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Résumé 

Cet article propose un cadre conceptuel pour analyser la coopétition, une stratégie alliant collaboration et compétition entre entreprises concurrentes. Notre contribution vise à clarifier les recherches antérieures souvent limitées à l'impact financier, en examinant la coopétition sous différents angles, tels que les types, les formes et les modes de gouvernance. Notre approche intègre les paramètres de la coopétition, en particulier pour les PME, afin de définir les conditions de réussite. En utilisant le logiciel fsQCA, nous avons mené une analyse des études de cas qualitatives, en explorant la mise en œuvre des pratiques de coopétition au sein des grandes entreprises manufacturières et des PME, éclairant ainsi les stratégies et les résultats impliqués. À travers des comparaisons entre ces cas, notre objectif est de discerner les configurations optimales pour une coopétition réussie dans le secteur manufacturier. 
Mots clés : coopétition, cadre d'analyse, configurations, étude de cas, TPE, PME, entreprises multinationales

Abstract 

This article presents a conceptual framework for analyzing coopetition, a strategy that combines collaboration and competition among competing firms. Our contribution aims to clarify previous research, often limited to financial impact, by examining coopetition from various angles, such as types, forms, and governance modes. Our approach integrates coopetition parameters, particularly for SMEs, to define success conditions. Using the fsQCA software, we conducted an analysis of qualitative case studies, delving into the implementation of coopetition practices within both large manufacturing enterprises and SMEs, thus elucidating the strategies and outcomes involved. Through comparisons across these cases, our aim is to discern the optimal configurations for successful coopetition within the manufacturing sector. 
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Introduction
In an ever-evolving landscape, the concept of coopetition, blending collaboration and competition, permeates diverse sectors, from businesses and universities to R&D laboratories and governmental entities. Within this paradigm, strategic alliances manifest the delicate balance between cooperation and competitive tension. Effective management of these relationships, characterized by transparent rules and open dialogue, maximizes benefits while mitigating potential drawbacks. Since its inception in the 1990s, coopetition has garnered considerable scholarly and practical interest, notably among industry leaders like Sony, Samsung, and technology giants such as IBM, Apple, and Microsoft.
Despite these achievements, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) encounter unique challenges, navigating the competitive landscape while seeking collaborative opportunities. This study delves into the realm of coopetition, focusing on identifying and implementing best practices to enhance SME performance within an evolving market context. Shaped by digital transformation, artificial intelligence, and technological advancements, today's marketplace demands innovative approaches to coopetition strategies.
By constructing a comprehensive conceptual framework, we aim to dissect the multifaceted nature of coopetition, offering tailored recommendations to empower SMEs in their competitive endeavors. Our exploration is structured into four distinct sections, each offering nuanced insights into this complex yet rewarding phenomenon.

Section 1: Contextualization of Coopetition. The first section of our article is based on a comprehensive literature review of coopetition. Here, we delve into the context of coopetition, explore its challenges, and review the theoretical contributions of previous research. This section aims to define this emerging concept and lay the groundwork for our holistic analysis.
Section 2: Mechanisms of Coopetition and Analytical Framework .The second section focuses on the underlying mechanisms of coopetition. It introduces our holistic analytical framework for coopetition, a tool composed of various variables and parameters to assess value creation. Through this framework, we provide a comprehensive overview of the coopetition process while identifying performance indicators. This section demonstrates the applicability of our framework, particularly for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs).
Section 3: Methodology. The third section describes in detail our research methodology. We begin by outlining our comparative qualitative research approach and explain how we collected data from both large enterprises (LEs) and SMEs involved in coopetition alliances. Next, we present the statistical techniques employed to analyze data gathered from SMEs. Finally, this section unveils the results of the coopetition configurations analysis in LEs and SMEs.
Section 4: Conclusions and Implications. The final section of this article is dedicated to formulating conclusions regarding performance drivers in the context of coopetition. We analyze the findings of our study and identify implications for businesses, especially SMEs, seeking to implement coopetition strategies. This section highlights key insights from our research and provides recommendations for the future.

1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Contextualisation of coopetition

In Section 1, which is devoted to a review of the literature on mutual competition, we explore in depth the driving forces behind  this complex relationship. It is imperative to meticulously evaluate and synthesize previous research on competition, encompassing a wide range of sources such as academic articles, books and case studies. This thorough review allows us to distill key ideas, diverse perspectives and notable findings from the existing body of knowledge. In doing so, we aim to provide a thorough and nuanced understanding of the multidimensional nature of competition in academic discourse. By critically and systematically analyzing existing work, we are able to identify emerging trends, decipher patterns of corporate behavior and draw lessons from past experience. However, one of the main challenges facing strategic management researchers is to put forward a clear, precise and rigorous definition of coopetition. This definition needs to be unanimously recognized by strategic management researchers, management academics, economics professors and business leaders alike.

1.1.  History and context of coopetition 
The evolution of coopetition is a fascinating journey through time, marked by significant milestones that testify to its passage from an informal practice to a concept studied in depth, and then to a recognized strategy.
Its history is woven from various threads, each representing a distinct phase in its development. We have organized our work on coopetition chronologically to enhance understanding of its temporal evolution. We begin the research with the practice and application areas of coopetition, examining its emergence in managerial circles, highlighting the time lapse required before its adoption within the academic community. We then examine the process of defining coopetition, revealing the tensions arising from different interpretations and extensions of the term. Finally, we will develop the idea that these debates and tensions inherent in the definition of coopetition have contributed to its establishment as a fully recognized concept.  Over the past decade, particularly since the publication of Brandenburger and Nalebuff's influential book in 1996, there has been a renewed interest in coopetition from a theoretical standpoint. In 1995, the research work of  (A. M. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1995) played a pivotal role in formalizing and popularizing the coopetition concept. Their exploration of the connections between coopetition and game theory resulted in innovative conceptual frameworks that deepen our understanding of this intricate approach to inter-firm relations. In essence, while the term "coopetition" is relatively recent, the practice of cooperation among competitors has a long historical lineage. According to (Garrette & Dussauge, 1995), since the 1980s, half of the strategic alliances, estimated to be among direct competitors, have been extensively studied, with this proportion tending to increase dynamically. Nevertheless, research by (Chiambaretto, 2011) indicates that coopetition practices are older. The first coopetition practices date back to 1913, with the Sealshipt Oyster company, pioneer of an innovative approach to competitive collaboration in the sale of oysters in the United States. Faced with competitors in the marketplace, this company pioneered an innovative approach by collaborating with them to establish common food safety standards, thus emphasizing competitive cooperation. So, for a long time, researchers in the field of strategic management ( Porter et al., 1982; Porter, 2001; Luo, 2007)analyzed corporate behavior of firms  in a binary way, either from the angle of cooperation or from that of competition; the two approaches were opposed and therefore exclusive. Coopetition is therefore a paradox, as it contradicts this paradigm and requires a reassessment of the traditional purely competitive or purely collaborative approach  (Dagnino et al., 2007). In fact, the 1990s were the catalyst for the rebirth of coopetition, with visionaries such as Raymond Noorda breathing new life into the concept. The term "coopetition" is intrinsically paradoxical, as it brings together two notions historically considered antinomic. This is why the term was not clearly pronounced by corporate managers

