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METHODOLOGICAL PROBLEMS
OF MASTERING THE PRAGMATICS
OF LINGUISTIC COMMUNICATION

The study addresses the critical need to integrate pragmatics into teaching the Kazakh language to
develop student’s communication skills in a globalized and multicultural context. The research explores
strategies for preparing future teachers to effectively teach pragmatics, a key yet often overlooked com-
ponent of language education. The study adopts a qualitative thematic analysis of over 60 academic
works, focusing on the pedagogical challenges, instructional methods, and assessment strategies for
teaching pragmatics. Comparative analysis between English and Kazakh language pragmatics highlights
transferable methods while accounting for cultural and linguistic differences. Key findings underscore
the abstract and culturally embedded nature of pragmatics, the lack of resources for Kazakh language
instruction, and the importance of clear and explicit teaching methods. The study emphasizes the role
of innovative tools, including digital platforms, in enhancing pragmatic competence. It contributes to
the field by proposing actionable recommendations for teacher training programs, curriculum develop-
ment, and pragmatic assessment tools tailored to the Kazakh context. The results offer practical insights
for language educators and policymakers, fostering cross-cultural communication and effective language
teaching in a rapidly changing world.

Key words: pragmatics, teacher training, challenges of teaching, pragmatic competence.
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TiAAIK KapbIM-KaTbIHAC NMparmMaTMKacbliH MEHFePTYAIH,
dAicTemenik npobAaemanapbi

3epTTey >kahaHAaHY >koHEe MOAEHMETTEDP TOFbICYbI XKaFAaMbIHAA CTYAEHTTEPAIH KOMMYHUKATUBTIK
AAFABIAAPbIH AAMbITY YLIIH Ka3ak, TiAiH OKbITyAa MparMatukaHbl MHTErpaumsaAayAblH MaHbI3blH aAFa
TapTaAbl. 3epTTEeYAiH MakcaTbl — 60AALLAK, MyFaAIMAEPAI MparMaTMKaHbl TMIMAT OKbITYFa AQibIHAQY AbIH
cTpartermnsgaapbiH 3epTrey. Cebebi OYA TIAAIK BiAIM OepyAiH >Xui eAeHBeiTiH, KMbIHABIKTapFa TOAbI,
6ipak, MaHbI3Abl Kypamaac OeAiri 60AbIN TabbliAaAbl. 3epTTey HoTuxeaepi 60-TaH acTam FbIAbIMMI
eHOEeKTEPAI CamnaAbl TakbIPbINTbIK, TaAAdyFa HerispaeAreH. byA fbiabiMM eHOeKkTep nparMaTvKaHbl
OKbITYAafbl MEAArOrMKaAblk, KMbIHAbIKTapFa, OKbITY SAiCTepiHe >koHe 6araAay cTparermsAapbiHa
Hasap ayAapybl OoMblHIIA ipikTeAAL. Herisri HoTuxKeAep mparMaTuKaHbiH, aGCTapUMAAbIK, TaburaTbl
MEH MOAEHM KOHTEKCTKE TiKeAen GaliAaHbICbIH, Ka3ak, TiAl GOMbIHIIA PECYPCTaPAbIH XXETiCMeyLiAiriH
FBIAbIMM €HOEKTEPAE XKMi MParmMaThKaHbl OKYbITYAafbl KMbIHABIK, PETIHAE aTaAFaHbIH aHbIKTaAbIK,. OAaH
GOAEK FaAbIMAApP MpParMaTuKaHbl OKbITY SAICTEPIHIH aliKbIHABIAbIFbI, TYCIHIKTIAIN MEH HAKThIAbIFbIHbIH,
MaHbI3ABbIAbIFbIH 6aca KkepceTeAi. 3epTTey nparmMaTtUKaAbIK, Ky3bIPEeTTIAIKTI apTTbipyAa MHHOBALMSIABIK,
KYPaAAQPAbIH, COHbIH, illliHAE UMPABIK, NAAT(OPMaAAPAbIH, POAIH epekille aTan eTeai. byA >Xymbic
MYFaAIMAEPAT  AamblHAQY OaFAapAamanapbliHa, OKY >KOCMapAapbiH 93ipAeyre >XeHe Kasak, TiAiHe
GeniMAEATEH MparmMaTrKaAblk, 6araray KypaAAapbiHa apHaAFaH HaKTbl YCbIHbICTAp YCbIHY apKblAbl OCbl
canara e3 YAeCiH Kocaabl. HaTmxkeAep Kasak, TiAi MyFaAiMAEpi MEH CTYAEHTTepI YLUiH NpaKTUKaAbIK,
YCbIHbICTAp 6epeAi, MOAEHMETTEP TOFbICYbl XKaFAalMbIHAQ KApPbIM-KATbIHAC MEH TUIMAI TiA OKbITYAbI
>KaKCapTyFa bIKMaA eTeAi.

