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Abstract

Traditionally research within the IMP-group hasueed on cooperation. There has lately been aarathbre
research on competition. Business relationshipscangplex and not static and therefore they mayuihel
elements of both cooperation and competition (¥@ung and Wilkinson, 1997). In other words, these
relationships may be termed “coopetitive”. The diameous existence of both cooperation and connetit
has been studied by e.g. Bengtsson and Kock (1&8&9)Easton and Araujo (1992). The existing rese@rch
mainly focused on different degrees of cooperatiod competition. There is a gap in our existingvidedge
particularly concerning transitions from competitim cooperation and vice versa. This is an impbréaea
to explore in order to increase our understandimmutidynamics within business relationships thasteof
both cooperation and competition.

The purpose of this study is to increase our undeding about the transition from competition toperation
within business relationships. The research quessicas follows: What is included in the transitisom
competition to cooperation in business relationshiphe empirical part of the paper is based onu2litgtive
interviews with managing directors of Finnish snaaltl medium sized companies.

The findings of the study show that the reasonsstarting to cooperate with a competitor can bheeit
external or internal. Important issues relatechminitiation of the cooperation can be either vidtlially- or
organizational- related. We have also been ablddntify both formal and informal ways of initiagrnthe
cooperation.

Keywords: coopetition,cooperation, competition, transition, businessti@tahip
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1INTRODUCTION

The nature of business relationships is complexdawtlops over time. Managerial action is guidechbw

the relationships are framed and are hereby ofezprence to management (Hakansson and Snehota, 1995)
Business relationships usually contain elementsbath cooperation and competition (e.g. Young and
Wilkinson, 1997). Traditionally the focus of IMRsearch has been on cooperation within business
relationships and networks. “Some of the early ingi using the interaction approach seem to haee-ov
emphasized the closeness and co-operative aspetigsimess relationships.” (Ford 1998:8). Holmlund-
Rytkénen and Strandvik (2003; 2005) also call farenresearch within the field of issues that mayreizse

the strength of business relationships. Some sch@éag. Easton and Araujo 1992; Bengtsson and Kock
1999; 2000) have, however, focused on competitiorthe simultaneous existence of cooperation and
competition. These studies have mainly been focuseddistinguishing between different degrees of
cooperation and competition.

The nature of cooperation and competition withiouainess relationship may vary over time. Thereioie
important to study them from a process perspecBoenetimes cooperation may be dominating and &t oth
times competition. There is a gap in the existiegearch especially related to the dynamics andepsoof
cooperation and competition. The simultaneous excd of cooperation and competition may be termed
coopetition (Nalebuff and Brandenburger, 1996).Hitlitthe research area of strategic management,ibagn
and Padula (2002) argue that “scientific investazabn the issue of coopetition has not gone mathefr
beyond naming, claiming and evoking it” and as aseguence it “is clearly an under researched theme”
Coopetition is a new field of research and at prese are only at the start of its investigatioadBa and
Dagnino, 2007). Yami, Lehmann-Ortega and Naro (2G@&ss that coopetition research needs a stronger
theoretical base that moves beyond a simple reprthe simultaneous existence of competition and
cooperation. According to Bonel and Rocco (200@)dherational level of coopetition is fairly unrasshed.

An operational level of coopetition is here relategractice and the way that companies operate.

The dynamics and transitions from competition aadperation in business relationships may be cabged
either internal or external factors or even bothudianeously. These transitions may be considesesither
beneficial or harmful. A business relationship igpeesent also influenced by what has happenediithe
past. The challenge within coopetitive businessiti@hiships is therefore to cope with transitionsnfr
compeztition to cooperation and vice versa.

The purpose of this study is to increase our utaeding about the transition from competition topgeration
within business relationships. The research quessicas follows: What is included in the transitisom
competition to cooperation in business relationshifphe study is limited to identifying and deseripihe
initiation of cooperation between competitors. Bhedy does not focus on what happens after antioteaf
cooperation between competitors has been made . efrerical part of the study is based on qualitative
interviews within 20 Finnish small- and medium sizmmpanies.

