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A B S T R A C T

This research investigates the extent to which small and large firms differ when assessing the
benefits and risks provided by competitors as partners in innovation. Scholars have shown that
coopetition can provide both significant benefits and risks for participating firms. The risks as-
sociated with firm competition and the trade-off firms make between the risks and benefits that
can be obtained through coopetition must be considered when choosing a partnering firm. In
addition, we argue that the firm size could affect the evaluation of benefits and the willingness to
take risks such that small and large firms differ in their decision making. Therefore, we address
the following questions: First, when choosing a coopetitor with which to innovate, to what extent
do small and large firms differ in their evaluation of the benefits and risks associated to coope-
tition? Second, how does this evaluation influence firms’ willingness to coopete? We draw on
research on coopetition to hypothesize that small and large firms differ in their evaluation of the
six most important benefits of coopetition. To test our hypotheses, we rely on an experimental
research design based on a choice-based conjoint (CBC) analysis applied to a sample of in-
novative Swedish firms. Our results confirm that small and large firms value the benefits and
risks associated with coopetitors differently. We show that small firms are less reluctant to
coopete than large firms, especially if coopetition allows them to reduce their costs and learn
from their coopetitor. In contrast, we show that large firms agree to coopete if coopetition en-
ables them to reduce their time-to-market.

Introduction

Innovation has been identified as one of the key drivers of coopetition, i.e., alliance between competitors (Bengtsson and Kock,
2000; Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996). As coopetition makes possible the combination of complementary and compatible re-
sources and at the same time provides a competitive pressure to be alert and improve, it is expected to generate more value and
innovation outcomes than other relational modes such as alliances with non-competitors or pure competition (Gnyawali and Park,
2011; Quintana-García and Benavides-Velasco, 2004). However, coopetitive relationships are particularly challenging to manage,
and many fail to reach the expected outcomes.

While there are many reasons for coopetition to fail to reach expected outcomes, one important cause is the partner selection
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process. The decision of which firm to partner with and why are critical for the outcome of all alliances (Kale and Singh, 2009), but Le
Roy, Robert and Lasch (2016) argue that partner selection is even more important when firms ally with competitors to innovate.
However, only a few studies have addressed questions related to partner selection in coopetition (Akdogan et al., 2015; Alves and
Meneses, 2015; Kraus et al., 2018). More precisely, the understanding of the important and complex decision-making process in the
selection of a competitor as a partner and how this decision is affected by the additional risks of opportunistic behavior have not been
explored. Therefore, the understanding of coopetition partner selection must be further developed for three main reasons.

First, although risk factors are to some extent subsumed within the criteria suggested, the prior partner selection research has
neglected the risk that arises from the interdependent nature of alliances (Cummings and Holmberg, 2012). These factors are crucial
for coopetition partner selection as benefits can be gained from coopetition (Khanna et al., 1998; Ritala and Tidström, 2014), but the
focal firm also faces the risk that the partner will act opportunistically and appropriate most of the value that has been jointly created
(Oxley and Sampson, 2004). These tendencies and the rivalry between coopeting firms creates a competitive pressure that is needed
to stimulate firms to improve and remain alert; however, if the pressure becomes too strong, the outcome of the alliance can become
negative. Consequently, coopetition strategies can be both beneficial and risky, especially in an innovation context (Bouncken and
Kraus, 2013; Fernandez et al., 2018a, b). The risks related to competition among partners must be accounted for in the partner
selection process, as rivalry that is too intense can jeopardize the outcome of the relationship.

Second, the research has primarily focused on different sets of criteria without considering them in relation to one another.
However, Sobrero and Roberts (2001) show that firms' different motives to collaborate in innovation can conflict, and therefore, the
authors argue that the trade-off between the partners’ characteristics must be considered. Understanding the trade-off between the
additional risks and the potential benefits associated with a higher degree of competition is especially critical when firms ally with a
competitor. However, such trade-offs have not been studied in previous research investigating partner selection in coopetition, and
the benefit and risk dimensions have been studied independently (Akdogan et al., 2015; Alves and Meneses, 2015; Kraus et al., 2018).
Indeed, existing research related to coopetition has addressed the fact that the intensity of coopetition exposes a firm to higher levels
of risk and tensions (Fernandez et al., 2018a, b; Raza-Ullah, 2017). Simultaneously, cooperating with a competitor presenting a
higher degree of competition can also generate stronger benefits (Chiambaretto et al., 2016). Accordingly, it is crucial to explore how
firms make a trade-off between benefits and risks in selecting a competitor as a partner to innovate.

Third, our knowledge regarding how small firms determine the trade-off between benefits and risks and how they differ from
large firms in this regard is limited. Prior research investigating coopetition has mainly focused on large firms, and only a limited
number of contributions have investigated small firms (Bengtsson and Johansson, 2014; Gnyawali and Park, 2009; Morris et al.,
2007). We argue that small firms differ from large firms for two main reasons. One reason is the specific dilemma faced by small firms
in their partner selection due to liabilities related to their size and relative youth (Hannan and Freeman, 1984; Aldrich and Auster,
1986; Stinchcombe, 1965). Such liabilities imply that small firms lack resources and skills and are in urgent need of external
knowledge and resources, which makes them likely to join forces even with competing firms to innovate (Baum et al., 2000;
Haeussler et al., 2012). Simultaneously, small firms are particularly exposed to the risks of coopetition (Bouncken and Kraus, 2013;
Kuhn and Galloway, 2015) as they lack the advantages of large firms such as experience and organizational innovation capabilities
that can be used to absorb a failure (Rosenbusch et al., 2011). Thus, in contrast to large firms, small firms face an existential risk when
deciding whether to ally with a competitor. This dilemma can affect small firms’ partner selection process and make it different from
that of large firms. A second reason is that decision-making processes differ between small and large firms. Managers within small
entrepreneurial firms rely more on heuristics and to a larger extent choose the first option that meets their aspiration level as
uncertainty and the demand for quick decisions often results in a lack of adequate information (Busenitz and Barney, 1997;
Gigerenzer, 2008). They are also to a larger extent than managers of large established firms overly optimistic and tend to neglect
threats in the competitive environment (Shepherd et al., 2015). In contrast, large firms have more established, formalized evaluation
processes through which they monitor and evaluate potential alliance partners (Kale and Singh, 2009). Therefore, the partner se-
lection process and outcomes may differ depending on the firm size, and identifying the similarities and differences between small
and large firms can provide additional insight into the specific nature of partner selection in coopetition based on firm size (Granata
et al., 2018; Näsholm et al., 2018).

Our research aims to answer the following research questions: First, to what extent do small and large firms differ in their
evaluation of the benefits and risks associated with intensity of competition? Second, how does this evaluation influence their
willingness to coopete? To address these questions, we build on the recent literature reviews on coopetition to identify the six most
important benefits associated with coopetition strategies (Bengtsson and Kock, 2014; Bengtsson et al., 2016a, b; Bouncken et al.,
2015; Czakon et al., 2014; Dorn et al., 2016): (1) reduction of time-to-market; (2) cost reduction; (3) risk sharing; (4) innovation
radicalness; (5) learning opportunities; and (6) access to strategic resources. Then, we formulate hypotheses to test the extent to
which small and large firms may value these benefits differently and the degree to which they are willing to accept a higher intensity
of competition to obtain these benefits.

To test our hypotheses, we use an experimental research design based on a choice-based conjoint (CBC) analysis. CBC analysis is a
within-subject experimental research design that allows the effect of competition between alternative options to be tested (Hsu et al.,
2017; Kraus et al., 2015; Mensching et al., 2016). Using a sample of innovative Swedish firms, we collect data of 1220 observations of
decisions made by 61 managers/entrepreneurs. We divide this sample into two subsamples to investigate the 820 partner selection
decisions made by small firms and the 400 partner selection decisions made by large firms. This design allows us to study the
similarities and differences (between small and large firms) in the assessment of the benefits and risks provided by a coopetitor for
innovation.

Overall, we show that small firms are usually less reluctant to coopete than large firms. Furthermore, we highlight the fact that
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small and large firms present different profiles in terms of their willingness to cooperate with a competitor. We show that small firms
are willing to collaborate with a competitor if it allows them to reduce their costs or to learn from their partner. With respect to large
firms, while the most important benefit is the ability to reduce the time-to-market, they also value the potential cost reduction and the
learning opportunities created by the coopetitive relationship. Comparing small and large firms, we show that small firms value
coopetitors’ that offer strong risk-sharing and learning opportunities more than large firms. In contrast, large firms value competitors
that offer shorter time-to-market, significant cost reduction, and innovation radicalness opportunities more than small firms.

Our findings make several contributions to the literature. First, we contribute to the literature on partner selection for coopetition
and innovation by identifying and ranking the expected benefits sought by firms when they cooperate with a competitor for the
purpose of innovation (Kraus et al., 2018). Second, we contribute to the previous research on partner selection, which has neglected
the risks involved when partners are also competitors. The CBC analysis highlights the evaluation and trade-off between the expected
benefits and additional risks faced by small and large firms. This study thus adds both to the partner selection literature and the
coopetition literature by explaining the role played by risks related to competition when firms select a partner. Third, our results
contribute to the understanding of the importance of firm size in coopetition, and they extend the literature on coopetition and small
firms (Bengtsson and Johansson, 2014; Gnyawali and Park, 2009; Morris et al., 2007). Our study highlights the similarities and
differences in how small and large firms value the benefits coopetition and the similarities and differences in their willingness to
coopete. Finally, from a methodological perspective, our research contributes to the emerging and developing research stream in
strategic management that uses conjoint analysis (CA) (Patzelt and Shepherd, 2008; Van Gils and Zwart, 2009; Kraus et al., 2016a). In
particular, CBC analysis is rarely employed in the coopetition research, and we show the relevance of this method in facilitating the
understanding of the partner selection process in coopetition.

Theoretical background

Coopetition for innovation: a double-edged sword

Firms rely on coopetition strategies to enhance their innovation processes (Bouncken et al., 2018; Ritala, 2012) as such strategies
allow firms to combine the benefits obtained from both cooperation and competition (Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Fernandez et al.,
2018a, b). Cassiman et al. (2009, p. 216) argue that “balancing co-operative and competitive forces in the innovation process to co-
create value and to capture part of this value has become crucial to profit from innovation”.

