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Abstract 

 
Previous research on the association between coopetition—inter-firm relationships that involve 

the simultaneous interaction of cooperation and competition—and performance has shown 

inconsistent results. We build on the developing stream of organizational literature that 

emphasizes the need for both trust and distrust to address this conundrum. By explicitly treating 

trust and distrust as distinct and multi-dimensional constructs (i.e., trust comprising goodwill 

and competence dimensions and distrust consisting of malevolence and discredibility), we 

consider their moderating effects on the coopetition–performance relationship. Our results 

suggest that while the presence of both trust and distrust positively moderates the relationship 

between coopetition and performance, the presence of either trust or distrust fails to do so. We 

contribute by showing the power of ‘both/and’ (against the conventional ‘either/or’) view of 

trust and distrust in terms of achieving superior, long-run performance in complex relationships 

like that of coopetition. 
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Introduction 
Increased technology and innovation challenges and opportunities have made it difficult 

for firms to rely solely on their own capabilities. Firms, particularly in high-velocity sectors 

often need to collaborate with their competitors—that is, develop coopetition relationships 

(Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996) in order to address such challenges and thus achieve 

superior, long-run performance (Lado, Boyd and Hanlon, 1997). In a watershed article, 

Bengtsson and Kock (2000, p. 411) argued that coopetition is “the most complex, but also the 

most advantageous relationship between competitors”. Coopetition is complex because it 

involves uncertainty regarding partner’s future behavior (Parkhe, 1993). The opportunistic 

hazards are greater in coopetition since “each partner tries to maximize its own individual 

interests instead of the collaborative interests” (Park and Ungson, 2001, p. 37). The real 

challenge is therefore creating a balance between the paradoxical interactions of competition 

and cooperation. If one interaction overwhelms its opponent, it would compromise joint 

performance and even dissolve the relationship prematurely (Raza-Ullah, Bengtsson and 

Kock, 2014; Das and Teng, 2000).  

The notion that coopetition is a beneficial strategy to enhance performance is widespread, 

yet the results of empirical tests on the relationship between coopetition and performance 

show mixed results. Previous studies have shown positive relationships (e.g., Belderbos, 

Carree and Lokshin, 2004), negative relationships (e.g., Park and Russo, 1996), and even non-

significant relationships (e.g., Mention, 2011). These inconsistent findings indicate that the 

relationship between coopetition and performance is complicated and contingent upon other 

factors essential to balancing coopetition. Particularly, relational factors such as trust—that is, 

positive expectations regarding partner’s conduct in a risky situation (Das and Teng, 2001; 

Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998)—are critical to foster value-enhancing cooperative 

exchanges despite the competitive interactions, for example in the shape of behavioral 

uncertainty (Krishnan, Martin and Noorderhaven, 2006). Indeed, trust has received exclusive 

attention in the previous research (e.g., Czakon and Czernek, 2016; Nielsen and Nielsen, 

2009; Czernek and Czakon, 2016). However, its counterpart, distrust—that is, negative 

expectations regarding partner’s conduct in a risky situation (Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 

1998)—has comparatively remained under-researched. This is partly because trust and 

distrust have been implicitly assumed as substitutes and opposite ends of one continuum. 

Moreover, the literature has suffered from the bias that distrust associates with a set of 

deleterious effects and trust with those of beneficial effects (Lumineau, 2014).  

A developing stream of literature, however, challenges such conceptualizations and argues 

that trust and distrust are two separate and distinct relational factors (Lewicki, McAllister and 

Bies, 1998; Cho, 2006; Guo, Lumineau and Lewicki, 2017). While trust reflects hope or faith, 

distrust mirrors fear or suspicion. Thus, low trust can best be understood as lack of hope 

rather than high suspicion, and low distrust can be seen as absence of suspicion rather than an 

indication of high hope (Cho, 2006). This stream further accentuates the bright side of distrust 

and argues that the long-term success depends on the simultaneous presence of trust and 

distrust.  

Drawing on these insights and extending Lewicki et al.’s (1998) theory of trust and distrust 

to coopetition relationships, we argue that both trust and distrust are needed to positively 

influence the coopetition–performance relationship. Trust generates the willingness to become 

vulnerable based on the belief that the partner will not behave opportunistically, thereby 

facilitating cooperative interactions. Simultaneously, distrust based on constructive 

skepticism, watchfulness, and vigilance prompts firms to critically observe partner’s behavior, 

ensure compliance, and thus be on guards to prevent or deal better with unpleasant surprises 

when they occur, thereby protecting from harmful conducts (Lumineau, 2014). However, trust 

without distrust would bring firms too close, which gives rise to relational inertia, strategic 
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blindness as well as to risks of unintentional knowledge leakage (Dyer, Singh and Hesterly, 

2018). Likewise, distrust without trust results in excessive controls and tight monitoring 

systems which would hamper knowledge flows and thus compromise performance. Therefore, 

we argue that either trust or distrust would be less likely to moderate the coopetition–

performance relationship because independently trust or distrust tends to increase cooperation 

or competition respectively at the expense of each other (Bengtsson and Raza-Ullah, 2017). 

The upshot is that both trust and distrust must simultaneously be present since their 

interaction with coopetition creates a balance between cooperation and competition, which 

leads to enhanced performance (Park, Srivastava and Gnyawali, 2014b; Park, Srivastava and 

Gnyawali, 2014a). 

We test our hypotheses on a sample of 225 Swedish firms in the high-tech and knowledge-

intensive industries. Results based on structural equation modeling show full support for our 

hypotheses. With this study, we make several contributions. First, we provide a novel 

understanding of how trust and distrust as distinct relational factors are simultaneously needed 

to create balancing dynamics in order to enhance coopetition’s effects on performance, and 

thus show the power of ‘both/and’ in comparison to ‘either/or’. Second, we unpack the 

specific combinations of trust and distrust at different values such as high trust-high distrust 

and high trust-low distrust, and show how each combination influences the coopetition–

performance relationship. Third, we treat trust and distrust as higher-order constructs with 

trust comprising goodwill and competence dimensions and distrust comprising malevolence 

and discredibility dimensions in order to showcase their multi-dimensional nature.  
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Theoretical background 

 

The need for a balanced coopetition  
We define coopetition as a paradox that juxtaposes the simultaneous interactions between 

cooperation and competition (Raza-Ullah, Bengtsson and Kock, 2014; Stadtler and Van 

Wassenhove, 2016) and position ourselves in the activity school of thought that suggests that 

coopetition occurs between a pair of firms (Bengtsson and Raza-Ullah, 2016). To address 

complex challenges in high-tech industries such as short product life cycles, complicated 

technologies, and huge capital requirements, firms constantly search for partners with relevant 

and complementary resources. Often such partners are strong competitors since they possess 

the required capabilities, leveraging which superior value can be created. For example, 

