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Purpose: Many firms engage in co-opetitive projects during which they have simultaneously competitive and collaborative relationships with many rivals in a complex network. A co-opetitive network offers them access to a large volume of resources and knowledge, for example, to support new markets and/or territories. So, does the network grow with the scope of the co-opetition project? Design/Methodology: An empirical study of 106 French boating intermediate-sized enterprises (ETIs) and small and medium enterprises (SMEs) provides a descriptive and explanatory analysis of co-opetitive networks.

Findings: Our results support this definition of a complex co-opetitive network only when the objectives of a firm are part of the geographical expansion of its activities. In contrast, these relations remain simple (dyadic) when a firm favours a strategy of diversifying its activities while maintaining its unique local geographical market.

Research limitations/implications: Firstly, the work is based on a quantitative methodology, so is static. It would be interesting to analyse the process of the building of coopetitive relationships and opportunism between rival firms, for example through a qualitative study. Secondly, this work focuses on boating companies in France. It may be appropriate to consider the sanctions placed on the opportunism of foreign firms in co-opetition. Thirdly, future work could increase understanding, not only of the nature of reprisals inflicted on individualistic co-opetitors, but also on the structure, objectives and results of these reprisals.

Value: Our study deepens our knowledge of the definition, composition and determinants of co-opetitive networks.

INTRODUCTION

Research in strategic management has long opposed the competitive perspective with regard to the relational approach to the production of economic rents. The awareness that firms are increasingly simultaneously engaged in rivalry and co-operation has paved the way for other research on the combination and interrelation between these relational modes [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition in business networks-to cooperate and compete simultaneously[END_REF]. The literature in the field has gradually come to recognize that the success of a firm, through achieving and maintaining its competitive advantage, requires the development of strategies both competitive and co-operative [START_REF] Lado | Competition, co-operation, and the search for economic rents: a syncretic model[END_REF]. Coopetition allows rivals to pool resources and knowledge in order to share the risks of a new project, realize economies of scale, enter new sectors and geographic markets, support innovation and learning, and so on [START_REF] M'chirgui | The economics of the smart card industry: towards co-opetitive strategies[END_REF].

Co-operation is a strategy that concerns interactions situated at the interpersonal [START_REF] Enberg | Enabling knowledge integration in co-opetitive R&D projects: the management of conflicting logics[END_REF], intra-organizational [START_REF] Tsai | Social structure of "co-opetition" within a multiunit organization: Coordination, competition, and intraorganizational knowledge sharing[END_REF] or inter-organizational [START_REF] Luo | Cross-functional ''co-opetition'': the simultaneous role of co-operation and competition within firms[END_REF] level. [START_REF] Wilhelm | Co-opetition and knowledge co-creation in Japanese supplier-networks: The case of Toyota[END_REF] argue that a network in co-opetition is now recognized as a classic relational mode between competitors. SMEs and large firms choose to build a coopetitive network of resources and expertise to meet the needs initiated by their sectoral and geographical policies [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF][START_REF] Kock | Co-opetition: a source of international opportunities in Finnish SMEs[END_REF].

However, the nature of co-opetitive relationships is still being debated in the scientific community [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition -Quo vadis? Past accomplishments and future challenges[END_REF].

While collective strategies take place within a co-opetitive strategy with dyadic (or simple) relationships [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-operative networks and competitive dynamics: A structural embeddedness perspective[END_REF], network theory considers co-opetition as a number of relationships (complex relations) between multiple competitors [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition dynamics-an outline for further inquiry[END_REF]. Therefore, the literature indicates that co-opetition is used either in simple networks or within complex networks but do not show how forms of co-opetition interrelate with specific types of network. The link between the practice of a co-opetitive strategy and the adoption of a network based on its complexity has not been established. Thus, our research question is: Does the complexity of collaborative relationships between rivals characterize co-opetitive strategies? To answer this question, a quantitative study of French nautical sector firms was conducted and 106 ETIs and SMEs participated.

Our quantitative study on ETIs and SMEs involved in a co-opetitive strategy is designed to complement the majority of the conceptual and qualitative works conducted with large firms [START_REF] Gast | Co-opetition research: Towards a better understanding of past trends and future directions[END_REF].

Our results indicate that co-opetitive relationships are complex when co-opetitors internationalize in other geographical areas but are simple when co-opetitors diversify their markets.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The network as a competitive tool Gulati et al. (2000: 203) define networks as "a firm's set of relationships, both horizontal and vertical, with other organizations -be they suppliers, customers, competitors, or other entities -including relationships across industries and countries. These strategic networks are composed of interorganizational ties that are enduring, are of strategic significance for the firms entering them, and include strategic alliances, joint ventures, longterm buyer-supplier partnerships, and a host of similar ties". According to [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-operative networks and competitive dynamics: A structural embeddedness perspective[END_REF], the network is used by a firm as a strategic instrument to benefit from an exchange of information, resources and status (enabling legitimacy, power and recognition) in order to gain better competitive advantages. For the individual company, the advantage of integration with a network is the ability to pursue and enhance its distinctive sector, which, to the best of our knowledge, is an unexplored field of research, the unpredictability of competition and rapid technological change (Miles and Snow, 1986).

A network can emerge unplanned from a process following the recognition of the interdependence between firms, or from a deliberate strategy by one of the firms wanting to ally for strategic purposes [START_REF] Jarillo | On strategic networks[END_REF]. Two economic motivations originate the development of an inter-firm network: cost sharing and the joint exploitation of complementary assets [START_REF] Dyer | The relational view: co-operative strategy and sources of interorganizational competitive advantage[END_REF]. The interest in pursuing the latter collaborative form gradually exceeds the simple benefit of cost sharing for some firms. To better focus on their core business, some firms mobilize distinctive external resources and competencies, i.e.

competencies not integrated with their core business, to complete their value chain [START_REF] Assens | Le réseau d'entreprises: vers une synthèse des connaissances[END_REF]. As part of a defensive aim, a network can help firms to block rivalry and create dominant norms to defend their competitive position [START_REF] Swaminathan | Marketing alliances, firm networks, and firm value creation[END_REF]. As part of a policy of expansion, a network can bring to a firm the resources, knowledge and cost controls necessary to the extension of its activities and geographical markets [START_REF] Jarillo | On strategic networks[END_REF][START_REF] M'chirgui | The economics of the smart card industry: towards co-opetitive strategies[END_REF].