2. Haut du formulaire
1.2. Systematic review of the research for coopetition

We explore the emergence and evolution of the concept of coopetition, as well as the areas of application of this strategy, using Google Scholar as an academic research source. Our investigation extends from the first use of the term "coopetition" to the present day, covering the period from 1990 to 2023. We launched our search using keywords such as "competition", "cooperation" and "competition". In doing so, we identified the key years in which the term appeared, and classified publications by year and research field. In order to take into account the diversity of terms related to coopetition, such as "cooperation" and "competition", we broadened our search to include works that involve coopetition, even if they do not explicitly mention it. In doing so, we identified the key years in which the term appeared, and classified publications by year and research field. In order to take into account the diversity of terms related to coopetition, such as "cooperation" and "competition", we broadened our search to include works that involve coopetition, even if they do not explicitly mention it. To ensure the reliability of the data, we also consulted well-established academic databases, including ScienceDirect. Our investigation revealed a steady growth in the number of publications related to coopetition. By closely examining the frequency of publications since the initial introduction of the term "coopetition" into the field of strategic management, we have highlighted in Table 1- 1 significant trends in the contributions of researchers in this particular field of coopetition.

[bookmark: _Ref152087091]Table 1- 1.The main contributions of coopetition researchers
	           Author and year of publication
	                   Contributions to coopetition

	[1](A. M. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1995)
	The two researchers began with an introduction to game theory, explaining how it can be used to understand and analyze strategic interactions between companies. They stressed the importance of maintaining a balance between collaboration and competition.

	(A. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996)
	Secondly, their outstanding contribution lies in the formalization and widespread dissemination of the notion of coopetition, marking a considerable impact in the fields of business and strategy. Their book explores the concept of "coopetition", a term coined to describe the paradoxical combination of cooperation and competition between companies.

	[2] ( Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016a)
	Their work represents a significant contribution in structuring and synthesizing existing knowledge on coopetition, providing a multi-level conceptual framework conducive to a thorough and holistic understanding of this phenomenon. These researchers have explored the process of coopetition.

	[3] (Fernandez, Chiambaretto, Le Roy, et al., 2018)
	After lengthy research into concrete examples of how competing companies collaborate to achieve common goals in various sectors. These researchers have come to describe coopetition as a strategy. In their book, they provide a comprehensive overview of coopetition, focusing on its prevalence, its benefits and the limits of existing theories. Their books call for the development of a dedicated theory of coopetition to understand and manage this complex phenomenon. The discussion of concrete examples and the book's roadmap offer a clear, structured approach to the study of coopetition.



Source :  (Khaled & Driss, 2019)