Gnyawali and Park (2011) in an in-depth case study demonstrate how the two fierce rivals, 

Sony and Samsung formed a coopetition relationship to tackle the unique industrial 

challenges and tap new opportunities by combining their resources and capabilities. Similarly, 

another case study by Fernandez and Chiambaretto (2016) reports that TAS and Astrium 

(hostile competitors) collaborated with each other to manufacture a dual system of 

telecommunication satellites. More recently, BMW and Daimler have started to cooperate 

despite their heads-on rivalry in order to share high costs of developing new technologies 

including autonomous driving systems. Thus, firms are likely to pursue risky, large-scale, and 

resource-intensive projects by developing collaborative ties with their competitors, and in the 

due course share knowledge, technology, and capabilities in order to create a bigger pie that is 

not possible alone. 

However, since firms also compete with each other at the same time, behavioral 

uncertainty regarding partner’s future conduct is also high (Krishnan, Martin and 

Noorderhaven, 2006). As scholars note, the incentives to cheat exist in cooperative ventures 

because each partner finds it “advantageous to maximize his own gains at the expense of the 

venture” (Hennart, 1991, p. 486) especially when they are competitors. Indeed, it has been 

observed since long that competitive learning and opportunistic behavior are more prevalent 

in alliances between competitors (Hamel, Doz and Prahalad, 1989). This is mainly because 

“competitors are familiar with the areas that their partners operate in, [and] have superior 

capacity to absorb and reuse proprietary knowledge” (Krishnan, Martin and Noorderhaven, 

2006, p. 897). Arslan (2018) further notes that competing partners can maximize private 

benefits by internalizing the knowledge, skills and capabilities of the counterpart, and by 

applying them in areas outside the alliance scope in order to generate differential benefits. 

Thus, coopetition represents a paradox in which firms need to depend on each other for 

creating mutual gains and collaborative advantage, yet pursue private interests and strive for 

achieving superiority and competitive advantage over others (Fernandez, Le Roy and 

Gnyawali, 2014; Khanna, Gulati and Nohria, 1998).  

As cooperation and competition are two opposing forces, they tend to remain in constant 

tension with each other such that one strives to dominate the other (Raza-Ullah, Bengtsson 

and Kock, 2014). The literature further suggests that the tension between cooperation and 

competition tends to push firms to either focus on cooperation or on competition. Doing so, 

however creates an imbalance in the relationship, which leads to unplanned dissolutions (Das 

and Teng, 2000). Scholars suggest that the key to success is balancing competition and 

cooperation (Teece, 1992). Balance refers to the relative intensities of cooperation and 

competition at similar levels. Scholars for instance have proposed that when both cooperation 

and competition are strong, firms can produce higher economic rents and achieve superior, 

sustainable performance (Lado, Boyd and Hanlon, 1997). On the contrary, alliance 

performance will likely be jeopardized when one competing force is very strong and the 

opposite force is comparatively very weak (Bengtsson and Raza-Ullah, 2017; Das and Teng, 
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2000). Recent empirical studies also support that claim that a balanced coopetition positively 

affects performance (Park, Srivastava and Gnyawali, 2014b).  

The question then, is under what conditions firms can strike and maintain the balance of 

cooperation and competition in creating ‘coopetitive advantage’ and thus generate superior 

performance. To address this question, we build on the recent advances in the trust-distrust 

literature (Guo, Lumineau and Lewicki, 2017; Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998) and 

suggest that two relational factors—trust and distrust—are critical to enhance coopetition’s 

effect on performance. In what follows below, we first throw light on trust and distrust and 

their multi-dimensionality, then explicate how trust and distrust are distinct from each other, 

and lastly, spell out why both are needed simultaneously for creating balance and thus 

positive and significant effects of coopetition on performance. 

 

Trust  
Prior literature suggests that trust is about “confident positive expectations regarding 

another’s conduct … [and about] expectations of things hoped for” (Lewicki, McAllister and 

Bies, 1998, p. 439) Positive expectations include both good behavioral intensions and task-

performance expertise of the relationship partner (Deutsch, 1960). Termed differently, trust is 

about goodwill and competence. These two are widely-accepted dimensions of trust in the 

strategy literature (Das and Teng, 2001). As Nooteboom (1996, p. 990) notes “[t]rust may 

concern a partner’s ability to perform according to agreements (competence trust), or his 

intensions to do so (goodwill trust)”. Since competence and goodwill reflect two distinct 

aspects of trust, we adopt these two as essential dimensions of trust in our study.  

Although trust is important in normal situations, it is direly needed in risky situations 

especially those that are characterized by behavioral uncertainty (Das and Teng, 2001) such as 

coopetition. In essence, trust makes one party willing to be vulnerable to the other even in 

risky situations so that the purpose of relationship may be achieved. In line with Das and 

Teng (2001), we believe that trust without uncertainty has little role of a consequential nature. 

Based on these conversations, we define trust as firm’s willingness to be vulnerable to the 

competitor-partner based on the belief that the latter will act in former’s best interests and 

will perform according to the expectations, despite the risky nature of coopetition.  

 

Distrust  
Compared to trust, distrust has not received much attention in prior studies. Notable work 

on the topic started in the 90s where trust has mainly been conceptualized in reciprocal terms 

of trust as “confident negative expectations regarding another’s conduct … [and] about 

expectations of things feared” (Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998, p. 439). In other words, 

distrust reflects suspicion that the partner may engage in undesirable behavior or may not 

possess the required professional expertise (Deutsch, 1960). Similar to trust dimensions, 

distrust has been argued to have two main dimensions: malevolence and discredibility 

(Dimoka, 2010). Malevolence reflects concerns about partner’s intensions to harm a focal 

firm’s welfare and discredibility relates to concerns about partner’s competence. 

