
fpsyg-13-987729 August 17, 2022 Time: 14:50 # 1

TYPE Conceptual Analysis
PUBLISHED 22 August 2022
DOI 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987729

OPEN ACCESS

EDITED BY

Marcel Pikhart,
University of Hradec Králové, Czechia

REVIEWED BY

Ali Malmir,
Imam Khomeini International
University, Iran
Farzaneh Shakki,
Golestan University, Iran

*CORRESPONDENCE

Nan Huang
H15993309073@163.com

SPECIALTY SECTION

This article was submitted to
Language Sciences,
a section of the journal
Frontiers in Psychology

RECEIVED 06 July 2022
ACCEPTED 02 August 2022
PUBLISHED 22 August 2022

CITATION

Huang N (2022) Revisiting L2
pragmatic competence through
implicit vs. explicit instructional
framework.
Front. Psychol. 13:987729.
doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987729

COPYRIGHT

© 2022 Huang. This is an open-access
article distributed under the terms of
the Creative Commons Attribution
License (CC BY). The use, distribution
or reproduction in other forums is
permitted, provided the original
author(s) and the copyright owner(s)
are credited and that the original
publication in this journal is cited, in
accordance with accepted academic
practice. No use, distribution or
reproduction is permitted which does
not comply with these terms.

Revisiting L2 pragmatic
competence through implicit vs.
explicit instructional framework
Nan Huang*

School of Foreign Languages, Xinyang College, Xinyang, China

Successful interaction in the target language requires L2 learners to use

and understand the grammatically correct language. At the same time, the

language used is expected to produce socioculturally appropriate utterances

that it refers to their Pragmatic competence. The latter entails acquiring

pragmatic competence, which has proved to be very challenging for L2

learners. This is because they gain limited exposure to the use of language

for real communication in an authentic social setting. Moreover, instruction

has been found to influence the functional abilities in L2 as it equips

the learners with the ability to produce and comprehend L2 in different

situations. Focusing on the research conducted on the role of explicit and

implicit instruction on L2 pragmatic competence, this study aimed to give

a summative description of the empirical studies carried out on teaching

pragmatics. The investigation ends up with a conclusion, instructional

implications, and suggestions for future research.

KEYWORDS

pragmatic competence, real communication, authentic social setting, explicit
instruction, implicit instruction

Introduction

As a central component of communicative competence, pragmatic competence
takes in the capability to engage in the dynamic and interactive negotiation of
meaning. Such a type of negotiation takes place between two or more persons in
specific circumstances (Timpe Laughlin et al., 2015). Similarly, LoCastro (2003) asserts
that pragmatics concerns the examination of the meaning conveyed between speaker
and hearer thanks to their joint actions, which involves both linguistic and non-
linguistic cues embedded within socioculturally organized activities. This delineation
of pragmatics emphasizes speaker-hearer communication unfolding in a sociocultural
setting; therefore, it can be implied that pragmatic competence requires knowledge of
linguistics, and social norms, as well as the capability to put to practice these forms
of knowledge in social interactions. Pragmatic competence concerns the individual’s
capability of understanding and making appropriate responses to communicative and
linguistic gestures (Farashaiyan and Muthusamy, 2016). Both grammatical knowledge
and pragmatic competence enjoy the same status in terms of the contribution they make
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to effective communication. As mentioned by Celce-Murcia
(2007), the development of L2 proficiency entails the
improvement of pragmatic competence. Lacking this ability,
a speaker may grapple with miscommunication. Therefore,
literature shows that in recent decades, there has been growing
attention to the acquisition of pragmatic competence as an
essential component other than lexico-grammatical proficiency
in the EFL context (Ishihara and Cohen, 2010).

The integration of SLA and pragmatics yields L2 pragmatics.
Studies on this construct examine the ways in which L2 learners
gradually gain the knowledge of what, when, and to whom
they should say something; what factors are contributing to
gaining such knowledge; how can such knowledge be studied,
taught, and assessed in social settings. These make up the field
of L2 pragmatics (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013; Taguchi and Roever,
2017). From this perspective, L2 pragmatics is concerned with
examining the association between L2 structure and its use
by focusing on how these two abilities are learned and how
they cooperate (Hymes, 1972). The results of investigations
conducted in China reveal that EFL learners’ pragmatic
competence is not satisfactory (Liu, 2004; Xiao et al., 2019).
Although L2 learners perform well on a test, they grapple
with miscommunication in English when they have to take
part in authentic conversations. These challenges emanate from
their poor pragmatic competence. EFL learners in China have
rare opportunities for being exposed to real language use.
Consequently, they acquire insufficient pragmatic knowledge,
making it challenging for them to comprehend and produce
language appropriately. Furthermore, classroom input makes an
important contribution to English language learning (Kim and
Hall, 2002), so they have proved to be indispensable elements in
the progress of pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013).
As a result, it is essential to incorporate pragmatic instruction in
language education programs.