Two main network architectures have emerged and are frequently cited according to the level of centralization. The first type of inter-organizational network is known as a "community network" and represents horizontal co-operation in the medium and long term built are mutual and reciprocal distinct in this context [START_REF] Assens | Le réseau d'entreprises: vers une synthèse des connaissances[END_REF]. Of equivalent weight, these competitors are looking for relational returns through the sharing and pooling of investments, knowledge, resources and unique capabilities; all of which is framed by necessarily effective governance mechanisms to ensure their synergistic combination or a reduction in transaction costs [START_REF] Dyer | The relational view: co-operative strategy and sources of interorganizational competitive advantage[END_REF]. Thus, [START_REF] Gomes-Casseres | Competitive advantage in alliance constellations[END_REF] refers to the emergence of "constellations of firms". A constellation aims to collect and manage the resources of its members. Through their links, firms are groups united in achieving a common goal. The competitive advantage is based on the group in relation to other firms or other constellations. Corporate networks can then compete against each other [START_REF] Dyer | The relational view: co-operative strategy and sources of interorganizational competitive advantage[END_REF] and inter-network competition develops. Consequently, the commitment of a firm to a network can come, not through choice, but as a constraint to global competition.

The second type of inter-organizational network is the "network company" model.

According to [START_REF] Powell | Interorganizational collaboration and the locus of innovation: Networks of learning in biotechnology[END_REF], this type of vertical network is a response to the need for a focal firm to establish a more flexible organizational structure that is less cumbersome and focused on the development of its technology and strategic process. Thus, the competitive advantage of a firm can come from its position in a network and its organizational relationships, which are necessary for the efficiency and effectiveness of its business.

According to the social network approach, [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-operative networks and competitive dynamics: A structural embeddedness perspective[END_REF] show that a firm's ability to access and use a network's resources varies depending on its position within it. The actor is all the more central if it has a set of controls, power and the ability to manipulate interactions between other network members.

A network, therefore, allows a firm to adapt to a structure and changes in the market, to have a better positioning within it, to operate with other players synergistically in the use of resources and then to implement an approach designed to reduce coordination costs [START_REF] Gulati | Strategic networks[END_REF]. Beyond the market and position, the network has become a strategic tool managed by a firm to achieve its competitive advantage over its opponents outside the network [START_REF] Jarillo | On strategic networks[END_REF].

The network: a collaborative structure A network can be operated as a tool of growth by helping its members achieve activity levels that would be inaccessible individually [START_REF] Levin | R-A theory as a post-Chicago argument for legal co-opetition[END_REF]. Alongside a purely economic approach, [START_REF] Gulati | Alliances and networks[END_REF] shows that economic activities are influenced by the social context in which firms are integrated. Thus, because of their common strategic interdependence, competitors can relate and become closer due to their interactions in the markets for products and resources [START_REF] Gulati | Alliances and networks[END_REF].

The interaction of firms, therefore, influences their competitive strategies. A relational network is defined as a set of specific social connections between organizations and between individuals, such as friendship or group membership. Thus, the effectiveness of a network of relationships can be understood through the trust and relationships that develop between individuals. Personal relationships create opportunities for co-operation by deepening the trust and commitment of the parties to the relationship [START_REF] Larson | Network dyads in entrepreneurial settings: a study of the governance of exchange relationship"s[END_REF]. Alongside the individual perspective, the benefits granted to a firm by its network of relationships can also be understood structurally.

First, being rooted in a common social network is the most common explanation for the formation of co-operative relationships between firms [START_REF] Gulati | Where do interorganizational networks come from?[END_REF]. [START_REF] Lazega | Analyse de réseaux d'une organisation collégiale: les avocats d'affaires[END_REF] describes the structural equivalence between actors of a network that are not necessarily directly connected to each other but have the same relations with one or more players in the system. Thus, the presence of members with common [structural] attributes integrated into their respective networks (suppliers, customers, and so on) can promote and support their efforts to create links. Firms that share similar relationships can be recognized more easily. Thus, the proximity of one firm to another can help them recognize that their association is more viable than their opposition.

Second, network complexity is characterized as a network that brings together more than two firms that maintain strong and sustainable exchange relationships that are sources of gains [START_REF] Thorelli | Networks: between markets and hierarchies[END_REF]. Network complexity is defined as the number of previous collaborations between members of the same environment [START_REF] Gulati | Where do interorganizational networks come from?[END_REF] and can help a firm to identify potential participants more easily and develop more co-operative opportunities [START_REF] Prashant | Managing strategic alliances: what do we know now, and where do we go from here?[END_REF]. Complexity promotes the development of cooperative opportunities [START_REF] Prashant | Managing strategic alliances: what do we know now, and where do we go from here?[END_REF], facilitating the emergence of common standards and establishing penalties that ensure social control and a reduction in opportunism during the collaboration [START_REF] Burt | Structural Holes, Contemporary Sociological Theory[END_REF]. [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition in business networks-to cooperate and compete simultaneously[END_REF] develop the concept of coopetition as the simultaneity of competitive and co-operative behaviour between rivals in a simple (dyadic) relation. [START_REF] Dagnino | La dynamique des stratégies de coopétition[END_REF] enrich the concept by presenting a coopetitive relationship as complex (with multiple co-opetitors). Co-opetition is presented as an evolving relationship in either a simple or a complex network, depending on the focus of the academic work. When competitors cooperate, a chain of actions is initiated which propagate through the network. At one level, several firms can engage voluntarily in a co-opetitive relationship. [START_REF] Dagnino | La dynamique des stratégies de coopétition[END_REF] suggest a complex co-opetition network (e.g. rivalry and competition on various activities in their value chains). At a second level, [START_REF] Salvetat | Comprendre le rôle de l'intermédiation dans la coopétition: le cas des industries aéronautiques et spatiales[END_REF] evoke co-opetition induced by a third actor that imposes simultaneous cooperation and rivalry between firms for the success of a particular project. [START_REF] Wilhelm | Co-opetition and knowledge co-creation in Japanese supplier-networks: The case of Toyota[END_REF] point out that the stress of co-opetition fosters technology transfer and knowledge creation between a principal and the many providers in its network. During a project, for example, the collaborative activities coordinated by the principal (such as seminars and workshops) improve the capacity of its providers, while at the same time maintaining rivalry through the comparison of performance. Thus, competition may be organized simultaneously in co-operation. A firm may also compel other organizations to enter into co-opetition [START_REF] Tsai | Social structure of "co-opetition" within a multiunit organization: Coordination, competition, and intraorganizational knowledge sharing[END_REF].

