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1. Introduction 

Throughout the last few decades, firms have faced numerous challenges, including 

globalisation, rapid digitalisation, rising sustainability requirements, more frequent supply 

chain disruptions, and, recently, increasing geopolitical uncertainty (Choi et al., 2002; 

Moradlou et al., 2021; Sodhi & Tang, 2021; Wilhelm et al., 2016). Consequently, supply 

networks are becoming more complex, dispersed, interconnected, and vulnerable to volatility, 

making it impossible for firms to operate in isolation (Ateş & Luzzini, 2024; Franke et al., 

2024; Moradlou et al., 2024). As firms cannot produce all required components or services 

internally, they rely on multiple suppliers (Mena et al., 2013). This has given rise to a growing 

number of horizontal supplier-supplier relationships, where firms at the same tier in a supply 

chain interact directly with each other. These relationships frequently combine elements of 

cooperation and competition—commonly referred to as “coopetition” (Nalebuff & 

Brandenburger, 1996)—as suppliers may share resources, technology, or capacity while 

simultaneously competing for market shares. As global supply networks expand and 

interdependencies deepen, understanding how these horizontal relationships function and how 

they can be managed to balance cooperation with competition is essential for ensuring 

operational performance and resilience against disruptions in an increasingly volatile business 

environment. 

Coopetition can be a crucial enabler for enhancing performance, innovation, and resilience 

(Park et al., 2014; Potter & Paulraj, 2020; Shi et al., 2014), offering benefits to supply network 

members in these areas (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016; Xie et al., 2023). At the same time, 

coopetition is inherently paradoxical, creating tensions between value creation and 

appropriation, knowledge sharing and protection of competitive advantages, and collaboration 

and opportunism (Gnyawali & Ryan-Charleton, 2018; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014; Wilhelm & 

Sydow, 2018). Toyota’s supply network, for example, has been and still is widely studied as a 

benchmark of cooperative supply network management (Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000; Nishiguchi 

& Beaudet, 1998; Potter & Paulraj, 2020; Potter & Wilhelm, 2020), yet even they have faced 

issues with collusion scandals among key Japanese suppliers (Bunkley, 2012), illustrating the 

double-edged nature of coopetition for buyers. Accordingly, understanding and managing both 

the structural and behavioural aspects of these paradoxical tensions is essential for successful 

coopetition in supply networks (Ketchen et al., 2004; Wilhelm, 2011; Wilhelm & Sydow, 

2018). 
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Network relationships have been widely studied in interfirm contexts, often focusing on 

vertical buyer-supplier relationships, yet horizontal supplier-supplier relationships in supply 

networks remain underexplored (Chiambaretto & Dumez, 2016; Lazzarini et al., 2008; 

Marques et al., 2020). Horizontal supplier-supplier relationships can be particularly exposed to 

paradoxical tensions, as buyers can intensify competition and influence network relationships 

to their own benefit (Choi & Wu, 2009c; Madhavan et al., 2004; Wilhelm, 2011). In this regard, 

the triad is highly relevant as the smallest unit of the network, allowing us to observe how one 

node of the network (e.g., the buyer) can affect another node (e.g., the supplier) and one link 

between two nodes (e.g., the buyer-supplier relationship) can affect another link (e.g., the 

supplier-supplier relationship) (Choi & Wu, 2009b, 2009a). Building on the transitivity of 

triads (Madhavan et al., 2004), studies have used triads to draw network-level inferences about 

relationships and performance within the network (Swierczek, 2019; Swierczek & Szozda, 

2024). Furthermore, scholars conceptualised distinct triadic archetypes and relational dynamics 

rooted in socio-psychological theories (Bastl et al., 2013; Choi & Wu, 2009c).  

However, from a behavioural perspective, we still lack a network-level understanding of 

when suppliers from the same tier choose to cooperate and how these coopetitive relationships 

in a buyer-supplier-supplier (BSS) triad translate to supplier performance. Within a buyer’s 

supply network, suppliers form coopetitive relationships by coordinating and exchanging 

information and resources to sustain production while competing for contracts and order 

volume simultaneously (Pathak et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2010). The performance implication of 

these interactions, however, remains inconclusive, with studies suggesting a positive 

(Bouncken & Fredrich, 2012; Crick & Crick, 2021b), a negative (Durach et al., 2020; Wu et 

al., 2010) or an inverted U-shaped relationship (Crick & Crick, 2021a). Although evidence 

links horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition to improved innovation and resilience, its effects 

on suppliers’ operational performance, as received by the buyer, remain unclear (Durach et al., 

2020; Le Roy & Czakon, 2016; Xie et al., 2023). These dynamics cannot be fully explained by 

structural or contractual governance mechanisms alone. The perceptions and behaviours of 

both buyers and suppliers influence how relationships develop (Czakon et al., 2020; Nair et al., 

2018; Schorsch et al., 2017). These behaviours often coincide in coopetitive relationships. For 

example, trust and vigilance, as well as open communication and knowledge protection, often 

go hand in hand (Gnyawali & Ryan-Charleton, 2018; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). This gap 

highlights the need for further research into how horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition is 

formed and impacts performance in supply networks, as well as how its contradictory and 
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paradoxical nature can be accurately reflected in the measurement of these relationships in 

networks. 

The inconclusive findings of prior works can likely be attributed to two reasons: First, the 

dominance of dyadic perspectives that overlook how perceptions of the focal buyer’s and the 

competing supplier’s behaviours shape the behaviour and decisions within the triad. Second, 

coopetition measures that do not adequately capture the interplay of the paradoxical forces of 

cooperation and competition. Therefore, the objective of this dissertation is to develop a triadic, 

network-level, behavioural explanation of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition by 

integrating perceptions of behaviours with structural configurations and by developing 

construct measures that reflect the core dimensions of coopetition. Accordingly, the guiding 

research question of this dissertation is: How do perceptions of supply network relationships 

influence the formation of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition and its performance 

implications, and how can coopetition be measured in a way that adequately captures its 

paradoxical nature?  

To address the first half of the research question, manuscripts 1 and 2 investigate BSS triads, 

treating horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition as a social exchange (Blau, 1964; Emerson, 

1976; Homans, 1958) between two competing suppliers within a common buyer’s supply 

network. Manuscript 1 focuses on the supplier and employs social exchange theory (SET) to 

explain how the supplier’s perceptions of distributive, procedural, informational, and 

interpersonal justice (Colquitt & Rodell, 2011; Liu et al., 2012; Narasimhan et al., 2013) 

influence their willingness to cooperate with the competing supplier. Resource dependence 

theory (RDT) (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003) is used to complement SET as a fundamental feature 

of relationships in a BSS triad. For example, the level of dependence of the supplier on other 

network members may shape their reaction to justice perceptions, enabling or inhibiting 

coopetition. The research uses two sequential studies, employing a mixed-methods design. The 

first study uses a fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) (Ragin, 2008) to 

identify configurations of justice dimensions and dependencies that lead to cooperative 

supplier-supplier relationships. The second study employs quasi-experiments and regression 

analysis to examine the impact of justice dimensions under varying dependency relationships. 