Through cooperation, firms can co-create common value and collectively improve their innovativeness. These benefits can be
explained by competitors' complementarity and similarity. Competitors’ resource complementarity increases the potential for synergy
from cooperation as the new skills and different knowledge provided to the firm by the other party enable the creation of value that
could not have been possible alone (Das & Teng, 2000a, 2000b; Khanna et al., 1998; Silverman and Baum, 2002). Resource similarity
also makes coordination easier as the partners have similar resources and routines (Darr and Kurtzberg, 2000; Mitsuhashi and Greve,
2009). For instance, cultural similarity and goal compatibility decrease the risk of misunderstandings during the course of the
relationship (Czakon and Czernek, 2016; Das & Teng, 2000a, 2000b).

Complementarity and similarity simultaneously create advantages related to competition. Because coopeting firms share only
partially convergent interests (Gnyawali et al., 2016; Padula and Dagnino, 2007; Rai, 2016), the risk of opportunism and appro-
priation is high. Coopeting partners have a strong incentive to capture a higher share of the value that is jointly created (Ritala and
Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009; 2018). The complementarity and similarity facilitate the immediate use of the knowledge and re-
sources of the partner as close competitors are exceptionally well qualified to identify, assimilate, and apply each other's knowledge
in their own business activities (Wu, 2014). By combining the shared resources with partners' own resources, private benefits can be
developed (Bouncken and Fredrich, 2016; Fernandez and Chiambaretto, 2016). The risks for such opportunistic behavior create a
competitive pressure to further enhance their capability to innovate and thereby enhance their competitive advantages.

However, coopetition is a double-edged sword. Simultaneous cooperation and competition are not always a source of potential
benefits as strong tensions that can be difficult to manage could emerge (Fernandez et al., 2014; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014; Tidström,
2014). If the intensity of competition becomes too high, the partners will most likely become less willing to commit new resources,
knowledge, and skills, which will reduce the potential benefits from cooperation (Khanna et al., 1998; Padula and Dagnino, 2007).
Similarly, if the competition becomes too low, the firms might lose their vigilance. Without sufficient pressure from competition, the
likelihood for group-think and over-embeddedness increase, which might decrease managers’ attention to potential risks (Raza-Ullah,
2017). Empirical studies have shown that a balanced coopetition relationship is most beneficial for innovation; however, if co-
operation, competition, or both become too intense, the benefits decrease (Park et al., 2014; Raza-Ullah et al., 2018). To achieve
positive innovation outcomes, it is important to select a partner that enables such a balance, and therefore, it is of interest to further
explore how firms make the trade-off between risks related to the intensity of competition and the different benefits related to
cooperation.

Trade-off between benefits and risks when selecting a competitor as partner

The partner selection literature has acknowledged that conflicts and opportunistic behavior are present in alliances (Das and He,
2006; Cummings and Holmberg, 2012); however, the mainstream alliance research views competition as a threat that can be harmful
for alliance success (Gimeno, 2004; Park and Russo, 1996). Partner selection research has mainly focused on the success factors
critical for firms to effectively cooperate, including task-related criteria linked to the motives to form an alliance (Geringer, 1991),
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partner-related considerations to minimize conflict and competition and create favorable conditions for cooperation (Glaister, 1996;
Bierly and Gallagher, 2007; Das & Kumar, 2009) and learning-related criteria (Kumar and Nti, 1998; Bresman et al., 1999).

However, the coopetition research has suggested that a different perspective is needed to understand the benefits that can be
gained from coopetition. As discussed above, simultaneity and balance between competition and cooperation is needed to reap the
benefits from the combination of the two (Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Fernandez et al., 2018a, b). It is therefore valuable to determine
how the trade-off between competition and cooperation is made. Along these lines, Cummings and Holmberg (2012) argued that a
more dynamic perspective on the partner selection process is needed that enables us to understand the trade-off between different
partner selection criteria. However, few studies have studied the trade-off, and calls have been made to further explore the role of
trade-offs in entrepreneurial decision making in general (Shepherd et al., 2015), and in partner selection models in particular (Wu
and Barnes, 2011). For example, Van der Rhee et al. (2009) examined the trade-off between cost, flexibility, delivery and service
features in the supplier selection process, and Drover et al. (2014) examined the trade-off between the benefits that a Venture
Capitalist (VC) can provide, and the disadvantages and cost related to a VC's reputation for questionable ethical behavior. We believe
that similar trade-offs are made between the benefits related to cooperation and the competitive pressure related to the risks and
opportunities involved when allying with a competitor; however, this trade-off has not been studied.

In this article we raise the question about the extent to which firms are willing to increase their risks and competitive pressure to
gain access to more benefits through cooperation. Analyzing this trade-off is very important as it will provide insights into firms’ real
motivations to rely on coopetition and how much competitive pressure they can accept and must accordingly manage to gain the
benefits provided by competition. Furthermore, we argue that firm size influences this trade-off as coopetition, and its management,
have been shown to be different for small and large firms (Näsholm et al., 2018).

Specificities of coopetition strategies for small and large firms

Small and large firms both rely on coopetition strategies to innovate, although their motives are different. Small firms lack
resources and skills because of their liabilities of smallness and newness (Aldrich and Auster, 1986; Hannan and Freeman, 1984;
Stinchcombe, 1965). These factors make it difficult for them to obtain resources, capital, patents or a foothold in the market
(Blackburn, 2003). Coopetition allows small firms to develop new products by gaining access to their partner's knowledge in design,
prototyping, testing, development, and commercialization (George et al., 2001; Shu et al., 2014). While large firms may have the
resources and capabilities to develop innovations alone, coopetition can also be an attractive strategy for them. Industry dynamics
and technology trends are key drivers of coopetition with regard to large firms, especially in high-tech industries (Gnyawali and Park,
2011). In addition, because large firms have superior resources and capabilities with respect to other potential partners, they can be
attractive partners, leading other firms to offer them good cooperation opportunities (Ahuja, 2000).

Das and He (2006) argue that small entrepreneurial firms must use additional partner selection criteria to account for the risk
based on their liabilities. Small firms may be more vulnerable to the risks of coopetition, especially when interacting with larger firms
(Bae and Gargiulo, 2004; Vandaie and Zaheer, 2014; Yang et al., 2014). This imbalance generates the risk of losing control over the
relationship or becoming overly dependent on the partner (Chiambaretto, 2015; Gnyawali and Park, 2009). Established firms might
just want to absorb small firms’ innovation and expertise that makes them less attractive and more vulnerable to premature ac-
quisition or termination, and they therefore must account for such risks in their partner selection (Das and He, 2006). Finally, because
coopetition strategies require dedicated management (Bengtsson et al., 2016a, b; Le Roy and Czakon, 2016; Le Roy et al., 2018),
small firms do not always have sufficient resources to address the extra time and additional costs needed to manage their coopetitive
relationships (Granata et al., 2018; Morris et al., 2007). Instead, small firms instead must rely on heuristics and make quick decisions,
often with a lack of adequate information (Busenitz and Barney, 1997; Gigerenzer, 2008; Shepherd et al., 2015). Due to their more
extensive resources, experience, and capabilities, large firms can make more systematic evaluations and more informed decisions,
and they are better able to survive a potential failure. Although we have some knowledge regarding the benefits and risks associated
with coopetition, we do not know how small and large firms may differ in their evaluation of the benefits and risks associated with
the intensity of competition.

Trade-off between benefits and risks provided by coopetitors for innovation: size matters

In this section, we discuss how the literature suggests that small and large firms would evaluate the benefits and risks of coopeting
for innovation purposes. We start by addressing the risks related to the intensity of competition in coopetition strategies. Then,
building on several recent literature reviews of coopetition strategies (Bengtsson and Kock, 2014; Bengtsson et al., 2016a, b;
Bouncken et al., 2015; Czakon et al., 2014; Dorn et al., 2016), we identify six benefits as the most important incentives to adopt
coopetition strategies. For each of these benefits, we first explain why coopetition strategies can be particularly relevant to achieving
them, and then we suggest why these benefits can be more or less important for small or large firms, respectively. Furthermore, we
suggest that this would make small and large firms more or less willing to accept a higher intensity of competition from their
coopetitor to gain access to these benefits.

Intensity of competition
As described above, coopetition involves risks that can stem from the competitive side of the relationship becoming too strong.

Coopetition for the purpose of innovation involves the risk of potential opportunistic behavior, knowledge leakage, imitation, and
loss of competitive advantage (Fernandez et al., 2018a, b; Gnyawali and Park, 2009; Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009). These
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risks create a healthy competitive pressure that can stimulate firms to strive and improve; however, if the intensity of competition
becomes too strong, such risks might diminish the benefits that could be gained from the cooperation aspect of the relationship
(Chiambaretto et al., 2016; Ritala and Tidström, 2014). Therefore, we argue that for a given level of benefit provided, small and large
firms will accept some level of competition but avoid too excessive competition from a coopetitor, as the consequences of oppor-
tunistic behavior will be more severe.

However, it has been shown that small firms tend to have a more entrepreneurial profile and are generally less reluctant to take
risks than large firms (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Naldi et al., 2007). Furthermore, because small firms are more vulnerable to product
failures or to market uncertainty, they are more willing to rely on risky strategies such as coopetition to survive in a hostile en-
vironment (Bonel and Rocco, 2007; Lee et al., 2012; Thomason et al., 2013). Small firms are also more flexible and agile, which can
enhance their ability to navigate and manage the risks involved (Bengtsson and Johansson, 2014). Therefore, while we expect both
small and large firms to negatively value a high intensity of competition, we suggest that small firms will value this risk less
negatively than large firms and therefore are more willing to accept higher coopetition pressure. Our first hypothesis is as follows:

Hypothesis 1. Small firms are less reluctant than large firms to accept higher levels of competition to gain benefits from the
collaboration with a competitor.

