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The social innovation movement led by the public sector, which requires the collaboration between 
industry and academia to preserve and transmit knowledge, aims to create new ideas that stimulate 
Japanese industrial development goals. In this research, the
connecting each section of this collaboration, are interviewed about difficulties in 
organizational project. The text from 14 written responses are analysed under sociolinguistic frames 
such as: 1) institutional talk; 2) schema and high/low context; and 3) inter
linguistic metaphors and collocation clarified that common sense, recognition, and assumptions based 
on those differences are the source of collaborative
are: 1) realizing the low context culture in liaison settings; 2) overcoming ethnocentrism by realizing a 
certain uniformity as “window of monad”; 3) maintaining sensitivity towards the background and 
context surrounding different schema for each institution.
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

The social innovation movement in Japan continues to expand 
across industry and academia and is led primarily by the public. 
Notable is this movement’s expansion into a
institution considered to preserve and transmit knowledge. 
However, the academia in science and technology must 
collaborate with the industrial sector, in that traditionally the 
industrial sector employs and works with scientists and 
promotes research and development for the use of technological 
transfer. 
 

According to the Policy report issued by KEIDANREN 
(Japanese Business Federation) in 2016, a blue print was 
proposed to cabinet for detailing urgent updates for innovation 
which involves all sector of liaison. 
 

Thus, the report emphasises the necessary cooperation between 
all the stakeholders to enhance creative research 
development. Even though this policy seems to aim for a 
certain type of SDG (Sustainable Development Goal),
intends to benefit all citizens, as well as be profitable enough to 
continue promoting research and technological exchange, as 
seen in Figure 1. 
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ABSTRACT 

The social innovation movement led by the public sector, which requires the collaboration between 
industry and academia to preserve and transmit knowledge, aims to create new ideas that stimulate 
Japanese industrial development goals. In this research, the “bridge builders,” who are responsible for 
connecting each section of this collaboration, are interviewed about difficulties in 
organizational project. The text from 14 written responses are analysed under sociolinguistic frames 

as: 1) institutional talk; 2) schema and high/low context; and 3) inter
linguistic metaphors and collocation clarified that common sense, recognition, and assumptions based 
on those differences are the source of collaborative difficulties. The keys to overcome these differences 
are: 1) realizing the low context culture in liaison settings; 2) overcoming ethnocentrism by realizing a 
certain uniformity as “window of monad”; 3) maintaining sensitivity towards the background and 
ontext surrounding different schema for each institution. 
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Figure 1 The wide-ranging, inter-field collaboration in innovation movement
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Institutional Talk and Genre 
 

The argument about “genre” in linguistics starts primarily with 
the concept of dividing specific types of story-telling, such as 
myths, legends, or nursery rhymes (Dundes; 1980). Martin 
(1985: 250) focused on the process whereby the genre is 
achieved, defining the genre as social activities to be achieved 
using language. Similarly, Swales (1990) refers to genre as 
“things to be realized by the difference of aim.” In addition, he 
suggested that the concept of genre can be applied to find the 
difference between several cultures. In this paper, genre can be 
defined as the social activity to achieve, depending on its 
purpose. Thus, the concept of innovation in current innovation 
movement also could seek for some integration between several 
different purposes on activities. 
 

This concept of genre can be interpreted as institutional talk, a 
specific style of speech used in certain occupations, situations, 
and roles. Dickel (2005) notifies wedding speech as an example 
of institutional talk, where the speaking style of each participant 
is determined by their situationally defined speaking roles. 
 

Since current social innovation seeks to achieve inter-field 
cooperation beyond institutional differences, where academia 
and industry integrates their institutional purpose to pursuit. 
Thus, it could be possible to analyse this cross-sectional 
collaboration, which is required to achieve innovation, create 
new ideas, and enhance the effective utilization of research 
outcomes, from the view of genre and institutional perspectives 
in linguistics.  
 

Schema and high/low context  
 

In considering the “purpose” or “aim” of genre analysis and 
intuitional talk, differences in assumptions or perceptions of 
things and concepts are the focus. This difference on 
perceptions about how to interpret and define things, has been 
argued in the concept of “schema” in area of linguistic and 
anthropology. 
 

