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ABSTRACT

This study aimed at assessing the influence of horizontal coopetition on the profitability of micro and small enterprises in Tanzania using the Theory of Coopetition and Resource Dependence Theory as theoretical frameworks. The specific objectives were to examine the influence of horizontal coopetition in outbound logistics and the duration of coopetition on profitability and the moderation effect of the resource interdependence on the influence of coopetition on profitability. A sample of 159 out of the sample frame of 297 Micro and small enterprises was selected by stratified random sampling method. A survey method was used to collect the data, which were analysed using the moderated multiple linear regression model to test the hypotheses. The results indicated that micro and small enterprises were generally coopetiting in outbound logistics which influenced profitability. The duration of coopetition also had an influence on the profitability. In all cases, the influence was statistically significant notwithstanding the moderation effect of resource interdependence. The results mean that coopetition occurs in customer side of the business cycle to create joint and firm profitability. Within the limit of this study, the resource interdependence had no significant impact on the influence of horizontal coopetition on profitability. Therefore, horizontal coopetition is a strategy and a viable model that can aid firms to improve profitability in the business environment that is dominated by fierce competition from medium and large enterprises. It is recommended that more empirical data from industry-specific cases other than handicrafts be collected and analysed to vindicate the conclusion from this study to add more understanding and knowledge to the coopetition theory. 
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1      Background of the Study
The global economy is driven by a blend of micro, small, medium, and large-scale enterprises (Ghalke et al., 2018). Small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in different countries account for nearly 95% of all businesses (Appiah et al., 2018), contributing to about 30% of gross domestic product (GDP) and absorbing over 60% of all employees in developed economies (Woźniak et al., 2019). In developing countries, SMEs contribute over 60% and 70% of the GDP and total employment, respectively (Zafar and Mustafa, 2017), and generate almost 80% of all jobs in Africa (Santos, 2015). According to Argidius (2017) and Nkwabi and Mboya (2019), SMEs in Tanzania contribute almost 50% of the GDP. 

Small and medium enterprises in the developing economies are mainly composed of micro and small enterprises (MSEs), as is the case in Tanzania (Argidius, 2017; Granata et al., 2018;  Mzomwe and Mutarubukwa, 2015). According to Feela (2020), about 97% of these MSEs are not profitably performing due to worldwide economic crisis, lack of support from the government and business development services (BDS), incompetent personnel, and competition from medium and larger enterprises within the industry. 

SMEs are found in almost all industries in any economy. While each type of SME has an impact on individuals, society and the country’s economy (Wayan et al., 2021), those in handicrafts are of particular interest in developing economies as they are both pro-poor and leverage the homestead economy (Tambwe, 2017). Studies show that the handicraft industry is one of the sectors that is heavily affected by a lack of support from the government and BDS, incompetent personnel, and stiff competition from medium and larger firms (Yasa et al., 2017). These challenges have significantly affected their performance and growth (Tambwe, 2017).

Feela (2020) noted economic crisis, lack of support, incompetent personnel, and stiff competition were responsible for the poor SMEs’ profitability. These challenges were also the key drivers behind firms’ propensity to collectively use resources from one another against giant firms' dominance in the competitive market. Cygler et al. (2018) asserted that the cooperation of the competing firms remains the only effective survival strategy for most businesses in today’s changing economy. 

The cooperation of the competing firms is called coopetition and can either be horizontal (between competitors and complementors) or vertical (between a supplier and a consumer). Both horizontal and vertical coopetition can enhance firms' performance in innovativeness, market positioning, and profitability (Feela, 2020). The type of benefits achieved in coopetition depend on whether it is done in pre-production, production, or post-production phase of business. The post-production processes like transportation of goods to the customer, warehousing of goods, and marketing are near to the customers while the production and pre-production processes like innovation, goods design, and research and development (R&D) are away from the customers. The pre-production and production phases of business, however, were the focus of a number of studies (Pekovic et al., 2019). Additionally, coopetition studies concentrated on how coopetition affected businesses' performance in terms of innovation and the development of entrepreneurial abilities, rather than how coopetition affected firms' profitability in the post-production stage (Bacon et al., 2020; Pekovic et al., 2019). Flanagan et al. (2018) noted that firms can coopete in processes in the pre-production, production, and post-production phases of business to improve their profitability. 

The benefits intrinsic in coopetition also depend on the duration of cooperation and all these benefits are likely to be moderated by the resource interdependence among the firms (van den Broek et al., 2018). The duration of coopetition impacts the sustainability of the firm’s profitability. According to  Cygler et al. (2018), the duration of coopetition increases the chances of cost reduction and expanded marketing and distribution networks. Cygler et al  (2018) point out that the study of the coopetition duration among the firms is largely neglected.

According to Feela (2020), the focus in research in coopetition has been directed on medium and large enterprises as the concept is gaining attention. Areas of concentration are on of enterprises’ performance in the developed economies and not the SMEs in developing economies like Africa. Examples of such studies are in the wine sector in France and New Zealand (Granata et al., 2018; Crick, 2018), tourism and leisure suppliers in Austria (Schnitzer et al., 2018), electric car production by Volkswagen and Daimler in Germany (Czakon et al., 2020), and electronic software and high-tech industries in Europe and Asia (Chen et al., 2019; Cygler et al., 2018). There are meagre studies of coopetition in SMEs in developing economies and specifically in handicrafts as a sector-specific industry. The research on the effectiveness of horizontal coopetition in improving a firm’s profitability has focused on either the large firms or the comparison of firms that coopete and those that don’t (Lechner et al., 2016).

In Tanzania, there are few studies on coopetition or that at least involved the concept of coopetition. Mattern and McKay (2018), for example, introduce the concept of coopetition in mobile network operators in the mobile phone industry with banks and  microfinance institutions. This is essentially vertical cooperation. The assertion is that the vertical coopetition in the mobile phone industry may be beneficial. Yet another study was done on the pre-production phase of business. Trojer et al. (2014) studied the idea of inclusive innovation processes in Tanzania and Uganda and commented passingly that “the individual firms engage in ‘coopetition’, which means they collaborate with researchers and government and other cluster firms on shared issues while continuing to compete with their products in relation to customers” (p.426). The study assumed that basically, coopetition is more competition on the customer side.  The advantage of coopetition in the tourism industry in Tanzania, especially in inbound logistics was investigated by Abdalla et al. (2022), and concluded that horizontal coopetition of informal companies in inbound logistics improved performance against formally registered companies in tourism.

Jaensson (2017) studied coopetition behaviour and entrepreneurial attitude as promoters of innovation in Tanzania Tourism. The study concludes that in a coopetition network, the tourism industry has the chance to learn new things, share them, and utilize them to create and build novel travel experiences that will improve both the destination and the industry's performance. The study also concludes that coopetition at the inbound logistics is theoretically one way that could improve an industry’s capacity for innovation and heighten its allure, giving it a competitive edge over other locations.

Coopetition lacks a firmly established theory despite the importance of coopetition in the economy as an effective survival strategy for most businesses in today’s challenging economy. Its framework is built on various theories such as game theory (Zacharia et al., 2019), the resource-based view and cognitive theory (
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1.2      Statement of the Research Problem 
The MSEs in developing economies, just like the medium and large enterprises, face performance challenges in profitability throughout their life cycles (Argidius, 2017; Chandra et al., 2020; Flanagan et al., 2018), which inhibit growth and sustainability (Ye and Kulathunga, 2019). As the global market competition intensifies, the firms’ profitability largely depends on collaboration strategies with other enterprises. The collaboration helps to improve product quality, differentiation, customer satisfaction, market penetration, and cost-effectiveness  (Isada, 2020).

Coopetition is one of the effective collaboration strategies adopted by some medium and large firms in developed economies (Argidius, 2017; Kraus et al., 2017; Zgarni, 2019). According to Cygler et al. (2018), coopetition remains the effective survival strategy for most businesses, from large to micro-enterprises. The studies on coopetition focused on its influence on firms’ performance in developed economies and not on developing economies like Africa (Feela, 2020). The studies also focused on medium and large enterprises’ performance and not the MSEs and focused on comparing firms that cooperate and those that do not (Lechner et al., 2016). No studies exist on MSE coopetition in sector-specific industries like handicrafts in developing economies.

Furthermore, the coopetition model of firms’ relationships contends that the value-net framework proposition is used to build the coopetition strategy. The players in the model are suppliers, competitors, complementors, and customers (Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996). Flanagan et al. (2018) noted that firms can coopete in the pre-production, production, and post-production phases of business to influence all players in the value-net framework model to improve firms’ performance. Previous studies on coopetition and performances, however, concentrated on the pre-production and production phases of firms’ operations (Bacon et al., 2020; Jakobsen, 2019; Pekovic et al., 2019) and neither on post-production activities like outbound logistics and advertising nor their influence on firm’s profitability (Flanagan et al., 2018). According to Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1996), the post-production phase of the business operation creates more profitability than the other phases. 
The level of coopetition ranges from a purely transactional link to a long-term partnership based on trust and commitment (Soontornthum et al., 2020). When the enterprises coopete, there is resource interdependence of the actors (in this example, MSEs) that creates uneven power. In this case, resource interdependence creates moderation mechanisms  in coopetition (van den Broek et al., 2018). There is, however, lack of studies that investigate the effect of resource interdependence on coopetition.
This study focused on coopetition in MSEs in developing economies. It examined the impact of coopetition of handicrafts firms on profitability in the post-production stages. Specifically, this study examined how the duration of coopetition, horizontal coopetition in outbound logistics (transportation and warehousing), and generic advertising influence MSE’s profitability in handicraft MSE; and how the resource interdependence can impact the coopetition influence on profitability.

1.3     Research Objectives
1.3.1   General Objective 

The main objective of this study was to investigate the influence of horizontal coopetition on the profitability of micro and small enterprises in the handicraft industry.
1.3.2   Specific Objectives

The design of this study had the following specific objectives:
(i) To investigate the influence of horizontal coopetition in transportation on the profitability of MSE.
(ii) To investigate the influence of horizontal coopetition in warehousing on the profitability of MSE.
(iii) To investigate the influence of horizontal coopetition in generic advertising on the profitability of MSE.
(iv) To investigate the influence of the duration of horizontal coopetition on the profitability of MSE.
(v) To investigate the moderating effect of resource interdependence on how horizontal coopetition influences profitability.

1.4     The Relevance of the Research
The findings from this study are relevant in business in various ways.
The empirical relevance

These findings add knowledge that coopetition across all the business phases is a strategy for profitability improvements for firms as small as MSEs in developing economies. The previous empirical studies on coopetition focused on medium and large enterprises in developed economies. These findings demonstrate that coopetition is also a relevant strategy to MSEs in developing economies. Since the MSEs are competing with firms stronger than each of them, well-managed coopetition among themselves creates a competitive edge over the giant few. 
The practical relevance

The findings shed light on the possible MSE business model, which is beneficial to all stakeholders in the industry (in our context, handicrafts). The outcomes have a significant contribution in helping the handicraft MSEs to decide on the type and length of collaboration with their competitors as team players to reduce their dependence on the market by improving their collective power.
The theoretical relevance

The value proposition that cooperation is value creation and competition is a value appropriation underpins the coopetition theory (Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996). It indicates that the primary activity of coopetition is collaborative value creation by firms, followed by competitive value appropriation throughout operations. This theory suggests that in the value creation phase, coopetition is more cooperation-intensive, whereas it is more competition-intensive at value appropriation. The results from the study contribute to the theory of coopetition by verifying the proposition by Tidström and Rajala (2015) who suggested that competition and cooperation can simultaneously happen even close to the customer at the post-production phase during value appropriation.
The policy relevance

After establishing the application of horizontal coopetition in post-production processes as a strategy for improving MSE profitability, this study is helpful to the policymakers and BDS providers. The deductions from this study aid them in designing the best practices to create the best coopetition environment that will help MSEs out of the low performance in profitability which is widespread in developing economies. 
1.5     The Scope of the Study 

The research targeted Arusha city which is located north of Tanzania, 1,380m above sea level, by the foot of Mount Meru. Geographically Arusha is at the heart of the East African region and is the headquarter of the East African Community. It is a booming metropolis in Tanzania, an East African country. The city serves as both the regional center of the Arusha Region and one of its seven districts. Additionally, it serves as a centre for both regional and continental administration. It gained city status in 2010, which resulted in an increase in its geographic borders from 93 to 208 Km2 (Yankson, 2021). Its population grew from 416,442 in 2012 to 617,631 in 2022 (Arusha-city, 2022).
The region’s weather is a blend of average annual temperatures ranging from 13oC to 25oC, with wet and dry seasons influenced by the eastern prevailing winds from the Indian Ocean, a couple of hundred miles East. Because of its suitable geographical location, its geological wealth, and good weather, Arusha is at the heart of the world’s large wild animal parks of Serengeti, Ngorongoro, Tarangire, Manyara, and Ngurdoto, tourism is widespread. It is home to extensive tourism industries including numerous safaris companies, attractive hotels, lodges and resorts, and handicrafts industries (Mato and Mosoma, 2022).
According to Africa-adventure (2022), it is estimated that as of 2021, the SMEs in handicrafts in Arusha city alone were 1,614 compared to about 2,021 handicraft SMEs in the whole region, making the city an appropriate location to make a study. The study area is located at the heart of the city with the 297 handicrafts MSEs, where the tourist mostly visits as they enter and exit the tourist attractions.
1.6     Limitations and Delimitations in this Study

In this study, the area was limited to the centre of the city. Although the high concentration of handicrafts MSEs is at the heart of the city, the study at the periphery of the city, especially along the tourism route would probably improve the quality of the results. Again, the study was done while the world was at the peak of the COVID-19 pandemic, and most MSEs were either shutting down or were running in survival mode ss. During this time of data collection, interaction was very difficult and data were gathered with lots of challenges as the phobia of COVID-19 spread was very high then.
Most of respondents (MSE owners/operators) would not understand the medium of communication (English) and in many cases, it was very difficult to translate a concept from English to Kiswahili. This might have affected the correctness of the responses. On top of that, it was difficult to gather the profitability data from the enterprises’ operators/owners, hence the proxies for profitability such as sustainability, growth in merchandising, and increase in the number of employees, were used.

The study was delimited to micro and small enterprises, so firms under study were carefully selected that would fulfil the MSE criteria. The focus was on enterprises that were organized in clusters and markets as it was easier to reach them and get consistent responses from the operators.
1.7     Organization of the Report
The first chapter deals with the background of the study, the statement of the research problem, research objectives, research questions, and the relevance of the study. The second chapter mainly deals with the conceptual definitions, theoretical analysis, empirical analysis of relevant studies, and the research gap. The conceptual and theoretical frameworks were established, and the statements of the hypotheses were made. The third chapter covers the research methodology that addressed matters related to research philosophy, design and methods, and the research strategies. It also covers the study area, sample framework, sampling design and procedures, variables, measuring process, and data management and analysis methods. 
Chapter four describes the analysis and findings of the study. These results of the analyses are presented based on the study objectives, hypotheses, and variables. Tables and graphs are used to present results. In this chapter, the validity and reliability of the testing instrument and the results are tested. The fifth chapter dealt with discussions on comparing and contrasting the literature with the results. In this chapter, the hypotheses were tested and discussed to develop new knowledge. This new knowledge that filled the identified gaps was presented and was compared with the previously held knowledge. The final chapter discussed significant findings, making conclusions, discussing implications, and recommendations for future research.
CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1     Overview
The section covers the definition of key concepts and theoretical and empirical literature reviews. The section also covers the applicable theories and their synthesis. The research gaps are identified, the study’s conceptual framework is developed, and the statements of hypotheses are formulated.
2.2      Conceptual Definitions
2.2.1   Coopetition
Czakon et al. (2014) define coopetition as “the simultaneous use of cooperation and competition to achieve better collective and individual results” (p.2). Coopetition is also defined as “a strategic and dynamic process in which economic actors jointly create value through cooperative interaction while they simultaneously compete to capture part of the value” (Bouncken et al., 2015, p.17).
Bengtsson and Kock (2014) define coopetition as “a paradoxical relationship between two or more actors, regardless of whether they are in horizontal or vertical relationships, simultaneously involved in cooperative and competitive interactions” (p.180). Horizontal coopetition is the one between direct competitors in the value chain with a similar knowledge base, whereas vertical coopetition is the one between indirect competitors in the value chain (Ornstein and Sandahl, 2015). According to Bengtsson et al. (2016), “coopetition is a paradox (and not simply a trade-off between cooperation and competition) that juxtaposes the contradicting dualities of cooperation and competition” (p.5).
This study combines concepts developed by Bengtsson and Kock (2014) and Bouncken et al. (2015). It defines coopetition as a paradoxical business relation between firms that create value through cooperative interaction while competing to capture part of the value.  
2.2.2   Duration of Coopetition
Cygler and Dębkowska (2015) describe the duration of coopetition as the period required to cause benefits and costs in a particular area of activities in the value chain. In this study, the duration of coopetition means the contractual period from when the competing firms enter into cooperation until when the cooperation contract expires. 
2.2.3   Generic Advertising
Jørgensen and Sigué (2015) define generic advertising as a marketing process aiming to enhance industry sales. According to Friedman and Friedman (1976), “the major goals of generic advertising are to enlarge an existing market, increase per capita consumption of the product and lengthen the product's life cycle” (p.2). Zheng et al. (2010) define generic advertising as the firms’ cooperative effort to disseminate information to the current or potential customers about the underlying characteristics of nearly homogenous products they produce. In this study, generic advertising is defined as marketing where the product category is promoted to enlarge an existing market and increase the per capita consumption of the product.
2.2.4   Handicrafts
Handicraft is defined as an artisan product exclusively handmade using hand tools either alone or with an enhancement of mechanical means (Tambwe, 2017). Yang et al. (2018) do not define handicrafts as products but as a skill or trade that involves practical art.
This study distinguishes handicrafts as the trade and handcrafts as products. It defines handicrafts as a field of commerce that involves the design, production, and sale of products that are exclusively handmade using hand tools alone or with an enhancement of mechanical means. 
2.2.5   Micro and Small Enterprise (MSE)

The definition of Micro and Small Enterprises (MSE) depends on the type of economy and the investment capital in various sectors of the economy (Dar et al.,  2017).  In Tanzania, MSEs are the two lowest levels in enterprise classification, and they belong to SMEs.  A firm is an MSE if it has less than 50 employees and capital investments of not more than TZS 200 Million (Mzomwe and Mutarubukwa, 2015). According to Muriithi (2017), an SME is a business with fewer than 250 employees.  Small enterprises may have fewer than 50 employees, and micro-enterprises have between 5 and 10 employees. More than half of enterprises in developing economy countries employ less than 100 people. 

