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AbstrAct

Only few studies consider characterizing the coopetition formation stage, especially from the per-
spective of cultural institutions. A review of the literature, as well as observation of the functioning 
of cultural institutions in economic practice, allows us to notice the dichotomy of coopetition strate-
gies, expressed in the simultaneous establishment of coopetition relationships by a given institution 
in both an emerging and intentional way. This article focuses on mechanisms of setting the intentional 
and emergent coopetition strategy on the example of cultural institutions (the coopetition strategy 
is considered here at the interorganizational level). Mechanisms are understood in this paper as 
causal pathways to the emergence of motivation to coopetition. The article is conceptual in nature 
and is based on a narrative approach to the literature review within strategic management. As its 
main contribution, this paper offers conceptualization of the mechanisms of setting the intentional 
and emergent coopetition strategy on the example of cultural institutions, which are examples of 
public and non-profit organizations.
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Introduction

Interorganizational collaboration is an important part of the strategy of modern organ-
izations aimed at coping with faster dynamics and greater uncertainty of the environment, 
for example due to the current unstable economic and business development, the repercus-
sions of the COVID-19 pandemic, but also aggressive competition and changing customer 
preferences [Bouncken et al., 2014, 2022; Zakrzewska-Bielawska et al., 2023]. Importantly, 
half of cooperative relationships take place between competitors [Harbison, Pekar, 1998], 
who, in order to achieve their goals more effectively and efficiently, develop new products 
and markets, increase performance, access and exploit resources, create more value, or gain 
market strength, knowledge, and innovations [Czakon, 2014; Park, Kim, 2021; Radu, 2010; 
Seepana et al., 2021] enter into coopetitive relationships.

The phenomenon of coopetition, which is constantly gaining popularity in the field of 
management, is often positioned as an element of the organization’s strategy, and coopetition 
is equally often presented as an individual strategy – coopetition strategy [e.g. Dahl et al., 2016; 
Dagnino, Rocco, 2009; Mariani, 2007; Nascimento et al., 2021; Osarenkhoe, 2010; Padula, 
Dagnino, 2008, Walley, 2007]. The strategic perspective of coopetition considers it as a strat-
egy deliberately designed to achieve a higher level of operational efficiency and, ultimately, 
competitive advantage through cooperation with competitors [Zakrzewska-Bielawska, 2013]. 
The coopetition strategy is, therefore, understood in the literature as something that can be 
managed, planned, and targeted at specific goals [Dagnino, Rocco, 2009]. This approach is 
consistent with the features attributed to the classic approach to strategy [Czakon et al., 2020a; 
Kopmann et al., 2017; Köseoglu et al., 2021; Mintzberg, 1985]. Meanwhile, as the latest research 
shows, coopetition reveals its dynamic being, e.g. changing the scope of entities embedded 
in the coopetition relationship or intensifying competition or cooperation as a result of chang-
ing environmental conditions [Meena et al., 2022]. The management literature on coopetition 
points to spontaneous aspects emerging in rivals’ cooperation agreements [Amata et al., 2022], 
resulting from, among others, uncertainty and variability of the environment (taking advantage 
of chances and opportunities) [J. M. Crick, D. Crick, 2020], as well as its imposition by political 
decision-makers and other external forces [Mariani, 2007, 2018]. According to Mariani [2018], 
the institutional environment and sources of power, such as governments and law-making, 
may create incentives or even force organizations to adapt to the policies imposed on them, 
which results in the ad hoc establishment of coopetition relationships.

Examples of the simultaneous establishment of intentional and emergent coopetition, 
expressed in the dichotomy of coopetition strategies, can be observed among cultural insti-
tutions [Juszczyk, 2023], which are understood as organizations that create and distribute 
culture products [Wróblewski, 2012]. These organizations, on the one hand, develop long-term 
strategic documents, taking into account the issues of organizing, conducting, and developing 
cultural activities [Wróblewski, 2017], and on the other hand, due to electoral cycles (public 



How do they do it? On the mechanisms of setting coopetition strategy among cultural institutions 35

organizations), legal and political requirements (non-profit organizations), limited financial 
and organizational resources, as well as the difficulty in defining current customers/recipients 
and their changing needs and preferences [Rose, Cray, 2010], often act in response to the 
‘need of the moment’ [Kafel, 2006]. Moreover, many cultural institutions perceive the strategic 
management of an entity as ‘a privilege used only in business’ [Świerk, 2018], while coopetition 
among cultural institutions may take the form of an unintended or unconscious relationship 
[Juszczyk, 2021]. Therefore, it seems reasonable to consider moving from a static to a more 
dynamic view of coopetition in research on strategic management in the cultural sector and 
to offer insight into the process of setting coopetition strategy [Bromiley, Rau, 2016].

