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¢ From an academic perspective, it can be more interesting ¢

)

when things are not working than when they are. In
industry, we don'’t find that interesting, only frustrating.

Industrial manager in this study,

reflecting on university collaboration

Increased competition and globalization motivate us to join forces to enhance the impact
of the research conducted. Collaboration between organizations with different views can,
however, be difficult to manage and needs awareness and skills to meet different expecta-
tions. This article will consider both a mutual industrial and academic perspective into the
development of action research and, in six research project cases, empirically explore how
the impact can be enhanced by considering certain key factors in the research process.
How the phases of problem formulation, methodology, and results are managed is critical
for the success of a collaboration and, thereby, its impact. Counter-productive forces that
could dilute the progress over time need to be considered given that combining practical
relevance and scientific rigour comes with challenges.

Introduction

Conducting research that is both practically relevant
and scientifically rigorous, while also making a great so-
cietal impact, is a continuous challenge for scholars
and universities (Bartunek & Rynes, 2014; Coughlan et
al., 2016; Ellstrom, 2008; Starkey & Madan, 2001). In
today’s society, we live in a time with a high pace of
changes leading to a constant need for new compet-
ences and skills. The mobility of scientific competences
from universities to industrial firms enables firms to ab-
sorb and utilize the knowledge developed in academia
(Kunttu et al., 2018). Increased competition and global-
ization in engineering communities are motivating in-
dustrial and academic institutions to improve their
collaborations (Sandberg et al., 2011).

Embedded in the discussion of making societal impact
is the character of knowledge, and this leads to realizing
a new process for producing knowledge for change (Pet-
tigrew, 2011). Several more practice-oriented methods
have been developed over the years, such as action re-
search (Coughlan & Coghlan, 2002), collaboration re-
search (Adler et al.,, 2004), collaborative management
research (Coghlan et al., 2012), interactive research (Ell-
strom, 2008; Svensson et al., 2007), cooperative inquiry
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(Reason, 2006), and engaged research (Van de Ven,
2007). Nevertheless, collaboration is far from easy to
manage, and scholars continue to address the question
of how to involve practitioners. For example, boundary-
spanning activities, such as appointing doctoral stu-
dents, have been proposed (Kunttu et al., 2018). Further
topics have been identified, such as exploring factors
hindering collaboration (Kaymaz & Eryigit, 2011), re-
viewing success factors powering collaboration (Wohlin
et al., 2012), and identifying where challenges may be
found in the literature (Garousi et al., 2016). In such
studies, however, it is typically the scholar’s viewpoint
that is considered (Kaymaz & Eryigit, 2011).

This article will, however, consider both a mutual in-
dustrial and academic perspective, and empirically ex-
plore how the impact can be enhanced by considering
certain key factors in the research process. The context
of the research conducted and presented in this article
is in Sweden, where universities and international in-
dustrial companies are encouraged to conduct research
together. The article highlights some of the major chal-
lenges when co-producing knowledge. Six research pro-
ject cases will be presented and analyzed based on how
different key factors are linked to the perceived impact
of the projects.
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The article is outlined as follows: after the introduction,
the theoretical framework related to co-production and
impact is presented, followed by a section on the re-
search approach. Thereafter, the identified key factors
and cases are presented. Further, the implications are
discussed, concluding with how different elements and
categories of impact relate to the management of the
identified key factors.

Background

Research positioning

Before proceeding, we should clarify the epistemologic-
al assumptions that underlie our recommendations.
This underlying assumption influences how we per-
ceive the quality of research. We adopt the perspective
that the purpose of management research is to gener-
ate knowledge that is valid as well as relevant from a
practical standpoint inspired by Aguinis and Edwards
(2014). The questions pursued by management re-
search should draw from relevant theory and be
anchored in issues relevant to the practice of manage-
ment. Management research is here viewed as a sci-
entific discipline that concerns methodological issues
neighbouring on the social sciences, rooted in the com-
plexity of change phenomena. It is not expected that
management research will match the rigour and preci-
sion of research in the basic sciences. In applied sci-
ence, the progress in management research depends
rather on applying the best methods and is a continu-
ous improvement of the methodological tools. In the
theoretical framework, we will present how we have in-
terpreted the important term of impact, starting with
collaborative research.

