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Cooperative competitive strategies – Prevailing motives and 

company-specific factors for coopetition 

 

ABSTRACT 

To better cope with the current challenges of globalization, resource shortages and technological 

change, more and more companies are beginning to utilize cooperative strategies that involve 

competitors. As this form of cooperation is riskier and more difficult to implement than cooperation 

between non-competitors, this paper focuses on the drivers for inter-firm coopetition and prevailing 

economic factors that can influence and foster the continuation of these types of relationships. A 

review of the coopetition literature and findings from our empirical research have led to greater 

understanding of the following: (i) dynamics and risks of coopetitive ventures, (ii) motives and 

prevailing conditions of coopetition and (iii) success factors of coopetition. Coopetition success is very 

much dependent on company-specific competencies, resources as well as corporate culture. While 

relational factors for the selection of coopetition partners are categorized according to task- and 

company-related criteria, the stable interaction in existing coopetitive relationships is influenced by 

management commitment, relationship development and communication management. Using existing 

theory and combining it with empirical findings, we discussed similarities and differences and success 

factors characterizing relationships in a coopetitive context. 

 

Keywords: Coopetition, inter-firm relationships, cooperation, strategy 

 

 

  



2 

INTRODUCTION 

The ability to cooperate with competitors (coopetition) have increasingly become an important 

component of inter-firm relationships because of the current challenges of globalization, resource 

shortages, unstable economic developments and constant technological change (Bouncken et al., 2015; 

Gast et al., 2015). While the idea of developing relationships between competitors is far from new, 

Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1998) emphasized the term coopetition as a potential game changer. The 

basic goal of coopetition is to expand a company’s own market share not at the expense of the other 

market participants, but through a joint enlargement of the market with competitors. 

In the last decade traditional concepts in which competitors work together were distinct: coopetition as 

a phenomenon (Czakon/Rogalski, 2014; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014; Bouncken et al., 2015), as a 

paradigm (Bengtsson et al., 2010; Kuhn, 1996; Padula/Dagnino, 2007) and as a paradox (Bengtsson et 

al., 2010; Gnyawali et al. 2016). The field of coopetition research has experienced an extraordinary 

boost of interest among scholars, researchers and practitioners (Bengtsson et al., 2016). Current 

coopetition research deal with questions regarding: actor and activity mechanisms (Bengtsson/Raza-

Ullah, 2016), coopetition capabilities (Bengtsson et al., 2016), multilevel coopetition strategy 

(Tidström/Rajala, 2016), coopetitive dynamics from stakeholder perspectives (Akpinar/Vincze, 2016) 

or network coopetition considering the role of trust (Czakon/Czernek, 2016). 

Coopetition seems to evolve as an emerging part of business strategy that combines the best of both 

spheres (in cooperation and competition) – even if coping with value creation, value capture and 

managing tension is hard to address (Bouncken et al., 2015; Tidström, 2008). To better understand 

how to manage cooperation between competitors, it is necessary to understand companies’ motives for 

coopetition and to describe prevailing relational framework conditions, which influence and foster the 

initiation and continuation of inter-firm coopetition. 

 

PURPOSE & MOTIVATION 

Through simultaneously competing and cooperating in a coopetition, the establishment and 

maintenance of complex and risk-oriented relationships is much more sophisticated than cooperating 

with non-competitors (Bengtsson/Kock, 2000; Dahl 2014). This perception results in a unique context 
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where coopetitive agreements are embedded. Therefore more research is necessary that dives into 

greater detail and focus on coopetition (Tidström, 2008; Bengtsson et al., 2010; Dahl 2014). In 

particular, this paper will address the following two research questions: What are main motives and 

success factors for coopetitive agreements? Which company-specific and relational framework 

conditions favor coopetition? 

While contributions in the existing literature show exploratory progress in the typology of coopetition 

(Gnyawali et al., 2006; Czakon/Rogalski, 2014; Liu et al., 2014) – based from both theoretical and 

empirical methodologies – we still lack an understanding of the contextual contingencies of 

coopetition on a company level (Bouncken et al., 2015; Dorn et al., 2016). This paper combines both 

literature reviews (e.g. Walley, 2007; Peng et al., 2012; Bengtsson/Kock, 2014, Bouncken et al., 2015; 

Bengtsson/Raza-Ullah, 2016; etc.) and company-specific motivations and accompanying framework 

conditions to explain the management arrangements and context of coopetition. This analysis aims to 

reveal relevant aspects and success factors for companies to take into account when initiating, 

managing and shaping coopetitive agreements.  

In order to initially answer the research questions the authors performed a review of the existing 

literature in coopetition in order to develop a detailed view of the current knowledge in the field. The 

resulting descriptive theoretical background, reflects the “theoretical motives for coopetition” (figure 

1), “company-specific drivers” with “relational framework conditions” (figure 2 and 3) and 

“coopetition context” (figure 4) and “empirical motives for coopetition” (figure 5). This theoretical 

background helped to frame coopetition and served as a basis for the subsequent empirical 

investigation of 10 industrial companies who were involved in coopetitive relationships. Guide-based 

semi-structured expert interviews with managers helped to reveal the underlying motivation for 

coopetition and the framework conditions for implementation and development of coopetition. 

The main motivation of this paper is to provide academics and practitioners alike with a descriptive 

framework regarding motives and relevant framework conditions that influence and foster coopetition. 

Theoretical views and empirical findings were combined to further discuss success factors in a 

coopetitive relationship.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 

According to Porter (1980) inter-firm relations are viewed to be competitive in nature as it is hard to 

identify ideal strategic choices or predict outcomes of cooperative relationships or competitive affairs. 

In the process of understanding these strategic choices, companies can decide which path or can 

combine them (Osarenkhoe, 2010). Coopetition creates value (Yami/Nemeh, 2014; Vapola et al. 2008; 

Stamboulis, 2007; Nalebuff/Brandenburger, 1997) through cooperation between competing 

organizations, aligning different interests toward a common objective and helping to create 

opportunities for competitive advantage (Chi et al., 2007; Gnyawali et al., 2006) by removing external 

obstacles and neutralizing threats (Chin et al. 2008). Coopetition is a multidimensional and 

multifaceted concept that assumes a number of different forms and requires multiple levels of analysis. 

Coopetition encompasses both economic and social issues related to inter-firm interdependence 

(Osarenkhoe, 2010; Chin et al., 2008; Bengtsson/Kock, 2000). 

Aside from benefits or outcomes of a coopetition strategy e.g. foster internal resource and market 

shares of competing organizations (Bengtsson/Kock, 2000) it can also favor to achieve multi-

directional learning, in which different organizations mutually benefit while competing for internal 

resources and market share (Tsai, 2002). The literature shows two critical points in coopetition 

strategy: knowledge sharing and pooling competencies, which can help strengthen competitive 

advantages (Zineldin, 2004; Chin et al., 2008). In terms of contextual factors in the coopetition context 

– simultaneously driving firms to compete and cooperate – Raza-Ullah et al. (2014) identified 

industrial, relational, and firm specific factors of coopetition (Gnyawali/Park, 2009), which interrelate, 

overlap, and affect each other over the coopetition process (Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). The phase model 

of coopetition research described by Dorn et al. (2016) addresses the under-investigated coopetition 

stages and displays antecedents and three phases (initiation, managing & shaping and evaluation) on 

three different levels (inter-firm, intra-firm and network) (Dorn et al., 2016). 

