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Rethinking the theory-practice divide: how academia-industry collaboration contributes to theorising

Introduction

The nature of the relationship between academia and industry is a well-rehearsed theme in the literature addressing innovation (e.g., Edquist, 1997;[START_REF] Pavitt | Changing patterns of usefulness of university research: Opportunities and dangers[END_REF], entrepreneurship (e.g., [START_REF] Rothaermel | University entrepreneurship: a taxonomy of the literature[END_REF] and management (e.g., [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF]. In relation to the natural sciences, the central issue is how the development of academic knowledge should best serve industry [START_REF] Widmalm | Vetenskapens sociala strukturer. Sju historiska fallstudier om konflikt, samverkan och makt[END_REF], while, within the social sciences, and more specifically management research, the main issue is how academics and practitioners can generate knowledge that is equally valuable to them both (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF].

Referred to as the theory-practice divide, related studies highlight the inherent contradictions and tensions that both hinder and drive academia-industry collaborations (e.g., [START_REF] Fendt | Producing and socializing relevant management knowledge: Re-turn to pragmatism[END_REF][START_REF] Bartunek | Academics and practitioners are alike and unlike: The paradoxes of academic-practitioner relationships[END_REF].

In the vast body of literature, three central challenges are distinguished (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF][START_REF] Mckelvey | Response to van de Ven and Johnson's "Engaged Scholarship": Nice try but…[END_REF]: 1) the knowledge transfer problem, 2) theory and practice as distinct kinds, and 3) the knowledge production problem. The first challenge refers to the process of knowledge transfer [START_REF] Mckelvey | Response to van de Ven and Johnson's "Engaged Scholarship": Nice try but…[END_REF], which is based on the idea that academia is the primary source of all knowledge used in society. Through educational programmes, publications and collaborations, academic knowledge makes its way into society and industry. Any division between theory and practice is here interpreted as a non-efficient transfer of knowledge from academia to industry. The remedy for this consists of facilitating the transfer by bringing the parties closer to each other through science parks, mutual projects or funding opportunities. In the literature, knowledge is considered as useful in its own right, and the theory-practice divide is determined by the nature of the knowledge generated (e.g., [START_REF] Stokes | Pasteur's quadrant: basic science and technological innovation[END_REF][START_REF] Fendt | Producing and socializing relevant management knowledge: Re-turn to pragmatism[END_REF], so the remedy consists of easing up the assimilation of academic knowledge production by making it more managerially relevant.

The second challenge relates to the acknowledgment of inherent differences in context, ambition, means, incentive and interests between academic research and business practice [START_REF] Bartunek | Academics and practitioners are alike and unlike: The paradoxes of academic-practitioner relationships[END_REF], or to their grounding in "…different ontology (truth claim) and epistemology (method) for addressing different questions" (van de Ven & Johnson, 2006, p. 803). This challenge of the 'distinct kinds' has generated several debates (e.g., [START_REF] Fendt | Producing and socializing relevant management knowledge: Re-turn to pragmatism[END_REF] questioning whether rigorous scholarship and practical relevance can be achieved at the same time. In their work on engaged scholarship, i.e., knowledge development through collaboration between academics and practitioners, van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF] assert that the main challenge of the distinct kinds lies in the incompatibility of the knowledge types needed by each party. However, rather than changing the nature of academic knowledge production, their suggested remedy is a co-production of knowledge that can be equally useful for both parties. This means that the knowledge produced should contribute both to academic theory-building (i.e., theories based on academically relevant knowledge) and theories-in-use (i.e., theories and practices based on managerially relevant knowledge) [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF]. The third challenge, referred to as the 'knowledge production problem' (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF], identifies the interaction process between academic scholars and practitioners as problematic and calls for a form of collaboration that optimises their co-production process.

The stance we take in this paper is that none of these challenges adequately addresses the heterogeneous nature of knowledge or the entirety of the co-production process. More specifically, by adopting an interactive perspective on knowledge development, we aim to improve our understanding of how interaction between academia and industry can produce knowledge useful to both parties. We therefore include the contexts of use and production of knowledge in the investigation of how academia and industry may co-produce knowledge for their mutual benefit.

From an interactive perspective, and more specifically the IMP perspective (Industrial Marketing and Purchasing) [START_REF] Håkansson | International Marketing and Purchasing of Industrial Goods[END_REF][START_REF] Håkansson | Business in networks[END_REF], knowledge is viewed as a resource that, through interaction, is used and combined with other resources to produce new context-specific knowledge (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2007). As such, interaction can lead to knowledge development. However, due to the heterogeneous character of resources, the usefulness of any new piece of knowledge within a given context is determined by its ability to combine with the resources already existing within that context. Applied to academia-industry collaborations, this implies that each party needs to be able to combine their co-produced knowledge with established resource structures, i.e., their existing knowledge, competences, tools, practices and various networks of partners in which they have invested time and money.

Hence, in academia-industry collaborations, knowledge development is not purely a matter of co-production, but also of use and production in different contexts over time. In this paper, we analyse how academics and industrial practitioners co-produce, use and produce knowledge as a resource to contribute both to theory-building in an academic context and to theories-in-use in an industrial context. This leads us to formulate the following research question: How does academia-industry collaboration contribute to theory-building and theories-in-use? We investigate this question through an intervention-based, longitudinal case study [START_REF] Abrahamsen | Network picturing: An action research study of strategizing in business networks[END_REF] of an 18-year relationship between one of the authors and practitioners of a French construction firm, which is used as a critical and exemplary case [START_REF] Yin | Case study research and applications: Design and methods[END_REF]. Analysing this research process reveals specific critical incidents through which both project marketing theory development and innovative marketing practices have been produced and used in academic and industrial contexts respectively. This form of action research leads us to structure the paper as follows: first, we present the methods, detailing the abductive process of data collection and analysis. The literature review then outlines the key contributions of methodological approaches to academia-industry collaboration, followed by an interactive interpretation of knowledge development from the IMP perspective. The results from the case study highlight specific critical incidents where each party jointly or separately produces and uses knowledge resources over time. The discussion suggests a model depicting this total knowledge development process and details theoretical insights related to the challenges of the theory-practice divide. The conclusion summarises our contributions to the scope, output and interaction patterns of academia-industry collaboration, highlights their implications for academics and practitioners, and suggests further research avenues.

Method

This research mobilised an intervention-based, longitudinal case study involving collaboration between an academic (Author 1) and practitioners of a French construction contractor.

Characteristics of the researcher and the case study company

The researcher's background (Author 1)

Since the early 1990s, Author 1 has belonged to the IMP school of thought [START_REF] Håkansson | International Marketing and Purchasing of Industrial Goods[END_REF] and is currently involved in B2B marketing research of industrial networks. In the late 1990s, Author 1, together with other academics of the International Network for Project Marketing -INPM-, started to focus on the relatively unexplored field of project marketing [START_REF] Skaates | International project marketing: an introduction to the INPM approach[END_REF]. Based on a vast empirical research programme carried out in collaboration with various industries (nuclear, energy, construction, engineering), Author 1 and her research team highlighted the specificities of project marketing compared to business marketing, and developed a model for project marketing that was presented in various academic publications.