2.2.6   Outbound Logistics
Outbound logistics is defined as the post-production process involving the transportation and warehousing of products to final users (Hoang and Nguyen, 2018).  Bowersox et al. (2002) assert that outbound logistics involves moving and placing the finished goods inventory in the supply chain. They noted that outbound logistics “is the process that creates value by the timing and positioning inventory; it is the combination of a firm's order management, inventory, transportation, warehousing, materials handling, and packaging as integrated throughout a facility network” (p.4).  This study adopted Hoang and Nguyen (2018). They defined outbound logistics as placing the products to the consumers and involving transportation and warehousing of the products in the supply chain. 
2.2.7   Profitability
Profitability is the organization’s ability to generate income and is defined as the firm’s operational efficiency and the productivity of capital employed (Nishanthini and Nimalathasan, 2014).  According to Alarussi and Alhaderi (2018), “profitability is defined as the earnings of a company that are generated from revenue after deducting all expenses incurred during a given period” (p.1). In this research, profitability means the organization’s ability to generate income and is defined as the firm’s operational efficiency and the productivity of capital employed.
2.2.8   Resource

The resource is defined as a natural, human, or manufactured object that assists in producing goods and services; it is also known as an agent of productivity or factor of production (McConnell et al., 2009). Resources can be classified into human resources, intellectual resources, organizational resources, informational resources, physical resources, financial resources, legal resources, and relational resources (Bhasin, 2019;  Seppänen, 2009). 
According to Bhasin (2019), among these resources, there are key ones, those that are vital to the company and help it build a value proposition in service to its consumers and deliver the product to them. These sorts of business resources are critical and necessary for the company's performance and success. The essential resources are based on tangible and intangible assets and can be classified as human resources, intellectual resources, financial resources, and physical resources. In this study a resource is a pool or supply of funds, stocks, personnel, and other assets that can be tapped by an organization to carry out its tasks successfully.
2.3      Theoretical Review
The study on the influence of horizontal coopetition on the profitability of handicraft MSEs targeted the competing firms that strategically cooperate among themselves to be powerful enough to be profitable by winning the market for their crafts. It, therefore, adopted the Theory of Coopetition (TOC), which explains the way the firms simultaneously compete and cooperate to improve joint and individual performance in profitability (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018). The Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) was also employed to explain how one firm that controls resources needed by another, exercises power over the dependent firm (Chiambaretto and Fernandez, 2016; Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978; Zacharia et al., 2019). The two theories helped in theoretically comprehending the coopetition variables that influenced the profitability of the MSEs, and they provided propositions for coming up with the study's conceptual framework.
2.3.1   The Theory of Coopetition (TOC) 
The TOC is thought to originate back in the 1980s when Raymond John Noorda first coined the coopetition concept. It was developed by Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1995)  from the game theory platform. Coopetition is built on the value proposition that cooperation is value creation, whereas competition is a value appropriation (Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996). It implies that the central theme in coopetition is the firms’ joint creation of value that can be captured by each firm along the course of business. 
As applied to business, the game theory emphasizes that the value captured in the business is not greater than the value created by individual firms. The firm's assessment of added value in the game is based on what the firm brought to others (Brandenburger and Nalebuff,1995). Game theory entails not only win-lose but also win-win relations. According to Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1995), win-win relations are more profitable, sustainable, and easy to implement because they have more potential for new opportunities and less resistance from competitors. Therefore the term “coopetition” was coined to encourage thinking about both competition and cooperation where opportunities of both win-lose and win-win are in focus when strategizing business. 
The value proposition of the coopetition is built on the value-net framework where players in the business are the suppliers, substitutors (traditionally called competitors), complementors, and customers (Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1995,1996). Complementors and competitors may be defined differently on either the supplier side or customer side of the value-net. According to Brandenburger and Nalebuff(1996), “a player is your complementor if customers value your product more when they have the other player’s products than when they have your products alone” (p.33), and “a player is your competitor if customers value your product less when they have the other player’s products than when they have your products alone” (p.33). On the customer side, the complementors and the competitors play interdependently to create large enough value to benefit all (Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996).
Notwithstanding the TOC foundation laid by Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1996), the development of the TOC placed competition and cooperation at different phases of production (Planko et al., 2019). Cooperation is thought to be a value creation that is happening away from the customers in the pre-production and production phases. At the same time, competition is value appropriation, which occurs close to the customers in the post-production phase (Planko et al., 2019). Bouncken et al. (2015) state: “cooperative behaviour is observed far away from the customer, activities closer to the customer are more competitive” (p.10). Therefore, the theoretical value creation and appropriation approach place competition and cooperation at different production phases. The placement of cooperation and competition at different production phases was one of the most significant weaknesses of the TOC at that stage.
Bengtsson and Kock (2000) had earlier reinforced Brandenburger and Nalebuff's (1996) view of coopetition by emphasizing that cooperation during the competition was viewed as coopetition. For cooperation and competition to operate simultaneously, Bengtsson and Kock suggested a typology where coopetition was considered as a continuum situation with the most vigorous competition and the most vigorous cooperation at the extreme opposite ends, and in between are varying degrees of competition and cooperation. Wu (2014) critiqued this typology as, according to him, it failed to explain coopetition since it did not “take account of the interactions involved in any coopetitive relationship” (p.2). 
Tidström and Rajala (2015) built on the continuum typology by suggesting that competition and cooperation can simultaneously happen even close to the customer during value appropriation's post-production phase.  They propose that the proper balance between competition and cooperation in either phase has the potential to achieve higher joint and firm performance. This view was in line with another typology of two parallel continuums, one for competition and the other for cooperation, where they co-occur in varying degrees and combinations (Bengtsson and Eriksson, 2010). This parallel continuums typology suggested a very opposed logic of competition and cooperation in inter-firm relations dynamics where their simultaneity creates a paradox (Bengtsson et al., 2016). 
During coopetition, firms can, among other things, access and better exploit the resources, achieve efficiency, acquire market power, and reach high profitability (Bouncken et al., 2015; Ritala, 2012).  Coopetition is, therefore, about focusing on the customers’ needs and seeing the players not as competitors alone but as complementors, co-value creators, and appropriators. In coopetition, the focus is on bringing in more customers to make more sales and, therefore, more profits. Coopetition is when cooperation with the competitor focuses on helping the customer to value the competing firm’s products more when the customer has the competitor’s products than when they have the competing firm’s products alone (Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996). 

The competition component of coopetition, if operating alone, may create contention that generates self-interest focus, mistrusts, and hostile intentions (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018) that are counterproductive to the interacting firms’ performance (Bengtsson and Raza-ullah, 2017). To mitigate this, inter-firm cooperative propensity is essential. On the other hand, if the cooperation component of coopetition is operating alone, it has some serious shortcomings like reduced flexibility in business, over-commitment of time and resources to the partner, and the inertia to change caused by being satisfied with the partnership (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018). Some levels of competition are vital to reduce this tendency. TOC asserts that it is competition and cooperation attributes that can uniquely interplay simultaneously to create a coopetition mechanism, making it the best strategic option and the most efficient way of the relationship between firms that can generate profitability among the players (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018; Le Roy and Czakon, 2016; Walley, 2007).

The concept of coopetition has four different constructs: the simultaneity of competition and cooperation occurrence, paradoxical nature of coopetition, value creation intention, and value appropriation goal (Bengtsson and Raza-ullah, 2017; Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018). These constructs yield two main variables: coopetition in value creation and profitability in value appropriation (Mufutau et al., 2021; Santoso et al., 2020). 
The outbound logistics, generic advertising, and duration of coopetition variables are value creation entities (Liberatore and Miller, 2016, Stoian and Gilman, 2017; Wineaster, 2017) that consist of independent variables. According to Hoang and Nguyen (2018), outbound logistics places the products to the consumers and involves transportation and warehousing of the products in the supply chain as the main components. Profitability is a dependent variable and is a value appropriation outcome (Bapuji et al., 2017).
To better achieve profitability in coopetition, TOC proposes a balance of power between the coopetitors. Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1996) claim that in any phase of the business cycle, the complementors and competitors play interchangeably to create large enough value to benefit all by bringing in more customers. According to Brandenburger and Nalebuff, “just a small shift in the number of customers …can make a big difference to the balance of power in the market” (p.115). Here comes the need to employ RDT. Resources interdependence is a variable in the RDT that determines the power balance between firms and influences how enterprises interact in coopetition.
2.3.2   The Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) 
The RDT proposes that an organizational performance depends on the firm’s ability to acquire and control critical resources from the external environment (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978) and control the firm’s products (Davis and Cobb, 2009). According to Frączkiewicz-Wronka and Szymaniec (2012), RDT explains how the mutuality and interdependence of the firms affect organizations’ operations. The RDT underscores the strategic resources management mechanisms employed by taking advantage of dependence and uncertainty inherent in a relationship to gain power (Jen-Yin et al., 2017). Its original form has the resources as the central independent construct, while interdependence and power possession are the dependent constructs (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978).

Casciaro and Piskorski (2005) critiqued the original theory as ambiguous since interdependence, which has contradictory components of power imbalance and mutual dependence, was considered a single construct. Power imbalance captures the power difference possessed by the related firms. At the same time, mutual dependence relates to the existence of the bilateral reliance in the relating firms, and these constructs oppose one another and can be analysed separately (Casciaro and Piskorski, 2005).

The RDT can be conceptualized as the way resources are exchanged and shared by actors and can be effectively used to gain the power to control the third-party actor for both value creation and appropriation.  The theory modified by Casciaro and Piskorski (2005) considers the bilateral exchange of resources for power through mutual dependence and power imbalance between two actors. The theory does not consider a situation where resource interdependence creates power in bilaterally related actors over the third-party actor to create value. 
The RDT examines bilateral resource exchange for power through mutual dependence and power imbalance between two players. The bilateral resource exchange in the context of coopetition, creates interdependence that confers power on the actors over a third-party actor. The former situation motivates the actors to enter into either competition, cooperation, or coopetition; in the latter case, the RDT conceptualises a way actors exchange and share resources and utilize them to obtain power that can be used to influence third-party actors (Casciaro and Piskorski, 2005).

Unequal power between the firms describes how firms react to power imbalances in interfirm relationships (Casciaro and Piskorski, 2005). When the firms are collaborating, there is unequal power between the actors (in our case MSEs) due to their interdependence and can range in degree of collaboration from a simply transactional connection to a long-term relationship built on mutual trust and commitment (Soontornthum et al., 2020).  The main cause of unequal power is the asymmetrical possession of needed resources necessary for existence and transactions in the business environment. In this respect, RDT, as propounded by Pfeffer and Salancik, and modified by Casciaro and Piskorski, can be used as a framework to study moderation mechanisms—moderation variable—in coopetition (van den Broek et al., 2018). 
The resource interdependence as a variable in RDT has a moderating effect on the coopetition. Coopetition turns out to be more cooperative if the firms' resources leverage power among the firms. According to Soontornthum et al.(2020) and McConnell et al. (2009), the resources may be in the form of goodwill, network and connectedness, knowledge and experience in business, the financial capacity to spend at will, crafts pattern ownership, means of operation (transportation and communication), and infrastructure. All these resources that give asymmetrical power over the coopeting firms moderate how they coopete in the business environment.

2.3.3   Synthesis of the Theories
Coopetition can happen in the pre-production, production or post-production phase of business. In each stage, the coopetition as a variable has components that determine the firm’s performance. The components of coopetition are outbound logistics (transportation and warehousing), generic advertising, and coopetition duration. In the context of this research, the coopetition takes place in the post-production phase of the business to improve profitability.
The propensity for the firms to coopete depends on the degree of interdependence between them. According to the RDT, interdependence is contingent on the mutual power between the firms that relies on the possession of resources needed by the coopeting firms for the third party (market). Resource interdependence is, therefore, the moderator of coopetition as it influences the ability of the MSE to deliver value to the customer through working with the competitor to reduce the downstream costs and achieve profitability. According to RDT, the firms are inclined to coopete depending on their affinity for resources from another. 
The firm’s ability to coopete with rival firms to acquire critical resources from each other and reduce transactional costs to the market increases its power over the market and influences its profitability (McConnell et al., 2009). The ability of an individual MSE to capture value in the market depends on the joint value creation achieved by coopetition with another MSE since proper and strategic resources combination creates more value than the sum of the values created by individual efforts in isolation. Coopetition gives power to each MSE over the market, according to the RDT. The associated cost reduction, timely delivery, and complete order fulfilment improve the power imbalance between the MSE and the market, which improves gain in the transaction with the customer and results in profitability.

2.4      Empirical Literature Review
Most handicrafts MSEs in developing economies are experiencing challenges related to a lack of support from the government and business development services providers, incompetent personnel, and competition from medium and larger enterprises within the industry (
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It is posited that the poor profitability of Tanzania’s  MSEs is aggravated by weak MSE power in the handicrafts market caused by poor internal organizations and an inappropriate combination of MSE resources and external help (Mori, 2015). MSE power in the market can be increased by well-strategized cooperation with the competitor over an extended period (Mzomwe and Mutarubukwa, 2015; 
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2.4.1   MSEs Coopetition and Profitability
Researchers on coopetition and firm performance have focused on either the impact of intra-firm coopetition on profitability (Bendig et al., 2018) or the impact of inter-firm coopetition on profitability in pre-production and production processes (Bouncken et al., 2018; Flanagan et al., 2018). The studies have not focused on the impact of inter-firm coopetition’s impact on profitability in post-production processes and the duration of coopetition on profitability. Previous inter-firm studies on coopetition in post-production processes have indicated mixed impacts on an individual firm’s profitability (Cygler et al., 2018;  Santamaria and Surroca, 2011; Un et al., 2010). 
Mira et al. (2016) investigated the inter-firm coopetition focusing on value creation and appropriation with customers in the real estate industry in France. The focus was on the multiple listing services (MLS), where an SME joined to share its listings with other agencies. The research was constructed from the MLS database, utilizing the ordinary least squares regression (OLS) model in data analysis.  The results indicated that horizontal coopetition strategies positively impacted a firm’s product profitability in the market and that the impact was more pronounced in large firms than in SMEs. 
Fredrich et al. (2019) researched the German industries' inter-firm coopetition in the context of performance in both Innovation (pre-production) and marketing (post-production). The sample size of 222 SMEs was selected through two-stage data collection from firms that participated in international trade fairs hosted in Germany in 2014 and 2015. Data analysis applied a fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) combined with necessary condition analysis (NCA). They reported that coopetition among SMEs improved performance in profitability through the achievement of “synergy from pooling market share, sales, loyalty, or brand awareness against other competitors in the market” (p.4) without focusing on specific areas of co-opetition. 
2.4.2   Outbound Logistics and Profitability 
Kwateng et al. (2014) studied the optimization of outbound logistics of Guinness Breweries Limited, a manufacturing company in Ghana, using the third-party logistics services provider’s consolidation and collaboration as a form of coopetition. They used questionnaires in the conveniently and purposively selected sample in research and employed descriptive statistics and a linear regression analysis model to check the efficiency and performance of key indicators. This study revealed that third-party employment in outbound logistics is not beneficial in cost reduction and in inducing profitability.
Liberatore and Miller (2016) surveyed and quantitatively analysed data from 247 low cost and low service provider companies in the USA to study the influence of outbound logistics on profitability. The study utilized linear regression and correlation analyses and one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). This study found that outbound logistics performance directly influenced the profitability of the handicraft firms - among other firms under this study. Total transportation and warehouse costs together form the largest component of outbound logistics that should well be managed to realize profitability.

Hoang and Nguyen (2018) surveyed 100 firms to study the influence of logistics costs on profitability in the textile industry in Da Nang city, Viet Nam, using multiple regression analysis. This study indicated a positive relationship between logistics service and firm financial performance and showed that logistics costs were among the main factors influencing the firm’s profitability. 
2.4.3   Generic Advertising and Profitability

There are scanty studies on how coopetition in generic advertising influences SMEs’ profitability or other performance indicators (Prijadi and Desiana, 2017). Lindström and Polsa (2015)  studied SMEs in the information technology sector in Finland, intending to explore the coopetition success factors and outcomes. They used a case study with a semi-structured interview and qualitatively data analysis.  The results showed that the firm’s performance was linked to the advertisement that competing firms collaboratively did.  

Williams and Capps (2020) applied single-equation regression analysis to study the impact of generic promotion of sorghum in the USA market using data from the United Sorghum Checkoff Program (2008–2017), the U.S department of agriculture data of 2017, and the Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. Williams and Capps concluded that generic advertising positively impacted profitability by reducing the price elasticity of the advertised sorghum by adjusting the price.

2.4.4   Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and Profitability
Cygler et al. (2018) studied the relationship between the duration of collaboration as an aspect that influences coopetition, in the specific area of operation and the benefit and the cost of the collaboration. The study selected and analysed about 210 high-tech firms in Poland after declaring the degree of coopetition. The study indicated that the duration of collaboration influences profitability because coopetition is based on trust, the uncertainty of the future, and conflicting tendencies of the partners. Trust is based on three time-driven elements: calculation, understanding between each partner, and identification in the relationship expressed by the firm’s involvement in the relationship. Uncertainty of what the future brings in business forces the firms into cooperation. The degree of conflicting interests in the relationship dictates if the collaboration is short-term or not  (Cygler et al., 2018).

According to Beata (2012), the element of time in the relationship is necessary to generate the value within the particular value-chain area. This relationship is traditionally termed a strategic alliance, a specific form of coopetition. Cygler et al. (2018) assert that strategic alliances are usually unstable and temporary arrangements since the tension intrinsic in the cooperation makes most cooperating firms terminate the partnership earlier than expected so long as the cooperating firms have achieved some benefits. The tension within the cooperation is the function of time and negatively affects the performance in the profitability of the involved firms Cygler et al. (2018). 

Formalization of collaboration contracts and flexibility must be observed to secure long-term cooperation, Cygler et al. (2018). The formalization of the coopetition relationship effectively secures a long-term cooperative relationship because of the trust and comfort between the parties. The cooperation flexibility within the involved firms is their ability to adapt to the changing structural arrangement within the collaboration by smoothly adjusting themselves to the changing market landscapes.

The study on the effect of coopetition duration on a firm’s profitability was so far done in Poland within the high technology sector, between large and medium firms, using qualitative analysis methods (Cygler et al., 2018). It concluded that the duration of the coopetitive relationship in particular areas of the firm’s activities is related to the type of benefits to the coopeting partners. Extant studies (Gomes-casseres, 1997) have indicated that when small and large firms collaborate, the small one tends to embrace long-term relationships more than the large firm. The small firm does so to increase its reputation, overcome liabilities related to resources investment, and increase its security in the market.  

Coopetition in the handicraft industry in developing countries attracted little attention. No empirical studies have been done to find out how the duration factor of coopetition impacts the profitability of MSEs that are relatively equal-sized. As research in the relationship between coopetition and firm performance intensifies (Bouncken et al., 2019), the duration of coopetition at the levels of MSEs needs to extensively be researched. There is a need for more empirical data from industry-specific cases like handicrafts to vindicate the results from this study since it will add more understanding and knowledge to the coopetition theory.

Cygler et al. (2018) studied the viability of coopetition as a strategy for a firm’s sustainable development and the relationship between the duration of coopetition and benefits in sales and logistics. Cygler’s research employed a combination of methods that include correlation analysis of qualitative variables, a chi-square test, multi-table analysis, multidimensional correspondence analysis, and association rules. The results indicated that coopetition was a viable strategy for the firm to develop sustainably. Induced firm’s profitability increases with the increased duration of coopetition in sales, distribution, and logistics activities between coopeting firms.
2.4.5   Resources Interdependence and Coopetition
Fredrich et al. (2019) studied interdependence between coopeting enterprises and slack resources as antecedents of coopetition. The antecedent of coopetition is an area that lacks pieces of literature and field findings. Fredrich’s study used an online survey technology method and focused on hi-tech enterprises from 14 European industrialized economies, encompassing various industries. The research was qualitative, employing fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis. The findings from the investigation by Fredrich et al. (2019) revealed that “absorptive learning capacity is a necessary condition of interfirm learning, while organizational slack resources and interdependence between firms are an important additional condition” (p.1).

Chai et al. (2019) conducted a study during two international technology trade fairs in Hannover, Germany. The study's goal was to look at the antecedents and drivers of coopetition, and one of the antecedents was resource interdependence. Chai et al used multiple linear regression (MLR) model to quantify the effect of resource interdependence between business partners and vertical coopetition in 138 hi-tech industries. The findings suggest that inter-firm interdependence has a favourable impact on the amount of interfirm cooperation.

Another study was done by Klimas et al. (2021) to investigate the coopetition entry factors. The study identified both external and internal factors of coopetition. The external factors were mainly related to the technology-related pressures such as technology convergence, short product life cycle, high costs in research and development (R&D), multinational competition intensity, and the associated manufacturing costs. The internal factors of coopetition included the increased market sizes, the efficiencies in resource utilization, and the firms' capacities, knowledge, and experience. The study used the resources-based view in analysing the resources' interdependence as one of the key internal factors. The target firms were again hi-tech companies in Poland, and 402 firms were used in this study, employing regression analysis, necessary condition analysis (NCA), and bottleneck analysis. Several conclusions were drawn in this study, one of which is that “resources slack is a critical factor if absent firms will be unable to benefit from coopetition” (p.8).
2.4.6   Variables for the Study

The study focuses on the profitability as the dependent variable while resource interdependence is a moderating variable. The independent variables are coopetition in transportation (outbound logistics), coopetition in warehousing (outbound logistics), coopetition in generic advertising, and duration of coopetition (Stoian and Gilman, 2017; Wineaster, 2017). According to  Liberatore and Miller (2016), the main components of outbound logistics are transportation and warehousing; so the MSEs coopete in outbound logistics (transportation and warehousing) and generic advertising  (Donovan et al., 2017; Schmitz, 2015) to achieve profitability of each.  
Another variable that influences the profitability of the MSEs is the duration of coopetition between the firms. Cygler et al. (2018) state that the duration of coopetition in particular areas of the firm’s activities is related to the type of benefits to the coopeting partners, including profitability. From the theory of coopetition and resources dependence theory, the resource interdependence between the MSEs moderates coopetition activities. The moderator will determine the degree and direction of coopetition that creates enough value that each MSE can appropriate enough of it to be profitable. Appendix 2 summarises the empirical literature review detailing the authors involved, the objectives of the studies, the analysis methods, and the main findings.

