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Abstract: This study aims to explore tourism sector small and medium-sized enterprises’ (SMEs)
coopetition and its antecedents, and the consequences of sustainable competitive advantage in
complex institutional contexts through the integration of institutional theory, social exchange theory
and commitment theory. Through a field survey in the Greater Bay Area in Southern China, this
study identified the structural links between tourism SMEs’ institutional environment, economic
benefits and their commitment to a regional framework, on the one hand, and their coopetition and
the effect on their sustainable competitive advantage, on the other, along with a comparative analysis
based on the different social system regarding this structural model within this region.

Keywords: tourism middle-small size firm; coopetition; institutional environment; sustainable
competitive advantage; Greater Bay Area; fsQCA

1. Introduction

Coopetition has gained a considerable amount of attention with its potentiality of
creating economic scale, enhancing performance, and increasing resource leveraging for
small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) [1,2]. Previous studies have revealed from the
perspective of strategic management, the effective link between coopetition and the tourism
SMEs’ sustainable advantages [3,4]. With respect to the antecedents that induced those
SMEs’ strategic cooperation and the propensity following the interaction between coopera-
tion and competition, factors including economic, social relationship, and environmental
aspects have been identified as having a predictive role [2,3].

However, the institutional factor, which has been discussed in terms of its impact on
tourism firms’ performance, such as entrepreneurship [5–7] and environmental sustainabil-
ity [8], has not been taken into to the antecedent framework of tourism SMEs’ coopetition.
Therefore, this study chose the Greater Bay Area in southern China, in which exist the
two socio-political systems—socialism and capitalism, respectively—within nine Chinese
cities and two special administrative regions (Hong Kong and Macau) which lead to the
different business models employed in the research site. Besides these, from the cognitive
institutional perspective, the Lingnan culture (or Cantonese culture) occupies the whole
GBA but illustrates differences due to the varying effects of developmental trajectories of
the Canton System the colonial regimes of the British and Portuguese, and reform and
opening-up policies [9]. The two SARs, especially, have experienced different develop-
ment paths compared to the counterpart cities of Guangdong Province, both before and
after the resumption of sovereignty by China. Meanwhile, this area not only has many
world-famous tourism destinations but also has large numbers of middle-to-small-sized
tourism firms to serve this industry, which provided sufficient appropriate comparative
study cases.
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This study aims to explore tourism SMEs’ coopetition and its antecedents, and the
consequence of sustainable competitive advantage in complex institutional contexts.
This study has two theoretical implications. First, this research enriches the literature
of organization coopetition due to strategic management in the context of tourism
and hospitality SMEs through the discussion of the role of institutional environmental
factors and their effect. Second, this study also provides a research framework for the
institutional structure of China and its linkage to SMEs’ development in tourism. In
terms of practical implications, the results of this study will provide some insights for
managers of tourism SMEs in the Guangdong-Hong Kong-Macao Greater Bay Area in
terms of corporate strategy decisions.

2. Literature Review
2.1. Theoretical Foundation

Institutions are the humanly devised constraints that shape human interaction and
shape the incentive structures by which people make exchange politically, socially, and
economically; simply put, institutions are the rules of the game in a society [10]. An
institutional perspective emphasizes the importance of symbolic aspects of environ-
ments [11]. For the institutional environment aspect, the institutional theory which
originated from organizational sociology suggests that institutional environments are
characterized by the elaboration of rules and requirements to which individual organiza-
tions must conform if they are to receive support and legitimacy from the environment.
These requirements may stem from regulatory agencies authorized by the nation-state,
from professional or trade associations, from generalized belief systems that define how
specific types of organizations are to conduct themselves, and similar sources [12].

The influence of the system on the organization is often reflected in its constraints
which are usually divided into formal and informal, with formal constraints such as
rules that human beings devise, which impose mandatory constraints on members in the
institutional environment, and informal constraints such as conventions and codes of
behavior have no mandatory constraints [10]. It is noteworthy that business behaviour
is not always rationally economic but is influenced by external environmental factors
such as regulations, norms, values, beliefs and tradition, rather than aiming to maximize
financial benefits [12–14]. These stem from government and professional organizations,
interest groups and the general public such as professional agencies, customers, employ-
ees, and so forth [13], which can be divided into three pillars of regulative, normative
and cognitive aspects [12]. This institutional environment must be considered in ana-
lyzing business behavior models because it is a powerful factor affecting organizational
management, providing stability and meaning to social behavior [15].

2.2. Conceptual Model Proposition
2.2.1. The Institutional Environment Basis of the Competition

Scott (1995) said that all inter-organizational relationships can be captured by insti-
tutional theory [11]. As a kind of interaction between organizations, competition and
cooperation generally refers to the behavior of cooperation and competition at the same
time [16], and the relationship with other types of organizations continues to play an
important role in modern business [17,18]. Coopetition relationships may be influenced
or even initiated by external agencies such as the government, customers or industry
associations. Such unilateral influence means different management requirements, be-
cause the motivation of the participants is often different from the situation where the
participants initiate cooperative competition out of their intrinsic intentions [19,20].