Reduction in time-to-market
One important benefit that can be a motive for firms to coopete is a reduction in time-to-market (Dussauge et al., 2000; Morris

et al., 2007; Yami and Nemeh, 2014). Shortening product lifecycles forces companies to reduce time-to-market to launch their
products at the right time to earn reasonable profits during the useful lifetime of the product (Gnyawali and Park, 2009, 2011).
Coopetition might provide the benefit of reducing time-to-market through earlier access to technology and information (Castañer
et al., 2014; Nemeh, 2018; Robert et al., 2018). Furthermore, by reducing the risk of failure in the development process, coopetition
allows competing partners to decrease the number of failed attempts in the development process such that they can develop new
products more quickly (Bouncken et al., 2018). In a nutshell, Yami and Nemeh (2014) demonstrated that vertical coopetition im-
proved product quality and accelerated time-to-market.

Being able to develop and sell a product first is essential for any firm, and the time-to-market benefit is critical when selecting a
coopetitor for both small and large firms (Lieberman and Montgomery, 1988). Nevertheless, because small firms have fewer dedi-
cated resources with which to innovate, they must reach their break-even point more rapidly than large firms (Clausen and
Korneliussen, 2012; Lee et al., 2010). In addition, as small firms can dedicate fewer resources to obtain large market shares in markets
where they face larger competitors, it is even more important for them to be the first to launch a product and benefit from a
temporary monopoly (Deeds and Hill, 1996). Accordingly, we suggest that small firms will value a coopetitor that will provide them
with a short time-to-market and thus a reduced time to reach break-even more than large firms. Consequently, small firms will be
more willing to accept a higher intensity of competition with their coopetitor to reduce their time-to-market. Thus, we propose the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Small firms are more likely than large firms to cooperate with a competitor that provides a faster time-to-market.

Cost reduction
A second important benefit is the possibility of reducing costs. Coopetition improves the efficiency of resource utilization

(Chiambaretto and Fernandez, 2016; Garrette et al., 2009), allowing firms to realize economies of scale, which in turn reduces the
focal firm's overall costs (Dussauge et al., 2000). In parallel, coopetition can be used to reduce research and development costs for
new product development (Bouncken et al., 2018; Gnyawali and Park, 2011; Ritala, 2012). Finally, recent contributions have
highlighted that coopetition strategies can be implemented to reduce distribution and marketing costs (Chiambaretto et al., 2016;
Robert et al., 2018). Cost reduction is probably important for both small and large firms as R&D costs have increased significantly
over the years (Fernandez et al., 2018a, b). However, when large companies do not have the resources to finance their innovation
process, they can use their bargaining power and reputation to convince external investors or financial institutions to support them.
This use of informal power is more difficult for small firms as they are less influent than large firms (Baum et al., 2000). Thus, small
firms more than large firms must rely on partners (including competitors) to finance their innovations. Along the same lines,
Gnyawali and Park (2009) argue that R&D costs are one of the most important drivers of small firms' involvement in coopetition.
Because small firms have limited financial resources and experience difficulties in obtaining external funding, the possibility of
reducing costs is assumed to be an important driver of their reliance on coopetition strategies (Chin et al., 2008; Morris et al., 2007).
Cost reduction is crucial for small firms as it allows them to reallocate their limited resources to other projects and products
(Bumgardner et al., 2011; Gomes-Casseres, 1997). Furthermore, because of their smaller size, small firms must minimize the financial
investments associated with the development of an innovation such that they strongly value partners that offer strong cost-reduction
opportunities (Näsholm et al., 2018). Accordingly, even if both small and large firms value coopetitors that offer high cost-reduction
potential, we expect this benefit to be more important for small firms than for large firms, mainly due to their limited financial
resources. As a consequence, small firms will be more willing to accept a higher intensity of competition with their coopetitor to
reduce their costs. We thus offer the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3. Small firms are more likely than large firms to cooperate with a competitor that provides high cost-reduction
opportunities.
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Risk sharing
A third possible motive for coopetition is the ability to share the risks involved in innovation projects between coopetitors (Chin

et al., 2008; Ritala, 2012). Competitors collaborate on innovation projects to share both the risks and costs involved (Fernandez et al.,
2018a, b; Gnyawali and Park, 2011). On large projects, bearing the financial or technological risks alone is a hazardous bet for firms
that may go bankrupt if the project fails (Das and Teng, 1998; Fernandez et al., 2014; Ritala & Saino, 2014). Sharing risk is even more
critical for radical innovation projects in which no single firm has the knowledge and skills to develop the new product alone and for
which potential sales are uncertain (Bouncken et al., 2018; Fernandez et al., 2018a, b).

At the same time, large firms have significant internal resources and capabilities, which makes it easier for them to buffer
themselves against the consequences of project failure (Agarwal and Gort, 2002). In comparison, because of their lower stock of
internal resources, small firms are more vulnerable to project failure (which can actually ruin a small firm), and coopetition gives
these firms an opportunity to divide the risks in the event of failure (Freeman et al., 1983; Gomes-Casseres, 1997; Yang et al., 2014).
Considering the size of small firms, a given project will appear larger and more complex to them than to large firms. Additionally,
because of their younger age, small firms have been shown to have on-average less experience in developing innovations than large
firms such that they place greater value on the external experience offered by a coopetitor to reduce the risks of failure (Hoang &
Rothaermel, 2010). Accordingly, independent of the complexity and size of an innovation project jointly developed with a compe-
titor, we suggest that small firms will value the ability to share risks with a coopetitor more than large firms. Thus, small firms will be
more willing to accept a higher intensity of competition with their coopetitor to be able to share risk. Therefore, we develop the
following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. Small firms are more likely than large firms to cooperate with a competitor that provides high risk-sharing
opportunities.

Innovation radicalness
A fourth benefit associated with coopetition is the ability to develop an innovation by combining a firm's knowledge and tech-

nology with those of its coopetitor (Ahuja, 2000; Gomes-Casseres, 1997; Rindova et al., 2012). It is important to distinguish between
the benefits related to radical and incremental innovations (Oerlemans et al., 2013). Despite the absence of consensus on the impact
of coopetition on incremental and radical innovation (Bouncken and Kraus, 2013; Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009),
Fernandez et al. (2018a, b) have recently revealed that coopetition can be used to develop both incremental and radical innovation
but requires different organizational structures to manage the related coopetitive tensions. Such organizational structures are costly
and complex to implement, thus, we argue that only large firms can adequately manage coopetition to develop radical innovations
with competitors (Le Roy and Fernandez, 2015; Fernandez et al., 2018a, b). In contrast, smaller firms do not have sufficient resources
to develop the coopetition capabilities necessary to manage coopetitive radical innovations (Bengtsson et al., 2016, in press). Fur-
thermore, radical innovations tend to be more risky than incremental ones such that a failure has a greater chance of leading a small
firm to bankruptcy than it will a large firm (Lee et al., 2012). Therefore, while we expect small and large firms to positively value the
potential for increased innovation radicalness provided by a competitor, we suggest that small firms will value this benefit less than
large firms, because small firms are more vulnerable to failures and because they do not have sufficient resources to develop the
capabilities necessary to manage radical innovation projects in coopetition (Granata et al., 2018; Le Roy and Czakon, 2016). This
makes small firms less willing to accept a higher intensity of competition with their coopetitor to develop more radical innovations.
We thus state the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5. Small firms are less likely than large firms to cooperate with a competitor that provides increased innovation
radicalness.

Learning opportunities
A fifth potential benefit is the learning opportunities provided by coopetition for innovation. Learning opportunities are parti-

cularly achievable in coopetition because partners’ resources and knowledge are simultaneously similar (possible to understand) and
complementary (providing new knowledge) (Baumard, 2010; Fernandez and Chiambaretto, 2016; Dussauge et al., 2000). Thus, when
a firm decides to collaborate with a competitor, it will also consider the learning opportunities offered by that competitor, especially
if the focal firm has developed its absorptive capacity (Chiambaretto et al., 2019; Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013).

However small and large firms value these learning opportunities differently. First, because small firms have fewer resources and
abilities to develop new knowledge internally than large firms, they rely extensively on their collaborations to absorb new knowledge
from their partners (Balestrin et al., 2008; Howard et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2010). By contrast, large firms can use their financial and
human resources to develop new knowledge internally more easily and depend less on external knowledge (Grigoriou and
Rothaermel, 2017; Wuyts and Dutta, 2014). Second, because small firms are usually less experienced than large firms, it is more
difficult for them to build upon their own experience to develop innovations and enter new markets (Hoang & Rothaermel, 2010;
Chiambaretto and Wassmer, 2019), thus, they try to learn as much as they can from their partnerships to compensate for their
liability of newness (Rindova et al., 2012). Consequently, we argue that learning opportunities are more valued by small firms than
by large firms. Accordingly, we expect that small firms will be more willing to accept a higher intensity of competition with their
coopetitor to gain access to more learning opportunities. We thus propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 6. Small firms are more likely than large firms to cooperate with a competitor that provides high learning opportunities.
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Access to strategic resources
The final benefit to discuss is that in a coopetitive partnership, firms can gain access to resources of strategic importance through

their coopetitor. Firms can use coopetition to gain access to resources they do not own internally (Bengtsson and Kock, 2000;
Chiambaretto and Dumez, 2016). These external resources are essential for firms’ value creation and growth (Chiambaretto and
Wassmer, 2019; Gulati, 2007; Srivastava and Gnyawali, 2011). Among various potential partners, direct competitors are more likely
to offer resources that are similar and that can be easily combined to develop innovations (Das & Teng, 2000a, 2000b; Mitsuhashi and
Greve, 2009). As a consequence, for both small and large firms, coopetition represents a relevant option to gain access to strategic
resources, especially in an innovation context.

Nevertheless, because small firms have more limited internal resources than large firms, their development and growth require
more regular access to external strategic resources (Baum et al., 2000; Gomes-Casseres, 1997; Rindova et al., 2012). More precisely,
small firms can use the strategic resources of their competitors to complement their own limited stock of resources and develop
innovations (Lechner et al., 2016; Morris et al., 2007; Näsholm et al., 2018). In contrast, large firms will tend to rely more on their
own resources to maintain their competitive advantage and will be less dependent upon a coopetitor's resources (Chiambaretto and
Wassmer, 2019; Sirmon et al., 2011). Consequently, we argue that access to a coopetitor's strategic resources is more crucial for small
firms than for large firms, which can rely more on their own resources to sustain their growth. We suggest that small firms will value a
coopetitor that provides access to strategically important resources more than large firms and that small firms will be willing to
accept a higher intensity of competition with their coopetitor to gain access to such resources. We thus establish the following
hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7. Small firms are more likely than large firms to cooperate with a competitor that provides access to important strategic
resources.