According to Bonel and Rocco [2007], the operational level of coopetition is not suffi-
ciently researched and - at the same time - the operational level of coopetition is related to 
the practice and method of cultural institutions activities, hence to the mechanisms of setting 
coopetition strategies.

Especially in the face of great uncertainty in the environment, it is necessary to look at 
the mechanisms of the dual strategic orientation of cultural institutions, expressed, on the 
one hand, by focusing on the future by adopting certain strategies to implement missions and 
social goals [Mastenitsa, 2015], but, on the other hand, by functioning on the basis of ‘here and 
now’ [Juszczyk, 2021], where the short-term nature of the implemented projects is accepted 
as well as taking advantage of opportunities and chances arising from the environment.

What is more, in research on coopetition among cultural institutions, the specificity of the 
functioning of public or non-profit organizations must be taken into account. This is because 
for organizations entangled in financing problems and organizational deficiencies, which at 
the same time are subject to political decisions [Lorgnier, Su, 2017] and have to compete for 
qualified employees or creating unique offers with entities from the private sector [Mariani, 
2007], the mechanisms on coopetition establishment may probably be of a different nature 
to those which have been identified so far in the private sector.

Additionally, only few studies consider characterizing the coopetition formation stage 
[Albert-Cromarias, Asselineau, 2022; Efrat et al., 2022; Gernsheimer et al., 2021]. These include 
research on emergent or deliberate coopetition [Czakon, 2010; Mariani, 2007], intentional 
versus unintentional establishment of coopetition [Kylänen, Rusko, 2011] or imposed coo-
petition [Czakon, Rogalski, 2014]. What is important, none of these studies applies to public 
and non-profit entities such as cultural institutions.

Understanding and conceptualizing the mechanisms of setting coopetition strategy (where 
mechanisms are perceived as causal pathways to the emergence of motivation to coopetition 
[Ioannidis, Psillos, 2022]), which consists of two approaches – deliberate and emergent ones – 
seem to be important and useful both for understanding how cultural institutions, which 
are public and non-profit sector entities, approach their tasks and identifying a set of tools 
to address the strategic challenges they face.

In this vein, the paper addresses two research questions: (RQ1): What are the mecha-
nisms of establishing intentional coopetition among cultural institutions? (RQ2): What are the 
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mechanisms of establishing emerging coopetition among cultural institutions? Therefore, the 
aim of this article is to conceptualize the mechanisms of setting the strategy of intentional 
and emergent coopetition on the example of cultural institutions (the coopetition strategy is 
considered here at the interorganizational level).

The article is conceptual in nature and is based on a narrative approach to the literature 
review within strategic management. This type of review critiques and summarizes a body 
of literature and draws conclusions about the topic in question. What is more, it is useful 
in gathering together a literature in a specific subject area and summarizing and synthesizing 
it [Rhodes, Brown, 2005]. The main contribution to the coopetition literature is therefore: (1) 
a summary and integration of the existing knowledge on the process of setting coopetition 
strategies from a deliberate and emergent perspective; (2) a conceptualization of the mecha-
nisms of establishing intentional and emergent coopetition, taking into account the specificity 
of public and non-profit organizations on the example of cultural institutions.

Apart from the introduction, the remainder of the paper is structured as follows. The the-
oretical part is divided into two main sections. The first discusses previous research findings 
in the field of coopetition among cultural institutions, taking into account the specificity of 
this phenomenon among public and non-profit cultural organizations The second part pre-
sents considerations on the mechanisms of establishing intentional and emerging coopetition 
among cultural institutions based on a narrative literature review. This part is divided into 
two sections devoted separately to the mechanisms of coopetition-formation for intentional 
and emergent coopetition. The last part of the paper presents the results of the literature 
review and conclusions, also indicates limitations and future research directions as well as 
managerial implications.

Coopetition in specific conditions of the existence  
of cultural institutions

The volatile environment has created unique challenges for public and nonprofit cultural 
institutions. They are characterized by the centrality of their mission and social goals as they 
are committed to serving the population and providing communities with access to culture 
[Mastenitsa, 2015]. Like other private sector organizations, they cope with change and uncer-
tainty by adapting their strategies and structures to adapt to external forces and practising 
proactive resource allocation. This requires organizations to be strategically agile – the ability 
to continually adjust and adjust its strategic direction to balance opportunities over time 
[Weber, Tarba, 2014]. However, due to their more bureaucratic structure, these organizations 
often respond to changes in the environment with centralized activities, including in relation 
to decision-making [Brown et al., 2017]. An example of one such decision is entering into 
cooperation relationships with competitors.
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Coopetition understood as an amalgamation of both competition and cooperation [Gnya-
wali, Ryan Charleton, 2018; Nalebuff, Brandenburger, 1997], is perceived as a revolutionary 
way of thinking that opens the way to strategic win-win situations [Brandenburger, Nalebuff, 
1996]. This kind of collaboration is underpinned by very similar premises to ‘noncompetitive’ 
cooperation but differs significantly in the dynamics involved between engaged parties. This 
is caused by competition, as a result of which the parties involved have divergent interests, 
because the goal of each organization is to achieve greater profits and benefits, even at the 
expense of the partner [Padula, Dagnino, 2007]. Coopetition is considered the most effective 
form of relationships between organizations [Walley, 2007], and increasingly also as the best 
strategic option [Brandenburger, Nalebuff, 1996; Klimas et al., 2022; Le Roy, Czakon, 2016]. 
However, it is also a paradoxical interorganizational relationship, carrying great uncertainty 
in terms of reaping potential benefits [Chiambaretto et al., 2020; Peng et al., 2018].