Consistent with Cho (2006), we argue that just like trust, distrust is also a very relevant 

factor in uncertain and risky situations. Distrust will likely be higher in coopetition since 

partners who are direct competitors are often believed to seek self-interests with guile, 

appropriate a firm’s proprietary technology, or not deliver as expected (Parkhe, 1993). In such 

situations, firms may not want to become vulnerable. By integrating the distrust literature 

(e.g., Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998; Kramer, 1999), we define distrust as a firm’s 

unwillingness to be vulnerable to the competitor-partner on the basis that the latter may act 

against its interests, even engage in potentially harmful behavior, and will be inept handling 

the coopetitive tasks. 
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Trust and distrust as two separate entities 
One reason that distrust has received comparatively less attention than trust perhaps relates 

to the fact that the prior literature has treated distrust as simply the opposite of trust, assuming 

that both lie on opposite ends of the same continuum (Deutsch, 1958; Schoorman, Mayer and 

Davis, 2007). This approach regards trust and distrust as perfect substitutes such that lack of 

distrust would mean trust and the vice versa. However, a second approach criticizes this view 

and argues that trust and distrust are distinct concepts and can increase or decrease 

independently of each other (Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998; Luhmann, 1979). This view 

suggests that “low distrust is not the same thing as high trust, and high distrust is not the same 

thing as low trust” (Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998, p. 444). Both can coexist 

simultaneously, and can even decrease or increase simultaneously. Lewicki et al (1998) 

illustrates this by integrating trust and distrust on two-continua with horizontal axis ranging 

from low distrust to high distrust and vertical axis from low trust to high trust. The authors 

propose four different combinations, namely low trust–low distrust, low trust–high distrust, 

high trust–low distrust, and high trust–high distrust. We build on their work and further add 

moderate trust and distrust and their combinations with high and low trust/distrust to advance 

our understanding of the role of more nuanced combinations in coopetition relationships (see 

figure 1). 

Cho (2006) further distinguishes trust and distrust by arguing that high trust reflects hope, 

faith, and assurance while high distrust characterizes suspicion and fear. Thus, low trust can 

be seen as a lack of hope or faith but not as high fear or suspicion. Similarly, low distrust 

could mean absence of suspicion but not as an indication of high hope. Several empirical 

studies have also supported the idea that low distrust is not the same as high trust (e.g., Cho, 

2006; Connelly, Miller and Devers, 2012). A recent fMRI (functional Magnetic Resonance 

Imaging) experiment by Dimoka (2010) further establishes the distinction between trust and 

distrust. Her study shows that trust and distrust do not activate the same areas of the brain, 

implying that they are distinct concepts and not merely the opposite ends of one continuum.  

In line with these scholars, we treat trust and distrust as separate entities. 

 

------------------------------------------- 

Insert figure 1 about here 

------------------------------------------- 
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Hypotheses 

 
We discussed earlier that balanced coopetition is needed for better performance. In this 

section, we build on the aforementioned trust-distrust literature suggesting the beneficial roles 

of trust and distrust (e.g., Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998) and argue that the impact of 

coopetition on performance would be significant and stronger when trust and distrust are 

simultaneously present. This is because their interaction with coopetition balances 

cooperation and competition. However, the presence of either trust or distrust would produce 

insignificant moderating effect on the coopetition–performance relationship. Whereas the 

interaction of distrust (without trust) with coopetition likely increases competition at the 

expense of cooperation, the interaction of trust (without distrust) with coopetition increases 

cooperation at the expense of competition. As a result, the coopetitive relationship will 

become overwhelmed by the potential hazards of either competition or cooperation 

dominance, thereby lowering performance. To develop our hypotheses, we first explicate the 

bright side of trust to show its importance in coopetition. This discussion is immediately 

followed by arguments stressing that trust without distrust, however has detrimental effects on 

the coopetition–performance relationship. We then present the bright side of distrust, which is 

immediately followed by a discussion on how distrust without trust has deleterious effects. 

Then we explicate the crux of this section suggesting how both trust and distrust are 

simultaneously needed to influence the coopetition–performance relationship. 

 

‘Both/and’ versus ‘Either/or’ role of trust-distrust in coopetition 
The importance of trust is widely acknowledged in the literature (Luhmann, 1979; Czernek 

and Czakon, 2016). The uncertainty related to opportunistic behavior is more salient in high-

tech and knowledge-intensive alliances. Partners may feel reluctant to openly share 

knowledge and resources with each other due to high risks of misappropriation. However, 

trust enables competitors to cooperate despite such uncertainty (Krishnan, Martin and 

Noorderhaven, 2006). McEvily, Perrone and Zaheer (2003) suggest that when a focal firm has 

confident positive expectations about partner’s good intentions, it will be willing to become 

vulnerable, and will thus disclose the sensitive and proprietary details with the partner. In 

addition, a focal firm would accept the knowledge from the partner at its face value because it 

believes that the partner takes into consideration its best interests and is a competent and 

reliable source of knowledge. Consequently, it would not have to spend much time and effort 

verifying the validity, accuracy, and relevancy of the received knowledge, which would in 

turn allow it to instantly use that knowledge for meeting common objectives. Trust is further 

argued to smoothly facilitate negotiations since decisions and agreements can be made more 

quickly, easily, and efficiently. In essence, “trust promotes negotiating efficiency by enabling 

each exchange partner to be more flexible in granting concessions because of the expectation 

that the other exchange partner will reciprocate in the future” (Zaheer, McEvily and Perrone, 

1998, p. 144). Moreover, as competitors have divergent economic interests, the chances that 

severe disputes and conflicts may arise are high. However, trust will likely “reduce the scope, 

intensity, and frequency of dysfunctional conflict” (ibid, p.145), as firms expect the benefit of 

the doubt from each other and a greater leeway in joint dealings. Trust also reduces 

transaction costs. For example, Dyer (1997) found that General Motor’s transaction 

(procurement) costs were much higher than those of Toyota and Chrysler because its partners 

viewed it as less trustworthy. Hence, higher the trust, the lower the transaction costs or the 

vice versa. Furthermore, trust provides incentives for the partners to engage in value-

maximization activities such as investing in relation-specific assets and knowledge-sharing 

routines, which further improves joint alliance performance (Dyer and Singh, 1998).  
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The above is the normative view of trust, suggesting a positive role of trust in inter-firm 

cooperation. On the contrary, the normative view of distrust is that it is negative since it is 

likely to create dysfunctional conflicts, reduce commitment, hamper cooperation, and even 

break relationships (Luhmann, 1979). However, these views have been criticized. Scholars 

argue that while trust has its downsides, distrust has its bright sides (Lumineau, 2014). In line 

with these scholars, we argue that the key is to take advantages of having both simultaneously 

and to neutralize the weaknesses individually tied with each of them. For example, high trust 

without distrust has its weaknesses and may prove to be a liability. Dyer and Singh (1998) 

refer to the “paradox of trust” suggesting that “although trust establishes norms and 

expectations about appropriate behavior, lowering the perception of risk in the exchange, it 

provides the opportunity for abuse through opportunism” (671). Such potential abuses can be 

prevented if distrust is also present alongside trust. 

