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The dark-side of coopetition: It’s not what you say, but the way that you do it 

 

 
 
 

Abstract 
This study, underpinned by the Resource-Based View, contributes to our understanding of 
the dark-side of marketing regarding unwanted and undesirable behaviour that may be 
detrimental to businesses. It involves regional coopetition (simultaneous collaboration and 
competition) within New Zealand’s wine sector. Owner-managers of 25 vineyards were 
interviewed to understand their views towards the potential paradox of coopetition together 
with another 13 managers that worked at the cellar door (38 interviews in total); also, 
observations of employees at 13 cellar doors to establish whether what owner-managers 
claimed was implemented as a ‘strategy as practice’ to customers. In contributing to 
knowledge, the study finds that although owner-managers of under-resourced firms may 
advocate the benefits of coopetition to enhance performance, observations indicate that 
certain front-line employees’ practices were inconsistent with the views of owner-
managers. The findings have implications for the way owner-managers recruit, train and 
incentivise employees to facilitate performance-enhancing service marketing strategies. 
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Introduction 

“There may be some inconsistencies between what managers say, and what they do” 
(Kraft, 1991, p. 485). 

 

The need to enter collaborative inter-firm relationships is a fundamental value-adding 

strategic marketing decision for particular management teams in under-resourced firms 

regarding enhancing their resource base (Felzensztein et al., 2018; Granata et al., 2018; 

Ryan et al., 2019). This current study builds on a platform of cross-disciplinary work 

involving: both the entrepreneurial strategy-marketing interface (Crick, 2018a) and 

economic geography-marketing interface (Nicholson et al., 2017). It focuses on the notion 

of ‘coopetition’ as one form of inter-firm collaboration, defined by Bengtsson & Kock 

(2014, p. 180) as “a paradoxical relationship between two or more actors, regardless of 

whether they are in horizontal or vertical relationships, simultaneously involved in 

cooperative and competitive interactions”. In line with the previously mentioned cross-

disciplinary literature, it has typically been conceptualised as a managerial mind-set or set 
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of firm-level behaviours associated with the sharing of resources and capabilities between 

rival businesses to enhance their performance (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Ritala & 

Hurmelinna-Laukkanen, 2009; Rusko, 2011; Dahl, 2014; Park et al., 2014; Bengtsson & 

Raza-Ullah, 2016; Gnyawali & Charleton, 2018; Crick & Crick, 2019). From a resource-

based view (RBV) perspective, inference is drawn from existing studies that in the event 

management teams in under-resourced firms collaborate with their competitors, they have 

access to more resources and capabilities that may enhance their performance; namely, 

in comparison to businesses competing on an individualistic-level (Combs & Ketchen Jnr, 

1999; Gnyawali & Park, 2009; Ritala, 2012; Crick, 2019a). 

Consequently, given the link between firms’ resources and enhanced performance 

resulting from management teams engaging in coopetition, it is not surprising that 

research interest continues into aspects of inter-firm collaboration (Arslan, 2018; 

Bouncken et al., 2018; Felzensztein et al., 2018; Hannah & Eisenhardt, 2018; Mathias et 

al., 2018). Nevertheless, prior research notes the need to manage potential tensions that 

can arise among firms due to the potential paradoxical nature of a coopetition strategy; 

that is, to avoid negative implications for performance (Fernandez et al., 2014; Raza-Ullah, 

et al., 2014; Tidstrom, 2014; Bengtsson et al., 2016). However, the extent to which 

managers implement a coopetition mind-set within their respective business to overcome 

potential tensions remains relatively under-researched. This consideration is important in a 

service context as there is a sometimes a lack of research with a strong managerial-

applied focus (Klaus & Edvardsson, 2014); additionally, there are doubts about the role of 

the marketing function within organisations (Verhoef & Leeflang, 2009). 

Therefore, to contribute to the existing literature, this current study builds on the previously 

mentioned notion of tensions in coopetition (Fernandez et al., 2014; Raza-Ullah et al., 
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2014; Tidstrom, 2014; Bengtsson et al., 2016). Specifically, the research objective is to 

further the current understanding of the dark-side of strategic marketing practices that can 

negatively affect firms’ performance; that is, with a focus on the implementation of 

coopetition activities impacting on the service offered by front line employees to 

customers. The applied managerial focus of this mixed methods study is relevant. A 

potential exists for differences regarding what management teams may claim in interviews 

in respect of the link between resources and performance-enhancing strategies (under the 

RBV) and what is observable in practice regarding employees’ service interaction with 

customers. This is because of potential ‘dark-side’ practices associated with part of 

respective firms’ marketing function involving unwanted and undesirable behaviour that in 

certain cases may be detrimental to businesses’ activities (Harris & Daunt, 2011; Daunt & 

Harris, 2014; Daunt & Greer, 2015; Greer, 2015).  

In addressing the research objective, this current investigation draws on an ‘adapted’ 

strategy as practice approach (as per Whittington, 1996; 2006; Jarzabkowski et al., 2007; 

Burgelman et al., 2018; Jarzabkowski & Bednarek, 2018). It contributes to our 

understanding concerning the extent to which employees at the interface with customers 

enhance the sales performance of their own firm rather than collaborating with competitors 

for mutual performance benefits, namely, as might be expected under the RBV in 

coopetition relationships. This study is timely as it builds upon ongoing research 

highlighting the importance of inter-firm relationships in regional clusters (Dana & 

Winstone, 2008; Felzensztein & Deans, 2013; Felzensztein et al., 2014; 2018; 2019; 

Geldes et al., 2015; Crick, 2018a; 2018b; Granata et al., 2018). This earlier research has 

investigated contrasting product-market strategies such as core product (such as wine) 

sales domestically and overseas in addition to domestic tourism activities. A 2x2 matrix is 

utilised in this current investigation to differentiate firms employing narrow and augmented 
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product portfolios together with low and high levels of coopetition. The findings indicate 

that certain front-line service practices at the employee/customer interface were 

inconsistent with the views of owner-managers adding to our understanding of aspects of 

the dark-side of strategic marketing.  

This study is important since some dark-side practices have implications for the way 

owner-managers recruit, train and incentivise employees that interact with customers. In 

fact, observations within this current investigation suggest certain employees’ service 

behaviour was subtle, but still unhelpful, in potentially bringing back repeat custom or even 

increasing tourism to regional clusters that may affect sales for firms engaged in 

coopetition. In other words, the resource-enhancing nature of coopetition within clusters, 

consistent with the RBV, may not be fully implemented as a strategy as practice. Ideally, 

organisational practices are consistent throughout firms and what managers say, becomes 

implemented at the front line between employees and customers. Specifically, the study’s 

research question follows: to what extent are practices at the customer interface 

consistent with decision-makers’ coopetition strategies? 