The Guangdong–Hong Kong–Macao Greater Bay Area (known simply as the Greater
Bay Area, or GBA) is the only bay area in the world with two social systems. Against
the unique and evolving background of “One Country, Two Systems”, the institutional
environment and social culture in the Greater Bay Area is complex and diverse [21].
In order to obtain the legitimacy and resources needed for survival in such a highly
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complex institutional environment as the Great Bay Area, tourism SMEs must control
production activities and coordinate external factors on the one hand, and actively seek
appropriate strategic options on the other hand, especially in periods of slow business
growth [22]. Simultaneously, the rise of an elaborate institutional environment stabilizes
both external and internal organizational relationships [11]. Hence, this study proposed
the following hypothesis:

H1: Institutional environments support tourism SMEs’ coopetition.

2.2.2. Economic Benefits

As the subject of market transactions, achieving predetermined profit targets is a
common goal for all suppliers [23], and any inter-organizational relationship can be
seen as a way to achieve this goal [24]. From social exchange theory, there are several
advantages a firm can gain from both competition and cooperation [1], including the
benefits perceived by the partner as collective [25], and so achieve higher innovation per-
formance [26]. For small firms in the tourism and hospitality field, some scholars [27,28]
found that decision-makers engage in either cooperation or competition with others after
considering the potential economic benefits for the firm (competition) or the destination
(cooperation). Thus, it could predict that tourism SMEs engage in coopetition with
partner firms when they perceive an economic benefit for their business. It should not
be overlooked that the coopetition relationship between companies also brings a higher
competitive advantage to the region where they are located [29]. Hence, this study
proposed the following hypothesis:

H2: Economic benefits support tourism SMEs’ coopetition.

2.2.3. Commitment in a Regional Network

A network represents a set of nodes and a set of ties. Network nodes in sociological
research can be individuals or organizations, while ties represent some kind of rela-
tionship between nodes (individuals or organizations) [30]. Destination BTB research
based on network perspective has become more and more extensive in recent years. The
strength of ties in a destination network is not only important to the nodes, but also
provides the same strong or weak feedback to the overall network or regional economy
in which they are embedded [31], so to speak, and the success of a destination regional
network is tied to individual companies, and so in turn, a strong regional network
aggregation brings more opportunities for individual companies [32].

On the other side, although the firms in a tourism destination provide products
and service based on their own role individually, they are also collectively required
as members of the destination to create and deliver those products together [33,34].
Thus, they are not only dependent on the destination network, but downright com-
mitted to it [27]. In this kind of situation, firms want to be integrated to pursue
their individual and mutual goals [35] and consequently they commit to dyadic co-
operation with partners and the destination [36]. Therefore, this study proposed the
following hypothesis:

H3: Commitment of regional networks supports tourism SMEs’ coopetition.

2.2.4. Coopetition as the Antecedent of Sustainable Competitive Advantage

Coopetition has been widely acknowledged as the dynamic process which encom-
pass both competitive and cooperative interaction in the interorganizational relation-
ship [37]. With regards to the potentiality of creating economic scale [1], several scholars
indicated that coopetition strategies could improve firms’ competitive advantage [38].
According to the dynamic capabilities theory [39], companies intend to adapt the dy-
namic marketing environment by realigning the organizational competence through
a sustainable learning process. Therefore, coopetition has also been reflected as the
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antecedent of sustainable competitive advantage due to dynamic restructuring process
of business strategies [40–42].

On the other side, previous studies have already implied that the cross-sectional so-
cial interaction as one of the collaborative actions is a necessary strategy for enterprises
to deal with complex market environments, especially in uncertain situations [43]. For
example, the increasing changing tourist segmentations of the world require tourism
SMEs to track and communicate the progress of tourists. In this situation, those enter-
prises have the natural needs of coopetition regarding its potential economic benefit.
In addition to the affirmed positive impact on sustainable competitive advantage in
the tourism industry [3], coopetition strategies were also suggested to be an effective
approach to gain competitive advantage within co-existing industries, such as hotels
not only because of the centralization of hotel locations but also due to existing hotel
alliances and the collaboration mechanism in this industry [2,44]. Meanwhile, the
unique institutional circumstance of Great Bay Area of “One Country, Two Systems”
both indicates a different business environment while also providing dual opportu-
nity for those hotels in this area. Therefore, it could be predicted that the dynamic
coopetition strategies would perform as a stimulus for those tourism SMEs to pursue
sustainable competitive advantage in the GBA area. Thus, this study proposed the
following hypothesis:

H4: Coopetition support sustainable competitive advantage.

2.2.5. Trust and Dependency as the Moderator

In business-to-business research, the impact of trust is pervasive from the begin-
ning to the end of a business-to-business benefit exchange. Early business partnerships
are often “experimental” and therefore the exchange process may be relatively small
or low-risk because the building blocks of trust have not yet been established [45,46],
and as firms enjoy the benefits of these low-risk exchanges, companies may increase
the size of the exchange to achieve greater rewards while offering equal or greater
benefits to exchange partners [47], and so over time and as transactions increase in
size, trust will transform discrete business-to-business exchanges into continuous
exchanges [48].

Meanwhile, trust is a building block of collaboration [49] and also is one ele-
ment of coopetition [45,50] since it is built on competition but also on collaboration.
The firms in coopetition might opportunistically take advantage of the dependent
part if they trust each other [51–54]. Trust and dependency have been involved in
the relationships between the antecedents of the firms’ coopetition and their perfor-
mance [55,56]. Besides this, this study also adopted the social system as the control
variable to evaluate the potential difference of the performance of tourism SMEs’ coope-
tition in socialist mainland China and capitalist Macao. Hence, this study proposed the
following hypotheses:

H5a: Trust and dependency moderates the relationship between institutional environment
and coopetition.