The structure of the study is as follows: In the&treection coopetition is defined. Thereafter &tere related
to coopetition within the IMP-group is presentedheTsection is finalized with a presentation of agsk
related to the transition between cooperation amdpetition in business relationships. Section tlu@®ains
a description about the empirical study. Firstly thethodology is presented and thereafter thenfgsdof the
study are outlined. This paper is finalized in gecfour, which briefly reflects on the findings tife study,
limitations of the study and suggestions for furttesearch.

2 COOPETITION AND TRANSITIONSBETWEEN COOPERATION AND COMPETITION
Coopetition can be defined as “... a mindset, prqgcessphenomenon of combining cooperation and
competition.” (Luo, 2005:72) This definition indies that coopetition should be studied over a deoib
time. Moreover, coopetiton can be described froeognitive perspective, as it is related to the reatd
which can be interpreted as an individual factdre Tnheaning of coopetition may therefore differ dejieg

on time and on the perspective of the actors irealv

Much of the existing research (e.g. Bengtsson anckK1999; Nalebuff and Brandenburger, 1996; Dagnin
and Padula, 2002; Czakon 2007) relates coopetitésticularly to intercompetitor cooperation, butdeve
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would like to argue that every business relatigmstboth vertical and horizontal, may involve both
cooperation and competition. A business relatignéhian interfirm relationship based on mutual @aéon

of two companies that are willing to interact widach other (Johanson and Mattsson, 1987). The
establishment and development requires a mutuehtation (Ford, Hakansson and Johanson, 1986). Also
Young and Wilkinson (1997) argue that coopetitoa isatural part of vertical buyer-seller relatidpshas the
parties may cooperate to achieve reliable quatiglivery and acceptable price but compete for tlostm
favourable payment terms. Another argument in faforot relating coopetition only to cooperatiorivieeen
competitors is the fact that the nature of businedationships often is very complex and actors may
simultaneously be competitors, buyers, sellers@ugerating partners in relation to each other. (@agton

and Araujo, 1992; Vaaland, 2001).

In the following section, the existing researchatetl to coopetition within business relationshipsl a
networks is presented and discussed. Thereafteatlire related to transition from competition doeration
and vice versa is presented and discussed.

2.1 Existing literature on coopetition within the IMP-group

As coopetition is based on both cooperation andpetition it is important to start by defining cooaton
and competition. Cooperation can briefly be desctibs two firms that are working together in otteraise
benefits for both, i.e. a win-win situation. Thengeal motive that lies behind cooperation is tenee larger
benefits in comparison with the alternative of wogk alone. Competition, on the other hand, can be
characterized as a win-lose situation, with the aihsecuring and developing one’s own positionhat t
expense of the competitors’. A definition foundhint the business network approach is that cooperatin

be either direct or indirect (through a third aftand it is a third actor that controls the goattban only be
reached through cooperation between the actorstaificand Araujo 1992). The third actor could be a
customer or another stakeholder who accordinglyedricooperation. Easton and Araujo (1992:72) define
competition as follows: “Competition occurs wherotactors have objectives that are in conflict betlbcus

of their objective is under control of a third pértAccording to Easton (1990) competition can lesatibed

as the winning of a prize that is in the hands dhied party (usually the customer). Competitioname
striving in parallel within the rules of the ganieis dependent on the available resources andhasbject
related, impersonal character.

As has already previously been stated, much oéxising literature within the IMP-group has beenused
on cooperation. Wilkinson and Young (1994) writattkompetition should be considered as a part ®f th
normal practices of doing business. Bengtsson avuk K1999) argue that actors must compete to aioert
extent in order for the business network to bectiffe. They continue by stressing that there igmahd for
cooperation, since the actors must create bondsder to establish long-term relationships. Sclsolaithin
the IMP-group have furthermore stressed the needetmgnizing paradoxes such as stability and oharig
business relationships and networks. HakanssorFariti(2002) argue that networking happens in aespéfc
paradoxes and the mix and balance of these elenvdlitvyary over time in a given relationship, as
circumstances change across relationships. Thisldwoall for more research within the paradox of
coopetition, i.e. cooperation and competition.