Therefore, [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition in business networks-to cooperate and compete simultaneously[END_REF] argue that a relationship between two firms is affected by and affects other relationships in a network structure because the connections are interconnected, with opponents involved in confrontation and/or collaboration with members of their respective networks. Thus, several competitors can have multiple relationships, which are different and evolve with the context [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition -Quo vadis? Past accomplishments and future challenges[END_REF]. Co-opetition evolves in complex networks [START_REF] Dagnino | La dynamique des stratégies de coopétition[END_REF].

Dense networks allow firms to familiarize themselves with their current allies and those allies emerging through common third parties. Connectivity and complexity between partners describe the density of connections within a network [START_REF] Gulati | Strategic networks[END_REF]. Density is measured by the number of partners involved in the exchange process, the likelihood of developing future relations between partners and the likelihood that these relationships are subject to open discussion between these partners: "Complex tasks require that many parties interact to complete a product or service, which enhances the likelihood that mutual contacts will evolve, rather than strictly bilateral, exclusive exchanges" (Jones et al., 1997, 923). This occurs as a result of two mechanisms: the reduction of information asymmetries and the increase of trust between firms [START_REF] Gulati | Strategic networks[END_REF]. Good-quality information is easily distributed in a high-density network because each firm is properly connected to all of its members [START_REF] Uzzi | Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: The paradox of embeddedness[END_REF]. A dense network also facilitates the emergence of common standards, shared behaviours and the application of effective sanctions [START_REF] Burt | Structural Holes, Contemporary Sociological Theory[END_REF]. Standards and shared values are criteria for selecting members of the network and thus reducing the risks posed by opportunism [START_REF] Nooteboom | Effects of trust and governance on relational risk[END_REF]. Economic exchange is then governed by the norms of reciprocity and trust which self-regulate interdependent stakeholders and provide social control [START_REF] Larson | Network dyads in entrepreneurial settings: a study of the governance of exchange relationship"s[END_REF].

Finally, firms are connected through strong links that can be based on a shared trust to develop and protect their common project (Gulati, 1995). Strong links reflect intense and reciprocal relationships that require time and energy to create and maintain. Their presence promotes the emergence of firms with a common experience of accumulated information, language and specific know-how [START_REF] Dyer | The relational view: co-operative strategy and sources of interorganizational competitive advantage[END_REF]. During the formation of cooperation, strong ties can allow a reduction in costs or be a source of social and economic support that moderates the risk associated with the co-operation. During such co-operation, these links can act as a governance mechanism to guide a collaborative project (Gulati, 1995).

Thus, firms develop regular exchanges in the long term which constitute their relational networks [START_REF] Larson | Network dyads in entrepreneurial settings: a study of the governance of exchange relationship"s[END_REF]. These connections are an important source of sustainable competitive advantage for a firm [START_REF] Gulati | Strategic networks[END_REF].

The network: a co-opetitive strategy for ETIs and SMEs? [START_REF] Padula | Untangling the rise of co-opetition: the intrusion of competition in a co-operative game structure[END_REF] develop the notion of co-opetition within a complex network, which involves several firms deciding to co-operate on various levels of their respective value chains, while simultaneously competing with others. Co-opetition combines co-operation with rivals to create a greater business potential and competition with rivals within that larger share (of the market) [START_REF] Bouncken | Co-opetition: a systematic review, synthesis, and future research directions[END_REF]. For example, [START_REF] Wang | Collaborative Marketing in a Regional Destination: Evidence from Central Florida[END_REF] point out that the planning or execution of marketing policies for the promotion of a tourism destination in the Central Florida region is often not managed by a single firm, but by collective structures that bring together several local competitors. The realization of a common marketing campaign is motivated by the collective management of costs associated with such an operation, through the exchange of complementary knowledge between partners and the opportunity to diversify their portfolio of offerings to improve their own competitive advantage.

Thus, [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF] suggests a co-opetition network conducted by the sectoral and territorial policies of firms. Co-opetition can enhance the activity of existing firms or support their diversification through access to resources and external expertise [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition dynamics-an outline for further inquiry[END_REF]. Competitive pressures and similarities among rival bids for the same domestic market also promote the simultaneity of firm's competitive and collaborative behaviour [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF].

Furthermore, a strategy of territorial expansion requires mobilization by a firm of a number of resources and competences that it would find difficult to achieve alone [START_REF] Hamel | Collaborate with your competitors and win[END_REF]. Therefore, co-opetition is one a solution for a firm wishing to facilitate expansion in various remote areas of its historical operating territory through, for example, cost reduction and the development of a transnational network of information, knowledge, resources and varied competences [START_REF] Kock | Co-opetition: a source of international opportunities in Finnish SMEs[END_REF][START_REF] Gast | Co-opetition research: Towards a better understanding of past trends and future directions[END_REF].

