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Abstract

Pragmatic learning in higher education plays an important role in developing students’ ability to interpret contextual
meaning, analyze communicative intentions, and apply language appropriately in authentic interaction. However,
many undergraduate students continue to experience difficulties in understanding pragmatic concepts and applying
them in real communicative situations. This study aimed to investigate undergraduate students’ learning needs in
pragmatic learning as a foundation for designing an interactive electronic module. The study employed an exploratory
qualitative needs-analysis design because qualitative inquiry enables an in-depth understanding of students’ learning
experiences, difficulties, and instructional expectations within authentic educational contexts. Participants consisted
of 20 undergraduate students enrolled in a pragmatics course at a private university in Indonesia. Data were collected
through questionnaires and focus group discussions (FGDs) and analyzed using thematic analysis. The findings
revealed three major themes: (a) instructional and resource-related problems in pragmatic learning, including
monotonous lecture-based instruction and limited multimedia learning support; (b) uneven mastery of pragmatic
components, particularly implicature, presupposition, deixis, and contextual interpretation; and (c) students’
expectations for interactive, multimedia-supported, and context-rich learning environments. Data saturation was
reached when no substantially new themes emerged from the discussions. To enhance trustworthiness, triangulation
and expert validation were employed throughout the analysis process. The findings highlight the importance of
learner-centered pragmatic instruction supported by interactive digital learning materials that facilitate contextual
understanding, independent learning, and communicative competence development in higher education.

Keywords: Educational Technology, Interactive Electronic Module, Language Education, Needs Analysis, Pragmatic
Learning, Undergraduate Students..

Introduction

Pragmatics is a branch of linguistics that examines
how meaning is constructed and interpreted
through language use in context. [t emphasizes the
dynamic interaction between linguistic forms,
situational factors, and speakers’ intentions in
shaping communicative meaning (1). In educa-
tional contexts, pragmatic competence is regarded
as an essential component of communicative
competence because it enables learners to
interpret implied meanings, manage interpersonal
relations, and use language appropriately across
diverse social and cultural situations (2, 3).
Consequently, pragmatic instruction plays a
crucial role in higher education, where students
are expected to demonstrate advanced analytical,
interpretative, and evaluative skills in processing
authentic language use. At the university level,
pragmatics is not merely taught as a theoretical
subject but as a means of developing higher-order

cognitive processes, including analysis, synthesis,
and evaluation of language phenomena in real-life
contexts (4). Prior studies have emphasized that
pragmatic learning contributes to students’ critical
thinking, intercultural awareness, and adaptive
language use (5-7). However, empirical evidence
consistently shows that pragmatic learning
outcomes in higher education remain limited.
Many students struggle to connect abstract
pragmatic concepts, such as speech acts, implica-
ture, presupposition, deixis, and politeness
principles, with authentic communicative prac-
tices (8, 9). As a result, pragmatic instruction often
becomes theory-driven, decontextualized, and
insufficiently responsive to students’ communi-
cative realities. To address these challenges, pre-
vious research has explored various instructional
approaches, including task-based pragmatic
instruction, corpus-based learning, and the
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development of pragmatic teaching materials.
Studies have reported that such approaches can
enhance students’ pragmatic awareness and
comprehension when learning activities
contextualized and systematically designed.
Nevertheless, much of this research focuses on
isolated instructional strategies or printed teach-
ing materials, with limited attention to sustained
learner engagement and multimodal learning
experiences (10-13). Moreover, existing pragma-
tic modules tend to emphasize conceptual
understanding rather than facilitating interactive,
student-centered learning that supports cognitive
engagement and autonomous knowledge cons-
truction.

are

In parallel, rapid developments in educational
technology have transformed students’ learning
habits and expectations. Contemporary
undergraduate students are accustomed to
accessing information through digital platforms,
multimedia resources, and interactive learning
environments. Research in educational technology
indicates that technology-enhanced learning,
particularly when integrating multimedia, interac-
tivity, and flexible access, can foster deeper
cognitive processing, motivation, and critical
thinking (14). In the context of pragmatic learning,
digital technology offers distinctive affordances for
presenting authentic communicative situations
through audio-visual media, simulations, and
interactive tasks, thereby supporting students’
understanding of context-dependent meaning
(15).

