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1	 Concept‑based language 
instruction
Combining sociocultural theory 
and usage‑based linguistics to 
transform language pedagogy1

Introduction

How can we teach Japanese in a way that focuses on meaning, form, and 
culture? The communicative approach to language teaching has been 
touted as an answer—teaching language for the purposes of communi-
cation. Anyone teaching Japanese, however, understands how daunting 
Japanese grammar is. And, so is Japanese pragmatics—how the language 
is used in context. Grammatical and pragmatic tools are needed in order 
to use Japanese for communication or for reading and writing. How, then, 
can we teach these? In terms of grammar, how can we help students to 
connect forms with meanings? Moving on to pragmatics, how do we help 
students to integrate forms, meanings, and contexts? In fact, though, splin-
tering of grammar, form, meaning, and culture is a false understanding of 
language. Language is, from the start, a holistic system of human commu-
nication that integrates forms, meanings, and contexts. In this book, we 
present a conceptual approach to language instruction that takes us back 
to these integrated roots of language and culture. This approach is based 
in a sociocultural understanding of human development and learning. 
The name of this approach is concept‑based language instruction (C‑BLI), 
which has also been called concept‑based instruction.2 This chapter intro-
duces C‑BLI and the theories that form its foundation: usage‑based linguis-
tics and sociocultural theory.

What is Concept‑Based Language Instruction (C‑BLI)?

Japanese language teaching today is an eclectic endeavor. Most teachers 
would say that their approach is “communicative.” Current approaches to 
teaching Japanese combine this goal of communicating with proficiency‑ 
oriented and task‑based approaches, and have a strong focus‑on‑form. There 
is general agreement among practitioners that grammar is important in teach-
ing Japanese to those with a background in European languages. The major  
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4  Concept-based Language Instruction

Japanese textbooks for beginners in North America—Yōkoso (Tohsaku, 
2006), Nakama (Hatasa, Makino, and Hatasa, 2021), Genki (Banno, 
Ikeda, Ohno, Shinagawa, and Tokashiki, 2020a, 2020b), and Tobira (Oka, 
Kondo, Tsutsui, Mori, Okuno, Sakakibara, Sogabe, and Yasuda, 2021)—
use grammatical syllabi with minor differences from textbook to textbook. 
These textbooks contextualize grammar and pragmatics in written dialogs 
to show them in context. Grammar and pragmatics are then explained as 
individual items, with prescriptive rules provided. Learning is about follow-
ing these sequentially presented rules. However, grammar and pragmatics 
are not a collection of rules, but are part of a conceptual system, motivated 
by meaning. The rules provided in current textbooks do not offer a coher-
ent understanding of how meaning and form are combined. In contrast, 
our usage‑based approach values what cognitive linguists call form‑meaning 
pairings, based on how language is actually used. Students need to under-
stand the realms of meaning from which grammar and pragmatics emerge.

C‑BLI is different from current practices, as it teaches grammar and 
pragmatics conceptually, with a focus on meaning‑making. Grammar is 
not distinct from lexicon (the vocabulary of a language), pragmatics, and 
culture. These work together as part of an integrated system of meaning‑
making. Concepts underpin grammar and cultural behaviors, and teaching 
them with a focus on meaning empowers students to make choices about 
how to express themselves. C‑BLI is an antidote to rule‑based, mechanical 
approaches to teaching grammar and pragmatics that dominate current 
Japanese language instruction.

The concepts taught via C‑BLI are discovered through analysis of Japa-
nese language in use, that is, usage‑based linguistics. The theory of instruc-
tion for C‑BLI is sociocultural, an approach to understanding human mind 
and development as deeply historical, social, and psychological. This book 
is part of a growing movement of scholars and teaching experts who are 
bringing together usage‑based understandings of language with sociocul-
tural understandings of mind and human development (Achard, 2018; 
Holme, 2007; Lantolf, 2006; Lantolf and Poehner, 2014; Masuda, Arnett, 
and Labarca, 2015; Masuda, 2018, 2021b; Masuda and Ohta, 2021; Ohta 
and Masuda, 2018; Poehner and Lantolf, 2024; Tyler, 2012).

C‑BLI is an integrative approach to language teaching. This means 
that C‑BLI integrates grammar with culture and usage‑based meanings. 
It is a strongly research‑based approach; scholars working in the area of 
C‑BLI uncover concepts by doing research on second language acquisition 
(SLA), analyzing language in use, testing concept‑based materials by hav-
ing students use them, and studying how student development unfolds. 
In this way, we integrate language teaching with research by using both 
usage‑based linguistics and language acquisition research as resources for 
our materials development. Then, teaching is the place where materials are 
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tested, used, and revised. This process, in sociocultural theory, is called 
praxis, a merging of theory and practice (Pohener and Lantolf, 2024). 
Teaching and research are a combined endeavor in this approach. C‑BLI 
is also a transformative approach to language teaching. This approach 
transforms students by working to create an L2 mind; rather than being 
rule‑followers, students become decision‑makers, empowered to make lan-
guage choices based on target language concepts. In the following sections, 
we share the basics of usage‑based linguistics and sociocultural theory. 
We end the chapter by considering praxis—the interactive processes of 
teaching and research that bind us as we, as scholars and teachers, work 
to improve Japanese language pedagogy and develop stronger understand-
ings of Japanese L2 development.

What is usage‑based linguistics and why is it useful for language 
teaching and SLA research?

Usage‑based linguistics analyzes language as actually used in talk and 
texts. In this book, we use the term “usage‑based linguistics” broadly to 
include cognitive, corpus, and discourse analytic approaches to language. 
Cognitive linguistics understands language as grounded in our embodied 
experience in the world. Grammar, thus, is a product of language use. 
Langacker (2000: 3) proposes the term “usage‑based” model to emphasize 
the importance of language usage. He explains that grammar is a “sche-
matization of overt occurring expressions” that “spring[s] from the soil of 
actual usage” (our emphasis). In other words, as human beings develop, 
we do not first learn general or abstract rules for language, but rather our 
cognition (hand‑in‑hand with language) develops while we use particular 
structures as units, from which we extract schematic structures. Innate 
human cognitive abilities like scanning for source‑path‑goal and categori-
zation become encoded in language through the dynamics of our everyday 
bodily experiences. These experiences make it possible for schemata to 
develop and be entrenched (or strengthened). In other words, according to 
Langacker (and we agree), human primary (or first) language learning is 
a bottom‑up process as language emerges from interconnections between 
embodied experiences, language use, communication, and thought. Bybee 
(2006: 711) states that grammar is the “cognitive organization of one’s 
experience with language.” In primary language acquisition, speakers dis-
cover frequently used patterns through their ordinary daily experience of 
analyzing large quantities of data (Tomasello, 2003). These data, called 
corpora (the plural of corpus), allow schemata to emerge and become 
established. Corpora serve as the foundation of every person’s ability 
to use language (Bybee, 2008). The same processes are at work in SLA 
(Ellis and Wulff, 2015). Ellis and Wulff (2015) discuss different types of 
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frequency effects as having differently weighted impacts depending on the 
target structure and the L2 learner’s developmental stage.

Following this understanding, corpus linguists use language corpora—
whether transcripts of talk, written language, or both—to discover patterns 
in language. These patterns include words that occur together (collocations), 
patterns of phrases, and semantic networks used in spoken and written lan-
guage. These would be hard to identify using small amounts of data (Sinclair, 
1991). Meanwhile, discourse analysts analyze language‑in‑use. Discourse 
analysts typically work with less data than corpus linguists. They may ana-
lyze conversations, institutional talk, or various types of texts. Discourse 
analysts may analyze grammar (for example, considering how passives are 
used), conversational practices (for example, interruption or topic shifts), 
pragmatics (for example, how sumimasen is used in thanking and apologiz-
ing in Japanese), language socialization (how novices, whether children or 
language learners, are socialized into a speech community), or a variety of 
other topics. Because of their focus on language‑in‑use, for us, discourse 
analysis also falls under the umbrella of usage‑based linguistics.

We need high‑quality linguistic and cultural information to create effec-
tive instructional design. Because of their emphasis on real‑world language 
as their source of information about language, usage‑based linguistics pro-
vides an excellent foundation for creating materials to teach language. Our 
students learning Japanese want to learn to use and understand language 
effectively. Usage‑based linguistics is a powerful tool to help them to do 
that, but most language students and teachers have difficulty accessing 
technical materials about language. This is where we step in, using these 
academic sources to provide us with the rich knowledge base we need to 
create high‑quality language teaching materials (Tyler and Ortega, 2018), 
based on appropriate L2  linguistic concepts and cultural perspectives. 
Students often want to know why they need to follow certain grammar 
rules. Concept‑based materials focus on meaningfulness, which provides 
answers to students and helps them to retain the language that they are 
working to learn. Ironically, trying to make it easy for learners by present-
ing simplified rules (which is what textbooks tend to do) can actually make 
things harder for learners. Oversimplification tends to divorce forms from 
meanings and contexts. And having to memorize rules, one by one, is a 
daunting task when learning a language that is very different from one’s 
previous language background.

Applying usage‑based analyses of Japanese to the development of 
teaching materials

There are many studies of Japanese grammar and pragmatics conducted 
from usage‑based approaches. Kabata and Ono (2014) have applied 
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usage‑based linguistics to investigations of Japanese grammar and dis-
course. The findings of discourse analysts such as Senko Maynard, 
Haruko Cook, and Junko Mori are available to apply to Japanese lan-
guage teaching. Prior to our work on C‑BLI, some SLA researchers have 
applied findings of usage‑based linguistics to Japanese language peda-
gogy. Kabata and Toratani (2016) and Masuda (2018) have shown how 
insights from cognitive linguistics can be readily applied to studies of 
acquisition and teaching Japanese as an L2, and their findings are also 
useful for our purposes.

Our aim is to replace oversimplified rules with accessible materials 
based on usage‑based language concepts. Visualizations of concepts, also 
called materializations of L2 concepts, are a core feature of our approach. 
These are called SCOBAs, which stands for schemas for complete orienting 
basis of action (Gal’perin, 1969, 1992), meaning that these present core 
concepts that students can orient to in order to do actions in the world. 
SCOBAs are not just visual aids–what makes them SCOBAs is that they 
present materializations of concepts, what Lantolf and Xi (2023: 708 and 
712) call “systematic conceptual knowledge.” Usage‑based linguists often 
create visualizations of linguistic schemas that they discover–these visuali-
zations distill core concepts. While these can be hard for non‑linguists to 
understand, they are a useful starting point for us in creating SCOBAs. By 
fleshing out their visuals that represent the kernel of a concept, we create 
images that are concrete, memorable, and easy for learners to understand 
and use.