TyHiH ce3aep: NparMaTuka, MyFaAiMHIH, AQMbIHABIFbI, OKbITYAbIH KMbIHABIKTapbl, MPAarMaTMKaAbIK,
KY3bIPETTIAIK.
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MeTtoanueckme ﬂpOﬁAeMbl YCBO€HUSA MNMpar MaTukKu
SA3bIKOBOM KOMMYHUKaUUn

MccaepoBaHve NOCBSLLEHO aKTyaAbHOM MPOBAEME MHTerpaumy nparMaTku B npouecc obyveHms
Ka3aXCKOMY $13bIKY, UTO SIBASIETCSl BaXKHbIM YCAOBUEM AAS PA3BUTUSI KOMMYHUKATMBHbBIX HABbIKOB CTY-
AEHTOB B YCAOBMSX FAOGAAM3ALMU U MEXKKYABTYPHOIO B3aMMOAENCTBUS. OCHOBHAs LieAb paboThbl 3a-
KAIOYAETCsl B M3yUEeHUM CTpaATerunii MOArOTOBKM GYAYLIMX yunTeAer K 3pdekTMBHOMY 0b6yueHuto npar-
MaTuKe, KAIOUYEBOMY, HO YaCTO HEAOOLIEHEHHOMY acrekTy 3bIkOBOro o6pa3oBaHums. B nccaeaoBaHmm
MCMOAb3YETCS KQUeCTBEHHbIN TeMaTUUeCcKmi aHaan3 6oaee 60 HayUHbIX MCTOUHMKOB, KOTOPbIN MO3BO-
ASIET BbISIBUTb OCHOBHbIE MEAArornmyeckmne npobAembl, MOAXOAbI K MPENoAaBaHMIO U CTPATernn OLeH-
KM nparMaTmyeckorn KomrneTeHUMU. Pe3yAbTaTbl UCCAEAOBAHMS MOAUYEPKMBAIOT CAOXKHYIO U KYAbTYPHO
006YCAOBAEHHYIO MPUPOAY MParMaTUKM, OrpaHMYEHHOCTb PECYPCOB AAS MPENOAABaHMS NMParMaTKm Ha
KA3axCKOM 913blKe, a Takxe He0BXOAMMOCTb MCMOAb30BaHMS YETKMX U CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHbIX METOAOB
06yueHns. OTAEAbHOE BHUMAHWE YAEASeTCS MHHOBALMOHHbIM MHCTPYMEHTaM, BKAlOYasl LmdpoBble
TEXHOAOIMM, KOTOpPbIE UIPalOT BaXKHYIO POAb B MOBbILEHUN IPPEKTUBHOCTU 0OyUEeHMs nparmaTuke.
MccaepoBaHe BHOCUT BKAQA B PasBUTME HAy4HOM M MPAKTUYECKOW 6asbl, NMpeaAarasi KOHKPETHbIe
PEKOMEHAALMM AAS NIPOTPAMM MOATOTOBKM YUMUTEAEN, Pa3paboTKu yuebHbIX MAQHOB M CO3AQHMUS MH-
CTPYMEHTOB OLIEHKM, aAANTMPOBAHHbBIX K Ka3aXCKOMY KOHTEKCTY. Pe3yAbTaTbl MCCAEAOBAHUSI UMEIOT
NPaKTUYECKYI0 3HAYMMOCTb AASI MPENoAABaTeAeil, CTYAEHTOB M pPa3paboTumMkoB 06pa3oBaTeAbHbIX
NPOrpamm, CrocoOCTBYS YAYULIEHUIO MEXKKYAbTYPHOM KOMMYHUKALMU M KaueCTBEHHOro MnperoaaBa-
HMS 93bIKOB. PaboTa cnocobcTByeT (hoOpMUPOBAHUIO METOAMYECKON Ga3bl, HEOOXOAMMON AAS PELLIEHMS]

3aAa4y COBpeMeHHOro o6pasoBaH149|.

