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intent, and absorptive capacity within coopetitive relationships 

 

 
ABSTRACT 

 

 

Purpose: While the significance of organizational resources and capabilities is widely 

discussed, little is known about their interrelationships as well as benefits for firms that are 

involved in coopetitive relationships. Against this backdrop, we aspire to investigate the 

performance effects of entrepreneurial orientation, strategic intent, and potential absorptive 

capacity as well as their complementarity effects on operational and innovation performance 

for firms involved in horizontal coopetitive relationships. 

 

Design/methodology/approach: Drawing upon the resource-based-view, dynamic 

capabilities, and the relational view theories, this study forwards numerous hypotheses between 

the constructs of interest. The proposed hypotheses are tested utilizing survey data collected 

from 313 horizontal coopetitive relationships. 

 

Findings: Our results clearly suggest that entrepreneurial orientation, strategic intent, and 

potential absorptive capacity could positively impact innovation and operational performance 

outcomes independently. Additionally, we also find strategic intent and potential absorptive 

capacity to have differential moderating effects on the relationships between entrepreneurial 

orientation and the performance outcomes. 

 

Originality: The findings suggest that although strategic intent and potential absorptive 

capacity could lead to performance benefits independently, when it comes to coopetitive 

relationships, the use of both these capabilities may not substantially increase the positive 

impact of entrepreneurial orientation on performance outcomes. Specifically, given that these 

capabilities could intensify competitiveness as well as hostility between partners, they seem to 

affect the firm’s performance differently. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Coopetition – a phenomena of collaboration between competitor firms, is argued to assist firms 

in improving competitive advantage (Li et al., 2011, Gnyawali and Park, 2011, Hoffmann et 

al., 2018). Extant coopetition literature attributes this competitive advantage to various 

performance benefits that coopetitors (firms that pursue coopetition) could attain by utilizing 

different organizational resources and capabilities (Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen, 2013, 

Wilhelm and Sydow, 2018). Similarly, operations management studies also attribute 

competitive advantage to the deft combinations of different set of capabilities and resources 

that are available to a firm (Patel et al., 2015, Raddats et al., 2017). Although the significance 

of coopetitors’ resources and capabilities is generally comprehensible, our understanding about 

the various firm-specific key resources and capabilities as well as their effects on a firm’s 

performance within coopetition relationships still remains nascent. 

Coopetitors tend to possess various traditional resources and capabilities such as 

knowledge (Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009, Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018), 

technological capabilities (Gnyawali and Park, 2011, Bouncken et al., 2016), relational 

investments (Gnyawali and Park, 2011), and ambidextrous managers (Bengtsson et al., 2016, 

Seepana et al., 2020). The significance of such resources and capabilities and how they could 

contribute to coopetitors competitive advantage is debated in extant literature by often referring 

to the real-world example of the Sony-Samsung horizontal coopetition relationship (Gnyawali 

and Park, 2011, Bouncken and Fredrich, 2016); Sony-Samsung coopetition resulted in the 

development of new generation television display panels (Gnyawali and Park, 2011). 

Nevertheless, coopetition is complex and competitive in nature mainly due to the simultaneity 

of cooperation and competition within the relationship and due to the fact that the coopetitive 

firms need similar resources, operate in similar industries and target similar markets (Ritala 

and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009, Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018). 
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The complex nature of coopetition could imply that the coopetitors also possess 

aggressive and strategic firm-specific resources and capabilities to sustain their competitive 

advantage; however, such firm-specific characteristics have not received adequate attention in 

extant research. For instance, high-levels of entrepreneurial orientation (EO) appears to be an 

integral characteristic of coopetitors (Li et al., 2011) which extant literature views as an 

intangible strategic resource (Atuahene-Gima and Ko, 2001, Kickul et al., 2011). Both 

Samsung and Sony are said to be highly entrepreneurially oriented (Lee and Slater, 2007, Paek 

and Lee, 2018). High-levels of EO could be reflected in a firm’s strong emphasis on research 

and development (R&D), innovation, and pursuing high-risk ventures (Lumpkin and Dess, 

1996, Ireland et al., 2001); this is quite evident in the cases of Sony and Samsung. Apart from 

EO, coopetitors could also possess an aggressive strategic intent (SI) (Luo, 2007, Seepana et 

al., 2020). Strategic intent can guide firms to channel their resources in the right direction to 

attain strategic goals (Hamel and Prahalad, 1989). For example, the strategic intent of Samsung 

is said to have assisted its resources, capabilities, and learning from competitors that eventually 

enabled it to improve production efficiencies (Hitt et al., 1995). SI has been viewed as a 

strategic capability that coopetitors could possess (Seepana et al., 2020). Furthermore, 

coopetitors also tend to possess high-levels of potential absorptive capacity (PAC) which can 

be utilized to capture external knowledge and use such knowledge for their own benefits (Ritala 

and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen, 2013). These characteristics can also be noticed in other firms 

such as Apple and Google that pursued coopetition relationships (Luo, 2007, Bouncken and 

Fredrich, 2016) – Apple’s EO (Covin and Lumpkin, 2011) and SI (Mantere and Sillince, 2007) 

are argued to be crucial for its competitiveness. Similarly, Google is said to have pursued EO 

to advance its competitive advantage (Chang et al., 2019). Overall, these examples clarify that 

coopetitors are likely to possess as well as attribute significant importance to EO, SI, and PAC. 



4 
 

Extant literature generally indicates that EO (Handfield et al., 2009, Sahi et al., 2019), 

SI (Luo, 2007, Mariadoss et al., 2014), and PAC (Fosfuri and Tribó, 2008) can lead to superior 

performance benefits. However, as much as these resources and capabilities have the potential 

to deliver performance benefits on their own, they may also complement each other to further 

advance the performance benefits. The notions from the resource-based view (RBV) and 

dynamic capabilities suggest that a firm’s resources tend to be 

reshaped/reconfigured/redeployed when complemented by its capabilities (Helfat et al., 2007, 

Mitrega et al., 2017), thereby leading to competitive advantage. Alternatively, relational view 

also indicates that firms’ resources and capabilities complement each other in relational-

settings to benefit their competitive advantage (Dyer and Kale, 2007). Accordingly, EO as a 

resource is likely to be complemented by the capabilities of SI and PAC; incidentally, both SI 

(Mariadoss et al., 2014) and PAC (Fosfuri and Tribó, 2008) are viewed to have abilities to 

reconfigure resources to generate better performance. However, given that this line of thought 

lacks evidence, it is important to examine the effects of these distinct capabilities and resources 

considering the degree of significance attached to them in terms of their potential 

complementarity as well as performance benefits within the context of coopetition. Therefore, 

our study is based on the following two research questions – (1) How do EO, SI and PAC affect 

a firm’s performance within a coopetition relationship? and (2) How does the complementarity 

of SI and PAC affect the relationship between EO and performance? 