2.5     Hypotheses Development

The literature reviews helped develop the conceptual framework that illustrates the predicted relationships between an independent and dependent variable. Then the conceptual framework was used to develop the research hypotheses in this study. The following are the proposed hypotheses for this study.
2.5.1   Hypotheses One (H1) and Two (H2)
Bouncken et al. (2015) and  Ritala (2012) indicated that during coopetition, firms could access and better exploit the resources to improve efficiency, acquire market, and reach high profitability by bringing in more customers, making more sales, and therefore more profits. According to Liberatore and Miller (2016), one area that improves profitability is managing outbound logistics competently and that total transportation and warehouse costs together form the most significant component of outbound logistics that should well be managed to realize profitability. 
Literature review showed that the coopetition mechanism is one of the best strategic options and the most efficient way of the relationship between firms that can create profitability among the players (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018; Le Roy and Czakon, 2016; Walley, 2007). This proposition is tested in this study through the following hypotheses:

H1: Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in transportation positively influences the MSE’s profitability.

H2: Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in the warehousing of goods positively influences the MSE’s profitability.

2.5.2   Hypothesis Three (H3) 

The study that Lindström and Polsa (2015)  did on SMEs showed that the firm’s profitability was linked to the advertisement that competing firms collaboratively did. Williams and Capps (2020) studied the impact of generic promotion on market performance. They concluded that generic advertising positively impacted profitability by reducing the price elasticity of the advertised sorghum by adjusting the price. Studies exploring the influence of generic advertising on profitability are scanty (Prijadi and Desiana, 2017), so more validation was one of the objectives of this study. 
So, the associated hypothesis is: 

  H3: Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in generic advertising positively influences the MSE’s profitability.

2.5.3   Hypothesis Four (H4) 

According to Beata (2012), the duration of collaboration is necessary to generate the value within the particular value-chain area that is important in profit-making during value appropriation. Although Cygler et al. (2018) assert that collaborations are usually unstable and temporary arrangements still, duration is seen as impacting the collaboration, which eventually influences profitability. 

The study's objective was to assess the influence of the duration of coopetition on the profitability of an MSEs. The influence of the duration of collaboration on profitability was done in relatively small and medium firms, and no studies are so far done in MSEs that are relatively equal-sized. The tested hypothesis was:

H4: The duration of MSEs’ coopetition positively influences the MSE’s profitability.
2.5.4   Hypotheses five (H5), Six (H6), Seven (H7), and Eight (H8)

Chai et al. (2019) and Fredrich et al. (2019) studied the antecedents and drivers of coopetition. One of the antecedents was resource interdependence. Resource interdependence as a variable in RDT is thought to have a moderating effect on the coopetition. Coopetition turns out to be more cooperative if the firms' resources leverage power among the firms. Various resources give asymmetrical control over the coopeting firms and moderate how they coopete in the business environment (Soontornthum et al., 2020). Chai et al. (2019) suggest that inter-firm interdependence has a favourable impact on the amount of inter-firm cooperation. This moderation effect was to be validated in this study, so the following hypotheses were developed:

H5: The influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in transportation on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.
H6: The influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in the warehousing of goods on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.
H7: The influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in generic advertising on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.
H8: The influence of the duration of MSEs’ coopetition on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.
2.6     Research Gaps Identification

Coopetition is a relatively novel notion in business, and its theoretical foundation is still in its initial stages (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018; Cygler et al., 2018). Coopetition has not attracted much attention in Africa and other developing countries. According to  Jámbor (2018), about 58% of coopetition studies were done in Europe,  24% in the United States, 17% in Asia, and less than 2% in Australia and Africa. This study addressed this contextual gap by adding a coopetition study in Africa, particularly Tanzania. 

Most research on SME coopetition focused either on vertical coopetition  (Lechner et al., 2016) or between asymmetric enterprises (Jakobsen, 2019). According to Lechner et al. (2016), there is a scarcity of study findings that explain the link between horizontal cooperation and SMEs' commercial profitability. Those few studies on horizontal coopetition focused on coopetition between medium and large firms  (Bouncken et al., 2018), not in MSEs. Furthermore, in the extensive review of coopetition by Bouncken et al. (2015), coopetition in the handicraft industry was not given due attention as a sector-specific economic endeavour. This study also addressed these knowledge gaps by delving into the MSE in the handicraft industry to add knowledge to coopetition. 
Brekalo, Albers, and Delfmann (2013) have shown that studies in coopetition among SMEs in supply chain management have concentrated on activities in the pre-production and production phases, while there are insufficient studies on activities in the post-production phase concerning SMEs’ performance. According to van den Broek et al. (2018), when businesses cooperate, the actors' reliance on one another for resources results in an imbalance of power. Resource interdependence in this situation leads to the development of coopetition's moderating mechanisms. However, there aren't many research that look at how resource interdependence affects coopetition. This research focused on coopetition in post-production activities, the effect of duration of coopetition on profitability, and the moderating effect of resource interdependence on coopetition to address this knowledge gap. 

The Game theory, resource-based views, network method, and resources dependence theory were the primary theoretical frameworks used in prior investigations of coopetition (Bengtsson and Kock, 2014; Lechner et al. (2016). The theory of coopetition has never been used as the major theoretical framework in a study on coopetition and company profitability. The theory of coopetition evolved from the value proposition concept, which considered business as value creation and appropriation endeavours. Value creation was thought to occur away from consumers, whereas value appropriation, which was thought to occur closer to customers, happened during the post-production phase (Bengtsson and Kock, 2000; Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1996). As a result, the value proposition theoretical approach positions competition and cooperation at distinct stages of the business process. This conclusion was one of the  most serious flaws in the theory of coopetition.

To remedy this flaw,  Bengtsson and Kock (2000) proposed a typology in which coopetition was understood as a continuum condition with the fiercest competition and the most vigorous cooperation at the extreme opposing ends and varying degrees of competition and cooperation between them. This typology was criticized by Wu (2014) because it failed to explain coopetition since it did not "take account of the dynamics involved in any coopetitive relationship" (p.2). This viewpoint was reinforced by Tidström and Rajala (2015), who claimed that striking the right balance between competition and cooperation in either phase can improve joint and firm performance. This viewpoint was consistent with another two-parallel typology.

The validation of these theoretical approaches was mainly carried out in medium and large companies in developed nations and none in MSEs in emerging economies, preventing the theory from been generalizable. The validation of these theoretical approaches concentrated on pre-production and production stages rather than in the post-production phase of business. The findings from this study add to the theory of coopetition by empirically validating the coopetition preposition reached by Bengtsson et al. (2016), Tidström and Rajala (2015), and Wu (2014) that competition and cooperation may occur even near to the customer during the value appropriation phase of business.

2.7     Conceptual Framework

This research developed a conceptual framework (Figure 2.1) from the literature review. From the framework, a set of hypotheses were developed to support the proposition that horizontal cooperation influences the profitability of micro and small enterprises.
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework of Coopetition and Profitability
Source: Based on the literature review in this study (2020)
The framework was constructed from the Theory of coopetition (TOC) and the Resources Dependence Theory (RDT).
CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1     Overview
In this study, the research methodologies were particularly selected to address the study objectives relating to the influence of horizontal coopetition on the profitability of micro and small enterprises. The study area, the research population, the sampling design and procedures, variables and measuring procedures, data collection methods, data processing, and analysis are all explained in this section. The chapter covers the research strategy, where research philosophy, design, and methods are presented.
3.2      Research Philosophy
Research philosophy refers to “the set of beliefs concerning the nature of the reality being investigated” (Chege and Otieno, 2020, p36). It is a perception that is based on the laid down and shared assumptions or concepts, values, and practices. While there are several research philosophies, this research will embrace the positivism philosophy since it entails working with observable social reality with the end product that can be law-like generalizations similar to those in the physical and natural sciences (Ryan, 2018). According to Rahman (2016), the variables under test in positivism philosophy must be objective, particular, and quantitatively measured and analysed to test the related hypotheses. Coopetition and profitability concepts are central concepts in this study in line with positivism philosophy since they are objective, particular, and observable social reality. This study embraced objective epistemology, where knowledge was gained through logical reasoning and quantitative analysis to test the proposed hypotheses.
3.3      Research Strategies
According to Malhotra (2017), “The research strategy…includes elements of data collection and interpretation and emerges from both the research purpose and question” (p.1).  It is a step-by-step plan of activities that directs and aligns the researcher’s thoughts and actions to perform the research on schedule and achieve quality results systematically. 

Since this research aimed at finding the influence of horizontal coopetition on the profitability and the influence of coopetition duration on profitability, it adopted the explanatory research design. “The prime objective of explanatory research is to identify issues and key variables in a given research problem. This approach is much relevant to quantitative study” (Rahi, 2017, p.2). Quantitative data analysis and the deductive approach were used in data analysis, discussion, and conclusion using descriptive and inferential statistics (Rahman, 2016; Richardson, 2012; Saunders et al., 2009). Carefully selected cases were studied where questionnaires collected primary data.
3.3.1   Survey Population
As of 2021, Arusha city had 1,614 registered handicraft SMEs while the whole region had registered 2,021 (Africa-adventure, 2022). The city centre where the study was conducted had 297 registered handicraft MSEs and is the area of the city where most tourists stop as they enter and depart the tourist attractions. The MSEs are distributed in clusters and markets as in Table 3.1. Appendix 3 indicates the MSE distribution in each market within a cluster.
Table 3.1: Handicraft Markets in Arusha City Centre
	Cluster Type
	Cluster 1
Open Markets 
	Cluster 2
Curio Shops
	Cluster 3
Hotels Duty-Free Shops
	Total

	Number of Mkts
	13
	22
	10
	45

	Number of MSEs
	94
	143
	60
	N = 297


Source: CHAMASATA (2019) 
3.3.2   Area of Research
The handicraft industry is mainly related to tourism (Mkenda and Aikaeli, 2019). Since most handicraft sales centres for tourists are concentrated in the city centre, the study was conducted in Arusha city centre. Arusha was purposely chosen since it is one of the hubs of tourism in Tanzania and a key hub in the northern tourism circuit (Charles, 2019). It is also one of the main areas where the handicraft industry is flourishing. 
3.4      Sampling Design and Procedure
3.4.1   Sampling Size

The MSEs are located in three heterogeneous and non-overlapping clusters. Each cluster has several markets containing several MSEs, so a random and stratified sampling technique was employed (Taherdoost, 2020). The sample size was arrived at by Yamane’s formula that factors in the confidence level of 95% (the significance level = 0.05) for the maximum variability in a population (Uakarn et al., 2021). The sample size, n, was calculated as: 
[image: image3.emf]
Where, the population size (N) = 297, at sampling error, e = 5% (or 0.05), 
Yamane’s formula gives us 

[image: image6.emf]
 = 175

Based on Yamane’s formula, the sample size was 175, so 175 questionnaires were distributed in the field for data collection. Each cluster was sampled in proportion to its contribution to the MSE population. If nj is the sample size of the cluster, j, with population Nj, (j=1, 2, 3) where N1 = 94 (Number of MSEs in Open Market), N2 = 143 (Number of MSEs in Curio Shops), N3 = 60 (Number of MSEs in Hotels Duty-Free Shops). 
Then, nj = [image: image8.emf] Nj.
Since the sample size, n = 175 (calculated by Yamane’s formula), and the population size, N = 297, then nj = [image: image10.emf]Nj. Table 3.2 is the sample size for each cluster. 
Table 3.2: Sample Size for Each Cluster
	
	Cluster 1

Open Markets 
	Cluster 2

Curio Shops
	Cluster 3

Hotels Duty-Free Shops
	Total

	1
	Total Markets
	13
	22
	10
	45

	2
	Total MSEs (Nj)
	94
	143
	60
	N=297

	3
	Sample Size (nj)
	55
	84
	36
	n=175


Source: Summary of sampling from CHAMASATA data (2019)

3.4.2   Sampling Technique

Each market in the cluster contributed to the sample in the cluster in proportion to its relative number of MSEs in it. The Number of MSEs (Njp) in each market is tabulated in Appendix 3. Since nj is the sample size of the cluster, j, and Nj is population size in that cluster, while Njp is the number of MSEs in the market p in cluster j (j = 1, 2, 3; p = 1, 2, 3, …, 22) then, the number of sampled MSE in the market, njp, are tabulated in Appendix 4, and were computed from the general formula: njp = [image: image12.emf]. In each market, the MSE was picked by a simple random sampling using the numbered raffle papers. For different clusters, the computation was based on the following values (Table 3.3).
Table 3.3: Computation of MSE Samples by Market Contribution in Clusters
	
	j
	P
	Nj
	nj
	Njp
	njp*

	Cluster 1
	1
	1, 2, 3, …, 13
	94
	55
	(Appendix 4)
	n1p = N1p[image: image14.emf]

	Cluster 2
	2
	1, 2, 3, …, 22
	143
	84
	
	n2p = N2p[image: image16.emf]

	Cluster 3
	3
	1, 2, 3, …, 10
	60
	35
	
	n3p = N3p[image: image18.emf]


* njp = [image: image20.emf] - The values are tabulated in Appendix 4
Source: Computation summary from Table 3.2 (2019)

3.5      Methods of Data Collection

Primary data collection employed questionnaires in the form of schedules, using enumerators trained for this purpose. The collection of primary data permitted the overcoming of problems associated with secondary data (Mooi et al., 2017). The questionnaire consisted of close-ended questions, which, according to (Creswell, 2016), the respondents easily responded to the simple questions and statements. The questionnaire was divided into two sections: the first had general information questions, and the second contained various assertions for respondents.
The questions using a 5-point Likert scale that moves from a weak endorsement of the item (represented by 1) to a strong endorsement of the item (represented by 5) consisted of most questions in the questionnaire. The 5-point Likert scale was embraced as it was assumed that the respondents were moderately motivated. 
The scale was relatively easy to understand, and it permitted the chances of increased measurement precision (Beglar and Nemoto, 2014; Simms et al., 2019). Most of the responses only required the tick mark or entry of a few details. The general questions section attempted to capture the respondents' demographic and background information featured in the study sample. 
The numbers were used as labels to help identify and categorize the subjects. Thus, the nominal scale was utilized to measure demographic data, allowing for the assignment of quantities of occurrences within certain variables. Questions in key areas of this questionnaire were adopted from questions developed by Abiodun (2011), Anil Vashisht (2013), Bouncken and Fredrich (2012),  Ritala (2012), and (Soontornthum et al., 2020), and customised to suit this research’s context. Appendix 5 indicated the list of questions used by different authors and customised to fit the context of this study.
The secondary data helped to acquire information in the literature review, establish the research gaps, and give descriptive nature of the MSEs. They were searched on the internet, especially journals, books, and articles extracted from networks such as Google Scholar researchgate.net, elsevier.com, and emeraldinsight.com.  The search words used included advertisement, co-opetition, generic advertisement, handicraft, outbound logistics, performance, profitability, resources dependence theory, SME, transportation, warehousing, collaboration duration, alone, and different combinations.
3.6      Variables and Measurement Procedures
The independent variables were the horizontal coopetition in transportation, warehousing, generic advertising, and duration of coopetition; while the dependent variable was the profitability of the MSE. Appendix 1 consists of the 5-point Likert scale questionnaire questions.  Appendix 5 summarises the list of variables from both empirical and theoretical literature reviews and their operationalization.
3.7      Data Processing and Analysis
This study was based on the assumption that there is a linear relationship between independent and dependent variables. Therefore, the collected data were organised in tabular form and summarised by finding the measures of dispersion and central tendencies. The IBM-SPSS Statistics 23 software was used for analysis since it could be employed to model complex data, perform multiple analyses, and is more robust in statistical analyses than other software (Arkkelin, 2014). The preliminary task was data cleaning for outliers through winsorization, where outliers were replaced with either the largest or second smallest value in the observation (Kwak and Kim, 2017). Complete case analysis was used to manage missing data since the sample size is well above 30 (Kang, 2013; Kwak and Kim, 2017). The parametric tests were employed since the sampled data were from the population that follows a Gaussian distribution, the sample size was large enough, and the associated tests were powerful.
3.7.1   Descriptive Data Analysis

According to Cooksey (2020), descriptive statistical procedures facilitate summarising and describing data from the research. The clusters and MSEs’ sizes, categories of the products sold, markets served, and MSEs’ ages were descriptively analysed to get insight into the handicraft MSEs. Both univariate and cross-tabulations analyses were employed to summarise the data from the field for ease of interpretation. This information helped to provide the picture of a sample under study to facilitate the discussion of the research findings. Therefore, in the descriptive data analysis, frequencies, percentages, and measures of the central tendencies and dispersions of the data were calculated to explore the distribution of various characteristics and profiles of the data.
3.7.2   Inferential Statistical Analysis
Kern (2013) defines inferential statistics as a method that “attempts to create conclusions that reach beyond the data observed. It satisfies specific questions raised before the study” (p.3). In inferential statistics, statistics are computed to generalize the findings from the studied sample to find out the parameters for the targeted population and to find out the relationship among the variables.

In this study, the multiple independent and dependent variables were treated as the interval in the 5-point Likert scaled data, so the multiple linear regression (MLR) model was employed (Allua and Thompson, 2009). It was evident from the literature that Likert scale data could be analysed, as interval data, by using either the sum or average of the items to run the MLR without violating the MLR assumptions (Huiping and Leung, 2017). The averages of the Likert scale data for each variable were computed and used in the analysis. The MLR was used to test how profitability was influenced by the duration of the coopetition and coopetition in transportation, warehousing, and generic advertising.  The same MLR model was used to test how resource interdependence moderated the influence.
The MLR analysis model used to test the existence of the relationship among the variables had the following general structure: 
Additive MLR Model: Y= 0 + 1.X1 + 2.X2 + 3.X3 +4.X4 
Moderated MLR Model: Y= 0 + 1.X1 + 2.X2 + 3.X3 +4.X4 + 5.M +∑iXiM 
Where: 
Y – The dependent variable – Profitability. 
Xi – The independent variables: (X1 = Transportation, X2 = Warehousing, and X3 = Generic Advertising, X4 = Duration of Co-opetition)

M – Interactive Moderator
∑XiM – The summation of the moderated independent variables (I = 1, 2, 3, and 4)

1, 2, 3, 4, 5 I – The regression coefficients measuring changes in the dependent variable, Y, with a unit change in independent variables X1, X2, X3, X4, and M respectively (i = 6,7,8,9).
0  – The Profitability when coopetition is zero.
(Kenny, 2018;  McClelland et al., 2017; Mira et al., 2016; 
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Partial and full regression and correlation analyses were carried out to assess the amount, direction, and significance of influence the independent variables Xi had on the dependent variable, Y. In the regression analysis, the standardised values of the coefficients of the independent variables were computed. They determined the contribution each independent variable had on the dependent variable. The correlation coefficient of determination (R2) for each independent variable was calculated in correlation analysis. The value of R2 indicated the percentage of the variation of Y that was explained by changes in the independent variables, Xi, and the associated degrees of significance.
3.7.3   Multiple Linear Regression Assumptions
When running a Multiple Linear Regression analysis, data were checked to ensure reliability and validity. These conditions constituted the main multiple linear regression assumptions. The assumptions that were checked were linearity of the dependent variable with each independent variable, the normality of variable distributions of residues, no multi-collinearity assumption, and homoscedasticity of the variances of error terms (Daoud, 2017; Hox and Maas, 2005; Osborne and Waters, 2002
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3.7.3.1 Linearity Assumption
According to Williams et al. (2013), the linearity test is done between the dependent and independent variables. If the linearity assumption is violated, the regression analysis results underestimate or overestimate the true relationship, increasing the chances of committing error types II and I, respectively, of the independent variables (Osborne and Waters, 2002). This test checked linearity between the dependent and each independent variable and the independent variables collectively. Linearity was done through partial regression and correlation analyses, and partial regression and correlation tables were product to assess the coefficients of the independent variable for existence of the best fit line,  and the Pearson’s correlation coefficient (R)  for strength of the relationship (StatisticsSolutions, 2016). 
3.7.3.2 Normality Test
A normality test in the multiple linear regression analysis requires that the residuals of the regression or the errors between observed and predicted values be normally distributed. This assumption was checked by analysing the Q-Q plots and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness of fit test on the studentized residuals. The decision criterion was that the closer the dots lie to the diagonal line, the closer to normal the residuals were distributed. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness of fit test checked the normality test of significance values (sig. value test whether p < .05 or not). 
3.7.3.3 Multicollinearity
Multicollinearity exists when two or more independent variables in the regression model are highly correlated. No multicollinearity assumption is that there is no near-line dependence between independent variables (Daoud, 2017). The generated correlation tables showed the R values less than 0.80. A more formal check of multicollinearity was by checking variance inflation factor (VIF) and tolerance statistics. For the assumption to be met, VIF scores well below 10 and tolerance scores above 0.2 were the deciding criteria  (Hair et al., 2013; McClelland et al., 2017).
The collinearity diagnostics were done for the paired independent variable to check the Eigenvalues in assessing how close to zero they were. Although closeness to zero is a sign of collinearity (McClelland et al., 2017), this was counterchecked by the Condition Index values for all the independent variables. The deciding criterion was that if the values were greater than 15, there was a problem of Multicollinearity. At the same time, if the value was above 30, then there was a sign that the Multicollinearity was very strong (McClelland et al., 2017). The analysis also gave the variance of each regression coefficient under each independent variable, distributed to the different eigenvalues. The literature indicates that Multicollinearity is inherent in the independent variables if the eigenvalues are greater than .90 (Hair et al., 2013). The results for collinearity tests are in section 4.5.1.
3.7.3.4 Homoscedasticity
The homoscedasticity of the variances of error terms means the equality of the variances of error terms across the values of the independent variables (Hox and Maas, 2005). If the variance of errors differs at different values, then there is heteroscedasticity and the higher it is, the higher the effect on significant tests leading to distortion of findings. The plot of the standardized values that the model would predict versus the standardized residual values obtained was done. Then the assessment of its scatter plot of the dots along the x-axis was done. The visual spread of the standardised predicted values against the standardized residual values would not conclusively give the final picture of how significant the homoscedasticity was. So Breusch-Pagan test of heteroscedasticity was deployed since, according to Halunga et al. (2017), the  Breusch-Pagan test for heteroscedasticity is both strong and reliable. The results are displayed in section 4.5.1. 
3.7.4   Validity and Reliability of Research Instrument
According to Heale and Twycross (2015), quality research is the one where the study's rigour is observed. “Rigour refers to the extent to which the researchers worked to enhance the quality of the studies” (p.1). In quantitative research, the assessment of the study's rigour requires testing the validity and reliability of the research instrument (Heale and Twycross, 2015).
3.7.4.1 The Validity 

In a quantitative study, researched data and tests are valid by assessing the extent to which a concept is accurately measured (Heale and Twycross, 2015). Measurement accuracy is primarily affected by the instrument’s ability to measure what it is supposed to measure.  
Heale and Twycross (2015) outline three different kinds of validity that some scholars usually use to ensure validity in their studies (Table 3.4). These are content validity, construct validity and criterion validity.
Table 3.4: Types of Validity
	Type of validity
	Description

	Content validity


	The extent to which a research instrument accurately measures all aspects of a construct

	Construct validity


	The extent to which a research instrument (or tool) measures the intended construct

	 Criterion validity


	The extent to which a research instrument is related to other instruments that measure the same variables


Source: Heale and Twycross (2015)
3.7.4.1.1 Content Validity 
Content validity of the data is “the extent to which a research instrument accurately measures all aspects of a construct” (Heale and Twycross, 2015, p.1). It shows to other researchers whether the research instrument measured what it says it did. 

