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21| =Y | AR AGE bz 42 3 TR/ A4E 3
B | %= T B, S, 7le] melE we s/ wR8E B
A | wWe ¢ |9 4FE il Jhe AES weigt| WA APES s
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i
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DIE g, TR AlA, Ep = ALAHE
A o] =HsHz Ao 2RIS 222 F AL MIAHDHI
—_
=X - ), =R AA, E e AlAHIO|
=< Jls2 2o o =X
0|3 IE WY, I2M A, = £ Al AHI
ol0], A2l stel, 24X 2 ol

[29 1] Performance &%

Z*]: Swanson(1994). p.57.

dt. Human Performance Technology(HPT)
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wol ol 4 oItk WEAQ AelE AVRW <E 4> 2} o]5e] FTEHL
=S
=

Performanceo] #3F 412 4ty 942 EAsHE AN Tzl HE
S Axste Folth ol HPT/F woly FHos BE AL ddstdd 7&

of o] dfgk nldellA FWste A WS o] gt 97 HPT Ao 24
A2 A AF Z(systems approach)©]Zt & 4 I thMager, 1997). sFATF A
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AF. Workplace Learning & Performance(WLP)
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Jst= Aolgt & 4 rhRothwell & Sredl, 2000: 1). et} o] upyojof st
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Abstract

A study on translating HRD terms into Korean
in order to sharpen novices' understanding of HRD

literatures: Focusing on the 'Performance’

Duck-sang Shin, Hee-su Lee

Although there has been much advancement since HRD was introduced to the
domestic, the difficulty of translating HRD terms into Korean has not been
solved yet. For example, the survey about translating the "Performance” shows
that more than 70% of HRD practitioners in the master's course feel difficult to
translate. The result also reveals that scores are different according to the major
in the university. Especially, those whose major was engineering/natural science
feel more difficult than those whose major was business administration.
Considering the reality that most of HRD practitioners did not studied HRD in
the university, the issue of translating HRD terms into Korean is too severe to
overlook.

In order to sharpen novices' understanding of HRD terms, foundational theory
of translation was examined and the meaning of "performance” was speculated
in terms of English and Korean. Next step was to investigate related
terminologies including 'performance variable’, 'performance level’, 'performance
measure’, "Taxonomy of Performance’, '"HPT’ and "WLP’. And then survey was
conducted two times using a delphi technique. Based on these inquiries,

suggestions and insight for HRD translation was presented.

Keywords: HRD, Performance, Translation, Delphi technique
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4. &2 D'Abate, C. P. ¢ (2003)9] “What's in a Name? A Literature-Based
Approach to Understanding Mentoring, Coaching, and Other Constructs That

Describe Developmental Interactions "ol 4] @33k vt}

Specifically, traditional mentoring has a general object of development, whereas
coaching is more strongly associated with a specific one. The time frame for

coaching is short—term performance, whereas traditional mentoring tends to relate

to long-term development. Traditional mentoring is more concerned with modeling,
counseling, supporting, advocating, introducing, and sheltering as exhibited
behaviors, and coaching is more concerned with goal setting, provwiing more ccal
applccation, provwiing odedback, and teaching. Alortugh both constructs share dyadic
span and downward direction characteristics to some extent, and they agree on an

internal location of developer, there are enough unique characteristics to suggest

that coaching and traditional mentoring are not the same.

19. 52 Fenwick, T. (2006)2] “Toward Enriched Conceptions of Work Learning:
Participation, Expansion, and Translation Among Individuals With/In Activity oA &3]
Eig=aiin)=

When workers are observed not to perform these tasks satisfactorily, causal logic
diagnoses skill deficit in the workers and prescribes training to improve or
transform skills. However, in real work environments, this logic and its underlying
conception has proven faulty. Safety training, for example, does not necessarily
reduce accidents because safety behaviors are influenced by a host of factors

unrelated to workers’ performance ability: continuities in cultures of masculinity

(Abrahamsson, in press); affordances and barriers for particular practices embedded
in work environments (Billett, 2004a); discontinuities in shortcuts and subversions
of Fenwickity, conflicting expectations emphasizing, for example, faster production

and form filling (Belfiore et al., 2004); and shifting micropolitics enacted among

workers, foremen, and safety inspectors (Gherardi & Nicolini, 2000).