 

To shed light at the recognizable impact of coopetition as a management and business strategy, 

Bouncken et al. (2015) analyzed previous research in the field and described (i) level of analysis, (ii) 

industry application and (iii) theoretical viewpoints of recent publications extending from transaction 
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cost economics, game theory (Ritala/Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009) to dynamic capabilities theory 

(Storer/Hyland 2009; Park, 2011; Bouncken et al., 2015).  

 

Although previous studies provide valuable insights into the core of coopetition, there is still lack of 

understanding what to make of coopetition (Walley, 2007; Bengtsson et al., 2010). Elaborations of 

whether coopetition is of rather contextual state or a process can be found in the recent literature 

(Bengtsson et al., 2010). In terms of a contextual approach the authors focus on environmental 

interaction in coopetition, meaning and describing the competitive and cooperative part of the 

relationships between actors and its interdependences in the environment that further influence the 

behavior of individuals, groups or the firm itself. Hence, the process approach – that tends to be more 

common in existent literature – describes coopetition as developing through the mutual interaction 

between two or more entities on different levels (intra-organizational level (Tsai, 2002) and inter-

organizational levels (Bengtsson and Kock, 2001). The provided evidence from Bouncken et al. 

(2015) on “the context of coopetition in terms of organizational and environmental contingencies” and 

the limited exploration of environmental context factors in coopetition (Gast et al., 2015) justifies one 

aspect of the underlying research. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

Literature review: Articles on coopetition were searched in three widely used academic databases 

EBSCO, Emerald and Science Direct/Business Source Premier. In this process we only included 

academic publications, in order to synthesize the theoretical foundations related to coopetition and 

incorporated the comprehensive work of those authors who provided comprehensive literature reviews 

of coopetition. Table 1 summarizes the chronologically listed articles that focused on coopetition. 

Insert Table 1 here 

Guided expert interviews: Ten guide-based semi-structured interviews where performed by the team 

of researchers. All interviewees were knowledgeable about coopetition related research issues and 

agreed in advance to participate. The interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed, lasted from 1.5 to 

2 hours period and were performed by at least two of the involved researchers. The interviews could 
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be categorized into four broad topics: (i) experiences with coopetition strategies in general (ii) motives 

for coopetitive agreements, (iii) framework conditions and (iv) relational aspects of coopetitions. 

Transcripts and notes where compared among the team in order to gain a comprehensive and common 

understanding of the captured data and to improve consistency of the research (Eisenhardt, 1989). An 

overview of interviewees including the company’s industry and market characteristics is provided in 

the appendix. 

 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

Competitive advantage and firm performance have long been emphasized in strategic management 

research. However, this stream of research has shifted from a competitive perspective (grounded on 

organizational economics and resource-based view) to a cooperative perspective (Park, 2011; Raza-

Ullah et. al., 2014; Lundgren-Hendrikson/Kock, 2016). This shift is based on the collaborative and 

relational benefits from inter-organizational relationships (i.e. the RBV is extended to beyond the firm 

boundary) and demonstrates the interplay of the two perspectives – cooperative and competitive. This 

section sheds light on this progress, of the changing competitive and cooperative landscape, though 

presenting motives, drivers and relational framework conditions in the field of coopetition. 

 

Motives for coopetition 

Coopetition entails a number of challenges and can lead to conflicts within a company as well as 

between coopetition partners. This section states why companies choose coopetitive partnerships in 

spite of impediments. 

Value creation and utilization are described by Bengtsson and Kock (2000) as the initial driving 

forces. Coopetitive value creation is generated through the integration of supplementary and 

complementary resources whereby deriving additional value (Das/Teng, 2000b). At the same time, 

competition between partners consequently forces one another to advance value creation and 

utilization. The resulting profits from common activities of a coopetition are considered higher than 

profits generated by involved companies in isolated operation (Bonel et al., 2008). It can be assumed 

that reasons for coopetitive partnerships vary in detail depending on the interpretation of coopetition 
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itself. Nevertheless it is possible to divide the identified motives for coopetition into two groups: 

exploitative and explorative motives (Möller/Rajala, 2007). Exploration and exploitation are described 

by Möllers and Rajalas (2007) as the two compensatory parameters in the value creation for newly 

originating business networks. Explorative motives refer to innovation and product development as 

well as market expansion and internationalization. Access to resources, cost reduction and the 

generation of competitive advantages are pertained to exploitative motives. A coopetitive operating 

company builds up new and previously untapped relations to competitors – a reason why Möllers and 

Rajalas’ ideas are applicable for coopetition: 

Explorative motives for coopetition 

Explorative motives concentrate on the generation of common value by creating new, specified 

knowledge. The literature contains different explorative motives for coopetition like innovation, 

product development as well as market expansion and internationalization (Dougherty, 1992; Adler, 

2001; Möller/Rajala, 2007). 

Exploitative motives for coopetition 

Exploitative motives are aimed at the (improved) use of existing business opportunities. Regarding 

exploitative motives for coopetitive relations the literature refers to access to new resources, chance of 

cost reduction and realization of competitive advantages (Dyer/Singh, 1998; Lambe et al., 2002). 

In this paper our own categorization is presented based on the ideas on motives for coopetition by 

Möller und Rajala (2007). Identified motives from the literature are divided into three levels building 

upon each other (see Figure 1). 

Insert Figure 1 here 

The first level, awareness of resources, serves as a base for the realization of all following motives. 

The basic prerequisite for reaching explorative and exploitative motives for coopetition is the 

concentration of complementary and supplementary resources (Bengtsson/Kock, 2000). That means 

without certain exchange of resources the partners cannot profit from the advantages of coopetitive 

relations at sequential higher levels. Therefore, based on the acquired knowledge the access to 

resources is rather seen as a means to an end. 
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Explorative and exploitative motives for coopetition build the second level. Realizing these expected 

advantages is the factual impulse for building a coopetitive relation whereby bundling resources is 

considered the first step in this direction. Market expansion and innovation pertain to explorative 

motives, whereas exploitative motives concentrate on cost reduction through achievement of synergies 

or scale effects, reduction in insecurity in the supply chain and reducing investment costs. 

Results of generated explorative and exploitative motives are presented in figure 2. The compilation of 

competitive advantage through an increase of the competitiveness and market power can be a strong 

motive for coopetition. But at the same time it stems from realizing explorative and exploitative 

motives. Improved innovation ability as well as access to new markets or a leaner cost structure are 

aspects of competitive advantages a company can generate – over its competitors – through a 

coopetitive agreement. 

In the next sections company-specific characteristics, relational framework conditions and macro 

context specifics (see figure 2) are discussed. 