KAroueBble caoBa: nparmMaTtmka, NOAroToBka yLlMTEAel;I, ﬂpO6/\eMbl rnpenoaaBaHud, nparMatmye-

CKaqd KOMMNEeTeHTHOCTb.

Introduction

In today’s competitive, globalized world and
intercultural context, professionals with high
communication skills are essential and demand-
ed. Therefore, teaching students in their mother
tongue to understand different layers of meanings
in sentences could be beneficial to build effective
communication. However, we mainly concentrate
on basic grammar rules and the direct meaning of
the words rather than deep and complex concepts
like discourse analysis or pragmatics of language,
especially in the Kazakh language. Moreover,
considering that philology students and language
teachers understand the critical role of pragmatics
in effective communication, most teachers lack ad-
equate training and do not have access to materi-
als or instruments that could help them teach their
students effectively in this aspect. This article will
review the main challenges of teaching pragmatics
to students and how to prepare language teachers
and philology students to teach pragmatics in the
classroom. Nevertheless, the pedagogy of pragmat-
ics was studied deeply in different languages in-
ternationally, especially in the context of teaching
English to international students. So, in this article,
we will review these works from the perspective of

teaching pragmatics of the Kazakh language, com-
pare similarities and possible differentiations in the
logic of languages and cultures of nations, and fill
the gap.

The purpose of this study is to review possible
strategies and methods to prepare language to teach
pragmatics in Kazakh language to students and how
to address possible challenges in this process, ul-
timately enhancing language learners’ pragmatic
competence. In the literature on the topic that we
have reviewed, it is clear that a theoretical aspect
of pragmatics has been studied significantly, while
aspects like its practical implementation in the
classroom and its pedagogy were focused on con-
siderably less by academics. For example, Kasper
and Rose (2001), in their book on pragmatics in
language teaching, indicate that academics mostly
overlook it and do not have enough materials and
resources for proper teacher training. In terms of the
practical significance aspects of this article, we want
to focus on providing recommendations for univer-
sity instructors for training future teachers on prag-
matic instructions and curriculum design to develop
the pragmatic competence of school students. Our
goal is to identify the main challenges in teaching
pragmatics by reviewing the works of academics
and recent publications on the topic.
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Additionally, we consider adapting these meth-
ods and recommendations to the context and reali-
ties of the Kazakh language. Pragmatics is a com-
plex concept with cultural, cognitive, linguistic,
psychological, and many other layers. Therefore,
this article focuses mainly on practical aspects and
will not explore theoretical questions. In the fol-
lowing chapters, we will describe the materials and
methods used to conduct this study.

