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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

There are many firms that now engage in co-opaetipimjects, during which they have
relationships with competitors that are simultarsiypeompetitive and collaborative, in order to
combine the advantages of both positions. Howexegpetition remains a risky strategy because
of the opportunistic intentions of some of the gvants. This study asks this original question :
does the threat of opportunism grow with the scopa co-opetition project? To answer this
guestion, an empirical study of 106 French boatmmpanies offers a descriptive and explanatory
analysis of co-opetition and opportunism. The rssof the study indicate that extended co-
opetition in several markets is particularly asatezri with the preparation and deployment of
sanctions to deter opportunistic tendencies in metitors. During co-opetition, firms are more
vigilant in maintaining a competitive balance, pararly when the collective project environment

is a complex one.

KEYWORDS

Multi-market and multi-point co-opetition, opponigm, sanctions.

INTRODUCTION

Coined by Raymond Noorda in the 1980s, ‘co-opetitivas a neologism that combined
the words ‘competition’ and ‘co-operation’ and wagnded to evoke the simultaneity of these
two relationships between firms (Bengtsson & KotR99). Until the 1990s, competition and
collaboration were often seen as two opposingioglat modes. However, many competitors are

now developing collaborative activities (Brandergair & Nalebuff, 1995) and, therefore,



environmental co-opetition has become plural (LadaBalvetat, 2016). Co-opetition proceeds in
a dyadic relationship within a network of multipleals that interact on one or more levels of their
value chains, markets or territories, and is basea@ partial congruence of interests and value
creation (Kock, Nisuls, & Soderqvist, 2010 ; Pad&ldagnino, 2007). However, co-opetition
remains a risky strategy because of the opportunissome players (Luo, 2007). Bengtsson and
Kock (1999) have highlighted the risk of a confldtinterest between co-opetitors when there is
an inability to balance competition and co-operatieaced with such a threat, financial and legal
sanctions against opportunistic firms can be agpligarpenter, Matthews, & Ong’ong’a, 2004).
For Williamson (1985), however, such a mechanisrasdnot provide sufficient security or
governance and stems from the inability of firmsimolerstand and anticipate all the intentions and
actions of the other parties before and duringgreementMoreover, a rigid system of governance
may put co-operation at risk if co-opetitors peveeit as being too restrictive (Luo, 200Qo-
operation can take various formats according to mleeds of the stakeholders and the
organizational, historical or cultural context bétr relationship. However, although the literature
has been concerned with various opportunistic asttbat can occur during co-opetition, the link
between the sectoral and geographic dimensiongadjact and the instability of the co-opetitive
relationship has not so far been addressed. Temationalization of co-opetition and the industry
context deserves further consideration (Luo, 20@%Was thought to be interesting to consider the
possible influence that the sectoral and geograptope of the objectives of co-opetitors could
have on the degree of rivalry as expressed thropgbrtunism and the use of sanctions as a control
instrument.

Much of the research on co-opetition is concepanal qualitative studies have focused on
understanding the co-opetitive processes withinglescompany or a limited sample, often within

technological markets (Depeyre & Dumez, 200However, according to a study by
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PricewaterhouseCoopers (2012), the French boatthgstry is gradually developing collaborative
policies to support actors in the defense of tlogial markets or the conquest of foreign ones. The
market has certain favorable characteristics ferdbvelopment of co-opetition. Therefore, this
empirical study of 106 firms from a traditional rket provides a descriptive analysis and an
original and detailed explanation of the dual natef co-opetition and the environmental
determinants of opportunism sanctions. The reshibsv that the risk of a return to confrontation
between firms is particularly significant in co-¢itien. Opportunistic risk requires the existence
of a dissuasive sanction mechanism to maintainctieperative effort of participantdlore
precisely, sanctions are prepared and appliedcp&atly where co-opetition operates in a diverse
(multi-market) and international (multi-point) ememment. The complex environment of co-
opetition therefore changes the relationship betwe®opetitors : the opportunities for being
opportunistic are multiplied and the balance isghid accordingly towards applying sanctions to
opportunism. Thus, this study highlights the paittic balance of power that is established between
co-operation and competition in a sectorally andtteially extended project. In this context,

deterrence proves to be a key mechanism for maintacollaboration.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

Co-opetition: An environmental strategy of an unstale nature

According to Bengtsson and Kock (2000), four rela&l modes can bind rivals :
competition, coexistence (a form of avoidance)pperation and co-opetition. Competitors are
defined as players in one or more markets (protkertaces) and points (territories) who struggle

for scarce resources and/or produce and sell simdals to joint customers. Thus, competition



could involve a single market and territory (a $market and single-point environment) or a
complex environment that consists of several marked territories (a multi-market and multi-
point environment) (Bernheim & Whinston, 1990). @&aperation or co-opetition relationship can
also take place in a simple or complex environmguided by the objectives of specialization or
sector diversification and by national or interoatl goals (Lacam & Salvetat, 2016).

In contrast to a classical alliance, in which ce@tive gives way to competitive behavior,
co-opetition represents the coexistence of thdatialeships (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). Several
works in the literature highlight the value of aa@pgetition strategy for combining the benefits of
both co-operative and competitive relationshipg.(eado, Boyd, & Hanlon1997). Co-operation
enables a firm to create greater business potahtialigh collective value creation; at the same
time, competition allows the firm to secure perddmenefits at the expense of the other co-
opetitors. Co-opetition thus ensures competitivelatron and opposes all collusive practices: the
relationship does not cancel competition, as itceoms, in any event, increasing market share at
the expense of the consumer (Walley, 2007).