Insert Figure 2 here 

 

Company-specific drivers for coopetition 

The literature indicates the following company characteristics as drivers for coopetition: 

 Strength of the individual abilities of a company in comparison to existing challenges 

 Cultural characteristics of a company  

 Other company-specific drivers 

The above mentioned characteristics are explained in the following: 

Strength of the individual abilities of a company in comparison to existing challenges 

An essential coopetition driver is related to the prevalent company challenge – the comparison of its 

current market and resource situation. In the case of a high technological challenge, competitors are 

willing to cooperate more easily in order to bear the technological uncertainty, as well as the risks and 

costs for exploring new technological terrains in order to keep up with the industrial development (Le 

Roy/Guillotreau, 2010). A key driver is the perceived vulnerability compared to the rest of the market 

environment. Companies that see themselves in a weak position – relative to the competition – are 
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more likely to increase their competitiveness through coopetition (Gnyawali/Park, 2009). In this sense, 

the already existing presence of strong technological capabilities and a beneficial market position of 

the company, create a negative impact on the relationship between competitors and common 

performance. Also the intense cooperation with research institutions and universities influence the 

probability of a coopetitive relationship in terms of product development in a negative way. This is 

because knowledge and complementary resources are accessible for companies at lower risk working 

with research institutions (Wu, 2014). 

The challenge for companies depends on (i) the length of the product life cycle, (ii) the speed of 

technological development, (iii) the convergence of multiple technologies and (iv) the amount of costs 

for research and development. All of these parameters affect the probability of coopetition 

(Gnyawali/Park, 2009). 

In their study about the coopetition probability of SMEs, Gnyawali and Park (2009, 2011) stated, in 

the case of short product life cycles SMEs tend to coopetitive relations with competitors which have 

strong technological capabilities. Oliver (2004) refers to the use of coopetition for organizational 

learning in the explorative stage of the product life cycle as well. Meanwhile, SMEs cooperate in 

technological convergence with competitors that complement the existing company resources and 

technologies. In the case of high development costs SMEs prefer primarily partnerships with 

competitors providing supplementary resources (Gnyawali/Park, 2009). 

Cultural characteristics 

Stable structures are highlighted by Klimas (2015) as the most important cultural feature of 

coopetition partners. In addition, coopetitors have a high level of formalization, centralization and a 

well-developed system of standards, processes and control standards. Structural stability is pertinent 

because it guarantees the required compliance with safety, quality and management standards for the 

coopetitive relationship and helps to comply with mandatory technological and safety standards 

defined in the partnership. Furthermore, companies – i.e. the involved employees – need a coopetitive 

mindset (Fernandez et al., 2014), in order to perceive coopetition as a business opportunity 

(Gnyawali/Park, 2009). This mindset provides the flexibility for the company being “cooperative in 

the cooperation phase” and “competitive in the competition phase” and additionally to overcome any 
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emerging conflicts due to conflicting logics (Bengtsson/Kock, 2000; Bouncken et al., 2015). The 

aspect is termed, coopetition capability. It allows the involved companies to build and maintain a 

moderate level of conflict due to the contradictory logic of coopetition. This capability supports the 

management of internal and external conflicts decisively and prevents external conflicts from 

overflowing into the business (Bengtsson et al., 2016). 

 

An important aspect of this mindset is the internal focus of coopetitive companies. They apply the 

internal strategic orientation as an integration of highly specialized and complicated processes, which 

affects the quality of the performance. In contrast, the external focus as a cultural feature, which 

includes the values of the customers and potential partners, appears less well pronounced (Klimas, 

2015). In general corporate culture acts neither as a direct trigger of coopetition nor as an obstacle. It 

affects the willingness to adapt a coopetitive strategy and thus contributes to the level of conflict 

within the coopetition and the individual companies (Klimas, 2015). Geraudel and Salvetat (2014) 

additionally highlight the role of individual managers, who are important for the control of the 

coopetition. They argue that in the end it depends on a few individuals and their relationships to each 

other whether coopetition happens or not. Existing antagonistic relations between the protagonists of a 

possible coopetition are mentioned to increase the probability of a competition instead of cooperation. 

The probability of a manager to decide between competition and cooperation with a competitor (or 

several competitors) is dependent on two factors (Geraudel/Salvetat, 2014):  

a] The company’s position in the network compared to the coopetition partner, whereby centrality is 

an important driver for cooperation between competitors and  

b] a person’s personality (a coopetition is more likely to be established between individuals who get 

along well together). 

 

Other company-specific drivers 

In literature, additional company-specific drivers, which encourage coopetition like the company’s 

overall strategy, as well as the structural position in the network are discussed. Companies which 

focus on explorative and innovative aspects are more likely to enter in coopetitive relationships 
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because they are looking for “first mover” or “close follower” advantages (Gnyawali/Park, 2009). 

Structural autonomous companies are more competitively orientated, active and more versatile in 

terms of competitive strategies. However, the ability in generating competitive advantages from their 

position in the network varies. For example, firms with higher market diversity are benefiting more 

from their structural position. Therefore, the market diversity of a company influences how much 

value can be pulled out of its network position (Gnyawali et al., 2006). If market diversity is not 

fulfilled, a company could gain more value from its position through coopetition. In addition, 

organizations well embedded in the network tend to prefer intra-network cooperation and are more 

likely to be averse to cooperate on an inter-network level (Schiavone/Simoni, 2011). 

 

Relational framework conditions for coopetition 

The probability of the realization of a successful coopetition also depends on the availability of 

suitable partners and on the relationship of the company to its competitors (Klein, 2014). The structure 

of this chapter is motivated on the phase model of the alliance life-cycle by Specht et al. (2002), which 

describes the following steps regarding business cooperation procedures: (1) Initial decision, (2) 

partner selection, (3) configuration and (4) implementation & management. For each phase of the life 

cycle, framework conditions and drivers are highlighted in the following, which encourage the 

establishment and – in the later stages – the receipt of a coopetitive relationship. 

 

Initial decision to a coopetition 

The initial phase of the alliance life-cycle is used for the analysis of the initial situation and for the 

evaluation of the attractiveness of coopetition with regard to the existing objectives of the company 

(Specht et al., 2002). Later, the objectives are also basis for the definition of relevant task- and 

company-related criteria to select coopetition partners. Depending on whether the company assumes 

the role of the initiator or of the companion of the coopetitive relationship, phases of the initial 

decision and the subsequent choice of partners could vary. 
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Partner selection  

In the literature, the selection of partner is one of the most influential factors for coopetition in order to 

avoid dysfunction and to guarantee long-term success (Klein, 2014). Companies are not looking for 

the perfect partners, but for an optimal coopetitive relationship with partners established upon 

awareness and trust (Yoon/Song, 2014). 

The original motives influence the evaluation parameters i.e. factors and characteristics for potential 

partners (Mowery et al., 1998). To extend the company’s technological diversity and innovation, it is 

preferable to cooperate with larger competitors, because they are rather able to provide complementary 

technologies (Mention, 2011). In the evaluation of partners, Geringer (1991) distinguishes between 

task-related and partner-related dimensions Task-related dimensions include the operational skills, 

knowledge and resources needed for the success of a partnership, whereas partner-related dimensions 

include factors associated with the effectiveness and efficiency of partner cooperation. Das and He 

(2006) propose the grouping of selection criteria (applied in table 2).  