Fragmentary and rare research conducted among cultural institutions indicates that as 
a result of, among others, diversification of the roles and functions performed by contemporary 
cultural institutions in social and cultural life, i.e. their ‘multi-product’ nature [Del Chiappa 
et al., 2014], increasingly adopted project orientation in activities, emerging new methods of 
financing (e.g. citizen budgets), or the need to compete with other forms of cultural institu-
tions offering very similar, and sometimes even the same, cultural products [Cheng, 2006], 
it is needed and even necessary to expand the scope of collaboration between cultural enti-
ties, including establishing coopetition relationships [Cortese et al., 2021]. As Herbst [2019] 
claimed, coopetition plays a fundamental role in achieving social and commercial objectives 
of public and non-profit organizations.

The literature indicates that coopetition of cultural institutions manifests itself in at least 
three areas [Cheng 2006; Cortese et al., 2021; Juszczyk, 2021; Scheff, Kotler, 1996]. They are: 
a) artistic area (e.g. joint organization of cultural and educational events, presenting per-
manent or temporary collections, conducting research on exhibits, etc.); b) administrative 
and management area (e.g. cooperation of competitors in the field of HR, administrative 
services, marketing activity or substantive consulting) and c) social area (related to, among 
others, building social trust in the institution and creating bonds between recipients and the 
cultural institution by conducting external pro-social activities together with competitors 
in the organization’s environment and within the industry, which means maintaining social 
relationships with representatives of other cultural institutions).

Therefore, it can be argued that cultural sector entities that cooperate with competitors 
“are more innovative, respond better to changes and are more likely to employ employees, 
volunteers, guests, and social stakeholders who share their main goal” [Murawski, 2021, p. 13]. 
The research conducted so far on coopetition between cultural institutions has shown that 
involvement in coopetition allows cultural institutions to achieve numerous benefits, similar 
to those usually present in the commercial sector, e.g. achieving a competitive advantage 
by creating a complementary and diversified cultural offer [Qizi, 2021]. Coopetition is also 
a way to exchange knowledge, experiences, skills, and abilities, which is very important for 
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entities dealing with culture, because, unlike entities from the private sector, as public and 
non-profit organizations, they pay more attention to creative work consisting in providing 
specific goods and services of a socially useful nature [Finkel et al., 2017; Gainer, Padanyi, 
2002; Mastenitsa, 2015]. As Juszczyk [2021] points out, cooperation with competitors also 
allows cultural institutions to maximize the use of limited resources, increase the dynamics 
of operation in the implementation of missions and social goals, gives cultural institutions 
an opportunity to overcome organizational shortcomings, has a positive impact on reducing 
operating costs, achieving a synergy effect in the area competences, experience and knowledge, 
i.e. increasing social legitimacy.

Mechanisms of setting intentional and emerging coopetition 
among cultural institutions

The literature indicates that coopetition can be formed in two very different ways [Efrat 
et al., 2022]. The first one, referring to the deliberate approach [e.g. Köseoğlu et al., 2021; 
Osarenkhoe, 2010], aims to eliminate barriers or restrictions related to the organization’s 
environment (e.g. regulations) as well as customers’ unfulfilled needs. Organizations are 
looking for partners who will compensate for the current weaknesses and shortcomings of the 
organization, e.g. regarding resources. What is more, under high uncertainty of environment, 
coopetition can be a forced strategy to deliver survival opportunities [Bonel, Rocco, 2007]. 
The second way of establishing coopetition, resembling the emergent approach [Amata et al., 
2022; Kylänen, Rusko, 2011; Mariani, 2007, 2018] is established based on prior knowledge 
and existing relationships of the organization. It differs from the former in viewing market 
constraints as opportunities rather than threats, using existing resources.