Firstly, the approach to filtering and analyzing publications, outlined in Table 1- 1, was initially aimed at prioritizing eminent researchers who had pioneered the concept of coopetition, while identifying relevant areas of application. Secondly, attention was focused on major contributions to coopetition, catalyzing the development of understanding of this phenomenon. We have examined the beginnings of coopetition, as well as the works that have established the explanatory foundations of the cooperative and competitive process.
Our aim is to explore the potential of this relationship, to scrutinize its scientific progress, to understand the researchers' findings, while identifying the elements that need to be added to shed light on the strategic importance of this approach. The aim is also to highlight the impact and benefits it offers companies. This exploration has highlighted the multidisciplinary nature of coopetition, perceptible in fields such as economics, management and management sciences. This exploration has highlighted the multidisciplinary nature of coopetition, seen in fields such as economics, management and management sciences. It is clear that coopetition is not limited to the field of management, finding its roots in the economic origins mentioned in the book by (A. M. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1995). The diversity of coopetition's fields of application has reinforced this understanding, underlined by the pioneering work of (Friedman & Barnes, 1992) and (Barone, 1995) in the US healthcare sector. These initial publications laid the foundations for understanding coopetition and circumscribing its potential field of application. The significant contributions of key researchers such as (A. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996) played a major role in establishing the foundations of coopetition. Their book "Co-Opetition: A Revolution Mindset That Combines Competition and Cooperation" widely popularized the concept, making a considerable impact in the fields of business and strategy.(A. M. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1995) have developed a value network model inspired by Porter's "five forces", identifying competitive forces as a function of resource exchanges and market conditions(Porter et al., 1982). They characterized coopetition as a convergence of interests, where competitive and cooperative dynamics coexist. (Bengtsson & Kock, 1999) also show that a company can coexist with other competing companies. Effective management of these relationships is crucial to a company's prosperity and growth.  The work of (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000) has greatly influenced the formalization of coopetition, highlighting the variability of this strategy depending on the industrial context. They identified different forms of cooperation and highlighted the opportunities and risks associated with coopetition. Years later, (Bengtsson et al., 2016) developed a conceptual model for multi-level analysis of coopetition, aiming to further illuminate the understanding of coopetition phenomena at different levels of analysis. This model offers a more comprehensive perspective by highlighting how coopetition at one level is both distinct from and interconnected with that at other levels. Their work represents a significant contribution in structuring and synthesizing existing knowledge on coopetition, providing a multi-level conceptual framework conducive to a thorough and holistic understanding of this phenomenon.( Pellegrin-Boucher & Gueguen, 2005; Pellegrin-Boucher, 2006; Pellegrin-Boucher et al., 2011) have focused on cooperative dyadic relationships between competitors, highlighting the various types of coopetitive relationship, while (Rusko, 2011; Wilhelm, 2011) have bridged the gap between traditional analysis of dyadic relationships and the network level, which are often studied in isolation. The focus is on understanding the inherent tension between cooperation and competition in supplier-supplier relationships. (Hamouti, Robert, & Roy, 2014) have contributed to deepening the understanding of the complex dynamics between competition and cooperation in the context of inter-organizational relationships through a multiple case study model to study and manage the dynamics of coopetition in horizontal supply chain relationships. (Bez et al., 2015) have carried out in-depth case studies, particularly in the context of coopetition between SMEs, in order to identify the performance indicators and outcomes of coopetition.(Czakon & Czernek, 2016a; Fernandez & Chiambaretto, 2016; Le Roy & Czakon, 2016b; Roy et al., 2017) have often focused on the management of coopetition and the study of the tensions generated by coopetition. This includes exploring the challenges and opportunities that companies may encounter when seeking to reconcile competition and cooperation.
(Dagnino et al., 2007) have also discussed the "unnatural" nature of coopetition according to Ressource-Based theory, which emphasizes the creation of competitive advantage through the management of unique strategic resources that are difficult to imitate. They argue that when companies have sufficient internal resources to achieve competitive advantage on their own, they tend to avoid coopetition. However, when internal resources are insufficient to achieve individual competitive advantage.
They argue that when companies have sufficient internal resources to achieve competitive advantage on their own, they tend to avoid coopetition. However, when internal resources are insufficient to obtain an individual competitive advantage. In this case, firms have an incentive to engage in coopetition with competitors with complementary resources. (Dagnino, 2009) introduced the concept of coopetition to the academic field, exploring how companies can simultaneously cooperate and compete to create value.
Thus, the contributions of (Pellegrin-Boucher & Gueguen, 2005) have focused on explaining the types of relationships between competitors, and other researchers such as (Gnyawali & (Robert), 2011) have looked at the evolution of coopetition in the large companies,  studied of different forms of coopetition, the development of alliances and the tensions arising during collaborative phases in projects.  In fact, the work of (Fernandez & Le Roy, 2013b) represents the driving force behind the comprehension of coopetition, playing a central role in its development in the field of strategic management, thanks to in-depth case studies. The studies conducted by (Chiambaretto et al., 2016; Chiambaretto & Fernandez, 2016;  Chiambaretto, Fernandez, et al., 2019; Chiambaretto, Massé, et al., 2019) approached coopetition from various perspectives, potentially taking into account diverse contexts, organizational sizes, industries, and specifically, the aerospace and transport sector. Their approach likely contributed to enhancing the overall comprehension of coopetition management. In parallel, (R. B. Bouncken et al., 2016; R. B. Bouncken & Fredrich, 2016a; R. Bouncken & Fredrich, 2016) have erected pillars of coopetition by designing governance modes conducive to alliance longevity. While (R. B. Bouncken & Kraus, 2013a) have extended their research into the relationship between coopetition and innovation, laying the essential foundations for knowledge transfer in alliances(Garrette & Dussauge, 1995). In sum, these researchers have made significant contributions to the evolution of the understanding of coopetition, laying a solid foundation for future research in the field of coopetition. We examine the main contributions of researchers to coopetition principles in the Fig 1- 1.
[bookmark: _Ref152144782]Figure 1- 1 : evolution of the number of coopetition publications per year
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Fig 1- 1 shows that the number of publications has gradually increased since 2014, reaching a peak in 2017. The bulk of studies focus on coopetition in network form (accounting for 80% of publications), while coopetition in dyadic and triadic form (12%) and coopetition and its impact on innovation (30%) are also generating notable interest. In addition, recent research has highlighted the cooperative and competitive interactions associated with coopetition, its link with relational intensity (17%), knowledge management (60%), and the dynamics between partners. Thus, there has been a trend in coopetition research in recent years towards the exploration of horizontal (15%) and vertical (16%) types. Also, we shows the unavailability of publications on coopetition between 1990 and 2014 can be explained by the emergence of coopetition as a concept that was not widely recognized or discussed in the 1990s.  During the 1990s, coopetition was a new, emerging idea that had not yet captured the attention of researchers. (Depeyre & Dumez, 2009) stipulates that this relative neglect is the result of changing research priorities over time. Coopetition may have become a subject of study later on, in response to changes in the economic landscape and the changing needs of industry. On the other hand, some researchers, such as (Dagnino et al., 2007), did not initially perceive coopetition as a significant or relevant field of study.
1.3 Research challenges in defining coopetition
(Armstrong, 1997) criticized the book of (A. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996), which introduced the concept of coopetition without, however, giving a very precise definition. Subsequently, a large number of researchers proposed their own definition of coopetition. We explore the definitions of coopetition provided by  their research results in Table 1- 2
[bookmark: _Ref152708437][bookmark: _Ref152708428]Table 1- 2 : The main definitions of coopetition
	Author and year
	Definition of coopetition

	(A. M. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996)
	A rapprochement of interests between complementors when cooperation and competition occur simultaneously.

	  (Loebecke et al., 1999)
	A relationship where knowledge transfers constitute additional value, in terms of leverage and synergy, greater than that of a situation where knowledge is retained by the firms.

	(Bengtsson & Kock, 1999)
	A dyadic and paradoxical relationship that emerges when two companies cooperate in some activities, and at the same time compete with each other in other activities.

	(Dagnino et al., 2007)
	A system of actors who interact on the basis of a partial congruence of interests and objectives.

	(Raza-Ullah et al., 2014a)
	A paradoxical relationship between two or more actors who are simultaneously involved in cooperative and competitive interactions, regardless of their horizontal or vertical dimension.

	 (Hamouti, Robert, & Le Roy, 2014)
	Coopetition is a rapprochement of interests between complementors who cooperate while remaining competitors.

	(R. B. Bouncken et al., 2015)
	A strategic and dynamic process in which economic actors jointly create value with cooperative interaction, who simultaneously compete to capture a share of this value.

	(Lacam & Salvetat, 2016)
	A mindset, philosophy or strategy that goes beyond the conventional rules of sequential competition and collaboration.

	(Fernandez, Chiambaretto, Le Roy, et al., 2018)
	A paradoxical relationship between two or more actors simultaneously engaged in horizontal competitive interactions, and vertical or horizontal cooperative interactions.

	 (Gnyawali & Ryan Charleton, 2018)
	Coopetition refers to the simultaneity of competition and cooperation between companies with the intention of creating value.


Source: (Khaled & Driss, 2019)
The emergence of coopetition has simultaneously raised many questions (Khaled & Driss, 2019). The most widespread is undoubtedly the difference between the definition of coopetition and the definition of strategic alliance. Several studies  (Bengtsson et al., 2016) have subsequently addressed the questions surrounding coopetition, clarifying the ambiguity and distinguishing it from other concepts like alliances and collusion. (Chiambaretto & Fernandez, 2016b) has confirmed that defining coopetition presents a dual challenge, viewed through scientific and academic lenses. Scientifically, the task is intricate and complex, and academically, it remains imperative. Reaching a shared definition proves challenging, as there is no straightforward agreement due to the absence of standardized forms of coopetition and the inherent complexity embedded in the underlying process. However, the need for a clear definition of coopetition is argued to legitimize this still nascent stream of research (Tidstrom & Rajala, 2016). The definitions of coopetition reported in Table 1- 2 above are different. The definition of coopetition according to (Hamouti, Robert, & Le Roy, 2014) is part of game theory, which belongs to the field of economics. However, (Dagnino et al., 2007) doubt the relevance of this definition as soon as the shift from economic thinking to strategic and managerial thinking. On the other hand, the definition of coopetition (Bengtsson & Kock, 1999; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014b) are in line with the management sciences, since they identify the way to manage a paradoxical relationship of competition and cooperation between two or three companies. Nevertheless, the research results of definition developed by (R. B. Bouncken et al., 2015; Fernandez, Chiambaretto, Roy, et al., 2018; Gnyawali & Ryan Charleton, 2018) have brought the definition of coopetition closer to the field of strategic management. Indeed, they define coopetition as interactive processes that include two relational types. In the absence of a consensus on the definition of coopetition, it is therefore appropriate to announce that coopetition is an object of multidisciplinary research. The concept of coopetition still requires further investigation in order to determine the relevance of its connection to the strategic context and economic context. 