A pilot study of the survey instrument was conducted to ensure that the items in the questionnaire accurately reflect the theoretical area of the variables and constructs it asserts to measure. The pilot study was done notwithstanding that most of the questions were tested in other studies. The pilot study sample size of 30 participants was used to identify challenges that would be encountered by the participants in the research when using the instrument. According to Perneger et al. (2015), the sample size between 10 and 40 is sufficient within the constraint of time and cost.  In this pilot study, sample participants did not partake in the study in the main research. The results of this pilot study helped to adjust the questionnaire, remove some ambiguities that were inherent in the administered questionnaire and do a better translation into Kiswahili, as it was evident that 22 (or 73.3%) of participants out of 30 that partook in the pilot study could not understand well English questions.
3.7.4.1.2 Construct Validity

According to  Heale and Twycross (2015), construct validity tests “the extent to which a research instrument measures the intended construct” (p.1). Construct validity tries to show if the result from the study is related to the very construct that it is trying to measure. 
The instrument must demonstrate three types of evidence of construct validity:  homogeneity, convergence, and theory evidence (Table 3.5). The validity test was conducted on each question of the research instrument (the questionnaire) during the pilot study and after the main data collection. The Pearson Product moment correlation was used by comparing it with the total scores in each question. The inspection of the significance value was done to either retain the valid questions or remove the invalid questions.
Table 3.5: Construct Validity

	Type of Evidence   
	Description of Construct Validity

	Homogeneity
	The instrument measures one construct.

	Convergence
	This occurs when the instrument measures concepts similar to that of other instruments. 

Although if there are no similar instruments available, this will not be possible to do.

	Theory Evidence
	It is evident when behaviour is similar to theoretical propositions of the construct measured in the instrument


Source: Heale and Twycross (2015)
The decision criteria were based on the significance values and the product-moment correlation (Section 4.4.1).
3.7.4.1.4 The Reliability
According to Heale and Twycross (2015), “reliability relates to the consistency of a measure” (p.1). It is impossible to accurately calculate a number corresponding to a certain degree of reliability, but it can be estimated. In normal practice reliability is tested through attributes such as homogeneity (internal consistency), stability, and equivalence, as described in Table 3.6. All these attributes were collectively checked analytically through Cronbach's alpha test of Homogeneity.
Table 3.6: Attributes of Reliability
	Attributes 
	Description

	Homogeneity (or

internal consistency)
	The extent to which all the items on a scale measure one construct 

	Stability 
	The consistency of results using an instrument with repeated

testing 

	Equivalence
	Consistency among responses of multiple users of an instrument,

or among alternate forms of an instrument


Source: Heale and Twycross (2015)
The Cronbach's Alpha test was used to explore the level of reliability of all the constructs whereby the testing criterion of α ≥ 0.7 indicates a high level of internal consistency (Bolarinwa, 2015; Heale and Twycross, 2015). Results for this are in Section 4.4.1.
3.7.5   Ethical Issue
In cognisance of the ethical issue in this study, a research clearance letter (Appendix 6) was obtained from the Open University of Tanzania granting permission to undertake data collection. Each respondent was briefed on the study’s purpose, their rights, and protection. Respondents were requested to participate voluntarily. Since the data collected are exclusively used for academic research, the confidentiality of the respondents was highly observed. Enumerators ensured that the respondents understood the purpose and the usefulness of the research and that the study's success would fulfil the academic work requirements of the university and significantly contribute towards improving MSEs' business in handicrafts through collaborating with their competitors. 

The respondents were not required to indicate their business names, their addresses or any piece of information that would reveal their identities to ensure confidentiality of the conduct and the results of the research. Notwithstanding the no-disclosure of the respondents’ identity, the respondents, their colleagues and the customers that were met in shops during the data collection were treated with respect, dignity and courtesy. Beneficence axiology was assumed. The research planning was considered to get a good outcome primarily for the study itself, the participants and respondents, the enumerators and all the stakeholders.
CHAPTER FOUR

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

4.1      Overview
This chapter presents the research findings by initially presenting the descriptive statistics for characteristics of various variables in the sample. Then the variables comparison was done and presented for the different features of the sample variables using the Cross-tabulation. Multiple linear regression (MLR) analysis was done to test the hypotheses formulated in the research design.
4.2      Results of Pilot study

Before the actual data collection, a pilot study of the questionnaire was done on a sample of 30 respondents. Thirty questionnaires were distributed, and 22 (73.2%) were filled by respondents and returned. Respondents from handcraft MSEs outside the town centre were requested to voluntarily complete the survey questionnaires. The analysis of the returned questionnaires was performed to confirm the reliability and validity of the questions.

The findings revealed that the respondents understood most of the questions from the questionnaire. A few questions were difficult to understand as the Kiswahili translation was not proper and had to be perfected. The results indicated that the question contents were understandable since all of the questions were satisfactorily answered. The questionnaires had a high level of reliability to be used for accurate data collecting.

4.3      Response Rate of Respondents

The sample elements were the operators of the handicraft shops and the sample size was 175, so the number of questionnaires equal to the sample size were distributed to the respondents for data collection. The response rate was 91%, and 159 questionnaires were returned from the respondents for analysis. 
According to Fincham (2008) and Nix et al. (2019), the response rate of between 60% and 70% should be the researcher's goal; therefore, this research response level was high. 
4.4      Outliers and Missing Data 

The preliminary task was data cleaning for outliers through winsorization, where outliers were replaced with either the largest or second smallest value in the observation (Kwak and Kim, 2017). The boxplots were generated for each variable to check for outliers to be more accurate in ensuring the data was clear of them. 
In the boxplots, the outliers are represented by circles for mild outliers and an asterisk for extreme outliers. Very few outliers were detected during data cleaning when each variable was checked. Part of the reason was that trained enumerators were employed to collect the data from the respondents.
Complete case analysis was planned to be used to manage missing data since the sample size was well above 30 (Kang, 2013; Kwak and Kim, 2017). No missing data were observed when running frequency checks for all the variables. All 159 cases were valid.

4.5     The MSEs Profiles
4.5.1  MSE Sizes

Before the analysis, it was essential to show that the sample consisted of the MSEs and not another type of enterprise. The MSEs consist of a category of enterprises with less than 50 employees (Mzomwe and Mutarubukwa, 2015). Table 4.1 shows that 79.2% of all MSEs had employees not more than five, while 15.7% of the MSEs had employees between five and 21. About 5.0 % of MSEs had employees between 21 and 35. No enterprise had employees of more than 35. So, all the studied enterprises were rightly the MSEs.
Table 4.1: The Size of the MSE

	Number of employees (s)
	Frequency
	Per cent

	Less or equal to 5
	126
	79.2

	Greater than 5 but less or equal to 21
	25
	15.7

	Greater than 21 but less or equal to 35
	8
	5.0

	Greater than 35 but less or equal to 50
	0
	0.0

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.5.2   MSEs Distribution in Clusters

The MSEs in the handicraft industry operated in either open markets, handcraft/curio shops, or art centre/duty-free shops clusters. Table 4.2 indicates that the Open Markets cluster had the most significant number of handicraft MSEs occupying 47.2% (about half) of all handicraft MSEs followed by the Art Centre /Duty-Free shops (30.2%). The Handcraft/Curio shops cluster was the smallest in the industry, absorbing only 22.6% of the MSEs studied.
Table 4.2: The Cluster in Which the MSE Belongs
	Category
	Frequency
	Per Cent

	Art Centre /Duty-Free shops
	48
	30.2

	Open Markets
	75
	47.2

	Handcraft/Curio shop
	36
	22.6

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)
4.5.3   MSEs Categorisation by Products

The MSEs were selling varieties of handcrafts that were grouped into either home décors or fashion accessories. Some shops were selling home décors only, others were selling fashion accessories only, while some were selling home décors and fashion accessories, and the distribution is as in Table 4.3. About 62.3% of all MSEs studied had mixed merchandise where they were selling both home décors and fashion accessories. Merely 18.2% of all MSEs surveyed sold only home décors while 19.5% specialised in selling fashion accessories only. 
Table 4.3: The Proportion of Major Category of Goods Sold by the MSE
	
	Frequency
	Per cent

	Home décors only
	29
	18.2

	Fashion Accessories only
	31
	19.5

	Home décors & Fashion Accessories
	99
	62.3

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.5.4   Markets Served by MSEs

The MSEs studied were selling their handcrafts in domestic or export markets. The research aimed to investigate whether the MSEs were selling handicrafts in the domestic market only, the export market only, or selling in both domestic and export markets. The study showed that 57.2% of all MSEs specialised in the domestic market only without exporting. The MSEs that were serving both the domestic and the export markets were 39% of all. Less than 4% of all the MSEs were selling their products in the export market only (Table 4.4).
Table 4.4: The Proportion of Markets the MSEs Served
	
	Frequency
	Per cent

	The Domestic market only
	91
	57.2

	Export market only
	6
	3.8

	Domestic and Export market
	62
	39.0

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)
4.5.5   The Duration that MSE has been in Operation
When investigating the length of time MSEs have been in operation, about 66% of all the MSEs have been operating for more than five years. Almost two-thirds have been in operation for more than seven years (Table 4.5).
Table 4.5: The Duration that the Business has been in Operation
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Extremely Short (ES) - Less than 1 year
	8
	5.0

	Short-Medium (SM) - 1 and less than 3 years 
	20
	12.6

	Medium-Long (ML) - 3 and less than 5 Years 
	26
	16.4

	Long (L) - 5 and less than 7 Years 
	35
	22.0

	Extremely Long (EL) 7 years or more 
	70
	44.0

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)
The duration of coopetition between the MSEs was studied (Table 4.6). The data showed that about 73.6% of all MSEs have been coopeting for not more than five years. About 20.8% of all the MSEs were very new in the coopetition. The MSEs coopeting for five years or more were approximately 26.5%. Those MSEs coopeting from between three to five years were 30.2%, while those MSEs that were coopeting for an extremely long time (more than seven years) were 5.7% of all the MSEs. 
Table 4.6: The Coopetition Duration between the MSE
	
	Frequency
	Per cent

	Extremely Short (ES) - Less than 1 year
	33
	20.8

	Short-Medium (SM) - 1 and less than 3 years 
	36
	22.6

	Medium-Long (ML) - 3 and less than 5 Years 
	48
	30.2

	Long (L) - 5 and less than 7 Years 
	33
	20.8

	Extremely Long (EL) - 7 years or more 
	9
	5.7

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)

The analysis indicated that about 55.3% of all MSEs either frequently or very frequently repeated coopetition (Table 4.7). 
Table 4.7: How Often the Business Repeated Coopeting with Similar Businesses
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	One Time (OT)
	7
	4.4

	Rare (RA)
	32
	20.1

	Medium Frequency (MF)
	32
	20.1

	Frequent (FE)
	36
	22.6

	Very Frequent (VF)
	52
	32.7

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)
4.5.6   The Extent MSE Gained Market Knowledge from Competitor
The analysis was done on resource interdependence and the market. The coopeting MSEs may have different knowledge of the market they serve. Since the coopeting MSEs are symmetric because they operate with the same products in the same market segment while using the same resource, they must learn from each other. According to RDT, the MSE with more knowledge possesses more power than the one without knowledge. The distribution was as depicted in Table 4.8, and 62.9% of all MSEs exchanged market knowledge between themselves during coopetition at either high or very high extent.
Table 4.8: Extent MSE Gained Market Knowledge from Competitor
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Very Low
	12
	7.5

	Moderate
	47
	29.6

	High
	53
	33.3

	Very High
	47
	29.6

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)
The extent to which the MSE learned product development from the competitor during coopetition is shown in Table 4.9. The data analysis indicates that the distribution was very homogeneous between low to very high knowledge of the development of the craft. 
Table 4.9: Extent MSE gained Product Development Knowledge from Competitor
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Very Low
	1
	0.6%

	Low
	31
	19.5%

	Moderate
	34
	21.4%

	High
	43
	27.0%

	Very High
	50
	31.4%

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)

When analysing the extent to which an MSE learned marketing and sales techniques from the competitor that was coopeting with it, it was observed that the distribution is also homogeneous between low and very high, as in Table 4.10. 
Table 4.10:  Extent MSE Learned Marketing and Sales Techniques from Competitor
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Very Low
	3
	1.9

	Low
	35
	22.0

	Moderate
	34
	21.4

	High
	49
	30.8

	Very High
	38
	23.9

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.11 shows the data analysis results of how the MSEs’ coopetition with the competitor led to transport facilitation. It shows that the distribution was substantial between moderate to very high facilitation except for ‘very low’ and ‘low’ indices. Moderate to very high scores accounted for 95.0% of all MSEs.

Table 4.11: Extent MSEs’ Coopetition Led to Transport Facilitation
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Very Low
	4
	2.5

	Low
	4
	2.5

	Moderate
	57
	35.8

	High
	54
	34.0

	Very High
	40
	25.2

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)
Table 4.12 shows how MSEs’ coopetition led to generic advertising cost-effectiveness. The distribution indicates that 95% of MSEs had between moderate to high scores in generic advertising cost-effectiveness during coopetition. Moderate and high scores alone had 67.3% of all MSEs in the sample.
Table 4.12: Extent MSE Coopetition with Competitors Led to Generic Advertising Cost-Effectiveness
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Very Low
	3
	1.9

	Low
	5
	3.1

	Moderate
	53
	33.3

	High
	54
	34.0

	Very High
	44
	27.7

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)
The extent to which MSEs’ coopetition led to warehousing facilitation is depicted in Table 4.13. Except for very low scores, other scores were homogeneous between low to very high facilitation in warehousing through coopetition.

Table 4.13: Extent MSEs’ Coopetition Led to Warehousing Facilitation
	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Very Low
	5
	3.2

	Low
	40
	25.2

	Moderate
	42
	26.4

	High
	34
	21.4

	Very High
	38
	23.9

	Total
	159
	100.0


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.6      Variables Associations in the Sample

4.6.1   MSE’s Cluster Types and Major Goods Categories Sold

The study also revealed the relationship between the cluster types and the goods’ categories. The Cross-tabulation (Table 4.14) between the cluster types and the major categories of goods sold in the business revealed that the segment of the MSEs dealing with combined merchandise of home décors and fashion accessories was prevalent in all clusters (62.3%). The art centre duty-free shops MSEs that had specialized business amounted to about 44.4% of all home décors and fashion accessories businesses. Open markets had about 22.9% of MSEs selling fashion accessories only and about half of that selling home decors only; whereas 20% of the MSEs in handcraft/curio shops were selling home décors, 14.7% were selling fashion accessories only. 
Table 4.14: The MSE’s Clusters and the Categories of Goods Sold
	
	
	Major Category of Goods Sold 
	Total

	
	
	Home décors only
	Fashion Accessories only
	Home décors & Fashion Accessories
	

	Open Markets
	Count
	7
	11
	30
	48

	
	% Within Clusters 
	14.6%
	22.9%
	62.5%
	100.0%

	Handcraft/Curio shops
	Count
	15
	11
	49
	75

	
	% Within Clusters
	20.0%
	14.7%
	65.3%
	100.0%

	Art Centre Duty-Free
	Count
	7
	9
	20
	36

	
	% Within Clusters
	19.4%
	25.0%
	55.6%
	100.0%

	Total
	Count
	29
	31
	99
	159

	
	% Within Clusters
	18.2%
	19.5%
	62.3%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)
4.6.2   MSE’s Cluster Types and the Markets Served
The MSE belonged to open markets, handcraft/curio shops, or duty-free art centre clusters. Each MSE sold its products in either the domestic market only, the export market only, or domestic and export markets (Table 4.15). When investigating the relationship between the clusters and the type of markets, it was evident that 35.2% and 51.6% of MSEs in open markets and handcraft/curio shops clusters, respectively, sold products in the domestic market. The MSEs in the art centre duty-free cluster that sold their products in the domestic market were 13.2%. 
Table 4.15: The MSE’s Clusters and the Market that the MSE Serves
	
	
	The Market the MSE Serves
	Total

	
	
	Domestic market only
	Export market 
	Domestic & Export 
	

	Open Markets
	Count
	32
	0
	16
	48

	
	%Within Market 
	35.2%
	0.0%
	25.8%
	30.2%

	Handcraft/Curio shop
	Count
	47
	1
	27
	75

	
	%Within Market 
	51.6%
	16.7%
	43.5%
	47.2%

	Art Centre Duty-Free
	Count
	12
	5
	19
	36

	
	%Within Market 
	13.2%
	83.3%
	30.6%
	22.6%

	Total
	Count
	91
	6
	62
	159

	
	%Within Market 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

It is also evident that about 83.3% of MSEs and 16.7% of MSEs in the Export market only come from the Art Centre Duty-Free and Handcraft/Curio shops. No MSE in the Open Markets served the export market. It was also shown that Handcraft/Curio shops cluster did more business than other clusters, as 47.2% of MSEs that did business were from this cluster. In contrast, Open Markets and Art Centre Duty-Free clusters contributed 30.2% and 22.6%, respectively.
4.6.3   Handicraft Clusters and the MSE Sizes
In the study, 126 out of 159 MSEs (79.2%) were run by less than five employees, whereas all the open markets MSEs belonged to this category (Table 4.16). 
Table 4.16: The MSE’s Clusters and the Size of the MSE
	
	
	The MSE Size, s
	Total

	
	
	s ≤ 5
	5 < s ≤ 21
	21 < s ≤ 35
	

	Open Markets
	Count
	48
	0
	0
	48

	
	%Within “MSE Size”
	38.1%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	30.2%