Hence, coopetition strategy, as a form of interorganizational strategy, on the one hand, 
includes purposeful, strategic activities in which intentions are the basis for its establishment 
and implementation [Mintzberg, Waters 1985]. On the other hand, these may be actions 
undertaken by organizations of an emerging or even unconscious nature, and, therefore, only 
in retrospect will they develop into some pattern or consistency, which will provide the basis 
for including them in the term ‘strategy’ [Dahl et al., 2016; Mintzberg, Waters 1985; Tidström, 
2008; Tsoukas, 2010].

As research shows [Juszczyk, 2023], cultural institutions establish coopetition relation-
ships in an unintentional (and sometimes even unconscious) way, as a response to the need 
of the moment or as a result of reaction to changing conditions, possibilities, and opportu-
nities appearing in the environment (emerging coopetition) [Amata et al., 2022; Kylänen, 
Rusko, 2011; Mariani, 2007, 2018] and in an intentional manner, as a result of the deliberate 
formulation and implementation of a coopetition strategy aimed at achieving better results, 
competitive advantage or a specific result in the long term (intentional coopetition) [Czakon, 
Czernek, 2016; Le Roy, Czakon, 2016; Mariani, 2016; Wang, Krakover, 2008]. Importantly, 
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due to environmental conditions and social embeddedness [Dahl et al., 2016], in both cases, 
i.e. emergent and intentional coopetition, it may take on an incidental, one-off character or 
be a long-term relationship [Juszczyk, 2023].

This research focuses on the stage starting with the coopetition intention before its imple-
mentation. To conceptualize the mechanisms of setting coopetition strategies, the focus was on 
the step of motivations for coopetition [Albert-Cromarias, Asselineau, 2022; Efrat et al., 2022; 
Gernsheimer et al., 2021], but – what is important – the mechanisms are not understood as 
motivations but are perceived as causal pathways to the emergence of motivation [Ioannidis, 
Psillos, 2022]. Therefore, the subsequent phases were not taken into account in the analysis of 
strategy, i.e. elements such as execution of coopetition, namely interactions and management 
of tensions in the coopetition relationship [e.g. Raza-Ullah, 2020; Tidström et al., 2018] or its 
outcomes [e.g. Klein et al., 2020; Xie et al., 2023; Zhu et al., 2020].

It should be emphasized that many scholars have noticed significant differences between 
the public and private sectors in terms of factors influencing the stage of strategy formation 
[Drummond et al., 2000; Ferlie 1992; Rose, Cray, 2010], which also refers to the coopetition 
strategy.

A review of the literature as well as general observation of economic practice indicate that 
the mechanisms of forming intentional and emergent coopetition strategy among cultural 
institutions combine in those two cases external and internal aspects [Bovaird, 2008; Efrat 
et al., 2022]. Hence, the mechanisms of setting intentional and emergent coopetition strategies 
are embedded in both exogenous and endogenous factors. The first ones are dependent on 
the environment in which the organizations operate as well as the external pressure to which 
they are exposed and the second ones are endogenous factors, related to the organization 
itself [Czakon, Czernek, 2016].

A list of the mechanisms of forming intentional and emergent coopetition strategy deduced 
form the literature is presented in Table 1. A description and conceptualization of the mech-
anisms are provided in the following discussion. It should be noted that the presented list of 
mechanisms of setting strategies mentioned above is not exhaustive, as these mechanisms 
depend on many contextual, industry, and institutional factors [Bengtsson, Kock, 2014; Chai 
et al., 2019; Garri et al., 2021]. It is worth emphasizing that coopetition itself is recognized as 
industry specific and contextual [Czakon et al., 2020b].

Table 1.  Intentional and emergent coopetition strategy among cultural institutions: 
mechanisms of the coopetition-formation stage

Coopetion-formation stage Intentional coopetition Emergent coopetition

Source of mechanisms Mixing endogenous and exogenous factors

Approach to coopetition Eliminating barriers or restrictions related 
to the organization's environment and looking 
for partners who compensate for the current 
weaknesses and shortcomings of the 
organization

Viewing market constraints as opportunities 
rather than threats
Based on usage, the existing resources, prior 
knowledge, and existing relationships of the 
organization
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Coopetion-formation stage Intentional coopetition Emergent coopetition

Mechanisms examples • perceived benefits,
• coopetition orientation,
• institutional environment,
• social environment,
• partner fit,
• reputation and trust,
• individual perceptions of managers (cognitive 

underpinnings).

• election cycles,
• leadership change cycle,
• legal and political requirements,
• top-down decisions,
• high uncertainty/crisis situations  

(e.g. the COVID-19 pandemic),
• defining current customers/recipients,
• changing needs of customers/recipients,
• existing industry relationships,
• existing social relationships.

Source: own work.

