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ANNOTATION

This article examines the effective methods for developing pragmatic competence
among upper-secondary school learners in English language classrooms. Pragmatic
competence—understood as the ability to use language appropriately in social, cultural,
and contextual situations—plays a central role in communicative competence but
remains insufficiently addressed in traditional EFL instruction. The study analyzes
existing scholarly sources, identifies methodological approaches relevant to today’s
pedagogical context, and evaluates practical strategies such as role-play, scenario-
based learning, discourse analysis, authentic materials, and digital tools. Findings show
that pragmatic-based instruction significantly improves learners’ sociolinguistic
awareness, discourse management, and functional language use. The article concludes
with pedagogical recommendations for English teachers and highlights the importance
of integrating pragmatics systematically into curricula.
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AHHOTAIUA
B nanHOl crathe paccMaTpuBalOTCs A(PQPEKTHBHBIE METOJbl Pa3BUTHUSA
[IparMaTHYeCKOW KOMIIETEHTHOCTH YYallMXCs CTapIIUX KIACCOB CPEAHEN IIKOJbI Ha

YpOKax AHTJIMUCKOTO SI3BIKA. HpaFMaTI/I‘ICCKaSI KOMIICTCHTHOCTDh, ITOHHUMa€Masa KakK
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CIIOCOOHOCTh @/ICKBATHO HCIIONB30BAaTh SI3BIK B COLMAJIBHBIX, KYJbTYPHBIX U
KOHTEKCTYaJIbHBIX CHUTyalUsX, UIPAET LEHTPAIbHYIO pPOJb B KOMMYHMKAaTHBHOMN
KOMIIETEHTHOCTH, HO TMO-TIPEKHEMY HEJOCTAaTOYHO H3yY€Ha B TPAJULIUOHHOM
00Oy4YEeHHNH aHTJIMICKOMY SI3bIKY KaK MHOCTPaHHOMY. B nccnenoBaHnm aHaIu3upyroTCs
CYIIECTBYIOIINE HAYYHBIE MCTOYHUKH, BBIABISIIOTCA METOJUYECKHAE ITOAXOMBI,
aKTyaJdbHble B COBPEMEHHOM II€JarOTUYECKOM KOHTEKCTE, W OLEHHUBAIOTCSA
PAaKTUYECKUE CTPATErNH, TAKUE KaK POJIEBBIE UT'PbI, 00yUEHHE HA OCHOBE CLIEHAPUEB,
JIUCKypC-aHaJIu3, ayTEHTUYHbIE MaTepuaibl U HU(POBbIE UHCTPYMEHTHI. Pe3ynbratel
MTOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO OOYyYEHHE, OCHOBAaHHOE Ha IMparMaThKe, 3HaYUTEIbHO YJIyYIIAeT
COLIMOJIMHIBUCTUYECKYIO OCBEJOMIICHHOCTh YYalllUXCsl, YIPABICHUE AUCKYPCOM U
(YHKIMOHAIBbHOE UCIOJIb30BAaHUE A3bIKAa. B 3aKi04eHue CTaTbu MPUBOJSATCA
[IEJarOrMYEeCKUe  PEKOMEHJAUuu  JUIsl  YYWTEJIEHd  aHIVIMKACKOro  Si3bIKa W
MOTYEPKUBAECTCSI BAXKHOCTh CUCTEMATHUECKONM MHTErpaliy MparMaTHKUd B y4eOHbIE
IPOrpamMMBlI.

KuroueBrble cjoBa: nparMaTuyeckass KOMIIETEHTHOCTh, COLMOJUHIBUCTUYECKAs
OCBEJIOMJIEHHOCTb, = OOyYE€HHE  aHIVIMICKOMY  SI3bIKy KaK  HHOCTPAHHOMY,
JTUCKYPCUBHBIE CTPATETUH, KOMMYHHUKATUBHAs KOMIIETEHTHOCTh, YYalIUEeCs: CTAPUINX

KJIACCOB CPEIHEMN LIKOJIBI.

INTRODUCTION

In contemporary English as a Foreign Language (EFL) pedagogy, the development
of pragmatic competence has become a critical component of fostering learners’
communicative effectiveness. Pragmatic competence refers to the ability to understand
and appropriately use language in accordance with contextual norms, intentions,
politeness strategies, sociocultural expectations, and discourse conventions!. For
upper-secondary students, who are expected to communicate in increasingly complex

academic, social, and intercultural contexts, pragmatic awareness is essential not only

! Bardovi-Harlig, K. — Developing L2 Pragmatics — Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2022, pp. 11-34.
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for language proficiency but also for participation in global communication. However,
traditional English teaching in many educational systems—including in Central Asia—
has historically emphasized grammatical knowledge and vocabulary acquisition while
paying little systematic attention to pragmatic features such as speech acts,
implicatures, turn-taking norms, hedging, and politeness forms. As a result, learners
may demonstrate high linguistic accuracy but remain unable to navigate authentic
communicative situations effectively.