As for performance benefits, innovation (incremental and radical) and operational 

performance (efficiencies, flexibility, etc.,) are often presented to be the benefits that firms 

could attain in coopetitive relationships using the firms’ resources and capabilities that 

contribute to their competitive advantage (Luo, 2007, Gnyawali and Park, 2011, Hoffmann et 

al., 2018). Operations management (OM) studies also attribute innovation and operational 

outcomes to contribute to firms’ competitive advantage (Handfield et al., 2009, Jinhui Wu et 
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al., 2012). Likewise, both the relational view and dynamic capabilities theory advocate 

innovation and operational outcomes as important performance variables to affect firms 

competitive advantage (Dyer and Kale, 2007, Mitrega et al., 2017). Given the general 

consensus between extant literature as well as theoretical anchors on the significance of 

innovation and operational performance, this study choses to examine the possible effects of 

EO, SI, and PAC as well as their complementarity on these outcomes. In this study, the 

performance outcomes are focused on the relationship, and not limited to a focal firm.   

 Our study makes significant contributions to extant literature. First, to the best of our 

knowledge, this study is the first to investigate the performance effects of a firm’s EO, SI, and 

PAC on the firm’s operational and innovation performance within the context of horizontal 

coopetitive relationships. Although studies such as Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen (2013) 

suggest a link between PAC and innovation, it is unknown whether such performance benefits 

prevail when PAC interacts with other equally important resources and capabilities (in our case, 

EO and SI). Accordingly, our study contributes to extant literature in that it validates the 

positive performance effects of all three firm-level characteristics, i.e., EO, SI, and PAC. 

Second, the findings pertaining to the moderating effect of both PAC and SI contribute 

to the research that seeks to explore (1) the use of interactive capabilities in relationships (Covin 

et al., 2006, Raddats et al., 2017), and (2) firm-level capabilities that could assist coopetitors to 

be successful (Bouncken and Fredrich, 2016, Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018). Even though 

firm-level capabilities as the moderators on the associations between EO and various outcomes 

is generally considered to be certain (Covin et al., 2006, Engelen et al., 2014), our results clearly 

suggest that this conjecture need not be true when it comes to firms involved in horizontal 

coopetitive relationships. In fact, our results pertaining to the moderating effect of SI and PAC 

seem to be counterintuitive to current belief and suggest that there might be an “icarus paradox” 

at play. Specifically, when it comes to the combined effects of EO, SI, and PAC, having all 
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three might indicate “too much of a good thing” and end up being detrimental to coopetitors. 

In this study, “too much of a good thing” refers to the extent of resources and capabilities that 

might offer firms success independently while becoming overwhelming when combined 

together (Busse et al., 2016). In other words, higher levels of such resource and capability 

combinations (EO, SI, PAC in our case) could lead to failures instead.  

Finally, our study adds to OM calls for cross-disciplinary research between OM and 

entrepreneurship (Kickul et al., 2011, Sahi et al., 2019) as well as OM and strategic 

management concepts (Hitt, 2011). Specifically, we combine EO (entrepreneurship literature), 

SI and PAC (strategic management concepts) with innovation and operational performance. 

The contributions also add to OM studies that seek to explore coopetitors’ organizational 

capabilities (Wilhelm and Sydow, 2018), and their interaction effects (Li et al., 2011). 

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 

2.1 Entrepreneurial orientation  

EO refers to a set of practices and processes that drive a firm’s pursuit of entrepreneurial 

activities (Covin and Lumpkin, 2011). It is widely addressed using three characteristics – either 

an aggregate measure comprising  ‘innovation, aggressiveness, and risk-taking’ (Li et al., 2017, 

Wales et al., 2011) or comprising ‘aggressiveness, risk-taking, and proactiveness’ (Atuahene-

Gima and Ko, 2001). Firms in general, no matter whether they engage in coopetition or not, 

involve in implementing EO (Wales et al., 2011). When it comes to coopetition in particular, 

high levels of EO appears to be an integral part of coopetitors as it can be noticed from the 

characteristics of such firms – e.g. Sony and Samsung (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Lee and 

Slater, 2007, Paek and Lee, 2018). The rationale for firms to choose partners with high EO can 

be attributed to their propensity for being proactive, aggressive, innovative, risk-taking, and 

autonomous, which can help firms to cope with the changing environment (Lumpkin and Dess, 

1996) as well as to attain potential performance benefits (Bouncken et al., 2016). 
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The tenets of RBV and its extension, the dynamic capabilities view, assert that firms 

tend to attain competitive advantage through valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable 

resources (VRIN) (Barney, 1991, Teece et al., 1997). However, possession of VRIN resources 

alone would not sustain a firm’s competitive advantage. It requires continuous efforts from the 

firm to adapt and upgrade VRIN resources so as to keep them distinctive from market 

competition (Teece et al., 1997, Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Consistent with these theories, 

a firm’s EO represents a valuable, rare, and inimitable organized gestalt through which the firm 

will be able to generate competitive advantage (Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005, Anderson and 

Eshima, 2013). Besides, EO can facilitate structuring, upgrading, and leveraging all of a firm’s 

resources towards attaining the firm’s objective of performance benefits (Anderson and 

Eshima, 2013). Furthermore, such resource structuring among the entrepreneurial firms could 

potentially pave the way to create new combinations of products or processes through 

leveraging existing and externally obtained resources (Teng, 2007). Thus, EO can be argued to 

contribute to product/process innovations and other performance outcomes.  

In the context of strategic relationships, RBV indicates EO to be an intangible resource 

that is embedded in organizational routines and distributed across an organization as well as its 

partners (Li et al., 2017, Anderson and Eshima, 2013). These entrepreneurial firms possess 

dissimilar complementary resources and consistently aspire to access such resources of other 

entrepreneurial firms (Teng, 2007). The aggressive and risk-taking nature of EO specifically 

strengthens firms’ ability to access necessary resources from their partners (Li et al., 2017, 

Teng, 2007) and utilize them for novel inventions. In other words, highly entrepreneurial firms 

are in constant search for new information and are keen to engage in relationships to tap 

entrepreneurial knowledge and utilize it to develop product/process innovations. Additionally, 

these firms’ propensity for R&D investments as well as pursuing high-risk projects is likely to 

further fuel their innovations (Jiang et al., 2016). 
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Alternatively, the entrepreneurial knowledge exchanges as well as R&D between 

entrepreneurial partners can also assist to leverage their operational competencies (Handfield 

et al., 2009, Kickul et al., 2011). The interactions between entrepreneurial partners can create 

significant synergies between their operations (Handfield et al., 2009) which can improve 

operational outcomes. Therefore, EO potentially could lead to both innovation and operational 

performance benefits. Accordingly; 

H1:  Entrepreneurial orientation has a positive effect on both operational and 

innovation performance. 