Some competitors can, due to their presence irsdhee markets, identify and decide to
manage many of the environmental events that theldaot cope with alone. Gnyawali and Park
(2009) point out that the majority of projects aagried out co-opetitively between competitors in
the same market. Co-opetition between direct riedy be motivated by access to resources and
external expertise in order to strengthen theipeesve offers vis-a-vis their customers
(Bengtsson, Wilson, Eriksson, & Wince@010). The resources they have that are similah as
their organizational routines and shared envirorimdacilitate understanding of their
interdependence, connections and co-operation {&xampson, 2004). Ritala and Hurmelinna-
Laukkanen (2009) point out that co-opetition caovaldirect rivals to respond collectively to

threats from common opponents through, for exanpkecombined efforts of innovation. Thus,
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two French small and medium-sized enterprises (MEs Alu Marine and Nautitech shipyards,
created a joint venture (Marine Development) toaligy their respective ranges of catamarans.
The approach utilizes a complex network composedudfiple members, which feeds collective
efforts through a broad mobilization of resourstd|s and knowledge (Padula & Dagnino, 2007).
The distribution of profits between firms from teechange, sharing or co-creation of assets can
take place only during a project or continue aiterclose after having reached an agreement
(Clarke-Hill, Li, & Davies, 2003). Collaborationsac be synergistic via the combination of
identical or complementary resources (M'ChirguiQ20The combination of similar resources
reduces the costs and risks of a proposed sectai&lritorial expansion through the realization of
economies of scale. The additional commitment sbueces promotes the collective creation of
knowledge and innovation to support the developnoéntew activities (Ritala & Hurmelinna-
Laukkanen, 2009). Benefits from a large networksdgets may, therefore, renew or diversify the
activities of co-opetitors in a dynamic and compdexironment (Koclet al., 2010). Co-opetition
can thus support an offensive strategy, and thersification and internationalization of the
participants (Bengtssoat al., 2010). However, opportunistic behavior can emeagd be a
motivation for undertaking co-opetition (M'Chirgld005). Opportunism is involved in the dual
and unstable nature of co-opetition, as this sisate desirable for a firm preparing for future
confrontation (Gnyawali & Park, 2009). Despite bavlent motives at the start of a project, there
iS a strong propensity to compete in a collectingget because co-operation increases individual
competitiveness (Ladet al., 1997). Indeed, the success of co-operative wiodngthens the
competitive position of a company in new market &mritories shared with co-opetitors and thus
extends their rivalry to being multi-sectoral ankbbgl. Co-opetition is used to ensure the
establishment of a firm in a new market environmAfter reaching this stage, the collective effort

can be maintained with the emergence of indivicarad contradictory tendencies among the
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participants. After obtaining the assets requiradits establishment and growth, a company can
then develop its aggressiveness due to its inecrgasdependence vis-a-vis its co-opetitors. The
objectives of the sectoral and geographic deployroéro-opetitors unbalance the competitive
relationship and increase the chances of the emeeg# opportunistic behavior.

Hence, the following is hypothesized :

H1 : The greater the environmental complexity cbpetition, the greater the opportunism

present during co-opetition.

Sanctions as an instrument of control during co-opéion

Co-operation requires balance and compromise betweésidual and collective interests,
between the advantages of pooling and the riskgpbrtunism. The combination of co-operation
and competition presents different types of co4tipaet(Padula & Dagnino, 2007). Bengtsson and
Kock (2000) developed a typology of co-opetitorattbharacterizes the dominant co-operative
relations as competitive and balanced. Leida. (1997) and Luo (2007) reveal four co-opetitive
relations through the simultaneity of strong cofaien and weak competition, strong co-
operation and strong competition, weak co-operadioth strong competition, and, finally, weak
co-operation and weak competition. Thus, firms #magage in collaboration face considerable
moral hazard problems due to the unpredictable \hehaf their allies and the likely costs of
opportunistic actions taken by them (Williamson88p Co-opetition poses several risks, such as
the loss of strategic and specific resources ferpiojects of the firms that are left behind. The
costs induced may outweigh the benefits of co-dperand cause it to break down (Phelps, 2010).
For example, protective mechanisms with regard ¢comapany’s own resources and skills might
be established (Gnyawali & Park, 2009). The refestiop can become unbalanced between co-

opetitors and thus strengthen opportunistic initest (M'Chirgui, 2005). This is competition in the
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form of collective action (Luo, 2007), as the cbbaation allows a firm to both reduce the
asymmetry of resources and skills vis-a-vis itopetitors, and to understand their management
precepts and better prepare for their next conpetictions. Co-opetition is, therefore, carrietl ou
with a high risk of opportunism (Clarke-Hdt al., 2003).

To prevent or control the risk of opportunism, selé&rms of co-opetition control can be
deployed (Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009).aA®rm of social control, firms choose their
co-opetitors and co-operate with them based onr ttedational networks. Their norms of
reciprocity and trust in a common ground guidertBelection and regulate their relations. Social
control is ensured during a project. Co-opetitofamiliarity with each other promotes
understanding and communication, but also the maong of behaviorA system of opportunism
sanctions can also be deployed by firms (Carpetar, 2004). A reduction in rivalry can come
from an awareness by companies of a collectivatatid detect selfish behavior and enforce
punishments. The interdependence among playehns seime network can minimize the likelihood
of a firm behaving opportunistically due to the IBipentation of monitoring and the high risk of
a collective social sanction (Burt, 2000). Williaons(1985) refers to the pressure placed on
corporate reputation as a key means of constraoppgrtunism. The sanction may also extend to
exclusion from a network. The possibility of saontiserves to reassure firms that an unco-
operative ally could face losses during a collabona(Ladoet al., 1997). Thus, formal control of
co-opetition can be established through a consuortjaint venture, license, etc. (Luo, 2007). This
control consists of bonds and organizational meishahof co-operation that detail the roles and
responsibilities as well as the processes andtsethdat are to be closely monitored. Such an
agreement may consist of contractual guarantedsirtbarporate sanctions for non-compliant
behavior (Williamson, 1985). Confidence may steamfithe belief that costly sanctions would be

applied and exceed the gains made from potent@drdypnistic behavior. The financial loss could

8



be enough to deter opportunism, but the moralmast also be an important deterrent (i.e. loss of
reputation or brand image caused by the other mendf¢he same network).