2 Mechanisms of coopetition and conceptual framework
The objective of this section is to explore the potential profits that a company can generate by involving competitors in its operations. We aim to explore causal relationships by identifying the underlying mechanisms that lead to gains and profits or failure. This exploration can take place through empirical determination of the results of combining cooperative and competitive relationships or by analyzing the intrinsic mechanisms within these interactions. The different behaviors and mechanisms of value creation, intimately linked to coopetition, are of crucial importance in the fields of innovation and the market. By taking a closer look at how coopetition influences these two fundamental spheres, we can better understand how companies can optimize their performance. Coopetition can be seen as a catalyst for innovation, stimulating creativity and the exchange of ideas between competitors, while also generating collaborative market opportunities. Consequently, our analysis aims to reveal how these particular dynamics can be exploited to strengthen overall corporate performance, whether through better adaptation to market changes, increased operational efficiency, or substantial competitive gains. In short, the aim is to explore how coopetition can be used as a strategic lever to promote the growth and success of companies.
2.1 Modeling mechanisms linked to coopetition to evaluate added value
Various researchers (Hernandez, 2006) have used different theoretical frameworks to model coopetition. Industrial game theory models, such as Stakelberg's model (Stackelberg, 2000) and Cournot's duopoly (Joaquina, 2010), provide tools for analyzing cooperative and competitive behavior in coopetitive environments. Each of these models presents different perspectives on how companies interact in the marketplace. Stackelberg's model focuses on leadership and first-mover advantage, Cournot's duopoly on quantity competition, and Bertrand's model on price competition. These models provide tools for understanding competitive dynamics and corporate strategies in specific contexts. These models enable us to examine how companies react to the actions of their competitors, decide whether to cooperate or compete, and how these decisions influence economic results. The interplay between game theory, strategic analysis and conceptual evolution has played a central role in the development of coopetition as a distinct concept and field of research. This broader approach provides a better understanding of how companies manage the complexity of their competitive and collaborative relationships in a constantly evolving environment. One of the major challenges of this research is to analyze the advantages and disadvantages of coopetition, using game theory as a framework. This enables us to better assess how companies can take advantage of coopetition to create value, while minimizing the risks associated with competition. Benefits can include optimization of resources, access to new markets and the creation of innovation opportunities.(Fernandez & Le Roy, 2010) applied the Resource theory in their research of coopetition and focuses on the resources that a company requires from its competitor, as well as the complementary resources that companies seek to share. In conclusion, coopetition is closely linked to game theory, RBV theory and TCT theory (transaction cost theory).  (R. B. Bouncken et al., 2016) have studied alliance governance and long-term coopetition guarantees through transaction cost theory, relevant in the context of coopetition. This theory examines the costs associated with coordination and collaboration between firms. When companies engage in coopetition, they must manage these transaction costs, such as the costs of negotiating, monitoring and enforcing agreements. The benefits of coopetition, such as optimization of resources and access to new markets, must be weighed against these transaction costs to determine whether cooperation is viable and profitable. By applying these theories, we can better understand the advantages and disadvantages of coopetition, and analyze how companies manage the complexity of their competitive and collaborative relationships in a constantly changing environment. However, this theoretical framework is restricted to a single dimension and also to a single input variable, that of resources or skills, and a single output variable, that of the benefits of coopetition. Although these different theories complement each other and converge from various points of view, it is important to note that this theoretical framework is monovariable. It does not allow us to deduce exhaustively the underlying objectives of coopetition, as it does not take into account all the components of this concept, including dimensions, forms, types, modes of governance and performance indicators. It is this gap that has motivated the development of a general conceptual framework in the following section.  
2.2.The configurations of coopetition
We have based to the work of (Albers, 2010) to propose a broader approach, considering various configurations and a wider range of indicators to assess corporate performance in the context of coopetition. It is essential to define the various elements of an analytical framework, including the dimensions, types, modes of governance and number of partners involved in the practice of coopetition. In the following section, we describe in detail the key components of our analytical framework, including the competition factor, the dimensions of coopetition, the forms and types of coopetition, the mode of governance, the intensity of coopetition and the degree of commitment. 
We present the mechanisms of coopetition in Fig 1- 2.[image: ]
[bookmark: _Ref152144877][bookmark: _Ref152949415]Figure 1- 2 : Illustration of the configurations of coopetition in Horizontal Type, see (conceptual framework Table 1- 3) where the various components of the conceptual model are presented.
In our analysis of coopetition, we established an analogous link from coopetition to the Canadian picnic to explain the configuration of coopetition in Fig 1- 2.  Indeed, the term "Canadian picnic" in itself has no intrinsic relationship with coopetition. But, it can explain the dynamics of coopetition by using the concept of a picnic where each person brings something to share. In a picnic situation, each participant could be compared to a business in a competitive environment. Each brings something different (chips, tomatoes, mozza, etc.), which represents a skill, a resource, or a unique advantage in the business context. Working together, they create a "common offer" in the form of a shared meal, symbolizing the creation of a market.
However, once the resources (food) are shared, each person (company) may seek to maximize their share by competing for the available resources. This can be compared to the transition from cooperation to competition in business coopetition. Each participant wants to show that his or her contribution is the most significant, which can be linked to the concept of "taking the biggest slice of the cake" in coopetition. The results of the research  (A. M. Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 1996) have illustrated the dynamics of coopetition using the metaphor of a cake to symbolize the creation of a market and the subsequent distribution of its components. Initially, companies join forces in a collaborative manner with the common goal of creating the largest possible cake. Once the cake has been shared, companies strategies evolve from cooperation with competitors to competition, with each seeking the biggest slice of the cake (Fernandez & Chiambaretto, 2016). In other words, each company strives to outperform the competition by acquiring greater market power. These dynamics have been observed empirically in many manufacturing companies.  The shift from characterizing coopetition through contextualization and definition, to modeling it through game theory, underlines the importance of taking a more comprehensive perspective when analyzing competitive dynamics. Although the models of Stackelberg, Cournot and Bertrand offer valuable insights into competition by focusing on specific variables such as quantity produced or price set, they do not provide an exhaustive picture of the phenomenon of coopetition. These models, while relevant, do not capture all the complex aspects of simultaneous cooperation and competition between companies. So, to remedy this limitation, the transition to the creation of a holistic and comprehensive conceptual model is warranted. This model adopts a multifactorial approach, integrating different variables and strategic considerations. It aims to explain the process of coopetition in greater depth, going beyond the limitations of traditional models to offer a more nuanced understanding of the complex interactions between companies. By incorporating a variety of factors, this approach offers a more realistic and detailed view of the role of coopetition in business strategies, helping to enrich our overall understanding of this concept.