 

Literature Review 

Resource Based Theory and the Link to Coopetition 

Under the RBV that provides the underpinning theoretical lens of this current investigation, 

firms’ resources (tangible assets like equipment and cash) and capabilities (intangible 

assets such as knowledge) are utilised to facilitate management teams enhancing their 

particular firm’s performance (Barney, 1991; 2001; 2014). An assumption exists that firms 

with a greater volume of resources and capabilities often have more scope to obtain 

enhanced levels of company performance in comparison to firms with fewer resources 
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and capabilities. The RBV is an appropriate lens to underpin this current study, given the 

notion of collaborating firms accessing resources and capabilities from competitors in 

performance-enhancing relationships (Combs & Ketchen Jr., 1999). In fact, recently, 

Barney (2018) notes the importance of potential stakeholders that may enhance resource-

performance relationships. Consistent with the nature of regional clusters in this current 

investigation, research has extended the RBV to include the competitive business 

environment (Priem & Butler, 2001). Additionally, the Relational View extends the RBV 

that takes into account the quality of network relationships (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Dyer et 

al., 2018). In respect of the wider service marketing literature, Grönroos (1990) highlights 

the importance of a relational approach to service contexts; likewise, recognition of the 

broader issue of ‘trust’ in relationships exists (Sekhon et al., 2014). 

Together, these resource-enhancing relational issues are relevant to varying extents in 

certain regional clusters given the different product-market strategies employed by owner-

managers, together with other contingencies or moderating factors like the relative 

competitive intensity (Felzensztein et al., 2014; 2018; 2019; Bengtsson et al., 2016; Yu & 

Lindsay, 2016; Crick, 2018a; 2019b; Granata et al., 2018). Although further consideration 

follows later in this paper in the context of the New Zealand (NZ) wine industry, for now, 

as Crick & Crick (2015) point out, particular firms in wine clusters serve core wine 

products domestically and overseas as well as wine tourism in the domestic market. This 

current study therefore notes ways that the relational aspects of coopetition under the 

RBV helps mitigate the role of the competitive environment addressed by firms, but only 

up to a point. After a certain point, ‘dark-side’ practices are evident among particular types 

of firms based on their product-market strategies. However, in line with the service focus 

of this journal’s special issue, this investigation concentrates on domestic tourism as 

opposed to overseas sales.  
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Coopetition Paradox and the Specific Wine Sector Context 

Lado et al. (2006) highlight the utility of adopting a paradox lens to understand divergent 

thinking around the complex nature of a juxtaposed phenomenon. In transcending the 

coopetition paradox, the importance of studies regarding this topic both for researchers in 

the marketing discipline and practitioners can aptly be noted from Raza-Ullah et al.’s 

(2014, p189) observation that: “despite increased acceptance of coopetition in scientific 

circles, we know little concerning the nature and materialization of this paradox”. The 

under-researched potential paradox in the sector context under investigation is worth 

consideration, since as previously alluded, certain vineyards compete via different 

product-market strategies (Crick & Crick, 2015; Felzensztein et al., 2014; 2019).  

Competitive aspects of the global wine sector exist in prior studies (Taplin, 2006; 2012; 

Voronov et al., 2013; Yu & Lindsay, 2016). Within this, the NZ wine sector has faced a 

high degree of competition for some time that has affected particular brands’ performance 

(Beverland, 2004; Crick & Crick, 2015). Recent data suggests NZ contributes about 2 

percent of worldwide sales (New Zealand Winegrowers, 2018) and is a new rather than 

old world wine producing country such as France and Italy; an issue that can affect 

perceptions towards the country of origin (Thorpe, 2009; Bruwer & Beller, 2012). Industry 

data suggests that a number of smaller NZ wine producers have experienced problems 

with profitability. Consequently, wine tourism is important, providing an incentive for firms 

in clusters (similar to counterparts in certain other countries, Felzensztein et al., 2014; 

Crick, 2018a; Granata et al., 2018) to collaborate to boost wine sales and related tourist 

activities.  
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A consultancy study (Deloitte, 2017) suggests that “wine tourists spend an average of 

$4500 per visit to New Zealand” (p.3). Moreover, (p.6) income statements suggest an 

average profit/loss before tax as follows: those with revenues of more than $20 million 

produced pre-tax profits of 20.6%; $10-20 million 16.3%; $5-10 million 9.9%; $1.5-5 million 

5.3%; and $0-1.5 million losses of 3.1%. This secondary data based on averages 

suggests a relationship exists between enhanced financial performance and economies of 

scale. Nevertheless, past research (Crick & Crick, 2015) suggests that the objectives of 

owner-managers of boutique vineyards with lower revenues differ. Certain owner-

managers struggle to implement growth strategies in comparison to particular wealthy 

individuals that can absorb losses and own a vineyard for lifestyle reasons.  

Previous research on clusters that include, but are not restricted to wine, highlight various 

forms of inter-firm cooperation (Dana & Winstone, 2008; Dana et al., 2013; Felzensztein & 

Deans, 2013; Felzensztein et al., 2014; 2018; 2019; Letaifa & Rabeau, 2014; Geldes et 

al., 2015). In fact, some clusters are dense in comparison to others (Letaifa & Rabeau, 

2014; Geldes et al., 2015) so relationships vary in terms of geographic proximities and in 

particular cases, their associated social proximities of network ties. In the specific context 

of wine clusters, potential collaboration in respect of resources and capabilities varies 

(Haywood & Lewis, 2008; Alonso, 2009; Charters & Michaux, 2014; Felzensztein & 

Deans, 2013; Felzensztein et al., 2014; Crick, 2018a). In terms of capabilities, an example 

from this earlier literature includes knowledge sharing to enhance a cluster’s reputation 

(Crick, 2018a). Regarding resources, earlier examples include equipment sharing and joint 

promotions as cost saving mechanisms; also, cross referrals of cellar doors, restaurants, 

accommodation, and wedding venues; all to attract tourists to an area for mutual 

advantage (Dana et al., 2013; Crick, 2018a). Nevertheless, the extent of such practices 
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may vary in line with business models in respect of wine and tourism, domestically and 

overseas (Felzensztein et al., 2014; 2019; Crick & Crick, 2015). 

