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Coopetition – Strategy and interorganizational transformation: Platform, 
innovation barriers, and coopetitive dynamics 
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A B S T R A C T   

We study how a rivalrous interorganizational relationship transforms into a coopetitive strategy. The study 
employs a qualitative method and systematic combining approach to examine an evolving coopetitive rela-
tionship in the truck industry. We studied a platform project during the concept phase of development. We found 
that multibrand platform development is characterized by innovation barrier multiplicity and concurrency. The 
study presents a model where we propose that history-related Initial Conditions Innovation Barriers (ICIB) are 
blended with project-related Emerging Innovation Barriers (EIB). This research makes a theoretical contribution by 
proposing that through strategic and operational stretch firms transform from a homogenous competitive relationship 
to a heterogeneous coopetitive relationship.   

1. Introduction 

Internal platform strategies play an essential role in the vehicle in-
dustry (Becker & Zirpoli, 2003; Buiga, 2012; Jetin, 1999; Korth, 2003; 
Lampón, Cabanelas, & González-Benito, 2017; Muffatto, 1999b; 
Nobeoka & Cusumano, 1997; Suk, de Weck, Kim, & Chang, 2007). A 
platform strategy enables the sharing of production tools, machines, and 
assembly lines (Meyer, 1997), reduction of production costs (Horrell, 
2011), and allows scalable design (Buiga, 2012; Schuh, Arnoscht, 
Rudolf, & Korthals, 2013), and improved product development pro-
cesses (Muffatto, 1999a). Clearly, a successful platform strategy brings 
strategic and operational advantages. However, vehicle manufacturers 
can also create interorganizational platforms (Muffatto, 1999b), where 
platform-based firms simultaneously compete and collaborate. That is, 
firms would create a coopetitive platform strategy (Czakon, Gnyawali, 
Le Roy, & Srivastava, 2020; Klimas & Czakon, 2018). Such strategic 
platform-based coopetition differs from traditional coopetition envi-
ronments (cf. Bahar, Nenonen, & Starr Jr, 2022; Czakon, Mucha-Kuś, & 
Sołtysik, 2021), and some firms fail to realize these joint ventures 
(Lampón, Frigant, & Cabanelas, 2019). Nonetheless, knowledge on 
innovation and platform-based coopetition is scarce (Bahar et al., 2022; 
Gernsheimer, Kanbach, & Gast, 2021). We therefore study coopetitive 
platform development in the truck industry. 

Coopetition is a dynamic strategy (Devece, Ribeiro-Soriano, & Pal-
acios-Marqués, 2019) that unfolds over time (Kylänen & Rusko, 2011; 

Mariani, 2016), and projects are places where coopetitive strategies may 
be unfolded (Czakon, Gnyawali, et al., 2020; Fernandez & Chiambar-
etto, 2016; Fernandez, Le Roy, & Chiambaretto, 2018; Le Roy & Fer-
nandez, 2015). Drawing on this dynamic view, we propose that platform 
projects are places where managers “encompass continuous re- 
imaginations of cooperative and competitive pasts, presents and fu-
tures” (Lundgren-Henriksson & Tidström, 2021, 10). However, knowl-
edge on what organizational elements constitute past, present and future 
is limited. Since platform projects affect organizations at both the stra-
tegic and operational level (Burström & Jacobsson, 2012; Sköld & 
Karlsson, 2013), we could expect a complex interplay between several 
organizational-historical and project-related dimensions and elements. 
Such interplay merits further study (cf. Lundgren-Henriksson & 
Tidström, 2021). 

Furthermore, studies on innovation in coopetitive relations, and the 
challenges that follow, are rare (Gernsheimer et al., 2021; Klimas & 
Czakon, 2018). Innovation challenges are often described as innovation 
barriers (e.g., D’Este, Iammarino, Savona, & von Tunzelmann, 2012; 
Madrid-Guijarro, Garcia, & Van Auken, 2009), which are in turn 
considered dynamic in nature, since their presence and significance vary 
in relation to different innovation activities (Hadjimanolis, 2003). Due 
to their ability to impede or restrict innovation activities, they play a 
central role in defining coopetitive relationships (cf. D’Este et al., 2012; 
Hadjimanolis, 2003). In this study, we draw on the definition of inno-
vation barrier provided by Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos (2014, 
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1294). Adopting a broad and dynamic conceptualization, they define an 
innovation barrier as “an issue that either prevents or hampers inno-
vative activities in the firm”. In a platform project with strategic and 
operational implications, what innovation barriers come about, where 
they remain, and which barriers are removed is unknown. What stra-
tegic and operational coopetitive patterns that emerge as barriers are 
being tinkered with is also unknown. 

It would be easy to assume that the closer the coopetitive activity to 
the customer, the more coopetition activities would tip towards 
competition (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016; 
Kock, Nisuls, & Söderqvist, 2010; Rusko, 2011), wherein more innova-
tion barriers would arise. That is, research and development activities 
would be legitimate areas for collaboration (few innovation barriers), 
but sales activities would not (multiple innovation barriers). On the 
other hand, Bahar et al. (2022) contrast previous findings, and show that 
in platform-based coopetition in the hotel industry, proximity to the 
customer is irrelevant to determining the issue of collaboration/ 
competition. Furthermore, Ricciardi et al. (2021, 9) propose that “the 
nature of interfirm relationships results from a complex, dynamic, 
idiosyncratic interplay between the institutional environment, organi-
zational logic, and stakeholders’ attitudes and experiences.” Thus, it is 
seems that the existence and influence of innovation barriers on the 
coopetitive strategy is industry specific. Since little is known about such 
dynamics, our research question here is: 

How does a rivalrous interorganizational relationship transform into 
a coopetitive strategy? 

We extended this question by asking: During shared platform 
development, what strategic and operational coopetitive patterns come 
about during the transformation? 

We connect to the coopetition research stream labelled the Activity 
School of Thought (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 
2016), where Gnyawali and Ryan Charleton (2018) call for re-
searchers to study how simultaneous competition and cooperation 
manifests in coopetitive relationships. As proposed by Czakon, Gnya-
wali, et al. (2020), we study coopetition relevant to day-to-day opera-
tional management, where multiple parts of the organization may be 
affected. We apply a qualitative research method and study the devel-
opment of a multibrand platform project in the truck industry. Our study 
contributes to the new trend in coopetition and innovation studies 
(Gernsheimer et al., 2021), and to studies of platform-based coopetition 
(Bahar et al., 2022). In particular, innovation barriers are investigated as 
a means to understand the character of the coopetitive relationship 
(where to compete/where to collaborate). The purpose of this study is to 
extend the knowledge on the dynamics that underlie coopetitive stra-
tegies and relationships (cf. Devece et al., 2019;Kylänen & Rusko, 2011; 
Mariani, 2016). We propose that the companies are transforming their 
homogeneous competitive relationship into a heterogeneous coopetitive 
relationship, where various stakeholders at both the strategic and 
operational level experience different barriers during the transformation 
process. 

2. Background literature 

This section starts by discussing coopetition studies. Then, we 
explain the research context and fundamentals of multibrand vehicle 
platform development. Third, we identify relevant innovation barriers. 

2.1. Coopetition 

The activity school of thought focuses on coopetitive relationships 
instead of the network context (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016). In this 
study, we therefore take stock of six related central coopetition research 
viewpoints: (1) coopetition unfolds over time (Kylänen & Rusko, 2011; 
Mariani, 2016); (2) coopetition is contextual in nature (Damayanti, 
Scott, & Ruhanen, 2017; Fong, Hong, & Wong, 2021; Klimas & Czakon, 
2018); (3) projects are places where coopetition comes about (Czakon, 

Gnyawali, et al., 2020; Fernandez & Chiambaretto, 2016; Fernandez, Ji, 
& Yami, 2014; Le Roy & Fernandez, 2015); (4) coopetition may take 
place at multiple organizational levels (Gnyawali & Park, 2009; 
Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016); (5) few studies adopt an innovation 
perspective (Gernsheimer et al., 2021; Ritala & Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 
2009); and, (6) platform-based coopetition differs from other types of 
coopetition (Bahar et al., 2022; Czakon et al., 2021). 

Coopetition has become an integral part of many companies’ daily 
activities, and the research interest in coopetition itself, that is, simul-
taneous cooperation and competition, has grown (Fernandez, Chiam-
baretto, LeRoy, & Czakon, 2019). Lately, literature reviews have 
illustrated the current state of coopetition studies (e.g., Bengtsson & 
Kock, 2014; Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016; Devece et al., 2019). In this 
paper, we connect to the stream of literature described as the Activity 
School of Thought (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). This literature focuses on 
the micro-foundations of relationships and suggests that firms simulta-
neously compete in some activities and collaborate in others. These re-
lationships are paradoxical (Raza-Ullah, Bengtsson, & Kock, 2014) and 
tense (Fernandez et al., 2019). Bengtsson and Raza-Ullah (2016), and 
Czakon, Gnyawali, et al. (2020), describe a need for more detailed 
studies of coopetitive interaction, and our study answers that call. 

The previous studies have focused on the benefits of coopetitive re-
lationships, such as when brands share technology (Gnyawali & Park, 
2011), expand markets (Park & Ungson, 2001), or enact combinations of 
market access and expert collaboration (Kumar, Shankar, & Momaya, 
2015). Researchers have reported benefits from coopetition as improved 
performance (Mariani, 2007; Zacharia, Plasch, Mohan, & Gerschberger, 
2019), and increased operational efficiency (Czakon et al., 2021). In 
order to achieve such benefits, stakeholders should have a coopetitive 
mindset (Czakon, Klimas, & Mariani, 2020), and “a successful coopeti-
tion configuration must focus primarily on cooperation rather than 
competition” (Ricciardi et al., 2021, 9). 

