make the categorization of translation 

strategies clearer and is based on the pragmatic equivalence. If the TTs are determined 

by the traditional criteria, only the example (2) is categorized as the literal translation 

because it can be seen clearly that the ST in the example (2) is literally translated into 

the TT, while the ST in the example (1) is not literally translated into the TT clearly. 

Actually, although the ST in the example (1) is not translated by means of word-for-

word translation, the TT in the example (1) is similar in all three linguistic dimensions 

to the STs, both of them express the rejection via the indirect speech act, the 

pragmatic structure ‘h-only’, and the off-record politeness strategy (using the hint that 

the speaker refused to make a guess as the hearer requested). With the proposed 

criteria of the present research, the example (1) is also categorized as the literal 

translation because the ST and TT have the same level of linguistic politeness and the 

translation can achieve the pragmatic equivalence. 

(3) ST:    How old is she? (BJ) 

TT:   เธออายเุท่าไหร่ /thəə0 ʔaa0yuʔ3 thaw2raj1/ ‘you age how much’ 

(4) ST:  Who? (BJ) 

TT :  ใครจ๊ะ /kraj0 caʔ3/ ‘who SP’ 

  The examples (3)-(4) are the speech act of inquiries both. They illustrate the 

claim that the proposed criteria can clearly divide the interval between two translation 

strategies. If these two examples are determined by the traditional criteria, both of 

them are categorized as the literal translation because the STs are literally translated 

into the TTs. Actually, the TT in the example (4) is not totally literally translated, 

because the bald politeness strategy of the ST ‘who’ is converted into the positive 
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politeness strategy in the TT by adding the sentence particle expressing intimacy ‘จ๊ะ’ 

/caʔ3/. With the proposed criteria of the present research, the example (4) is 

categorized as the Near-literal translation because one out of three linguistic 

dimensions of the TT are different from those of the ST, this makes the ST and TT 

have the different degree of linguistic politeness. Because the traditional criteria have 

no definite framework, the categorization of the translation strategies is done roughly 

and the interval between strategies is unclear, while the proposed criteria can do the 

categorization of the translation strategies clearly with clear interval because of the set 

framework. 

 From the above examples, it can be seen that the proposed criteria for the 

categorization of the translation strategy are advantageous in categorizing the 

translation according to the pragmatic equivalence. It does not seem to be sensible to 

categorize the translation as free translation despite pragmatic equivalence, as seen in 

the example (1). In addition, the proposed criteria are helpful in making use of the 

level of pragmatic equivalence in categorizing the translation strategies. It seems to be 

more reasonable to categorize the translation with the different levels of pragmatic 

equivalence into the different translation strategies, as seen in the examples (3)-(4) 

 Henceforth, based on the proposed criteria, the translation strategies found in 

translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries are reported. 

6.2 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, 

and inquiries 

 The essence of the translation, as mentioned over and over, is the faithfulness to 

the STs, especially in literary translation, as Poonlarp (2009: 28) insists that “the 

works of fiction […] are generally expected to be translated literally”. Although the 

literal translation which is determined by the similarities between the STs and TTs in 

the three linguistic dimensions, according to the criteria proposed in this research, is 

the priority, the adjustments in the translation which can be seen in the differences 

between the STs and TTs and called ‘free translation’ are inevitably done for the sake 

of naturalness in the TL, particularly in the translation from the English SL into the 

Thai TL, which is the translation from the language in the low-context culture into the 

language in the high-context culture. 
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 The present study intends to investigate the translation strategies used in 

translating the three basic speech acts: directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 

English dialogues into Thai, and to see whether the literal translation will be used 

more than the free translation by determining from the similarities and differences in 

the three linguistic dimensions of analysis: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic 

structures, and politeness strategies. It is believed that the weightiness of the 

imposition on the hearer of each speech act is related to the translation strategies, i.e. 

the more imposition the speech act has, the more TT-oriented the translation should 

be. Consequently, it is hypothesized that the translation of directives is most oriented 

towards free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation 

of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. The report of the results is as 

follows.  

 6.2.1 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of directives 

 The directive speech act is the speech act with the high imposition, so it is 

expected that the translation is needed to be adjusted to the Thai TL and the 

translation strategies on the side of free translation in the continuum may be used 

more than that of the side of the literal translation. The findings are presented in the 

following table. 

Table 6.2 The translation strategy used in the translation of directives 

Translation 

strategies 

The side of literal  

(ST-oriented) 

translation 

The side of free  

(TT-oriented) 

translation 

TOTAL 

 

 

Literal 

 

Near-literal 

 

Near-free 

 

Free 

 

Freq.(%)  

of usage 

116 

(36.36%) 

112  

(35.11%)  

75 

(23.51%) 

16 

(5.02%) 

319 

(100%) 

 

From the table, it turns out that although the speech act of directives bears 

high imposition, the translation is not oriented to the free translation. The translation 

strategies on the side of literal translation are used more than the translation strategies 

in the other side, and the most frequently used translation strategy is the literal 

translation (36.36%). These findings confirm that the faithfulness to the STs is still 

crucial in the translation. However, this cannot judge that weightiness of the 

imposition is not relevant in using the translation strategies. The comparison of the 
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trend of the translation strategy usage in the three speech acts (in the section 6.3) can 

prove that weightiness of the imposition plays a role in the selection of the translation 

strategies. 

From the findings, it is convincing that the literal translation or the translation 

with the similarities in all three linguistic dimensions can be used to render the 

directives from the English STs into the Thai TTs without causing any 

incomprehension, as seen in the examples below. 
(5) ST: [I'm waiting.] (Matt.) (T30)  

  TT: [ฉนัก าลงัรออยูน่ะ](แมท) /[chan4 kam0laŋ0 rɔɔ0 yuu1 naʔ3](mɛɛt3)/ ‘[I 

am waiting stay SP](Matt)’ 

This example illustrates the literal translation in translating directives. To 

explain the example, the Thai TT is similar to the English STs in all three linguistic 

dimensions; there is no any adjustment or difference between the ST and TT in the 

direct-indirect speech acts (both are indirect speech act), the pragmatic structure (both 

are in the ‘h+s’ structure), and the politeness strategy (both use the off-record strategy 

via the hint saying that the speaker was waiting, because he wanted to motivate the 

hearer to do what he wanted the hearer to do). Although the sentence particle ‘นะ’ 

/naʔ3/ is added in the TT, it does not make any difference in the TT since this 

sentence particle gives the indicative mood to the TT as the sentence in the ST is. 

(6)    ST: (Bridget.) [Turn your television set to BBC1.] (BJ) 

  TT: (บริดเจท็) [เปิดทีวีดูช่องบีบีซี 1] /(brit1cet1)[pǝt1 thii0wii0 duu0 chɔŋ2 

bii0bii0sii0 nɨŋ1]/ ‘(Bridget)[turn on television watch channel BBC 1]’ 

 The example (6) also represents the literal translation. All the three 

linguistic dimensions in the TT are similar to those of the STs. To begin with, they are 

the direct speech act. Next, the pragmatic structure of them is the ‘s+h’ structure. Last, 

the politeness strategy of them is the bald-on record strategy. Although the verb ‘ดู’ 

/duu0/ ‘watch’ is added in the TT in order to specify what the speaker wanted the 

hearer do, it does not distort any aspects in the three main linguistic dimensions; the 

message of the ST and TT is still equivalent. 
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            These two examples show that keeping the similar linguistic forms to the STs 

in the TTs or using the literal translation strategy in translating directives does not 

make the TTs weird or unnatural in many cases. Besides, they also show that the 

literal translation is not the word-for-word translation. However, the adjustments are 

still required in some cases. The translation strategies from the near-literal to free 

translation are used, as seen in the following examples. 

(7) ST: [Pass the cherries,] (chump.) (T30) 

TT: (ไหน)[ส่งเชอร์ร่ีมาซิ](เพื่อน) /(naj4)[soŋ1 chǝǝ0rii2 maa0 siʔ1](phɨan2)/ 

‘(where)[send cherries come SP](friends)’ 

 This example explains the near-literal translation strategy or the 

translation with one difference from the ST among three linguistic dimensions. In the 

example, the TT differs from the ST in the dimension of the pragmatic structure, i.e. 

the ST is in the ‘s+h’ structure, but the TT is in the ‘s+h+s’ structure. The adding of 

the pre-h supportive move ‘ไหน’ /naj4/ ‘where’ into the TT makes the TT more covert 

than the ST. Other than this dimension, it can be seen that the other two dimensions in 

the TT are still similar to the ST. i.e. both of them are the direct speech act and use the 

bald-on record strategy. 

(8) ST: [May I?] (BJ) 

TT: [เตน้กบัผมนะ] /[ten2 kap1 phom4 naʔ3]/ ‘[dance with me SP]’ 

 The example (8) demonstrates the near-free translation strategy. There is 

only one similarity between the ST and TT in the dimension of pragmatic structure, 

i.e. both ST and TT are in the ‘h’ structure without the supportive moves. As for the 

dimensions of direct-indirect speech act and politeness strategy, the adjustments are 

found. In the dimension of direct-indirect speech acts, the ST is the indirect speech 

act, but the TT is converted to the direct speech act. In the dimension of politeness 

strategy, the ST is performed by the negative politeness strategy via the feature of 

deference by using the question with modal ‘may’, but the TT is changed to the 

positive politeness strategy via the feature of in-group identity by adding the sentence 

particle ‘นะ’ /naʔ3/ expressing persuasion. Overall, the two differences found in this 
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example make the TT more overt than the ST, but these adjustments, especially in the 

politeness strategy, can reflect the differences between the English SL and the Thai 

TL, as Hongladarom, and Chauksuvanit (2008: 129) observed that the English 

language puts the importance on the negative politeness, while the Thai language on 

the positive politeness. 

(9) ST: [Enough's enough.] (T30)  

TT: [พอทีเว้ย] (เลกิยกึยกัได้แล้ว) /[phɔɔ0 thii0 wǝj3](lǝk2 yɨk3yak3 daj2 

lɛɛw3]/ ‘[enough once SP](stop holding out already)’ 

 The examples (9) illustrates the free translation strategy or the translation 

without the similarities in the three linguistic dimensions. In the example, the indirect 

speech act in the ST is converted to the direct speech act in the TT; there is the 

addition of the supportive moves in the TT; and the negative politeness strategy in the 

ST: the feature of deference by using the conventionalized indirect expression is 

changed to the positive politeness strategy in the TT: the feature of in-group identity 

by using the sentence particle ‘เวย้’ /wǝj3/expressing the intimacy. 

 From the above examples illustrating the translation strategies with 

adjustments from the near-literal to free translation, it can be seen that the adjustments 

are made for the purpose of naturalness in the TL, i.e. in the translation, the TTs are 

occasionally adjusted towards the characteristics or the preferences of the TL; the 

message of the communication is still the same. Thus, it is interesting to investigate 

further on the various patterns of near-literal and near-free translation strategies (the 

translation strategies with the one or two differences) in order to see the frequency of 

each pattern. The following table presents the findings. 

Table 6.3 The various patterns of the near-literal and the near-free translation 

strategies in translating the speech act of directives 

Translation strategies  Comparison of  

1) direct-indirect speech acts 

2) pragmatic structures 

3) politeness strategies 

Freq. (%) 

Near-literal similar-similar-different 63 (33.69%) 

 similar-different-similar 39 (20.86%) 

 different-similar-similar 10 (5.35%) 

Total of Near-literal translation = 112  
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Near-free different-different-similar 7 (3.74%) 

 different-similar-different 28 (14.97%) 

 similar-different-different 40 (21.39%) 

Total of Near-free translation = 75  

 TOTAL ALL 187 (100.00%) 

 From the Table 6.3, among a total of 187 translation with one or two 

differences (112 from near-literal translation, with one difference, and 75 from near-

free translation, with two differences, see Table 6.2), in the translation of directives, 

the most-found pattern is the near-literal translation with the pattern ‘similar-similar-

different’ or the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, and the 

pragmatic structure to the STs, but with the different politeness strategy; while the 

least-found pattern is the near-free translation  with the pattern ‘different-different-

similar’ or the translation with the different direct-indirect speech acts and the 

pragmatic structures from the STs, but with the similar politeness strategy. The 

pattern ‘similar-different-different’ and ‘similar-different-similar’ are also used a lot 

in translating the directives. It can be concluded from the table that the direct-indirect 

speech act is the linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the STs most and the 

politeness strategy is the dimension that are changed from the STs most in the 

translation of the directives. 

 6.2.2 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of rejections 

 The frequencies and percentages of each translation strategy in translating the 

rejections in the English dialogues into Thai are reported as follows. 

Table 6.4 The translation strategy used in the translation of rejections 

 

Translation 

strategies 

The side of literal  

(ST-oriented) 

translation 

The side of free  

(TT-oriented) 

translation 

TOTAL 

Literal Near-literal Near-free Free 

Freq. (%) 

 of usage 

140 

(40.94%) 

145 

(42.40%) 

51 

(14.91%) 

6 

(1.75%) 

342 

(100%) 

The table shows that in translating the speech act of rejections, the most-found 

translation strategy is the near-literal translation (42.40%) or the translation with one 

difference from the STs among three linguistic dimensions. It is found that the 

translation strategies on the side of the literal translation are still used more than the 
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translation strategies on the side of the free translation in translating rejections. This 

means that the respect to the STs is also the priority in the translation of rejections. 

However, the adjustments are sometimes needed in the translation of the rejections, as 

seen in the subsequent examples. 

(10) ST: [You used to love sprouts.] (T30)  

TT: [เม่ือก่อนแกชอบกะหล ่าดอกจะตาย] /[mɨa2kɔɔn1 kɛɛ0 chɔɔp2 

kaʔ1lam1dɔɔk1 caʔ1 taaj0]/ ‘[in the past you liked sprouts will die]’ 

(11) ST: [Try three months after that at Elliot's house-warming.] (T30) 

TT: [ถดัจากนั้นอีกสามเดือน งานข้ึนบา้นใหม่ของเอเลียตต่างหาก] /[that1 caak1 

nii3 ʔiik1 saam4 dɨan0 ŋaan0 khɨn2 baan2 maj1 khɔɔŋ4 ʔee0liat2 

taaŋ1haak1]/ ‘later from that next three months party up to new house of 

Elliot in separation]’ 

The examples (10)-(11) represent the most-found translation strategy in 

translating the rejections, the near-literal translation. The only one difference of these 

two examples occurs at the dimension of politeness strategies. Chapter 5 reports that 

the linguistic dimension that are most found different form the STs is the dimension 

of politeness strategies. From the examples, the TTs are translated by the similar 

direct-indirect speech act, namely, the indirect speech act and the pragmatic structure, 

namely, the ‘h’ structure, to the STs. In the dimension of the politeness strategy, the 

TTs are translated by the different strategies from the STs via the addition of the Thai 

expressions expressing the refusals, namely, ‘จะตาย’ /caʔ1 taaj0/ ‘will die’ in (10) and 

‘ต่างหาก’ /taaŋ1 haak1/ ‘in separation’ in (11). These two expressions convert the 

bald-on record strategy in the STs into the positive politeness strategy in the TTs.  

In addition, the translation strategies on the side of the free translation are also 

used in translating rejections, though the percentages of the usage are rather less. The 

examples are given below. 

(12) ST: [I'm busy on Sunday,] (anyway). (BJ)  

TT: (พอดี)[วนัอาทิตยฉ์นัไม่ว่าง] /(phɔɔ0dii0)[wan0ʔaa0thit3 chan4 maj2 

waaŋ2]/ ‘(anyway)[Sunday I not available]’ 
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The example (12) shows the near-free translation in translating the rejections. 

Two differences out of three linguistic dimensions in the translation are considered as 

the near-free translation. Two differences found in this example are at the dimensions 

of direct-indirect speech act and pragmatic structure, while in the dimension of 

politeness strategy, it is similar between the ST and TT: both of them use the bald-on 

record strategy to perform rejection. Both ST and TT in this example are performed 

by the bald-on record strategy, but the direct-indirect speech acts of them are 

different: the indirect speech act of the ST is translated into the direct speech act in the 

TT, since the adjective ‘busy’ in English can be rendered as ‘ไม่วา่ง’ /maj2 waaŋ2/ 

‘not available’, which is in the negative form, in Thai. Besides, the ‘h+s’ pragmatic 

structure in the ST is alternated to the ‘s+h’ structure in Thai. These adjustments make 

the translation sound softening or more polite.  

(13) ST: (But) [I wasn't the most popular kid at school,] (that's for sure). 

(T30)  

TT: (แต่)(ที่จริง)[ผมเองกใ็ช่ว่าจะดงัท่ีสุดในโรงเรียนหรอก] /(tɛɛ1)(thii2 

ciŋ0)[phom4 ʔeeŋ0 kɔɔ2 chaj2 waa2 caʔ1 daŋ0 thii2sut1 naj0 rooŋ0rian0 

rɔɔk1]/ ‘(but)(actually)[I myself then correct that will popular most in 

school SP]’ 

The example (13) exemplifies the free translation which is found least in 

translating rejections. From the example, all three linguistic dimensions in the TT are 

different from those in the ST. To begin with, the direct speech act in the ST is 

translated into the indirect speech act in the TT with the expression of indirect 

rejection ‘ใช่วา่’ /chaj2 waa2/, which means ‘not like that’. Next, the ‘s+h+s’ 

pragmatic structure in the ST is translated to the ‘s+h’ structure with the move of the 

post-h supportive move in the ST to the pre-h supportive move in the TT and the 

omission of one out of two supportive moves. At last, the bald-on record strategy in 

the ST is converted into the negative politeness strategy via the conventionally 

indirect expression ‘ใช่วา่’ /chaj2 waa2/ in the TT. 
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 The examples (12)-(13) show that the translation strategies on the side of the 

free translation in translating rejections do not distort the main message of the STs, 

but they help improve the naturalness of the Thai language in the TTs. However, the 

free translation is found much less than the literal translation. The literal translation is 

still the best choice in the translation if possible, as seen in the following example, 

which illustrates the literal translation in translating the rejections. 

(14) ST: [I've got to meet someone.] (BJ) 

 TT: [ฉนัมีนัด] /[chan4 mii0 nat3]/ ‘[I have appointment]’ 

 The example (14) illustrates the literal translation or the translation with the 

similarities between the STs and TTs in all three linguistic dimensions. It may not be 

considered as the literal translation, if the literal translation is traditionally defines as 

the exactly or nearly word-for-word translation. To translate the rejection ‘to have got 

to meet someone’ in English as ‘มีนดั’ /mii0 nat3/ in Thai is considered as 

pragmatically equivalent. Moreover, the direct-indirect speech act, the pragmatic 

structure, and the politeness strategy of the TT in this example are similar to those of 

the ST, i.e. both of them are direct speech act, use the ‘h’ structure, and are performed 

by the bald-on record strategy. 

 Since the near-literal and the near-free translation strategies have one or 

two differences between the STs and TTs, there are various patterns of these two 

translation strategies, and the percentage of each of them can tell that in translating 

rejections, which linguistic dimension is preserved most, and which is adjusted most. 

The following table presents the various patterns of the neat-literal and near-free 

translation strategies in translating rejections with their percentages. 
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Table 6.5 The various patterns of the near-literal and near-free translation strategies in 

translating the speech act of rejections 

Translation strategies  Comparison of  

1) direct-indirect speech 

acts 

2) pragmatic structures 

3) politeness strategies 

Freq. (%) 

Near-literal similar-similar-different 93 (47.45%) 

 similar-different-similar 46 (23.47%) 

 different-similar-similar 6 (3.06%) 

Total of Near-literal translation = 145  

Near-free different-different-similar 5 (2.55%) 

 different-similar-different 16 (8.16%) 

 similar-different-different 30 (15.31%) 

Total of Near-free translation = 51  

 TOTAL ALL 196 (100%) 

 It can be seen from Table 6.5 that, among a total of 196 translation with one 

or two differences (145 from Near-literal translation, with one difference, and 51 from 

Near-free translation, with two differences, see Table 6.4), in translating rejections, 

the most-found pattern is the Near-literal translation with the pattern ‘similar-similar-

different’ or the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, and the 

pragmatic structure to the STs, but with the different politeness strategy; while the 

least-found pattern is the near-free translation with the pattern ‘different-different-

similar’ or the translation with the different direct-indirect speech acts and the 

pragmatic structures from the STs, but with the similar politeness strategy. The 

pattern ‘similar-different-similar’ or the translation with the similar direct-indirect 

speech act and politeness strategy to the STs, but with the different pragmatic 

structure is also used much. It can be inferred from the table that the direct-indirect 

speech act is the linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the STs most; while 

the pragmatic structures and the politeness strategy tend to be changed from the STs 

in the translation of rejections. 
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 6.2.3 Translation strategies in translating the speech acts of inquiries 

 The speech act of inquiries is the speech act with the low imposition, so it is 

possible that the TTs can be more ST-oriented than TT-oriented. The translation 

strategies on the side of literal translation in the continuum should be used more than 

that of the side of the free translation. The findings are reported in the subsequent 

table. 

Table 6.6 The translation strategy used in the translation of inquiries 

Translation 

strategies 

The side of literal  

(ST-oriented) 

translation 

The side of free  

(TT-oriented) 

translation 

TOTAL 

Literal Near-literal Near-free Free 

Freq. (%) 

 of usage 

279 

(43.59%) 

270 

(42.19%) 

78 

(12.19%) 

13 

(2.03%) 

640 

(100%) 

The table reports that the translation of the inquiries is ST-oriented, as 

expected. The usage of the translation strategy in translating inquiries is in descending 

order: the literal translation gets the top rank with 43.59% and the free translation is at 

the bottom rank with 2.03%. The findings show that in translating inquiries, the 

translation strategies on the side of the literal translation on the proposed continuum 

can be used to render the STs to the TTs effectively, as seen in the examples below. 

(15) ST: [What were you thinking,] (dude)? (T30) 

TT: [คิดอะไรอยูเ่หรอ](เพื่อน) /[khit3 ʔaʔ1raj0 yuu1 rǝǝ4](phɨan2)/ ‘[think 

what stay QW](friend)’ 

(16) ST: (And) [who are the Bosnian Muslims]? (BJ) 

TT: (และ)[ชาวบอสเนีย-มุสลิมคือใคร] /(lɛʔ3)[chaaw0bɔs3nia0-muʔ3slim0 

khɨɨ0 khraj0]/ ‘(and)[Bosnian Muslims are who]’ 

The examples (15)-(16) illustrate that the literal translation or the translation 

without differences in all three linguistic dimensions can be used to translate the 

inquiries from the STs to the TTs effectively and naturally. From the examples, the 

direct speech act of the STs can be kept similar in the TT; the ‘h+s’ structure of the 

ST in (15) and the ‘s+h’ structure of the ST in (16) are rendered to the TTs by the 

same pragmatic structures; and the bald-on record strategy in the STs is still be used 
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in the TTs. Repeatedly, it can be seen from both examples that the literal translation is 

not the exact word-for-word translation; it is the translation that maintains the direct-

indirect speech acts, the pragmatic structures, and the politeness strategies of the STs 

in the TTs. This translation strategy brings on the pragmatic equivalence in the 

translation. 

(17) ST: [What?] (BJ) 

TT: [หา] /[haa4]/ ‘[EXC]’ 

(18) ST: [What,] (then)? (BJ) 

TT: (งั้น)[อะไรล่ะ] /(ŋan3)[ʔaʔ1raj0 laʔ2]/ ‘(then)[what SP]’ 

(19) ST: [How did it happen?] (T30) 

TT: [น่ีมนัเป็นมาอท่ีาไหนเน่ีย] /[nii2 man0 pen0maa0ʔii0thaa2naj4 nia]/ 

‘[this it how come SP]’ 

The examples (17)-(19) illustrate the near-literal translation in translating the 

inquiries. Each one represents the difference between the ST and TT in one linguistic 

dimension: the example (17) has the difference in the direct-indirect speech act; the 

example (18) in the pragmatic structure; and the example (16) in the politeness 

strategy. In the example (17), the direct speech act in the ST is translated into the 

indirect one in the TT. The utterance ‘หา’ /haa4/ in Thai is the exclamation expressing 

the inquiry, so translating ‘what?’ in English into ‘หา’ /haa4/ in Thai can render the 

same pragmatic structure (the ‘h’ structure), and the politeness strategy (the bald-on 

record strategy) from the ST into the TT. In the example (18), the difference between 

the ST and TT is at the pragmatic structure; the ‘h+s’ structure in the ST is translated 

into the ‘s+h’ in the TT. Other than this, the speech act type (direct speech act) and 

the politeness strategy (the bald-on record strategy) of the TT are same to those of the 

ST. In the example (19), the politeness strategy is converted from the bald-on record 

strategy in the ST into the positive politeness strategy in the TT. The positive 

politeness strategy in the TT is signified by the in group marker ‘เป็นมาอีท่าไหน’ /pen0 

maa0 ʔii0 thaa2 naj4/ ‘how come’ which is the informal expression expressing the 
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positive feature of in-group identity. Other than the politeness strategy, the speech act 

type (direct speech act) and the pragmatic structure (the ‘h’ structure) in the ST can be 

maintained in the TT. The differences in these three examples make the TTs more 

covert than the STs, but the messages are not different. 

 The above examples explain the translation strategies on the side of the literal 

translation on the continuum. They show that the respect to the STs is the goal that the 

translators try to achieve, and if possible, the literal translation is always selected 

rather than the free translation. However, when necessary, the free translation will 

come into play. These are the examples. 

(20) ST: [Who?] (BJ) 

TT: [ใครคะ](แม่) /[khraj0 khaʔ3](mɛɛ2)/ ‘[who SP](mom)’ 

(21) ST: [What have you been listening to?] (T30) 

TT: [วนัน้ีหนูไดฟั้งอะไรบา้งจ๊ะ](ลูก) /[wan0nii3 nuu4 daj2 faŋ0 ʔaʔ1raj0 

baaŋ2 caʔ3](luuk2)/ ‘[today you listened what some SP](child)’ 

The examples (20)-(21) illustrate the near-free translation or the translation 

with two differences from the STs in any three dimensions of linguistic forms. The 

differences from the STs are made to adjust the translation to the nature of the TL. 

These two examples are adjusted at the pragmatic structures and the politeness 

strategies in order to make the TTs more covert and suitable for the context of 

participants. As for the pragmatic structure, the supportive moves are added in the 

TTs in both examples. As for the politeness strategy, the sentence particle expressing 

deference ‘คะ’ /khaʔ3/ is added in the example (20) to make the utterance suitable for 

speaking with the mother, and the pronoun expressing endearment ‘หนู’ /nuu4/ and 

the sentence particle expressing intimacy ‘จ๊ะ’ /caʔ3/ are added in the example (21) to 

make the utterance suitable for speaking with the little child. The addition of these 

sentence particles make the conversion of the politeness strategy from the bald-on 

record in the STs into the negative and positive politeness strategies, respectively. If 

these adjustments had not been made; the translation would have been still correct, 

but not natural and true-to-life. This is considered as the sociolinguistic differences 
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between the STs and the TTs; the address terms are used to maintain relationship in 

Thai. 

 The adjustments in some linguistic dimensions in the TTs bring about the 

near-literal translation strategy (with one difference from the STs) and the near-free 

translation strategy (with two differences from the STs). There are various patterns of 

these two translation strategies, according to which linguistic dimension of the STs is 

or is not maintained in the TTs. The percentage of each pattern can point out that in 

translating inquiries, which linguistic dimension is kept similar to the STs most, and 

which is adjusted towards the TTs most. The findings are reported below. 

Table 6.7 The various patterns of the Near-literal and the Near-free translation 

strategies in translating the speech act of inquiries 

Translation strategies  Comparison of  

1) direct-indirect speech 

acts 

2) pragmatic structures 

3) politeness strategies 

Freq. (%) 

Near-literal similar-similar-different 134 (38.51%) 

 similar-different-similar 117 (33.62%) 

 different-similar-similar 19 (5.46%) 

Total of Near-literal translation = 270  

Near-free different-different-similar 4 (1.15%) 

 different-similar-different 15 (4.31%) 

 similar-different-different 59 (16.95%) 

Total of Near-free translation = 78  

 TOTAL ALL 348 (100%) 

 Table 6.7 shows that, within a total of 348 translation with one or two 

differences (270 from near-literal translation, with one difference, and 78 from near-

free translation, with two differences, see Table 6.6), in translating inquiries, the 

most-found pattern is the near-literal translation with the pattern ‘similar-similar-

different’ (the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, and the pragmatic 

structure to the STs, but with the different politeness strategy); while the least-found 

pattern is the near-free translation with the pattern ‘different-different-similar’ (the 
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translation with the different direct-indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures 

from the STs, but with the similar politeness strategy). Another frequently-found 

pattern is the pattern ‘similar-different-similar’ (the translation with the similar direct-

indirect speech act and politeness strategy to the STs, but with the different pragmatic 

structure). It can be presumed from the table that, like the translation of rejections, the 

direct-indirect speech act is the linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the 

STs most; while the pragmatic structures and the politeness strategy tend to be 

changed from the STs in the translation of the inquiries. 

 So far, it can be seen that in the translation of all three speech acts with the 

near-literal and near-free translation strategies (translation with one or two differences 

out of three linguistic dimensions), the most found pattern of the near-literal 

translation is ‘similar-similar-different’ and the most found pattern of the near-free 

translation is ‘similar-different-different’. These most found patterns confirm that the 

linguistic dimension that can be kept similar to the STs most is the direct-indirect 

speech acts, and the linguistic dimension that is change from the STs most is the 

politeness strategies, while the pragmatic structures is at the middle. When the speech 

act of the directives, rejections, and inquiries are translated from English into Thai, 

the politeness strategy is the linguistic dimension that requires the adjustment towards 

the TTs, while the direct-indirect speech act is the linguistic dimension that follows 

the STs. It can be concluded that the politeness strategies can best reflect the linguistic 

and cultural characteristics of the SL and TL. 