 

Dark-Side Practices 

Moving from the largely established positive relationship between coopetition and 

performance under the RBV in order to contribute to knowledge, the potential dark-side of 

relationships remains under-researched. In respect of the broader marketing literature, 

earlier research has emphasised the utility of employees engaging with customers to 

improve their respective firm’s value provision to create or even co-create a positive 

experience (Hollebeek & Brodie, 2009; Edvardsson et al., 2011; Alves et al., 2016; Yu et 

al., 2018). By interacting with customers, employees potentially gain experience regarding 

factors of perceived value; as such, they can adapt marketing strategies towards the 

issues that customers require (Payne et al., 2008; O’Cass & Ngo, 2011).  

However, a potential remains for what has been termed ‘dark-side’ behaviour; an issue 

relevant to this current investigation since employees’ interactions with customers may not 

support the coopetition-oriented mind-set of owner-managers. Earlier marketing literature 

outside of coopetition activities considers dark-side behaviour within and outside 

organisations; also, being undertaken by customers, employees, or both (Harris & 

Reynolds, 2003; Harris & Ogbonna, 2006; Reynolds & Harris, 2009; Daunt & Harris, 2014; 

Daunt & Greer, 2015). In the context of this current investigation, the previously mentioned 

tensions may arise in coopetition that can affect behaviour. Tidstrom (2014) suggests 

different tensions result in specific outcomes and hence management of coopetition is 

necessary; it may be a function of various roles, knowledge, power and dependence, plus 

opportunism. Raza-Ullah et al (2014) consider tensions at individual, organisational and 
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inter-organisational levels. They discuss external and internal boundaries, like unifying 

forces and divergent forces and tensions via emotions occurring in different levels of 

persistence and intensity in various contexts. Virtanen & Kock (2016) highlight that the 

nature of tensions within relationships may change based on the product-market 

strategies employed, as some collaborating firms will be in greater degrees of competition 

in comparison to others. 

 

Strategy as Practice 

Debate exists on the utility of the strategy as practice perspective (Whittington, 1996; 

2006; Jarzabkowski et al., 2007; Burgelman et al., 2018; Jarzabkowski & Bednarek, 

2018). Nevertheless, it is emphasised in this current study that the approach undertaken 

did not set out to compare what owner-managers say and do, but rather what front line 

employees do in implementing the stated strategies of the owner-managers into practice. 

Whittington (1996, p. 731) suggests: “the focus of the approach undertaken is on strategy 

as a social ‘practice’, on how the practitioners of strategy really act and interact”. What is 

relevant about this view towards this current investigation is that it does not locate the 

strategy of practitioners exclusively at the top of the organisation; instead, practitioners 

can be present at each level of the organisation.  

The approach taken in this current study is to some extent consistent with a micro-

foundations research approach. That is, in the sense that different perspectives are taken 

to deconstruct a macro-level factor, namely coopetition in this investigation, into actions 

and interactions of staff in different areas of organisations’ hierarchies (Barney & Felin, 

2013; Felin et al., 2015). However, in relatively small firms such as those in the NZ wine 

sector, the number of employees and therefore layers of hierarchy tend to be somewhat 
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flat (Crick & Crick, 2015). Therefore, interest in the role of the marketing function is limited 

to only a comparison of what owner-managers stated with what front-line employees 

actually did as opposed to multiple hierarchies or the views of decision-makers in a formal 

Marketing Department, more typical of larger firms.  

 

Research Focus 

Johnson et al. (2003) suggest that while aspects of strategy have traditionally be focused 

on the macro-level of organisations, research needs to also consider micro-level 

phenomena; that is, consistent with the micro-foundations perspective (Barney & Felin, 

2013; Felin et al., 2015). Consequently, this current investigation considers an ‘adapted’ 

strategy as practice perspective (as per Whittington, 1996; 2006; Jarzabkowski et al., 

2007; Burgelman et al., 2018; Jarzabkowski & Bednarek, 2018). Although coopetition can 

exist at the macro and micro levels, it is possible that strategies are formulated by key 

decision-makers to the advantage of their firm and other businesses in their respective 

cluster in the NZ wine sector; that is, a win/win situation. In contrast, implementing 

operational issues in respect of coopetition, such as day-to-day interactions in a regional 

cluster (like cellar door sales) is likely to take place via other employees working at the 

customer interface. Given the recognition of potential tensions (Fernandez et al., 2014; 

Raza-Ullah, et al., 2014; Tidstrom, 2014; Bengtsson et al., 2016) consistent with existing 

literature concerning the dark-side of marketing, it follows that coopetition activities may 

not always be handled by those working at the customer interface in a way consistent with 

that of the key decision makers’ strategies; hence, opportunistic behaviour may potentially 

occur.  
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As noted by Virtanen & Kock (2016), the scope of the firms’ portfolio of business activities 

in terms of product-market strategies might affect coopetition practices. In the case of the 

wine sector, this can involve the production of wine and related tourism that in the latter 

includes cellar door activities (Crick & Crick, 2015). Sharing of different 

resources/capabilities are likely to take place consistent with the RBV to enhance network 

partners’ performance depending on the nature of their activities (product-market 

strategies). Research data that includes interviews with, and observation of, practitioners 

at different levels of firms, can shed more light on our understanding of the coopetition 

paradox. It is worth repeating this study’s research question before consideration of the 

research methods undertaken as follows: to what extent are practices at the customer 

interface consistent with decision-makers’ coopetition strategies? 

 

Methods 

Concepts and Measurement 

Decisions regarding concepts and their measurement followed a review of the existing 

literature and exploratory interviews. First, the previously mentioned definition by 

Bengtsson & Kock (2014) was utilised for coopetition involving the paradoxical interplay 

between cooperation and competition. Measurement of coopetition was via interviews with 

owner-managers and Cellar Door Managers, together with observation of employees at 

cellar doors to determine if employee behaviour with customers was in line with 

managerial comments at the interview stage. Second, conceptualisation of organisational 

performance has varied in earlier studies in the broader marketing literature and 

coopetition-oriented research using objective and subjective measures; for example, sales 

performance, competitive advantages, market-level survival, and customer satisfaction 

(Ang, 2008; Ritala, 2012; Le Roy & Sanou, 2014; Katsikeas et al., 2016; Crick, 2019a). 
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Sales performance was the utilised measure via decision-makers’ perceptions of meeting 

objectives over a period of 3 years to allow time for the effect of coopetition oriented 

behaviour to be determined. Measurement of performance was established via interviews 

with owner-managers in respect of coopetition-oriented activities.  