Multiple grammars in Japanese

Most Japanese language textbooks teach written grammar for spoken use. 
Our preference is to teach natural spoken and written language. By apply-
ing usage‑based linguistics to teaching Japanese, we can introduce students 
to the concept of multiple grammars (Iwasaki, 2015) to guide their develop-
ment. Using the concept of multiple grammars, we can teach students that 
written and spoken Japanese have somewhat different grammars. Spoken 
Japanese is rich in interactional particles (Maynard, 1993: 183), which, 
in Japanese, are called shūjoshi ‘final particles’ or kantō joshi ‘interjected 
particles,’ like ne, na, sa. This is one area of instruction we cover in this 
volume. Meanwhile, though written Japanese requires grammatical case 
particles, like ga, ni and o, called kaku joshi ‘case particles’ in Japanese, 
these are often dropped in speaking (something that is generally ignored in 
current textbooks). Spoken grammar is particularly important to students 
today, who have plentiful opportunities to encounter spoken Japanese 
via media sources. Students are curious about the spoken language they 
encounter, but the language of their textbooks does not address spoken 
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Japanese grammar. Usage‑based linguistics provides a useful conceptual 
framework for building on students’ curiosity about the spoken language 
and how it differs from written Japanese. Using the concept of multiple 
grammars, we can flexibly accommodate linguistic variability including 
written language, spoken language, and dialects in developing teaching 
materials.

Along with accommodating linguistic variability, usage‑based linguistics 
also includes the notion of expressing a speaker’s stance via the framing 
of events. In the next section, we provide an example of a foundational 
concept that underlies much of Japanese grammar and pragmatics. The 
concept is that of construal, or how experiences or events are perceived or 
framed in a language.

Construal patterns in Japanese: a foundational concept for teaching 
Japanese grammar and pragmatics

Language typology is an important resource for teaching foreign languages. 
It relates to how similar or different languages are from one another. Lan-
guage typology helps us to understand commonalities across languages, as 
well as the concepts distinguishing them, by identifying both universal and 
relativistic linguistic aspects and providing cognitively motivated accounts. 
Japanese and English are typologically different languages, and this is what 
makes Japanese so difficult for English speakers (and vice versa).

One area of typology discussed by cognitive linguistics is construal 
patterns. Construal is our ability to conceive and portray the same situ-
ation in alternative ways by shifting perspectives and prominence (Lan-
gacker, 2008a). Construal patterns are ways of framing events—“how an 
experience is framed…how the speaker conceptualizes the experience to 
be communicated, for the understanding of the hearer” (Croft and Cruse, 
2004: 19).

Construal patterns in Japanese and English are fundamentally differ-
ent. Japanese is a subjectivity‑prominent language with ego‑orientation 
(Iwasaki, 1993). Subjectivity‑prominence relates to language that privi-
leges a subjective perspective, while ego‑orientation relates to that per-
spective being the speaker’s. A high degree of subjectivity, combined with 
ego‑orientation, means that the self, or subject of the sentence, generally 
is not stated in Japanese. To use linguistic terms, ego is generally encoded 
as zero (meaning it is not stated). Japanese highly prefers subjective con-
strual (Ikegami, 2005, 2008) over objective construal. This typologi-
cal fact forms the foundation for much of Japanese grammar, including 
the non‑use of “I,” motion verbs, verbs meaning “give,” psychological 
predicates, honorifics, interactional particles, causatives, and passives. 
Perspective or shiten in Japanese (cf., Morita, 2006), which is part of 
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the typological notion of subjective construal, is often used in traditional 
Japanese studies in Japan. Providing concept‑based materials for subjec-
tive construal and various structures that depend upon it forms the core 
of this book.

In contrast to Japanese’s preference for subjective construal, English 
prefers framing events using objective construal (Ikegami, 2005, 2008). 
Objective construal results in explicitly stating everything, including actors 
(subjects) and patients (objects). It is important to note that both Japanese 
and English can frame events either subjectively or objectively, while, at 
the same time, showing a strong preference for one (subjective construal 
for Japanese, and objective construal for English) over the other. The fol-
lowing examples in English show its preference for objective construal in 
five contexts. For each example, a context is given; then, two sentences 
are provided—one objectively construed (obj), and the other subjectively 
construed (subj):

Example 1: The speaker is in the library, commenting on the comic 
books

(obj) This library has 100 comic books.
(subj) 100 comic books exist. (No mention of the library, since the 
speaker is in the library)

Example 2: The speaker hears the neighbor’s baby crying through 
the window

(obj) I can hear the baby crying.
(subj) Baby’s crying is hearable. (No mention of the person doing the 
hearing)

Example 3: The speaker is lost, and mutters to themselves

(obj) Where am I?
(subj) Here is where? (No mention of the person who is lost)

Example 4: The speaker feels cold

(obj) I’m cold.
(subj) Cold. (No mention of the person who is cold)
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Example 5: The speaker needs drinks for a party

(obj) Would you bring drinks?
(subj) Come with drinks? (No mention of the person who is to bring 
the drinks)

As our examples show, construal differences that impact how events are 
framed cut across grammar and pragmatics. The objectively construed (obj) 
examples are all appropriate in English. In contrast, Japanese strongly pre-
fers each of the subjectively construed (subj) versions, framing events sub-
jectively. Teaching construal differences to beginning Japanese language 
learners, thus, is quite helpful to them.

Teaching subjective construal to Japanese language learners

Both English and Japanese speakers frame events either more or less objec-
tively or subjectively, yet each language has a different tendency. English 
leans toward objective construal, which represents events by placing focus 
on the speaker or other agent. In contrast, Japanese prefers subjective 
construal, where the protagonist is merged into the scene as a whole and 
often left unmentioned, to be inferred from context. For language learners, 
understanding subjective construal as a foundational principle of Japanese 
verbal expression and communication helps to make sense of a variety of 
expressions in Japanese.

Figure 1.1 displays our SCOBAs for objective construal (to the left) and 
subjective construal (to the right). To materialize objective construal, the 
left‑hand SCOBA depicts the speaker outside the scene, represented by a 
circle with eyes.

Our SCOBA for objective construal corresponds with, for example, how 
the sentence “Where am I?” is framed objectively in English; this sentence 
is phrased as if the speaker is looking upon the scene of themselves, lost, 
and includes self‑mention in the sentence. Thus we have the circle with 
eyes, who frames the event, looking upon the entire scene. Objective con-
strual represents an event by focusing on the particular agent/individual, 
i.e., the speaker who is lost. Ikegami (1991, 2016) calls this a subject‑object 
contrast type of construal because subjects and objects are both mentioned 
in the sentence.

Moving to the right side of Figure 1.1, we present our SCOBA for sub-
jective construal, which is most often used in Japanese. Here, the circle 
with eyes, which frames the event, is merged into the event itself. From 
this perspective, the self, or protagonist, is less prominent (indicated by 
being shown in gray on the figure) and thus not mentioned in the utterance 
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Figure 1.1 � SCOBAs for objective (left) and subjective (right) construal (SCOBA 
1.1. from Masuda, K. and Ohta, A. (2021: 48). Teaching subjective 
construal and related constructions with SCBOAs: Concept learning as 
a foundation for Japanese language development. Language and Socio-
cultural Theory 8(1), 35–67.

unless necessary. Subjective construal applies not only to the self as sub-
ject, but to any protagonist, who, in Japanese, is merged into the scene 
once understood as present in a particular context. Using subjective con-
strual, the Japanese equivalent of the English ‘Where am I?’ is something 
like ‘Where is here?’ or, in Japanese, koko wa doko [here TOP where]? The 
self is invisible to the speaker, because they are merged with the scene. The 
speaker’s presence is understood, and so it is unstated. This is the essence 
of subjective construal. Ikegami (1991, 2016) calls this type of construal 
subject‑object merger; there is no need to mention who is lost. We discuss 
this further in Chapter 7, which focuses on teaching motion verbs.

In sum, while individuals can choose how to frame events, whether 
objectively or subjectively, most often this is guided by the general ways 
that different languages construct the world. As we present our materi-
als for teaching Japanese through concepts in this book, we repeat our 
presentation of these two SCOBAs as a reminder of subjective construal 
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patterns which guide how Japanese is structured, and, as mentioned above, 
underlies other pragmatic and grammatical properties of Japanese like the 
non‑use of “I” as subject; psychological predicates; motion verbs, used 
both alone and in compound verbs; verbs meanings of ‘give,’ used both 
alone and in the benefactive construction; and passive verbs.

Sociocultural theory and concept‑based language instruction:  
L2 teaching as re‑mediating the mind

Thus far in this chapter, we have provided a basic introduction to the 
notion of C‑BLI and how usage‑based linguistics provides us with source 
material for teaching concepts. Aside from briefly mentioning and provid-
ing a couple of examples of SCOBAs, we have touched little on pedagogy. 
How, exactly, can we teach with concepts? We use a humanistic learning 
theory that integrates learning and development, called sociocultural the-
ory. Sociocultural theory is the foundation for C‑BLI, our student‑centered 
pedagogy that promotes cognitive, social, and cultural development.

Sociocultural theory was developed by Lev Vygotsky (1896–1934), a 
Soviet psycholinguist, and his colleagues, and is also known as sociohistor-
ical psychology (Vygotsky, 1987)—the mediated nature of mind is the cor-
nerstone of this theory (Wertsch, 1985). Since the mid‑1980s when Frawley 
and Lantolf (1985) first introduced sociocultural theory to the field of SLA, 
research in this area has continued to grow (Lantolf and Thorne, 2006; 
Ohta, 2013; and Swain, Kinnear, and Steinman, 2015 provide overviews). 
Those of us who use sociocultural theory understand language as “concep-
tual knowledge that may help learners more effectively to create meanings 
that express their particular communicative intentions” (Lantolf, 2010: 
164). Sociocultural theory is a natural partner to usage‑based linguistics, 
which is also focused on meaning‑making.