The regression analysis is complemented by qualitative data from participants, who offer a 

rationale for their decisions. FsQCA reveals that interpersonal justice from both the buyer and 

the competing supplier is a core condition for suppliers’ willingness to coopete. The 

experiments show that the other three justice dimensions, particularly from competing 

suppliers, significantly increase supplier willingness to cooperate. The thematic analysis 
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indicates that coopetition is often a response to imbalances, considering fairness, trust and 

reputation risks. 

Manuscript 2 moves from the antecedents of coopetition to the outcomes. In manuscript 2, 

balance theory (BT) (Heider, 1944, 1946) provides a framework to explain how network 

members strive to minimise cognitive tensions and categorise configurations of buyer-supplier 

and supplier-supplier relationships in terms of their stability and performance. SET provides 

the framework for investigating why firms exhibit high or lower performance and adjust or 

dissolve their relationships. The study employs a mixed-methods design, using fsQCA to 

identify high- and low-performance configurations. It finds that high-performing suppliers are 

typically found in triads characterised by close buyer-supplier relationships and competitive 

supplier-supplier relationships. Utilising process tracing, it illustrates how supplier 

engagement, monitoring, and control can enhance competition between suppliers and lead to 

improved performance for buyers. 

Addressing the second part of the research question, Manuscript 3 employs Paradox Theory 

(Lewis, 2000; Lewis & Smith, 2014), viewing cooperation and competition as interdependent 

yet contradictory logics of coopetition that must be measured separately and analysed in 

combination. This perspective motivates the development of separate validated measures based 

on the core dimensions of coopetition. To this end, the study employed a sequential, multi-

phased, mixed-methods approach. (1) a review-of-reviews to identify the dominant coopetition 

dimensions; (2) a literature synthesis based on Qualitative Comparative Analysis (El Sherif et 

al., 2024; Onwuegbuzie & Weinbaum, 2017) to identify core cooperative and competitive 

conditions; (3) item generation and refinement via content analysis, expert interviews, and 

structured Q-sorting to secure face/content validity; and (4) a field validation and replication 

to test psychometric properties and demonstrate utility in an established empirical setting. The 

resulting scale aims to align the operationalisation with the paradoxical nature of coopetition 

and enable a more precise and nuanced understanding of the balance between cooperation and 

competition. 

This dissertation aimed to contribute to coopetition literature and advance the 

configurational approach in supply network research. Taken together, the three manuscripts 

advance theory, methods and practice by extending the behavioural aspects of interactions in 

supply networks (Schorsch et al., 2017), by applying configurational methods, acknowledging 

the causal complexity and equifinality of interorganisational relationships (Ketchen et al., 

2022) and by proposing validated measurement scales that reflect the paradoxical nature of 

coopetition (Wilhelm & Sydow, 2018). In doing so, the dissertation advances the understanding 
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of when suppliers intend to coopete by viewing coopetition from a behavioural perspective and 

identifying perceptions of the behaviours that lead to coopetition. It explains the varying 

performance implications of coopetition by linking distinct triadic configurations to buyer-

perceived supplier performance. It offers a possible resolution to the fragmented 

operationalisation of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition. It addresses prior inconclusive 

findings by providing a scale that allows for the development of different configurations of the 

interplay between cooperation and competition in coopetitive relationships. 

In the remainder of this dissertation, Chapter 2 provides an overview of the literature on 

triads, coopetition, and behavioural perspectives in operations and supply chain research. 

Chapter 3 outlines the research agenda and presents an overview of the applied methods and 

the three manuscripts. Chapters 4, 5 and 6 present the three empirical studies. Chapter 7 

presents a comprehensive discussion of the studies, critically evaluating their contributions, 

limitations, and potential avenues for future research. Finally, Chapter 8 concludes the 

dissertation. 
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2. Literature Review 

2.1. The triad and horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition 

2.1.1. The Triad 

Early studies on supply chain relationships primarily focus on the buyer-supplier dyad, 

examining governance, trust, commitment, and performance to offer insights into how the 

buyer-supplier relationship shapes outcomes (Cannon & Perreault, 1999; Ganesan, 1994; 

Heide & Miner, 1992). While this stream of literature is foundational and still highly valuable 

to supply chains, providing essential insights into relational dynamics (Dubois, 2009), the 

dyadic focus also overlooks the indirect influences in supply networks. For example, how a 

buyer’s treatment of suppliers affects other relationships (Choi et al., 2002; Lazzarini et al., 

2008), or how behaviours and capabilities developed in one dyad spillover to other 

relationships in the network (Mesquita et al., 2008; Ried et al., 2023). Therefore, a purely 

dyadic perspective may struggle to explain empirical findings when other network relationships 

influence behaviours in the network (Choi & Wu, 2009b). 

A triad represents the smallest unit of a network that captures these indirect effects and 

dependencies (Choi & Wu, 2009b; Swierczek & Szozda, 2024). Notably, in a BSS triad, buyers 

can often influence cooperation and competition within the supplier-supplier relationship (Choi 

& Wu, 2009a; Madhavan et al., 2004; Wu & Choi, 2005). Choi and Wu (2009c) conceptualise 

triadic archetypes to explain how buyer-supplier and supplier-supplier relationships may 

influence each other, and how these relationships influence triads to align or dissolve. Broadly, 

triadic structures are transitive, in which competitive and cooperative relationships influence 

the flow of information and the use of power (Bastl et al., 2013; Madhavan et al., 2004). 

Relationships within the triad influence governance, performance, and the stability of the triad 

(Broekhuis & Scholten, 2018; Swierczek & Szozda, 2024; Wilhelm, 2011). In short, a triadic 

(and, by extension, network) lens is necessary when competing suppliers in a BSS triad interact 

under a common buyer, because it allows for observing the indirect interactions and 

mechanisms that drive outcomes. 

In terms of investigating triads, BT (Heider, 1944, 1946) provides a framework for 

understanding triadic configurations, their stability and evolution. Originating in socio-

psychology and graph theory, BT posits that certain configurations of positive/negative 

relationships in a triad are balanced and thus stable, whereas others are susceptible to tensions 

and change (Cartwright & Harary, 1956; Heider, 1946). Davis (1963, 1967) formalised how 



12 
 

balance conditions shape equilibrium in larger structures, such as organisations. Applied to 

supply networks (Choi & Wu, 2009c; Madhavan et al., 2004; Mena et al., 2013), BT suggests 

that the buyer-supplier and supplier-supplier relationships will condition interactions and 

outcomes. Further research demonstrates how balance and imbalance in triads impact 

opportunism and power, coordination costs, and ultimately, supplier and buyer outcomes (Zou 

& Wang, 2022). In the context of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition, BT complements 

behavioural perspectives by allowing for predictions of when cooperation between competitors 

will stabilise or dissolve triads, given the ties to the buyer, thereby motivating theorising and 

analysis sensitive to different configurations of relationships that lead to these outcomes. 