 

Data Collection 

The boundary of this study (Stake, 1995) involved vineyards in NZ. Interviews took place 

in 25 smaller-sized and independently owned, vineyards; ownership was important to 

avoid bias associated with parent company involvement. In total, the study involved 38 

interviews lasting approximately 60 minutes, within the 25 firms; this data collection 

comprised of the perceptions of owner-managers as key decision makers and Cellar Door 

Managers for different perspectives regarding the research question. Twelve vineyards did 

not have different employees working at cellar doors so only the owner-managers’ 

perceptions in those firms feature in this study for background purposes on coopetition-

oriented practices. Therefore, for clarity, separate interviews with a manager working at 

the cellar door took place in 13 firms. Selected characteristics of the vineyards are 

contained in Table 1. Firms within the sample were subjectively classified (following 

owner-managers’ interviewee data) in accordance with the 4 cells in Table 2, namely the 

‘Product Portfolio-Coopetition Matrix’ (adapted from Crick, 2015). Classification represents 

first, the degree of coopetition owner-managers considered that they engaged in; second, 

the degree to which owner-managers considered their firm engaged in core wine sales as 

opposed to wider tourism that included the cellar door sales through to restaurants, 

accommodation etc. The latter was important since firms with different portfolios may 

collaborate and compete in different ways; that is, in respect of wine as opposed to 
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tourism (product-market strategies in line with Virtanen & Kock, 2016). Subjective labels to 

describe the firms in the ‘Product Portfolio-Coopetition Matrix’ follow. 

 

Product Focus - These organisations engage in limited coopetition, since their operations 

are often concentrated on their core ‘product’ (wine in the current study). They employ an 

individualistic business model that requires limited assistance from rivals. As they are 

generally smaller firms, they often have a narrow portfolio, in which offering services (like 

wine tourism) would be a hindrance and potentially costly. 

 

Community Service - Firms engage in high-levels of coopetition within their local 

‘community’/cluster to recognise the mutually-beneficial outcomes of collaborating with 

competitors. They are typically smaller organisations that have a narrow product portfolio, 

with few augmented services. For such firms, it could be expensive and time-consuming to 

offer additional services that they cannot sufficiently manage. 

 

Service Focus - These companies generally focus on their own customer ‘service’ 

operations and operate an individualistic business model, hence, do not have a strong 

desire to engage in coopetition strategies. However, as these businesses are typically 

larger in size, they have the resources and capabilities to offer an augmented 

product/service portfolio to create value for their own customers. 

 

Team Player - Businesses are part of a ‘team’ and involved with a variety of network 

partners. They engage in high-degrees of coopetition because they recognise the benefits 

of acquiring new resources, capabilities, and opportunities from industry rivals. 

Furthermore, these firms offer a wide array of products and services, as they typically 
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have enhanced tangible and intangible assets to allow them to manage an augmented 

product portfolio. 

Insert Tables 1 and 2 Here 

Observations took place at the previously mentioned 13 cellar doors that in certain cases 

also included sales of gifts and food as part of an extended product portfolio outside of 

core wine sales. The idea was to establish whether implementation of what owner-

managers claimed actually occurred in practice regarding employees’ performance-

enhancing coopetition behaviour with customers. In respect of observational research, key 

issues involve ‘what is observed’ and ‘how’? Field notes of customer interactions rather 

than digital recordings feature in this study and recognition exists that the approach 

offered a potential degree of bias. Nevertheless, there was no application for ethics 

approval regarding overt video or tape recording since it was unlikely owner-managers 

would allow overt recording at the vineyard; also, it might influence employees’ behaviour. 

Due to the cost of travel to various wine clusters, observation was limited to a morning or 

afternoon rather than an extended period, hence providing a restriction on data collection.  

Since assurance of anonymity to participants in this investigation took place, no mention 

of their names or firms feature in Table 1. Furthermore, since the wine industry in NZ is 

relatively small, there is an avoidance of certain background data associated with firms so 

not to identify specific vineyards. In particular, to avoid a breach of ethics in terms of 

revealing identities of those in which observation of aspects of dark-side marketing 

practices took place. Nevertheless, no firms were observed in the ‘Product Focus’ (narrow 

portfolio and low coopetition) cell of Table 2, since the interviews with the owner-managers 

suggested by the very nature of their categorisation, that there would be nothing to 

observe in the context of this study. For the ‘Team Players’ that exhibited an augmented 
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product portfolio and a high degree of coopetition, employee interactions with customers 

in 5 firms were observed, with 4 each in the remaining 2 categories/cells.  

The New Zealand Wine Growers Association holds a database of members representing 

growers of grapes plus wine producers. From this, a purposive sample took place of wine 

producing vineyards, namely wineries, since those that only act as growers of the grapes 

and that do not produce their own wine, are important, but nonetheless, form only part of 

the supply chain. Recognition featured in this study of the concern of Beverland & 

Lindgreen (2010), namely, in respect of the challenge of arriving at the number of cases 

that achieves a balance between theoretical saturation and cross-case comparison. The 

researchers discontinued data collection after they agreed reaching a point of 

diseconomies of finding new information. The previously mentioned sample represented 

wine producers (referred to in this current study as ‘vineyards’ to reflect practitioner 

discourse) from different clusters/regions of NZ. Participants specialised in particular 

wines, namely, both white and red varieties and operated various product portfolios 

(including wine tourism). This data collection approach was important to establish how 

coopetition existed across the boundary of the study. Interviews were also undertaken with 

2 people with responsibility for promoting wine in specific regions of New Zealand; also, a 

director of the New Zealand Wine Growers Association. These supplementary interviews 

avoided reference to specific firms due to confidentiality, but provided further contextual 

data regarding aspects of coopetition. Textual data in the form of reports, websites etc. 

were also utilised where possible; that is, regarding the firms themselves and issues 

associated with the sector. However, this study focuses on owner-managers’ and 

employees’ perceptions and observed behaviour of the latter. 
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Data Analysis 

Use of qualitative research and more specifically the process followed in developing case 

studies has received criticism in recent studies (Beverland & Lindgreen, 2010; Piekkari et 

al., 2010). No claim is made of case study research in this current investigation, as thick 

description of the practices within individual firms did not feature as an objective. The 

approach undertaken builds on the work of Stake (1995) and considers ‘issues’ of 

importance to the specific research question outlined earlier. Maintaining the credibility 

and trustworthiness of the data took place (Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Morrow, 2005; 

Sinkovics & Alfoldi, 2012) where possible. The approach took account of the context, 

narratives and personal engagement undertaken. What might be termed ‘particularization’ 

featured in this study, since the nature of coopetition strategies varied among firms 

participating; hence, the research approach recognised that establishing cause-effect 

relationships is simplistic.  