Sociocultural theory is a holistic approach to language, thinking, and 
being in the world. Lantolf (2007: 33) describes cognitive and sociocultural 
processes as an “organic unity.” Human beings are understood as having 
both social and biological lines of development that are deeply interdepend-
ent. Human mind is thus interwoven with activity in the world through both 
physical and psychological/symbolic tools. And, as people use these tools, 
they are constantly being transformed, so they change over time. In socio-
cultural theory, mind is understood as “mediated.” Mediation is what physi-
cal and psychological tools do as a part of human functioning. People use 
physical and psychological tools to act upon, and interact in the world. Con-
cepts are one type of psychological tool; they mediate human cognitive and 
psychological functioning. As we internalize new knowledge and concepts 
(see Chapter 2), we learn, developing socially and cognitively. Classrooms 
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are special places where mediation is thoughtfully used to promote develop-
ment by creating opportunities for learning. For Vygotsky, learning is the 
engine that pulls development along. Teachers mediate student development 
through their language and instructional materials, while learners also medi-
ate one another as they perform tasks in the classroom that provide a devel-
opmentally appropriate level of challenge.

Learning happens in zone of proximal development (ZPD) activity 
(Vygotsky, 1978). ZPD activity involves tailored mediational processes 
that are developmentally sensitive to each learner’s participation; this hap-
pens through semiotic mediation by the teacher, peers, and materials as 
student understandings are articulated, challenged, and re‑articulated as 
stimulated by instructional materials and tasks. This developmentally sen-
sitive mediation is the core of ZPD activity. Languaging (Swain, 2006: 98) 
is the “process of making meaning and shaping knowledge and experience 
through language.” By verbalizing, learners incorporate new material in 
their talk to themselves and with one another, constructing and internal-
izing new knowledge. Learning occurs as students develop independence, 
also called self‑regulation. As they become self‑regulated, what they could 
previously do only with the mediation of materials, teacher, or peers, they 
become able to accomplish without assistance. Language learning peers 
are particularly sensitive to one another, providing and withdrawing sup-
port to promote one another’s development (Ohta, 2001b). Both quality 
and quantity of languaging relate to L2 learning (Swain, Lapkin, Knouzi, 
Suzuki, and Brooks, 2009); languaging may be spoken or written (Suzuki 
2012; Ishikawa and Suzuki, 2016, 2023). Our C‑BLI curricula, featured in 
this volume, involve oral and/or written languaging to facilitate language 
development. In our studies, both languaging and students’ explanations 
serve as data so that we can follow the path of students’ L2 development 
as it occurs via our C‑BLI units. Languaging happens when students use 
written or spoken language to work through or consider concepts taught 
in our C‑BLI units. When we ask students to write or say what they already 
know about a topic before teaching it, we call this explanation, not lan-
guaging, because students are not working through concepts we taught 
them. In sociocultural theory, moment‑by‑moment learning processes are 
called microgenesis (Wertsch, 1985). To learn about students’ developmen-
tal processes, analysis of microgenesis can be done by looking at students’ 
languaging as well as their L2 use. Microgenetic processes occur over a 
short span of time, and tracking this unfolding development provides an 
“analysis that returns to the source and reconstructs all the points in the 
development of a given structure” (Vygotsky, 1978: 64). Chapter 9 of this 
volume looks at oral languaging to observe the microgenetic development 
of a student learning a Japanese aspect marker.
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For Vygotsky (1987), school learning is the site of developing scien-
tific understandings, which he calls scientific concepts. Scientific concepts, 
rooted in essential qualities, differ from spontaneous concepts derived 
from everyday experience. Spontaneous concepts are also called everyday 
concepts, which are functional and empirically based (meaning that they 
are grounded in experience) but are often incorrect. Our language says 
that the sun rises and sets, and people used to believe this because it jibes 
with everyday experience—these are everyday concepts. Scientific con-
cepts, in contrast, are accurate. We know through science about the solar 
system and planetary orbits, for example. Karpov (2003) provides another 
example of everyday concepts—children often think that a whale is a fish 
because it swims in the ocean. Then, they learn the scientific concept of 
mammals through schooling. Through scientific concepts, students learn 
new ways of organizing their experience and making sense of the world. In 
the same way, in teaching foreign languages, we need to guide students to 
replace their everyday concepts of language with scientific understandings. 
One example is replacing understandings of Japanese based on translation 
of concepts from English (like “there’s an active sentence for every pas-
sive sentence,” which is not true in Japanese) with scientific understand-
ings from usage‑based Japanese linguistics. Thus, students can learn the 
usage‑based concept of undergoing that underlies all Japanese passives; 
Japanese passives express the undergoing of actions and experiences by a 
usually unnamed subject. As discussed earlier, SCOBAs are used to mate-
rialize concepts in order to present them multi‑modally through words, 
pictures, and movement. The goal is to guide students to apply, internalize, 
and use concepts for guided L2 practice, working toward automatization 
of language skills.

Early studies of sociocultural theory and L2 development were highly 
descriptive. They focused on how semiotic mediation unfolded in class-
room L2 developmental spaces. More recently, scholars of L2 and sociocul-
tural theory are working to promote L2 development by creating materials 
that incorporate sociocultural learning theory into materials design and 
use; praxis dynamically and holistically incorporates theory, research, in 
a dialectical fashion. Dialectical refers to the notion of dialectics: parts of 
a whole that are on a dynamic continuum and cannot be separated from 
one another. Praxis is like a triangle, with three points: research, practice, 
and theory. The relationship between theory, research, and practice is like 
the angles of a triangle: they all are a part of the same whole, in constant 
interrelationship. Research and practice mediate theory. Theory and prac-
tice mediate research. And, simultaneously, research and theory mediate 
practice. In this triangle of praxis, relations between research, practice, 
and theory are constantly related through a mutual process of feedback 
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and give‑and‑take. In the world of praxis, thus, the teacher is as important 
as the theoretician and the researcher; and, the teacher can also simultane-
ously, be theoretician and researcher. The three roles mutually constitute 
and support one another. Without any one of these, the entire enterprise 
collapses (see Lantolf and Poehner, 2014).

C‑BLI is built on the work of Gal’perin, one of Vygotsky’s students, who 
developed what he called systemic‑theoretic instruction. Systemic‑theoretic 
instruction has been investigated in studies of school learning in a variety 
of subjects. C‑BLI is a recent application to foreign language teaching. 
Materializations of concepts, via SCOBAs, are the cornerstone of C‑BLI. 
These visual representations of concepts are used in explicit instruction 
and function as pivots, guiding student understandings as a concept is pre-
sented. SCOBAs also guide languaging, which happens in talk with the 
self and with peers, and in inner dialog during seatwork, and homework 
as students work to apply a concept being taught. SCOBAs are used with 
tasks designed to promote internalization of the new concept, practice 
with new language, and both conceptual and language automatization, so 
that students can use the concept when speaking, reading, or writing the 
target language.

Ohta and Masuda (2018) describe C‑BLI as a process that starts with 
the teacher first understanding students’ orienting basis of action (OBA). 
This means understanding the students’ initial knowledge of the concept to 
be taught, including non‑understandings, understandings, and misunder-
standings, prior to instruction. Understanding the students’ OBA is required 
in order to develop concept‑based materials. Schematic illustrations from 
cognitive linguistics can provide a visual starting point to create SCOBAs, 
as they accurately and concisely capture the core concepts. These can be 
adapted to make them friendlier and more accessible to students. Findings 
from a range of usage‑based linguistics research are helpful in the itera-
tive process of creating SCOBAs (Ohta, 2017). When teaching, the teacher 
introduces SCOBA(s) along with explanations to illustrate the concept(s) 
to be taught. This is often done in an interactive lecture. SCOBAs take a 
variety of visual forms, including flow charts, diagrams, and drawings, 
to create a visual representation of a concept being taught. Along with 
introducing concepts, teachers integrate SCOBAs with tasks designed to 
promote ZPD activity. This generally begins during the interactive lecture 
and continues as students are provided more tasks with SCOBAs, explain-
ing SCOBAs, re‑creating or drawing their own SCOBAs, and analyzing 
and using the target language guided by SCOBAs. Tasks help students to 
internalize the concept and to apply it, in a dynamic and iterative fashion, 
moving from more to less support provided, until students can perform 
freely without referring to the SCOBA.
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Ohta (2024) displays the classroom processes of C‑BLI as shown in 
Figure 1.2.

Masuda and Ohta’s (2021) conceptualization (see also Ohta, 2024) starts 
by generating learner awareness. This involves activating what students 
already know and raising their curiosity about the material to be taught. 
The instructor then uses SCOBAs in an explicit and deductive presentation 
of how target language works. The conceptual knowledge materialized in 
the SCOBA(s) guides L2 learners’ languaging (for example, re‑explaining 
the SCOBAs), further materialization (drawing, note‑taking), controlled 
language practice, and creative language practice. Teachers who use C‑BLI 
highly value creativity, because creative processes are part of what it means 
to be human. The looping arrows in Figure 1.2 signify how C‑BLI is under-
stood and implemented as nonlinear, iterative process of overlapping steps 
that promote learning and lead to development. Through this process, tar-
get L2 concepts are understood, used, and reused, resulting in internali-
zation over time via in‑ and out‑of‑class engagement with the materials. 
Engaging in language tasks with L2 concepts, according to Negueruela 
(2008), expands connections between a concept and its use, promoting 
internalization. There is a growing body of research applying C‑BLI to Jap-
anese language teaching and learning (Ohta, 2017; Masuda and Iwasaki, 
2018; Tsujihara, 2022, 2023). Our book builds upon this work, both fur-
ther developing previous research and expanding into new areas of Japa-
nese language instruction.

A revolution in Japanese language teaching

Our goal is to spark a revolution in Japanese language teaching by prompt-
ing scholars, teachers, and teacher trainees to work together, to critically 

1. Generate Learner Awareness

2. Interactive Lecture
with SCOBAs

4. Student Verbalization
and Materialization

5. Controlled
Practice

3. Creative
Practice

Figure 1.2 � Steps of concept‑based language instruction (Figure 10.1 from Ohta, A. S.  
(2024). Sociocultural theory and L2 discourse: From descriptive to 
interventionist research in SLA. In B. Paltridge and M. T. Prior (Eds.), 
The Routledge Handbook of Second Language Acquisition and Dis-
course, 116–131. London: Routledge.
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consider what we do and why, and to step outside of the traditional 
“research” and “teaching” boxes to promote student development. Our 
book is revolutionary for a number of reasons.

