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23 notional syllabus del5Ea} Ao A A4 AL $5FA] dstd A
€ HE FYE JEolA %z 4RI 2229 FHo o3l HEIEE FolFE A
F7b Hol v T o] qF 2{E FTE B =F doj ALY DAle] o)A
E MR ARA 2 dHE FE 8¢ HoleXE A 94 T4 5o Tz
t}. notional syllabus: 355717} gojAte FAo4 TWedleetn F2HE EA3FL
o8] Ayt JI=F 7] # Fol FgAE A4S A FAds AWA AdHe=
271gt el "oz v ol Apgs F3edA 44 = Ae ERE AT AA}S] 4
8le] A= strategies of language use® 7|2 AHo| 714 ulzbd sz w A qlo] ol AL
o THo] A= A& 7T o, strategiesE: ]2t g Ao FA EE notional
syllabus= 9 A v]FA 2§o] &tz Q& 4o )

6.0. OFR2|

Al m{PdAdelA ®ol xolm gl  syllabusE ulwelsd  structural syllabusel
situational syllabus2 % 4 91& o]tk o] 5 7| = syllabus9} notional syllabusE #]
23t & 9 notional syllabusy} 9910 9128 Wilkins(1976:19)= &=} zro] = A3}
3 9tk & notional syllabuss} structural syllabus® t} $©<=3 AL communicative
competences FHAZ ¥ut ofdz Fr9 g FeA 4AAZh. = notional
syllabus7} situational syllabus® o} €43 AL 713 Z23d ERARL 25 Zdsln
language functions& w=}z}3tc},

Aol € W7HA 5L olm “AAE AT vF A EYflenz 94 24
S HFolsx] &zlcl. ciul notional syllabuse] S5Aojelz AAF WAA} o
a2 Pol 98 F A& 47182 A gk AA strategiesE = YP3HR| ¥= communi-
cative competencest A& Foju]q HAolxm, FAl oj= syllabuse] A}t ¢ & Ye F7)
-] fqleo] notional syllabusel gt 5438 Aoz ol £ $ glow, A ¥ AA
d EPAES HEEE o= 54T THAFS 2F A%E 44 d2 F Aen, wAT
o2 @Al A9 Eit5sd E47E0] oA X3 language functionsE et 7
o

=
(=3

el AvA ¥
2.2 o}u] o] 2] 3 notional syllabusz} 7] 3 vl= Folo]x = & syllabuse}e] 347
d @S 49 BA.,  F9xcd 114 notional syllabusess} 1o} AL§mS A2 Aol
of =it ©$7] dojA&mie] Frzo) &84 communicative competenceE 7] 2
syllabus7} Fo] Fo & Fof t=s12 dMY Fot(Peck 1976; Widdowson 1978).
$-© 2 notional syllabusi= o+ & syllabus Z structural syllabusy} situational syllabus
F AAE F J& AAd7 g2y, FolA & utel o] notional syllabusyt 2w gle
A FH—F FAHo] XHE RE—rm o oFF AVl dztz & F gl gl
(Wilkins 1974). w}2}A] notional syllabusi: 7] & syllabusE )23 g7 2o A A7)
t Ao2(Widdowson 1978) ol&lstE Aol g©2& zZols, = 7% v ZFAT
notional syllabus7} 7] & syllabuse] Az GAL ©d 7o =& (Stevick 1980) Hofof uf
=g o]t
%t notional syllabus§ tvlel2 Hstetz ek, A4 S EZHde Aoy
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He Aoz A2 Aogtz & F A A 25dd YA ddzs
28 Aol AY gl vzt ofd vgE Ex Ak Aoz §E 254 7]e] A A
ddd AEE AZL ¢ 48 WEAH A4F A& 2
9:ix). noticnal syllabus & 4] o]u] ¢leo] gkl A
= FHE ofd Zolg. wEA o syllabusgl vl s}

o] 2 u] notional syllabuse = 7 z3lE Ho| tfE Ho g ZANoE LFi4HL =T

EE ohfd
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ABSTRACT

On Notional Syllabuses

Yongjae Choe

This paper makes a review on notional syllabus. First of all, it outlines notional
syllabus under such headings as background and trends, names and definitions, and aims
and intensions. Then it presents seven claimed advantages of notional syllabus gleaned
from many authors. The critique section in turn discusses the claimed advantages and
finds no claimed advantages succeed in giving credit to notional syllabus. Further dis-
cussion reveals that the focal point of notional syllabus, communicative competence, lacks
provision for training the strategies of language use. The conclusion, rather a closing
word, points out that notional syllabus is a development of structural syllabus rather than

a replacement of it.
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