 

2.2 Strategic intent  

A firm’s strategic intent refers to its ambition to win marketplaces and competitive dominance 

by creating synergies between the firm’s supply chain relationships, resource stocks and 

capabilities, and strategic goals (Hamel and Prahalad, 1989, Han et al., 2018). It assesses the 

firm’s ambitions and consequently acts by deliberately mobilizing all of the firm’s energy 

towards attaining those ambitions (Johnson and Sohi, 2001). One of the important acts of 

strategic intent that lead the firm to attain its ambitions involves investing outside the firm’s 

boundaries (Deng, 2004, Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018); this also includes striking up 

relationships with competitors (Hamel et al., 1989) so as to enhance firm-level capabilities and 

maximize performance (Deng, 2004, Rui and Yip, 2008). 

The dynamic capabilities theory asserts that capabilities are built within a firm rather 

than being bought from markets, therefore, they are very much integral as well as embedded 

within the firm (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000, Helfat et al., 2007). It is due to the fact that 

dynamic capabilities rely on the firm’s extensive learning processes that include learning from 

within by utilizing the firm’s experiences, resources, internal and external relationships, and 

skills etc (Dyer and Kale, 2007). These learning processes allow the firm to sense and seize 

opportunities, combine, enhance and when necessary reconfigure both the tangible and 
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intangible assets that are at the firm’s disposal in order to sustain its competitive advantage 

(Helfat et al., 2007).  

 Consistent with the dynamic capabilities tenets, strategic intent can operate as a 

dynamic capability and serve as an anchor to sense opportunities and channel resource 

allocation decisions, directing alliance arrangements, and eventually shows direction for firms 

to realize their various performance objectives (Mariadoss et al., 2014, Koza and Lewin, 2000). 

When pursuing interorganizational relationships, a firm’s SI often translates into a 

collaborative learning intent (Lawson and Potter, 2012). Such a learning intent likely paves the 

way for alignments between the partners’ intent as well as strategies and further advances the 

realization of the firm’s intent through acquisition and garnering of resources for the 

development of valuable outcomes (Mariadoss et al., 2014). Specifically, strategic intent’s 

ambitious objectives of market and/or strategic dominance provides the impetus for firms to 

pursue joint research and product development with an ambition to acquire necessary 

information, resources and capabilities to support the developments (Koza and Lewin, 2000) 

associated to potential innovation generations.  

Performance optimization particularly is paramount for the attainment of strategic 

intent’s objectives (Rui and Yip, 2008). Given that strategic intent can also be an enabler to a 

firm’s operational strategy formation and it is communicated and integrated across the firm’s 

hierarchies, strategic intent could play a fundamental role in setting up operational priorities to 

influence the firm’s operational practices and decisions (Contiero et al., 2016). Nevertheless, 

improving and sustaining competitiveness of the firm through operational goals such as 

increased efficiencies holds one of the central priorities for firms with strong strategic intents 

(McAdam et al., 2014). Therefore, strategic intent guided operational practices that underpin 

the operational priorities can subsequently assist firms to achieve operational efficiencies and 

flexible operations (Shin et al., 2015). In other words, intent to gain competitive advantage 
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through identifying opportunities, learning, as well as gathering and building resource 

combinations would result in improved innovation and operational benefits. Therefore;  

H2:  Strategic intent has a positive effect on both operational and innovation 

performance. 

 

2.3 Potential absorptive capacity 

The significance of absorptive capacity in coopetitive relationships is widely acknowledged in 

extant literature (Cepeda‐Carrion et al., 2012, Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009). The 

broader scope of the absorptive capacity is explained dichotomously – ‘potential absorptive 

capacity’ and ‘realized absorptive capacity’ (Zahra and George, 2002). The former refers to the 

capacity of a firm to “acquire and assimilate knowledge and resources externally”, whereas the 

latter refers to the capacity of a firm to “leverage the absorbed knowledge and exploit it for 

performance benefits” (Zahra and George, 2002). Accordingly, potential and realized 

capacities are essentially different concepts as the former requires change, flexibility, and 

creativity whereas the latter seeks control, order, and stability (Cepeda‐Carrion et al., 2012). 

Given our ambition is to study the benefits gained from coopetitive activities, the study focuses 

on PAC to reflect on the potential effectiveness as well as the ways in which external 

knowledge could be utilized by a firm using its coopetitive relationship. In doing so, we follow 

the work of Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen (2013) which suggests that focusing on the 

potential-side of absorptive capacity as opposed to realised absorptive capacity would allow to 

examine coopetitors potential value creating resources and capabilities more precisely. 

The dynamic capabilities theory envisions absorptive capacity to be an important 

capability to advance competitive advantage of firms given its ability to foster organizational 

change through redefining and redeploying the firm’s knowledge resources (Todorova and 

Durisin, 2007). Dynamic capabilities could be envisioned as a set of routines that influence a 

firm’s ability to create, reconfigure, and redeploy organizational resources and capabilities to 
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advance competitive advantage (Zahra and George, 2002). When it comes to interfirm 

relationships, the greater availability of external knowledge (from partner) enables the dynamic 

capabilities to advance the ability of a firm to absorb as well as redeploy necessary knowledge 

to feed internal objectives of innovation and other performance outcomes (Fosfuri and Tribó, 

2008). Nevertheless, this ability to recognize the significance of the potential value that new 

knowledge could bring in itself makes potential absorptive capacity a key building block of 

dynamic capabilities (Todorova and Durisin, 2007). 

Consistent with the dynamic capabilities, PAC makes a  firm  receptive  to  external  

knowledge by allowing the  firm  to  identify  and  assimilate  external  knowledge that is 

necessary to improve performance-oriented activities (Fosfuri and Tribó, 2008). Coopetitive 

relationships are potentially useful grounds for PAC to absorb useful external knowledge since 

coopetitors tend to possess similar knowledge, infrastructure, and technological capabilities 

(Gnyawali and Park, 2011, Bouncken and Fredrich, 2016). Additionally, the knowledge 

scanning abilities of PAC allows coopetitors to quickly acquire necessary knowledge from each 

other and apply it for various benefits (Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen, 2013). Such 

knowledge absorptions could result not only in firms generating new products and 

technologies, but also enhance the value of existing product lines by utilizing the unique 

combinations of resources (Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen, 2013). Thus, PAC can 

potentially lead to new as well as incremental innovations. 

As for the operational performance, the dynamic capabilities view indicates that the 

ability of firms to recombine and reconfigure organization-wide capabilities could also impact 

their operational activities (Teece et al., 1997). Firms tend to gain access to a range of external 

operational practices from their partnerships; the more operational practices that a firm adopts 

from external sources by utilizing its absorptive capacity, the larger the body of such 

knowledge that the firm could gain (Jinhui Wu et al., 2012). Access to a larger body of 
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knowledge over operational practices could improve the firm’s operational capabilities which 

may eventually benefit its operational performance (Patel et al., 2012, Obayi et al., 2017) such 

as improved flexibility, responsiveness, and other operational efficiencies. In effect, we argue 

that the higher the strength of PAC of a coopetitor, the better the coopetitor’s chances to 

enhance operational performance benefits. Accordingly;  

H3:  Potential absorptive capacity has a positive effect on both operational and 

innovation performance benefits. 