6.3 The trend of literal and free translation in translating the speech acts of 

directives, rejections, and inquiries 

 The translation strategies used in translating the speech acts of directives, 

rejections, and inquiries reported in the previous section (6.2) show that the 

translation strategies which are oriented towards the STs or the translation strategies 

on the side of literal translation on the continuum are used more than the translation 

strategies which are oriented to the TTs or the translation strategies on the side of free 

translation on the continuum in translating all three basic speech acts. The results 

confirm that the literal translation takes the precedence over the free translation. This 

confirms that the faithfulness to the STs is the priority in the translation. But, if the 

translation strategies are separated into just the binary: the literal translation is 
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categorized into the pole of form-based or sign-oriented translation and the free 

translation is categorized into the pole of meaning-based or sense-oriented translation. 

When chosen between two poles, meaning or sense is more important than form or 

sign. This seems to be a paradox of the translation studies; the meaning or sense is the 

heart of translation, whereas the respect to the STs is also the priority in translation. 

Consequently, the continuum of the translation studies is more practical than the 

binary. However, the traditional continuum of the translation studies is still not 

practical enough, because no definite framework is proposed concretely. This research 

intends to fill this gap by proposing the framework of translation strategy 

categorization on the basis of pragmatic equivalence. 

The literal translation can be based on meaning or oriented to sense. The literal 

translation in the present study does not mean the word-for-word translation; it means 

the translation with the similar direct-indirect speech act, pragmatic structure, and 

politeness strategy to the STs. Maintaining these three linguistic dimensions of the 

STs in the TTs leads to the pragmatic equivalence in the translation. The literal 

translation in the present study has the characteristics of ‘modified literal translation’ 

(Larson, 1984).  

 Although the literal translation is given the priority, the free translation is 

necessary and has an important role in making the translation of dialogues natural and 

realistic, particularly in the translation from English into Thai, which is the translation 

from the low-context-culture language into the high-context-culture context language. 

Chapter 5 shows that the translation of the speech acts of directives, rejections, and 

inquiries in English dialogues into Thai mostly goes more covert, as anticipated. This 

chapter intends to prove the hypothesis that the translation strategies used in 

translating the three speech acts are in continuum and varied upon the imposition of 

the speech acts; the translation of directives is most oriented towards free translation 

followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation of inquiries is most 

oriented towards literal translation. The findings in 6.2 can confirm the precedence of 

the literal translation over the free translation in each speech act. To see whether the 

imposition of the speech acts relates to the use of the translation strategy, the findings 

of all three speech acts should be determined together in comparison, as follows.  
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Figure 6.2 The translation strategies used in translating the speech acts of directives, 

rejections, and inquiries 

 

The figure proves that the translation of directives is most oriented towards 

free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation of 

inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation, since the percentages of the 

literal translation strategies are found most in the inquiries, and the percentages of the 

free translation strategies are found most in the directives. Although the percentages 

are not considerably different, it supports that the weightiness of the imposition is 

relevant to the translation strategy selection. It can be discussed that these results 

relate to the concerns on face-saving. It is possible that in the translation of the speech 

act with a high degree of imposition from English into Thai, the linguistic forms in the 

STs need to be adjusted towards the TL more than the translation of the speech act 

with the low imposition. The more imposition the speech act has, the more adjustment 

the translation needs. The speech act with the high imposition should be translated by 

face-saving strategies which are adjusted to the preference of the target culture. At the 

same time, the translation of the speech act with the low imposition from the English 

into Thai can made similar to the STs; the adjustments towards the preference of the 

TL culture may be not much in need.     
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CHAPTER 7 

CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSIONS 

This chapter concludes and discusses the findings of the study and the 

additional issues related to the findings. It comprises the major findings of the study 

(7.1), the implications of the study (7.2), and the recommendations for further studies 

(7.3). To begin with, the main findings of the study are summarized and discussed in 

the first section of the chapter. Then, the contributions of the research results are 

discussed in the second section of the chapter. In the end, the advices on the research 

which can be done further from the present research are given in the last section of the 

chapter. 

7.1 The major findings of the study 

 Overall, this study is the empirical research intending to answer the two main 

research questions, they are: 

1) What are the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the 

English texts and Thai-translated texts and the factors governing them? 

2) What are the translation strategies employed to cope with the differences 

in the linguistic forms of these three speech acts in the two languages? 

The expected answers of these research questions or the hypotheses of the study are 

stated as follows, 

1) In the speech act of directives, rejections, and inquiries, the overt linguistic 

forms, which express lower degree of linguistic politeness, are found more 

in English than in Thai, while the covert linguistic forms, which express 

higher degree of linguistic politeness, are found more in Thai than in 

English. Linguistic forms found in these three speech acts are governed 

differently by interpersonal and affective factors in English and Thai: 

linguistic forms in Thai are governed by more interpersonal and affective 

factors than in English. 

2) The translation strategies adopted vary on a continuum from literal to free 

translation. The translation of directives is most oriented towards free 
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translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the translation 

of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. 

The analyses and investigations are done with the dialogues performing the 

speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries, which are the three basic speech 

acts in everyone’s daily life in two contemporary English fictions with acceptable 

Thai-translated versions. The analyses are divided into two main parts: the analysis of 

linguistic forms and the factors governing them; and the analysis of the translation. 

The first part of analysis is done with the English texts and Thai-translated texts 

separately to see the differences of the two languages. This first part of analysis 

attempts to answer the first research question or to prove the first hypothesis; the 

findings of this part are reported in Chapter 4. The second part of analysis is done 

with the English STs and Thai TTs by comparing the English STs and the Thai TTs 

linearly. This second part of analysis is to answer the second research question or to 

prove the second hypothesis; the presentation of the findings of this part are separated 

into two chapters: the comparison of the STs and TTs is presented in Chapter 5, and 

then, the overall generalization of the translation strategies adopted are drawn and 

concluded in Chapter 6.  

The summary of the main findings of each part is recounted hereafter. 

7.1.1 Differences of the two languages 

In the present study, the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries 

in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are analyzed in the three linguistic 

dimensions: direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness 

strategies. The linguistic forms in each dimension can express the degrees of 

linguistic politeness via the level of indirectness in communication. The neutral terms 

used to indicate the level of linguistic politeness in the present study are ‘overt’ and 

‘covert’. The terms ‘overt-covert’ mean the overt or covert communication which is 

closely related to the linguistic politeness, as Blum-Kulka (1987: 140) accepted that 

“the concept of politeness is linked to indirectness in general”, but the terms ‘direct-

indirect’ are not used in the present study because they may be confused with the 

‘direct-indirect’ speech acts in the first linguistic dimension of analysis on the present 

research.  
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It is hypothesized that in performing the speech acts of directives, rejections, 

and inquiries, the overt (direct) linguistic forms are found more in English than in 

Thai, while the covert (indirect) linguistic forms are found more in Thai than in 

English. The hypothesis is hypothesized on the basis of Hall’s (1976) ‘high-low 

context’ and Hofstede’s (1984) ‘cultural dimensions theory’ 

To summarize the main findings of the study and to make the proof of the 

hypothesis clearly-seen and understood, the linguistic forms in each dimension are 

separated into overt and covert linguistic forms, as follows. 

 

Table 7.1: The overt (direct) and covert (indirect) linguistic forms in performing the 

speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries 
Linguistic dimensions Overt  

linguistic forms 

(lower degree of 

politeness) 

Covert 

linguistic forms 

(higher degree of 

politeness) 

Direct-indirect speech 

acts 

Direct speech acts Indirect speech acts 

Pragmatic structures ‘h-begin’ structures 

: ‘h’ structures 

: ‘h+s’ structures 

‘s-begin’ structures 

: ‘s+h’ structures 

: ‘s+h+s’ structures 

: ‘s’ structures 

Politeness strategies ‘without redress’ strategies 

: bald-on record strategies 

‘with redress’ strategies 

: positive politeness 

strategies 

: negative politeness 

strategies 

: hybrid strategies 

: off-record strategies 

: mixing strategies 

The separation is on the basis of overt and covert (or direct and indirect) 

communication. The first linguistic dimension, the direct-indirect speech acts, is 

already in binary. As for the dimension of the pragmatic structures, the linguistic 
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forms are separated according to the appearance of the head act; the abruption of the 

head act brings about the overt communication, so the ‘h-begin’ pragmatic structures 

are categorized as the overt linguistic forms, and the ‘s-begin’ structures as the covert 

linguistic representation, as Wiroonhachaipong (2000) grouped the structures of 

requests in Thai and American English. Lastly, the separation of the third linguistic 

dimension, the politeness strategies, is based on the redress; the redressive actions 

make the communication more polite, so the ‘without redress’ politeness strategies are 

grouped into the overt linguistic forms, and the ‘with redress’ strategies into the 

covert linguistic forms. The clear-cut separation makes the major findings and the 

proof of the hypothesis in this chapter clearly-seen; the detailed findings of the 

English and Thai-translated linguistic forms in each level of covertness in performing 

the speech acts of directives, rejections, and inquiries are reported in Chapter 4. 

The study found that the hypothesis stating that in performing the speech acts 

of directives, rejections, and inquiries, the overt linguistic forms are found more in the 

English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, while the covert linguistic forms are 

found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts is proven true in most 

cases, except some speech acts in some dimensions, which the overt linguistic forms 

are found more in the Thai-translated texts or the covert linguistic forms are found 

more in the English texts. These can be seen in the following figures. 

 

Figure 7.1 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing 

the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the direct-indirect speech acts (in the 

perspective of the English-Thai comparison) 
* The stripes in some bars mark the unexpected findings. 
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Figure 7.2 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing 

the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the pragmatic structures (in the perspective 

of the English-Thai comparison) 
* The stripes in some bars mark the unexpected findings. 

 

 

Figure 7.3 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing 

the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the politeness strategies (in the perspective 

of the English-Thai comparison) 
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forms are found more in English than in Thai, while the covert linguistic forms are 

found more in Thai than in English is confirmed. The findings prove that the contexts 

of culture have an influence on the selection of the linguistic forms of each language, 

and reflect that the English language, which is the low-context-culture language tends 

to use the overt linguistic forms more than the Thai language, which is the high-

context-culture language; while the Thai language, even the translated texts, tends to 

use the covert linguistic forms more than the English language, since the high context 
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culture concerns for the interpersonal and affective factors more  than the low context 

culture does. The factors governing the linguistic forms will be discussed later.  

However, it is found in the present study that the direct-indirect speech acts of 

directives and the pragmatic structures of rejections show the different results, i.e. the 

overt linguistic forms are found more in Thai-translated texts than in the English texts, 

and the covert linguistic forms are found more in the English texts than in the Thai-

translated. These unexpected results can be explained that the conventions of the 

English and Thai languages in using the covert linguistic forms are different, that is, 

the covert speech act type and pragmatic structures in English cannot be always 

translated by the covert speech act type and pragmatic structures in Thai, sometimes 

the overt linguistic forms are more suitable to be used in translating the indirect 

linguistic forms from English into Thai to gain the natural and acceptable meaning in 

the context. The unexpected findings result from this reason.  

In addition, these surprising findings can be related to the proficiency in 

expressing the significant cultural and linguistic characteristics of each linguistic 

dimension. The direct-indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures are the broad 

linguistic dimensions, that is to say, the utterances are analyzed broadly in these two 

dimensions: the sentence type in the dimension of direct-indirect speech act, and the 

utterance sequencing in the dimension of pragmatic structures; while the utterances 

are analyzed deeply and internally in the dimension of politeness strategy. The direct-

indirect speech acts and the pragmatic structures may not reflect the significant 

characteristics of language as clearly as the politeness strategies. Hence, although the 

overt linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts and the covert ones 

are found more in the English texts in the direct-indirect speech acts of the directives 

and the pragmatic structures of the rejections, it does not mean that the Thai language 

prefers the overt linguistic forms and the English language prefers the covert 

linguistic forms in performing these two speech acts, because the covertness can be 

expressed via the other linguistic dimension which can reflect the significant cultural 

and linguistic characteristics more clearly, namely, the dimension of politeness 

strategies. This discussion can be seen in the figure 7.3; the overt linguistic forms are 

found more in the English texts than in the Thai-translated texts, while the covert 

linguistic forms are found more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English texts in 
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all three speech acts in the dimension of politeness strategies. So, it is proposed here 

that the differences of the English and Thai languages in performing the speech acts 

of directives, rejections, and inquiries is that the overt linguistic forms are used more 

in English than in Thai, while the covert linguistic forms are used more in Thai than 

in English, especially in the linguistic dimension of politeness strategies; only the 

dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures seem to be too 

broad to indicate the covertness of the utterances. 

  In the analysis of the linguistic forms of the three speech acts of the English 

texts and the Thai-translated texts, the Thai translated texts are expected to be similar 

to the English texts as much as possible. The differences that can be found in the 

Thai-translated texts are assumed to be the salient characteristics of the Thai 

language. In the present study, it is found that the Thai-translated texts can follow the 

usage of linguistic forms of the English texts in performing all the three speech acts in 

most cases, even in the different proportion, as seen in the following figures. 

Moreover, to confirm that the linguistic dimension of politeness strategies can reflect 

the differences of the two languages better than the other two linguistic dimensions: 

direct-indirect speech act and pragmatic structures, the following figures are shown. 

 

Figure 7.4 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing 

the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the direct-indirect speech acts (in the 

perspective of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison) 
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Figure 7.5 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing 

the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the pragmatic structures (in the perspective 

of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison) 

 

 

 

Figure 7.6 The differences of the English texts and Thai-translated texts in performing 

the directives, rejections, and inquiries via the politeness strategies (in the perspective 

of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison) 
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communicate covertly despite the preference of the overt communication.  Regarding 

the Thai language, it can be seen that the Thai-translated texts can follow the trend of 

using the overt linguistic forms of the English texts in performing all the three speech 

acts in the dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures, but in 

the dimension of politeness strategies, the different trend from the English texts 

appears in performing the rejections, that is, the English texts tend to use the overt 

politeness strategies, but the Thai-translated texts tend to use the covert ones. It can be 

concluded from these findings that the characteristics of the Thai language are shown 

more saliently in the dimension of the politeness strategies than in the dimensions of 

direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures, because the differences from the 

English texts can be traced in this dimension, while in the other two dimensions, the 

English texts can influence the Thai translated-texts.  

As earlier discussed, the dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and 

pragmatic structures are too simple to express the linguistic politeness of the 

utterances. They are not subtle enough to reflect the significant characteristics of 

language, but the politeness strategies are. Interestingly, viewed through the 

perspective of the overt-covert linguistic representation comparison, it is obvious that 

the dimension of politeness strategies (the figure 7.5) can express the detailed features 

in performing speech acts. The findings of this dimension are most distinctive; they 

can show the influence of the imposition of each speech act in the selection of the 

linguistic forms most clearly: the directives which have the highest imposition are 

performed by the covert linguistic representation more than the overt ones in both 

languages, while the inquiries which have the lowest imposition are performed by the 

overt linguistic representation more than the covert ones in both languages. The 

expectation that the English language tends to use the overt linguistic forms, while the 

Thai language tends to use the covert linguistic forms can be seen in this dimension, 

at the speech act of rejections. So, the present study confirms that the imposition of 

each speech act influences on the selection of the linguistic forms in performing it, 

especially in the linguistic dimension of politeness strategies, and it is also proposed 

here that the linguistic forms used in performing the three speech acts in the English 

and Thai language are not considerably different, as generally understood. This can be 

seen from the trends of using the linguistic forms in the Thai-translated texts that are 
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mostly similar to that of the English texts, except the politeness strategies in 

performing the rejections that can reflect the characteristics of covertness-orientation 

of the Thai language. 

Other than the linguistic forms of the three speech acts, the present study 

intends to investigate the interpersonal and affective factors governing them by 

hypothesizing that the linguistic forms in the Thai-translated texts are governed by 

more interpersonal and affective factors than in the English texts. The hypothesis is 

proven true but not in all cases, according to the summary of the significant factors 

governing the selection of the linguistic forms in performing directives, rejections, 

and inquiries in the comparison between the English texts and Thai-translated texts in 

the following table. 

Table 7.1The significant factors governing the use of direct-indirect speech acts, 

pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies in directives, rejections, and inquiries 

in the English texts compared with the Thai-translated texts 

Speech 

acts 

Direct-indirect 

speech acts 

Pragmatic 

structures 

Politeness strategies 

ENG TH ENG TH ENG TH 

Directives Distance - Sex, age, 

status 

Age, 

status 

Distance Sex, age 

Rejections Status status Sex, age, 

status 

Age - Sex, age, 

status, 

distance 

Inquiries - - Sex, 

status 

Sex, age, 

status 

- Sex, age, 

status, 

distance 

From the table, it can be confirmed that the linguistic forms of directives, rejections, 

and inquiries are governed differently by interpersonal and affective factors in the 

English texts and the Thai-translated texts. As marked with underlines, the linguistic 

forms in the Thai-translated texts are governed by more interpersonal and affective 

factors than in the English texts in doing the inquiries via pragmatic structures, and in 

doing all three speech acts via politeness strategies, while the linguistic forms in the 

English texts are governed by more interpersonal and affective factors than in the 
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Thai-translated texts in doing the directives via direct-indirect speech acts and 

pragmatic structures, and doing the rejections via pragmatic structures. From the 

findings, it can be inferred that the linguistic forms in Thai are not always, but usually 

governed by more interpersonal and affective factors than in English, as marked by 

the underlines in the table. This interprets that the interpersonal and affective factors: 

sex, age, social status, and social distance are regarded in both high-context and low-

context cultures, but in different norms (see Table 7.3). It is interesting when the 

significant factors in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts are different in 

governing the linguistic forms of the same speech acts in the same linguistic 

dimension, as marked by the bold letters in the table. It means that those factors are so 

important in the Thai-translated texts that they are different from the English original 

texts. Moreover, it is worth investigating the priority of these factors in each language. 

The frequency of each significant factor in each language is counted; the influence of 

the factors in each language can be presumed from this frequency, and the priority of 

each factor can be presumed from the ranking, as seen in the following table. 

Although this method seems to be makeshift, it can draw the conclusion of the 

significant factors governing the linguistic forms in the English and the Thai-

translated texts quite clearly. 

Table 7.2 The frequency and ranking of the significant factors governing the use of 

linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts compared 

with the Thai-translated texts 

Factors ENG TH-translated 

Freq.  Rank Freq.  Rank 

Sex 3 2
nd

 4 3
rd

 

Age 2 3
rd

 6 1
st
 

Social status 4 1
st
 5 2

nd
 

Social distance 2 3
rd

 2 4
th

 

Total 11  17  

The frequency shown in this table is counted from the results in the table 7.2. 

It can be seen that the total number of the significant factors in the Thai-translated 

texts (17) is more than that of the English texts (11). It can be presumed from these 
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numbers that the interpersonal and affective factors have more influences on the 

selection of the linguistic forms in performing the three speech acts in the Thai-

translated texts than in the English texts. The presumption corresponds to the 

hypothesis that the linguistic forms in Thai are governed by more interpersonal and 

affective factors than in English. Other than the frequency, the ranking of each factor 

reflects that the Thai language gives the first and second priorities to age and social 

status. This confirms the review of Modehiran (2005: 158), she reviewed that “[m]any 

researchers postulate that Thai society is close-knit and structured in the hierarchy, 

where the importance of giving deference to person with higher social status and/or 

with more seniority always come first (Cooper and Cooper, 1996; Komin, 1991; 

Mulder, 1992, among others).”  As for the English language, social status and sex are 

at the first and second ranks, respectively. This may be interpreted that the society in 

the high-context culture, as Thai, puts more importance on age and social status than 

sex and social distance, while the society in the low-context culture, as British, puts 

more importance on social status and sex than age and social distance. So, the present 

study proposes here that the important factor governing the usage of linguistic forms 

of directives, rejections, and inquiries in both English and Thai is social status. Other 

than the social status, the English language gives the importance to sex, while the 

Thai language gives the importance to age. This supports the ‘cultural division theory’ 

of Hofstede (2006) that proposes that the low-context culture has clear gender role, 

while the high-context culture has strong seniority system. 

After the differences of the two languages in performing the three speech acts 

was investigated, the translation strategies were then explored as the second part of 

the analyses in this study. Before the translation strategies were drawn, the translation 

of the three speech acts must be studied to see the similarities and differences between 

the English STs and the Thai TTs, because these similarities and differences are linked 

to the two main translation strategies: literal and free translation. The findings of the 

comparison of the STs and TTs are presented in Chapter 5, and the main findings of 

this part are now summarized and discussed, as follows. 
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 7.1.2 Comparison of the STs and TTs 

As previously stated, this study is the empirical research, so the translation 

strategies which are the main goal of this study would be drawn from the analysis of 

translation by examining the similarities and differences between the STs and TTs. 

The similarities bring about the literal translation, while the difference leads to the 

free translation. In the present study, to examine the similarities and differences 

between the STs and TTs is to compare the ST and TT linearly and see whether they 

are similar or different in the frame of three linguistic dimensions: direct-indirect 

speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies. It was expected on the 

basis of the context culture that if the differences were found, they should be the 

differences that make the TTs more covert, because the TTs is the Thai language 

which is the high-context-culture language, while the STs is the English language 

which is the low-context-culture language. The summary of the main findings are 

illustrated in the following figures: the first one shows the comparison of the 

similarities and differences between the STs and TTs, and the second one shows the 

comparison of the being-more overt  and being-more covert when the differences are 

found. 

 

Figure 7.7 The comparison of similarities and differences in translating directives, 

rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai 

 This figure shows that in the translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries, 

the TTs can be kept similar to the STs more than adjusted, in all three linguistic 
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dimensions. This verifies the principle of translation about the faithfulness to the STs. 

Moreover, this figure confirms that among three linguistic dimensions, the politeness 

strategy can express the characteristics of the language most clearly, as earlier 

proposed. It can be seen that the differences are found most in this dimension; it 

reflects that the politeness strategies are most needed to be adjusted towards the TL 

preferences to express the characteristics of the TL. 

 

Figure 7.8 The comparison of being-more overt and being-more covert in the Thai 

TTs in the translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues 

into Thai 

This figure proves that most differences that were found in the translation of 

directives, rejections, and inquiries from the English STs into the Thai TTs are the 

differences that make the TTs go more covert. This is because the English-Thai 

translation is the translation from the low-context-culture language into the high-

context-culture language. However, the translation that the TTs are more overt is also 

found, and it is found in the translation of the direct-indirect speech acts of the 

directives and the pragmatic structures of the rejections. These are the speech acts and 

the linguistic dimensions that are found in the analysis of the linguistic forms that the 

overt linguistic forms are used more in the Thai-translated texts than in the English 

texts. These findings can be still explained that the covertness-orientation in the 

translation of the directives and rejections can be expressed via the other linguistic 

dimension, that is, the politeness strategies. Although the direct-indirect speech acts of 

the directives and the pragmatic structures of the rejections are translated by more 
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overt linguistic forms in the TTs, the covertness can be expressed via the politeness 

strategies instead. 

From the major findings in this part, it can be proposed here that the 

faithfulness to the STs is the first priority in translation, even in the translation of the 

pair of languages from different contexts of culture. It can be seen that, although the 

English-Thai translation is the translation from the low-context-culture language into 

the high-context-culture language, the translation of the directives, rejections, and 

inquiries from English into Thai is tried to maintain the similar linguistic forms to the 

STs, but if they are adjusted, they are mostly converted into more covert linguistic 

forms in the TTs. 

 

7.1.3 Translation strategies 

The strategies in translating the speech acts of directives, rejections, and 

inquiries, which are already presented in details in Chapter 6, can be drawn from the 

findings of the translation analysis which is done by comparing the English STs with 

Thai TTs linearly to explore the similarities and differences between them in the three 

linguistic dimensions. The present research proposes the definite framework of 

categorizing and scaling the translation strategies to be used instead of the traditional 

categorization which is theoretically, but not practically useful, because there is no 

clear criteria provided. The definite framework proposed in this research is based on 

the pragmatic equivalence via the three linguistic dimensions. The translation 

strategies, then, were drawn from scaling the continuum of the translation strategies 

from the similarities of all three dimensions, which is labeled ‘literal translation’, to 

the difference of all three dimensions, which is labeled ‘free translation’ (see the 

figure 6.1). To stratify the translation strategies into continuum, not binary, is accepted 

as the appropriate perspective of translation strategies by many scholars e.g. Vinay 

and Darbelnet (1958/2000), Larson (1984), Newmark (1988), Hatim and Munday 

(2004). The translation strategies in translating the three speech acts are concluded in 

Figure 6.2, which shows that the frequently-used translation strategies in all three 

speech acts are the strategies on the side of literal translation. The findings confirm 

that the heart of translation is still the respect to the STs; the adjustments are also 
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needed, but just for the necessity. However, each strategy is adopted to translate each 

speech act differently. It is hypothesized that the translation of directives is most 

oriented towards free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while the 

translation of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. This hypothesis is 

based on the level of imposition of each speech act and it is proven true because 

speech acts with high imposition are needed to be adjusted to the preferences of the 

TL more than speech acts with low imposition, according to the ranking summarized 

in the following table.  

Table 7.3 The ranking of the speech acts translated by each translation strategies 

Ranking The side of literal translation

  

The side of free translation 

Literal Near-literal Near-free Free 

1 Inquiries Inquiries Directives Directives 

2 Rejections Rejections Rejections Rejections 

3 Directives Directives Inquiries Inquiries 

The ranking concluded in this table shows that the translation of directives is 

most oriented towards free translation followed by the translation of rejections, while 

the translation of inquiries is most oriented towards literal translation. As 

hypothesized, this can be explained by the imposition of the speech acts. When the 

translation of the speech act with the highest imposition, namely, the speech act of 

directives, is most oriented towards free translation, and the translation of the speech 

act with the lowest imposition, namely, the speech act of inquiries is most oriented 

towards literal translation, it convinces that the speech acts with the high imposition 

requires more adjustments towards the TL more than the speech acts with the low 

imposition.  

Concerning the translation strategies, it can be proposed here that in 

translation, if it is possible, the first priority is given to the literal translation, because 

the faithfulness to the STs is the most important, and the orientation towards which 

translation strategies depends on the imposition of the speech acts. The reasons why 

the translation of directives, rejections, and inquiries is all towards the side of literal 

translation in the present research can be discussed that literal translation can actually 

be done more easily than free translation, which needs the suitable adjustment. It can 
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be said that advantages of literal translation are not only to respect to the STs, but also 

to consume less attempts of a translator. Moreover, readers of translated works mostly 

have English as a second language, most of them can understand the linguistic 

constraints in translation. Lastly, the relationships of the characters in these two 

fictions are mostly equal, so there are not many stylistic variations in the dialogues, 

which require more adjustments in the Thai TTs. 

 

7.2 The implications of the study 

 The discussions of the implications will be divided into two parts: the theories, 

and the applications. 
 7.2.1 The theories 

The present study explores the translation strategies employed to cope with the 

differences in the linguistic forms of the three speech acts in the two languages. The 

exploration of the translation strategies in this study gives a highlight on the 

pragmatic equivalence, because the data of the present study are the dialogues in the 

fictions which the natural use of language is the crucial goal. The pragmatic 

equivalence is relied on the ideas that “[a] good translation is not simply concerned 

with transferring the propositional content of the SL text, but also its other pragmatic 

features (Hassan, 2011: 1), [a] good translator should find a way in which the desired 

meaning can be expressed in the receptor language even if the TL form is different 

from the SL form (Hassan, 2011: 4), in the process of translating a text the translator 

should know not only the languages involved, but also their cultures and rhetorical 

traditions (Enkvist, 1991: 14-15 cited in Hassan, 2011: 5).”   

Based on the principle of “translation as the mapping of meaning” (e.g. Koller, 

1979, Poonlarp and Luksaneeyanawin, 2009), this study designed the method of 

exploring the translation strategies. The process of meaning mapping in the translation 

means to derive the meaning in context of the STs and to transfer it to the TTs, but the 

mapping used in the translation strategy exploration is to compare the STs with the 

TTs linearly to see the similarities and differences in the three linguistic dimensions: 

direct-indirect speech acts, pragmatic structures, and politeness strategies, which are 

directly related to pragmatic politeness in language. The meaning mapping is the 
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translation process of the translator, while the ST-TT mapping is the process of 

analysis of the researcher. However, they are in common in terms of the attempt in 

searching for the translation equivalence. 

In addition, the present study gives the support to the translation strategies into 

continuum; it proposes the four scales of the translation strategies, according to the 

three linguistic dimensions: literal, near-literal, near-free, and free translation. The 

literal translation is not the word-for-word translation which sometimes causes the 

incomprehensibility, but it is the translation that the linguistic forms in all three 

dimensions of the ST can be translated into the TT by the pragmatically similar 

linguistic forms. It is not necessary that the literal translation must make the same 

word choices as the STs, but the same level of covertness in communication as the 

STs. The findings give clear evidence that the faithfulness to the STs is the important 

priority in translation, and the present study proposes that the literal translation is 

highly potential in bringing about the pragmatic equivalence in the translation of 

directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English dialogues into Thai.  

Other than translation strategies, this study investigates the linguistic forms of 

directives, rejections, and inquiries in the English texts and the Thai-translated texts 

and the factors governing them. The use that governs the variation of language can be 

actually called ‘context of communication’ (Firth, 1935), which is consisted of 

context of culture, context of situation, and context of experience of participants. This 

part of analysis was done to search for evidences that the use of the linguistic forms in 

the English and the Thai languages are different, even in the Thai-translated texts, not 

the naturally-produced texts. The texts studied in the present study are the English 

dialogues and the Thai-translated dialogues, so they are in the same contexts of 

situations and participants, but under two different contexts of culture: the original 

texts are from the low-context culture, while the translated texts are from the high-

context culture, based on Hofstede (1984)’s classification of cultures. As the 

translation, the linguistic forms used in the Thai translated texts are expected to be 

similar to the English texts as much as possible. Hence, when the differences are 

found in the Thai-translated texts, they are assumed to be the salient characteristics of 

the Thai language. The most salient characteristic of the Thai TL, which can be traced 

from the differences from the English texts, can be seen in the linguistic dimension of 
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politeness strategies. It is the preference of positive politeness. This finding supports 

that the Thai culture puts the importance on the positive face (e.g. Hongladarom and 

Chauksuvanit, 2008). 