Scholars within the IMP-group have mainly been &g on buyer-seller relationships, i.e. relatiopsh
between companies on different levels within théueachain. Although intercompetitor cooperation is
recognized as a part of industrial networks, litdeearch, such as Easton (1990) as well as EastbAraujo
(1992), has been carried out within this field. ssen (1992:244) argues that although intercomgretit
cooperation is most often unrecognized, it is Stikeant to be captured within the relationships fibeal
actors have with other actors, particularly custcarheEaston and Araujo (1992) list different reasavhy
scholars within the business network approach megtected intercompetitor cooperation. Historicalig
origins of business networks lie in studies of dgduliyer-seller relationships in industrial markated the
economic exchange is at the heart of many stubegsge-Hellman (1989) also puts forward similar &lea

he states that it is natural for the interactiordeidHakansson, 1982) to stress the cooperativectspf the
interaction process. The model is originally basedhe assumption that two actors have mutualesterand
that their relationship should be beneficial forttb@ctors. These assumptions stand in contrashdo t
traditional perception of competitors as rivals, owhave contradicting interests. From an ontological
perspective, both the interaction and the busimetwork approach are focused on cooperation between
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actors. Therefore competition and competitors atetnaditionally considered as central elementhiwithe
business network approach. Theoretically a nardafinition may not allow for relationships between
competitors to be included.

Easton (1990) stresses that it should not be tékegranted that the relationships between conustiare
primarily competitive in a traditional sense. Eas(®@990) and Easton and Araujo (1992) distinguistwben
five types of intercompetitor relationships: cociflicompetition, coexistence, cooperation and saiu A
situation of conflict means that one of the actera&iming at destroying an opponent. Competitioramse
negatively linked goals and can be characterizetphyallel striving”. Coexistence can briefly besdeabed
as independence, i.e. the competitors are simplyeped to be unaware of one another. Cooperatisise
when companies perceive that the achievement afdbals is positively related. Collusion can bedéed
as intercompetitor cooperation designed to directlyindirectly injure a third party. If intercomietr
relationships are divided into certain categoribere is a risk of overlooking the dynamism withirsingle
relationship. Similar thoughts are put forward bgsten and Araujo (1992) who argue that major oromin
modes of the above presented five types of intepetitor relationships may co-exist.

Bengtsson and Kock (2000) put forward a dynamicpestive of coopetition as they claim that différen
kinds of relationships may involve different levefscooperation on one hand and competition orother. If
there is more cooperation than competition, thenrdiationship is “cooperative dominant”. If coogtsn
and competition is about the same, then the relship is an “equal relationship”. If there is more
competition than cooperation, the relationship asrtipetitive dominant”. The scholars also stress tiva
companies cannot compete exactly within the sartigitgdn which they are cooperating. The findingfsthe
study by Bengtsson and Kock (2000) show that coitgpgtare engaged in cooperation within activifi@s
from the customer, while they compete near to tistammer.

To sum up the existing literature on coopetitiothim the IMP-approach, it is possible to say thehe things
have been done, but a lot more has to be accoraglisbompetition is recognized as a natural eleroant
business markets and it has also to some extentrieésed to cooperation from the perspective clirmss
relationships. There are descriptions about busingationships containing different degrees ofpevation
and competition, but still we have scarce knowledbeut the evolution or transition from cooperatton
competition and competition to cooperation. In orgeincrease our understanding about these tramsitve
have in the following section taken some influefroen strategic management literature particulaghated to
coopetition.