Researchers agree on the need to manage coopetitive processes 
(Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016; Fernandez et al., 2014; Fernandez & 
Chiambaretto, 2016; Le Roy & Czakon, 2016; Le Roy & Fernandez, 
2015). First, they explain that experienced managers at strategic orga-
nizational levels are commonly more suited than regular employees to 
manage coopetitive issues (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016). Still, man-
agers must make ongoing interpretations of whether to collaborate or 
compete (Czakon & Czernek-Marszałek, 2021). Moreover, researchers 
note that competition and cooperation can be isolated to functional and/ 
or temporal domains (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Liu, Yang, & Zhang, 
2020; Luo, Slotegraaf, & Pan, 2006), for example, when cooperating in 
technological development but not in sales activities. Further, such 
isolation is performed at functional levels, since employees at that level 
find it difficult to manage parallel cooperation and competition 
(Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016). 

Nonetheless, one way of achieving coopetition at functional levels is 
to grant, for example, project managers the right to decide on how to 
balance competition and collaboration (Fernandez et al., 2014; Fer-
nandez & Chiambaretto, 2016; Le Roy & Fernandez, 2015). In a similar 
vein, Raza-Ullah et al. (2014) explain that R&D stakeholders need to 
manage a coopetitive paradox. In stable contexts, experts of different 
kinds may collaborate, while the rest of the organization is competing. 
In temporary contexts, also managers would engage in both collabora-
tion and competition. That said, Bahar et al. (2022) still identify a need 
for further empirical coopetition studies. Furthermore, in our study, the 
project incorporates changes in all parts of the organizations, from 
strategic levels to functional levels, including all departments and units. 
Thus, in such a vast project sphere, isolation to functional or managerial 
domains does not seem a valid option. 

So, in this study, we draw on researchers (Czakon & Czernek-Mars-
załek, 2021; Dahl, 2014) who describe coopetition as an ongoing pro-
cess, where individual stakeholders can through agency change the 
current state of coopetition between two firms. Inspired by Le Roy and 
Fernandez (2015), we claim the importance of understanding a 
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combination of both functional and strategic approaches to coopetition 
in environments where “make and coopete decisions” can be made in 
parallel (Fernandez, Chiambaretto, Chauvet, & Engsig, 2021). We 
complement the previous literature by studying a unique case (multi-
brand platform), where various stakeholders approach and manage a 
multitude of innovation barriers. 

2.2. The coopetitive context – a multibrand platform 

The prior research in marketing and management focuses on coo-
petition between conventional firms, and not where platforms are 
involved (Bahar et al., 2022). The platform setting should be studied, 
since it offers another type of coopetitive playing field compared with 
coopetition among traditional firms (Bahar et al., 2022). Since experi-
ences regarding multibrand development in the truck industry are 
limited, we draw largely on those from platform development in the car 
industry. In general, multibrand platform development is characterized 
by high levels of complexity and uncertainty (Burström & Wilson, 2015; 
Burström & Wilson, 2018; Khanagha, Volberda, & Oshri, 2014), due to a 
need for parallel technology and organizational renewal (Burström & 
Jacobsson, 2012; Karlsson & Sköld, 2007). Indeed, Sköld and Karlsson 
(2013, 72) described such platform projects as radical, representing “the 
most difficult development type because both architecture and compo-
nents change, e.g., due to radical shifts in technology, when totally new 
platforms are developed for new generation products, or when the 
production processes change radically.” In that context, Czakon, Nie-
mand, Gast, Kraus, and Frühstück (2020) noted that management 
should involve all relevant stakeholders. The question is, of course, to 
understand who should be seen as relevant or non-relevant. 

Although platform projects have proven challenging, researchers 
have proposed that stakeholders could benefit from creating multibrand 
platforms. Muffatto (1999b, 458) pointed out that “Setting up joint 
ventures based on developing platforms in common is also a good 
indication of the increase in the exchange of know-how between firms.” 
Yet, the creation of new platform-based models and variants for new 
markets and segments is risky (Sköld & Karlsson, 2012), and car man-
ufacturers develop multibrand platforms with varying results; some fail 
(Lampón et al., 2019). 

Platform development can be undertaken with different ambitions. 
Existing auto platforms can be further developed, since it is too expen-
sive to replace them with totally new platforms (cf. Gawer, 2014; Sköld 
& Karlsson, 2012). Therefore, firms are developing replacement plat-
forms, where a new platform generation will share features with an old 
platform. Sköld and Karlsson (2012, 760) noted that platform re-
placements are an exclusive type of platform that differs from those that 
can be seen as totally new: “The major difference is that platform re-
placements have a historical heritage regarding dedicated products, 
technology, and production processes. Therefore, platform replacements 
consist of a combination of new and old underlying products related to 
specific platform architectures … It is the combination between ‘old’ 
and ‘new’ structures and architectures that creates certain implications 
and operational challenges to management.”. In our study, both brands 
wanted to make use of their own unique, old platforms while simulta-
neously sharing a new platform. Sköld and Karlsson (2013, 72) noted 
that such development needs “high levels of integration within and 
between functional technology areas because of the discontinuous pat-
terns with prevailing projects”. Firms that apply a platform strategy of 
that nature need strong capabilities in integrating cross-functional 
practices (cf. Koufteros, Vonderembse, & Doll, 2002; Mishra & Shah, 
2009). 

Moreover, stakeholders experience tensions in areas such as tech-
nology management (commonalities), brand management (differentia-
tion), and corporate management (balancing commonality with 
differentiation) (Sköld & Karlsson, 2007). Additionally, Pasche and 
Sköld (2012) observed difficulties in product cannibalization and mar-
ket segmentation, when component commonality reduced the firm’s 

ability to respond to changing competitive situations. Moreover, re-
quests for component commonality led to high rates of carry-over (old 
components used in new products), and high demand for complex 
coordination. 

Clearly, various platform stakeholders (marketing, product devel-
opment engineers, product planners, etc.) experience different types of 
barrier, and manage cross-brand relationships in different ways. For 
example, Burström, Wilson, and Wincent (2020) illustrated how after- 
sales managers participating in platform development experienced 
collaborative barriers, while other stakeholders did not. More knowl-
edge is needed on how heterogeneous coopetitive behavior shapes 
interorganizational coopetitive relationships (cf. Sköld & Karlsson, 
2013; van der Duin, Ortt, & Aarts, 2014). 

2.3. Potential coopetitive barriers 

The coopetition research literature has established that firms need to 
cope with obstacles and challenges during an innovation process (Fer-
nandez & Chiambaretto, 2016). These are often described (termed) as 
innovation barriers (e.g., D’Este et al., 2012; Madrid-Guijarro et al., 
2009). We acknowledge that innovation barriers may cause tension, and 
this study therefore relates to and complements previous coopetition 
studies focusing on tension (Czakon et al., 2021). Nonetheless, tension is 
not the center of our attention. Instead, by studying innovation barriers, 
we contribute to the research stream looking to understand the dy-
namics of innovation activities among rivals (Pekovic, Grolleau, & 
Mzoughi, 2020; Ritala, Golnam, & Wegmann, 2014; Ritala & 
Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009), and high-tech firms (Bouncken, Fre-
drich, Ritala, & Kraus, 2020), where we find that innovation barriers 
play a central role. 

Barriers in coopetitive platform development may come in many 
shapes. Therefore, we systematically selected interorganizational 
research literature studying innovation barriers. Drawing on these 
studies, we identified a set of potential innovation barriers related to 
coopetitive platform development (Table 1). These barriers form a base 
for analysis later in this paper. 

Our review shows that, with a few exceptions, previous coopetition 
studies have been conducted in situations with a relatively low level of 
complexity. Here, we study the development of interorganizational re-
lationships under exceptional conditions. A multibrand platform project 
involves a large number of stakeholders, and calls for significant orga-
nizational change; there is a high complexity of technological change; 
and, therefore, the number of innovation barriers will be vast. The 
number of barriers in a multibrand platform project will significantly 
exceed the number of barriers normally found in an innovation project. 
We assume that barriers will be generated in different parts of the or-
ganization at various points in time, will be interdependent, and difficult 
to detect. We also anticipate that some barriers will stem from historical 
organizational relationships, while others will arise from the project 
work. The combination of these barriers constitutes a barrage of barriers 
that require management. However, such barrier combinations have not 
previously been studied. 

Finally, we extend the conceptual study conducted by Raza-Ullah 
et al. (2014). As two organizations transform from a competitive to 
coopetitive relationship, we assume that not all organizational members 
will react in the same way to various barriers. These stakeholders will 
have a different willingness, capability, and opportunities to manage 
barriers. We assume that some will continue to compete while others 
will collaborate intimately. Thus, stakeholders will change the interor-
ganizational relationships and shape the coopetitive strategy in different 
ways. We define this change as a relational stretch. We expect both 
strategic stretch and operational stretch. However, this stretch will come 
about in different ways in various parts of the organizations. 
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3. Method 

Advocates of the activity school of thought study critical micro- 
foundations of coopetition, such as behavioral issues, and provide 
fine-grained analyses of underlying contradictions and challenges that 
may appear in a coopetitive process between a pair of firms (Bengtsson 
& Raza-Ullah, 2016). In our study, we therefore focus on capturing in-
dividual perceptions of coopetitive activities. In the same vein as other 
researchers in the field (Gur & Greckhamer, 2019; Czakon & Czernek- 
Marszałek, 2021), we explore how different stakeholders experience 
competitive and collaborative processes. This study is set in a business- 
to-business context (truck industry) and engaged in understanding 
coopetitive dynamics. We assumed that barriers of different kinds could 
appear in various parts of the participating organizations, be considered 
in various ways by different stakeholders, and play an essential role in 
developing interorganizational relationships. It was necessary to employ 
a qualitative research method here, since we draw on a “how” question, 
and in order to gain sufficient depth. This approach made it possible to 
capture organizational elements that can explain a phenomenon of 
theoretical value (Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2013). We assumed that 
the stories told by project stakeholders and experts would contain vital 
data on their everyday struggles at work. Thus, we would be able to 
contribute additional explanations to coopetition theory (cf. Graebner, 
Martin, & Roundy, 2012). 