Collaborative research

Collaboration with industry is critical for academia to
create scientific knowledge and obtain industrial data.
In turn, collaboration with universities is crucial for or-
ganizations in joint, scientific-based research projects
in order to develop solutions for production-sourced
problems (Kaymaz & Eryigit, 2011). When entering this
kind of research project, the expectations of the contri-
bution, not only to an academic audience but also to
the organization where the problem exists, makes parti-
cipatory research a suitable approach. The Knowledge
Foundation in Sweden uses co-production as their way
to adapt knowledge production to a more participatory
way to conduct research. Co-production can be seen to
exist when a research problem is framed in the context
of the application and allows diffusion during know-
ledge production.
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Coghlan and Coughlan (2008) identified three particu-
lar insights into collaborative research from their exper-
ience of designing, conducting, and publishing their
collaborative research. In short, these are: 1) linking the-
ory, practice, and collaboration; 2) capturing differ-
ences while sustaining collaboration; and 3) managing
quality. This points towards more complex manage-
ment when conducting the research, which is further
discussed below. With the complexity arising from com-
bining two differently organized systems, it is clear that
multiple versions of collaboration exist, and these are
dependent on too many factors to point towards one
overall methodology. However, we have found Figure 1
to be a useful guide for us when discussing co-produc-
tion.

The co-production process illustrated in Figure 1 has
been developed from the Knowledge Foundation and
further developed by the research group at Mélardalen
University. First of all, trust and relations have to exist
among the persons and organizations involved. The
motivation to conduct co-creative research is triggered
by the results and values that have been generated from
earlier research or from people seeing the potential for
new collaboration projects.

The conceptual co-creating model is based on three
phases. It starts with formulating a common problem
that both the academic and industrial representatives
are interested in from their respective perspectives. The
funding and resources phase is important in securing
involvement and participation in the research from
both industry and academia. Finally, in the collaborat-
ive work phase, the actual research needs to be conduc-
ted collaboratively, demanding relevant research
methodologies and project management.

One of the goals of collaborative research is the genera-
tion of new knowledge that is of value to the parti-
cipants, and to society at large. However, one challenge
in working towards this goal is that practitioners and re-
searchers develop a discrete understanding separately;
each needs the other in the generation of a shared un-
derstanding. The fact that researchers investigate a top-
ic important to practitioners does not necessarily mean
that the researchers are to apprehend what that topic
means to practitioners, and vice versa. Both parties
work to different timescales, objectives, reward sys-
tems, and perceptions, and they understand each oth-
er’s practice differently (Garousi et al., 2016). Each has
to train and educate others both to think and to apply
that thinking systematically and even creatively to the
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Figure 1. A Co-production process based on the Knowledge Foundation co-production model

design, running, and improvement of operations
(Coughlan et al., 2016). A classical criticism towards col-
laborative research concerns the potential threats to
“objectivity”, and thereby also to the validity of the re-
search results, due to the involvement of the researcher
in practical activities. On the other hand, there are also
counter-arguments that a collaborative relationship
may contribute to better access to important processes,
but also to more valid data compared with traditional
research (Argyris, 1980). The process of co-creating re-
search questions needs to expose the tensions in the
process of learning to collaborate and to accommodate
different perspectives of research partners (Shani et al.,
2007). Scientific knowledge that does not make the re-
quired contribution seriously hinders university—in-
dustry collaboration. If the universities are not creating
knowledge to solve industry problems, industry will
have less regard for the knowledge provided by the uni-
versities (Kaymaz & Eryigit, 2011).

Impact
The concerns in the literature often come back to the
terms of rigorous and relevant research. The research
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process itself should be transparent and carefully con-
sidered in order to create rigorous research. Its useful-
ness indicates the need for relevance and rather
addresses the question of how we conduct relevant re-
search. Some streams in research argue that the relev-
ance should come from the gap of existing knowledge
in research (Mohrman et al., 2001)