In the local element in linguistics, the concept of schema is 
used to explain how monolinguals perceive differences in 
sounds or written text from phonological and orthographical 
perspectives. When this definition comes to linguistics, Sapia 
and Whorf’s explained the reason why Inuit culture has huge 
variety of terms to call snow. 
 

At a more global level, the contexts surrounding sentences are 
argued by the definition of high context or low context (Hall, 
1976), sharing a similar element as “genre,” which is used to 
find the differences between several cultures. 
 

Hall (1976,91) Explains the Personal Recognition by 
Contextualization or Internalization as follows 
 

A high-context (HC) communication or message is one in 
which most of the information is contained in the physical 
context or internalized in the person, while very little is in the 
coded, explicit transmitted part of the message. A low-context 
(LC) communication is just the opposite, meaning the mass of 
information is vested in the explicit code.  
 

For example, twins who have grown up together can and do 
communicate more economically (HC) than two lawyers in a 
courtroom during a trial (LC), a mathematician programming a 
computer, two politicians drafting legislation, two 
administrators writing a regulation, or a child trying to explain 
to his mother why he got into a fight. 
 

Following this definition of high and low context, the 
collaboration within a section, intra-academia or intra-industry, 
is much easier than those collaborations between cross-
sectional liaison, which is less contextualized and requires the 
information in the explicit mode. 
 

Intersubjectivity and Framing  
 

Regarding the persuasion of different stake-holders, which is 
necessary in innovation, the concept of intersubjectivity and 
framing can also be applied to explain the differences of  
assumption and subjective view, which are attributed to each 
institution.  
 

The concepts are explained using the terms“stance-taking” (Du 
Bois, 2002) and “framing” (Tannen, 2006), where researchers 
are positioned as the entities of communications within various 
institutions. In Ochs (2002), the process of constructing 
intersubjectivity is the result of collaborating and negotiating 
each participant’s subjectivity. This collaboratively constructed 
intersubjectivity can be rephrased as stance-taking (Du Bois, 
2002), a concept that explains the interaction of subjectivity and 
objectivity. 
 

In addition, the concept of subjectivity is related to framing and 
reframing (Tannen, 2006), meaning the repetition and 
paraphrasing of previous verbal communications. Bahktin 
(1981) as well explains voices as “very conversation is full of 
transmissions and interpretations of other people’s words.” 
 

Moreover, those concepts related to intersubjectivity were 
suggested originally in the field of philosophy. According to 
Husserl, the meaning of something is restricted by the way it 
exists in a previous context and a set of assumptions. Therefore, 
to understand the meaning, we need to be sensitive about why a 
specific meaning is given a background and contextual 
existence. In the same way, our world of recognition is based 
on self-motivation (in Husserl) for interpretation. Personal 
motivation and attention (Sorge in HusserlMatsuda; 1984) 
affect how we interpret this world. This concept is akin to the 
phrase from Kant, “Je pense, donc je suis” (I think; therefore, I 
am) as a process of existentialism. 
 

In this paper, differences in context, background knowledge, 
and values in the current innovation movement in Japan, which 
is consisted of three parts of academia, industry and other 
research institutions, have been examined from an institutional 
discourse perspective that focuses on how particular institutions 
may influence external and internal features of discourse. The 
concept related to the intersubjectivity concerns the act of 
sense-making and is applicable in analysing inter-institutional 
values and contexts to explain the systematic nature and 
purpose of activities in cross-institutional settings.  
 

DATA AND METHOD 
 

Data  
 

The second method of applying sociolinguistics to innovation 
involves the qualitative analysis of academia-industry and 
public sector dialogues. The analysis considers the evaluation 
system, values, purpose of activities and shared knowledge 
rooted in each institution. The data consist of written responses 
to interviews given by 14participants, all of which are currently 
working to bridge several sectors (university, industry and 
research institutions). Table 1shows the details of the obtained 
data.  
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Table 1 Affiliations of each subjects 
 

Data ＃ Identity Data # Identity 

1 URA and RA 8 RA 
2 R and D 9 RA 
3 URA 10 URA 
4 RA, URA 11 R and D 
5 R and D 12 RA 
6 R and D 13 URA 
7 R and D 14 URA 

※ R
A: University Research Administrator, RA: Research Agency,  
R and D: Research and Development in industries 
  

Research Method  
 

Following the research purpose to clarify the differences in 
context, background knowledge, and values in the current 
innovation movement in Japan, the external and internal 
features of institutional discourse influenced by the particular 
were examined by the concept of patterning from 1) the 
discourse content and linguistic expression and features, and 2) 
qualitative examination of purpose, value and background 
knowledge in the data shown in Table 1.  
 