Given that L2 learners need to be equipped with pragmatic
competence to be able to engage in successful negations of
meaning in the context of a target language, it is of enormous
importance to incorporate effective education on pragmatic
skills in language courses (Akutsu, 2012) as a review of the
literature shows that an increasing number of investigations
have been dealing with L2 pragmatics over the last 30 years
(Taguchi and Roever, 2017; Derakhshan and Arabmofrad, 2018;
Yang, 2018; Taguchi, 2019; Derakhshan and Eslami, 2020;
Malmir and Derakhshan, 2020; Derakhshan and Shakki, 2021;
Yang and Ke, 2021; Zhang, 2022). Yet, when it comes to
pedagogical aspects, many L2 learning environments, teacher
education programs, and textbooks fall short of providing L2
learners with pragmatic instruction and daily interaction skills
and sub-skills (Bardovi-Harlig, 2013). Pragmatic knowledge
used to be underestimated by many teachers and educators until
recently, which is evidenced by the question posed by Kasper
(1997) as to whether one can teach pragmatic competence in the
classroom? Even though many objections and arguments have

been made in this respect, much-supporting evidence has been
collected to consolidate the claim that pragmatics is necessary
and can be taught in an L2 setting.

Classroom observations show that L2 learners suffer from
a deficiency in pragmatic knowledge, which emanates from
exposure to insufficient and sometimes irrelevant input in EFL
classrooms (Malmir and Derakhshan, 2020). There has been
a controversy over whether or not pragmatics can lend itself
to teaching. To this end, some investigations have examined
the possible effect of explicit instruction of pragmatic skills
and metalanguage on the quality of communication in the
target language in classroom settings (Grice, 1975; Blight, 2002;
Lee, 2002). The increasing number of studies on pragmatics
has revealed that teachers can teach pragmatic competence in
their classes (Yazdanfar and Bonyadi, 2016; Alzeebaree and
Yavuz, 2017). Despite the arguments made by some linguists
concerning the difficulty of teaching pragmatics (Krisnawati,
2011), it is highly important to integrate pragmatic knowledge
in an L2 classroom. This is, particularly, essential for EFL
contexts where instruction is the only means through which
learners are exposed to the target language (Nugroho et al.,
2020). In the same vein, in the view of Bardovi-Harlig
(2013), teaching pragmatics can be useful as it paves the
way for the L2 learners’ acquaintance with the second or
foreign language by providing authentic materials. Therefore,
students can experience the actual use of language. In the
same vein, Kasper and Rose (2002) maintain that L2 learners
would not acquire pragmatic competence by merely being
exposed to the target language as they fail to become aware
of many contextual factors, which are not noticed given that
they are not salient in the context. Consequently, teaching
pragmatic competence and socially appropriate language have
been put forth as one way to overcome this shortcoming
(Bardovi-Harlig and Mahan-Taylor, 2003).

Assumed the results of the formative paper presented by
Norris and Ortega (2001) on the efficacy of L2 instruction,
meta-analysis came to be prioritized over other research
synthesis methods. Some investigations (Norris and Ortega,
2001; Badjadi, 2016; Plonsky and Zhuang, 2019; Yousefi and
Nassaji, 2019; Shakki et al., 2021) have been carried out using
a meta-analysis format and review studies to address the various
topics in the area of pragmatics. Moreover, There has been
a growing interest in examining the role of instruction on
L2 pragmatics achievement in recent years (Rose, 2005), with
the majority of them dealing with three significant questions:
(1) can L2 pragmatic competence lend itself to teaching?; (2)
can instruction make any contribution?; (3) does the type
and method of instruction have any effect? In a nutshell,
these studies have shown that although L2 learners find
some areas of L2 pragmatics very difficult, L2 pragmatics
lends itself to teaching, which has proved to contribute to
pragmatic development (Kasper and Rose, 2002; Rose, 2005;
Jeon and Kaya, 2006). Moreover, in the past, a large number
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of investigations have sought to demonstrate the efficacy of
pragmatic instruction, with a growing body of research carrying
out quasi-experiments in this regard (Taguchi, 2015). These
studies have investigated pragmatics instruction by focusing
on various issues, behaviors, and L2 structures. Some articles
(Rose, 2005; Jeon and Kaya, 2006; Belz, 2007; Taguchi, 2015;
Derakhshan et al., 2020), have presented a summary and meta-
analysis of these research findings.

Overall, there is a consensus that instruction will turn out
to be more effective than mere exposure to input; however,
it should be stated that the effectiveness of L2 pragmatics
instruction varies across studies. The foregoing studies have
dealt with multiple factors assumed to contribute to the
effectiveness of pragmatics instruction; however, very few
studies have examined the contribution of different types of
instructions in an EFL context. Considering the important
contribution of pragmatic competence to L2 learning and the
role it plays in allowing the learners to engage in effective
communication in cross-cultural contexts, the present study
sought to paint a general picture of the studies conducted on the
instruction of L2 pragmatic competence. The aim was to provide
the researchers with some insights on whether the instruction of
pragmatic skills yields any positive outcomes in the EFL context.