2.3 Framework for analyzing coopetition
Embarking on the development of a comprehensive framework for analyzing coopetition involves a meticulous exploration of the key elements essential to unravelling the subtleties of collaborative competition. The driving force behind  this framework is  the competitive factor, the pillar of the coopetition dynamic. As the cornerstone, this factor requires precise definition to elucidate its significance in the cooperative-competitive game(Fernandez & Le Roy, 2013a). The parameters embedded in this factor - ranging from market share and pricing strategies to technological capabilities - act as essential influencers that shape the cooperative landscape. By delving deeper into these specific parameters, a nuanced understanding emerges, highlighting how each element contributes to the delicate balance of cooperative scenarios(Chiambaretto, 2011). 
Beyond the competitive factor, our framework extends to the dimensions of coopetition(R. B. Bouncken & Kraus, 2013b). Acknowledging the diversity inherent in coopetition, we recognize it as a multifaceted concept that doesn't fit into a single mold. The strategic, operational and cultural dimensions unfold as integral facets, each playing a unique role in sculpting the landscape of collaborative competition(Yami & Nemeh, 2014). By exploring these dimensions, our analysis gains in depth, enabling a more holistic interpretation of coopetition scenarios and opening the way to a richer understanding of its implications. 
(R. B. Bouncken & Fredrich, 2016b) studied the form and type of relationship within coopetition and they are the central considerations in our framework. Based on the results of research work of (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016), we identified the different forms of coopetition. By distinguishing between collaboration on specific projects, joint ventures or alliances, we elucidate the varied structures that cooperative relationships can take(Gnyawali & (Robert), 2011). The types of relationship - whether complementary partnerships or strategic alliances - occupy a central place in the research of (Mione et al., 2020), as their nuances have a significant impact on the outcomes of coopetition efforts. Untangling the subtleties of these relationships adds layers to our analysis, offering a panoramic view of the dynamics at play in cooperative competition. 
Modes of governance are another essential dimension of our analysis of coopetition which are involved in the results of research of(R. B. Bouncken et al., 2016). By examining hierarchical, market-based and network-based governance, we uncover the mechanisms that dictate how cooperative relationships are managed. These modes of governance exert considerable influence, shaping the trajectory of coopetition strategies by either promoting success or presenting formidable challenges. Understanding the chosen mode of governance becomes imperative, as it holds the key to navigating the complexities inherent in cooperative alliances. 
In our framework, the commitment indicator emerges as a focal point for assessing the effectiveness of coopetition strategies. This indicator(Camisón & Forés, 2010), encompassing the level of commitment, collaboration and joint decision-making between partner entities, serves as a compass guiding the success of cooperative initiatives. Thanks to a thorough definition and elaboration of the commitment indicator(Ritala et al., 2017), our framework establishes a solid criterion for measuring the depth and effectiveness of collaborative efforts.
The intensity of coopetition (Mariani & Belitski, 2022) introduces a dynamic element, highlighting the degree to which collaboration and competition coexist in a given scenario. By highlighting this intensity, we gain insight into the delicate balance between cooperation and competition (Czakon & Czernek, 2016b), and its profound impact on performance outcomes. This dimension adds a layer of sophistication to our analysis, enabling a nuanced interpretation of the interplay between collaborative and competitive forces.
Finally, in the analysis of results, our framework leads to the synthesis of variables and indicators, providing a comprehensive examination of coopetition strategies. This synthesis not only facilitates a holistic understanding, but also offers a route to uncovering the subtleties of coopetition effectiveness. The focus on the indicator of commitment and intensity of coopetition in this final phase accentuates their central role in assessing the success and viability of the chosen coopetition approach.
By structuring our framework around these closely interconnected variables, we forge a systematic and in-depth approach to coopetition analysis. This not only brings valuable insights to academic discourse, but also provides practitioners with a pragmatic toolkit for navigating the changing landscape of collaborative competition. In essence, our framework serves as a beacon, guiding academics and industry professionals through the nuanced terrain of coopetition dynamics.  So, we explore the variables and the parameters of our conceptual framework in Table 1- 3
[bookmark: _Ref152714744]Table 1- 3 : conceptual framework for analyzing coopetition
	Competition factor
	Dimensions
	Forms
	Type
	Mode of governance
	coopetition intensity
	Key perofrmance indicators

	1.Similarity of industry sector
	D1. Direction
	1. Dyadic
	1.Horizontal
	1.Legal governance
	1.Trust
	1. Economic performance

	2.Homogenous products/
services
	D2. RH
	2. Triadic
	2.Vertical
	2.Transactional governance
	2.Knowledge sharing
	2.Innovation performance

	3.Similar Customers
	D3. R&D
	3. Network
	3.Double
	3.Relational governance
	   3.learning
	3. Strategic performance

	4.Geographical proximity
	D4. Design office and design methods
	
	
	4.Collaborative governance
	4.Value creation
	4.Financial perofrmance

	5. Size company
	D5. Purchases
	
	
	5.Participatory governance
	
	5. Human perofrmance

	6.Comparable legal status
	D6. Infrastructures
	
	
	6.Governance Ad-Hoc
	
	

	7.Coexistence on the same market
	D7. Logistics
	
	
	
	
	

	
	D8. Finance
	
	
	
	
	

	
	D9. Production
	
	
	
	
	