H5b: Trust and dependency moderates the relationship between economic benefit and coopetition.

H5c: Trust and dependency moderates the relationship between commitment of regional network
and coopetition.

H6: Trust and dependency moderates the relationship between coopetition and sustainable competi-
tive advantage.

Thus, based on the abovementioned hypotheses, a conceptual framework of this study
has been proposed in Figure 1:
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3. Methodology
3.1. Measurement and Data Collection

A structured questionnaire was developed by reviewing previous related studies in the
tourism and hospitality field. The questionnaire was composed of seven parts, including
the factors and general background information about respondents. Consequently, a total of
20 items (Appendix A) which were developed based on previous studies [1,27,28,37,57–60]
and 5 items included to gather demographic information were employed in this questionnaire.
This questionnaire was expected to be completed in about ten minutes. All the items were
measured by 5-Likert scale from extremely disagree (1) to extremely agree (5).

Before the main data collection, a pilot survey was conducted to assure the ques-
tionnaire’s suitability through face-to-face interview with the owners and managers of
small-middle-sized companies in the GBA area in May 2020. This procedure facilitated
questionnaire quality by gathering feedback from respondents and the collected data meant
that it was possible to conduct a reliability examination. Consequently, 60 usable samples
were collected, and the result of reliability tests indicated a good Cronbach’s alpha coef-
ficient for each scale, all higher than 0.9 [61]. Given the results, all items were retained
during this stage and subsequently applied in the major data collection.

The major data collection was conducted consistently after the pilot test during
July and September 2020.The questionnaire was distributed online and in onsite chan-
nels to increase the sample size during the pandemic period. Consequently, separate
250-convenience samples were collected from tourism SMEs in each of Macao and Main-
land China. By eliminating the responses with incomplete answers and short filling times,
214 usable questionnaires (a response rate of approximately 84%) remained for tourism
SMEs in Macao, and 204 usable samples with a response rate of 81.6% were retained for
tourism SMEs in Mainland China.

3.2. Data Analysis

The study first of all explored the antecedent variables’ internal constructions through
exploratory factor analysis along with a validity evaluation of the measurement models
that represented the illustrations in different tourism SMEs groups. For hypothesis testing,
this study applied PLS-SEM approach to examine the causal relationships for hypotheses 1
to 4. Compared to covariance-based SEM, PLS-SEM has been suggested to be an optimized
approach for verifying the causal relationship in complex models with small sample
size [62,63]. Further, Hair et al. (2019) also suggested PLS-SEM has shown better estimating
capacity without stringent distribution assumptions [64]. In addition, Cao et al. (2021)
indicated that PLS-SEM possesses a stronger explanatory power for examining mediation
and moderating effects in complex models [65]. Therefore, hypotheses 1 to 4 have been
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tested through a PLS-SEM approach. Finally, the proposed moderating impact of inertia was
investigated by employing metric invariance tests for measurement and structural models.

This study also used the fuzzy-set Qualitative Comparative Analysis (fsQCA) to
further explore causality in these tourism SMEs’ perception of sustainable competitive
advantage as a case-oriented technique which focuses on combinatorial effects. This
method accepts asymmetry between independent and dependent variables, as well as
equifinality in which multiple combinations of the simple antecedent conditions may lead
to the same outcome. Furthermore, the results of fsQCA could provide the combinations
of the antecedents which cause the low levels of the outcome, as a modification and
supplementation of the SEM results.

4. Research Result
4.1. Respondents’ Profile

According to the data collected from Mainland China, the sample had many more male
respondents than females. The modal age of respondents was between 36 and 45 years,
accounting for more than 60% of the sample. Regarding industry distribution, nearly 30%
of them were in travel agencies, including OTAs. Nearly 37% of the respondents had a
monthly income above 20,001. In terms of education level, most of the respondents held a
bachelor’s degree (35%).

For the results gathered from tourism SMEs in Macao, the gender distribution is
dominated by male employees (54.7%). A similar pattern can also be observed with age,
showing that most respondents were between 36–45 years old (45.3%). The data also
revealed that more than 75% the respondents earnt more than 25,000 mops. Moreover,
45.8% of the samples held a diploma degree. The detailed demographic information of
respondents is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic characteristic profile of respondents from China and Macao
(n = 214(China)/204(Macao)).

Item Variable (China) Number Variable (Macao) Number

Gender Female 24 Female 105
Male 190 Male 99

Age 18–25 4 18–25 10
26–35 25 26–35 52
36–45 130 36–45 98
46–55 45 46–55 34
56 or older 10 56 or older 10

Education level High school 69 High school 77
College 56 College 64
Bachelor’s degree 84 Bachelor’s degree 59
Master’s degree or above 5 Master’s degree or above 4

Industry Travel agency (OTA) 71 Travel agency (OTA) 79
Tourism retailing 34 Tourism retailing 62
Restaurant 53 Restaurant 51
Homestay/B & B 33 Homestay/B & B 0
Others 23 Others 12

Personal monthly income Up to 10,000 8 Up to 10,000 2
(in Chinese RMB) 10,001 to 15,000 22 10,001 to 15,000 5

15,001 to 20,000 143 15,001 to 20,000 10
20,001 to 25,000 71 20,001 to 25,000 16
Over 25,000 10 Over 25,000 161

4.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis

This study utilizes principal component analysis as a method of extraction and vari-
max rotation with Kaiser normalization as recommended by past researchers [63] for a
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parsimonious description of the dimensions. The Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) values were
above 0.7 [66], meaning the variables were interrelated and they shared common factors.
Meanwhile, Barlett’s test of sphericity achieved statistical significance (p = 0.000) [67] indi-
cating the factorability of the correlation matrix. As shown in Table 2, the communalities
ranges suggest that the variance of the original values is fairly explained by the common
factors [63]. The results of the factor analysis suggested the Cronbach alpha score of the
dimensions ranged from 0.69 to 0.87, indicating satisfactory internal consistency [68].