The case study company -Spie batignolles -and its partnering approach

Spie batignolles ranks number four among French construction contractors by size and is characterised by a decentralised organisation that gives a lot of autonomy to its various local units. In the late 1990s, the firm decided to promote partnering under the name of Concertance, which would later become a brand in its own right. This decision initially originated from discussions between its corporate sales VP and the sales manager of their British partner, AMEC. This approach involved a drastic change of practice for the firm: a proactive sales approach rather than the dominant industry practice of calls for tender, and the co-development of project specifications with customers and design partners [START_REF] Crespin-Mazet | Antecedents of project partnering in the construction industry -The impact of relationship history[END_REF]. In an industry often thought to lack innovativeness [START_REF] Dubois | Systematic combining: an abductive approach to case research[END_REF][START_REF] Harty | Implementing innovation in construction: contexts, relative boundedness and actor-network theory[END_REF], partnering was considered highly disruptive by the French market. To develop this partnering method, the VP of sales and the VP of innovation & strategy were inspired by AMEC's practices and various Anglo-Saxon publications (press articles, managerial literature and public reports such as the Latham Report) detailing the principles and benefits of partnering. They then worked with the corporate legal director to adapt and translate these principles to the French law and to their organisation. At this stage, Concertance was essentially a set of documents including various principles and practices to work more openly and cooperatively with clients (e.g., co-development of specifications, open-book, and integration of the customer, engineering firms and architects in the project team) and a model contract. A few months after its launch, most sales teams challenged this approach, arguing that it would be hard to apply in public projects, and seeing only the risks of sharing costs with the customers. The firm then decided to develop an executive training programme to help their sales teams adopt this approach. As a faculty member of a business school, Author 1 was selected to deliver this programme. From then on, Author 1 and the contractor started to cooperate, exploring partnering and customer relationship management in the French construction industry.

An action research design

For our analysis, we treated this longitudinal case study as both an exemplary and critical case [START_REF] Yin | Case study research and applications: Design and methods[END_REF]. It was exemplary insofar as Spie batignolles represented a typical project-based firm and critical since the firm had been a pioneer in exploring new partnering practices in France.

When using longitudinal studies, the choice of the unit of observation is particularly challenging [START_REF] Abrahamsen | Network picturing: An action research study of strategizing in business networks[END_REF]. In our study, we chose to focus on the co-production, use and production of knowledge related to segmentation, targeting and customer relationship management methods.

As the study involved the participation of both the researcher and practitioners in the exploration and development of innovative partnering practices, the study adopted a Participatory Action Research design -PAR - [START_REF] Perry | Action research in marketing[END_REF]. This involved not only the collaborative engagement of researchers to influence the organisational reality of managers, but also the active participation of managers in reflecting on this process and evaluating academic theories in their specific context. We used the five criteria provided by [START_REF] Abrahamsen | Network picturing: An action research study of strategizing in business networks[END_REF] to evaluate the validity of our action research design: 1) outcome validity -a managerial problem was solved as part of the research process; 2) democratic validity -all relevant stakeholders participated fully in the research process; 3) process validity -ongoing learning and development was fostered; 4) catalytic validity -collaborators were invigorated by the learning processes, which also goes beyond the research aims; 5) dialogical validity -peer-related, check-and-balance systems regarding interpretations were made during the process.

First, our design exhibits outcome validity as the collaborative process enabled the firm's practitioners to identify the part of their market that was most open to partnering (its main problem). Secondly, the research process involved the active participation of a large variety of managers (democratic validity), who were mostly internal practitioners having their first experiences of cooperation (sales managers, project managers, project engineers, corporate marketers) and some external managers (customers, architects, design partners, communication agency). Thirdly, the effective use of the co-produced knowledge (analytical grids, market segmentation documents) in each party's context demonstrates the process validity of our research design. Fourthly, several quotations illustrate that practitioners were invigorated by the cooperation processes (catalytic validity). For example, one salesman commented on the list of market segments as follows: "I never thought about it in this way. Now it really speaks to me… Now that I am more conscious of this, it should help improve my actions". This process also went beyond the initial research aims by generating internal communities that fostered internal motivation, sensemaking and the development of a shared identity among the volunteers.

Finally, Author 1 ensured dialogical validity by involving another researcher in the choice of the method and in the analysis of the empirical data. Based on Gioia, Corley and Hamilton (2013, p.19), we consider this scholar a devil's advocate "whose role is to critique interpretations that might look a little too gullible". Finally, practitioners tested and improved the analysis during group discussions.

Data collection

Our data collection accumulated varied and rich sources of evidence [START_REF] Yin | Case study research and applications: Design and methods[END_REF]. It generated primary data through internal group discussions, individual formal interviews both within the firm and with external partners, as well as informal dialogues with the firm's managers. It also included secondary data, including several confidential documents (e.g., strategy documents, internal memos, examples of contracts, customer satisfaction surveys, project proposals, pricing methods, job definitions, press releases). This material was collected, analysed and compiled in various forms, illustrating the different methods of its production, use and transformation over time by the parties: minutes of meetings, grids filled in by practitioners to review customers' behaviours, descriptions of market segments, practical tools developed by the firm, and academic publications.

Data processing and analysis

An abductive approach

The data processing and analysis were predominantly based on an abductive approach, giving "primacy to the empirical world" [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF](Nenonen et al., , p.1132) and using the empirical material to build or refine existing concepts and document theoretical contributions [START_REF] Dubois | Systematic combining: an abductive approach to case research[END_REF]. As noticed by [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF], abduction is prevalent in research involving theorising with managers, as it is considered suitable for theory development and exploration of new subjects. Based on [START_REF] Järvensivu | Case study research with moderate constructionism: Conceptualization and practical illustration[END_REF], we recognise that we mixed inductive, deductive and abductive sub-processes, depending on the various episodes of collaboration with the firm (see case narrative).

To analyse how academia-industry collaboration contributes to theories (i.e. theory-building in academia and theories-in-use in industry), we integrated different complementary constructs.

We first built a conceptual framework on the interaction mechanisms involved in knowledge production and use (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2007). We then enriched this framework with academic contributions detailing the process of knowledge generation. We used the typology introduced by [START_REF] Machlup | Semantic Quirks in Studies of Information[END_REF] distinguishing data, information and knowledge, and we referred to Gioia and Chittipeddi's seminal article (1991) to reflect the various stages of analysis (1 st and 2 nd order) supporting the evolution across these categories. We combined these insights with the types of theory [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF] informing academia and practice: general theories, middle-range theories (two types of academic theory) and theories-in-use (managerially relevant theories). This resulted in the analytical typology [START_REF] Järvensivu | Case study research with moderate constructionism: Conceptualization and practical illustration[END_REF] summarised in Table 1 and displayed at the end of the literature review.