Also, the present research supports that the weightiness of the imposition of 

each speech act is significant in the communication as Brown and Levinson (1987) 

proposed. The findings show that it affects the covertness of the linguistic forms in 

the two languages, the similarities and differences in translation, including the 

direction of the translation. As previously stated, it is obvious that the influences of 

the contexts of culture and the seriousness of the imposition of the speech acts on the 

linguistic dimensions of the direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures are 

not as explicit as on the linguistic dimension of the politeness strategies, since some 

findings on the two first dimensions are beyond the expectations, but in the dimension 

of politeness strategies, the findings show that the contexts of culture and the 

imposition of the speech acts play an important role in the selection of linguistic 

forms as well as the translation strategies. The explanation is, as previously discussed, 

that the politeness strategies are more sensitive to the contexts, more complicated, and 

more sophisticated than the direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures. 

Another interesting finding contributes to the body of knowledge in 

pragmatics is the finding of the hybrid and mixing politeness strategies, that are 

proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987: 230-232), but rarely mentioned in other 

research. The hybrid strategy or the combination of the positive and negative 

politeness strategies can be found in the situations that the speaker wants to maintain 

the individuality, but in the friendly way; this is why it is called hybrid. As for the 

mixing strategies or the mixing of the on-record and off-record strategies, they are the 

off-record politeness strategy with the features of positive or negative politeness. 

According to the findings of the present research, both hybrid and mixing strategies 

are found more in the Thai TTs than in English STs.  

It can be said that the present research makes many concepts both in linguistic 

and translation studies more concrete and practical, e.g. hybrid and mixing strategies 

in the study of politeness strategy, literal and free translation, pragmatic equivalence 

in the study of translation. 
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 7.2.2 The applications 

The findings of both parts of the data analyses in the present study can be 

applied to teaching: translation teaching and training of translators, as well as 

language teaching. 
 In terms of the translation teaching and training of translators, this study 

provides students and amateur translators with evidences that the respect to the STs is 

the priority in translation, but the teachers must emphasize that the respect to the STs 

in the translation is not to translate by means of word-for-word; the respect to the STs 

means to make the translation equivalent to the original, pragmatically, semantically, 

and if possible, syntactically. The teachers should suggest the students to view the 

translation strategies in continuum, and let them practice to find out their own cline of 

translation strategies with the practical criteria, because the continuum of translation 

strategies can be varied upon the suitable criteria, as seen in the present study that is 

based on the three linguistic dimensions. Moreover, the consideration of the 

translation with this discrete dimension is beneficial to the translation teaching in 

checking and marking the students’ works. The checking and marking the works or 

exam papers of the translation studies has been so far a problem for the translation 

teachers, the criteria are often subjective. To have the clear-cut and fair rubric in 

checking and marking, the teachers can apply the methods of exploring the translation 

studies in the three linguistic dimensions in this study, they can check and mark the 

students’ works in each linguistic dimension and they can allocate the points 

according to the complexity of the dimension (e.g. the direct-indirect speech acts and 

pragmatic structure should be have less points than the politeness strategies). 

As for language teaching, this study provides the students with evidences that 

the appropriate language usage can be varied upon the uses or the context of 

communication, the teachers should make the students realize this as Modehiran 

(2005: 180) stresses that “to be successful in learning a second or a foreign language, 

not only must learners of English struggle to acquire its vocabulary, and grammar, 

which are parts of their linguistic competence, but they also have to struggle even 

harder to learn how to use the language appropriately in contexts; that is acquire 

pragmatic competence, which is the knowledge of appropriate language use: what to 

say, when to say it, how to say it and to whom to say it”. The teachers can provide the 
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students with the examples from such empirical research in order to convince them 

that the effective communication results from using the language suitably in contexts; 

only one pattern of utterances cannot be used with all contexts. The teacher should 

teach them to determine various contexts, e.g. the different level of imposition of the 

speech acts, the different interpersonal and affective relations of the participants, and 

let them see the various utterances with different linguistic forms used in various 

contexts. The linguistic forms of directives, rejections, and inquiries in various 

contexts in this study can be used to be the examples and practices. The learning and 

teaching can be started from the simple dimensions and then gradually moved to more 

complicated dimension. The present study finds out that the dimension of politeness 

strategies is the most delicate dimension which requires to be selected more carefully 

than the dimensions of direct-indirect speech acts and pragmatic structures. 

   

7.3 The recommendations for further studies 

 The present study is useful for the linguistic study of translation. Other than its 

findings and results which bring about the empirical proofs of the hypotheses, as a 

result of being an empirical research, the research design and the methodology of it 

provide the examples of the research methods for the ensuing research. However, the 

body of knowledge never arrives at a complete ending. The present study is 

considered as one piece of jigsaw or one stepping-stone to the deeper insight; further 

studies should be encouraged to other related interesting aspects, as follows. 

The research design of the present study is based on the principle of context of 

culture; it is hypothesized that the more covert linguistic forms, which have higher 

degree of linguistic politeness, will be used in the translation from the English STs to 

the Thai TTs, because the SL is the low-context-culture language, while the TL is the 

high-context-culture language. It is interesting to do the further research with the 

same research design, but with other pairs of language, which are from the same kind 

of context culture, e.g. Thai-Japanese which are both from the high-context culture, 

but one language seems to be higher-context than the other. Such research should help 

confirm the importance of the context of culture in the translation. 

 To challenge the significance of the context of culture in the translation, the 

alternation of SL and TL is worth doing, the English language as the TL and the Thai 
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changed as the SL. It can be hypothesized with this alternation that the translation 

from Thai into English will be in the direction of being more overt, opposite to the 

translation from English into Thai, which is already proven in the present research 

that it is in the direction of being more covert. If the hypothesis is proven true, the 

importance of the context of culture in the translation will be more confirmed.  
 In addition, the present research is done on the translation of speech acts in 

dialogues, if the further research will be done on the translation of other text types, it 

may get the different results of the study. 

Interestingly, the analysis of the linguistic forms of the two languages in the 

present research is done with the translated texts for the Thai language. Confirmed by 

the findings in the study itself, the translated texts are made to be similar to the 

original texts as much as possible for the sake of the faithfulness to the STs. This 

reason makes the translated texts different from the non-translated texts. The 

translated texts do not reflect all characteristics of the language as the naturally 

written texts do, although the really salient characteristics are still shown in the 

translated texts. Thus, another recommendation is to do the same research as the 

present study with the non-translated Thai texts instead of the Thai-translated texts for 

the investigation of the differences of the two languages. 
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APPENDIX A  

THE DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES  

IN ENGLISH DIALOGUES AND THAI TRANSLATION 

IN BRIDGET JONES’S DIARY (1996) 

ไดอาร่ีของบริดเจ็ท โจนส์ (2001)  

D
at
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ee
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ct

 

Participants 

Interpersonal & 
affective 
relation 

between S & H 

Texts 

sp
ea

ke
rs

 

h
ea

re
rs

 

se
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ag
e 

S
ta

tu
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d
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ta
n

ce
 

Source texts Target texts 

1 In
q 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Hello, darling. I was just 
ringing to see what you 
wanted for Xmas. 

หวดัดีลกู ท่ีแมโ่ทรมาเพราะจะถามลกูว่า
อยากได้อะไรเป็นของขวญัคริสต์มาสต์น่ะ
จ้ะ 

2 In
q 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Would you like a surprise, 

darling? 

ลกูอยากได้ของขวญัอะไรท่ีน่าต่ืนเต้นบ้าง
ไหมจ๊ะ 

3 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

I wondered if you'd like a 
set of wheels for your 
suitcase. 

แมว่่าลกูน่าจะมท่ีีลากกระเป๋าแบบมีล้อ 

ไว้ส าหรับลากกระเป๋าเดินทางนะลกู 

4 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f But I haven't got a suitcase. แต่หนไูมม่ีกระเป๋าเดนิทางนะคะ 

5 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I've already got a bag. หนมูีถงุแล้วคะ่ 

6 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Oh, darling, you can't go 
around with that tatty green 
canvas thing. You look like 
some sort of Mary Poppins 
person who's fallen on hard 
times. 

โธ่ ลกูจ๋า ลกูจะไปไหนมาไหนโดยหิว้เจ้า
ถงุผ้าใบสีเขียวแบบนัน้ได้อย่างไรกนั ดู
แล้วเหมือนแมร่ี ป๊อบปินส์ตอนก าลงัตก
ยากเลย 

7 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Do you want it in navy on 

red or red on navy? 

ลกูอยากได้สีแดงขอบน า้เงิน หรือว่าสีน า้
เงินขอบแดงละ่ 

8 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I don't want an air-hostess 

bag. 
หนไูมย่ากได้กระเป๋าแบบแอร์โฮสเตส 

9 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Who's Julie Enderby? ใครกนัคะแม ่จลูี เอน็เดอร์บ ี

10 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I don't want a little bag with 

wheels on. 
หนไูมต้่องการกระเป๋าใบเลก็มีล้อค่ะ 

11 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Is there anything you'd like 

for Christmas? 

แมล่ะ่คะ อยากได้อะไรเป็นของขวญั
คริสต์มาส 
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12 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Now, darling, you will be 
coming to Geoffrey and 
Una's New Year's Day 
Turkey Curry Buffet this 
year, won't you? 

เออน่ีลกูจ๋า...วนัปีใหมท่ี่จะถึงนี ้ลกูจะมา
กินกะหร่ีไก่งวงท่ีบ้านลงุเจฟฟรีย์กบัป้าอู
นาใช่ไหมจ๊ะ 

13 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Ah. Actually, I…think I might 
have to work on New Year's 
Day.' 

อ่า...จริงๆแล้ว...หน.ู..หนคูิดว่าช่วงวนัปี
ใหม ่หนคูงต้องไปท างานค่ะ 

14 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Mum, I've told you. I don't 

need to be fixed up with.. 

แมค่ะ หนบูอกแมแ่ล้วไงว่าไมจ่ าเป็นต้อง
มาจบัคู่หนกูบั... 

15 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Now come along, darling. 
Una and Geoffrey have 
been holding the New Year 
Buffet since you were 
running round the lawn with 
no clothes on! Of course 
you're going to come. 

เอาน่า มาเถอะลกูจา๋ ป้าอนูากบัลงุเจฟ
ฟรีย์จดังานเลีย้งปีใหมม่าตัง้แตล่กูยงัแก้
ผ้าเลน่อยู่ในสนามเลยนะ! ลกูต้องมาให้
ได้  

16 in
q 

G
eo

ffr
e

y 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Which junction did you 

come off at? 
หนเูลีย้วตรงแยกไหนละ่ 

17 di
r 

G
eo

ffr
e

y 

U
na

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come on, let's get you a 
drink.  

มา มา หาอะไรให้เธอด่ืมหน่อย 

18 in
q 

G
eo

ffr
e

y 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f How's your love-life, 

anyway? 
แล้วชีวิตรักของหนเูป็นไงมัง่ละ่  

19 di
r 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

You career girls! I don't 
know! Can't put it off for 
ever, you know. Tick-tock-
tick-tock. 

พวกผู้หญิงบ้างานอย่างหนน่ีูจริงๆเลย! ป้า
ไมรู้่จะท าอย่างไรแล้ว! หนจูะเลือ่นไป
เร่ือยๆไมไ่ด้นะ เวลาใกล้จะหมดแล้วรู้ไหม 
ติ๊ก ต่อก ติ๊ก ตอ่ก 

20 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 d
ad

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Your mother has the entire 
Northamptonshire 
constabulary poised to 
comb the county with 
toothbrushes for your 
dismembered remains. 
Come and demonstrate 
your presence so I can start 
enjoying myself. 

แมเ่ค้าพาคนทัง้นอร์ธแฮมตนัไชร์มาชมุนมุ
ทีน่ีเพ่ือรอดลูกู ไปโชว์ตวัให้พวกแมเ่ขาเห็น
เสียทีส ิมวัแต่รอลกูอยูน่ัน่แหละ ไมเ่ป็นอนั
เร่ิมท าอะไรกนัเสยีที ลกูมาถึงก็ดีแล้ว พ่อ
จะได้ไปสนกุของพ่อบ้าง 

21 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f How's the be-wheeled 

suitcase? 
กระเป๋ามีล้อลากเป็นอย่างไร ใช้ดีไหม 

22 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Big beyond all sense.  ใบใหญ่ไปหน่อยนะคะ 

23 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f How are the ear-hair 

clippers? 
แล้วกรรไกรตดัขนหลูะ่คะ ใช้ดีไหมคะพ่อ 

24 di
r 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Come along and meet 

Mark. 
มามะ ป้าจะพาหนไูปเจอมาร์ค 

25 re
j 

M
ar

k 

U
na

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

Not at all. ไมห่รอกครับ 

 
26 in

q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 

un
f I. Um. Are you reading any, 

ah ... Have you read any 
good books lately? 

ผม--เอ ่อ--คณุได้อา่น--อ้า--หนงัสือดีๆเลม่
ลา่สดุที่คณุได้อ่านคือเร่ืองอะไรครับ 
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27 in

q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 

un
f 

I read that when it first 
came out. Didn't you find 
there was rather a lot of 
special pleading?' 

ผมอ่านเลม่นีต้ัง้แตท่ี่มนัออกใหม่ๆ เลย คณุ
ว่าไหม มนัมีข้อถกเถียงโต้แย้งอยู่เต็มไป
หมด 

 
28 re

j 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 

un
f 

Oh, well, not too much... อ่า คงมีไมแ่ยะนกัหรอกค่ะ... 

29 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 

un
f Have you been staying with 

your parents over New 
Year? 

ช่วงปีใหมน่ี่ คณุอยู่ท่ีบ้านพ่อแมห่รือคะ 

30 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 

un
f 

You too? คณุก็เหมือนกนัหรือ 

31 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 

un
f Maybe you should get 

something to eat. 
ผมว่าคณุควรจะหาอะไรกินนะ 

32 di
r 

U
na

 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Mark, you must take 
Bridget's telephone number 
before you go, then you can 
get in touch when you're in 
London. 

มาร์ค ก่อนกลบัเธอต้องขอเบอร์โทรศพัท์
ของบริดเจท็ไว้นะ พอเธอเข้าลอนดอนจะ
ได้โทรหากนัได้ไง 

33 re
j 

M
ar

k 

U
na

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f I'm sure Bridget's life in 

London is quite full enough 
already, Mrs Alconbury. 

ผมว่าชีวติประวนัของบริดเจท็ในลอนดอน
คงยุ่งจนไมม่ีเวลาให้ใครแล้วละ่ครับป้า 

34 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 

un
f Thank you, that's very kind. 

But I shall be taking one of 
my trains in the morning. 

ขอบคณุค่ะ คณุมีน า้ใจมาก แตฉ่นัก็มี
รถไฟประจ าต าแหน่งขบวนหนึ่งและจะนัง่
มนักลบัในตอนเช้า 

35 in
q 

S
ha

ro
n 

A
le

x 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is this your new girlfriend? แฟนใหมเ่ธอหรือ 

36 re
j 

A
le

x 

S
ha

ro
n 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Well. Huh. You know, she 
thinks she is, but we're not 
going out, we're just 
sleeping together.  

ก็...อ้า...คือ เธอคิดว่าเธอเป็นแฟนผม แต่
เราไมไ่ด้เดทกนั แค่นอนด้วยกนัเฉยๆ ผม
ว่าจะบอกเลกิกบัเธอ แต่ก็... 

37 in
q 

Ju
de

 

S
ha

ro
n

, 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Yes, but does that mean I 
should call him or not? 

ใช ่แต่ฉนัควรโทรหาเขาไหม 

38 di
r 

P
er

pe
tu

a 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Do let me know when 
you've finished reading, 
won't you? 

อ่านจบเมื่อไหร่ก็บอกฉนันะ 

39 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f 

Mark Darcy? But isn't he 
that famous lawyer - the 
human-rights guy? 

มาร์ค ดาร์ซี เหรอ  ใช่คนท่ีเป็นทนายดงั 
เก่งเร่ืองสทิธิมนษุยชนหรือเปลา่ 

40 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f I don't think you'll be 

needing that taxi, Jones. 
โจนส์ ผมว่าคณุไมต้่องเรียกแท๊กซ่ีหรอก 

41 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

This is just a bit of fun, OK? 
I don't think we should start 
getting involved. 

เราแคส่นกุกนันะ ตกลงไหม ผมว่าเราอย่า
เพิ่งเร่ิมความสมัพนัธ์จริงจงัเลย 

42 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Mother, Tom has known he 
was a homosexual since he 
was ten. 

แมค่ะ ทอมรู้ตวัว่าเขาเป็นพวกรักร่วมเพศ
ตัง้แตส่บิขวบ 

43 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Have you noticed anything 

odd about your mother? 
ลกูสงัเกตไหมว่าแมเ่ค้าแปลกไป 

44 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f You mean apart from being 

bright orange? 

พ่อหมายถึงเสือ้ผ้าสส้ีมแปร๊ดที่แมใ่สห่รือ
คะ 
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45 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 d
ad

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Oh no, that was just the 
Vicar's new vestments 
which set her off this 
morning. They were a little 
on the frou-frou side, to tell 
the truth.  

อ๋อ ไมห่รอก แมเ่ขาระแวง เพราะเสือ้คลมุ
ตวัใหมท่ี่บาทหลวงใสเ่มื่อเช้านีก้ระมงั ชดุ
มนัดกูรุยกรายไปหน่อย 

46 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 d
ad

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f 

I can't say I did, to be 
honest, other than seeming 
very sort of blooming and 
confident. 

ไมรู้่สคิะ เท่าท่ีเหน็ แมด่เูริงร่าและมัน่ใจ
ยิ่งขึน้ 

47 in
q 

W
on

ey
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why aren't you married yet, 
Bridget? 

บริดเจ็ทท าไมเธอยงัไมแ่ต่งงานละ่ 

48 di
r 

C
os

m
o 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You really ought to hurry up 
and get sprogged up, you 
know, old girl. 

เธอรีบๆแต่งงานได้แล้วนะ แมส่าวแก่ 

49 di
r 

W
on

ey
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Ooh. Tell us more. เหรอ เลา่ให้ฟังหน่อยส ิ

50 in
q 

C
os

m
o 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So who is it, then? แล้วเขาเป็นใครละ่ 

51 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's none of your business. ไมใ่ช่เร่ืองของพวกเธอ 

52 in
q 

M
ag

da
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Will you be OK, hon? เธอคงไมเ่ป็นไรนะจ๊ะท่ีรัก 

53 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

Je
re

m
y

's
 b

ro
 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f Actually, I'm going on to a 

nightclub. 
ฉนัจะไปนต์คลบัต่อ 

54 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Couldn't we all talk this 
through together over 
lunch? 

ไว้คยุกนัตอนทานข้าวเท่ียงดีกว่า 

55 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f And what, Dad? และอะไรคะพ่อ 

56 in
q 

V
an

es
s

a 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Who are they from? ใครสง่มาเหรอ 

57 in
q 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f How many did you get? เธอได้ดอกไม้ก่ีชอ่ละ่ 

58 di
r 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f Come on!  บอกมาส!ิ  

59 in
q 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f How many? ก่ีช่อ 

60 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

V
an

es
s

a ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Shall we open it? งัน้แกะดกูนัเลยดีมัย้ 

61 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

V
an

es
s

a ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Go on. แกะเลย 

62 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f No. There is no one else. เปลา่จ้ะ ไมม่ีใคร 

63 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f So why are you being so 

mean to Dad? 
แล้วท าไมแมถ่ึงใจร้ายกบัพ่อนกัละ่คะ 

64 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Jamie and I are your 

children too. 
พ่ีเจมีกบัหนก็ูเป้นลกูแมเ่หมือนกนันะคะ 
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65 in
q 

Ja
m

ie
 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Get any Valentines this 

year, did you? 
ช่วงวาเลนไทน์มีเดทกบัเขาบ้างรึเปลา่ฮ ึ

66 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Have you heard about this, 

Bridget? 
บริทเจ็ท คณุได้ยินเร่ืองนีบ้้างไหม 

67 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Marry me. แต่งงานกบัผมเถอะ 

68 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Don't you think you should 

get dressed, darling? 
ลกูน่าจะแต่งตวับ้างนะ 

69 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What about Julio? แล้วจลูโิอละ่คะแม ่

70 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Just because I'm "friends" 
with Julio doesn't mean I 
can't have other "friends". 

แมก่บัจลูดิอเป็นแค่ 'เพ่ือน' กนั ไมไ่ด้
แปลว่าแมจ่ะม ี'เพ่ือน' อ่ืนอีกไมไ่ด้ 

71 di
r 

S
ha

ro
n 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Call me if he doesn't ask. ถ้าเขาไมช่วนก้โทรมาละกนั 

72 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

S
ha

ro
n 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What time are we meeting 
tomorrow? 

พรุ่งนีเ้จอกนัก่ีโมง 

73 in
q 

S
ar

ah
 

M
ag

da
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How did he do in his 
AGPAR?' 

เขาได้คะแนนเอจีพีเออาร์เท่าไร 

74 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Why? What? หา 

75 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f What's the matter? เป็นอะไรไปเหรอ 

76 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f A ladder, Bridge? บนัไดเหรอบริดเจท็ 

77 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f What sort of ladder? บนัไดอะไร 

78 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Shut up. หบุปากเถอะ 

79 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

It's all chop-change chop-
change with you. Either go 
out with me and treat me 
nicely, or leave me alone. 
As I say, I am not interested 
in fuckwittage. 

คณุน่ะขึน้ๆลงๆอยูต่ลอด ถ้าไมเ่ดทกบัฉนั
แล้วท าตวัดีๆ ก็อย่ามายุ่งกบัฉนั เพราะฉนั
ไมส่นใจผู้ชายขีเ้อา 

80 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

It is your birthday ffid you 
should invite exactly and 
only who you want. 

น่ีมนัวนัเกิดเธอนะ เธอควรเชญิเฉพสะคน
ท่ีเธอต้องการ 

81 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And Jerome? แล้วเจโรมละ่ 

82 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรนะ 

83 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And Jerome? เจโรมละ่ 

84 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? อะไรคะ 
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85 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Bridget. Turn your television 

set to BBC1. 
บริดเจ็ท เปิดทีวีดชู่องบีบีซี 1 

86 in
q 

S
im

on
 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f Did you want something, 

Bridget? 
มีอะไรเหรอบริดเจท็ 

87 in
q 

S
im

on
 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Yeees? ว่าไงเหรอ 

88 in
q 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f I'm sorry? อะไรนะ 

89 in
q 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f So? แล้วไง 

90 re
j 

M
ar

k 

N
at

as
h

a cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's not a level, it's a 
perfectly good point. 

มนัไมใ่ช่ระดบั มนัเป็นประเด็นท่ีดีต่างหาก 

91 re
j 

N
at

as
h

a 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. No. I'm sorry, you're 
deliberately being obtuse, 

ไม ่ไมใ่ช่ค่ะ ขอโทษนะคะ คณุเถียงข้างๆ
คูๆ น่ี 

92 re
j 

N
at

as
ha

 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I'm not talking about a 
ventilating | 
dccoastructtonalistic 
freshness of vision. I'm 
talking about | the ultimate 
vandaiizatUm of the cultural 
framework,' 

ฉนัไมไ่ด้หมายถึงการสร้างวิสยัทศัน์ใหม่ 
แต่เป็นเร่ืองการท าลายล้าง ขัน้ร้ายแรง
ของโครงสร้างทางวฒันธรรมต่างหาก 

93 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

N
at

as
h

a ss
 

ea
 

lh
 

un
f I wasn't, I just really like 

Blind Date, 

ฉนัไมไ่ด้หมายความไปถึงขัน้นัน้ ฉนัแค่
ชอบ 'ไบลนดื เดท' 

94 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

No thank you, I have found 
inner poise and given up 
smoking, 

ไมค่่ะ ขอบคณุ ฉค้ันพบรัศมีแห่งความสง่า 
เลยเลกิสบู 

95 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Have you been at the 

party? I didn't see you. 
คณุมานานหรือยงัคะ ฉนัไมเ่หน็คณุเลย 

96 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f How do you know 

MarkDarcy? 
คณุรู้จกัมาร์ค ดาร์ซี ด้วยเหรอคะ 

97 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Bloody old woman. How do 

you know him? 
แล้วคณุละ่ ยายแก่ ไปรู้จกัเขาได้อย่างไร 

98 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Come on, Bridge. ไปน่าบริดจ์ 

99 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I need to have a serious 
discussion about your 
blouse.  

ผมอยากคยุเร่ืองเสือ้ของคณุอย่างจริงจงั  

100 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f I've got to meet someone. ฉนัมีนดั 

101 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come on, Bridge. ไมเ่อาน่า บริดจ์ 

102 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f No. ไม่ 

103 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you in love? เธอก าลงัมีความรักเหรอ 

104 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'm fine. สบายดีน่ี 
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105 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's the matter? ท าไมเหรอ 

106 re
j 

Ju
de

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Nothing. No, I just thought.. 
. 

ไมม่ีอะไรจ้ะ ฉนันึกว่า... 

107 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? What?' อะไร อะไร 

108 di
r 

S
im

on
 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f Bridgiiiiiiiit! Have you got a 

fag? 
บริดเจ็ท! มีบหุร่ีไหม 

109 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

S
im

on
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

No, I've given up. ไมม่ ีฉนัเลกิแล้ว 

110 re
j 

S
im

on
 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f Oh, nothing, nothing. Just a 

bit... drawn. 

เอ้อ ไมม่ีอะไร ไม่มีอะไร แค่หยอ่นไปนิด
หน่อย 

111 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you all right? เป็นไงบ้าง 

112 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why? ท าไมเหรอ 

113 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, I was fine.  ไมเ่ป็นไร สบายดี 

114 in
q 

M
ag

da
 

Je
ra

m
y 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Jerrers, you fucking 
adulterous bastard! How do 
you open the bonnet on the 
Saab! 

เจรา! แก ไอ้เฒ่า ริคบชู้ ! บอกมาว่าจะเปิด
ฝากระโปรงรถซาบได้ยงัไงวะ 

115 di
r 

M
ag

da
 

Je
ra

m
y 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Just tell me how to open the 
fucking bonnet' 

บอกมาสวิ่าจะเปิดกระโปรงรถได้ไง 

116 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

What is it? ท าไมคะ 

117 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Go away, Daniel. ไปให้พ้น แดเนียล 

118 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. Lemme explain. เดี๋ยว ให้ผมอธิบายหน่อย 

119 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f No. ไม่ 

120 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Go away. You're drunk. ไปได้แล้ว คณุเมา 

121 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What? อะไรคะ 

122 in
q 

th
e 

ch
em

is
t 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

You want a pregnancy test? คณุจะซือ้แท่งตรวจครรภ์เรอะ 

123 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

th
e 

ch
em

is
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Shhh. จุ๊ๆ 

124 in
q 

th
e 

ch
em

is
t 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

How late's your period? ประจ าเดือนขาดไปก่ีวนัแล้วครับ 

125 di
r 

th
e 

ch
em

is
t 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

You'd be better with the 
blue one. It tells you if 
you're pregnant on the first 
day after your period is due. 

คณุใช้อนัสีน า้เงินดีกวา่ มนัจะบอกว่าคณุ
ท้องหรือเปลา่ ตัง้แต่วนัแรกท่ีถึงก าหนด
ประจ าเดือนต้องมา 
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126 in
q 

S
ha

ro
n 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What? Bridget? I can't hear. 
Are you in trouble with the 
police? 

อะไรนะ บริดเจท็ ฉนัไมไ่ด้ยิน เธอโดน
ต ารวจจบัเหรอ 

127 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

S
ha

ro
n 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, ... The blue line in the 
pregnancy test. 

เปลา่...เส้นสนี า้เงินในแท่งตัง้ครรภ์ 

128 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Had a good week? เป็นไงบ้าง 

129 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No! After you!' ไมเ่อา! คณุอาบก่อนเลย 

130 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f No, no, no! After you!' ไม!่ ไม!่ ไม่! คณุก่อน 

131 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Really! I insist.' จริงๆ ผมให้คณุอาบก่อน 

132 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

No, no, I won't hear of it. Let 
me find you a guest towel 
and some miniature 
seashell-shaped soaps. 

ไม ่ไม ่ฉนัจะหาผ้าเช็ดตวัและสบูก้่อนจิว๋
รูปหอยให้คณุ 

133 di
r 

S
ha

ro
n 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Pass me one of those mini-
pizzas, will you? 

สง่พิซซ่าจิว๋มาอนัส ิ

134 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What is it? มีอะไร 

135 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Can I come up? ให้ผมขึน้ไปได้ไหม 

136 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 

fr
ie

nd
s 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

How far are you going? จะไปไหนกนัครับ 

137 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh, hello, darling, guess 

what? 
หวดัดีจ้ะลกู ทายสวิา่แมโ่ทรมาท าไม 

138 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? หา 

139 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Mum. Ican't really talk, I'm 

expecting… 
แมค่ะ ตอนนีห้นไูมส่ะดวกคยุ หนรูอ... 

140 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Now come along, Bridget I 
don't want any silliness. 

ไมเ่อาน่า บริดเจท็ อย่าหลบแมดี่กว่า 

141 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

But I don't want to come out 
in shocking pinks and bottle 
greens 

แต่หนไูมอ่ยากมผีมสีชอกกิง้ พิงค์และ
เขียวเข้ม 

142 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Mum, I'm not going to Color 

Me Beautiful. 
แมค่ะ หนไูมไ่ปคลัเลอร์ มี บวิตี ้ฟลูหรอก 

143 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Bridget, I'm not listening to 

any more of this.  
บริดเจ็ท แมไ่มฟั่งลกูแล้วนะ 

144 di
r 

M
ag

da
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You should make the most 
of being single while it lasts, 
Bridge. 

เธอควรใช้ชีวิตโสดให้คุ้มนะบริดจ์ 

145 di
r 

M
ag

da
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Don't suppose you fancy 
coming shopping tomorrow 
morning, do you? 