 

2.4 Contingent effects of strategic intent and potential absorptive capacity 

The importance of capabilities for the EO – performance relationship can be explained from 

the tenets of dynamic capabilities and relational view theories. Though dynamic capabilities 

are necessary variables for developing competitive advantage, they alone are not sufficient to 

sustain the competitive advantage. Therefore, it is appropriate to integrate the dynamic 

capabilities with existing resources to enhance the resource configurations in order to develop 

long-term competitive advantage (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). Zahra and George (2002) and 

Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) add that dynamic capabilities can reconfigure a firm’s resources 

to develop and sustain the competitive advantage rather than a firm that merely possess such 

capabilities without utilising them to reconfigure its resources. However, when it comes to 

interfirm relationships, firms tend to make use of the relationships to learn from each other to 

best utilize their capabilities for resource configurations (Dyer and Kale, 2007). The relational 

view theory adds to this notion by stating that firms value creation opportunities grow stronger 

when both the partners learn from each other utilizing their complementaries and knowledge 

(Dyer et al., 2018). This view is attributed to the underlying phenomenon that a firm’s 

capabilities are known to better fit with the capabilities of its partner in an interfirm 

relationship; this, as a result could lead to complementarity between the capabilities and assist 

firms to create greater value (Dyer et al., 2018). Furthermore, interfirm relationships could not 

only facilitate resource and capability flows between partners, but also enable the partners to 
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leverage on those to create greater joint value (Dyer and Singh, 1998). In other words, firms 

can develop their own additional value by combining a proportion of the joint value with their 

own internal capabilities (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018). Therefore, both the dynamic 

capabilities view and the relational view emphasize the significance of capabilities in 

transforming firms’ key resources to generate competitive advantage. 

 Consistent with these theoretical tenets, entrepreneurial firms require specific 

capabilities to transform their resources. Specifically, although EO is significant, it need not be 

a sufficient condition to attain as well as sustain long-term success (Engelen et al., 2014). In 

other words, without capabilities, EO lacks the means to realize its potential performance 

outcomes. A firm’s absorptive capacity can be a useful capability due to its capacity to 

recognize and assimilate valuable knowledge from the alliance partner and utilize it to 

reconfigure the firm’s existing resources (Dyer and Singh, 1998). Similarly, SI as a capability 

can offer clarity on the firm’s ambitious and competitive plans, and guide the firm’s EO to 

advance the firm’s competitive advantage (Covin et al., 2006). Both these capabilities of PAC 

(Fosfuri and Tribó, 2008) and SI (Mariadoss et al., 2014) have received particular attention in 

extant research for their ability to reconfigure resource combinations to produce enhanced 

performance. Therefore, this study considers PAC and SI as the key moderators to extend 

current research standing on the EO – performance relationship. 

PAC as a capability could provide firms with a new pattern of resource combinations 

through the integration of internal and external knowledge (Patel et al., 2015, Obayi et al., 

2017). Accordingly, when complemented by PAC, EO could better regulate and facilitate its 

efforts towards combining diverse knowledge and other resources (Patel et al., 2015). 

Furthermore, as a dynamic capability, absorptive capacity can assist in implementing 

entrepreneurial activities effectively and efficiently by dealing with firm’s resource 

uncertainties (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, Engelen et al., 2014). For instance, the proactiveness 
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characteristic of EO tends to be nourished by absorptive capacity to increase the variety of 

possible positive outcomes through better organisation-wide responsiveness (Liao et al., 2003, 

Patel et al., 2015). Alternatively, absorptive capacity, with its strong and continuous knowledge 

inflows, nourishes proactiveness and assists the firm to generate consistent incremental and 

breakthrough improvements (Liao et al., 2003). The risk-taking characteristic of EO is said to 

be complemented by absorptive capacity’s ability to gather domain specific knowledge and 

technological advancements (Patel et al., 2015). Such technological advancements could lower 

the perception of losses and increase the controllability and flexibility of operations in 

relationships (Obayi et al., 2017). Similarly, EO’s competitive aggressiveness complemented 

by the use of its absorptive capacity could drive a firm’s efforts to outperform the rivals in the 

industry. Taken together, the combined effect of EO and PAC is useful in integrating internal 

and external knowledge and attaining resource recombination to address market expectations 

and trends. This can transform a firm to respond aggressively to competition and increase 

investments in functions such as R&D as part of the firm’s entrepreneurial approach (Patel et 

al., 2015) to improve its product development efforts as well as operational efficiencies. 

Accordingly; 

H4:  Potential absorptive capacity will positively moderate the effect of a firm’s 

entrepreneurial orientation on its operational and innovation performance. 

 

Alternatively, SI as a dynamic capability can also provide firms with a key source of 

organizational momentum to initiate the reconfiguration as well as recombination of diverse 

resources (Teece et al., 1997, Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). As reckoned by the dynamic 

capabilities view, SI can act as an useful tool for firms to improve their sensing, seizing, and 

reconfiguring capabilities (O’reilly and Tushman, 2008). A firm with a strong SI tends to 

search out and muster all possible resources, such as EO, to utilise them in achieving strategic 

objectives as well as competitive advantage (Johnson and Sohi, 2001, Han et al., 2018). It is 

attributed to the fact that a firm that has a clear sense of entrepreneurial vision and the SI of 
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achieving competitive dominance and strategic goals (Hamel and Prahalad, 1989) could embed 

that vision so as to formulate an appropriate entrepreneurial strategy (Ireland et al., 2001). Such 

an entrepreneurial strategy, driven by a combination of EO and SI that can guide organization-

wide resources and capabilities towards greater performance attainments, is likely to have a 

positive impact on the firm’s performance over time. On the other hand, without the assistance 

of relevant complementary capabilities such as the SI that could guide the entrepreneurial 

activities, EO might lack the means to realise the desired outcomes (Engelen et al., 2014). 

Therefore, we forward the following hypothesis for formal testing. 

H5:  Strategic intent will positively moderate the effect of a firm’s entrepreneurial 

orientation on its operational and innovation performance. 
 

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Industry context and data collection 

The variables employed within the study represent firm-specific resource and capabilities that 

could lead firms to benefit from their relationship with horizontal coopetitor partners. 