Hence, it is hypothesized that the proliferatioropportunistic action is accompanied by
the propagation of sanctions :

H2 : The greater the opportunism present durin@metition, the more opportunism is

sanctioned.

The extent of environmental co-opetition in deterring sanctions against
opportunism

If the gains from co-opetition come from a colladnore effort maintained despite
simultaneous competition among its players, thay aso come from opportunistic behavior
favored by the sectoral scope and/or territory pf@ect. For example, international co-opetition
presents certain difficulties that differentiatérdm domestic co-opetition (i.e. the removal df th
difficulty of monitoring operations if actors ame $eparate territories). The organizational, caltur
and informational asymmetry between co-opetitorsgzamote opportunistic actions. The security
aspect of the relationship remains paramount aciddes possible political sanctions against co-
opetitors that are considered too individualistic.

Violation of a collaborative agreement may trigganctions that are either selective or
deployed across a wide range of markets and teest(Hemphill & Vonortas, 2003). There could
be two reasons for this. First, the sectoral arayggohic deployment of co-opetition can increase
the vulnerability of a firm to the opportunistictemn of a co-opetitor that could attack it in arfy o
its competitive arenas following a collective piijeAs a result, the firm could establish a
dissuasive system of sanctions to secure theaefdtip. Second, the establishment of a firm in

several markets and territories occupied by itopetitors gives it the opportunity to apply
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sanctions because of the increasing overlap aof toanpetitive environments. Initially, increased

contact with various members of the same extendeglark means the firm can better monitor the
behavior of co-opetitors. For example, the firm nisy informed of the use of technology

developed in co-ownership under a collaborativeagent and yet be exploited by its co-opetitor
outside the collective project for self-interest@arposes. Then, the extent of the opportunity
provides a common network with the incentive toctian the co-opetitor in several of its strategic
markets (e.g. by launching an international pricar)wThe threat of a multi-sectoral and/or

worldwide conflict that goes beyond the single abfirative environment discourages

opportunism.

In recognizing their interdependence, multi-magad multi-point competitors are open to
mutual tolerance because everyone can win by alipwhe others to dominate in certain
environments in exchange for similar treatmentifi@mselves in other fields or places of activity
(Baum & Korn, 1999). This mutual tolerance emeraea result of familiarity and deterrenCa-
opetitors can thus protect all their gains in resedo attacks from opponents they have in common
and direct the competitive dynamics of their madketre (Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009).
In this sense, the fear of social and economictgarecin the face of opportunistic behavior can
encourage co-operation (Hemphill & Vonortas, 2003).

Hence, the following is hypothesized :

H3 : The greater the extent of the co-opetitioni@mment, the more opportunism is

sanctioned.

The theme of this research connects the sectodaj@ographic extent of co-opetition with
the opportunism of its participants and the tho#atanctions. It is argued that the environmental

complexity of co-opetition leads to confrontatievhich was previously under control, returning.
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An empirical study of the environment, nature amhtol of different relational strategies
employed by competitors in the French marine maskeuld enable an account and explanation
of the peculiarities of co-opetitive exchangesurggl summarizes the links between the variables

considered in this study, the theoretical logicliojpand the assumptions presented above.

; ; Hypothesized
Groups of variables in Theoretical logic

opportunism-sanction links relationship

The dimension of H1 (+)

Environmental complexity »|  Co-opetition varies by »| Opportunistic actions
of co-opetition sector and geographic
objective:
- ition i H2 (+)
Nature Co-opetition is unsta?le Sanctions
of co-opetition because of opportunism

Increasinghe sectoral H3 (+)

Control and geographic area of Multiplication of

of co-opetition co-opetition increases sanctions

opportunism

Figure 1. Extent of co-opetition and its influencen opportunism sanctions

METHOD
French boating market and sampling

The majority of work on co-opetition has studied gitocess through the use of qualitative
methods applied to a single firm or a small grofiga@mpanies selected according to structural
criteria (size, age, elc Few studies have attempted to describe and iexptaopetition via a

guantitative method. To do this, a statistical gsial of the French boating market was performed
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that considered eight activities (boat building;.etBoating companies were identified using 30
codes from the European Classification of Econohuitvities (NACE) Rev. 2.

The research questionnaire was constructed toctqlténary data around eight themes :
the profile of the respondent and his/her firm, tbasons for collaboration, the management and
governance of the project, the nature of the caimpe and their exchanges, and the extent of the
involvement of the company in the project. The ¢joesaire was sent to 2,290 French boating
companies selected using simple random sampling.m&thod ensured the representativeness of
the sample : each unit in the population had amlechance of being selected. Consistent with the
research objectives, statistical inference thredsholere for at least 30 respondents to ensure
descriptive analysis and a minimum of 100 respotsdém ensure explanatory analysis. After
receiving 115 responses to the survey, 106 compamdee selected because of the satisfactory
level of information provided in their questionresr. 93% were SMEs and 85% of the respondents
held a position of responsibility within their coarpy. In addition, secondary data were obtained
from three databases (Diane, FIN and boating Fjgarmeasure four structural variables of the
companies : turnover, workforce, age and group neeghip. Finally, statistical analysis was

performed using SPSS and AMOS software.

Data processing

The measurement scales were built in three st&gss, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and
Bartlett tests were performed to ensure that tkeeware factorable and would allow the realization
of principal component analysis (PCA). The KMO testasures the correlation between the
variables with the criterion for factorization bgia value of at least equal to OThe Bartlett test

verifies that the matrix of correlations is notratumatrix. The test must have a value equal to 0.
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Second, the Kaiser rule was mobilized to purify thetors of each variable depending on the
quality of their information. Only the factors hagia value at least equal to 1 wkept, a value
which indicates the degree to which the variablplars the phenomenon measured (total
percentage of variance explained). Third, a PCéssttest was carried out in order to strengthen
the tri-factor for each variable. The rule of mimim restitution selected the factors that explain at
least 50% of the total variance of the phenomenpothé variable.