Various critical incidents structuring the knowledge development process

To structure our analysis, we used a critical incident technique [START_REF] Roos | Methods of investigating critical incidents: a comparative review[END_REF] as it is particularly useful in situations involving innovation [START_REF] Nissen | Knowledge sharing in heterogeneous teams through collaboration and cooperation: Exemplified through public-private-innovation partnerships[END_REF]) such as the pioneering practices involved in our case study. A critical incident corresponds to "a significant or critical behavior or factor that contributes to the success or failure of some human event" (Burns, Williams, & "Trey" Maxham III, 2000, p. 179). In our study, we identified three critical incidents (CI1-CI3) that marked a significant event in the generation of knowledge and theories. CI1 corresponds to the participatory action-research phase, where the academics and practitioners collaborated to produce common-pool knowledge resources (from 2000-2003).

CI2 details how the firm worked with internal and external practitioners to convert these knowledge resources into theories-in-use about partnering. CI3 describes how Author 1 used the common-pool knowledge resources to produce academic theory. Even though CI1 started before CI2 and CI3, these critical incidents should not be viewed as linear: corresponding knowledge generation processes involved micro-developments, trial and error, and enrichment of concepts and iterations before being crystallised. Through the use of critical incidents, we intend to avoid conveying a linear vision of knowledge development processes.

To produce this paper, Author 1 brought her longitudinal research experience with Spie batignolles and the corresponding conceptual developments. Her co-author -Author 2brought her previous experience as an IMP researcher and knowledge of academia-industry collaboration, project marketing and of the construction industry. By challenging her analysis, Author 2 helped Author 1 detach from the empirical material, complement her subjective knowledge and "relinquish her personal standpoint" (van de Ven & Johnson, 2006, p. 807).

This process generates a form of objectivity and attains intersubjectivity through interaction (triangulation process). In the next section, we detail our theoretical sources of inspiration and the resulting analytical typology.

Literature review

Building theories through academia-industry collaboration

How can two parties interested in different outcomes find mutually productive ways of collaborating? From a research point of view, [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF] express this as a question of how to theorise with managers rather than about them. The answer provided by the literature highlights the relevance of abduction research (ibid.) as a way of producing results that are potentially novel and usable for both managers and academics. Abduction involves both conceptual development and empirical observation, but still prioritises the empirical world [START_REF] Van Maanen | The interplay between theory and method[END_REF]. Suitable for discovering new things [START_REF] Dubois | Systematic combining: an abductive approach to case research[END_REF], the results of abduction can be generalised. However, as the application of abduction processes often stretches over long periods [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF] and varies considerably in practice, it needs to be accounted for in detail to represent academic rigour.

Concerning rigour, [START_REF] Gioia | Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology[END_REF] promote informed theory building and theory testing (the inductive approach), i.e., theories that intend to describe, explain and prescribe organisational reality. For them, the role of the researcher is to take account of the practitioner's sensemaking and consider him/her as a knowledgeable agent, i.e., capture his/her understanding of reality.

Such accounts form the basis of a 1 st order analysis, which is a process of identifying empirical themes and patterns. Through a 2 nd order analysis, the researcher then becomes the knowledgeable agent, looking for underlying explanations for those themes and patterns. At that stage, the academic acts as a model builder, and contributes to sensegiving by highlighting how concepts, themes and dimensions are interrelated [START_REF] Gioia | Sensemaking and sensegiving in strategic change initiation[END_REF][START_REF] Gioia | Seeking qualitative rigor in inductive research: Notes on the Gioia methodology[END_REF]. As such, through their interaction with practitioners, academics can engage in theory building based on practitioners' accounts of their organisational reality, and by processing these accounts through 1 st and 2 nd order types of analysis. This process can be related to the distinction made by [START_REF] Machlup | Semantic Quirks in Studies of Information[END_REF] between data, information, and knowledge, where data represents the raw or unprocessed bits of information owned by practitioners that take the form of testimonies, interviews, observations, and companies' internal documents. Information comes out of a 1 st order analysis of this data, adhering to the informants' terms. Knowledge is the intelligible information coming out of a 2 nd order analysis of the 1 st order findings that describe and explain the phenomena under scrutiny. This process generates concepts that can be aggregated to inform established knowledge and practices.

Regarding the knowledge generated through academia-industry collaboration, authors distinguish between general theories, middle-range theories and theories-in-use [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF][START_REF] Hunt | General Theories and the fundamental explananda of Marketing[END_REF][START_REF] Merton | Social theory and social structure[END_REF]. General and middle-range theories relate to academic theory building -a process concerned with inference and generalisation, where the researcher over time extracts learnings from one specific case (concepts), applies them to different empirical contexts (middle-range theory) and relates them to theories at the highest conceptual level within a discipline (general theories). Middle-range theories address how general theories work under more specific circumstances.

The practitioners, on the other hand, are concerned with theories-in-use that address immediate issues and prescribe suitable courses of action to solve them. As described by Cornelissen (2002: 136), a theory-in-use is usually "in the first instance local and conditional, descriptive of and relevant to the specifics of the […] situation or problem but may take on a more general dimension when its use is affirmed and reaffirmed through established or proven ways of working and dealing with situations and problems of a similar nature". The various ways and contexts in which knowledge generated from academia-industry collaboration can be used leads us to consider the output of such collaboration as common-pool knowledge resources [START_REF] Hess | Understanding knowledge as a commons[END_REF], i.e., goods that can be used by different parties with different interests. The next section explains how such resources are produced and used.

An interaction approach to knowledge as a resource

The Industrial Marketing and Purchasing (IMP) approach has long studied the content and outcomes of inter-organisational interaction (Håkansson & Snehota, 2017). Interaction was found to be a key mechanism structuring how firms operate according to their dependency and need to use the resources of others. Accessing and using the knowledge of others are central parts of inter-organisational interaction (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2007) as they generate learning and new knowledge development. Such development processes rest on the assumption that knowledge is a heterogeneous resource [START_REF] Penrose | The theory of the growth of the firm[END_REF][START_REF] Rosenberg | Learning by using. Inside the black box[END_REF]: its usefulness in any context depends on how it can be combined with its existing resources -both material and immaterial. As such, the interactive process of producing new knowledge necessarily includes the use of that knowledge over time: "An important feature of these interaction processes concerning how to use others' knowledge is that as soon as new knowledge is brought into use, it is also reacted to -often in ways that the knowledge providers could not imagine" (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2007, p. 5). Thus, the value of the knowledge produced through interaction depends on how the interacting parties actually use it in their respective contexts (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2007;[START_REF] Håkansson | Construction companies and how they acquire knowledge through business interaction[END_REF]. Using knowledge, i.e., combining new pieces of knowledge with existing knowledge, is part of the knowledge production process. Investigating the outcomes of interaction between academia and industry thus requires an exploration of both the knowledge generated through joint production processes (i.e., commonpool knowledge resources) and the knowledge produced in each context [START_REF] Ingemansson | Success as Science but Burden for Business? On the Difficult Relationship between Scientific Advancement and Innovation[END_REF].