Intentional coopetition: the mechanism of coopetition formation

When starting to consider the mechanisms of forming intentional coopetition among 
cultural institutions, it should be pointed out that cultural institutions; especially public 
ones, are focused on continuous activity – once established, they are rarely liquidated, their 
purpose of activity and the basis of existence are determined by the statute [Klaś, 2016], and 
less often – due to its use in practice – also a mission, each time specifying the tasks of a given 
entity [Modlinski, Pinto, 2020]. Therefore, long-term coopetition relationships of a strategic 
nature cannot be ruled out, especially in the case of cyclical cultural projects.

The stage of forming purposeful coopetition is associated with rational awareness of the 
need to enter into cooperation with competitors for various economic and organizational 
reasons [Chakon, 2014; Hung, Chang, 2012; Radu, 2010; Ritala, 2012; Park, Kim, 2021; Qizi, 
2021; Seepana et al., 2021]. Among the mechanisms for forming targeted coopetition, per-
ceived benefits should be indicated, referring to the goals and benefits that can be achieved 
thanks to coopetition [Bengtsson; Raza-Ullah, 2016; Czakon et al., 2020b]. In the case of 
cultural institutions, they may include, among others: coordinating activities and preparing 
complementary, non-duplicating cultural offers, delivering unique and exceptional cultural 
products to the market, increasing the sales market (attracting and serving a larger number 
of recipients), or reducing costs resulting from, e.g. joint marketing activities or other forms 
of combining organizational resources involved in coopetition of cultural institutions. The 
mentioned benefits refer to improved resource use and increased efficiency by using the cultural 
institution’s own resources and connecting them with partners’ resource bases [Ritala, 2012].

In turn, coopetitive orientation refers to past positive or negative experiences in the field 
of coopetition [Bouncken et al., 2020; Czakon et al., 2020b]. As the literature shows, positive 
experiences allow cultural institutions to overcome a myopic approach to coopetition, making 
it more thoughtful and long-term [Gernsheimer et al., 2021]. Moreover, good experiences also 
allow them to set realistic expectations as to the results of cooperation with competitors [Estrada, 
Dong, 2020]. As a result, cultural institutions are more willing to adopt coopetition as a perma-
nent strategy based on building certain routines and trust [Raza-Ullah, 2020].

cont. Table 1
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Intentional formation of coopetition may also be stimulated by institutional and social 
conditions [Czakon et al., 2020a; Mariani, 2007, 2018; Thomas, 1997] such as an inherent feature 
of the functioning of cultural institutions – environmental uncertainty [Cuccia, Rizzo, 2016], 
competition within the sector (offering very similar or the same cultural products by various 
types of cultural institutions), or the desire to create value for the community and themselves, 
resulting from the mission of these organizations [J. M. Crick, D. Crick, 2020; Mastenitsa, 2015; 
Szumowski, 2023]. As the research shows, coopetition allows cultural institutions to increase 
social legitimacy, i.e. entities engaged in collaboration aimed at a certain social goal obtain 
a certain degree of social support as a result of the implementation of specific values shared 
by a given community [Juszczyk, 2021]. Moreover, the intentional formation of coopetition 
is also related to participation in industry circles or projects initiated and run by external 
institutions, which is related to the positioning of a given institution against the background 
of others and building prestige [Bagdadli, 2003; Juszczyk, 2021].

Partner fit, as a mechanism for setting an intentional coopetition strategy, refers to the 
specific fit of the partner, which is important for cultural institutions. The cooperation of 
entities from the cultural sector is explained by isomorphism and mutual support resulting 
from similarity, reciprocity as well as previously or currently existing social relationships 
[Hasitschka, et al., 2005]. However, similarity may take on various perspectives, which include, 
among others: base values and areas of activities resulting from the mission, similar social 
interest, management method, or geographical proximity [Bagdadli, 2003].

Among the mechanisms for forming intentional coopetition strategies among cultural 
institutions, we can also point out aspects related to the partner’s reputation and trust. These 
are factors that can be considered particularly important in the specific functioning of cul-
tural institutions [Banks et al., 2000]. The partner’s reputation refers to the past behaviour of 
the coopetitor and is reflected in recommendations and legitimization from other cultural 
entities [Czakon, Czernek, 2016]. Undoubtedly, a positive reputation generates trust that 
binds competing organizations and promotes purposeful actions in the area of coopetition 
strategies [Czakon et al., 2020b; Darbi, Knott, 2016]. Trust leads to mutual maximization 
of benefits resulting from coopetition in the face of environmental uncertainty [Dagnino, 
Rocco, 2009], but also stimulates the efforts of competing cultural entities to comply with 
the cooperation arrangements and causes the partner to be less likely to be suspected of 
inappropriate market behaviour [Juszczyk, 2021]. In this context, trust is considered an 
antecedent of coopetition [Czakon, 2016; Czakon et al., 2020b] and may stimulate intentional 
cooperation with a market rival.