3 Research methodology
This article's research methodology, which focuses on the concept of coopetition, is based on an analytical framework established in the previous section. This framework details the various components of cooperative behavior, enabling the identification of key factors influencing firm performance in the context of coopetition.
It is crucial to note that, although the Figure of forms of coopetition in the coopetition analysis article by (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016) exhaustively illustrates the different forms of coopetition particularly with regard to the number of coopetitiors, it appears that some of these forms have not yet been fully explored in the academic literature dedicated to this subject.
Today, academic research on coopetition has primarily focused on interactions between two competing companies of similar size. In our approach, we broaden this perspective by analyzing case studies from existing literature. Our main objective is to describe various coopetition configurations within large enterprises (LEs) specially multinational companies, very small enterprises (VSEs), and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). In the subsequent stages of our research, we present the results obtained through the application of a qualitative comparative analysis technique. This has been employed in the analysis of case studies addressing coopetition between large enterprises (GE) (see Appendix 1) and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)(see Appendix 2). 
We opted for an innovative approach to gathering data on companies involved in coopetitive relationships, using webmagazines such as the website " Network Place,"  "L’usine Nouvelle" and "Mécasphére" as our main source of information. This method involved in-depth analysis of interviews published in these webmagazines, providing privileged access to the perspectives and strategies of companies involved in coopetition dynamics.
A Webographie  represent a rich and contemporary source of information, offering a direct insight into interactions between companies through interviews, articles and reports. By focusing on interviews, we were able to extract first-hand data from key players, who often share strategic information, challenges and success stories in the context of their coopetition relationships.
We have used qualitative methods which are favored in this context. This approach aims to address the "how" and "why" of competitive and cooperative actions without presupposing cause-and-effect relationships. It is particularly suited for identifying problems and formulating hypotheses, leaving ample room for open-ended questions. As part of our exploratory qualitative research, we prioritized methods such as interviews, observations, and content analysis. These methods gather data in depth and capture the nuances of behaviors, interactions, and dynamics within companies. Finally, content analysis allowed us to scrutinize written documents, texts, images, or recordings to extract themes and meanings. This method complements our other approaches by providing an additional dimension to our understanding of coopetition phenomena. All these methods have been carefully chosen to enable us to delve deeply into the concept of coopetition within large, small, and medium-sized companies and to offer a detailed and nuanced analysis of these practices. We will apply our conceptual model to both LGEs and SMEs to identify coopetition configurations.

3.1 Data and tools
Our research is then divided into several stages. First, we look at the analysis of competition parameters in the context of large companies. Then, we define the characteristics of GEs, highlighting their cooperative and competitive behaviors, their governance structure, as well as the factors motivating their collaboration with their competitors. Third, we examine the various forms of coopetition within GEs.
Ultimately, we seek to determine whether there are recurring structures, or stereotypes, that characterize SHGs from a holistic perspective. This qualitative analysis takes into account the entire process of implementing coopetition. We follow a similar approach for SMEs, relying on the components of our analytical framework. Our objective is to identify the similarities and differences between coopetition configurations in GEs and SMEs.
Finally, we devote an important section of our research to the comparison of coopetition configurations between large companies and small and medium-sized companies. This section is of particular importance, as it appears that the existing literature primarily focuses on coopetition between large firms, while our work aims to shed light on the coopetition practices of SMEs. We thus seek to identify configurations specific to the context of SMEs, by clearly distinguishing between VSEs, SMEs, and multinationals, following the categorizations established by INSEE. In short, our research methodology is intended to be exhaustive, aiming to highlight the different facets of coopetition in companies of varying sizes, while highlighting the similarities and distinctions between them.
3.2 Case study of coopetition in LGEs
Our sample is made up of large companies that have explored coopetition in various forms and in different dimensions with their competitors. We identified various coopetition configurations, ranging from two competing companies to scenarios involving three companies or even a large number of competitors. We have started collecting data concerning companies in a situation of coopetition among multinational companies. This allowed us to identify the very first coopetition configuration involving two large companies. In Table 1- 4 (see Appendix 1).We are exploring the various aspects of coopetition configurations in LGEs identified in the literature review.
The success of coopetition appear in the alliance between Renault-Nissan and Daimler Motors Company, an English luxury automobile brand, has enabled significant cost savings, sharing of technologies and projects in the automobile industry. They have also collaborated on electric vehicles, batteries and lightweight tools. The coopetition literature has used the case of triadic coopetition between "Fiat Chrysler (FCA), Peugeot and Citroën (PSA)" to explain the strategic performance and innovation performance of companies in pursuit of this strategy  of joint development. The coopetition resulted in the merger of the companies Fiat Chrysler (FCA), Peugeot and Citroën (PSA). In the field of electric vehicles, Peugeot relied on a better presence across the Atlantic thanks to this merger. Citroën PSA successfully competed with giants such as Volkswagen, Toyota, and Renault-Nissan. The relationship between Peugeot, Citroën, Fiat, Chrysler, coopetition, and the Stellantis merger is complex and multifaceted. In the context of Peugeot, Citroën, Fiat, and Chrysler, before the merger, there were likely areas where these companies collaborated, perhaps on research and development projects, technological partnerships, or common industrial initiatives. However, they also remained direct competitors in the automotive market. The Stellantis merger in 2021 was the result of the will of the PSA (Peugeot-Citroën) and FCA (Fiat Chrysler Automobiles) groups to create a larger, more powerful, and more competitive entity on the global market. 
This merger led to the creation of a new group, Stellantis, holding a diversified portfolio of automotive brands. The performance of coopetition between Peugeot, Citroën, Fiat, and Chrysler likely influenced the decision to merge. By working together on certain aspects, these companies may have identified synergistic benefits that could be more effectively leveraged through a complete merger. This could include economies of scale, technology sharing, and enhanced competitiveness in the global market. Stellantis, as a result of the merger, aims to capitalize on the benefits of coopetition while eliminating inefficiencies and strengthening the overall competitiveness of the group. The merger enables a closer integration of resources, skills, and technologies from the Peugeot, Citroën, Fiat, Chrysler, and other brands, creating a stronger and more resilient automotive group. In summary, coopetition between the Peugeot, Citroën, Fiat, and Chrysler brands likely played a role in the decision to merge and form Stellantis. The performance of this coopetition may have demonstrated the advantages of closer collaboration, and the merger was designed to capitalize on these synergies to enhance the group's competitive position in the global automotive market. 
3.3 Analysis of coopetition configurations between GEs
Previous work on cooperation deals with cooperation, strategic alliances, joint ventures and their implications in the context of multinational enterprise management. Through the collected cases of competition between multinational companies, we plan to identify the factors of successful alliances by examining different configurations. We find that multinational companies establish both strategic alliances and joint ventures. The difference between these two modes of governance lies in joint ventures, which are subsidiary entities created by parent companies. The distribution of shares in the subsidiary may vary. Joint ventures differ from strategic alliances in financial and legal terms. A strategic alliance, on the other hand, is a formal relationship between companies that pursue common goals while remaining independent. This difference is essential to understanding the distinctions between joint ventures and strategic alliances. Our case studies based on the results of (Mione et al., 2020) show that joint ventures serve as cooperative platforms for exploiting competition, as illustrated by the case of competition between Renault, Nissan and Daimler, and the case of competition between Fiat, Peugeot and Citroën( See Appendix 1). 
Joint ventures are also used for innovation, with companies working together in different fields. Joint venture partners aim to generate new knowledge and products by leveraging their complementary skills. Coopetition can be mutually beneficial for the companies involved. Our initial findings of coopetition between GEs is the dyadic form that is strongly developed between competitors. Dyadic alliances have a positive effect on economic performance. Moreover, multinationals form alliances to reduce production costs. This mode of governance manifests itself in cost-sharing alliance contracts. The network form of coopetition in multinationals is rare (Wilhelm & Kohlbacher, 2011). Network alliances in the infrastructure dimension, as in the case of the alliance between Fijutsi, Hitashi, Mutsubishi, Nec and Toshiba.
This relationship appears as a type of collective horizontal coopetition, which is similar to collaborative business communities. Researchers of network coopetition (Jacob & Duysters, 2017) confirmed that the main difference lies in the fact that, in collective horizontal coopetition, competition remains high, as the participating companies are all competing in the same market. Configurations of coopetition among large firms explains various facets of coopetition, joint ventures and strategic alliances in the context of multinational enterprises, highlighting the potential benefits of these strategies in terms of innovation and economic performance. This section concludes our exploration of possible coopetition configurations within large enterprises (GEs). We found that once the right partner is selected, the collaboration model formalizes the dimensions of coopetition in which resources and capabilities will be shared and connected(Kraus et al., 2019) . We also understand that these collaboration models can be cross-functional, deploy across different dimensions and be dynamic. In the airline industry, networked coopetition brings together companies that often co-market some of their destinations (Chiambaretto & Fernandez, 2016a). Airline alliances use co-marketing for some products while remaining competitors for others. As a result, different models of collaboration can lead to different levels of partner commitment in the coopetitive relationship. GEs create joint value while seeking private profit in the gain-sharing phase. Ultimately, cooperative relationships are made up of activities aimed at creating common value and profiting from it. Value creation involves the generation of shared benefits, such as the development of new technologies or products through the exchange of critical resources between cooperative partners. We have explored different configurations of coopetition within GEs, including the dyadic, triadic and networked form. This exploration has enabled us to gain a better understanding of the different types of coopetition, and we will continue to examine coopetition configurations within SMEs.