Items were selected to calculate the best variaplealculating the squared cosine (cos?)
or commonality. Commonality (an index positionedwesen 0 and 1) informs us of the level of
consideration of an initial variable by the set fattors selected in our analysis. Applied
individually, commonality shows the share of theormation of this variable explained by each
item. Each item was eliminated in turn if its commatity remained the lowest below the value of
0.5 (Carricano, Poujol, & Bertrandias, 2010). Thmaining items consisted of new factors that
provided a guarantee of quality when measuringvinégable. We evaluated the reliability and
validity of the internal consistency of each vakéaby calculating Cronbach's alpha (see Table 2).
Cronbach’s alpha ensures that the items correctigsore the phenonemon associated with the
variable. Convergent validity, which ensures thealation of all the items together, is achieved
when the coefficient is at least equal to 0.5 (Elr®ras, & Roux, 2003). Finally, all these items
correctly calculate the variable.

To better understand the major components prew@ekected, five rotations were made
for each variable component factor. Provided bySR&S software, this factorial representation
distinguishes the items according to their positaond distance to bring together the most
informative aspects of each factor for which thegvide the most information. To improve the

accuracy of the information provided by the factfrthe global variable, the information returned
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by each rotation was calculated and the rotationssHactor scores were best was retained. This
representation of combinations of items guarare@esptimal measurement of the initial variable.

Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to increase iihleability and validity of the measuring
instrument was conducted through a new treatmenéewis. AMOS software evaluates the error
terms in the links between latent variables ancniable variables to reveal the goodness of fit
between the empirical data and the theoretical isddsted. Evrardt al. (2003) classify them
into two groups : absolute indicators (chi-squ&E], AFM, RMSEA and RMR) and the related
indices (NFI, RFI, CFl, IFlI and TLC) used for thé-& (see Table 2). From the factor scores
forwarded by the PCA stress test, the correlatweidht) between the observable variables was
calculated and provided clues to eliminate thosmbbes with the lowest correlation. This process
was repeated to obtain a satisfactory qualitytdbditween the relational structures tested and the
data observed. After the factor analysis, thereeleree groups of 12 variables and 60 factors (see
Table 2).

Typology analysis (TA) allowed similar businessesé& organized in a finite number of
groups. Initially, the aggregative hierarchicalssification allows the selection of the number of
groups to be retained by reading the dendrograrorg non-hierarchical classification (the k-
means method) improves the quality of the locdieathan global classification. Based on the
factor scores from the PCA and the CFA, the analykvariance (ANOVA) guarantees the overall
validity of the classification. Through the resufsan F-test, the explanatory power of the factors
and their meanings are calculated. The greateFihh@ue, the stronger the explanatory power.
Finally, the results of the typology are validateddiscriminant analysis (DA): this identifies a
dependent variable (key function) that determimesmhembership of a firm in a particular group.
The quality of the group classification is validhtey two indicators : Fisher's F-test and Wilks’

lambda. These tests verify the existence of diffees between groups and identify the one or more
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discriminating variables that allow a company tovendrom one group to another. Thus, five
business groups and four discriminant functionsewanstructed by analyzing two groups of
variables: "Relational modes” and "Environments aetiworks" (excluding institutional and
vertical networks). The significant influence of @xplanatory variable on the dependent variable
was determined by studying variance (ANOVA). Theolkement of each group with respect to
the variables studied was raised by multiple comspartests (MCTs): t-tests, Tukey with unequal
group sizes, Scheffé, Bonferroni and least sigaificifference (LSD).

Finally, an explanation is given of the phenometioat led to the deployment of an
explanatory method to measure the causal relatipnisétween two or more variables (the
"dependent variable" and the "independent varialtdased on the data from the sample (Eveaird
al., 2003). A stepwise model of multiple regressios &pplied, which sequentially eliminates the
independent variables which do not explain the déeet variable (F > 0.05) (Evraetal., 2003).
The coefficients of significant regression and deteation (R/R2?/R-adjusted) were held to show
the links between two variables. Thus, the explayatariables of "Opportunism sanctions" were
designated by the stepwise multiple regressionyaisalwhich incorporated the existence of five

groups of firms.

RESULTS

Variables

This work presents a range of co-opetition prast@eross several variables that address
the nature, environmental dimensions and controtlesoof the phenomenon. To assess the
primary data, the questionnaire mobilized nomimaduket, territory, etc.) and ordinal (from 1 =

"Do not agree at all" to 4 = "Quite in agreemestales. The items used were mostly from research
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gathered during the literature review. The PCA @k confirmed the reliability, quality and
discriminant validity of the following variables h&se variables are discussed in more detail in
Table 2.

To measure the response of boating companies t@rimstic co-opetitors, the
"Opportunism sanctions" dependent variable was daseeight items from Uzzi (1997) (see
Table 2). Sanctions can be established before andgdcollaboration to muzzle opportunism
(Williamson, 1985). These sanctions are expredseaigh the threat of attack (e.g. launching a
price war or a new competing offer) against anviradialistic firm or through a defensive action,
such as the threat of withdrawal by the firm infunaitially (e.g. the protection of certain resoesc
in collaboration or withdrawal from the projectiaretions were approached in this study as a
project control instrument to maintain a co-opertffort despite persistent rivalry between co-
opetitors (Hemphill & Vonortas, 2003).

Three groups of independent variables were idewtifi the nature of co-opetition, the
environmental dimension of co-opetition, and thetoa of co-opetition.

Co-opetition is a many-faceted phenomenon due thipteubalancing acts that can be
established between competition and co-operatimengthe profile of the firms, their relative
strengths, the risks involved, etc. However, theimreaof co-opetition has still not been evaluated
due to the scarcity of research on the subjectaafudtus on the process. Therefore, the measure
of the nature of co-opetition in this study mokelizl 1 items taken from Powell, Koput, and Smith-
Doerr (1996) to measure the various relational raddat firms can adopt (competition, alliance,
defense and co-opetition); eight items based omeaiselection criteria (their skills, market
position and collaborative experience); eight itet@sen from Young-Ybarra and Wiersema
(1999) on trust between partners as critical inabarative engagement; 18 items from the same

authors on different types of asymmetry betweertnpes that may cause opportunism (an
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imbalance between their resources, their abilitieton, and their position and influence in the
common environment); and, finally, 18 items creaiadhe types of risks faced by the partners in
a collective project (failure of a partner, losg@dources, and individualistic actions).