Despite these technological affordances, the
integration of interactive electronic modules
specifically  designed for  university-level
pragmatic learning remains insufficiently explo-
red. Areview of recent literature reveals that while
numerous studies address pragmatic competence
development, instructional strategies, and techno-
logy-enhanced language learning, relatively few
studies systematically investigate students’ learn-
ing needs as the empirical foundation for designing
interactive electronic modules for pragmatic
instruction (16, 17). In particular, there is a lack of
research that simultaneously examines students’
learning problems, their mastery of pragmatic
components, and their expectations regarding
technology-supported pragmatic learning within a
coherent needs analysis framework. Without such
needs-based evidence, the development of
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electronic learning materials risks being driven by
technological trends rather than pedagogical
relevance.

This study is grounded in three interconnected
theoretical perspectives: pragmatic competence
theory, constructivist learning theory, and digital
pedagogy frameworks (18-22). These perspec-
tives collectively provide the conceptual founda-
tion for understanding students’ pragmatic
learning difficulties and the pedagogical need for
interactive electronic learning materials. From a
pragmatic perspective, communicative compe-
tence extends beyond grammatical accuracy to
include the ability to interpret meaning
appropriately within sociocultural and contextual
interaction. Canale and Swain’s communicative
competence framework emphasizes that effective
communication involves not only linguistic compe-
tence but also sociolinguistic, discourse, and
strategic competence (23, 24). In pragmatic
learning, students are expected to interpret
speaker intention, contextual meaning, implica-
ture, deixis, and interpersonal
appropriately authentic communicative
situations. Similarly, Bachman’s communicative
language ability model highlights the integration of

interaction
in

language competence, strategic competence, and
contextual language use as essential components
of effective communication (25). These perspec-
tives indicate that pragmatic competence requires
contextual interpretation, inferential reasoning,
and communicative adaptability rather than
memorization of isolated linguistic concepts.

Learning is viewed as an active and socially
mediated process in which individuals construct
knowledge through collaborative interaction,
contextual experiences, and engagement with their
learning environment (26). Within this perspec-
tive, pragmatic understanding develops more
effectively when students
analyze
participate in socially situated learning experien-
ces. Learner-centered approaches,
become particularly important in pragmatic
instruction because contextual meaning cannot be
fully understood through transmissive lecture-
based learning alone. In addition, this study draws
upon digital pedagogy and multimedia learning
perspectives to support the

actively negotiate

meaning, authentic discourse, and

therefore,

integration of
interactive electronic modules into pragmatic
learning environments (27). Cognitive theory of
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multimedia learning explains that students learn
more effectively when verbal and visual
information are meaningfully integrated through
multimodal representation (27, 28). Similarly,
technology-enhanced language learning frame-
works  emphasize that digital learning
environments can facilitate contextual exposure,
interactional engagement, flexible access, and
authentic communication experiences (25). The
integration of multimedia resources, audiovisual
discourse, and interactive contextual scenarios
may therefore support deeper pragmatic interpre-
tation and student engagement in higher education
learning contexts. Taken together, these
theoretical perspectives provide an integrated
conceptual foundation for examining students’
pragmatic learning needs and for developing
learner-centered interactive electronic modules
that support contextual understanding, communi-
cative competence, and digital learning engage-
ment (29-32).

Taken together, these theoretical perspectives
suggest that pragmatic competence development
requires contextualized communicative interac-
tion, socially mediated learning processes, and
multimodal instructional support. Pragmatic
understanding cannot be constructed solely
through conceptual explanation because learners
must actively negotiate meaning, interpret contex-
tual cues, and engage with authentic
communicative situations. From this perspective,
interactive electronic modules may function not
merely as technological tools but as pedagogically
grounded learning environments that facilitate
contextual interpretation, collaborative meaning-
making, learner autonomy, and multimodal
pragmatic engagement.