Generally limited in their resources, SMEs are often competitive in their co-opetitive strategy (Morris et al., 2007). These are based on co-opetition in order to create, produce and distribute their offers in sectors and very competitive or unrecognized territories (Morris et al., 2007;[START_REF] Ritala | Co-opetition strategy-when is it successful? Empirical evidence on innovation and market performance[END_REF]. Needs related to their sector and geographic policies are employed to guide the construction of their co-opetitive network resources and skills [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF][START_REF] Kock | Co-opetition: a source of international opportunities in Finnish SMEs[END_REF]. Collaboration helps SMEs to gather the necessary resources to renew their existing business or create a diversified portfolio of activities in a local or global environment [START_REF] Dagnino | La dynamique des stratégies de coopétition[END_REF][START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-opetition and technological innovation in small and medium-sized enterprises: a multilevel conceptual model[END_REF][START_REF] Kock | Co-opetition: a source of international opportunities in Finnish SMEs[END_REF]. To do this, a firm mobilizes a co-opetitive network composed of social relations from their connections with other firms and a network of knowledge and inventions derived from previous experiments [START_REF] Wang | Knowledge Networks, Collaboration Networks, and Exploratory Innovation?[END_REF]. Learning is stimulated by co-opetition [START_REF] Tsai | Social structure of "co-opetition" within a multiunit organization: Coordination, competition, and intraorganizational knowledge sharing[END_REF]. Thus, international development pushes SMEs to engage in co-opetition [START_REF] Kock | Co-opetition: a source of international opportunities in Finnish SMEs[END_REF]. Their international networks accelerate their competitive positions abroad through, for example, their access to new local knowledge, which reduces the risks and costs of their implementation. Moreover, co-opetition supports different types of innovation [START_REF] Ritala | Co-opetition strategy-when is it successful? Empirical evidence on innovation and market performance[END_REF]. First, co-opetition can enable incremental innovations that include minor improvements to products and/or existing services through a specialization policy. On the other hand, co-opetition can enable radical innovations that develop new products and services through a policy of diversification. SMEs use co-opetition to strengthen and increase their sectoral and geographic environments through the sharing of knowledge. Globalization and constant technological development thus lead SMEs to engage in co-opetition [START_REF] Coy | Sleeping with the enemy[END_REF]. Through their networks, firms seek to improve their performance by sharing the resources and risks associated with their projects [START_REF] Bouncken | Co-opetition: a systematic review, synthesis, and future research directions[END_REF]. Despite the existence of some threats from network relationships, such as the loss of strategic resources or competitive advantage with respect to a stronger partner, co-opetition appears to be crucial to the survival of SMEs [START_REF] Tomaszewski | Chosen determinants of co-opetition between the industrial companies of the Lubusz region in the 2009-2011 period[END_REF][START_REF] Gast | Co-opetition research: Towards a better understanding of past trends and future directions[END_REF].

In view of the above, we agree with the conclusions of [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition -Quo vadis? Past accomplishments and future challenges[END_REF], who claim that we need to deepen our knowledge of co-opetition in order to define its true nature. First, we found that the specific characteristics of SMEs regularly led them to collaborate with their competitors in order to renew the terms of their competitive advantage.

Their co-opetitive networks support their industry and national policies. Yet the majority of works on co-opetition to date focus on large firms [START_REF] Dagnino | La dynamique des stratégies de coopétition[END_REF]. It is, therefore, necessary to increase our knowledge of how SMEs deploy this strategy. Second, the network seems to play an important role in the creation and structuring of forms of coopetition developed by SMEs (co-opetition specialization, diversification, local or international). However, there is still no consensus among authors regarding the definition of co-opetitive relationships [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition -Quo vadis? Past accomplishments and future challenges[END_REF]. Co-opetition is understood either as a simple co-operative (dyadic) relationship between only two direct competitors [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition in business networks-to cooperate and compete simultaneously[END_REF][START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-operative networks and competitive dynamics: A structural embeddedness perspective[END_REF] or as a complex network of value creation that brings together many competitors, customers and suppliers [START_REF] Dagnino | La dynamique des stratégies de coopétition[END_REF][START_REF] Wilhelm | Co-opetition and knowledge co-creation in Japanese supplier-networks: The case of Toyota[END_REF]. It seems necessary to evaluate the degree of complexity of a co-opetitive network according to the sectoral and territorial scope of SMEs.

Therefore, three hypotheses are formed (see Figure 1.): H1: The more a firm has a strategy of co-opetition, the more the firm specializes its activities in a single market.

H2: The more a firm has a strategy of co-opetition, the more the firm diversifies its activities in many markets.

H3: The more a firm has a strategy of co-opetition, the more the firm focuses its activities on a single country.

H4: The more a firm has a strategy of co-opetition, the more the firm develops its activities in many countries.

METHOD

Boating and sampling

The majority of works have studied the co-opetitive process within a single firm or a small group of firms selected according to certain structural criteria (such as size and age).

This qualitative approach suggested the use of the process-based approach to co-opetition we adopted in our study A few studies have been interested in examining co-opetitive practices using quantitative methods in order to describe and explain them. We adopted a statistical approach to a consideration of the French nautical sector which was organized around the following eight activities (the construction and import of boats, nautical equipment…).

Boating sector firms were identified using the 30 codes designated by the Nomenclature of Economic Activities in the European Community Revision 2 (NACE Rev. 2 1 ).

Our research questionnaire was constructed in eight parts to collect primary data: a profile of the respondent and his firm, the reasons for collaboration, the management and governance of the project, the nature of the partners and their exchanges, and the market shares of the firms during the project. To maximize its effectiveness, the questionnaire was 1 The NACE code list is available from the authors on request.

carried out in three stages: we wrote a first version related to our research objectives, pretested this with a small number of representative individuals, and incorporated the resulting changes into the final draft together with a pre-coding system to facilitate computer input of the answers. The questionnaire was sent to 2,290 French firms in the boating industry. These firms were selected after applying a simple random sampling method, thus ensuring the representativeness of our sample by giving each unit in the population an equal chance of being selected. The random sampling (method) allowed us to mobilize the rules of statistical inference: the properties and the intentions of the target population were selected from our survey sample. In accordance with our objective of describing and explaining co-opetition, statistical inferences require a minimum of 30 respondents for a descriptive analysis, and a minimum of 100 respondents for an explanatory analysis. After receiving 115 contributions to our survey, 106 ETIs and SMEs were selected due to the satisfactory level of information included in their questionnaire. Of the respondents, 85% held a position of responsibility (69.60% were CEOs, COOs or managing partners; 15.4% were service managers). Finally, secondary data complemented the primary data from the questionnaire to identify some of the structural variables of the firms (e.g. effective, size and age). These secondary data were obtained from three databases: Diane, the Nautical Industries Federation database, and the Figaro sailboat database. Our statistical analysis was performed using SPSS and AMOS software.

Data processing

Once the factorial scores (principal component analysis [PCA] and common factor analysis [CFA]) were obtained from the rotations providing the maximum amount of information, a typological analysis allowed us to identify five groups of companies. This classification, which was validated by discriminant analysis, was categorized by studying the following groups of variables: "Relational modes" and "Environment and networks"

(excluding vertical and institutional networks). By virtue of the scores and centroids, we could identify whether a variable varied more or less for a certain group. We could then compare the groups on this basis. ANOVA determined whether an independent variable had a significant influence on a dependent variable. Multiple comparison tests, referred to as MCTs in the text (t-tests, Tukey with unequal group sizes, Scheffé, least significant difference and Bonferroni), were carried out to identify the implications of the groups of companies.