2.2 Thetransition between cooperation and competition

The transition from cooperation to competition amce versa can be analyzed in light of the reasons
change from cooperation to competition or competitio cooperation. These reasons may be foundreithe
within the focal relationship and/or in relationshithat are directly or indirectly related to thecdl
relationship. This point of direction is in line thithe business network approach in accordancehtohvwa
business relationship cannot be analyzed apart thenwvider network of relationships in which itimsolved.

Some scholars have focused on how environmentarfainfluence coopetitive strategy. Padula andrirey
(2007) recognize different degrees of cooperatimh @mpetition within a business relationship ameppse
that “The more changing and unstable the envirotaheonditions are, the higher will be the intrusaf the
competitive issues in a cooperative relationshigécording to this argument, business relationsigpsl to
move towards competition when market conditions @ranging and unstable. On the reverse it may be
possible to state that stable market conditions fostgr cooperation.

According to Luo (2007) the levels of cooperatiowl @ompetition may change as a consequence of ehang
in their external and internal environments. Lu@Q2) argues that the level of cooperation incredfses
coopetiting actors are somehow threatened by edtectors. An example of this can be found in Tiilst
(2006), where some competitors within the naturaldpcts industry increased their level of cooperaiin
order to be stronger as a group and be able taes¢la group from unserious external competitorth wi
products of bad quality. Secondly Luo (2007) stessthat the level of cooperation may increase wieral
consumers become increasingly sophisticated by ndimg for example new technology, superior quality
and innovative designs. A third factor, which acliog to Luo (2007) may increase the level of coafien is

an increasing pressure for global value chain natggn. This pressure may for example stem froreedrfor
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improving productivity and efficiency. Fourthly goeration increases as a result of institutionalahids,
because it may be difficult for individual actocsdvercome these hazards without uniting. A fiftpect that
according to Luo (2007) may lead to increased cajms is greater interorganizational attachmergrov
time. By this Luo means that it usually takes altime for trust to develop and adaptations to belen

Luo (2007) also describes situations when compatitinay arise. Firstly competition may arise if the
competitors use the same competitive strategidstioeir competitive strategy consists of the saméding
blocks. Secondly, competition is likely to increaSéhe markets expand and both actors view thencom
market as a business opportunity. Thirdly, comjagtiincreases if product and/or business portfsilioilarity
increases and causes actors to globally competigeirsame line of businesses and in the same domhain
products.

According to Bengtsson and Kock (1999) one of thainndifferences between vertical and horizontal
business relationships is that horizontal relatgrs are often more or less forced. Examples oiasdns
forcing competitors to cooperate are: economicgsioas (Tidstém & Ahman, 2006), a possibility of\sual
(Bonel & Rocco, 2007), requests from authoritiegl$irom, 2006), when there is a general resisttowerds

an innovation (Garcia & Atkin, 2005), when the Imesis involves emerging technologies (Garraffo, 2002
Luo, 2007) or there is a need of improved qualitagberg-Andersson 2006). These studies are consihgue
focused on describing the reasons for a transitmn competition to cooperation.

When summing up the existing literature on traasgifrom cooperation to competition and vice vetrsa
possible to say that some of the existing studige hconcentrated on the antecedents or reasons for
transition from competition to cooperation or vieersa. There are still gaps in our knowledge faneple
related to other elements of transition, such ast\aBpects that should be considered and how tpecation

IS initiated. In order to increase our understagdatbout the multifaceted nature of transitions leetw
cooperation and competition in business relatigrshie have carried out a qualitative empirical wtilngt is
presented in the following section.

3THE EMPIRICAL STUDY
3.1 Methodology

Business relationships that consist of both codjmerand competition can be regarded as a sensipie,
because of the general suspiciousness relatedteéocampetitor cooperation and cartels. Therefore th
empirical study is of a qualitative nature. Walk&®85) writes that qualitative research is suitalhen the
topic studied can be regarded as sensitive.