We chose to study a coopetitive project where two brands (Highgear 
and Lowgear) were acting under the same corporate umbrella, and they 
set about creating a shared truck platform. Both brands acted within a 
business-to-business context. They believed they could create economies 
of scale by sharing technology and vehicle architecture (commonality). 
In collaboration with the corporation, the brands had defined an 
objective for the share of commonality (expressed as a percentage). This 
objective functioned as a guiding beacon for all stakeholders, yet there 
was a total lack of knowledge on how to actually go about creating the 
platform and reaching the objective. This type of multibrand project had 
never before been run successfully in the corporation’s history. 

Three different organizations had shared responsibility for orga-
nizing and running the project, the two brands, and a special product 
development organization (DevCo). They decided to organize the mul-
tibrand project as an umbrella project comprising three interdependent 
sub-projects (two branded projects and a special commonality project). 
Each sub-project was governed by its own unique steering committee. As 
will be illustrated later, this novel way of organizing created innovation 
barriers of its own. 

We studied the project for three months, between 2006 and 2010, 
during the concept phase of development. Organized as an umbrella 
project, it was divided into three sub-projects. We initially stayed for two 
months at one development site (two projects), and for one month at 
another (one project). We had a designated desk at each site and 
participated in everyday development activities. 

Semi-structured interviews played an important role in our data 
collection. We initially identified project managers and experts through 
project plans created by Chief Project Managers, which provided 
detailed information on people working in the projects. We interviewed 
individuals described in the plans. Based on narratives from develop-
ment stakeholders we extended our interviews to include stakeholders 
not mentioned in the project plans (snowballing). These stakeholders 
played an important role in confirming information garnered from our 
first set of interviews and provided complementary information. In total, 
we interviewed 65 key persons. 

Our interviews took between one-and-a-half and two hours. We used 
a thematic script (Appendix 1) where, for example, we asked re-
spondents to describe their position, formal responsibilities, actual work 
activities, experienced difficulties, and interdependencies with other 
projects and development personnel. Questions that arose included: Do 
you see stakeholders from the other organization as rivals or close 
collaboration partners? Why do you hold that view? Do you believe that 

Table 1 
Potential coopetitive innovation barriers.  

References Barrier Explanation 

Bengtsson & Kock, 
2000; Crick & Crick, 
2020 

Rivalry will have a 
negative effect on shared 
product development. 

On an organizational 
level, where firms fiercely 
try to outcompete each 
other. No room for 
collaboration. 

Wood & Brown, 1998;  
Baldwin & Lin, 2002 

Dysfunctional 
organizational structures 

The organization is not 
ready to support 
advanced R&D. 

Hauschildt, 1999 Administrative constraints 
(related to dysfunctional 
organizational barriers) 

Rigid organizational 
structures hampering 
innovation. 

Baldwin & Lin, 2002;  
Hewitt-Dundas, 2006; 
Kelley, 2009; Sosna, 
Trevinyo-Rodriguez, 
& Velamuri, 2010;  
Cavalcante, Kesting, 
& Ulhoi, 2011 

Lack of resources Financial or other 
resources 

Piatier, 1984;  
Hauschildt, 1999 

Ignorance (related to the 
resource barrier) 

Lack of specific technical 
knowledge that can 
persuade people who 
doubt the innovation. 

O’Connor and 
DeMartino, Larsen & 
Lewis, 2007; D’Este 
et al., 2012 

Lack of competence 
(related to the resource 
barrier) 

Lack of ability to develop 
innovation. 

Hauschildt, 1999 Lack of networking skills 
(related to the resource 
barrier) 

The organization is not 
capable of attaining 
lacking resources from a 
value network. 

Zhang, 2016 A narrow technological 
knowledge base (related to 
the resource barrier) 

The knowledge on the 
technology about to be 
developed is too limited. 

Kyriazis, Massey, 
Couchman, & 
Johnson, 2017 

Managerial politics Power plays may have 
positive or negative 
effects on R&D progress 

Hauschildt, 1999 Lack of authority Managers or other 
change-driven actors are 
not powerful enough to 
implement changes. 

Madrid-Guijarro et al., 
2009; Akhilesh, 2014 

Change resistance and fear 
of change 

People address change as 
something positive, as 
long as it does not impact 
their own domain. 

Howells, 2012; Yoda, 
2016 

Specialist 
miscommunication 

Specialists may have 
difficulties in 
communicating with each 
other due to the lack of a 
shared “language” 

Mabey, Wong, & Hsieh, 
2015 

Geographical distance Can have, but not must 
have, a negative effect on 
shared product 
development. 

Hird, Mendibil, Duffy, & 
Whitfield, 2016 

Data requirements Estimation-based 
resource information is 
derived through 
undefined processes. 

Song & Di Benedetto, 
2008 
Laudien & Daxböck, 
2017 

External dependencies Influential customers 
and/or suppliers can 
oppose changes. 

Hölzl & Janger, 2012 Mindset Different approaches to 
how to approach 
innovation. 

Hock, Clauss, & Schulz, 
2016; Lavie & 
Rosenkopf, 2006 

Innovation culture Novelty-seeking firm 
starts to collaborate with 
an efficiency-seeking 
firm. 

Van de Ven, 1986 Managing ideas into good 
currency 

Realizing innovation  
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everyone in your organization holds the same view? What are the 
biggest challenges in this project at a strategic level? What are the 
biggest challenges in this project on the operational level? How are these 
challenges connected? How do you try to deal with these challenges? 
What is going well, what is going badly? Why is this issue so difficult to 
resolve? How are decisions made in relation to this issue? Who can make 
decisions on this issue? How do decision-making cultures affect your 
collaboration? Are your work practices aligned with those of your 
partner? (If not, what are the implications?) Given that we were located 
in the organization and followed the interviewees’ daily challenges, we 
found opportunities to recapture critical conversation items. During the 
interviews, we also asked the respondents to draw a picture illustrating 
their development network and their relationships with each stake-
holder described in the network. Thus, we were able to ask questions 
about each part of the network, and the related challenges, and capture 
interdependencies with related work dynamics. This extensive way of 
working allowed us to reach theoretical saturation. 

We also studied project plans in depth. This document analysis hel-
ped us understand complex product, project and interorganizational 
interdependencies and differences. Studying the project plans also 
enabled us to ask our respondents more qualified questions about, for 
instance, observed contradictions or uncertainties in projects plans. 

As well as conducting interviews, we participated in 32 project 
meetings, where through observation we learned more about coopeti-
tive innovation barriers. We could, for example, observe conflicts that 
were not revealed in interviews. We were also able to observe how 
various stakeholders suggested or took action to identify and manage 
innovation barriers. We also conducted ongoing studies of organiza-
tional webpages and newsletters. 

The main part of the data collection was performed in 2006. 
Thereafter, we gathered further data by putting complementary ques-
tions to respondents, asking them to comment on our interpretations of 
the data, and observing organizational communication. The last contact 
was made 2010. The research proceeded in an iterative fashion (cf. 
Orton, 1997), where we aimed to capture a coopetitive action net. As 
described by Dubois and Gadde (2002, 2014), we used a systematic 
combining approach, where we combined findings from interorganiza-
tional studies and innovation theory (innovation barriers) with coope-
tition theory. We found the concept of innovation barriers to be a very 
good fit for explaining the development of coopetitive dynamics. 

As advised by Bouncken, Qiu, Sinkovics, and Kürsten (2021), we next 
conducted a flexible pattern matching analysis (Fig. 1). This analytical 
process helped us identify and explore the specificities and complex 
nature of coopetitive relationships, which is of central importance to the 
activity school of thought (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016). First, by 
studying the literature, we created a concept that would function as a 
base for theoretical pattern analysis. We labelled a set of innovation 
barriers according to their descriptions in the research literature. Then, 
we performed a two-step analysis, first analyzing how our theoretical 
pattern (see Table 1) matched with our data, and found that 14/17 
innovation barriers did indeed match the data. In the second step, we 

went back to our data and identified data-driven empirical patterns, 
which derived from the description of problems, difficulties, obstacles, 
differences, conflicts, or uncertainties. That analysis enabled us to 
identify five additional barriers not previously described in the litera-
ture, yielding a set of 19 innovation boundaries in total. We then 
analyzed the source of the barriers. Some related to organizational 
history, others to the project activities. We therefore continued by cat-
egorizing history-related innovation barriers as initial conditions innova-
tion barriers (ICIB), and project-related innovation barriers as emerging 
innovation barriers (EIB). This part of the analysis showed us that there 
were two different sources of innovation barriers. Next, we analyzed 
how managers and other stakeholders managed innovation barriers, 
what influence that had on the interorganizational relationship at the 
strategic and operational levels (compete or collaborate), and what 
coopetitive patterns were created. We observed, for example, how some 
stakeholders created an atmosphere of close collaboration, while others 
favored distance and competition. Finally, we concluded that there had 
been an interorganizational relationship transformation constituted by 
both strategic and operational stretch creating a configuration of four 
different coopetitive patterns. These patterns define the heterogeneous 
coopetitive strategy and relationship, as described in Fig. 1 below. 

4. Empirical findings 

During our study, we observed that innovation barriers stemmed 
from two different sources: the organizational history of both firms, 
which provided the initial conditions for the coopetitive relationship, 
and project work where demands for novelty brought new challenges to 
the organizations. In this section, we first describe initial conditions 
innovation barriers (organizational history), and then illustrate emerging 
innovation barriers (project related). Each subsection ends with a table 
summarizing theoretical connections, interview responses, and barrier 
effects. Numbers within brackets connects passages in the text below 
with interview responses in Tables 2 and 3. 

