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From Strategizing Coopetition to Managing Coopetition

Frédéric Le Roy Anne-Sophie Fernandez Paul Chiambaretto
(University of Montpellier, Montpellier 34000)

Abstract: In many existing researches on the theory of competition and cooperation, scholars
generally believe that competition and cooperation is a strategy that can improve the performance
level better than other ways, that is ,the companies that implement competition and cooperation
strategy can obtain higher performance expectation than the companies that only adopt
cooperation strategy or only adopt competition strategy. But in fact, competition strategy is a
double-edged sword. Whether it has a positive impact depends on what kind of management
competition strategy is adopted. This paper starts from the strategic competition and cooperation
to the tense situation of competition and cooperation, and combs the current research on
competition and cooperation management, which focus on the management princioples. At the
same time, it puts forward the research prospect of " daily competition and cooperation
management'-a black box for exploring competition and cooperation.
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. of an increasing amount of research. Publications
Introduction . :
on coopetition have been developed in so many

Since the seminal book of Brandenburger and directions that today it is difficult to make a

Nalebuff (1996), coopetition has been the subject complete synthesis (Yami et al. ,2010; Bengtsson
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and Kock, 2014; Czakon et al. , 2014; Bengtsson
and Raza-Ullah, 2016; Dorn et al., 2016). A
common agreement between coopetition scholars is
that coopetition could lead to higher levels of
performances. As a consequence, since the
beginning. coopetition is not only a research topic
but also a strategy leading to higher performance
level than other Firms

ones. implementing

coopetition  strategies, . e strategizing
coopetition, should expect higher performances
than firms that implement pure cooperative or pure
competitive  strategies  ( Brandenburger and
Nalebuff, 1996; Lado et al. , 1997).

The power of strategizing coopetition has been
first justified by Game Theory (Brandenburger &
Nalebuff, 1996). In the prisoner dilemma, the
cooperative solution is counter-intuitive but still
the best strategy. Another explanation of the
relevance of strategizing coopetition is rooted in the
Resource-Based-View theory ( Bengtsson and
Kock, 1999). As competitors have specific and
highly complementary resources, combining those
resources leads to high performance level. Other
theoretical lenses could be used to justify the
coopetition power as the Network Theory
(Gnyawali & Madhavan, 2001), the Resource
Dependence Theory (Chiambaretto & Fernandez,
2016 ), or the Theory

(Estrada et al. , 2016), etc.

Dynamic Capabilities
However, from other theoretical perspectives,

the link between coopetition strategies and
performance could appear as null or negative. For
Transaction Cost

instance, according to the

theory, high levels of wuncertainty lead to
opportunism. As coopetition is characterized by
high uncertainty, especially in radical innovation
projects, coopetitors could be damaged by high
technology plunders and unintended spillovers.
Therefore, they must avoid coopetition strategies
(Arranz and Arroyabe, 2008). In the same way,
the Core-competence theory considers that
coopetitors are engaged in a learning race which
could be damaging for the loser ( Hamel, 1991;
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Khanna et al. , 1998).

To sum up, coopetition could be a win-win
strategy but also a win-lose strategy. Therefore
strategizing coopetition is not enough to reach high
levels of performance! Coopetitors should pay
attention to the risk of plunder in coopetition
relationships. This risk of plunder does not mean
that coopetitors have neither to end their
coopertitive relationship nor to refuse it, but
rather that they have to manage it properly in order
to create the conditions of successful coopetition.
To make coopetition a successful strategy, the key
point is the management of coopetition. The
link ”

coopetition and performance (Le Roy and Czakon,

“ between

management is the missing
2016). In this way, the core hypothesis defended
in this chapter is that coopetition strategy could
have a positive, null or negative impact on

performance depending on the quality of the

coopetition management implemented.

1 Strategizing Coopetition: a double-

sword effect

Coopetition is a dual and paradoxical

relationship, combining simultaneously
collaboration to create value and competition to
capture a higher share of the value jointly created
(Peng et al., 2012; Ritala, 2012). The paradox
generated by the simultaneity of competition and
cooperation represents the essence of the concept
of coopetition (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Raza-
Ullah, Bengtsson, &. Kock, 2014).

The idea of combining collaboration and
competition instead of opposing them is new in the
literature. Economic Theory considers that
collaboration means collusion and is not good for
welfare. So, efficient competition implies the
absence of collaboration between competitors. On
the  contrary, coopetition  considers  that
collaboration between competitors could be good
for the consumer if and only if this collaboration
competition.

does not mean the end of

Collaboration between competitors is better than
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pure competition as long as the competitors keep
competing (Jordee and Teece, 1991).