Materials and Methods

As a primary research method for this study,
qualitative thematic analysis of existing literature
was employed, and comparative analysis of Eng-
lish and Kazakh language pragmatics was based on
cultural differences. In the first stage, articles con-
nected to the topic were selected from different na-
tional and international academic databases, such as
Google Scholar, JSTOR, and Scopus, focusing on
works that discussed pedagogical implementations
of pragmatics in language learning and teaching.
As keywords for searching relevant articles were
used these combinations of words: “pragmatics in
language learning”, “teaching pragmatic compe-
tence”, “teaching Kazakh language”, and “com-
parative analysis and pragmatics”. Additionally, the
relevance of articles was checked through screen-
ing and critical evaluation of abstracts, keywords,
introduction and conclusion sections. All the stud-
ies that focused on teaching methods of pragmat-
ics based on cultural differentiation, challenges in
teaching pragmatics, and developing pedagogical
instruments and tools for teaching pragmatics were
prioritized. If articles mainly focused on theoreti-
cal aspects of pragmatics or, in general, linguistic
issues were excluded from the review. In the second
stage, these articles were categorized thematically,
and for this purpose, Google Sheets were employed
to organize classifications. Then, based on these
categories, we critically reviewed other chapters of
articles, and a qualitative thematic approach was ap-
plied to categorize and interpret data based on re-
curring themes such as instructional techniques, cul-
tural adjustments and practical recommendations.
Afterwards, a comparative analysis was conducted
to identify possible similarities and differences in
teaching pragmatics to students in Kazakh and Eng-
lish languages. Moreover, in this stage, the impact
of sociolinguistic norms and cultural differences on
productive communication was analyzed, and their
effect on methods of teaching languages was evalu-
ated. In addition, we tried to identify transferable
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approaches in teaching pragmatic competence and
raising students’ awareness of contextually and cul-
turally appropriate language in different situations.
Overall, thematic coding was employed to catego-
rize the results of these reviews and evaluations.
The insights from these findings could also help or-
ganize possible approaches and strategies to teach
pragmatics and face challenges in these processes.
This qualitative analysis method helped us explore
the pedagogical, contextual, social and cultural as-
pects of complex concepts of pragmatics (Creswell,
2013).

In the final version of the Google Sheets, we re-
viewed more than 60 works in depth, which were
selected based on the criteria that were mentioned
above. However, the majority of the works focused
on English language pragmatics instruction, so in the
discussion section, most of the ideas about the trans-
ferability of the ideas and methods of these works
to the Kazakh language will be based on our predic-
tions and expectations. Therefore, we do not claim
they are possible and practical implications, as we
were not based on empirical data on these predic-
tions. Nevertheless, these ideas can play a founda-
tional role in future inquiries to study possible strat-
egies to develop methods of teaching pragmatics in
the Kazakh language. Findings from the thematic
analysis showed that there are three main themes in
the literature: the first is instructional methods that
contain techniques such as role-play, explicit in-
struction, and task-based learning, commonly used
in English pragmatics instruction; the second is
cultural factors that highlight cultural, social, politi-
cal, economic and other important aspects of teach-
ing pragmatic competence to students. Last but not
least, assessment strategies were categorized, and
we found quite interesting findings in their effec-
tiveness in fostering pragmatic competence across
languages through evaluation tools and fixing the
progress of students.

The novelty of our methods and materials could
be described by employing a comparative analysis
approach from English to Kazakh to compare and
find transferable strategies to teach pragmatics. We
genuinely believe that well-recognized and interna-
tional-level studies conducted in different countries
to study the methods of teaching pragmatics in Eng-
lish could be valuable in identifying and guiding the
teaching methodology of pragmatics in the Kazakh
language. Even in Kazakh academic journals, we
can find more research inquiries that have studied
pragmatics in teaching English rather than the prag-
matics of the Kazakh language. Nevertheless, we
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will always try to take into account that these two
languages, cultures and nations behind these lan-
guages are not close to each other, and pragmatics is
always closely connected to the cultural and social
context of the languages, so our comparative analy-
sis was strictly conducted by keeping in mind this
aspect. Additionally, unlike previous studies, this
research emphasizes the role of pragmatics teaching
in fostering cross-cultural competence in a Kazakh
context, where pragmatic norms are closely tied to
traditional and modern cultural practices.

Finding this could assist language teachers in
looking for effective and innovative ways to instruct
students to increase their pragmatic competence
and effective communication in today’s globalized
world. With some cultural modification and adap-
tation, we could implement existing methods and
strategies of teaching pragmatics in English into Ka-
zakh language instructions, so experiment and find
ways to solve problems of instructors connected to
a shortage of the materials and methods of teaching
pragmatics in their subject. Listing the challenges
of instructors in teaching pragmatics in the Kazakh
language and providing possible solutions, meth-
ods, strategies and tools to solve these problems can
boost other innovative thinking and creative solu-
tions on the topic. In the next chapter, we will dis-
cuss and describe in detail what was discovered in
the literature that we have reviewed on this topic.