3.4. Case study of coopetition in SMEs
Through the “Network Place” website, we identified a sample of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) engaged in coopetition practices (See Appendix 2). The interviews conducted reveal that these companies group together with competitors with the aim of reducing their purchasing costs, pooling their supplies, and internationalizing. This observation highlights the frequency of coopetition between SMEs in the dimension of purchasing, logistics and finance, sometimes without the parties concerned fully realizing that it is a coopetitive relationship. Our results confirmed the research findings of (Mira et al., 2017), which identify that network coopetition often manifests within business groups supported by national and regional policies, such as business clusters, districts, and competitiveness poles. (Crass et al., 2019) suggested that the parameter of geographic proximity of firms operating in the same sector or technology field should facilitate innovation through knowledge spillovers and other locational advantages. Public innovation support programs can leverage these benefits by focusing on companies that operate within a cluster. Forms of networked coopetition are identified based on the study of governance modes, such as districts and clusters, with the aim of understanding how inter-firm relationships, both cooperative and competitive, influence territorial development and innovation (Cooke, 2002). The importance of geographical proximity of businesses for creativity and local economic development is also highlighted. In addition, it is explained how coopetition can promote active collaboration between different entities and create an industrial atmosphere conducive to innovation. We also discuss business clusters, which are groupings of companies, including SMEs, working in similar fields of activity, and how they focus on acquiring new technologies and skills to improve their products. Finally, he mentions the emergence of business ecosystems where several interdependent actors share a common strategic vision under the direction of a technological leader. Data collection to study these coopetition configurations in SMEs is done qualitatively, using documents, diaries and interviews. The objective of this section is to understand the dimensions, types and modes of governance appropriate for coopetition in VSEs and SMEs, examining concrete cases to determine the conditions necessary for value creation for all parties involved.  The Table 1- 5(see Appendix 2) refers to instances or examples of coopetition  specifically occurring between Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs).
3.5.Analysis of coopetition configurations in SMEs
In this section, an analysis is carried out on the forms, dimensions and types of coopetition adopted by large companies (LGE) and small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), as well as on the mode of governance of coopetition. Differences and similarities between GEs and SMEs are identified. In the context of the large companies, the study revealed cases of dyadic and triadic form coopetition, but network form coopetition is less common. LGEs generally have sufficient financial and structural resources to cooperate with a limited number of competitors, often two or three. They can also manage multiple alliances simultaneously, which expands their markets and resources. On the other hand, SMEs often do not have the financial resources to create joint ventures with competitors. They prefer to form business groups, such as economic interest groups (EIGs) or 1901 law associations. (Wolf et al., 2019) suggested that the forms of coopetition in SMEs are mainly network-based, with few examples of dyadic coopetition. SMEs that cooperate with a limited number of partners tend to create joint companies to share knowledge and skills, but this does not always guarantee the sustainability of the cooperative relationship. It is suggested that dyadic coopetition could have a negative impact on the economic and financial performance of companies. Business networks appear more conducive to stakeholder strategic performance. These networks can evolve over time, with the possibility of adding new partners. In conclusion, coopetition between SMEs takes place in the form of a network, with a business group governance mode. SMEs come together to strengthen their competitive position against GEs, which have different characteristics and resources. This difference in coopetitive pattern is explained by the size and distinct structural capabilities of SMEs and GEs. We show a Fig 1- 3 which describes network-based coopetition in SMEs.
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[bookmark: _Ref153189424]Figure 1- 3 : The representative image of coopetition in SMEs in network form

The image we described  in Fig 1- 3, featuring fish grouped together against a larger solitary fish, symbolically captures the reality of coopetition among small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) within a network. This underwater metaphor suggests that SMEs, while competitors in certain activities, understand the need to collaborate to face challenges posed by larger companies. Each small fish represents an SME, deploying its own skills and resources to survive in the vast ocean of business. However, when they form a network, these SMEs can combine their strengths, sharing knowledge and experiences to create a collective strategy.
In this context, coopetition becomes a strategic means for SMEs to remain competitive. They may choose to collaborate in specific areas where they can mutually benefit, while maintaining healthy competition in other sectors. This approach allows SMEs to maximize their collective advantages while preserving individual autonomy. Thus, the solitary large fish representing big corporations is confronted with a united force, where SMEs support each other to conquer markets, innovate, and adapt to rapid changes in the economic environment.
In conclusion, the image of fish cooperating while competing effectively symbolizes the dynamics of coopetition among SMEs. It underscores the importance for these businesses to form strong networks, where strategic collaboration becomes key to successfully confronting challenges posed by larger companies and ensuring their survival in the business world.
Discussions and conclusions 