The following two questions were presented to the interviewees 
to identify the specific difficulties from the cross-institutional 
bridging. 
 

1. When do you feel difficulties to bridge between 
university and research institution and industry and 
business association?   

2. How do you feel differences in cross-field and 
organizational meeting occasion? 

 

Based on the written responses to the above questions, the 
qualitative analysis was conducted.  
 

RESULT  
 

Difficulties and Claiming on Bridging 
 

Disagreement in cognition and assumption  
 

Responding to the first questionnaire, as noted in 1) above, 
many written explanations about the cognitive mismatches are 
stated in ==== out of 14 responses. Especially the expression 
related to assumption and commonsense, which is the basis of 
integration between institutions, is stated in the following 
examples.   
 

a. “Difference in common sense and terminology” (data 7)  
b. “They don’t understand big assumption” (data 1) 
c. “They don’t recognize the mismatching of 

recognition”(data 5) 
d. “Actually they had totally different recognition” (data 3)  
 

The terminology here is related to common sense, assumption, 
and recognition, which relates to the institutional differences 
about how to cut the frame of this world. 

 

The following example uses the term “-like,” surrounding 
which entity and prototype, some system must be structured. 

 

e. (Institution 1) is academia-like, whereas (Institution 2) is 
industry-like. (data 2) 

 

It should be another topic to clarify, under which prototypical 
ideas this person in data 2 positioned “-like,” concerning both 
institution’s value, purpose and background. 
 
 
 

Collocation with Negative Predicates in Claiming 
 

As the following examples show, another characteristic found 
in bridging several institutions is those cognitive terminologies 
are often found as collocations with negative auxiliary verbs. 
 

a. They feel like to understand though they don’t without 
saying clearly.” 

b. Actually, we had totally different recognition.” 
c. Our recognition are not the same.” 
d. Our conversation is not smooth.” 
e. They can’t understand me.” 
f. Hard to be understood” 
g. Unable to have their ways with.” 
h. I can’t grasp fully.”    

 

Those claiming from a-h actually can be divided into two 
categories, depending on whether subjects are first-personal 
plural or third-personal plural. At first, “they” is used to claim 
the person belonging to another institution, due to their lack of 
understanding “our” context. As seen in d-f, first-personal 
plural stands for “I who belongs to an institution” and “they 
who belongs to another institution” and, thus, those cross-
institutional collaborations seem to end up frequently in the 
cognitive mismatches. Even in case a, b, h due to the 
typological nature of the Japanese language, the subject is not 
stated explicitly. However, surrounding context enable us to 
understand the possible subject, 1st personal pronouns.  At first, 
“they” is used to claim the person belonging to another 
institution, due to their lack of understanding “our” context.  
 

The entity of Different Background Depending on Institution 
 

Returning to the positioning by a subject about the prototypical 
idea depending on each institution as symbolized in the term “-
like,” here the analysis of the object of differentiated 
background, each of which are claimed to cause the difficulties 
in bridging, is shown in Table 2. 
 

As a result, the difference in each institution are found in how 
treat the value and concept, which is related to 1) Collaboration, 
2) Property, 3) Profit and Cost. 
 

Table 2 The different values claimed in data 
 

Data # Expression 
Metaphor or 
collocation 

Value 

1,2,5,12 
Vector/unity/direction 

Pleotropic/Parallel/crossing 
line/ 

Geometric Collaboration 

3,4,5,8,10 
Outreach, defence, 
achievement, right, 

monopoly, use, usage 

Range, 
monopolised 
use, use or 

achievement 

Patent 

4, 1 
Not spec but cost, 

Developed technology but 
not use for cost 

Negative 
＋progressed 
technology, 

Cost 

Profit 

 

The Following is Hall’s (1976) Explanation of Personal 
Recognition by Contextualization or Internalization 
 

A high-context (HC) communication or message is one in 
which most of the information is either in the physical context 
or internalized in the person, while very little is in the coded, 
explicit transmitted part of the message. A low-context (LC) 
communication is just the opposite; i.e., the mass of the 
information is vested in the explicit code.  
 