Responding to this gap, the present study conducts
an in-depth needs analysis of undergraduate
students enrolled in a pragmatics course (33). This
study examines the major challenges faced by
undergraduate students in pragmatic learning,
analyzes their level of mastery of essential
pragmatic components, and investigates their
expectations regarding the development of an
interactive electronic module for pragmatic
instruction. The contribution of this study extends
beyond simply promoting the integration of digital
technology in education. Instead, it offers
empirically based insights to support the
pedagogically informed design of interactive
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electronic learning materials tailored to students’
cognitive characteristics, learning needs, and
pragmatic understanding. The proposed instruct-
tional orientation highlights the importance of
interactivity, multimodal representation, contex-
tual learning, multiliteracy, and the integration of
emerging digital technologies, including artificial
intelligence, to foster more meaningful and
engaging pragmatic learning experiences. Accor-
dingly, this study aims to explore students’
difficulties in pragmatic learning, evaluate their
understanding of core pragmatic concepts and
contextual meaning, and identify their expecta-
tions for interactive digital modules in higher
education settings.
Accordingly, this study addresses the following
research questions:
(a) What learning problems do undergraduate
students experience in learning pragmatics?
(b) How is the distribution of undergraduate
students’ mastery of core pragmatic compo-
nents? and
(c) What are undergraduate students’ expectations
for an interactive electronic module in
pragmatic learning?
By answering these questions, the study aims to
contribute theoretically to pragmatic education
research and pedagogically to the design of
technology-supported pragmatic instruction in
higher education. The findings are expected to
provide practical guidance for educators, instruct-
tional designers, and policymakers in developing
interactive electronic modules that support
higher-order cognitive processes and pragmatic
competence among undergraduate students.

Methodology

Study Design and Setting

This study employed an exploratory qualitative
needs-analysis design to investigate undergra-
duate students’ learning needs in pragmatic
learning as a foundation for developing an
interactive electronic module. A qualitative
approach was considered appropriate because it

enables researchers to explore participants’
experiences, perceptions, and instructional
expectations in depth while capturing the

complexity of educational phenomena within
authentic learning environments (34-37). In
needs-analysis research, qualitative inquiry is
particularly useful for identifying discrepancies
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between existing instructional practices and
learners’ actual educational needs, especially
during the preliminary stages of instructional
material development.

The study was conducted in the Indonesian
Language and Literature Education program at a
private university in Indonesia. Pragmatics is
offered as a compulsory course within the
curriculum and focuses on contextual meaning,
speech acts, implicature, politeness, deixis, and
discourse interpretation in communicative inter-
action. The educational setting was selected
because students had previously demonstrated
varying levels of difficulty in understanding
pragmatic concepts and applying them in authentic
communicative situations. Rather than testing
predetermined hypotheses, this study sought to
generate empirically grounded insights into
students’ pragmatic learning difficulties, their
understanding of pragmatic components, and their

expectations regarding technology-supported
learning environments. Such an exploratory
orientation supports the development of

pedagogically responsive instructional materials
grounded in learners’ actual experiences and
educational contexts instead of relying solely on
prescriptive theoretical assumptions (38).
Study Participants and Sampling
Participants consisted of 20 undergraduate
students enrolled in a pragmatics course during
the 2025/2026 academic year. Participants were
selected through purposive sampling because the
study targeted students with direct experience of
pragmatic learning in higher education contexts.
Inclusion criteria included:
(a) active enrollment in the pragmatics course,
(b) willingness to participate voluntarily, and
(c) completion of the learning activities during the
semester.
Students who did not complete the questionnaire
or were absent during the focus group discussions
were excluded from the study. No participants
withdrew during the research process.
To obtain more in-depth qualitative insights, five
students were invited to participate in focus group
discussions (FGDs). These participants represent-
ted different levels of academic achievement,
categorized as high, medium, and low based on
performance
recommendations. The inclusion of participants
with diverse academic backgrounds was intended

course records and lecturer
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to capture varied perspectives regarding
pragmatic learning experiences and instructional
needs.

Data saturation was used as an indicator of sample
adequacy. Saturation was considered achieved
when no substantially new themes, patterns, or
perspectives emerged from subsequent focus
group discussions, indicating that sufficient depth
and variation of participants’ experiences had been
obtained. Participation was entirely voluntary and
did not influence students’ academic grades,
lecturer evaluation, or course standing.

Data Collection Tool and Technique

Data were collected using two primary
instruments: questionnaires and focus group
discussions (FGDs). The wuse of multiple

instruments enabled methodological triangulation
and enhanced the credibility of the findings by
allowing comparison across different data sources.
The questionnaire was designed to identify
students’ learning experiences, perceived
difficulties in pragmatic learning, understanding of
pragmatic components, and expectations
regarding interactive electronic learning materials.
Questionnaire items consisted of both closed-
ended and open-ended responses to obtain
descriptive and reflective data.
Qualitative data were subsequently collected
through focus group discussions guided by 12
semi-structured prompts covering five domains:
(a) learning difficulties in pragmatics,
(b) understanding of pragmatic concepts,
(c) contextual interpretation,
(d) instructional experiences, and
(e) expectations toward interactive digital learning
materials.
The semi-structured format allowed participants
to elaborate on their experiences flexibly while
maintaining  thematic = consistency  across
discussions. All FGDs were conducted in small
groups to encourage interaction, collaborative
reflection, and exchange of perspectives among
participants. Each session lasted approximately
60-90 minutes and was audio-recorded with
participants’ consent. Preliminary interpretations
from both questionnaires and FGDs were subse-
quently reviewed through expert consultation
with two senior scholars in language education to
strengthen interpretative credibility and analytical
accuracy.
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Ethical Consideration