The co-opetition phenomenon has still not beenaeglin any depth in terms of market
analysis. Padula and Dagnino (2007) argue thatpetitmn evolves within a competitive arena.
Conversely, Luo (2007) maintains that the relatmm€an span different markets and territories.
Moreover, debate persists regarding the simplmitygomplexity of its networks. However, to our
knowledge, no study seems to discuss the influehttee environment on co-opetitive approaches
in any depth. In response to this, 10 items irtieato the sectoral and geographic dimensions of
co-opetition were mobilized to measure the extéthi@®environmental dimension of co-opetition
(a specialized or diversified market environmemtatonal or an international environment); 11
items taken from Lambe, Spekman, and Hunt (2002hemature of the collaborative networks
deployed by firms (vertical networks, horizontatwerks of two partners, or more complex ones
of more than two partners); seven items taken filiklund and Shepherd (2009) on how the
activities of value chains may be affected by alective project (logistics functions and
production); 19 items from Young-Ybarra and Wierge(h999) regarding the contributions and
creation of resources between partners during jegir@iaken from the six categories defined by
resource-based view [RBV] theory); 23 items basedindformation learning and knowledge
partners in a project (knowledge related to theiman, physical, technological, organizational
and commercial aspects); and, finally, 16 itemmifficodeva and Knoke (2005) on the underlying
impetus (i.e. whether a project is suggested oroged) and objectives of co-opetition (an
individual or collective defense market, strengthgna market position, pursuing personal

projects and further technological developments).
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Finally, scientific debate also continues on thenf@f control in co-opetition. The theory
of transaction costs calls for a formal framewdrka-opetition, which must consist of contractual
and organizational tools (Williamson, 1985). Comsety, network theory recommends a more
relational governance guide, such as the choiqeadhers (Padula & Dagnino, 2007). Finally,
Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen (2009) advocatecttrabination of social governance and
organizational and legal aspects. Therefore, thesore of control in co-opetition mobilized 23
items created regarding different collaborativggrbmanagement tools (contractual agreements,
operations reports, projects as consortiums, maintarespect for co-operative engagement);
four items based on Todeva and Knoke (2005) onlifferent profiles of the project participants
(partners, competitors and/or non-competing thadigs as public actors); and, finally, 15 items
created on the periodicity of sanctions on oppastan(at the launch, growth phase, maturity or
decline of the project).

Finally, the four control variables were the size of a f{effectiveness), its turnover, the
date the firm was established and its membershg grbup. The consultation of various digital
databases (Kompass, Diane, etc.) enabled secathatario be collected for the first three variables.
The fourth variable was an item suggested by BbluerCarree, Diederen, Lokshin, and Veugelers

(2004).

Five groups of firms identified

The scores related to the centroids are given ianplaeses (G) below. "Multi-point and
multi-market competitors” (Group 1) diversify (G0=906) and internationalize their activities (G
= 0.735) through defensive relationships (G = 0)Q@Hh their competitors that are competitive

(G =0.058) and complex (G = 0.284). "Mono-poind amono-market partners” (Group 2) conduct
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a single activity (G = 1.023) in a single domestiarket (G = 0.400) through collaborative
relationships (G = 0.359) with their competitoratthre defensive (G = 0.163) and dyadic (G = -
0.103). "Mono-point and mono-market co-opetitor&rdqup 3) develop a single activity (G =
0.348) in a single domestic market (G = 1.142)ooaopetitive (G = 0.137) and dyadic (G = -
0.248) relationships with their competitors. "Muttarket co-opetitors" (Group 4) diversify (G >
1) without a dominant geographic strategy (G <id)oo-opetitive (G = 0.626) and dyadic (G = -
0.464) relationships with their competitors. "Myint co-opetitors" (Group 5) internationalize
(G > 0) without a dominant sector strategy (G ¢hdpugh competitive (G = 0.663), defensive (G
= 0.656), collaborative (G = 0.438), co-opetitie £ 0.204) and complex dyadic (G = 0.295)

relationships with their competitors.

Four discriminant functions identified

The classification of companies into five groupggented a discriminating power of
93.84%. According to the Fisher’'s and Wilks' lamipeists, the "Mono-environment” and "Multi-
environment" variables differentiate more firms s@@iminative power of 93.84%). Four

discriminant functions were identified (discrimimat power of 97.90%).

"Co-opetition committed” (function 1) has positigeores for "Relational modes" and a
"Complex horizontal network". This function des&ib the presence of co-operative but
competitive behavior which is, therefore, opporstici during the collective project. This co-
opetition strengthens and pools the collectiveoastiof many "Multi-point co-opetitors" (centroid

= 3.019).
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"Independent co-opetition" (function 2) has negatscores for "Relational modes" and
"Complex horizontal networks". This suggests a thdglgree of independence in co-opetition for
"Mono-point and mono-market co-opetitors” (centrei@.373), which minimizes and sometimes
prevents their interactions with other firms. Tledationship is remote because their co-opetitive
interdependence is low due to the lack of collectnterests and individual connections between

firms.

A "Pooled alliance" (function 3) has positive scofer "Relational modes" (except for co-
opetition) and "Complex horizontal networks". Ttype of project is characterized by alternating
co-operative and competitive relations between "8point and mono-market partners” (centroid

= 1.252) which are part of a strong common collabee network.

"Opportunistic co-opetition” (function 4) has pogit scores for "Relational modes" and
negative scores for "Complex horizontal networRsiis type of co-opetition defines competitive
relations and concurrent collaboration between tMuhrket co-opetitors” (centroid = 0.606) that
adopt individualistic attitudes despite their coliee commitment. On the one hand, co-operation
gives a company access to new growth opportunitieesugh support in conquering new
environments. On the other, its opportunism alldwsbe more competitive in these environments

and to be more strategic in other areas.