Rather, an appreciation of the social context is important (Tadajewski, 2010) and use is 

made of quotes where possible to add practitioner discourse. Manual coding took place 

via a process of data reduction utilising within-and between-case analyses; that is, the 

term ‘cases’ referring to firms and not case studies. Utilisation of ‘progressive focusing’ 

was undertaken in line with the recommendations of Sinkovics & Alfoldi (2012) to focus on 

key issues related to the research question. Derived themes from patterns and 

relationships within the data and iteration with the existing literature feature in this study. 

Consideration of these themes took place independently and subsequently were 

discussed collectively by the researchers. This process enabled potential explanations of 

‘what’ as well as ‘how’ and ‘why’ certain aspects of behaviour occurred. 
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Findings 

Overview 

From the outset, it is important to highlight that progressive focusing during the data 

analysis indicated that all owner-managers perceived coopetition within their cluster 

facilitated them meeting their performance objectives. Therefore, it is again emphasised 

that the relationship between resources/capabilities sharing and performance is not the 

explicit focus of this current investigation as earlier research establishes this. More 

important, is the interviewees indicated that the nature of coopetition in enhancing 

performance varied between product-market strategies employed. Owner-managers 

discussed issues such as sharing knowledge, equipment and engaging in joint 

promotional activities between rival firms. However, limited consideration is given to 

international wine sales, since this current study focuses on coopetition behaviour in the 

cluster-based domestic NZ market, given that employee interactions with customers could 

only be observed in that context. Some vineyards concentrated on wine sales and tourism 

related to cellar door sales, while others offered a more diversified portfolio. In the former, 

particular vineyards concentrated on different varietals of wine. In the latter, this was in 

respect of wider tourism-hospitality issues where different portfolios also meant some 

firms were not direct competitors in certain regards. For example, particular firms had a 

restaurant and others did not or catered for different parts of the market such as 

coffee/snacks rather than full-service meals. As such, the findings that follow are in 

respect of firms’ classification in Table 2. 

 

Cell 1 – Product Focus 

As previously mentioned in the Methods section, observation did not take place regarding 

firms in this cell because the interviews with the owner-managers suggested by the very 
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nature of their classification, that there would be nothing to observe in respect of the 

research question. These vineyards concentrated on the production of wine rather than 

having a greater involvement in the broader hospitality-tourism area. Perceptions towards 

collaboration with competing vineyards was limited, since decision-makers considered 

there was a limited need to engage in issues related to hospitality and tourism with the 

exception of being part of organised wine tours for their limited sales in this regard.  

However, in terms of the core wine production, the collaborative nature of the sector 

meant that the owner-managers were sometimes willing to let other vineyards borrow 

equipment. On day-to-day matters, they largely possessed what resources they needed 

and coopetition was via goodwill as owner-managers were typically friendly with 

counterparts in competing vineyards. As one interviewee commented: “we all know each 

other and I try to help”. There was an incentive for a degree of collaboration in respect of 

sharing of knowledge to avoid the circumstances where a vineyard within a cluster did not 

“go rogue” and produce poor quality wine to the detriment of the reputation of other firms 

in the cluster. An interviewee suggested in relation to the cluster: “if a firm produces wine 

that tastes like p**s we all suffer”.  

Another interviewee highlighted individual aspects of competition and collaboration, for 

example, joint promotions at an international-level, as this was more important than at a 

regional level given the focus on wine sales rather than a wider tourism related portfolio. “If 

a customer wants Italian or French wine then they are not going to buy New Zealand wine. 

We are competing against other New Zealand wine and since we are doing so well I think 

we have demonstrated our ability to be seen as different”. A further interviewee continued 

the international theme in the preceding quote and suggested that collaboration took place 

in joint initiatives for export markets to save costs, for example, through the New Zealand 
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Wine Growers Association. The interviewee noted that coopetition only exists up to a 

point, such as, joint promotions: “exports are important to us (his firm) and therefore with 

New Zealand wine taking such a small share of global sales I am trying to get my wine 

sold over competitors. I am happy to consider anything that helps my firm”.   

 

Cell 2 – Community Service 

Similar to the first cell, firms had a limited portfolio that focused on wine sales and these 

were often via distributors other than those at the cellar door. However, in contrast, they 

engaged in a relatively high degree of coopetition. Their reasons for engaging in the 

sharing of knowledge were consistent with the first group and in particular, so a rival 

vineyard did not produce poor quality wine that negatively affected the reputation of the 

cluster. Nevertheless, owner-managers typically were more open to lending and borrowing 

equipment than the first group. One owner-manager was relatively new to the sector and 

commented: “I am working really hard to get myself known and you cannot underestimate 

the importance of who you know and not just what you know”. Knowledge was important 

and he added “you don’t know what you don’t know when you start!” The interviewee 

proceeded to add “it is so important to build relationships when you own a vineyard, but 

for me at the moment, it is not just what I don’t know it’s also who I don’t know. For 

example, making sure the tour groups include us. If we get missed out it will affect us 

badly (regarding cellar door sales).”  

A collaborative mind-set was representative of the other owner-managers interviewed in 

this cell and that establishment regarding the duration and quality of network relationships 

in the sector took place in certain cases over a number of years. During the interviews with 

managers at the cellar doors, a collaborative mind-set was evident. For example, one 
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commented: “I enjoy finding out what works and doesn’t work at other vineyards. I 

introduce myself when I visit and I am starting to see people around…. Tours can only 

cover so many vineyards in a morning or a day so my main priority has been to look after 

the tour groups when they come and make sure that by working with others they visit us 

since they have so much choice”. None of the cellar door staff in this cell had received 

formal training and had learnt on the job; as one interviewee commented: “I just picked up 

things as I went along”.  

However, observations in all firms in this cell established degrees of questionable or at the 

very least unhelpful (dark-side) behaviour. In all of these firms, customers received limited 

recommendations towards other vineyards or they were even put off visiting other 

vineyards; for example, subtle comments like “oh, their wine might be too sweet for you”, 

or in relation to varietal ‘X’, “our wine has won awards over theirs”. Observations of dark-

side behaviour extended to specific comments such as: “they have been having some 

problems” without saying what those problems were. In short, no observations took place 

of overtly derogatory comments that could come back to affect the cellar door staff in a 

legal sense regarding other competing vineyards. Instead, the examples from 

observations gave an indication of approaches used to influence customers not to visit 

directly competing vineyards despite the owner-managers and the Cellar Door Managers 

claiming in the interviews that their firms had engaged in a high degree of coopetition. 