We have selected companies that represent diffendnstries, in order to get a more broad undedstan
about the research phenomenon. The companies eepirdustries such as the boat-building industgtal
industry, construction industry and electronicsuisttly. The criteria for selecting companies wag thay
should have no more than 50 employees and haveriempe from business relationships that is of a
coopetitive nature. Moreover we choose to focuscoopetition that does not only include informal
exchanges, but has at least some formality. Trdiegturelationships were mainly described from ajlime
competitive setting. The described relationship wie competitors had continued for a longer time.

In this study personal interviews have been usetkssarch method. Managing directors from 20 Fimnis
companies have been interviewed from January taciMan09. The interviews lasted from 50 minutes to 1
hour 20. The interviews were carried out in thécef of the informants’ companies. All interviewas/k been
tape recorded and transcribed. The interviews gwmdaquestions related to the company’s coopetitive
business relationships, such as the dynamics operation and competition within the relationships,
opportunities and risks within these kinds of rielaships as well as the nature of the cooperatioh a
competition within these relationships. Nvivo8 Iegn used as a tool for analyzing the empirical.dat

3.2 Findings: From competition to cooper ation

The findings of the study show that it is diffictidt describe the transition from competition to pexation as
distinct stages of a life cycle. It seems to be anmlevant to describe and analyze the transitased on
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guestions such as: why?, what?, how?. In this steytransition starts with the reasons (why?).réhter
we have been able to identify certain elementgaeélto the question of “what?”. These elementsasgmt
important criteria for starting to cooperate wittt@npetitor. After the cooperation is initiated veeén the
companies we identify how the cooperation is iteia

3.2.1 Why?
External

According to the findings of this study, externkdmreents, such as third actors like customers, catopeand
sales persons, are in a key position when it cdmése reasons why competitors start to coopefesdar as
customers are concerned, the need of the custditeer seems to have an impact. This is especidiéyaat

in situations where both competitors are neededeliver certain parts to a whole unit for the custo.
Another situation in which the customer is thetsigrpoint for the cooperation is where both coripet
represent products of the same brand. Accordingn® of the informants it is more beneficial for the
customer if the sellers divide the markets so titatducts from only one of the sellers are markdted
certain group of customers. The findings can bepared with Easton and Araujo (1992), who arguesitha
is a third actor, for example the customer, whatiwds the goal that can only be reached througipeaiion
between the actors. From a broader perspectivetiaiegy diminished overlaps and confusion omtbeket.

Only one of the informants mentions competitorstias main reason for why the company has started
cooperating with a former competitor. He says diovie “When you notice that competitors become
stronger, then | guess you have to try to keep itipttvem, if not even getting better.”

In another case the cooperation between the cotmeis initiated by salespersons, who take thiative
and contacts the competitors representing diffdoesntds of the same product. Consequently the ciitonze
start cooperating within sales.

Earlier research has indicated that cooperatiowdsst competitors is more or less forced (e.g. Besagt and
Kock, 1999). Findings of this study show that caagien is often voluntary and a result of the b@adbr the
customer and the company itself. Moreover indepenterd actors, such as salesmen, may more intlirec
foster cooperation between competitors.

Internal

The findings of this study show that there are sviaternal reasons for the initiation of coopenatbetween
competitors. By internal reasons we mean intra-agssues such as lack of resources and goalsn Whe
comparing reasons related to goals and on the ¢ttwed reasons related to lack of resources it neay b
possible to say that the former may be describgguiselements and the latter as push-elementack of
resources pushes the companies to cooperate witheatitors. Several times the informants argue ithaiu
would be able to do everything yourself, you woafccourse do it. Goals are related to the strasegfehe
companies and are most often future-based.

The findings indicate that a lack of both tangilaled intangible resources drive competitors towards
cooperation with each other. The tangible resousgzes machinery, money and personnel. The intaagibl
resources are: time and knowledge. In two casesntants have mentioned a lack of machinery aseagon

for starting to cooperate with a competitor. Theklaf machinery is coupled with a lack of moneyeCxfi the
informants states that if the company would haveugh personnel it would not send work further to
competitors. As far as time is concerned, sevafalinants indicate that as they are in a hurry thaye to
give out work to competitors. Also access to knalgkeis viewed as a reason for starting to coopevikea
competitor.