Opportunism sanctions are not particularly used "Multi-point and multi-market
competitors" and "Mono-point and mono-market pagherlheir relational model is not based on
the paradoxical simultaneity of competition andop®ration which can promote the betrayal of a

collaborative engagement. In contrast, opportuniséihavior strongly characterizes co-opetitors
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that develop projects in complex environments. @erating in several markets

(services/products) or territories encourages dppatic behavior. Thus, H1 is validated.

Features of the opportunism sanctions of each group

The scores relating to the centroids (G) and sicanice levels of the Fisher’s tests (p) are
given here in parentheses. A significant differefwe< 0.05) is noted among the five groups
concerning sanctions for opportunism. The groupsSMaflti-market co-opetitors” (G = 2.301),
"Multi-point co-opetitors" (1.378) and "Mono-poiahd mono-market co-opetitors” (0.590) have
a positive centroid. Conversely, the groups of "lBlpoint and mono-market partners” (-1.137)
and "Multi-point and multi-market competitors" (285) have negative barycenters. Thus, co-
opetition is characterized by other relational nwdarough the presence of actions by

opportunistic co-opetitors which are, thereforestegnatically sanctioned. Thus, H2 is validated.

Determinants of opportunism sanctions

Having distinguished the groups according to thesiel of co-operation, the explanations
of the sanctions for opportunism are now analyZée stepwise regression model (see Table 3)
shows "Opportunism sanctions" as the dependengthblati The response of the explanatory
variable to opportunism is examined within eachheffive groups of companies. For the sake of
simplicity, only the statistically significant rdssiare presented.

For "Multi-point and multi-market competitors”, thenore a company reacts to
opportunistic behavior by imposing sanctions, tleearlikely the company is to be part of a group

and to have unique resources.
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"Mono-point and mono-market co-opetitors" respowd opportunistic behavior with
sanctions when they share a common vertical netwaith their competitors, when the
environment is a multi-market one, when there aveef third parties in the project, when fewer
of their commitments are met during a project, amen there is less asymmetry between their
decisions regarding technological resources.

"Multi-market co-opetitors” respond to opporturgdtehavior with sanctions when multi-
market co-opetitors have a defensive strategynviney develop knowledge related to human and
physical resources, when they create technologesdurces, when they invest technological
resources in a project, and when they learn st@tefprmation.

"Mono-point and mono-market partners” respond tpasfunistic behavior with sanctions
when the environment is a multi-market one, whezytprepare multi-point and multi-market
sanctions upon the maturity of a project, when tinegst technology resources in a project, and
when they can learn less about the capabilitiekedf rivals.

"Multi-point co-opetitors" respond to opportunistiehavior with sanctions when multi-
point co-opetitors prepare multi-point and multifket sanctions at the maturity of a project, and
when the asymmetry between the technological resswf multi-point co-opetitors is less.

In light of the above, H3 is validated. The inciegsscope of co-opetition is accompanied

by a sanctions mechanism.

DISCUSSION

Are opportunism sanctions developed particularlyirdu co-opetition? This empirical
study of the nature, environment and control dedént relational modes employed by competitors
in the French boating market has allowed the sjpscif their co-opetitive exchanges to be

revealed. The descriptive and explanatory analgéabe phenomenon and its sectoral and/or
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territorial dimension provide three major findings the role of sanctions against opportunism
faced during precarious co-opetition.

The first result reveals the presence, which wdsanticipated, of five business groups
according to the environment, the degree of thallaborative engagement and their preparations
for opportunism.

Competitors develop an offensive policy of sect@nadl territorial expansion to increase
their sphere of influence (Baum & Korn, 1999). Bsymmetry of resources between diverse and
global adversaries favors the emergence of mubleiince through their ability to strengthen their
domination over their main strategic market andeaase their multi-market contacts to act as a
deterrent.

Partners apply a local specialization policy thtouge alternation of collaborative and
competitive relationships with some of their rivalhich is inserted into a simple collaborative
network (i.e. a dyadic relationship between twalfirms). In this form of agreement, rivalry gives
way to co-operation so that everyone can improgerapetitive position through a shared effort.
However, this relational structure systematicallgverts to confrontation. Therefore, the
environment is familiar and made trustworthy arabl in order to secure the alliance.

Co-opetition is plural (Gnyawali & Park, 2009)résts upon the existence of three groups
of co-opetitors. First, some co-opetitors speagdiirally with the support of a simple collaborativ
network. These firms are characterized by strotgjiomal independence in co-opetition with no
strategic incentive towards opportunistic behasiwl, as a result, no incentive to retaliate. Second
some co-opetitors also rely on a single collabeeatietwork in order to diversify. Co-opetition
allows them access to heterogeneous resourcekiliadhat are necessary for their establishment
in new target areas for two reasons: the growtlpects of the target areas and their occupation

by certain of the firm’s competitors. Co-opetitogsgttlement in the strategic markets of their gval

23



will ensure security for them in an otherwise cotitpe environment. Third, internationalized co-
opetitors develop a complex collaborative netwarkolving multiple competitors. Their historical
presence in a common domestic market promotesgreimmity during the project and their ability
to punish any local or global opportunistic action.

The results confirm the use of sanctions againstsfithat are aggressive in co-opetition.
Offensive intentions promote opportunism in colladtive work. In response, co-opetitors adopt
defensive sanctions through a mechanism thatablestted and used in addition to the contractual
framework.

The study also reveals that reactions to oppomumeamain disparate, depending on the
relational modes between established competitdrs.uBe of sanctions is particularly marked in
the simultaneity of collaboration and competitidratt favors the appearance of opportunism.
Conversely, sanctions are not deployed in an adiahat is based exclusively on a collaborative
relationship.

Finally, it is accepted that the scope of co-opetits associated with the preparation and
deployment of sanctions. The growing scope of atjproject can be dangerous if it is not
controlled (Oxley & Sampson, 2004). The defensitituale of co-opetitors is reinforced in multi-
market and multi-project deployment, which resitshe use of sanctions as a mechanism in
multiple areas and territories shared by rivals.