Table 2. Factor analysis result.

Constructs
(China) Means Loading C.R. AVE Constructs

(Macao) Means Loading C.R. AVE

Institutional
environment (IE) 0.69 0.53 Institutional

environment (IE) 0.72 0.58

IE1 4.26 0.71 IE1 4.19 0.73

IE2 4.59 0.74 IE2 4.22 0.70

IE3 4.19 0.73 IE3 4.31 0.68

Economic benefit
(EB) 0.88 0.69 Economic

Benefits (EB) 0.78 0.63

EB1 4.26 0.80 EB1 4.11 0.72

EB2 4.32 0.78 EB2 4.05 0.77

EB3 4.16 0.69 EB3 4.27 0.62

EB4 4.23 0.65 EB4 4.30 0.69

Commitment of
regional network
(CRN)

0.87 0.71
Commitment of
regional network
(CRN)

0.79 0.62

CRN1 4.38 0.82 CRN1 4.19 0.73

CRN2 3.97 0.81 CRN2 4.06 0.70

CRN3 4.26 0.77 CRN3 3.92 0.81

CRN4 4.32 0.76 CRN4 4.15 0.68

Trust and
dependency (TD) 0.80 0.72

Trust and
dependency
(TD)

0.74 0.69

TD1 4.03 0.76 TD1 4.19 0.72

TD2 4.18 0.79 TD2 4.27 0.77

TD3 4.20 0.74 TD3 4.18 0.73

Co-opetition
(COP) 0.73 0.59 Co-opetition

(COP) 0.77 0.72

COP1 4.45 0.68 COP1 4.29 0.63

COP2 4.29 0.73 COP2 4.18 0.72

COP3 4.31 0.77 COP3 4.04 0.78

Sustainable
competitive
advantage (SCA)

0.64 0.66
Sustainable
competitive
advantage (SCA)

0.69 0.66

SCA1 4.21 0.75 SCA1 4.19 0.74

SCA2 4.19 0.72 SCA2 4.05 0.78

SCA3 4.22 0.81 SCA3 4.34 0.80

(AVE = average variance extracted; C.R. = composite reliability).
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According to the results of the measurement model reliability and convergent validity
tests for both groups (Table 2), the convergence validity of the measurement model has been
confirmed since the AVE values exceeded the minimum criterion of 0.50 [69]. Furthermore,
alpha values of all of the constructs in this study exceeded the conventional suggested
value of 0.70 [70] and the construct CR values were greater than 0.70 [71]. Likewise, all of
the factor loading for each item exceeded the cut-off point of 0.70 [72]. Accordingly, the
reliability of the measurement model has been confirmed. In addition, the comparison
result between the square root of AVE scores and item correlation coefficients [69] supported
the discriminant validity of the constructs.

4.3. Structural Model and Hypothesis Identification
4.3.1. Structural Model Identification

The proposed model was tested through the SEM. The results of the SEM showed that
the overall fit of the model was satisfactory. Consequently, this final model was used for all
further analyses. The details of the final model are presented in Table 3. The model had a
strong predictive ability of tourism SMEs’ coopetition, accounting for 82.5% of the total
variance. In addition, this model explained about 75.2% of the total variance in sustainable
competitive advantage. The hypothesized paths to tourism SMEs’ coopetition were tested.
Three links were significant, supporting Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. However, Hypotheses 4
was rejected in the group of tourism SMEs from Mainland China. On the other side, the
hypothesis analysis of the group of tourism SMEs from Macao indicated the different result
that the H1 was rejected while the rest of the hypotheses were supported.

Table 3. Structural parameter estimates of the final model.

Hypothesis
(China) S.E p-Value Decision Hypothesis

(Macau) S.E. p-Value Decision

H1: 0.058 0.001 Supported H1: 0.034 0.203 Not supported

H2: 0.324 0.001 Supported H2: 0.335 0.001 Supported

H3: 0.160 0.001 Supported H3: 0.286 0.001 Supported

H4: 0.218 0.221 Not supported H4: 0.194 0.001 Supported

Goodness-of-fit statistics Goodness-of-fit statistics

x2 = 458.059 (df = 0.23, p < 0.001), RMSEA = 0.065, CFI = 0.947,
NFI = 0.916

x2 = 519.212 (df = 31, p < 0.001), RMSEA = 0.072, CFI = 0.924,
NFI = 0.903

(S.E. = Standard Estimate; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index;
NFI = normed fit index).

4.3.2. Moderation Effect Identification

To test the proposed moderating effect of inertia, grouping was conducted. The
respondents were divided into two groups based on their responses to the items discerning
trust and dependency using Kmeans cluster analysis. The groups were named the high
(198 cases) and low (220 cases) trust and dependency groups. As a next step, a test for
measurement invariance was conducted. In particular, CFA, without constraining any
factor loadings between groups, was assessed (non-restricted model), and this model was
compared to the full-metric invariance model in which all factor loadings were equally
constrained across groups (full-metric invariance model). As shown in Table 4, a chi-square
difference test revealed that non-restricted and full-metric invariance models were not
significantly different (∆X2(12) = 3.878, p > 0.001), verifying that the impact of probable
variation between the high and low trust and dependency groups in the measurement
structure is minor and statistically insignificant. Thus, full-metric invariance was supported.
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Table 4. Moderation effect result (Both).