Review of the literature

Pragmatic competence

Several descriptions of the term “pragmatics” have been
presented in the literature, which addresses or highlights the
various dimensions of the construct (LoCastro, 2003). For
example, Thomas (1995) maintains that both speaker’s intention
and statement play an important role in pragmatics, so the
exclusion of one leads to the exclusion of the other one. LoCastro
(2003) elaborates on the multiple characteristics of pragmatic
competence, including its interactional and dynamic aspects.
He defines pragmatic competence as the examination of the
shared meaning created by speaker and hearer, which involves
both linguistic and non-linguistic indicators in socioculturally
prearranged tasks. This definition attaches great importance
to the speaker–hearer communication, verbal and non-verbal
channels (Beebe and Waring, 2004; Wharton, 2009), as well as
the sociocultural factors determining the intended meaning in
interactional discourse. According to Kasper and Rose (2002),
pragmatic competence involves the capability of producing
and comprehending statements or speech in sociocultural
relations. Barron (2003) describes pragmatic competence as
having at one’s disposal the linguistic resources required for
comprehending specific illocutions. This requires knowing
the progressive facets of speech acts, as well as how to use
the particular language’s linguistic resources in appropriate
contexts. Consequently, having pragmatic competence has to do

with an interaction between linguistic knowledge and contextual
use. This is because producing and comprehending words is
highly dependent on grammatical knowledge and contexts.

Pragmatic competence involves the individual’s capability
of dealing with different social situations through the use of
language. According to Taguchi (2019), the conceptualization
of pragmatic competence has changed over the years. This
is because pragmatic competence has proved to be a multi-
dimensional construct that entails three types of knowledge
and skill: knowledge of what to say in a linguistically correct
and socioculturally appropriate manner; the ability to engage
in interaction to convey the message adaptively and flexibly in
line with the changing contexts; and agency to figure out if it is
helpful to put to use the knowledge in a given community.

One primary conceptualization of pragmatic competence
was initially proposed by Leech (1983) and Thomas (1995).
Some researchers have proposed their early conceptualizations
of pragmatic competence, focusing on two sub-categories of
pragmatics, namely, pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics.
The former is related to grammar that an individual requires for
effective communication (e.g., pragmatic strategies and various
linguistic forms, among others). Sociopragmatics is concerned
with the social aspects related to the culture, as well as the
interactive nature of communicative behavior. It is also related
to social perceptions driving people’s interpretations. Social
connections, observing proximity, the speaker’s and hearer’s
rights, and requirements can be adjusted in communication
(Taguchi, 2015). The domain of pragmatics covers various
topics, such as politeness, illocutionary, proximity, interaction,
movements, presupposition and entailment, and discourse,
among others (Ishihara, 2010; Derakhshan, 2019).

Explicit and implicit instructions

Norris and Ortega (2001) conducted a meta-analysis study
on the types of L2 instruction, that revealed focused instruction
to be more effective. In their study, categorized how pragmatic
competence is taught into two groups: explicit vs. implicit
treatments. It is claimed that explicit instruction, i.e., various
classroom techniques employed to focus learners’ attention on
structures and forms, is about to yield more positive outcomes
than implicit instruction. The latter refers to methodological
possibilities which enable students to infer rules unconsciously
(Jeon and Kaya, 2006). Along with Norris and Ortega (2001),
these two approaches are different in terms of the degrees
of explanations provided in the class. In explicit instruction,
learners are provided with rule explanations during instruction.
As for interlanguage pragmatics, this has to do with the question
of whether or not explicit metapragmatic information helps
the learners to grasp and understand the target features more
easily (Rose, 2005). Implicit instruction does not include any
explanation of pragmatics or metapragmatic rule provision. The
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quasi-experimental studies have examined the extent to which
these two modes of instruction are effective. To this end, they
have compared an explicitly taught group with an implicitly
taught group, with a control group sometimes included as
well. The Implicit instruction of pragmatic competence has
received much less attention than explicit pragmatic instruction.
Along the same lines, Fukuya and Zhang (2002) refer to the
fewer studies conducted on implicit pragmatic instruction,
stating that this concern is understudied both conceptually
and methodologically. Implicit instruction entails exposure
to pragmatic input and providing no explicit explanation of
the rules, i.e., meta-pragmatic information (Takahashi, 2001;
Hernandez, 2011; Derakhshan and Shakki, 2020). In the same
vein, many investigations have indicated the efficacy of explicit
instruction, the significance of metapragmatic explanation, as
well as the effect of the implicit intervention (Jeon and Kaya,
2006; Takahashi, 2010; Taguchi, 2015).

Related studies on instruction

Quite a lot of research has been carried out on the possible
role of instruction in the development of pragmatic competence,
with the majority of them showing positive outcomes. The
bulk of investigations conducted on the effect of L2 pragmatic
instruction have mainly examined explicit instruction and
implicit instruction about learning outcomes. To this end,
they have compared explicit instruction with no explicit
instruction (Kasper and Rose, 2002; Takahashi, 2010). Bacelar
da Silva (2003) conducted a longitudinal study to examine
the function of explicit teaching in the acquisition of polite
refusal speech acts. Both sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic
aspects of refusal speech acts were taught by embedding various
tasks with metapragmatic knowledge. Results indicated that
explicit instruction enhances students’ pragmatic competence
in refusal speech acts. In addition, Takahashi (2010) conducted
a meta-analysis that involved the analysis of 49 studies. The
results showed that explicit intervention was more effective
than implicit intervention. The investigations covered in this
analysis were all experimental, and they used a pre-test
and post-test design. They concluded that overall, explicit
interventions were found to be more effective in terms of
the development of pragmatic features, particularly concerning
some sociopragmatic features.