	Handcraft/Curio shop
	Count
	57
	15
	3
	75

	
	%Within “MSE Size”
	45.2%
	60.0%
	37.5%
	47.2%

	Art Centre Duty-Free
	Count
	21
	10
	5
	36

	
	%Within “MSE Size”
	16.7%
	40.0%
	62.5%
	22.6%

	Total
	Count
	126
	25
	8
	159

	
	%Within “MSE Size”
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)
In this size category, the Art Centre and Duty-free shops contributed 62.5% of all MSEs studied, followed by the handicraft/Curio shops (37.5%). Handcraft/curio shops contributed 60% of all the middle-sized MSEs studies, whereas the Art Centre/Duty-Free shops contributed 40% of the MSEs in this size category. Only eight MSEs of all MSEs studied engaged between 22 and 35 employees, only 5% of all MSEs. However, the leading clusters in this size category were handcraft/curio shops, with 45.2% of all MSEs, followed by the open markets (38.1%). 
4.6.4   Major Categories of Handcraft Sold and the Markets Served
Table 4.17 shows that about 58.6% of all MSEs sold home décors products only, and 61.3% of all MSEs sold fashion accessories only in the domestic markets.  About 3.4% of all MSEs sold home décors products only, and 3.2% of all MSEs sold home fashion accessories only in the export market. 
Table 4.17: Good Categories and the Market Serves
	
	The Markets the MSE Serves
	Total

	
	Domestic market only
	Export market only
	Domestic & Export market
	

	Home décors only
	Count
	17
	1
	11
	29

	
	%Within Goods Categories
	58.6%
	3.4%
	37.9%
	100.0%

	Fashion Accessories only
	Count
	19
	1
	11
	31

	
	%Within Goods Categories
	61.3%
	3.2%
	35.5%
	100.0%

	Home décors & Fashion Accessories
	Count
	55
	4
	40
	99

	
	%Within Goods Categories
	55.6%
	4.0%
	40.4%
	100.0%

	Total
	Count
	91
	6
	62
	159

	
	%Within Goods Categories
	57.2%
	3.8%
	39.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.6.5   The Markets Served and the MSE Size
When comparing the markets served by the MSEs and the size of the MSE serving the markets, it was evident that 57.2% of all MSEs served the Domestic market only, 3.8% of all MSEs served the export market only, and 39.0% of all MSEs served both the domestic and export markets (Table 4.18). Within the enterprises with not more than five employees, 60.3% were serving the domestic market only, 4.0% were serving the export market only, and 35.7% were serving both the domestic and export markets. 
Table 4.18: Market Serves and the MSEs’ Sizes
	
	The MSEs Sizes, s
	Total

	
	s ≤ 5
	5 < s ≤ 21
	21 < s ≤ 35
	

	The domestic market only
	Count
	76
	11
	4
	91

	
	%Within “MSEs Sizes”
	60.3%
	44.0%
	50.0%
	57.2%

	Export market only
	Count
	5
	1
	0
	6

	
	%Within “MSEs Sizes”
	4.0%
	4.0%
	0.0%
	3.8%

	Domestic and Export market
	Count
	45
	13
	4
	62

	
	%Within “MSEs Sizes”
	35.7%
	52.0%
	50.0%
	39.0%

	Total
	Count
	126
	25
	8
	159

	
	%Within “MSEs Sizes”
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)
Within the enterprises with between five and not more than 21 employees, 44% were serving the domestic market only, only 4% were serving the export market only, and 52% were serving both the domestic and export markets. It was indicative that no enterprise with between 21 and 36 employees did the export market only. This category had MSEs serving the domestic market only (50.0%) or both the domestic and export markets (50.0%). 

4.7      Comparison of Coopetition in Transportation and MSE Attributes
4.7.1   Coopetition in Transportation and Cluster 

Table 4.19 shows the MSE coopetition in transportation and the cluster where the MSE belonged. It indicates that 22.9%, 49.3%, and 55.6%, of MSEs in Open Markets, handcraft/Curio shops, and art Centre/Duty-Free shops respectively, were coopeting moderately, highly or very highly in the transportation of goods to the customers. 

Table 4.19: Cross-Tabulation: TranspX1 and Cluster of the MSE
	
	Cluster Where MSE Belonged
	Total

	
	Open Markets
	H/Curio
	A-C Duty-Free
	

	TranspX1
	None
	Count
	35
	17
	7
	59

	
	
	%Within Cluster
	72.9%
	22.7%
	19.4%
	37.1%

	
	Low
	Count
	2
	21
	9
	32

	
	
	%Within Cluster
	4.2%
	28.0%
	25.0%
	20.1%

	
	Moderate
	Count
	4
	6
	15
	25

	
	
	%Within Cluster
	8.3%
	8.0%
	41.7%
	15.7%

	
	High
	Count
	2
	15
	2
	19

	
	
	%Within Cluster
	4.2%
	20.0%
	5.6%
	11.9%

	
	Very High
	Count
	5
	16
	3
	24

	
	
	%Within Cluster
	10.4%
	21.3%
	8.3%
	15.1%

	Total
	Count
	48
	75
	36
	159

	
	%Within Cluster
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.7.2   The Coopetition in Transportation and Market 

Table 4.20 for the coopetition in transportation and the market served indicates that 51.7%, 100%, and 75.8% of all MSEs coopeted in transporting goods to the domestic market only, the export market only, and both local and export markets, respectively. 
Table 4.20: Cross-Tabulation:TranspX1 and the Market Served
	
	The Market the MSE Serves
	Total

	
	Domestic market 
	Export market 
	Domestic & Export market
	

	TranspX1
	None
	Count
	43
	0
	15
	48

	
	
	% within Market 
	48.4%
	0.0%
	24.2%
	37.12%

	
	Low
	Count
	18
	3
	11
	32

	
	
	% within Market 
	19.8%
	50.0%
	17.8%
	20.1%

	
	Moderate
	Count
	10
	2
	13
	25

	
	
	% within Market 
	11.0%
	33.4%
	20.9%
	15.7%

	
	High
	Count
	7
	1
	11
	19

	
	
	% within Market 
	7.7%
	16.7%
	17.7%
	12.0%

	
	Very High
	Count
	12
	0
	12
	24

	
	
	% within Market 
	13.2%
	0.0%
	19.4%
	15.1%

	Total
	Count
	91
	6
	62
	159

	
	% within Market 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

Within the market served, 65.3%, 42.1%, and 32.6% of MSEs were coopeting in moderately, highly, and  very high in the transportation of goods to the market respectively.
4.7.3   The Coopetition in Transportation and the MSE Size

Table 4.21 compares the coopetition in transportation and the MSE Size. In the analysis, three distinct groups were identified, namely micro (Not more than five employees), moderately small (6-21 employees), and small enterprises (Between 21-35). The MSEs with moderate to very high coopetition in transportation within the MSE sizes were 39.7%, 48%, and 75% for micro, moderately small, and small enterprises, respectively.  These statistics show that the bigger the MSEs become, the more they coopete in transportation.
	Table 4.21: Cross-Tabulation:TranspX1 and the MSE Size

	The MSE Size, s
	Total

	
	s ≤ 5
	5 < s ≤ 21
	21 < s ≤  35
	

	 TranspX1
	None
	Count
	52
	5
	2
	59

	
	
	% within MSE Size
	41.3%
	20.0%
	25.0%
	37.1%

	
	Low
	Count
	24
	8
	0
	32

	
	
	% within MSE Size
	19.0%
	32.0%
	0.0%
	20.1%

	
	Moderate
	Count
	16
	5
	4
	25

	
	
	% within MSE Size
	12.7%
	20.0%
	50.0%
	15.7%

	
	High
	Count
	14
	4
	1
	19

	
	
	% within MSE Size
	11.1%
	16.0%
	12.5%
	11.9%

	
	Very High
	Count
	20
	3
	1
	24

	
	
	% within MSE Size
	15.9%
	12.0%
	12.5%
	15.1%

	Total
	Count
	126
	25
	8
	159

	
	% within MSE Size
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.7.4   Coopetition in Transportation and the Product Types

Goods sold in the market were categorised into home décors only, fashion accessories only, and both home décors and fashion accessories. 

Table 4.22: Cross-Tabulation: TranspX1 and the Goods Sold
	
	Major Category of Goods Sold 
	Total

	
	Home décors  
	Fashion Accessories 
	Home décors  & Fashion Accessories
	

	TranspX1
	None
	Count
	10
	15
	34
	59

	
	
	% within Goods 
	34.5%
	48.4%
	34.3%
	37.1%

	
	Low
	Count
	7
	11
	14
	32

	
	
	% within Goods 
	24.1%
	35.5%
	14.1%
	20.1%

	
	Moderate
	Count
	1
	2
	22
	25

	
	
	% within Goods 
	3.4%
	6.5%
	22.2%
	15.7%

	
	High
	Count
	5
	1
	13
	19

	
	
	% within Goods 
	17.2%
	3.2%
	13.1%
	11.9%

	
	Very High
	Count
	6
	2
	16
	24

	
	
	% within Goods 
	20.7%
	6.5%
	16.2%
	15.1%

	Total
	Count
	29
	31
	99
	159

	
	% within Goods 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

The analysis in Table 4.22 shows that the MSEs that had moderate to very high coopetition in transportation within the goods sold were  41.3%, 16.2%, and 51.5% for home décors only, fashion accessories only, and both home décors and fashion accessories, respectively.
4.8      Comparison of Coopetition in Warehousing and MSE Attributes

4.8.1   Coopetition in the Warehousing and Cluster 

The coopetition in warehousing within the cluster in Table 4.23 reveals that 79.2% of all MSEs in the open markets tend not to coopete in warehousing. About 38.7% and 88.9% of all MSEs in handcraft/curio shops and art centre/duty-free shops participated in coopetition in warehousing. Coopetition was moderate, high to very high in other clusters.

Table 4.23: Cross-Tabulation: Coopetition in the Warehousing (WhX2) and MSE Cluster
	
	
	WhX2  
	Total

	
	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	V/High
	

	Open Markets
	Count
	38
	4
	0
	2
	4
	48

	
	% within Cluster
	79.2%
	8.3%
	0.0%
	4.2%
	8.3%
	100%

	Handcraft/Curio shop
	Count
	26
	20
	6
	14
	9
	75

	
	% within Cluster
	34.7%
	26.7%
	8.0%
	18.7%
	12.0%
	100%

	Art Centre/ Duty-Free shop
	Count
	2
	2
	6
	19
	7
	36

	
	% within Cluster
	5.6%
	5.6%
	16.7%
	52.8%
	19.4%
	100%

	Total
	Count
	62
	21
	8
	20
	20
	159

	
	% within Cluster
	39.0%
	13.2%
	5.0%
	12.6%
	12.6%
	100%


Source: Field Data (2021)
4.8.2   Coopetition in the Warehousing and the Size of MSE

Table 4.25 shows the relationship between the coopetition in warehousing and the MSE size. 

Table 4.24: Cross-Tabulation: Coopetition in the Warehousing (WhX2) and the Size of the MSE
	
	
	WhX2  

	
	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	Very High
	Total

	s ≤ 5
	Count
	60
	22
	9
	20
	15
	126

	
	%MSE Size
	47.6%
	17.5%
	7.1%
	15.9%
	11.9%
	100%

	5 < s ≤ 21
	Count
	4
	4
	3
	10
	4
	25

	
	%MSE Size
	16.0%
	16.0%
	12.0%
	40.0%
	16.0%
	100%

	21 < s ≤ 35
	Count
	2
	0
	0
	5
	1
	8

	
	%MSE Size
	25.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	62.5%
	12.5%
	100%

	
	Count
	66
	26
	12
	35
	20
	159

	
	%MSE Size
	41.5%
	16.4%
	7.5%
	22.0%
	12.6%
	100%


Source: Field Data (2021)
About 65.1% of all MSEs in micro-enterprises had no or low coopetition in warehousing. The MSEs with moderate to very high coopetition in warehousing were  34.9%, 68%, and 75% for micro, moderately small, and small enterprises, respectively. 

4.8.3   Coopetition in the Warehousing and the Products Type 

Table 4.27 indicates the relationship between the coopetition in warehousing and the major category of goods sold in the business. The results suggest that MSEs within the “goods sold” categories with none or low coopetition in warehousing were 34.4%, 51.6%, and 57.6% in home décors only, fashion accessories only, and home décors and fashion accessories respectively groups. The MSEs that merchandized home décors only and were moderate to very highly coopeting were 48.2%, while those that traded fashion accessories only and home décors and fashion accessories were 16.2% and 29.3%, respectively.
Table 4.25: Cross-Tabulation: Coopetition in the Warehousing (WhX2) and the Products Type
	
	
	Coopetition in Warehousing
	Total

	
	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	Very High
	

	HDo
	Count
	7
	3
	1
	6
	7
	29

	
	%Within Goods 
	24.1%
	10.3%
	3.4%
	20.7%
	24.1%
	100%

	FAo
	Count
	8
	8
	1
	2
	2
	31

	
	%Within Goods 
	25.8%
	25.8%
	3.2%
	6.5%
	6.5%
	100%

	HD&FA
	Count
	47
	10
	6
	12
	11
	99

	
	%Within Goods 
	47.5%
	10.1%
	6.1%
	12.1%
	11.1%
	100%

	
	Count
	62
	21
	8
	20
	20
	159

	
	%Within Goods 
	39.0%
	13.2%
	5.0%
	12.6%
	12.6%
	100%


HDo - Home Décors only, FAo - Fashion Accessories only, HD&FA - Home décors & Fashion Accessories
Source: Field Data (2021)

4.8.4   Coopetition in the Warehousing and the Market 

Table 4.29 indicates that 57.1% of the MSEs serving the domestic market are not coopeting in the warehousing of goods to the customers. Only 26.4% of MSEs were coopeting moderately to very high. 

Table 4.26: Cross-Tabulation: WhX2 and the Market Served
	
	
	WhX2  
	Total

	
	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	V/High
	

	Domestic market only
	Count
	52.0
	15.0
	4
	10
	10
	91

	
	%Within Market 
	57.1%
	16.5%
	4.4%
	11.0%
	11.0%
	100%

	Export market only
	Count
	0.0
	1.0
	0
	4
	1
	6

	
	%Within Market 
	0.0%
	16.7%
	0.0%
	66.7%
	16.7%
	100%

	Domestic and Export market
	Count
	14.0
	10.0
	8
	21
	9
	62

	
	%Within Served
	22.6%
	16.1%
	12.9%
	33.9%
	14.5%
	100%

	Total
	Count
	66.0
	26.0
	12
	35
	20
	159

	
	%Within Market 
	41.5%
	16.4%
	7.5%
	22.0%
	12.6%
	100%


Source: Field Data (2021)

In the Export market only category, about 83.4% of the MSEs have either high or very high coopetition in warehousing the goods to the customers (Table 4.29).

4.9      Comparison of Coopetition in Generic Advertising and MSE Attributes

4.9.1   Coopetition in Generic Advertising and the MSE Cluster

In Table 4.31, 87.6% of MSEs in the open markets cluster had low to moderate generic coopetition, while 77.3% of the MSEs in Handcraft/Curio shops had moderate to high generic coopetition. About 88.9% of MSEs in Art Centre/Duty-Free shops had high and very high generic coopetition. 
Table 4.27: Cross-tabulation: GadvX3 and the MSE Cluster
	
	
	Coopetition in Generic Adverting
	Total

	
	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	V/High
	

	Open Markets
	Count
	4
	27
	15
	1
	1
	48

	
	%Within the Cluster
	8.3%
	56.3%
	31.3%
	2.1%
	2.1%
	100%

	Handcraft/Curio shop
	Count
	2
	12
	42
	16
	3
	75

	
	%Within the Cluster
	2.7%
	16.0%
	56.0%
	21.3%
	4.0%
	100%

	Art Centre/Duty-Free shop
	Count
	0
	1
	3
	12
	20
	36

	
	%Within the Cluster
	0.0%
	2.8%
	8.3%
	33.3%
	55.6%
	100%

	Total
	Count
	6
	40
	60
	29
	24
	159

	
	%Within the Cluster
	3.8%
	25.2%
	37.7%
	18.2%
	15.1%
	100%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.9.2   Coopetition in Generic Advertising and the MSE Sizes

The analysis of the performance in coopetition in advertising within the MSE sizes (Table 4.34) revealed that 65.9%, 96%, and 75% of the MSEs within micro, moderately small, and small enterprises, respectively, had moderate to very high coopetition in generic advertising. Almost all small enterprises (with employees more than 21) had some degree of coopetition in generic advertising.
Table 4.28: Cross-Tabulation: GadvX3 and the MSE Sizes
	
	
	GadvX3
	Total

	
	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	V. High
	

	s ≤ 5
	Count
	5
	38
	50
	20
	13
	126

	
	% MSE Size
	4.0%
	30.2%
	39.7%
	15.9%
	10.3%
	100.0%

	5 < s ≤ 21
	Count
	1
	0
	8
	7
	9
	25

	
	% MSE Size
	4.0%
	0.0%
	32.0%
	28.0%
	36.0%
	100.0%

	21 < s ≤ 35
	Count
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2
	8

	
	% MSE Size
	0.0%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	25.0%
	100.0%

	
	Count
	6
	40
	60
	29
	24
	159

	
	% MSE Size
	3.8%
	25.2%
	37.7%
	18.2%
	15.1%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.9.3   Coopetition in Generic Advertising and the Products 

Table 4.35 shows that almost all MSEs show some degree of coopetition in generic advertising within the major categories of goods sold. About 62.9% of the MSEs had low or moderate coopetition in generic advertising.

Table 4.29: Cross-Tabulation: GadvX3 and the Products Sold
	
	Coopetition in Generic Adverting
	Total

	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	Very High
	

	Home décors only
	Count
	0
	4
	14
	5
	6
	29

	
	%Within Goods Sold
	0.0%
	13.8%
	48.3%
	17.2%
	20.7%
	100%

	Fashion Accessories only
	Count
	1
	6
	14
	7
	3
	31

	
	%Within Goods Sold
	3.2%
	19.4%
	45.2%
	22.6%
	9.7%
	100%

	Home décors & Fashion Accessories
	Count
	5
	30
	32
	17
	15
	99

	
	%Within Goods Sold
	5.1%
	30.3%
	32.3%
	17.2%
	15.2%
	100%

	Total
	Count
	6
	40
	60
	29
	24
	159

	
	%Within Goods Sold
	3.8%
	25.2%
	37.7%
	18.2%
	15.1%
	100%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.9.4   Coopetition in Generic Advertising and the Market 

Table 4.37 shows that about 72.6% of MSEs in the domestic market only category had low to moderate coopetition in generic advertising. In contrast, almost all the MSEs in the export market only category had high to very high coopetition in generic advertising.
Table 4.30: Cross-Tabulation: GadvX3 and the Market Served
	
	
	Coopetition in Generic Adverting
	Total

	
	
	None
	Low
	Moderate
	High
	Very High
	

	Domestic market only
	Count
	5
	28
	38
	16
	4
	91

	
	%Within Market
	5.5%
	30.8%
	41.8%
	17.6%
	4.4%
	100%

	Export market only
	Count
	0
	0
	0
	3
	3
	6

	
	%Within Market 
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	100%

	Domestic & Export mkt
	Count
	1
	12
	22
	10
	17
	62

	
	%Within Market 
	1.6%
	19.4%
	35.5%
	16.1%
	27.4%
	100%

	Total
	Count
	6
	40
	60
	29
	24
	159

	
	%Within Market 
	3.8%
	25.2%
	37.7%
	18.2%
	15.1%
	100%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.10     Comparison of Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and MSE Attributes

4.10.1   Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and the Cluster 

In Table 4.39, it is indicative that within the handcraft/curio shops cluster, about 66.7% of all MSEs have been in coopetition for more than three years. In the open markets cluster, almost 95.8% of all MSEs were in coopetition for not more than five years. 

Almost all the MSEs in the art centre/duty-free shops cluster were in coopetition for less than seven years. Except for the MSEs in the handcraft/curio shops cluster where 12% of MSEs within the cluster (or 5.7% of all the MSEs studied) were in coopetition for seven or more years, no other cluster had any MSEs in coopetition for such length of time.
Table 4.31: Cross-Tabulation: DuratX4 and the MSE’s Cluster Type
	
	
	MSE’s Cluster Type
	Total

	
	
	Open Markets
	Handcraft/Curio shop
	Art Centre/Duty-Free shop
	

	Less than 1 year 
	Count
	11
	15
	7
	33

	
	%Within Cluster 
	22.9%
	20.0%
	19.4%
	20.8%

	1 and less than 3 years 
	Count
	19
	10
	7
	36

	
	%Within Cluster
	39.6%
	13.3%
	19.4%
	22.6%

	3 and less than 5 Years 
	Count
	16
	24
	8
	48

	
	%Within Cluster
	33.3%
	32.0%
	22.2%
	30.2%

	5 and less than 7 Years 
	Count
	2
	17
	14
	33

	
	%Within Cluster
	4.2%
	22.7%
	38.9%
	20.8%

	7 years or more 
	Count
	0
	9
	0
	9

	
	%Within Cluster
	0.0%
	12.0%
	0.0%
	5.7%

	Total
	Count
	48
	75
	36
	159

	
	%Within Cluster
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

4.10.2   Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and the MSE Size

The study focused on the size of the MSEs and the duration that MSEs engaged in coopetition. Table 4.41 indicates that about 79.2% of all MSEs studied that engaged in coopetition were micro-enterprises with not more than five employees. Only 5% of all MSEs studied that engaged in coopetition were small enterprises with employees between 22 and not more than 35, and within this group, no MSE has been coopeting with each other for seven or more years. 