Insert Table 2 here 

 

Based on the requirement profile, the task-related selection criteria of the partner selection are 

developed. The literature therefore considers the need to find the best possible partner for the task as 

the most important issue in the partner selection phase. As soon as partner search has started, relational 

framework conditions take precedence. 

Further subdivisions of criteria for the selection of coopetition partners distinguish between learning-

related criteria and risk-related criteria. Learning-related criteria involve how far and what kind of 

knowledge a company is able to learn from potential partners. Risk-related criteria consider and weigh 

the risks of coopetition (Cummings/Holmberg, 2012). Meanwhile, Bierly and Galagher (2007) 

describe the partner selection as a complex process which is influenced by three endogenous factors – 

fit, trust, and strategic expediency. These three endogenous factors, in turn, are dependent on the 

magnitude of two exogenous factors – uncertainty and time constraints. 
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Configuration 

After evaluation of potential coopetition partners there will be basically the three following steps 

(Alves/Meneses, 2015):  

I] At the beginning socialization takes place between the managers of both firms.  

II] Cooperation ideas are generated to identify how synergy benefits can be created – (in case 

the selection has not yet been aligned to a specific task/goal).  

III] The closing partner choice leads to an invitation to a formal cooperative agreement. 

After the acceptation of this invitation from the companion, the legal and organizational framework is 

designed in the configuration phase (Specht et al., 2002). This serves to avoid a dysfunction of 

coopetition and consists of two parts: the choice of (i) the form of institutionalization as well as the 

governance structure and (ii) the definition of organizational-structural aspects (Klein, 2014). Forms of 

institutionalization of a coopetitive relationship are based on the general forms of cooperation. A 

distinction is made between purely contractual coopetition forms and coopetition forms of capital 

participation, such as joint ventures and majority - or minority shareholdings (Dussauge/Garrette, 

1999). Das and Teng (2000 a,b) prove in their studies the connection between the intended form of 

cooperation and the perceived risk of cooperation. They highlight the following features of 

collaboration, which have an influence on the partner’s perceived risk: ownership structure, level of 

integration, control mechanisms, cooperation duration and difficulty of the unplanned termination of 

the cooperation. The (perceived) risk is divided into relational risks (lack of commitment of partners) 

and performance risks (failure to achieve coopetition goals). Depending on the extent of the presence 

of these two types of risk, different cooperation forms will be considered by the partners as desirable. 

Governance has a significant impact on the performance of a coopetition. Singular (relational or 

transactional governance alone) governance can be used if the level of coopetition is low or if there is 

no coopetition, whereas the plural combined governance concentrates on the complexity of coopetition 

(Bouncken et al., 2016). Whether the governance structure enables or inhibits the performance of the 

coopetition depends also on their motive and goal. 

In their study of vertical coopetition Bouncken et al. (2016) figured out that transactional governance 

lowers product innovation while relational governance improves the effect of coopetition on product 
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innovation. The effect increases when companies are using a higher level of relational governance. 

Through incremental shifts from singular to plural governance, it becomes more efficient for product 

innovation under increasing coopetition level. According to Klein (2014) the choice of the governance 

mechanism is depending on transaction costs of exchange relationships and the time horizon of the 

coopetition. However, a mere capital investment for the realization of coopetition is often insufficient. 

Therefore additional rules should be drawn up to protect against opportunism. 

Governance strategies can work against the emergence of opportunism. Wathne and Heide (2000) 

categorize forms of opportunism in four quadrants according to the dimensions of circumstances 

(new/existent) and behavior (active/passive), circumvention of obligations (present/passive), 

adjustment refusal (new/passive), breach of the agreement (present/active) and forced renegotiation 

(new/active). Information asymmetries and lock-in effects reinforce opportunism. They complicate (i) 

the detection of opportunistic behavior and (ii) increase the tolerance for opportunism. Governance 

strategies, such as monitoring, incentive systems, the previous selection of partners with low 

opportunism tendencies and socialization between the partners, are reducing information asymmetries, 

as well as the advantages of opportunistic behavior and increase the target congruency. Effectiveness 

of governance strategy depends on the emphasis of opportunistic behavior (as categorized above) 

(Wathne/Heide, 2000). 

 

Potential benefits that can be generated by companies in a coopetition are also linked with the 

organizational and structural setup. This setup includes: (i) the involvement of the stakeholders and 

role distribution, (ii) separation of competitive and cooperative activities, (iii) allocation of cooperative 

activities between the partners, and (iv) standardized forms for documentation (see table 3). 

Insert Table 3 here 

 

Implementation & management of coopetition 

A characteristic of a functioning coopetitive relationship is that the partners will adapt their processes 

and products. They share information and experiences and minimize the causes of uncertainty as a 

sign of commitment and as a basis for higher confidence and healthier atmosphere in the continuing 
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business relationship. Relationships, which will ultimately be considered by the partners as being 

successful, do not include only fair exchange, but also cooperation and coordination efforts towards 

joint value creation (Kanter, 1994). In the implementation of coopetition strategies Bonel et al. (2008) 

identify the presence of a threshold effect, which prevents the exploitation of positive complementary 

effects also after the commitment of the partners. To exceed this threshold, it is necessary to get the 

support of all management levels and the coordination of the new strategy which can result in a 

reallocation of resources and priorities or the identification of new rules. Asymmetries have a special 

impact on the stability of coopetition. They exist due to resource inequalities and varying degrees of 

competitive behavior and can be eclectic (i.e. justified in terms of size, origin, level of experience, 

ownership, location, internationalization), strategic, competitive, power-related or network-related. 

Cimon (2004) investigates the relationship between cooperation stabilities and the three types of 

knowledge-based asymmetries: information, knowledge and learning asymmetries. Information 

asymmetries have negative effects on the stability of partnerships while asymmetries of knowledge are 

correlating positively with the stability of cooperation. This could be due to the dependence among the 

partners, which arises because of the inequality of knowledge. However, learning asymmetries have 

positive and negative influences on cooperation stability depending on whether an opportunistic 

behavior of the partners can be observed or not. Nonexistent opportunistic behavior strengthens the 

resistance of inter-firm cooperation while the existence of such behavior harms the trust between the 

partners. As a result the duration of the cooperation will be adversely affected. In addition, the stability 

and the implementation of the cooperation objectives are strengthen each other positive (Cimon, 

2004). Interoperability between the partners is an important factor to exploit the full potential of 

coopetition. To reach this it is necessary to remove or reduced identified barriers of conceptual (due to 

syntactic and semantic differences of exchanged information), technological (caused by the 

incompatibility of information technologies) and of organizational nature (influenced by the definition 

of the responsibilities and competences). Interoperability covers data, services, processes and business 

activities and can vary from completely closed systems up to fully customized systems (Guédria et al., 

2011). 
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The likelihood in terms of initiation and the general attractiveness of a coopetition between two or 

more companies depends further on a macro context of coopetition consisting of (i) ecosystem 

specifics and (ii) market or industry-specifics. Especially the factors “perceived uncertainty” and 

“risk” play a central and two-sided role. High uncertainty and high risk in the ecosystem or the market 

positively correlate with the development of coopetitive relationships, while high uncertainty and high 

risk in the relational context negatively affect this structure (Raza-Ullah et al. 2014). Figure 3 provides 

an overview of this relevant macro context of coopetition, which influences company’s coopetition 

behavior. 