Moreover, Halenko and Jones (2011) conducted a study
on 26 EFL learners in China. The results showed that explicit
instruction enabled the participants to enhance their pragmatic
abilities. This helped them to identify and produce pragmatically
appropriate language forms. In their study, Nguyen et al.
(2012) sought to examine the possible effect of explicit and
implicit instruction on the acquisition of pragmatic competence.
The sample consisted of sixty-nine Vietnamese students, who
were split into three groups, namely, explicit, implicit, and

control groups. The findings indicated that though the explicit
instruction group performed better than the implicit one,
students in both groups was more successful than the control
group, thanks to the power of instruction. Similarly, Rajabi
and Farahian (2013) carried out a study to assess the effect
of instruction on the progress of pragmatic competence. The
sample of the study was comprised of thirty-four Iranian
EFL learners, who were assigned into two groups, i.e., an
experimental and a control group. The former had awareness-
raising instruction as their intervention. The findings showed
that the group who received treatment outperformed the
control group. Moreover, both explicit and implicit groups
performed much better than the control group in terms of
pragmatic performance.

Soler and Pitarch (2010) investigated the impact of teaching
on raising pragmatic consciousness concerning the two phases
involved in refusal speech acts, namely, planning and execution.
Results revealed the efficacy of explicit instruction in channeling
the learners’ attention to pragmatics. Results also showed
that explicit instruction made a shift in learners’ attention
as they concentrated on pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic
aspects rather than linguistic ones. In a review of more
than 58 experimental studies in interlanguage pragmatics,
Taguchi (2015) reviewed fifty-eight experimental studies on
interlanguage pragmatics. The results showed that explicit
instruction of pragmatic features was considered to be
more operative compared to implicit instruction. The former
focused on the form related to metapragmatic information.
Input exposure proved to be inadequate in bringing about
learning, even when the input had been highlighted by
using enhancement techniques. Explicit explanations of the
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic aspects of the speech act,
along with raising awareness embedded in the tasks led to the
learners’ metapragmatic awareness. Pragmatic features are more
likely to lend themselves to explicit teaching than to implicit
instruction (Rose, 2005).

In their review, Plonsky and Zhuang (2019) gathered a
total of 50 research papers to examine the extent to which
pragmatics instruction was effective. The results reinforced
the previous meta-analyses acknowledging the effectiveness
of explicit instruction compared to implicit instruction. They
concluded that as pragmatics instruction provides ample
opportunities for practice, it turned out to be more effective
than instruction lacking practice, with longer instruction found
to be better than the other one in general. Additionally,
Doan (2019) scrutinized the efficiency of explicit and implicit
instruction in terms of the learning outcomes regarding the
acquisition of apology strategies among advanced L2 learners.
The sample was made up of 30 potential participants who were
divided into implicit and explicit instructions. The findings
revealed that both training groups were far different in terms
of their ability to produce speech acts after the treatment.
Yet, explicit training was found to be advantageous to learners
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compared to the implicit training approach. Derakhshan and
Shakki (2020) sought to consider the potential effect of the
implicit and explicit instruction of metapragmatics on the
Iranian EFL learners’ knowledge and their use of apology and
refusal. The sample consisted of 49 EFL students, who were
divided into three groups as follows: implicit instruction, explicit
instruction, and control. The results showed an improvement in
the learners’ pragmatic comprehension, with the explicit group
outperforming the other groups.

Conclusion, implications, and
suggestions for further research

Great importance has been attached to the function of the
instruction of L2 pragmatic competence in the language
classroom. Research shows that there is a correlation
between language proficiency and multiple components,
including grammatical knowledge, syntax, morphology,
phonology, and semantics; moreover, language proficiency
is correlated with pragmatic competence, as well. Having no
pragmatic competence would lead to miscommunications;
consequently, there should be an emphasis on the incorporation
of sociocultural awareness-raising modules in the classroom
As stated by Soler (2001), a foreign language classroom is
considered a good place where pragmatic competence can be
taught and learned; The application of similar methodologies
in EFL contexts enhances learners’ ability. Research on L2
pragmatics has revealed the positive outcomes of instruction
compared to mere exposure to target pragmatic features
regarding improving learners’ L2 pragmatic competence (Belz,
2007; Taguchi, 2015).

There are some of the contributions made by this study
to the literature; for instance, instruction of pragmatics
can help the students to acquire pragmatic competence;
given that L2 education programs aimed at enabling the
learners to use L2 appropriately and effectively in different
interactional settings, so efforts should be made to raise
learners’ pragmatic awareness. Moreover, learners should be
equipped with some beneficial ways to engage in successful
communication where there are different interlocutors;
therefore, pragmatic competence needs to be an integral
part of the L2 curriculum. The majority of investigations
indicated that pragmatic instruction is more helpful than no
instruction concerning the development of both linguistic
and pragmatic competence (Tulgar, 2016). Given the results
of the meta-analysis related to explicit instruction versus
implicit instruction of pragmatics (Rose and Ng Kwai-
Fun, 2001; Takahashi, 2001; Safont, 2005), it is concluded
that explicit instruction yields better outcomes as this type
of instruction involves the provision of metapragmatic
information (e.g., rules of use and examples). The results
revealed that EFL learners opted for explicit instruction

as the language learners are rarely exposed to English in
an EFL context like China. The effectiveness of explicit
instruction may be attributable to its power in focusing
learners’ attention on the target features. This enabled the
learners to focus on the inputs containing it, providing them
with more processing space for the exclusive processing of
the target feature. In contrast, implicit teaching does not
involve a direct focus on the feature in question (Roever,
2009). Provided that learners in the explicit instruction
group performed much better on the post-test, it can
be concluded that metapragmatic explanations helped
learners to have linguistically correct and pragmatically
proper statements.