พรุ่งนีเ้ช้าเธอจะไปชอปปิง้กบัฉนัไหม 

146 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ag

da
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Er. Well, I've got to go to 
work. 

เอ่อ ฉนัต้องไปท างาน 
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147 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ag

da
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You could seize power. เธอน่าจะยดึอ านาจคืน ปฏิวตัิเลย 

148 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ag

da
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f  Go back to work. กลบัไปท างาน  

149 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ag

da
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Take a lover.  หาแฟนใหม ่

150 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ag

da
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Bring Jeremy up short. ทิง้เจรามีซะ 

151 re
j 

M
ag

da
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Not with two children under 
three. 

ไมไ่ด้หรอก ฉนัมีลกูตัง้สองคนอายยุงัไมถ่ึง
สามขวบ 

152 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? หา 

153 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Mother. If you're coming 
round to my flat with a 
television crew, I won't be in 
it. 

แมค่ะ ถ้าแมก่บัทีมงานจะมาท่ีแฟลต หนู
จะไมอ่ยู่ท่ีนัน่แน่ 

154 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh, but you must. ไมไ่ด้ ต้องอยู่นะ 

155 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f No. ไมค่่ะ 

156 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Why, anyway? What? มาท าไมคะ อะไรกนัคะ 

157 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I’m not pre-menopausal, 

Mother! 

หนไูมใ่ข่ผู้หญิงท่ีก าลงัจะหมดประจ าเดือน
นะแม ่

158 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

And I'm not Suddenly 
Single either. I'm suddenly 
part of a couple.' 

และหนก็ูไมไ่ด้โสดด้วย หนมูีแฟนแล้ว 

159 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh, don't be silly, darling. น่ีอย่ามาหลอกแมห่น่อยเลย 

160 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Who? ใครจ๊ะ 

161 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Never you mind. แมอ่ย่ารู้เลยคะ่ 

162 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh, please, darling. I've told 

them I've found someone. 

ช่วยแมห่น่อยนะลกู แมบ่อกเขาไปแล้ววา่
มีคนให้สมัภาษณ์แล้ว 

163 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f No. ไมค่่ะ 

164 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Oh, pleeeeeease. I've never 
had a career all my life and 
now I'm in the autumn of my 
days and I need something 
for myself, 

น่า นะ ตลอดชีวติแมไ่มเ่คยมีงานท าเลย 
ตอนนีแ้มม่ีความสขุกบังาน แมอ่ยากท า
อะไรเพ่ือตวัเองบ้าง 

165 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Oh, please, Bridget. 
Remember, I gave you the 
gift of life.  

ได้โปรดช่วยแมเ่ถอะ บริดเจท็ แมเ่ป็นคน
ให้ชีวิตลกูนะ  

166 in
q 

W
ic

ks
y 

D
an

ie
l 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Daniel, have you met 
Vanessa? 

ดาเนียล นายพบวาเนซซาแล้วหรือยงั 
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167 in
q 

R
eb

ec
c

a 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How's Magda? แมกดาเป็นไงบ้าง 

168 in
q 

R
eb

ec
c

a 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f She's incredibly attractive, 
isn't she? 

แมกดาดดีูเหลอืเชื่อเลยว่าไหม 

169 in
q 

S
ha

ro
n 

R
eb

ec
c

a ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How's your diet going, 
Rebecca? 

รีเบคกา เธอลดน า้หนกัไปถึงไหนแล้วละ่ 

170 in
q 

Ju
de

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you all right, Bridge? เป็นอะไรหรือเปลา่ บริดเจท็ 

171 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Fn. ด ิหน ิ

172 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

S
im

an
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How old is she? เธออายเุท่าไหร่ 

173 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไร 

174 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรเหรอ 

175 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I look really old for my age, 
don't I? 

ฉนัดแูก่กว่าวยัเยอะเลยใช่ไหม 

176 re
j 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No, you look like a five-
year-old in your mother's 
makeup. 

ไมใ่ช่อย่างนัน้ เธอดเูหมือนเดก็ 5 ขวบท่ี
เอาเคร่ืองส าอางของแมม่าละเลงหน้า
ต่างหาก  

177 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Look. เอ้า ดซูะ 

178 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's going on? เกิดอะไรขึน้น่ะ 

179 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Who? ใครคะแม ่

180 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? หา 

181 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Don't say "what", Bridget, 

say "pardon".  

บริดเจ็ท อย่าพดูว่า 'หา' สจ๊ิะ ลกูควรพดู
ว่า 'อะไรนะคะ' 

182 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Why don't you book 
somewhere for next 
weekend? Nice country 
house hotel. ' 

คณุจองเลย ไปอาทิตย์หน้าก็ได้ โรงแรม
คนัทร่ี เฮาส์ดีๆ หรือที่ไหนก็ได้ ผมจ่ายเอง 

183 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f So who are the Bosnian 

Serbs?' 
แล้วชาวบอสเนียขเซิร์บละ่ ใครกนั 

184 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Well, if you spent a bit less 
time reading brochures and 
more time reading the 
papers you might know, 

ถ้าคณุใช้เวลาอ่านแผ่นพบัน้อยลง อ่าน
หนงัสอืพิมพ์ให้มากขึน้ คณุก็จะรู้เองแหละ 

185 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f So what is going on? เอาละ่ ถ้าอยา่งนัน้เกิดอะไรขึน้ที่บอสเนีย 

186 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f God, look at that 
bridesmaid's tits. 

โห ดหูวันมเพ่ือนเจ้าสาวส ิ

187 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f And who arc the Bosnian 

Muslims? 
และชาวบอสเนีย-มสุลมิคือใคร 
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188 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I cannot believe the size of 
that man's lapels. 

ผมไมอ่ยากจะเช่ือเลยว่าคอเสือ้ขงไอ้หมอ
นัน่แบะกว้างได้ขนาดนัน้ 

189 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

Are the Bosnian Serbs the 
same lot who were 
attacking Sarajevo? 

แล้วชาวบอสเนียข-เซิร์บน่ะ ชดุเดียวกบัท่ี
โจมตีซาราเจโวหรือเปลา่ 

190 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Whose territory is 

Srebrenica in, then? 
แล้วซรีบรินิก้าอยู่ในดนิแดนของใคร 

191 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

So how come the people 
from the safe area were 
attacking before?' 

ดินแดนท่ีปลอดภยัท าไมเคยถกูโจมตี 

192 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Shut up. เงียบเถอะ 

193 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

Just tell me if the Bosnians 
in Srebrenica are the same 
lot as the ones in Sarajevo. 

บอกมาสวิ่าชาวบอสเนียในซรีบรินิก้าเป็น
พวกเดียวกบัพวกท่ีอยู่ในซาราเจโว 

194 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Muslims. พวกมสุลมิต่างหาก 

195 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Serbian or Bosnian? ชาวเซอร์เบียหรือชาวบอสเนียละ่ 

196 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Look, will you shut up? เงียบซะทีได้ไหม 

197 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I do. รู้ 

198 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f You don't. คณุไมรู้่ 

199 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f So you do think I'm fat. คณุคิดวา่ฉนัอ้วนเหรอ 

200 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

OK, this is it It's very simple. 
All you do is not eat any 
food which you have to pay 
for.  

เอ่าะ ฟังนะ ง่ายมากเลย ช่วงแรกของการ
ลดน า้หนกั ห้ามกินอะไรก็ตามทค่ณุต้อง
จ่ายเงนิซือ้เอง 

201 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Oh, don't be like that, 
Bridge, 

อย่ายวัะไปเลยน่าบริดจ์  

202 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I'll just take the phone in the 

other room. Hang on. 

รอประเด๋ียวนะคะ หนจูะย้ายโทรศพัท์ไป
ห้องอ่ืน 

203 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f So what do you think, 

darling?' 
ลกูคดิว่าไงจ๊ะ 

204 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Um, I don't know. I was 
bringing the phone into the 
other room like 1 said, 

อึม่ม...ไมรู้่ค่ะ หนบูอกแมแ่ล้วไงคะวา่ขอ
ย้ายโทรศพัท์มาอีกห้อง 

205 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Ah. So you didn't hear 

anything? 
อ้าว งัน้ลกูก็ไมไ่ด้ยนิที่แมเ่ลา่เลยหรือ 

206 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? อะไรคะแม ่

207 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Don't you think that's fun! 

Tarts and Vicars! Imagine! 

ลองคดิดซูจ๊ิะ ว่าจะสนกุขนาดไหน ทาร์ทส์
แอนด์วิการ์ส์! นึกภาพดสูลิกู! 
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208 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Anyway, we thought it 
would be super if you and 
Daniel could come. We're 
all dying to meet him. 

เอาละ่ พวกเราว่าคงจะดีแน่ ถ้าลกูและ
ดาเนียลจะมางาน พวกเราอยากเจอเขา
จะแยแ่ล้ว  

209 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I don't think it's really 

Daniel's- 
หนคูิดว่าดาเนียลคงไม.่.. 

210 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's going on? เกิดอะไรขึน้น่ะ 

211 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who are you talking to? คยุกบัใครอยู ่

212 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Give it to me! สง่มาน่ี 

213 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

What can we do for you? มีธุระอะไรกบัเราหรือครับ 

214 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f A firm hand, that's all it 
needs. 

ตดับทหน่อยส ิแค่นีเ้อง 

215 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Right, that's it.  พอแล้ว  

216 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Hey, don't be like that, 
Bridge. 

โธ่ อย่างอนส ิบริดจ์ 

217 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You just need to learn how 
to interpret dreams.' 

คณุต้องหดัแปลความหมายของความฝัน
นะ 

218 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What's the dream telling 

me, then? 
ฝันนีบ้อกอะไรฉนัละ่ 

219 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Not exactly. ไมใ่ช่อย่างนัน้ 

220 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What, then? งัน้อะไรละ่ 

221 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What? หา 

222 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Which is what? แล้วเป้าหมายหลกัในชีวิตฉนัคืออะไร 

223 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

I thought you needed to 
wake up because we're 
supposed to be there at 
two-thirty. 

ต่ืนได้แล้วค่ะ บา่ยสองคร่ึงเราต้องไปถึงท่ี
นัน่ 

224 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where? ท่ีไหนเหรอ 

225 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Oh God, love. Listen, I've 
just realized, I've got so 
much work to do this 
weekend. I'm really going to 
have to stay at home and 
get down to it.' 

โอ๊ย ท่ีรักจ๋า ผมเพิ่งรู้ว่ามีงานต้องท าช่วง
วนัหยดุน่ีเยอะมาก ผมคงต้องอยู่บ้านแล้ว
ละ่ 

226 in
q 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

We're all looking forward to 
meeting your new 
boyfriend. Where is he? 

เรารอพบแฟนใหมห่นอูยู่นะ เขาอยู่ไหนละ่
จ๊ะ 

227 di
r 

U
na

 

G
eo

ffr
e

y cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Geoffrey! Go-and-see-to-
the-barbecue.  

เจฟฟรีย์ ไปได้แล้ว-และ-ด-ูบาร์บีคิวด้วย 
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228 in
q 

N
at

as
h

a 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 

un
f Have you come from 

another party? 
ไปงานอ่ืนมาเหรอคะ 

229 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

N
at

as
h

a ss
 

ea
 

lh
 

un
f Actually, I'm just on my way 

to work. 
ฉนัก าลงัจะไปท างานคะ่ 

230 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

Ju
lio

 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Can't stop. อย่าหยดุ  

231 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

Ju
lio

 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Shooting. ถ่ายตอ่เลยคะ่ 

232 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Daniel Cleaver? ดาเนียล คลีเวอร์ 

233 in
q 

U
na

 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Is he a friend of yours, 

Mark? 
เขาเป็นเพ่ือนเธอหรือมาร์ค 

234 re
j 

M
ar

k 

U
na

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

Absolutely not. ผมไมม่ีทางคบเป็นเพ่ือนแน่ๆฮะ 

235 re
j 

M
ar

k 

U
na

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f I think I could say again, 

with total confidence, 
absolutely not. 

ผมมัน่ใจว่าเขาไมดี่พอ 

236 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f What? หา 

237 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

I was just trying to figure out 
what you mean. Have I…? 
Are you suggesting that I 
am jealous of Daniel 
Cleaver? Over you? 

คณุหมายความว่าอะไร หาว่าผม...คณุ
ก าลงับอกวา่ ผมหงึคณุกบัดาเนียลน่ะหรือ 

238 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f No, not over me. ไมใ่ช่หงึฉนั 

239 di
r 

N
at

as
ha

 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Mark, darling. Come and tell 
your mother about the 
dining furniture we saw in 
Conran. 

มาร์คขา มาเลา่ให้แมค่ณุฟังเร่ืองโต๊ะกิน
ข้าวท่ีเราเหน็ที่คอนแรนหน่าอยสคิะ 

240 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Just take care of yourself. ดแูลตวัเองดีๆนะ 

241 di
r 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f You career girls! Can't put it 
off forever you know. 

หนนู่ะ พวกสาวท างาน! จะเลื่อนไปตลอด
ไมไ่ด้นะ รู้ไหม 

242 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Let me in.  ให้ฉนัเข้าไปหน่อย 

243 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I told you, I'm on the phone. ผมบอกแล้วไงว่าติดสายอยู ่

244 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Let me in.  ให้ฉนัเข้าไปหน่อย 

245 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Press the buzzer, Daniel. กดเปิด ดาเนียล 

246 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What have you got on? นัน่คณุใสช่ดุอะไรน่ะ 

247 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you all right? คณุเป็นอะไรหรือเปลา่ 

248 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you doing? คณุท าอะไรน่ะ 
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249 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

Nothing, nothing. Just 
thought I might have left a 
skirt of mine behind the 
sofa, 

เปลา่ค่ะ เปลา่ สงสยัฉนัจะทิง้กระโปรงไว้
หลงัโซฟา 

250 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you doing? ท าอะไรของคณุน่ะ 

251 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Bridge…What are you 
doing in here? 

บริดจ์...เข้ามาท าอะไรในนี ้

252 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Mmmm, you've still got the 
bunny girl outfit on 
underneath, haven't you? 

อืม้...ยงัใสช่ดุนางกระตา่ยไว้ข้างในใช่ไหม 

253 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Ooh yes, better make that 

cuppa. 
อ๋อ ใช ่ไปชงชากนัเถอะ 

254 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f After you. คณุออกไปก่อน 

255 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's the matter with you? เป็นอะไรไปน่ะ 

256 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f No-thing. เปลา่น่ี 

257 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you sure everything's 
all right. Bridge? 

บริดจ์ แน่ใจนะว่าไมเ่ป็นอะไร 

258 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Why? ท าไมหรือ 

259 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I just wondered if there was 
an explanation, that's all. 

ผมว่าคณุคงอธิบายได้นะ ว่าเพราะอะไร 

260 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f For God's sake, will you sit 
still for two minutes! 

โอ๊ย จะบ้าตาย อยู่เฉๆยสกัสองนาทีได้ไหม 

261 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Now come along, darling. 

Brace up.  
เอาละ่ ลกู ฮดึหน่อย  

262 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Back to sleep. กลบัไปนอนต่อ  

263 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Go into work looking drop-
dead gorgeous.  

ไปท างาน ท าตวัให้สวยป๊ิง  

264 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Are you all right, Mum? แล้วแมล่ะ่คะ เป็นอย่างไรบ้าง 

265 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Don't be silly, darling. อย่าคดิมากไปเลยลกู 

266 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f But will you think who might 

have a number for Lisa?  

แต่ลกูอยา่ลืมนกึให้ออกนะว่าใครมีเบอร์ลิ
ซา  

267 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Let me give you my direct 

line, darling.  
เดี๋ยวแมใ่ห้เบอร์ตรงของแมไ่ว้  

268 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f And let's have no more of 

this silly whining. 
สว่นลกูเลกิคร ่าครวญเร่ืองง่ีเง่าได้แล้ว 

269 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Give him hell, baby. จดัการให้สาสมเลย 
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270 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Prepare to hand in your 
notice, kid. Yes, darling … . 
I'm going to get you a job in 
television. 

เตรียมใบลาออกไว้เถอะ แมจ่ะหางานทีวี
ให้ท า 

271 di
r 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Darling, please, we realty 
need to talk. 

ท่ีรัก ได้โปรดเถอะ เราต้องคยุกนันะ 

272 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what did you do? แล้วเธอท าไงต่อ 

273 in
q 

S
ha

ro
n 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Why didn't he turn up? I 
hope the sadistic worm had 
a decent excuse, 

ท าไมมนัไมย่อมไปตามนดั ไอ้เวรนัน่มนัคง
มีข้อแก้ตวันะ 

274 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have you got a commitment 
problem? 

เธอมีปัญหาเร่ืองการผกูมดัด้วยหรือ 

275 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Where do you keep your 

soup ladles? 
ลกูเก็บทพัพีตกัซุปไว้ไหนน่ะ 

276 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Now-Have a look through 
these bags while I heat up 
the soup.' 

ระหว่างแมอุ่น่ซุป ลกูก็ไปดถูงุพวกนัน้สจ๊ิะ
ว่าแมเ่อาอะไรมาบ้าง 

277 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Don't be silly, darling. อย่าเหลวไหลสจ๊ิะ 

278 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

If you don't do something 
about your appearance 
you'll never get a new job, 
never mind another 
boyfriend. 

ถ้าลกูไมท่ าอะไรสกัอยา่ง ไมเ่ปลี่ยนการ
แต่งตวั ลกูไมม่ีทางได้งานใหมห่รอก 
รวมทัง้แฟนใหม ่

279 in
q 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Bridge, what are you doing 
here? 

บริดจ์ คณุมาท าอะไรท่ีน่ี 

280 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

D
an

ie
l 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What does it look like? จะให้ฉนัท าอะไรในห้องน า้ได้ละ่ 

281 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come and talk to Gav. He's 
really, like, into you. 

มาคยุกบักาฟหน่อยส ิเขาป๊ิงเธอมากเลย
นะ 

282 di
r 

P
at

ch
ou

li 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

js
 

hl
 f 

Richard says to come to the 
conference, know what I'm 
sayin'? 

ริชาร์ดบอกให้เข้าประชมุด้วย เข้าใจท่ีฉนั
บอกไหม 

283 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Come on! Come on! เข้ามาเลย มาเลย 

284 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Well? Come on, say 

something! 
ไงละ่...เร็วส ิตอบอะไรหน่อย 

285 in
q 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f Ah, Bridget. What have you 

been to see?'  
อา บริดเจ็ท ได้ดโูชว์อะไรบ้างละ่ 

286 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

ss
 

ea
 

lh
 f Actually, I'm just about to go 

to ... get the train. 
คือ ฉนัก าลงัจะไป...ขึน้รถไฟ 

287 di
r 

P
er

pe
tu

a 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Anyway, you owe me 
seventy-five pounds for the 
room. 

อย่างไรก็ตามนะ เธอต้องจ่ายค่าห้องฉนั
มาเจ็ดสบิห้าปอนด์ 

288 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

ss
 

ea
 

lh
 f What? หา 

289 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

P
er

pe
t

ua
 

ss
 

ea
 

lh
 f But... but, there weren't... แต่...แต่...ฉนัไมไ่ด้ 



 

 

 

299 

290 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? อะไรละ่คะ 

291 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What did he say? เขาพดูวา่อะไรหรือคะ 

292 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Anyway, you can ask him 
all about it at the ruby 
wedding. 

ไมเ่ป็นไร ลกูถามเขาเองในงานเลีย้งสจ๊ิะ 

293 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

I'm not going all the way to 
Huntingdon to celebrate the 
ruby wedding of two people 
I have spoken to once for 
eight seconds since I was 
three, just to throw myself in 
the path of a rich divorcee 
who describes me as 
bizarre. 

หนคูงไมถ่่อไปถึงฮีนติงดอน เพ่ือไปฉลอง
ครบรอบแต่งงานของคนสองคนท่ีหนเูคย
คยุด้วยแป๊บเดียว ครัง้เดียว ตอนหนอูายุ
สามขวบ และไปเจอคนรวยหย่าแล้ว แถม
ยงับอกว่าหนแูปลกอีก 

294 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Now, don't be silly, darling. น่ีอย่าเป็นแบบนีส้ ิ

295 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Mum. It's my first day at 
work today. I'm really 
nervous. I don't want to talk 
about Mavis Enderby. 

แมค่ะ วนันีห้นเูร่ิมงานใหมน่ะ หนต่ืูนเต้น
มาก และไมอ่ยากฟังเร่ืองมาวิส เอน็เดอร์
บี 

296 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Oh, my godfathers, darling! 
What are you going to 
wear? 

ตายแล้ว แล้วลกูใสช่ดุอะไรละ่น่ี 

297 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Oh, now you're not going to 
go looking like a sloppy 
tramp in dull colours.  

โอ๊ย ลกูจะดแูยน่ะ สสีนัน่าเบื่อ 

298 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Put something smart and 
bright on. What about that 
lovely cerise two-piece you 
used to wear. 

หาอะไรท่ีดเูท่ สีสดๆส ิอย่างชดุเสือ้
กระโปรงสีแดงท่ีลกูเคยใสไ่งจ๊ะ 

299 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Come on, come on. เชิญ เชญิ 

300 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

ev
er

yo
ne

 
in

 th
e 

m
ee

tin
g 

ss
, 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Come on. I'm not paying 
you for nothing. Have an 
idea. 

ว่ามาเลย ฉนัไมไ่ด้จ้างให้พวกเธอมานัง่ฟัง
นะเฟ้ย มีไอเดียบ้างไหม 

301 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Why don't you interview 

Joanna Trollope? 

ท าไมไมส่มัภาษณ์ โจแอนนา ทรอลโลพ
ละ่คะ 

302 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f A trollop? ทรอลลอพ(ผู้หญิงปากร้าย)หรือ 

303 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f What trollop? ทรอลลอพไหน 

304 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

ev
er

yo

ne
 in

 
th

e 

m
ee

tin

g ss
, 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Anyone got a number for 

Joanna Trollope?' 

มีใครรู้เบอร์ติดต่อโจแอนนา ทรอลลอพ
บ้าง 

305 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f What on earth are you 

doing, silly? 
ก าลงัท าอะไรอยูจ๊่ะ 

306 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? อะไรคะ 
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307 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Malcolm and Elaine are 
having the ruby wedding in 
London now, on the twenty-
third, so you will be able to 
tome and keep Mark 
company. 

มลัคมักบัอีเลนจะฉลองครบรอบวนั
แต่งงานในลอนดอนแล้วจ้ะ วนัที่ย่ีสบิสาม
ลกูคงสะดวกไปงานเป็นเพ่ือนมาร์คแล้ว
นะ 

308 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I don't want to keep Mark 

company. 
หนไูมอ่ยากไปเป็นเพ่ือนมาร์ค 

309 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I’m not going. หนไูมไ่ป 

310 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Now, come along, darling. น่า ไปนะ  

311 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Let's not start. อย่าชวนแมท่ะเลาะเลย 

312 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Are you going with Julio or 

Dad? 
แมจ่ะไปกบัจลูโิอหรือพอ่ละ่คะ 

313 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f You can't do that. แมท่ าแบบนัน้ไมไ่ด้นะคะ 

314 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

But Daddy and I are still 
friends, darling. I'm just 
friends with Julio as well. 

แต่พ่อกบัแมย่งัเป็นเพ่ือนกนัอยูน่ะ แมก็่
เป็นเพ่ือนกบัจลูโิอด้วย 

315 in
q 

M
ag

da
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How...? ยงัไงเหรอ 

316 di
r 

A
le

x 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Well, in that case, you can 
bring him to us next 
Saturday when you come to 
dinner, can't you? 

ถ้าอย่างนัน้ เสาร์หน้า เธอพาเขามาด้วย
นะ 

317 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Bridget, you're Dole Youths 

Clamp-down.  

บริทเจ็ท เธอไปตามเร่ืองพวกวยัรุ่น
ว่างงานท่ีอยู่ได้ด้วยเงนิสวสัดิการของรัฐ 

318 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

P
at

ch
o

ul
i 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Where's the Dole Youths 

OB? 

พวกหมอสตูิที่ดแูลเยาวชนว่างงานที่รับ
เงินสวสัดกิารของรัฐอยูไ่หนนะ 

319 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Get me six Dole Youths. 

สมัภาษณ์เยาวชนว่างงานท่ีรับเงิน
สวสัดิการของรัฐมาหกคน 

320 in
q 

th
e 

ca
m

er
a

m
an

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What are we doing, then? แล้วเราจะท าอย่างไรกนัดีละ่ 

321 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about Gav? กาฟไง 

322 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Gav? กาฟเหรอ 

323 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f D'you think he'd mind?' เขาจะไปเหรอ 

324 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f He wasn't. เขาไมไ่ด้ชอบซกัหน่อย 

325 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f  Shut-unrrp. หบุปากได้แล้ว 

326 re
j 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f He was.  เขาชอบเธอ  
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327 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Stop obsessing. Leave it to 
me. 

เลกิกงัวลได้แล้ว ฉนัจดัการเอง 

328 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

G
av

 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

un
f 

Were you there? คณุดอูยูแ่ถวนัน้หรือเปลา่คะ 

329 re
j 

G
av

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

un
f Actually, I was only six at 

the time. 
ตอนนัน้ผมหกขวบเองฮะ 

330 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

da
d 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Bridget, my dear, you are 
coming to the horror event 
next Saturday, aren't you? 

บริดเจ็ทลกูรัก จะไปงานวนัเสาร์หน้าใช่
ไหมลกู 

331 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f The Darcys' ruby wedding, 

you mean. 

งานครบรอบแต่งงานของพวกดาร์ซีเหรอ
คะ 

332 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What's wrong, Dad? พ่อเป็นอะไรไปคะ 

333 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Let's go to the pictures 

instead. 
 เราไปดหูนงัแทนดีกวา่ค่ะ 

334 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f They won't. พวกเขาไมท่ าแบบนัน้หรอกค่ะ 

335 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh yes, they will.  ท าแน่ 

336 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What? อะไรคะ 

337 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Bridget! We're on! Fire. I 

want you on-camera. 

บริดเจ็ท เราจะท าเร่ืองไฟไหม้ ฉนัต้องการ
ให้เธออยู่หน้ากล้อง 

338 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Go, go, go go, go! เร่ิม เร่ิม เร่ิม เร่ิม เร่ิม 

339 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Go, go, go, Newcastle!  เร่ิม เร่ิม นิวคาสเซิ่ล! 

340 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Bridget, stand by in 
Lewisham. Coming to you 
in thirty seconds'. 

บริดเจ็ท เตรียมพร้อมทีลีวิสแฮม จะถึงควิ
คณุในอีก 30 วินาท ี

341 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Bridget! We're on you. What 
the fuck are you doing? 
You're meant to be sliding 
down the pole, not climbing 
up it.  

ยบริดเจท็! เราตดัมาท่ีเธอแล้ว ท าอะไรอยู่
หา เธอต้องรูดลงไปตามเสา ไมใ่ช่ปีนขึน้
เสา  

342 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Go, go, go. ลงไป ลงไป ลงไป 

343 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Lewisham, we're out of 
time. Wind it up, wind it up, 
Bridget.'  

ลีวิสแฮม หมดเวลาแล้ว พดูสรุป พดูสรุป 
บริดเจ็ท 

344 di
r 

P
at

ch
ou

li 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Oh, like, don't take any 
notice of Richard, right? 
He's, like, you know, really 
into control, right. 

โอ้ แบบ...อย่าไปสนริชาร์ดเลย เขา...แบบ
...เธอก็รู้ ชอบบงการ ใช่ไหม  

345 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

U
na

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Oh, don't be absurd, Una. 
It's a sensational party,' 

โธ่ เหลวไหลน่า อนูา น่าต่ืนตาตื่นใจออก 

346 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Now, darling. Why on earth 

aren't you talking to Mark? 
ลกูจ๋า ท าไมยงัไมไ่ปคยุกบัมาร์คละ่ 
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347 in
q 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you think, Pam? แพม เธอคดิว่าไง 

348 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f What are you doing? คณุท าอะไรน่ะ 

349 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Mmm? หือ 

350 re
j 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Oh, don't be ridiculous. เหลวไหลน่า 

351 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Look. ดสู ิ

352 in
q 

N
at

as
h

a 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 

un
f 

John Rocha? จอห์น โรชาหรือ 

353 di
r 

S
im

an
 

D
. 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f Don't suppose you fancy a 

dance?  
เต้นร ากบัผมไหมครับ 

354 di
r 

S
im

an
 

D
. 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

So can we have a dance? เต้นร ากนัเลยไหมครับ 

355 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

S
im

ao
n 

D
. 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

Well, I don't know. เอ่อ ไมไ่หวกระมงัคะ  

356 di
r 

S
im

an
 

D
. 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f I mean out here. Just for a 

moment. 

เราเต้นกนัข้างนอกน่ีดีกว่า แค่เดี๋ยวเดียวก็
ได้ครับ 

357 di
r 

S
im

an
 D

. 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f Please, I've never danced 

with an older woman 
before.  

นะครับ ผมไมเ่คยเต้นร ากบัผู้หญิงท่ีแก่
กว่าเลย 

358 di
r 

S
im

an
 D

. 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f Would you mind? I'd be 

most awfully, awfully 
graterul. 

เต้นร ากบัผมนะครับ ผมจะรู้สกึเป้นเกียรติ
มาก 

359 di
r 

M
ar

k 

S
im

on
 

D
. 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f I'll take over, now, Simon, ฉนัเต้นแทนดีกว่านะไซมอน 

360 di
r 

M
ar

k 

S
im

on
 

D
. 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Back inside. You should be 

in bed now.' 
กลบัเข้าไปเถอะ เธอควรเข้านอนได้แล้ว 

361 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f May I? เต้นกบัผมนะ 

362 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f No.  ไมค่่ะ 

363 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f What's the matter? ท าไมละ่ 

364 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f How's the...Have you read 

any good books lately?  

คณุ เอ่อ...คณุเพิ่งอ่านหนงัสอือะไรดีๆ จบ
ไปบ้างไหม... 

365 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f 

Mark, If you ask me once 
more if I've read any good 
books lately I'm going to eat 
my head.  