Therefore, given that we explore the performance benefits within a relationship, our unit of 

analysis is the horizontal coopetition relationship. To test the proposed theoretical model, we 

have collected data from a cross-sectional sample drawn from a simple random survey of firms 

from North America including the USA and Canada, and from the north European countries of 

UK, Ireland, and Netherlands. The selection of these geographical locations is made based on 

the principles that (1) these locations host high concentration of knowledge-intensive and high-

technology firms which is the intended industrial background for this study, and (2) OECD 

TL3 database (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development – Territory Level 3) 

(Righetto et al., 2019) as well as Eurostat’s database (Eurostat, 2018) indicate an increasing 

trend in collaborations between firms with technology and knowledge-intensive industrial 

backgrounds in these locations. We selected industries including automotive, electronics, 
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engineering, and information and communication technologies (ICT) as these are recognized 

as knowledge-intensive as well as hi-tech by the Eurostat (Eurostat, 2018). Additionally, extant 

research also suggests that coopetitive relationships are more prevalent in these sectors 

(Gnyawali and Park, 2011, Wilhelm and Sydow, 2018); therefore, selection of these sectors 

appear to be more pragmatic.  

A web-based questionnaire was used for collecting survey data. We employed the 

‘Qualtrics’ software tools to develop the web-survey questionnaire. An extensive literature 

review was carried out to identify the survey questions; the questions and their sources are 

highlighted in section 3.3. The response to the questionnaires is solicited from managers that 

held operational and strategic positions and are knowledgeable about the firm and its strategic 

relationship with a competitor partner. To make sure that the web-survey was completed by 

key respondents, we used a screening question “Does your firm cooperate and compete at the 

same time with a competitor firm or a firm that has similar product/service offering and similar 

target market” (indicating a horizontal coopetitive relationship) right after the survey preamble. 

For clarity, we included horizontal coopetition examples in the survey preamble (e.g., Sony 

and Samsung). The respondents that chose ‘No’ to the screening question are automatically 

screened out from answering the survey; it is to ensure that the survey’s responses represent 

horizontal coopetition relationships only. We collected the data during the period starting from 

March/April 2018 until June/July 2018.  

Considerable financial resources as well as time was invested to identify the firms that 

pursue horizontal coopetition relationships within the selected sectoral backgrounds. We have 

collaborated with ‘Qualtrics’ to identify suitable firms from their robust panel database 

utilizing the criteria that we have provided beforehand – this includes deliberating with them 

about the specific context of our study, sectoral backgrounds, potential firms and respondents 

characteristics. The use of ‘Qualtrics’ panel services is increasingly becoming popular in both 
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OM studies (Verghese et al., 2019) as well as across research functions (Statsenko and Corral 

de Zubielqui, 2020). Following these criteria-based firms identification, our final sampling 

frame consisted of 1500 firms that engage in horizontal coopetition relationships. A 

combination of the criteria that were strictly adhered during the data collection such as focusing 

on firms from only the knowledge-intensive and hi-tech sectors, developed western countries, 

and screening out responses from non-horizontal coopetition relationships, makes our sample 

frame to be representative of the population. The on-line surveys were sent to the 1500 firms 

in our sampling frame. After several rounds of reminders, we received 355 responses – a 

23.67% initial response rate. We rejected 42 responses from the original 355 responses due to 

incomplete information, thereby resulting in an effective response rate of 20.87%. An overview 

of sample characteristics that include the firm as well as the respondent characteristics is 

presented in Table 1. 

-- Insert Table 1 here -- 

3.2 Non-response bias and common method bias 

The study assessed non-response bias by comparing the sample means between important 

demographic variables – firm age and size. The responses were separated into two groups based 

on when they were received. First 3 weeks of responses were labelled as group 1 while the later 

responses were labelled as group 2. Group comparison tests showed no significant differences 

between these groups, thus providing evidence that non-response bias is not a concern. The 

survey was answered by a single respondent within each sample firm; therefore, specific tests 

were performed to rule out any concerns related to common method bias. These involved a 

confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) approach (Sea-Jin et al., 2010). We ran a single-factor CFA 

analysis. The model fit for this single-factor model – CFI = 0.835, IFI = 0.836, TLI = 0.818, 

RMSEA = 0.101, normed χ2 [NC] = 4.164 – was significantly worse than the model fit of our 
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measurement model. Generally, this result suggests that a single factor will not account for all 

the variance in our data. 

3.3 Measurement items 

As indicated earlier, the measurement items used in our study were derived from extant 

literature. A seven-point Likert scale with “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree” as anchors 

is utilized to measure all the indicators of independent, moderation, and operational  outcomes 

variables; for the innovation performance variables, “no such benefits” to “very high benefits” 

are used as anchors. Please refer to the Appendix for the indicators used in our study. 

Entrepreneurial orientation 

The independent variable of “EO” with its three dimensions – proactiveness, risk-taking, and 

strategic aggressiveness – is operationalised on a five items scale and is adapted from 

Atuahene-Gima and Ko (2001). This operationalization method does not include 

‘innovativeness’ characteristic of EO but instead includes ‘strategic aggressiveness’. This style 

of operationalization is chosen due to an underlying assumption that when innovativeness 

characteristic is already part of the EO measurement, the chances for firms to attain the 

innovation performance may become an obvious outcome. 

Potential absorptive capacity and strategic intent 

A four items scale from Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen (2013) was adapted to 

operationalise “PAC”. As for “SI”, it was operationalized using a four items scale from Johnson 

and Sohi (2001); We have included only four items from the eight items scale that was 

originally utilized by Johnson and Sohi (2001). This is to ensure that our measurement of SI is 

in line with the context of our study. Similar practice was also adopted in earlier studies such 

as Mariadoss et al. (2014) that have utilized only three items to measure SI. 

Innovation and operational performance outcomes 
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Measures for “Operational performance” were adapted from McDermott and Stock (1999) and 

Zacharia et al. (2011). “Incremental innovation” and “radical innovation” are measured on a 

three items scale each and are adapted from Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen (2013), Chandy 

and Tellis (1998), and Kim et al. (2012). Specifically, the respondents were requested to 

respond to these innovation-related queries as per the performance benefits they had gained in 

the past three to five years from the specific horizontal coopetitive relationship chosen. 

Control variables 

We included various control variables that could impact our performance measures. We 

controlled for relationship length because firms could gain incentives from their engagement 

in relationships which can be later utilised to influence the relationship (Verghese et al., 2019). 

We controlled for firm size as larger firms likely prevent the exploitation of opportunities to be 

pursued by relatively smaller partners in relationships (Li et al., 2017). We also controlled for 

Firm age as it is likely to affect the outcomes of a relationship as older firms can use their 

industry establishment for personal benefits (Anderson and Eshima, 2013). New product 

development, amount of R&D collaboration as well as technology development were also 

controlled for as these items indicate the intensity and strength of alliance activities between 

the partners in coopetition (Seepana et al., 2020) which likely influence the performance 

outcomes. Geographical/country location is also controlled for, since location-specific 

characteristics can influence innovation outcomes in interfirm relationships (Potter and Paulraj, 

2020). 