Determining the variables that are explicative of a "Horizontal collaborative network" was carried out using stepwise multiple regression models.

RESULTS

Variables

All scales have been validated after the purification process: PCA/CFA (see Table 1.).

Insert Table 1.

Dependent variable

Complex horizontal network: A business network is a collection of competitive and collaborative relationships [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-operative networks and competitive dynamics: A structural embeddedness perspective[END_REF]. In this sense, [START_REF] Dagnino | La dynamique des stratégies de coopétition[END_REF] talk of a complex co-opetition network involving several firms that decide to co-operate, while simultaneously competing. Thus, the complex horizontal network variable is related to the diversity of the collaborations between rivals. This variable relates to the multiplicity of rivals engaged in a collective project [START_REF] Lambe | Alliance competence, resources, and alliance success: conceptualization, measurement, and initial test[END_REF] and measures the extent of the connections between competitors. It allows us to distinguish between a simple co-opetitive network (dyadic) and a complex co-opetitive network (among more than two multiple competitors). The items of the scale were suggested by an article by [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition dynamics-an outline for further inquiry[END_REF].

Independent variables

Twelve groups of variables were identified.

Relational modes: Four variables measure the relationships that firms maintain with each other (competition, alternating between competition and co-operation, defence, and the simultaneity of competition and collaboration). The scale items were inspired by those of [START_REF] Powell | Interorganizational collaboration and the locus of innovation: Networks of learning in biotechnology[END_REF] and [START_REF] Gulati | Strategic networks[END_REF].

Environment and network: The economic and relational extent of a firm is measured through four sectoral and geographic dimensions (single-sector environment, single-point environment, multi-sector environment, and multi-point environment) and two vertical collaboration dimensions (institutional network and vertical network). The scale items were suggested by [START_REF] Lambe | Alliance competence, resources, and alliance success: conceptualization, measurement, and initial test[END_REF].

Asymmetries: Asymmetry between competitors is defined through the dissimilarity of their resources, their learning or their position and influence in their shared environment. First, the asymmetries between partners are measured in their influences, positions, sizes, market shares, connections and collaborative experiences. Their decisions during the joint project, their knowledge and their managerial and technological resources are then measured. The scale items were inspired by Young-Ybarra and Wiersema (1999).

Resources: Firstly, this group of variables measures the contributions of partners to a collaboration based on their commercial, technological, organizational and human resources.

Secondly, the creation of technological, financial and organizational resources is measured.

Thirdly, the characteristics of their resources, estimated as unique by their partners, are evaluated. The scale items were inspired by Young-Ybarra and Wiersema (1999) and [START_REF] Kale | Managing strategic alliances: What do we know now, and where do we go from here[END_REF].

Activities: Resources are related to the internal capabilities of a firm to create value through the activities of its value chain. After the PCA and CFA, only the production and distribution activities are selected. The scale items were mainly inspired by [START_REF] Wiklund | The effectiveness of alliances and acquisitions: The role of resource combination activities[END_REF].

Learning: This group of variables measures the ability to create and exploit organizational knowledge. Information learning measures the characteristics of the firm's information management. Knowledge learning measures the development of knowledge related to the human, physical, technological, organizational and business abilities of partners.

Trust: The essential place of trust in co-opetitive relationships [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition dynamics-an outline for further inquiry[END_REF] encouraged us to attempt to measure it through the following factors as they apply to the relationship between partners: perception, equity, integration, reliability, honesty, ethics, reputation and sincerity. The scale items were inspired by [START_REF] Parkhe | Strategic alliance structuring: A game theoretic and transaction cost examination of interfirm cooperation[END_REF] and Young-Ybarra and Wiersema (1999).

Risks: Co-opetition is a risky strategy because of the unpredictable and opportunistic behaviour of partners, so the risk of default, opportunistic risk and resources risk are measured and, finally, we wanted to measure the reaction to opportunistic risk. The scale items were suggested by [START_REF] Parker | Knowledge acquisition and leakage in inter-firm relationships involving new technology-based firms[END_REF].

Initiative and aims: Collaboration with rivals may be suggested or imposed on a firm but is still measured through the collaborative initiative. This group of variables also measures individual and collective market defence, the strengthening of market presence, and the pursuit of personal projects and technological developments. The scale items were inspired by [START_REF] Todeva | Strategic alliances and models of collaboration[END_REF].

Choice of allies: A firm chooses its partners according to several criteria [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-opetition and technological innovation in small and medium-sized enterprises: a multilevel conceptual model[END_REF]: market position, competence and collaborative experience. The scale items were created ex nihilo.

Organization: This group of variables measures contracting with respect to collaborative relationships, joint projects and consortia, and control over collaboration and compliance, of a consortium, the control over the collaboration and compliance. The composition of a joint project is critical to the commitment of firms and their collective success. Thus, we measure the involvement of external and internal actors. The scale items were inspired by [START_REF] Parkhe | Strategic alliance structuring: A game theoretic and transaction cost examination of interfirm cooperation[END_REF] and [START_REF] Todeva | Strategic alliances and models of collaboration[END_REF].

Opportunism: The vulnerability a firm faces from the opportunistic behaviour of other firms.

The threat of economic and social sanctions discourages opportunism. Thus, we measure single-point single-sector sanctions at the launch of the project, the multi-sector sanctions during its decline, and the multi-point multi-sector sanctions during its launch, during its growth and upon its maturity. The scale items were inspired by [START_REF] Uzzi | Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: The paradox of embeddedness[END_REF].

Control variables

Four control variables were mobilized for the study: the size of the firm (its effective size), its turnover, the date it was established and its membership of a group. The first three variables are filled by secondary data collected through various digital databases (e.g. Kompass and Diane). The final variable was suggested by [START_REF] Belderbos | Heterogeneity in R&D cooperation strategies[END_REF].

Five groups of firms identified

Which firms adopt a co-opetitive behavior? Scores relating to the barycentres are shown in brackets (G).