Understanding the function and outcomes of academia-industry collaboration thus requires the analysis of both common and distinct activities (academic and managerial) through which different forms of knowledge are used and produced. This involves scrutinising how commonpool knowledge resources are practiced in useful ways in each context. Table 1 summarises our analytical typology.

Table 1 -Our analytical typology

Results

CI1 -Action research -developing common-pool knowledge resources (2000-2003)

After undergoing executive training with Author 1, one regional manager asked her for support in identifying the market factors influencing their customers' choice of partnering. The firm's request met a research gap in the emerging field of project marketing related to segmentation and customer management dynamics. The model developed by Author 1 and her team put an emphasis on actors of the milieu or project network but offered little insight into the way project firms addressed the customer [START_REF] Cova | Project marketing[END_REF]. Author 1 quickly saw the potential value of cooperating with a 'typical, project-based firm'. From her previous research experience, Author 1 expected to encounter difficulties in accessing confidential data on sales and marketing practices in construction, due to informants' lack of availability and practices of information asymmetry. This time, however, the firm was willing to depart from the traditional role of informant and engage in co-production activities. Consequently, Author 1 agreed to slightly alter the direction of her research programme, while keeping a focus on project marketing. This marked the beginning of a new action-research project that unfolded over various episodes.

Episode 1 -Organising for cooperation

The first episode consisted mainly of negotiating the conditions of cooperation to ensure that each party could, through interaction, reach its objectives (sales performance, publications and teaching material in project marketing). Author 1 clarified from the beginning the extent of her engagement in terms of time and methodological constraints (the need for a clear research question, interview recording, planning issues, etc.). Aware of these constraints, Author 1 and the firm's practitioners agreed on the following research question (using an inductive approach): "how to segment and target markets in project business?". This question raised the issue of the two competing logics at play in project business: the project-logic and the customer-logic.

Author 1 and the regional manager also negotiated their respective roles in and contributions to the interaction. Due to her marketing expertise and research background in construction, Author 1 was responsible for defining the method to collect and analyse data, and requested the advice of a senior colleague to increase method validity. Due to the limited numbers of research articles found on segmentation in industrial markets and in project-business, Author 1 inferred the research framework from empirical data. The firm was responsible for mobilising the participants for the collaboration based on agreed principles. To segment the market, participants needed to report the variety of projects and customers in their local market (public vs. private, foreign vs. French, small vs. large groups) as well as their behaviours during both the sales and execution stages. While the regional manager asked for volunteers, the first work meetings screened a group of 12 interested individuals (the sales manager, a marketing assistant, and 10 sales-, price-and project engineers).

Episode 2 -The cooperation with a first local unit

This episode involved the co-production of empirical data, information, and knowledge resources with the practitioners of a local unit.

To identify potential segmentation variables, Author 1 facilitated a first meeting where practitioners shared their partnering stories (sales successes or failures) and openly debated about the reasons for clients' openness or refusal to adopt Concertance. Author 1 carried out a 1 st order analysis of this empirical material, describing the outcome variable of the framework (the customers' behaviours towards partnering) and the two antecedent variables: customers' profiles (industry, origin, business culture, and buying centre), and project characteristics (size, complexity, types of construction, time constraints, and nature of partners). This information enabled Author 1 to design a data collection grid to qualify customer behaviour for the other 20 projects studied locally. Three practitioners tested the grid on their projects, which was slightly modified by Author 1 (e.g., relabelling, merging or adding criteria) to ensure that practitioners could autonomously complete the corresponding grid on their projects (sensemaking).

All group members applied the revised grid to their projects, debated their work and revisited their sales practice during a second group meeting. The academic's presence conveyed a clear learning goal as opposed to a performance evaluation goal, which created a supportive atmosphere where each participant could listen to others without judgment -this was particularly important given the competitive culture of the participants.

Author 1 then analysed the grids with the firm's marketing assistant and her fellow academic, looking for patterns across the variables. This 2 nd order analysis established some links between the antecedent variables (customer and project characteristics) and the outcome variable (adoption of partnering). It also led to a first list of five segments depicted through metaphors and various personae to help practitioners capture and understand this new vision of their market reality (sensegiving process). They then shared their interpretation of the market with the rest of the team. Practitioners negotiated revisions to the proposed segmentation (a new sensegiving round) that led to a final list of seven segments, including two main targets for Concertance. This is how Author 1 and the practitioners first transformed scattered individual market experiences into focused empirical data, then structured the data into sensemaking information in the form of segmentation variables (1 st order analysis) and processed it into sensegiving knowledge in the form of local market segmentation (2 nd order analysis).

Episode 3 -Extension of Author 1's cooperation with other local units and managers

In the third episode, an enlarged set of practitioners from different functions and regions progressively enriched these common-pool knowledge resources with Author 1. This started at the beginning of 2002, when seven colleagues from the same region engaged in a similar segmentation process, analysing ten more projects. This segmentation of local markets gradually disseminated informally throughout the firm during sales conventions, and other regional teams decided to segment their customer portfolio, asking Author 1 for support. This time, the project managers and construction supervisors provided complementary data of customers' behaviours during project execution, which involved more exchanges across the regions. In this process, the information developed with the first unit (the grid with segmentation criteria) was combined with the market experiences of the new practitioners. It led to the production of a revised segmentation grid (new criteria, new naming and/or improved definitions of criteria) and new local market segmentations (new segments). Thanks to her participation in several of these exchanges (under a similar but lighter process than with the first unit), Author 1 gathered a set of various knowledge resources (data, information, knowledge) that informed new theoretical development (academic theory or theory-in-use) based on each party's efforts.

CI2 -Using common-pool knowledge resources to inform the firm's strategy

Episode 4. How local units develop managerially relevant knowledge

The analysis and market understanding generated by the collaboration with Author 1 stimulated local practitioners to design various sales tools from 2000-2002, such as a customer qualification grid (to check suitability for partnering) and various communication tools detailing the partnering process, its benefits, and the roles and responsibilities of each party.

They also tested and improved these tools with various customers, which paid off when this pioneering local unit won its first partnering contracts.

When other local units, project managers and construction supervisors joined in with the reflection on partnering, the firm enriched this set of tools and practices. For example, a sales team in the south designed a spreadsheet explaining pricing methods in partnering, while project managers in the north designed a method for applying cost transparency. Many local units customised these tools to fit their local practices, market structure and customers (living labs). The number of Concertance projects naturally grew as a result.

In this episode, local practitioners used the new knowledge on segmentation to produce tools that acted as managerially relevant knowledge [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF]. The production of these tools required practitioners to combine their knowledge resources with those of their customers.