The rigour and relevance gaps are said to stem from the
alienation of practitioners from formal academic styles
and lead to substantial stylistic differences (Kelemen &
Bansal, 2002). This issue is related to knowledge trans-
fer and interpretation, with the problem lying in the in-
ability or unwillingness of academic researchers to
translate their insights for practitioners (Chen et al.,
2013). Further, Antonacopoulou (2009) argued that im-
pact does matter in management scholarship, because
it is a means of demonstrating the transformation of
general information into meaningful knowledge en-
abling purposeful action. The impact matters because
it demonstrates what can happen when research brings
attention to neglected issues, it poses different ques-
tions, and it builds confidence to experiment.
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Nor is the impact factor well-defined when conducting
collaborative research, as the objective is more complex
with more stakeholders aligned in the process. Meagh-
er (2009) identified categories of impact, published by
Pettigrew, 2011:

e Instrumental impacts: tangible products or services
* Conceptual impacts: scholarly contribution

e Capacity-building impacts: training and collaborative
activities

e Cultural changes: achieved in the organizations

e Enduring connectivity impacts: knowledge exchange
activities and relationships

According to Antonacopoulou (2009), one of the factors
contributing to the tension between rigour and relev-
ance of management scholarship relates to the ques-
tions we ask and the way we ask them. Learning to ask
the “right” questions is fundamentally more important
than a “right” answer. For management scholarship to
be impactful, rigour and relevance must be connected
so that the questions capture the interests and con-
cerns of different users.

Antonacopoulou (2009) describes impact as having six
elements (I-M-P-A-C-T):

I = Influential
(technical, scientific, and practical)

M = Memorable
(lasting experience, “measurable” outcome)

P = Practical
(integrating knowledge about the practitioner)

A = Actionable
(connections based on authenticity)

C = Co-created
(through learning-driven collaborations)

T = Transformational
(create new questions and possibilities)

Pettigrew (2001) has argued that the elements needed for

the research to accomplish high impact and change are
many, but the most frequently debated features include:
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* a more porous boundary between science and society
e aresultant loss of research autonomy

* a breakdown of assumptions about unitary views of
science

* greater range of participants and research practice

* greater recognition of the character of research prac-
tice and outcomes

¢ recognition of the complex interactions between mul-
tiple stakeholders in the research process and evalu-
ation of the quality and relevance of research
processes, outputs, and outcomes

The literature presented here is further related to the
empirical data in the results and analysis described
later in this article. The research approach is described
in the next section.

Research Approach

The research projects described in this article have
been conducted over five years in a co-production set-
ting between universities and companies in Sweden.
The participating companies are global companies
within the automotive and pharmaceutical industry
segment. The cases were selected based on companies
who developed synergy projects with the universities
in the past. Therefore, they also had an equal voice in
terms of expecting research resulting in impact for
them, too. They were interested in further collabora-
tion with universities, which made it relevant to them
to discuss the impact of the research. The purpose of
this analysis is to capture important factors influencing
the research process enabling enhanced impact.

While conducting co-production research, the authors
identified certain key factors and challenges. Two of
the authors were externally-employed doctoral stu-
dents at the Innofacture Research School at
Milardalen University in Sweden. At the manufactur-
ing company, a department with 10 researchers was es-
tablished for manufacturing research with strategic
and long-term academic partnership. Two of the au-
thors managed the department, and two other uni-
versities had PhD students in the department. The
steps leading to the results in this article are described
in Table 1 and are inspired by Kolb’s learning cycle
(Kolb, 2014).
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Table 1. The steps leading to the identified challenges, key factors, and analysis of impact in this study

Steps Method Participants Timeframe
Data collection Concrete experience by planning and Three senior researchers; 2012-2015
conducting co-creative research through seven active PhD students
case studies, interactive research, and
participatory research approaches
Reflective observation Workshop, documentation, and analysis Three senior researchers; October 2015

seven active PhD students

Abstract conceptualization

Analyzing and concluding experiences,
capturing the findings in a practical
handbook (Sanno et al., 2018)

Review from 30 industrial Jan-March 2018
managers and academic

researchers

Active experimentation
describing specific cases

Analysis of impact and retrospectively

Three former PhD students November 2018

The factors are summarized in Table 2 and Table 3. The
projects had been carried out in close collaboration
with academia and industry, and all were related to
technology management and innovation. The cases
were selected on the basis that they all resulted in new
knowledge for the researchers and the organizations.

Co-Production in Industrial Cases

Key factors related to perspectives from the co-production
process

The different perspectives of the co-production re-
search process, as described in the practical handbook
(Sanno et al., 2018), are briefly described in Table 2.
These process perspectives are further used to describe
the six cases in the next section.