To investigate the similarities and differences between small and large firms’ evaluation of the risk and benefits of coopetitive
partnerships and to test our hypotheses, we apply an experimental research design based on a CBC analysis.

Method

An experimental research design based on a choice-based conjoint analysis

In recent years, an increasing number of contributions have relied on experimental methods in strategic management and in the
entrepreneurship literature to understand firms' decisions (Chatterji et al., 2016; Kraus et al., 2016b, 2018; Hsu et al., 2017). The
purpose of these studies is not to study real or actual choices but the preferences or intentions of firms that are revealed by the
experiment.1 Building on Gnyawali and Song’s (2016) call for more rigorous methods (such as experiments) to investigate coopetition
strategies, we implement an experimental research design—more specifically, a conjoint analysis (CA)—to answer our research
question.

CA accounts for approximately half of the experimental methods used in entrepreneurship and strategic management (Hsu et al.,
2017; Lohrke et al., 2010). CA is a within-subject design in which the same individual responds to all treatments and serves as his own
control (such that a control group with a random assignment is not needed). CA can be classified as a “decompositional” method as it
aims to partition the participants' decisions into underlying preference structures and decision rules (Lohrke et al., 2010). Experi-
ments, particularly those using CA, collect data on managers’ assessments and preferences as they are being made (Shepherd and
Zacharakis, 2000).

Various types of CA have been used in the entrepreneurship and strategic management field; however, metric CA is the most
common method. The participants in these analyses face a given profile or situation with different attributes and are asked to rank or
grade these attributes using a Likert scale. However, this method has some drawbacks, and several recent contributions (Eggers et al.,
2016; Kraus et al., 2015, 2016b; Mensching et al., 2016) in the field have highlighted that CBC and adaptive conjoint analysis (ACA)
are more relevant for capturing managers’ decision-making processes. Eggers et al. (2016) explain that analyzing choices made
among different profiles instead of rating different attributes within the profiles is more relevant because managers actually make
choices, thereby revealing their preferences for different attributes. Furthermore, by using choice tasks with different alternatives
from which to choose, CBC analysis adequately considers the effect of competition between alternative options. This requires the
participants to consider trade-offs to actually decide which partner to choose, whereas this choice is not required when participants
rate options within one alternative separately from other alternatives (Mensching et al., 2016). By using a CBC experiment, we
account for the fact that partner selection can be seen as a multidimensional decision process that requires a joint assessment of
multiple criteria (in our case, the benefits and risks associated with a coopetitor for innovation).

1 These contributions are in line with the previous research that argues that intentions can be used as a proxy for behavior. For example, studies on
the so-called “intention-behavior gap” have shown that half of the people who intended to perform a certain behavior actually performed the
behavior, while the other half did not for reasons such as lack of control over the behavior (Sheeran, 2002). However, despite the limitations
stemming from this intention-behavior gap, the predictive ability of intention has been shown to be higher than many other indicators.
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Attributes and coopetitor profiles

In CBC analyses, full profiles must be displayed, including all attributes. For example, a product or service is described by a set of
attribute levels, and the participants are asked about their interest in these “complete” products or services (McCullough, 2002). The
results are based on the trade-off between the chosen attributes that can be detected from a respondent's choices of one alternative
over another. Selecting the right attributes is thus essential, as presenting more than six or seven attributes is not recommended
(Green and Srinivasan, 1990; McCullough, 2002). Attributes should be selected based on the likelihood that they affect a respondent's
choice; therefore, we chose attributes that have been identified in the previous research. The levels assigned to each attribute should
reflect the different situations that the participants might expect to face in real life (Van Gils and Zwart, 2009).

Accordingly, to analyze partner selection related to coopetition for innovation, we had to characterize potential coopetitors using
a set of attributes that were relevant to that type of situation and describe them in terms of levels. The following seven attributes were
identified based on the above-described research investigating the benefits and risks of cooperating with competitors: (1) intensity of
competition with the partner, (2) time-to-market provided by the partner, (3) degree of innovation novelty reached in collaboration
with the partner, (4) level of risk assumed by the partner, (5) cost reduction allowed by the partner, (6) learning opportunities from
the partner, and (7) strategic importance of resources accessed through the partner. Table 1 describes these different attributes and
each of their levels; it also displays the text provided to the managers for the experiment. Finally, it is important to note that choice-
based CA does not integrate control variables in the estimated models (Hsu et al., 2017).

Decision situation and experimental design

Considering the total number of attributes and attribute levels, 1458 different potential coopetitor profiles must be compared.
Comparing pairs of coopetitors, these 1458 profiles would require asking each manager to make 1,062,153 choices. This task would
have been impossible for the participants to complete, and, therefore, we used XLStat to generate a simpler design that is D-optimal.
D-optimal designs are the result of an optimization that consists of maximizing the determinant of the information matrix. Thus, this
algorithm aims to maximize the quantity of information that can be extracted from the experiment. Several iterations are made by the
algorithm until the highest Log(Determinant) is obtained. We used this design is our experiment/data collection. In our case, the D-

Table 1
Attributes and levels describing potential partners for the conjoint analysis.

Attributes Levels Text shown to the participants

Intensity of competition with the partner Low
Medium
High

The intensity of competition with the partner means that the higher the level of
competition, the greater the potential opportunism risks related to cooperation. If the
intensity of competition with the partner is high, this means that you are largely selling the
same products, are active in the same market and are competing for the same customers,
which means that there is a risk of opportunism and that the partner can use the benefits of
cooperation to compete with you. The situation is reversed if the intensity of competition
with the partner is low. If the level of competition is medium, then you are partly in the
same markets, selling the same products and feel that there is a moderate risk that your
partner will act opportunistically.

Time-to-market provided by the partner Slow
Normal
Fast

Depending on your selected partner, it will take more or less time for you to bring the result
of the cooperation to market. The time frame should be related to the time it would usually
take to launch new products/services in your markets. This option is called normal. Slow
means that it takes longer than usual, while fast means it takes less time than usual.

Degree of innovation novelty reached with this
partner

Incremental
Radical

A radical innovation refers to a product/service that is new to the market or uses
completely new technology. An incremental innovation refers to an existing product or
service that has been further developed or improved.

Level of risk assumed by the partner Less than half
Half
More than half

The way in which the risk of a possible failure of the development of innovation is divided
between your company and the partner may vary. If you share the risk equally, it is half. If
your partner takes on over 50% of the project's risk, it is more than half, and if your firm
takes on more of the risk, the partner will take less than half.

Cost reduction allowed by the partner Low
Medium
High

If the collaboration means that your costs for the innovation are greatly reduced, the cost
reduction is high. If the level of cost reduction cannot be considered strong but is still
significant, it is regarded asmedium. If the costs of innovation do not decrease significantly
as a result of the collaboration, the cost reduction is low.

Learning opportunities from the partner Low
Medium
High

By working with a partner, your company can learn things that you may find useful in other
contexts. This opportunity to develop new useful knowledge and skills from cooperating
with a partner can be low, medium or high.

Strategic importance of resources accessed
through the partner

Low
Medium
High

One reason to work with a partner on an innovation project is to gain access to the partner's
resources (such as technological expertise, market knowledge or equipment) for the
innovation. If you need substantial resources and they are difficult to develop by yourself,
the strategic importance of these resources can be categorized as high. If you need
somewhat substantial resources and they are relatively difficult to develop, the strategic
importance is medium. If the resources are something you can easily develop or replace,
the resource's strategic importance is low.
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optimal design yielded 15 profiles and 20 choices to be made (each choice being between 2 profiles).2

To participate in this experimental research design, the participants were first provided with a short description of the decision
situation and the different attributes. The instructions asked the participants to imagine that their firm had decided to cooperate with
a competitor to develop a new product or service. We then explained that they had not yet chosen a competitor with which to ally and
that the experiment would be about understanding their choice of competitor-partner. The following text was then provided: “The
circumstances of your firm and the industry are the same as your current situation. The innovation project concerns the development of a
product or service that would be relevant to your firm.” Subsequently, the managers were presented with coopetitor profiles, each
representing a choice of coopetitor for the innovation project. An example of a choice is provided in Table 2. All managers were
offered the same 20 choices (each choice was to be made between 2 profiles drawn among the 15 profiles generated by the D-optimal
design). These choices were then used for the analysis.

Analysis and estimations

To assess the relative importance of the different attributes (and levels) in partner selection using a CBC analysis design, we relied
on a multinomial logit (MNL) model (Islam et al., 2007; Louviere et al., 2000). In this case, our dependent variable was the coopetitor
chosen, while the independent variables were the coopetitor's attributes. The CBC analysis was structured around the idea that the
coopetitor chosen by the focal firm would be the one that provides the highest level of utility. In a general choice context, we assumed
that the overall utility V is a linear combination of the part-worth (or partial) utilities β of the attribute X and other product attributes
Y (Eggers et al., 2016). The estimated part-worth utilities β indicate the attribute's effect (for a given level) on the utility associated
with a coopetitor with these characteristics and, consequently, how this utility affects the probability of choosing this type of coo-
petitor. For each attribute, one of the levels was set as a “reference level” such that its utility was set at 0. For this attribute, the
remaining estimated part-worth utilities β were thus comparisons with the “reference level,” which allowed us to assess the addi-
tional utility provided by a change from one reference level to another reference level. To estimate the coefficients, we relied on the
Maximum Likelihood Estimation, which is particularly relevant for investigating decisions at the individual level (Frischknecht et al.,
2014). More precisely, we used the Newton-Raphson iterative method to estimate the parameters. After each iteration, the log-
likelihood is calculated such that the iterations are continued until the maximum number of iterations is reached or the log-likelihood
no longer increases. Once the part-worth utilities were estimated, two additional analyses were required.