The last of the mechanisms for forming an intentional strategy identified in the literature 
concerns the individual perception of managers, more broadly in the literature this mechanism 
refers to cognitive underpinnings [Czakon et al., 2020b]. As scholars point out, coopetition 
is a dynamic process [Jarząbkowski, Bednarek, 2018; Klimas et al., 2022] of interlinked stra-
tegic decisions that are made by individuals. Hence, cultural managers, in accordance with 
their own perception, choose partners for collaboration [Bridoux, Stoelhorst, 2014], based, 
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for example, on positively emotionally charged social relationships, connecting them with 
representatives of other cultural institutions. As research shows, social relationships based on 
sympathy constitute an incentive to establishing coopetition relationships [Juszczyk, 2021], 
while as the strength of cultural managers’ attitude towards cooperation increases, it is more 
likely that the involved cultural entities will be able to use better the opportunities to create 
together values [Czakon et al., 2020b]. It should be emphasized, however, that this mecha-
nism may also successfully determine the phase of forming emerging coopetition, because 
the individual perception of managers may, for various reasons, influence the establishment 
of spontaneous and unplanned coopetition with rivals.

Emergent coopetition: the mechanism of coopetition formation

For the formation of the emerging coopetition strategy among cultural institutions, which 
are examples of public and non-profit organizations, the area of organizational goals and the 
conditions of the organizational environment are of great importance [Sudoł, 2013]. It is worth 
emphasizing the importance of the complexity and ambiguity of the system of goals of public 
and non-profit organizations, which results primarily from such conditions as the multiplicity 
of stakeholders, the primary role of social policy (in this case, the spread and popularization of 
culture) and the influence of political factors [Mastenitsa, 2015; Rose, Cray, 2010; Szumowski, 
2023]. The specificity of the functioning of cultural institutions is related to formal and legal 
restrictions, external control mechanisms, and – perhaps mainly – a different way of obtaining 
financial resources necessary for operation (subject and targeted subsidies, budget regulated 
by the organizer, or sponsoring [Szulborska-Łukaszewicz, 2012], which in turn affects the 
uncertainty and complexity of the organizational environment. This complexity is important 
for the incremental and spontaneous establishment of coopetition relationships, which often 
take the form of an ad hoc relationship resulting from the use of chances and opportunities 
flowing from the environment [Juszczyk, Wójcik, 2021].

Additionally, it should be noted that some research has shown that among cultural insti-
tutions there is a lack of ‘tradition’ in setting goals [Jenster, Overstreet Jr, 1990], including 
short-term ones, which has been confirmed by numerous research findings conducted in the 
public sector and non-profits, clearly indicating that organizations in these sectors do not use 
strategic planning or do it very rarely [Lapuente, Van de Walle, 2020]. Hofer and Schendel 
[1978] even point out that some organizations of this type do not even have any strategy, and 
their direction of activities is determined by the personal goals of the organizers, managers, 
and employees, as well as budget cycles. Also in this context, coopetition relationships seem 
to be the result of a flexible way of operating, based on achieving specific benefits from broadly 
understood opportunities occurring in the environment.

Election cycles, related to leadership change cycles, constitute a significant obstacle to the 
formation the long-term coopetition strategies among cultural institutions [Montanari, 
Bracker, 1986; Richardson, 1995]. They involve new leaders introducing significant changes 
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to the functioning of the institution, usually for the duration of their term of office. Moreover, 
the leader, who usually functions as the organizer (in the case of public cultural institutions – 
the state or local government units; in case of non-profit cultural institutions the leader is 
understood more as a state making legal provisions and regulations) of the cultural institu-
tion, not only decides on the amount of funding granted for cultural activities [Matthews, 
Shulman, 2005], but also supports and promotes creativity, artistic and cultural education, as 
well as cultural activities and initiatives [Potocki, 2017]. This activity, often not supported by 
substantive experience, causes changes in the priorities of cultural organizations, their pub-
lic and social goals, and the way they implement their mission. In turn, these changes force 
cultural institutions to look for financing opportunities (collecting funds jointly), resources, 
the ability to overcome their own organizational shortcomings, the possibility of exchanging 
experiences or substantive support, and spontaneous – and sometimes even ad hoc – part-
nerships among competitors. Such an emerging coopetition strategy is obviously associated 
with a sudden need to reduce environmental uncertainty [J. M. Crick, D. Crick, 2020], but 
also to diversify the resource and financial sources of social activity by combining them with 
the competitor’s resources [Henrich, 2006].

As previous research findings indicate, the institutional environment played a decisive 
role in the formation of emergent coopetition – coopetition may be forced by legal provisions 
or top-down pressure from the person financing cultural activities [Juszczyk 2021; Mariani, 
2007, 2018; Thomas, 1997].