First, we acknowledge that Japanese language instruction, currently, tends 
to rather slavishly follow textbooks. At the same time, Japanese language 
learners are now, more than ever, freeing themselves from textbooks. They 
have ever‑expanding access to authentic Japanese language materials out-
side the classroom. Textbooks have their usefulness, but the concept‑based 
approach contrasts with the prescriptive, rule‑driven approach of most 
textbooks. As students are more and more exposed to Japanese as a living, 
spoken language through their easy access to Japanese language media, we 
are rethinking Japanese language instruction and rejecting the oversimplifica-
tion of current approaches. Instead, we recommend a principled, systematic, 
concept‑driven approach to Japanese language‑in‑culture, including gram-
mar and pragmatics (language in use). We are not asking people to abandon 
textbooks. Rather, we encourage a revolution that involves a more flex-
ible incorporation of materials to meet student interests and their need for 
difficult‑to‑acquire items in Japanese, for which explicit instruction has been 
shown to be effective (Roehr‑Brackin, 2015). To promote that revolution, 
we share our research‑tested materials in this book. We invite our readers 
around the world to join us in using, testing, and revising materials as part of 
the collaborative processes of praxis, merging theory, research, and teaching.

A revolution is also occurring in the content of student interests in Japa-
nese. Communicative language teaching assumes that students plan to use 
their Japanese in Japan with Japanese people. In fact, our students’ needs 
and motivations for learning Japanese are increasingly diverse. While stu-
dents are certainly interested in developing conversational skills, they want 
to use Japanese to better access and enjoy Japanese cultural products such 
as anime, video games, manga, film, short online videos, literature, and 
music. We believe that learning spoken Japanese and developing conversa-
tion skills can help students to achieve non‑speaking‑related goals. How-
ever, instructors might want to re‑think what we are doing in language 
classrooms in the 21st century. Are the topics in our textbooks relevant to 
the bulk of our students who may never visit Japan? Might teachers local-
ize their materials by shifting to areas that are closer to student interests to 
support student goals? Our concept‑based materials that more efficiently 
teach Japanese grammar and pragmatics are a step toward helping stu-
dents to meet their goals.

Another area of revolution is in the area of goals for Japanese language 
teaching. For a long time, Japanese language teachers have implicitly set 
the native speaker and native‑like Japanese as the goal of instruction for 
students. The native speaker is not a realistic model for what students can 
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achieve (see Chapter 3). Consistent error correction (generally without atten-
tion to teaching underlying concepts) has not been shown to have a major 
impact on student development. What if we tried a different approach? Our 
focus is on developing materials of high interest to students, teaching Japa-
nese grammar and pragmatics conceptually, supporting students to create 
with language, empowering students to reflect upon their linguistic process, 
and providing language practice for students to use Japanese to realize their 
own learning goals. By rejecting native speakerism, we can guide students 
to make their own pragmalinguistic choices based on Japanese linguistic 
and cultural concepts. Our goal, thus, is to empower students by using 
materials that equip them on their language learning journeys. We see our 
concept‑based materials as part of this revolution.

In terms of teaching the nuts and bolts of Japanese, our approach offers 
a new way to organize pragmatic and grammatical knowledge and results 
in a system of concepts that build upon each other in a meaningful way. 
This novel approach works to motivate instructors to partner with scholars 
by joint engagement in innovative curriculum development and/research, 
while helping learners to learn Japanese more effectively.

Our goal is to break new ground for instructors, researchers, and learners 
who are interested in both pragmatics and grammar teaching and learning, 
because our approach focuses on meaning and languaculture (Agar, 1994). 
Traditional approaches often separate pragmatics from grammar and treat 
pragmatics as an add‑on. We value pragmatics and grammar as part of a 
continuum that extends from lexicon (words) to grammar (Tyler, 2012: 
20); all language is part of higher cognitive processes crucial to meaning‑
making and interpreting the world. Understanding pragmatics and gram-
mar as meaning‑making processes provides us with a cohesive approach to 
understanding language. We promote conceptual understanding by organ-
izing language into concepts, units of meaning that result in fewer rules to 
memorize and a more joyful learning experience (Tyler, 2012).

For example, JFL learners are generally taught that Japanese speakers 
rarely use “I” in conversation. Students may wonder if this is because they 
can recover the first‑person pronoun from context or because it is omitted 
when talking casually. Some may think Japanese is like Spanish, which 
often drops “I” even though Japanese does not conjugate for person like 
Spanish does. As we demonstrated earlier in this chapter, understanding 
subjective construal provides a foundational concept that explains this fact 
of Japanese, while also helping students to understand other ways that Jap-
anese works. For example, Japanese speakers talk about their own feelings, 
or others’ feelings, using different expressions. Traditionally, students are 
taught this as a rule. However, this is deeply related to the concept of sub-
jective construal, which makes sense of why Japanese works this way. By 
teaching conceptually, we relate how Japanese works via meaning‑based 
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understandings of how, in a Japanese perspective, we construe events in 
our daily life. The revolution is in simplifying grammar and pragmatics 
instruction while making them more deeply and culturally meaningful.

Our use of sociocultural theory is also revolutionary. Much of Japanese 
language teaching today is still built on the ideologies of Krashen and Ter-
rell’s (1983) “comprehensible input,” on communicative approaches which 
eschew grammar instruction, or on a mixture of these combined with focus 
on form (Doughty and Williams, 1998). Yet, at the same time, Japanese 
teachers are saddled with teaching materials that are at odds with the learn-
ing theories they believe. We provide a teaching approach (concept‑based 
language instruction), a learning theory (sociocultural theory), and a source 
of knowledge (usage‑based linguistics) that coherently work together. Our 
learning theory focuses on the importance of mediation in cognitive devel-
opment (including foreign language learning) and the creation and use of 
high‑quality resources to mediate students’ development. We understand 
meaning‑making via symbolic mediation as the essence of cognition, lan-
guage, culture, and human higher cognitive development. We support 
an explicit approach to teaching concepts. Like Ellis (2005), Lantolf and 
Thorne (2006), and Roehr‑Brackin (2015), we see language development 
as a dynamic interaction between explicit and implicit knowledge of lan-
guage. C‑BLI’s approach of explicitly and deductively presenting through 
SCOBAs, as shown in Figure 1.2, leads learners to develop implicit and 
inductive use of language through practice. Norris and Ortega (2000) also 
support explicit instruction as most effective. Scientific concepts, taught 
explicitly, are the centerpiece of instruction (along with Japanese words, 
phrases, and expressions, of course). Via explicit instruction, scientific con-
cepts have the potential to transform students’ language learning experi-
ence. SCOBAs lie at the intersection of usage‑based linguistic content and 
sociocultural theory in our concept‑based instructional approach and play 
an essential role in promoting L2 learners’ development.

Overview of this book

This book presents our C‑BLI work, including our curricula and studies of 
their use in university‑level Japanese language classrooms. All the chapters 
of this book are co‑authored by the three of us. The first three chapters 
are foundational. Each of the subsequent chapters presents pedagogical 
research on an area of Japanese language teaching, whether pragmatics 
(Chapters 4–6) or grammar (Chapters 7–11), ending with a conclud-
ing chapter (Chapter 12). Our pedagogical research chapters present an 
analysis of the area to be taught along with our concept‑based materials 
designed to teach the particular area, followed by a study of the use of 
the materials in intact (seven of the chapters) or laboratory (one of the 
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chapters) classes. Our materials development for all chapters was a col-
laborative effort, involving ourselves and, of course, our students, without 
whom our materials development would be much less successful. At the 
same time, each of these chapters has a primary instructional designer, 
teacher, and researcher, who was the lead for that particular study.

Our book is organized into three sections. Part I (Chapters 1 and 2) pre-
sents our approach, a radical blending of theory and practice, to foreign 
language instruction. We merge sociocultural theory with usage‑based lin-
guistics, focused on concept‑based language instruction for language teach-
ing. The two chapters of Part I present the foundations of concept‑based 
language instruction and usage‑based linguistics (see White and Masuda 
(2024) for detailed discussion of the integration of those two theories). 
While most previous work focuses on European languages, we focus on 
Japanese, demonstrating the power of SCOBAs to present accurate and 
contextually relevant linguistic and cultural concepts. Our goal is to help 
readers understand L2 development as a holistic transformation of the 
learner’s mind, as they internalize L2 concepts.

Part II (Chapters 3 through 6) focuses on the concept‑based approach to 
teaching Japanese pragmatics. Chapter 3 provides an overview of teaching and 
learning pragmatics in Japanese and introduces discourse analytic and other 
usage‑based research, presenting examples from our own research and that 
of others who have applied C‑BLI to the teaching of pragmatics. Chapter 4  
focuses on style‑shifting. This chapter describes the problems with traditional 
approaches to honorifics and presents SCOBAs to teach style‑shifting, along 
with research that shows the impact of these materials. Chapter 5, on teach-
ing interactional particles with concept‑based language instruction, gives an 
overview of L2 acquisition studies of interactional particles. The chapter then 
demonstrates how SCOBAs for interactional particles can be used along with 
drama scripts and Japanese peer interaction in Japanese language classrooms, 
sharing our research findings on the use of these materials. The final chapter 
of this section, Chapter 6, discusses speech acts in Japanese. This chapter 
focuses on the speech act of thanking and presents SCOBAs to help students 
develop L2 pragmatic competence and learner agency. Analysis of classroom 
use of these materials shows how students learn to apply these understand-
ings rather than following idealized native speaker norms.

Part III (Chapters 7 through 12) explores using concept‑based language 
instruction to teach Japanese grammar. Chapter 7 takes up subjective con-
strual again, as a foundation for teaching motion verbs. Chapter 8 deals 
with benefactive constructions, which are culturally important construc-
tions in Japanese. Chapter 9 presents the marker teiru, a tricky construc-
tion for students because of its wide range of meanings and usages, ranging 
from marking actions‑in‑progress to conveying aspectual meanings. Chap-
ters 10 and 11 focus on causative and passive constructions, respectively. 
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These constructions, typically taught at the end of beginning Japanese 
courses, are also challenging to acquire. All of these chapters, along with 
presenting concept‑based materials, report on studies of C‑BLI using these 
instructional units with actual students. In our final chapter, we reflect on 
what we have accomplished here, while also moving forward by embrac-
ing learner variability and practical matters related to pedagogical change: 
teacher ideologies, the problem of native speaker norms, the importance of 
collaboration, and the compatibility of C‑BLI with the Common European 
Framework of Reference (CEFR) for language development and assess-
ment, which values the central roles of mediation and learner agency in 
plurilingual and pluricultural development.

By sharing our work, we hope that Japanese teachers, researchers, and 
learners will develop a new, concept‑based perspective on Japanese gram-
mar and pragmatics. Through this process, we hope to join with our read-
ers to consider the possibilities that concept‑based instruction affords for 
Japanese language instruction. Our hope is to inspire language instructors, 
researchers, and learners of Japanese to reflect on language teaching and 
learning, language curriculum/materials, and, by joining us on this journey 
through C‑BLI of Japanese, to broaden their understanding of the wide 
variety of mediating tools available to facilitate the teaching and learning 
of Japanese as a second/foreign language.