Insert figure 3 here 

 

However, a favorable environment definitely is not enough to necessarily motivate competitors to 

cooperate. When a concrete need arises: e.g. a specific customer order creates a coopetition motive in 

case the order exceeds the internal competences of the company. As a result, the company-specific 

framework conditions also apply. 

As the theoretical background on motives and framework conditions for coopetition was examined in 

the preceding sections, the results of the empirical research on these issues will be presented and 

compared with the findings from literature further on. 
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FINDINGS AND RESULTS 

Based on the theoretical background and analysis of the empirical data the team of researchers was 

able to identify the prevailing motives, conditions and success factors for coopetition (figure 4). 

Insert figure 4 here 

 

Part one of the findings summarizes captured general experiences with coopetition and motives for 

coopetition strategies based on the transcribed data collected through the interviews. 

 

General experience with coopetition and motives for coopetition 

Of the ten surveyed companies, six cooperate with direct competitors. Three companies cooperate 

with indirect competitors and one company stated that it only cooperated with a competitor in a public 

project, and not their regular industry market place. Reasons for companies to opt out of or avoid 

coopetitive collaboration were the existence of alternative partners in the value chain, possible 

compliance conflicts with competition rights, a confrontational competition strategy, high market 

transparency and low complexity of products and services. 

From the interviews, the following business areas and motives for coopetitive agreements were 

expressed in figure 5. 

Insert figure 5 here 

 

Relational framework conditions 

Part two of the findings summarizes the relational framework conditions of a coopetition i.e. factors in 

the partner selection, governance mechanisms and the communication structure between the 

coopetition partners. 

Task-related factors in the partner selection 

According to the respondents, the core of task-related factors for the selection of a coopetitive partner 

is the customer's request. In cases where the customer is a driving factor for the success of a 

coopetition, the latter actively contributes to the choice of a partner and identifies companies that are 

to work together. The service required by the customer forms the basis for the necessary resources and 
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competencies of the partners. Quality levels and certifications that confirm compliance with specific 

standards are further criteria. In addition, the belief that it is possible to increase actual customer usage 

with the help of the partner supports the decisions to select properly. 

If the goal of coopetitive cooperation is geographic expansion and access to new markets, the existing 

infrastructure of the partner and its access to the targeted market or to customers operating in it play a 

decisive role. The discoveries also drew attention to a particular consideration: “If a company allows 

access to its market for its partner company, is this partner company willing to grant access to its 

existing market in return?” 

According to an interviewee, the final decision is the consideration of the possible coopetition is 

related to the constructed business case (including the possible benefits as well as the associated costs 

and risks). If the respective risks or costs are too high compared to the benefit generated by the 

additional partner, a coopetition relationship will not be pursued. 

 

Company-related factors in the partner selection 

The following company-related factors for selection were highlighted from the interviews: 

• Trust is an important aspect in the partner selection process: Perceived trust in work attitude 

and fairness of the partner, particularly in agreements that do not include formal or contractual 

regulations. 

• Trust is also based on previous experience and those experiences need not have to be direct 

experiences (i.e. a company’s unfair or opportunistic behavior is leaked out within the industry 

very quickly) 

• The commitment of the potential partner company to participate in the coopetition has been 

considered as necessary. 

• Additionally, existing competition or cooperation strategies of the potential partners and their 

compatibility with their own strategies are also relevant. Existing cooperation and the interests 

of the company's stakeholders are also taken into account here. 
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Governance in coopetitive agreements 

The following aspects – captured from the empirical investigation – influence governance 

mechanisms: (i) the form of and the resulting legal connection through the coopetition, (ii) the extent 

and nature of the actual cooperation as well as (iii) the starting point for cooperation. 

In the interviews, a cooperation agreement and corresponding non-disclosure agreements were named 

as the formal and legal basis for a coopetition. These contracts should also include contingencies in the 

event of certain failure or the natural end of the coopetitive agreement. However, in three of the ten 

companies surveyed, there is no written contract for the concerned coopetitive project partners per se. 

While only the absolute minimum necessary is written down, operations mainly happen on the basis of 

informal arrangements. The main reasons for this procedure are to enable flexibility and reduce critical 

operational conflict resolution. Also the intensity of the coopetitive cooperation was captured to be 

decisive for surveyed companies, to mainly rely on informal agreements. In this case, the partners are 

mainly independent from each other whereas only the improvement of interfaces between products or 

services is carried out jointly. One company reported the frequent practice to start to work on the basis 

of formal arrangements (to comply with tight realization periods) until a final written contract is 

negotiated. 

 

Communication practices in coopetitive agreements 

Three structures of communication structures where captured during the empirical phase: 

In coopetition relationships which are primarily encouraged by customers, the customer is often 

responsible for communication with the individual cooperation partners, especially in projects that 

require minimal contact between the partners and therefore allow the partners a necessary independent 

work setting. In this situation ( the customer as the centre of communication and ties), coopetitively 

operating companies do not seek direct contact with their coopetition partners. One of the surveyed 

companies underlined that the general relationship overview as well as the information flow starting at 

the customer is difficult to control. 

Two companies reported on the implementation of coopetitive agreements based on projects. 

Following an accepted invitation to a coopetition, the project teams meet for a kick-off meeting to 
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negotiate the framework conditions. During the course of the project further meetings are held at 

certain intervals or after reaching predefined milestones. The communication and organization based 

on projects fosters involvement and allows flexible participation of project specialists when required. 

One of the surveyed companies actively participates in an association in which companies from the 

same industry, and thus also competitors, work together on topics such as the standardization of new 

technologies or the representation of interests. The communication structure among this association 

results in establishing different committees formed by specialists from the member companies. 

Derived results of the association are either made public or communicated to the public authorities. 

Any company is allowed to continue to use the outcomes of the association for own operations or 

purposes, as long as the results are not confidential. 

 

Two additional aspects that are related to communication structures involve (i) escalation procedures 

in the event of conflict and (ii) role of implementing a communicator for coopetitive agreements: 

In one interview, the conflict resolution at different hierarchical levels was mentioned. A majority of 

problems that occur between the coopetitive project teams are considered to usually be solved by the 

project members themselves or the project manager. If this is not the case, the next hierarchical level is 

assigned with the conciliation of the conflict. The project sponsor supports and promotes the project 

during the initiation as well as during the implementation and has a corresponding interest in its 

successful conclusion. Ultimately, if the conflict is long and lasting, the managers of the conflicting 

companies are invoked to try to find a solution to maintain the coopetition. 

 

In four of the companies interviewed, an implemented communicator (i.e. middleman) coordinates the 

communication between the partners. This agent installed from the customer company can be a neutral 

agent or an independent project communicator. The capacity for action of that project coordinator 

varies from structured distribution of information to wide-ranging project consulting activities. An 

implemented consulting role is a doable option in the initiation phase, by actively bringing competitors 

together to ignite a coopetition and to show the potentials of coopetitive relationships. In this step, a 
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complete coopetition strategy with involved companies and the network used is presented. Further 

crucial tasks involve:  

(i) Collect incoming information, anonymize and filter it further (i.e. gatekeeping) 

(ii) Distribute tasks among the companies, manage their implementation and optimize the 

interfaces between existing sub-functions (i.e. coordinating) 

(iii) Minimize unintended knowledge transfer/drain and reduce odds for opportunism of 

partners (“firewall”) 

(iv) Seek to settle conflicts and resolve resolutions (“arbitration”). 