As seen in Table 2, subjects claim the difficulties in bridging 
two different institutions by using metaphorical expressions, 
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and such expressions are mainly separated to several values, 
such as collaboration, patent or profit. 
 

For example, in data 1, 2, 5, 12, the inefficiencies surrounding 
institutional collaboration are claimed, and in which 
expressions the metaphoric expression related to geometrics are 
utilized to describe the disagreement of opinions or plans, as in 
the following examples.  
 

a. The difficult point; matching two vectors towards a 
direction as a purpose. (data 1)  

b. Everybody has their own pleotropic angle of cutting things, 
so the parallel argument continues until their contact point 
is found. (data 2) 

c. Institutions are different in rules, procedures and mission 
for achieving the project, which lead to the lack of the same 
vector or sense of integrity. (data 5) 

d. Researchers can`t understand the coordinator’s instruction 
to submit a certain kind of data as priority to 
pharmaceuticals, and which big assumption would not be 
understood and, thus, leads to the crossing of the pass 
without meeting each other. (data 12) 

 

Thus, the difficulties in bridging the gap between some 
institutions are sometimes expressed by geometric 
visualization, implying the lack of contact or crossing line 
between each institution.  
 

Other values identified as different for each institution are 
patent or intellectual property.  
 

a. Industries have strong consciousness about patent, and 
they notified about the detailed rule for outreach. (data 3) 

b. Industries basically esteem patent as self-defence, whereas 
university perceive patent to protect the progressed and 
updating knowledge as achievement. (data 4) 

c. Academia has other consensus about patent, as in case of 
confirmation of non-use. In addition to that, they position 
patents to hold a certain right as an inventor, and not 
seeking for real usage. (data 5) 

d. Industries put emphasis on the monopoly use of updated 
technologies. (data 8) 

e. Outreachon how to take action against infringement of 
patent or copyright is different in each institution. (data 
10). 

 

Overall, the expressions surrounding patents and intellectual 
property are related to the range of outreach, monopoly or 
exclusion or actual usage (industry) vs. protecting their 
achievement (university). Somehow, all of those collocations 
related to the concept surrounding the sense of right are not 
relevant to outreach, monopolised use, or showing 
achievement.  
 

Related to the concepts above, profit and cost are two concepts 
expressed differently between each institutional discourse. As 
the following examples show, these terms relate to the cost or 
profit related to the value held only by industries.  
 

a. From the perspectives from industries, the most important 
thing is not about spec of product or service, but the cost or 
rules. (data 4) 

b. The newly developed technologies as biological factories 
or nutri-culture is gradually introduced; however, not all of 
industries tried to do it, because of high introductory cost 
or depreciation. (data 1) 

 

Based on the data, whether each institutions values the patent 
(industry) or progress of science achievement (university), 
shows some asymmetry as shown in next figures. Values which 
takes such form are sense of isolation or priority. 
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Figure 2 Positioning of each value on X-Y diagram 
 

RESULT  
 

Positioning on the Opposing Axis 
 

Concept positioned in binary opposition 
 

Difference in assumption and cognition attributed to each 
institution is also the object to be claimed by interview. Those 
claims also collocates with negative expression surrounding 
collaboration, patent, cost and priority.  
 

As Table 3 describes, another characteristic of cognitive 
differences in each value is positioning, as if it forms a certain 
kind of binary opposition.  
 