4.1. Initial conditions innovation barriers 

As illustrated in Table 2, project members reported multiple general 
historical inter-organizational barriers, each of which had a significant 
impact on project progress. To begin with, the historical relationship 
between brands was characterized by rivalry (1), meaning some stake-
holders maintained a competitive relationship, especially concerning 
strategic product planning, their design departments, and 
manufacturing departments. 

This distance was further enforced by strategic level managerial 
politics (2), which manifested in multiple ways. Highgear was interested 
in maintaining market distance from Lowgear. They served different 
customer segments, but were also fighting for the attention of mid- 
segment customers. Satisfying high-end and low-end customers via a 
shared platform became a significant barrier for all stakeholders, since 
the end customers had very different needs. The strong customer 

Fig. 1. Matching process.  
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orientation was connected to the strategic design principles applied by 
each brand. Highgear met the needs of customers requesting special 
features, thus, cost was not of great concern. Lowgear, on the other 
hand, satisfied customers looking for low-cost features. Naturally, this 
great difference in strategic design principles acted as a barrier. Experts 
and managers for the two brands had to learn from each other and 
reorient their way of thinking, but none were keen on making any sig-
nificant changes to established practices. This unwillingness to change 
enforced distancing between brands’ strategic product planning, design, 
and to some extent engineering departments. 

Prior to collaboration, the brands had employed very different 
vehicle range strategies. Highgear had developed a platform strategy 
where a platform could be used to manufacture various types of heavy 
truck, meeting the needs of customers acting in various industries. 

Table 2 
Initial conditions innovation barriers.  

Theoretical 
references or 
empirical finding 

Barriers in the 
literature or 
empirically 
deduced 

Initial conditions 
innovation 
barriers 

Barrier effect 

Bengtsson & 
Kock, 2000;  
Crick & Crick, 
2020 

Rivalry will have 
a negative effect 
on shared 
product 
development. 

(1) 
Seen from a 
commercial 
perspective, our 
brands are bitter 
competitors. 
(A Sales Manager) 

Rivalry obstructed 
collaboration. 
Strategic product 
planning, the 
design 
department, and 
manufacturing 
maintained a 
competitive 
relationship. 

Kyriazis et al., 
2017 

Managerial 
politics 
(Strategic 
customer 
orientation 
Strategic design 
principles 
Vehicle range 
strategy 
Strategic need for 
new product 
Strategic 
manufacturing 
principles 
Protecting job 
opportunities) 

(2) 
“We have totally 
different strategies 
and totally different 
customers.” 
(A Pre-Study 
Leader) 
“We must focus on 
cost, we cannot risk 
losing our 
customers.” 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (D)) 
“We have different 
vehicle range 
strategies.” 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (B)) 
“One of the brand 
projects needed to 
deliver a product 
much earlier than 
the other brand 
project.” 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (A)) 
“We do things in 
different ways, it 
will cost a lot for the 
one that needs to 
change.” 
(A Manufacturing 
Project Manager 
(A)) 
This is a really 
sensitive issue, none 
of the brands wants 
to miss out on job 
opportunities. 
(A Manufacturing 
Project Manager 
(B)) 

Managerial 
politics instilled 
competition. 
Especially 
strategic product 
planning, 
marketing and the 
manufacturing 
departments 
maintained a 
competitive 
relationship. 

Baldwin & Lin, 
2002; Hewitt- 
Dundas, 2006;  
Kelley, 2009;  
Sosna et al., 
2010;  
Cavalcante 
et al., 2011 

Lack of resources (3) 
The other brand 
wants a lot of 
features, but they 
cannot pay for it 
(A Product 
Planner) 

Financial 
discrepancies 
obstructed 
collaboration. 
Financial 
managers at the 
strategic level 
maintained a 
competitive 
relationship, while 
project controllers 
at the operational 
level developed a 
collaborative 
relationship. 

Wood & Brown, 
1998; Baldwin 
& Lin, 2002 

Dysfunctional 
organizational 
structures 

(4) 
We want to bring 
more power to the 

Difficulties in 
understanding the 
organizational 
change process  

Table 2 (continued ) 

Theoretical 
references or 
empirical finding 

Barriers in the 
literature or 
empirically 
deduced 

Initial conditions 
innovation 
barriers 

Barrier effect 

projects. 
(A Process 
Manager) 

obstructed 
collaboration. In 
general, this 
instilled a 
competitive 
relationship. 

Hölzl & Janger, 
2012 

Strategic and 
operational 
design process 
principle 

(5) 
In our organization, 
vehicle architects 
have always held a 
strong position. 
(A Vehicle 
Architect 
Manager) 

One organization 
was engineer 
driven, the other 
was driven by 
cross-functional 
principles. This 
difference 
obstructed 
collaboration, and 
in general instilled 
a collaborative 
relationship. 

Observation in 
this study 

Strategic and 
operational 
decision-making 

(6) 
We have a 
somewhat bottom- 
up management; 
things are decided 
on the shop floor. If 
they don’t want to 
participate they 
simply obstruct. 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (B)) 

One brand had a 
top-down decision 
culture, the other 
a bottom-up 
decision-making 
culture. These 
differences 
obstructed 
collaboration, and 
in general instilled 
a competitive 
relationship. 

Observation in 
this study 

Strategic and 
operational IT 

(7) 
When you’re 
finished you should 
have a numeric 
quality of a 
thousandth of a 
millimeter, you 
cannot get that from 
the CAD systems 
used by other 
functions. 
(A Packaging 
Group Expert) 

Use of different 
incompatible CAD 
systems 
obstructed 
collaboration. In 
general, this 
instilled a 
competitive 
relationship. 

Hadjimanolis, 
2003; Madrid- 
Guijarro et al., 
2009; Akhilesh, 
2014 

Change 
resistance and 
fear of change 

(8) 
We’ve kind of 
agreed that this 
needs to be done, 
but there’s still 
resistance. 
(A Product 
Planner) 

There were 
stakeholders at 
both the strategic 
and operational 
levels, in both 
brands, that 
resented 
collaboration. In 
general, this 
instilled a 
competitive 
relationship.  

T. Burström et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                               



Industrial Marketing Management 104 (2022) 101–115

107

Table 3 
Emerging innovation barriers.  

Theoretical 
references or 
empirical 
finding 

Barriers extant in the 
literature or 
empirically deduced 

Emerging 
innovation 
barriers 

Barrier effect 

Hauschildt, 
1999 

Administrative 
constraints (related 
to dysfunctional 
organizational 
barrier) 

(9) 
We’re not used to 
working with a 
project of this 
size. 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (A)) 

Difficulties in 
understanding how 
to organize project 
work obstructed 
collaboration. In 
general, this instilled 
a competitive 
relationship. 

Hauschildt, 
1999 

Lack of authority (10) 
“There are three 
steering 
committees, and 
they all make 
contradictory 
decisions.” 
“I did a test. We 
took decisions in 
our group and 
presented them to 
the project team. 
They agreed and 
then we went to 
the steering 
committee, who 
disagreed. This 
made it quite a 
difficult decision 
process.” 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (B)) 

Difficulties in 
understanding 
decision-making 
authority obstructed 
collaboration. In 
general, this instilled 
a competitive 
relationship. 

Piatier, 1984;  
Hauschildt, 
1999 

Ignorance (related to 
the resource barrier) 

(11) 
We have a 
decision that 
three critical 
areas should be 
identical between 
the projects. Well, 
they aren’t. 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (B)) 
Commonality has 
no value in itself. 
If it’s too 
expensive for one 
brand and too 
low in quality for 
the other, at the 
end of the day no 
one’s happy. 
(A Requirements 
Management 
Manager) 

Difficulties in 
understanding the 
degree to which 
components and 
technology would be 
shared obstructed 
collaboration. In 
general, this instilled 
competition, but 
engineers working 
with shared items 
developed a 
collaborative 
relationship. 

Van de Ven, 
1986 

Managing ideas into 
good currency 

(12) 
Right from the 
start, one of the 
brand projects 
began work really 
quickly, while the 
other took time 
off and started a 
couple of months 
later. 
(A Time 
Manager) 

Difficulties in 
synchronizing 
project work 
obstructed 
collaboration, 
engendering a 
competitive 
relationship between 
engineering 
departments. 

Hird et al., 
2016 

Data requirements (13) 
“We have 
different 
traditions for 
following up on 
costs. So it’s very 
difficult to create 

Difficulties in 
understanding how 
costs should be 
estimated 
contributed on the 
whole to a  

Table 3 (continued ) 

Theoretical 
references or 
empirical 
finding 

Barriers extant in the 
literature or 
empirically deduced 

Emerging 
innovation 
barriers 

Barrier effect 

comparable cost 
estimates.” 
(A Project 
Controller)  

“The financial 
rules that we 
discussed at the 
last meeting were 
a total surprise 
for me…why 
hadn’t there been 
an earlier follow- 
up in such 
circumstances, 
why implement 
these rules now?” 
(A Chief Project 
Manager (C)) 

competitive 
relationship. 

O’Connor & 
DeMartino, 
2006;  
Larsen & 
Lewis, 
2007;  
D’Este et al., 
2012 

Lack of competence 
(related to the 
resource barrier) 

(14) 
“They have 
integrated cost 
management 
[project 
controllers] as an 
active function in 
their project. We 
don’t do it the 
same way.” 
(A Project 
Controller) 
“It’s very 
challenging to 
follow up on 
global and local 
after-sales. 
There’s a 
decision, but no 
one knows how to 
execute. We have 
to invent a way to 
do it in the 
projects.” 
(A Sales 
Manager) 
“Customers [the 
brands] can 
formulate targets 
in different ways, 
but the target 
might be the same 
[…] we need to 
sort out how 
targets are related 
to components 
and features.” 
(A Requirements 
Management 
Manager) 

Brand project 
controllers, after- 
sales managers, and 
requirements 
managers 
established a 
collaborative 
relationship in 
solving problems. 
A close collaborative 
relationship was 
developed at both a 
strategic and 
operational level in 
relation to after-sales 
and requirements 
management. 