Therefore, the move beyond dyads to triads enables research to consider the dynamics of 

different factors at various levels of the triad, both vertically between the supplier and buyer, 

and horizontally among the suppliers. Furthermore, studies on the archetypes of triadic 

configurations illustrate how structural aspects, such as powerful buyer positions, often interact 

with behavioural aspects as suppliers calculate their costs and benefits of responding to 

behaviours and relationships in the triad (Bastl et al., 2013; Choi & Wu, 2009c; Wu & Choi, 

2005). Therefore, different configurations of relational factors may lead to the same outcome, 

while other outcomes may only appear when specific combinations of factors are present. This 

complexity also requires methodological approaches that can address the equifinality and 

causal complexity of outcomes in triadic relationships (Karatzas et al., 2016; Ketchen et al., 

2022). Triads, as a fundamental, transient, and adaptive unit of supply networks, are crucial for 

valid insights into the interactions in triads (Choi et al., 2001; Choi & Wu, 2009b; Madhavan 

& Gnyawali, 2004). 

In summary, using the triad as the smallest unit enables us to capture the buyer’s influence 

on supplier relationships and how behaviours within the triad influence other relationships in 

the triad. This perspective allows us to infer that not a single dyadic relationship leads to higher 

performance, but rather a specific configuration of relationships. At the same time, behaviours 

within the triad are relevant, as they are part of the considerations suppliers take when deciding 

whether to cooperate with competing suppliers. Therefore, a focus on dyadic relationships 

systematically neglects the interactions between relationships in supply networks. 

2.1.2. Horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition 

The term “coopetition” was coined by Nalebuff and Brandenburger (1996) and refers to the 

strategy of interfirm relationships in which firms simultaneously engage in competitive and 

cooperative activities (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). In practice, leading companies utilise 
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coopetition to secure market access, accelerate innovation, and expedite product development 

(Brandenburger & Nalebuff, 2021). Reflecting this managerial relevance, scholarly attention 

to coopetition has expanded across various fields, including strategic management (Hannah & 

Eisenhardt, 2018; Lundgren-Henriksson & Kock, 2016), marketing management (Lacoste, 

2012; Rodrigues et al., 2011), innovation management (Bouncken et al., 2018; Chiambaretto 

et al., 2020; Ritala, 2012) and entrepreneurship (Gast et al., 2015; Soppe et al., 2014). 

Coopetition in supply networks is often associated with innovation and knowledge sharing (Dai 

et al., 2024; Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000; Potter & Wilhelm, 2019, 2020), learning and capability 

development (Bouncken & Fredrich, 2016; Estrada & Dong, 2020), operational efficiency and 

cost reduction (Bouncken & Fredrich, 2012; Le Roy & Czakon, 2016), and resilience and risk 

mitigation (Bakshi & Kleindorfer, 2009; Durach et al., 2020). 

Within supply chains, coopetition can manifest vertically, for example, between buyers and 

suppliers, often under conditions of buyer dominance, or horizontally, for instance, between 

two suppliers at the same tier with similar activities (Chiambaretto & Dumez, 2016; Wilhelm, 

2011; Wilhelm & Sydow, 2018). Early coopetition research focused on the dyadic perspective 

of vertical coopetition, investigating the effects of managing cooperation and competition in 

various industries and scenarios (Brandes et al., 2007; Lacoste, 2012; Nair et al., 2011; Soppe 

et al., 2014). Later, horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition, where suppliers cooperate on 

specific tasks while competing for the same buyer’s business, gained strategic and operational 

relevance (Massari & Giannoccaro, 2021; Pathak et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2010). This specific 

form of coopetition is increasingly important in today’s supply networks, as buyers can manage 

the supplier-supplier relationship, encouraging information sharing or joint problem-solving 

among them (Choi et al., 2002; Choi & Dooley, 2008; Wu & Choi, 2005), thus shaping 

competition and cooperation between suppliers to their advantage. 

However, coopetition is perceived as a paradoxical relationship, and the simultaneity of 

cooperation and competition is a source of tensions that must be managed (Bengtsson et al., 

2016). Beyond the tensions regarding value creation and value appropriation, coopetition can 

also cause relational tensions related to trust and opportunism, information sharing, and 

protecting against knowledge leaks, as well as between short-term gains and long-term 

positioning (Bengtsson et al., 2016; Raza-Ullah, 2020; Ricciardi et al., 2022). The tension is 

suggested to be necessary and beneficial for coopetition, but it is essential to balance 

cooperation and competition, as the dominance of one logic risks undermining the relationship 

altogether by moving into one extreme (Gnyawali et al., 2016; Gnyawali & Ryan-Charleton, 

2018). Therefore, firms must carefully manage the balance between cooperation and 
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competition (Gnyawali et al., 2016; Gnyawali & Ryan-Charleton, 2018; Madhavan et al., 

2004). This management is particularly relevant in horizontal supplier-supplier relationships, 

where firms often possess similar capabilities and compete for the same customers (Wilhelm, 

2011). As the buyers’ influence in the supply network amplifies complexity. 

Therefore, understanding the mechanisms of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition is 

highly relevant. Especially as the outcome implications of coopetition remain ambiguous (Xie 

et al., 2023). While early studies considering dyadic coopetitive relationships predict that 

stronger relationships and cooperation enhance performance outcomes (Bouncken & Fredrich, 

2012; Bouncken & Kraus, 2013), later triadic studies produce a more mixed picture, finding 

positive and negative impacts of coopetition performance (Crick & Crick, 2021b; Durach et 

al., 2020; Wu et al., 2010).  

In summary, horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition is not merely a dyadic collaboration; 

it is often embedded in a network, where a buyer influences relationships, and different tensions 

and ambiguities underscore the need for further inquiry into triads and the implications of 

network interactions for horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition in terms of formation and 

performance. 

2.2. The behavioural perspective in supply chain management 

2.2.1. Social Exchange Theory 

From a SET perspective, coopetition is not only a structural or contractual arrangement, but 

also an ongoing social exchange, influenced by expectations of reciprocity and rewards 

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005), perceptions and relational histories that shape whether 

cooperation with a competitor is initiated, sustained, or dissolved (Czakon et al., 2020; Kraus 

et al., 2019; Rajala & Tidström, 2017). In the supply chain context, the expectation of rewards 

is crucial, as value is often created within the relationship and over time, which requires 

tolerating short-term imbalances in anticipation of future returns, making the norms of 

reciprocity and obligations central, following SET, cooperation becomes more likely when the 

expected value of reciprocity exceeds the perceived risks, and less likely when the expected 

returns deteriorate (Masterson et al., 2000; Narasimhan et al., 2009). In triads, these 

calculations reveal interdependence across ties, as behaviours in one relationship influence 

beliefs about reciprocity in the other, producing spillover effects that affect the willingness to 

engage (Swierczek, 2019; Tortoriello et al., 2011; Wu & Choi, 2005). 