Table 3 Binary opposition and values between academia and 
industries 

 

Concept Academia Industries 

Technology Science 
Spec of product or 

service 

Purpose 

Academic 
achievement 

Fulfil the academic 
curiosity 

Business 

Mechanism Clarify Use 
Live on Academic output Profit making 
Patent Weak Strong 

Sense of isolation Strong weak 
Cost Not conscious Conscious 

Coverage of 
knowledge 

Narrow Wide 

Mail 
communication 

Not reactive Reactive 

 

Binary opposition is often understood with the concept as weak 
or strong, yes or no, narrow or wide as explained in figure 2. 
Other concepts which could be on this binary opposition are 
such as; scientific achievement or spec of products (what 
technology means), academic achievement or business 
(institutional purpose), clarifying mechanism on nature or 
practical usage, and so on. Next are some extracted examples 
from the sentences in the data. 
 

a. Each member in the university is a kind of private concern, 
which is sprightly shown in the fact that no researcher 
explains his own affiliation, whereas the company explains 
their affiliation in advance to their own personal 
introduction.  

b. Industry appeals their spec of new technologies, putting the 
explanation of detailed scientific mechanism aside. In 
university, they sure appeal the mechanism they have 
clarified at first. (data 3) 

c. University professors know very well about the previous 
researches in the academic society they have been 

belonging to. However, this is not the case once they go 
outside of their speciality and coverage. (data 3) 

d. Industry has strong sense about patent, which information 
is managed under the strict rules. University professors 
aren’t concerned about it at the same level. (data 3) 

e. In industries, intellectual property are considered as to 
protect their profit. On the other hands, the most updated 
top layer is extracted as to be the object of property in 
universities. (data 4) 

 

Thus, the connectives and markers that imply the contrast are 
stated clearly in the point to connect two sentences, each of 
which has different subject: university and industries. Such 
structural expressions in stating binary opposition are found 
when claiming the difficulties of bridging two institutions. 
However, this separation and distinction between two 
institutions does not actually encompass all the differences, 
since some refer to it as a “grey zone” in which the possibility 
to cover both institutional schema and procedure could be 
covered.  
 

a. Academicians who used to work with or in industry are 
also reactive in mail communication in the same way as 
people in industry.(data 3) 

b. Competitive academiciankn ow well about the research 
and its trend in wide coverage, which enables them to 
know the positioning of their specialty. (data 3)  

c. Researchers should be trained, as to do follow-up on each 
project, besides technology itself.(data 4) 

d. Specialists, who can sell the technology and science 
created in university, are required.(data 4) 

 

As seen in the above data that implies another bridge -builders 
who experienced both institution. In example a shown above,a 
subject referred to a type of researchers who know the 
industrial schema and background, which skills could be 
acquired sometimes by working with companies or the result of 
training.  
 

Here, there is another asymmetric concept between academia 
and industry. In the Japanese innovation policy currently 
enacted by top-down decision-making, the academics always 
try to adopt the assumptions innately rooted in their research 
experience related to industry, which for them is an unknown 
world with an unknown schema and values.  
 

The reason for this asymmetric adaptation or assimilation 
would partially be because it is considered that the researcher 
could work in industry but the opposite could not happen. 
However, this logic does not explain the correctness of this 
assimilation nor does it seem to be effective or functional. 
Another reason for this specific assumption may be that 
innovation is believed to be brought only by strong leadership 
or an inflation of Ph.D. holders in current Japan. 
 

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSIONS  
 

In this paper, the difficulties that occur when university-
industry liaisons are required for a cross-institutional project or 
technical transfer and are associated with the current innovation 
movement led by Cabinet and Keidanren were investigated. 
The data from 14 written responses based on two research 
questionnaires were obtained:1) When do you feel difficulties 
to bridge between University and Research institution and 
industry and business association?; and2) How do you feel 
differences in cross-field and organizational meeting occasion? 
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The text from 14 written responses are analysed under 
sociolinguistic frames such as:1) institutional talk; 2) schema 
and high/low context; and 3) intersubjectivity.  
 

Consequently, words related to the concept of common sense, 
recognition, and understanding are frequently found to be 
associated with negative auxiliary verbs, such as: “They don’t 
recognize the mismatching of recognition” or “Our recognition 
is not the same.” Depending on the subjects’ prototypic 
systems, expressed as “academia-like” and “industry-like,” the 
entity of these images is clarified further by examining 
metaphor or collocations. As a result, several values in the form 
of metaphor or collocation that differentiate the assumption and 
common sense under the superficial linguistic element are 
found.  
 