A note on romanization

This volume uses the Hepburn system of romanizing Japanese, which 
notates long vowels, except ei, with a macron and consonants using Eng-
lish spelling conventions. A macron placed over a vowel indicates that the 
vowel is long (doubled in duration), for example, ō in gakkō ‘school.’

Notes

	 1	 The first author of this co‑authored chapter is Kyoko Masuda.
	 2	 These are two names for the same approach. Concept‑based language instruc-

tion (C‑BLI, CBLI, or CBI) is not the same as content‑based instruction (Sato, 
Hasegawa, Kumagai, and Kamiyoshi, 2017), which uses the acronym CBI. 



Achard, M. (2018). Teaching usage and concepts: Toward a cognitive pedagogical 
grammar. In A. Tyler, L. Huang and H. Jan (Eds.), What Is Applied Cognitive 
Linguistics? Answers from Current SLA Research, 31–45. Berlin: Mouton de 
Gruyter.

Agar, M. (1994). Language Shock: Understanding the Culture of Conversation. 
New York: Harper Collins.

Akita, K., Matsumoto, Y. and Ohara, K. (2009). Idō jishō wa nichieigo washa ni 
dō kikoe dō mieru no ka [How do motion events hear and seem to speakers of 
Japanese and English?] Kōbe Gengogaku Ronsō 6: 1–19.

Akutagawa, R. (1916). Hana [Nose] https://www.aozora.gr.jp/cards/000879/
files/42_15228.html. Accessed August 5, 2024.

Al‑Jumah, K. A. J. (2021). Utilising Concept‑based Instruction in Teaching Prag-
matics: Exploring the Development of Requesting Behaviour of Iraqi Arabic‑ 
Speaking EFL Learners. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Otago.

Andersen, R. W. and Shirai, Y. (1994). Discourse motivations for some cognitive 
acquisition principles. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 16: 133–156.

Aramaki, T. (2003). Jujubun keisei nōryoku to bamen handan nōryoku no kankei: 
shitsumonshi chōsa ni yoru jujuhyōgen no goyōbunseki kara [Relationships 
between the sentence formation and scene judgment abilities: From the error 
analysis of benefactive expressions from a questionnaire survey]. Nihongo 
Kyōiku 117: 43–52.

Arnett, C. and Deifel, K. (2015). A cognitive linguistic approach to two‑way prepo-
sitions in L2 German. In K. Masuda, C. Arnett and A. Labarca (Eds.), Cognitive 
Linguistics and Sociocultural Theory: Applications to Foreign and Second Lan-
guage Teaching, 184–201. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Arnett, C. and Suñer, F. (2019). Leveraging cognitive linguistic approaches to gram-
mar teaching with multimedia animations. Journal of Cognitive Science 20(3): 
365–399.

Banno, E., Ikeda, Y., Ohno, Y., Shinagawa, C. and Tokashiki, K. (2020a). Genki 
I: An Integrated Course in Elementary Japanese (3rd ed.). Tokyo: The Japan 
Times.

Banno, E., Ikeda, Y., Ohno, Y., Shinagawa, C. and Tokashiki, K. (2020b). Genki II:  
An Integrated Course in Elementary Japanese (3rd ed.). Tokyo: The Japan Times.

References



280  References

Bardovi‑Harlig, K. (2000). Tense and Aspect in Second Language Acquisition: 
Form, Meaning, and Use. Oxford: Blackwell.

Bardovi‑Harlig, K. (2018). Formulaicity and context in second language pragmat-
ics. In V. Evans and L. Pickering (Eds.), Language in the Context of Commu-
nication: Studies in the Tradition of Andrea Tyler, 193–211. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins.

Bardovi‑Harlig, K. (2020). Pedagogical linguistics: A view from L2 pragmatics. 
Pedagogical Linguistics 1(1): 44–65.

Bardovi‑Harlig, K. and Comajoan‑Colomé, L. (2020). The aspect hypothesis 
and the acquisition of L2 past morphology in the last 20 years: A state‑of‑the‑ 
scholarship review. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 42(5): 1137–1167.

Benveniste, E. (1958/1971). Problems in General Linguistics, translated by E. M. 
Meek. Coral Gables, FL: University of Miami Press.

Blum‑Kulka, S. and Olshtain, E. (1984). Requests and apologies: A cross‑cultural study 
of speech act realization patterns (CCSARP). Applied Linguistics 5(3): 196–213.

Broccias, C. (2008). Cognitive linguistic theories of grammar and grammar teach-
ing. In S. De Knop and T. De Rycker (Eds.), Cognitive Approaches to Pedagogi-
cal Grammar, 67–90. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Buescher, K. and Strauss, S. (2015). A cognitive linguistic analysis of French prep-
osition à, dans, and en and a sociocultural theoretical approach to teaching 
them. In K. Masuda, C. Arnett and A. Labarca (Eds.), Cognitive Linguistics and 
Sociocultural Theory: Applications to Foreign and Second Language Teaching,  
155–181. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Bybee, J. (2006). From usage to grammar: The mind’s response to repetition. Lan-
guage 82(4): 711–733.

Bybee, J. (2008). Usage‑based grammar and second language acquisition. In  
P. Robinson and N. Ellis (Eds.), Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics and Second 
Language Acquisition, 216–236. London: Routledge.

Bybee, J. L., Perkins, R. D. and Pagliuca, W. (1994). The Evolution of Grammar: 
Tense, Aspect, and Modality in the Languages of the World. Chicago, IL: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press.

Clancy, P. (1985). The acquisition of Japanese. In D. Slobin (Ed.), The Crosslin-
guistic Study of Language Acquisition Vol. 1: The Data, 373–524. Mahwah, NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum.

Cohen, A. D. (2020). Issues in the assessment of L2 pragmatics. Lodz Papers in 
Pragmatics 16(1): 15–31.

Cohen, A. D. and Ishihara, N. (2013). Pragmatics. In B. Tomlinson (Ed.), Applied 
Linguistics and Materials Development, 113–126. New York: Bloomsbury.

Comrie, B. (1976). Aspect: An Introduction to the Study of Verbal Aspect and 
Related Problems. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cook, H. M. (1992). Meaning of non‑referential indexes: A case study of the Japa-
nese sentence‑final particle ne. Text 12(4): 507–539.

Cook, H. M. (1996a). Japanese language socialization: Indexing the modes of self. 
Discourse Processes 22(2): 171–197.

Cook, H. M. (1996b). The use of addressee honorifics in Japanese elementary 
school classrooms. In N. Akatsuka, S. Iwasaki and S. Strauss (Eds.), Japanese/
Korean Linguistics, vol. 5, 67–81. Stanford, CA: CSLI.



References  281

Cook, H. M. (1997). The role of Japanese masu form in caregiver‑child conversa-
tion. Journal of Pragmatics 28: 695–718.

Cook, H. M. (2006). Japanese politeness as an interactional achievement: Aca-
demic consultation sessions in Japanese universities. Multilingua 25: 269–291.

Cook, H. M. (2008a). Socializing Identities through Speech Style: Learners of Jap-
anese as a Foreign Language. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Cook, H. M. (2008b). Construction of speech styles: The case of the Japanese 
naked plain form. In J. Mori and A. S. Ohta (Eds.), Japanese Applied Linguistics: 
Discourse and Social Perspectives, 80–108. London: Continuum.

Cook, H. M. (2008c). Style shifts in Japanese academic consultations. In K. Jones 
and T. Ono (Eds.), Style Shifting in Japanese, 9–38. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Coulmas, F. (1981). Poison to your soul: Thanks and apologies contrastively 
viewed. In F. Coulmas (Ed.), Conversational Routine. Explorations in stand-
ardized Communications and Prepatterned Speech, 69–91. The Hague: Mouton 
Publishers.

Council of Europe (2018). Common European Framework of Reference for 
Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment. Companion Volume with New 
Descriptors. Strasbourg: Council of Europe. https://rm.coe.int/cefr‑companion‑ 
volume‑with‑new‑descriptors‑2018/1680787989. Accessed August 5, 2024.

Croft, W. and Cruse, A. (2004). Cognitive Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge Uni-
versity Press.

Crystal, D. (1997). The Cambridge Encyclopedia of Language (2nd ed.). Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Davis, R. (1997). The Gift of Dyslexia: Why Some of the Smartest People Can’t 
Read and How They Can Learn. New York: Penguin Group.

DeKeyser, R. (2017). Knowledge and skill in SLA. In S. Loewen and M. Sato (Eds.), 
The Routledge Handbook of Instructed Second Language Acquisition, 15–32. 
London: Routledge.

Dörniyei, Z. and Ryan, S. (2015). The Psychology of Language Learning Revisited. 
London: Routledge.

Doughty, C. J. and Williams, J. (Eds.). (1998). Focus on Form in Classroom Second 
Language Acquisition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dunn, C. D. (2011). Formal forms or verbal strategies? Politeness theory and Japa-
nese business etiquette training. Journal of Pragmatics 43: 3643–3654.

Ellis, N. (2005). At the interface: Dynamic interactions of explicit and implicit 
language knowledge. Studies in Second Language Acquisition 27(2): 305–352.

Ellis, N. (2015). Implicit and explicit language learning: Their dynamic interface 
and complexity. In P. Rebuschat (Ed.), Implicit and Explicit Learning of Lan-
guages, 3–23. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ellis, N. and Wulff, S. (2015). Usage‑based approaches to SLA. In B. VanPattern 
and J. Williams (Eds.), Theories in Second Language Acquisition: Introduction, 
75–98. London: Routledge.

Enyo, Y. (2013). Exploring Senpai‑Kōhai Relationships in Club Meetings in a Japa-
nese University. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Hawai’i.

Fang, D. and Imai, S. (2018). A comparative study of the efficacy of using image 
schema‑based and rule‑based instruction in presenting the Japanese particles ga, 
o and ni with instructional videos. In K. Masuda (Ed.), Cognitive Linguistics 



282  References

and Japanese Pedagogy: A Usage‑Based Approach to Language Learning and 
Instruction, 165–198. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Fernandez, L. (2021). Teaching the concept of typified situation to promote foreign 
language interaction in classroom instruction and study abroad. System 98(2). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2021.102473

Frawley, W. and Lantolf, J. P. (1985). Second language discourse: A Vygotskyan 
perspective. Applied Linguistics 6(1): 337–345.