About 76% of MSEs with 7-22 employees and 85.7% of MSEs with employees 22-35 were coopeting for not more than seven years. At the same time duration, about 72.3% of all the MSEs with less than five employees were coopeting. Results also indicate that 5.7% of MSEs coopeted for more than seven years. About 51% of MSEs studied coopeted for 3-7 years, whereas 43.4% of MSES coopeted for less than three years.

Table 4.32: Cross-tabulation: DuratX4 and the MSE Size
	
	
	The Enterprise Size
	Total

	
	
	s ≤ 5
	5 < s ≤ 21
	21 < s ≤ 35
	

	Less than 1 year 
	Count
	27
	5
	1
	33

	
	%Within MSE Size
	21.4%
	20.0%
	12.5%
	20.8%

	1 and less than 3 years 
	Count
	33
	1
	2
	36

	
	%Within MSE Size
	26.2%
	4.0%
	25.0%
	22.6%

	3 and less than 5 Years 
	Count
	37
	8
	3
	48

	
	%Within MSE Size
	29.4%
	32.0%
	37.5%
	30.2%

	5 and less than 7 Years 
	Count
	21
	10
	2
	33

	
	%Within MSE Size
	16.7%
	40.0%
	25.0%
	20.8%

	7 years or more 
	Count
	8
	1
	0
	9

	
	%Within MSE Size
	6.3%
	4.0%
	0.0%
	5.7%

	Total
	Count
	126
	25
	8
	159

	
	%Within MSE Size
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)
4.10.3   Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and the MSE’s Age

The data represented in Table 4.43 show that all the MSEs of all ages were coopeting at varying degrees. The age of the MSE was defined as follows: ‘very young’ (less than one year), ‘young’ (between 1 and 3 years), ‘mid-age’ (between 3 and 5 years), ‘old’ (between 5 and 7 years), and ‘very old’ (more than seven years). 

Table 4.33: Cross-Tabulation: DuratX4 and the MSE’s Operation Age
	
	
	Duration of Coopetition
	Total

	
	
	V/Short
	Short
	Moderate
	High
	V/High
	

	Very Young 
	Count
	4
	4
	0
	0
	0
	8

	
	%Within MSE Age
	50.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Young 
	Count
	5
	8
	4
	3
	0
	20

	
	%Within MSE Age
	25.0%
	40.0%
	20.0%
	15.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Mid-Age 
	Count
	6
	5
	5
	10
	0
	26

	
	%Within MSE Age
	23.1%
	19.2%
	19.2%
	38.5%
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Old 
	Count
	9
	12
	1
	12
	1
	35

	
	%Within MSE Age
	25.7%
	34.3%
	2.9%
	34.3%
	2.9%
	100.0%

	Very Old
	Count
	10
	12
	10
	34
	4
	70

	
	%Within MSE Age
	14.3%
	17.1%
	14.3%
	48.6%
	5.7%
	100.0%

	Total
	Count
	34
	41
	20
	59
	5
	159

	
	%Within MSE Age
	21.4%
	25.8%
	12.6%
	37.1%
	3.1%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

The growth trend in the duration of coopetition with age shows that the older the MSEs are, the more they coopete moderately, highly or very highly. In particular, about 30.2% of all very old MSEs were coopeting moderately, highly or very highly.
4.10.4   Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and the Product Category

When analysing the impact of duration of coopetition on the major category of goods sold by MSE, the data revealed that 79.2% of MSEs selling home décors and 77.4% of MSEs selling fashion accessories were coopeting for less than five years (Table 4.45). About 26.4% of all MSEs were involved in coopetition for five or more years. Within five years, 70.7% of the MSEs selling both home décors and fashion accessories engaged in coopeting. 

Table 4.34: Cross-Tabulation:DuratX4 and the Product Category
	
	
	Category of Goods Sold by MSE
	Total

	
	
	Home décors only
	Fashion Accessories only
	Home décors & Fashion Accessories
	

	Less than 1 year 
	Count
	5
	8
	20
	33

	
	%Within GS*
	17.2%
	25.8%
	20.2%
	20.8%

	1 and less than 3 years 
	Count
	7
	9
	20
	36

	
	%Within GS 
	24.1%
	29.0%
	20.2%
	22.6%

	3 and less than 5 Years 
	Count
	11
	7
	30
	48

	
	%Within GS 
	37.9%
	22.6%
	30.3%
	30.2%

	5 and less than 7 Years 
	Count
	4
	7
	22
	33

	
	%Within GS 
	13.8%
	22.6%
	22.2%
	20.8%

	7 years or more 
	Count
	2
	0
	7
	9

	
	%Within GS
	6.9%
	0.0%
	7.1%
	5.7%

	Total
	Count
	29
	31
	99
	159

	
	%Within GS 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


*GS – Goods Sold

Source: Field Data (2021)
4.10.5  Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and the Market 

In the analysis depicted in Table 4.47, about 78.1% of all the MSEs serving the domestic market only were engaged in coopetition for less than five years, while 69.3% of all the MSEs serving domestic and domestic foreign markets were involved in coopetition. 
Table 4.35: Cross-Tabulation: DuratX4 and the Market Type
	
	The Market Served
	Total

	
	Domestic market only
	Export market only
	Domestic and Export market
	

	Less than 1 year 
	Count
	18
	0
	15
	33

	
	%Within Market 
	19.8%
	0.0%
	24.2%
	20.8%

	1 and less than 3 years 
	Count
	24
	2
	10
	36

	
	%Within Market 
	26.4%
	33.3%
	16.1%
	22.6%

	3 and less than 5 Years 
	Count
	29
	1
	18
	48

	
	%Within Market 
	31.9%
	16.7%
	29.0%
	30.2%

	5 and less than 7 Years 
	Count
	15
	2
	16
	33

	
	%Within Market 
	16.5%
	33.3%
	25.8%
	20.8%

	7 years or more 
	Count
	5
	1
	3
	9

	
	%Within Market 
	5.5%
	16.7%
	4.8%
	5.7%

	Total
	Count
	91
	6
	62
	159

	
	%Within Market 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Source: Field Data (2021)

The MSEs serving the export market were not new in coopetition as there was no MSE studied that was in coopetition for less than one year. Only six MSEs, about 3.8% of all the MSEs studied in the export market, were also involved in coopetition.

4.11     Validity and Reliability of the Research Instrument
4.11.1   Validity of the Research Instrument 
The validity of the final questionnaire was checked using the Pearson Product moment correlation by checking the significance values (If p < .05, the relationship is statistically significant) and comparing it with the critical value of the product-moment, r-value (Bart et al., 2012). The decision criterion is that if the value, r of the sample, is greater than the critical value for given sample size, significance level, and degree of freedom, then the test questions in the instrument were valid.

The inspection of the significance value was done to either retain the valid questions or remove the invalid questions. Appendix 7 is a complete analysis table for Pearson Product moment correlation and the significance values for comparison. The critical r-value was r = .159 for N = 159, p = .05, and df = 157 (Bart et al., 2012). In Appendix 7, all the actual r-values were greater than the critical r-values and the significance levels were all p < .05 except under COOP_04 and COOP_07 items, where both Pearson Correlation were low, and the p-values were greater than .05 (sig = .683 and sig = .227 respectively).
4.11.2   Reliability of the Research Instrument
The Cronbach's alpha test measures the internal consistency between variables in the scale. This test was used to explore the level of reliability of all the constructs across all the questions that were administered to the respondents. The average values of the 5-point Likert points were employed for all variables. The precaution was taken to ensure that all questions were in a positive direction.
Table 4.36: Reliability Statistics
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.802
	.750
	6


Source: Field Data (2021)
Table 4.49 indicates that the general Cronbach's alpha () = .802 and the Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items (*) = .750. The general rule is that if Cronbach's alpha () > .700, the internal consistency between variables in the scale is generally good.
Table 4.37: Item-Total Statistics
	Variable
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's  if Item Deleted

	TranspX1
	15.713
	18.483
	.580
	.410
	.768

	WhX2
	15.704
	16.236
	.729
	.552
	.727

	GadvX3
	14.781
	21.324
	.589
	.436
	.769

	ProftY
	15.289
	17.390
	.793
	.638
	.711

	DuratX4
	15.249
	19.029
	.614
	.407
	.758

	ResM
	14.613
	28.041
	-.089
	.015
	.848


Source: Field Data (2021)
The Cronbach's Alpha values test results for all variables are shown in Table 4.50. The column “Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted” indicates that the Cronbach's Alpha value is reduced if any of the variables are deleted except the moderating variable.

The test was repeated with moderating variable deleted, and the results are in Table 4.51 and Table 4.52. The general values moved from Cronbach's alpha = .802 to Cronbach's alpha = .848. 
Table 4.38: Moderated Reliability Statistics
	Cronbach's Alpha
	Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items
	N of Items

	.848
	.852
	5


Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.52 shows that if any variable is deleted, Cronbach's alpha value will fall and be less than .848.
Table 4.39: Moderated Item-Total Statistics
	Variable
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's  if Item Deleted

	TranspX1
	12.06
	18.639
	.583
	.410
	.839

	WhX2
	12.05
	16.336
	.736
	.551
	.796

	GadvX3
	11.12
	21.447
	.598
	.433
	.836

	ProftY
	11.63
	17.553
	.794
	.637
	.780

	DuratX4
	11.59
	19.163
	.619
	.407
	.827


Source: Field Data (2021)
The Item – Total statistics (Appendix 7) indicate that Cronbach's Alpha values for all items were ranging .913 to .900.
4.12     Data Analysis for the MLR Model
According to Wu and Leung (2017), Likert scale data can be analysed as interval data, by using either the sum or average of the items to run the MLR without violating the MLR assumptions. The multiple independent and dependent variables were treated as the interval in the Likert scaled data, so the MLR model was employed (Allua and Thompson, 2009). Several researchers like Kenny (2018), 
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An in-depth multiple linear regression analysis was done to test the hypotheses formulated in the research design. The Likert-scale data that were collected were transformed into new variables by computing the data averages of the different attributes of the same variables to run the MLR without violating the MLR assumptions. The transformed variables were used to test the hypotheses. The moderating variable was treated preliminarily as an independent variable and as a moderator by multiplying it with all independent variables to yield new moderated independent variables.
The models used according to the discussion in 3.7 were equations (1) and (2). 

Additive MLR Model: Y= 0 + 1.X1 + 2.X2 + 3.X3 +4.X4 …………… (1)
Moderated MLR Model: Y= 0 + 1.X1 + 2.X2 + 3.X3 +4.X4 + 5.M +∑iXiM … (2)
4.12.1    MLR Assumption Testing

Then MLR assumptions were checked before the hypotheses testing. These assumptions are linearity of the independent variables, the normality of variable distributions of residues, Multicollinearity of independent variables, and homoscedasticity of the variances of error terms.

The independent variables under this study were coopetition in transportation, coopetition in warehousing, coopetition in the generic advert, the duration of co-opetition and resources interdependence as a moderator. The dependent variable in this study was profitability.
4.12.1.1  Linearity Assumption

The linearity assessment was done to check if there was any linear relationship between the dependent variable and each of the independent variables and the independent variables collectively. This check aimed to ascertain that the linearity assumption was not violated since the violation of this assumption makes the regression analysis results underestimate or overestimate the true relationship between the variables. If the true relationship between the variables is overestimated, then error type I is committed, and if it is underestimated, then error type II is ​​​​committed. ​​​​​​​​
The partial regressions were done for the dependent variable – Profitability – on each of the independent variables. The residuals of each independent and dependent variable were checked when both variables were separately regressed.
4.12.1.1.1 Partial Regression of Profitability (ProftY) on Cooperation in Transportation (TranspX1)
The simple linear regression of profitability on the coopetition in transportation was done, and the regression and correlation summaries are given in Table 4.53 and Table 4.54. 
Table 4.40: Regression Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.618
	0.172
	
	9.399
	.000

	
	TranspX1
	0.533
	0.059
	0.588
	9.099
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

A significant regression equation was found (t = 9.399, 9.099, p < .001) to be:
ProftY = 1.618 + 0.588TranspX1
It is conclusive that ProftY increased 0.588 units for each unit increase in TranspX1, and the increase is statistically significant. 
Table 4.41: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.588a
	.345
	.341
	1.068
	.345
	82.798
	1
	157
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Transportation

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
The correlation results indicate that the Pearson correlation coefficient, R is .588 which is strong and is statistically significant (p < .001). Both regression and correlation analyses show that the linearity assumption is not violated.
4.12.1.1.2 Partial Regression of Profitability (ProftY) on Cooperation in Warehousing (WhX2)
Table 4.55 is the analysis to check the simple linear regression of profitability on the coopetition in warehousing. 

Table 4.42: Regression Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.490
	0.146
	
	10.172
	.000

	
	WhX2
	0.581
	0.049
	0.689
	11.903
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

A significant regression equation was found (t = 10.172, 11.903, p < .001) to be: 
ProftY = 1.490 + 0.689WhX2
The analysis shows that ProftY increased 0.689 units for each unit increase in WhX2, and is statistically significant (p < .001).
Table 4.56 is a correlation analysis of ProftY and WhX2
Table 4.43: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.689a
	.474
	.471
	.957
	.474
	141.690
	1
	157
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Warehousing

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

The correlation results indicate that the Pearson correlation coefficient, R is .689 which is strong and statistically significant (p < .001). Both regression and correlation analyses show that the linearity assumption is not violated.
4.12.1.2.3  Partial Regression Profitability (ProftY) on Cooperation in Generic Advertising (GadvX3)
The regression summary for the profitability of coopetition in generic advertising is given in Table 4.57. A significant regression equation was found (t = .621, 9.742 p < .001) to be;
ProftY = 0.185 + 0.614GadvX3
Table 4.44: Regression Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.185
	0.299
	
	0.621
	.536

	
	GadvX3
	0.801
	0.082
	0.614
	9.742
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

The results indicate that ProftY increases by 0.614 units for every unit increase in GadvX3, and is statistically significant (p < .001). 
Table 4.58 is correlation between ProftY and GradvX3.
Table 4.45: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.614a
	.377
	.373
	1.042
	.377
	94.913
	1
	157
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Generic Adverting

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

The correlation results indicate that the Pearson correlation coefficient, R is .614 which is strong and statistically significant (p < .001). Both regression and correlation analyses show that the linearity assumption is not violated.
4.12.1.1.4 Partial Regression of Profitability (ProftY) on the Duration of Coopetition (DuratX4) 

The results of the regression of profitability on the duration of coopetition are given in Table 4.59. A significant regression equation was found (t = 5.621, 9.287, p < .001);
ProftY = 1.185+ 0.595DuratX4
The results reveal that ProftY increases by 0.595 for every unit increase in DuratX4, and the increase is statistically significant (p < .001).
Table 4.46: Regression Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.185
	0.211
	
	5.621
	.000

	
	DuratX4
	0.595
	0.064
	0.595
	9.287
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
Table 4.60 is the correlation values between ProftY and DuratX4.
Table 4.47: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.595a
	.355
	.350
	1.060
	.355
	86.246
	1
	157
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Duration of Coopetition

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
The correlation results indicate that the Pearson correlation coefficient, R is .595 which is strong and statistically significant (p < .001). Both regression and correlation analyses show that the linearity assumption is not violated.

4.12.1.1.5 Partial Regression of Profitability (ProftY) on the Resources Interdependence (ResM)
Simple regression analysis results are displayed in Table 4.61.  A significant regression equation was found (t = 4.157, -.610, p > .05);
ProftY = 3.489 - 0.049ResM
Table 4.48: Coefficientsa Regression of ProftY on the ResM
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	3.489
	0.839
	
	4.157
	.000

	
	Moderating Variable - ResM
	-0.139
	0.228
	-0.049
	-0.610
	.543


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
It is evident from the data that ProftY decreases by 0.049 for every unit increase in ResM, and the increase is not statistically significant as p > .05. 
Table 4.62 depicts correlation between ProftY and ReM.
Table 4.49: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.049a
	.002
	-.004
	1.318
	.002
	.372
	1
	157
	.543


a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderating Variable - Resource

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
The correlation results indicate that the Pearson correlation coefficient, R is .049 which is weak and not statistically significant (p > .05). Both regression and correlation analyses show that the linearity assumption is violated. This was expected since this is a moderating variable. It was ignored for the analysis since the rest of the variables never violated the linearity assumption.
4.12.1.1.6  Summary of the Linearity Assumption Test for All Variable

The summary of the linearity assumptions for all variables is in Table 4.63. For all the independent variables, the standardized coefficients (Beta Values) were positive and greater than 0.5, and the significant values were all less than 0.001. The Pearson’s coefficients of determination were greater than 0.3, indicating that in each case, assuming other factors been constant, the independent variable was influencing the dependent variable by over 30%. 
Table 4.50: Summary: Linearity Assumption Test for All Variable
	
	The Profitability (DV) Regressed with
	Correlation
	Regression

	
	
	Coefficients
	Significant Values
	Constant
	Coefficient for IV

(Beta Value)

	1
	TranspX1
	R= .588
	p < .001
	+1.618
	+0.588

	2
	WhX2
	R = .689
	p < .001
	+1.490
	+0.690

	3
	GadvX3
	R = .614
	p < .001
	+0.185
	+0.614

	4
	DuratX4
	R = .595
	p < .001
	+1.185
	+0.595


Source: Field Data (2021)

The linearity assumption in all independent variables is not violated.
4.12.1.2  Normality Test
The check of whether or not the residuals of the regression or the errors between observed and predicted values were normally distributed was performed by producing both the Q-Q plots of the studentized residual values and the numerical values of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness of fit test (sig. value test). From Table 4.64, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov goodness of fit test (sig. value test) is .004.
Table 4.51: Tests of Normality
	
	Kolmogorov-Smirnova
	Shapiro-Wilk

	
	Statistic
	df
	Sig.
	Statistic
	df
	Sig.

	Unstandardized Residual
	.088
	159
	.004
	.977
	159
	.008


a. Lilliefors Significance Correction

Source: Field Data (2021)

The normal Q-Q plot of standardized residue (Figure 4.1) aligns residue values almost along the x-y line.
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Figure 4.1: Normal Q-Q Plot of Standardized Residue
Source: Field Data (2021)
4.12.1.3  Multicollinearity

Multicollinearity exists when two or more independent variables in the regression model are highly correlated.  The test was run to assess the Collinearity Statistics; namely, the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and the results are in Table 4.65. The results indicate that VIF across the independent variables are less than 10, and p< .001. Values of VIF over 10 are frequently interpreted as indicating Multicollinearity, despite the fact that there is no formal cut-off number to use with VIF to determine the presence of Multicollinearity (Senaviratna and Cooray, 2019). According to McClelland et al. (2017), to run the moderated multiple regression analysis, it is unnecessary to check the moderating variable, so it was ignored in this analysis.

Table 4.52: Coefficientsa and Collinearity Statistics
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	-0.097
	.242
	
	-.403
	.687
	
	

	
	TranspX1
	0.230
	.054
	0.253
	4.231
	.000
	.658
	1.519

	
	WhX2
	0.245
	.058
	0.290
	4.232
	.000
	.501
	1.997

	
	GadvX3
	0.363
	.079
	0.278
	4.603
	.000
	.645
	1.549

	
	DuratX4
	0.197
	.061
	0.197
	3.237
	.001
	.634
	1.578


aDependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
The Collinearity Diagnostics was done for the paired independent variables (Table 4.66). The table displays the variance proportion for all independent variables that give the composition matric for regression coefficient. The variance of each regression coefficient under each independent variable is distributed to the different eigenvalues. Most Eigenvalues were close to zero, but the Condition Index values were all between 5 and 12. All the variance proportions values in the matrix have values less than .90 except one in Dimension 5 - Coopetition in Generic Adverting, where the value is .92. 
Table 4.53: Collinearity Diagnosticsa
	Model
	Dimension
	Eigenvalue
	Condition Index
	Variance Proportions

	
	
	
	
	(Constant)
	TranspX1
	WhX2
	GadvX3
	DuratX4

	1
	1
	4.594
	1.000
	.00
	.01
	.01
	.00
	.00

	
	2
	0.180
	5.055
	.10
	.27
	.21
	.03
	.02

	
	3
	0.117
	6.271
	.04
	.67
	.43
	.00
	.06

	
	4
	0.078
	7.689
	.10
	.02
	.20
	.04
	.89

	
	5
	0.032
	11.951
	.75
	.04
	.16
	.92
	.03


aDependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
According to Hair et al. (2013), the values above .90 in the variance proportions for each row with a high condition index is a sign of a problem. It is safe to conclude that there is a collinearity issue between those predictors if two or more values are above .90 in a single line. A single predictor with a value above.90 does not indicate multicollinearity. In our case, only one case had a value of variance of proportion greater than .90. The rest were less than .90.

