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Executive Summary 

Growth is the motor of companies situated in a world of ever-increasing compet-

itiveness, and innovations are the oil that makes this motor run faster than the 

competitors’ engines. In the so-called ‘Data-Era’, the ingredients for the neces-

sary innovations can be found seemingly everywhere out there in the intercon-

nected world of the 21st century and, yet, it seems impossibly difficult for com-

panies to come up with just the right innovations to secure their own competitive 

advantage. On top of that, the former game-changer ‘Big Data’ nowadays re-

sembles a useless tool, especially in the wake of the new ‘Smart Data’ mantra 

that many companies follow devotedly.  

For this reason it is no wonder that many struggle with the challenges that come 

along with the recent data flood: How can a firm that was built on a now outdat-

ed philosophy quickly access and utilize already existing knowledge – in the 

best case from foreign industries – in order to efficiently generate, analyse and 

exploit data from multiple sources and consequently leverage it for their strate-

gy modification? Against this background, it is the aim of the present paper to 

introduce a suitable cross-industry method, which can be used within a work-

shop setting, in which experts from miscellaneous industries meet and collec-

tively engage in knowledge exchange as well as in the search for innovative 

solutions across sectors with regard to the main issue of ‘Smart-Data’.  

In an attempt to bring an innovative approach into the workshop methodology, 

the recent trend of gamification, the adaptation of game inspired elements in 

non-game business settings, is applied in order to create the perfect environ-

ment for spillover effects and innovation creation. Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi’s 

‘Flow Theory’ represents the theoretical rationale behind this approach and the 

effectiveness of its application is largely confirmed in the practice example, 

which has been conducted as part of the present paper’s compilation.  
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Introduction  

Today’s business environments all face the evolving challenges of discovering 

unique innovations that help companies to drive growth, development as well as 

their profitability. One trend, which is of particular interest in this context and 

thus, in our paper, is so-called ‘Data-Era’, also often referred to as one of the 

leading mega-trends for the time being (Bughin, Chui, & Manyika, 2010). In the 

course of the digital progress of our society, various channels and platforms 

(e.g. social media, mobile applications, the Internet of Things and smart 

homes), have emerged, which enabled companies to collect unprecedented 

amounts of customer-related data. This phenomenon, widely known as ‘Big Da-

ta’, was perceived as a possible game-changer in terms of its potential to 

amend as well as adapt a firm’s business model and its strategy to highly differ-

entiated customer needs (Batty, 2013). However, not only the mining of data 

was inevitable for organizations to increase customer insight, but also the actual 

interpretation of the information obtained. This is the point where the crux of the 

matter appears. Although many companies have gathered a tremendous 

amount of data from a wide array of sources, they often fail to structure and an-

alyse it in a way, which enables a quick and efficient integration into their busi-

ness models and strategies. In this case, however, one of the main obstacles is 

not only the mass of information companies’ possess, but rather the costs as-

sociated with its review and evaluation.  

Along with ‘Big Data’, the concept of ‘Smart Data’ evolved, which in fact tackles 

the problem of high volumes of information. The notion is that the focus of data 

collection shifts away from data masses to data quality. Hence, advanced ana-

lytics methods, e.g. special algorithms, are created, which are not only saving 

the information gathered, but rather simultaneously filter and analyse the rele-

vant data and put in into the pertinent context. As a result, organizations can 

make use of ‘Smart Data’ as a strategic asset that inevitably drives growth, if 

the approach of how data is collected, organized and interpreted is used wisely.  

Accordingly, our paper focuses on the issue of ‘Smart-Data’ and thereby, tack-

les the question of how firms can access and utilize knowledge from foreign 
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industries in order to efficiently generate, analyse and exploit data from multiple 

sources available to them, and leverage it for their strategy modification. In this 

context, it is our aim to introduce a suitable cross-industry method, which can 

be used within a workshop setting, in which experts from miscellaneous indus-

tries meet and collectively engage in knowledge exchange as well as in the 

search for innovative solutions across sectors in regard to the main issue of 

‘Smart-Data’.  