High trust in the absence of distrust is likely to interact with coopetition in a way that it 

would fuel and intensify the contradictory force of cooperation and thus help it dominate over 

its opposing force of competition, thereby creating an imbalanced coopetition. We suggest 

that trust (without distrust) would not allow coopetition to significantly impact performance 

for several reasons. First, as high trust pushes firms toward getting too close to each other, it 

may eventually lead to relational inertia and over-embeddedness. It can “result in too great a 

reliance in the form of blind faith, complacency, excessive obligations, escalating 

commitment, and a contentment that prevents partners from benchmarking each other to 

external standards” (Dyer, Singh and Hesterly, 2018, p. 13). Relatedly, Gnyawali and 

Charleton (2018) suggest that the ‘rivalrous spirit’ that fosters innovation and efficiency must 

not be offset by the ‘mutuality’ between the firms since doing so would lead to value 

destruction. Furthermore, Sundaramurthy and Lewis (2003) who observe the tension between 

collaboration and control suggest that excessive collaboration results in increased consensus 

seeking, complacency and entrenchment, which cause even greater collaboration, ultimately 

triggering groupthink and organizational decline. Thus stressing one competing force over the 

other fuels this vicious cycle and eventually leads to declined performance. Second, the closer 

bonds may cause strategic blindness and less likelihood to consider alternatives (Zahra, 

Yavuz and Ucbasaran, 2006). Firms may invest too much in the relation-specific assets, 

which can lock them into a particular relationship, thus leaving less options to invest in new 

opportunities and relationships (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018; Hamel, 1991; Dyer, Singh 

and Hesterly, 2018). Third, stronger ties and attachment may lead to overlook due diligence 

and create more room for opportunistic behavior (Langfred, 2004). Thus, due to greater 

proximity, the focal firm may fall prey to unintentional leakage of knowledge, or the partner 

may gain access to sensitive knowledge for use in own products or technology outside the 

scope of the alliance, which could eventually break the partnership. For example, before the 

launch of Android OS, the Google-Apple relationship was based on pure trust (Raza-Ullah, 

Bengtsson and Kock, 2014). The cooperative ties were so strong that Google CEO was part of 

Apple’s board of directors. There were even rumors about a potential merger “AppleGoo” 

between the two companies (Isaacson, 2011). However, just after the launch of Android, the 

closer ties began to diminish since Apple believed that Android was a stolen product from 

Apple.  

We argue that in order to create a balance, distrust is also needed along with trust. 

Luhmann (1979) explicitly notes that very often “substantial injections of distrust are needed” 

to remain alert of any undesired behavior or to keep a backup for capability in order “not to 

fall back into the customary pedestrian ways of relying on one another” (91). Through 

constructive suspicion and “prudent paranoia” distrust prompts firms to search out and 

appraise more information, to regularly monitor their partner’s behavior, and thus respond 

appropriately to a given situation (Kramer, 2002). Lewicki, McAllister and Bies (1998) 
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further observe how distrust through constructive skepticism, watchfulness, and vigilance 

assists firms to reduce complexity and vulnerability. For example, by fostering critical 

thinking and questioning one’s interpretations, distrust helps discover what potentially ulterior 

motives of the partner might be. By keeping their radars on, firms remain well-prepared to 

protect themselves from partner’s harmful actions in advance or to deal better with unpleasant 

surprises when they occur. Distrust thus allows firms “to envisage alternative scenarios where 

trust might be violated as well as facilitate creativity in assuring that those breaches do not 

occur” (Guo, Lumineau and Lewicki, 2017, p. 19). In addition, distrust could strengthen 

coopetition’s effect on performance by overcoming the relational inertia and strategic 

blindness that is caused by pure trust. Under distrust therefore, firms can better anticipate 

injurious conducts by “monitoring partner’s behavior, ensuring compliance, and preventing 

exploitation” (Lumineau, 2014, pp. 1557-8), and thereby achieving long-term performance 

gains from coopetition. 

However, distrust without trust would not be effective since it tends to escalate 

competition while reducing cooperation, thereby creating an unbalanced coopetition. Distrust 

(without trust) would cause paranoid cognitions, hypervigilance, and intense fear due to the 

firm belief that the partner is merely concerned about his private interests, and given a chance 

it will cause harm to the focal firm (see e.g., Lewicki, 2007 for a review). High distrust 

usually manifests in the shape of tight controls, strict monitoring systems, and extensive audit 

and review procedures, which not only increase the transaction costs of exchanges but also 

limit (or even stop) the necessary flow of knowledge. Such distrusting beliefs from one side 

are usually reciprocated from the other side, which lead to a malfunction in the relationship 

such that no cooperative exchange may eventually occur. For example, the alliance formed 

between Volkswagen and Ford could not work out simply because the two firms were fierce 

competitors and were therefore not willing to become vulnerable to each other by sharing 

knowledge and resources (Park and Ungson, 2001). Thus, distrust (without trust) would cause 

imbalance since cooperation is less likely to prevail in the presence of strong competition 

without trust (Park and Russo, 1996).  

Summarizing, we suggest that the interaction effects of either trust in the absence of 

distrust or distrust in the absence of trust would produce dysfunctional processes that 

unbalance coopetition. Whereas getting too close would open doors to unintentional leakage 

of knowledge or over-embeddedness and relational inertia, keeping too much distance would 

not allow sharing required knowledge and resources. As a result, trust or distrust 

independently will not be able to strengthen coopetition’s impact on performance. Hence, we 

hypothesize the following. 

 

Hypothesis 1. The presence of either trust or distrust will be insufficient 

to significantly moderate the relationship between coopetition and 

performance. 

 

Firms therefore, must be able to minimize the drawbacks linked with either trust or distrust 

individually and maximize the benefits of simultaneous trust and distrust. To create a 

balanced coopetition, the key is ‘getting close to each other but at the same time keeping 

distance’. Both trust and distrust are needed simultaneously to strike balance and to better 

deal with uncertainty and vulnerability in coopetition. Whereas trust reduces uncertainty “by 

removing undesirable conduct from consideration and by allowing desirable conduct to be 

viewed as certain, distrust anticipates the likelihood or even certainty of undesirable conduct, 

thereby enabling one to take rational, defensive and preventive actions based on such 

expectations” (Cho, 2006, p. 26). For example, the cooperation between Boeing and Japanese 

in manufacturing Boeing 777 was characterized by significant amounts of proprietary and 
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technical knowledge sharing, but at the same time, Boeing consciously secured its 

confidential areas from vulnerability by limiting access to sensitive points (Sabbagh, 1996). 

Concludingly, coopetition is likely to enhance performance when both trust and distrust are 

simultaneously present. Accordingly, we postulate the following. 