Measurement Invariance Test

Groups Models X2/df RMSEA CFI NFI ∆X2 Full-metric
invariance

Groups 1/2

Non-restricted
model 3.459 0.063 0.902 0.915 ∆X2 (12) = 3.878,

p > 0.001 (insignificant)
Supported

Full-metric
invariance 3.287 0.060 0.910 0.902

Structural Invariance Test

Paths
High TD group Low TD group

∆X2
Decision

Coefficients T-value Coefficients T-value

IE-COP 0.336 2.073 ** 0.278 2.380 ** ∆X2 (1) = 5.032, p < 0.05
Significant, H5a
supported

EB-COP 0.298 1.154 ** 0.225 1.234 ** ∆X2 (1) = 4.395, p < 0.05
Significant, H5b
supported

CRN-COP 0.095 1.208 ** 0.193 1.083 ** ∆X2 (1) = 5.280, p < 0.05
Significant, H5c
supported

COP-SCA 0.327 3.006 ** 0.386 1.260 ∆X2 (1) = 3.961, p < 0.05
Significant, H6
not supported

(RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CFI = comparative fit index; NFI = normed fit index;
IE = industrial environment; EB = economic benefits; CRN = commitment of regional network; COP = coopetition;
SCA = Sustainable Competitive Advantage; TD = Trust and Dependency; ** p < 0.01).

After this test for the equality of factor loadings, a test for structural invariance was
conducted. To generate a baseline model for the high and low trust and dependency
groups, SEM was run by including all paths of the final model. The baseline model had
a satisfactory fit to the data. This model was compared to a series of nested models in
sequence to test a hypothesized moderating effect of trust and dependency. In particular,
the specific path of each nested model was constrained to be equal across groups, and
then each model was compared to the freely estimated baseline model using a chi-square
difference test. The findings are summarized in Table 4.

The paths from institutional environment, economic benefit and commitment to
regional network to coopetition were completely significantly different across the high and
low trust and dependency groups. As expected, the relationships were stronger for the high
trust and dependency group than the low group (high: βIE–COP = 0.336, p < 0.01 vs. low:
βIE–COP = 0.278; high: βEB–COP = 0.298, p < 0.01 vs. low: βEB–COP = 0.225, p < 0.01; high:
βCRN–COP = 0.395, p < 0.01 vs. low: βCRN–COP = 0.193, p < 0.01). Thus, Hypotheses 5b and 5c
were supported. Hypothesis 6 was rejected since the difference across groups for the link
between COP to SCA was not statistically significant.

4.4. fsQCA Analysis
4.4.1. Analysis of Necessary Conditions

To determine whether any of the five antecedent conditions were required for the
outcome, this study conducted a necessary condition analysis to assess whether a condition
is always present (or absent) for cases in which the outcome is present (or absent) [73].
Note that if the outcome is present, and an antecedent condition is then found to be always
present, then this antecedent condition is necessary for the outcome. Accordingly, it should
be preceded to identify the necessary conditions, though the sufficient condition analysis is
regarded as the main part of fsQCA [74]. The degree to which the cases conform to this
rule reflects ‘consistency’. A condition is ‘necessary’ or ‘almost always necessary’ when
the corresponding consistency score exceeds the threshold of 0.9 or 0.8, respectively [75].
Table 5 presents the results of the fsQCA test on the necessity of the conditions relative to
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the SCA outcome. The results show that all of the five factors are all necessary conditions
for SCA.

Table 5. Analysis of necessity.

Conditions Consistency Coverage Consistency Coverage

IE 0.9512 0.9328 0.9235 0.9081

EB 0.9339 0.9014 0.9309 0.9134

CRN 0.9125 0.9505 0.9285 0.9005

TD 0.9045 0.9137 0.9063 0.9337

COP 0.9320 0.9246 0.9240 0.9406
(IE = institutional environment; EB = economic benefits; CRN = commitment of regional network; TD = trust and
dependency; COP = coopetition).

4.4.2. Configurational Analysis

In the configurational analysis step, to identify which configurations are sufficient
for achieving the outcomes, the study applies a consistency threshold that is not less
than 0.80 [75] to “avoid the simultaneous subset relations of attribute combinations in
both the outcomes and their negations” [76]. This study analyzes the complex solutions
(Table 6) for the outcome (SCA) and its negation, as these solutions make no simplifying
assumptions [75]. The consistency and coverage values for each complex solution and their
respective configurations surpass the minimum acceptable values [75,76].

Table 6. Configuration model for SCA and its negation.