Episode 5. An effort at developing a theory-in-use about partnering at the global firm level

Local managers began to communicate the benefits of Concertance to their head office, namely better sales performance and customer satisfaction, increased internal acceptance of the firm's strategy. As the firm was then going through an external audit, a well-known international consulting firm confirmed the value of Concertance. The adoption of these practices by an increasing number of internal users, coupled with their approval by key external stakeholders, prompted top managers to frame their theory-in-use about partnering. PowerPoint presentations, and website) and for internal use (e.g., sales processes and arguments, answer to objections). In addition to the resources of the corporate communication agency, marketers also mobilised the resources of customers to testify about the benefits of Concertance. In this episode, Author 1 occasionally interacted with the firm's communication agency to make sense of all the knowledge developed in common (such as the rationale for designing each segment). In spite of this, Author 1 did not always agree with the way the firm and its partner framed the toolbox. She believed, for example, that the level of standardisation of some tools was too high and that some images used in brochures were partly misleading.

Over the following years (2005 onwards), this toolbox operationalised Spie batignolles' unique approach to partnering on the French market (theory-in-use) and was extensively used to train the firm's project teams, communicate with stakeholders, and promote the firm's differentiation. These artefacts continued to evolve over time, reflecting the evolution of the firm's strategy and growth (it was applied to newly acquired business units). Moreover, continued interaction with Author 1 during her PhD project (CI3, episode 7) reinforced the firm's understanding of the global trends supporting partnering, the assessment of the value of customer relationships, as well as the success factors of this approach. This knowledge directly informed its global communication strategy and justified managers' intuition about the power of this approach for internal management: increased motivation due to staff empowerment and better sensemaking of their daily practices, the development of dynamic capabilities (capacity to instil change) and easier recruitment. It inspired the firm to develop new forms of relational contracting adapted to different customer segments such as Presance®, which is today a central pillar of the firm's development strategy.

The use of common-pool knowledge resources by the academic (theory-building) Episode 6. The use of 1 st knowledge resources on segmentation and customer qualification

In parallel with the firm's theory-in-use, Author 1 also exploited the various knowledge resources built with Spie batignolles for her own academic objectives. Author 1 knew that the domain of market segmentation was considered a conceptual hurdle by B2B scholars [START_REF] Appio | B2B relationship management in complex product systems (CoPS)[END_REF] and corresponded to a research gap in project marketing. At the beginning of 2002, the analytical grid produced with the practitioners in the first local unit (CI1, 1 st order analysis) enabled Author 1 to set preliminary hypotheses on market segmentation variables in project business. Author 1 worked with another B2B researcher to combine this information with academic literature on segmentation and on the characteristics of the French construction industry, which led to an article in a French management journal. The production of this 'context-specific' academic knowledge can thus be considered a first step towards middlerange theorisation [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF].

Starting from late 2002, Author 1 tested and enriched this initial conceptual framework with an enlarged base of practitioners -first at the internal local level (episodes 1 and 2), secondly at the corporate level (episode 5), and finally through interaction with the firm's external network of partners (communication-, customer-and design partners -episodes 5, 7 and 8 respectively).

This process enabled Author 1 to raise some theoretical hypotheses on segmentation and customer management principles in project business. Finally, the questions raised by the firm's communication partner (CI2) pushed Author 1 to detail the method and rationale adopted for segmentation and share her interpretation of the knowledge resources developed. This exchange process helped Author 1 fine-tune the definition of the themes used for coding the data and exploit them for academic purposes. It also proved useful for teaching and publication purposes (middle-range theorisation).

Episode 7. The use of Spie batignolles as a key resource for Author 1's PhD project -2004-2008

Her years of cooperation with Spie batignolles led Author 1 to focus on project co-development for her PhD. While most literature on project marketing emphasised project anticipation, the goal was to analyse how to move from a deterministic to a constructivist perspective in this field [START_REF] Cova | Project marketing[END_REF]. The research question was: "Under which conditions are project codevelopment strategies considered a viable strategic alternative to traditional competitive bidding?". The case of project partnering in construction was a good exemplar of such phenomena. The contractor facilitated this process by granting Author 1 access to secondary confidential material on eight different projects and letting her interview 25 managers, customers and architects. The formulation of the research question followed an abductive logic, as it was both deducted from existing theory in project marketing and inducted from the empirical material. During her PhD work, Author 1 gathered and conceptualised empirical data and combined them with existing theoretical insights to design a new conceptual model of project co-development in construction (middle-range theory), which has been published in an international peer-reviewed journal. Throughout this academic work, Author 1 maintained exchanges with the firm's managers at regular intervals in order to validate her initial interpretation of data with internal respondents (cross-validation), share her insights, challenge her conceptualisation of the empirical material, and answer the firm's request for a presentation of literary insights on partnering in other countries.

Episode 8. Exploiting and enriching this knowledge with other academics -2005 to present

From approximately 2007 to 2010, the relationship between Author 1 and Spie batignolles was dormant. At an academic level, author 1 started to cooperate with other French and European academics who specialised in construction or project business (including Author 2) in order to combine the data and information developed with Spie batignolles in different ways. In 2008, Author 1 started to work with another researcher who had completed an empirical survey on purchasing practices in the construction industry. Together, they combined their complementary material, documenting both the contractors' and purchasers' points of view on partnering, which led to two publications in international academic journals on construction partnering.

Author 1 then joined the ENRIC network (European Network for Research on Innovation in Construction) to further explore the issue of relational management in construction. She then compared her empirical data to that of fellow researchers (including Author 2), which helped consolidate her theoretical findings highlighting the impact of previous relationships with project stakeholders on the choice of partnering and partners. Author 1 also used her project marketing framework to contribute to other proximate fields of research, such as complex product systems [START_REF] Hobday | Product complexity, innovation and industrial organisation[END_REF].

Finally, Author 1 contributed to more 'distant' research domains such as social learning theory, where she explored the role of communities of practice in innovation in project-based firms.

This involved revisiting the empirical data gathered with Spie batignolles through the community of practice lens [START_REF] Wenger | Communities of practice: Learning, meaning and identity[END_REF] and comparing it with empirical material brought by fellow researchers. Thanks to their mutually beneficial relationship, the firm agreed to contribute to the new research programme that Author 1 launched with colleagues from the Knowledge Communities Observatory network in 2018.

These new theoretical insights thus stemmed from the combination and recombination of various empirical data, information and knowledge developed by Author 1 and members of her academic networks from different research streams. While the researcher initially intended to focus on the themes of segmentation and management of customer relationship portfolios, the scope of her academic contributions enlarged over time (e.g., partnering in construction) as a result of interactions with other academics. Cooperating with the contractor thus indirectly influenced the researcher's trajectory by contributing to her research agenda, developing her specialisation in construction, and gaining her membership to new academic networks. Once published, this academic knowledge could be exploited for action or reflection by the academic community and its audience. As an example, the research findings on segmentation in project business have been mentioned in general marketing theory publications, such as the textbook Marketing Management [START_REF] Kotler | Marketing Management[END_REF]. Moreover, some managers from Spie batignolles addressed Author 1's students to illustrate these theories. 