At first, the value concerning “collaboration” has the 
difference, which frequently described in metaphorical terms 
related to the concepts in geometry, such as vector, direction, 
and pleotropic, parallel. Somehow, the collaboration itself 
contains many mismatches, making it difficult to find the 
contact point. Another value that shows critical difference is 
intellectual property or patent. In examining the claiming by 
subjects, the value differentiated between two institutions are 
such as, 1) Range of outreach, 2) Monopolised use of newly 
invented technology, 3)View towards technology; academic 
achievement or profit, 4) Purpose of each institution, 5)Patent 
as defence and monopolised use of it. Numbers related to profit 
and cost are also mismatched between two institutions, which 
prioritize their main value and institutional orientation, 
technology itself, or profit incurred by the technology. 
 

Related to the phenomena of different cognition and 
assumptions, the positioning of these values depends on two 
institutions, academia and industry, which are analysed from 
the binary opposition. Many difficulties are identified by 
bridge-builders, who work on university-industry liaison. These 
difficulties could actually be caused by these oppositely 
positioned concepts. These differences are stated with 
contrastive connectives and markers. For example, academia 
clarifies the mechanism, whereas industry use this mechanism. 
Other values on this opposite axis range from how to consider 
technology, purpose.  
 

Thus, purpose or main value concerning their activity directly 
means characteristics of each institution. 
 

As reviewed in 1, Swales (1990) refers to genre as “things to be 
realized by the difference of aim.” In addition, he suggested 
that the concept of genre is relevant in finding the difference 
between several cultures. 
 

Based on this assumption, academia and industry can be fit into 
the definition of culture, and the difference between those 
cultures is the origin of difficulties that bridge-builders are face. 
As well, differences of purpose differentiate those genres. The 
academia values the development of achievement in technology 
and education, as their institutional purpose, whereas the 
industry seek for the profit as their purpose. Furthermore, those 
value and purpose actually affect other concept; for example the 
view towards technology and clarifying mechanism of nature, 
the view towards patent or even knowledge itself.  
 

This cultural difference in institutional purpose and activity also 
reflects the terminological aspect of language variation, which 
is affected by the real world or necessity to differentiate. For 
example, industry actively differentiates between things to lead 

to profit or cost, not to academic achievement. Among those 
different institutions, even same terms, such as “mechanism” 
and “patent” actually different meanings, following their 
cultural backgrounds. Thus, both institution see and hear the 
same term, the meaning and their perception may be totally 
different, since the terminology is located on the different 
schema and cognitive system, one associated to cultural 
contexts.  
 

As stated in Tannen (2006), the meaning defined in university 
may sound different and have a different meaning in industry, 
because the first framing in context 1, would be never the same 
in context 2, when some project is jointly progressed. That way, 
it is certain they may fall in inefficiency of cognitive exchange 
as one subject claimed, “[W]e (university and industry) have 
strong assumption we can clearly communicate with each other, 
as far as we are Japanese, but this assumption failed when we 
have realized we had a totally different recognition afterward.” 
In the Japanese low-context culture, every aspect is not 
explained, which may lead to critical situations. On the other 
hand, Americans provide huge amounts of written documents. 
Especially, the academia and industrial liaison is s typical 
example of cultural conflict in which information with different 
schema and background are exchanged. Thus, the first 
suggestion towards effective liaison is to assume that each party 
interprets the communications differently, which can be 
attributed to different schema, context, and background. The 
liaison is a low-context culture, with different institutional 
purpose and activities.  
 

Another suggestion to consider overcoming the institutional by 
the concept of intersubjectivity in the genre of philosophy is 
that view towards a specific thing is actually affected by 
personal background and experience, at the same time which is 
the source of “ethno-centrism”. 
 

“To understand the meaning, we need to be sensitive about why 
a specific meaning is given a background and contextual 
existence. In the same way, our world of recognition is based 
on self-motivation for interpretation. 
 

(Husserl cited in Minato, 2013) 
 

To maintain motivation for and interest in this university-
industry liaison, even though our perception and interpretation 
might be limited to our individual knowledge and experience, 
these views must be in agreement as we try to find some 
uniformity as human beings. The contact point, called a 
“window of monad,” generalized each individual’s 
subjectivities beyond the ethno-centrism, and thus can install 
both institutional and academic viewpoints to achieve a “grey 
zone.” It is here where bridge-builders develop innovative 
ideas, ones they transcend their original affiliation. 
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