Fukushima, E. (2007). Desumasu‑kei to hidesumasu‑kei to rangōtai ni kan suru 
kōsatsu: nihonjin bijinesu kankeisha no taigū komyunikeeshon kara [Consider-
ing desu/masu style, non‑desu/masu style, and mixed style in Japanese business 
communication]. Waseda Daigaku Nihongo Kyōikugaku [Waseda University 
Japanese Education Studies] 1: 39–51.

Furukawa, A. (2006). Teaching Japanese possessor passives in a JFL environment. 
BATJ Journal 7: 1–16.

Gabriele, A. (2009). Transfer and transition in the SLA of aspect: A bidirectional 
study of learners of English and Japanese. Studies in Second Language Acquisi-
tion 31(3): 371–402.

Gal’perin, P. Y. (1969). Stage in the development of mental acts. In M. Cole and  
I. Maltzman (Eds.), A Handbook of Contemporary Soviet Psychology, 249–272. 
New York: Basic Books.

Gal’perin, P. Y. (1992). Stage‑by‑stage formation as a method of psychologi-
cal investigation. Journal of Russian and East European Psychology 30(4): 
60–80.

García, P. N. (2017). A sociocultural approach to analyzing L2 development in 
the Spanish L2 classroom. Vigo International Journal of Applied Linguistics 14: 
99–124.

Geyer, N. (2013). Discernment and variation: The action‑oriented use of Japanese 
addressee honorifics. Multilingua 32(2): 155–176.

Golato, A. (2003). Studying compliment responses: A comparison of DCTs and 
recordings of naturally occurring talk. Applied Linguistics 24(1): 90–121.

Goo, J., Granena, G., Yilmaz, Y. and Novella, M. (2015). Implicit and explicit 
instruction in L2  learning: Norris and Ortega (2000) revisited and updated. 
In P. Rebuschat (Ed.), Implicit and Explicit Learning of Languages, 443–482. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Goodwin, C. and Goodwin, M. H. (1987). Context, activity and participant. IPRA 
Papers in Pragmatics 1: 1–54.

Haenen, J. (2001). Outlining the teaching‑learning process: Piotr Gal’perin’s con-
tribution. Learning and Instruction 11(2): 157–170.

Hamano, S. (2014). Nihongo no Onomatope: Onshōchō to Kōzō [Japanese 
Mimetic Words: Sound Symbolism and Structure]. Tokyo: Kurosio.

Hasunuma, A. (1995). Taiwa ni okeru kakunin kōi: darō, janaika, yone no kakunin 
yōhō [Action of confirmation in the dialogue using darō, janaika, and yone]. 
In Y. Nitta (Ed.), Fukubun no Kenkyū (ge) [Studies of Japanese Complex Sen-
tences], vol. 2, 389–419. Tokyo: Kurosio.

Hatasa, A. Y., Hatasa, K. and Makino, S. (2015). Nakama 1: Introductory Japa-
nese: Communication, Culture, Context (3rd ed.). Independence, KY: Cengage 
Learning.



References  283

Hatasa, A. Y., Hatasa, K. and Makino, S. (2017). Nakama 2: Introductory Japa-
nese: Communication, Culture, Context (4th ed.). Independence, KY: Cengage 
Learning.

Hatasa, Y. A., Makino, S. and Hatasa, K. (2021). Nakama 1: Introductory Japa-
nese: communication, culture, context (3rd ed., enhanced.). Independence, KY: 
Cengage Learning.

Hayano, K. (2011). Claiming epistemic primacy: yo‑marked assessments in Japa-
nese. In T. Stivers, L. Mondada and J. Steensig (Eds.), The Morality of Knowl-
edge in Conversation, 58–81. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Hayano, K. (2017). When (not) to claim epistemic independence: The use of ne and 
yone in Japanese conversation. East Asian Pragmatics 2: 163–193.

Hero and Ogiwara, D. (2012). Horimiya vol.1. Tokyo: Square Enix.
Hess, E. K. and Amory, M. (2022). Promoting Korean learners’ conceptual devel-

opment of honorifics through concept‑based language instruction. Language 
Teaching Research https://doi.org/10.1177/13621688221135567

Hill, B., Ide, S., Ikuta, S., Kawasaki, A. and Ogino, T. (1986). Universals of lin-
guistic politeness: Quantitative evidence from Japanese and American English. 
Journal of Pragmatics 10: 347–361.

Hitokoto, H. (2016). Indebtedness in cultural context: The role of culture in the 
felt obligation to reciprocate. Asian Journal of Social Psychology 19(1): 16–25.

Hitokoto, H., Niiya, Y. and Tanaka‑Matsumi, J. (2008). Jiko no rieki to tasha no 
kosuto. Shinriteki fusai no nichibeikan hikaku kenkyū [Own benefit and other’s 
cost: Cross‑cultural comparison of “indebtedness” among American and Japa-
nese students]. The Japanese Journal of Research on Emotions 16(1): 3–24.

Holme, R. (2007). Sociocultural approaches to second language learning: The 
contribution of cognitive linguistic approaches. In R. Alanen and S. Poyhonen 
(Eds.), Language in Action: Vygotsky and Leontievian Legacy Today, 203–222. 
Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Hoshi, S. (2022). Effects of classroom instruction on the development of L2 inter-
actional resource for joint stance taking: Use of Japanese interactional particle yo 
in spontaneous peer conversation. Applied Linguistics 43(4): 698–724.

Ichihara, A. (2016). Nihongo no “gojitsu no saikansha” storatejī: Chūgoku‑go no 
danwa to no hikaku kara [Strategies of ‘re‑thanking’ in Japanese: Comparison 
with discourse in Chinese]. Gengobunka to Nihongo Kyōiku, 51. 21–29.

Ide, S. (1982). Japanese sociolinguistics: Politeness and women’s language. Lingua 
57: 357–385.

Ide, S. and Yoshida, M. (1999). Sociolinguistics: Honorifics and gender differences. 
In N. Tsujimura (Ed.), The Handbook of Japanese Sociolinguistics, 444–480. 
Malden, MA: Blackwell.

Ikegami, Y. (1991). “DO‑language” and “BECOME‑language”: Two contrasting 
types of linguistic representation. In Y. Ikegami (Ed.), The Empire of Signs: Semi-
otic Essays on Japanese Culture, 285–326. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ikegami, Y. (2005). Indices of a ‘subjectivity‑prominent’ language: Between cogni-
tive linguistics and linguistic typology. Annual Review of Cognitive Linguistics 
3: 132–164.

Ikegami, Y. (2008). Subjective construal as a ‘fashion of speaking’ in Japanese. In 
G. M. D. L. Gómez, J. L. A. Mackenzie and Á. E. M. González (Eds.), Current 



284  References

Trends in Contrastive Linguistics: Functional and Cognitive Perspectives, 227–
250. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Ikegami, Y. (2016). Subject‑object contrast (shukaku‑tairitsu) and subject‑object 
merger (shukaku‑gouitsu) in “thinking for speaking:” A typology of the speak-
er’s preferred stances of construal across languages and its implications for 
language teaching. In K. Kabata and K. Toratani (Eds.), Cognitive‑Functional 
Approaches to the Study of Japanese as a Second Language, 301–318. Berlin: 
Mouton de Gruyter.

Ikegami, Y. and Moriya, M. (Eds.). (2009). Shizenna Nihongo o Oshieru Tameni: 
Ninchi Gengogaku o Fumaete [How does cognitive linguistics help you master 
natural Japanese?]. Tokyo: Hituzi.

Inoue, M. (2001). Gendai nihongo no ta [Ta in modern Japanese]. In Tsukuba Gengo 
Forum (Ed.), “Ta” no gengogaku [Linguistics of “ta”], 97–163. Tokyo: Hituzi.

Iori, I. (2012). Bumpō shirabasu kaitei no tame no ichi shian: boisu no baai  
[A proposal for revising grammatical syllabi: The case of voice]. Nihongo/
Nihongo Kyōiku Kenkyū 3: 39–55.

Iori, I. (2013). Shiekitai ni genkyūsezu ni shieki hyōgen o oshieru niwa: hitotsu no 
kyōzyuhō [How can causative expressions be taught with no reference to causa-
tive voice?: A proposal for teaching methodology]. Nihongo/Nihongo Kyōiku 
Kenkyū 4: 39–55.

Ishida, K. (2009). Indexing stance in interaction with the Japanese desu/masu and 
plain forms. In N. Taguchi (Ed.), Pragmatic Competence, 41–65. Berlin: Mouton 
de Gruyter.

Ishida, M. (2004). Effects of recasts on the acquisition of the aspectual form-te 
i-(ru) by learners of Japanese as a foreign language. Language Learning 54(2): 
311–394.

Ishida, M. (2009). Development of interactional competence: Changes in the use of 
ne in L 2 Japanese during study‑abroad. In H. T. Nguyen and G. Kasper (Eds.), 
Talk‑in‑Interaction: Multimodal Perspectives, 351–357. University of Hawai’i: 
National Foreign Language Resource Center.

Ishihara, A. (2016). Nihongo no ‘gojitsu no saikansha’ sutoratejī: Chūgoku‑go no 
danwa to no hikaku kara [Strategies of ‘re‑thanking’ in Japanese: Comparison 
with discourse in Chinese]. Gengobunka to Nihongo Kyōiku 51: 21–29.

Ishihara, N. (2010). Maintaining an optimal distance: Nonnative speakers’ prag-
matic choice. In A. Mahboob (Ed.), The NNEST Lens: Non Native English 
Speakers in TESOL, vol. 1, 32–48. Newcastle: Cambridge Scholars.

Ishihara, N. (2019). Identity and agency in L2 pragmatics. In N. Taguchi (Ed.), 
The Routledge Handbook of Second Language Acquisition and Pragmatics, 
161–175. London: Routledge.

Ishihara, N. and Cohen, A. (n.d.). Strategies for learning speech acts in Japanese. Web 
resource. https://carla.umn.edu/speechacts/japanese/introtospeechacts/index.htm

Ishikawa, M. and Suzuki, W. (2016). The effect of written languaging on learning 
the hypothetical conditional in English. System 58: 97–111.

Ishikawa, M. and Suzuki, W. (2023). Effects of written languaging on second lan-
guage learning: Mediating roles of aptitude. Modern Language Journal 107(S1): 
95–112.



References  285

Ishiyama, O. (2016). Friendly and respectful politeness: A functional analysis 
of L2 utterances. In K. Kabata and K. Toratani (Eds.), Cognitive‑Functional 
Approaches to Study of Japanese as a Second Language, 33–56. Berlin: Mouton 
de Gruyter.