This study received ethical approval from the
Research Ethics Committee of Universitas Negeri
Padang under approval number 2372/UN35.15/
TU/2026. Before data collection, all participants
were informed about the objectives of the study,
research procedures, confidentiality measures,
and their right to withdraw from participation at
any stage without academic consequences. Written
informed consent was obtained from all
participants before the commencement of data
collection.

To anonymity confidentiality,
participants’ identities were replaced with coded
identifiers throughout the research and reporting
processes. Because the study involved focus group
discussions, participants were additionally inform-
ed that complete confidentiality among group
members could not be fully guaranteed. All digital
recordings, transcripts, and research documents
were securely stored and accessed only by the
research team.

Statistical Analysis Method

Data analysis followed a thematic analysis
approach to identify, analyze, and interpret
patterns emerging from participants’ responses.
Questionnaire data were first tabulated
descriptively to identify general trends related to
students’ learning experiences, pragmatic compe-
tence, expectations. These
descriptive findings served as an initial analytical
framework for interpreting the qualitative data
obtained from the focus group discussions.
Audio-recorded discussions were transcribed
verbatim and analyzed through several coding
stages. First, open coding was conducted to
identify meaningful units related to students’
learning difficulties, contextual understanding, and
expectations  toward  technology-supported
instruction. Second, axial coding was employed to
categorize related codes into broader conceptual
themes. Finally, selective coding was applied to
synthesize the categories into overarching
thematic findings.

To enhance analytical reliability, two researchers
independently reviewed and coded the transcripts
before discussing differences in interpretation to
achieve consensus. Constant comparison techni-
ques were employed throughout the analytical
process to ensure that themes remained grounded
in participants’ perspectives rather than the

ensure and

and instructional
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researcher's assumptions.

Results

The data on student needs analysis sourced from
the distribution of questionnaires and interviews
raise problems in learning, the distribution of
pragmatic components, as well as students'
suggestions and expectations pragmatic
learning. The data reveal three main themes that
describe the experience of students who have gone
through a pragmatic learning process in achieving
learning goals.

Problems Encountered in Pragmatic

Learning
The questionnaire and focus group discussion
findings indicate that undergraduate students
encounter various interconnected challenges in
pragmatic learning. These difficulties involve
instructional approaches, conceptual understand-
ding, and limitations in learning resources. Five
major issues were identified, namely monotonous
teaching practices, difficulties in understanding
pragmatic concepts, limited access to learning
materials, lack of innovative instructional media,
and low engagement with academic references.

Questionnaire data revealed that pragmatic
instruction is still largely dominated by lecture-
based teaching, resulting in minimal classroom
interaction and limited opportunities for students
to apply pragmatic concepts within authentic
communicative situations. Findings from the focus
group discussions further suggest that this
instructional pattern contributes to reduced
learning motivation and passive participation
during classroom activities. Students also
expressed considerable difficulty in comprehend-
ing pragmatic concepts, particularly when
theoretical explanations were presented without
sufficient contextual illustrations or practical
examples. Another major issue relates to the
accessibility of learning resources. Participants
reported that existing pragmatic textbooks are
often highly theoretical and difficult to understand
independently, causing students to depend heavily
explanations. Furthermore, the
availability of multimedia-supported
learning media was perceived as a barrier to
understanding pragmatic phenomena, especially
those involving contextual interpretation and
interpersonal meaning. Low engagement with
academic references further

for

on lecturers’
limited

intensified these
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challenges, as many students acknowledged that
limited study time reduced their opportunities for
independent reading and exploration.