Discussion

By applying an IMP perspective to knowledge development (Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2007), we have enlarged the scope of academia-industry collaboration beyond the coproduction of knowledge and highlighted the importance of the subsequent processes of use and production for theorising. The adoption of this 'total knowledge development' perspective of academia-industry collaboration has theoretical implications regarding what is considered relevant knowledge and theory by each party, as well as the contribution of industry-academy interaction in this process.

Theorising: going beyond the shackles of the dyad

Our analysis has highlighted that the knowledge co-produced through academia-industry interaction needs to be combined with other knowledge resources to become either middlerange theories or theories-in-use [START_REF] Cornelissen | The merit and mischief of metaphor: A reply to Gioia, Schultz and Corley[END_REF][START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF]. The centrality of the processes of knowledge embeddedness in each party's context frames our first contribution.

It highlights the fact that the common pool knowledge resources developed through academiaindustry collaboration cannot hold any relevance per se, which instead depends on their use in combination with other resources. This finding also highlights that managerial and academic theorising do not occur in the dyad, but requires the involvement of a variety of other actors in the parties' internal and external networks. This echoes Storbacka and Nenonen's insights (2011, p. 242), calling for "emancipation from the shackles of the dyad" in marketing research, with its associated risk of myopia. We have integrated these findings with a model of a "total knowledge development process" (Figure 2) that describes how academia-industry collaboration can contribute to each party's own knowledge production journey and theorising efforts.

A model of the total knowledge development process

This model distinguishes the knowledge resources developed in the two separate contexts of academia and industry, from the knowledge resources co-produced in the context of their interaction. When using the term academic context, we refer to the research trajectory, research networks and the current existing academic knowledge available to the researchers involved in the collaboration. The term industry context refers to the history, current company environment and business networks of the practitioners involved in the collaboration. The Interaction frame forms the foundation of the industry-academy collaboration as it enables the two parties to delimit their roles and manage their evolving relationship. Its four main principles confirm and complement the recommendations made by van de Ven and Johnson (2006, p. 812) for designing an "academic-practitioner research team". First, a commonly agreed-research agenda to align the two parties in a common interest, while allowing them to serve their particular domains, i.e., deal with real-world problems and frame an original research question that fills a research gap. As pointed out by Crespin-Mazet, Goglio-Primard and Grenier (2017, p. 41), in such cooperation processes: "Sustaining and managing different goals even came across as a prerequisite for the active participation of each member". In our case, the alignment of the two parties' interests seems to mostly rest on two pillars: the development of trust, based on the perceived competence and commitment of each party, and a mid-to long-term orientation. Trust is all the more important as the outcome of their interaction is deemed unpredictable. Secondly, an initial delimitation of roles and commitments of each party based on their resources. Thirdly, a self-organised group with mixed profiles to ensure variety, openness and complementarity among participants and to facilitate the cocreation of knowledge. Such a research team exhibits the characteristics of a 'learning community' (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF], i.e., a commitment to participate, a common interest in learning, self-organising mechanisms, and the production of various artefacts materialising their learning. Fourthly, a set of informal rules regarding team dynamics: respect, freedom to voice personal opinions, commitment to participate to co-production episodes, and agreement to independently use common-pool knowledge resources.

Co-production of common-pool knowledge resources.

In the context of their interaction, each party combines their specific resources to generate new empirical data and transform them into information through analysis. The output is common-pool knowledge resources, which constitute a 'common' [START_REF] Hess | Understanding knowledge as a commons[END_REF] in the sense that these are jointly processed data and information that have taken on a new form and meaning for participants in the collaboration. We refer to common-pool knowledge resources to make a distinction from that of 'common knowledge', which conveys a more homogenous and static view of knowledge than does our perspective of knowledge as a heterogeneous resource. Through this construct, we stress that these co-developed pieces of knowledge are not relevant to any theorising initially, but require embeddedness in each party's context for theorising to take place.

In the academic context, common-pool knowledge resources need to be used in combination with established academic knowledge to produce new knowledge and theory-building. As shown in Figure 2, this embedding process goes two ways [START_REF] Brodie | Enhancing theory development in the domain of relationship marketing: How to avoid the danger of getting stuck in the middle[END_REF]. The first one relates to what [START_REF] Brodie | Theorizing about the service dominant logic: The bridging role of middle range theory[END_REF] refer to as the 'context of discovery', where the general theory feeds the researcher an existing hypotheses and propositions that can then be tested with empirical data and information developed with practitioners to produce new hypotheses, concepts and models related to that industry, i.e., middle-range theory. This process often involves ongoing exchanges with other scholars, revisiting empirical material (sometimes collecting more data) and several more rounds of analysis and conceptualisation before reaching a level of academic rigour to justify publication (middle-range theorisation). The second one relates to the 'context of justification' (ibid), where the output of this middle-range theorisation can support the development of new research to undertake empirical observation [START_REF] Brodie | Enhancing theory development in the domain of relationship marketing: How to avoid the danger of getting stuck in the middle[END_REF]. It can also be combined with the knowledge resources of other researchers developed in other empirical contexts -a process involving the verification and consolidation of middle-range hypotheses. This process increases the generalisability of middle-range research results and their contribution to general theories, which can then be integrated in the established academic knowledge base.

A mirroring process takes place in the industry context. Through interaction, practitioners use common-pool knowledge resources by combining them with the existing resources of their internal and external stakeholders (i.e., colleagues, customers, design and communication partners, consultants). This process may involve several reflexive loops, engaging practitioners to test, revisit, improve and sometimes discard some knowledge resources developed with the academic. The existing industry "recipes" and practices (e.g., [START_REF] Spender | Industry recipes: The nature and sources of managerial judgement[END_REF][START_REF] Berghman | Value innovation, deliberate learning mechanisms and information supply chain partners[END_REF] influence and shape these combination and selection processes as they ground the resource structure of the industry context. Such rich interactions enable to produce innovative practices, tools and artefacts that fit into the practitioners' local contexts of use (local theories-in-use). Once those local knowledge resources prove valuable for both internal and external stakeholders, they may be combined and integrated at the corporate level to become a stabilised theory-in-use, i.e., a generally accepted practice of how the firm does business. In turn, this new theorisation leads to a new set of resources (e.g., marketing, sales, project management and training tools) that can shape existing local theoriesin-use. While industry recipes and existing practices have a large influence on which new theories-in-use can be adopted and how (e.g., [START_REF] Spender | Industry recipes: The nature and sources of managerial judgement[END_REF], this case has also demonstrated that a firm's theory-in-use can inform more general industry recipes by inciting other actors, such as customers and competitors, to engage in new practices (e.g., partnering).