As far as goals are concerned the findings of thdysshow that these may be divided into two catego
passive and active. One of the informants saysthigatompany started to cooperate with a compeditoof
convenience. This is here interpreted as a pasinaegy. However, most companies indicate that the
strategy for starting to cooperate with a competgdased on active strategies for growing, réngia larger
market share and becoming stronger. One of thenmaots says “If you would like to grow, it could be
beneficial to start this kind of cooperation.” Ahet informant says that nowadays it is possiblecmperate
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more with your competitors because everybody isd is allowed to grow. Furthermore he states tthiat
was not seen as a possibility 10-15 years ago. ifdigates that we are moving towards new ways of
working, which allows competitors to cooperate.

3.2.2 What?

In order to describe and analyze the transitiomfimmpetition to cooperation we have identifiedtaiar
elements that describe what is needed in ordeh&cooperation to begin. Based on the findingspbssible

to distinguish between two categories, i.e. indigidand organizational characteristics. Severariménts
mention personal relations as an important critefa initiating cooperation between competitors. quote
one of the informants: “It is where it begins.” Aher issue that is stressed by the informants as tie
cooperating with a competitor could be comparedh &itmarriage, when you start by dating and thentgou
to live together before you finally get married.i§ltan be interpreted as a step by step approaem wh
cooperating with a competitor. This finding is rotally in line with earlier findings (e.g. Bengtss and
Kock 1999; Tidstrém and Ahman 2006; Tidstrom 20@)ere cooperation between competitors usually is
initiated because the actors are forced to daithése forced situations the initiation of the per@ation is
perhaps faster and is not built on personal reiahps. In this study the personal relationshigsraoreover
often described as a criterion for success in cabioe between competitors.

On the other hand we have identified organizati@halracteristics that are important when competistart
to cooperate. Firstly it is stressed that the congsashould have similar visions and strategieso®dly it is
claimed that the other actor should be “strong” ‘@sdious”.

How?

As we see it, the last element of the transitiarcess is related to the way the companies chooskitiothe
cooperation. This is related to the question ofwhoBased on the findings of the study it is pobsito
identify both formal and informal ways of initiagjncooperation between competitors. One of the main
differences between the two forms can be founténvisibility of cooperation and exchange.

Informal

According to two informants oral agreements are enatien initiating cooperation between competitors.
one of the cases the informant (and managing direbas earlier been working in the competing fiwhjch
may be interpreted as one of the reasons for dragraement. In the other case the informant sthesif
conflicts occur the actors still stick to what heeen agreed. This can be interpreted as if thecordtact still
is obliged.

Another issue that is stressed by the informanthdsneed for already at the beginning discuss tabod
make up the rules of the game. According to onh@finformants this is done in order to try to tedayalty
between the actors. In relation to how the coopmras initiated some of the companies prefer tod#i the
geographical markets between themselves. This seebesespecially useful in situations when therscare
distributors of the same product brand. Anotheorimiant stresses the need for initiating the codioerdy
informal gatherings. According to the informantistat these kinds of occasions that the most imaport
decisions are made.

Formal

In some cases written contracts are used. In ose tbe competitors started to cooperate by usiagdme
seller. The cooperation is of a formal nature ardeases are divided equally between the competitors
Therefore the companies considered it as very itapbto with the help of lawyers develop a formaitten
contract. Another informant says that it is impottédnat both companies are able to benefit fronctwract.

The findings of the study indicate that previoupanence of cooperation between competitors hampact
on how companies initiate similar cooperative ietahips in the futures. For example if a compaay hised
an oral contract with a partner that has becomerapetitor, it tends to use written contracts inufat
cooperation with competitors.
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When analyzing the findings of the empirical stutdig also possible to say that written contraetsns to be
more beneficial than oral contracts. This findiagifferent from Bengtsson and Kock (1999), whdesthat
cooperation between competitors is often inforrkbdwever, one of the informants says that the compan
does not prefer to use written contracts in retat@suppliers that also supply to competitorsabee there is

a risk that important information will leek to costfiors. From a written contract the supplier wolbidable

to identify what aspects that the company considglisportant and what brings competitive advantage

In relation to transitions from competition to ceogtion the findings of this study are illustratedigure 1.