 

Hypothesis 2. The simultaneous presence of both trust and distrust will 

significantly moderate the relationship between coopetition and 

performance. 
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Methods 

 

Sampling procedure and data collection 
We chose high-technology and knowledge-intensive industries to test our hypotheses since 

firms operating in these industries are found to be highly involved in coopetition (Quintana-

Garcia and Benavides-Velasco, 2004). Through a secondary database, namely Retriever 

Business, we randomly selected 900 Swedish firms (with more than ten employees) from 

these industries based on the standard industrial classification (SNI) codes. We called these 

firms by phone to first assess whether they were involved in coopetition, and if so, identified 

the right respondents—that is, senior managers directly leading or monitoring the coopetition 

relationship to answer our questions, as suggested by earlier research (e.g., Krishnan, Martin 

and Noorderhaven, 2006). Some firms declined to participate in our study and some were not 

accessible, which made us drop 332 firms from our sample. Of the remaining 568 firms, 164 

were not involved in coopetition. As a result, our final sample had 404 firms to which a web 

link of survey was sent via email. We administered the survey from May to December 2015 

and used the local language so that respondents easily and fully understand the questions. 

After three reminders, we received 335 responses, out of which only 225 were useable for 

analysis. The response rate is thus 25%, which is acceptable in comparison to similar studies 

(Ho and Ganesan, 2013).  

Following earlier research, we designed our survey in such a way that the likelihood of 

common method bias is minimized. For example, ex-ante, we went through rigorous 

pretesting of the questionnaire by conducting in-depth interviews with eight coopetition 

researchers and eight senior managers who opined on the content, ambiguity, and relevance of 

items (DeVellis, 2003). One senior manager of a large multinational firm actively participated 

throughout the pretest stages. Moreover, respondents were promised complete confidentiality 

and a provision of results summary report in order to receive their honest responses 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Ex-post, we used Herman’s one-factor test, which also showed that 

common method bias is not a serious problem in our study. We also used a different source 

for most of our control variables. Regarding non-response bias, we assessed the differences 

between respondents and non-respondents (Armstrong and Overton, 1977) based on several 

firm-level characteristics, which suggested that non-response bias is not a major concern. 

 

Measures 
We report details of all measurement items and scales used to operationalize our constructs 

in table 1. Where available, we used existing measurement instruments and some items were 

modified to reflect our study’s specific context. To collect data, we asked coopetition 

managers to think of a particular relationship in which their firm cooperates and competes 

simultaneously with another firm and answer our questions on a 7-point Likert scale ranging 

from 1 (not at all) to 7 (extremely). 

Coopetition. Since coopetition reflects a combined magnitude of competition and 

cooperation between firms, its operationalization is based on the underlying measures of 

competition and cooperation. We slightly modified Ho and Ganesan’s (2013) scales of 

competitive intensity and knowledge sharing to reflect competition and cooperation 

respectively. We asked the respondents to indicate the extent to which six different statements 

were true regarding their interactions with the other firm. Three of the statements relate to the 

degree of competition (i.e., directly competing for customers, being major competitors in 

various markets, and rapidly responding to competitive actions) and three relate to 

cooperation (committing significant resources/efforts, exchanging many ideas, and creating 

value through cooperation). The Cronbach’s  for competition is 0.75 and 0.88 for 
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cooperation, and all factor loadings for both measures are greater than 0.5. To operationalize 

our construct of coopetition, we multiplied competition and cooperation. A multiplicative 

index of competition and cooperation has already been used previously (see e.g., Bengtsson, 

Raza-Ullah and Vanyushyn, 2016). 

Performance. Consistent with earlier research, we used managers’ evaluation of alliance 

performance to measure the dependent variable (e.g., Krishnan, Martin and Noorderhaven, 

2006; Lavie, Haunschild and Khanna, 2012). Similar to Lavie, Haunschild and Khanna 

(2012), who asked respondents to rate the success of ‘this’ alliance, we asked respondents to 

evaluate the success of this (coopetition) relationship in terms of meeting its milestones, 

generating increased revenues, improving quality, reducing time to market, generating new 

products, and adding to core competence.  

Trust and Distrust. Trust and distrust are operationalized as separate higher-order-

constructs (HOCs) each with two lower-order-constructs (LOCs). We used a reflective-

formative, type II hierarchical latent variable model that indicates a formative relationship 

between HOC and LOCs and a reflective measurement of LOCs (Becker, Klein and Wetzels, 

2012; Hair et al., 2017). Figure 1 graphically illustrates these hierarchical component models.  

First, while there are several ways to conceptualize trust dimensions, we followed the 

widely-accepted view in the strategy research that advocates two dimensions of trust—

goodwill trust and competence trust (Das and Teng, 2001). We adapted existing scales to 

operationalize these dimensions (Jiang et al., 2013; Connelly et al., 2018). Goodwill trust is a 

reflective measurement consisting three-items that capture the focal firm’s judgements about 

partner’s reliability, evenhandedness, and helping behavior. Competence trust measures the 

degree to which the focal firm believes that the partner is capable of performing its job, serves 

as an excellent source of accurate information, and possesses rich professional knowledge and 

expertise. All factor loadings of goodwill and competence trust are above 0.80 with 

Cronbach’s  of 0.91 and 0.87 respectively, showing high scale reliability. 

Second, we conceptualize distrust as a two-dimensional construct comprising malevolence 

and discredibility (Dimoka, 2010). Adapted from Dimoka (2010) and Şengün and Wasti 

(2011), we use a three-items scale for measuring malevolence. Respondents were asked to 

rate the degree to which they: suspect that the partner may engage in harmful behavior, are 

hesitant transacting with the partner when contract specifications are vague, and think that the 

partner can exploit opportunities to profit at their expense. Discredibility is also a three-items 

scale capturing the focal firm’s skepticism about partner’s requisite professional expertise, 

competence to deliver on time, and the ability to keep its promises. Both malevolence and 

discredibility show high scale reliability (factor loadings and Cronbach’s  of both are higher 

than 0.70). The formative second-order constructs, trust and distrust, also pass all quality 

criteria such as multicollinearity and significance and relevance of outer weights (see 

measurement model section for details). 

Control variables. We used several controls to account for other factors that may affect 

our dependent or independent variables: previous performance (average of last 3-years 

revenues), availability of slack (quick ratio measured as liquid assets divided by current 

liabilities), relational commitment (a survey item measuring frequent information sharing 

beyond the specified contracts), industry (using dummy variables of 0 for high-tech and 1 for 

knowledge-intensive), firm size (logarithmic value of total number of employees), and firm 

age. Data for all control variables except relational commitment were obtained from a 

secondary database called Retriever Business. 