3.4 Assessing instrument development 

The survey instrument was grounded in extant literature so as to ensure the content validity of 

the measurement items. In addition, as part of our pre-testing process, we solicited opinions on 

the survey instrument from fifteen industry experts as well as four senior academics; these 

experts also commented on the completeness as well as overall structure of our survey 
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instrument (Dillman, 2007). Following expert opinions, we made minor changes to the survey 

instrument. We conducted normality and outliers tests to nullify potential outliers. These were 

determined based on the statistics of skewness and kurtosis as well as the plots of residuals. 

The maximum absolute values of these tests were within the acceptable limits of 2 and 7 

(Curran et al., 1996). Additionally, the resultant plots did not indicate significant deviations. 

 The results for construct validity and unidimensionality are included in the Appendix. 

In the case of exploratory factor analysis, the items loaded dominantly onto their respective 

constructs. The model fit indices of the confirmatory factor analysis also indicate adequate fit: 

CFI = 0.946, IFI = 0.947, TLI = 0.936, SRMR = 0.0397, normed χ2 [NC] = 2.111, and RMSEA 

= 0.060 (Kline, 2005). Overall, the results assert that our proposed measurement items were 

valid and reliable. The results also established discriminant validity based on the Fornell and 

Larcker test (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). All constructs were found to meet the discriminant 

validity test except between EO and incremental innovation and incremental and radical 

innovations. The squared correlation of incremental innovation is slightly higher than that of 

EO. Eliminating one item from EO measures (Strong emphasis on research and development, 

technological leadership, and innovation) would resolve the correlation issue. However, we 

retained the measure to give due consideration to the significance of R&D, technology, and 

innovation for EO to generate performance outcomes. The relatively high correlation between 

outcome variables of incremental and radical innovation is widely prevalent in extant literature 

(McDermott and Prajogo, 2012, Forés and Camisón, 2016); this phenomena is linked to the 

close nature of constructs such as types of innovations (Chang et al., 2014) or knowledge-

related variables (Jiménez-Jiménez and Sanz-Valle, 2011). The AVE values are presented in 

the Appendix while the correlation values are displayed in Table 2. Furthermore, to assess 

potential multi-collinearity issues, variance inflation factor (VIF) values were computed – the 

values were found to be below 5 (highest VIF = 2.204) (Hair et al., 2012). 
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Reliability was checked using multiple measures. Initially, we evaluated the coefficient 

alpha (Nunnally, 1978) and coefficient omega (McDonald, 1999) values. Though coefficient 

alpha is an important measure to assess reliability, scholars suggest that it does not yield a 

consistent estimate of reliability when the underlying items are not tau-equivalent (Deng and 

Chan, 2017). Although all our model’s constructs had a coefficient alpha value higher than 

0.70, the items within SI, radical innovation and operational outcomes were not tau-equivalent. 

Therefore, we have reported both coefficient alpha and coefficient omega in the Appendix. 

Additionally, all the constructs have composite reliability (CR) values higher than 0.70 (Hair 

et al., 2012). Furthermore, all constructs also have AVE values higher than 0.50. In effect, our 

results suggest that the indicators utilised in the model are valid, unidimensional, as well as 

reliable. Some indicators were excluded (please refer to the Appendix) in the process of the 

instrument development due to them not meeting the established psychometric requirements. 

-- Insert Table 2 here --  

4. ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

Table 3 presents the results pertaining to hypotheses H1 through H5. Hypothesis H1 suggests 

EO to have a positive effect on operational and innovation performance. Results show that 

EO’s effect on operational performance (Model 1) ( = 0.293, p < 0.0001), incremental 

innovation (Model 3) ( = 0.378, p < 0.0001), and radical innovation (Model 5) ( = 0.410, p 

< 0.0001) are positive and significant, thereby supporting hypothesis H1. As for the 

performance effect of SI, results suggest that SI’s effect on operational performance (Model 1) 

( = 0.191, p < 0.0001), incremental innovation (Model 3) ( = 0.084, p < 0.05), and radical 

innovation (Model 5) ( = 0.111, p < 0.05) are positive and significant. Additionally, results 

also indicate that PAC’s effect on operational performance (Model 1) ( = 0.379, p < 0.0001), 

incremental innovation (Model 3) ( = 0.384, p < 0.0001), and radical innovation (Model 5) ( 
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= 0.257, p < 0.0001) are positive and significant. Thus, these results offer support for 

hypotheses H2 and H3. 

Hypotheses H4 and H5 focused on the moderating effect of ‘PAC’ and ‘SI’. Results 

show that the moderation effect of SI on the relationship between EO and operational 

performance ( = -0.136, p < 0.01) is negative and significant, whereas the moderation effect 

of PAC on the relationship between EO and operational performance ( = 0.097, p > 0.05) is 

positive, but insignificant (Model 2). Further, results show that SI’s moderation effect on the 

relationship between EO and incremental relationship ( = -0.133, p < 0.01) is negative and 

significant, whereas PAC’s moderation effect on the relationship between EO and incremental 

innovation ‘PAC and EO’ ( = 0.087, p > 0.05) is positive, but insignificant (Model 4). When 

it comes to radical innovation, results show that SI’s moderation effect between EO and radical 

innovation ( = -0.100, p > 0.05) is negative and insignificant while PAC’s moderation effect 

on the relationship between EO and radical innovation ( = 0.093, p > 0.05) is positive and 

insignificant (Model 6). These results do not find support for hypotheses H4 and H5. Figure 1 

displays the conceptual model with summarised results. 

-- Insert Figure 1 here --  

We also tested the moderation effects using the SPSS macro PROCESS designed by 

Hayes (2018). The bias-corrected confidence intervals (Preacher et al., 2006)  for all the 

moderation effects were in line with our above results: moderation effect of SI (95% CI = -

0.154 to -0.022) and PAC (95% CI = -0.009 to 0.139; ns) on the path between EO and 

operational performance; moderation effect of SI (95% CI = -0.155 to -0.030) and PAC (95% 

CI = -0.008 to 0.132; ns) on the path between EO and incremental innovation; moderation 

effect of SI (95% CI = -0.144 to 0.002; ns) and PAC (95% CI = -0.014 to 0.148; ns) on the path 

between EO and radical innovation.     

-- Insert Table 3 here --  
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5. DISCUSSION 

The study makes numerous contributions to both the theory as well as practice within the 

context of coopetitive relationships. The study’s first objective is to examine the effects of a 

firm’s EO, SI, and PAC on the firm’s innovation as well as operational performance, 

specifically in the context of a horizontal coopetitive relationship. As for the EO’s effects on 

innovation, our result is consistent with the views of strategic alliance studies such as Jiang et 

al. (2016) that suggest that a firm’s EO could positively impact the innovation performance. 

However, our findings add to extant literature by examining EO’s effects on both radical and 

incremental innovations; we find that EO could have a positive effect on both types of 

innovation. Further, our findings also suggest that EO could positively impact operational 

performance. This finding contradicts previous studies that suggest the non-existence of a 

direct effect between EO and operational outcomes (Walter et al., 2006). However, Walter’s 

study was carried out in a non-coopetition context. 