Central to behaviours in relationships are social bonds rooted in SET, comprising trust, 

commitment, and satisfaction with the relationship; these bonds can drive cooperative 
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behaviour (Gernsheimer et al., 2021; Gupta & Gupta, 2019; Kaufmann & Carter, 2006). These 

bonds complement contractual obligations and are associated with stronger cooperation and 

performance (Gupta & Gupta, 2019; Kaufmann & Carter, 2006). Trust mitigates the perceived 

risks of opportunism and fosters confidence that shared resources will not be misused 

(Gernsheimer et al., 2021; Gupta & Gupta, 2019; Lascaux, 2020). Commitment reflects the 

intention to invest in and sustain the relationship, which provides stability (Kaufmann & Carter, 

2006). According to Kaufmann and Carter (2006), these bonds can serve as safeguards that 

complement contractual obligations, motivating firms to cooperate beyond what they are 

formally required to do. 

While these bonds are expected to be associated with better performance in dyads, in triads 

(and, by extension, in networks), the link between trust and cooperation with competing 

suppliers is more complex than in isolated dyads. Interactions with one network member can 

spill across the triad and wider network, so these trust-based bonds can positively influence 

adjacent relationships, whereas weak or misaligned bonds can amplify distrust and 

opportunism (Czakon et al., 2020; Swierczek, 2019; Swierczek & Szozda, 2024). Even though 

building trust-based bonds appears highly relevant, our understanding of how such social bonds 

influence horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition in triads remains limited, due to the increased 

complexity and dyad focus of prior research (Czakon & Czernek, 2016; Le Roy & Czakon, 

2016; Zou & Wang, 2022). 

2.2.2. Justice dimensions 

Another critical aspect of evaluating relationships from a social exchange perspective is 

perceptions of justice. Justice perceptions capture whether firms perceive the relationship as 

fair and thus may shape their willingness to cooperate (Alghababsheh et al., 2023). Firms 

evaluate exchange through perceptions of distributive, procedural, informational and 

interpersonal justice (Alghababsheh et al., 2023; Colquitt & Rodell, 2011; Luo, 2007), relating 

it to the fair sharing of the outcomes, set-up of fair processes, and fair sharing of relevant 

information. In the supply chain context, these perceptions condition the willingness to share 

information, invest, and coordinate, because justice indicates the likelihood of reciprocal, non-

opportunistic behaviour (Bouazzaoui et al., 2020; Griffith et al., 2006; Liu et al., 2012). 

Procedural and distributive justice tend to stabilise long-term collaboration by reducing the 

likelihood of conflicts and opportunism, while informational and interpersonal justice sustain 

the exchange of information under high information asymmetry and improve the quality of 

day-to-day interactions, which is particularly important when cooperating with other suppliers 
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(Alghababsheh et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2021). These justice perceptions are central to the 

development of supply chain relationships, as they shape the intent of firms to share resources, 

knowledge, align processes, or invest in cooperation (Bouazzaoui et al., 2020; Cropanzano et 

al., 2002; Griffith et al., 2006; Liu et al., 2012). In terms of SET, justice perceptions provide a 

framework for ascertaining the reciprocity of network members and calculating the risks of 

opportunism and the benefits of cooperation (Huo et al., 2016; Luo et al., 2015). 

2.2.3. Dependence 

Beyond social bonds and perceptions of justice, behaviours in exchange relationships are also 

strongly conditioned by dependence asymmetry, the degree to which one firm needs another 

more than the other does, which creates power differences and shapes strategic options 

(Emerson, 1962, 1976). RDT further formalises these reasons and argues that organisations are 

interdependent, relying on external actors for critical resources (Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003), 

forming a key characteristic of interfirm relationships. In interfirm interactions within 

networks, symmetrical dependence can foster cooperation, trust and stability (Golicic, 2007; 

Golicic & Mentzer, 2006; Handley et al., 2019), while the more common asymmetric 

dependence makes the dependent firm more vulnerable (Huo et al., 2022; Kim & Fortado, 

2021; Lee et al., 2015), yet more compliant in terms of long-term orientation, information 

sharing (Carr et al., 2008; Villena & Craighead, 2017; Yigitbasioglu, 2010). However, if the 

power is used opportunistically by the more powerful firm, the less powerful firms may react 

by, for instance, limiting cooperation (Handley et al., 2019; Huo et al., 2017). 

Considering the interaction between justice and dependence, studies indicate that the 

coercive use of power may erode perceptions of justice, while rewards can strengthen them; 

however, dependence may compel suppliers to tolerate coercion (Griffith et al., 2017; Hoppner 

et al., 2014). From a triadic perspective, research suggests that suppliers may adapt by 

redirecting efforts within the network, by examining justice and dependence in triads where 

horizontal, coopetitive ties can mitigate vulnerability and rebalance power (Brito & Miguel, 

2017). Firms may be able to address the tensions of coopetition through relational governance 

mechanisms and informal norms. However, in terms of coopetition behavioural aspects, 

specifically justice perceptions in network contexts, remain underexplored (Bouazzaoui et al., 

2020; Zhang et al., 2023). Similarly, research often focuses on established coopetitive 

relationships; however, research on the antecedents of coopetition remains limited (Czakon et 

al., 2020; Klimas et al., 2023; Kostis & Näsholm, 2020). 
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In terms of coopetition, suppliers already face the inherently paradoxical tensions of 

coopetition, as they must coordinate with partners while simultaneously guarding their 

competitive advantage (Bengtsson et al., 2016; Raza-Ullah, 2020). Introducing the triadic lens 

intensifies tensions, as the influence of the third member, for instance, the buyer, makes the 

relationship more complex (Wilhelm, 2011), and managers must observe and evaluate not only 

their direct relationships but also the indirect relationships in the triad (Choi & Wu, 2009c; 

Madhavan et al., 2004). From a behavioural perspective, perceptions of justice and social bonds 

under conditions of dependence can either increase or decrease the tension, making cooperative 

relationships more workable or less sustainable. Recent research highlights the significance of 

these behavioural aspects of coopetition, demonstrating that perceived justice and dependence 

asymmetries influence cooperation with competitors, affecting when firms are willing to share 

information, align processes, or jointly solve problems despite these behavioural tensions 

(Chen et al., 2023; Crick & Crick, 2021a). In supply networks, the perception of the behaviour 

of the other network members can be especially relevant, as cooperation can also be a strategy 

to balance power imbalances (Bastl et al., 2013; Touboulic et al., 2014). These cooperative and 

competitive dimensions must be measured correctly to obtain precise and coherent results, 

allowing for different configurations of these coopetitive relationships to occur. 

2.3. The paradox and measurement of coopetition 

2.3.1. The paradox of coopetition 

Returning to the paradoxical relationship of coopetition (Raza-Ullah, 2020; Wilhelm & Sydow, 

2018) and the mixed results of coopetition research in terms of performance (Crick & Crick, 

2021b; Durach et al., 2020; Wu et al., 2010), the various possible configurations of triads, in 

which horizontal supplier-supplier cooperation can take place, and the various antecedents that 

lead to coopetitive relationships may provide the first indication why results appear 

inconclusive. However, the performance implications of coopetition remain unclear and are 

shaped by how it is measured (Xie et al., 2023). 