The key factors as counterproductive forces influencing
the projects

Details of the identified counterproductive forces are
presented in Table 3 (Sanno et al., 2018). These counter-
productive forces are later used to further describe six
cases.

Case description and key factors related to impact

The cases individually described below are analyzed
from the literature in the impact section (Antonaco-
poulou, 2009; Meagher, 2009). The cases are then con-
solidated in the section that follows.

* Case A — “Disagreement on deliverables”: This project
studied variation when creating welding procedures;
one university and four companies participated. The
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project management was run by a consultant who was
hired by the university. However, during the early
phases, the expectations of the project were never dis-
cussed. When publications were discussed after two
years, the expectations of the participants differed,
leading to mistrust. The result became useful for the
industrial partners in capacity-building impacts but it
also resulted in two publications written by the com-
pany. The lesson learned was the importance of gain-
ing an understanding of what the respective
participants want to get from the project, in line with
driving forces and rewards, since it influences, for ex-
ample, methodology and prioritization. Unfortu-
nately, relations were broken and research in the
same constellation did not happen again. The indus-
trial company managed to produce actionable results
and raised new questions with other partners.

* Case B - “Manufacturing of new product”: This subpro-
ject was an externally-employed doctoral student pro-
ject that investigated how to manufacture a new type
of highly innovative product. The externally-em-
ployed doctoral student and the participants were em-
ployed at the company involved in the project. In the
main project, other parties were also involved. Early
on, the researchers in the project communicated ef-
fectively and received positive attention from the top
management, competitors, as well as the media. The
methodology was described in the research proposal
and the result became useful for the company with in-
strumental impacts (products and services taken up
by the company) as well as capacity-building impacts
with training (sessions), and sustainable relationships.
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Table 2. The different perspectives in the research process that were identified as key factors to manage

Definition Industrial Perspective Academic Perspective

Problem Stakeholders identifya  Often desired to solve a current problem Find a research gap based on previous

formulation knowledge gap to fill. that is explicit and identified by the knowledge. Whether it works in

organization. practice or not is not the primary goal,
. but knowing why is.

Short-term problems are often easier to gwhy

prioritize.

Methodology  The fundamental To solve problems using organizationally ~ Key features to legitimize and describe
strategy that outlines experience, best practice, or traditional how the researcher has arrived at the
the research aswellas ~ methods. result to critically review the research
methods to collect and process. Research ethics are also
analyze the data. fundamental.

Result The expected and A solution to an existing problem and Contribute to the educational system

realized outcome of
the project.

preferably possible to demonstrate.

Newness of less importance compared to
the effect and ease of implementation.

by providing and adding new
knowledge by publishing, and training
students.

Several publications such as conceptual impacts with
unique material “from inside” an organization also
had high academic value and interest. The project be-
came influential, memorable, practical, actionable, co-

memorable,

jects.

created, and transformational (i.e., it had I-M-P-A-C-T,

as described earlier), with new questions leading to

new research projects.

* Case C — “Development of a new production system”:
This project developed a production system where five
different families of powertrains for the automotive in-
dustry could be assembled in one line. The company
co-employed academic staff. The academic research-
ers formulated the aim of the project as a practical
need. The academics also announced that, in addition
to this, their objective was to collect material for sci-
entific publications and hold presentations, seminars,
or workshops to disseminate knowledge on the use of
simulation technique in the organization. One of the
success factors was that the time plan was based on es-
timates from previous projects, which did not involve
changes of equal magnitude to the production pro-
cesses. The project involved the externally-employed
participants in a number of joint activities during the
course of the project, with high attendance because of
the good formulation of the practical needs, and tan-
gible products and services. The project led to the im-
plementation of the new production system. Access to
data enabled joint learning and conceptual impact
with robust evidence-based data achieved from a re-
search point of view as well, fulfilling the influential,
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practical,
transformational objectives. This conceptual know-
ledge also led to further research questions and pro-

actionable, co-created, and

* Case D — “Simulation in the development of production

systems”: This project aimed at acquiring knowledge
about simulation for the development of production

systems, including challenges and benefits. Research-
ers presented past and ongoing simulation-related pro-
jects to members of the manufacturing organization at
university premises and at different manufacturing
sites as well as workshop series developed on the top-
ics. Company representatives and graduate students
identified areas and evaluated the consequences of
solutions through simulation. A similar approach was
taken initially as in case C. The only difference was that
the organization and academic institution did not
know each other at the start of co-production. Cases
given to academic partners were initially small in scope
and involved decisions that had already been taken.
Therefore, it took time and several joint activities be-
fore the participants of the project became aligned to
expectations of knowledge. Cases to base this know-
ledge on were presented as examples, and practical
solutions were important, but in the end, the expecta-
tions that emerged from the industry side went beyond
solving an immediate issue. After building trust and re-
lations, the project started to deliver rigorous data as
well and co-created learning, leading to capacity-build-
ing impacts and further connectivity impacts.
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Table 3. Counterproductive forces from an academic and industrial perspective