Howells, 
2012; Yoda, 
2016 

Specialist 
miscommunication 

(15) 
It’s not clear 
enough what’s 
new and what’s 
carry over. 
(A Geometry 
Assurance 
Expert) 

Difficulties in 
understanding how 
old vehicle parts 
should be included 
in the project and 
how carry over 
should be defined 
obstructed 
collaboration. 
Instilled a 
competitive 
relationship, 
especially between 

(continued on next page) 
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Lowgear had instead developed a strategy where they developed three 
ranges of heavy trucks, targeting different applications. This difference 
in vehicle ranges was vital. It takes a long time to change functional 
strategies and work practices to fit a new vehicle range strategy. For 
example, Lowgear had built its manufacturing facilities so that each 
would serve one special range of vehicles. Meanwhile, Highgear had 
built manufacturing facilities to fit its internal platform approach. 
Brands were unwilling to make significant changes to their 
manufacturing capabilities. This strategic difference added to the 
competitive relationship between brands’ strategic product planners 
and manufacturing departments. The platform project also concerned 
work opportunities. That is, a change in manufacturing principles could 
lead to a loss of work opportunities in some manufacturing plants, or 
even to a shutdown of manufacturing facilities. So the labor unions also 
tried to impact critical manufacturing solutions, enforcing the compet-
itive relationship between brands at the strategic level. 

Additionally, due to product life cycles Highgear was in need to 
introduce a new product to the market six months before Lowgear. None 

of the brands were willing to change their schedule. This difference in 
“time to market” added to the general competitive relationship between 
brands. A difference of only six months may not sound that big, but this 
type of development engages hundreds of qualified managers and 
workers full-time. It advances significantly in that timeframe, not only in 
terms of technological development, but also strategic and organiza-
tional. Overall, this issue pushed stakeholders to maintain a competitive 
relationship. There was also an issue relating to the manufacturing 
principles applied by each brand. Highgear’s principle was based on 
bringing the platform through the assembly line “right side up”, which 
collided with Lowgear’s “upside down” assembly. A change in 
manufacturing principles would be costly, and something that each 
brand tried to avoid. The change in manufacturing principles added 
significantly to a competitive relationship between manufacturing de-
partments at both the strategic and operational levels. 

A further concern was lack of resources (3). Highgear was financially 
very successful while Lowgear had been struggling with financial 
problems for some longer time. Thus, the two brands were in different 
situations with regard to their ability to pay for advanced R&D solutions. 
Highgear managers sympathized with the idea of contributing more 
financially than Lowgear to develop the platform, but there was a clear 
limit. This financial difference set the brands apart on a strategic level. 

Another issue to consider was dysfunctional organizational structures 
(4). DevCo had launched a huge organizational change project, with a 
new organizational unit in the making. The aim was to shift power from 
the line organization to projects, and the unit would decide on critical 
product development issues. Yet, the work of implementing the unit was 
ongoing, and stakeholders reported that some decisions were being 
made in the new unit, but most were made elsewhere. This situation 
engendered confusion and hampered decision-making processes at both 
the strategic and operational levels. In general, the organizational 
change process instilled a competitive relationship between brands since 
it delayed development activities. 

Adding to the problem of development barriers was the strategic and 
operational design process principle (5). It concerned the culture of tradi-
tional power distribution among different functions. Highgear and most 
parts of DevCo had a long tradition of working with cross-functional 
teams where engineers naturally exercised significant mandate, but 
the other functional representatives also had a high degree of influence 
in the development process. However, at Lowgear, the development was 
engineer driven. While the process at Lowgear was about to change, the 
adjustment was slow. This difference called for a learning process where 
project stakeholders slowly gathered knowledge on how to manage 
change. All stakeholders had agreed on the need for change regarding 
the principle, and to act on it. While managing this barrier, stakeholders 
in general grew closer. 

The strategic and operational decision-making (6) process was also 
affected by decision-making cultures in the two brands and in DevCo. 
Highgear and most parts of DevCo were characterized by a bottom-up 
decision-making culture, while Lowgear’s culture in this respect was 
top-down. In Highgear and DevCo, actors could simply obstruct de-
cisions, albeit well-intendedly. But it was difficult to manage within the 
project, and to gain an overview of such obstruction. An obstruction in 
one part of the organization could have severe consequences in another, 
due to organizational and/or technological interdependencies. This 
situation created a cultural type of barrier, and in general instilled a 
competitive relationship. 

There was also an issue concerning strategic and operational IT (7). 
The product development organization (DevCo) and Highgear utilized 
various Computer Aided Design systems as part of the product devel-
opment process, and as preparation for manufacturing. However, they 
used one system in the cab department, another in other departments, 
and a third in the design department. Additionally, Lowgear also used a 
fourth, outdated system. These systems were incompatible. The issue of 
having non-compatible systems had not been a problem while working 
with incremental innovation. However, platform creation brought new 

Table 3 (continued ) 

Theoretical 
references or 
empirical 
finding 

Barriers extant in the 
literature or 
empirically deduced 

Emerging 
innovation 
barriers 

Barrier effect 

brands’ engineering 
departments. 

Laudien & 
Daxböck, 
2017 

External 
dependencies 

(16) 
We want the 
engine supplier to 
change the 
design, they want 
us to change. This 
issue is now 
managed at a 
strategic level. 
(A Geometry 
Assurance 
Expert) 

Difficulties in 
coordinating the 
process with the 
external engine 
supplier obstructed 
collaboration, but 
instilled a 
collaborative 
relationship between 
the brand engineers 
involved. 

Observation in 
this study 

Pre-project 
interdependencies 

(17) 
We have a lot in 
the architecture, 
and in the 
platform, that 
was actually 
created in the 
failed XX project. 
[name of the 
project withheld 
due to 
confidentiality] 
(A Geometry 
Assurance 
Project 
Manager) 

Difficulties in 
understanding 
which solutions 
should be included 
from previous key 
R&D projects 
obstructed 
collaboration. 
Instilled a 
competitive 
relationship, 
especially between 
engineering 
departments. 

Observation in 
this study 

Inter-project 
interdependencies 

(18) 
We’re involved in 
a bunch of 
electricity 
projects, old and 
new, they’re all 
connected in one 
way or another. 
(An Electricity 
Project 
Manager) 

Difficulties in 
understanding 
interdependencies 
with other parallel 
projects obstructed 
collaboration. In 
general, this instilled 
a competitive 
relationship. 

Observation in 
this study 

Intra-functional 
distance 

(19) 
There’s no 
collaboration at 
all between us 
and the other 
brand. 
(A Design 
Manager) 

Difficulties in 
understanding 
which functions 
could have close 
inter-brand 
collaboration. There 
was a competitive 
relationship between 
design departments.  
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demands on system compatibility. The two brands decided to dispense 
with the outdated Lowgear system. Nonetheless, some information from 
that system had to be in use, and no one knew how to transfer the data to 
the new systems. Meanwhile, DevCo managers decided to create a sys-
tem interface integrating their three CAD systems. That work was 
ongoing in parallel with product development, hampering the pace of 
development. Though collaborating to find a shared solution, the CAD 
issue engendered a competitive relationship, since product development 
slowed down and the project had a schedule to meet. 

Finally, the organizations suffered change resistance (8). Although the 
brands had agreed to collaborate, this agreement had not been anchored 
within the organizations. Thus, a lot of work remained to sell the 
concept to all members of the organizations. Indeed, one Chief Project 
Manager claimed that the main part of his job was to meet with various 
stakeholders in order to convince them to support the project. In gen-
eral, this resistance instilled a competitive relationship. 

4.2. Emerging innovation barriers 

There were also innovation barriers that emerged due to the project 
scope and the related activities (Table 3). Each of these barriers had a 
significant impact on project progress and inter-organizational re-
lationships. First, there were administrative constraints (9), since man-
agers and experts were not used to working in such a large project. It was 
described as a situation where it was difficult to oversee, organize and 
coordinate processes and activities. In general, these difficulties 
contributed to creating a competitive relationship between stake-
holders, since project administration challenges made it hard to meet set 
deadlines. 

Lack of authority (10) was a regular issue. Project managers were 
uncertain as to what degree they could make decisions, and trust that the 
decisions taken would remain in place. They often found that steering 
committees contradicted their decisions. In general, this situation 
enforced a competitive relationship. Project managers found that it was 
easier to decide on differentiation than on commonality solutions, and 
trust that the decision would remain in place It also transpired that 
agreements considered watertight by managers and experts proved 
otherwise. Lack of authority was closely related to the issue of ignorance 
(11). It was difficult to define the business value of commonality and 
differentiation. For example, an agreement was reached on sharing three 
critical development areas, and then breached. In general, ignorance led 
to additional competitive behavior among stakeholders. Engineers 
working on shared items did, however, developed a closer relationship. 

Then there was the issue of managing ideas into good currency (12). In 
a multi-project setting, projects are most often in need of synchroniza-
tion, but that was not the case in this instance. Since one project started 
development three months earlier than the other, project work was 
unsurprisingly characterized from the outset by heated discussions on 
whether or not synchronization was required. The synchronization issue 
had a spillover effect on the work of balancing commonality and dif-
ferentiation. It was difficult to compare the need for brand-specific and/ 
or shared technological solutions as projects were in very different 
phases of maturity. The commonality issue in itself was questioned. 
While a high share of commonality would be seen as success by DevCo, 
the brands had another approach to the issue. They were only keen on 
applying commonality solutions, if they could make a positive business 
case for so doing. Thus, if technology (parts, systems) was shared, 
stakeholders in the specific items developed a closer relationship. For 
example, engineers from the two brands working on an electrical 
maintenance box developed a collaborative relationship. Nonetheless, in 
general, the lack of early synchronization contributed to a competitive 
relationship between the respective engineering departments. 