There was limited customer co-creation of the service experience observed in any of the 

firms in this cell, like to get to know about visitors’ experiences, where else they had been, 

where they were still to go, etc. A key focus seemed to be selling the wine with opening 

remarks such as “we have ‘X’ on special today” or a similar direct comment with limited 
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customer rapport. Nevertheless, if asked directly, cellar door staff provided 

recommendations in respect of non-competing factors within vineyards, for example, in 

relation to those vineyards with augmented product portfolios such as restaurants. 

Observations suggested that cellar door staff were very knowledgeable and helpful in 

referring customers to vineyards that offered coffee/snacks, full-service restaurants, or 

even with accommodation that their own vineyards did not offer. Furthermore, those that 

sold different varietals of wine to those sold by their own firm. Even in the event 

recommendations occurred, these were limited to neighbouring vineyards in 

geographically dispersed clusters as opposed to those further away in the cluster. This 

was interesting as it suggested a degree of coopetition only with vineyards in which 

combined geographic and social proximity ties were strongest rather than the cluster as a 

whole. 

 

Cell 3 – Service Focus 

Firms in this cell had an augmented product portfolio and a low level of coopetition. 

Consistent with interviewees in the two earlier cells, their reasons for sharing of knowledge 

were consistent and primarily so a rival did not produce poor quality wine that might 

negatively affect the reputation of the cluster. There was typically not a perceived need to 

borrow or lend equipment as they had what they needed. Owner-managers believed that 

there was a limited need to collaborate except for major expenses, such as, pooling 

resources for shared promotions. For example, one commented: “why would customers 

attend a wine promotion involving just us? However, if a group of us came together, put on 

food and made an event of it then that would be more appealing so customers could 

experience a variety of wines”. 
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As with firms in cell 2, none of the cellar door staff had received formal training. The 

interviews with Cellar Door Managers echoed the comments of owner-managers and 

especially as they might be working at the cluster’s promotional events, where there was a 

degree of collaboration with competitors. However, there was a common belief among the 

interviewees that despite the pooling of resources, events would be otherwise competitive. 

As one interviewee explained: “we need to get customers to the area and joint promotions 

are good for that. Then we need to get them spending with us rather than at other 

vineyards”. Another commented: “we have a restaurant so we need to put on good service 

because if we treat customers badly or the food is crap they may not buy our wine either 

on the day or in the future”. A different interviewee at the cellar door commented: “the 

region is fairly small and we all know each other, but business is business, and if there is 

only so much to go round I would rather it come to us!” In short, coopetition existed, but 

only up to a point when competitiveness was greater than collaboration. 

Similar to firms in cell 2, observations in all firms established degrees of questionable or at 

least unhelpful (dark-side) behaviour. In all firms in this cell, there was limited customer 

co-creation of the service experience in order to get to know about the visitors. In fact, 

customers received limited recommendations to other vineyards or were discouraged from 

visiting them; instead, regarding employee/customer service interactions, being actively 

steered to employees’ own specific extended portfolio within their firm. For example, their 

firm’s coffee area through to restaurant to keep customers on site with the potential view 

to gain further sales. This involved subtle comments like “they (rival firm) have a limited 

menu”, or “we have a trained barista”, or “our restaurant is mentioned on Tripadvisor”.  
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Again similar to cell 2, negative comments in all firms also extended to those of a more 

specific nature such as: “our customers have had a bad experience there (named 

vineyard)” without saying what the bad experience involved. Nevertheless, no observed 

overtly derogatory comments took place in a legal sense that could come back at the 

cellar door staff regarding other competing vineyards. In all of the firms in this cell, 

observation occurred of certain negative comments from customers following their service 

encounter at the cellar door. For example, in one vineyard there were instances of 

customers making negative comments like “he was a miserable…..” or “he was unhelpful” 

plus “that was a hard sell”. In 3 firms there were examples of customers actively making 

comments like: “I would not go back there”. 

 

Cell 4 – Team Player 

Firms in this cell exhibited a high degree of coopetition and an augmented product 

portfolio. All owner-managers were consistent in claiming the importance of cooperation in 

the sector and discussed various unforeseen issues that can arise. As one interviewee 

commented: “you know machinery will break down at some time, the weather may be bad, 

something nasty (meaning bacteria or similar) may damage the vines, then there was the 

financial crash and I could go on. What you can do is realise it is a matter of time before 

these things will happen one day and do your best to plan for them. That is partly why the 

industry works so well together because some of the things I mentioned can affect others 

as well as your own business”. Coopetition at the cluster level was important to owner-

managers in this cell and as one commented: “we want people to come to the area so 

everyone benefits. We are happy to help other vineyards and they come to see what we 

do - we have even lent some of them our equipment. If our time comes I hope they will 

help us”. As with firms in the other 3 cells, there was a common need for sharing 
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knowledge to stop a vineyard from producing poor wine to the detriment of the cluster’s 

reputation. 

Coopetition at a cluster level was evident for firms in this cell via use of both business and 

social networks that in some cases overlapped. A common issue was the extent to which 

in certain clusters the area was relatively small and as one owner-manager summed up: 

“we see each other (members of rival vineyards) and stop for a chat about how things are 

going in the shops and cafes all the time, let alone the trade events”. This led to 

leadership in advancing a cluster’s interests as noted by a different owner-manager “I try 

to get myself on various boards so I can influence the agenda for the region”. However, in 

furthering shared interests in their cluster, another commented: “we share knowledge and 

equipment all the time”. As a further owner-manager mentioned: “even the winemakers at 

the different vineyards share some knowledge and they see each other at various events - 

it’s a small community in New Zealand let alone in this region. If we want our region to be 

known for Pinot Noir then we all (competing firms) benefit if our reputation increases and 

so do sales and the price points at which we charge”. 