Lin (2007) asserts that a condition index of more than 15 suggests a potential issue. A collinearity index of more than 30 indicates a significant Multicollinearity concern. All the values were less than 15, so there is no Multicollinearity problem.

4.12.1.4 The Homoscedasticity

The homoscedasticity of the variances of error terms means the equality of the variances of error terms across the values of the independent variables. Homoscedasticity was tested by plotting the standardized values that the model would predict against the standardized residuals value obtained and assessing its scatter plot of the dots along the x-axis. The resulting scatterplot displayed in Figure 4.3 indicates more spread in the middle than at the ends. 
The more robust analytical Breusch-Pagan Test of heteroscedasticity was performed, and for Sample size (N) = 159 and the number of predictors (P) = 9, the R2 value was .0229, and the Breusch-Pagan test for Heteroscedasticity (Chi-Square df = 8,149) was 4.601. The significance level of Chi-square df = 8,149 (Null hypothesis, H0: homoscedasticity exists) was p = .3307. 
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Figure 4.2: Regression of Standard Residual on Regression Standard Predicted Values
Source: Field Data (2021)
The decision criterion in Breusch-Pagan Test of heteroscedasticity is that if the p-value of the test is less than some significance level (α = .05), we reject the null hypothesis and presume that heteroscedasticity is present in the regression model (Halunga et al., 2017). Since this p-value is not less than .05, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. Consequently, we expect that homoscedasticity is present.
4.12.2    MLR Model Specification 
4.12.2.1 Additive Multiple Regression Model Specifications

The additive MLR analysis model that was used to test the existence of the relationship among the variables is given by Equation 
ProftY = 0 + 1(TranspX1) + 2(WhX2) + 3(GadvX3) +4(DuratX4)  

The MLR results are displayed in the additive model summary Table 4.67, Table 4.68, and Table 4.69.  These are important in determining how well a regression model fits the data.
Table 4.54: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	174.194
	4
	43.548
	67.572
	.000b

	
	Residual
	99.250
	154
	.644
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

b. Predictors: (Constant), Duration of Coopetition, Coopetition in Transportation, Coopetition in Generic Adverting, Coopetition in Warehousing
Table 4.55: Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	-0.097
	.242
	
	-.403
	.687

	
	TranspX1
	0.230
	.054
	0.253
	4.231
	.000

	
	WhX2
	0.245
	.058
	0.290
	4.232
	.000

	
	GadvX3
	0.363
	.079
	0.278
	4.603
	.000

	
	DuratX4 
	0.197
	.061
	0.197
	3.237
	.001


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Table 4.56: Additive Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R2 
	Adjusted R2
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.798a
	.637
	.628
	.803


a. Predictors: (Constant), Duration of Coopetition, Coopetition in Transportation, Coopetition in Generic Adverting, Coopetition in Warehousing

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
The MLR was calculated to predict ProftY based on independent variables TranspX1, WhX2, GadvX3, and DuratX4. A significant regression equation (F(4,154) =  67.572, p < .001, and  R2 = .628) was found as: 
ProftY = -0.097 + 0.253TranspX1 + 0.29WhX2 + 0.278GadvX3 + 0.197DuratX4 

Where all the coefficients are standardized.

MSE profitability (ProftY) increases by 0.253 units for every unit increase in TranspX1 if other variables are kept constant. Likewise, if other variables are held constant, ProftY increases by 0.29 units for every unit increase in WhX2. ProftY increases by 0.278 units for every unit increase in GadvX3 if other variables are kept constant; and 0.197 units for every unit increase in DuratX4 if other variables are kept constant. All TranspX1, WhX2, GadvX3, and DuratX4 were significant predictors of ProftY.
The proportion of variance in Profitability (the proportion of variance accounted for by the regression model beyond the mean model) predicted from independent variables TranspX1, WhX2, GadvX3, and DuratX4 was 62.8% (Adjusted R2 = 0.628). 
4.12.2.2  Moderated Multiple Regression Model Specifications

The moderation assumption is that the addition of the moderation terms to the additive regression model significantly increases the dependent variable. In the case of coopetition, the moderated MLR analysis model that was used to test the existence of the relationship among the variables was: 

ProftY = 0 + 1(TranspX1) + 2(WhX2) + 3(GadvX3) +4(DuratX4) + 5.ResM + 6(TranspX1)*ResM + 7(WhX2)*ResM + 8(GadvX3)*ResM +9(DuratX4)*ResM 

Or simply 

Y = 0 + 1X1 + 2X2 + 3X3 +4X4 + 5.M + 6X1*M + 7X2*M + 8X3*M +9X4*M.
Centred interactive variables were used to eliminate multicollinearity caused by the primary independent and interaction variables, so all the independent variables were centred (Afshartous and Preston, 2011; Kromrey and Foster-Johnson, 2015). The hierarchical regression analysis of the dependent variable on the centred independent variables (including the moderating variable) was then performed. This sort of regression is effective when working with independent variables and a potential moderating variable. 
According to Lei et al., 2020 and Razi et al., 2013, hierarchical multiple regressions are a better suitable technique for detecting if a quantitative variable modifies the relationship between two other quantitative variables. The test's purpose was to statistically see how the interacting factors impacted the independent variable's predictive abilities. The results are displayed in the Moderated MLR summary Table 4.70, Table 4.71, and Table 4.72.
Table 4.57: Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R2 
	Adjusted R2
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R2 Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.799a
	.638
	.626
	.804
	.638
	53.956
	5
	153
	.000

	2
	.804b
	.646
	.624
	.806
	.008
	.802
	4
	149
	.526


a. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX1, CentredX3, CentredX4, CentredX2
b. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX1, CentredX3, CentredX4, CentredX2, CentredX4*CentredM, CentredX2*CentredM, CentredX3*CentredM, CentredX1*CentredM
Table 4.58: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	174.486
	5
	34.897
	53.956
	.000b

	
	Residual
	98.957
	153
	.647
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	

	2
	Regression
	176.573
	9
	19.619
	30.177
	.000c

	
	Residual
	96.871
	149
	.650
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

b. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX1, CentredX3, CentredX4, CentredX2
c. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX1, CentredX3, CentredX4, CentredX2, CentredX4*CentredM, CentredX2*CentredM, CentredX3*CentredM, CentredX1*CentredM
The Moderated MLR was calculated to predict ProftY based on centred independent variables. A significant moderated regression equation (F[9,149] =  30.177, p < .001, with an R2 = .008.) was found as:

ProftY = 2.981+0.256TranspX1+0.297WhX2 + 0.293GadvX3 + 0.187DuratX4 + 0.049ResM -0.105X1*ResM -0.025X2*ResM + 0.022X3*ResM +0.073X4*ResM

Where all variables were standardised coefficients (Beta values).

After the moderation, ProftY increased 0.256 units for every unit increase in TranspX1 when other variables remained constant. ProftY increased 0.297 units for every unit increase in WhX2 when other variables remained constant. ProftY increased 0,293 units for every unit increase in GadvX3 when other variables remained constant, and 0.186 units for every unit increase in DuratX4 when other variables remained constant. In all cases, the Moderator’s influence was not statistically significant (p > .05).
Table 4.59: Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	2.981
	.064
	
	46.741
	.000
	
	

	
	CentredX1
	0.230
	.054
	0.253
	4.222
	.000
	.658
	1.519

	
	CentredX2
	0.246
	.058
	0.291
	4.239
	.000
	.500
	1.998

	
	CentredX3
	0.367
	.079
	0.281
	4.630
	.000
	.643
	1.556

	
	CentredX4
	0.198
	.061
	0.198
	3.239
	.001
	.634
	1.579

	
	CentredM
	0.094
	.140
	0.033
	0.673
	.502
	.987
	1.013

	2
	(Constant)
	2.981
	.064
	
	46.362
	.000
	
	

	
	CentredX1
	0.232
	.055
	0.256
	4.225
	.000
	.648
	1.544

	
	CentredX2
	0.250
	.058
	0.297
	4.297
	.000
	.499
	2.004

	
	CentredX3
	0.383
	.080
	0.293
	4.780
	.000
	.632
	1.581

	
	CentredX4
	0.186
	.062
	0.187
	3.021
	.003
	.624
	1.604

	
	CentredM
	0.139
	.143
	0.049
	0.971
	.333
	.947
	1.056

	
	CentredX1*CentredM
	-0.202
	.142
	-0.105
	-1.424
	.157
	.441
	2.270

	
	CentredX2*CentredM
	-0.046
	.136
	-0.025
	-0.335
	.738
	.424
	2.357

	
	CentredX3*CentredM
	0.057
	.178
	0.022
	0.318
	.751
	.512
	1.952

	
	CentredX4*CentredM
	0.149
	.160
	0.073
	0.930
	.354
	.387
	2.584


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

After moderation, the proportion of variance (the change in the proportion of variance accounted for by the regression model beyond the mean model) in Profitability predicted by independent variables TranspX1, WhX2, GadvX3, and DuratX4, was .008 or 0.8%. Table 4.68 compares the coefficient changes of the independent variables after the moderation.
Table 4.60: Variables’ Coefficients changes after Moderation
	 
	Constant
	
	
	
	

	Before Moderation
	2.981
	0.253
	0.291
	0.281
	0.198

	After Moderation
	2.981
	0.256
	0.297
	0.293
	0.187


4.13     Results and Hypotheses Testing

The MLR model tested the hypotheses for this study. Various coefficients in the model analysis were used to determine the relationship between the variables in the proposed hypotheses. The variables’ regression coefficients, the correlation coefficient of determination, and the degree of significance (p-value) were used to test and evaluate the hypotheses. 

4.13.1   The Influence of Horizontal MSEs’ Coopetition in Transportation on MSE’s Profitability 
The literature review showed a favourable association between horizontal coopetition in outbound logistics operations and business profitability, and the main components of outbound logistics that must be carefully managed to achieve profitability are overall transportation and warehouse. This conclusion helped in the formulation of the first hypothesis (H1) for this study:

H1: Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in transportation positively influences the MSE’s profitability.

4.13.1.1  Coopetition in Transportation and Profitability 
The association of MSEs’ coopetition in transportation and profitability was done using partial MLR analysis. MSE’s profitability was regressed on the coopetition in transportation to check how significant the profitability is influenced by a unit increase in coopetition in transportation. It was essential to check the correlation between coopetition in transportation and profitability and its significance. So inferential statistics were done, and different coefficients are in Table 4.74, Table 4.75, and Table 4.76. 

Table 4.61: Regression Coefficients

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.618
	.172
	
	9.399
	.000

	
	TranspX1
	0.533
	.059
	0.588
	9.099
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.62: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	94.415
	1
	94.415
	82.798
	.000b

	
	Residual
	179.028
	157
	1.140
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

b. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Transportation
Table 4.63: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.588a
	.345
	.341
	1.068
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Transportation

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

From Table 4.74, the linear regression model was found to be:
ProftY = 1.618 + 0.588TranspX1
With F(1,157) = 82.798, p < .001, and  R2 = .341 (Table 4.75).
It is conclusive that ProftY increased 0.588 units for each unit increase in TranspX1. If other variables are kept constant, 34.1% of the variance in ProftY can be accounted for by TranspX1 (Table 4.76) With this, it is conclusive that Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in transportation positively influences the MSE’s profitability, and hypothesis H1 is accepted.
4.13.2  The Influence of Horizontal MSEs’ Coopetition in the Warehousing of Goods on MSE’s Profitability 
The literature review noted a favourable association between horizontal coopetition in outbound logistics operations and business profitability. Warehousing of goods to customers is one component of outbound logistics that must be carefully managed to achieve profitability. This conclusion led to the formulation of the second hypothesis (H2) for this study:

H2: Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in the warehousing of goods positively influences the MSE’s profitability.

4.13.2.1 Coopetition in the Warehousing and Profitability 
The analysis was done to check the partial MLR analysis of profitability on the coopetition in warehousing. The regression summary for the profitability on coopetition in warehousing is given in Table 4.77, Table 4.78, and Table 4.79. 
Table 4.64: Regression Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.490
	.146
	
	10.172
	.000

	
	WhX2
	0.581
	.049
	0.689
	11.903
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.65: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	129.714
	1
	129.714
	141.690
	.000b

	
	Residual
	143.730
	157
	.915
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

b. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Warehousing

Source: Field Data (2021)
Table 4.66: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.689a
	.474
	.471
	.957


a. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Warehousing

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

From Table 4.77, the linear regression model was found to be:
ProftY = 1.490 + 0.689WhX2
With F(1,157) = 141.690, p < .001, and R2 = .471 (Table 4.78).
The analysis shows that ProftY increased 0.689 units for each unit increase in WhX2. If other variables are kept constant, 47.1% of the variance in ProftY can be accounted for by WhX2 (Table 4.79). This conclusion indicates that Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in warehousing positively influences the MSE’s profitability, and the hypothesis H2 is accepted.
4.13.3   The Influence of Horizontal MSEs’ Coopetition in Generic Advertising on MSE’s Profitability 
The literature review showed that the firm's profitability was linked to generic advertising by competing enterprises. Generic advertising has a favourable influence on profitability by lowering the price elasticity of the advertisement by raising the price. 
To validate this scanty information on generic advertising and profitability of enterprises was another objective in this study, so the associated hypothesis is:
H3: Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in generic advertising positively influences the MSE’s profitability.
4.13.3.1 Coopetition in Generic Advertising and Profitability
The regression summary for the profitability on coopetition in generic advertising is given in Table 4.80, Table 4.81, and Table 4.82. 
Table 4.67: Regression Coefficients

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.185
	.299
	
	0.621
	.536

	
	GadvX3
	0.801
	.082
	0.614
	9.742
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
Table 4.68: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	103.025
	1
	103.025
	94.913
	.000b

	
	Residual
	170.418
	157
	1.085
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

b. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Generic Adverting

Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.69: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.614a
	.377
	.373
	1.042


a. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Generic Adverting

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

The Table 4.80 shows that the simple linear regression model is:
ProftY = 0.185 + 0.614GadvX3
With F(1,157) = 94.913 , p < .001, and  R2 =  .373 (Table 4.81).
This conclusion indicates that ProftY increases by 0.614 units for every unit increase in GadvX3. If other variables are kept constant, 37.3% of the variance in ProftY can be accounted for by GadvX3 (Table 4.82). With this, we can say that Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in generic advertising positively influences the MSE’s profitability, and hypothesis H3 is accepted. 
4.13.4   The Influence of Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition on MSE’s Profitability

Literature review showed that the element of time in firms’ coopetition was necessary to generate the value within the particular value-chain area. The study on the effect of coopetition duration firm’s profitability showed that the duration of the coopetition in specific areas of the firm’s activities was related to the firm’s profitability. No empirical studies were available to find out how the duration factor of coopeting MSEs impacted the profitability of MSEs. There was a need for more studies on industry-specific MSE to validate the previous results. This conclusion prompted this study to have another hypothesis for testing:
H4: The duration of MSEs’ coopetition positively influences the MSE’s profitability.

4.13.4.1  Duration of MSEs’ Coopetition and Profitability
Table 4.83, Table 4.84, and Table 4.85 show the results of the regression of profitability on the duration of coopetition.
Table 4.70: Regression Coefficients
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.185
	.211
	
	5.621
	.000

	
	DuratX4
	0.595
	.064
	0.595
	9.287
	.000


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.71: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	96.953
	1
	96.953
	86.246
	.000b

	
	Residual
	176.490
	157
	1.124
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

b. Predictors: (Constant), Duration of Coopetition

Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.72: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	.595a
	.355
	.350
	1.060


a. Predictors: (Constant), Duration of Coopetition

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
From Table 4.83, the linear regression model was found to be:

ProftY = 1.185+ 0.595DuratX4
With F(1,157) = 86.246, p < .001, and  R2 = .350 (Table 4.84).
This analysis reveals that ProftY increases by 0.595 for every unit increase in DuratX4. If other variables are kept constant, 35.0% of the variance in ProftY can be accounted for by DuratX4 (Table 4.85). So, the MSEs' duration in coopetition positively influences the MSE’s profitability, and hypothesis H4 is accepted.
4.13.5   The Moderation Effect of Resources Interdependence among MSES (ResM) on the Independent Variables’ Influence on Profitability (ProftY): Hypotheses H5, H6, H7, and H8
As noted in the literature review, resource interdependence as a variable in RDT was one of the antecedents and drivers of coopetition.  Resource interdependence had a favourable impact on the amount of inter-firm cooperation, and it is thought of having a moderating effect on the coopetition. The coopetition becomes more cooperative if the firms' resources leverage power among the firms. As an independent variable, resource interdependence (ResM) was correlated with ProftY. ProftY was regressed on ResM, and the results are displayed in Table 4.86, Table 4.87, and Table 4.88.
Table 4.73: Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	3.489
	.839
	
	4.157
	.000
	
	

	
	ResM
	-0.139
	.228
	-.0049
	4.157
	.543
	1.000
	1.000


a. Dependent Variable: ProftY

Source: Field Data (2021)
Table 4.74: ANOVAa
	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.646
	1
	.646
	.372
	.543b

	
	Residual
	272.797
	157
	1.738
	
	

	
	Total
	273.443
	158
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

b. Predictors: (Constant), Moderating Variable - Resource

Source: Field Data (2021)

Table 4.75: Model Summaryb
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.049a
	.002
	.004
	1.318
	.002
	.372
	1
	157
	.543


a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderating Variable - Resource

b. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
The linear regression model (Table 4.86) was found to be: 

ProftY = 3.489 - 0.049ResM

With F(1,157) = .372, p > .05, and (R2 = .002 (Table 4.87).
For every unit increase in ResM, ProftY decreases by 0.049 units, all measured in the same unit, and the effect was not statistically significant (Table 4.88). Therefore, the moderator was not significantly influencing the profitability of the MSE. Notwithstanding this analysis, it was essential to check how this moderator influenced each independent variable.
4.13.5.1  The Moderation effect of Resources Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of TranspX1 on ProftY 

The hierarchical regression tried to determine if the centredResM was statistically significant in changing the coefficients of the independent terms in the best fit line of profitability (ProftY) on coopetition in transportation (TransX1). The hierarchical regression tried to determine also if the centredResM was statistically significant in changing the correlation coefficient of determination (R2 Change) of ProftY and TranspX1. 
The hypothesis tested was:
H5: The influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in transportation on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.
The MLR analysis of ProftY on TranspX1 and ResM was performed to test this hypothesis. The coefficients of the independent variables and the correlation coefficients between ProftY, TranspX1, and ResM were checked. The analysis was done after centring the variables and introducing the interaction term, centredTranspX1* centred ResM. Regression analysis of ProftY on centredTranspX1, centredResM, and centredTranspX1*centredResM is shown in Table 4.89. The interaction effect of the moderation term on the regression coefficients was not statistically significant (p = .347).

The correlation coefficient, R, between ProftY and TranspX1 (R(Y-X1)) was positive, strong and statistically significant. The rest of the correlations were weak, negative and not statistically significant.
Table 4.76: Regression Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.618
	.172
	
	9.399
	.000

	
	Coopetition in Transportation
	.533
	.059
	.588
	9.099
	.000

	2
	(Constant)
	1.615
	.173
	
	9.343
	.000

	
	CentredTranspX1
	.533
	.059
	.587
	9.048
	.000

	
	CenteredResM
	-.043
	.186
	-.015
	-.231
	.818

	
	CenteredX1*CenteredResM
	-.118
	.125
	-.061
	-.943
	.347


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)
The correlation effect results are displayed in Table 4.90. The R2 change was only .004 (the improvement from R2 = .345 to R2 = .349), and the effect was not significant (p >.05). 
Table 4.77: Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.588a
	.345
	.341
	1.068
	.345
	82.798
	1
	157
	.000

	2
	.591b
	.349
	.337
	1.071
	.004
	.490
	2
	155
	.614


a. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Transportation

b. Predictors: (Constant), Coopetition in Transportation, X1TimesM, centredM

Source: Field Data (2021)
The moderating variable was categorised into three arbitrary moderating levels to assess the impact of the interactive term from a low level to a high level. The levels were labelled: low, medium and high. The categorisation was done by sorting the data in ascending order of moderation levels and dividing the data into three equal groups. 
The plot of the data against ProftY produced Figure 4.4.[image: image23.png]Profitability of the MSE
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Figure 4.3: Moderation Effect in TranspX1 Influence on ProftY
Source: Field Data (2021)
It is indicative that the correlation of ProftY and centred TranspX1 varies from a low level of moderation to high with the associated R2 value, as in Table 4.91. 
Table 4.78: Correlation Summary
	Level of Moderation
	Correlation Coefficient
	Correlation Coefficient of Determination

	Low
	R = .697
	R2 = .486

	Moderate
	R = .526
	R2 = .277

	High
	R = .556
	R2 = .309


Source: Field Data (2021)

The MLR model after the moderation indicated that the change in ProftY caused by a unit increase of TranspX1 was not statistically significant. The moderation effect in the correlation between ProftY and TranspX1 indicated that the lower the resource interdependence, the higher the correlation. However, the change in a correlation coefficient of determination was not statistically significant. So, hypothesis H5: The influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in transportation on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs, is rejected.