Project stakeholders also found it difficult to decide on data re-
quirements (13). For example, brands had different traditions for 
following up on costs. Consequently, projects failed to deliver cost es-
timates on reaching critical milestones. In addition, new financial rules 

of the game were communicated as the project evolved. These came late 
during the concept phase, and made inter-project collaboration more 
complicated, thus instilling a competitive relationship. 

The problem with data requirements was closely related to a lack of 
competences (14). It was a matter of organizing project work. For 
example, it is easier to perform cost follow-ups, if projects employ the 
same practices. However, that was not the case here. Unlike the other 
two projects, Lowgear integrated project controllers in the day-to-day 
work. Consequently, critical differences in managing cost issues were 
discovered late in the concept development phase. Thus, although the 
relationship between project controllers was characterized by collabo-
ration, the late discovery of diverse practices instilled a general sense of 
competition, since the problem would take long to solve. Managers in 
other parts of the project also identified differences in practices. After- 
sales is a critical area to manage, since it is the function that brings 
substantial revenue to the brands. Nonetheless, knowledge on how to 
manage after-sales activities was in need of substantial development. 
Indeed, after-sales managers had by tradition not been part of cross- 
functional teamwork in the brands. This tradition was about to 
change, but after-sales practices had to be developed. After-sales man-
agers found they had to invent new work practices, and this shared 
development grew the collaborative relationship among after-sales 
managers. Finally, there was an agreement that the practice of re-
quirements management would be used as a base for communicating 
clear product prerequisites. However, requirements management as a 
practice was new to all stakeholders. Thus, the brands communicated 
requirements in different ways. It was impossible for project stake-
holders to interpret and understand the meaning of requirements and 
the relationship between requirements. Paradoxically, while relation-
ships among brands’ requirements managers were characterized by 
close collaboration, the brands’ requirements management problems at 
a strategic level drove them apart. 

The issue of specialist miscommunication (15) was also prevalent. 
Components and technologies already in use in other products were 
labelled “carry over”. The problem was that stakeholders referred to 
carry over in eight different ways. Thus, the boundary between carry 
over and new technology was fuzzy, creating a base for confusion and 
misunderstandings between project stakeholders. Furthermore, what 
qualified as “carry over” for one brand, was not for the other. The dif-
ficulties in managing carry over instilled a competitive atmosphere be-
tween, in particular, engineering departments. 

Another barrier to manage was External dependencies (16). Project 
stakeholders were dependent on coordinating development work with 
an external engine supplier. The interface between the engine and the 
cab was critical. Cab developers were trying to influence the engine 
supplier to make design changes so that the engine would fit with the 
cab architecture. However, the engine supplier was not keen on making 
changes, since they might call for costly licensing approval. Moreover, 
only one of the brands had developed a product assurance plan with the 
necessary specifications. Thus, development activities came to a com-
plete halt in this respect. This shared problem amplified the collabora-
tive relationship between project stakeholders, especially among the 
engineers involved. 

It also transpired that pre-project interdependencies (17) acted as a 
barrier. In a previous but failed project, multiple new technological 
solutions had been created. For some managers and experts, it felt nat-
ural to include these solutions in the new project. However, their in-
clusion was far from agreed among all stakeholders. The question of 
what lay within or outside of the project scope was, therefore, affected 
by informal attempts to bring in technology that would be beneficial for 
various interest groups. Most of these technological solutions came from 
Highgear. The push for these technologies contributed to the competi-
tive atmosphere between engineering departments, since Lowgear found 
many of the solutions too costly. 

Moreover, there were also ongoing inter-project interdependencies (18) 
to take into account. DevCo was managing multiple ongoing 
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development projects for both Highgear and Lowgear. Each of these was 
more or less connected to the new project. Both brands wanted to 
employ as many of the solutions as possible in the new platform. Man-
agers therefore had to learn how to manage “moving targets” in parallel 
projects, and there was a high degree of complexity involved in man-
aging targets of this nature. In general, this complexity engendered a 
competitive atmosphere. 

Finally, interfunctional distance (19) acted as a barrier. The manage-
ment of interdependencies as described above called for close cross- 
functional and inter-organizational collaboration. However, such 
collaboration was complicated: some functions would involve very close 
collaboration where inter-brand boundaries would be ignored, others 
would feature no collaboration whatsoever. Thus, barriers where non- 
existent in some parts of the project, and strong, high and impene-
trable in others. There was for example, no collaboration between brand 
design departments, but very close collaboration between requirements 
managers. 

The interplay between multiple barriers increased the experienced 
level of complexity and difficulty (Tables 2 and 3). Not all of the barriers 
were discovered and managed at the same time by various development 
stakeholders. Instead, barriers surfaced as development work continued. 

5. Discussion 

In this analysis, we first examine innovation barrier dynamics. Sec-
ond, we present a dynamic barrier model explaining how barriers of 
historical origin (initial conditions innovation barriers) are embedded 
with project-related barriers (Emerging Barriers). Finally, we present a 
model explaining how interorganizational relationships are transformed 
from homogenous competitive into heterogeneous coopetitive. Thus, by 
analyzing coopetitive interaction (Czakon, Gnyawali, et al., 2020), we 
contribute knowledge to the Activity School of Thought (Bengtsson & 
Raza-Ullah, 2016). 

5.1. Innovation barrier dynamics 

The lion’s share of previous innovation barrier studies have focused 
on discussing the existence of a single barrier and its implications. We 
found a barrage of co-existing barriers in the form of, for example, ri-
valry (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000), lack of resources (Kelley, 2009), lack of 
competencies (O’Connor & DeMartino, 2006), managerial politics 
(Kyriazis et al., 2017), lack of authority (Hauschildt, 1999), change 
resistance (Akhilesh, 2014), specialist miscommunication (Yoda, 2016), 
and, to some extent, external dependencies (Laudien & Daxböck, 2017). 
Of the 17 potential barriers we presented in the theory section, 14/17 
were identified in this study. In addition, the study identified five novel 
barriers: strategic and operational decision-making, strategic and oper-
ational IT, pre-project interdependencies, inter-project in-
terdependencies, and intra-functional distance. Thus, in total, 19 
interdependent barriers were identified in this study. 

As in the prior research, we find that coopetition unfolds over time 
(Kylänen & Rusko, 2011; Mariani, 2016), but also that coopetitive 
platform development is related to a high number of innovation barriers 
influencing the unfolding process. We describe this state of being as a 
situation of multiplicity and concurrency. That is, multiple barriers 
surface at different points of time in various parts of the organizations, 
they are more or less interdependent, and affect development concur-
rently. This finding extends the reasoning by other researchers claiming 
that coopetition may take place in multiple organizational levels in 
parallel (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016; Gnyawali & Park, 2009). 

The study further shows that some of these barriers have a historical 
origin, while others originate from the project scope. This may explain 
why it is difficult to collaborate with direct competitors in specialized 
industries (Klimas & Czakon, 2018). We propose that interorganiza-
tional history plays an important role as a source of what we label initial 
conditions innovation barriers (ICIB). These barriers bring in 

interorganizational pre-conditions affecting the development of a coo-
petitive relationship. That is, organizations which have long acted in the 
same line of business will have a history of competition and collabora-
tion, where firms have established specific strategic market positions 
ensuring business success. Here, strategic and operational choices will 
have played a major role enabling firms to achieve their current market 
position. Thus, they will have created organizations that differentiate 
themselves from other firms. It might be said that firms have a strategic 
and operational profile that defines who they are, what they do, and how 
they think. As a consequence, active or salient initial conditions innova-
tion barriers are embedded in organizational strategic and operational 
profiles. Such barriers are manifested in strategic and operational de-
cisions, and help stakeholders define boundaries of their own and other 
firms. Therefore, when entering a coopetitive project, initial conditions 
innovation barriers will be part of, and affect, any multibrand platform 
development. 

Moreover, previous studies have established that the initiation of an 
interorganizational radical platform project creates innovation turbu-
lence, where stakeholders need to address challenges of an unprece-
dented character (Burström & Wilson, 2018; Sköld & Karlsson, 2013). 
That is, as stakeholders begin their development work, multiple new 
innovation barriers emerge. Drawing on Bahar et al. (2022), who 
emphasize the uniqueness of platform collaboration, we propose that 
these innovation barriers relate to the ambition level and level of novelty 
that are intrinsic to a platform project. We label these barriers emerging 
innovation barriers (EIB). 

It is therefore essential for all stakeholders to understand ICIB-EIB 
interplay. We consequently propose that innovation barriers stem 
from two different sources and cross-fertilize, hence increasing the 
experienced level of innovation barriers in interorganizational platform 
development. We also propose that innovation barriers play an impor-
tant role in what Lundgren-Henriksson and Tidström (2021, 10) 
describe as the complex interplay between several organizational- 
historical and project-related dimensions and elements. This knowl-
edge contributes to the understanding of coopetitive activities in daily 
strategic and operational activities (Czakon, Gnyawali, et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, the lion’s share of previous studies give the impression 
that all stakeholders involved in coopetitive activities share the expe-
rience of being in the same state of coopetition. That is, coopetition is 
treated as a stable condition between two organizational entities. 
However, in line with Raza-Ullah et al. (2014), this study shows that this 
is not the case. Rather, just as indicated by previous researchers (Fer-
nandez et al., 2014; Fernandez & Chiambaretto, 2016; Le Roy & Fer-
nandez, 2015), projects are places where coopetitive processes are 
renewed and may take unexpected directions. More specifically, Raza- 
Ullah et al. (2014) explain that stakeholders need to manage a coope-
titive paradox, where various units may act in stable organizational 
environments (experts collaborate) or in dynamic temporary environ-
ments (managers are engaged). Yet, Raza-Ullah et al. (2014) do not 
provide any empirical observations to back their proposition. This study, 
which concerns a large, complex and temporary environment, therefore 
validates the proposition made by Raza-Ullah et al. (2014), illustrating 
how coopetition manifests through an interplay between multiple 
innovation barriers and stakeholders. 