Model for Predicting
High Score of Outcomes RC UC C Model for Predicting

Low Score of Outcomes RC UC C

A1: SCA = f(IE, EB, CRN, TD) A2: ~SCA = f(IE, EB, CRN, TD)

M1.IE*EB*CRN*TD 0.908 0.018 0.924 M1.~IE*~EB*~CRN*~TD 0.826 0.019 0.919

M2.EB*CRN*TD 0.920 0.010 0.905 M2.~IE*~EB*~TD*CRN 0.806 0.002 0.937

M3.~IE*EB*~CRN*TD 0.349 0.006 0.936

Solution coverage: 0.9457
Solution consistency: 0.9183

Solution coverage: 0.9075
Solution consistency: 0.8321

Model for predicting high
score of outcomes RC UC C Model for predicting low

score of outcomes RC UC C

A1: SCA = f(IE, EB, CRN, TD) A2: ~SCA = f(IE, EB, CRN, TD)

M1.~IE*EB*CRN*TD 0.903 0.012 0.942 M1.~EB*CRN*~TD 0.864 0.005 0.939

M2.EB*~CRN*TD 0.910 0.015 0.925 M2.~IE*~EB*~TD 0.836 0.004 0.917

M3.EB*~CRN*~TD 0.393 0.009 0.906

Solution coverage: 0.9573
Solution consistency: 0.9236

Solution coverage: 0.9295
Solution consistency: 0.8284

(RC = row coverage; UC = unique coverage; C = consistency; IE = institutional environment; EB = economic benefits;
CRN = commitment of regional network; TD = trust and dependency; * means AND).

Table 6 provides the configuration models for tourism SMEs in both mainland China
and Macao for sustainable competitive advantage and its negation. In the group of tourism
SMEs in Mainland China, the economic benefit and trust and dependency in these three
configurations played a necessary and sufficient role in the contribution of high outcomes
of SCA. In particular, institutional environment clearly illustrated that the collaboration
with the rest three factors was necessary to achieve causality. On the other side, Table 5
also demonstrated the combinations of the conditions which induce low causality in SCA
as well through the two configurations. For model 1, institutional environment was not
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a sufficient condition. Moreover, the negation of the three factors were crucial as well. In
model 2, however, although institutional environment has been found to be a condition in
this configuration, it was an unnecessary factor for this outcome either. Meanwhile, despite
the same sufficient demonstration of the economic benefit and trust and dependency as in
model 1, both of them were identified as unnecessary, which induces the low outcome of
the SCA.

5. Research Summary

With regards to the results shown in Table 3, this study confirmed that economic
benefits and commitment to regional network were significant antecedents of tourism SMEs’
coopetition. The results were consistent with the conclusions which were evidently proved
by previous studies [35,77]. With regards to the complex institutional environment in the
GBA area, this study is the first attempt to investigate the relevant key items to coopetition
in the circumstance of two different social systems. Although institutional environment has
already been acknowledged as a powerful factor that affect organizational management
and behavior [15], this study found no direct causal relationship between institutional
environment and coopetition. Instead, institutional environment, economic benefits and
commitment to regional network were evidently proved to be significant antecedents by
introducing trust and dependencies as a moderator, as Table 4 showed. More specifically,
the effect of institutional environment, economic benefits and commitment to regional
network on coopetition were stronger among the tourism SMEs which possessed higher
level of trust and dependency. Further, this study confirmed that institutional environment
played a necessary and sufficient role in contributing to high outcomes of sustainable
competitive advantage by collaborating with economic benefits, commitment of regional
network, and trust and dependency through fsQCA analysis. These results also highlight
importance of trust and dependency in generating interorganizational’ coopetition activities,
which were already proved by previous studies [55,56]. In addition, coopetition strategies
also led to sustainable competitive advantage for tourism SMEs which possessed higher
levels of trust and dependencies in a complex institutional environment.

This study expands on previous research into institutional environmental difference
for tourism SMEs’ sustainable competitive advantage based on the theory of coopetition.
Tourism SMEs are one of the key groups of tourism organizations, and their activities of
management and operation are always being affected by the institutional environment.
In a complex institutional environment, such as the GBA area which has two different
social systems, individuals and organizations are frequently under pressure because of the
uncertainty of decision making. When people and systems are under pressure regarding
such uncertainty, dynamics and even emergency situations, if they are to achieve orga-
nizational success, organizational and individual factors must be considered. Based on
an empirical study of the coopetition performance of tourism SMEs in the Greater Bay
Area of China according to the data over the past two years, this study for the first time
discusses the causality of the construction of relevant key elements in coopetition and
the differentiation of its effects on the organization performance in multiple institutional
conditions of social system.

Besides the theoretical discussion of the research results, this study also has provided
managerial implications for both tourism SMEs as well as the destination managers. First
of all, establishing a successful regional network is suggested as an effective approach to
stimulate coopetition activities through participation of industrial associations and through
regular conversation among tourism SMEs. Given the ultimate goal of economic profits for
tourism SMEs, the changeable market situation, and the specific institutional environment
in the GBA area, tourism SMEs should improve their organizational capabilities to meet
the abovementioned circumstance, such as crisis readiness, dynamic response systems,
and knowledge management. Furthermore, trust and dependencies among tourism SMEs
possess the capacity of amplifying the sustainable competitive advantage which are brought
by coopetition strategies. As the only bay area in the world with two different social systems,
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holding cross-sectional industrial conferences and interaction activities should be effective
approaches to enhance the level of trust and dependencies among tourism SMEs in the
GBA area. In addition, the incessant interaction between them could further contribute to
the regional competitive advantage of tourism destinations in the area of the GBA.