Considering that pragmatic instruction makes an important
contribution to L2 development, it is needed to incorporate the
modules of pragmatic competence in combination with other
language tasks to promote students’ consciousness regarding
the proper use of the language. L2 input should be included
along with other tasks in various contexts. This would make
the learning process more meaningful. Elaborating on the
importance of preparing and designing lessons, Solak and Bayar
(2015) assert that the L2 curriculum must be organized based on
a practice-based orientation rather than a conventional theory-
based orientation. In these contexts, learners are provided with
an opportunity to practice language, going beyond memorizing
or mastering the linguistic forms (Eslami-Rasekh et al., 2004).
Pragmatic knowledge and competence provide the learners with
authentic input, enabling them to make informed pragmatic
choices (opting for pragmatically suitable input in an EFL
setting where they do not have access to outside-the-classroom
opportunities for being exposed to pragmatic samples).

Given the important role of the appropriate use of language
along with pragmatic competence in successful communications
across cultures (Taguchi, 2015); L2 teachers are usually told
to resort to explicit instruction of pragmatic features. They
are also advised to present authentic models of L2 so that
students can rehearse the appropriate use of language in a
socially appropriate situation. Some recommendations have
been made for teachers to focus L2 learners’ attention on
both forms and functions through explicit instruction. Using
various types of tasks in explicit instruction, teachers enable
the L2 learners to work out the relationship between linguistic
forms and functions. Examining the potential contribution
made by explicit instruction to learning pragmatic features
in an EFL context is of enormous importance in that EFL
learners have very limited access to native speakers. Based on the
research findings previously conducted, L2 teachers are advised
to design tasks aimed at enhancing pragmatics embedded in
explicit instruction (i.e., metapragmatic explanations). Explicit
instruction allows the students to use the target forms, and to
receive feedback from the teacher.

In addition, all L2 instructors must pave the way
for students’ maximal exposure to the pragmatic features
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and students should practice these features in the socially
appropriate situation. Moreover, L2 educators are required
to have a good knowledge of L2 with an acceptable
level of pragmatic awareness so that they can impart
such knowledge to their learners in an effective manner.
Teachers must have the prerequisite skills to teach these
pragmatic aspects. To this effect, they must employ a
diversity of tactics during their instruction. Therefore, EFL
teachers are advised to raise L2 students’ attentiveness to
the cultural aspects and serve as a facilitator. Accordingly,
materials developers should use a diverse range of
authentic appealing materials which encompasses the
L2 pragmatic features and metapragmatic information.
These features can be incorporated into both tasks and
teaching materials.

Curriculum developers need to incorporate materials that
explicitly contain various aspects of pragmatics. L2 practitioners
also must be cognizant of the research evidence that the explicit
instruction of pragmatics improves the EFL learners’ awareness,
resulting in the build-up of pragmatic competence. This
investigation gives some suggestions for the prospective research
on pragmatic instruction in China, where such studies are
scant. The current study contributes to the current literature by
examining several approaches and putting forth some teaching
models to prop up pragmatic competence teaching. Language
stakeholders need to keep abreast of the latest research on
pragmatics so that they can benefit from the latest implications
in the instruction of pragmatics in their classes. Constructed on
the demonstration of the efficacy of explicit instruction, further
research should be done on the effect of methods employed
to teach explicitly in this area (methods such as task-based
learning or classic methods, among others). As a suggestion
for further research, a longitudinal study can be conducted to
examine the long-term role of explicit pragmatic instruction
on the pace and quality of pragmatic competence. Based on

the insights gained from such a study, teaching approaches
can be modified accordingly. More empirical studies can be
done in future to study the efficiency of other treatment
types than explicit/implicit ones. It might be underlined that
comprehending of pragmatic instruction can be exploited
by scrutinizing the function of dichotomous interventional
teaching methods. Regarding pedagogy, encouraging future
paths to improve language learners’ pragmatic competence may
be established in new areas and similarly in studying the impact
of different teaching methods to the progress of proficiency
with speech acts.

Author contributions

The author confirms being the sole contributor of this work
and has approved it for publication.

Conflict of interest

The author declares that the research was conducted in the
absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could
be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s note

All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the
authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated
organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the
reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or
claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed
or endorsed by the publisher.

References

Akutsu, Y. (2012). Exploring meta-pragmatic awareness of Japanese learners of
English: Focusing on the speech act of request by lower-intermediate proficiency
college students. Econ. J. Takasaki City Univ. Econ. 54, 121–134.