The Multi-point and multi-market competitors (Group 1) diversify (G = 0.906) and internationalize their activities (G = 0.735) through defensive relationships (G = 0.065) with their competitors that are competitive (G = 0.058) and complex (G = 0.284).

The Mono-point and mono-market partners (Group 2) conduct a single activity (G = 

Four discriminant functions identified

Which variables distinguish the more competitors, allies and co-opetitors?

The discriminant power of our classification is 93.84%. According to the Fisher's and Wilks's lambda tests, the Mono-environment and Multi-environment variables differentiate more firms.

Four discriminant functions are identified (discriminating power of 97.90%).

Co-opetition committed (function 1) has positive scores for Relational modes and a

Complex horizontal network. This co-opetition strengthens and pools the collective actions of many Multi-point co-opetitors (centroid = 3.019). Multi-point and multi-market competitors and Multi-point co-opetitors regarding the degree to which they share an extended and complex horizontal network (p < 0.05). The more a relationship is co-opetitive, the more the complex horizontal network is shared.

Multi-market co-opetitors differ from Multi-point co-opetitors (p < 0.05) and Multipoint and multi-market competitors (p < 0.05) regarding the degree to which they collaborate with several allies: the more a firm engages in multi-market co-opetition, the more the firm collaborates with several allies. Moreover, Multi-point co-opetitors are also distinguished from Multi-market co-opetitors (p < 0.05) regarding the degree to which they share a complex horizontal network: the more a firm engages in multi-point co-opetition, the more the firm collaborates with several competitors.

Finally, Multi-market co-opetitors differ from Multi-point co-opetitors (p < 0.05) and

Multi-point and multi-market competitors (p < 0.05) regarding the degree to which they collaborate with several competitors during a project: the more a firm engages in multimarket co-opetition, the more the firm collaborates with several competitors. Moreover, Multi-point co-opetitors are also distinguished from Single-point and single-market allies (p < 0.01) and Multi-market co-opetitors (p < 0.05) regarding the degree to which they share a complex horizontal network: the more a firm engages in multi-point co-opetition, the more the firm collaborates with several competitors.

Thus, a diversified and/or internationalized firm develops a strategy of co-opetition based on a horizontal network of multiple partners. The horizontal network is complex when the sectoral and territorial extent of co-opetition is important. Hypotheses H2 and H4 are validated and hypotheses H1 and H3 are rejected.

Determinants of an extended and complex horizontal network

We saw what distinguishes groups according to their level of collaboration. Now, we

will see what explains the membership of a complex horizontal network for each group. The stepwise regression model considered the complex horizontal network as the dependent variable. Thus, depending on the level of collaboration, is the dependent variable, the membership of a complex horizontal network, different from one business group to another?

For reasons of simplicity, we only present the results that were statistically significant (see Table 2.).

Insert Table 2.

The group of Multi-point and multi-market competitors now shares a more complex horizontal network and there is asymmetry in decisions related to technological resources.

For the group of Single-point and single-market allies no result. However, the more a company shares an extended/horizontal network and less complex company creates organizational resources is offensive, the less power asymmetry between the allies.

The group of Single-point and single-market co-opetitors now shares a more complex horizontal network and the company manages information related to the project.

The group of Multi-market co-opetitors now shares a more complex horizontal network and contracts exist for the project.

The group of Multi-point co-opetitors now shares a more complex horizontal network and the company pools its production activities. However, the more a company shares an extended/horizontal network and less complex the alliance is imposed on the company, unless the company manages information related to the project, creates organizational resources.

DISCUSSION

According to [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition -Quo vadis? Past accomplishments and future challenges[END_REF], a better understanding of co-opetition now requires further analysis of the relationships between the multiple firms involved, in order to extend such study beyond that of simple dyadic relationships. However, does the complexity of collaborative relationships between rivals characterize co-opetitive strategies? To answer this question, our study identified three major findings.

Our first result shows the existence of five groups of firms according to their level of cooperation and their degree of involvement within firm networks.

Competitors have diversified and internationalized market-building relationships with a multitude of rivals with the same profile. A multi-point and multi-market rivalry is a competitive form that emerges when firms engage each other in several industries (products/services) and/or in several distinct geographical markets [START_REF] Baum | Dynamics of dyadic competitive interaction[END_REF].

Joint participation in various markets creates a network of links between rivals that reduces their will for conflict and facilitates coordination [START_REF] Bernheim | Multimarket contact and collusive behavior[END_REF].

Allies have specialized locally through a relational alternation between competition and co-operation that has allowed them to forge co-operative relationships with fewer rivals.

An alliance is presented via a succession of competitive and collaborative relationships as part of a dyadic relationship between two rival firms [START_REF] Bresser | Matching collective and competitive strategies[END_REF]. Firms therefore realize alliances with a few opponents to specialize and diversify.

Three forms of co-opetitors are identified. Co-opetition is multifaceted [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-opetition and technological innovation in small and medium-sized enterprises: a multilevel conceptual model[END_REF]. First, co-opetitors, following a local specialization strategy, rely on co-opetitive relationships involving fewer rivals (a simple network). Second, co-opetitors engaging in a diversification strategy are also doing so based on co-opetitive relationships with a small number of rivals. Finally, co-opetitors leading an internationalization strategy rely on coopetitive relationships developed with a significant number of competitors (a complex network). The literature shows that co-opetition does not evolve only within a single network (a dyadic relationship), but also within a complex network of multiple actors [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-operative networks and competitive dynamics: A structural embeddedness perspective[END_REF]. [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF] states that a strategy of co-opetition can take place in some domestic or international markets. [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition dynamics-an outline for further inquiry[END_REF] state that a firm can remain in its business core or develop new activities through a strategy of co-opetition. In this sense, our study confirms that a strategy of co-opetition can bring together two or multiple competitors depending on their sectoral and territorial policy. A collaborative relationship between rivals remains straightforward when they favour a sectoral approach (markets). This collaborative relationship becomes complicated when they engage in an internationalization approach (territories).

These results clearly show the atomicity of boating markets. Local actors operate in several markets and, consequently, the number of different actors in a given market is reduced. Boating firms encounter the same actors from one market to another because most of them are positioned in a small geographical area. This geographical concentration then accentuates the simple relationships between actors positioned in several markets. Indeed, a firm can work with only one competitor and still gain a foothold in several markets at once.