มาร์ค ถ้าถามฉนัเร่ืองอา่นหนงัสืออีก ฉนั
จะกินหวัตวัเองให้ดเูด๋ียวนีเ้ลย  

366 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Why don't you ask me 

something else?  
ท าไมไมค่ยุเร่ืองอ่ืนบ้าง 

367 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Douglas Hurd? ดกักลาส เฮิร์ดน่ะหรือ 
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368 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Like what, you mean? เช่นอะไรคะ 

369 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Has my mum put you up to 

this? 
แมฉ่นับอกให้ชวนเหรอ 

370 re
j 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f No ... I.. . เปลา่...ผม 

371 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f UnaAlconbury? ป้าอนูาละ่ส ิ

372 re
j 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f No, no... ไมใ่ช่ ไมใ่ช ่

373 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f It's your mum, isn't it? แมค่ณุใช่ไหม 

374 re
j 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

But Una Alconbury told me 
you were a sort of literary 
whizz-woman, completely 
obsessed with books. 

แต่ป้าอนูาบอกว่าคณุเป็นหนอนหนงัสอืตวั
ยงหลงใหลในการอ่านมาก 

375 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What else did she tell you? แล้วบอกอะไรอีก 

376 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What have you got against 

him, anyway? 
ท าไมคณุไมช่อบเขาละ่คะ 

377 in
q 

N
at

as
h

a 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Markee! What are you 
doing down there?' 

มาร์คคี! ท าอะไรอยู่ข้างลา่งคะ 

378 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f But you're going out with 

somebody. 
แต่คณุมีคนที่คบอยู่แล้วน่ีคะ 

379 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Just dinner? Some time? แค่ทานข้าวเยน็ ได้ไหมครับ 

380 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Get yourself down to the 
High Court. I don't want to 
see you climbing up any 
poles or lamp-posts. 

รีบไปศาลเลย ฉนัไมอ่ยากเห็นเธอปีนเสา
อีกนะ  

381 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

I want a hard-headed 
interview. Ask her if this 
means it's OK for us all to 
murder people every time 
we don't fancy having sex 
with them. 

ฉนัต้องการบทสมัภาษณ์ ถามหลอ่นว่า 
ไมผ่ิดใช่ไหมท่ีจะฆา่คนที่เราไมต้่องการมี
เซ็กส์ด้วย  

382 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f What are you waiting for, 

Bridget? Off you go.' 
รออะไรอยู่อีกละ่ บริดเจ็ท ไปได้แล้ว 

383 in
q 

P
at

ch
o

ul
i 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

hl
 f Are you OK? You look a bit 

freaked out. 
เป็นอะไรไปหรือเปลา่ เธอดสูติแตกนะ  

384 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

P
at

ch
o

ul
i 

ss
 

ea
 

lh
 f No, no, I'm fine. เปลา่ เปลา่ ฉนัสบายดี 

385 di
r 

th
e 

ca
m

er
a 

as
si

st
a

nt
 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Did you get my Minstrels? คณุซือ้มนิเตรลส์ให้ผมได้หรือเปลา่ 

386 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

th
e 

ca
m

er
a 

as
si

st
a

nt
 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Did the others get 

interviews? 
แล้วมีใครได้สมัภาษณ์ไหม 

387 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Didn't they? อย่างนัน้หรือ 
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388 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f But how do you know?' คณุรู้ได้อย่างไรละ่ 

389 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Look, she's out there in my 

car. 
นัน่ไง เธอยู่ในรถผม 

390 di
r 

E
le

na
 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You bring me Dairy Box, 
please, instead of Quality 
Street? 

ไมเ่อาควอลตีิ ้สตรีทแล้วค่ะ ขอเป็นแดรี 
บอ็กสืแทนได้ไหม 

391 di
r 

th
e 

ca
m

er
a

m
an

 

th
e 

ca
m

er
a 

as
si

st
a

nt
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Derek! Get us a Twix and a 

Lion Bar, will you? 

เฮ้ย ดีเรค! ซือ้ทวิกซ์กบัไลออน บาร์มา
ฝากด้วยนะ 

392 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f So where were you last 

night?'  
เมื่อคืนคณุไปไหนมา 

393 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

What, at five past eight? 
When I rang on your 
doorbell twelve times? 

หา สองทุ่มห้านาทีนะ ผมกดออดตัอ้งสบิ
สองหน 

394 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Big hairdryer? เคร่ืองเป่าอนัใหญ่หรือเปลา่ 

395 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Why? ท าไมหรือคะ 

396 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Maybe you should get a 
quieter hairdryer or begin 
your toilette a little earlier. 

คณุน่าจะหาเคร่ืองเป่าผมท่ีมนัเสียงเบา
หน่อยนะ หรือแต่งตวัให้เสร็จเสยีเน่ินๆ  

397 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Anyway. Come on, เอาละ่ มาทางนีส้ ิ

398 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Get your cameraman ready, 
I'll see what I can do for 
you. 

เรียกช่างหล้องคณุมาด้วย ผมคงช่วยคณุ
ได้ 

399 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Shut up, Bridge! หบุปากเถอะ บริดจ์  

400 re
j 

S
ha

ro
n 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I's not. ฉนัไมเ่มา 

401 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

S
ha

ro
n 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You's blurr are. เธอแหละเมา 

402 di
r 

Ju
de

 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Look. Shuddup. หบุปากได้แล้วววว 

403 di
r 

Ju
de

 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Shagernoth-ebol 
Chardonnay? 

กระดกแชมเปญกนัต่อเถอะ 

404 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Do you know? เธอรู้หรือเปลา่ 

405 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Come on, Bridget-fuddng-

late-again. 
เร็วเข้า บริดเจ็ท สายอีกแล้ว 

406 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f What do lesbians actually 

do in bed?' 
เลสเบีย้นท าอะไรกนับนเตียง 

407 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Actually, I think we should 
be doing the off-screen 
romance between Darcy 
and Elizabeth. 

ท่ีจริง เราน่าจะท าเร่ืองรักนอกจอระหว่าง
ดาร์ซีกบัอลซิาเบธนะคะ 

408 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Do you think I should have 
a melanoma? 

ย้อมขนแมวเป็นสดี าดีไหม 
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409 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is it a beauty contest or a 
fancy dress contest? 

เขาประกวดอะไรละ่ เน้นความงามหรือ
แฟนซี 

410 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Do you have to be a pouffe 
to enter? 

ต้องเป็นกระเทยเหรอ ถึงเข้าประกวดได้ 

411 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรนะ 

412 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's wrong with it? ไมดี่ตรงไหน 

413 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 'What's wrong with it? 
Chuh! Look at it. 

ไมดี่ตรงไหนเหรอ ดสู ิ

414 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

How many calories are you 
supposed to eat if you're on 
a diet? 

ถ้าจะลดอาหาร เธอว่าควรกินสกัก่ีแคลอร่ี
ดี 

415 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How many calories in a 
boiled egg? 

ไข่ต้มก่ีแคลอร่ี 

416 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Banana? กล้วยละ่ 

417 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Large or small? ใหญ่หรือเลก็ 

418 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Peeled? ปอกเปลือกหรือเปลา่ 

419 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Olive? มะกอกละ่ 

420 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Black or green? ด าหรือเขียว 

421 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Hobnob? ช็อกโกแลตบสิกิต 

422 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Box of Milk Tray? มลิค์ เทรย์หนึ่งกลอ่ง 

423 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How do you know all this? เธอรู้ได้อย่างไร 

424 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f OK. Nine eights. โอเค เก้าคณูแปด 

425 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What letter comes before J? ตวัอะไรตอ่จากเจ 

426 di
r 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f  Quick! ตอบเร็ว 

427 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f What are you going to 

cook? 
คณุจะท าอะไรเลีย้ง  

428 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Are you good at cooking? คณุท าเป็นหรือ 

429 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Well, don't do anything too 
complicated. Remember 
everyone's coming to see 
you, not to eat parfaits in 
sugar cages. 

ดีแล้วละ่ อย่าท าอะไรยุง่ยากเลย เพราะ
ทกุคนอยากเจอคณุมากกว่าอยากินอะไร
วิจิตรพิสดาร 
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430 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Do you think we should call 
the police and get them to 
break in? 

เราควรแจ้งต ารวจให้พงัประตเูข้าไปไหม 

431 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What did they say? แล้วต ารวจว่าอย่างไร 

432 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Something's wrong, though, 
I just know. 

แต่มนัผิดปกตินะ 

433 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where to, though? ย้ายไปวางไหนดีละ่ 

434 in
q 

Ju
de

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How about Wealth? ท่ีความร ่ารวยเป็นไง 

435 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Hmm, I don't know, what 
with Christmas coming up 
and everything. 

อืม...ไมรู้่ส ิน่ีจวนคริสต์มาสแล้วนะ 

436 di
r 

S
ha

ro
n 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Should you ring first? กดกร่ิงก่อนดีไหม 

437 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Tom! Let us in.' ทอม ให้เราเข้าไปหน่อย 

438 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who's us? ใครมาบ้าง 

439 re
j 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'd rather you didn't come 
up, hon, to be honest. 

ฉนัไมอ่ยากพบใคร 

440 di
r 

S
ha

ro
n 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Bloody well let us in. เปิดให้เราเข้าไปเร็ว 

441 di
r 

S
ha

ro
n 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don'the such a primabloody 
donna. 

อย่าง่ีเง่าไปเลยน่า 

442 di
r 

S
ha

ro
n 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come on, you silly sod. Let 
us in. 

เร็วๆให้เราเข้าไหน่อย 

443 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Tom, what's happened to 
you? 

เกิดอะไรขึน้ 

444 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What happened? เกิดอะไรขึน้ 

445 in
q 

S
ha

ro
n 

T
om

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Was it you I saw in 
Ladbroke Grove on 
Thursday night, then? 

คนท่ีฉนัเจอบนแลดโบรค โกรฟคืนวนั
พฤหสัน่ะ ใช่เธอหรือเปลา่ 

446 di
r 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Bridget, put that recipe book 

away for God's sake.  
บริดเจ็ท เก็บต ารากบัข้าวได้แล้ว 

447 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Go? Go where? ไปไหนคะ 

448 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Oh, don't be a silly-willy, 
darhng. Of course I told 
you. You must learn to 
listen. 

ไมเ่อาน่าลกูจ๋า แมเ่คยบอกแล้ว ลกูไมฟั่ง
เอง 

449 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What? อะไรคะ 

450 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I'm in the middle of work, 

Mum.  
หนกู าลงัมีงานยุ่งค่ะ  
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451 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Can't Julio lend you some 

money?' 
ยืมจลูโิอไมไ่ด้เหรอคะ 

452 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Where are you? แมอ่ยู่ไหนคะ 

453 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Bridget, where the fuck are 

you off to?' 
ออกไปไหนบริดเจ็ท 

454 in
q 

R
ic

ha
rd

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f You found the Banger 

Bobbit Boy yet? 
หาเด็กจู๋ไหม้ได้หรือยงั 

 
455 in

q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What's going on? เกิดอะไรขึน้คะ  

456 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

What are you doing outside 
here when it's not on your 
way to the airport?  

แมม่าท าอะไรแถวนี ้มนัไมใ่ช่ทางผ่านไป
สนามบนิสกัหน่อย  

457 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

How are you going to 
manage without your 
banker's card?  

แล้วจะเอาเงินท่ีไหนใช้ ถ้าลืมเอาการ์ดไป  

458 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Why can't Julio lend you the 

money? Why? 
ท าไมจลูโิอไมใ่ห้แมยื่มก่อน ท าไม  

459 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What are you up to? What? แมม่ีอะไรหรือเปลา่คะ อะไรคะ 

460 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's this, hon?'  น่ีอะไร  

461 in
q 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is it marmalade? แยมส้มเหรอ 

462 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Are you on your own? อยู่คนเดียวหรือเปลา่ลกู 

463 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What? What? อะไรคะพ่อ อะไร 

464 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What's happened? เกิดอะไรขึน้คะ 

465 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What did they do? แมก่บัจลูโิอท าอะไรคะ 

466 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Didn't you know? พ่อไมรู้่เร่ืองเลยเหรอคะ 

467 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f So what happened? แล้วเกิดอะไรขึน้คะ 

468 in
q 

Ju
de

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What happened? มีอะไรหรือ 

469 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What do you mean? หมายความว่าอะไรคะ 

470 in
q 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Where's your mother now? ตอนนีแ้มค่ณุอยู่ไหน 

471 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

a 
po

lic
em

an
 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

un
f 

Let go of me, you silly bitty. ปลอ่ยฉนันะไอ้งัง่ 

472 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Mum. You might be 
charged with a criminal 
offence. 

แมค่ะ แมอ่าจมีความผดิคดีอาญานะคะ 
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473 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

I think you should go quietly 
to the station with the 
policemen. 

หนวู่าแมย่อมไปสถานีต ารวจกบัต ารวจ
เสียดีๆนะคะ 

474 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f We'll see, darling.  ไมม่ีอะไรหรอกลกู 

475 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Have you walked free? แมพ้่นข้อกลา่วหาแล้วเหรอคะ 

476 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh, don't be silly, darling. 

Walked free!' I don't know! 

โอ๊ย เหลวไหล ข้อกลา่วหาอะไรลกู ข้อ
กลา่วหา! แมไ่มรู้่เร่ือง! 

477 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f So what happened? เกิดอะไรขึน้คะ 

478 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

All sorted out now, darling, 
just a silly 
misunderstanding. 

ทกุอย่างเรียบร้อยแล้วจ้ะ แค่เข้าใจผดิกนั
นิดหน่อย 

479 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f What happened. Mother? เกิดอะไรขึน้คะแม ่

480 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

What about everyone's 
money and the time-share 
apartments? 

แล้วเร่ืองเงินของทกุคนกบัอพาร์ทเมนต์
ร่วมละ่  

481 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Where's my two hundred 

quid? 
เงินสองร้อยปอนด์ของหนดู้วย 

482 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Where is Julio? จลูโิอยู่ไหนคะ 

483 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about my house? แล้วบ้านของฉนัละ่ 

484 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And the savings? เงินเก็บด้วย 

485 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t's

 d
ad

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I don't know what you're 
talking about, Daddy. 
There's nothing wrong with 
the house. 

ฉนัไมรู้่ว่าคณุพดูเร่ืองอะไรของคณุนะคณุ
พ่อ บ้านยงัอยูเ่หมือนเดิม 

486 in
q 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is that too milky for you, 
Colin? 

ใสน่มมากไปหรือเปลา่น่ะ คอลนิ 

487 di
r 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Look, there's absolutely no 
need to worry.  

ไมต้่องห่วงหรอก 

488 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Rebecca's? Sunday? What 
Rebecca's? What? 

บ้านรีเบคคาเหรอ วนัอาทิตย์ อะไรนะ 

489 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

Ju
de

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'm busy on Sunday, 
anyway. 

พอดีวนัอาทติย์ฉนัไมว่า่ง 

490 in
q 

S
ha

ro
n 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you wearing for 
Rebecca's party? 

เธอจะใสช่ดุอะไรไปงานปาร์ตีบ้้านรีเบคคา 

491 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

By the way, are you coming 
to ... the Vibrant TV party on 
Tuesday? 

เกือบลืม ลกูจะมา--งานไวแบรนท์ทีวีป์ตี ้
องัคารนีห้รือเปลา่ 

492 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I haven't been invited. หนไูมไ่ด้รับเชิญค่ะ 

493 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f I haven't been. หนไูมไ่ด้รับเชิญ 



 

 

 

309 

494 re
j 

T
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Sorry, I'm taking Jerome to 
the PACT party at the 
Groucho Club.' 

เสียใจย่ะ ฉนัจะพาเจโรมไปปาร์ตีท่ี้กรูโช 
คลบั 

495 in
q 

D
an

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Did you get your mail? คณุได้จดหมายหรือยงั 

496 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Darling, I was just ringing to 
check what time you're 
arriving on Friday night. 

ลกูจ๋า แมโ่ทรมาเชก็ว่าคืนวนัศกุร์ลกูจะ
มาถึงก่ีโมง 

497 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Mum, as I think we've 
discussed, I'm not coming 
home on Friday, I'm coming 
home on Christmas Eve.  

แมค่ะ หนนูึกวา่เราคยุกนัแล้วน่ีคะ วนัศกุร์
หนไูมห่ลบับ้าน หนจูะไปวนัคริสต์มาสอีฟ
เลย 

498 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh, don't be silly, darling.  เหลวไหลน่า  

499 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

You can't sit in the flat on 
your own all weekend when 
it's Christmas. What are you 
going to eat? 

ลกูจะอยู่บ้านคนเดียวตลอดสดุสปัดาห์
ช่วงคริสต์มาสไมไ่ด้นะ จะเอาอะไรกิน 

500 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Listen, Bridge. You know 1 
always watch the match on 
Saturday nights?  

คืออย่างนีน้ะ บริดจ์ คณุก็รู้น่ีว่าผมดบูอล
ทกุคืนวนัเสาร์  

501 re
j 

D
an

ie
l 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f 

Shall I come round 
tomorrow before the 
football? 

พรุ่งนี ้ผมค่อยไปหาคณุได้ไหม 

502 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Now, what are you going to 

put on for Christmas Day? 
ลกูจะใสช่ดุอะไรในวนัคริสต์มาสจ๊ะ 

503 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh, don't be silly, Bridget,  เหลวไหลน่าบริดเจ็ท  

504 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f You can't wear that on 

Christmas Day.  
ลกูแต่งตวัอย่างนีใ้นวนัคริสต์มาสไมไ่ด้นะ 

505 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t's

 m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Now, are you going to come 
into the lounge and say 
hello to Auntie Una and 
Uncle Geoffrey before you 
change?'  

มาสวสัดีป้าอนูากลบัลงุเจฟฟรีย์ใน
ห้องนัง่เลน่ก่อนลกู แล้วไปเปลี่ยนชดุซะ 

506 in
q 

G
eo

ffr
ey

 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

So, come on, then,   
Bridget!  How's yer  love-
life!' 

เป็นไงบ้าง บริดเจ็ท หนมูีแฟนหรือยงัจ๊ะ 

507 in
q 

G
ra

nn
y 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Is that a chocolate biscuit? นัน่บสิกิตชอคโกแลตเรอะ 

508 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Stand up straight, darling. ยืนตรงๆสลิกู 

509 in
q 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f So what are you going to do 

about babies, Bridget? 
เมื่อไรจะมีลกูละ่ บริดเจ็ท 

510 di
r 

G
ra

nn
y 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Oh look, a penis. อ้า ดสู ิไอ้จู ๋

511 di
r 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I think this gravy's going to 
need sieving, Pam. 

ฉนัว่าต้องใช้กระชอนท าน า้เกรว่ีนะแพม 

512 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

U
na

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I don't think it will, dear. ฉนัว่าไมต้่องท าอย่างนัน้หรอก 
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513 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

U
na

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have you tried stirring it? เธอลองคนดหูรือยงั 

514 di
r 

U
na

 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't patronize me, Pam. อย่ามาสอนฉนัเลยน่าแพม 

515 di
r 

M
ar

k 

ev
er

yo
ne

 
in

 th
e 

pa
rt

y 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Everyone keep completely 
still and quiet, as if 
everything is normal. 

ทกุคน อยูเ่ฉยๆ อย่าสง่เสียงครับ ท าตวั
เหมือนทกุอย่างปกต ิ

516 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Mark, what are you saying? 

There is no normal. 
มาร์ค คณุพดูอะระ มนัไมป่กติสกัหน่อย 

517 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Try again. ลองอีกที 

518 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

B
rid

ge
t's

 
m

om
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Mum? Do you know where 
the sieve is? Una's a bit 
worried about the gravy. 

แมค่ะ แมรู้่หรือเปลา่คะ ว่ากระชอนอยู่
ตรงไหน ป้าอนูาจะได้ท าเกรว่ีต่อ 

519 re
j 

B
rid

ge
t's

 

m
om

 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

What's Una done with this 
gravy. Durr! We're going to 
have to use the Magimix! 

แล้วน่ีอนูาจะท าอะไรกบัน า้เกรง่ี เฮ้อ เรา
ต้องใช้ท่ีคนต่างหากละ่ 

520 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
da

d 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What a to do! Are you all 
right, Daddy? 

ท าอยา่งไรต่อละ่น่ี พ่อเป็นอะไรหรือเปลา่ 

521 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Come on. ไปกนัเถอะ 

522 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What? หา 

523 di
r 

B
rid

ge
t'

s 
m

om
 

B
rid

ge
t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Don't say "what", Bridget, 

say "pardon" 

อย่าพดู 'หา' ส ิบริดเจท็ พดูว่า 'อะไรนะ
คะ' 

524 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f How come he came back to 

England? 
เขากลบัมาท่ีองักฤษอีกท าไมละ่คะ 

525 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What?' หา 

526 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f So what did you do? คณุท าอย่างไรคะ 

527 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f How did you know? คณุรู้ได้อย่างไร 

528 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Why did you bother doing 

all this? 
ท าไมคณุยอมเสยีเวลาคะ 

529 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f Why didn't you ring me up 

before Christmas, then? 

ท าไมก่อนคริสต์มาสคณุไมโ่ทรหาฉนัเลย
ละ่คะ 

530 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f What? หา 

531 in
q 

B
rid

ge
t 

M
ar

k 

cs
 

ea
 

lh
 f But what...? แต่..หา... 

532 di
r 

M
ar

k 

B
rid

ge
t 

cs
 

ea
 

hl
 f Don't you mean but 

pardon? 
คณุควรพดูว่า อะไรนะครับ 
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APPENDIX B 

THE DIRECTIVES, REJECTIONS, AND INQUIRIES  

IN ENGLISH DIALOGUES AND THAI TRANSLATION 

IN TURNING THIRTY (2000) 

Turning Thirty ปีน้ีไม่อยากโสด (2006) 

D
at

a 
N

o
. 

S
p

ee
ch

 a
ct

 

Participants 

Interpersonal & 
affective 
relation 

between S & H 

Texts 

sp
ea

ke
rs

 

h
ea

re
rs

 

se
x 

ag
e 

S
ta

tu
s 

d
is

ta
n

ce
 

Source texts Target texts 

1 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Who is it? ใครน่ะ 

2 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Are you in? จะให้บอกว่าอยู่ไหม 

3 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Where's my dinner? มือ้เย็นผมละ่ 

4 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

No. ไมค่่ะ  

5 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f I don't think It'll be Matt, 

Cynthia. 
หนไูมค่ิดว่าจะเป็นแมทหรอกค่ะ ซินเธีย 

6 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f It was your turn to cook. ก็วนันีเ้ป็นเวรคณุท าอาหารน่ีนา 

7 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f How long were you on the 

phone to her anyway? 

น่ีจะว่าไป คณุคยุกบัแมผ่มนานแค่ไหน
เน่ีย 

8 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What were you two talking 

about? 
คณุคยุอะไรกบัแมผ่มน่ะ 

9 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What kind of girl stuff? เร่ืองแบบไหนของผู้หญิงละ่  

10 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f 

She wasn't asking you 

when we're having kids 

again, was she? 

แมค่งไมถ่ามคณุอีกใชไ่หมว่าเราจะมีลกู
กนัเมื่อไร 

11 di
r 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Tell me she wasn't. บอกผมมาเชียวว่าแมไ่มไ่ด้ถามเร่ืองนัน้ 

12 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f So what did you say? แล้วคณุบอกแมไ่ปว่าอย่างไร 

13 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What did she say? แล้วแมว่่าอย่างไร 

14 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What did you say about my 

coming home? 

แล้วคณุบอกแมไ่ปว่าอย่างไร เร่ืองผมจะ
กลบับ้านน่ะ 
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15 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What did she say? แล้วแมว่่าอย่างไรนะ 

16 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f How did she sound? ตอนพดูน่ะ น า้เสียงแมเ่ป็นอย่างไรละ่ 

17 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What's up? มีอะไรเหรอ 

18 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Forget something? ลืมอะไรหรือเปลา่ 

19 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f You can't not say what 

anymore. 
คณุพดูอะไรต่อไปไมไ่ด้อีกเหรอ 

20 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Are you laughing at me or 

with me? 
ท่ีหวัเราะน่ีอารมณ์ไหนไมท่ราบ 

21 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f What do you think this all 

means? 
คณุวา่ทัง้หมดน่ีมนัหมายความว่าไงกนัฮ ึ

22 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Do you think it's normal to 

be so civilised? 

คณุวา่ตกลงมนัปกติไหมท่ีเราเลกิกนัแบบ
ผู้ ด๊ีผู้ ดีเน่ีย 

23 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f I don't think so.  ผมว่าไมน่ะ 

24 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f You've got what exactly? คณุรู้อะไร 

25 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f 'What are you thinking? ก าลงัคดิอะไรอยู่เหรอ 

26 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f 'What brought things to a 

head for you? 
อะไรท่ีท าให้คณุคดิเร่ืองเลกิกนัขึน้มา 

27 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f The English Patient? เร่ืองดิอิงลิชเพเชียนท์น่ะเหรอ 

28 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Gadzillions? เป็นโกฏคินเชียวหรือ 

29 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Were we? เราเป็นอย่างนัน้จริงเหรอ 

30 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Well, maybe not that stage 

exactly.  
เอ้อ...อาจจะไมถ่ึงกบัขัน้นัน้เสยีทีเดียว 

31 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Which deli girl? สาวในร้านอาหารคนไหนน่ะ 

32 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f No ไมช่่าย 

33 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What's she like, this Ms P? 
แล้วแมส่าวดีพร้อมของผมน่ีเป็นอย่างไร
หรือ 

34 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f And what about my next 

bloke? 
แล้วพ่อหนุ่มรายต่อไปของฉนัละ่ 

35 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Have you been reading my 

diary? 
น่ีคณุแอบอา่นไดอะร่ีของฉนัหรือเปลา่น่ี 

36 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f No. เปลา่ 
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37 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Bees? ผึง้หรือ 

38 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Did they live? แล้วมนัหายไหม 

39 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f 'What's the matter? เป็นอะไรไป 

40 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

bo
ss

 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f What will you do with 

yourself? 
แล้วนายจะท าอะไรกบัชีวิตละ่ 

41 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

bo
ss

 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f No. ไมล่ะ่ครับ 

42 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f How was work? วนันีง้านเป็นไงมัง่ 

43 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f How was your day? แล้ววนันีค้ณุเป็นไงมัง่ 

44 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Have you got everything 

you need? 
ได้ของท่ีต้องการครบหรือยงั 

45 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f What about your 

toothbrush? 
แปรงสีฟันเอาไปหรือยงั 

46 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What? เร่ืองอะไรหรือ 

47 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Call me when you reach 

England. 
ถึงองักฤษแล้วโทรศพัท์มานะ 

48 in
q 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

Where to, mate? ไปไหนพ่ี 

49 in
q 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

Been on holiday, have you? ไปเที่ยวมาเหรอครับ 

50 re
j 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

Nah. เปลา่หรอก 

51 in
q 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f Is your name Matt 

Beckford? 
พ่ีช่ือแมท เบค็ฟอร์ด หรือเปลา่ 

52 in
q 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f And where do you know me 

from? 
แล้วตกลงคณุรู้จกัผมมาจากไหน 

53 in
q 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f Dave Qoddard's little 

brother? 

น้องชายคนเลก็ของเจ้าเดฟ กอดดาร์ด 
น่ะเรอะ 

54 in
q 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

What's he doing now? ตอนนีเ้ดฟท าอะไรอยู่ละ่ 

55 in
q 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

Is he a brain surgeon, then?  
แล้วตกลงเดฟเป็นศลัยแพทย์สมองหรือ
เปลา่ 

56 in
q 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

And you're his little brother? 
แล้วนายก็เป็นน้องชายคนสดุท้องของเจ้า
นัน่ 

57 in
q 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

What? อะไรเหรอ 

58 re
j 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

I doubt it. ไมจ่ริงละม้าง 
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59 re
j 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i d
riv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f But I wasn't the most 

popular kid at school, that's 

for sure.  

 แต่ท่ีจริงผมเองก็ใช่ว่าจะดงัท่ีสดุใน
โรงเรียนหรอก 

60 di
r 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i d
riv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f Here it is. It's the one with 

the immaculate, manicured 

lawn. 

ถึงแล้วครับ บ้านหลงัท่ีสนามหญ้าตดั
เสียเนีบ้บไมม่ีท่ีตินัน่แหละ 

61 in
q 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

How much? เท่าไร 

62 re
j 

M
at

t 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

You can't do that. ไมไ่ด้ 

63 re
j 

T
ax

i 

dr
iv

er
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

I can't take that. ผมรับเงินพ่ีไมไ่ด้หรอก 

64 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Are you staying for a while, 

then? 
จะมาอยูส่กัพกังัน้ส ิ

65 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f No Elaine, then? อีเลนไมม่าด้วยหรือ 

66 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f It's okay, Mum. I don't eat 

much, these days. 

ไมเ่ป็นไรหรอกครับ หมูนี่ผ้มกินไมค่่อยจุ
นกัหรอก 

67 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f The bedroom's spotless. 

Mum. 

ห้องนอนน่ะสะอาดเอ่ียมจะแย่อยุ่แล้วละ
ฮะแม ่

68 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f No, she won't. Mum. อีเลนไมว่่าอะไรหรอกแม ่

69 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Where is she? แล้วอยู่ไหนละ่ 

70 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f You should be with Elaine. ลกูน่าจะอยู่เป็นเพ่ือนอีเลนนะ 

71 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f She'll be fine. เธอไมเ่ป็นไรหรอกฮะ 

72 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f How long are you home 

for? 
แล้วน่ีจะกลบัมาอยูน่านแค่ไหน 

73 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f How long's quite a while? สกัพกัหนึ่งของแกน่ีมนันานแค่ไหนกนัฮ ึ

74 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Give or take what? 

มากน้อยกว่านัน้น่ะ ตกลงมนัเท่าไหร่กนั
แน ่

75 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f What about Elaine? แล้วอีเลนละ่ 

76 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f And what about your job? แล้วงานของแกละ่ 

77 in
q 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What's for dinner, then? อาหารเย็นมีอะไรบ้างครับ 

78 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Eat up. กินให้เกลีย้งเลยนะ 

79 di
r 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Why don't you sit down, 

Mum? 
แมน่ัง่สฮิะ 

80 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Is it salt you want?  อยากได้เกลือหรือเปลา่ลกู 
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81 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Honestly, Mum. I don't think 

I can manage all these. 