First, we needed to assess the weight of a specific attribute in the decision process. In other words, we sought to measure the
relative contribution of a given attribute in the decision process (Kraus et al., 2015). We evaluated the importance of an attribute by
dividing the maximum difference of partial utility of the variable by the sum of maximum differences of the partial utilities for every
variable. Second, we converted the relative utilities of two levels of the same attribute into another variable to highlight a potential
trade-off (Chiambaretto et al., 2013). Because we focused our attention on the willingness to coopete, we converted the partial
utilities of “intensity of competition with the partner.” The goal of this conversion was to be able to state the following: “For attribute
A, to switch from level a1 to level a2, I am willing to change the intensity of competition of my coopetitor by X points.”

Sample selection and data collection

Following the recommendations of Kraus et al. (2016) and Hsu et al. (2017) regarding sample selection, we wanted our re-
spondents to be representative of the population studied as follows: entrepreneurs and managers working at firms involved in
innovative activities. Thus, our dataset was constructed based on a list of 786 innovative Swedish firms with between 50 and 1000
employees and with patents. These firms were extracted from the Amadeus database edited by Bureau Van Dijk. Using the contact
information from the database, the firms were contacted by telephone, and the purpose of the study was explained. Of the phone

Table 2
Example of choice faced by a manager in the experiment.

Partner alternative 1 Partner alternative 2

Intensity of competition with the partner Low High
Time-to-market provided by the partner Slow Normal
Degree of innovation novelty reached with the partner Radical Radical
Level of risk assumed by the partner Half More than half
Cost reduction allowed by the partner Low Low
Learning opportunities from the partner Low High
Strategic importance of resources accessed through the partner High Medium

2 D-optimal designs are relevant as they consider potential constraints (such as forbidden pairs or forbidden factor combinations) while mini-
mizing the number of trials or resources to collect information. As a consequence, D-optimal designs are increasingly used in conjoint analyses
(Kessels et al., 2006; Vermeulen et al., 2008; Goos et al., 2010). Simultaneously, the criteria of balance, orthogonality and minimum overlap are not
always met in D-optimal designs. However, it appears that these criteria are far less important because the D-optimal design aims to extract as much
information as possible from the experiment (and thus, the goals targeted by the criteria of balance, orthogonality and minimum overlap are already
encompassed in its design).

P. Chiambaretto, et al. Long Range Planning xxx (xxxx) xxx–xxx

9



numbers on the list, 47 were invalid and an additional 92 firms could not be reached. We asked to speak to someone with insight into
the firm's innovation or research work; then, to minimize the lack of external validity of our data collection, we asked how partners
were selected and how alliances were made (Choi and Shepherd, 2004). The most frequent participants were R&D managers. There
were also some CEOs, marketing directors, and other managers, including business unit managers and technical, administrative and
sales/purchasing managers. Out of the 647 firms contacted, 206 (31%) declined to participate, usually due to a lack of time or the
principle of not participating in studies. More than half of the firms that declined to participate or felt that they were not qualified to
answer stated that they did not have any innovation/R&D activities, their innovation competencies were located abroad, or they did
not cooperate to achieve innovation. We asked those that responded in the affirmative to participate in the study and sent them an
email with information about the study, a guide describing the experiment and an explanation of the attributes, along with a link to
the experiment. In total, 441 agreed to receive the email. However, of the emails sent, 39 bounced, which means that 402 had the
opportunity to answer. We were able to collect responses from 70 managers/entrepreneurs, nine of which were incomplete. Ulti-
mately, the study resulted in responses from 61 mangers/entrepreneurs, representing a 9.4% response rate (in terms of firms initially
contacted) and a 15.2% response rate (in terms of firms that had the opportunity to complete the experiment). Considering that each
manager had to make 20 choices, we were able to collect data based on 1220 partner selection decisions. These decisions are our unit
of analysis in our investigation. With 1220 decisions investigated (made by 61 participants), our sample size is similar to that in other
studies using CA (Choi and Shepherd, 2004; Drover et al., 2014; Eggers et al., 2016; Kraus et al., 2015; Lohrke et al., 2010; Wood &
Williams, 2014).3 We divided our sample into two subsamples, i.e., one subsample with decisions made by “small firms” and one
subsample with decisions made by “large firms,” as we sought to highlight the specificities of the benefits and risks valued by small
and large firms coopeting for innovation. Based on traditional indicators such as the number of employees, we categorized firms with
fewer than 250 employees as small firms, whereas the remaining firms were considered large (Ahire and Golhar, 1996; Ayyagari
et al., 2007; McAdam and Reid, 2001). In our entire sample, 41 firms (67.2% of the respondents) had fewer than 250 employees and
were classified as small firms, while the remaining 20 firms (32.8% of the respondents) were categorized as large firms. Accordingly,
we obtained the following two subsamples: the first subsample included 820 partner selection decisions made by small firms
(n = 820), while the second subsample encompasses 400 partner selection decisions made by large firms (n = 400). To ensure that
these two subsamples are large enough, we calculated their statistical power (associated with our research design). We find a
statistical power larger than 0.98 for the subsample of decisions made by small firms, and power equal to 0.79 for the subsample of
decisions made by large firms, which is consistent with the standards required in research articles (Faul et al., 2009).

Finally, regarding the firms’ alliance experiences, the average number of alliances managed was 6.35 (s.d. = 10.38). In total, 22
firms (36.1% of the respondents) declared that they spent less than 2.5% of their budget on R&D, 34 firms (55.8% of the respondents)
invested between 2.5% and 7% of their budget in R&D, and 5 firms (8.1% of the respondents) invested more than 7% of their budget
in R&D. However, our total sample was dominated by small firms, whose R&D activities could be difficult to identify as they are often
conducted informally or outside dedicated units (Muscio, 2007).

Analysis

Analysis of partial utilities

The partial (or part-worth) utilities associated with each attribute and level are detailed in Table 3. As we explained earlier, the
coefficient β indicates the attribute's effect on the utility associated with a coopetitor having these characteristics and thus how this
utility affects the probability of choosing this type of coopetitor. For each attribute, we set the value of the coefficient β to 0 for one of
the levels. For a given level, if the coefficient β is positive, it means that this specific level increases the likelihood of selecting a
coopetitor with this level (compared to a coopetitor having the reference level for this attribute). In contrast, if the coefficient β is
negative, a coopetitor that has this level for this given attribute has a lower chance of being selected (compared to a coopetitor that
has the reference level for this attribute). Finally, the last two columns of Table 3 indicate the value of the Welsch-t statistic and the p-
value for comparison of the coefficients of decisions made by small and large firms. In addition to Table 3, Fig. 1 provides a graphical
illustration of the similarities and differences between small and large firms' decisions regarding each attribute.

In Table 3, we first consider the attribute “Intensity of competition with the partner.” The reference level is set at “Low.” Focusing
on small firms, we note that the coefficient for the level “High” is negative and significantly different from zero (β = −1.168,
p < 0.001). This result indicates that when coopeting, small firms are more likely to prefer a coopetitor with a lower intensity of
competition. Regarding large firms, we show that the coefficient for the level “High” is negative and significantly different from zero
(β = −1.396, p < 0.001). Comparing small and large firms, we show that the difference between the two values is positive and
significantly different from zero (Welsch-t = 20.324, p < 0.001). This means that smaller firms, when selecting a competitor as a
partner, are less negatively affected by a high level of competition with that coopetitor than large firms. This provides support for
Hypothesis 1.

Then, we consider the coefficients for the attribute “Time-to-market provided by the partner.” The reference level is set at “Slow.”
For small firms, we note that the coefficient for the level “Fast” is positive and significantly different from zero (β = 0.815,
p = 0.002). This result confirms that when coopeting, small firms are more likely to cooperate with a coopetitor that provides faster

3 Most studies published in top-tier journals using CA with respondents that are managers or entrepreneurs have a sample size with the following
characteristics: number of respondents between 50 and 120 and number of decisions between 330 and 1800.
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time-to-market. For large firms, we observe that the coefficient for the level “Fast” is also positive and significantly different from
zero (β = 1.075, p < 0.001). Therefore, large firms also prefer a coopetitor that provides a faster time-to-market. Finally, when
comparing the values of the coefficients for small and large firms, we note that the difference between the two values is significantly
different from zero (Welsch-t = −12.170, p < 0.001); however, contrary to our expectation, it is negative. This means that large
firms place greater value on a coopetitor that provides faster time-to-market than smaller firms. We therefore reject Hypothesis 2.

Continuing with the attribute “Cost reduction allowed by the partner,” the reference level is set at “Low.” For small firms, we
reveal that the coefficient for the level “High” is positive and significantly different from zero (β = 0.888, p < 0.001). This result
suggests that when coopeting, small firms are more likely to cooperate with a coopetitor that provides higher cost-reduction op-
portunities. For large firms, we show that the coefficient for the level “High” is positive and significantly different from zero
(β = 0.927, p = 0.001). Regarding the comparison between small and large firms, we note that the difference between the two
values is not only significantly different from zero (Welsch-t = −2.534, p = 0.011) but also negative. This result means that large
firms value coopetitors that provide high cost-reduction opportunities more than smaller firms. We therefore reject Hypothesis 3.

Regarding the attribute “Level of risk assumed by the partner,” the reference level is set at “Less than half.” For small firms, we
show that the coefficient for the level “More than half” is positive and significantly different from zero (β = 0.564, p < 0.001). We
can thus conclude that when coopeting, small firms are more likely to cooperate with a coopetitor that provides higher risk-sharing
opportunities. With respect to large firms, we also note that the coefficient for the level “More than half” is positive and significantly
different from zero (β = 0.509, p = 0.021), confirming the same preferences for large firms. Comparing small and large firms, we
note that the difference between the two values is positive and significantly different from zero (Welsch-t = 4.553, p < 0.001). This
result means that smaller firms value risk-sharing opportunities more than larger firms, which provides support for Hypothesis 4.

Concerning the attribute “Degree of innovation novelty reached with this partner,” the reference level is set at “Incremental.” For
small firms, we observe that the coefficient for the level “Radical” is positive but not significantly different from zero (β = 0.214,

Table 3
Partial utilities of partner selection decisions made by small and large firms.