Alzeebaree, Y., and Yavuz, M. A. (2017). Realization of the speech acts of request
and apology by middle Eastern EFL learners. Eurasia J. Math. Sci. Technol. Educ.
13, 7313–7327. doi: 10.12973/ejmste/79603

Bacelar da Silva, A. J. (2003). The effects of instruction on pragmatic
development: Teaching polite refusals in English. Second Lang. Stud. Paper 22,
55–106.

Badjadi, N. I. (2016). “A meta-analysis of the effects of instructional tasks on
L2 pragmatics comprehension and production,” in Assessment for Learning Within
and Beyond the Classroom, eds S. F. Tang and L. Logonnathan (Berlin: Springer),
241–268. doi: 10.1007/978-981-10-0908-2_21

Bardovi-Harlig, K. (2013). Developing L2 pragmatics. Lang. Learn. 63, 68–86.
doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9922.2012.00738.x

Bardovi-Harlig, K., and Mahan-Taylor, R. (2003). Teaching pragmatics.
Washington DC: Office of English Programs U.S. Department of State.

Barron, A. (2003). Acquisition in Interlanguage Pragmatics: Learning How to
do Things with Words in a Study Abroad Context. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
doi: 10.1075/pbns.108

Beebe, L., and Waring, H. Z. (2004). “The linguistic encoding of pragmatic tone:
Adverbials as words that work,” in Studying Speaking to Inform Second Language
Learning, eds D. Boxer and A. Cohen (Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters),
228–249.

Belz, J. A. (2007). The role of computer mediation in the
instruction and development of L2 pragmatic competence.
Ann. Rev. Appl. Linguist. 27, 45–75. doi: 10.1017/S0267190508
070037

Blight, R. (2002). “Classroom procedure for explicit instruction in
conversational implicature,” in Conference Proceeding of JALT, eds M. Swanson
and K. Hill (Shizuoka: JALT), 142–148.

Celce-Murcia, M. (2007). “Rethinking the role of communicative competence in
language teaching,” in Intercultural Language Use and Language Learning, eds E.
Soler and S. Jordà (Dordrecht: Springer), 7–22.

Frontiers in Psychology 06 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987729
https://doi.org/10.12973/ejmste/79603
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-981-10-0908-2_21
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9922.2012.00738.x
https://doi.org/10.1075/pbns.108
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190508070037
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0267190508070037
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-13-987729 August 17, 2022 Time: 14:50 # 7

Huang 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987729

Derakhshan, A. (2019). The relationship between Iranian EFL learners’
proficiency level and their knowledge of idiosyncratic and formulaic implicatures.
Lang. Relat. Res. 10, 1–27.

Derakhshan, A., and Arabmofrad, A. (2018). The impact of instruction on the
pragmatic comprehension of speech acts of apology, request, and refusal among
Iranian intermediate EFL learners. Engl. Teach. Learn. 42, 75–94. doi: 10.1007/
s42321-018-0004-6

Derakhshan, A., and Eslami, R. Z. (2020). The effect of meta-pragmatic
awareness, interactive translation, and discussion through video-enhanced input
on EFL learners’ comprehension of implicature. Appl. Res. Engl. Lang. 9, 25–52.

Derakhshan, A., and Shakki, F. (2020). The effect of implicit vs. explicit
metapragmatic instruction on the Iranian intermediate EFL learners’ pragmatic
comprehension of apology and refusal. J. Lang. Res. 12, 151–175.

Derakhshan, A., and Shakki, F. (2021). A meta-analytic study of instructed
second language pragmatics: A case of the speech act of request. J. Res. Appl.
Linguist. 12, 15–32.

Derakhshan, A., Shakki, F., and Sarani, M. A. (2020). The effect of dynamic
and Non-dynamic assessment on the comprehension of Iranian intermediate EFL
learners’ speech acts of apology and request. Lang. Relat. Res. 11, 605–637.

Doan, T. (2019). an Investigation into EFL Advanced Learners’ Production of
Apology Speech act Through the use of Explicit/Implicit Mode of Training. [Ph.D
Thesis]. Vietnam: Tien Giang University.

Eslami-Rasekh, Z., Eslami-Rasekh, A., and Fatahi, A. (2004). The effect of
explicit metapragmatic instruction on the speech act awareness of advanced EFL
students. Tesl-Ej 8, 1–12.

Farashaiyan, A., and Muthusamy, P. (2016). Pragmatic variations in giving
advice in L2 by Malaysian postgraduate students: The situational effects. Engl.
Lang. Teach. 9, 179–191. doi: 10.5539/elt.v9n5p179

Fukuya, Y., and Zhang, Z. (2002). Effects of recasts on EFL learners’ acquisition
of pragma linguistic conventions of request. Second Lang. Stud. 21, 1–47.

Grice, H. P. (1975). “Logic and Conversation,” in Speech Acts, eds P. Cole
and J. L. Morgan (New York, NY: Academic Press), 41–58. doi: 10.1163/
9789004368811_003

Halenko, N., and Jones, C. (2011). Teaching pragmatic awareness of spoken
requests to Chinese EAP learners in the UK: Is explicit instruction effective? System
39, 240–250. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2011.05.003

Hernandez, T. A. (2011). Re-examining the role of explicit instruction and
input flood on the acquisition of Spanish discourse markers. Lang. Teach. Res. 15,
159–182. 1362168810388694 doi: 10.1177/1362168810388694

Hymes, D. (1972). “On communicative competence,” in Sociolinguistics, eds J.
Pride and J. Holmes (Harmondsworth, ENG: Penguin Books), 269–293.