Literature review

As we mentioned in the introduction chapter,
pragmatics is a comparatively new area of study in
linguistics, and it is a more complex concept than
basic grammar rules. Therefore, we can not assume
that for busy teachers, the teaching of pragmatics
could be easily integrated into their classroom or
curriculum. Unlike grammar or vocabulary, prag-
matics also requires considering how language is
used in context, which can have many variables and
factors that can affect productive communication in
real life. In this chapter, we will list the challeng-
es that come with teaching pragmatics to students,
which are mentioned most in the body of literature.

One of the primary and most mentioned chal-
lenges with teaching pragmatics in the classroom
was its abstract nature (Taguchi, 2011; Roever,
2009). Additionally, there are no clear and explic-
it rules for students or swot. They need to learn to
catch subtle inferences, small context elements, psy-
chological and cultural meanings of the phrases and
a great sense of timing and environment (LoCastro,

2013; Van Dijk & Myin, 2019). In traditional cur-
riculums and classrooms, it is easy to concentrate on
rules and examples that are clear and standardised
for assessment. However, pragmatics has more ex-
ceptions and conditions to consider, which are ig-
nored mainly by instructors due to limited hours for
the one topic to cover in the classroom. As a result,
teaching pragmatics can challenge instructors to
work with its abstract and complex nature in limited
time and unorganised materials.

Pragmatic knowledge is closely tied to cultural
context (Bublitz et al., 2010), and taking into ac-
count that we live in a very globalised intercultural
context even within one country, creating univer-
sal tools and materials to teach pragmatics might
be pretty challenging and impractical (Taguchi &
Roever, 2020). For instance, the types of requests,
norms of showing respect, refusals, sense of humour,
and demonstrating closeness or distance to people
through specific words can vary significantly within
geographic regions. This requires understanding the
differences in regions’ usage of structural patterns
of language and its interpretative nuances (Haugh,
Kédar and Mills, 2013). Similarly, Kazakh culture
and language have differentiations and contrasts
in language usage based on historical, social, eco-
nomic, and geographical factors, which directly af-
fect pragmatic layers of meaning in the conversation
(Smagulova, 2006). However, it is not studied from
the perspective of how to teach Kazakh pragmatics
in this context, and teachers can only work based on
their intuition and knowledge of local differences.

Challenges with teaching pragmatics can be
seen in its difficulties in recreation and replicating
real-life circumstances, as it is deeply context-de-
pendent (Kecskes, 2017). Even role-playing games
or made-up examples sometimes fail to capture the
complexity of real-world relationships. Addition-
ally, simulating these situations in the classroom is
extremely difficult and time-consuming. Moreover,
in existing literature, we can face several debates on
variables that should be considered in the case of the
pragmatics of languages. Consequently, instructors
will see a massive amount of chaotic discussions,
data, and polemics, which will not help implement
it in the lessons but will make it harder to cope. As
a result, they prefer working on students’ grammar
accuracy and enriching their vocabulary rather than
focusing on complex and inapplicable concepts of
pragmatics, even if they realise its importance in
productive real-life communications.