Iwasaki, N. (2002). Nihongo nōryoku kani shaken (SPOT) no tokuten to 
ACTFL kōtōnōryoku sokutei (OPI) no reberu no kankei ni tsuite [The simple 
performance‑oriented test (SPOT) vs. the ACTFL oral proficiency interview 
(OPI)]. Nihongo Kyōiku 114: 100–105.

Iwasaki, N. (2008). L2 Japanese acquisition of the pragmatics of requests during a 
short‑term study abroad. Language Education in Europe 12: 51–58.

Iwasaki, S. (1993). Subjectivity in Grammar and Discourse. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins.

Iwasaki, S. (2015). A multiple‑grammar model of speakers’ linguistic knowledge. 
Cognitive Linguistics 26(2): 161–210.

Iwata, K. (2012). Shokyū kyōzai ni okeru shieki no katayori to siyōjittai [The use 
of causative constructions in a conversational corpus and inquiry into beginning 
Japanese textbooks]. Nihongo/Nihongo Kyōiku Kenkyū 3: 21–37.

Izuhara, E. (2003). Shūjoshi yo, yone, ne no saikō [Reexamination of sentence 
final particles, yo, yone, and ne]. Aichi Gakuin Daigaku kyōyōbu Kiyō [Aichi 
Gakunin University Department of Education Journal] 51: 1–15.

Jacobsen, N. (2015). A cognitive linguistic analysis of English conditionals in Eng-
lish for Academic purposes (EAP) instruction: implications from Sociocultural 
theory. In K. Masuda, C. Arnett and A. Labarca (Eds.), Cognitive Linguistics 
and Sociocultural Theory: Applications to Foreign/Second Language Teaching, 
103–125. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Japan Foundation and Japan Educational Exchanges and Services (2012). https://
www.jlpt.jp/e/about/candolist.html. Accessed August 5, 2024.

Johnson, K. (2018). An Introduction to Foreign Language Teaching and Learning 
(Revised 3rd ed.). London: Routledge.

Jones, K. and Ono, T. (2008). The messy reality of style‑shifting. In K. Jones and  
T. Ono (Eds.), Style Shifting in Japanese, 1–8. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Jorden, E. H. and Noda, M. (1987). Japanese: The Spoken Language. New Haven, 
Connecticut: Yale University Press.

Kabata, K. and Ono, T. (Eds.). (2014). Usage‑Based Approaches to Japanese 
Grammar: Towards the Understanding of Human Language. Amsterdam and 
Philadelphia, PA: John Benjamins.

Kabata, K. and Toratani, K. (Eds.). (2016). Cognitive‑Functional Approaches to 
the Study of Japanese as a Second Language. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Kakegawa, T. (2009). Development of the use of Japanese sentence‑final particles 
through email correspondence. In N. Taguchi (Ed.), Pragmatics Competence, 
301–333. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Kanwit, M. and Solon, M. (Eds.). (2022). Communicative Competence in a Second 
Language. London: Routledge.

Karimi‑Aghdam, S. (2020). JALDA’s Interview with Professor James P. Lantolf: 
Dialectical emergence of language and consciousness in society. The Journal of 
Applied Linguistics and Applied Literature: Dynamics and Advances 8(2): 3–21



286  References

Karpov, Y. V. (2003). Vygotsky’s doctrine of scientific concepts: Its role for con-
temporary education. In A. Kozulin (Ed.), Vygotsky’s Educational Theory in 
Cultural Context, 65–82. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kashiwagi‑Wood, A. (2021). Learning narrative characteristics: Perspective taking 
in written Japanese as a foreign language. Journal of Language Teaching and 
Research 12(5): 631–640.

Kasper, G. (1997). The role of pragmatics in language teacher education. In K. 
Bardovi‑Harlig and B. Hartford (Eds.), Beyond Methods: Components of Sec-
ond Language Teacher Education, 113–136. New York: McGraw‑Hill.

Kim, J. (2013). Developing Conceptual Understanding of Sarcasm in a Second 
Language through Concept‑based Instruction. Unpublished doctoral disserta-
tion, The Pennsylvania State University.

Kim, J. (2014). How Korean EFL learners understand sarcasm in L2 English. Jour-
nal of Pragmatics 60: 193–206.

Kindaichi, H. (1950). Kokugo doosi no itibunrui [A classification of Japanese 
verbs]. Gengo Kenkyu [Linguistics Research] 15: 48–63.

Kissling, E. and Muthusamy, T. (2022). Exploring boundedness for concept‑based 
instruction of Aspect: Evidence from learning the Spanish preterite and imper-
fect. Modern Language Journal 106(2): 371–392.

Kissling, E., Tyler, A., Warren, L. and Negrete, L. (2018). Reexamining por and 
para in Spanish foreign language intermediate classroom: A usage‑based, cog-
nitive linguistic approach. In A. Tyler, L. Huang and M. Hana (Eds.), What Is 
Applied Cognitive Linguistics? Answers from Current SLA Research, 229–256. 
Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Kitayama, S., Karasawa, M. and Mesquita, B. (2004). Collective and personal pro-
cesses in regulating emotions: Emotion and self in Japan and the United States. 
In P. Philippot and R. Feldman (Eds.), The Regulation of Emotion, 268–291. 
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Kitayama, S., Mesquita, B. and Karasawa, M. (2006). Cultural affordances and 
emotional experience: Socially engaging and disengaging emotions in Japan and 
the United States. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 91(5): 890–903.

Kizu, M., Pizziconi, B. and Gyogi, E. (2019). The particle ne in the development 
of interactional positioning in L2 Japanese. East Asia Pragmatics 4: 113–143.

Kizu, M., Pizziconi, B. and Iwasaki, N. (2013). Modal markers in Japanese:  
A study of learners’ use before and after study abroad. Japanese Language and 
Literature 47: 93–133.

Kobayashi, N. (2006). Shiekibun o donoyōni oshieru bekika: Shiyō chōsajittai to 
gakushūsha no sakubun kōpasu kara sono shidōhō o kangaeru [How should 
we teach causatives? Suggestions from L2  learners’ actual use and analysis of 
composition corpora]. Bulletin of International Student Education Center, Tokai 
University 26: 121–131.

Komori, S. (2008). Nihongo gakushūsha no jueki hyōgen ni tsuite [On benefactive 
construction by JSL learners]. Chūbu Daigaku Jinbun Gakubu Kenkyū Ronbshū 
19: 191–206.

Kondo, A., Himeno, T. and Adachi, S. (2009). Chūgokugo bogo nihongo 
gakushūsha no jittai hāku: nicchūtaishou yobi chōsa no kekka kara [Construal 



References  287

types of Chinese‑native learners of Japanese: The results of a pilot survey on 
Japanese and Chinese contrastive studies]. Proceedings of the Annual Meetings 
of the Japanese Cognitive Linguistics Association 9: 1–11.

Kondo, A., Himeno, T. and Adachi, S. (2010). Chūgokugo bogo nihongo 
gakushūsha no jittai hāku: nihongo shusenkō gakushūsha o taishō to suru chōsa 
no kekka kara [Construal types of Chinese‑native learners of Japanese: The 
results of a survey on Japanese language majors in China]. Proceedings of the 
Annual Meetings of the Japanese Cognitive Linguistics Association 10: 691–706.

Kondo‑Brown, K. (2001). Effects of three types of practice in teaching Japanese 
verbs of giving and receiving. Acquisition of Japanese as a Second Language 4: 
82–115.

Krashen, S. and Terrell, T. (1983). The Natural Approach: Language Acquisition 
in the Classroom. San Francisco, CA: Alemany Press.

Kudo, M. (1995). Asupekuto, tensu taikei to tekusuto: Gendai Nihongo no jikan 
no hyōgen [Aspect, Tense System and Text: Expressions of Time in Modern Jap-
anese]. Tokyo: Hituzi.

Kumagai, Y. (2014). On learning Japanese: Critical reading of Japanese language 
textbooks. In N. D. Musha and S. Sato (Eds.), Rethinking Culture and Language 
in Japanese Teaching, 201–217. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Kumatoridani, T. (1990). Nihongo no “kansha” ni okeru hyōgen kōtai genshō to 
sono shakaigengogakuteki moderu [The alternation phenomenon in Japanese 
thanking expressions and its sociolinguistic model]. Hyōgen Kenkyū/Hyōgen 
Gakkai 52: 36–44.

Kumatoridani, T. (1999). Alternation and co‑occurrence in Japanese thanks. Jour-
nal of Pragmatics 31(5): 623–642.

Kuno, S. (1978). The Grammar of Discourse. Tokyo: Taishūkan shoten.
Kuno, S. and Kaburasaki, E. (1977). Empathy and syntax. Linguistic Inquiry 8(4): 

627–672.
Lammers, P. W. (2005). Japanese the Manga Way: An Illustrated Guide to Gram-

mar and Structure. Berkeley, CA: Stone Bridge Press.
Langacker, W. R. (2000). A dynamic usage‑based model. In M. Barlow and S. Kem-

mer (Eds.), Usage‑Based Models of Language, 1–63. Stanford, CA: CSLI.
Langacker, W. R. (2008a). Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction. Oxford: 

Oxford University Press.
Langacker, W. R. (2008b). The relevance of cognitive grammar for language peda-

gogy. In S. De Knop and T. De Rycker (Eds.), Cognitive Approaches to Peda-
gogical Grammar, 7–35. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Lantolf, J. P. (2006). Sociocultural theory and L2. Studies in Second Language 
Acquisition 28(1): 67–109.

Lantolf, J. P. (2007). Sociocultural source of thinking and its relevance for second 
language acquisition. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 10(1), 31–33.

Lantolf, J. P. (2010). Sociocultural theory and the pedagogical imperative. In  
R. Kaplan (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Applied Linguistics, 163–177. 
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lantolf, J. P. (2024). On the value of explicit instruction: The view from sociocul-
tural theory. Language Teaching Research Quarterly 39: 281–304.



288  References

Lantolf, J. P. and Poehner, E. M. (2011). Dynamic assessment in the classroom: 
Vygotskian praxis for second language development. Language Teaching 
Research 15(1): 11–33.

Lantolf, J. P. and Poehner, E. M. (2013). The unfairness of equal treatment: Objec-
tivity in L2 testing and dynamic assessment. Educational Research and Evalua-
tion 19(2–3): 141–157.

Lantolf, J. P. and Poehner, E. M. (2014). Sociocultural Theory and the Pedagogical 
Imperative in L2 Education. London: Routledge.

Lantolf, J. P. and Thorne, S. (2006). Sociocultural Theory and the Genesis of Sec-
ond Language Development. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lantolf, J. P. and Xi, J. (2023). Digital language learning: A sociocultural theory 
perspective. TESOL Quarterly 57(2): 702–715.