 

Success factors for coopetition 

Part three of the findings concludes this section: In order to gain insight into framework conditions of 

company's coopetitive agreements, the interviewees were asked for the success factors of the 

respective coopetition relationships and for market changes that reinforce coopetition. 

The starting point for coopetition is a specific customer order or business case. This represents a 

delimited area of the economic activity of the company in which opposing competitive interests are 

accepted. The successful fulfillment of this customer order creates the targeted customer benefit, 

which justifies the coopetitive relationship between the companies. It should be assessed how well the 

customer requirements were met by the coopetition partners by means of key performance indicators 

(KPIs) which represent the joint and individual performance after completion of the order. Finally, the 

fulfilment of the coopetition objective should result in a value-add and should bring a win-win 

situation for all companies involved. 

It was noted that a clearly defined cooperation strategy should prioritize the coopetition, defining 

objectives and how these are pursued. The strategy should also take into account the influence of the 

coopetition on stakeholders and partners in other markets. Furthermore, competition strategies in 

general are defined for markets in which companies are not directly working together in order to 

facilitate the conflict discussed above. Apart from the strategic planning of the coopetition, however, 

operational details should not be neglected. 
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In the interviews, the operational staff was considered as a success factor, since they enable the plan to 

succeed and cooperate with the employees of the other companies. Accordingly, the relational factors 

between the operational employees of the company partners, such as trust and cultural fit, are also 

crucial for the success of the coopetition and just like at the top-management level. Likewise, the 

commitment to coopetition must be present at both strategic and operational levels to ensure that the 

cooperation between the competitors is actually operational and successful. 

Other success factors for coopetitive agreements identified from the interviews are: 

• Mechanisms to focus the information exchange and, subsequently, the reduce the 

opportunism of partners, 

• the establishment of reciprocal economic exchange to strengthen the emotional connection 

between the partners, 

• the further development of company’s own competences in order to increase proprietary 

attractiveness as a coopetition partner and 

• legal advice during coopetitive cooperation to counteract compliance conflicts. 

The concluding discussion section compares empirical insights with the findings from literature 

research and highlights the most prominent similarities and differences. Directions for future research 

are provided. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Most of the interviews suggested that cooperation with competitors is rarely considered as a strategy. 

Companies seem to prefer less risky cooperations with companies other than their competitor. 

Therefore, favorable conditions (i.e. a substantial customer order, existing trust and commitment, a 

win-win situation, etc.) and a corresponding pressure on the market (i.e. cost pressure, regulatory 

provisions, new technologies, etc.) need to be in place before initiating a coopetitive relationship. 

Additionally, interviewees noted other motives including (i) opportunities for cost reduction, (ii) 

bundling resources or (iii) company reputation. This relationship between the favorable conditions and 

motives emerged more clearly in the empirical phase of this research than in the literature. Likewise, 

the empirical insights emphasize the fact that coopetitive agreements arise frequently from specific 
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customer orders or from projects, in which companies – who typically reject cooperation with 

competitors – are involved actively. The presented results regarding the ecosystem and 

industry/market-specific framework conditions – that can favor coopetition – as well as the discussed 

motives are mostly in accordance with existing literature. 

With regard to the relational aspects, new insights were provided in terms of communication structures 

within coopetitive relationships. Results described three potential structures of communicating in a 

coopetition setting: (i) the customer as the centre of communication and ties, (ii) communication and 

organization based on projects and (iii) communication among an association. 

Discovering respective strengths and weaknesses as well as suitability of these presented 

communication structures in distinct business cases or industry settings would be an interesting area 

for future research. 

In business practice, the risk of unintentional knowledge transfer, which is underlined in the literature, 

and the resulting opportunism of the coopetition partners are countered by integrating a neutral 

company. The insights particularly point out the relevance of a conflict resolution process and an 

escalation procedure with clearly defined responsibilities at different hierarchy levels depending on the 

duration and intensity of the conflict. A counterintuitive aspect in the findings refers to the fact that 

initiation and realization of coopetitive agreements are often executed with a minimal contractual basis 

and mainly informal agreements. This also affects the selection criteria for coopetition partners. Above 

all trust and commitment are mentioned as the most relevant company-related criteria according to the 

literature review. Another important principle is weighting the suitability of the potential partner in 

terms of ability to enrich the relationship through contribution based on the business case (i.e. benefits, 

costs, risk). 

 

The general responsibility for coopetition (i.e. responsible role) differs from company to company. 

Respondents’ duties within their organization refer to (i) international distribution, (ii) partner 

consulting, (iii) project management specialists (with experiences in coopetitive project 

environments), (iv) business development or (v) founder/co-founder of the company. Although the 

number of interviewees is low, a multitude of different points of view and approaches to the topic in 
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focus has been given. An approximate insight into whether Austrian companies act in coopetitive 

dynamics and how their business strategies involve coopetition has been provided. 

 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH AVENUES 

The limitations of the underlying work mainly concern the reduced generalizability of the provided 

results due to the sample size and the diverse industry settings that are referred to in the study. 

However the motives and presented conditions and success factors for initiating and implementing 

coopetition could be investigated in a wider survey. From a managerial perspective, the paper 

demonstrated one counterintuitive aspect in the findings which referred to the fact that initiation and 

realization of coopetitive agreements are often executed with a minimal contractual basis and mainly 

informal settlements. A potential future research activity could investigate the suitability of the 

mentioned communication structures in distinct business cases or industry settings. 
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TABLES AND FIGURES 

TABLE 1 – LIST OF ARTICLES PRESENTING THE RELEVANT BODY OF COOPETITION LITERATURE 

Author(s) Year Title Short description 

Nalebuff/ 

Brandenburger 
1997 

Co-opetition: 

Competitive and 

cooperative business 

strategies for the digital 

economy 

In this book, Nalebuff and Brandenburger use game theory to develop 

a set of guidelines and encourage readers to think about not only how 

to play the game, but also how to change the rules. N&B offers 

valuable perspectives on management and their advice is 

summarized in a checklist, which should help managers to develop 

strategies in which cooperation could be profitable. 

Zineldin  2004 
Co-opetition: The 

organisation of the future 

In this research paper it is shown that co-opetition can deliver synergy 

if carefully planned, managed and controlled, and preconditions for 

achieving this outcome are examined. Equally, weak management of 

a relationship can produce the opposite effect, so preconditions for 

survival are also discussed. Coopetition requires moral and ethical 

standards plus enough trust and the patience not to try to exploit 

short-term gains at the expense of long-term benefits.  