Despite these challenges, some instructors could
implement methods to work with students’ prag-
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matic competence in their learning languages. At
this stage, they also can face significant challenges
in assessing students’ pragmatic competence. It may
require considerable work to evaluate the appropri-
ateness and cultural sensitivity of language used by
each student in each conversation from different
perspectives and contextual variables. We also can-
not create standardised measures, multiple-choice
quizzes, tests, or detailed rubrics, as they can vary to
be more intuitive and inherently tied to context and
social norms in given circumstances. Pragmatic ap-
propriateness cannot be checked as easily as gram-
matical and lexical correctness; it is like evaluating
people’s emotional intellect and biological age. We
can tell a person’s age based on their looks in most
cases and definitely by their passport and ID details;
however, it is hard to tell their emotional intellect
levels based on this data; we need to interact with
this person closely for some time to make approxi-
mate evaluations of their emotional intelligence.
Because of this, many standardised tests fall short
of capturing the complex and situation-specific ele-
ments of pragmatic skills, such as recognising indi-
rect speech actions, comprehending politeness tech-
niques, or reacting correctly in culturally sensitive
circumstances (Ishihara & Cohen, 2021).
Ironically, one of the reasons that teachers face
challenges in their practices in teaching pragmatics
to their students is their preparedness to teach prag-
matics, as many teacher training programs and uni-
versity degrees often neglect its importance in their
curriculum and do not provide their students(future
education professionals) with proper tools to teach
it. The problem is made worse by the frequent ex-
clusion of pragmatics in language classes brought
on by this lack of training and limited valuable tools
and techniques in less studied languages like Kazakh
compared to English. Enhancing teacher prepared-
ness and providing targeted resources are critical to
improving pragmatic instruction (Glaser, 2018).
Last but not least, students, in most cases, will
not feel safe when they are faced with cases that they
are not used to, and it will increase their anxiety. It
can negatively affect the teaching process of prag-
matics if students are asked to be in a different cul-
tural context that is not similar to their cultural and
social environment; it can make them significantly
stressed and switch to defensive mode. Addition-
ally, fear of making mistakes in these circumstances
and uncomfortable feelings can keep students from
active participation and discourage them from learn-
ing this skill (Wagner & Urios-Aparisi, 2008). Stu-
dents do not know, without proper instructions, how
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to interpret and perform pragmatically appropriate
language structures and forms, which can decrease
their confidence in their capabilities and perfor-
mance. Instructors should engage in creating sup-
portive and low-stress learning environments for
students and provide more detailed instructions to
increase students’ confidence. The following results
and discussion chapter will dive into practical as-
pects of pragmatics pedagogy and possible strate-
gies to cope with these challenges in the Kazakh
language and cultural context.

Results and Discussion

We employed the literature review method and
qualitative thematic data analysis to critically evalu-
ate a body of literature on possible practical imple-
mentations for teaching pragmatics to train future
teachers how to face challenges. Therefore, in this
section, we will discuss recommendations of experts
and academics on their suggestions to cope with
these situations. Overall, academics suggest effec-
tively addressing pedagogical problems in teaching
pragmatics, focusing on students’ engagement, col-
laborative work and feelings of safety in classroom
activities. Additionally, concentrating on creative
and authentic ways and materials like case studies,
interactive video dialogues, and film episodes might
help make abstract concepts more tangible for stu-
dents based on their recommendations. Increasing
students’ awareness of cultural differences, tradi-
tions, behaviours, language patterns, ceremonial ele-
ments in daily life routines, and common knowledge
could also be beneficial for students to navigate dif-
ferent communication situations and styles of vari-
ous cultures (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998).

In some cases, employing interactive conversa-
tions, role-plays, and simulations with random na-
tive speakers could help break barriers of fear and
insecurities by providing students with a dynamic
environment for practicing in the controlled at-
mosphere of the classroom. Teachers should also
consider delivering timely feedback to students on
their use of words, appropriateness, and cultural
sensitivity of their chosen phrases in conversation to
scaffold their progress in understanding pragmatic
concepts and increase their competence. However,
before that, teachers should also be clear and pre-
cise in their instructions, comprehensive in their
explanation of pragmatic concepts, and provide
detailed examples of communicative strategies to
assist students’ learning and application (Taguchi,
2011). Nevertheless, to carry out these recommen-
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dations properly, we should not forget the impor-
tance of proper teacher training and the availability
of required materials, resources, and practical and
empirically proven methodologies.

Research on pragmatic competence in language
teaching mainly focused on learners’ acquisition of
the new languages, their speech acts, and navigating
conversational and politeness norms. In this aspect,
Bardovi-Harlig and Doryei (1998) indicated that
“EFL learners and their teachers consistently identi-
fied and ranked grammatical errors as more serious
than pragmatic errors; ESL learners and their teach-
ers showed the opposite pattern, ranking pragmatic
errors as more serious than grammatical errors”
(Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei, 1998: 233). Based
on these findings, we can also suppose that students
not only learn a new second language separately but
also explore new cultures and new perspectives of
thinking by doing this. Therefore, teaching abstract
concepts of pragmatics could be more effective
when comparing different sociolinguistic and cul-
tural perspectives. For example, Ninomiya and Sha-
dayeva’s (2020) cross-cultural pragmatic analysis of
requests in Kazakh and Japanese gave insights into
requests’ cultural perspectives, which could help to
easily understand the pragmatics behind it and its
importance in effective communication by com-
paring these two languages and cultures. Rose and
Kasper (2001) also highlighted the significance of
interlanguage pragmatics, exploring developmental
patterns in second-language learners’ ability to nav-
igate pragmatic aspects of communication.