Interviews with Cellar Door Managers echoed the views of the owner-managers. It was 

interesting that no negative observations were apparent in any of the firms in cell 4; it 

appeared that owner-managers had provided at least the basic training and/or set 

expectations. Monitoring took place so behaviour at the cellar doors was consistent with 

their desired strategies. Unlike cellar door employees in cells 2 and 3, observation of 

knowledge regarding, and positive behaviour towards, other vineyards’ portfolios of 

business operations took place among cellar door staff in cell 4. Furthermore, one Cellar 

Door Manager commented: “I know their (competitors’) wines and might recommend 

customers to go to different vineyards for a type of wine that may be sweeter or more like 
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our own. I also know what else they offer so I can say things like - after us why not go to 

(name of firm with-held) as they have a great restaurant, or I might suggest another that 

just does antipasto. They will be doing the same for us because we all benefit as people 

come to the area and have a great experience and recommend others or even come back 

themselves”…The interviewer asks “why not recommend your own restaurant?”… Answer:  

“we do but let’s say the person is staying a few nights and will eat in our restaurant one 

night but may want to go elsewhere for a different experience the next night or at lunch 

then come back to us on the last night. So coming back to the question, yes collaboration 

is important and it is all about trying to get the best experience for the customers so 

people come back or recommend others to bring money to the area and we all benefit”. 

The extent that owner-managers (as decision-makers) were involved at the customer 

interface varied, for example, one owner-manager commented: “I sometimes work the 

cellar door myself”, whereas another was only involved in key decision-making and stated 

the lack of involvement at the cellar door was because: “I don’t want to be intrusive”. 

However, that same owner-manager proceeded to mention that: “I get regular feedback 

from customers about the service received from my staff”. It was clear that these owner-

managers maintained service standards at the cellar door, an issue not observed in cells 2 

and 3. All interviewees managing the cellar door sales in cell 4 claimed they were aware of 

what their rival firms were doing locally. However, the extent to which cellar door 

employees were actively encouraged to visit and learn from others varied with one saying 

that: “I pay myself to try wine or eat at other vineyards”. All visited rival vineyards but 

reasons for the visits varied. These ranged from those interviewees that perceived this 

would assist them to learn good and bad practices to help in their own jobs through to 
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those that mentioned aspects of coopetition (without using the explicit term in the 

practitioner discourse). 

One Cellar Door Manager commented about negative practices observed elsewhere. “It is 

really interesting to observe staff in other places (rival vineyards) and I remember one 

telling a customer to take their hat off as it had the logo of a competing firm; I could not 

believe this”….The interviewer asks – “do your competitors know who you are or rather 

who you work for?”….  Answer: “most do as it is a small community and unless there is a 

new person working I know most people”. Another commented: “I always want to learn. I 

like to know the types of wines offered by other vineyards even if they are dry or sweet so 

I can advise customers where else they can go for similar or different tastes to our own”. 

An interesting point was raised by 2 interviewees in this cell that may explain observed 

behaviour in cells 2 and 3; this is summed up by the following comment. “You need to 

remember that some of the vineyards that offer bad service are staffed by people that are 

not on long-term contracts and are paid a minimum wage with bonuses based on how 

much they sell!” 

 

Summary 

The research question in this study involved the following, namely, to what extent are 

practices at the customer interface consistent with decision-makers’ coopetition 

strategies? It is therefore worth revisiting the earlier quote that Kraft (1991, p. 485) 

borrows from earlier research. “There may be some inconsistencies between what 

managers say, and what they do”. In this current investigation, the issue related to 

potential dark-side marketing practices leading to inconsistencies between what owner-

managers say and what their front line employees do. Underpinned by the RBV, this 
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current investigation builds on the resources-performance enhancing relationship 

proposed in earlier research (Barney, 1991; 2001). It extends knowledge of the 

Relational View within the RBV, taking account of the quality of network relationships 

(Dyer & Singh, 1998; Dyer et al., 2018) and notes the role of stakeholders (Barney, 

2018). Recognition exists in this current study of the competitive business environment 

(Priem & Butler, 2001) affecting certain wine clusters (Felzensztein & Deans, 2013; 

Felzensztein et al., 2014; 2018; 2019; Crick, 2018a; 2018b; Granata et al., 2018). 

Specifically, recognition exists in earlier studies that accessing resources and 

capabilities from competitors can lead to performance-enhancing relationships in under-

resourced firms operating within competitive business clusters (Crick, 2018a; 

Felzensztein et al., 2018; Granata et al., 2018).   

In helping to transcend the potential coopetition paradox (Fernandez et al., 2014; Raza-

Ullah, et al., 2014; Tidstrom, 2014; Bengtsson et al., 2016), this study employed an 

‘adapted’ strategy as practice perspective among firms engaged in coopetition within the 

NZ wine industry (Whittington, 1996; 2006; Jarzabkowski et al., 2007). It was previously 

emphasised in this study that the approach undertaken did not set out to compare what 

owner-managers say and do, but rather what front line employees do when implementing 

the stated coopetition strategies of the owner-managers into practice. The rationale was to 

contribute to the literature on the dark-side of marketing involving aspects of unwanted 

and undesirable behaviour that in certain cases may be detrimental to businesses (Harris 

& Daunt, 2011; Daunt & Harris, 2014; Daunt & Greer, 2015; Greer, 2015). This is 

important given that Grönroos (1990) notes the importance of the relational approach to 

service contexts; moreover, outside of the notion of coopetition, the issue of trust in 

relationships is recognised as important (Sekhon et al., 2014). 
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Existing studies have investigated various product-market strategies such as core wine 

sales domestically and overseas together with domestic tourism activities (Haywood & 

Lewis, 2008; Charters & Michaux, 2014; Felzensztein & Deans, 2013; Felzensztein et al., 

2014; Crick, 2018). Consequently, a 2x2 matrix (Table 2) was utilised in this current 

investigation to investigate the practices of NZ vineyards employing narrow and 

augmented product portfolios together with low and high levels of coopetition. No 

observations took place in cell 1 (Product Focus) of Table 2 as there would be nothing to 

observe due to the way firms were classified. Furthermore, in cell 4 (Team Player), 

employee behaviour was consistent with owner-managers’ perceptions. In contributing to 

knowledge regarding the resources-performance enhancing relationship of coopetition, 

the observational findings of this study suggested that certain customer interactions at the 

cellar door contrasted with the interview data (cells 2 and 3). As such, this current study 

adds to our understanding of aspects of the dark-side of marketing practices in respect of 

inter-firm relationships.  

 

Conclusions 

The first conclusion is that in competitive environments, the resource-performance 

relationship of the RBV only goes so far in certain firms’ coopetition strategies. In this 

current study, an example involves particular cellar door employees varying in the extent 

to which they actually implemented owner-managers’ desired coopetition strategy into 

practice; that is, some less well trained staff having degrees of ‘deviant’ (dark-side) 

behaviour in cells 2 and 3 of Table 2. The related second conclusion is that appropriate 

recruitment, training and incentives are important with respect to front line employees in a 

services marketing environment. Specifically, so owner-managers’ desired strategies are 

indeed implemented into practice. In this current study, demonstration of consistent 
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behaviour among employees in cell 4 (Team Player) of Table 2 serves as an example. 