Ishihara, N. (2010). Instructional pragmatics: Bridging teaching, research, and
teacher education. Lang. Linguist. Compass 4, 938–953. doi: 10.1111/j.1749-818X.
2010.00242.x

Ishihara, N., and Cohen, A. D. (2010). Teaching and Learning Pragmatics: Where
Language and Culture Meet. New York, NY: Routledge.

Jeon, E. H., and Kaya, T. (2006). “Effects of L2 instruction on interlanguage
pragmatic development,” in Synthesizing Research on Language Learning and
Teaching, eds N. John and L. Ortega (Philadelphia: John Benjamins), 165–211.
doi: 10.1075/lllt.13.10jeo

Kasper, G. (1997). Can Pragmatic Competence be Taught?. Available online
at: http://www.lll.hawaii.edu/nflrc/NetWorks/NW6/default.html (accessed April,
2022).

Kasper, G., and Rose, K. (2002). Pragmatic Development in a Second Language.
Oxford: Blackwell.

Kim, D., and Hall, J. K. (2002). The role of an interactive book reading program
in the development of second language pragmatic competence. Modern Lang. J.
86, 332–348. doi: 10.1111/1540-4781.00153

Krisnawati, E. (2011). Pragmatic competence in the spoken English classroom.
Indones. J. Appl. Linguist. 1, 105–115. doi: 10.17509/ijal.v1i1.102

Lee, D. Y. (2002). The function of the zero particle with special reference to
spoken Japanese. J. Pragmat. 34, 645–682. doi: 10.1016/S0378-2166(02)00042-5

Leech, G. (1983). Principles of Pragmatics. London: Longman.

Liu, J. (2004). Measuring Interlanguage Pragmatic Knowledge of Chinese Efl
Learners. [Ph.D thesis]. Hong Kong: University of Hong Kong.

LoCastro, V. (2003). an Introduction to Pragmatics: Social Action for Language
Teachers. Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.

Malmir, A., and Derakhshan, A. (2020). The socio-pragmatic, lexico-
grammatical, and cognitive strategies in L2 pragmatic comprehension: The case
of Iranian male vs. female EFL learners. Iran. J. Lang. Teach. Res. 8:74.

Nguyen, T. T. M., Pham, T. H., and Pham, M. T. (2012). The relative effects of
explicit and implicit form-focused instruction on the development of L2 pragmatic
competence. J. Pragmat. 44, 416–434. doi: 10.1016/j.pragma.2012.01.003

Norris, J. M., and Ortega, L. (2001). Does type of instruction make a difference?
Substantive findings from a meta-analytic review. Lang. Learn. 51, 157–213. doi:
10.1111/j.1467-1770.2001.tb00017.x

Nugroho, A., Zamzami, M. R. A., and Ukhrowiyah, N. F. (2020). Language
input, learning environment, and motivation of a successful EFL learner. J. Engl.
Foreign Lang. 10, 46–69. doi: 10.23971/jefl.v10i1.1511

Plonsky, L., and Zhuang, J. (2019). “A Meta-analysis of L2 Pragmatics
Instruction,” in the Routledge Handbook of SLA and Pragmatics, ed. N. Taguchi
(New York, NY: Routledge), 287–307. doi: 10.4324/9781351164085-19

Rajabi, S., and Farahian, M. (2013). The effects of pragmatic instruction on
EFL learners’ awareness of suggestions. Modern J. Lang. Teach. Methods 3, 28–38.
doi: 10.4304/jltr.3.4.814-821

Roever, C. (2009). “Teaching and testing pragmatics,” in the Handbook of
Language Teaching, eds M. H. Long and C. J. Doughty (Maklen, MA: Willey
Blackwell), 560–577. doi: 10.1002/9781444315783.ch29

Rose, K. R. (2005). On the effects of instruction in second language pragmatics.
System 33, 385–399. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2005.06.003

Rose, K. R., and Ng Kwai-Fun, C. (2001). “Inductive and deductive teaching
of compliments and compliment responses,” in Pragmatics in Language Teaching,
eds K. R. Rose and G. Kasper (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 145–170.
doi: 10.1017/CBO9781139524797.013

Safont, M. P. (2005). Third Language Learners: Pragmatic Awareness and
Production. Cleve don: Multilingual Matters. doi: 10.21832/9781853598043

Shakki, F., Naeini, J., Mazandarani, O., and Derakhshan, A. (2021). Instructed
second language English pragmatics in the Iranian context. J. Teach. Lang. Skills
39, 201–252.

Solak, E., and Bayar, A. (2015). Current challenges in English language learning
in Turkish EFL context. Particip. Educ. Res. 2, 106–115. doi: 10.17275/per.15.09.2.1

Soler, E. A. (2001). “Developing pragmatic competence in the academic setting:
The case of suggestion in NS/NNS advising sessions,” in Methodology and New
Technologies in Language for Specific Purposes, eds S. Posteguillo, I. Fortanet,
and J. C. Palmer (Castello: Publications Service of the Universitat Jaume I),
79–86.