However, spontaneous and sometimes even unconscious decisions regarding cooperation 
with competitors are also influenced by constant changes in the orientation of cultural insti-
tutions [Cuccia, Rizzo, 2016], in the centre of which there is the recipient, his/her needs and 
expectations. In the face of the dynamic development of the cultural sector causing uncertainty 
among managers of cultural organizations, the changes taking place in the audience should 
also be emphasized. Even defining the current recipients of the cultural offer may cause prob-
lems, because contemporary recipients treat participation in culture in a highly individualized 
way, which is manifested by the fact that they consume it in a ‘domesticated and privatized’ 
way [Janicka-Olejnik, 2016; Johnson, Garbarino, 2001]. This has to do with the findings of 
researchers who claim that cultural products must compete not only with each other, but 
also with products that meet the lower-order needs [Cornelia et al., 2017]. This means that 
contemporary cultural institutions are somehow forced to identify current recipients, but 
also to acquire them and establish relationships with them. This state of affairs leads, among 
others, to inevitable changes in the competitiveness factors of cultural sector organizations, 
which, if noticed in time, may turn out to be an opportunity for the development of these 
institutions. The response to this opportunity and changing conditions is coopetition, which 
not only provides the opportunity to reach new recipients, but also allows them to meet their 
diverse and changing needs better. Limited budgets are often an obstacle to independently 
building an attractive, extensive cultural offer that evokes emotions for contemporary recip-
ients [Johnson, Garbarino, 2001; Juszczyk, 2021; Ponsignon et al., 2017].
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Finally, existing industry and social relationships between representatives of cultural 
institutions contribute to, or even create the basis for, spontaneous cooperation between 
competing entities. It can be indicated that interpersonal relationships constitute an incen-
tive to establishing coopetition at the interorganizational level, while the positive emotional 
character of them more often favours the spontaneous establishment of informal coopetition 
[Juszczyk, 2021], and, therefore, the initiation of cooperation with a competitor that has not 
been previously thought out and planned.

Summary

The paper contributes to the development of the coopetition theory in several ways. 
Firstly, presented considerations integrate the existing knowledge about the process of forming 
coopetition strategies from a deliberate and emerging perspective, for the first time from the 
perspective of cultural institutions. The literature review describes the specificity of the func-
tioning of these organizations, which is important for the coopetition strategy’s formation stage.

Secondly, based on the described specificity of the functioning of public and non-profit 
sector entities on the example of cultural institutions, the mechanisms for forming intentional 
and emergent coopetition were conceptualized, which coupled with only few studies consid-
ering the character of the coopetition formation stage [Albert-Cromarias, Asselineau, 2022; 
Efrat et al., 2022; Gernsheimer et al., 2021], and can be considered as a significant contribution 
in expanding the theory of coopetition. What is more, the identified mechanisms confirmed 
the dichotomous nature of coopetition in the cultural sector [Juszczyk, 2023].

Thirdly, it was recognized that the mechanisms determining the formation of intentional 
coopetition strategies in cultural institutions i.e. perceived benefits [Bengtsson; Raza-Ullah, 
2016; Czakon et al., 2020b; Ritala, 2012], coopetition orientation [Bouncken et al., 2020; 
Czakon et al., 2020b; Estrada, Dong, 2020; Gernsheimer et al., 2021; Raza-Ullah, 2020], 
institutional environment [Albert-Cromarias, Asselineau, 2022; Cuccia, Rizzo, 2016; Czakon 
et al., 2020a; Dagnino, Rocco, 2009; Mariani, 2007, 2018; Thomas, 1997], social environment 
[J. M. Crick, D. Crick, 2020; Juszczyk, 2021; Mastenitsa, 2015; Meena et al., 2022; Szumowski, 
2023], partner fit [Bagdadli, 2003; Hasitschka, et al., 2005], reputation and trust [Banks et al., 
2000; Czakon, Czernek, 2016; Czakon et al., 2020b; Darbi, Knott, 2016; Juszczyk 2021], and 
individual perceptions of managers (cognitive underpinnings) [Bridoux, Stoelhorst, 2014; 
Czakon et al., 2020a; Gernsheimer et al., 2021; Jarząbkowski, Bednarek, 2018], result mainly 
from barriers and restrictions in the environment [Albert-Cromarias, Asselineau, 2022; 
Bovaird, 2008; Czakon, Czernek, 2016; Efrat et al., 2022; Meena et al., 2022], that lead to the 
rationale and calculated formation of coopetition strategy, expressed in long-term forecasting 
of environmental conditions [Chiambaretto et al., 2020; Dagnino, Rocco, 2009; Peng et al., 
2018], often related to formal planning and the strategic coherence of the entities involved 
[Kopmann et al., 2017].
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In turn, the identified mechanisms conditioning the formation of emergent coopetition, 
i.e. election cycles [Montanari, Bracker, 1986; Richardson, 1995], leadership change cycle 
[Rose, Cray, 2010], legal and political requirements [J. M. Crick, D. Crick 2020; Rose, Cray, 
2010; Szulborska-Łukaszewicz, 2012], top-down decisions [Juszczyk 2021; Mariani, 2007, 
2018; Thomas, 1997], high uncertainty/crisis situations (e.g. the COVID-19 pandemic) 
[Bonel, Rocco, 2007; J. M. Crick, D. Crick 2020; Cuccia, Rizzo, 2016; Dagnino, Rocco, 2009; 
Mastenitsa, 2015], defining current customers/recipients [Cornelia et al., 2017; Janicka-Ole-
jnik, 2016; Johnson, Garbarino, 2001], changing needs of customers/recipients [Bouncken 
et al., 2014, 2022; Cornelia et al., 2017; Janicka-Olejnik, 2016; Zakrzewska-Bielawska et al., 
2023], existing industry relationships and existing social relationships [Czakon, Czernek, 
2016; Juszczyk, 2021], are usually embedded in the organization’s environment, in which 
limitations and barriers are treated as chances, opportunities, and possibilities arising from 
the environment [Albert-Cromarias, Asselineau, 2022; Czakon, Czernek, 2016; Efrat et al., 
2022; Meena et al., 2022]. They lead to a flexible and dynamic formation of a coopetition 
strategy [Dahl et al., 2016], expressed in a high degree of adaptation to the conditions of the 
environment (including uncertainty) and the organization.