Key Factors

Definition

Industrial Perspective

Academic Perspective

Reflections of time

Not only measurable
but a perception that
can be different and
dependent on the
person.

e Aiming at time reduction in

production or the
development process.

Often a short-term focus.

Time for reflection is often
rare.

¢ Enabler for reflection connected to
building knowledge.

¢ Learning and understanding is a non-
linear process; they need to develop over
time.

¢ The publications system has a long-term
perspective; it might take years to publish.

View on knowledge

Many definitions
(e.g., context-
specific, relational,
tacit, explicit, or as a
process).

Diffuse term, often related to
the degree of education,
assignment, experience, or
years in the company.

Competitive advantage;
included in their systems.

e The core (the criterion) is to add new
knowledge by building new theory,
expanding, qualifying, reporting, or
testing existing theory.

Driving forces and
rewards

Motivation for the
participants; what
you get

acknowledged for.

Mainly connected to a
problem; if related to
financial importance often
more prioritized, indicator
focused.

Influenced by the culture.

» Ability to identify a relevant problem, to
get funding, to conduct the research and
explicitly express your contribution in a
scientific way.

» Striving for publication in highly ranked
journals.

Power dynamics Organizational as o Often multiple career paths s Fewer career paths.
well the perceived . . .
differen (l:)e s in power ® The position and title can be ¢ Hierarchy is clearer.
the initial viewpoint, but . .
between people. R P . e The titles are important because they
behind is rather personality, . . .
revious achievements. ideas signal the level of achievement in
g nd experience ’ ’ contributing to knowledge.
Communication The exchange of o Important to understand the ¢ Terminology is important; using

information by
speaking, writing, or
using other media to
communicate.

local, cultural language (e.g.,
the loudest voice is the only
voice heard or first speaker
advantage).

Influences how to act, dress,
and behave.

definitions.

* Argumentation is important to show the
value of the research; how and why you
have arrived at your findings.

» Ability to write and to publish is
important.

timreview.ca

18



Technology Innovation Management Review

April 2019 (Volume 9, Issue 4)

Increasing the Impact of Industry-Academia Collaboration through Co-Production
Anna Sannd, Anna Ericson Oberg, Erik Flores-Garcia, and Mats Jackson

* Case E — “Technology change with insights”: This case
was initiated as a project to upgrade a technology to im-
prove the environmental impact of a process in a man-
ufacturing plant. The team consisted of the researcher
employed by the organization, a researcher from a uni-
versity observing the other researcher, as well as the
company team and suppliers. The researcher used visu-
alization to communicate the role of the researcher
and, early on, discussion concerning the methodology.
The expectations of the technical support were at first
higher than those of the management research. After
implementing the technology, with several issues along
the way, the organization realized that the need for
knowledge had to be built upon their own competence,
not by the knowledge of external parties. The co-pro-
duction initiated a learning process inside the organiza-
tion by asking research-related questions and by giving
support to find solutions in the literature. The research-
er built up knowledge about how different factors in
the organization influenced the project while the parti-
cipants learned how to manage the change process. It
also led to mutual understanding of problems and how
to develop a collaborative methodology to enhance
learning in the organization. The project was influen-
tial, memorable as “before and after” memory, practic-
al, actionable, co-created, and transformational,
leading to several new questions and possibilities. Its
conceptual impact was the scholarly contribution of in-
novation theory related to time and contexts, cultural
change and enduring connectivity impacts, as well as
capacity-building impacts of learning.