บอกตามตรงนะฮะแม ่ผมว่าผมคงกินหมด
น่ีไมไ่หวหรอก 

82 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Nonsense. They're good for 

you. 
เหลวไหลน่ะ กินแล้วดี มีประโยชน์ออก 

83 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f But I don't like them. แต่ผมไมช่อบน่ี 

84 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Yes, you do. ชอบส ิท าไมจะไมช่อบ 

85 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f No. I've never liked sprouts. ไมฮ่ะ ผมไมเ่คยชอบไอ้กะหล ่าดอกน่ีเลย 

86 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f You liked sprouts when 1 

cooked your dinners.  
แกชอบก าหล ่าดอกอยา่งท่ีแมท่ าน่ีนา 

87 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f You used to love sprouts. เมื่อก่อนแกชอบกะหล า่ดอกจะตาย 

88 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 d

ad
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

That was Tony, Dad, and 

he may have liked playing 

marbles with them but he 

didn't like eating them 

either. 

นัน่มนัโทน่ีต่างหากละพ่อ และถึงโทน่ีจะ
เอาไปดีดเลน่ต่างลกูหนิจริง เจ้านัน่มนัก็ไม่
ชอบกินกะหล ่าดอกเหมือนกนั 

89 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f No. ไมใ่ช่ 

90 re
j 

M
at

t's
 m

om
 

M
at

t's
 d

ad
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Yvonne used to love 

sprouts. I think you must be 

thinking of Yvonne. She 

definitely had a thing for 

sprouts. 

อีวอนต่างหากที่ชอบกินกะหล ่าดอก ฉนัว่า
คณุคงนึกถึงอีวอนมากกว่ามัง้ จริงๆแล้ว
แมค่นนัน้น่ะชอบกะหล า่ดอกเอามากๆเลย 

91 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Tony never liked sprouts. โทน่ีไมเ่คยชอบกะหล ่าดอก  

92 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Yvonne never liked sprouts. อีวอนก็ไมเ่คยชอบ  

93 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Ed never liked sprouts. เอ็ดก็ไมเ่คยชอบ  

94 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f I certainly don't like sprouts.  ผมเองก็แน่นอนวา่ไมเ่คยชอบ  

95 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 m

om
 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f 

 And I'm not eating these 

sprouts. Not now. Not in a 

little while. Not ever! 

และผมก้จะไมกิ่นกะหล ่าดอกจานนีด้้วย 
จะตอนนีห้รือตอนไหน ผมก็ไมกิ่นทัง้นัน้!!  

96 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Here you go. Now, eat up 

before it goes cold again. 

เอ้า น่ีก็รีบกินให้หมดเสยีก่อนที่จะเยน็ชืด
ไปอีกละ 

97 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Only it is quite late, 

Matthew. 
น่ีมนัก็ค่อนข้างดกึมากแล้วนา แมทธิว 

98 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f What are you laughing at? หวัเราะอะไรน่ะ 

99 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Is it the milk-bottle bloke? ข่าวไอ้หนุ่มขวดนมนัน่หรือเปลา่ 

100 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f So? ตกลงวา่? 
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101 in
q 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f So? ว่าอะไรฮะ 

102 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f So? แล้วตกลงวา่อย่างไร 

103 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f So, how are you, Matt? แล้วตกลงวา่ ลกูเป็นอย่างไรบ้างแมท 

104 di
r 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Cheers, Dad. ด่ืมฮะพ่อ 

105 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How's Zoe? โซอีเ้ป็นไงบ้าง 

106 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Enjoying it? ยงัสนกุกบังานดีไหม 

107 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f And how's my lovely 

goddaughter? 

แล้วลกูสาวอปุถมัภ์ผู้ น่ารักของฉนัเป็นไง
บ้าง 

108 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f And how's work? แล้วงานแกเป็นไงบ้าง 

109 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So… แล้วตกลงวา่ไงละ่... 

110 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What is it you don't want to 

talk about? 

ตกลงเร่ืองอะไรวะท่ีแกไมอ่ยากพดูถึงเสีย
เหลอืเกิน 

111 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I take it she's what's 

brought you home? 
เร่ืองนีซี้นะที่ท าแกเผ่นกลบัมาบ้าน 

112 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f For a while? กลบัมาแค่พกัหนึ่งใช่ไหม 

113 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Well. . . it's not splitting up, 

is it? 
ยงัไงละ่...แปลว่าไมไ่ด้เลกิกนัหรือเปลา่วะ 

114 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what happened next? แล้วอย่างไรต่อ 

115 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f When? เมื่อไรวะ 

116 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about your new job? แล้วงานใหมล่ะ่ 

117 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Her what? เปลี่ยนอะไรวะ 

118 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Keep up, will you? น่ีแกตามให้ทนัหน่อยได้ไหม 

119 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. เปลา่ 

120 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, it's more than that ไมว่่ะ มนัไม่ใช่แค่นัน้ 

121 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why not? ท าไมไมยื่ดวะ 

122 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรหรือ 
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123 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I shouldn't do that, อย่าเชียว 

124 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't even think about 

going down that road. 
อย่าแม้แต่คดิให้เปลอืงสมอง  

 

125 

re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I dunno. ไมรู้่ดิ 

 

126 

in
q 

S
ho

p 

as
si

st
a

nt
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

'How's it looking? ลองใสแ่ล้วเป็นไงมัง่ฮะ 

127 in
q 

M
at

t 

S
ho

p 

as
si

st
a

nt
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 

un
f 

Isn't this a bit tight? มนัคบัไปหน่อยมัย้เน่ีย 

128 re
j 

S
ho

p 

as
si

st
a

nt
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 

un
f 

It's cut to be close-fitting. เสือ้รุ่นนีเ้ขาต้องใสแ่บบพอดีตวั 

129 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f You're not paying for me ห้ามแกจา่ยเด็ดขาด 

 

130 

di
r 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Why not? ท าไมถึงไมไ่ด้ละ่ฮะ 

131 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Because you just can't. บอกว่าไมไ่ด้ก็ไมไ่ด้ส ิ

132 di
r 

M
at

t's
 m

om
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

You don't want to be 

spending your hard-earned 

money on me and your dad. 

Put your money away.  

ห้ามเอาเงินที่แกหาได้อย่างยากล าบากมา
สิน้เปลืองกบัพ่อแมเ่ดด็ขาด เก็บเงินนัน่
เสีย 

133 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f It's only twenty-two pounds 

fifty! 

แค่ย่ีสบิสองปอนด์กบัอีกห้าสบิเพนนีเอง
เน่ียนะฮะ! 

134 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f It's not going to break the 

bank.  
แค่นีไ้มถ่ึงกบัสิน้เนือ้ประดาตวัหรอกน่า 

135 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f No.  จ าไมไ่ด้ฮะ 

136 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f You must remember it, ต้องจ าได้ส ิ

137 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f No, Dad. ก็ผมจ าไมไ่ด้จริงๆน่ีพอ่  

138 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 d

ad
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f 

I don't remember any 

mynah bird. As far as I can 

recall I've never seen a 

mynah bird in my life.  

แล้วจะว่าไปเท่าท่ีผมจ าได้ ตัง้แตเ่กืดมา
ผมยงัไมเ่คยเห็นนกขนุทองสกัตวัเลยด้วย
ซ า้ 

139 re
j 

M
at

t's
 d

ad
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

You do remember it, you're 

just being bloody stubbord 

now! 

ฉนัรู้ว่าแกจ าได้ แต่แกมนัดือ้ด้านยัว่โมโห
ไปอย่างนัน้เอง 

140 in
q 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What are these? อะไรครับน่ี 

141 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 m

om
 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f 

But no one uses money-off 

coupons any more. Mum, 

it's so . . . 

สมยันีไ้มม่ีใครเขาใช้คปูองสว่นลดยงังีก้นั
แล้วแม ่มนั... 

142 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t's
 

da
d 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f But Matthew's already 

offered. Jack 
แต่แมทธิวเค้าอาสาแล้วน่ีแจ๊ค 
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143 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f We'd never do anything like 

that to you, Gershwin.  

เฮ้ย เกอร์ชวนิ พวกเราไมม่ีทางท าอะไร
อย่างนัน้กบัแกหรอก 

144 di
r 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Cancel it. ยกเลกิ 

145 in
q A
 

w
om

an
 

in
 th

e 

pu
b 

(G
in

ny
) 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Matt Beckford? แมท เบค็ฟอร์ด ใช่ไหมคะ 

146 in
q 

M
at

t 
A

 

w
om

an
 

in
 th

e 

pu
b 

(G
in

ny
) 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Ginny Pascoe? จินน่ี พาสโค เหรอเน่ีย 

147 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f When was the last time? ครัง้สดุท้ายน่ีเมื่อไรนะ 

148 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Wrong! ผิดยะ่ 

149 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It wasn't? ไมใ่ช่เหรอ 

150 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Are you sure? เธอแน่ใจหรือ  

151 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Try three months after that 

at Elliot's house-warming.  

ถดัจากนัน้อีกสามเดือน งานขึน้บ้านใหม่
ของเอเลียตตา่งหาก 

152 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't say it! Don't you dare 

say it!  

อย่าพดูเชียวนะ! เธออย่าได้บงัอาจพดู
ออกมาเชียว!! 

 

153 

re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. เปลา่นะ 

154 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You were, you lying git. ท าไมจะไมใ่ช่ละ่ คนโกหก 

155 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Okay, so what are you 

suggesting?  
ถ้ายงังัน้จะเอายงัไงไม่ทราบ 

156 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I'm not suggesting anything. 

I am merely throwing 

around a few ideas. 

ไมเ่อายงัไงทัง้นัน้แหละ น่ีฉนัก็แคช่่วยคิด
และเสนอดเูฉยๆ 

157 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why don't you throw one in 

too? 
แล้วท าไมเธอไมล่องเสนออะไรเสียบ้างละ่ 

158 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How about some sort of 

pact? 
งัน้ก็ เอาเป็นว่าเรามาท าสญัญากนัไหมละ่ 

159 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What kind?  สญัญาอะไร 

160 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No way! Are you mad? 

That's only two years away! 

ไมม่ีทางย่ะ! …เธอจะบ้าเหรอ ย่ีสบิหกก็
อีกแค่สองปีเองน่ะส ิ! 

161 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Then, you choose.  งัน้เธอก็เลอืกมาสวิ่าเมือ่ไร 

162 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I think we should hang on 

until we're thirty. 
ฉนัว่าเรารอไปจนถึงสามสบิจะดีกวา่ 

163 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Thirty? Are you sure? สามสบิเน่ียนะ แน่ใจหรือ 

164 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f If this is a pact, let's shake 

on it. 

ถ้าจะสญัญาเป็นเร่ืองเป็นราวก็มาจบัมือ
กนัหน่อย 
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165 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How are you? เธอเป็นไงบ้าง 

166 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you still in London? น่ีเธออยูท่ี่ลอนดอนใช่ไหม 

167 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So are you back visiting 

your mum and dad? 
แล้วน่ีกลบัมาเย่ียมพ่อกบัแมใ่ช่ไหม 

168 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Are you actually going to 

speak to me or do I have to 

guess? 

ตกลงเธอจะพดูอะไรออกมาไหมเน่ีย หรือ
ว่าจะให้ฉนัเดาเอา 

169 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

How's it going? The 

spending quality time with 

Ma and Pa Beckford? 

แล้วเป็นไงบ้างละ่ ครอบครัวสขุสนัต์กนั
กบัป๊ะป๋าหมา่ม้าดีไหม 

170 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you doing here? ตกลงเธอมาท าอะไรท่ีน่ี 

171 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f In the Kings Arms? ท่ีร้านคิงส์อาร์มส์เน่ียน่ะเหรอ 

172 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Well, for starters. อ่า เร่ิมจากตรงนัน้ก่อนก็ได้ 

173 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Last time 1 heard anything 

about your toings and 

froings you were living it up 

in Brighton, weren't you? 

ครัง้สดุท้ายท่ีได้ยนิข่าวมา รู้สกึวา่เธอก าลงั
เริงร่าอยู่ในไบรตนัอย่างนัน้ใช่ไหม 

174 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Was it sudden? เสียปบุปับหรือเปลา่ 

 

175 

re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Not really. ไมเ่ชิงหรอก 

176 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So, how are you? เออ แล้วเธอละ่เป็นไงมัง่ 

177 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Anyway, what do you do in 

Mew York, you flash git? 

แล้วเธอละ่ไปท าอะไรอยู่ในนิวยอร์คฮ ึพ่อ
หนุ่มไฮโซ 

178 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What? Building them? 

Using them? Wearing them 

on your head?  

ด้านไหนละ่ ประกอบคอมพิวเตอร์ ใช้
คอมพิวเตอร์ หรือเอาสวมไว้บนศีรษะ 

179 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You always were hopeless 

with details. 
จะเลา่อะไรให้มนัละเอียดหน่อยก็ไมไ่ด้ 

180 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's really boring. เลา่ไปก็น่าเบื่อเปลา่ๆ 

181 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Try me. ก็ลองเลา่มาก่อนส ิ

182 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How about yourself? What 

are you up to?' 
แล้วเธอละ่ เธอท าอะไรอยู ่ 

183 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where do you teach? สอนท่ีไหน 

184 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have a guess. เดาดสู ิ

185 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Not King's Heath Comp? คงไมใ่ช่ท่ีคิงส์ฮีธคอมป์นะ 
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186 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't tell me. เดี๋ยวๆ อย่าเพิ่งบอกนะ 

187 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Let me see - Mr Collins, 

geography, Mr Haynes, 

physics, Mrs Perkins, 

maths, and Mr Thorne, 

English? 

อ่า อาจารย์คอลลนิส์สอนภมูศิาสตร์ 
อาจารย์เฮย์นส์สอนฟิสกิส์ อาจารย์เพอร์
กินสสอนคณิตศาสตร์ แล้วอาจารย์ธอร์
นสอนภาษาองักฤษ ใช่ไหม 

188 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Mr Haynes teaches history. 
อาจารย์เฮย์นส์สอนประวตัิศาสตร์
ต่างหาก 

189 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Anyone special in your life? มีใครเป็นพิเศษในชีวติหรือยงั ฮ ึ

190 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Any kids?  มีลกูหรือยงั  

191 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Any pets? เลีย้งสตัว์อะไรหรือเปลา่ 

192 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about yourself? เธอละ่ 

193 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Well, feel free to say no, if 

you want to. 

อ่า ถ้าอยากปฏิเสธละ่ก็ ได้เลยนะ ไมต้่อง
เกรงใจ 

194 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How  late is your bloke? แฟนเธอมาสายแค่ไหนแล้วละ่เน่ีย 

195 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Why don't you come over 

and say hello to Gershwin? 

He's here as well. It's his 

birthday today. He'd love to 

see you. 

เธอจะแวะทกัทายเกอร์ชวินหน่อยไหมละ่ 
หมอนัน่ก็อยู่ท่ีน่ี วนันีว้นัเกิดของเขา เกอร์ช
วินต้องดีใจแน่ ถ้าได้เจอเธอ 

196 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you sure? เธอแน่ใจนะ 

197 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. ไมใ่ช่ย่ะ  

198 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You'd be doing me a huge 

favour. 

ถ้าเธอไปน่ีจะเป็นพระคณุต่อฉนัมากเลย
นะจะบอกให้ 

199 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Come and join us, or I might 

be forced to do something 

really drastic. 

มานัง่ด้วยกนัเถอะน่า อย่าบงัคบัให้ฉนั
ต้องใช้ก าลงัเชียวนะ 

200 in
q 

Ia
n 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f So, you guys went to same 

school with Genny. 

พวกคณุเคยเรียนที่เดียวกนักบัจนิน่ีสนิะ
ครับ 

201 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

Ia
n 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're not just a supply 

teacher! 
เธอไมใ่ช่แคค่รูสอนแทนเฉยๆเสียหน่อย! 

202 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

Ia
n 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Go on, Ian, tell him. เลา่ให้แมทฟังสเิอียน 

203 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Just ignore him. ไมต้่องไปฟังเขา แมท 

204 re
j 

D
av

in
a 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

We'd love to, Gershwin,' 

'but we've both got to be at 

work extra early tomorrow. 

เราเองก็อยากไปอยูน่ะ เกอร์ชวนิ แต่ว่า
พรุ่งนีเ้ราสองคนมีงานตอนเช้ามากๆ เช้า
เป็นพิเศษเลยละ 
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205 re
j 

D
om

 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Can't do it tonight, mate. คืนนีไ้มไ่ด้ว่ะเพ่ือน 

206 re
j 

C
hr

is
tin

a 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

We couldn't even if we 

wanted to. My sister won't 

babysit past eleven thirty. 

ถึงจะอยากไป แต่ฉนัก็ไปไม่ได้จริงๆ 
น้องสาวฉนัอยูด่ลูกูๆให้เราเลยห้าทุ่มคร่ึง
ไมไ่ด้แน่ 

207 re
j 

N
ei

l 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f No can do, birthday boy. ไมส่ามารถว่ะ คณุเจ้าของวนัเกิด 

208 re
j 

Ia
n 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f I can't either. I'm behind 

with my Ph.D as it is. 

ผมก็ไปไมไ่ด้ครับ แค่นีก็้จะไมจ่บดอกเตอร์
อยู่แล้ว 

209 di
r 

M
at

t 

Ia
n 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Come on, Ian, mate! ไปเถอะน่าเอียน--เพ่ือนยาก 

210 re
j 

M
at

t 

Ia
n 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

You can't go home. จะกลบับ้านตอนนีไ้ด้ไง 

211 re
j 

Ia
n 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f I appreciate your 

candour...'but I can't, 

honestly. 

ขอบคณุที่อตุสา่ห์บอกรักกนัตรงๆ...แต่ผม
ไปไม่ได้จริงๆครับ 

212 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about you, babe? แล้วคณุละ่ ท่ีรัก ว่าไงจ๊ะ 

213 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you sure? แน่ใจนะจ๊ะ 

214 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 'What about you. Gin?  เธอว่าไงจนิ 

215 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Please! น่านะ ได้โปรด 

216 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I can't stay out late on a 

school night. 
ฉนัอยู่ดกึได้ท่ีไหนละ่ พรุ่งนีต้้องไปสอน 

217 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Shall we just get a taxi into 

town? 
เรียกแท๊กซ่ีเข้าเมืองกนัไหม 

218 di
r 

M
at

t 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, c

s 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Hadn't we better have some 

sort of game-plan first? 

Where's good to go at. . 

.ten past eleven on a 

Wednesday night? 

จะไมว่างแผนกนัก่อนเหรอ…ว่าจะไปต่อท่ี
ไหนกนัดีตอน...ห้าทุ่มสบินาทีของคืนวนั
พธุ 

219 di
r 

Z
oe

 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f We could go to the Dome. จะไปเดอะโดมกนัไหมละ่ 

220 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f We can't go there! ไมไ่ด้นะ!  

221 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where else is there? งัน้มีท่ีไหนอีก 

222 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Forget going to a club. อย่าไปมนัเลยขลง่คลบัเน่ีย 

223 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, c

s 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Let's nip to the off-licence, 

get some beers, go back to 

mine and stay up all night. 

เราแวะซือ้เบียร์แล้วไปโต้รุ่งท่ีบ้านฉนัดีกว่า 

224 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f She can sleep in my bed, if 

she wants.  
ไปนอนบนเตียงฉนัก็ได้นะ 
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225 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't worry about it. It's not 

a problem.. 
ไมต้่องเป็นห่วงน่า ไมม่ีปัญหาอยู่แล้ว 

226 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Ginny said you can sleep in 

her bed.  

จินน่ีบอกให้ขึน้ไปนอนบนเตียงข้างบน
แน่ะ  

227 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f  Do you want to do that? ไปไหมจ๊ะ 

228 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you sure you don't want 

to go home? 
หรือจะกลบับ้านเลยไหม 

229 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Knackered yet? ว่าไง หมดสภาพแล้วหรือยงั เธอน่ะ 

230 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No way. ไมม่ีทางย่ะ 

231 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Pass the cherries, chump. ไหนสง่เชอร์ร่ีมาซิเพ่ือน 

232 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How long have you been 

seeing him? 
พวกเธอคบกนัมานานเท่าไรแล้วนะ 

233 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f But you don't live together? แต่ก็ไมไ่ด้อยูด้่วยกนัใชไ่หม 

234 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f But you've got plans to 

move in together? 

แต่ก็วางแผนจะย้ายมาอยู่ด้วยกนัใช่ไหม
ละ่ 

235 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No, Ian and I haven't got 

any plans to move in 

together. At least, none that 

I'm aware of. 

เปลา่หรอก ฉนักบัเอียนยงัไมม่ีแผนจะย้าย
มาอยู่ด้วยกนั แต่เขาจะคิดวางแผนยงัไง
ของเขา อนันีฉ้นัก็ไมรู้่นะ 

236 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about your own? แล้วเธอละ่เป็นยงัไงมัง่ 

237 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about it? ของฉนัท าไมเหรอ 

238 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

The ex-girlfriend you 

mentioned in the Kings 

Arms? Is she American? 

แฟนเก่าท่ีพดูถึงตอนอยู่ท่ีคิงส์อาร์มน่ะ 
เป็นสาวอเมริกนัใช่ไหม 

239 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's she like? เธอเป็นยงัไงมัง่ 

240 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what went wrong? แล้วเกิดอะไรขึน้ถึงเลกิกนัละ่ 

241 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. เปลา่ 

242 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Enough of the jibes. เลกิกดัเว้ย 

243 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Let's get to business. มาคยุเร่ืองส าคญักนัได้แล้ว 

244 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What business? เร่ืองส าคญัอะไรเหรอ 

245 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Has anyone seen any of the 

old gang recently? 

หลงัๆน่ีมีใครได้ข่าวเพ่ือนๆในกลุม่เราบ้าง
ไหมเน่ีย 
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246 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What was she up to? แล้วตอนนีเ้บฟท างานอะไรอยู ่

247 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You know Pete's younger 

brother Ray? 
เฮ้ย จ าเรย์น้องชายของพีทได้ไหม 

248 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Him? Get married? Never. อย่างหมอนัน่เน่ียนะจะแต่งงาน ไมม่ีทาง 

249 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Never. Never. Never. ไมม่ีทาง ไมม่ีท้าง ไม่มีทาง 

250 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who have you seen.Matt? แล้วแกเจอใครบ้างไหมแมท 

251 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about Katrina? แล้วแคทริน่าละ่ 

252 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Has no one heard from her? ไมม่ีใครได้ข่าวเลยเหรอ 

253 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f She was in London, wasn't 

she? 
เธอยงัอยู่ในลอนดอนใช่ไหมฮ ึ

254 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรเหรอ 

255 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Is that you, Matthew? นัน่ลกูเรอะ แมทธิว 

256 in
q 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 m

om
 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f 

You haven't been awake all 

night waiting for me, have 

you? 

น่ีอยู่รอผมทัง้คืนหรือเปลา่เน่ีย 

257 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f You must be joking. ตลกน่ะ 

258 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f You'd better get off to bed. ไปนอนได้แล้วไป 

259 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Matthew, it's the phone for 

you. 
แมทธิว โทรศพัท์แน่ะ 

260 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Matthew, it's the phone for 

you. 
แมทธิว โทรศพัท์ 

261 re
j 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f It's the middle of the night. โธ่ ยงัดกึอยู่เลยแม ่

 

262 

di
r 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Get them to call back at a 

decent hour. 

บอกให้โทรศพัท์มาเวลาท่ีเป็นผู้ เป็นคน
กว่านีห้น่อยเถอะ 

263 re
j 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f I'm not your skivvy, you 

know. 
น่ีฉนัไมใ่ช่คนใช้นะ 

264 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, you're all right. อ๋อ ไมเ่ป็นไรหรอก 

265 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where are you? อยู่ไหนเน่ีย 

266 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Shouldn't you be at work or 

something? 
ไมต้่องไปท างานหรืออะไรหรอกเหรอ 

267 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How are Gershwin and 

Zoe? 
เกอร์ชวนิกบัโซอีเ้ป็นไงบ้าง 
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268 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have you seen the sky 

today?  
วนันีเ้ธอเห็นท้องฟ้าหรือยงั 

269 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Never mind all that. Go and 

take a look out of a window. 

เอาน่ะ ลองมองออกไปดนูอกหน้าตา่ง
เสียก่อน 

270 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I wish. ได้งัน้จริงก็ดีส ิ

271 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Are you in? แล้วเธอละ่ว่าไง จะไปไมไ่ป 

272 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Do you know what this 

reminds me of? 
รู้ไหมว่ามนัท าให้ฉนัคิดถึงอะไร 

273 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f The summer we finished 

our A levels? 

ตอนหน้าร้อนท่ีเราจบชัน้เอเลเวลส์ใช่ไหม
ละ่ 

274 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How did you guess? เดาถกูได้ไงวะ 

275 in
q 

M
at

t 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Do you know what I was 

doing this time last year? 
รู้ไหมว่าเวลานีข้องปีท่ีแล้ว ฉนัท าอะไรอยู ่

276 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรเหรอ 

277 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How about you, Gershwin? แล้วเธอละ่ เกอร์ชวิน 

278 in
q 

M
at

t 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, c

s 

ea
 

es
 

f 

When did you feel that you 

were actually a fully fledged 

grown-up? 

พวกนายสองคนรู้สกึวา่เป็นผู้ใหญ่เต็มตวั
เอาเมื่อไหร่น่ะ 

279 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about you? แล้วเธอละ่ 

280 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. ไมจ่ริงงะ 

281 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're having me on? น่ีแกอ าฉนัเลน่ใช่ไหม 

282 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Can we see it? ขอดหูน่อยส ิ

283 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Go on, please. น่านะ ได้โปรด 

284 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Never. Never in a million 

years. 
ไมม่ีทาง อีกก่ีล้านปีก็ไมม่ีทาง 

285 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what does thirty mean to 

you? 

น่ี อายสุามสบิน่ะมีความหมายพิเศษอะไร
ส าหรับเธอบ้างไหม 

286 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Same question back to you. 

Gin. 
งัน้ขอฉนัถามอย่างเดียวกนักบัเธอบ้าง จิน 

287 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f As opposed to? ซึง่แทนที่จะ...? 

288 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come on then, Matt. เอ้า ว่าไปซีแมท 

289 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I dunno. ไมรู้่ดิ 
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290 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're kidding, right? น่ีแกยกตวัอย่างเลน่ๆใช่ไหมเน่ีย 

291 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Neckies? เน็กกีส์้อะไรน่ะ 

292 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Come on, Gershwin, tell us 

something that'll prove 

you're just as crap as us. 

ขอละ เกอร์ชวนิ ช่วยเลา่อะไรท่ีอบุาทว์
พอฟัดพอเหว่ียงกบัเร่ืองฉนัสองคนหน่อย
เหอะ 

293 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Try us. เลา่มาก่อนเหอะน่า 

294 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

In case it has escaped your 

attention, Gershwin, you 

haven't got a garden to do 

any gardening in. You live 

in a second floor flat. 

เผื่อวา่แกไมไ่ด้สงัเกตนะ เกอร์ชวนิ… บ้าน
แกน่ะไมม่ีสวนให้ท าเว้ย แกอยูแ่ฟลตชัน้
สองนะเพ่ือน 

295 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Shows what you know. 

There's more to me than 

meets the eye, you know. 

I've got an allotment.  

แกน่ีไมรู้่อะไรเสยีแล้ว เห็นอย่างนีเ้ถอะ ฉนั
มีสวนเช่าเว้ย 

296 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 'Never! ไมจ่ร๊ิง! 

297 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I kid you not. ฉนัจะหลอกพวกแกเลน่ท าไม 

298 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You, Gershwin Palmer, 

have an allotment? 

แก...นายเกอร์ชวนิ พาล์มเมอร์ เน่ียนะ 
เช่าท่ีท าสวน 

299 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You can't have an 

allotment. You're Gershwin. 
แกจะมีสวนได้ไง แกมนัไอ้เกอร์ชวินชดัๆ 

300 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How come you never 

mentioned it until now? 
แล้วท าไมไมเ่คยเลา่ให้ฟังกนับ้างเลย 

301 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So, do you still fancy her, 

then, after all this time? 

ว่าไง ตกลงว่าผ่านมานานขนาดนี ้แกยงั
ชอบจินน่ีอยูห่รือเปลา่วะ 

302 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you having? ท าอะไรกินกนัละ่ 

303 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Your company would be 

appreciated. 
ถ้าแกมาด้วยละก ็จะเป็นพระคณุมากเลย 

304 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you in? ว่าไง มาได้ไหม 

305 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I'd love to, mate, but I 

promised to make an 

appearance at the Beckford 

family dinner table today. 

ก็อยากอยูห่รอกเพ่ือน แต่ฉนัสญัญาไว้
แล้วว่าจะไปปรากฏตวัในงานเลีย้งอาหาร
ค ่ารวมญาติตระกลูเบค็ฟอร์ดวนันีเ้น่ียส ิ

306 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

They won't mind you 

missing one Sunday dinner 

surely? You live there. 