This original point of view still requires
theoretical justification and empirical evidence.
Coopetition as a successful strategy for companies
has been first legitimated by using Game Theory
(Brandenburger &. Nalebuff, 1996). The well-
known prisoner dilemma or the stag hunt game has
been used to demonstrate the value of collaborating
and competing at the same time ( Ritala &
Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009). The coopetitive
solution is counter-intuitive and the actors will
prefer a competitive solution. But this solution is
the best one for them and leads to an optimal
equilibrium.

Bengtsson & Kock (1999, 2000) built on
(RBV) to

relevance of strategizing coopetition. The RBV

Resource-Based-View justify  the
explains why competitors are very good potential

partners. Indeed, as they have similar and
complementary resources, they could combine
them to encourage economies of scale and learning
(Gnyawali &. Park, 2011; Ritala & Hurmelinna-
2009 ).  These
consistent with the Capabilities Based View (CBV)

2016 ). From the CBV

Laukkanen, arguments are
( Estrada et al.,
perspective, the recombination of knowledge is
critical to build dynamic capabilities ( Helfat and
Peteraf, 2003 ). More specifically, innovation
capabilities emerge from the recombination of
complementary knowledge (Kogut and Zanders,
1992). For this reason, some scholars argue that
coopetition is one of the best way to combine
complementary  knowledge and to develop
successful product innovation ( Quintana-Garcia
and Benavides-Velasco,  2004; Ritala and
Hurmelinnal.aukkanen, 2009; Gnyawali and Park,
2009, 2011).

The Network Theory provides arguments in
line with the RBV and the CBV. The Network
Theory recommends to firms in the same industry,
with different but complementary resources and

Indeed, by

capabilities, to deeply collaborate.

collaborating not only at the dyadic level but also

at the industry level, they could benefit from a

broader knowledge base and become more
performant ( Gnyawali & Madhavan, 2001;
Gnyawali et al., 2006). According to this

approach, the challenge for the firm is to become
the central actor in the coopetitive network (Sanou
et al. » 2016). The best strategy consists in being
highly cooperative to become central in the
network. This central position will give power to
the focal firm which will be able to become more
aggressive and, therefore, more profitable.
Following this approach, coopetition strategy is
better than the pure competition strategy or pure
cooperation strategy (Le Roy & Sanou, 2014;
Robert et al. , in press)

RBV,

Theory all lead to an

Game Theory, CBV and Network
optimistic view of
coopetition. Coopetition becomes a better strategy
than pure competition or pure collaboration.
However, this optimistic view of coopetition is
inconsistent with researches built on Transaction
Cost Theory (TCT) (Arranz & Arroyabe, 2008;
Park &. Russo, 1996). The TCT considers that
coopetition creates a situation of high level of
uncertainty in which actors have incentive to
behave opportunistically. Therefore, coopetitors
could not develop a trustworthy relationship and
could not fully collaborate together. According to
this approach, coopetition is a particular kind of
cooperation in which trust is hard to develop
(Arranz & Arroyabe, 2008; Czakon & Czernek,
2016). As both coopetitors are aware of the
opportunistic risk, they are discouraged from
pooling their core knowledge. Cooperation with
competitors exposes the firm to undesired
spillovers that can be used by the coopetitor
against it. Thus, firms are reluctant to collaborate
openly and it is difficult to develop the necessary
level of trust for the success of common projects.
In the same way, the Core-competence theory

considers that coopetition is a risky strategy in

which coopetitors are involved in a learning race
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(Hamel, 1991). Cooperating with a competitor
involves sharing knowledge, skills and resources.
Without this sharing, the collaboration is useless.
But, as the coopetitor is opportunist by nature, it
would use this knowledge for its own individual
benefit rather than for common benefits. If there is
an important asymmetry of learning, coopetition
becomes a win-lose strategy i. e. one coopetitor is
winning at the expense of the other (Hamel et al. ,
1989; Baumard, 2010).

The TCT and Core-competence theory lead to
a pessimistic view of coopetition. On the one hand,
as collaboration is not really possible between
competitors, coopetition could not have positive
effect. On the other hand, because of the high
risks of opportunism, coopetition could be very
damaging. Therefore, coopetition effect should be
null in the best situation and negative in the worst
situation. Coopetition strategies should thus be
avoided as much as possible.