------------------------------------------- 

Insert figure 2 about here 

------------------------------------------- 
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Results 
We used partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) using the program 

SmartPLS (v. 3.2.8) (Ringle, Wende and Becker, 2015). PLS-SEM is highly recommended 

for analyzing complex models, especially those that deal with both reflective and formative 

models (Hair et al., 2017), as in our study. The results of PLS-SEM are interpreted by 

following a two-stages process. In the first stage, the measurement model is assessed for 

reliability and validity and in the second stage, the structural path model is evaluated based on 

the significance of coefficients, model predictive relevance (Q2), and coefficient of 

determination (R2).  In addition, we also used Hayes’s (2013) PROCESS for SPSS to 

particularly look into the conditional effects of coopetition on performance at different values 

of both moderators simultaneously (i.e., trust and distrust). 

 

Measurement model  
Our study uses both reflective and formative measurement models and the criteria to assess 

the soundness of each model are different. The reflective measures are evaluated by assessing 

the convergent and discriminant validities. For convergent validity, we checked Cronbach 

alpha, factor loadings, composite reliability (CR), and average variance extracted (AVE). 

Values for alpha and CR were well above the threshold of .70 (Hair et al., 2017). Factor 

loadings of all reflective measrues and HOCs were above .70 except three HOCs loadings (all 

above .50). All AVEs were also above .50 (Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2011) except for the 

HOC (Distrust; .49). Factor loadings and AVEs for HOCs above .50 and .40 respectively are 

acceptable (see e.g., Wilden et al., 2013). For discriminant validity, we first used the Fornell 

and Larcker (1981) criterion, which suggests that the AVE of each construct needs to be 

larger than the square of its highest correlation with other constructs. This criterion is met by 

all constructs (table 1). We also checked the more advanced heterotrait-monotrait ratio 

(HTMT) criterion to ensure that all latent variables are significantly different from each other 

(Henseler, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2015) and found that all HTMT values were below the 

conservative limit of .85.  

For the formative second-order model, we first tested for multicollinearity 

(Diamantopoulos and Winklhofer, 2001), which exists if the variance inflation factors (VIFs) 

are above the cut-off value of 5 (Hair, Ringle and Sarstedt, 2011). As shown in table 2, all 

VIF values are below this cut-off point, the highest being 2.5. We also assessed the outer 

weights of the formative items, which were all significant at p < .001 (table 2). Taken 

together, these results provide support that the reflective and the formative measurement 

models fit the data well (see tables 1 & 2 for details) and therefore, the structural model can 

now be tested (stage-2).  

 

------------------------------------------- 

Insert Tables 1 & 2 about here 

------------------------------------------- 
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Structural model 
Table 3 reports correlations and table 4 reports the results of the structural model 

predicting performance. Our first hypothesis states that either trust or distrust would be 

insignificant to moderate the coopetition–performance relationship. Model 1 (table 4) shows 

that the interaction of trust with coopetition is very weak and non-significant (β = .02; p > 

.05). Model 2 shows that the interaction of distrust with coopetition is also weak and non-

significant (β = .08; p > .05). Thus, independently trust or distrust (i.e., trust without distrust 

or distrust without trust) are insufficient to significantly moderate the relationship between 

coopetition and performance, which provides support for hypothesis 1. Conversely, we 

hypothesized that the simultaneous presence of both trust and distrust will moderate the 

coopetition–performance relationship. Model 3 shows positive and significant moderating 

effects of simultaneous trust (β = .16) and distrust (β = .17) on the relationship between 

coopetition and performance (p < .05). These results provide strong support for our second 

hypothesis. We further used two key criteria to evaluate the soundness of the structural model. 

First, we ran the blindfolding procedure to test the predictive relevance (Q2) of the structural 

model, which must be greater than 0. Our Q2 value was 0.32 (model 4). Second, the 

coefficient of determination value (R2) was 0.51, which shows considerable amount of 

explained variance.  

Additionally, we ran Haye’s PROCESS for SPSS using model 2 to test the conditional 

effect of coopetition on performance at different values of trust and distrust. Results reported 

in table 5 suggest that the strongest and significant effect (β = .45; [.206; .699]) occurs when 

both trust and distrust are high. Combinations of high trust-moderate distrust (β = .27; [.120; 

.427]), high distrust-moderate trust (β = .29; [.135; .444]), and moderate trust-moderate 

distrust (β = .11; [.014; .208]) also produce a positive and a significant effect. However, all 

other combinations in which either trust or distrust is low (e.g., low trust-high distrust, low 

distrust-high trust, low distrust-moderate trust, and low trust-moderate distrust) produce non-

significant effects. Lastly, the combination of low trust-low distrust produces a negative and 

insignificant conditional effect of coopetition on performance (β = -.23; [-.481; .021).  

 

------------------------------------------- 

Insert Tables 3, 4, & 5 about here 

------------------------------------------- 
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Discussion 
Empirical findings have revealed that coopetition acts as a double-edged sword that can 

both help and hurt performance. Recent research has further suggested that the effect of 

coopetition on performance may be contingent upon other factors and that a balanced 

coopetition is key to enhancing performance. Yet, previous studies have not provided 

sufficient theoretical insights regarding the conditions under which coopetition facilitates or 

impedes performance. We offer such theoretical insights by explicitly looking into the role of 

trust and distrust. Based on a survey study of 225 Swedish firms involved in coopetition, we 

empirically show that the simultaneous presence of trust and distrust is a necessary and a 

sufficient condition to moderate the coopetition–performance relationship. On the contrary, 

we show that trust or distrust alone is insufficient to influence this relationship. 

 

Contributions and Implications 
Our research makes several theoretical contributions. First, we explicate the power of 

‘both/and’ by showing how both trust and distrust are simultaneously needed to improve 

coopetition’s impact on performance. By doing so, we advance the developing stream of 

literature that emphasizes the bright side and the crucial role of distrust alongside trust 

(Lewicki, McAllister and Bies, 1998; Luhmann, 1979). We also respond to calls that solicit to 

pay greater attention to the negative consequences of trust and the positive functions of 

distrust because the traditional view presents a weak ‘either/or’ view of reality by associating 

positive sentiments only with trust while negative connotations with distrust (Vlaar, Van den 

Bosch and Volberda, 2007). Our results show that when either positive expectations are 

maintained to the exclusion of negative ones or negative expectations are maintained to the 

exclusion of positive ones, the performance objectives of coopetition are compromised. Both 

trust and distrust jointly interact with coopetition and through the mechanism of balancing 

help firms achieve positive and significant performance results from coopetition. 