5.2. The managerial process 

As project work progresses, innovation barriers (ICIBs and EIBs) 
integrate and blend the development activities conducted by different 
stakeholders. Thus, initial conditions innovation barriers become 
embedded with emerging barriers (Fig. 2). Drawing on previous 
research (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016; Le Roy & Czakon, 2016), we 
propose that stakeholders undertake three parallel managerial activities 
in order to make sense (Lundgren-Henriksson & Tidström, 2021) of 
barrier configurations: Barrier discovery – Barrier management – Barrier 
reconfiguration (Fig. 2). 
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First, emerging barriers do not appear all at once. Rather, they appear 
and are discovered by project stakeholders as development work pro-
gresses, and initially the interdependence between barriers is unclear. 
Thus, managers and other stakeholders need to make ongoing in-
terpretations of the impact of EIBs and decide on if and how to collab-
orate/compete (cf. Czakon & Czernek-Marszałek, 2021). Indeed, what 
might at first sight be thought of as an isolated EIB might actually be 
related to several ICIBs. For example, deciding on what rearview mirror 
to use in a truck seems like a simple development decision. However, the 
design of a rearview mirror contributes to the image of a truck brand, 
and therefore concerns sensitive inter-organizational relationships 
(branding). Thus, it also relates to design process principles. Further, it 
might also concern new manufacturing principles (change of 
manufacturing routines), and definitely requirement processes (the 
qualities of the rearview mirror), and cost follow-up processes (how 
should costs be accounted for and divided between brands). Hence, the 
seemingly simple decision of choosing a rearview mirror translates into 
the management of multiple interdependent barriers. Previous coope-
tition studies fail to capture such dynamics, which are in fact an 
important part of everyday coopetition activities (Czakon, Gnyawali, 
et al., 2020). 

As barriers are discovered, stakeholders also begin a process of bar-
rier management. This includes management of the intricate interplay 
between project stakeholders and strategic stakeholders. Barrier man-
agement functions as an interface between barrier discovery and barrier 
reconfiguration, involving activities such as categorization, negotiation, 
and decision-making. It enables stakeholders to manage critical in-
cidents and key development issues. The barrier management process 
further enables the illustration, analysis and comprehension of difficult- 
to-understand ICIB-EIB interdependencies. This finding complements 
those of Le Roy and Fernandez (2015), who claim the need to under-
stand the interplay between operational and strategic stakeholders. 

Barrier management becomes necessary as the development of a 
multibrand platform challenges traditional organizational stability (cf. 
Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). Traditional boundaries are questioned, and 
new collaborative/competitive logics are being created between and 
within organizations. That is, the organizations are facing a period of 
dynamic change. It could be said that, for a period of time, temporality 
becomes the new normal. During this period of dynamic change, 
stakeholders at all levels of the organizations negotiate new rules of the 
game. These can in some cases be created relatively quickly (when there 
are few conflicting interests and low innovation barriers to overcome), 
while in others it can take a significant period of time (when there are 
multiple conflicting critical interests and high innovation barriers). For 
example, it was easy for the stakeholders in this study to reach agree-
ment on implementing a requirements management process, though 
difficult to make it work in practice. Yet, the stakeholders found it very 
difficult to agree on, for example, synchronization, financial rules, 
manufacturing principles, authority, and decision-making processes, 
and it would take several years to fine-tune shared chains of logistics. 

As stakeholders gain new insights and make decisions, they also 

perform barrier reconfiguration. We propose that this activity is central to 
the organizations as part of forming an interfirm relationship based on a 
complex, dynamic and idiosyncratic interplay (cf. Ricciardi et al., 2021). 
It is through barrier reconfiguration that multiple pieces of the strategic 
and operational coopetitive puzzle find a final fit. Here, stakeholders 
establish new interorganizational and intraorganizational boundaries, 
creating new understandings of “we” and of “them”. Reconfiguration 
enables stakeholders to achieve a shared understanding of innovation 
barriers’ impact. Thus, the number of change activities becomes smaller, 
and the intensity of change activities declines. Consequently, a new set 
of innovation barriers is put in place, and stability re-installed in the 
organizations. However, drawing on previous researchers who show 
that coopetition is contextual in nature (Damayanti et al., 2017; Fong 
et al., 2021; Klimas & Czakon, 2018), we emphasize that such reconfi-
guration can take a substantial amount of time (years), since it does not 
happen at once and at the same time in all parts of the organization. 

When barriers have been re-configured and the project ends, the 
participating organizations have reached a point in time where the 
coopetitive relationship between the organizations has been redefined 
(Fig. 2). As the barriers have been redefined, some stakeholders have 
built a closer relationship, while others have maintained their distance 
or drifted apart. This means that new, long-lasting professional re-
lationships, vehicle architectures and technological interfaces have been 
created, and product facilities have been re-organized. It also means that 
stakeholders perceive each other with a new mindset, since the concept 
of “we and them” has been redefined. The organizations can also elab-
orate further on their long-term strategizing processes. Thus, the 
unfolding of the coopetitive strategy will continue (Kylänen & Rusko, 
2011; Mariani, 2016), but with less intensity. 

5.3. Heterogeneous coopetitive relationship 

In this section, we analyze the unfolding of the interorganizational 
development and the manifestation of collaborative and competitive 
activities (Gnyawali & Ryan Charleton, 2018). As recommended by 
Madrid-Guijarro et al. (2009), we study the interplay between multiple 
innovation barriers. This approach extends the knowledge on the coo-
petition and innovation studies (Gernsheimer et al., 2021). In line with 
researchers taking a dynamic perspective on coopetition (Czakon & 
Czernek-Marszałek, 2021; Dahl, 2014), we emphasize that coopetition 
should be seen as a state of becoming rather than as a state of being. We 
also stress that coopetition comes about in very different ways within 
and between stakeholders in different parts of the organizations (Fer-
nandez et al., 2021). Thus, this study provides a more profound expla-
nation of the coopetition change process, and an understanding of how 
coopetition strategy may come about (Czakon, Gnyawali, et al., 2020) in 
a platform setting (Bahar et al., 2022). We find that as initial conditions 
innovation barriers and emerging barriers are embedded, the relation-
ship between the stakeholders in participating organizations changes, 
both at a strategic and operational level. This transformation is illus-
trated in Fig. 3. As two different organizations commence collaboration 

Fig. 2. Innovation barrier management.  
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on a shared vehicle platform, they start out with a relatively homoge-
nous competitive relationship, initially dominated by competition at 
both the strategic and operational level (left-hand grid, Fig. 3). How-
ever, as collaboration develops the relationship is bound to change, but 
the direction of change, and the effect of change on the strategic and 
operational levels, is unknown (illustrated by the arrows in the left-hand 
grid). This means that as development work continues, stakeholders 
start to develop a coopetitive mindset (Czakon, Klimas, & Mariani, 
2020). Nevertheless, the configuration of the mindset will differ be-
tween organizations, departments, units, and individuals. 

Therefore, as the project unfolds and barriers are managed, some 
stakeholders remain distant and competitive while others adopt to a 
closer and collaborative relationship. Hence, the organizations form a 
heterogeneous coopetitive relationship (right-hand grid, Fig. 3). This 
new relationship features both strategic and operational stretch, frag-
menting the participating organizations, since not every strategic 
stakeholder changes in the same way, and neither does every stake-
holder at the operational level. Behavior relating to the same business 
activity can also differ between stakeholders at the strategic vs. opera-
tional level. That is, while strategic stakeholders grow closer, opera-
tional stakeholders may reject a competitive relationship, or vice versa. 
We explain the heterogeneous coopetitive relationship via four basic 
organizational dimensions during multibrand development (the four 
squares, right-hand grid, Fig. 3).  

1. Some stakeholders maintain and strengthen a previous competitive 
relationship. In this study, especially product planners, the design 
department and manufacturing department, at both the strategic and 
operational level, maintained a competitive interorganizational 
relationship (lower-left square, right-hand grid, Fig. 3).  

2. Some strategic level stakeholders may adopt to a more collaborative 
mode, while operational level stakeholders remain in a competitive 
mode. In this study, strategic stakeholders motivated shared tech-
nological product development, but some individuals and teams at 
the operational level more or less openly resisted collaboration 
(upper-left square, right-hand grid). Thus, there was strategic 
collaborative stretch, but operational interorganizational competi-
tion remained.  

3. Some strategic level stakeholders may maintain a competitive mode, 
while operational level stakeholders move to a collaborative mode. 
In this study, strategic level financial managers remained competi-
tive, but operational stakeholders, as project controllers, formed an 
interorganizational collaborative environment. Thus, there was 
operational stretch, but the strategic competitive relationship was 
maintained (lower-right square, right-hand grid).  

4. Some stakeholders at both the strategic and operational level act in 
harmony, and move to a collaborative mode (upper-right square, 

right-hand grid). In this study, both after-sales managers and re-
quirements managers, at the strategic and operational levels, created 
an interorganizational collaborative environment. Thus, there was 
both strategic and operational stretch. 

In general, coopetition studies relating to the activity school of 
thought describe a relatively simple coopetition pattern, where collab-
orative activities are undertaken far from customers while competition 
is observed in activities near to customers (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 
2016). In contrast, this study reveals a much more complex and so-
phisticated interplay underlying the unfolding and manifestation of 
competitive and collaborative activities (Gnyawali & Ryan Charleton, 
2018). Additionally, the study reveals the sources of innovation barriers 
(ICIB and EIB), the multiplicity of innovation barriers and their in-
terdependencies, the complexity of inter-organizational change (stra-
tegic and operational stretch), and the heterogeneous coopetitive 
relationship as an outcome. In line with Bahar et al. (2022), we, there-
fore conclude that barrier management in multibrand platform devel-
opment demands other strategic and operational managerial 
competencies than innovation barrier management in most other types 
of project. 