The second result reveals three discriminant fonsti whereby co-opetition can be
independent, engaged or opportunistic. Committedpmortunistic co-opetition is characterized
by the strong internationalization and diversificatof a project. The involvement of multiple
markets leads to strong rivalry between co-opeti{two, 2007). However, the failure of their
collaboration is likely to unbalance their largedec competitive relationship. Therefore, the

environmental complexity of co-opetition is mostigntrolled by the preparation and use of
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dissuasive sanctions against aggressive firmsh&umbore, the sharing of markets among several
co-opetitors promotes the efficiency of such a me@m. Each time a firm enters the strategic
markets of its co-opetitors, an opportunity is pded for it to convince its co-opetitors of their
interdependence and their mutual interest in réspetheir collaborative commitments.

The third result shows the determinants of oppastarsanctions. These are outlined in the
stepwise multiple regression model. The growingtstgic importance of co-opetition is a factor in
the preparation and application of sanctions. Thasg¢tions in various markets and territories are
often deployed in the phase in which the collahonateaches maturity. There are several reasons
for this. First, opportunistic behavior allows anfi to obtain value from collaborative work
undertaken over the long term. Long-standing collation creates a high degree of value, which
can be lost to opportunistic behavior. Therefotmifive actions are enacted at the maturity of the
project. Second, these sanctions are facilitateghven initial asymmetry between co-opetitors is
erased by the distribution of collaborative ga@s-opetition gradually strengthens the competitive
position of firms in shared markets and territari€keir ability to oppose opportunism is thus
enhanced as a result of gains emanating from teisability of their co-operation with their
competitors. Thus, the more time that is spentaialoorative work, the more likely it is that the
exploitation of collaborative engagements will lesu a response from actors who are now in a
position to punish this behavior. Finally, the exd®e damage caused by the abandonment of a
historic collaboration during the competitive aogoof rivals is also likely to provoke a strong
reaction against opportunism on the part of thereg firms.

The environmental complexity of co-opetition isetbfore, another important factor in
opportunism sanctions. Multi-market projects intjgatar are accompanied by the preparation and
implementation of sanctions. First, the environraerdomplexity of co-opetition does not

encourage the kind of familiarity and proximity eesary to facilitate collaboration and limit the
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use of sanctions. Second, the fear of opportunisivita consequences reinforces the apprehension
of competitors, which results in the developmera déterrent mechanism in the form of sanctions.
Third, the complex environment of co-opetition gegms the arsenal necessary to guard against
attack. The adoption of defensive postures is amotbarticularly strong determinant of
opportunism sanctions as part of a diversified petition. Co-opetition is used by firms to protect
the competitive positions they have acquired ctllety, rather than to withdraw from them.
Previous results from this research concludedtfaatagers need to pay particular attention
to the dual nature of co-opetition when the progaans multiple markets and territories. Various
factors may cause the opportunism of co-opetitrsh as remoteness (physical, organizational,
cultural, etc) or the desire to increase their competitivenesa targe scale. In such a context, a
sanction system is recommended for three reagoreter opportunism in upstream collaboration,
to regulate competitive and collaborative relatfops during a project and, finally, to punish when

the collective commitment is not respected by dnée co-opetitors.

CONCLUSION

This research reinforces the analysis of co-dpatés a plural phenomenon characterized
by, among others, the omnipresence of opportunisticduring its practice (Gnyawali & Park,
2009; Oxley & Sampson, 2004). Faced with this thréd@ results confirm that a dissuasive
sanction system is built and applied in order toigln individualistic action during collaboration.
The study indicates that the preparation and agipdic of sanctions in the face of opportunism is
particularly present in a complex co-opetition eomment. Internationalization and
diversification, particularly co-opetition, involvethe preparation of a defensive system. This
system ensures the presence of a deterrent inrdtegic markets and territories facilitated by

collaborative work. This preventive policy was afied by the findings, which emphasize the high
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frequency of individualistic behaviors among mu#ipemote opponents, which, in turn, result in

the application of multi-market and multi-point sdians on the part of the injured firms.
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TABLES

Table 1. Descriptive statistics

Items
Dependent variable :
Opportunism sanctions Attack Attack Attack Attack Defense Defense Defense Defense
mono-market | multi-market | mono-point | multi-point | mono-market| multi-market mono-point multi-point
Attack mono-market 1
Attack multi-market 0.274 1
Attack mono-point 0.624 0.513 1
Attack multi-point 0.384 0.474 0.497 1
Defense mono-market 0.489 0.327 0.458 0.204 1
Defense multi-market 0.234 0.503 0.373 0.382 0.573 1
Defense mono-point 0.383 0.303 0.576 0.287 0.762 5430. 1
Defense multi-point 0.158 0.331 0.348 0.575 0.368 .648 0.492 1
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Table 2. Principal component analysis and confirmadry factor analysis