The questionnaire and focus group discussion
findings indicate that undergraduate students
encounter various interconnected challenges in
pragmatic learning. These difficulties involve
instructional approaches, conceptual understand-
ing, and limitations in learning resources. Five
major issues were identified, namely monotonous
teaching practices, difficulties in understanding
pragmatic concepts, limited access to learning
materials, lack of innovative instructional media,
and low engagement with academic references.
Questionnaire data revealed that pragmatic
instruction is still largely dominated by lecture-
based teaching, resulting in minimal classroom
interaction and limited opportunities for students
to apply pragmatic concepts within authentic
communicative situations. Findings from the focus
group discussions further suggest that this
instructional pattern contributes to reduced
learning motivation and passive participation
during classroom activities. Students also express-
ed considerable difficulty in comprehending
pragmatic concepts, particularly when theoretical
explanations were presented without sufficient
contextual illustrations or practical examples.
Another major issue relates to the accessibility of
learning resources. Participants reported that
existing pragmatic textbooks are often highly
theoretical and difficult to understand indepen-
dently, causing students to depend heavily on
lecturers’ explanations. Furthermore, the limited
availability of multimedia-supported learning

Vol 7 | Issue 3

media was perceived as a barrier to understanding
pragmatic phenomena, especially those involving
contextual interpretation and interpersonal mean-
ing. Low engagement with academic references
further intensified these challenges, as many
students acknowledged that limited study time
reduced their opportunities for independent
reading and exploration.

The findings indicate that undergraduate students
experience several interconnected challenges in
pragmatic learning related to instructional practi-
ces, conceptual understanding, and learning
resources. Five major problems emerged from the
data: monotonous lecture-based instruction,
difficulty understanding pragmatic concepts, limit-
ed accessibility of learning materials, lack of
innovative instructional media, and low engage-
ment with academic references.

Questionnaire and focus group discussion data
revealed that pragmatic instruction remains
predominantly lecture-oriented, resulting in limit-
ed classroom interaction and reduced opportuni-
ties for students to apply pragmatic concepts in
authentic communicative contexts. Most partici-
pants also reported difficulty understanding
abstract pragmatic concepts when explanations
were not accompanied by contextualized examples
or practical illustrations. In addition, students
perceived existing pragmatics textbooks as highly
theoretical and difficult to study independently,
leading to strong dependence on lecturers’

explanations. Figure 1 illustrates the major
problems students encounter in pragmatic
learning.

“Pragmatic lessons are
monotonous and lecture-based,
which is boring and lacks new
newness.” (R4)

If only using textbooks,

it’s not interesting. (R1) b

Relying on lectures, | Student Concerns R it tovstild
search Google as an on Pragmatic in daepec:\g(;Zﬁtl:'sit: ¥
additional resource. Learning Challenges harTtoread w;1en

Many students struggle to understand pragmatic material, often finding
explanations monotonous, relying heavily on Google, and expressing
difficulty in studying independently.

“Since elementary to high school,
we learned from outdated
textbooks. It's better to update
learning using YouTube videos
displayed via projector.” (R3)

® tired after work. (R1)

Figure 1: Problems Encountered in Undergraduate Pragmatic Learning
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Overall, the findings suggest that students’
difficulties in pragmatic learning are influenced
not only by the complexity of pragmatic concepts

but also by instructional limitations and
insufficient =~ multimedia-supported  learning
resources.

Distribution of Students’ Mastery of

Pragmatic Components

The second major finding concerns the uneven
distribution of students’ mastery of core pragmatic
components. Questionnaire data indicate that
certain pragmatic topics are more frequently
understood than others, reflecting selective rather

Vol 7 | Issue 3

than comprehensive acquisition of pragmatic
knowledge. Speech acts constitute the most
commonly mastered pragmatic component, with
14 out of 20 students (70%) reporting familiarity
with the concept. Politeness principles were
identified by 12 students (60%), whereas only six
students (30%) demonstrated familiarity with
implicature and the cooperative principle.
Presupposition and deixis emerged as the least-
mastered components, each recognized by only
four students (20%). Figure 2 presents the
distribution of students’ mastery across core
pragmatic components.

20

— —
oo ] (=)}
1 1 1

Number of Students

~
1

(=]
i

Speech Acts

Implicatur ~ Presupposition

Pragmatic Components

Politeness
Principle

Deixis Cooperative

Principle

Figure 2: Distribution of Students’ Mastery of Core Pragmatic Components

The findings indicate that students tend to
demonstrate a stronger understanding of prag-
matic components that are explicitly taught and
frequently illustrated during classroom instruct-
tion. contrast, components involving
inferential reasoning, contextual interpretation,
and abstract meaning construction remain
considerably more challenging for students.