Therefore, the first part of the paper presents a theoretical groundwork for the 

actual method used within our workshop setting. Different aspects of pertinent 

theories are examined and a supportive theoretical rationale is derived in order 

to explain and justify the method in use. In addition, a brief insight into the 

method practiced is given, while putting in into perspective in terms of its rele-

vance and value for our specific case. The next section of the paper delivers a 

detailed description of the method, which is endorsed by an example from prac-

tice our group performed during a lecture. This practical aspect eminently 

helped to assess the method and make inferences about its feasibility within a 

business context. Thus, the last piece of the paper evaluates the method uti-

lized and depicts the possible limitations associated with it.  

Theory Foundation of the Method 

The concept of ‘gamification’ 

In search for a suitable cross-industry method, which enables and facilitates 

access to foreign industry knowledge, we have discovered the concept of ‘gami-

fication’ as a potential accelerator. ‘Gamification’ is not a truly new concept with-

in the business innovation framework and has been applied by a variety of 

companies across different industries (Deterding, Sicart, Nacke, O'Hara, & 

Dixon, 2011). Various types of games such as board or computer games are an 

essential part of our social environment. Games create a joyful and engaging 

atmosphere for the players and ‘gamification’ uses these exact properties to 

build the foundation of the idea behind it. Accordingly, ‘gamification’ adapts 

game inspired elements in non-game business settings and thereby aims to 

create game-like sensations of fun (Kaefer & Post, 2013). While the concept 
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was originally used as a teaching or learning technique, the focus has been ex-

panded and nowadays lies more on the spillover effects ‘gamification’ can cre-

ate for innovation development. As a result, scholars are increasingly interested 

in researching how businesses can use game mechanics and leverage these to 

potential innovation drivers.  

There are numerous examples where ‘gamification’ has yielded significant con-

tributions to the innovation processes. The University of Washington in Seattle, 

for example, was facing a problem regarding the structure related to the AIDS 

virus, which it was not able to solve for almost fifteen years. In order to tackle 

this issue, an online puzzle game was constructed and civilians invited to partic-

ipate. A competitive environment was created for 240,000 voluntary participat-

ing players and their individual status of progress was made available via 

shared leaderboards. This approach considerably spurred the resolution of the 

problem, delivering a solution after just three weeks’ time. The Volkswagen 

Group also made use of game-based techniques to foster innovative product 

development. The company playfully involved its Chinese consumers into the 

creation process of a new version of the so-called ‘people’s car’. Individuals 

were invited to participate in designing a new vehicle according to their personal 

preferences. Their ideas were posted online and put up for vote to the general 

public. The ranking of the competing designs was published on leaderboards. 

As a result, this co-creation approach encouraged more than 50,000 partici-

pants to present their ideas online and helped the Volkswagen Group to intro-

duce innovative products matching customer needs and demands in the Chi-

nese market.  

At this point, it is important to emphasize that the key success driver of ‘gamifi-

cation’ in terms of its potential to overcome business challenges and manage 

innovation processes, lies in the combination of several game-inspired features. 

The method incorporates elements of a competitive environment and a reward-

ing system, which induces players’ motivation, and most importantly, the setting 

of these contests is very similar to ‘playing a game’, and therefore engaging and 

fun to partake (Roth, Schneckenberg, & Tsai, 2015).  
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So far the concept of ‘gamification’ has been primarily used either on ‘intra-

organizational’ or ‘customer-involving’ level. The ‘intra-organizational’ level on 

the one hand, adapts ‘game-mechanics’ into a company’s work environment, 

aiming to engage its employees not only in their daily activities, but also to en-

courage creativity and finding of innovative solutions. Accenture for instance 

has implemented a social platform, which their employees can use as a tool to 

share their knowledge. In a game-like setting, users are collecting points, when 

sharing their personal knowledge within the firm. The most active users are re-

warded with material benefits and their input is included in their annual evalua-

tion, too. The ‘customer-involving’ level on the other hand utilizes customers as 

an innovation source by using game-like elements within fun and playful idea 

competitions. In projects like the VW’s ‘People’s Car’, participants are sharing 

their knowledge and their creative visions with the company, thereby actively 

contributing to new product or service innovations.  

In our case, we want to go one step further and apply the concept of ‘gamifica-

tion’ on cross-industry innovations, which certainly is a challenge, as the tool to 

the best of our knowledge, was never exercised in similar settings before. 