Conceptual perspectives have evolved from a broad strategy (Nalebuff & Brandenburger, 

1996) to highlighting the tension between similar firms on a horizontal level (Bengtsson & 

Kock, 2000). Madhavan et al. (2004) introduced a network perspective, and subsequent works 

extended the concept to multiple levels, including dyad, triad, and network perspectives, 

considering tensions and paradoxes (Bengtsson et al., 2016; Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 2016). 

Gnyawali et al. (2016) and Gnyawali and Ryan-Charleton (2018) emphasise the tensions and 

the need to manage them to balance value creation and value destruction. A challenge that is 
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even greater in horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition, characterised by buyer influence and 

dependence asymmetries (Choi & Wu, 2009c; Wilhelm, 2011), as previously discussed. 

At the same time, coopetition research has shifted from its game-theoretic roots (Nalebuff 

& Brandenburger, 1996) to management theories, such as the resource-based view and 

transaction cost economics, to explore how firms access resources and form competitive 

advantages (Bouncken et al., 2015; Ritala, 2012). More recently, Paradox theory (Lewis, 2000; 

Lewis & Smith, 2014) has taken a central role, emphasising the contradictory yet 

interdependent logics of cooperation and competition, focusing on the balance between 

cooperation and competition (Bengtsson et al., 2016; Raza-Ullah, 2020; Wilhelm & Sydow, 

2018). 

2.3.2. The measurement of coopetition 

The majority of operationalisations of coopetition use a single construct (Bouncken et al., 2018; 

Bouncken & Fredrich, 2016; Bouncken & Kraus, 2013; Chai et al., 2019; Crick & Crick, 

2021a; Liu et al., 2021). Other studies focus on cooperation in competitive contexts, measuring 

cooperation directly and treating competition as an implicitly underlying condition (Bakshi & 

Kleindorfer, 2009; Wu et al., 2010). Recently, research turned to multidimensional approaches 

to measure coopetition (Guo et al., 2023; Seepana et al., 2020). Multidimensional approaches 

treat cooperation and competition as distinct yet interdependent forces, allowing for a more 

nuanced analysis of how their combinations affect outcomes. This appears particularly 

appropriate in horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition. In this regard, taking a configurational 

approach towards the operationalisation of coopetition may be well-suited (Pathak et al., 2014; 

Ricciardi et al., 2022), emphasising how multiple factors combine in different ways to shape 

outcomes (Fiss, 2007; Furnari et al., 2021; Ketchen et al., 2022). A multidimensional 

operationalisation, grounded in a configurational approach, may therefore allow for the 

reflection of paradoxical tensions as well as nuances in the interaction of forces of cooperation 

and competition on the horizontal level, encompassing behavioural aspects. 
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3. Research agenda 

This dissertation identifies several gaps in the literature that it aims to address. Prior research 

is dominated by the buyer’s perspective, which neglects interactions beyond the focal dyad. 

Within the triad literature, there is a lack of understanding of when suppliers decide to coopete 

with competing suppliers and how the supplier-supplier relationship impacts performance for 

the buyer. Lastly, there is a lack of a measurement scale that adequately captures the 

paradoxical nature of these coopetitive horizontal supplier-supplier relationships. 

To this end, the first and second manuscripts focus on this triadic context, while the third 

focuses directly on the coopetitive relationship, as shown in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Unit of Analysis 

1) Manuscript 1, titled “The influence of buyer-supplier justice and dependence perceptions 

on suppliers’ intention to coopete”, focuses on the perception of the supplier as the 

observatory unit, within a triadic context as an explanatory unit (Wilhelm, 2011), using an 

integrative theoretical framework applying SET and RDT. Focusing on the first part of the 

research question, it considers how perceptions of behaviour in the triad affect the 

supplier’s willingness to cooperate with competitors. 

2) Manuscript 2, titled “Relationships in buyer-supplier-supplier triads: Implications for 

supplier performance”, focuses on the entire triad and considers the different structural 

configurations and their implications for the BSS triad in terms of the supplier performance 

as perceived by the buyer. Considering the first part of the research question, the study 

employs an integrative framework, utilising BT to address the structural aspects and SET 

to examine the behavioural mechanisms leading to the outcome. 

1) 

2) 

3) 
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3) Manuscript 3, titled “Horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition: Scale development and 

measurement validation”, focuses on horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition and its 

measurement. The study employs Paradox Theory to reflect the paradoxical nature of 

coopetitive relationships and capture the tensions between the cooperative and competitive 

dimensions of coopetition, primarily considering the latter part of the research question. 

3.1. Research approach and research methods 

All three studies employ an abductive approach, primarily utilising a mixed-method design. 

Configurational methods are the central method, which are complemented by quantitative and 

qualitative methods. QCA originates in political science but is increasingly applied in 

management and the OSCM field, especially when multiple factors need to be considered and 

outcomes are equifinal and causally complex (Ketchen et al., 2022; Russo et al., 2019; Timmer 

& Kaufmann, 2019). While Manuscripts 1 and 2 employ fsQCA (Ragin, 2008), Manuscript 3 

adopts a literature synthesis approach grounded in Boolean logic (Onwuegbuzie & Weinbaum, 

2017) and crisp-set QCA (El Sherif et al., 2024). The abductive approach is closely linked to 

QCA research, as the method’s concepts require an iterative approach that moves from theory 

to data and back (Misangyi et al., 2017; Ragin, 2008). In terms of the goal of the studies, an 

iterative approach helps build different typologies (Chiambaretto & Dumez, 2016), such as the 

types of configurations of perceptions in Manuscript 1, or for creating the triadic configurations 

of triads in Manuscript 2. From a QCA perspective, the combination of methods with QCA 

contributes to its explanatory power and may help to explain findings, identifying directional 

relationships (Meuer & Rupietta, 2017). In line with many QCA applications, we employ an 

exploratory research approach to conduct an initial inductive exploration of typologies 

(Misangyi et al., 2017) followed up by quantitative or qualitative complementary methods to 

either explore, explain or refine the initial findings. 

Manuscript 1 uses fsQCA on survey data. This initial study is followed by another study 

that utilises vignette experiments to explore further the configurations of justice and 

dependence, while also conducting follow-up interviews to provide explanations for the 

identified relationships.  

Manuscript 2 uses fsQCA on survey data but conducts follow-up interviews within the 

same sample. The sequence of quantitative and qualitative data analysis helps explain the 

findings of the initial analysis. We employed process tracing (Beach & Pedersen, 2013) to 

understand the mechanisms underlying the identified configuration. 
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Manuscript 3 employs a QCA-based synthesis approach, following an initial “review of 

reviews”, in the second phase of a multiphase study to identify core conditions based on 

dimensions developed from a prior review of reviews. A qualitative phase then followed the 

configurational phase to develop scale items, and a final quantitative phase refined and 

validated the developed scale. 