6. Conclusions 

Connecting to the Activity School of Thought (Bengtsson & Raza- 
Ullah, 2016), this study was guided by the research question “How 
does a rivalrous interorganizational relationship transform into a coo-
petitive strategy?” We extended this question by asking: “During shared 
platform development, what strategic and operational coopetitive pat-
terns come about during the transformation?” We discuss our contri-
butions below. 

First, it is important to note that innovation barriers are not per se a 
negative aspect of coopetition and platform management. Instead, they 
constitute a natural part of innovation work, offering a way to enable 
and restrain parts of a coopetitive strategy evolving between two 
different firms. Hence, innovation barriers should be seen as an essential 
organizational element in play, and part of managers’ sensemaking 
processes (cf. Lundgren-Henriksson & Tidström, 2021). 

Moreover, in answering our research questions, we make several 
contributions to coopetition theory. Gnyawali and Ryan Charleton 
(2018) describe a need for research to understand how simultaneous 
competition and cooperation manifests in coopetitive relationships, and 
this study answers that call. We provide a novel case for the new stream 
of coopetition and innovation studies (Bouncken et al., 2020; Gern-
sheimer et al., 2021; Pekovic et al., 2020), with significant validity for 
the study of coopetition relationship transformation – a study of multi-
brand platform development. This study complements the platform 

Fig. 3. Corporate heterogeneous state of coopetition.  
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study of Bahar et al. (2022) and brings qualified knowledge on coope-
titive platform development to the research community. More specif-
ically, we propose that this type of development is characterized by 
barrier multiplicity and concurrency, where initial conditions innovation 
barriers (history related) are embedded with emerging innovation barriers 
(project related). The study can, therefore, also be seen as complemen-
tary to tension studies, which address similar questions, but from 
another angle (e.g., Czakon, Gnyawali, et al., 2020; Le Roy & Fernandez, 
2015; Lundgren-Henriksson & Tidström, 2021; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). 
Due to the strong impact that innovation barriers have on the framing of 
the coopetitive relationship between firms, we propose that they should 
be seen as contingencies, comparable to the coopetition mindset, 
experience (Gnyawali & Park, 2011), and capabilities (Gnyawali, Mad-
havan, He, & Bengtsson, 2016). Hence, we extend the knowledge on the 
dynamics underlying coopetitive strategy and interorganizational rela-
tionship development (cf. Devece et al., 2019; Kylänen & Rusko, 2011; 
Mariani, 2016). In addition, we make a theoretical contribution by 
presenting a framework showing how brands’ competitive relationship 
(through strategic and operational stretch) transforms into a heteroge-
neous coopetitive relationship. 

This study has managerial implications. First, it is clear that inno-
vation barriers are both a contingency that shapes interorganizational 
dynamics, and a target issue that requires management (remove or 
change). The decision on how to move forward is dependent on an 
intimate interplay between top managers, middle managers, experts, 
and other stakeholders. Second, compared to incremental development, 
it is obvious that top managers need to approach radical platform 
development in another way. When organizations engage in coopetitive 
platform development, the distance between top management and R&D 

managers should be decreased. Top managers should engage in devel-
opment activities, so that they gain an understanding of the intimate 
relationship between strategic intention and shop-floor invention. Only 
by taking a top-down and complementary bottom-up perspective, will 
top managers be able to comprehend the interplay and in-
terdependencies between initial conditions innovation barriers and 
emerging innovation barriers. 

We propose that future research on innovation barriers continues to 
focus on multibrand platform development. Research in such settings 
brings significant opportunities to study complexities that never are 
found and discussed in more simple types of development projects. We 
assume that these settings can be identified in the relationships between 
major players in the market. We consider that the future development of 
artificial intelligence platforms or digital platforms could be a fruitful 
context for investigation, due to their capabilities to probe various 
markets. 

Additionally, one of our reviewers pointed out, and we agree, that 
our study resembles those where contingency theory is used as base for 
analysis. A basic viewpoint in contingency theory is there is no best way 
to organize a corporation. We assume that the same viewpoint is valid 
regarding how to organize shared interorganizational platform collab-
oration. Thus, we encourage future interorganizational platform studies 
drawing on contingency theory, in order to understand more of the 
possible ways to organize such endeavors. 

Finally, this study has research limitations, since it is based on one 
single case study. It is therefore not possible to generalize the findings, 
nor to replicate the study. Nonetheless, we believe the framework and 
outline contribute significant knowledge on the dynamics of coopetitive 
relationships and the barriers related to coopetitive relations.  

Appendix 1. Interview guide  

Role Agreements  
• What do you do?  • Contracts  
• Engagement in several projects, tasks, functions  • Policy  
• Connections to other projects, tasks, functions  • Traditions  
• Process over time  • Secrecy  
• Critical incidents  • Problems 
Responsibilities Resources  
• Formal responsibilities in the project  • Internet  
• Informal responsibilities in the project  • Intranet  
• General responsibilities  • Documents  
• Expectations of others, for others  • Guidelines  
• Conflicts Group composition 
Innovation  • Distant/Close  
• Systemic or single  • Knowledge  
• Special problems  • Problems  
• How is the innovation created? Objects  
• Collaboration network  • Types (digital, reports etc.)  
• Work climate  • Limits 
Knowledge to solve the task  • Problems  
• How to learn  • Possibilities  
• What do you learn and from whom?  • Connections  
• Learning activities  • Feelings for  
• Why these contacts?  • What if?  
• Forum  • Threats 
Communication  • In use for  
• With whom do you communicate to solve… Systems  
• Tools. (How to communicate)  • Types  
• Advantages/Disadvantages  • Connections  
• Problems Work culture 
Network  • Between practices  
• Personal contacts  • Between organizations  
• Relationship to contacts Challenges  
• How relationships impact work  • Organizational  
• Membership in network  • Technological 
Other   
• Commonality   
• Synchronizing  

(continued on next page) 
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(continued )  

• Critical (use of word)   
• Commitment   
• Decision (communication and memory)   
• Freeze   
• Loops   

References 

Akhilesh, K. B. (2014). Creativity in R&D organizations. In R&D management (pp. 
125–139). New Delhi: Springer.  

Bahar, V. S., Nenonen, S., & Starr, R. G., Jr. (2022). Coopetition with platforms: 
Balancing the interplay of cooperation and competition in hospitality. Tourism 
Management, 88, Article 104417. 

Baldwin, J., & Lin, Z. (2002). Impediments to advanced technology adoption for 
Canadian manufacturers. Research Policy, 31(1), 1–18. 

Becker, C. M., & Zirpoli, F. (2003). Organizing new product development: Knowledge 
hollowing-out and knowledge integration – The fiat auto case. International Journal 
of Operations & Production Management, 3(9), 1033–1061. 

Bengtsson, & Kock, S. (2014). Coopetition—Quo vadis? Past accomplishments and future 
challenges. Industrial Marketing Management, 43(2), 180–188. 

Bengtsson, M., & Kock, S. (2000). “Coopetition” in business networks—To cooperate and 
compete simultaneously. Industrial Marketing Management, 29(5), 411–426. 

Bengtsson, M., & Raza-Ullah, T. (2016). A systematic review of research on coopetition: 
Toward a multilevel understanding. Industrial Marketing Management, 57, 23–39. 

Bouncken, R. B., Fredrich, V., Ritala, P., & Kraus, S. (2020). Value-creation-capture- 
equilibrium in new product development alliances: A matter of coopetition, expert 
power, and alliance importance. Industrial Marketing Management, 90, 648–662. 

Bouncken, R. B., Qiu, Y., Sinkovics, N., & Kürsten, W. (2021). Qualitative research: 
Extending the range with flexible pattern matching. Review of Managerial Science, 15 
(2), 251–273. 

Buiga, A. (2012). Investigating the role of MQB platform in Volkswagen Group’s strategy 
and automobile industry. International Journal of Academic Research in Business and 
Social Sciences, 2(9), 391–399. 

Burström, T., & Jacobsson, M. (2012). Transition processes in an interorganizational 
platform project. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 5(3), 400–419. 

Burström, T., & Wilson, T. L. (2015). Exploring the relationship between flagship 
platform projects and intrapreneurial self-renewal activities: Managing 
intrapreneurial equivocality. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 38, 
37–52. 

Burström, T., & Wilson, T. L. (2018). The texture of tension; complexity, uncertainty and 
equivocality. International Journal of Managing Projects in Business, 11(2), 458–485. 

Burström, T., Wilson, T. L., & Wincent, J. (2020). Dynamics of after-sales managers’ 
strategizing work: What, why and how. Journal of Business Research, 110, 119–131. 

Cavalcante, S., Kesting, P., & Ulhoi, J. (2011). Business model dynamics and innovation: 
(re)establishing the missing linkages. Management Decision, 49(8), 1327–1342. 

Crick, J. M., & Crick, D. (2020). The yin and yang nature of coopetition activities: Non- 
linear effects and the moderating role of competitive intensity for internationalised 
firms. International Marketing Review, 38(4), 690–716. 

Czakon, W., & Czernek-Marszałek, K. (2021). Competitor perceptions in tourism 
coopetition. Journal of Travel Research, 60(2), 312–335. 

Czakon, W., Gnyawali, D., Le Roy, F., & Srivastava, M. K. (2020). Coopetition strategies: 
Critical issues and research directions. Long Range Planning, 53(1), 2–9. 

Czakon, W., Klimas, P., & Mariani, M. (2020). Behavioral antecedents of coopetition: A 
synthesis and measurement scale. Long Range Planning, 53(1), 1–15. 
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