In the context of this paper, we introduced and delved into the intricacies of the coopetition strategy. The second section of our work was dedicated to unraveling the historical evolution of coopetition, tracing its roots and understanding the pivotal moments that shaped its emergence as a strategic concept. This historical exploration not only provided a comprehensive background but also set the stage for a systematic review of existing research efforts. We conducted an in-depth analysis of the literature, aiming to identify and define coopetition clearly within the scholarly discourse. Our systematic review sought to discern the various perspectives, conceptualizations, and applications of coopetition across diverse industries and contexts. By synthesizing insights from a range of studies, we aimed to offer a nuanced and comprehensive understanding of coopetition as a dynamic and multifaceted strategy. This critical examination of the historical development and existing research on coopetition lays the groundwork for the subsequent sections of our paper, where we further explore its practical implications, challenges, and potential contributions to organizational success in competitive environments. 
Moving on to the third section, we elucidated the mechanisms of coopetition through the presentation of our holistic coopetition analysis framework. This analytical tool, comprising various variables and parameters, not only facilitated a thorough exploration of the coopetition process but also allowed for the identification of performance indicators. The practical application of our framework, especially tailored for small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), underscored its relevance in diverse business contexts.
The enterprise study probed the concept of coopetition, highlighting a tendency to focus initially on large companies, leaving small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in the shadows. To fill this gap, we developed a holistic analytical framework that considers large companies, small and medium companiess, customers and suppliers as integrated components of a meta-system. This innovative approach has enabled us to explore coopetition from a variety of angles. Within our holistic framework for analyzing coopetition, we have identified a number of variables as necessary and sufficient conditions for this phenomenon. These variables include measurement parameters that justify the simultaneous presence of competitive and cooperative actions throughout the coopetition process.
Initially, we applied our analytical framework to examine patterns of coopetition within multinational companies. Subsequently, we used it to explore coopetition patterns within (SMEs). However, a direct transposition of coopetition dynamics between large companies and SMEs proved inadequate, given their structural and scale differences. For SMEs, observations revealed forms of coopetition in the form of networks, clusters and groupings. Successful cooperation in this context requires considerable effort.
The four section delved into our meticulous research methodology, employing a comparative qualitative research approach to collect data from both large enterprises (LGEs) and (SMEs) engaged in coopetitive alliances. The utilization of statistical techniques for (SMEs) data analysis culminated in a nuanced understanding of coopetition configurations in different organizational settings.
In our final section, we synthesize our findings to formulate insightful conclusions regarding the drivers of performance within the coopetition landscape. Our study offers valuable implications for companies, particularly SMEs, aiming to implement coopetition strategies. The lessons gleaned from our research not only contribute to the current understanding of coopetition but also provide practical recommendations for future endeavors in this domain. In essence, our comprehensive exploration serves as a valuable resource for businesses navigating the intricate dynamics of coopetition, offering strategic insights and paving the way for continued research and application in the evolving landscape of collaborative competition.
In fact,  this research offers a comprehensive analysis of the different components of the analytical framework and their impact on overall performance, providing an overview of the actions necessary to align the company with its strategic vision at the level of its governance. One perspective for improvement would be to adopt a more holistic view of performance, integrating both coopeting firms and customer expectations, in order to broaden the holistic scope of this research. This approach aims to implement the analysis tools and frameworks developed to optimize business performance. The study makes significant contributions to the field of strategic management, by developing a conceptual model to assess the impact of coopetition on SMEs, taking into account the dimensions of coopetition, governance, and performance. However, limitations remain, including the need to compare coopetition in different sectors, improve measurement scales, and further explore post-coopetition tensions. Future research perspectives could focus on exploring vertical coopetition in SMEs, clarifying variables related to coopetition intensity, and investigating post-coopetition tensions.
5.1 Contributions
Research Contributions: This study contributes significantly to the field of strategic management. It developed and tested a conceptual model evaluating the impact of the type of coopetition on the performance indicators of SMEs, in relation to the governance mechanisms of coopetition, in particular the governance of relations between competing partners. The conceptual model of this research adopts a three-level approach, taking into account the types of coopetition at the first level, the dimensions of governance (legal, transactional and relational) at the second level, and the results, more specifically the performance of SMEs.  on the third level. This systemic modeling is of major interest for the overall understanding of performance and the formulation of a general diagnostics. 
Methodological Contributions: In this study, a noteworthy methodological contribution stems from the utilization of data collection through web magazines, a approach deemed pertinent for qualitative research in contrast to the limitations associated with questionnaires and their dissemination, where obtaining comprehensive responses can often be elusive. This alternative method facilitated a richer exploration of the nuanced aspects of coopetition, allowing for a deeper understanding of the phenomenon within the context of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs). The research further contributed methodologically through the development, execution, and validation of interviews tailored to assess the impact of coopetition on SME performance. The adaptation and creation of measurement scales added a layer of precision to the study's evaluation process. The employment of statistical methods and the meticulous selection of data analysis methodologies played a crucial role in validating the research hypotheses, lending robustness to the study's findings.
Managerial implications
Research Limitations: While the methodological approach captured the immediate dynamics of alliances between SMEs, it is imperative to acknowledge the temporal dimension. Consequently, there exists a rationale for future longitudinal studies that can delve into the enduring effects of coopetition on the strategic performance of companies. Recognizing the evolving nature of business environments, longitudinal research will provide valuable insights into how coopetition unfolds over time, offering a more comprehensive perspective on its sustained impact and strategic relevance for SMEs. Co-opetition should be studied according to sectors of activity, by carrying out comparative analyses, because the dimensions of co-opetition still present unexplored research opportunities. It is essential to empirically test the effect of the different dimensions of coopetition on the performance of SMEs.
The variables in the conceptual model deserve to be criticized and improved, as do the measurement scales used in the research. Taking into account the sector of activity as a control variable is also a point that should be integrated into the conceptual model.
Research Perspectives: This study succeeded in developing and testing a conceptual model regarding the effect of the type of coopetition on SME performance indicators, as well as identifying the types of coopetition. However, there remain unexplored areas of research. Future research could focus more on vertical coopetition within SMEs, as this dimension has proven more complex to explore than horizontal coopetition. There is a need to clarify and deepen the understanding of the variables that make up the conceptual model of coopetition intensity, including the degree of competition and the degree of cooperation. Further studies are required to better understand the tensions that arise after periods of coopetition. Furthermore, a longitudinal perspective could provide valuable insights into the evolution of coopetition over time.
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