Students’ Understanding of Context in

Pragmatic Learning

Students’ understanding of context emerged as a
critical area of difficulty in pragmatic learning.
Interview responses indicate that most students
conceptualize context in a limited manner, often

In
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equating it with general situational conditions
rather than recognizing its multidimensional
nature. Questionnaire data reveal substantial
differences in students’ understanding of
extralinguistic and intralinguistic contexts.
Among extralinguistic contextual dimensions,
cultural context was the most recognized
component, identified by 12 students (60%).
Social context was recognized by eight students
(40%), while situational and societal contexts
were identified by seven students (35%) and six
students (30%), respectively. Epistemic context
demonstrated the lowest level of recognition,
with only four students (20%) reporting
familiarity.
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Figure 3: Distribution of Students’ Understanding of Extralinguistic Contexts

The distribution presented in Figure 3 suggests
that students are generally more familiar with
extralinguistic contexts closely associated with
everyday communication, particularly cultural and
social contexts. Cultural context appears as the
most widely recognized component, indicating
that students are more capable of connecting
pragmatic meaning with shared cultural practices,
norms, and communicative experiences. Converse-
ly, the relatively limited recognition of epistemic
context indicates that students have difficulty
understanding the contextual dimensions of

background information between speakers and
listeners.

Regarding intralinguistic context, intonation was
recognized by nine students (45%), followed by
stress identified by eight students (40%). In
contrast, duration was recognized by only five
students (25%), while silence as a pragmatic cue
was identified by merely three students (15%).
These findings indicate that students possess
limited awareness of prosodic and temporal
features that contribute to pragmatic interpre-
tation.

knowledge states, assumptions, and shared
20 -
18 1
16
2
s 14 1
-g 12
% ] 8 =
% 10 - :
Tt
e
3
3 6 -
r4 3
4 4
2 - l
0 4
Accent Intonation Duration Diitasion Silence
Intralinguistic Contexts

Figure 4: Distribution of Students’ Understanding of Intralinguistic Contexts

Figure 4 demonstrates that students have a
relatively narrow understanding of intralinguistic
context. Most students recognize intonation and
stress because these features are more noticeable
in spoken communication. However, only a small
number of students identify duration and silence
as meaningful contextual cues.
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Students’ Expectations for Pragmatic
Learning Supported by an Interactive
Electronic Module

The final theme concerns students’ expectations
regarding future pragmatic learning environ-
ments. Participants consistently expressed a
preference for pragmatic instruction supported by
interactive electronic modules that are accessible,
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concise, multimedia-supported, and compatible
with their learning habits. Students expected
pragmatic learning materials to provide contextual
explanations, authentic communicative examples,
audiovisual resources, animations, and interactive
learning activities. They also emphasized the
importance of varied instructional approaches,
including case-based learning, project-oriented

Vol 7 | Issue 3

tasks, and collaborative discussions. In addition,
flexible technological access through hyperlinks
and compatibility with commonly used digital
devices were identified as important features of
future pragmatic learning materials. Figure 5
summarizes the major components expected in an
interactive electronic pragmatics module.

Each material explanation
is accompanied by a

Brief material description,
straight to the point

Material
Components

Examples of material
sourced from language
phenomena in a real context

The content of the
material is multiliteracy

Doing exercises
at home

Presentation of
examples first,
then theory

—

Learning Style
Components

Presentation of the
material first,
then examples

N~

Learn

In the form of

face-to-face

assignments through

discussion
Learning Method

Components

Report assignments
through presentations
using video

interactive e-modules INTERACTIVE
ELECTRONIC
Using multimedia: video, MODULE
audio, animation, games, COMPONENTS — Internet
audiovisual, text and
image combination Medi
ia
Using hyperlinks Components G — Canva
Components
Combination of case L Artificial
studies, report intelligence

Flipbook: Flip PDF
Corporate Edition

Figure 5: Key Components Expected in an Interactive Electronic Pragmatics Module

Overall, the findings indicate that students expect
pragmatic learning environments that integrate
contextual learning, multimodal representation,
interactive engagement, and flexible digital
accessibility. The results reveal that interconnec-
ted instructional, cognitive, and resource-related
challenges characterize undergraduate students’
pragmatic learning. Students demonstrate uneven
mastery of core pragmatic components, with
stronger understanding of more explicitly taught
topics and limited awareness of context-
dependent and inferential aspects of pragmatics.
The findings also indicate that students possess a
fragmented understanding of
pragmatic context, particularly intralinguistic and
epistemic dimensions. At the same time, students
clearly articulate expectations for pragmatic
learning that is interactive, multimedia-supported,
and aligned with their learning characteristics.
Taken together, provide
comprehensive empirical basis for understanding

narrow and

these results a
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students’ pragmatic learning needs and serve as a
foundation for further discussion on pedagogically
driven instructional design.