Variables Factors FAS a v | y¥ddi | RMSEA [ NFL | REL | cRl | IR ] TLI
Opportunism sanctions Opportunisirsanction PCA 0859
Relational modes Competitior 0.81¢
Alliance cra 220 072 | s0.966 ()| 1604 0.076| o0.826 0.6ps 0419 0paEREO
Deferse 0.63!
Cc-opetitior 0.60¢
Environments & networks | Mong-point environmer PCA 0.850 0636
Mono-environment Monc-marke environmer 0.671]
Multi-point environmer 0.850 |
Multi-environment Multi-marke environmer CFA 067] 0.636| 4.822 (*)| 1.209 0.044( 0.9 0.8P4 0.995 0.p95980
Collaborative network Institutional networ 0.8€0
Complex horizontal netwo PCA | 0.752 | 0.617
Vertical networl 0.68¢
Asymmetries Asymmetry betweerpartner PCA 0.85¢
Knowledge asymetry PCA 0.637
Managerial resources asmetry cra 2828 g 6a0| 4050(| 1014 o0012| 0843 0553 0407 0passo
Technological resources immetry 0.48¢
Decisions asymetry PCA 0.721
Resources Commercial resources inj 0.80:%
Resources input i i :
P Technological resources inj cra FO2% L o 555| 33339 | 1581 0.075| 0786 0683 0497 ®p0.823
Organizational resources in| 0.641
Human resources ing 0.53¢
Creation of resources Technoogical resources creati 0.730
Financial resources creat CFA | 0.76¢ | 0.677| 14.091 (*)| 1.281 0.052 0.9 0.83 0.984 9.P®.969
Organizational resources crea 0.72¢
Characteristics of resourc | Uniqueresource PCA 0.735
Activities Business productioactivities cra T 0 g35| 18106 | 1394 o0061| 0939 o08ks 0981 DP®.959
Business distribution activiti 0.85¢
Charactgnsucs of informatit PCA 0.92: 0583
Information manageme 0.60:
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Learning Humananc physical knowledge developm: 0.80:
Information learning | Technological developme 0.77:
Organizational developme PCA | 0.7€0 | 0.785

. Commercial developme 0.72¢

Knowledge learning Development of partnel capabilities 0.60:
Trust Trus! PCA 0.9t
Risks Default risk PCA 0.87¢
Opportunistic ris PCA 0.937
Resource ris PCA 0.902

FAS = factor analyses selected; PCA = principal factor analysis; CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; * = p < 0.05; a: = Cronbach’s alpha; x2 = Chi-square; x2/ddl = Chi-square/degrees

of freedom
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Variables Factors FAS a y3/ddl | RMSEA | NFI | RFI | CFI | IFI | TLI
Initiative & objectives | Imposed collaboratic 0.77¢ .
Initiative Suggested collaborati CFA 0,80z 0.668| 0.822 (*) | 0.822 0.001 | 0.9940.962| 1 | 1.001|1.009
o Personal market defse 0.69¢
Objectives Strengthening market prese 0.59¢
Pursuing personal projec PCA| 0.64i | 0.701
Pursuing technological developme 0.55¢
Collective market defese 0.412
Choice of partners Choice by mark 0.75¢
Choice by competenc PCA| 0.55t |0.689
Choice by collaborative experien 0.51:
Control of co-opetition | Contractualization of the collaborative relatiom 0.93¢
Forms Contractualization of the proje 0.921]
Consortiun CFA| 0.677 | 0.930]| 400.738 (*)| 1.821| 0.088 | 0.784 0.731| 0.886( 0.890| 0.857
Collaborative contr 0.810
Complianc 0.78:¢
Composition External stakeholde cra 2% 10 565 0690 (%) | 0.690] 0.001 | 0.883 0.563|0.9970.998| 0.989
Internal stakeholde 0.622
Sanctions period Multi-marketsanctiol upon the decline of thrprojec 0.84¢
Multi-market& multi-poini sanctiol upon the maturity of thprojec 0.79¢
Multi-market& multi-point sanctiol upon the growth of thprojec CFA| 0.757 | 0.578| 30.911(*) | 1.636| 0.078 | 0.81d 0.715| 0.911| 0.916] 0.866
Multi-market& multi-poini sanctiol upon the launch of ttprojec 0.787
Monc-market & mon-poini sanctiol upon the launch of thprojec 0.82¢

FAS = factor analyses selected; PCA = principal factor analysis; CFA = confirmatory factor analysis; * = p < 0.05; a = Cronbach’s alpha; x2 = Chi-square; x2/ddl = Chi-square/degrees of freedom
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Table 3. Stepwise regression

D dent variable - Multi-point and Mono-point and Mono-point and Multi-market Multi-point
ependent variable . multi-market competitors mono-market partners mono-market co-opetitors co-opetitors co-opetitors
Opportunism sanctions
B(sig.t | Err.<td. | Bete] B(sig.t | Ermr.std.| Bete | B(sig.t | Err.std.| Bete | B(sig.t | Err.<td.| Bete | B(sig.t | Err.std.| Bete
Constant -1.439(*,  0.60: 10.07(%) 4.591 -0.011(ns  0.03] 0.181(ns  0.14: 1.073(***)  0.24:
Strategic information learni 0.148(**)  0.031 0.13¢
Humananc physical knowledge learni 0.302(***)  0.02z 0.31¢
Knowledge related to learning capacity of part -0.429(**)  0.12¢  -0.44
Asymmetry of technological resour: -1.753(***)  0.41¢  -0.€
Asymmetry of managerial decisic -0.117(% 0.03¢  -0.1
Pr(_)ject co_mposition: the presence of external actg -0.206(*) 0071 -0.28%-0212(**) 0031 -0.22
(third partie))
Multi-market environme 9.161(% 4.02:  0.26:2 0.816(***) 0.1¢ 0.60Z
Compliance with commitments during the pro -0.533(***) 0.1 -0.61:
Objective: single defense mar 0.483(***)  0.031 0.52:
Vertical collaborative netwo 0.657(***)  0.08¢ 0.97¢
Contribution of technological resourt 0.181(**) 0.04Z 0.1f | 0.348(% 0.12¢ 0.371
Resources firm estimated as uni 0.451(*) 0.17: 0.41
Defensive relationsh 0.891(***)  0.03¢ 0.90¢
Creation of technological resour 0.261(***)  0.03: 0.2
Multi-market and multi-point sanction at the mattyiri " -
of the projec 0.4(*) 0.155 0.344 0.318(**) 0.102 0.434
Membership of the firnof a grouj 0.947(*) 0.34€ 0.4
R/R?/R? aj. 0.678/0.459/0.41 0.932/0.869/0.82 0.997/0.995/0.9¢ 0.892/0.797/0.7z 0.775/0.601/0.5¢€

Fisher’s test:

10.214(%*)

18.636(")

279.234(*)

11.785(*%)

15.118()

** = p <0.001; ** = p <0.01; * = p < 0.05; ns wot significant
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