Front line staff undertook coopetition activities to gain some perceived co-created value to 

enhance performance, for example, cross-referrals for a win/win situation among firms. 

The related third conclusion is that tensions arising from the potential coopetition paradox 

under investigation need managing (Fernandez et al., 2014; Raza-Ullah et al, 2014; 

Tidstrom, 2014). That is, in cell 4, there was a general recognition in the firms’ corporate 

cultures (such as via training) of the need for coopetition to occur in the cluster for mutual 

performance benefit among vineyards that was not evident among employees within firms 

in cells 2 and 3 of Table 2.  

Moreover, consistent with the categorisation of firms across the cells in Table 2, the fourth 

conclusion is that coopetition can manifest differently across businesses operating various 

product-market strategies (Virtanen & Kock, 2016). Specifically, across certain geographic 

markets, the product portfolio involved could include the wine itself and/or the hospitality-

tourism aspects of certain vineyards hosting wine tours, weddings; having restaurants etc. 

(Haywood & Lewis, 2008; Charters & Michaux, 2014; Crick & Crick, 2015). Such 

considerations are important in this current investigation given that firms need to maintain 

the reputation of a cluster not just in terms of the perceived quality of brands, but also the 

service experience associated with tourism activities, like facilitating repeat visits to 

clusters. This is a win/win situation for reciprocating firms. 

While interviewees recognised such benefits, observations of certain untrained and less 

motivated cellar door staff in cells 2 and 3 of Table 2 took place. Specifically, examples 

occurred of employees actively directing customers away from competitors’ vineyards, 

failing to engage in collaborative service activities, and even when they made 

recommendations about competitors, these were typically to neighbouring vineyards. Such 
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dark-side employee behaviour runs contrary to the Relational View of the RBV, 

irrespective of the competitive nature of business environments. In other words, the 

resource-enhancing relational advantages of coopetition to assist performance among 

firms recognised by owner-managers did not always translate as a strategy in practice 

among front line employees, depending on the product-market served. 

 

Managerial Implications 

This study is important since some dark-side practices have implications for the way 

owner-managers that engage in coopetition, recruit, train and incentivise front line 

employees that interact with customers. In fact, observations suggest certain employees’ 

service behaviour was subtle, but still unhelpful, in potentially bringing back repeat custom 

or even increasing tourism to regional clusters that may affect sales. Within a competitive 

environment typified by certain clusters, it is likely that coopetition-oriented benefits will be 

evident for owner-managers that are able to operate a corresponding business model to 

enhance performance. In small clusters, it is likely that decision-makers in competing firms 

will know each other to varying degrees. Those that can work together in sharing 

resources/capabilities (including knowledge) for a mutual advantage need to set 

expectations, plus manage relationships via recruitment, training and regular 

communication with their employees. This is especially important for part-time and short-

term contract staff that may be motivated by bonuses based on sales whereby they have 

a potential self-interest in meeting their own rather than the wider cluster’s interests.  

In the case of the wine sector and in particular NZ’s clusters that formed the boundary of 

this study, with downturns likely over time in particular economies, reduced consumer 

spending might affect purchases of firms’ core wine products; this may also influence 
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tourists visiting wineries. It is important that decision-makers enable staff, like those at the 

cellar door, to be correctly ‘incentivised’ and fully trained in order to provide value-added 

service encounters in coopetition activities. In certain clusters, this may mean a worthwhile 

investment in funding visits, for example, knowing what peers in other firms are doing, not 

doing, and what enhancement can take place regarding value-added services within their 

coopetition relationships. Employees can learn best practices together with avoiding 

deviant (dark-side) practices for a mutual advantage, such as, via cross-referrals. 

 

Limitations and Future Research 

This study has some limitations and not least that the study took place within a single 

sector and country context. Furthermore, only a limited number of observations were 

undertaken and these were time constrained. The limitations provide a foundation on 

which other researchers can build in extending our understanding of coopetition-oriented 

decision-making to enhance customer service experiences and performance in different 

sector and country contexts. This includes potentially utilising a strategy as practice 

perspective for qualitative insights and/or quantitative studies employing statistical analysis 

for greater generalisability. Future studies need to further address overcoming tensions to 

avoid practices at the dark-side of marketing. Context may be important and studies in 

various sectors that have their own norms of operation help extend our understanding of 

practices in order to bridge the gap in knowledge regarding the seemingly paradoxical 

nature of coopetition practices.  
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Table 1. Selected Characteristics of the Sampled Firms 

Firm *Staff 

Members 

Export 

Ratio 

(%) 

Wine 

Tourism 

Non- 

Cellar 

Door 

Main 

Price 

Point 

Perceived Source of 

Competitive 

Advantage  

1 12 70  Low Location 

2 1 0.5  High Boutique 

3 22 80  Low Augmentation 

4 22 92  Low Quality 

5 3 5  High Augmentation 

6 7 35  High Service 

7 8 50  High Heritage 

8 4 60  High Specialisation 

9 60 30  High Location 

10 50 22  Low Networks 

11 10 50  High Networks 

12 2 8  Low Experience 

13 2 80  High Service 

14 35 30  Low Experience 

15 30 0.5  High Quality 

16 4 30  Low Presentation 

17 8 15  Low Augmentation 

18 2 0  Low Boutique 

19 24 70  High Augmentation 

20 2 0.5  Low Experience 

21 50 5  Low Service 

22 2 85  High Heritage 

23 2 90  Low Location 

24 24 50  Low Heritage 

25 35 40  High Environmentalism 

 

*The number of staff members varied to a maximum at harvesting time. 

 

 



43 

 

PRODUCT PORTFOLIO

Narrow Augmented

Community Service N = 5 Team Player N = 10 COOPETITION

Firm 6 Firm 1 Firm 12

Firm 15 Firm 3 Firm 14

Firm 16 Firm 7 Firm 19 High

Firm 20 Firm 9 Firm 21

Firm 24 Firm 10 Firm 25

Product Focus N = 5 Service Focus N = 5

Firm 2 Firm 4

Firm 5 Firm 8

Firm 13 Firm 11 Low

Firm 18 Firm 17

Firm 22 Firm 23

Table 2. Firms Placed in the Product Portfolio-Coopetition Matrix 

 

 