Walley  2007 

Coopetition: An 

Introduction to the 

Subject and an Agenda 

for Research 

This paper presents an agenda which is generated by reconciling a 

review of the literature on coopetition with a similar review of the 

literature relating to competition and cooperation. The agenda also 

incorporates two innovative ideas based on anecdotal evidence and 

personal observations. The inclusion of these last two ideas brings 

with it the implication that coopetition has applications beyond just 

the inter-firm relationships. 

Bengtsson et 

al. 
2010 

Co-opetition dynamics - 

an outline for further 

inquiry 

The paper outlines how different types of co-opetitive interactions 

result in archetypical situations where the dynamics of co-opetition 

are present as well as where the dynamics of co-opetition are missing 

due to a lack of balance between cooperation and competition. It notes 

four co-opetitive forces: over-embedding, distancing, confronting, 

and colluding. Overall, it is suggested that there is an arena for co-

opetition dynamics which allows for a variety of different 

combinations of cooperation and competition, as long as the 

strength of the interactions on the respective continue is relatively 

moderate; not overly strong or overly weak. 

Stein  2010 
Literature overview on 

the field of co-opetition 

This paper gives a comprehensive literature overview on the field of 

co-opetition. It includes also an overview of publications related to co-

opetition with estimation of their importance. 

Chin et al. 2010 

Identifying and 

prioritizing critical 

success factors for 

coopetition strategy 

This paper aims to determine and to examine success factors critical 

to coopetition strategy management and to explore the identified 

factors in Hong Kong manufacturing. Based on a literature review and 

expert interviews following the analytic hierarchy process, this paper 

comprise three success factor categories: management commitment, 

relationship development, and communication management. The 

results show that management leadership and development of trust are 
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the most important success factors.  

Osarenkhoe  2010 

A coopetition strategy – 

a study of inter-firm 

dynamics between 

competition and 

cooperation 

Results in this paper show that managerial leadership and 

development of trust are the key success factors. From a managerial 

perspective, the findings demonstrate the multifaceted nature of 

coopetition. 

Ghobadi/ 

D‘Ambra 
2011 

Coopetitive Knowledge 

Sharing: An Analytical 

Review of Literature 

This study explored the development of the phenomenon of 

“Coopetitive Knowledge Sharing” in three bodies of literature. It is 

recognised that developments in our understanding of “Coopetitive 

Knowledge Sharing” require multi-disciplinary areas (e.g., 

knowledge management, organisational management, game theory) 

that address different viewpoints.  

Wilhelm  2011 

Managing coopetition 

through horizontal 

supply chain relations: 

Linking dyadic and 

network levels of 

analysis 

This paper explores the interplay of the supplier–supplier and 

network of analysis by focusing on the inherent tension between 

cooperation and competition. It is argued that the buyer is able to exert 

influence not only on the coopetition level, so within “horizontal 

supply chain relations,” but that the coopetitive tension in the overall 

network can in fact be managed through the active establishment and 

maintenance of such relations.  

Bouncken/ 

Fredrich 
2012 

Coopetition: 

Performance 

implications and 

management antecedents 

Results of 469 firms indicate that (a) coopetition requires different 

facets of an alliance-management system depending on the mix of 

trust and dependency, and (b) a high trust/high dependency 

environment fosters the relationship of coopetition and performance 

outcomes the most. It is also shown that firms intending to increase 

coopetition can achieve this goal through the use of an alliance 

strategy and an alliance function. It is found that an alliance function 

significantly lesser increases coopetition under high trust/low 

dependency than under low trust/high dependency. Furthermore, 

coopetition faces threats of opportunism, hold-up, and knowledge 

leakage in coopetition but the high achievements by radical 

innovation seem to compensate these risks. 

Bengtsson/ 

Kock 
2014 

Coopetition - Quo vadis? 

Past accomplishments 

and future challenges 

New definition suggests that coopetition is a paradoxical relationship 

between two or more actors, regardless of whether they are in 

horizontal or vertical relationships, simultaneously involved in 

cooperative and competitive interactions. Five directions for future 

research: (1) understand the balancing of cooperation and 

competition, (2) understand the coopetition paradox and engendered 

tension, (3) apply a multilevel perspective on coopetition (4) 

understand the dynamics of coopetitive interaction, and (5) understand 

how coopetition impacts business models and strategy. 
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Czakon/ 

Rogalski 
2014 

Coopetition typology 

revisited - a behavioural 

approach 

This paper shows that there is an orthogonal nature of coopetition as a 

concept composed of competition and collaboration, which can 

therefore take different forms depending on the degree of its 

components. Some firms opt for an active adapter model, but others 

choose moderate partner or contender models, while some firms 

act on a passive monoplayer model. Firms often choose to be passive 

in collaborative or competitive terms. Interestingly, this passiveness 

can concomitantly appear in coopetition related to legal requirements. 

If not mandated to, coopetitors would refuse to enter into inter-

organisational relationships with competitors. Furthermore, 

informants clearly explained the rationale of entering into coopetition, 

but also underlined that there is limited room for decision – 

coopetition might be a reaction for demand or the result of 

regulatory inducements. 

Dahl  2014 

Conceptualizing 

coopetition as a process: 

An outline of change in 

cooperative and 

competitive interactions 

This framework distinguishes three mechanisms underlying change: 

inter-organizational learning manifested in cooperation between 

competitors, intra-organizational learning based on confrontations 

between conflicting experiences among organizational members, and 

the development of the external environment. Scenarios suggest 

that rules for interaction change in a predefined or discontinuous 

manner depending on the balance and strength of the cooperative and 

competitive interactions.   

Raza-Ullah et 

al.  
2014 

The coopetition paradox 

and tension in 

coopetition at multiple 

levels 

In this paper it is stated that emotional ambivalence in coopetition 

prevails at different levels, and vary in its level of intensity and 

persistency in relation to different contexts. The central argument of 

this article is that the paradox, which materializes when competitor 

firms cooperate or partner firms compete simultaneously, elicits both 

positive and negative emotions as soon as the actors cognitively 

evaluate its consequences.  

Gast et al.  2015 

Coopetition research: 

Towards a better 

understandning of past 

trends and future 

directions  

The citation analysis in this paper shows that coopetition research can 

be traced back to theories explaining the competitive and 

cooperative ties between firms separately (cluster 1) before the 

nature of coopetition as being the co-occurrence of cooperation and 

competition elements in one and the same inter-firm relationships was 

explored (cluster 2 and A). Once the existence and relevance of 

coopetition was accepted, its scope was analysed (cluster 3 and B/C), 

with a focus on larger firms in knowledge-intensive and dynamic 

environments, and innovation processes. 

Bouncken et al. 2015 

Coopetition: A 

Systematic Review, 

Synthesis, and Future 

Research Directions 

By critically evaluating the current body of literature and definitions, 

and connecting it to other promising domains, a new definition of 

coopetition is developed and several promising areas for future 

research are highlighted. 
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Bengtsson/ 

Raza-Ullah  
2016 

A systematic review of 

research on coopetition: 

Toward a multilevel 

understanding 

In this paper, a systematic literature review of the field is conducted, 

and based on a final set of 142 contributions, a dynamic multilevel 

model is developed. This model helps future research better 

understand how the phenomena of coopetition at one level of analysis 

are distinct, yet interlinked, from coopetition at other levels, and in so 

doing, provides a richer and more complete perspective of the 

phenomenon of coopetition. 