Finally, our model also recognises the link between general (academic) theory and theory-inuse through a double process of legitimation. Based on our case study, we identified that existing academic publications not only informed the firm's desire to engage in collaborative theorising but also legitimised the value of this endeavour towards their stakeholders (i.e., documenting the value of partnering). This highlights the symbolic use by practitioners of theories as "symbols or rhetoric to legitimise certain positions and action" (Brodie, 2017, p. 50), thus reinforcing the validity of two earlier studies showing that managers do not restrict their use of theories to instrumental use (Cornelissen & Lock, 2005;Age, 2014).

As an integral part of existing knowledge resources, existing theories (middle-range and general theories and theories-in-use) can then create a loop to nourish and incite further collaboration.

Insights about the theory-practice divide

Our model suggests that the outputs generated by academia-industry interaction cannot lead to the framing of a single type of theory relevant for both academia and industry (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF]. As theorising activities in the context of academia and industry are carried out separately and require interaction with specific parties and combination with other resources belonging to each context, they necessarily lead to various outputs depending on the specific resources mobilised in the process. We thus reject the idea that academia-industry interaction and its inherent tensions [START_REF] Bartunek | Academics and practitioners are alike and unlike: The paradoxes of academic-practitioner relationships[END_REF] are sufficient to contribute to academic or managerial theory-building.

Echoing the works of [START_REF] Grönroos | Value co-creation in service logic: A critical analysis[END_REF], we suggest that theorising is not co-created in interaction but is produced separately by each party. This leads us to conclude that the suggested remedies found in the literature on the theory-practice, i.e., improving knowledge transfer through knowledge relevant for both parties, or optimising knowledge co-production (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF], are misguided; they are either not targeted at the right problems (knowledge transfer instead of knowledge embeddedness) or their solutions rely on a restricted vision of the total knowledge production process (co-production only).

Beyond co-production: envisioning industry-academia collaboration as a relationship

If theorising does not occur with managers, we may then question the interest for parties to engage in academia-industry collaboration and cross the knowledge boundaries raised by their different logics. To fully capture the value and benefits of this collaboration for both parties, our case has shown the importance of adopting a long-term perspective on such relationships, revealing the history of knowledge development over the course of several episodes. The collaboration in our case study is a true relationship stretching over more than 18 years (and still ongoing) and is marked by several episodes and critical incidents that highlight an evolution in the use of research methods (abduction, deduction, induction), in the type of actors involved and in their respective roles. Despite some dormant episodes, the supportive atmosphere and positive learning outcomes obtained by each party through this relationship kept them cooperating and adapting; they enabled the marketing academic to ground and update her research in the fast-changing and complex interactive market space of project firms -an issue considered critical for contemporary marketing theory [START_REF] Reibstein | Guest editorial: is marketing academia losing its way?[END_REF][START_REF] Brodie | Enhancing theory development in the domain of relationship marketing: How to avoid the danger of getting stuck in the middle[END_REF]. It enabled the practitioners to develop a unique, sustainable marketing approach that shaped the contractor's identity and position in the French market. This relationship perspective leads us to consider that the history of common knowledge development matters and forms a platform for future cooperation.

Insights about academia-industry collaboration as a relationship

Envisioning academia-industry collaboration as an ongoing relationship instead of a single (sometimes long lasting) episode enables us to better capture the changing nature of academics' and practitioners' roles. Depending on the relationship episodes in our case study, the firm mainly played the role of a "data collection site" (van de Ven & Johnson, 2006, p. 809) facilitating the academic's theory building (PhD work in our case) while the roles were reversed during other episodes, where the academic facilitated the firm's theory building (e.g., answering newcomers' questions or providing literature reviews). Our research thus supports the view that academics are not the only knowledgeable agents and that practitioners are also actively involved in 1 st and 2 nd order analyses to guarantee sensemaking for their practice and sensegiving for their stakeholders respectively. This perspective also means that both the practitioner and academic may facilitate value creation for the other party [START_REF] Grönroos | Value co-creation in service logic: A critical analysis[END_REF].

Seeing the collaboration as a relationship allows an understanding of the interaction as a learning process through which the two parties learn about each other and adapt their behaviour accordingly [START_REF] Håkansson | Networks as a mechanism to develop resources[END_REF][START_REF] Håkansson | Business in networks[END_REF]. Moreover, our work has highlighted that the length of the relationship has naturally positioned the academic as a stable place of memory among the heterogeneous networks of actors that contribute to the development of common-pool knowledge resources. While the involvement of practitioners varied greatly over time and space (different regions, headquarters, business networks and other scholars), the academic was either involved in or informed about all the major stages of the total knowledge development process. This meant the academic could give sense of this knowledge to new stakeholders lacking explanations on the history and rationale for these developments. Considering knowledge as a process (i.e., transformed over time), not as an output, reinforces the value of this unique role.

Another insight concerns the capacity of the parties to engage in collaborative theorising.

Considering the importance of engaging 'reflective practitioners' in the collaboration, [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF] question whether managers can be educated to enhance their theorising skills. Our longitudinal case study answers this question in two ways. First, theories-in-use seem to depend less on the individual capacities of practitioners than on the collective capacities of their internal and external networks. Similarly, this reflexivity corresponds less to a given state (ability) than to a process whereby the initial reflection developed by a small group of individuals is progressively questioned by the firm's business network, thus pushing practitioners to engage in further reflection. Hence, while acknowledging the reflexive capacities of the practitioners in the collaboration with the researcher (depending on their background, motivation and functions in the firm), the firm's high reflexivity on partnering in our case seems to stem mostly from its ability to mobilise its internal and external networks and engage an increasing number of practitioners in the cooperation.

Conclusion

In this paper, we have taken an interactive perspective on academia-industry collaboration with the purpose of putting the theory-practice divide (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF][START_REF] Mckelvey | Response to van de Ven and Johnson's "Engaged Scholarship": Nice try but…[END_REF] under a new analytical lens. Casting knowledge as a heterogeneous resource used and transformed through social interaction [START_REF] Penrose | The theory of the growth of the firm[END_REF][START_REF] Rosenberg | Learning by using. Inside the black box[END_REF]Håkansson & Waluszewski, 2007), this perspective offers new insights on the scope, outputs and patterns of academia-industry interaction.

Concerning the scope, we have shown that the context of the academia-industry interaction itself was too restricted to fully grasp the theory-building process. By integrating the use and knowledge production processes within academia and industry respectively, we propose a 'total knowledge development process'. Rather than an end in itself, we suggest the academiaindustry collaboration is a useful but insufficient platform for academic and managerial theorising. We therefore acknowledge that the benefit of this cooperation does not lie in its power to generate academically or managerially-relevant theories, but rather in its power to generate rich insights on novel phenomena and specific contexts of occurrence [START_REF] Dubois | Systematic combining: an abductive approach to case research[END_REF][START_REF] Halinen | Using case methods in the study of contemporary business networks[END_REF]. This finding sheds a new light on the theorypractice divide by reinforcing the value of knowledge co-production between academia and industry (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF][START_REF] Mckelvey | Response to van de Ven and Johnson's "Engaged Scholarship": Nice try but…[END_REF][START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF] while recognizing that the output of this interaction process cannot alone lead to theory-building. This partially contrasts with what some authors suggest. For example, while Nenonen et al. (2010) recognize that such cooperation cannot produce generalizable results (i.e. general theories), they consider that "…middle-range theories could be desirable outputs from collective theorizing processes as these theories have the capacity to satisfy the information needs of both parties: accessible and actionable enough for managers as well as broad and rigorous enough for the academic audience" (p. 1139). Based on our research, we consider that both middlerange theories and theories-in-use are produced outside of the scope of academia-industry interaction from which they are derived.