On the one hand, a firm reduces its costs by limiting collaboration to one partner. On the other, the firm commits its resources and competences with this same partner to take advantage of its position in several markets. When the firm expands its presence to other geographical areas, it faces a number of important competitors. The relations that a firm has with local partners are not sufficient to conquer markets in other world areas. The firm must acquire new competences and resources to access markets in these new geographical areas.

Therefore, a strategy of co-opetition takes the form of a real complex collaborative network of competitors that allows a firm, which initially operated locally, to learn and to position itself in hitherto unknown geographical areas. [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF] notes that the importance of co-operation between rivals in the process of internationalization can come from their ability to provide information, knowledge and resources to pursue their goals as they evolve in the same sector of activity. [START_REF] Kock | Co-opetition: a source of international opportunities in Finnish SMEs[END_REF] argue that a strategy of co-opetition reduces the costs of a policy of territorial expansion of a firm, in order to develop a transnational network faster, better share information and knowledge, increase the speed of its operations in distant markets and to facilitate a global distribution of what it is offering. Thus, a complex network allows co-opetitors to mobilize a high volume and diversity of resources and competences to conduct global operations effectively. Each competitor mobilizes its personal connections to provide a strong coopetitive effort.

From this it can be seen that simple co-opetitive relationships are characterized by a sectoral dimension while, however, complex co-opetitive relationships are characterized by a geographical dimension. Thus, there are two forms of co-opetition: local co-opetition, where simple relationships are established between competitors, and global co-opetition, where complex relationships are established between competitors.

Our second result identifies three discriminant functions where co-opetition can be committed independent and opportunistic. The first is characterized by a strong expansion of the geographical area of a firm, while the other two concern a wide diversification of its markets.

Diversification reflects simple collaborative relationships between rivals that are more oriented towards opportunism and the independent actions of the partners. A diversification strategy requires a firm to possess numerous and diverse resources to make and distribute an extensive portfolio of offers. Collaboration can support this policy through access to resources and complementary competences that are otherwise unavailable, as co-opetition encourages the expansion of portfolios of products or services. But as it is unwound, firms might have to compete for the collective work, which increases their competitive capabilities [START_REF] Lado | Competition, co-operation, and the search for economic rents: a syncretic model[END_REF]. Moreover, the opportunity for competitors to access external resources and to make up for the downsides with regard to their rivalry stimulates specific competencies [START_REF] Hamel | Collaborate with your competitors and win[END_REF]. Thus, co-operation can be sought in order to improve the individual competitiveness of a firm in a new competitive arena. A significant multi-market convergence promotes strong rivalry during the co-opetitive phase [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF], which can generate opportunism [START_REF] M'chirgui | The economics of the smart card industry: towards co-opetitive strategies[END_REF]. Therefore, the environmental complexity of diversified co-opetition is mostly controlled by maintaining a simple relationship. The establishment of a privileged and exclusive relationship between two firms encourages co-opetitive relationships that remain fragile and whose negative outcomes can have a negative multi-market impact. Thus, firms mitigate this relational risk by the mobilization of a single collaborative network.

The internationalization of actors favours more complex collaborative relationships that are based more on exchange, sharing and pooling. The actors in a global co-opetition have two main objectives. First, co-opetition allows them to access new foreign markets through the strategic mobilization of the resources required for such an approach [START_REF] Hamel | Collaborate with your competitors and win[END_REF]. One firm alone is unlikely to have sufficiently large and heterogeneous resources, the ability to adapt strategic capacity and the transcultural competence to ensure its global competitiveness. Second, global co-opetition also meets the need of the firm to reduce costs and improve the efficiency of some of the activities in the value chain [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF]. The collaborative network, therefore, remains complex in order to group all of the components needed for flexibility and the organizational efficiency of the firm based in several geographical markets. It is through the sharing of their respective resources than many competitors can support their geographical expansion. Their individual success depends on co-opetition with a dominant collaborative behaviour that enables the development of a strong interdependence between partners and a high degree of mutual commitment. In contrast, the search for resources and competences is seen as less central in the diversification policy of the firm because it is operating in its historical territory. Thus, the sectoral dimension emphasizes the simplification of co-opetitive relationships, strengthens the opportunistic nature of a firm and encourages the firm to be more independent vis-à-vis its partners. Co-opetition is a deliberately framed action in a simple relational structure that is undertaken in order not to jeopardize the status and competitive position of the firm vis-à-vis its rivals. The preponderance of the geographical dimension in the strategic policy of the firm precludes opportunistic behaviour because of a lack of knowledge of the foreign markets that the firm wants to conquer. This dimension directs the firm to a behaviour of exchanging, sharing and pooling its achievements with its partners in order to learn about the new geographical environment. The firm's expertise and learning, related to the management of an international structure, are powered by its co-opetitive relationships. Gradually, the firm develops a specific capacity in the management of a number of technically, geographically and culturally distant tasks. Co-opetition thus transforms a national firm into a multinational one through the requirement to take advantage of collaborative behaviour. In this sense, the distinction between the sectoral and the geographical dimensions is supported by the MCT conducted in our study.

Our third result shows the determinants of complex horizontal relationships between firms. These were identified in the stepwise multiple regression models.

An openness to new territories is presented as an important factor in the complexity of collaborative relationships that can be built and maintained by a firm with several of its rivals.

The mobilization of a complex network provides a significant pooling of resources and competences competences to enable the geographical expansion of rivals. These rivals are also compelled to coordinate the activities of their respective value chains. Co-opetition can extend over one or more activities [START_REF] Padula | Untangling the rise of co-opetition: the intrusion of competition in a co-operative game structure[END_REF]. According to [START_REF] Luo | A co-opetition perspective of global competition[END_REF], all the primary and support activities of a value chain are affected by global co-opetition. The actions of co-opetitors may involve the gathering of their complementary competences, control over production costs, the speed and efficiency of the distribution of offers, and so on.

A complex network facilitates the strategic expansion of a firm into the territories of its many rivals. The overlap of their territories promotes collaboration in order to maintain their spheres of influence and enable them to compete with rivals. In addition to supporting their implementation, the complex network mobilized during co-opetition reduces the intensity of competition in the global environment of the firm.