WHAT?
EXTERNAL INDIVIDUAL FORMAL
INTERNAL ORGAHIZRTI‘DHHL INFORMAL

Figure 1 From competition to cooperation

The transition process starts with a need thatxisreal, internal or both. From an external pertpec
customers, competitors or salesmen initiate thel fi@ecooperation between competitors. This isltpta

line with the business network perspective, acogrdo which every business relationship is affedigénd
affects related relationships (e.g. Johanson anttsbtmn 1993). From an internal perspective, we can
distinguish between push-elements such as a latlothf tangible and intangible resources as wefjbdls
elements related to the goals of the companiesndiies that have been considered as important &r th
initiation of the cooperation between competitors here described as individual and organizatiolmal.
practice the cooperation between competitors igateid both through formal and informal agreements.
However, based on the findings of the study it iguable that companies entering cooperation with
competitors should prioritize formal contracts.

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The contributions of this study can be found bathan academic and managerial level. From an academi
point of view the findings of this study increasrg understanding about the transition from contipetito
cooperation in business relationships. We haveontyt identified the internal and external reasdnd, also
critical elements that need to exist in the tramsifrom competition to cooperation. Moreover wevda
identified both formal and informal ways of inifiag the cooperation. From a managerial perspedtiee
findings of the study are interesting because ihdicate different elements that are important aosider
before starting cooperation with a competitor. Femmnore the findings present different ways of how
initiate cooperation between competitors.

Although the findings of this study are based oadiy business relationships, it is still possildetgue that
the findings may be related to a larger market exdntCompetitors start cooperating in order to bke @

compete against other competitors. Furthermorg [toissible to argue that cooperation and competéie

intertwined and therefore both affect market dyr@mBased on the findings of the study it is alsssjble to
see that competitors do not always primarily comsibch other as rivals, but cooperation betweem tis

more or less “normal”. By cooperating with eachestbompetitors sometimes aim at making it easiethfe

customer by providing better services.

It is worth mentioning that the findings of thisidy are partly based on relationships that totadlye changed
from being competitive to becoming cooperative,tlgaon relationships that still include elements of
competition also after the cooperation has bediaiad. For example the companies may still compati@n

a certain product niche although they have stademboperate in other areas. A suggestion for éustudies

is therefore to identify and analyze potential $aniies and differences when it comes to transgiérom
competition and cooperation between these tworeifitekinds of relationships.
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The findings of this study are particularly relatex business relationships that are primarily basaed
competition and moves towards cooperation. Theeeffois not possible to directly relate and comphese
findings with studies related to the initiationmisiness relationships in general. It may be pessibargue
that cooperation starting from competition betwées actors has another transition when comparirty wi
other kinds of business relationships. One aveouduture research would consequently be to compare
transitions from competition to cooperation betwd#ferent kinds of business relationships.

A possible idea for future research is also to y@m®akransitions from cooperation to competition.ofer
aspect that needs to be further analyzed is thenpal relationships between different elementsthef
transition from competition to cooperation. Thisilcbfor example be done by analyzing all the eleimen
the transition from the perspective of a single pany. Furthermore one could analyze the findingghisf
study by making comparisons between industries wafigld also like to call for more longitudinal emipal

research on coopetition. This is needed in ordebdtter understand the relationship of and trarsiti
between cooperation and competition.

A limitation with this study is that the empiricphrt is based only on the perceptions of one ofaitters
involved in the business relationship in questibn.order to get a more thorough understanding ef th
interaction processes in business relationshipsvaidd have to include and analyze the perceptidrall o
actors involved.
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