Second, we go beyond merely showing that simultaneous trust and distrust positively 

moderate the coopetition–performance relationship and reveal the subtle combinations of trust 

and distrust that condition the effect of coopetition on performance. More specifically, we 

contribute by showing that the best conditional effect of coopetition on performance occurs 

under high trust and high distrust followed by other combinations including high distrust-

moderate trust, high trust-moderate distrust, and moderate trust-moderate distrust. However, 

all other combinations in which either trust or distrust is low (i.e., low trust-high distrust, low 

distrust-high trust, low distrust-moderate trust, and low trust-moderate distrust) or both are 

low produce non-significant effects. These findings largely support previous research. For 

example, high-high combination confirms Lewicki et al.’s (1998) framework suggesting firms 

to “[t]rust but verify” (445) and thus while smoothly pursue important opportunities through 

trust, continually monitor the down-side risks and vulnerabilities for balanced and sustained 

relationships.  

Third, we contribute by explicitly treating trust and distrust as distinct and 

multidimensional constructs. In doing so, we not only empirically validate them as two 

separate constructs and thus further add to the developing stream of trust-distrust literature 

(e.g., Cho, 2006; Lumineau, 2014) but also advance this stream by measuring them as higher-

order multi-dimensional constructs, jointly contributing as moderators. To the best of our 

knowledge, this is the first empirical study showing the synergistic power of reflective-

formative constructs of trust and distrust in moderating the relationship between coopetition 

and performance. Overall, our study provides the much-needed theoretical and empirical 

insights regarding the conditions under which coopetition does and does not contribute 
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positively to performance, thereby putting some context into the mixed findings on this issue 

in the previous research (e.g., Bouncken and Kraus, 2013; Mention, 2011) 

As of practical relevance, our findings suggest that coopetition managers should not 

confuse that having high trust means lack of distrust or the vice versa. Rather, trust and 

distrust ought to be considered as two separate constructs with their own dimensions 

including competence and goodwill dimensions for trust and malevolence and discredibility 

dimensions for distrust. Developing and strengthening trust between firms does not mean 

eliminating distrust. Moreover, they should not be hamstrung by the normative view 

suggesting trust as good and distrust as bad. Given that coopetition involves risks and 

behavioral uncertainty, a balanced approach toward trust and distrust should be taken. 

Importantly, managers should note that combinations like high trust-high distrust and 

moderate trust-moderate distrust have yielded positive conditional effect of coopetition on 

performance. Alarmingly, whenever either trust or distrust is low (or both are low), the 

conditional effect is not significant. Therefore, coopetition managers need to adopt a 

paradoxical mind-set which allows holding two contradictory thoughts (positive expectation 

and negative expectations) simultaneously in order to balance cooperation and competition by 

‘getting close and keeping some distance’ from the partner for achieving superior results. 

 

Limitation and future research 
As with any research, this study also suffers from some limitations and therefore, offers 

suggestions for future research. First, the data for the study were based on focal firm side of 

the coopetition relationship in that only the Swedish partner answered our survey. Thus, we 

are not sure if the perceptions of the focal firm are congruent with those of the partner. Taking 

into account the perspectives of both firms in the coopetitive alliance though seems to be 

quite challenging since many firms do not want to disclose the alliance or their partner’s 

name. However, if an opportunity exists, future research should survey both sides in order to 

get a more balanced and concrete view as well as to enhance the internal validity of the 

survey data. Second, the cross-sectional nature of study does not allow us to observe the 

processes through which trust (distrust) develops and increases or decreases over time. Future 

studies adopting a longitudinal design could add substantial value on this issue. Third, 

common method bias may be a potential weakness of our study. However, we believe that it 

is not a serious concern since we undertook both ex-ante remedies and ex-post procedures, as 

discussed earlier. Yet, future studies collecting data from multiple sources would be fruitful. 

Forth, the relational context of our study is inter-firm coopetition. We believe that our model 

also has implications for other relational contexts such as inter-country coopetition, intra-firm 

coopetition, inter-person coopetition, and even principle-agent relationships since balance is 

essential to all kinds of such relationships. We encourage future studies to apply our model in 

different contexts to yield broader understanding of how the presence of both trust and 

distrust play beneficial roles in risky and uncertain relationships. 

 

Conclusion 
Our effort to explain the complexity and contingency of the relationship between 

coopetition and performance reveals some important nuances. Whereas distrust has long been 

considered dysfunctional and as something that increases when trust decreases or the vice 

versa, we advance a more balanced perspective of trust and distrust in inter-firm coopetitive 

alliances. We treat trust and distrust as multi-dimensional and distinct constructs, both 

conceptually and empirically, and find that a higher presence of both is a necessary and 

sufficient condition to positively moderate the coopetition–performance relationship. We 
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hope our effort to empirically deconstruct the roles of both trust and trust versus either trust 

or distrust in coopetition research will fuel further inquiry into how these factors jointly 

contribute to affect coopetition relationships in diverse contexts. 
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Figure 1. Trust and distrust as separate constructs on two continua 
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Figure 2. Hierarchical component models. 

 

 
 

Trust and Distrust are higher-order-constructs (HOCs). Goodwill and Competence are lower-order-constructs 

(LOCs) of Trust, and Malevolence and Discredibility are LOCs of Distrust. 

All loadings are significant at p < .001. 
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Table 1. Construct reliability and validity 

 

Construct 

 

Indicators 

 

Mean 

 

SD 

 

First 

order 

loading 

 

Second 

order 

loading 

 

 

 

 

CR  

 

AVE 

 

 

AVE > 

Corr2 

 

Coopetition 

Cooperation  

 

We commit a significant amount of resources and efforts to 

the collaboration 

We exchange many ideas on how to improve our 

capabilities 

We create value by closely working together 

 

4.26 

 

3.58 

 

3.87 

 

1.95 

 

1.78 

 

1.86 

 

0.92*** 

 

0.90*** 

 

0.87*** 

— 

 

 

 

— 

0.88 

 

 

 

— 

0.92 

 

— 

0.81 

 

— 

0.79 > 0.29 

 

 

Competition  We compete directly for the same customers 

We consider each other as major competitors in some 

markets 

We respond rapidly to each other’s competitive actions 

4.77 

3.84 

 

3.55 

 

1.99 

2.02 

 

1.82 

0.82*** 

0.81*** 

 

0.75*** 

 

 0.78 

 

0.87 0.70 0.70 > 0.11 

Trust 

Goodwill trust 

 

 

 

Competence 
trust 

 