3.2. Overview of Manuscripts 

The dissertation comprises three studies that focus on horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition 

in triads. The studies investigate the formation of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition, the 

performance of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition in BSS triads, and the measurement of 

horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition. Table 1 gives an overview of the three studies. 

Manuscript 1 is under review in the International Journal of Operations and Production 

Management. It examines how the perception of justice and dependence from the supplier’s 

perspective in a triadic context influences the intent to cooperate with a competing supplier in 

the manufacturing sector in German-speaking countries. In doing so, the study advances our 

understanding of behavioural dynamics in BSS triads and how they influence coopetition.  

Manuscript 2 is accepted in the International Journal of Operations and Production 

Management. It examines buyer-supplier triads in the manufacturing sector in German-

speaking countries, investigating how configurations of social bonds and dependence affect 

supplier performance as perceived by the buyer. This study contributes to our understanding of 

relationships in triads, demonstrating how the relationships among network members impact 

supplier performance. 

Manuscript 3 is a working paper; it develops two scales for coopetition, based on the 

cooperative and competitive dimensions of coopetition. Based on a multiphase approach, the 

work contributes to addressing the increasingly fragmented operationalisations of coopetition 

in the OSCM field. 
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Table 1: Overview of Manuscripts 

 Manuscript 1 Manuscript 2 Manuscript 3 

Title The influence of buyer-

supplier justice and 

dependence perceptions on 

suppliers’ intention to 

coopete 

Relationships in buyer-

supplier-supplier triads: 

Implications for supplier 

performance 

Horizontal supplier-supplier 

coopetition:  

Scale development and 

measurement validation 

Authors Vijai Mani 

Christian F. Durach 

Vijai Mani 

Christian F. Durach 

Frank Wiengarten 

Vijai Mani 

Florian Wissuwa  

Christian F. Durach 

Status 1st Major Review Conditionally Accepted Working Paper 

Outlet International Journal of 

Operations and Production 

Management 

International Journal of 

Operations and Production 

Management 

Target Journal:  

Journal of Business Logistics 
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4. Manuscript 1 

Table 2: Status of Manuscript 1 

Title: The influence of buyer-supplier justice and dependence on 

supplier’s intention to coopete 

Authors: Vijai Mani, Christian F. Durach 

Journal: International Journal of Operations and Production Management 

Status: Revise and Resubmit 

Conference: 30th EurOMA Conference  

—Available upon request— 

 

Abstract 

Purpose: How do justice and dependence perceptions shape coopetition between suppliers in 

a buyer-managed network? Drawing on Social Exchange and Resource Dependence Theory, 

this study investigates how a supplier’s perceptions of justice (procedural, distributive, 

interpersonal, and informational) and dependence within a buyer-supplier-supplier triad 

influence coopetition. This study contributes to research on interorganisational ties by 

theorising how relational dynamics beyond the buyer-supplier dyad jointly shape triadic 

behaviour. 

Design/methodology/approach: This research employs two complementary methods. Study 1 

employs fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) on survey data from 47 buyer-

supplier-supplier triads to identify equifinal configurations that lead to coopetition. Study 2 

uses vignette-based quasi-experiments with 85 suppliers responding to scenarios involving 

potential coopetition. The responses are analysed using regression and thematic analysis. The 

two studies provide configurational and causal insights into the antecedents of coopetition in 

supply networks.  

Findings: FsQCA results show that interpersonal justice from the buyer and the competing 

supplier is a core condition for coopetition. Dependence asymmetries further shape this 

dynamic. Complementing these findings, Study 2 reveals that procedural, distributive, and 

informational justice from the competing supplier are important drivers of coopetition. 

Thematic analysis shows that decisions are driven by perceived fairness, trust, and 

transparency.  
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Originality/value: This study advances our understanding of coopetition by highlighting justice 

from a competing supplier, an underexplored factor in triadic supply networks, and reveals how 

dependence asymmetries condition supplier’s willingness to engage. 

 

Keywords: buyer-supplier-supplier triads, coopetition, justice, and dependence. 

  



25 
 

5. Manuscript 2 

Table 3: Status of Manuscript 2 

Title: Relationships in buyer-supplier-supplier triads: Implications for 

supplier performance 

Authors: Vijai Mani, Christian F. Durach, Frank Wiengarten 

Journal: International Journal of Operation and Production Management 

Status: Published 

Conference: none 

Citation: Mani, V., Durach, C. F., & Wiengarten, F. (2025). Relationships in 

buyer-supplier-supplier triads: Implications for supplier performance. 

International Journal of Operations & Production Management. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-02-2024-0161 

 

Abstract 

Purpose: Although supply chain research has extensively examined various aspects of network 

dynamics, insight into how these relationships affect supplier performance remains limited. 

This study utilises triads as the smallest observable unit of the supply network and draws on 

balance theory, complemented by social exchange theory. The study examines how different 

configurations of buyer-supplier-supplier triads affect the supplier’s operational performance 

as perceived by the buyer. 

Design/methodology/approach: A multi-method approach is employed to capture the 

conjunctive and equifinal nature of triadic relationships. First, a sample of 33 buyer-supplier-

supplier triads was surveyed in 2017. This survey data was analysed using fuzzy-set Qualitative 

Comparative Analysis. Then, a selection of triad members was interviewed in 2021. This 

interview data was analysed using a process tracing approach to contextualise the survey 

results. 

Findings: The results show that high supplier performance in a buyer-supplier-supplier triad is 

achieved through strong social bonds between the buyer and one supplier, high supplier 

dependence and intense competition among the two suppliers. In contrast, low-performing 

triads show weak social bonds between the buyer and suppliers, low interdependencies, and 

coopetition between the two suppliers. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOPM-02-2024-0161
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Originality: Research has primarily focused on the dyadic buyer-supplier relationship when 

considering the impact of relationships in the supply network on supplier performance. This 

study offers the first indications of how buyer-supplier and supplier-supplier relationships 

jointly influence supplier performance and provides relevant insights for managers to leverage 

the relationships with and among their suppliers to their advantage. 

 

Keywords: Coopetition, social bonding, dependence, operational performance, triad, balance 

theory, social exchange theory  
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6. Manuscript 3 

Table 4: Status of Manuscript 3 

Title: Horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition: Scale development 

and measurement 

Authors: Vijai Mani, Florian Wissuwa, Christian F. Durach 

Journal:  

Status: Working Paper 

Conference: 85th Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management 

—Available upon request— 

 

Abstract: 

Coopetition, the simultaneous collaboration and competition between firms, is a critical aspect 

of supplier-supplier relationships. However, our understanding of how coopetition affects firms 

and their supply chains is limited, partly due to the varied ways in which previous studies 

operationalized coopetition. In this paper, we propose core conditions of coopetition developed 

from a review synthesis based on a Boolean logic and then develop and test corresponding 

measurement scales to better capture the broad definition of horizontal supplier-supplier 

coopetition. The first phase involves a review of reviews, followed by a QCA-based synthesis 

of empirical studies on coopetition in supply networks. In the third phase, we utilized structured 

interviews with 15 practitioners and a systematic sorting process with 129 business students. 