Dependent variable Partner selected

Decisions made by small firms Decisions made by large firms Small versus large firms

Attributes and levels β Standard error Pr > Khi2 β Standard error Pr > Khi2 Welsch-t P-value

Intensity of competition with the partner
Low 0 0
Medium −0.186 0.155 0.229 −0.661 *** 0.224 0.003 38.181 < 0.001
High −1.168 *** 0.138 < 0.001 −1.396 *** 0.202 < 0.0001 20.324 < 0.001

Time-to-market provided by the partner
Slow 0 0
Medium 0.564 *** 0.154 < 0.001 0.648 *** 0.218 0.003 −6.895 < 0.001
Fast 0.815 *** 0.265 0.002 1.075 *** 0.385 0.005 −12.170 < 0.001

Degree of innovation novelty reached with this partner
Incremental 0 0
Radical 0.214 0.159 0.179 0.461 ** 0.226 0.041 −19.60 < 0.001

Level of risk assumed by the partner
Less than half 0 0
Half 0.313 * 0.185 0.091 0.452 * 0.260 0.082 −9.594 < 0.001
More than half 0.564 *** 0.154 < 0.001 0.509 ** 0.220 0.021 4.553 < 0.001

Cost reduction allowed by the partner
Low 0 0
Medium 0.639 *** 0.208 0.002 0.750 ** 0.311 0.016 −6.505 < 0.001
High 0.888 *** 0.199 < 0.001 0.927 *** 0.277 0.001 −2.534 0.011

Learning opportunities from the partner
Low 0 0
Medium 0.126 0.197 0.523 0.100 0.278 0.720 1.707 0.088
High 0.866 *** 0.166 < 0.001 0.819 *** 0.236 0.001 3.567 < 0.001

Strategic importance of resources accessed through the partner
Low 0 0
Medium −0.046 0.165 0.781 0.031 0.250 0.901 −5.578 < 0.001
High −0.484 * 0.287 0.092 −0.067 0.426 0.874 −17.668 < 0.001

Number of observations 820 400
R2 (Nagelkerke) 0.175 0.177

*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01.
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p = 0.179). Consequently, we cannot say that small firms are more likely to cooperate with a coopetitor that provides higher
innovation radicalness opportunities. In contrast, for large firms, we note that the coefficient for the level “Radical” is positive and
significantly different from zero (β = 0.461, p = 0.041). Accordingly, we can confirm that large firms prefer coopetitors that provide
higher innovation radicalness opportunities. Comparing small and large firms, we show that the difference between the two values is
negative and significantly different from zero (Welsch-t = −19.60, p < 0.001). This means that small firms value a coopetitor that
provides high innovation radicalness opportunities less than large firms, which provides support for Hypothesis 5.

Shifting to the attribute “Learning opportunities provided by the partner,” the reference level is set at “Low.” Focusing on small
firms, we note that the coefficient for the level “High” is positive and significantly different from zero (β = 0.866, p < 0.001). We
can therefore say that when coopeting, small firms are more likely to cooperate with a coopetitor that provides more learning
opportunities. In parallel, for large firms, we note that the coefficient for the level “High” is positive and significantly different from
zero (β = 0.819, p < 0.041), suggesting that the same preference is observed for large firms. Analyzing potential differences
between small and large firms, we show that the difference between the two values is positive and significantly different from zero
(Welsch-t = 3.567, p < 0.001). This means that smaller firms value a coopetitor that provides significant learning opportunities
more than large firms. We therefore find support for Hypothesis 6.

Concerning the attribute “Strategic importance of resources accessed through the partner,” the reference level is set at “Low.”
Focusing on small firms, we note that the coefficient for the level “High” is negative and significantly different from zero
(β = −0.484, p = 0.092). This surprising result suggests that when coopeting, small firms prefer cooperating with a competitor
whose resources are not too strategic. For large firms, the results are also indeterminate because the coefficient for the level “High” is
not significantly different from zero (β = −0.067, p = 0.874). Comparing small and large firms, we show that the difference
between the two values is negative and significantly different from zero (Welsch-t = −17.668, p < 0.001). This means that smaller
firms value a coopetitor that provides access to highly strategic resources less than large firms. We therefore reject Hypothesis 7.

The relative importance of coopetitor attributes

We also want to measure the relative contribution of the different attributes to the partner selection process. To do so, we divide
the maximum difference of the partial utility of a variable by the sum of the maximum differences of the partial utilities for every
variable. The relative importance of an attribute is always a positive number such that even for an attribute that contributes ne-
gatively to the attractiveness of a potential coopetitor (i.e., it reduces the likelihood of choosing this coopetitor), its value will still be
positive. This operation yields the information presented in Table 4 and in Fig. 2. The pie charts in Fig. 2 represent the weight of each
attribute in the partner selection decision.

First, the attribute intensity of competition with the partner is the most important attribute in the partner selection process for both
small and large firms. This attribute accounts for more than 26% of the utility variation in partner selection for large firms and more
than 23% for small firms, indicating that small firms are less reluctant than large firms to coopete. The strong importance of this
attribute for both small and large firms can be explained by the fact that it is the only attribute in our experimental design that
measures the risks provided by a coopetitor. However, small and large firms differ significantly with respect to the rest of the
attributes.

Fig. 1. Partial utilities associated with different coopetitors' attributes for small and large firms.
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For small firms, we observe three attributes that make very similar contributions to the decision process: Cost reduction allowed by
the partner (17.77%), Learning opportunities from the partner (17.32%) and Time-to-market provided by the partner (16.30%). In the
previous empirical studies, these three attributes are quite common motives for selecting a coopetitor with which to innovate.
Together, these three attributes account for more than 50% of the utility variation in the partner selection process. The following two
additional attributes have a higher level of importance of close to 10%: Level of risk assumed by the partner (11.30%) and Strategic
importance of resources accessed through the partner (9.67%). Finally, the remaining attribute is the Degree of innovation novelty reached
with this partner (5.31%).

For large firms, the importance of the attributes is very different and reveals their priorities. A key attribute for them appears to be
Time-to-market provided by the partner, which accounts for 20.34% of the utility variation. The two following attributes have values
close to 15%: Cost reduction allowed by the partner (17.55%) and Learning opportunities from the partner (15.49%). Another set of three
attributes with values close to 10% are to be taken into account: Level of risk assumed by the partner (9.26%) and Degree of innovation
novelty reached with the partner (8.72%). Finally, the following attribute makes a marginal contribution to the partner selection
process: Strategic importance of resources accessed through the partner (1.86%).

Measurement of willingness to coopete

One of the benefits of the CBC analysis is its ability to highlight the trade-off between the various attributes that characterize the
coopetitor (Lohrke et al., 2010; Mensching et al., 2016). By converting the relative utilities of two levels of the same attribute into
another variable, we can investigate the trade-off between the additional risks created by a higher intensity of competition with a
given coopetitor and the benefits that can be obtained through the agreement with that specific coopetitor. We focus our attention on
the willingness to coopete and convert our partial utilities into “intensity of competition with the partner.” To do so, we follow the

Table 4
Relative importance of partner's attributes in the partner selection decisions made by small and large firms.

Attributes Importance

Small firms Large firms

Intensity of competition with the partner 23.367% 26.411%
Time-to-market provided by the partner 16.298% 20.342%
Degree of innovation novelty reached with this partner 4.287% 8.719%
Level of risk assumed by the partner 11.289% 9.263%
Cost reduction allowed by the partner 17.765% 17.547%
Learning opportunities from the partner 17.319% 15.494%
Strategic importance of resources accessed through the partner 9.674% 1.864%
Total 100% 100%

Fig. 2. Relative importance of coopetitors' attributes in the partner selection decision for small and large firms.
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steps below for the two samples of small and large firms (we use the sample of small firms as our example when describing the steps).

(1) For the variable intensity of competition with the partner, we take the maximum and minimum partial utility values. The highest
value is reached for “Low” (β = 0), and the lowest value is reached for “High” (β = -1.168). Consequently, the range in terms of
partial utility variation for the attribute “intensity of competition with the partner” is 1.168 (=0- (−1.168)).

(2) We state that intensity of competition with the partner can be measured on a scale from 1 to 100. A rating of 1 on this scale for a
potential coopetitor means that the intensity of competition of this potential coopetitor with the focal firm is very low (β = 0). In
contrast, when a coopetitor is rated 100 on this scale, the intensity of competition of this potential coopetitor with the focal firm is
very high (β = -1.168). Thus, by considering the range in terms of the partial utility variation we calculated above, we can
convert partial utilities into points on this scale of competition (from 1 to 100). More precisely, we can say that when a coopetitor
sees its “intensity of competition” grade change from N to N+1 (on a scale from 1 to 100), it generates a loss of utility for the
focal firm of 0.0118 units (=1.168/(100-1)).

(3) Knowing this conversion rule (from partial utilities to “intensity of competition”), we can measure the trade-offs between a given
benefit and the intensity of competition. For each attribute and level, we have observed partial utility variations. Consequently,
we can convert them and measure them on the intensity of competition scale. Using the example of the attribute time-to-market, a
coopetitor offering the possibility of creating a project with a fast time-to-market will be associated with a partial utility
β = 0.815. In contrast, a coopetitor offering a slow time-to-market will generate a partial utility β = 0. In other words, all else
being equal, switching from a coopetitor that offers a slow time-to-market to a coopetitor that offers a fast time-to-market
generates a gain of 0.815 units of utility. To highlight the trade-off between the different attributes, we must analyze coopetitors
based on a fixed level of utility. Stated differently, the utility gain in terms of time-to-market must be compensated by the same
level of utility loss on another attribute. In our case, the other attribute is the intensity of competition with the partner. Because
improving time-to-market generates a gain of 0.815 utility units, we must lose 0.815 utility units on the “intensity of competition”
attribute. Knowing that a reduction of 1 utility unit implies an increase of 84.75 (=1/0.0118) points on the intensity of com-
petition scale, we can say that to compensate for the gain of 0.815 utility units, the focal firm is willing to cooperate with a firm
that is 69.04 (=0.815/0.0118) points higher on the competition scale than initially planned by the focal firm. We can thus state
that, ceteris paribus, to change the level of time-to-market associated with the coopetitor from slow to fast, the focal firm is willing
to increase the intensity of competition of its coopetitor by 69.04 points (on a scale from 1 to 100).