Several limitations exist in this study. First, despite the generalization efforts, the
results may only be applicable to the tourism SMEs in the Greater Bay Area in China.
The research sites in this study include Macau and other mainland Chinese cities that are
located in capitalist and socialist systems, respectively, meaning that while they may be
innovative in this study their impact could be limited in other places given the special “One
Country, Two Systems” that these tourism SMEs must obey. These systems outline national
laws, regulation and rules, that are different from other places. Therefore, other empirical
studies regarding tourism SMEs coopetition and sustainable competitive advantages in
other regions are expected to be used to explore this topic in the future. Second, other
institutional factors that lead to tourism SMEs’ coopetition and sustainable competitive
advantage might extend beyond those considered herein. The governance structure, law
system, profession regulation and local cultural elements could be further decisive factors.
Finally, this study conducted the field survey in the COVID-19 pandemic situation, which
may influence the correctness and objectivity of the research results, as the tourism SMEs
were in the crisis. It will be necessary to conduct a comparative study of the tourism SMEs’
coopetition and its contribution to sustainable competitive advantage before this crisis and
since it for a richer theoretical contribution consideration.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Measurement items.

Institutional environment

1. There are government regulations and supportive policies in place regarding
organizations’ coopetition.

2. There are industrial standards and practices in place regarding organizations’ coopetition.

3. There are expectations of coopetition from local communities, consumers, suppliers,
employees and investors.

Economic benefits

1. The cooperative partners and my company got competitive advantage through
coopetition strategies.

2. The cooperative partners and my company have improved our market position
through coopetition strategies.

3. Adopting coopetition strategies will improve existing capabilities of my company,
which leads to higher business value compared to my cooperative partners.

4. Adopting coopetition strategies will improve the quality of our products and
services, which leads to higher business value compared to my cooperative partners.
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Table A1. Cont.

Commitment to regional network

1. My company has a strong sense of loyalty and enthusiasm to the relationships with
the cooperative partners during the coopetition process.

2. My company dedicates enough resources to maintain relationships with the
cooperative partners during the coopetition process.

3. My company always tries to maintain and develop relationships with the
cooperative partners during the coopetition process.

4. My company will definitely continue to improve relationships with the cooperative
partners during the coopetition process.

Coopetition

1. My company is in fierce competition with my cooperative partners during the
coopetition process.

2. My company is working extensively with my competitors during the
coopetition process.

3. My company is collaborating with a competitor to achieve a common goal during
the coopetition process.

Sustainable competitive advantages

1. Coopetition strategies should be continuously carried out in order to acquire
competitive advantage in the market.

2. Coopetition strategies should develop factors of competitive advantage so that
competitors cannot easily imitate.

3. The competitive advantage brought by coopetition strategies should be sustained in
the market.

Trust and dependencies

1. It’s important for my cooperative partner and my company to maintain strategic
transparency during the coopetition process.

2. It’s important for my cooperative partner to make reliable commitments during the
coopetition process.

3. It’s important for my cooperative partner to avoid making fake announcements
during the coopetition process.

References
1. Morris, M.H.; Kocak, A.; Ozer, A. Coopetition as a small business strategy: Implications for performance. J. Small Bus. Strategy

2007, 18, 35–56.
2. Kallmuenzer, A.; Zach, F.J.; Wachter, T.; Kraus, S.; Salner, P. Antecedents of coopetition in small and medium-sized hospitality

firms. Int. J. Hosp. Manag. 2021, 99, 103076. [CrossRef]
3. Della Corte, V.; Aria, M. Coopetition and sustainable competitive advantage. The case of tourist destinations. Tour. Manag. 2016,

54, 524–540. [CrossRef]
4. Gnyawali, D.; He, J.; Madhavan, R. Coopetition: Promises and challenges. In 21st Century Management: A Reference Handbook;

Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 2008; pp. 386–398.
5. Li, Y.; Huang, S.S.; Song, L. Opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship in the hospitality sector: Examining the institutional

environment influences. Tour. Manag. Perspect. 2020, 34, 100665. [CrossRef]
6. Roxas, B.; Chadee, D. Effects of formal institutions on the performance of the tourism sector in the Philippines: The mediating

role of entrepreneurial orientation. Tour. Manag. 2013, 37, 1–12. [CrossRef]
7. Wang, C.; Dai, S.; Xu, H.; Li, X. The impact of the institutional environment on the geographic diversification of Chinese tourism

firms. J. China Tour. Res. 2018, 14, 334–353. [CrossRef]
8. Roxas, B.; Coetzer, A. Institutional environment, managerial attitudes and environmental sustainability orientation of small firms.

J. Bus. Ethics 2012, 111, 461–476. [CrossRef]
9. Park, J.; Song, H. Variance of destination region image according to multi-dimensional proximity: A case of the Greater Bay Area.

J. Destin. Mark. Manag. 2021, 20, 100600. [CrossRef]
10. North, D.C. Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1990.
11. Scott, W.R. Institutions and Organizations; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 1995; Volume 2.
12. Scott, W.R.; Meyer, J. The organisation of societal sectors: Propositions and early evidence. In The New Institutionalism in

Organizational Analysis; The University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL, USA, 2012; pp. 108–142.
13. DiMaggio, P.J.; Powell, W.W. The iron cage revisited: Institutional isomorphism and collective rationality in organizational fields.

Am. Sociol. Rev. 1983, 48, 147–160. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2021.103076
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.12.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2020.100665
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2012.10.016
http://doi.org/10.1080/19388160.2018.1482247
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-012-1211-z
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jdmm.2021.100600
http://doi.org/10.2307/2095101


Sustainability 2023, 15, 5156 14 of 15

14. Powell, W.W.; DiMaggio, P. The New Institutionalism in Organization Analysis; The University of Chicago Press: Chicago, IL,
USA, 1991.