Market diversification is one of the determinants of a simplification of collaborative relationships between rivals. These dyadic relationships are characterized by the optimal management of information related to the implementation of a joint project by a stronger contractualization of collaboration and a reduction of the pooling of resources and competences. The building of a simple network serves the desire of the firm to manage and control its co-opetitive relationship with trusted rivals. As part of global co-opetition, the project is based on the establishment and animation of complex relationships. These allow the firm to share and exchange large and heterogeneous resources and competences with multiple partners to ensure the success of its global expansion.

Thus, the sector or geographic strategy of a firm guides its choice during co-opetition between the security of a single collaborative network or the risk-taking of a complex collaborative network.

CONCLUSION

Our study refines the definition of the term 'co-opetition' and demonstrates that the phenomenon is multi-faceted [START_REF] Gnyawali | Co-opetition and technological innovation in small and medium-sized enterprises: a multilevel conceptual model[END_REF]. Co-opetition has been defined as

The methodological implications of our quantitative study allow generalization from the results. Our descriptive and explanatory statistical analysis was used to quantify a phenomenon that remains largely understood through qualitative methods conducted by previous researchers. For example, the validity of our measurement scales from CFA allows it to be reused in future research, so it can be demonstrated that our study forms a link between exploratory studies in previous research and a confirmation of the relations between the different variables.

In our view, the managerial implications of this research are manifold. Our results provide decision makers with levers to implement a strategy of co-opetition. The operationalization of this study is the identification of key indicators to be put in place to ensure an adequate level of network management of firms based on the geographic and sectoral scopes desired by a decision maker. The latter can define the shape of a co-opetitive strategy according to the sectoral scope specified. The complexity makes it more difficult to manage a co-opetitive strategy. Thus, knowledge of areas of work on which decision makers should focus will help balance the difficult equation between increasing network complexity and will co-opetitive relationships.

Any study accepts some limitations. First, our research is based on a quantitative methodology (a static approach). It would be interesting to study the process of the establishment of collaborative relationships between rivals, notably through a qualitative study. Second, our study concerns French boating firms. It would be interesting to study/observe the experience of non-French firms with regard to the notion of so-called simple or complex relationships. Third, it may be useful (and perhaps more relevant) to distinguish a simple relationship from a dyadic one, and a globalization strategy from an international one.

Figure

  Figure 1. Theoretical model

  1.023) in a single domestic market (G = 0.400) through collaborative relationships (G = 0.359) with their competitors that are defensive (G = 0.163) and dyadic (G = -0.103).The Mono-point and mono-market co-opetitors (Group 3) develop a single activity (G = 0.348) in a single domestic market (G = 1.142) via co-opetitive (G = 0.137) and dyadic (G = -0.248) relationships with their competitors.The Multi-market co-opetitors (Group 4) diversify (G> 1) without a dominant geographic strategy (G <1) via co-opetitive (G = 0.626) and dyadic (G = -0.464) relationships with their competitors.The Multi-point co-opetitors (Group 5) internationalize (G> 0) without a dominant sector strategy (G <0) through competitive (G = 0.663), defensive (G = 0.656), collaborative (G = 0.438), co-opetitive (G = 0.204), and complex dyadic (G = 0.295) relationships with their competitors.

  Independent co-opetition (function 2) has negative scores for Relational modes and for Complex horizontal network. This suggests a high degree of independence in co-opetition for Mono-point and mono-market co-opetitors (centroid = 2.373), which minimizes and sometimes prevents their interactions with other firms. A Pooled alliance (function 3) has positive scores for Relational modes (except for coopetition) and Complex horizontal network. This type of project is characterized by alternating co-operative and competitive relations between Mono-point and mono-market partners (centroid = 1.252) which are part of a strong common collaborative network. Opportunistic co-opetition (function 4) has positive scores for Relational modes and negative scores for Complex horizontal network. This type of co-opetition defines competitive relations and concurrent collaboration between Multi-market co-opetitors (centroid = 0.606) that adopt individualistic attitudes despite their collective commitment. Complex horizontal network characteristics by group Scores relating to barycentres (G) and significance levels for the Fisher's test (p) are shown in brackets below.We note a significant difference (p < 0.05) between the five groups in relation to the sharing of a complex horizontal network. The variable strongly characterizes the Multi-market co-opetitors (G = 2.460), Single-point and single-market co-opetitors (1.451) and Multi-point co-opetitors (0.544) groups, which have a positive barycentre. However, the groups of Single-point and single-market allies (-1.134) and Multi-point and multi-market competitors (-0.376) have negative barycentres. As part of the MCT, the Multi-market co-opetitors differ from the

the simultaneity of competitive and co-operative relationships between a number of rivals who act in a complex network [START_REF] Padula | Untangling the rise of co-opetition: the intrusion of competition in a co-operative game structure[END_REF]. However, research on coopetition in business networks is still rare [START_REF] Bengtsson | Co-opetition -Quo vadis? Past accomplishments and future challenges[END_REF] and, therefore, it is necessary to conduct more research in this area in order to improve our knowledge of the phenomenon.

Theoretical implications show that our results support this definition only when the objectives of a firm are part of the geographical expansion of its activities. In contrast, these relations remain simple (dyadic) when a firm favours a strategy of diversifying its activities while maintaining its unique local geographical market. The sectoral and geographical nature of the firm's strategy also focuses its behaviour during the strategy of co-opetition. Our study reveals that the individualistic behaviour of co-opetitors is generally associated with the geographical expansion of the firms' market. In contrast, a sectoral policy based on diversification causes a high level of commitment from co-opetitors in the collective effort required by a joint project. A marketing or internationalization strategy has the effect of increasing the density of the network of firms on the one hand, and developing co-opetitive behaviour on the other. Thus, co-opetition strategies result in a more complex network because firms are diversifying and becoming international. The number of potential partners is particularly important if a firm's geographic and sectoral activity area is being extended.

The firm can offer greater/closer partnerships with its direct competitors (including foreign firms) and indirect competitors (including other markets). By establishing multiple relationships with rivals, the firm develops its knowledge in its new target markets (discovery of new customer opportunities, etc.) and its new host regions (local adaptation, etc.). Coopetition in a complex network then allows the firm to gain time to understand geographic and sectoral threats/opportunities by relying on a business network that is already in place geographically and sectorally.