
제 권 호3 1

( )

( )

1.

.

(asymmetry) .

,

,

(addition) . ,

(omission) .

,

.

, ‘ ’(developing countries) ‘ 3

’(the Third World) ,

.



(over- translate)1), 3

(synecdoche)

(under-translate)2). ( ) ,  

,

,  

.

.

.

. ‘ ’

(pygmy) ( )

‘ [ ] ’ ‘ ’,

(English-English) ‘ ’ .

( ) , “

, ,

.”

.3)

.

.

1)

.

2) (1998: 80) ‘ ’(under-translation) “ , ,

[ ] ”(to use more

general words in the interests of clarity, simplicity and sometimes brevity)

.

3) The Britannica Concise “ , (basal-metabolism

rate) , ( ) (sickle-cell anemia)

” . Roget’s II Thesaurus “ , ,

”(Extremely small: diminutive, dwarf, Lilliputian, midget) , American

Heritage Dictionary “a. An individual of unusually small size. b. An individual

considered to be of little or no importance.” .

.



‘ ’

.4) ,

. .  

‘ ’ ,

.

‘ ’

,

. ‘ ’

.

.

.

( )

.

. ( )

, ( )

.

. ,

. ,

‘ ’

(  The Scandals of Translation, 1998)5)

4) ‘ ’ ‘ ’ ‘ ’

.

,

.



.

2. :

“ ,

, , ,

”

.(1998: 186)

, .

.

,

,

.

3 .

(geopolitical economy)

. ‘ ( )’

‘ ’(a

source of linguistic innovation) .

.

,

.

5) ‘scandal’

. “scandal. A grossly discreditable circumstance, event, or condition of

things. Oxford English Dictionary”(Venuti, 1998: 1). , ‘ ’ ‘

, ’ . ‘ , , , , ,

’ . “( )

” ‘ ( )’ .



Translation is seen as a significant intervention into the polylingualism

and cultural hybridity that characterize colonial and post-colonial situations,

a source of linguistic innovation useful in building national literatures and

in resisting the dominance of hegemonic languages and cultures. (187)
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Colonial governments strengthened their hegemony through translations

that were inscribed with the colonizer’s image of the colonized, an ethnic

or racial stereotype that rationalized domination. (Venuti, 1998: 166)
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Today the English language is not simply replacing all the languages on

earth, but becoming the second universal language. Everyone has to speak

his own language plus English[...]. We have to be conscious of the fact
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20 And he closed the book, and he gave it again to the

minister, and sat down. And the eyes of all them that were in the
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also here in thy country.
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Abstract

The Colonial and Postcolonial Function in Translation:

On the Usage of Korean Pronoun ‘ ’(/geu/)

in English-Korean Translation

Won, Young Hee

(Sungkyunkwan University)

This paper seeks for a new task of the translator as a postcolonial medium.

Translation is political. Venuti insists that translation has been a medium to

disclose ‘the asymmetries’ in the international relations and they are ‘cultural,

as well as political and economic’ (1998: 186). The imbalance in translation, if

it were intentional, might be a reflection of political and economic power

between two languages.

The British Empire and the English language covered the entire globe,

including colonies in Africa and Asia, but gave them up one by one. A

trademark of colonization has been the active employment of a translation policy

which helps to rationalize the invasion and promote control of the natives to

the residents of the colony. The native vernacular cannot help, then, but go

through a forceful shift due to language contact with the language of the

colonists, in this case, English. The shift often causes a degradation or

destruction of the native language’s original structure and meaning. In recent

years the growth of English has been propagated by a new American Empire

on the world stage.

The Korean language has been under the serious influence of American

English since the end of World War II, and there is still a heavy English

presence in both military and civilian arenas. In particular, English is mandatory



at all levels of education and has begun to show influence on the Korean

language in a variety of ways. English uses the third person pronouns quite

frequently: words like ‘he, she, it and they’ are some of the oldest words in

the English language. However, the equivalent in Korean ‘ ’(/geu/) is used in

inappropriate situations, colloquially and in literature. Historically or

traditionally, personal pronouns have not been frequently used in Korean.

Recently, the use of personal pronouns has been increasing in Korean,

especially in translated works. This adoption of the English pronominal system

into the Korean language results in what many Korean grammarians consider a

“vulgar” usage.

A historical comparison of Korean translations of the Bible from English

shows that progressively, more pronouns were used in translation of the same

passages. For example, in Luke 4:20 23, the 1887-translation did not use

‘ ’(/geu/) at all, whereas the 1911-version has it once and the 1998 shows

four instances. We could meet many more personal pronouns in modern

English-Korean translations, which were rarely used in the early twentieth

century nor in ancient Korean. This evidence of language change is shown in

other passages as well, and the increased use of personal pronouns in English-

Korean translation is staggering, while the pronouns rarely appear in Korean

works in the early 20th century nor in ancient Korean. This increased use of

‘ ’ (/geu/) shows the linguistic impact that English has had on Korean, and

the colonizing influence that it has on the structure of the Korean language.

Even though it seems awkward and harsh to use these third person

pronouns in Korean, translators persist in using pronouns while writing in

Korean without regard to the rules and principles of the original language.

Translators are perpetuating the tyranny of linguistic colonization by adopting

the structure of a more powerful, American, lingua franca.