Hence, we attempt to develop a method, which companies can use in order to 

access and employ knowledge from other industries. Scholars state that when 

‘gaming’ elements are applied in business settings targeting innovation devel-

opment within companies, these are able to initiate an atmosphere of recrea-

tion. That is the point where the psychological component of ‘gamification’ 

comes in. The implementation of ‘gamification’ can create a pleasant environ-

ment for parties involved and thereby is able to focus and motivate employees. 

Hence, one individual’s behaviour can be actively influenced and in some ways 

shaped through the adaptation of ‘gamification’, which combines the principles 

of game characteristics and psychological techniques arising from it. In order to 

support this theory, we resort to the so-called ‘Flow Theory’ introduced by the 

Hungarian psychologist Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi, which is described in the fol-

lowing abstract. In addition, we incorporate some elements of the ‘Fishbowl 

method’ into our ‘gamification’ framework, which is briefly described after.  
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Flow Theory 

The impact ‘gamification’ potentially has on a company’s innovation develop-

ment and the roles individuals play in this framework, can be derived using the 

psychologically originated ‘Flow Theory’ of M. Csikszentmihalyi. In this work 

“Beyond Boredom and Anxiety”, he studies the state of ‘enjoyment’ and the mo-

tivational implications that can be derived from it. In connection to that, he at-

tempts to create a link between the ‘enjoyment’ of an activity and its potential 

application on the working environment, which is often perceived as boring, 

frustrating and unpleasant (Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 3). He states that there 

are three key factors, which motivate people: money and power, which inevita-

bly lead to prestige, and pleasure. The focus of our paper lies on the latter one 

of the factors and attempts to spur innovative thinking by incorporating ‘pleas-

ure’ into the workshop. In support, Csikszentmihalyi emphasizes the importance 

of ‘pleasure’ as many individuals are voluntarily willing to sacrifice their time in 

order to get some satisfaction from the “elusive experience of performing enjoy-

able acts” without even being materially rewarded for it, but instead intrinsically 

motivated (Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 1). In the given framework of our original-

ly initiated workshop, one of our major purposes was to address the participants 

intrinsic and autotelic motivations. Autotelic describes an inner motivating force, 

which arises from the process itself and induces enjoyment, without any exter-

nal rewards granted for it (Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).  

Playing games in its original sense is one the most common leisure activities, 

which people take pleasure in and sacrifice their ‘costly’ time for. Csikszent-

mihalyi infers that we can gain insights from engagements people actually enjoy 

and draw conclusions in regard to their motivations behind it. Furthermore, vari-

ous ethnologists support the fact that “playful activities enable species to devel-

op flexible behaviour” and therefore, the adaptation of game-mechanics pre-

sents a convenient approach, which we make use of in our game-inspired 

workshop setting (Beach, 1945; Bekoff, 1972; Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 9). 

Thereby, participants are not only motivated via playful elements, but in particu-

lar are also encouraged and rewarded according to their ‘flexible thinking’. In 

our context, ‘flexible thinking’ relates to the players’ ability to unlock their tacit 
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knowledge and apply this exact knowledge on the searching process of cross-

industry innovations (Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).  

In conclusion to his study, Csikszentmihalyi introduces the innovative model of 

‘flow’, which describes the origin of intrinsic motivation and the personal 

rewards an individuum may generate from it. The term of ‘flow’ depicts the 

mental state derived from the ‘autotelic experience’, in which an individual is 

solely concentrated and devoted to the performing activity or task. During this 

process, one’s focus only relies on intrinsic motivation and the pure ‘enjoyment’ 

of it. By using the concept of ‘gamification’ in our workshop, we want to create 

this exact momentum of ‘flow’, in which participants are internally motivated and 

actively engage their personal knowledge in the process of enhancing cross-

industry innovations.  

An important characteristic the state of ‘flow’ demonstrates, is the “centering of 

attention on a limited stimulus field” (Csikszentmihalyi, 2000, p. 40). This feature 

ensures that an individuum is fully concentrated on the task given without any 

distractive outside influences interfering. In order to create the stimuli needed to 

approach the task, our ‘gamification’ method includes a certain set of rules, 

which serves as guidance for players involved and constantly provides them 

with explicit feedback regarding their moves. However, rules alone are not 

sufficient to engage participants into ‘gaming’. The creation of an appealing 

structure of the ‘gamification’ method will greaten the players’ motivation to 

actively involve in the process. One way to do so is to implement a competitive 

component into the method. This is a simple way to unlock a player’s undivided 

attention to the task given and motivate them to find a solution to the problem. 