(4) We then apply the same reasoning to all the other attributes. This yields the results in Table 5 for small and large firms, also
illustrated in Fig. 3. The values in Table 5 can be read as follows: Ceteris paribus, to change the level of time-to-market associated
with the coopetitor from slow to fast, a small firm is willing to increase the intensity of competition of its coopetitor by 69.04
points.

We find that small and large firms present very different profiles in terms of willingness to coopete.4 We show that small firms are
quite willing to coopete if it allows them to either reduce their costs (+75.25 pts) or learn from the coopetitor (+73.36 pts).
Developing products faster (+69.04 pts) and sharing risks with a coopetitor (+47.82 pts) are also benefits that make small firms
willing to accept higher levels of competition. Furthermore, being able to develop radical innovation with a coopetitor (+18.16 pts)
is less valued by small firms. Finally, and paradoxically, having access to strategic resources is a negative point for small firms, which
requires a reduction of the level of competition with the target coopetitor (−40.98 pts).

Table 5
Measurement of the willingness to coopete to access additional benefits for small and large firms.

Attribute and level variation Number of additional points on the “intensity of competition” scale accepted by the focal firm
to change the level of the attribute

For small firms For large firms

Time-to-market provided by the partner (from slow to fast) +69.04 +91.09
Degree of innovation novelty reached with this partner (from

incremental to radical)
+18.16 +39.04

Level of risk assumed by the partner (from less than half to more
than half)

+47.82 +43.09

Cost reduction allowed by the partner (from low to high) +75.25 +78.58
Learning opportunities from the partner (from low to high) +73.36 +69.38
Strategic importance of resources accessed through the partner

(from low to high)
−40.98 −5.71

4 The conversion leading to the measure of the “willingness to coopete” was performed using the “intensity of competition” attribute as a
reference. Accordingly, in Table 5 and Fig. 3, only the six remaining attributes are listed and converted to be able to measure the number of
additional points on the “intensity of competition” scale accepted by the focal firm to change the level of a given attribute (from low to high, for
instance). Thus, the “intensity of competition” attribute does not appear in Table 5 and Fig. 3. The order of the remaining attributes remains the
same as in Table 4.
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Focusing on large firms, the most important attribute for them is the ability to reduce the time-to-market (+91.09 pts); however,
they also value the cost-reduction potential provided by a coopetitor (+78.58 pts) and the learning opportunities that stem from the
coopetitive relationship (+69.38 pts). To a lesser extent, large firms value the ability of a coopetitor to share risks (+43.09 pts) and
to develop more radical innovations (+39.04 pts). However, similar to small firms, to access strategic resources, large firms require a
reduction (but to a much lower extent than small firms) in the level of competition with the target coopetitor (−5.71 pts).

Discussion and concluding remarks

Interpretation of the findings

The valuation and importance of coopetitors’ attributes by small and large firms
Our analysis confirms that many of the benefits that have previously been identified in the literature on the drivers of coopetition

strategies are highly valued by small firms (Table 3 and Fig. 1). However, in contrast to our expectation, small firms do not value the
ability to develop more radical innovations as highly as large firms do, and they even place negative value on gaining access to the
strategic resources of a coopetitor. Regarding innovation radicalness, we expected small firms to highly value the benefit, although
the necessary management of coopetition to develop radical innovations is complex and costly (Fernandez et al., 2018a, b; Granata
et al., 2018; Le Roy and Czakon, 2016). Our results indicate that such joint projects might be too difficult to implement for small
firms. Furthermore, small firms evaluate the possibility of gaining access to strategic resources through coopetition as negative for
them, although they usually see alliances and coopetition as a way to obtain access to resources that they lack internally (Gomes-
Casseres, 1997; Yang et al., 2014). One possible explanation would be that gaining access to strategic resources through a coopetitor
would place them in a vulnerable situation as they can become highly dependent upon a larger coopetitor's resources (Baumard,
2018; Hora et al., 2018) or become locked into the partners' structure (Bengtsson and Johansson, 2014). With regard to the im-
portance placed by small firms on the different attributes (Table 4 and Fig. 2), we show that the most important attribute is intensity
of competition, followed by cost reduction and learning opportunities. The ability to develop products more rapidly and the op-
portunity to share risks with a coopetitor on an innovative project are important to a lesser extent.

In contrast, large firms present a different profile in terms of their valuation of coopetitors’ attributes. Starting first with the partial
utilities (Table 3 and Fig. 1), large firms value all the attributes listed in the experiment positively except for intensity of competition
and access to strategic resources. In line with the literature on coopetition strategies, large firms tend to value coopetitors that
provide shorter time-to-market (Yami & Nemeh, 2004), offer cost-reduction opportunities (Dussauge et al., 2000) and provide the
possibility of sharing risks (Gnyawali and Park, 2011;Ritala, 2012) and a potential to develop radical innovations (Bouncken and
Fredrich, 2012) while offering interesting learning opportunities (Estrada et al., 2016; Fernandez and Chiambaretto, 2016). However,
large firms do not value coopetitors that offer access to strategic resources; it seems that this is not a priority for them or a reason to
coopete. Table 4 and Fig. 2 provide a comparison of these different attributes, showing their relative importance for large firms. The
previous research has shown that these attributes are important; however, our study adds to the understanding by showing the order
in which the different attributes are valued. When looking for a coopetitor, a large firm will first consider the risks associated with

Fig. 3. Measurement of the willingness to coopete to access additional benefits for small and large firms.
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coopetition and will then prioritize coopetitors that offer a short time-to-market, can reduce costs and offer learning opportunities.
Then, in a second step, it will value coopetitors that are willing to share risks and have the ability to develop radical innovations.

Similarities and differences between small and large firms' valuation of coopetitors’ attributes
We also highlight the similarities and differences between small and large firms when examining the importance of these at-

tributes in the partner selection decision. Starting with intensity of competition, we note that small firms are less reluctant to coopete
than large firms, (26.41% versus 23.36%), which validates Hypothesis 1. We see two plausible explanations for this result. First, small
firms’ size and their must complement their knowledge, and resources might force them choose to be involved in riskier colla-
borations such as coopetition to a greater extent than large firms. Second, the entrepreneurial orientation of small firms might make
them more willing to take the risks associated with uncertain projects (Covin and Slevin, 1989; Naldi et al., 2007). Because small
firms are more vulnerable to failures or market uncertainty, they are more willing to rely on risky strategies such as coopetition to
survive in hostile environments (Bonel and Rocco, 2007; Lee et al., 2012; Thomason et al., 2013). In contrast, as they grow, large
firms tend to become more inward looking and ignorant of external knowledge (Levinthal & March 1993), making them less willing
than small firms to assume the risks of coopetition.

Furthermore, we show that small firms value the ability to share risks (11.28% versus 9.26%) and the learning opportunities
provided by coopetition (17.31% versus 15.49%) more than large firms. These differences were also tested, leading to the validation
of Hypotheses 4 and 6. With respect to risk sharing, we explain these results by the fact that large firms have more internal resources
than small firms and can therefore protect themselves from the consequences of project failure, whereas smaller firms remain far
more vulnerable (Gomes-Casseres, 1997; Yang et al., 2014). Consequently, small firms will value coopetitors that are willing to share
risks more than large firms. With respect to learning opportunities, small firms’ limited internal resources and knowledge reduce the
potential for innovation. Thus, they rely on coopetition to obtain access to additional knowledge or technologies they cannot develop
internally (Balestrin et al., 2008; Gomes-Casseres, 1997; Lee et al., 2010). By contrast, larger firms can use their own financial and
human resources to develop new knowledge internally (Grigoriou and Rothaermel, 2017; Wuyts and Dutta, 2014). This explains why
small firms value coopetitors that provide significant learning opportunities more than large firms.

In contrast, compared with small firms, large firms place greater value on coopetitors that provide shorter time-to-market, higher
cost-reduction opportunities, and more radical innovation potential. Regarding time-to-market and the cost-reduction potential, we
actually expected small firms to value coopetitors that provide these benefits more than large firms such that we rejected Hypothesis
2. Regarding time-to-market, even if small firms have a shorter time horizon than large firms, some studies have shown that reducing
time-to-market for a new product can also increase the risk of failure (Afonso et al., 2008). Because small firms are more vulnerable to
the risk of failure than large firms, this can explain why small firms might not value the time-to-market attribute as much as large
firms. Furthermore, even if large firms have the potential to develop innovations alone, they will rely on alliances and coopetition
when they do not have sufficient time to develop a given innovation internally; thus, they value the reduction in time-to-market
(Castañer et al., 2014; Nemeh, 2018). With respect to cost-reduction opportunities, our test of the differences between coefficients led
us to reject Hypothesis 3. We could argue that small firms may have an incentive to seek a coopetitor that provides them with the
opportunity to save the limited amount of resources they can invest in a project. However, some scholars have also highlighted that
small firms tend to adopt “niche strategies” in which market positioning and the ability to deliver a tailor-made solution is as
important as (or even more important) than the cost structure (Qian and Li, 2003; Verhees and Meulenberg, 2004). In parallel, larger
organizations have broader ambition because they want to address various customer segments, which leads them to value the cost-
reduction potential of a coopetitor (Gomes et al., 2016). Finally, concerning the degree of innovation, we show that large firms value
the innovation radicalness provided by a coopetitor more than small firms, which validates Hypothesis 5. This can be explained
through the inherent complexity associated with the development of radical innovations in a coopetition context. Only large firms
have sufficient resources to implement the proper management of coopetition for radical innovation (Fernandez et al., 2018a, b;
Granata et al., 2018; Le Roy and Fernandez, 2015).