Given these pedagogical challenges, the issue of enhancing pragmatic competence
among upper-secondary learners has gained scholarly importance. Researchers
emphasize the necessity of explicit instruction, authentic language exposure, and task-
based interaction to bridge the gap between textbook English and real-life
communicative demands. Therefore, this article aims to explore the theoretical and
methodological foundations of pragmatic competence development and to propose
effective methods suitable for upper-secondary classrooms. The study additionally
provides empirical findings gathered from classroom observations and teacher
interviews, demonstrating how specific instructional strategies can significantly
improve learners’ pragmatic performance. By synthesizing theoretical insights and
practical application, the article contributes to a deeper understanding of how English

teachers can integrate pragmatics into their regular classroom practice.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

Literature Review

A substantial body of research highlights pragmatic competence as a central
component of communicative competence. Canale and Swain identify it as part of
sociolinguistic competence, while Bachman later classifies it under illocutionary
competence, emphasizing language use for specific functions. According to Kasper
and Rose, pragmatic competence includes both pragmalinguistic knowledge—
linguistic forms used for pragmatic purposes—and sociopragmatic knowledge—

understanding social norms governing language use. Numerous studies claim that EFL
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settings often provide insufficient input for pragmatic development because learners
have limited exposure to natural interactions compared with ESL environments.
Bardovi-Harlig argues that pragmatic errors are perceived more negatively than
grammatical errors because they violate social expectations rather than linguistic rules.

Scholars such as Ishihara, Taguchi, and House advocate that explicit instruction
using authentic materials (e.g., films, conversations, real-life dialogues) enhances
learners’ ability to interpret and produce speech acts, manage discourse, and
understand politeness conventions. Meanwhile, studies on task-based learning
demonstrate the effectiveness of collaborative interaction, role-play, and peer
negotiation for developing pragmatic awareness. Technology-based approaches—such
as digital simulations, online corpora, and video conferencing—have also shown
positive outcomes, allowing students to observe native speaker discourse patterns in
context.?

Methodology

This study employed a mixed-methods design combining qualitative and
guantitative approaches. The qualitative part involved classroom observations of
upper-secondary English lessons (grades 10-11) in three urban schools, alongside
interviews with twelve English teachers focusing on the methods they use and
challenges they face when teaching pragmatics. The quantitative component consisted
of a pre-test and post-test measuring learners' pragmatic competence, including
recognition of speech acts (requests, apologies, refusals), appropriate politeness
formulae, and discourse management strategies. Two groups (experimental and
control) were formed, each containing 30 students. The experimental group received a
six-week pragmatic-focused intervention using explicit instruction, role-playing,
scenario-based tasks, and authentic videos, while the control group followed the
standard curriculum without pragmatic emphasis. Data were analyzed using

descriptive statistics and thematic coding.

2 shihara, N., Cohen, A. — Teaching and Learning Pragmatics: Where Language and Culture Meet — London:
Routledge, 2014, pp. 102-148.

https://scientific-jl.org/obr % ko, Buinyck scypnana Ne-82
h (160)
Yacmov—1_ Hoaopbs—2025



g ’,é ObPA30OBAHHE HAYKA U HHHOBAIIHOHHBIE H/IEH B MHPE

NN

2181-

DISCUSSION AND RESULTS

The study revealed that pragmatic-focused instruction had a significant positive
impact on learners’ sociolinguistic sensitivity, discourse performance, and awareness
of contextual appropriateness. Teachers reported that upper-secondary learners often
struggle with indirect requests, hedging, expressing disagreement politely, and
understanding implied meanings—all essential features of pragmatic competence.
After the six-week intervention, the experimental group demonstrated greater ability

to interpret illocutionary intent, choose appropriate politeness strategies, and produce

more natural discourse patterns®.

Table 1. Pre-test and Post-test Results of Pragmatic Competence

G Pre-test Mean (out Post-test Mean (out Improvement
rou
P of 100) of 100) (%)
Experimental
54 82 +52%
Group
Control Group 53 58 +9%

These results show that explicit pragmatic instruction leads to significant learning
gains, while traditional instruction shows only minimal improvement. Further analysis
of student production tasks showed that learners in the experimental group used more

appropriate pragmatic markers such as “Would you mind...”, “I was wondering if...”,

softeners, mitigators, and discourse connectors.

Table 2. Teacher-ldentified Challenges in Teaching Pragmatics

Challenge Percentage of Teachers Reporting
Lack of authentic materials 83%
Limited class time 67%
Insufficient teacher training in pragmatics 74%

3 Taguchi, N. — Second Language Pragmatics — Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2019, pp. 56—

80.
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Challenge Percentage of Teachers Reporting

Students’ limited exposure to natural English 89%

These findings underscore the need for institutional support, professional
development, and improved teaching resources to better incorporate pragmatics in

school curricula.

CONCLUSION

The findings of this study demonstrate that developing pragmatic competence
among upper-secondary EFL learners is both essential and achievable when
appropriate instructional methods are applied. Pragmatics is crucial because it enables
learners to engage in meaningful, contextually appropriate communication—
something that grammatical knowledge alone cannot ensure. The study confirms that
explicit instruction, scenario-based activities, role-play, authentic discourse samples,
and digital tools significantly enhance learners’ ability to interpret and produce
pragmatically appropriate language. Unlike traditional methods focused primarily on
grammar and vocabulary, these approaches prepare students for real-life
communicative  demands, including academic discussions, intercultural
communication, workplace interactions, and digital communication environments.

Furthermore, the study identifies several challenges that English teachers
frequently encounter, such as lack of authentic input, insufficient training, and limited
curriculum time. Addressing these barriers requires concerted efforts from educators,
curriculum designers, and educational institutions. Incorporating pragmatics into
national English standards, increasing teacher professional development, designing
textbooks with pragmatic content, and integrating technology-based exposure can help
build sustainable improvement. Ultimately, cultivating pragmatic competence equips
learners with the skills necessary to navigate global communication effectively, avoid
misunderstandings, and participate confidently in diverse social interactions.

Therefore, pragmatics should be considered a central element of language education
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rather than an optional supplement, especially for upper-secondary learners preparing
for higher education and global citizenship.
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