Besides that, material incentives could also be a driver of a player’s motivation 

and engagement in process. In our initial workshop setting, we did not introduce 

the gambling element as we did not see any necessity to reward the 

participants at this early stage of the innovation development process. 

However, we did reward the winning team, when we ran the pilot round of the 

method in our university course. In this case, the purpose of a prize was to 

stimulate active participation and increase the focus of the players in the 

process.  
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In conclustion it can be said that the ‘Flow Theory’ with its psychological and 

motivational insights has given us an important foundation for the development 

and the specification of our ‘gamification’ method. Hence, we incorporated 

several findings, which resulted from Csikszentmihalyi’s study, in order to 

initiate the participants’ intrinsic motivation and create an innovation driven 

‘gaming’ atmosphere in the workshop.  

The Fishbowl-Process 

As our ‘gamification’ method is predominantly based on group discussions 

among competing teams, we extract elements from the so-called ‘Fishbowl Pro-

cess’ and implement some of them, which are of particular importance, into our 

workshop scenario. The ‘Fishbowl Process’ is a technique, which is applied to 

manage and facilitate large group discussions (Hensley, 2002; Kane, 1995). 

While having a great number of people within a particular setting, a constructive 

discussion might be very challenging to achieve as there are simply too many 

individuals interacting simultaneously. Hence, the ‘Fishbowl’ technique offers a 

remedy to this problem and selects a certain amount of participants, usually 

three to six, to actively participate in the discussion. These are engaging in the 

role of the ‘fish’. The rest of the group constitutes the bowl and thereby passive-

ly participates in the dialogue by simply observing, without interrupting. Fur-

thermore, the discussion includes a moderator, who takes an important part in 

the process. The moderator is able to contribute topic-specific input and by do-

ing so, stimulate the general commutation and make sure the dialogue brings 

some kind of a resolution at the end.  

For our workshop setting, we especially make use of the inner circle of the 

‘Fishbowl-process’ and offer our participants a stage for speaking, exchange of 

ideas and their own contribution to developing cross-industry innovations. 

Thereby two teams of knowledgeable people, in this case experts from different 

industries, engage in an active debate regarding the multipresent topic of 

‘Smart Data’. In the progress of the ‘gamified’ workshop, the competing teams 

should grasp the idea of cross-industry engagements and generate an under-

standing regarding the value similar engagements could have for many compa-

nies. The moderator thereby ensures that experts tackle the question of how 
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industry specific knowledge can be interchanged among businesses and used 

to drive innovation. The role of the moderator is key in our method, as he/she 

possesses the proficiency to direct the discussion to innovative cross-industry 

solutions.  

Method Description 

As previous chapters already indicated, we have developed a method, which 

aims to anticipate access to foreign industry knowledge and therewith foster 

cross-industry engaged innovations. Our methodological construct is predomi-

nantly derived from the concept of ‘gamification’, which has proven successful 

in promoting a dynamic and collaborative innovation environment within com-

panies. Furthermore, the ‘Flow Model’ and the ‘Fishbowl Process’ were used as 

a theoretical rationale in order to support the usefulness of the game-inspired 

cross-industry method. The following section will explicitly describe the method 

proposed and show how ‘gamification’ is supposed to be implemented within 

the frameworks of a workshop. 

The workshop setting aims to bring together managers and executives from 

various business areas. All participants have their specific area of expertise and 

thus, possess distinct industry related knowledge. Therefore, the central pur-

pose of the workshop is to stimulate the awareness of how firms from diverse 

industries can benefit from foreign-sector knowledge and utilize this obtained 

knowledge to spur innovations. In order to create an engaging and motivating 

atmosphere for the parties involved, game-mechanics are applied, creating an 

enjoyable game-alike setting. Specific game-design elements are also intro-

duced, based on the ones proposed by Zichermann and Cunningham 

(Zichermann & Cunningham, 2011, p. 80).  

Furthermore, the setting of our ‘gamification’ approach is mainly derived from 

the ‘Fishbowl Process’. After all participants are divided into teams, they are 

supposed to start a discussion regarding a specific topic. Before the actual start 

of the dialogue, the moderator gives both teams a topic-related input, which in 

this case acts as a debate enhancer. As our main topics refer to the issues of 

‘Smart Data’ and ‘cross-industry innovation’, participants are given provoking 
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statements regarding those two issues, thereby trying to encourage their dis-

cussion. 