Reviewed literature and empirical studies on
the topic indicated that proper and direct explana-
tions of the pragmatic concepts and communicative
situations and failures based on pragmatic misinter-
pretations are more effective in increasing students’
pragmatic competence rather than implicit methods
such as role-playing or indirect simulations of the
conversations (Rose & Kasper, 2001). This method
helps students comprehend and assimilate context-
specific communication rules more effectively.
Moreover, instructors are strict and confident with
comprehensive instructions and easily explain the
topic by contextualising the examples with real-life
communicative situations. In that case, students in
this class are mostly successful in their learning and
navigating the nuances of pragmatic communication
in various sociocultural settings.

On the other hand, we should also not forget
about technological innovations of the last decades
with their affordances in making learning and teach-
ing more effective and interactive to the level that

it is close to recreating real-world communication.
Digital tools such as virtual reality, chatbots, and
multimedia resources have been shown to enhance
pragmatic learning by simulating authentic con-
versational contexts. These technological advance-
ments solve the difficulties of simulating real-world
contact in conventional classroom settings and of-
fer experiential learning opportunities. Moreover,
Gonzalez-Lloret (2022) found “possibilities that
tasks and technology-mediated contexts have to
engage learners in discursive practices that may
not be possible otherwise, exposing them to the cy-
ber pragmatics of an ever-growing digital world”
(Gonzélez-Lloret, 2022: 173). Therefore, we can as-
sume that technologies are already a big part of our
real world and culture, so it also lies in the context of
the pragmatics of the language. As a result, teaching
pragmatics through technology is not only essential
but also mandatory in today’s reality.

From the side of the academic institutions and
teacher training centres, finding effective ways of
evaluating students’ pragmatic competence and
training instructors by developing an adequate cor-
pus of materials, resources, and practical knowledge
on how to teach pragmatics based on empirical data
should be the main focus of inquiry. Only by proper
training of future teachers and philology students
can we be sure that other challenges will be han-
dled properly in the classrooms to develop students’
pragmatic competence.

Conclusion

All in all, despite being crucial for effective
communication, the pedagogy of pragmatics is still
not well studied in the Kazakh language. Our study
confirmed that the main problem and best solution
with teaching pragmatics is proper teacher training
for this aspect and developing a good amount of re-
sources and materials to employ in the classroom.
Accurately assessing students’ pragmatic compe-
tence also requires creating novel evaluation instru-
ments suited to the Kazakh language and culture
(Taguchi, 2011). Technology integration has the po-
tential to be revolutionary because it may improve
the effectiveness and engagement of pragmatics
training while encouraging real-world application in
controlled settings through the use of digital plat-
forms, virtual simulations, Al chatbots, and interac-
tive tools (Gonzalez-Lloret, 2022).

Additionally, comparative analyses and cross-
cultural research, like that done by Ninomiya and
Shadayeva (2020), highlight the importance of stud-
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ies and gaining data on the topic to make abstract
concepts more tangible and accessible to teach
through examples. It also can help promote cross-
cultural competency and offer crucial insights into
modifying teaching methods to various linguistic
and cultural contexts. Lastly, to test and improve
these suggested tactics and guarantee their suitabili-
ty and efficacy within the Kazakh linguistic context,
future research must prioritize empirical studies, as
we are mostly based on this review and analysis of
the existing body of the literature. These develop-

ments promise to improve learners’ pragmatic profi-
ciency and close the gap between theoretical knowl-
edge and real-world language learning.

In conclusion, despite many obstacles to over-
come, there are encouraging opportunities to ad-
vance pragmatic teaching in Kazakh. By expanding
on the findings of this study, academics and educa-
tors may create new and efficient methods of teach-
ing pragmatics, producing more capable and cul-
turally sensitive communicators in a world that is
becoming more interconnected by the day.
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