Dorn et al. 2016 

Levels, phases and 

themes of coopetition: A 

systematic literature 

review and research 

agenda 

Current knowledge on coopetition is consolidated and presented 

across multiple levels of analysis along a phase model of coopetition. 

On the basis of this in-depth review, the authors synthesize a 

conceptual map that highlights five multilevel research areas: (1) the 

nature of the relationship, (2) governance and management, (3) the 

output of the relationship, (4) actor characteristics, and (5) 

environmental characteristics. The framework makes it possible to 

map extant research efforts along coopetition antecedents and the 

three main phases: the initiation phase, the managing and shaping 

phase, and the evaluation phase. This approach has made it possible to 

incorporate multiple levels (intra-firm, inter-firm, and network level), 

integrating the “emergent” perspective on coopetition 

(“phenomenon”), and considering it as a deliberate strategy. 

Gnyawali et al. 2016 

The competition–

cooperation paradox in 

inter-firm relationships: 

A conceptual framework 

With a focus on inter-firm relationships involving the simultaneous 

pursuit of competition and cooperation, a conceptual framework is 

developed that explicates key paradoxical conditions, paradoxical 

tension, and performance implications of tension in such 

relationships. There are two constituent elements of tension (strain 

and conflict), and specific factors which lead to such tension 

(dualities and contradictions). Efforts solely focused on reducing 

tension may not be fruitful because some level of tension is necessary 

and productive. Behavioral failures could occur at both low and high 

levels of tension, but for different reasons. Low perceived tension 

limits alertness, consciousness, and understanding of the complexity, 

whereas high tension leads to the use of existing heuristics and 

routines and justification of their use.  

Tidström/ 

Rajala 
2016 

Coopetition strategy as 

interrelated praxis and 

practices on multiple 

levels 

The findings show the importance of recognizing coopetitive 

activities on different levels. From a managerial perspective the 

findings of the study show that activities undertaken by individuals 

and teams within the company can influence coopetitive activities 

between companies. The findings also indicate that an open and 

flexible organizational structure without routines can trigger 

individual praxis that can influence the coopetitive practice of the 

organization on a relational level. Moreover, the findings show how a 

business relationship can develop from being cooperative to become 

coopetitive through the development of competing products on 

multiple levels.  
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TABLE 2 - TASK-RELATED AND COMPANY-RELATED SELECTION CRITERIA (DAS/HE, 2006) 

Task-related dimensions Company-related dimensions 

Complementary resources (e.g. products and knowledge) Strategic fit, interdependency or compatible objectives 

Technological skills or uniqueness Compatible or cooperative culture and ethics 

Financial resources Simplicity of communication 

Geography Connections and successful businesses before cooperation 

Marketing- or distribution systems or established 

customer base 
Trust between top managers 

Support for faster entry into the target market Strong commitment 

Management skills Similar status, size and structure  

Government relations incl. regulatory requirements and 

government sales/sales to the public sector 
Reciprocal relationship 

Reputation and image Appropriate risk 

Attractiveness of the industry   
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TABLE 3 – ORGANISATIONAL AND STRUCTURAL SETUP IN COOPETITION 

Organizational and structural 

aspects 

Description 

Involvement of stakeholders and role 

distribution 

There should be as few actors as possible in the coopetition involved because of 

the coopetitive logic conflict and to minimize the risk of an unintentional 

knowledge outflow (Bengtsson/Kock, 1999, 2000; Oxley/Sampson, 2004). The 

appointment of a "relationship manager" and a steering group or steering 

committee serves to reduce the complexity, to optimize the coordination of the 

information flow and the interface internally as well as externally (Dowling et 

al., 1996; Bengtsson/Kock, 1999). In the literature it is advised to integrate a 

trustworthy but independent third-party, a trustee, in the coopetitive 

collaboration. This party take different roles in different phases of coopetition 

(Castaldo et al., 2010). 

Division of competitive and 

cooperative activities 

According to the separation principle it is necessary to separate the competing 

and cooperative activities. The competition takes place in the value chain close 

to the customer and the cooperation activities away from the customers 

(Bengtsson/Kock, 2000). 

Division of co-operative activities 

between the partners 

In the case of so-called supply cooperation (cooperation in upstream activities 

to reduce costs or for strategic reasons such as F&E) there are only cooperative 

activities coordinated. These cooperation take place independently of the 

individual partners. The project is divided between the partners, for example by 

the means of knowledge domains which take the specific technological 

capabilities of the collaboration partner into account and which enables the 

creation of task domains. A steering group is responsible for the overall 

coordination. It is possible that the creation of commercial domains of product 

and market activities of the partners disconnects after the success of the 

cooperation.  

It is necessary to distribute the activities in market penetration cooperation 

(cooperation for the development of new, complementary skills and resources) 

and quasi-concentration alliances (cooperation for the realization of economies 

of scale) (Dussauge/Garrette, 1999). 

Standardized forms for 

documentation 

Standardized forms to document desired outcomes, project scope, planning, and 

process specifications help at the beginning of the cooperation. This creates a 

common understanding and defined the extent of knowledge that is shared 

between the partners. 

The use of integration mechanisms limits the allowed communication and the 

exchange of knowledge dramatically. To avoid an undesired transfer of 

knowledge, solving a problem and the decision-making process should be 

separated into two different activities (Enberg, 2012). 
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FIGURE 1 – (BUILD-UP) LEVELS OF MOTIVES IN COOPETITION 

 

 

FIGURE 2 – DRIVERS, FRAMEWORK CONDITIONS AND MACRO CONTEXT SPECIFICS IN COOPETITION 
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FIGURE 3 – MACRO CONTEXT IN COOPETITION 

 

 

FIGURE 4 – STRUCTURE OF EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
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FIGURE 5 – COOPETITION MOTIVES ACCORDING TO BUSINESS AREA (EMPIRICAL RESULTS) 

 

 

APPENDIX 

List of interviewees from empirical investigation 

 Company’s industry Market characteristics 
Position in 

company 

A Vehicle transportation Fierce competition; high cost pressure and customer power CIO 

B Smart home systems 
Relatively young, growing industry; competitors are 

primarily conventional alternatives from home automation  

Supply chain 

network manager 

C Fertilizer 
Mass market; high transparency; competition by crisis 

decimated, but numerous 
Sales manager 

D Automation/systems engineering 
Regular customer-oriented; few equivalent competitors in 

Europe; competition by crisis decimated 

Business develop. 

manager 

E Web-based software solutions Far-reaching market; fast-moving  CEO 

F Trade 
High market concentration; dominance of two large 

enterprises  
General manager 

G Washing and cleaning agent 
Mass product; high attachment with competitors at several 

levels (as customers or suppliers) 
Logistics manager 

H Fire control and protection 
Governments as customers (municipalities,…); relation 

with competitors at many levels (as customers or suppliers) 
Managing director 

I Motorcycle industry 
Far-reaching competition; member in the association of 

European motorcycle manufacturers  
CCO 

J 
Organization for cooperation between commercial enterprises and manufacturer's enterprises, 

above all in the FMCG area 
Logistics manager 

 