Case F — “Study of re-used material with project coopera-
tion issues” An evaluation was made concerning
whether parts could be re-used, leading to a new tech-
nology to be used in the value chain. Several actors
from different companies and universities joined the
project, with the research leader acting as project man-
ager. The project was sold to the companies as a prac-
tical problem where all the different perspectives were
also taken into account. However, the driving forces of
business interests by partners in the project misdirec-
ted the purpose and the methodology. The expected
result was not achieved. The main finding was that a
common problem formulation was missing and a fail-
ure to make sure, by communication and manage-
ment, that all the actors were aligned through the
process. In order to have done so, it would have been
necessary to realize the driving forces and motivation
for the project and what to expect from the actors. The
project was hardly influential; it became less practical
or academically rigorous and did not lead to further
projects.
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Discussion

Effective management of the phases of problem formu-
lation, methodology, and results is important for suc-
cessful collaboration and thereby impact. From the
different cases, we can conclude that, even if there is
not one methodology or research process, these phases
are still important to clarify and manage when initiat-
ing a collaborative research project. The research
should not be based on the interest of only one of the
stakeholders; communication and mutual interest in a
driving force are important key factors during all
stages, opening up a more porous boundary between
science and society (Pettigrew, 2011).

The summary of the cases presented in Table 4 shows
the identified factors that influence the impact/implic-
ations of co-produced research. If we were to grade the
perspectives by importance, we would see that the driv-
ing forces that motivate engagement in a project as
well as communication are particularly important in
terms of achieving impact, which is in accordance with
previous findings (Garousi et al., 2016; Kaymaz & Ery-
igit, 2011; Sandberg et al., 2011). The cases were evalu-
ated from the perspective of the different factors. Each
case was assigned a grading for each factor according
to the I-M-P-A-C-T elements described by Antonaco-
poulou (2009):

++ Several elements with a positive impact
+  Afew elements with a slightly positive impact
- Afew elements with a slightly negative impact
--  Several elements with a negative impact

Further, the different categories of impact (Meagher,
2009) for each case were evaluated by the academic
and industrial perception of the outcome.

f Positive impact
‘ Negative impact

Just as Coghlan and Coughlan (2008) highlighted the
insights of linking theory, practice, and collaboration,
differences were encountered while sustaining the col-
laboration by managing the counterproductive forces.
Built on trust and relationships, progress is facilitated
and can lead to several impacts, as seen in the differ-
ence between Case C and Case D. If trust and relation-
ships are built, the practical and scholarly results are

19



Technology Innovation Management Review

April 2019 (Volume 9, Issue 4)

Increasing the Impact of Industry-Academia Collaboration through Co-Production
Anna Sannd, Anna Ericson Oberg, Erik Flores-Garcia, and Mats Jackson

Table 4. Categories of impact and influence by the identified key factors for each case

Case
Key Factor/Category of Impact A C D E F
Problem formulation ++ + ++ + + -
Methodology - + T+ ++ + -
Result -- ++ ++ ++ + -
Reflections of time - ¥ + + -
View of knowledge - + - ++ + --
Driving forces and rewards - ++ ++ ++ + -
Power dynamics - T+ + + -
Communication - ++ ++ ++ + --

Instrumental impacts

Conceptual impacts

» »

SR
»
> > 5 »»

Capacity-building impacts f
Cultural change f f
Enduring connectivity impacts ‘ f ‘

likely to be equally balanced. A greater range of parti-
cipants in the knowledge development process will re-
quire adaptation of the methodology (Pettigrew, 2011),
and this will lead to cultural changes in both systems.

One limitation of the cases investigated is whether re-
search funding was secured, because the driving force
of obtaining funding will likely impact the project. We
see the result of decades of emphasis on the co-produc-
tion of knowledge in Sweden, but the study is limited to
doctoral students in this environment and the interna-
tional industrial companies involved. This article does
not look toward theory development, nor method de-
velopment, but rather creates a voice of experiences of
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scholars aiming for practical relevance in the academic
system. We encourage the inclusion of other stakehold-
ers from companies and academia to reflect on the char-
acteristics and challenges addressed.

Today, several terms and definitions of quality and im-
pact exist, but it is still difficult for academics to agree
on these definitions and improve collaboration. There-
fore, it is necessary to have tools, measurements, and
methods to evaluate co-production and the impact it
gives. We would like to emphasize the need for involving
the participant stakeholders in the discussion. We there-
fore propose that greater emphasis should be placed on
the Implications for Practice section (Bartunek & Rynes,
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