To sum up. depending on the perspective
adopted, strategizing coopetition could lead to
different outcomes. According to Game Theory,
the RBV, the CBV and the Network Theory, the
best partner is a competitor and coopetition is a
powerful win-win strategy. even a better strategy
than pure collaborative or pure competitive
strategies. By contrast, the TCT and the Core-
competence theory consider coopetition as an
inefficient strategy and in some extreme cases as a
potential damaging strategy. Coopetition is
conceptualized as a win-lose strategy that firms
should be avoiding

As a conclusion, strategizing coopetition in itself
is not enough to create high level of performance.
Therefore the question for any firm is not to decide
whether it has to strategize coopetition or not but
rather how to strategize coopetition successfully. Our
main idea in this chapter is that managing coopetition is
the principal key success factor of strategizing
coopetition.

From strategizing coopetition to coopetitive tensions

By combining simultaneously two opposite
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behaviors  ( collaboration and competition ),
coopetition can be understood as a paradoxical
strategy (De Rond and Bouchiki, 2004; Smith and
Lewis, 2011; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). The
combination of collaborative and competitive
behaviors contributes to the emergence of tensions
at different levels: inter-organizational, intra-
organizational and inter-individual (Bengtsson and
Kock, 2000; Czakon, 2010; Fernandez et al.,
2014; Le Roy and Fernandez, 2015; Luo et al. ,
2006; Padula and Dagnino, 2007 ). Tensions
between cooperation and competition are driven by
the conflict between generating shared benefits and
capturing private benefits (Khanna et al., 1998;
Czakon, 2010; Ritala and Tidstr? m, 2014).

At the inter-organizational level, the first
tension arises out of the dilemma between the
creation of common value and the appropriation of
private value (Gnyawali et al. , 2012; Ritala and
Tidstrom, 2014). After the knowledge creation
phase, tensions arise between the distributive and
integrative elements of knowledge appropriation
( Oliver, 2004 ).

tension arises out of the risks of transferring

Another type of coopetitive
confidential information and the risks of
technological imitation. Partners pool strategic
resources to achieve their goals (Gnyawali and
Park, 2009) but at the same time they need to
protect their core competences because they remain
strong competitors.

At the intra-organizational level i. e. at the
project level, coopetitive tensions are even more
important  because the implementation of
coopetition strategies requires employees from
competing parent firms to work together
(Fernandez et al., 2014; Gnyawali and Park,
2011). The project level is thus crucial to an
understanding of how intra-organizational tensions
are managed.

One critical intra-organizational tension arises
from the dilemma between sharing and protecting
information (Fernandez et al. , 2014; Levy et al. ,

2003; Fernandez and Chiambaretto, 2016). The
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partners of an alliance can easily learn from one
another, especially if they are competitors (Baruch
and Lin, 2012; Khanna et al. , 1998; Estrada et
al. , 2016).

Although partners must share information and
knowledge to achieve the common goal of the
collaboration (Gnyawali and Park, 2011; Mention,
2011), each partner must also protect the strategic
core of its knowledge from its competitor because
partners that operate in the same industry must
develop unique skills (Baumard, 2010; Ritala et
al. , 2015). Information that is shared within a
common collaborative project potentially could be
used in a different market in which the partners
compete. The competing partner could benefit by
appropriating the shared information (Hurmelinna-
Laukkanen and Olander, 2014)

In a coopetitive project in which partners could
utilize shared information for their own purposes,

the risk of opportunism and appropriation is

particularly high ( Baruch and Lin, 2012;
Bouncken and Kraus, 2013; Hurmelinna-
Laukkanen and Olander, 2014; Ritala and

Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009, 2013). Fernandez
and Chiambaretto (2016) defined this coopetitive
tensions related to information as “the difference
between a firm’ s need to share information to
ensure the success of the common project and its
need to limit information sharing to avoid
informational spillovers into other markets”.

Another critical tension appears between the
different business units (Luo et al., 2006).
Managers involved in internal activities compete
with colleagues involved in coopetitive activities to
obtain  human, technological and financial
resources from the parent firm (Tsai, 2002).