Lapkin, S., Swain, M. and Knouzi, I. (2008). French as a second language univer-
sity students learn the grammatical concept of voice: Study design, materials 
development and pilot data. In J. P. Lantolf and M. E. Poehner (Eds.), Sociocul-
tural Theory and The Teaching of Second Languages, 228–255. London: Equi-
nox Press.

Lee, D.‑Y. (2007). Involvement and the Japanese interactive particles ne and yo. 
Journal of Pragmatics 39: 363–388.

Liamkina, O. and Ryshina‑Pankova, M. (2012). Grammar dilemma: Teaching 
grammar as a resource for making meaning. Modern Language Journal 96(2): 
270–289.

Littlemore, J. (2009). Applying Cognitive Linguistics to Second Language Learn-
ing and Teaching. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Liu, S. and Hsieh, C.‑Y. C. (2020). Developing metaphorical awareness and com-
petence in Chinese as a foreign language through concept‑based instruction. For-
eign Language Annals 53(3): 478–504.

Llopis‑García, R. (2016). Using cognitive principles in teaching Spanish L2 Gram-
mar. Hesperia XIX(2): 29–50.

Lysinger, D. (2015). The case for hidden meaning: An application of cognitive 
linguistics in the Russian classroom. In K. Masuda, C. Arnett and A. Labarca 
(Eds.), Cognitive Linguistics and Sociocultural Theory: Applications to Foreign/
Second Language Teaching, 233–257. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

MacWhinney, B., Bates, E. and Kliegl, R. (1984). Clue validity and sentence inter-
pretation in English, German, and Italian. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal 
Behavior 23: 127–150.

Maeda, H. (2017). Teaching self‑deprecating humor to L2 Japanese learners using 
concept based instruction (CBI): A qualitative study of how L2 Japanese learners 
develop their L2 discourse and pragmatic competence. Unpublished MA paper, 
University of Washington.

Maeda, N. (2011a). Gendai Nihongo no Shieki Hyōgen: Kakudai Bunkei no Koko-
romi [Modern Japanese Causative Expressions: Extended Practice]. Tōyō Bunka 
Kenkyū 13: 614–593.

Maeda, N. (2011b). Judō hyōgen no shidōto kakudai bunkei no kokoromi [Teach-
ing passive expressions in expanded sentence patterns]. Nihongo/Nihongo 
Kyōiku Kenkyū 2: 67–84.

Makino, S. (1983). Speaker/listener orientation and formality marking in Japanese. 
Gengo Kenkyū [Language Studies] 84: 126–145.



References  289

Makino, S. and Tsutsui, M. (1989). A Dictionary of Basic Japanese Grammar. 
Tokyo: The Japan Times.

Manchón, R. M. (2011). Writing to learn the language: issues in theory and 
research. In R. M. Manchón (Ed.), Learning‑to‑write and Writing‑to‑learn in an 
Additional Language, 61–82. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Martí, M. N. (2022). Concept‑based instruction for teaching and learning L2 (im)
politeness. In T. McConachy and A. J. Liddicoat (Eds.), Teaching and Learning 
Second Language Pragmatics for Intercultural Understanding, 126–149. Lon-
don: Routledge.

Masuda, K. (2009). Learners’ use of Japanese interactional particles in student‑ 
teacher conversations. Japanese Language and Literature 43: 335–362.

Masuda, K. (2011). Acquiring interactional competence in a study abroad context: 
Japanese language Learners’ use of the interactional particle ne. Modern Lan-
guage Journal 95(4): 519–540.

Masuda, K. (2012). Applying cognitive linguistics to teaching Japanese polysemous 
particles. Sophia Linguistica 60: 105–122.

Masuda, K. (2016). Style‑shifting in student‑professor conversations. Journal of 
Pragmatics 101: 101–117.

Masuda, K. (Ed.). (2018). Cognitive Linguistics and Japanese Pedagogy:  
A Usage‑based Approach to Language Learning and Instruction. Berlin: Mou-
ton de Gruyter.

Masuda, K. (2021a). Discourse function and pitch patterns of Japanese interac-
tional particles yo in student‑professor conversation. Journal of Japanese Lin-
guistics 37: 1–29.

Masuda, K. (2021b). Teaching construal: Toward better integration of usage‑based 
approach and sociocultural theory to teaching difficult items to JSL learners. 
Proceedings of the Twentieth Annual Meeting of the Japanese Cognitive Linguis-
tics Association: 17–29.

Masuda, K. (2023). Learning Japanese interactional particles through a usage‑based 
and concept‑ based language instruction. East Asian Pragmatics 8(1): 27–56.

Masuda, K. (2024a). Interactional particle use in a Japanese L2  learner corpus: 
Usage‑based analysis and application to teaching Japanese. NINJAL Research 
Papers 27: 125–149.

Masuda, K. (2024b). Shakai bunka riron to ninchi gengogaku no yūgõ wo mezash-
ita: shūjoshi ne, yo, yone no [Integration of cognitive linguistics and sociocul-
tural theory: The case study of particles ne, yo, and yone]. Presented at annual 
conference of Nihongo Kyōiku Gakkai, online, May 26, 2024.

Masuda, K., Arnett, C. and Labarca, A. (Eds.). (2015). Cognitive Linguistics and 
Sociocultural Theory: Applications to Foreign/Second Language Teaching. Ber-
lin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Masuda, K. and Iwasaki, N. (2018). Pair‑work dynamics: Stronger students’ 
engagement in languaging for learning the Japanese polysemous particles ni/de 
and their learning. Language and Sociocultural Theory 5(1): 46–71.

Masuda, K. and Iwasaki, N. (2023). Manga ni tsukawareru onomatope: Manga 
o tanoshimu tame no onomatope shidō o kangaeru [The role of sound sym-
bolic words in Japanese manga: Suggestions to help students understand mimetic 
words and enjoy manga]. Proceedings of the 25th Japanese Language Sympo-
sium in Europe: 435–446.



290  References

Masuda, K. and Labarca, A. (2015). Schemata use and languaging quality in 
learning Japanese polysemous particles ni and de. In K. Masuda, C. Arnett 
and A. Labarca (Eds.), Cognitive Linguistics and Sociocultural Theory: Appli-
cations to Foreign/Second Language Teaching, 203–232. Berlin: Mouton de 
Gruyter.

Masuda, K. and Labarca, A. (2018). A usage‑based approach to presenting the 
polysemous particles ni and de in JFL instruction. In K. Masuda (Ed.), Cogni-
tive Linguistics and Japanese Pedagogy: A Usage‑based approach to Language 
Learning and Instruction, 129–164. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Masuda, K. and Ohta, A. S. (2021). Teaching subjective construal and related con-
structions with SCOBAs: Concept learning as a foundation for Japanese lan-
guage development. Language and Sociocultural Theory 8(1): 35–67.

Masuda, K. and Ohta, A. S. (2022). Teaching the benefactive construction and 
motion verbs via subjective construal patterns in L2 Japanese with concept‑based 
instruction (C‑BLI) and SCOBAs. American Association of Teachers of Japanese 
Annual Conference, online, March 17, 2022.

Masuda, K. and Yamamoto, H. (2022). Jendā hyōgen o kangaeru: Manga to 
nichijō kaiwani arawareta bunmatsu hyōgen no hikaku bunseki o tōshite [Exam-
ining gender expressions in manga and CEJC corpora]. Proceedings of the 28th 
Princeton Japanese Pedagogy Forum: 100–121.

Masuoka, T. (1991). Modaritī‑no Bumpō [Grammar of Modality]. Tokyo: Kurosio.
Matsumoto, Y. (2020). Motion verbs in Japanese. In M. Aronoff (Ed.), Oxford 

Research Encyclopedia of Linguistics, 4–30. Retrieved 12 Dec. 2024, from  
https://oxfordre.com/linguistics/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.001. 
0001/acrefore-9780199384655-e-295. Oxford: Oxford University.

Maynard, S. (1989). Japanese Conversation: Self‑contextualiztioion through Struc-
ture and International Management. Norwood, HJ: Ablex.

Maynard, S. (1993). Discourse Modality: Subjectivity, Emotion and Voice in the 
Japanese Language. Amsterdam: Benjamins.

Maynard, S. (1998). Principle of Japanese Discourse: A Handbook. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.

Maynard, S. (2002). Linguistic Emotivity: Centrality of place, the Topic‑comment 
Dynamic, and an Ideology of Pathos in Japanese Discourse. Amsterdam: John 
Benjamins.

McGloin, H. N. (1990). Sex, difference and sentence fail particles. In S. Ide and 
N. H. McGloin (Eds.), Aspects of Japanese Women’s Language, 23–41. Tokyo: 
Kurosio.

McGloin, H. N., Hudson, E. M., Nazikian, F. and Kakegawa, T. (2014). Modern 
Japanese Grammar: A Practical Guide. London: Routledge.

Mesquita, B. (2007). Emotions are culturally situated. Social Science Information 
46(3): 410–415.

MEXT (2009a). Shōgakkō Gakushū Shidō Yōryoo Kaisetsu: Kokugo Hen [Ele-
mentary School Curricular Guidelines: Language Arts]. Tokyo: MEXT.

MEXT (2009b). Chūgakkō Gakushū Shidō Yōryō Kaisetsu: Kokugo Hen [Middle 
School Curricular Guidelines: Language Arts]. Tokyo: MEXT.

MEXT (2011). Kōtōgakkō Gakushū shidō Yōryō Kaisetsu: Kokugo Hen. [High 
School Curricular Guidelines: Language Arts]. Tokyo: MEXT.



References  291

Miller, L. (1996). Subversive subordinates or situated language use? A consideration 
of keigo ideology and sociolinguistic description. Presented at the 1996 meeting 
of the Association for Asian Studies, Honolulu.

Minami, M. (2016). The influence of topic choice on narrative proficiency by learn-
ers of Japanese as a foreign language. In M. Minami (Ed.), Handbook of Japa-
nese Applied Linguistics, 223–251. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Minami, M. (2021). Narrative as cultural representation: An analysis of Japanese‑ 
language learners’ storytelling styles from the perspective of coherence and cohe-
sion. Narrative Inquiry 31(1): 214–235.

Mine, F. (1995). Nihongo gakushuusha no kaiwa ni okeru bunmatsu‑hyoogen no 
shuutoku katei ni kansuru kenkyū [Study of Japanese language acquisition: How 
learners acquire sentence endings]. Nihongo Kyōiku 86: 65–80.
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