Concerning the outputs of academia-industry collaboration, we propose several insights. First, there can be no such thing as a single type of theory relevant for both academia and industry.

Secondly, we believe that the difference in ontology or epistemology in this theory-building process is not the main issue, contrary to what van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF] claim. Rather than resting on the assumption of the distinct kinds in the way truth claims are made or sought, we claim that theorising is a result of combining new knowledge resources with an established resource structure in specific academic and industrial contexts. These contexts consist of specific research and business partners, as well as specific research trajectories and investment patterns. In this perspective, theory-building is the output of social interaction and negotiations [START_REF] Longino | The fate of knowledge[END_REF] between the members of a community involved in the collaboration [START_REF] Järvensivu | Case study research with moderate constructionism: Conceptualization and practical illustration[END_REF]. Thirdly, as theorising depends on resource combining, we consider the theoretical outputs of academia-industry collaboration as emergent rather than deliberate (Mintzberg & Waters, 1985) and therefore difficult to predict. Unpredictability however, does not mean that these processes happen automatically or randomly. Rather, they require the parties' active efforts to find new resource combinations that can optimise the value or relevance of knowledge outputs for each party (e.g., publications and teaching materials, improved revenues, margins and images). This vision corresponds to what Järvensivu and Törnroos (2010, p. 101) refer to as moderate constructionism which "…rejects the positivist argument of a universal truth but accepts the possibility of specific local, personal, and community forms of knowledge". In this perspective, knowledge emerges out of empirical data and the social processes of interaction between members of community (i.e. actors involved in generating and validating new knowledge). This means that theorising depends on what community members consider as relevant knowledge resources, i.e. ones that they can use, combine with other resources and act on in their own context. This perspective also recognizes that the same co-constructed knowledge base (e.g. common pool knowledge resources) can lead to multiple academic and managerial theories (middle-range theories and local theories-inuse) depending on the community members involved in each context. To produce general academic theory, researchers will be involved in applying their middle-range theories in other contexts of use and confronting their results with their academic community (generalizability).

Similarly, producing stabilized theory-in-use requires industry practitioners to confront their local theories-in-use with other practitioners from different contexts (e.g. same company or industry). The critical combination of these different viewpoints can be assimilated to the concept of crystallization advanced by [START_REF] Richardson | Writing: a method of inquiry[END_REF].

Concerning the interaction patterns of academia-industry collaboration, our research firstly suggests that the idea of theorising with managers [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF] is misleading, as the actual theorising processes take place outside the context of academia-industry interaction. In our view, academia-industry interaction can rather be considered as a social encounter that forms a fertile middleground in which common-pool knowledge resources can be jointly produced. Secondly, little research posits that this academia-industry interaction may evolve and generate a true relationship over time. While the extant literature mostly envisions this collaboration as a single episode (yet stretching over several months) and discusses the best method to manage it [START_REF] Eisenhardt | Building theories from case study research[END_REF][START_REF] Järvensivu | Case study research with moderate constructionism: Conceptualization and practical illustration[END_REF][START_REF] Abrahamsen | Network picturing: An action research study of strategizing in business networks[END_REF], our work emphasises a learning community orientation (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF] resting on identity building, flexibility and evolution in the modes of interaction and research over time. This community vision emphasizes that the co-development of knowledge between academia and industry requires the commitment of the involved parties in openly sharing, questioning and negotiating the meaning of their experiences. It is thanks to this engagement and repeated interaction that the parties develop trust and respect for each other, learn and develop their expertise. This learning in turn stimulates their desire to further engage in developing their relationship so as to constantly update and enrich their common knowledge base. As noted by [START_REF] Wenger | Communities of practice: Learning, meaning and identity[END_REF], this sustained and rich interaction also develops a shared identity among community members, based on the unique sense of building both novel and useful knowledge together. Hence envisioning academia-industry collaboration as a relationship developing within a community rather than as a data collection episode (van de [START_REF] Van De Ven | Knowledge for theory and practice[END_REF], enables to better capture the specific dynamics of their interaction, and to better understand the underlying motives stimulating their repeated investments and desire to learn about each other.

Our research has several implications for industry practitioners and academics. First, the importance for both parties of managing their collaboration through a commonly negotiated interaction frame, setting a clear research agenda and defining the methods, roles and rules of their collaboration. This interaction frame should, however, not be viewed as a fixed constraint but as a base enabling the parties to safely engage in the collaboration and (eventually) trust each other, despite the inherent unpredictability of research outcomes. This frame can evolve as the relationship between the parties develops. Secondly, the two parties need to recognise that the investments made in this relationship are useful but insufficient to develop relevant knowledge and/or theories. More efforts need to be made to fully exploit the outputs of this collaboration. Embedding the outputs in each party's context can be difficult and requires making resource combinations and interactions with other actors from each party's context.

While academics are often aware of the time and process required for academic theorising, managers often are not. This is where identifying various episodes in the relationship and marking corresponding achievements may be useful. This can enable the parties to rapidly materialise the first outputs of their collaboration [START_REF] Nenonen | Theorizing with managers: how to achieve both academic rigor and practical relevance?[END_REF] to start exploiting them (e.g., developing tools or preliminary hypotheses) and encourage them to further develop the relationship as a learning community.

As our research relies on a single case, we call for more case studies looking into the dynamics of knowledge creation at the interface of academia and industry that could test and enrich our results and model. One promising and unexplored area of research seems to be an in-depth analysis of the collaboration in longitudinal case studies (method, interaction patterns, and outputs) and their impact on the relationship's development. It could be insightful to compare longitudinal case studies based on a single episode of collaboration versus those based on a long-term relationship with several episodes. Such a design could then explore the impact of relationship history on the choice of research design, the dynamics of the interaction, and the quality of the research output. Secondly, this research being based on moderate constructionism, we also recognize that the common pool knowledge resources developed through interaction could be bounded by the composition and structure of the community concerned. In our case, it involved a single researcher interacting with multiple practitioners from the same firm over 18 years. It would therefore be interesting to investigate the effect of other types of community settings on both the dynamics and the outputs of academia-industry interaction. For example, would the findings be different if there had been more researchers involved (2 or 3)? Would an even larger research team illuminate some contrasted results about academia-industry theorizing?
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