Discussion
The present study aimed to investigate
undergraduate students’ learning needs in

pragmatic learning as a foundation for designing
an interactive electronic module. The findings
provide empirical evidence that pragmatic
learning challenges are not solely cognitive in
nature but emerge from the interaction between
instructional practices, learning resources, and
students’ learning characteristics. This section
discusses the findings in relation to recent
theoretical and empirical studies in pragmatics
education and technology-enhanced language
learning (17, 39).
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Instructional Practices and Students’

Difficulties in Pragmatic Learning

The findings indicate that monotonous, lecture-
dominated instruction remains a central issue in
pragmatic learning. This instructional pattern
limits students’ opportunities to actively engage
with pragmatic phenomena and to apply theore-
tical concepts in authentic communicative
contexts. Although previous studies have primarily
interpreted students’ pragmatic difficulties as
consequences of linguistic complexity and
inferential processing demands, the present
findings suggest a broader instructional dimen-
sion. Students’ difficulties were not limited to
understanding abstract pragmatic concepts but
were also strongly associated with restricted
contextual exposure, limited multimodal learning
support, and insufficient opportunities for authen-
tic communicative engagement. The overall
evidence demonstrates that pragmatic compe-
tence development is shaped not only by cognitive
processing but also by the accessibility and
pedagogical quality of instructional environments
(40-42).

Students’ reported difficulty in understanding
pragmatic concepts further supports the argument
that pragmatics cannot be effectively learned
through decontextualized instruction alone (29-
32, 43). Pragmatic meaning is inherently context-
dependent and inferential, requiring learners to
actively interpret speakers’ intentions, social
relationships, and situational cues. When
instruction fails to provide sufficient contextual
grounding, students are more likely to memorize
definitions rather than develop functional
pragmatic competence. This explains why students
within the present context reported difficulty
connecting pragmatic theories to everyday
language use.

Similar instructional challenges have also been
reported in higher education contexts across East
Asia and Middle Eastern EFL environments, where
pragmatic instruction frequently remains theory-
oriented and insufficiently contextualized. How-
ever, unlike several previous studies emphasizing
solely linguistic limitations, the present findings
highlight the combined influence of instructional
design, learning resources, and digital accessibility
on students’ pragmatic development.

Vol 7 | Issue 3

Uneven Mastery of Pragmatic

Components
The uneven distribution of students’ mastery of
pragmatic components reflects differential

cognitive demands across pragmatic topics.
Speech acts and politeness principles, which were
reported as the most mastered components, are
often introduced through explicit categorization
and familiar communicative routines. These
components are relatively observable and can be
illustrated through concrete examples, making
them more accessible to learners. In contrast,
implicature, presupposition, deixis, and contextual
interpretation require higher levels of inferential
reasoning and sensitivity to implicit meaning.
Recent research emphasizes that these compo-
nents are particularly challenging because they
rely on learners’ ability to integrate linguistic cues
with background knowledge and contextual
assumptions (42). The fragmented mastery
observed within the present context suggests that
pragmatic instruction may prioritize surface-level
components while insufficiently scaffolding
deeper pragmatic reasoning processes. This
finding reinforces the need for instructional
designs that systematically integrate complex
pragmatic components into meaningful, context-
rich learning activities.

Limited Understanding of Context as a

Core Pragmatic Issue

One of the most critical findings of this study is
students’ limited understanding of context,
particularly intralinguistic and epistemic contexts.
Although students demonstrated some awareness
of cultural and social contexts, their understanding
remained partial and fragmented. This finding
resonates with recent conceptualizations of
context in pragmatics, which emphasize that
meaning emerges from the dynamic interaction of
linguistic, cognitive, and socio-cultural factors (29,
44). The limited recognition of intralinguistic
contextual features such as intonation, stress,
duration, and silence indicate that students tend to
focus on propositional meaning rather than
pragmatic meaning conveyed through prosodic
and temporal cues. Recent studies in pragmatic
competence  development  highlight that
insufficient exposure to authentic spoken
discourse contributes to learners’ inability to
interpret such cues effectively (45). This finding
underscores the importance of incorporating
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audio-visual and multimodal into
pragmatic instruction to support holistic meaning-
making.