At the inter-individual level, coopetitive
tensions could appear for a variety of reasons.
Individuals face the dilemma of choosing between
an individual strategy and collaboration. In a pure
collaborative project, a common identity is
gradually created as individuals from different
work

companies together over time. In a

coopetitive project, two firms” identities are mixed

without  being  merged. The  psychological
equilibrium of the individuals involved can become
disturbed (Gnyawali et al., 2008; Raza-Ullah et
al. , 2014; Gnyawali et al. , 2016). Another source
involved in

These

of tension relates to employees

activities developed with competitors.
employees face tensions when a current competitor
becomes a partner or when a partner becomes a
competitor (Gnyawali and Park, 2011; Raza-Ullah
et al. ,» 2014).

In a nutshell, tensions are substantial to
coopetition. They are due to the competitive
dimension of the coopetitive relationship. These
tensions can be considered as very damaging for the
quality of the collaboration between coopetitors.
They can create mistrust, mutual negative affect
and unsolvable conflicts between coopetitors. But
they can also be considered as the real source of
coopetition success as they encourage coopetitors
to find a way to transcend their paradoxical
coopetitive relationship.

In this way of thinking, coopetition provides
coopetitors additional resources and competitive
challenges to best use these resources. Coopetitive
tensions stimulate firms and individuals to give the best
of them and go faster and further than pure
Therefore,

coopetitive tensions are considered more as a real

competition or pure collaboration.

power of coopetition than as an issue. In this
perspective, reducing coopetitive tensions will lead to a
decrease of competition and thus to the end of
coopetition ( Park et al., 2014). Consequently,
companies must not try to reduce or eliminate these
tensions but they have to manage them efficiently (Le
Roy &. Czakon, 2016). Instead of reducing
competition or collaboration, firms would rather
maintainthem in a balance (Clarke-Hill et al. , 2003).
Relevant managerial tools are then required toreach
this balance and to preserve it (Chen et al. , 2007;
Chen, 2008; Bengtsson et al. , 2016).

When coopetitive tensions require managing coopetition

Coopetition paradox belongs to a larger
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literature dedicated to the management of
paradoxes(Lewis, 2000; Smith & Lewis, 2011).
In this literature, two contradictory approaches to
managing paradoxical tensions are frequently
debated. The first approach recommends paradox
resolution through splitting opposite forces (Poole
& Van de Ven, 1989). The second approach
argues that separating creates vicious cycles.
Therefore, scholars in this second approach
recommend accepting and transcending the paradox
at both the individual and the organizational levels.
Once the paradox is accepted, a resolution strategy
should be implemented ( Sundaramurthy and
Lewis, 2003; Smith 20053
Jarzabkowski et al., 2008; Smith and Lewis,

2011D)

and Tushman,

According to the paradox resolution approach,

some coopetition scholars consider that the

management of collaboration and the management

of competition should be split to manage
coopetitive tensions ( Dowling et al., 1996;
Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Herzog, 2010).

Theseparation can be functional or spatial. For

instance, coopetitors can cooperate on one
dimension of the value chain (i. e., R&D) while
competing on another dimension (i. e. , marketing
activities). Or coopetitors can cooperate on a given
market while competing on another one.

However, other scholars note the limitations
of this principle and recommended a more
integrative approach (Oshri and Weber, 2006;
Chen, 2008 ). The main problem with the
separation principle is the creation in internal
conflict into the company. between people
dedicated to competition and people dedicated to
collaboration ( Pellegrin-Boucher et al. ,
forthcoming). In line with the paradox acceptance
principle requires

approach, the integration

individuals to wunderstand their roles in a
paradoxical context and to behave accordingly,
following both logics simultaneously. Thus, the
transcend the

challenge for managers 1is to

paradox, to simultaneously manage collaboration
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and competition and, therefore, optimize the
benefits of coopetition (Luo, 2007).

The separation principle and the integration
principles belong to two different and opposite
schools of thought. In the first one, the basic idea
is that individuals cannot integrate the paradox.
Therefore, the separation principle is needed and
the only one to implement coopetition strategy. In
the second schools of thought, the separation
principle is considered as a negation of paradoxical
nature of coopetition. Companies are able to
manage successfully coopetition if and only if
individuals are able to develop their coopetitive
mindset.

A third school of thought tries to combine
approaches. Instead of

these two opposite

opposing the separation and the integration

principles, scholars argue that both principles
should be used
efficiently manage coopetitive tensions (Fernandez

et al. , 2014; Fernandez and Chiambaretto, 2016;

simultaneously in order to

Seran et al., 2016). The separation principle is
required at the organizational level. Competition
and cooperation should be split between different
levels of the value chain, or between different
products or markets. This separation is necessary
to define a dominant role for each activity within
the firm, collaborative or competitive. But this
single separation is not sufficient to efficiently
manage the multiple coopetitive tensions because
they generate additional tensions within the
organization, at the individual level.