In the last phase, we replicate a study on supplier-supplier coopetition and resilience using data 

from 205 key respondents to assess the psychometric properties of our scales. Our results 

demonstrate that our scales have sufficient psychometric properties and can be used by 

researchers to build, test, or refine supply chain theory. Our scales contribute to the growing 

body of supply chain measurement and should help to offer more reliable knowledge for 

academics and managers in the long run. 

 

Keywords: Supply chain management, coopetition, scale development, supplier-supplier 

relationships, resilience 
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7. Discussion 

Beyond the individual contributions of the studies, the combination of the findings offers 

further insight into the behavioural dynamics in supply networks and their implications for the 

coopetition formation to performance. 

The main findings of Manuscript 1 are that the perceived justice dimensions have varying 

impacts on the supplier’s willingness to cooperate with the competing supplier of the triad. The 

fsQCA analysis revealed that interpersonal justice from both the competing supplier and the 

buyer is a core condition for coopetition to form, while dependence acts conditionally; 

dependence on the buyer is a core condition for coopetition in some configurations, and 

independence from the buyer is a core condition in others. The other justice dimensions 

(procedural, distributive, and informational justice) appear less relevant in the configurational 

analysis but emerge as drivers of cooperative behaviour in the experiments.  

Manuscript 2 extends the buyer-supplier-supplier triadic configurations conceptualised by 

Choi and Wu (2009c) by its performance implications. We find that the “promoter” 

configuration, characterised by one positive and one negative buyer-supplier relationship, 

exhibits high performance. A configuration that allows the buyer to promote cooperation or 

competition between the suppliers to their benefit. The “mediator” configuration, with two 

positive buyer-supplier relationships, exhibits higher performance in a competitive supplier-

supplier relationship than in a cooperative one. While the “common adversary” generally 

experiences lower performance, especially when suppliers are not dependent. 

Manuscript 3 presents two measurement scales that specifically capture the cooperative and 

competitive dimensions of coopetition, enabling the assessment of various configurations of 

these dimensions within the context of coopetition. This measurement approach provides 

greater nuance to the analysis of coopetition outcomes, as evidenced by the results of the 

replication study. 

Taken together, these studies address several gaps by indicating that indirect interactions, 

beyond the dyadic relationship, shape decisions and behaviours in supply networks. 

In the findings of manuscripts 1 and 2, dependence emerges as a conditional factor under 

which suppliers may tolerate injustice when they are dependent, while they might disengage 

when they are independent (Manuscript 1). Similarly, high supplier dependence towards the 

buyer allows the buyer to incentivise higher performance from the supplier (Manuscript 2). 

The rationale provided by participants for forming or avoiding coopetition, or increasing 

performance, largely aligns with explanations from SET and RDT, and appears to be driven 
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primarily by cost-benefit calculations under conditions of dependence. Interestingly, we also 

observe that theoretical balance tendencies seem to be overridden by these considerations. 

Here, together, the two works paint a slightly more nuanced picture of dependence: Unjust 

behaviour from the buyer appears more acceptable under dependence, at the same time, this 

dependence seems to facilitate coopetition when the competing supplier is perceived as just. 

Manuscript 2 shows how a buyer can influence both positive and negative relationships to elicit 

higher performance from the suppliers. Taken together, the studies reveal a shift in the 

supplier’s focus, while the behaviour of the competing supplier is the main driver for the 

decision to coopete, the buyer appears to be the focal point when it comes to performance.  One 

possible interpretation is that cost/benefit calculations and expectations of reciprocity offset the 

cognitive dissonance postulated by BT. This could possibly help to explain why unbalanced 

triads sometimes persist: as the supplier in the positive buyer-supplier relationship may not feel 

compelled to engage in coopetition defensively. At the same time, a supplier in a negative 

buyer-supplier relationship may tolerate injustice due to the dependence and simultaneously 

view the competing suppliers’ (justice) behaviour more critically. 

Providing a supplier-focused behavioural explanation for relational dynamics within the 

triad, the two studies demonstrate how suppliers evaluate network relationships beyond the 

immediate buyer-supplier and supplier-supplier ties. At the same time, it has to be recognised 

that some of the drivers for supplier behaviour lie outside the triad, as spillover effects from 

other relationships can influence the choices and outcomes in the triad, suggesting the potential 

need to extend the triadic perspective to a tetrad (Choi & Holmen, 2023). 

The results further illustrate the causal complexity and equifinality of triadic relationships, as 

various resulting configurations lead to cooperative or competitive relationships and high or 

low performance. The configurational perspective in Manuscript 2 not only questions the 

benefits of purely cooperative supplier-supplier relationships but also reveals the need to 

measure both aspects of coopetitive supplier-supplier relationships to fully understand the 

implications of these paradoxical relationships.  

Considering the results of Manuscripts 1 and 2, the measurement scale developed in 

Manuscript 3, based on configurational logic, may provide a more precise picture of the 

coopetition formed by suppliers under varying configurations of justice and dependence 

perceptions. For example, coopetition formed under conditions of dependence is likely to be 

more competitive (e.g. to protect order volumes from the buyer) than coopetition formed under 

relative independence. Similarly, performance differences between “balanced mediator” and 

“balanced common adversary” configurations may stem not only from the buyer-supplier 
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relationship but also from variations in the competitive intensity of coopetition. In particular, a 

“balanced mediator” configuration may face more competitive pressure (resulting in higher 

performance), a nuance that cannot be fully measured by leaving the competition dimension 

implicit. 

Therefore, we also address our last research gap by developing a measurement for 

coopetition that captures the nuances of horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition. Taken 

together, this work highlights the relevance of the triadic perspective and the behavioural 

dynamics that shape coopetition within triads, as well as the significance of configurations in 

these often equifinal and causally complex relationships. The complex performance 

implications of buyer-supplier-supplier triads further underscore the need for a measurement 

tool that can address the contradicting forces of coopetition.  

7.1. Theoretical contribution 
The dissertation makes significant contributions to various fields of research within the OSCM 

field.  

First, manuscripts 1 and 2 shift the behavioural perspective to horizontal supplier-supplier 

coopetition and the triadic context, providing an initial indication of how relationships and 

perceptions of behaviours influence the formation and performance of coopetitive 

relationships, dynamics that have mainly been conceptualised (Bastl et al., 2013; Choi & Wu, 

2009c). Moreover, the work contributes to the emerging streams of literature that investigate 

these behavioural aspects of complex triadic interfirm relationships (Swierczek & Szozda, 

2024; Taubeneder et al., 2024). In doing so, the studies contribute to the extension of SET from 

dyads to triads (Huo et al., 2022) and provide a relational view of supplier decision-making 

and behaviour that is embedded within the triad. As such, the studies illustrate that the 

cooperative behaviour of suppliers is not only a direct result of direct buyer-supplier or 

supplier-supplier relationships, but also the result of the perception and interpretation of 

behaviour within the triad and sometimes even outside (and inside the tetrad). 