Small and large firms’ willingness to coopete for innovation
Because small and large firms prioritize the attributes of a coopetitor in an innovation project differently, we expect different

values in their willingness to coopete. However, it has been suggested that all firms tend to value the main benefits associated with
coopetition strategies similarly (Ritala, 2009). In Table 5 and Fig. 2, we observe that small and large firms have quite a similar
“willingness to coopete” for several attributes. Small and large firms will agree to coopete if it allows them to reduce costs
(+78.58 pts for large firms and +75.25 pts for small firms). Both types of firms value learning opportunities quite similarly
(+68.38 pts for large firms and +73.36 pts for small firms) and the ability to share risks (+43.09 pts for large firms and +47.82 pts
for small firms).

In contrast, for the three remaining attributes, we observe very important differences between small and large firms. We first
highlight that large firms are much more willing than small firms to coopete if it allows them to reduce the time-to-market of their
new products (+91.09 pts for large firms and +69.04 pts for small firms). In parallel, we show that large firms seek more radical
innovations than small firms and are therefore more willing to coopete to develop radical innovations (+39.04 pts for large firms and
+18.16 pts for small firms).

Finally, we expected a positive trade-off between the intensity of competition and the strategic importance of resources accessed
through the partner; however, surprisingly our results show the contrary. The strategic importance of resources has a negative trade-
off with intensity of competition for all firms but especially for small firms (−5.71 pts for large firms and −40.98 pts for small firms).
This suggests that if the resources to which the coopetitor could provide access are strategically important for the firm, the focal firm
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sees that as a risk rather than a benefit. If a coopetitor provides resources that are highly strategic and not easily substitutable, the
focal firm becomes more dependent on the coopetitor (Baumard, 2018; Hora et al., 2018). This could be especially dangerous for
small firms as they can become overly dependent on- or even locked into that coopetitor's value chain (Baum et al., 2000; Bengtsson
and Johansson, 2014; Vandaie and Zaheer, 2014).

Comparing all these elements, we can rank the key attributes that are sought out by small and large firms when looking for a
coopetitor for innovation (Fig. 4). We observe that small and large firms present differences regarding the first three attributes. Small
firms look for a coopetitor that offers cost-reduction opportunities in priority, while large firms place more value on the reduction in
time-to-market provided by the coopetitor. However, the ranking of the remaining attributes (but not necessarily the valuation of
these attributes) by small and large firms is quite similar. This result may encourage more discussion between the literature on
coopetition in SMEs and the literature on large firms to more deeply investigate not only these firms’ differences but also their
similarities (Näsholm et al., 2018).

Contributions to the literature

First, our study contributes to the literature on coopetition and innovation (Ritala, 2012; Bouncken and Kraus, 2013; Le Roy et al.,
2016) and, more precisely, the emerging literature regarding the partner selection process for innovation. The previous studies on
partner selection in coopetition (Akdogan et al., 2015; Alves and Meneses, 2015; Kraus et al., 2018) have identified some partner- and
relationship attributes but have not studied how the benefits and risks are jointly assessed when selecting a coopetitor. We extend
their conclusions not only by identifying but also by ranking the expected benefits sought by small and large firms when they
cooperate with a competitor.

Second, based on our experimental approach, we have also been able to analyze the trade-off between the additional benefits and
risks generated by a higher intensity of coopetition. Although a few studies in the partner selection research have acknowledged the
trade-off between different selection criteria that are linked to cooperation such as trust and commitment, no study has examined
managers’ reasoning regarding the dilemma of the additional risks involved due to competition. Experimental research designs such
as the conjoint method are required to reveal the preferences in how decisions are made (Van Gils and Zwart, 2009). Consequently,
this research is the first study to clearly show how firms balance the intensity of competition to gain access to specific benefits. Taking
the risk into account is a contribution to the research on partner selection, which has neglected this issue and focused on the criteria
that facilitate cooperation.

Third, our findings also contribute to the coopetition research as they give an indication of the level of pressure from competition
that firms are willing to accept when they ally with a competitor with specific motives. The coopetition research has shown that the
combination of high levels of cooperation and competition is most beneficial for performance outcomes but that too high levels of
cooperation and competition, or both, is negative (Bengtsson et al., 2016a, b; Park et al., 2014). For example, when firms ally to

Fig. 4. Ranking of key attributes in the selection of a coopetitor for innovation: similarities and differences between large firms.
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reduce the time-to-market to learn from the partner or to reduce costs, they are willing to accept stronger pressure from competition.
However, if the level of competition becomes too strong, it may prevent a firm from cooperating with that competitor to gain access
to these advantages. It also indicates that it might be even more important to develop a specific coopetition capability to manage the
tensions that can be expected in such an alliance (Bengtsson et al., 2016, in press; Gnyawali et al., 2016). In contrast, if the motives
are to share risks and to develop radical innovation, the willingness to accept high levels of competition pressure is lower, and it
would be interesting to study if the pressure becomes too low in such alliances to realize the full potential of the coopetition.

Fourth, we contribute to the growing research on small firms’ coopetition strategies by underscoring the specificities of partner
selection for coopetition for small and large firms, we extend the limited literature on coopetition and small firms (Näsholm et al.,
2018). We reveal that small and large firms present some similarities but also significant differences in terms of preferences when
looking for a coopetitor with which to innovate (Morris et al., 2007). Our main conclusion is that small firms are generally less
reluctant to coopete than large firms. Comparing small and large firms, we show that small firms value coopetitors that offer strong
risk-sharing and learning opportunities more than large firms. In contrast, large firms value competitors that offer shorter time-to-
market, significant cost-reduction and innovation radicalness opportunities more than small firms.

Finally, from a methodological standpoint, this research contributes to the emerging and developing research stream that uses CA
to investigate different topics in the strategic management and interorganizational research (Patzelt and Shepherd, 2008; Van Gils
and Zwart, 2009). More precisely, within this literature, we contribute to the recent research that uses CBC analysis to investigate
firms’ decision-making process (Lefebvre et al., 2014; Eggers et al., 2016; Mensching et al., 2016). We show that analyzing choices
instead of rating different profiles provides relevant knowledge about how firms make decisions and choose between different
alternatives by revealing their preferences. Furthermore, we go beyond the contributions in this field by actually assessing the trade-
off between the different attributes by calculating a “conversion rate” between the attributes. Based on that conversion rate, our
analysis allows us to measure the willingness to coopete depending on the value of the benefits provided by the coopetitor.

Managerial implications

Our findings have important implications for managers involved in innovation activities in small and large firms. This study
highlights the partner selection process in coopetition and contributes to making small and large firms more aware of what is at stake
when they select a coopetitor with which to innovate. Our results contribute to guiding managers in making the trade-off between the
risks of opportunistic behavior related to intense competition and the possible benefits provided by a coopetitor. The results also
highlight the importance of evaluating the risk of increased dependency on the coopetitor. More broadly, by improving the partner
selection process, we expect our findings to contribute to improving small and large firms’ innovation performance.

Conclusion

Small and large firms widely rely on coopetition strategies to foster their innovation processes. However, coopetition can be a
double-edged sword, not only providing major benefits but also creating numerous additional risks (Bouncken and Kraus, 2013;
Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2013). Although benefits and risks in coopetitive relationships have received significant attention
as separate issues (Gnyawali and Park, 2009), we have little knowledge regarding how small and large firms jointly assess the benefits
and risks provided by a coopetitor for innovation purposes. Highlighting the similarities and differences between small and large
firms provides a clearer vision of the benefits that are sought by these firms and acknowledges why these coopetition agreements
must be managed and why they perform differently (Granata et al., 2018; Näsholm et al., 2018).

Our research shows that small and large firms value benefits differently when they decide to innovate with a coopetitor. We show
that small firms are usually less reluctant to coopete than large firms, especially if it allows them to reduce their costs and learn from
their coopetitors. In contrast, we show that large firms accept a higher intensity of competition if doing so allows them to reduce their
time-to-market as a first priority, followed by their costs.

However, this study has limitations that offer interesting perspectives for further studies. Regarding our theoretical approach,
although we investigated a partner selection process in coopetition for innovation, we adopted a broad definition of innovation.
Depending on the type of innovation targeted by firms (e.g., technical innovation or business model innovation), the drivers and thus
the respective attributes might differ (Ritala and Sainio, 2014). Second, because coopetition strategies generate various types of
tensions depending on the project's characteristics (Fernandez et al., 2018a, b), it might be relevant to better characterize the risks
associated with the coopetitive projects to determine how they affect the partner selection process carried out by small and large
firms. Third, dividing firms into two categories (small versus large firms) can be considered slightly simplistic. A more fine-grained
division of firms (according to their size or other dimensions) could provide further interesting results regarding the partner selection
process. Finally, future studies could investigate how the similarities and differences in preferences highlighted in this research could
influence the actual selection of different coopetitors and the management of these coopetitive relationships.

Regarding the method used, there are also limitations, although CBC analysis is closer to a real decision-making process than
metric or ranking CA. First, CA requires researchers to know a priori the most important attributes and their levels in terms of how
they affect the participants' decisions (Lohrke et al., 2010; Lefebvre et al., 2014). Consequently, the method does not allow re-
searchers to investigate other attributes that might be equally or even more important. Second, the participants are forced to select a
coopetitor for innovation based on only a few limited attributes, creating the possible risk that the participants attach importance to
attributes that they would not have considered important in a “real-life” situation only because they were presented in the experi-
ment. Third, because the participants in our experiments were managers or entrepreneurs, we were limited by the number of
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respondents (61 in total) and decisions analyzed (1220 in total). While we already have a sufficient statistical power, increasing the
size of our sample (especially by having more decisions made by large firms) could allow us to confirm and strengthen the validity of
our results. Fourth, as explained by Lohrke et al. (2010), research in the field of experimental economics has revealed that when
experiments lack true incentives to motivate behavior, the participants may not want to reveal their true judgments, resulting in
unreliable data (Smith and Walker, 1993). Fifth, because the CA protocol is quite repetitive, it is often noted that the participants may
experience a significant level of fatigue and may not remain focused during the entire length of the experiment (Hsu et al., 2017). To
avoid this issue, other CA techniques such as ACA could be used, and some contributions have already shown ACA's relevance to
studying managers' decisions (Van Gils and Zwart, 2009; Wuebker et al., 2015). Nevertheless, despite these limitations, our findings
have broadened our understanding of the similarities and differences between small and large firms' preferences when looking for a
coopetitor with which to innovate.
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