At the individual level, the integration of the
coopetition paradox is necessary to

Indeed, the

principle creates internal tensions within firms,

manage

coopetitive tensions. separation

between employees who are in charge of
collaboration and those in charge of competition.
The only way to control these tensions is to allow
people to understand the role of each employee in a
coopetitive setting. The understanding of the

coopetition paradox contributes to limit the

tensions within the firm and allows individuals to
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adopt simultaneous cooperative and competitive
behaviors with their coopetitors. The integration
of coopetition paradox by individuals is facilitated
by the joint implementation of formal coordination
(procedures, regular meetings, etc. ) and informal
coordination (social networks, social interaction,
trust, etc. ) (Seran et al. , 2016).

The separation and the integration principles
are complementary. Each principle has some
virtuous and some limits and the combination of the
both permits to compensate their limits. For instance,
Fernandez and Chiambaretto (2016 ) demonstrated
empirically how to combine both principles to manage
tensions related to information at the project level.
According to the separation principle, managers use
formal control mechanisms i. e. the information system
to share only the critical information required to
achieve the project and to protect the noncritical.
Simultaneously, managers use informal control
mechanisms to differentiate appropriable from non-
appropriable information to transform appropriable
critical information into non-appropriable critical
information. Such abilities developed by managers rely
on a cognitive integration of the coopetition paradox.
Thus, managing efficiently tensions related with
information requires a combination of both the
separation and of the integration principles.

Other empirical evidence is provided by Seran
and colleagues (2016) in the banking sector. In
this sector, coopetition relationships exist within
multi-unit organizations such as Crédit Agricole or
Banque Populaire Caisse d” Epargne. Coopetitive
tensions appear at the intraorganizational and inter-
individual. Authors have shown these tensions are
efficiently managed by the implementation of a
separation principle - independent banks, distinct
brands and staff - and the implementation of an
integration principle based on formal and informal
coordination.

Opening the black-box: managing coopetition on a
daily basis

The separation and integration principles are
levels. The

used together but at different

separation belongs to the organizational design of
the company or, at least, within the Business
Unit. Within a Business Unit some projects are
done with rivals and other projects are done in pure
competition with these rivals. The integration
principle belongs to the individual level. People are
more or less able to integrate the paradox of
coopetition and adopt both a balanced mindset and
behavior.

Between the organizational design level and
the individual level, an intermediary level is the
working group dedicated to the common project
with the competitor. At this working group level
people of competing firms work together on a daily
basis. This is at this level that firms share their
knowledge, their know-how, their resources and
competencies. Therefore, this is at this level that
the value of coopetition is created, but it is also at
this level that the risks of plunder are the highest.
Consequently, this level is critical for the
coopetition success.

The question becomes, how should firms
manage coopetition at this working-group level?
Two past researches are dedicated to this question.
The first one focuses on technology coopetition (Le
Roy &. Fernandez, 2015) and the second one
focuses on selling coopetition (Pellegrin-boucher et
al. , forthcoming ). Both conclude to the
identification of an additional principle: the co-
management principle for technology coopetition
and the arbitration principle for the selling
coopetition.

First, the co-management principle is needed
for technology coopetition (Le Roy &Fernandez,
2015 ). This  co-management principle is
implemented into the common team created by the
coopetitors, named the Coopetitive Project Team.
The co-management principle is based on a peer
logic. The Coopetitive Project Team is managed by
a dual managerial structure. Team members from
competing firms are pooled and work together on a
daily basis. Parent firms adopt an organizational
design in which they equally share the decision-
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making process, thus managing the risk of
opportunism. Therefore, power is balanced and
symmetric in a horizontal collaboration. This
redundancy of managerial functions could appear as
a waste of resources but it is essential to develop
trust and to encourage the necessary knowledge
sharing between team members (Le Roy &
Fernandez, 2015; Fernandez et al. , in press).
Second, the arbitration principle is needed for
selling coopetition ( Pellegrin-Boucher et al.,
forthcoming). Selling coopetition relies on alliance
managers. The mission of these alliance managers
is to win call for tenders by collaborating with
competitors. This mission creates internal tensions
between alliance-managers and sales managers who
may also apply for this call for tenders alone.
These tensions cannot be solved by the separation
and integration principles and the hierarchy must
rely on arbitration to solve these internal conflicts.
Based on these previous studies, we propose a
multi-level framework to analyze the management

( Figure 1). The

relevant to

of coopetition strategies

separation principle is manage
coopetitive tensions at the organizational level and
the integration principle is appropriate to manage
coopetitive tensions at the individual level. At the
project level (R&.D or sales project), the co-
management principle is relevant in technology
coopetition whereas the arbitration principle is
more adapted for selling coopetition. These
principles should be simultaneously combined and
implemented to manage efficiently coopetitive
tensions.