Soler, E. A., and Pitarch, J. G. (2010). The effect of instruction on learners’
pragmatic awareness: A focus on refusals. Int. J. Engl. Stud. 10, 65–80. doi: 10.
6018/ijes/2010/1/113981

Taguchi, N. (2015). Instructed pragmatics at a glance: Where instructional
studies were, are, and should be going. Lang. Teach. 48, 1–50. doi: 10.1017/
S0261444814000263

Taguchi, N. (2019). “Second language acquisition and pragmatics: An overview,”
in Routledge Handbook of Second Language Acquisition and Pragmatics, ed. N.
Taguchi (New York, NY: Routledge), 1–14. doi: 10.4324/9781351164085-1

Taguchi, N., and Roever, C. (2017). Second Language Pragmatics. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Takahashi, S. (2001). “The role of input enhancement in developing pragmatic
competence,” in Pragmatics in Language Teaching, eds K. R. Rose and G.
Kasper (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 171–199. doi: 10.1017/
CBO9781139524797.014

Takahashi, S. (2010). “Assessing learnability in second language Pragmatics,” in
Handbook of Pragmatics, ed. A. Trosborg (Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter), 391–421.
doi: 10.1515/9783110214444.3.391

Thomas, J. A. (1995). Meaning in interaction: an introduction to pragmatics.
London: Longman.

Timpe Laughlin, V., Wain, J., and Schmidgall, J. (2015). Defining and
operationalizing the construct of pragmatic competence: Review and
recommendations. ETS Res. Rep. Series 2015, 1–43. doi: 10.1002/ets2.12053

Tulgar, A. T. (2016). The role of pragmatic competence in foreign language
education. Turkish Online J. Engl. Lang. Teach. 1, 10–19. doi: 10.32959/tojelt.
229304

Wharton, T. (2009). Pragmatics and Non-Verbal Communication.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.doi: 10.1017/CBO978051163
5649

Frontiers in Psychology 07 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987729
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42321-018-0004-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42321-018-0004-6
https://doi.org/10.5539/elt.v9n5p179
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004368811_003
https://doi.org/10.1163/9789004368811_003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2011.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168810388694
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-818X.2010.00242.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-818X.2010.00242.x
https://doi.org/10.1075/lllt.13.10jeo
http://www.lll.hawaii.edu/nflrc/NetWorks /NW6/default.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4781.00153
https://doi.org/10.17509/ijal.v1i1.102
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(02)00042-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2012.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.2001.tb00017.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-1770.2001.tb00017.x
https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v10i1.1511
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351164085-19
https://doi.org/10.4304/jltr.3.4.814-821
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781444315783.ch29
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2005.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524797.013
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781853598043
https://doi.org/10.17275/per.15.09.2.1
https://doi.org/10.6018/ijes/2010/1/113981
https://doi.org/10.6018/ijes/2010/1/113981
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444814000263
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444814000263
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351164085-1
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524797.014
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524797.014
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110214444.3.391
https://doi.org/10.1002/ets2.12053
https://doi.org/10.32959/tojelt.229304
https://doi.org/10.32959/tojelt.229304
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511635649
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511635649
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/


fpsyg-13-987729 August 17, 2022 Time: 14:50 # 8

Huang 10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987729

Xiao, F., Taguchi, N., and Li, S. (2019). Effects of proficiency subskills on
pragmatic development in L2 Chinese study abroad. Stud. Second Lang. Acquis.
41, 469–483. doi: 10.1017/S0272263118000128

Yang, L. (2018). “Pragmatics learning and teaching in L2 Chinese,”
in the Routledge Handbook of Chinese Second Language Acquisition, ed.
K. Chuanren (London: Routledge), 261–278. doi: 10.4324/9781315670
706-11

Yang, L., and Ke, C. (2021). Proficiency and pragmatic production in
L2 Chinese study abroad. System 98:102475. doi: 10.1016/j.system.2021.10
2475

Yazdanfar, S., and Bonyadi, A. (2016). Request strategies in everyday interactions
of Persian and English speakers. SAGE Open 6:21582440166. doi: 10.1177/
2158244016679473

Yousefi, M., and Nassaji, H. (2019). A meta-analysis of the effects of instruction
and corrective feedback on L2 pragmatics and the role of moderator variables:
Face-to-face vs. computer-mediated instruction. Int. J. Appl. Linguist. 170, 277–
308. doi: 10.1075/itl.19012.you

Zhang, Y. (2022). A mixed-methods study of computer-mediated
communication paired with instruction on EFL learner pragmatic competence.
Int. J. Comput. Asstd. Lang. Learn. Teach. 12:14. doi: 10.4018/IJCALLT.291113

Frontiers in Psychology 08 frontiersin.org

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.987729
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0272263118000128
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315670706-11
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315670706-11
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102475
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102475
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244016679473
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244016679473
https://doi.org/10.1075/itl.19012.you
https://doi.org/10.4018/IJCALLT.291113
https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/psychology
https://www.frontiersin.org/

	Revisiting L2 pragmatic competence through implicit vs. explicit instructional framework
	Introduction
	Review of the literature
	Pragmatic competence
	Explicit and implicit instructions
	Related studies on instruction

	Conclusion, implications, and suggestions for further research
	Author contributions
	Conflict of interest
	Publisher's note
	References