ไมไ่ปแค่อาทิตย์เดียวเขาคงไมว่่าหรอกมัง้ 
แกก็กลบัมาอยู่บ้านแล้วน่ีนะ 

307 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Yeah, they will. ว่าส ิ

308 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Your birthday? วนัเกิดแกน่ะหรือ 
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309 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Did you? แล้วกลบัไหม 

310 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have you thought any more 

about Ginny? แกยงัคดิเร่ืองจินน่ีอยูอี่กไหมเน่ีย 

311 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Far from it, mate.  บอกว่าไมห่ลงน่ียงัน้อยไปเว้ยเพ่ือน 

312 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Nah. It wasn't electricity มา่ยน่อ ไมใ่ช่ป๊ิงเป๊ิงอะไรหรอก 

313 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What do you think? แกว่าดีไหม 

314 in
q 

M
at

t 

B
ev

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 
And Jimmy is? แล้วจิมม่ีน่ีใคร 

315 re
j 

B
ev

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Never mind Congrats, fella.  ไมต้่องมายินดงยนิดีเลย เพ่ือนเอ๋ย 

316 in
q 

B
ev

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What on earth made you 

decide to call me at three 

thirty on a Sunday 

afternoon after. . .nearly six 

years of no see or hear -  

แล้วไมท่ราบว่าอะไรดลใจให้จู่ๆก็โทรศพัท์
มาหาฉนัเอาตอนบา่ยสามโมมงคร่ึงของ
วนัอาทิตย์แบบนี ้หลงัจาก...เกือบหกปีที
ไมไ่ด้เจอะเจอหรือได้ขา่วคราวกนัเลย 

317 in
q 

B
ev

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You still see Gershwin? 

How is he? 

เธอยงัเจอเกอร์ชวนิอยูห่รือน่ี เขาเป็นไง
บ้าง 

318 in
q 

M
at

t 

B
ev

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I just wanted to see if you're 

okay. 

ท่ีโทรศพัท์มาก็เพราะอยากรู้ว่าเธอสบายดี
หรือเปลา่ 

319 di
r 

B
ev

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You should come up and 

stay with us before you go 

to Australia. 

ก่อนเธอจะไปออสเตรเลีย ขึน้มาพกักบัเรา
ก่อนส ิ

320 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I take it you don't like it? รู้สกึจะไมค่่อยสนกุกบังานเทา่ไรซีนะ 

321 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is it too late, then? มนัสายไปแล้วหรือ 

322 di
r 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Never mind the card. Matt.  อย่ามวัห่วงเร่ืองการ์ดเลย แมทเอ๊ย  

323 di
r 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Worry about the days 

you've got left in your 

twenties and savour them 

because, believe me, it's all 

downhill from here. 

เป็นห่วงคืนวนัที่เธอมีเหลืออยู่วยัทีเลขอายุ
ยงัน าหน้าด้วย ๒ ไว้เถอะ แล้วด่ืมด ่ากบั
มนัให้คุ้มค่า เพราะเช่ือได้เลยว่า หลงัจาก
นัน้ชีวิตมนัจะมีแตด่ิ่งลงเหว 

324 re
j 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 
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ea
 

es
 

f Not really. ก็ไมน่ะ 

325 in
q 

M
at

t 

P
et

e 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f This is all yours? น่ีของแกทัง้หมดหรือน่ี 

326 di
r 

P
et

e 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Hang on a sec. รอแป๊บนะ 

327 di
r 

P
et

e 

B
ill

y 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Mind the shop. ดแูลร้านดีๆละ  

328 di
r 

P
et

e 

B
ill

y 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Don't be cheeky. อย่าซ่านกัรู้ไหม 
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329 di
r 

P
et

e 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have a seat, mate. นัง่สเิพ่ือน 

330 re
j 

M
at

t 

P
et

e 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Yeah, in a second. I just 

want to check out your 

videos. 

เดี๋ยวก่อน แป๊บหนึ่ง ขอฉนัดวูดีิโอแก
หน่อย 

331 in
q 

M
at

t 

P
et

e 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Every single episode? มี่ทกุตอนเลยจริงเหรอ 

332 in
q 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Who is it? นัน่ใครน่ะ 

333 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
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in
e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you doing? คณุท าอะไรอยู่เน่ีย 

334 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Anyway, how are you? How 

are you coping? 

ว่าแตค่ณุเถอะ เป็นอยา่งไร ท าใจได้บ้าง
หรือยงั 

335 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f You don't sound fine at all. 

Matt. 
เสียงคณุไมเ่หน็จะดีเลยแมท 

336 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f 

You know what I mean.  ไมไ่ด้หมายถึงยงังัน้ 

337 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Did you sleep okay? ได้นอนหรือเปลา่ 

338 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Not necessarily. มนัก็ไมจ่ าเป็นนะ 

339 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what do we do now? แล้วเราต้องท าไงกนัต่อ 

340 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why? ท าไมละ่ 

341 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I don't think Gershwin was 

trying to say that we're 

special. 

ฉนัว่าเกอร์ชวินไมไ่ด้จะบอกว่าเราวเิศษ
กว่าใครหรอก 

342 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't you think that's the 

way it is, Gershwin? 
แกคดิยงังัน้ใช่ไหม เกอร์ชวิน 

343 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f A what? เป็นอะไรนะ 

344 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you doing now? เดี๋ยวเธอจะท าอะไรต่อ 

345 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you up to? Seeing 

Ian? 
แล้วเธอละ่ จะท าอะไร ไปหาเอียนหรือ 

346 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. I'm doing nothing too. เปลา่ ฉนัก็อยูว่่างๆเหมือนกนั 

347 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No. Far from it. I'm just glad 

you can talk about it with 

me, that's all. 

ไมห่รอก...ไม่ใช่ยงังัน้เลย ฉนัดีใจท่ีเธอพดู
เร่ืองนีใ้ห้ฉนัฟัง 

348 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I can see you want to ask 

me something. Go ahead. 

รู้สกึเธอมีอะไรอยากจะถามฉนัใช่ไหม 
ถามมาส ิ

349 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Look, I don't want you to get 

upset. 

ไมเ่ป็นไรน่า นะ...อย่าเศร้าส ิฉนัไมอ่ยาก
ให้เธอเศร้าหรือเสยีใจ 

350 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. It's okay. Matt. ไมห่รอก...ฉนัไมเ่ป็นไรหรอกแมท 
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351 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Just a little bit. ก็ใช่ว่าไมช่อบอะไรมากมาย... 

352 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Sometimes you just don't 

want it to stop.  

บางครัง้เธอก็ไมจ่ าเป็นต้องช่วยปลอบให้
ฉนัหายเศร้าน่ี 

353 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You should tell them that. เธอควรจะบอกให้พวกท่านรู้เสียนะ 

354 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I think it's great that you had 

that with your mum but my 

folks haven't got the faintest 

clue what to do with 

emotions.  

ไอ้ท่ีเธอกบัแมบ่อกรักกนัน่ะฉนัวา่เป็นสิง่ท่ี
ดีมาก แตค่รอบครัวฉนัท าซึง้กนัอยา่งนัน้
ไมเ่ป็นหรอก 

355 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 
Feel free to call me for a 

drink, a moan or just to 

hang out 

เธอโทรศพัท์หาฉนัได้ทกุเมื่อนะ ไมว่่าจะ
โทรศพัท์มาชวนไปด่ืม ไปฟังเธอบน่ หรือ
แม้แต่ไปเตร็ดเตรกนัท่ไหนเฉยๆก็ได้ทัง้นัน้ 

356 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

Ia
n 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f To what do I owe this 

pleasure? 
มีเร่ืองอะไรดีๆหรือเปลา่น่ี 

357 re
j 

Ia
n 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Bad news, I'm afraid. เกรงว่าจะเป็นข่าวร้ายน่ะ 

358 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

Ia
n 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You haven't even told me 

what the bad news is yet. 

คณุยงัไมไ่ด้บอกฉนัเลยว่า ข่าวร้ายท่ีว่าน่ะ
มนัคืออะไร 

359 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Same again, Qinny? เธอด่ืมเหมือนเดิมใช่ไหม จินน่ี 

360 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, thanks.  ไมล่ะ ขอบใจ  

361 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you think that was 

about? 
เฮ้ย แกว่าเร่ืองอะไรวะ 

362 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where's Ian? เอียนไปไหนแล้วละ่ 

363 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f He can't have gone 

already? 
คงไมไ่ด้กลบัไปแล้วหรอกนะ 

364 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Lovers' tiff? มีพ่อแง่แมง่อนกนัหรือไง 

365 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So? แล้วไงละ่ 

366 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Ferrari or Porsche? เฟอร์ราร่ีหรือพอร์ชน่ะ 

367 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I don't know! ไมรู้่!! 

368 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Can't stand them. Couldn't 

stand them at university 

either. 

เกลยีดชะมดั ทนไมไ่ด้เอาเลยละ สมยั
เรียนก็ทนไมไ่ด้เหมือนกนั 

369 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You don't get to be anyone 

but yourself. 

เธอก็เป็นตวัของเธอเองไป ไมต้่องเป็น
อย่างอ่ืนเลย 

370 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t/G

er
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Thanks, but no thanks, 

boys.  
ขอบใจย่ะ แต่ไมดี่กว่าจ้ะหนุ่มๆ 
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371 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t/G

er
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you say? Next 

weekend, are you up for it? 

ว่าไงสนใจไหม อาทติย์หน้านีแ้ล้ว ว่างหรือ
เปลา่ 

372 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t/G

er
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You are joking? พวกเธอพดูเลน่ใช่ไหมเน่ีย 

373 di
r 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Matthew! It's the phone for 

you! แมทธิว มีโทรศพัท์มาแน่ะ 

 

374 

in
q 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Who is it? ใครโทรศพัท์มาครับนัน่ 

375 in
q 

M
at

t 

M
at

t's
 

m
om

 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What does he want? มนัโทรศพัท์มาท าไมแม ่

376 di
r 

M
at

t's
 m

om
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

But if you don't get your 

backside down here in a 

minute, you'll never find out 

because I'll put the phone 

down! 

แต่ถ้าแกไมรี่บย้ายก้นลงมาข้างลา่งเด๋ียวนี ้
แกก็จะไมม่ีวนัรู้ เพราะฉนัจะวางหเูดี๋ยวนี ้

377 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. เปลา่ 

378 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what can I do for you, 

sir? 
ว่าไง มีอะไรให้รับใช้หรือท่าน 

379 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f How big a favour? รบกวนเป็นอย่างสงูมากไหม 

380 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I have no idea what you're 

on about. 
แกพดูเร่ืองอะไรเน่ีย ไมเ่ห็นเข้าใจ 

381 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're asking me to look 

after her? 
น่ีก าลงัจะขอให้ฉนัเลีย้งลกูให้แกงัน้เรอะ 

382 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You'd be doing me and Zoe 

a massive favour. 

ถ้าได้ละก็นะ เท่ากบัวา่แกช่วยฉนักบัโซอี ้
ได้อย่างมากเลยละ 

383 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you sure? แกแน่ใจนา 

384 in
q 

M
at

t 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f What do you fancy doing 

today, Charlotte? 
วนันีอ้ยากท าอะไรจ๊ะ ชาร์ลอ็ต 

385 di
r 

Z
oe

 

C
ha

rlo
tte

 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

Do you want to go and put 

your things away in your 

bedroom, darling? 

หนเูอาของไปเก็บในห้องนอนก่อนดีไหม
ลกู 

386 in
q 

M
at

t 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is she allowed to watch TV? อนญุาตให้แกดทีูวีได้หรือเปลา่ 

387 di
r 

Z
oe

 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f You be a good girl for your 

uncle Matt, won't you? 
หนจูะเป็นเด็กดีกบัอาแมทใช่ไหมลกู 

388 in
q 

M
at

t 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Do you know what these 

are? 
รู้ไหมว่าน่ีอะไรเอย่ 

389 in
q 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f What do they do? เอาไว้ท าอะไรคะ 

390 in
q 

M
at

t 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f You know what CDs are? หนรูู้จกัซีดีไหมลกู 

391 in
q 

M
at

t 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f Do you know who that is? รู้ไหมจ๊ะว่าน่ีใคร 
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392 in
q 

M
at

t 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

cs
 

sj
 

hl
 f 'Have you heard of Michael 

Jackson? 
เคยได้ยินช่ือไมเคลิ แจค็สนั ไหม 

393 in
q 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f Is it Mummy? แมม่าหรือเปลา่ 

394 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come in. เข้ามาส ิ

395 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How did you know I was 

here? 
รู้ได้ไงว่าฉนัอยู่น่ี 

396 di
r 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

G
in

ny
 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Look what we've been 

doing. 
มาดสูคิะว่าเราเลน่อะไรกนัอยู่ 

397 di
r 

C
ha

rlo
tte

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

lh
 f 

Uncle Matt, will you play 

that record again? The one 

we were just dancing to? 

อาแมทขา เลน่แผน่เสียงอีกได้ไหมคะ เอา
เพลงท่ีเราก าลงัเต้นกนัอยู่เมื่อกีน่้ะ 

398 in
q 

Z
oe

 

G
in

ny
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have you been doing this 

all afternoon? 
น่ีท าแบบนีก้นัมาตลอดบา่ยเลยหรือเน่ีย 

399 in
q 

Z
oe

 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f What have you been 

listening to? 
วนันีห้นไูด้ฟังอะไรบ้างจ๊ะลกู 

400 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where does she get these 

words? 
แกจ าค าพวกนีม้าจากไหนน่ะ 

401 in
q 

Z
oe

 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f So, what's cool music, then, 

Charlotte?' 

งัน้ไหนบอกแมซ่ิว่า เพลงเจ๋งๆท่ว่าน่ะ มี
อะไรมัง่จ๊ะ ชาร์ลอ็ต 

402 in
q 

Z
oe

 

C
ha

rlo
t

te
 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f So what's not cool? งัน้อะไรท่ีไมเ่จ๋งมัง่ละ่ลกู 

403 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, no, no. ไมล่ะ่ ไม ่ไม่ 

404 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So, things getting you down 

at home? 
เร่ืองท่ีบ้านท าเธอเซ็งสนิะ 

405 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're joking, right? Things 

can't be that bad. 

เธอพดูเลน่ใช่ไหม อะไรมนัจะแยข่นาดนัน้
เชียวเรอะ 

406 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Never! ถามจริง! 

407 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

But you're not serious about 

going to Australia now, 

surely? 

แต่เธอไมไ่ด้จริงจงัเร่ืองท่ีจะรีบไป
ออสเตรเลียใช่ไหม ฮ ึ

408 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I'm totally serious. ฉนัจริงจงัท่ีสดุ 

409 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

But what about us? แล้วเร่ืองพวกเราละ่ 

410 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Aren't we having a good 

time? 
อยู่ท่ีน่ีกบัพวกฉนัไมส่นกุเหรอ 

411 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I invited you to come out 

with us. 
ฉนัก็ชวนเธอไปด้วยอยูน่ี่ไง 

412 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

And I turned you down! I'm 

nobody's third wheel, thank 

you very much.  

ฉนัไปไมไ่ด้หรอก ! จะลากให้ฉนัไปนัง่เป็น
ก้างเหรอ ไมล่ะ ขอบใจ 

413 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You're joking, right? พดูเลน่ใช่ไหมเน่ีย 
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414 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Deadly serious, sir. Why 

would I joke?  
พดูจริงสคิะคณุ ฉนัจะพดูเลน่ท าไม 

415 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f But what about Ian? เดี่ยว แล้วเอียนละ่ 

416 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about Ian? เอียนท าไมหรือ 

417 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Mind what? An old 

schoolfriend moving into the 

spare room? Of course not. 

เขาจะว่าอะไรละ่ ก้แคเ่พ่ือนเก่าย้ายเข้ามา
อยู่ ห้องว่างๆก็เยอะแยะ ไมว่่าหรอก 

418 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You'd let me pay rent, of 

course? 
ถ้าอย่างนัน้เธอต้องให้ฉนัจา่ยคา่เช่า 

419 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No rent, as I've already 

made clear. 
ก็บอกแล้วไงว่าไมเ่ก็บค่าเชา่ 

420 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And you're sure you're 

sure? 
เธอแน่ใจว่าเธอแน่ใจแน่ๆนะ 

421 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What kind of rules did you 

have in mind?' 
กฎกติกาแบบไหนบ้างหรือที่เธอคิดไว้ 

422 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No washing-up left in the 

sink longer than twenty-four 

hours. 

ห้ามหมกจานชามไว้ในอ่างโดยไมล้่างเกิน
ย่ีสบิสี่ชัว่โมง 

423 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No leaving just two sheets 

of loo roll for the next 

person. 

ห้ามเหลือกระดาษช าระในห้องน า้ไว้แค่
สองแผ่น ใกล้หมดแล้วต้องเปลีย่นใสม้่วน
ใหมท่นัท ี

424 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You can't make up rules, 

you cheeky git. I'm the 

landlady. 

เธอไมมี่สทิธ์ิทะลึง่มาตัง้กฏย่ะ ตาบ้า ฉนั
เป็นเจ้าของบ้านนะ 

425 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Go on. เอ้า ว่ามาส ิ 

426 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's this rule you've got? กฎอะไรของเธอไมท่ราบ 

427 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No girl-pants or brassieres 

drying on radiators. 

ห้ามตากกางเกงกบัยกทรงบนเคร่ืองท า
ความร้อนเดด็ขาด 

428 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Good night? คืนนีเ้ป็นไงมัง่จ๊ะ สนกุหรือเปลา่ 

429 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How about yours? แล้วของเธอเป็นไงมัง่ 

430 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How was it? เป็นไงบ้างละ่ 

431 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

So come on, Mr Misery, 

why was tonight so awful for 

you? 

เอ้า ไหนวา่มาซิ พ่อหนุ่มนกัเศร้า ท าไมคืน
นีข้องเธอถึงได้ง่อยนกัง่อยหนา 

432 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No special reason. ไมม่ีเหตผุลพเิศษอะไรหรอก 

433 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Hard day with Charlotte? วนันีช้าร์ลอ็ตดือ้หรืองอแงหรือไง 

434 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Not in the least. She was 

brilliant.  
ไมเ่ลยสกันิด แกน่ารักจะตายไป 



 

 

 

332 

435 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what's wrong, then? แล้วตกลงเธอเป็นอะไรเน่ีย 

436 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

That's the second time 

you've invited me to play 

gooseberry. I have my 

dignity. I don't need your 

charity. . . yet. 

น่ีเป็นครัง้ท่ีสองแล้วนะท่ีเธอชวนฉนัไปนัง่
เป็นก้าง ฉนัก็มีศกัดิ์ศรีนะ ไมต้่องมาท า
การกศุลแถวนี.้..ยงัไมต้่อง 

437 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you doing now? 

Off to bed? 

แล้วน่ีจะท าอะไรตอ่ จะเข้านอนแล้วหรือ
ยงั 

438 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Not this early. หวัวนัอย่างนีเ้น่ียนะ 

439 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're joking! พดูเป็นเลน่! 

440 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 
Never mind computers. 

Let's open a bottle of wine 

or three, relax and have a 

good old talk. 

ช่างหวัคอมพิวเตอร์เถอะ มาเปิดไวน์ด่ืม
กนัสกัขวดหรือสามขวด นัง่พกัให้สบาย 
แล้วคยุกนัดีกว่า 

441 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You miss her, don't you? เธอคดิถึงเขาละส ิใช่ไหม 

442 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who? เขาไหน 

443 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

So, are you going to tell me 

what went wrong with you 

two?  

ตกลงจะเลา่ให้ฉนัฟังหรือเปลา่ว่าเกิดอะไร
ขึน้กบัเธอสองคนกนัแน่ 

444 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, no, no. ไม ่ไม ่ไมเ่ลย 

445 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Talking about relationships 

isn't gloomy - it's therapy. 

การคยุเร่ืองคามสมัพนัธ์ไมใ่ช่เร่ืองหดหู่--
มนัเป็นการบ าบดัต่างหาก 

446 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไร 

447 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. It was bad.  ไมเ่ลย...มนัแย่ด้วยซ า้ 

448 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What made you change 

your mind? 
แล้วอะไรท าให้เธอเปลีย่นใจ 

449 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What thing? อะไร 

450 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How about you and Ian? แล้วเธอกบัเอียนละ่ 

451 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What did you have in mind? 
แล้วท่ีเธอเคยจินตนาการเอาไว้ มนัเป็น
ยงัไงละ่ 

452 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What about you, Matt? How 

did you think things would 

be for you when you turned 

thirty? 

แล้วเธอละ่แมท สมยัก่อนเคยคิดฝันอะไร
ไว้ส าหรับวยัสามสบิบ้าง 

453 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who else did you have in 

mind? 
แล้วไมม่ีใครอ่ืนในใจอีกหรือ 

454 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is this a good idea, Matt? มนัจะดีเหรอแมท 
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455 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're not sure? เธอไมแ่น่ใจเหรอ 

456 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What aren't you sure 

about? 
ไมแ่น่ใจเร่ืองอะไร 

457 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. ไมต้่อง 

458 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't you want to do this? น่ีตกลงเธออยากจะท าอย่างนีแ้น่หรือเปลา่ 

459 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Do you? เธออยากเหรอ 

460 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you sure sure? Or are 

you just sure? 

เธอแน่ใจสดุๆเลยหรือเปลา่ หรือว่าแค่
แน่ใจเฉยๆ 

461 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What now? อะไรอีกละ่ทีนี ้

462 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Now, stop sulking. ท่ีนีเ้ลกิท าหน้ามูทู่่  

463 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And let's discuss this like 

the adults we are.  
แล้วคยุกนัให้สมกบัเป็นผู้ใหญ่หน่อย 

464 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Let's agree right now that 

we're not going to get all 

weird about this. 

เรามาตกลงกนัก่อนว่า หลงัจากนีห้้าม
ท าท่าแปลกๆ หรือท าตวัห่างเหินใสก่นั
เด็ดขาด 

465 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Anything else? มีอะไรอีกไหม 

466 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about if one of us 

changes our mind? 

แล้วถ้าหากเราคนใดคนหนึ่งเกิดเปลี่ยนใจ
ขึน้มาละ่ 

467 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you going to change 

your mind? 
น่ีเธอจะเปลยีนใจเหรอ 

468 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Not necessarily. อาจไมไ่ด้หมายถึงฉนัก็ได้ 

469 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Believe me, Ginny. เช่ือฉนัเถอะ จนิน่ี 

470 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I strongly doubt that I'm 

going to change my mind. 
ฉนัไมเ่ปลี่ยนใจหรอก 

471 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So we're agreed? เป็นอนัว่าเราตกลงกนัแล้วใช่ไหม 

472 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Anything else? มีอะไรอีกไหมเน่ีย 

473 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you sure? แน่ใจนะ 

474 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Nothing. ไมม่ีอะไรหรอก 

475 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Just ignore me. ช่างฉนัเถอะ 

476 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's nothing. Honestly.  ไมม่ีอะไรน่า จริงๆ 
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477 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What is it? มีอะไรก็ว่ามาเถอะ 

478 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why? ท าไมละ่ 

479 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Other than the fact that I'm 

in a relationship with Ian 

and you're getting over your 

ex-girlfriend and moving to 

Australia quite soon? 

นอกเหนือจากเหตผุลท่ีว่าฉนัก าลงัคบอยู่
กบัเอียน กบัเหตผุลที่วา่เธอเองก็ก าลงั
พยายามท าใจลืมแฟนเก่า แล้วย้ายไปอยู่
ออสเตรเลียน่ะหรือ 

480 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Because you know what the 

other word for repeated 

procedures is, don't you? 

เธอก็รู้ใช่ไหมว่า เร่ืองซ า้ซากคาราคาซงั
ท่ีว่าน่ี เราเรียกอีกอย่างว่าอะไร 

481 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f A nightmare? ฝันร้ายน่ะหรือ 

482 in
q 

A
 w

om
an

 

(S
us

an
na

) 

Ia
n 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Which do you think? The 

Hungarian we had last time 

or this Italian number with 

fifty pence knocked off? 

คณุชอบแบบไหนคะ ไวน์ฮงัการีท่ีเราด่ืม
กนัหนก่อน หรือว่าไวน์อิตาลีขวดนีท่ี้ลด
ราคาห้าสบิเพนนี 

483 in
q 

Ia
n'

s 

so
n 

Ia
n 

ss
 

js
 

lh
 f Daddy. Jammy Dodgers or 

chocolate-chip cookies?' 

พ่อฮะ จะเอาแจมม่ีดอดเจอร์หรือว่าคกุกี ้
ช็อกโกแลตชิปดีฮะ 

484 re
j 

Ia
n 

Ia
n'

s 

so
n 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f Neither. ไมเ่อาทัง้คูน่ัน่แหละ 

485 di
r 

Ia
n 

Ia
n'

s 
so

n 

ss
 

sj
 

hl
 f 

We don't want your teeth to 

fall out, now, do we? Go 

and put them back, there's 

a good boy. 

เราไมอ่ยากให้ลกูฟันผรุ่วงหมดปากซะ
ก่อน เป็นเดก็ดีแล้วเอาไปวางคืนไว้เสยี 

486 in
q 

S
us

an
n

a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Is this your little girl? ลกูสาวเหรอคะเน่ีย 

487 re
j 

M
at

t 

S
us

an
n

a cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f No, she's not mine, and 

neither are these tampons. 

แกไมใ่ช่ลกูสาวผมหรอกฮะ ผ้าอนามยั
แบบสอดพวกนีก็้ไมใ่ช่เหมือนกนั 

488 re
j 

M
at

t 

S
us

an
n

a cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

They're not my partner's. ไมใ่ช่ของแฟนผมหรอกครับ 

489 in
q 

S
us

an
n

a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f Ginny who Ian used to work 

with? 
จินน่ีท่ีเอียนเคยท างานด้วยน่ะหรือคะ 

490 di
r 

S
us

an
na

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f You and Ginny should 

come round for dinner 

sometime. 

คณุกบัจินน่ีน่าจะแวะมาทานข้าวเยน็ที่
บ้านบ้างนะ 

491 di
r 

S
us

an
na

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Well, anyway, just get her to 

give Ian a call when she's 

come through the other 

side/ 

แต่อย่างไรก็ฝากบอกให้เธอโทรศพัท์มาหา
เอียนหน่อยแล้วกนั ถ้าสะสางงานเสร็จ
หมดเรียบร้อยแล้ว 

492 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Leave me alone until I'm 

human. 

ขอฉนัอยูค่นเดียวก่อน ตอนนีก้ าลงั
หงดุหงดิ คืนร่างเป็นมนษุย์เมื่อไรค่อยคยุ
กนั 

493 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you decent? โป๊อยู่หรือเปลา่ 

494 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come in. เข้ามาส ิ
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495 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What can I do for you, Mr 

Beckford? 
มีอะไรให้ดิฉนัรับใช้คะ คณุเบค็ฟอร์ด 

496 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's this in aid of? เน่ืองในวาระอะไรมทิราบคะ 

497 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Nothing. ไมม่ีอะไรน่ี 

498 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You want to borrow some 

money, don't you? 
จะยืมเงินใช่ไหมเน่ีย 

499 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. เปลา่ 

500 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No, I was just thinking how 

nice it is when someone 

does stuff like this.  

ไมใ่ช่อะไรหรอกน่า ก็แค่รู้สกึวา่มนัเป็น
อะไรท่ีดีๆเท่านัน้เอง 

501 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. ไมเ่อา 

502 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f  Is he staying for long? ภาคนีจ้ะอยู่อีกนานไหม 

503 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Did the phone ring while 

you'were in the bath? 

ตอนเธออาบน า้อยู่มีเสยีงโทรศพัท์หรือ
เปลา่ 

504 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Was it something 

important? 
ท าไมเหรอ มีเร่ืองส าคญัอะไรหรือเปลา่ 

505 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No one else phoned? แล้วไมม่ีคนอ่ืนโทรศพัท์มาอีกเลยหรือ 

506 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Anyway, enough of 

telephone messages. Ask 

me how my day was. 

เอาเถอะ เลกิคยุเร่ืองโทรศพัท์ก่อน ถามฉนั
สวิ่าวนันีเ้ป็นอย่างไรบ้าง 

507 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How was it? วนันีเ้ป็นอยา่งไรบ้าง 

508 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where to? แล้วจะหนีไปไหน 

509 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Somewhere with a beach, 

maybe? 
ไปท่ีท่ีมีหาดทรายอะไรอย่างนัน้หรือเปลา่ 

510 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you going to come with 

me? 
เธอจะไปกบัฉนัด้วยไหม 

511 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you up to tonight? คืนนีเ้ธอจะท าอะไร 

512 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How about you? แล้วเธอละ่ 

513 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You've got the I-want-to-go-

back-to-America blues 

again, haven't you?  

เธอแอบเศร้าอยากกลบัอเมริกาอีกแล้วใช่
ไหม 

514 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you hungry? หิวหรือเปลา่ 

515 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is that an offer to cook? เสนอตวัท าอาหารหรือ 

516 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you fancy? อยากกินอะไรละ่ 
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517 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Did you say hello? แล้วได้ทกัทายกนัรึเปลา่ 

518 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You already know, don't 

you? เธอรู้อยูแ่ล้วใช่ไหม 

519 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You already know he's 

married, don't you? เธอรู้อยูแ่ก่ใจว่าเอียนแต่งงานแล้ว ใช่ไหม 

520 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Let's go. ไปกนัเหอะ 

521 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where to? ไปไหน 

522 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you mean? หมายความว่าไง 

523 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And then? แล้วอย่างไรต่อ 

524 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f In the geography 

department? 
ในภาควิชาภมูศิาสตร์นัน่เอง ใช่ไหม 

525 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f When did you find out he 

was married? 
แล้วเธอรู้ว่าเขาแต่งงานแล้วตอนไหน 

 

526 

in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And? แล้วไง 

527 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you mean too late? เธอหมายความว่าไง สายเกินไป 

528 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's not all right. เป็นไรส ิ

529 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's okay. I don't think of you 

like that at all. 

ไมเ่ป็นไรน่า ฉนัจะไมค่ดิอะไรกบัเธอแบบ
นัน้หรอก 

530 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f His wife - Susanna - doesn't 

know? 

ซูซานน่า...เมียเขาน่ะคงไมรู้่เร่ืองรู้ราวด้วย
เลยใช่ไหม 

531 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So where does Ian tell her 

he is when he's with you? 

แล้วเวลาเอียนกบัเธอออกมาเจอกนั เอียน
บอกซูซานน่าว่าไปไหน 

532 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is he going to leave her? แล้วเอียนจะเลกิกบัเมียหรือเปลา่ 

533 in
q  

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And he does love you? แล้วเขารักเธอจริงๆเหรอ 

534 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you think I should 

do? 
เธอคดิว่าฉนัควรจะท าอย่างไร 

535 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's not that simple. มนัไมง่่ายอย่างนัน้น่ะส ิ

536 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? มีอะไรเหรอ 

537 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're rabbling, Matt. เพ้อเจ้อแล้วแมท 

538 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you going to be okay? เธอไมเ่ป็นไรนะ 
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539 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? ว่าไง 

540 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Nothing. ไมม่ีอะไร 

541 re
j 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I wouldn't have described 

him exactly like that. 