Cultural institutions are stereotypically perceived as organizations that do not adapt to the 
changing environment in order to increase their performance [Lehman, 2009; Kafel, 2006; 
Klaś, 2016], which is, however, a misleading assumption, as there are many reasons to claim 
that they focus both on fulfilling the mission [Finkel et al., 2017; Mastenitsa, 2015], as well 
as achieving short-term or even ad hoc goals [Hofer, Schendel, 1978; Jenster, Overstreet Jr., 
1990; Juszczyk, 2023; Lapuente, Van de Walle, 2020] to achieve specific benefits and intended 
results, as evidenced by the considerations presented in this article. The observable shift towards 
dynamic and open structures among cultural institutions [Del Chiappa et al., 2014; Ponsignon 
et al., 2017; Wróblewski, 2017], where improvisation is often important, but also the speed of 
action and reaction [Dean, Edson, 2013], causes these entities to be influenced by impulses 
appearing in the environment, but also by dynamic changes taking place in the industry and 
themselves. Cultural institutions are adopting more flexible ways of managing, financing, and 
managing assets [Cornellia et al., 2017]. Coopetition, although it does not appear to be one 
of the key strategies of entities operating in the cultural sector [Herbst, 2019], in fact allows 
for achieving benefits that no other interorganizational relationship can provide to cultural 
institutions [Nascimento et al., 2021; Xie et al., 2023].

Limitations and future research directions

The article sheds a new light on the causal paths of motivation for coopetition between 
public and non-profit organizations on the example of cultural institutions. However, the mech-
anisms of setting emergent and intended coopetition strategy identified in this study require 
further in-depth research in the public and non-profit sectors, the same as the phenomenon 
of the dichotomy of coopetition strategies, which requires operationalization. What seems 
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particularly interesting in this perspective is the reference to the antecedents of coopetition, 
especially in relation to the uncertainty of the environment, which is becoming an imma-
nent feature of the modern organizational environment in all sectors. Given the above, I see 
it reasoned to carry out some further research efforts on mechanisms for shaping emergent 
and intended coopetition strategies, primarily to expand the knowledge about the operational 
level of coopetition [Bonel, Rocco, 2007], in particular from the point of view of public and 
non-profit organizations, including cultural institutions, which are examples of organizations 
less frequently studied in this context.

Managerial implications

The presented considerations seem to be valuable for practitioners managing public and 
non-profit organizations, in particular for managers of cultural institutions in the context of 
forming coopetition strategies. Identified and conceptualized mechanisms of setting intentional 
and emergent coopetition strategy can help managers understand the process of establishing 
and developing the cooperation with a rival, and at the same time pay attention to the sim-
ilarity of values and areas of activities or specific fit of the partner, which in turn may help 
manage coopetition better and derive more benefits from it. Moreover, cultural managers could 
treat coopetition as an opportunity from the environment to achieve additional benefits and 
stimulate the development of cultural organizations. The knowledge about the mechanisms 
of setting coopetition may also increase managers’ efforts, e.g. to build trust, maintain posi-
tive social relationships or maintain an appropriate reputation in the industry environment.
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