15. Gómez-Haro, S.; Vidal-Salazar, M.D.; Delgado-Ceballos, J. Stimulating the entrepreneurial orientation of SMEs: The influence of
the institutional environment. Int. J. Bus. Environ. 2012, 5, 178–192. [CrossRef]

16. Tsai, W. Social structure of “coopetition” within a multiunit organization: Coordination, competition, and intraorganizational
knowledge sharing. Organ. Sci. 2002, 13, 179–190. [CrossRef]

17. Nakanishi, Y. Interplay between coopetition and institutions: How Japanese airlines enhance bargaining power. J. Co-Oper. Organ.
Manag. 2020, 8, 100120. [CrossRef]

18. Garri, M. Coopetition, value co-creation, and knowledge-enhancement in the UK alpaca industry: A multi-level mechanism. Eur.
Manag. J. 2021, 39, 545–557. [CrossRef]

19. Dorn, S.; Schweiger, B.; Albers, S. Levels, phases and themes of coopetition: A systematic literature review and research agenda.
Eur. Manag. J. 2016, 34, 484–500. [CrossRef]

20. Nguyen, T.Q.T.; Johnson, P.; Young, T. Networking, coopetition and sustainability of tourism destinations. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag.
2022, 50, 400–411. [CrossRef]

21. Yang, C. The geopolitics of cross-boundary governance in the Greater Pearl River Delta, China: A case study of the proposed
Hong Kong-Zhuhai-Macao Bridge. Polit. Geogr. 2006, 25, 817–835. [CrossRef]

22. Struckell, E.; Ojha, D.; Patel, P.C.; Dhir, A. Strategic choice in times of stagnant growth and uncertainty: An institutional theory
and organizational change perspective. Technol. Forecast. Soc. Change 2022, 182, 121839. [CrossRef]

23. Choi, T.M.; Wang, Y.; Shen, B. Selling to profit-target-oriented retailers: Optimal supply chain contracting with bargaining. Int. J.
Prod. Econ. 2022, 250, 108617. [CrossRef]

24. Barringer, B.R.; Harrison, J.S. Walking a tightrope: Creating value through interorganizational relationships. J. Manag. 2000, 26,
367–403. [CrossRef]

25. Czakon, W.; Czernek, K. The role of trust-building mechanisms in entering into network coopetition: The case of tourism
networks in Poland. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2016, 57, 64–74. [CrossRef]

26. Park, B.J.R.; Srivastava, M.K.; Gnyawali, D.R. Walking the tight rope of coopetition: Impact of competition and cooperation
intensities and balance on firm innovation performance. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2014, 43, 210–221. [CrossRef]

27. Wang, Y.; Krakover, S. Destination marketing: Competition, cooperation or coopetition? Int. J. Contemp. Hosp. Manag. 2008, 20,
126–141. [CrossRef]

28. Zach, F.; Racherla, P. Assessing the value of collaborations in tourism networks: A case study of Elkhart County, Indiana. J. Travel
Tour. Mark. 2011, 28, 97–110. [CrossRef]

29. Teller, C.; Alexander, A.; Floh, A. The impact of competition and cooperation on the performance of a retail agglomeration and its
stores. Ind. Mark. Manag. 2016, 52, 6–17. [CrossRef]

30. Brass, D.J.; Galaskiewicz, J.; Greve, H.R.; Tsai, W. Taking stock of networks and organizations: A multilevel perspective. Acad.
Manag. J. 2004, 47, 795–817. [CrossRef]

31. Chetty, S.; Agndal, H. Role of inter-organizational networks and interpersonal networks in an industrial district. Reg. Stud. 2008,
42, 175–187. [CrossRef]

32. Elvekrok, I.; Veflen, N.; Scholderer, J.; Sørensen, B.T. Effects of network relations on destination development and business results.
Tour. Manag. 2022, 88, 104402. [CrossRef]

33. Baggioa, R.; Cooperb, C. Knowledge transfer in a tourism destination: The effects of a network structure. Serv. Ind. J. 2010, 30,
1757–1771. [CrossRef]

34. Della Corte, V.; Sciarelli, M. Can coopetition be source of competitive advantage for strategic networks. Corp. Ownersh. Control
2012, 10, 363–379. [CrossRef]

35. Chin, K.S.; Chan, B.L.; Lam, P.K. Identifying and prioritizing critical success factors for coopetition strategy. Ind. Manag. Data Syst.
2008, 108, 437–454. [CrossRef]

36. Von Friedrichs Grängsjö, Y.; Gummesson, E. Hotel networks and social capital in destination marketing. Int. J. Serv. Ind. Manag.
2006, 17, 58–75. [CrossRef]

37. Bouncken, R.B.; Gast, J.; Kraus, S.; Bogers, M. Coopetition: A systematic review, synthesis, and future research directions. Rev.
Manag. Sci. 2015, 9, 577–601. [CrossRef]

38. Levy, M.; Loebbecke, C.; Powell, P. SMEs, co-opetition and knowledge sharing: The role of information systems. Eur. J. Inf. Syst.
2003, 12, 3–17. [CrossRef]

39. M'Chirgui, Z. The economics of the smart card industry: Towards coopetitive strategies. Econ. Innov. New Technol. 2005, 14,
455–477. [CrossRef]

40. Thomason, S.J.; Simendinger, E.; Kiernan, D. Several determinants of successful coopetition in small business. J. Small Bus. Entrep.
2013, 26, 15–28. [CrossRef]
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