Secondly, taken together, the findings of manuscripts 1 and 2 contribute to the power and 

dependence literature (Brito & Miguel, 2017; Huo et al., 2022; Zou & Wang, 2022), suggesting 

that dependence generally conditions the behaviour and decisions of suppliers within the triad, 

as dependencies seem to influence how suppliers react to injustice or adversarial behaviour. 

From this perspective, the studies contribute to the application of social exchange and RDT 

within a triadic perspective, exploring the interaction of dependence with other relational 

factors. 
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In terms of the application of BT, our studies suggest two complementary insights. First, the 

studies illustrate how relational behaviours and exchange consideration may be able to override 

cognitive tensions, weakening the tendency towards balance. Second, the findings extend the 

understanding of relational dynamics in triads by suggesting that expectations of reciprocity 

and cost-benefit considerations may be able to sustain unbalanced triads despite structural 

tensions. 

In terms of the inconclusive performance implications of horizontal supplier-supplier 

coopetition, the studies provide some initial indications that the varying levels of cooperation 

and competition in the triadic configurations may condition the supplier performance received 

by the buyer. Furthermore, we contribute to the growing applications of configurational 

methods in the field by demonstrating that configurational approaches can be an effective 

measure to address the complexities of triadic relationships and behavioural dynamics (Franke 

et al., 2024; Ketchen et al., 2022). In addition, the configuration-based operationalisation of 

coopetition contributes to the literature, which shows a growing interest in a context-specific 

view of coopetition, acknowledging the trade-off between competitive and cooperative 

elements (Klimas et al., 2025). Notably, the first application demonstrates the ability to reflect 

the implications of the tensions inherent in coopetition.  

7.2. Managerial implications 
From a practical perspective, the studies offer some actionable guidance for both buyers and 

suppliers. Managers interested in developing an environment where fruitful cooperation among 

competitors is possible should institutionalise structural justice dimensions as the principal 

drivers of coopetition. Clear codes of conduct, agreed-upon evaluation frameworks and 

performance metrics can increase the perceived fairness among suppliers. Moreover, shared 

governance dashboards and audit mechanisms can reinforce procedural consistency. Especially 

from a supplier perspective, these measures appear relevant as they enable influencing the 

perception of other suppliers, considering that respectful and friendly interactions are 

considered foundational for the willingness of suppliers to coopete. 

Furthermore, the introduction of conflict resolution measures and roundtables may not only 

improve the supplier-supplier relationship but also facilitate the timely resolution of conflicts 

between buyers and suppliers, which would help avoid destructive cooperative relationships 

that may be formed to counter powerful buyers. Unwanted collusion between suppliers can 

harm even large firms, such as Toyota, as illustrated in the initial example. Therefore, buyers 

may also be interested in controlling and monitoring supplier relationships. Moreover, the 
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buyer can actively intervene and influence supplier relationships, for instance, by 

benchmarking and ranking suppliers, thereby inducing competition. At the same time, it can 

also strategically incentivise cooperation among suppliers. However, buyers need to be aware 

of the relationship among suppliers and the varying impacts of coopetition in triadic 

relationships. 

Considering the context-specific role of dependence, buyers and suppliers should monitor 

their dependence towards each other, for instance, using risk assessments and balanced 

scorecard approaches. Based on the context, firms may be able to take measures to reduce 

dependencies. Similarly, firms need to further reduce the risk of destructive forms of 

cooperation or competition; again, this may be highly context-specific, where buyers or 

suppliers must moderate the cooperation or competition in cooperative relationships, for 

instance, by establishing contractual safeguards.  

7.3. Limitations and future research 
The dissertation faced many limitations, mainly due to the selected sample and methods. In 

terms of sample size, all considered samples were relatively small (apart from Manuscript 1’s 

quasi-experiments) and in the manufacturing sector in the German-speaking regions of Europe, 

which may limit generalisability. However, configurational approaches are typically well-

suited for working with smaller samples and still drawing inferences about plausible 

relationships (Fiss, 2007), especially within the exploratory context, as these samples were 

utilised. 

As all the studies used fsQCA as the central method, the methodological limitations are 

closely related. Firstly, all fsQCA applications require calibrating the raw data, which 

introduces risks of oversimplifying the nuances in the data. The limited diversity in the data 

sets also restricts the number of conditions that can be applied in the model (Schneider & 

Wagemann, 2010). However, the use of mixed methods alleviated these known limitations of 

the technique (Beach & Pedersen, 2013; Misangyi et al., 2017) by, for instance, providing 

additional qualitative explanations and contextualising the fsQCA findings or by rigorously 

validating the developed scale in Manuscript 3. 

Considering the limited generalizability, future research could expand similar studies into 

other industries and geographies. Although fsQCA does not suffer significantly from small 

sample sizes, the studies could be repeated with larger sample sizes and different 

complementary methods. Similarly, Study 1 of Manuscript 1 used only the supplier 

perspective; extending the analysis to a complete triad may offer more holistic insights. To go 
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further, as indicated by the results of Manuscript 2, extending towards tetrads or comparable 

structures may help to account for factors that were not considered in the dissertation. Finally, 

the scale developed in Manuscript 3 could be further utilised in coopetition research to measure 

the interaction between competitive and cooperative coopetition characteristics for instance in 

triadic settings. 
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8. Conclusion 

The dissertation aimed to investigate horizontal supplier-supplier coopetition in BSS triads, 

contributing to the growing body of coopetition literature within the context of supply 

networks. In particular, the dissertation focused on the behavioural aspects of horizontal 

supplier-supplier coopetition in triads. Addressing three identified gaps: 1) The focus on a 

dyadic level analysis, neglecting interactions beyond the focal dyad, 2) The focus on the 

buyer’s perspective, neglecting the perceptions of suppliers that influence their decision for 

coopetition, and 3) the increasing fragmentation of the operationalisation of coopetition. 

To this end, three studies using a mixed-methods approach were conducted, with a focus on 

configurational methods. The finding contributed to an extended understanding of supplier 

perceptions and the relevance of interpersonal justice for the formation of coopetitive 

relationships in triads. Configurations of buyer-supplier-supplier relationships showed varying 

performance implications, trying to contribute to the resolution of the inconclusive findings of 

prior research. A validated measurement scale was developed to account for the contradictory 

aspects of coopetition.  

Together, these results advance our understanding of interactions in triads and the relevance of 

behavioural perspectives in supply chain networks from a supplier perspective. At the same 

time, the findings offer insights to practitioners aiming to improve the performance of 

coopetitive relationships. On a societal level, a better understanding of the interaction between 

suppliers in networks will also further support the development of supply networks that are not 

only more efficient but also more stable, in the face of increased global uncertainty.  
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