The importance of the combination of these
principles was initially found in the space industry
for technology coopetition (Le Roy and Fernandez,
2015) and in the ICT industry for selling
coopetition ( Pellegrin-Boucher et al. ,
forthcoming ). These high-tech industries are
characterized by high levels of R&.D costs, high
levels of risks, high levels of knowledge, high
market uncertainty, etc. All companies evolving in
high-tech industries are facing the same issues.
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Thus, our framework could guide these companies
to adopt coopetition strategies and to succeed in
such environments. Further researches could
confirm this assumption in other high-tech or low-
tech industries. In this perspective, coopetition
management is a new and stimulating research
topic with high potential for researchers and

practitioners.

Figure 1

Conclusion and research perspectives

In this chapter we argue that coopetition
strategy can be a double-edged sword. It can either
be a win-win or a win-lose strategy. The positive
or negative effect of strategizing coopetition clearly
depends on the management of coopetition.
Because coopetition combines simultaneously two
contradictory logics, it creates tensions at different
levels: interorganizational, intra-organizational
and inter-individual levels. These tensions need to
be efficiently managed so that firms can benefit
from coopetition. The question of relevant
principles for managing coopetition is therefore the
key question of coopetition research.

This question is still an open one and so far
three schools of through can be distinguished. The
first one is based on the separation principle, the
second one is based on integration principle, and
the third one combines the separation and the
integration principles. In this third school, some
researches go deeper at the working group level
and identify two other principles depending of the
coopetition type: co-management principle for
technology coopetition and arbitration for selling
coopetition. As a sum, managing successfully

coopetition requires combining three
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complementary principles: the separation principle
at the Business Unit level - the co-management
principle ( for technology coopetition) or the
arbitration principle (for selling coopetition) at the
working group level - the integration principle at
the individual level.

Yet, coopetition remains more an open field of
research than a closed one. Research on managing
coopetition is still scarce and further research is
needed in other industries to discuss the relevance
of preliminary results presented in this chapter. Is
our framework relevant for other companies in low-
tech industries or for SMEs? Understanding and
analyzing the management tools used in coopetition
strategy in these circumstances is crucial.

As highlighted in this chapter, previous

researches remained focused on management
principles. Once these management principles have
been identified it is necessary to go deeper and
deeper into the black-box of coopetition. For

should

organizational designs used by firms at the working

instance,  specific research explore
group level. Le Roy and Fernandez (2015)
identified the Coopetitive-Project-Team. Do
companies use other types of organizational designs
than Coopetitive-Project-Team and why? A recent
contribution shows that a company could use
another organizational design named Separated-
Project-Team according to the risks, the costs and
the innovativeness of the project (Fernandez et
al. , forthcoming ). Additional researches are
needed to reveal other organizational designs and to
understand their drivers and their implications.

Especially, we need to know how companies

manage their coopetition strategy when the
coopetitive project involves more than two
coopetitors,

Some future researches should also be

dedicated to some managerial aspects of coopetitive
project. For instance, the information systems
used to achieve coopetitive projects represent an
exciting research perspective. The pioneer work of
( 2016 ) needs

Fernandez and Chiambaretto

additional research to better understand how
information is shared and protected by coopetitors.
We also need to investigate better the management
control of coopetitive projects. A preliminary
research shows that management control creates
some specific issues that need to be deeper
investigated ( Grafton and Mundy, 2017). The
marketing management of coopetition represents
another fascinating research perspective. Pellegrin-
Boucher et al. (forthcoming) show that managing
selling coopetition involves a specific principle
named arbitration. We need to investigate further
the management of selling coopetition, but also of
marketing, distribution or branding coopetition
2016 ).

( Chiambaretto et al., Managing

coopetition in supply-chains, purchasing or
logistics is an entirely open question and needs to
be specifically studied as well.

To sum up, we are just making the first steps
toward a broader understanding of coopetition
management. As coopetition management is the
key success factor of strategizing coopetition,
further research is absolutely necessary on this

topic.
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