Students’ Expectations and the Need

for Interactive Electronic Modules
Students’ strong preference
electronic modules reflects broader shifts
learning culture and technology use among
undergraduate learners. Contemporary students
increasingly expect learning materials to be
accessible, concise, and supported by multimedia
resources that facilitate independent and flexible
learning (46). The expectation for multimedia-rich
content, such as videos, animations, and
interactive tasks, suggests that students perceive
these features as essential for understanding
pragmatic phenomena that are difficult to capture
through text alone. Importantly, students within
the present context did not merely express a desire
for technology but articulated specific pedagogical
expectations, including varied learning methods,
contextual explanations, and authentic examples.
This finding supports recent arguments that
effective technology integration must be pedago-
gy-driven  rather than technology-driven.
Interactive electronic modules that align with
students’ cognitive needs and learning preferences
can serve as mediational tools that bridge the gap
between pragmatic theory and real-world
language use.

Practical Implications for Higher
Education

The findings of this study provide several practical
implications for pragmatic instruction in higher
education contexts. First, curriculum development
should place greater emphasis on contextualized
and interaction-oriented pragmatic learning
rather than predominantly theory-driven instruct-
tion. Pragmatic learning activities should incorpo-
rate authentic communicative situations, collabo-
rative meaning negotiation,
contextual representation to support students’
interpretative abilities (11).

Second, lecturer preparedness plays an important
the implementation of
technology-supported pragmatic learning (20, 21).
Lecturers may require professional development
and pedagogical training related to digital
instructional design, multimodal learning strate-
gies, and technology-enhanced language learning
practices.  Without  sufficient pedagogical

resources

for interactive

in

and multimodal

role in successful
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readiness, digital learning tools may function
merely as technological supplements rather than
meaningful learning environments.

Third, the implementation of interactive electronic
modules should consider technological accessibi-
lity and institutional readiness. The integration of
pragmatic learning materials into learning
management systems (LMS), blended learning
environments, and mobile-accessible platforms
may enhance flexibility, independent learning, and
continuous engagement with pragmatic content
beyond classroom settings (18, 47). Finally, the
findings suggest that effective pragmatic
instruction requires alighment among curriculum
objectives, instructional design, lecturer compe-
tence, and technological infrastructure. Interactive
electronic modules, therefore, should be develop-
ed not only as digital products but also as
pedagogically grounded learning systems that
support contextual understanding, inferential
reasoning, and authentic communicative compe-
tence in higher education.

Conclusion

This study demonstrates that undergraduate
students’ challenges in pragmatic learning extend
beyond the inherent complexity of pragmatic
concepts to include instructional constraints,
limited contextual engagement, and insufficient
access to interactive learning resources. The
findings reveal uneven development of pragmatic
competence, particularly in areas requiring
inferential interpretation, contextual sensitivity,
and intralinguistic awareness, suggesting that
students’ pragmatic understanding remains
fragmented rather than integrative. The study
further highlights the importance of learning
environments that are contextualized, multimodal,
interactive, and digitally accessible in supporting
pragmatic competence development. Rather than
functioning merely as supplementary technolo-
gical tools, interactive electronic modules may
serve as pedagogically grounded environments
that facilitate contextual interpretation, authentic
communicative engagement, and learner-centered
meaning-making processes. Theoretically, these
findings reinforce contemporary perspectives that
position pragmatic competence as a socially
mediated and context-dependent construct
requiring cognitively supportive instructional
experiences. Pedagogically, the study provides an
empirical basis for the design of technology-
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enhanced pragmatic learning materials integrating
authentic discourse, multimodal representation,
and flexible digital accessibility within higher
education contexts.

Although this study provides empirical insights
into students’ needs for interactive electronic
modules in pragmatic learning, several limitations
should be considered. The study involved a
relatively small number of participants from a
specific higher education context, which may limit
the broader transferability of the findings.
Therefore, future studies are recommended to
involve larger and more diverse participant groups
across different educational settings and further
examine the effectiveness of interactive electronic
modules through experimental or longitudinal
research designs. Overall, the study underscores
the need to reconceptualize pragmatic instruction
beyond predominantly theory-oriented approa-
ches toward more contextualized, interaction-
oriented, and technologically responsive learning
practices capable of supporting meaningful and
sustainable pragmatic competence development in
contemporary higher education.
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