In addition, a clear set of rules is introduced in order to value the players’ 

statements and reward them with points. Moreover, participants are constantly 

put under pressure, as their time allotted for speaking is restricted. A third party 

is also involved, which is evaluating the quality of the statements given by the 

participants. The stronger the link and relevance of a point made, regarding its 

consideration of ‘Smart Data’ and cross-industry innovation, the higher the 

score a team achieves after each round of the game. The integration of the 

competing element into the workshop should, as our theoretical background 

predicates, increase active involvement and the desire to find a solution to the 

faced challenge. In the context given, the problem is the access to foreign in-

dustry knowledge and it’s utilization for innovation development. Hence, the 

workshop aims to induce a possible solution to the problems raised.  

Practice Review 

In order to test whether our proposed ‘gamification’ concept with all its modifica-

tions is truly working in a workshop environment, we have conducted a pilot run 

within the setting of our lecture. At the beginning of the session, the group of 

students was randomly divided into three groups. Group 1 was designated as 

the ‘Smart Data’ group. The second team was given three position cards of our 

choice, each of which was labelled with a specific industry sector and an exam-

ple of a firm operating in this business. The latter took the role of a ‘discussion 

judge’ being responsible for the assessment of the other team’s quality of 

statements. The first round of the ‘game’ started off with an assignment of the 

following task to the two debating teams: each of the teams should think of 

three methods, applications or processes according to their respective role.  

In order to put participants under pressure during the course of the game and 

enhance excitement, speaker’s time was restricted to 30 seconds, resulting in a 

real challenge for ‘players’ to articulate the core of their idea and thus, gain 

points. After the students had some time to relate to their position cards, one 

member of each group was invited to engage in the part of the ‘fish’ from the 
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‘Fishbowl Method’ and take a seat in the inner circle of the room. Before the 

‘Smart Data’ team was given precedence and was able to make its first state-

ment, the moderator of the workshop through in a random input regarding e-

mobility thereby stimulating the upcoming discussion. 

Although many of the students were in some ways swamped by the concept at 

the beginning, the fun factor however was increasing the longer the workshop 

was proceeding. As during usual games, if never played before, individuals 

have to get familiar with concept of the ‘game’ and learn its rules. A similar situ-

ation probably occurred at the beginning of our pre-test: the majority of the 

group was not familiar with the ‘gamified’ workshop and the set of rules, and 

restrictions it imposed. However, as the workshop continued, the leading de-

baters were increasingly adjusting to the situation and their engagement, and 

excitement was boosted.  

Although too short to perform the whole workshop, 20 minutes of pre-testing 

were sufficient to evaluate the applicability of the method and to receive con-

structive feedback from participants involved. Overall, it can be said that the 

creation of a fun and game inspired atmosphere seemed truly to encourage 

people to actively participate in the process. Along with it, a high degree of en-

joyment was created to the students involved. These practical findings support 

our proposed method and the theoretical groundwork, on which the concept is 

based on. Nevertheless, some flaws need to be tackled. It is for instance essen-

tial that the communication of rules is clear and the rules themselves are not too 

complex as it might discourage engagement and be counterproductive.  

Final assessment/limitations 

Many scholars argue that the application of game-mechanics in non-game set-

tings and thus, the concept of ‘gamification’ itself, can be of great use. Among 

the great advantages of ‘gamification’ is motivation of employees in a work envi-

ronment, promotion of sharing knowledge within communities as well the meth-

od’s contribution to creativity and innovation enhancement (Roth et al., 2015). 

However, there are also many concerns associated with the adaptation of 

game-elements. If the concept of ‘gamification’ is applied within business envi-
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ronments, how can one ensure its acceptance within the respective setting? 

The business world is considered to be a rather serious environment, in which 

performance is key. The implementation of ‘gamification’ elements, which espe-

cially engage in the fun and enjoyment of the process, might eventually back-

fire, because employees are distracted and might consequently lose focus.  