EO’s performance effects may also have certain influence from its operationalization. 

Given that EO has been operationalized differently in our study, it compels to adequately 

comprehend whether EO impacts the performance outcomes differently for different 

operationalizations of the EO. Previous studies including Jiang et al. (2016), Bouncken et al. 

(2016), and Li et al. (2011) determine EO as an aggregate measure of innovativeness, risk-

taking, and proactiveness where innovativeness of EO could potentially influence innovation 

generation abilities of a given firm. However, the aggregate measure of EO in this study 

includes strategic aggressiveness (in place of innovativeness), proactiveness, and risk-taking 

following Atuahene-Gima and Ko (2001). The strategic or competitive aggressiveness plays a 

significant part in increasing both the volume and diversity of competitive activities undertaken 

by a coopetitor to accomplish superior performance (Sanou et al., 2016). The underlying 

rationale is that aggressiveness assists firms to exploit resources more swiftly (Clark and 
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Montgomery, 1998, Morgan and Strong, 2003); thus, it increases the firm’s potential to produce 

better performance benefits such as product/process innovation and business efficiencies 

(Zahra, 1993). Therefore, our operationalization clarifies an underlying argument that EO is 

capable of delivering better performance in coopetitive relationships irrespective of whether 

the innovativeness characteristic is part of the EO measurement. In essence, our results are in 

line with extant research which posits that EO, as an overarching construct (combination of all 

of its characteristics rather than one in particular), is capable of delivering positive performance 

benefits using the joint strength of the combinations of its characteristics (Wiklund and 

Shepherd, 2005, Handfield et al., 2009). 

Regarding SI’s effects on innovation and operational performance, the results add to 

previous literature that posit SI to be capable of delivering performance benefits (Mariadoss et 

al., 2014, Contiero et al., 2016). Within coopetition context, our results explicitly indicate that 

SI, as an important capability of a coopetitor, can lead to both innovation and operational 

performance. The SI of attaining strategic goals and competitive dominance necessitate a firm 

to emphasize on exploring opportunities for improvement and exploiting the available skills 

and capabilities (Koza and Lewin, 2000, Seepana et al., 2020). When it comes to coopetition, 

as reckoned by the relational and dynamic capabilities views (Dyer et al., 2018) as well as 

extant literature (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018, Seepana et al., 2020), it offers greater access 

to coopetitors so that they learn from each other’s experiences (Bouncken and Fredrich, 2016). 

This learning could benefit coopetitors in exploring opportunities for innovations and 

performance improvements. It could guide them to combine their learning, resources and skills 

to attain key performance benefits (innovation and operational performance in our case) that 

can offer competitive advantage and leadership positions. 

As for PAC’s performance effects, studies such as Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen 

(2013) indicate that PAC can lead to innovations in coopetitive relationships; our findings 
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further reinforce these studies. However, for radical innovation, potential absorptive capacity 

was conjectured to have an insignificant effect (Ritala and Hurmelinna‐Laukkanen, 2013). On 

the contrary, our findings indicate a significant positive association between PAC and radical 

innovation. Our study also expands the scope of PAC’s performance impacts to operational 

outcomes. This is an interesting finding given that only few studies have tested absorptive 

capacity–operational performance relationship within interfirm relationships context (Ex -

Whitehead et al., 2016, Sáenz et al., 2014), and some studies including that of Whitehead et al. 

(2016) found no direct relationship. But our result reinforces PAC’s ability to assimilate and 

transform operational knowledge from external sources, specifically from the coopetitive 

partner, and integrate such knowledge across its internal functions to improve operational 

efficiencies (Patel et al., 2012, Jinhui Wu et al., 2012). 

The study’s second objective is to investigate how SI and PAC could moderate the 

relationships between EO and performance outcomes. Both SI and PAC did not appear to 

positively influence EO’s effect on the performance. This result alludes to extant research 

which cautions that ‘too much of a good thing’, whether it is a combination of resource and 

capabilities or product/process features, may not necessarily do good for firms (Busse et al., 

2016, Thompson et al., 2018). Contrarily, such combinations of capabilities may cause ‘feature 

fatigue’ (Thompson et al., 2018), or ‘capability fatigue’ in our case, which could overwhelm a 

firm and therefore make it difficult for the firm to benefit by utilizing such combinations. 

Alternatively, this phenomenon appears to reflect the tenets of Icarus paradox (Miller, 1990). 

Icarus paradox suggests that certain features which brought success to firms have failed the 

same firms when they tried to interplay all features at once in an attempt to enhance their 

success. Our findings clearly point to these phenomena.  

SI has a significant negative moderating effect on the EO-performance relationship with 

the exception being that SI’s effect on EO-Radical innovation is insignificant. The findings of 
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SI’s moderating effects are important as these findings contradict extant literature that suggest 

that SI is vital for firms to guide their resource allocations and resource based decisions in order 

to enhance performance (Mariadoss et al., 2014). In other words, SI is supposed to nurture EO 

to produce better performance outcomes (Covin et al., 2006, McAdam et al., 2014). However, 

the results suggest the opposite. A potential reason could be that although the combination of 

core competency (EO in this case) and SI are necessary requirements to attain success (Kickul 

et al., 2011), it can become an optimally-aligned combination of resource and capability that 

can only serve the purpose of a firm’s current/today’s operations rather than the long-term 

sustained performance into the future (Hamilton et al., 1998). It is better for a firm to have an 

optimally-misaligned resource and capability combination (rather than aggressive strategic 

resources and capabilities combinations) in pursuit of strategic goals. This allows the firm to 

test various current resource combinations to attain incremental goals and receive performance 

feedback on them and thereby utilize a better combination of resource and capability to attain 

strategic goals (Hamilton et al., 1998) involving innovations that could sustain the business. 

For instance, EO necessitates continuous R&D investments which will become a burden for 

firms to sustain over time. Therefore, the firms might have to make alternative complementary 

resource arrangements to complement the strategic intent to attain strategic goals (Mariadoss 

et al., 2014). Consequently, a combination of a firm’s EO and SI will not necessarily benefit 

the firm’s performance.  

In the case of PAC, its moderation effect on the relationship between EO and 

performance is insignificant. This result did not align with previous research that suggests a 

complementary association between PAC and EO to deliver enhanced operational outcomes 

(Patel et al., 2015). However, this study was conducted in non-coopetition context. The insights 

from our study indicate that a strong PAC delivers neither EO-operational performance nor 

EO-innovation performance. These findings suggest that although coopetitors boast of 
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possessing multiple competitive capabilities, such capabilities may not necessarily aid in 

transforming the key resources into higher performance benefits.  