ถ้าเป็นฉนั ฉนัคงไมนิ่ยามมนัโหดขนาดนัน้
หรอกนะ  

542 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Nothing. ไมม่ีอะไร 

543 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's nothing. I was just going 

to ramble, really.  

ไมใ่ช่อะไรหรอก พดูไปก็คงพลา่มเร่ือย
เจือ้ยน่ะ 

544 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you think of this 

one?' 
ชดุนีเ้ป็นไง 

545 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Better or worse than the last 

one? 
เทียบกบัชดุที่แล้วดีกวา่หรือแย่กว่า 

546 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So it's a casual place that 

we're going to? 

เธอบอกวา่ท่ีท่ีเราจะไปเป็นสถานท่ีสบายๆ
ล าลองๆใช่ไหม 

547 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Am I? งัน้เหรอ 

548 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'll just be a minute. งัน้ขออีกหนึ่งนาที 

549 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about this? แล้วชดุนีล้ะ่ เป็นไง 

550 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Better or worse than the 

one before? 
ดีกว่าหรือแย่กว่าชดุเมือ่กี ้

551 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Trainers or shoes? รองเท้าธรรมดาหรือผ้าใบดี 

552 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, trainers definitely. ไมล่ะ รองเท้าผ้าใบดีกว่า 

553 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Jacket or no jacket? แจ๊คเก็ตหรือไมแ่จ๊คเก็ตดี 

554 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

But we're getting a taxi, 

aren't we, so I could go 

without the jacket? 

แต่เราจะนัง่แท็กซ่ีไปไม่ใช่เหรอ งัน้ไมต้่อง
ใสแ่จ๊คเก็ตไปก็ได้นี  

555 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f People who what? คนท่ีท าไม... 

556 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Nothing. ไมม่ีอะไร 

557 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Go on, Matt, say something 

- make a toast. 

เอาหน่อยสแิมท กลา่วอะไรหน่อย จะได้
ชนแก้วกนั 

558 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, thanks. I'm crap at that 

sort of thing.  

ไมดี่กว่า ขอบใจ เร่ืองกลา่วปราศรัยน่ี
ฉนัห่วยดีนกัละ 

559 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why don't you? It's your 

night, after all. 

เธอสน่ิาจะกลา่วอะไรหน่อย คืนนีเ้ป็นคืน
ของเธอทัง้ที 

560 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I couldn't. I'm crap at these 

things too.  

ไมไ่หวละ...ฉนัเองก็ห่วยเร่ืองพรรค์นี ้
เหมือนกนั 
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561 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f But it would mean a lot if 

you did. 

แต่ถ้าเธอเป็นคนกลา่ว มนัจะมี
ความหมายส าหรับฉนัมากนะ 

562 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come on. เอาหน่อยน่า 

563 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t/G
in

ny
 

ss
, c

s 

ea
 

es
 

f 

One of you makes a toast 

before this stuff goes flat, 

will you? 

ใครก็ได้ ช่วยกลา่วอะไรเสียทีเถอะ ก่อนที่
แชมเปญจะหายฟู่ เสยีหมด 

564 di
r 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Pete and I want to do the 

big Where-are-they-now 

conversation. 

ฉนักบัพีทอยากจะคยุเร่ือง "ตอนนีเ้พ่ือน
เก่าของเราอยู่ไหน" กนัแล้วละ 

565 di
r 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

My suggestion is that if 

we're going to do this, let's 

just keep to the unusual - 

the I-never-thoughMhey'd-

be-doing-that-in-a-million-

yearsones. 

แต่ฉนัแนะน าว่า ถ้าจะคยุกนัจริงๆละก็ ขอ
เปลี่ยนเป็นเร่ือง "ฉนัไมอ่ยากเช่ือวา่มนัจะ
เป็นอย่างนัน้ไปได้" แทนจะดีกว่า 

566 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Did you say hello? แล้วเธอเข้าไปทกัหรือเปลา่ 

567 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You lie. โกหกชดัๆ 

568 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

P
et

e 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where did they get on? คนท่ีว่าน่ีขึน้ป้ายไหนละ่ 

569 in
q 

P
et

e 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you mean where 

did they get on? 
หมายความว่าไง ขึน้ป้ายไหน 

570 re
j 

M
at

t 

P
et

e 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Dunno. ไมรู้่ว่ะ 

571 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

B
ev

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f David Coote? Never!  อีตาเดวดิ คู้ต เน่ียนะ ไมเ่ลย!  

572 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f David Coote did not have a 

third nipple. 
เดวดิ คู้ต มีหวันมสามหวัท่ีไหนเลา่ 

573 di
r 

M
at

t 

B
ev

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Bev, help me out here. เบฟ ช่วยยืนยนัทีซ ิ

574 re
j 

B
ev

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How should I know? ฉนัจะไปรู้ได้ไงเลา่ 

575 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

B
ev

 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Coke made him throw up? ด่ืมโค้กแล้วอ้วกเรอะ 

576 re
j 

B
ev

 

K
at

rin
a 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

The Coke didn't make him 

throw up. But the half bottle 

of his dad's whisky might've 

had something to do with it. 

ไมไ่ด้อ้วกเพราะโค้กหรอก แตเ่พราะวิสกีท่ี้
เหลอือยูค่ร่ึงขวดของพอ่เขานัน่ต่างหาก 

577 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Short girl with blonde hair? ยายเตีย้ๆผมบลอนด์นัน่ใช่ไหม 

578 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Used to hang about with Liz 

Maher? 
คู่ซีป้าทอ่งโก๋กะยายลซิ มาห์ร น่ะหรือ 

579 re
j 

B
ev

 

K
at

rin
a 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're thinking of Annette 

Roloson. 
นัน่มนัแอนเน็ต โรโลสนั ต่างหาก 

580 di
r 

B
ev

 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Over to you, Pete. เอ้า เลา่ต่อสพีิท 
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581 di
r 

P
et

e 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Watch yourself, Beckford... 

'Remember I've got a black 

belt in wedgies. 

อย่ากวน เบค็ฟอร์ด...จ าไมไ่ด้หรือว่า 
ฉนัน่ะแชมป์เหน่ียวกางเกงในสายด าเชียว
นะ 

582 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f We didn't call her that. 

Shelley Heath did. 

เราไมไ่ด้เป็นคนตัง้ฉายานีใ้ห้เธอเสียหน่อย
...เชลลีย์ ฮีธ ต่างหากเป็นคนเร่ิมเรียกก่อน 

583 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Tell us your story, Pete. เลา่ต่อเถอะพีท 

584 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's Faye doing now, 

then? 
ตกลงเฟย์ท าอะไรอยูท่ี่ไหนนะ 

585 re
j 

B
ev

 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No! ไมจ่ริง! 

586 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Never! ไมม่ีทาง! 

587 re
j 

K
at

rin
a 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Get out of here! โกหกแน่ๆ! 

588 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

P
et

e 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're joking! พดูเป็นเลน่! 

589 in
q 

B
ev

 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is she pretty? สวยหรือเปลา่ 

590 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What did your ex think? เมียเก่าเธอเขาว่าไง 

591 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'm totally awake. ฉนัยงัตาสว่างอยูเ่ลย 

592 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I think we should try to stay 

up all night again. 

ฉนัว่าเราพยายามอยูโ่ต้รุ่งกนัอีกสกัทีดี
ไหม 

593 in
q 

M
at

t 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about everyone else? แล้วคนอ่ืนละ่ว่าไง 

594 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Sleep well? นอนหลบัสบายไหม 

595 re
j 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No. Terrible.  ไมเ่ลย 

596 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You? แล้วเธอละ่ 

597 di
r 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Guess what? น่ี ทายส ิ

598 re
j 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I haven't the faintest clue. ทายไมถ่กูหรอก 

599 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f When did whatever it is 

happen? 
แล้วไอ้ท่ีเธอว่าเน่ีย เกิดขึน้เมื่อไร ฮ ึ

600 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Where? ตรงไหน 

601 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you trying to tell me that 

you… 
น่ีเธอก าลงัจะบอกฉนัวา่... 

602 re
j 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Not that! Less than that. ไมถ่ึงขนาดนัน้ยะ่ ! น้อยกว่านัน้ 
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603 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who with? กบัใคร 

604 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f  How did it happen? น่ีมนัเป็นมาอีท่าไหนเน่ีย 

605 re
j 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I don't know ฉนัก็ไมรู้่ 

606 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

'What? You're going to 

make a r-e-1-a-t-i-o-n-s-h-i-

p out of it? 

ว่าไงนะ น่ีเธอสองคนจะคบหาเป็น ฟอ-
แอ-นอ กนัด้วยเหรอเน่ีย 

607 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 'What does that mean? แปลว่าอะไรน่ะ 

608 re
j 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's a bit cynical, isn't it? เธอมองโลกแง่ร้ายไปหน่อยหรือเปลา่ 

609 re
j 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I prefer to call it realistic. 
เรียกว่าฉนัมองโลกในแง่ท่ีมนัเป็นอยู่จริง
จะดีกว่า 

610 re
j 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

We're just friends...She's 

already in love with 

someone. 

เราเป็นเพ่ือนกนัเฉยๆ...เธอรักคนอ่ืนอยู่
แล้ว 

611 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who? ใครเหรอ 

612 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And what about you?' แล้วเธอละ่ 

613 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And what about me?' แล้วฉนัท าไม 

614 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Who are you in love with? แล้วเธอละ่รักใคร 

615 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You can't go just yet. พวกเธอยงัไปไมไ่ด้นะ 

616 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I shouldn't bother. ฉนัว่าอย่าล าบากเลยน่า 

617 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You wish. ฝันไปเถอะ 

618 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You've got no choice in the 

matter.  
เร่ืองนีแ้กไมมี่สทิธ์ิเลือก 

619 in
q 

B
ev

 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what have you got 

planned? 
แล้ววางแผนอะไรกนัไว้ละ่เน่ีย 

620 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

P
et

e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Definitely not. ไมม่ีทาง 

621 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What do you mean I'm  not 

sure? You weren't sure last 

time, were you? 

หมายความว่าไง ฉนัไมแ่น่ใจ เธอต่างหาก
ละ่ท่ีไมแ่น่ใจเมื่อคราวก่อนน่ะ ใช่ไหม 

622 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So what's your answer? ตกลงเธอจะตอบว่าอยา่งไร 

623 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What aren't you sure 

about? 
ไมแ่น่ใจเร่ืองอะไร 

624 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You think you might actually 

be what? 
เธอคดิว่าเธออาจจะอะไร 



 

 

 

341 

625 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I think nothing. ไมไ่ด้คิดอะไรเสยีหน่อย 

626 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, there's no need. อย่าเลย ไมต้่องหรอก 

627 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I think there is. ต้องส ิ

628 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are you doing? ท าอะไรอยู ่

629 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is it? งัน้เหรอ 

630 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How? ยงัไงละ่ 

631 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I... er ... know this is difficult 

but I think we need to talk. 

ฉนั...เอ่อ...ฉนัรู้ว่าเร่ืองนีม้นัพดูยากและน่า
ล าบากใจ แตฉ่นัว่าอยา่งไรเราก็ต้องคยุกนั
หน่อยแล้วละ 

632 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

You're afraid that if we talk 

about it suddenly it will 

come to an end? 

เธอกลวัใช่ไหมว่า ถ้าเราต้องคยุเร่ืองนีก้นั 
จะแปลว่าทกุอย่างต้องจบลง 

633 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You first. เธอว่ามาก่อนส ิ

634 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f The conversation or the 

situation? 

ท่ีว่าไมร่อดน่ะ หมายถงึการคยุกนัหรือว่า
เร่ืองระหว่างเรา 

635 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f It's not like that. It's nothing 

like that. 

ก็มนัไมใ่ช่อย่างนัน้น่ะส ิไมใ่ช่ยงังัน้เลยสกั
นิดเดียวนะ 

636 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So, are you saying that you 

want this to be it? 

สรุปว่า เธออยากให้เราสองคนคบกนั
จริงจงัอย่างนัน้หรือ 

637 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No. ไมจ้่ะ 

638 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Of course not. ฉนัไมไ่ด้พดูยงังัน้ 

639 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรเหรอ 

640 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Listen, Matt. น่ีแมท ฟังก่อนนะ 

641 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Of course I'd love you to 

stay.  
ท าไมฉนัจะไมอ่ยากให้เธออยู่ 

642 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

It would be under normal 

circumstances, Ginny, but 

these aren't normal 

circumstances, are they? 

ถ้าพดูถึงสถานการณ์ทัว่ไปละก็ จริงอยู่นะ 
จินนี แต่ส าหรับเรามนัไมใ่ช่อย่างนัน้ 

643 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I'm not saying that we 

should make a go of it 

because of some stupid 

pact. 

ฉนัไมไ่ด้บอกว่าเราต้องคบกนัเพราะ
สญัญาง่ีเง่าอะไรนัน่หรอก 

644 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f But for now let's just have a 

nice day. 
ตอนนีเ้ราหาอะไรท าสนกุๆกนัก่อนดีกว่า 



 

 

 

342 

645 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And do what? ท าอะไรละ่ 

646 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Let's go shopping. ไปช็อปปิง้กนั 

647 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? ว่ามาส ิ

648 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What about these? ตวันีเ้ป็นไง 

649 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f No, they're green. ไมเ่อาเขียวเชียว 

650 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Come on. Matt, even this 

can't offend your 

sensibilities. I could really 

fancy you in this suit.' 

เถอะน่าแมท แค่สทูตวัเดียวคงไมท่ าให้เธอ
เสียศนูย์ไปได้หรอก ฉนัว่าเธอใสแ่ล้วคง
จะป๊ิงน่าด ู

651 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Light grey? I'd spend my life 

tripping backwards and 

forwards from the dry-

cleaners, riot in a million 

years, my dear. 

สีเทาอ่อนเน่ียนะ มีหวงัชีวิตนีต้้องเข้าออก
ร้านซกัแห้งไมเ่ว้นแตล่ะวนัแน่ อีกล้านปีก็
ไมม่ีทางหรอกจ้ะ ทีรัก 

652 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Steady on. ไปดเูสือ้ผ้ากนัต่อเถอะ 

653 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Never mind steady on. 

There's plenty more where 

that came from.  

เร่ืองเสือ้ผ้าเอาไว้ก่อนเถอะน่า มีเวลาดอีูก
เยอะแยะ 

654 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I don't expect you to 

understand because you're 

not me.  

ฉนัไมไ่ด้คาดหวงัให้เธอเข้าใจหรอกนะ 
เพราะเธอก็ไมใ่ช่ฉนัเสยีด้วย  

655 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I wouldn't go that far but 

you have convinced me of 

something. 

ยงัไมถ่ึงขนาดนัน้หรอก แต่เธอก็ท าให้ฉนั
เห็นด้วยกบัอะไรบางอย่าง 

656 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรละ่ 

657 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'm not that bothered about 

what's going on. ฉนัไมไ่ด้อยากรู้เร่ืองอะไรด้วยเสยีหน่อย 

658 in
q 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What I want to know is what 

is going on with you and 

Ginny.  

และสิง่ท่ีฉนัอยากรู้ก็คือ เกิดอะไรขึน้
ระหว่างเธอกบัจินน่ีฮ ึ

659 di
r 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I need to know the details 

and I need to know them 

now!' 

ฉนัต้องการรู้รายละเอียด และฉนัก็
ต้องการรู้เด๋ียวนีเ้ลย ! 

660 di
r 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I want to know everything. ฉนัอยากรู้ทัง้หมด 

661 di
r 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come on. Spill the beans. เถอะน่า...เลา่มาให้หมดเปลือกเลยเชียว 

662 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Enough's enough. พอทีเว้ย เลกิยกึยกัได้แล้ว 

663 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

So come on, out with the 

details. When, how and 

most of all why? 

เพราะฉะนัน้แกพดูมาเลยเชียว โดยละ
อียด เม่ือไร อย่างไร และท่ีส าคญัท่ีสดุ 
ท าไม 
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664 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

The how is a little bit 

trickier, though I don't really 

know how the how part 

happened ...  

เร่ือง"อย่างไร"น่ีอธิบายยากว่ะ ฉนัเองก็ไมรู้่
จริงๆว่ามนัเกิดขึน้ได้อย่างไร 

665 in
q 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Which one? คนคนไหน 

666 in
q 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f  I mean, what about 

Australia, for instance? 

เอ้า ยกตวัอย่างง่ายๆเลย เร่ืองงานที
ออสเตรเลีย เธอจะว่าไง 

667 in
q 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And you'd live where, 

exactly? 
แล้วเธอจะไปอยูท่ี่ไหน 

668 in
q 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f He's married, isn't he?' เขาแต่งงานแล้วใช่ไหม 

669 di
r 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Don't lie. Matt. อย่าโกหก แมท 

670 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is Zoe right? โซอีพ้ดูถกูหรือเปลา่แมท 

671 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is Ian married? เอียนแต่งงานแล้วเรอะ 

672 in
q 

Z
oe

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Has he got any children? แล้วเขามีลกูหรือเปลา่ 

673 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Did Zoe find out about it? แล้วโซอีจ้บัได้หรือเปลา่ 

674 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What happened then? แล้วจากนัน้เกิดอะไรขึน้ 

675 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So things are okay now? ตกลงตอนนีไ้มม่ีเร่ืองอะไรกนัแล้วใช่ไหม 

676 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

What for? เร่ืองอะไรวะ 

677 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How were Gershwin and 

Zoe? 
เกอร์ชวนิกบัโซอีเ้ป็นไงบ้าง 

678 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What did you get up to? แล้วท าอะไรกนับ้าง 

679 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Nothing much. ไมค่่อยมีอะไรหรอก 

680 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Was Charlotte about? ชาร์ลอ็ตนอนแล้วหรือยงั 

681 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Have you eaten? แล้วเธอว์กินอะไรมาหรือยงั  

682 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you going to tell me 

what's going on? 
ตกลงจะบอกฉนัไหมวา่เกิดอะไรขึน้ 

683 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f There's nothing wrong. ไมม่ีอะไรหรอกน่า 

684 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Yeah, and it looks like it. ดแูล้วน่าเช่ือเหลือเกินน่ี 

685 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'm waiting. Matt. ฉนัก าลงัรออยู่นะแมท 
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686 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why? ท าไมละ่  

687 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What's changed your mind? อะไรท าให้เธอเปลีย่นใจ 

688 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

We're not teenagers any 

more. We can't do things 

like that. 

เราไมใ่ช่วยัรุ่นแล้วนะ เราจะมาท าอะไร
อย่างนีก้นัอยู่ไมไ่ด้แล้ว 

689 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I'm sorry too. But even so I 

think you'd better go. For 

good this time. 

ฉนัเองก้เสียใจ แต่ถึงอย่างนัน้ฉนัก็ว่าเธอ
ควรไปเสียดีกว่า แล้วคราวนีก็้ไมต้่อง
กลบัมาอีก 

690 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f No. ไมห่รอกน่า 

691 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Not at all. ไมเ่ลย 

692 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f What did you break up 

over? 
แล้วเลกิกนัเร่ืองอะไรละ่เน่ีย 

693 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f You don't think you can 

salvage this? 
น่ีคณุไมค่ิดจะกู้สถานการณ์เลยหรือไง 

694 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f No. It's definitely over. ไมล่ะ เร่ืองนีม้นัจบแล้วจริงๆ 

695 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f 

But I thought you were 

prepared to forget your new 

job for her? 

แต่คณุเคยพดูเองน่ีว่าพร้อมจะทิง้งานใหม่
เพ่ือจินน่ีเขาเลยไมใ่ช่เหรอ 

696 di
r 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Let's not discuss this any 

more - it's depressing me. 

อย่าคยุเร่ืองนีก้นัอีกเลยจะยิ่งท าให้ผมหด
หู่หนกัเข้าไปอีก 

697 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f 

I wouldn't call bumping into 

a few people I know in a 

supermarket the pinnacle of 

my career. 

กะอีแค่เดินไปเจอคนรู้จกัไมก่ี่คนใน
ซูเปอร์มาร์เก็ตน่ี ยงัไม่ถือเป็ยจดุสงูสดุใน
อาชีพการงานของผมหรอกนะ 

698 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f I'm not just talking about 

that. 
ฉนัไมไ่ด้หมายถึงแคเ่ร่ืองนัน้เสียหน่อย 

699 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f But I wouldn't go back to 

Brooklyn.  
แต่ฉนัไมม่ีทางกลบัไปอยู่บรูคลนิแน่นอน 

700 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f I don't think we're getting 

old.  
ใครบอกว่าแก่กนัยะ 

701 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f What time is it? นีก่ีโมงแล้ว 

702 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What? อะไรกนั  

703 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f I wasn't bom at twelve forty-

five a.m. 

ผมไมไ่ด้เกิดตอนเที่ยงคืนสี่สบิห้าเสยี
หน่อย 

704 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f So when were you born? งัน้คณุเกิดก่ีโมงไมท่ราบ 

705 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f Well, how do you know? แล้วคณุนัน่แหละรู้ได้อย่างไรไมท่ราบ 
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706 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f 

Not "sleep with you" sleep 

with you, but sleep as in two 

people being unconscious 

in the same bed at the 

same time. 

ไมไ่ด้หมายถึง "นอนด้วยกนั" แบบนัน้
หรอกยะ่ แตน่อนด้วยกนัแบบคนสองคน
หมดสติอยู่บนเตียงเดียวกนัในเวลา
เดียวกนั อย่างนัน้ต่างหาก 

707 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What for? จะนอนด้วยกนัไปท าไมเหรอ 

708 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What time is it? น่ีก่ีโมงแล้ว 

709 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f No. เปลา่ 

710 in
q 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f What are they? มีอะไรบ้างเน่ีย 

711 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f 
Do you think I spent hours 

fiddling about with 

wrapping-paper just to tell 

you what's in them?  

ถ้าฉนักะว่าจะมานัง่เลา่ให้คณุฟังว่ามี
อะไรบ้าง ฉนัจะเสียเวลาเป็นชัว่โมงนัง่ห่อ
ของขวญัเพ่ืออะไรละ่ 

712 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Open them and find out 

yourself. 
แกะดเูองซ่ี 

713 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Ten dollars for your 

thoughts. 
บอกหน่อยซวิ่า... 

714 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f What were you thinking, 

dude? 
คิดะไรอยูเ่หรอ...เพ่ือน 

715 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f When? คิดอะไรเมื่อไรกนั 

716 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f I wasn't thinking anything. ผมไมไ่ด้คิดอะไรเสียหน่อย 

717 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Liar. โกหก 

718 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f I wasn't. เปลา่โกหก 

719 in
q 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f What do you think of your 

new birthday skin? 

ตกลงคณุคิดอย่างไรกบัผิวหน้าตวัเองใน
วนัเกิดบ้าง 

720 re
j 

M
at

t 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

sj
 

es
 

f I'm not disappointed, I'm 

just sort of surprised.  

ก็ไมไ่ด้ผิดหวงัหรอก เพียงแต่ประหลาดใจ
เท่านัน้เอง 

721 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I don't want to change my 

mind.  
ฉนัไมอ่ยากเปลี่ยนใจเสียหน่อย 

722 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I am not. ฉนัไมไ่ด้เป็นอย่างนัน้เสียหน่อย 

723 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f You are. Or, at least, you 

were at school. 

ท าไมจะไมเ่ป็น หรือไมก็่ อย่างน้อยก็เคย
เป็นสมยัเรียนละวะ 

724 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

How has he been today? วนันีอ้าการมนัเป็นอยา่งไรบ้างครับ 

725 di
r 

Z
oe

 

fr
ie

nd
s 

ss
, 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Come on. Let's go.  เอ้า พวกเรา รีบไปกนัได้แล้ว 

726 in
q 

M
at

t 

Z
oe

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you driving? จะขบัรถไปเหรอ 
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727 di
r 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

Tell your wife that drinking 

on my birthday is 

compulsory. 

น่ีบอกเมียแกทีว่า งานวนัเกิดฉนัไมเ่มา
ไมไ่ด้นะเว้ย 

728 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Not another word. เลกิพดูได้แล้ว 

729 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Just sit back and enjoy the 

ride. 
นัง่ให้สบาย แล้วก้อยู่เฉยๆเถอะ เด๋ียวดีเอง 

730 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f What are we doing here? น่ีเรามาท าอะไรกนัท่ีน่ีเน่ีย 

731 in
q 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f 

Have you got the blindfold? ผ้าปิดตาพร้อมหรือยงั 

732 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So be a good boy.  จงเป็นเด็กด ี 

733 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f Let Elaine blindfold you. นัง่น่ิงๆแล้วให้อีเลนผกูตาซะ 

734 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f But where are we going? แล้วเราจะไปไหนกนั 

735 re
j 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f 

It's a surprise and we're not 

going to tell you until we're 

ready to surprise you.  

ก็ถ้ากะจะบอกแล้วจะปิดตาท าไมเลา่ ก็
ต้องปิดตาไว้ก่อน พอถงึเวลาค่อยเปิดให้ด ู

736 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Now, let yourself be 

surprised. 
นัง่ประหลาดใจไปเถอะน่า 

737 di
r 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

E
la

in
e 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

un
f You can unblindfold him 

now, Elaine. 
เอาผ้าผกูตาออกได้แล้วละ อีเลน 

738 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So how did this happen? แล้วงานนีม้นัเกิดขึน้ได้อย่างไรน่ี 

739 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

How did this all get sorted? 

Did you stand in Safeway 

with a megaphone and wait 

for everyone who ever 

came to school here to 

come through? 

แกท าอย่างไรน่ะ ไปยืนถือโทรโข่งอยู่กลาง
เซฟเวย์ รอให้เพ่ือนโรงเรียนเก่าเราผา่น
มาแล้วร้องชวนหรืออยา่งไร 

740 re
j 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I haven't done anything. 

Well, very little. 

ฉนัไมไ่ด้ท าอะไรเลย เออ่ ช่วยแค่นิดหน่อย
เองน่ะ 

741 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
er

sh
w

in
 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f So who did? แล้วฝีมือใครกนัเน่ีย 

742 di
r 

B
ev

 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Think about it, Matt. ก็ลองคิดดสูแิมท 

743 in
q 

M
at

t 

B
ev

 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You're saying Ginny did 

this? 

น่ีจะบอกว่า จินน่ีเป็นคนจดัการอยา่งนัน้
หรือ 

744 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So where is Ginny? แล้วจนิน่ีอยู่ไหนละ่ 

745 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Is she here? จินน่ีมาหรือเปลา่ 

746 re
j 

P
et

e 

M
at

t 

ss
 

ea
 

es
 

f I'm afraid not, mate.  เธอไมไ่ด้มาว่ะเพ่ือน 
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747 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Come and dance.  มาเต้นร ากนัเถอะแมท  

748 di
r 

E
la

in
e 

M
at

t 

cs
 

js
 

es
 

f Loosen up a little! ปลอ่ยตวัปลอ่ยใจสนกุกนัหน่อยน่า 

749 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Are you enjoying yourself at 

last? 
เป็นไง ตอนนีรู้้สกึสนกุสนานบ้างหรือยงั 

750 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You? แล้วเธอละ่ 

751 in
q 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

So you're telling me...that 

all the clothes you have 

bought since you turned 

twenty-six have been dark 

blue or black? 

น่ีเธอก าลงับอกฉนัว่า...เสือ้ผ้าทัง้หมดที่
เธอซือ้ตัง้แต่อายย่ีุสบิหกเป็นสกีรมท่า ไมก็่
ด าทัง้หมด 

752 re
j 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I told you, it's the best 

relationship I've had in a 

long time. 

ก็บอกแล้วไงว่า น่ีเป็นความสมัพนัธ์ท่ีดี
ท่ีสดุเทา่ท่ีฉนัเคยมีมาในช่วงเวลาท่ี
ยาวนานมากๆ 

753 in
q 

M
at

t 

K
at

rin
a 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f So you're sure it's a 

relationship? 

ตกลงเธอแน่ใจว่ามนัเป็นความสมัพนัธ์
หรือ พวกเธอคบหากนัจริงๆจงัๆใช่ไหม 

754 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do you mean? หมายความว่าไง 

755 in
q 

K
at

rin
a 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

I take it this has to do with 

her non-appearance 

tonight? 

น่ีเองใช่ไหมสาเหตท่ีุท าให้จินน่ีไมม่าในคืน
นี ้

756 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You were in? ตอนนัน้อยู่บ้านหรอกเหรอ 

757 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Do you ever wish that we 

were all back here? 

เธอเคยคิดอยากจะให้พวกเราทกุคน
กลบัมาอยูต่รงนีก้นัสกัครัง้ไหม 

758 re
j 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f 

No, I mean all back here 

again at school or in the 

sixth form.  

ไมใ่ช่อย่างนัน้ ฉนัหมายถึงกลบัไปสมยั
มธัยมกนัเหมือนเดิมน่ะ 

759 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How did you know I'd be 

here? 
รู้ได้อย่างไรว่าฉนัอยูท่ี่น่ี 

760 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f How's Ian? เอียนเป็นไงบ้าง 

761 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What happened? มีอะไรเกิดขึน้เหรอ 

762 re
j 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f You don't. Not really. You 

just think you do.  

เธอไมไ่ด้อยากคบฉนัจริงหรอก เธอแคน่ึก
ว่าเธออยากเฉยๆ 

763 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What do we do then? แล้วท่ีนี ้เราสองคนจะเป็นอย่างไรต่อไป 

764 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรเหรอ 

765 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Which is? ซึง่ก็คือ... 

766 di
r 

G
in

ny
 

M
at

t 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Shall we get back to the 

party? 
กลบัไปท่ีงานกนัไหม 
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767 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f What? อะไรละ่ 

768 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f And? แล้วไง 

769 in
q 

M
at

t 

G
in

ny
 

cs
 

ea
 

es
 

f Why? ท าไมละ่ 
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