Our partner is very reliable 

Our partner has always been evenhanded in its negotiations 

with us 

Our partner helps us when we need 

Our partner is very capable of performing its job 

Our partner shows very rich professional knowledge in the 

process of cooperation 

Our partner is an excellent source of accurate information 

 

4.54 

4.50 

 

4.59 

5.24 

 

4.73 

 

4.51 

 

 

1.53 

1.52 

 

1.56 

1.45 

 

1.53 

 

1.57 

 

0.89*** 

0.89*** 

 

0.90*** 

0.87*** 

 

0.92*** 

 

0.87*** 

 

 

0.87*** 

0.80*** 

 

0.85*** 

0.81*** 

 

0.87*** 

 

0.83*** 

 

0.92 

0.88 

 

 

 

0.87 

 

0.94 

0.93 

 

 

 

0.92 

 

 

0.71 

0.81 

 

 

 

0.80 

 

0.71 > 0.39 

0.79 > 0.34 

 

 

 

0.80 > 0.34 
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Distrust 

Malevolence 

 

 

 

 

 

Discredibility 

 

Our partner may use opportunities that arise to profit on our 

expense 

We are hesitant to transact with partner when the contract 

specifications are vague 

We suspect that the partner may engage in a harmful 

behavior toward us  

We are doubtful that the partner has adequate professional 

knowledge and expertise 

We are skeptical that the partner is competent to deliver on 

time 

It is uncertain whether the partner can keep its promises and 

commitments 

 

3.64 

 

3.20 

 

2.90 

 

2.46 

 

2.42 

 

2.08 

 

 

1.79 

 

1.71 

 

1.64 

 

1.42 

 

1.41 

 

1.36 

 

0.79*** 

 

0.73*** 

 

0.87*** 

 

0.76*** 

 

0.85*** 

 

0.82*** 

 

0.62*** 

 

0.58*** 

 

0.82*** 

 

0.63*** 

 

0.76*** 

 

0.72*** 

 

0.78 

0.72 

 

 

 

 

 

0.75 

 

0.85 

0.84 

 

 

 

 

 

0.86 

 

 

0.49 

0.64 

 

 

 

 

 

0.67 

 

 

 

0.49 > 0.37 

0.64 > 0.34 

 

 

 

 

 

0.67 > 0.29 

 

 

Performance 

 

 

  

This relationship … 

Produces the expected results and meets its milestones 

Generates revenues or customer references that meet or 

exceed expectations  

Enables a high-quality solution based on an integration of 

both firms’ technologies, resources, and/or expertise 

Reduces time to market for launching products, services, or 

solutions 

Adds to our core competence and/or competitive advantage 

Generates new customers, products, or projects 

  

 

4.74 

4.55 

 

4.68 

 

3.68 

 

4.13 

4.14 

 

1.55 

1.63 

 

1.70 

 

1.80 

 

1.83 

1.83 

 

0.81*** 

0.86*** 

 

0.86*** 

 

0.75*** 

 

0.84*** 

0.82*** 

 
 

0.90 0.93 0.69 0.68 > 0.39 

R. commit. 

P. Perf. 

Industry 

Age 

Slack Resources 

Size 

Leverage 

 4.15 

4.76 

0.98 

0.46 

2.17 

3.70 

38.9 

1.69 

0.73 

0.04 

0.45 

0.23 

1.37 

19.9 

      

***p < 0.001.  = Cronbach’s alpha. CR = composite reliability. AVE = average variance extracted. Corr2 = highest squared correlation between constructs.
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Table 2. Quality criteria of formative constructs 

Constructs No. of items Weights VIF 

Trust    

Goodwill trust 3 0.53*** 2.51 

Competence trust 3 0.52*** 2.51 

Distrust    

Malevolence 3 0.57*** 1.30 

Discredibility 3 0.58*** 1.30 
***Significant at < 0.001 level (2-tailed). 
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Table 3. Correlations 
 

 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) 

(1) Age 1           

(2) Coopetition  .104 1          

(3) Distrust  -.020 -.088 1         

(4) Industry  -.075 .055 -.047 1        

(5) Leverage  .166* .042 -.044 .057 1       

(6) P. Perf  .234** .009 -.110 -.002 -.038 1      

(7) Performance  .018 .124 -.477** .090 -.004 .006 1     

(8) R. Commit.  -.057 -.008 -.178** -.086 -.071 -.155* .417** 1    

(9) Size  .172** .027 -.066 -.020 -.035 .892** .008 -.155* 1   

(10) Slack  .082 -.069 -.077 .048 .640** -.153* .072 -.008 -.113 1  

(11) Trust  .028 .007 -.611** .067 .047 .093 .631** .322** .080 .037 1 
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Table 4. Structural model 

 

Variables Performance 

 Model 1  

(adding only 

trust as a 

moderator) 

Model 2 

(adding only 

distrust as a 

moderator) 

Model 3 

(adding both trust and 

distrust as moderators 

simultaneously) 

 

Control variables1 

   

Slack resources 0.13* (0.059) 0.08 (0.062) 0.12* (0.062) 

Relational commitment 0.24*** (0.066) 0.36*** (0.061) 0.24*** (0.061) 

Main variables    

Coopetition 0.12* (0.056)  0.09 (0.066)  0.11* (0.056)  

Trust 0.54*** (0.058)  0.43*** (0.066) 

Coopetition x Trust 0.02 (0.048)  0.16* (0.073) 

Distrust  -0.39*** (0.060) -0.16* (0.065) 

Coopetition x Distrust  0.08 (0.050) 0.17* (0.076) 

R2 0.48 0.38 0.51 

Q2 0.30 0.23 0.32 

***p < .001; *p < .05 (2-tailed test based on 5000 bootstrap samples). 
1only significant control variables are shown 

R2: Coefficient of determination 

Q2: model’s predictive relevance for the endogenous construct. Q2 should be greater than 0. 
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Table 5. Conditional effect of Coopetition on Performance at values of Trust and 

Distrust as moderators. 

 

Distrust Trust Effect (SE) LLCI ULCI 

-1.002 -1.002 -.230 (.127) -.481 . 021 

-1.002 .000 .067 (.080) -.225 . 090 

-1.002 1.002 .094 (.065) -.034 . 223 

.000 -1.002 -.051 (.080) -.210 .107 

.000 .000 .111 (.049) .014 .208 

.000 1.002 .273 (.078) .120 .427 

1.002 -1.002 .127 (.066) -.003 .259 

1.002 .000 .290 (.078) .135 .444 

1.002 1.002 .452 (.124) .206 .699 

 

Values for moderators are the mean and plus/minus one SD from mean.  

Parenthesis include the standard error. 