This enriching phenomena of negative moderating effects can be further attributed to 

the possible intense competition caused by the competitive capabilities of SI and PAC. Firms’ 

use of  competitive capabilities seek rapid advancements and potentially instigate competitive 

expectations due to learning races and internalization of partners’ resources (Cao and Zhang, 

2011). This will reflect in competitive intensities which cause hostilities within the operating 

environment (Zahra and Covin, 1995), thereby causing friction between the coopetitive 

partners. Referring to the competitive intensities, Sahi et al. (2019) suggested that EO-

performance association will only become fruitful when the intensity of competition caused by 

different variables, such as interactive competitive capabilities, is not high. Besides, coopetition 

being an already competitive relationship (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018) could further 

heighten the competitive intensities when coopetitors utilize competitive capabilities to seek 

higher firm-level benefits from the relationship. Such an intense competition might motivate a 

tug of war among firms, thereby consuming excessive resources so as to beat the competition. 

These situations leave entrepreneurial firms with few critical resources to innovate, thus 

negating their abilities to be aggressive and take risks (Sahi et al., 2019). Therefore, we forward 

that a coopetitor’s use of competitive capabilities of PAC and SI to complement EO in an effort 

to enhance the firm’s performance benefits could possibly intensify the competition with its 

partner, and eventually reduce the firm’s likelihood to benefit from its EO. This finding further 

adds to OM research that seeks to explore how entrepreneurially oriented firms leverage their 

resource and capability combinations (Kickul et al., 2011, Sahi et al., 2019). In effect, we 

believe that this result signifies the presence of the Icarus paradox (Miller, 1990), wherein too 

much of a good thing might actually hurt firms (Busse et al., 2016), particularly in competitive 

relationships. Furthermore, this result also adds to studies that seek to investigate performance 
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effects of the complementarity between coopetitors’ strategic resources and capabilities 

(Bouncken and Fredrich, 2016, Hoffmann et al., 2018). 

To shed better light on this paradox, we present the confidence bands for the moderating 

effects of PAC and SI using the bootstrapping approach (Preacher et al., 2006); the results were 

based on 5000 replications. The confidence bands included in Figure 2 exhibit how SI and PAC 

moderate the EO-performance relationship. The confidence bands drawn based on the results 

suggest that EO has significant conditional indirect effect on performance outcomes at most 

levels of PAC and SI. At the same time, the results appear to suggest that EO’s effect on the 

performance outcomes is getting minimized at higher levels of both PAC and SI. On the 

contrary, the EO’s effect on performance outcomes is higher when PAC and SI is kept low. 

This essentially explains that firms’ use of competitive capabilities to transform their strategic 

resources such as EO to produce better outcomes is not particularly fruitful in coopetition. 

Therefore, firms in such relationships need to be watchful when it comes to the utilization of a 

combination of capabilities to reconfigure their key resources or utilize individual strategic 

resources or capabilities to target higher benefits from the relationship. As far as the study is 

concerned, lowering the use of competitive capabilities of SI and PAC might help firms to gain 

better benefits from their entrepreneurial orientation. 

-- Insert Figure 2 here --  

Managerial Implications  

Our study offers numerous implications for managers involved in horizontal coopetitive 

relationships. Specifically, our results motivate managers to focus on prioritization and 

effective utilisation of their firm-level intangible, yet competitive, resources and capabilities to 

gain better performance benefits for their firms. Pursuing high levels of EO with strong 

emphasis on aggressive technology investments and R&D activities would likely improve their 

chances of reaping better benefits in strategic relationships. Besides, managers are likely to 
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benefit from the use of firm-level capabilities such as SI and PAC independently, considering 

their ability to consistently focus on achieving ambitious goals and acquiring necessary new 

resources and information. However, the use of both of these capabilities to complement their 

firm’s strategic resources such as EO to gain better benefits may not be plausible in coopetitive 

relationships given that the use of competitive capabilities along with their EO might signal the 

firm to be too hostile to their partner firms. This could potentially dilute the partner’s 

motivation to continue to engage in the relationship and eventually affect the firm’s chances to 

gain potential performance benefits. 

6. CONCLUSION, LIMITATIONS, AND FUTURE RESEARCH DIRECTION 

The question about the potential benefits that EO as a resource, and SI and PAC as capabilities 

can bring to firms has been receiving increased attention in operations as well as strategic 

management literature (Kickul et al., 2011, McAdam et al., 2014, Patel et al., 2015). Given 

their underlying significance, it is becoming increasingly important for organisations, 

academics, and practitioners to understand not only performance effects, but also the 

underlying complementary interactions of EO, SI, and PAC. It is important to test these 

relationships not only due to the lack of evidence, but also because literature emphasizes them 

to be an important and integral part of firms involved in coopetitive relationships (Luo, 2007, 

Li et al., 2011, Seepana et al., 2020). Further, our study provides nuanced arguments for the 

complementarity between internal resources and competitive capabilities in the case of firms 

involved in competitive relationships. Overall, our study contributes to extant research by 

empirically showing that while EO, SI, and PAC could deliver performance benefits on their 

own, their interaction effects might not be beneficial. 

As is the case with most research, our study is also not without its limitations. This 

study is developed by collecting data from one firm of each horizontal coopetition relationship  

which represents one side of each dyad. This could partly affect the interpretations of a study’s 
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findings (Cao and Zhang, 2011). However, this phenomenon is a frequent occurrence in 

research studying strategic relationships (Robson et al., 2019); and that explaining the 

relational effects from a single firm perspective of a strategic alliance is generally plausible 

(Jiang et al., 2016). Our cross-sectional survey design means that causality likely could not be 

established empirically. Therefore, future studies may verify these relationships using a 

longitudinal research design (Li et al., 2011). Although this study investigates EO as a resource 

and SI and PAC as key capabilities of coopetitors, there may be other resources such as 

‘strategic orientation’ and ‘technology orientation’ that can substitute EO as a resource that the 

coopetitors could possess but these are not addressed in this study. Therefore, future studies 

may find research in this direction to be interesting. There may be other mechanisms that could 

potentially affect the way that EO could impact performance outcomes. These may include, 

but not limited to, relational variables (idiosyncratic resources, knowledge sharing, 

complementary etc.,) as well as industry level variables (technology conditions, market 

conditions, institutional environment etc). Future studies may investigate moderation effects of 

these variables on the EO-performance relationship. There could be various 

models/configurations of coopetition such as cooperation-dominated coopetition, competition-

dominated coopetition, strong-coopetition, and weak-coopetition (Bengtsson et al., 2016); 

performance effects of these models likely vary with respect to different sectoral backgrounds 

which this study could not investigate. Future studies might find research in this direction to 

be intriguing. 
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 Figure 1: Conceptual model and summarised results 
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Figure 2: Moderating effects of SI and PAC on EO-Performance relationships 
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Table 1: Overview of sample characteristics 
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Table 2: Correlations 
 

 

 

 

 

Table 3: Regression – Direct and interaction effects 
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