In addition to that, some scholars state that one of the major challenges of 

game-alike settings, is the actual engagement of participants, especially in the 

business environment (Procopie, Bumbac, Giusca, & Vasilcovschi, 2015). This 

concern might create one of the greatest limitations to our game-inspired work-

shop setting. As we want experts from different industries to participate in the 

process in order to engage in cross-industry knowledge sharing, there is still 

some uncertainty whether these experts will actually see the benefits in the 

‘gamification’ method applied. Instead, they might get distracted and deterred 

by the ‘playful’ setting created.  

Furthermore, one has to consider that game-mechanics as described in an ear-

lier chapter, until today has been solely used on either ‘intra-organizational’ or 

‘customer involving’ levels, but never before in the context of cross-industry. 

Moreover, when engaging in access to knowledge from other industries, one 

has to make sure that all participants, especially in our workshop setting, are 

actually motivated to allow access to their knowledge and that all benefit from it.  
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Appendix 

Game Design, rules 

Game Materials: Pen and Paper, Role Cards, Point Sheet 

Game Objective:  

• Meta-Level: Finding a cross-industry innovation for smart data issues 

• Game Level: Evaluating single idea concepts 

 

Course of the Game:  

 

The game is sub-divided into 3 acts. The game leaders divide the whole group 

into three teams (have them count to 3).  

 

Act one starts off with two teams being formed and one “hero” being elected 

within each one of the teams. It is the task of the hero to follow their group’s 

argumentation line as well as to create a log thereof in order to have an over-

view of the group’s final concept and its development process at the end of the 

game. The topical focus of group 1 lies on the ontology of Smart Data and on 

possible intersection points at which smart data can be tapped. Group 2 is of-

fered three random industry sectors out of which they have to choose one. 

Once they have chosen their preferred sector, the group defines one application 

or production process within this sector. 

Groups 1 and 2 now start into a heated fishbowl discussion imposing and de-

fending their respective positions with one representative of each group sitting 

in the middle of a circle formed by the members of the two groups. Group three 

remains in the background in the first round and carefully observes the discus-

sion while groups 1 and 2 are alternatingly putting forward their arguments and 

counter arguments or questions concerning previous arguments (s. detailed 

point sheet in the appendix). The third group as well as the game leaders will 

keep track of the discussion and will evaluate the individual arguments accord-

ing to the aforementioned point sheet. Points are awarded to the respective 

group after each group has put forward one argument and one counter-

argument each. The points shall be visible and transparent to all participants 
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directly after constant rating through the audience has taken place. After three 

evaluations act one will be finished and, after a short consideration break, act 

two will commence. 

 

Round two starts off along the same debate scheme, as round one but now the 

floor will also be open to members from group 3. Sticking to their roles as indi-

cated on the cards distributed in the first place, they can indicate the willingness 

to speak to the game leader who yields the floor to them. Therefore, group 3 

now fulfils a double function, giving valuable expertise input as well as further 

ranking the two other groups’ argumentation. Round two ends when one party 

constantly dominates the game or if the argumentation converges to a mutual 

consent. The game leader offers to the two groups to end round 2 and to con-

clude the game in the final round. Otherwise, the discussion continues until both 

groups agree on ending it. Both groups are given a short time frame for reflec-

tion purposes before proceeding to round three so that the hero can finalize his 

showdown statement. 

 

While the two groups are reflecting, group 3 will agree on a criteria catalogue 

with 5 assessment criteria for the evaluation of the final statements of the two 

other groups. 

 

In round 3, both heroes will one after another summarize the concepts of their 

respective group. After everyone has spoken, all members of group three will 

evaluate the final statements in accordance with the priorily determined criteria 

catalogue. As this is the round where the most innovative ideas are put forward, 

the group with the higher score earns an additional 100 points. 

 

Afterwards, the floor will be open for one last conclusive debate before ending 

the game. 
! !
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Ehrenwörtliche Erklärung 

Wir erklären hiermit ehrenwörtlich, dass wir die vorliegende Hausarbeit mit dem 

Thema 

“Data Analysis: Smart Data” 

selbstständig und ohne fremde Hilfe angefertigt haben.  

Die Übernahme wörtlicher Zitate sowie die Verwendung der Gedanken anderer 

Autoren haben wir an den entsprechenden Stellen der Arbeit kenntlich ge-

macht.  

Wir sind uns bewusst, dass eine falsche Erklärung rechtliche Folgen haben 
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