4.13.5.2  The Moderation Effect of Resources Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of WhX2 on ProftY 

Hierarchical regression analysis was done of ProftY on centredWhX2, centredResM, and centredWhX2*centredResM. The objective was to test hypothesis H6 to check how the centredResM was statistically significant in changing the coefficients of the independent variables in the regression equation and the correlation coefficient of determination (R2 Change) of ProftY and WhX2. The hypothesis tested was:

H6: The influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in the warehousing of goods on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.
MLR analysis was done to test hypothesis H6 after centring the variables and introducing the interactive term, centredWhX2*centredResM. Test the results are depicted in Table 4.92. The regression coefficient for the moderating term was not statistically significant (p = .870). Likewise, the regression coefficient for the interaction term was not statistically significant (p = .439). The change of the coefficient of the independent variable was .002 (0.690-0.688) or just 0.2%.
Table 4.79: Regression Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.981
	.076
	
	39.166
	.000

	
	CenteredX2
	.582
	.049
	.690
	11.838
	.000

	
	CenteredM
	.027
	.166
	.010
	.164
	.870

	2
	(Constant)
	2.976
	.076
	
	38.914
	.000

	
	CenteredX2
	.581
	.049
	.688
	11.797
	.000

	
	CenteredResM
	.038
	.167
	.013
	.227
	.821

	
	CenteredX2*CenteredResM
	-.082
	.106
	-.045
	-.776
	.439


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

The change in correlation coefficient after regressing ProftY on centredWhX2, centredResM, and centredWhX2*centredResM is shown in Table 4.93. The correlation between ProftY and centredWhX2 (Model 1) was positive, strong and statistically significant. The value of R2 change was only .002 as the correlation improved from R2 = .474 to R2 = .476, and the effect is not significant (p = .439).
Table 4.80: Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.689a
	.474
	.468
	.960
	.474
	70.419
	2
	156
	.000

	2
	.690b
	.476
	.466
	.961
	.002
	.602
	1
	155
	.439


a. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX2
b. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX2, CentredX2*CentredM

Source: Field Data (2021)
The moderating variable was grouped into three arbitrary moderating levels: low, medium, and high, to examine the influence of the interacting term from a low to a high level. Grouping was done by sorting the moderating variable in ascending order of moderation degrees, dividing the data into three equal groups and plotting it against ProftY to produce Figure 4.5.
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Figure 4.4: Moderation Effect in WhX2 Influence on ProftY
Source: Field Data (2021)
The correlation of ProftY and centredWhX2 varies from a low degree of moderation to a high level of moderation, with the corresponding R2 values as shown in Table 4.94.
Table 4.81: Correlation Summary
	Level of Moderation
	Correlation Coefficient
	Correlation Coefficient of Determination

	Low
	R = .751
	R2 = .564

	Moderate
	R = .650
	R2 = .423

	High
	R = .665
	R2 = .442


Source: Field Data (2021)

After the moderation, the MLR model indicated that the change in the ProftY caused by a unit increase of WhX2 was not statistically significant. Even though the moderating effect in the correlation between ProftY and WhX2 was not statistically significant, the lower the resource dependence, the higher the correlation. Hypothesis H6, which states that the influence of horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in warehousing on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs, is rejected.
4.13.5.3  The Moderation effect of Resources Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of GradvX3 on ProftY
Hierarchical regression analysis was done of ProftY on centredGadvX3, centredResM, and then on centred GadvX3*centredResM. The objective was to test hypothesis H7 to check how the centredResM was statistically significant in changing the coefficients of the independent variables and the correlation coefficient of determination (R2 Change) of ProftY and GadvX3. 
The hypothesis tested was:
H7: The influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in generic advertising on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.

MLR analysis was done to test this hypothesis after centring the variables and introducing the interactive term, centredGadvX3*centredResM. After centring the variables and incorporating the interacting term, centred GadvX3*ResM, the regression analysis was done once again (Table 4:95). Upon correlating ProftY on centredGadvX3, centredResM, and centredGadvX3*centredResM, the coefficient of the centred moderating term was not statistically significant (p = .555), and the coefficient of the interacting term was not statistically significant (p = .826).
Table 4.82: Regression Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.981
	.076
	
	39.166
	.000

	
	CenteredX3
	.582
	.049
	.690
	11.838
	.000

	
	CenteredM
	.027
	.166
	.010
	.164
	.870

	2
	(Constant)
	2.983
	.070
	
	42.353
	.000

	
	CenteredM
	.091
	.154
	.032
	.591
	.555

	
	CenteredX3
	.454
	.083
	.347
	5.477
	.000

	
	CenteredX3*CenteredResM
	.031
	.140
	.012
	.221
	.826


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE

Source: Field Data (2021)

The correlation between ProftY, GadvX3, and ResM was examined to evaluate this hypothesis. ProftY and GadvX3 had a positive, strong, and statistically significant correlation (Model 1). The value of R2 change was only .086 (Table 4.96), and correlation improved from R2 = .474 to R2 = .560, and the effect was significant (p < .001). 
Table 4.83: Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.689a
	.474
	.468
	.960
	.474
	70.419
	2
	156
	.000

	2
	.748b
	.560
	.549
	.884
	.086
	14.998
	2
	154
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX3
b. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX3, CentredX3*CentredM
Source: Field Data (2021)
As with previous cases, it was necessary to investigate the impact of the interaction term from a low to a high level. The investigation was performed by sorting the data in increasing order of moderation degrees, separating it into three equal groups, and plotting it against ProftY as shown in Figure 4.6.
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Figure 4.5: Moderation Effect in GadvX3 Influence on ProftY
Source: Field Data (2021)
The correlation of ProftY and centred GadvX3 varies from a low degree of moderation to a high level of moderation, with the corresponding R2 values as shown in Table 4.97.
Table 4.84: Correlation Summary
	Level of Moderation
	Correlation Coefficient
	Correlation Coefficient of Determination

	Low
	R = .662
	R2 = .439

	Moderate
	R = .539
	R2 = .291

	High
	R = .646
	R2 = .417


Source: Field Data (2021)

After the moderation, the MLR model indicated that the change in the ProftY caused by a unit increase of GadvX3 was not statistically significant. However, the moderating effect in the correlation between ProftY and GadvX3 was statistically significant. It was shown that the lower the resource dependence, the higher the correlation. So, hypothesis H7, which states that the level of influence of Horizontal MSEs’ coopetition in generic advertising on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs, is rejected.
4.13.5.4  The Moderation effect of Resources Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of DuratX4 on ProftY
The hierarchical regression analysis of ProftY on centredDuratX4, centredResM, and then on centred DuratX4*centredResM was performed. The objective was to test hypothesis H8 to check how the centredResM was statistically significant in changing the coefficients of the independent variables and the correlation coefficient of determination (R2 Change) of ProftY and DuratX4. The hypothesis tested was:

H8: The influence of the duration of MSEs’ coopetition on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs.

MLR analysis was done to test this hypothesis after centring the variables and introducing the interacting term, centredDuratX4*centredResM. Just as with the previous cases, the Multicollinearity caused by the primary independent and interactive variables was avoided by centring the independent and interactive variables. After MLR analysis of ProftY on centredDuratX4, centredResM, and centredDuratX4*centredResM, the moderation term was not statistically significant (p = .743), and the interacting term was not statistically significant in influencing the coefficient of the independent variable (p = .853). The results are depicted in Table 4.98.
Table 4.85: Regression Coefficientsa
	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.981
	.076
	
	39.166
	.000

	
	CenteredX4
	.582
	.049
	.690
	11.838
	.000

	
	CenteredM
	.027
	.166
	.010
	.164
	.870

	2
	(Constant)
	2.980
	.071
	
	41.841
	.000

	
	CenteredM
	.051
	.156
	.018
	.328
	.743

	
	CenteredX4
	.319
	.064
	.320
	4.985
	.000

	
	CenteredX4*CenteredResM
	-.021
	.111
	-.010
	-.185
	.853


a. Dependent Variable: Profitability of the MSE
The correlation between ProftY, DuratX4, and ResM was also analysed (Table 4.99). ProftY and DuratX4 exhibited a positive, strong, and statistically significant correlation (Model 1). The R2 change was .073, and correlation improved from R2 = .474 to R2 = .548, and the effect was significant (p < .001).
Table 4.86: Model Summary
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Change Statistics

	
	
	
	
	
	R Square Change
	F Change
	df1
	df2
	Sig. F Change

	1
	.689a
	.474
	.468
	.960
	.474
	70.419
	2
	156
	.000

	2
	.740b
	.548
	.536
	.896
	.073
	12.497
	2
	154
	.000


a. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX2

b. Predictors: (Constant), CentredM, CentredX2, CentredX4*CentredM, CentredX4

Source: Field Data (2021)
It was important to evaluate the influence of the interaction term from a low to a high level, as in earlier examples. The data for the interacting term was sorted in increasing order of moderation degrees, split into three equal groups, and plotted against ProftY (Figure 4.7).
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Figure 4.6: Moderation Effect in DuratX4 Influence on ProftY
Source: Field Data (2021)

The correlation of ProftY and centredDuratX4 varies from a low degree of moderation to a high level of moderation, with the corresponding R2 values as shown in Table 4.100.

Table 4.87: Correlation Summary
	Level of Moderation
	Correlation Coefficient
	Correlation Coefficient of Determination

	Low
	R = .675
	R2 = .455

	Moderate
	R = .469
	R2 = .220

	High
	R = .660
	R2 = .435


Source: Field Data (2021)
After the moderation, the MLR model indicated that the change in the ProftY caused by a unit increase of DuratX4 was not statistically significant. The moderating effect in the correlation between ProftY and DuratX4 was statistically significant. It was shown that the lower the resource dependence, the stronger the correlation, although the moderating effect in the MLR analysis was not statistically significant. Hypothesis H8 which states that the influence of duration of MSEs’ coopetition on the MSE’s profitability is significantly moderated by the resource interdependence among MSEs, is rejected.

CHAPTER FIVE

DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

5.1      Overview
This chapter summarizes the information generated in Chapter 4 by comparing and contrasting it with findings in previous related studies. It involves the critical discussion of the study's descriptive and inferential findings, the study's main findings based on the data collected in the field, and the literature review. The study centred on handicraft MSEs' coopetition and profitability in the industry. Its objectives were to examine how the profitability of the coopeting MSE is influenced by the duration of coopetition, coopetition in outbound logistics, and coopetition in generic advertising; and how the influences are moderated by resources interdependence between the coopeting MSEs. The coopetition in outbound logistics involved transportation and warehousing operations.
5.2      Descriptive Statistics: MSEs Features 

5.2.1   MSEs Distribution in Clusters and MSE Sizes 

Data from the field have clearly indicated that most handicraft MSEs concentrated in the open markets cluster that absorbed (about half) of all handicraft MSEs followed by the art centre/duty-free shops cluster. This observation partly agrees with the Synovate (2012) report in Arusha, which indicated that the cluster with the most significant number of MSEs was the open market cluster, followed by the handcraft/curio shops cluster. In Synovate study, art centre/duty-free shops cluster had the smallest share of MSEs, in this study, the handcraft/curio shops cluster has the smallest share of MSEs.

The open markets cluster is dominated by the street vendors that run after the tourists. The population of these street vendors is very high in not only Arusha but also in other cities in Tanzania. As the pastoral activities decline among the pastoralists in Arusha neighbourhood, most young people are rushing to the city to find livelihood. Most women are along the streets selling beaded necklaces, hand laces and other such products (Figure 5.1). 

There has been a decline in handcraft/curio shops clusters since 2012 probably due to dwindling number of foreign tourists visiting this region especially during 2019/2020. It may be true that the curio shops clustered suffered the COVID-19 pandemic since this market is especially dominated by tourists from outside the country. The few tourists that would sell effectively to tourists would be the road-runners and open market vendors.
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Figure 5.1: Handicrafts Business in Open Markets in Arusha City (Wickham, 2023)
The proportion of the handicraft MSEs by size indicates that the microenterprises were the dominant category during the study time. It is indicative that their smallness may be an area of their weakness where coopetition may be needed more to improve collective strength. The results from this study agree  with Muriithi (2017), who indicated that micro-enterprises dominated the handicraft MSE clusters. As there are efforts to encourage micro-financing of business, this sector (Micro-enterprise) is likely to boom and coopetition may be a feasible strategy for growth.

5.2.2   MSEs Categorisation by Products and Markets Served 

This study has shown that most of the MSEs studied had mixed merchandise where they were selling both home décors and fashion accessories. These results agree with Synovate (2012) report that most traders dealt with mixed merchandise.  It was phenomenal that business specialisation was small as very few MSEs studied specialised in either home décors or fashion accessories only. According to Wang and Fan (2020), one of the marketing strategy that is most commonly acknowledged is market segmentation and specialization. Its core tenet is that in order to gain a competitive edge and be profitable, the firm must properly segment the market and offer specialised and differentiated offer to that market. 
As noted previously, the handicraft market in Arusha is mainly dominated by tourists that visit the open market. The mixed business was the main mean of gaining sales at the end of each day. Since the tourists were not predictable about the kind of handicraft they would prefer, each vendor was literally selling everything from home décors to fashion accessories.

The study on the market served showed that most of the MSEs specialized in the domestic market, with very few MSEs specializing in the export market only. The findings show that market specialization was not very strong in the handicraft industry. This might have been aggravated by the COVID-19 pandemic and business challenges across the world. Notwithstanding this, Synovate (2012) had previously noted that most Tanzanian traders in handcrafts were less informed of export market needs, pricing, and penetration strategies. Probably specialization may trigger quality improvement and the necessity to coopete to capture the export market (Alcalá, 2014).

5.2.3   The Duration that the Business has been in Operation

The findings have revealed that most of the MSEs in the clusters have been in operation for more than seven years based on the sample studied. The sample had few new MSEs in both business and coopetition, whereas few old MSEs (seven or more years) were coopeting in business. Most MSEs were middle-aged, and were also coopeting in business. These results agree with Broekel (2012) that the age of MSEs and their duration of collaboration improves the intensity and efficiency of collaboration.
5.2.4   The Competitor Strength Comparison

When analysing the extent to which an MSE learn marketing and sales techniques from the competitors, it was observed that the extent was high and homogeneous within the clusters. The analysis showed that most of the MSEs coopete to exchange market knowledge. The trend was expected to be observed since Martínez-Costa et al. (2019) observed that one of the sustainability prerequisites of SMEs is organisational learning. Organisational learning mediates cooperation and improves with time. 
5.2.5   Coopetition Tendency

The data analysis results of the extent to which the MSEs’ coopetition led to transportation facilitation show that the distribution was substantial between moderate and very high facilitation except for ‘very low’ and ‘low’ indices. The results also indicate that most MSEs had between moderate to very high scores in generic advertising cost-effectiveness during coopetition. When analysing the extent to which the MSE’s coopetition led to warehousing facilitation, it was observed that except for very low scores, other scores were homogeneous between low to very high facilitation. These results agree with Omoruyi and Akuoma (2020), who observed that for the MSEs to efficiently succeed in the delivery of the goods to the customers, collaboration with peer firms in logistics and information sharing are critical strategies for improving the firms’ performance.
5.3      Inferential Statistics

Inferential statistics is helpful to offer answers for a condition or phenomena from the analysis of the sample. It tries to estimate the parameters from the statistics generated from the sample. It differs fundamentally from descriptive statistics, which only report the data that has already been measured and do not allow for extrapolations of results from the sample to the population. Researchers statistically test data for the population based on the sample using inferential statistics. 
Tests of difference and tests of relationship are the two primary kinds of tests in inferential statistics. This study concentrated on testing the relationship and analysed how the profitability of the MSE is influenced by coopetition in the outbound logistics, coopetition in generic advertising, and the duration of the coopetition; and how the resources interdependence among the MSEs moderates the influence. The analysis was achieved mainly through the multiple linear regression (MLR) and correlation analyses. MLR analysis involved the determination of the values of coefficients of the independent variables, the values of correlation coefficients of determination, and their levels of statistical significance at a 95% confidence level.
5.4      The Influence of Horizontal Coopetition in Transportation on the Profitability of an Individual MSE

The regression analysis of profitability on horizontal coopetition in transportation indicated that:

ProftY = 1.618 + 0.588TranspX1.
The regression model shows that, if other independent variables remain constant, the best fit line for the relationship existed and that the MSE profitability (ProftY) increased by 0.588 units for each unit increase in horizontal coopetition in transportation (TranspX1). This increase was statistically significant at a 95% confidence interval. It implies that the more the MSEs coopete in transportation, the more profitability is expected. 
The correlation analysis was done between TransX1 and ProftY to check the strength of the relationship, direction, and associated statistical significance. It was shown that the Pearson correlation coefficient was positive, strong, and statistically significant. The Pearson correlation coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.341. The R2 value indicates that if other independent variables are kept constant, the coopetition in transportation influences the profitability of the MSE by 34.1%, a significant contribution. 
These results agree with the conclusion drawn by Liberatore and Miller (2016) and Devece et al. (2019). They showed that outbound logistics performance directly influenced the profitability of the handicraft firms - among other firms under their study. It also agrees with the study by Hoang and Nguyen (2018) when studying the influence of logistics costs on profitability in the textile industry and observed a positive relationship between logistics service and firm financial performance and showed that logistics costs were among the main factors influencing the firm’s profitability. The results also agree with Yu (2014) that outbound logistics performance, which directly influenced firms' profitability, also applied to the MSEs. 
The transportation challenges in Tanzania are not poising small challenges to such small traders as the handicrafts business people. Since the return from the business is largely contributed by managing the costs in transportation, then the MSEs would do well to adopt strategies that would facilitate consolidated haulage of their merchandizes through coopetition. This is especially useful in the export market where the costs of airfreight that are commonly used are very high.
5.4.1   The Influence of Horizontal Coopetition in Warehousing on the Profitability of an Individual MSE

The regression analysis of profitability on horizontal coopetition in warehousing indicated that:

ProftY = 1.490 + 0.689WhX2.
This regression model indicates that the best fit line for the relationship existed if other independent variables remained constant. The MSE profitability (ProftY) increased by 0.689 units for each unit increase in horizontal coopetition in warehousing (WhX2). The influence was statistically significant at a 95% confidence interval. It implies that the more the MSEs coopete in warehousing, the more profitability is expected. 

Correlation analysis was done between WhX2 and ProftY to determine the relationship's strength, direction, and associated statistical significance. It was shown that the correlation coefficient was positive, strong, and statistically significant. The correlation coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.471. The R2 indicated that if other independent variables are kept constant, the coopetition in warehousing influences the profitability of the MSE by 47.1%. The influence was statistically significant at a 95% confidence interval. 
The studies done by Devece et al. (2019), Hoang and Nguyen (2018), and Liberatore and Miller (2016) showed that outbound logistics performance directly influenced the profitability of handicraft firms. Since warehousing is one of the outbound activities, the results from this study confirm the same conclusion for the firms in the category of the MSEs. Handicrafts are warehoused at the point of origin as well as the point of destination. Warehousing costs that are costed per square meter are very high as the items (handicrafts) are delicate and can be easily misappropriated. If there is a way of reducing warehousing cost which is usually very high, it will contribute to a large extent to the profitability of the transacting MSEs. As noted with transportation costs, the consolidated warehousing would synergistically reduce the cost because of the economies of scale especially in the export market that is not well exploited.
5.4.2   The Influence of Horizontal Coopetition in Generic Advertising on the Profitability of an Individual MSE

The regression analysis of profitability on horizontal coopetition in generic advertising indicated that:

ProftY = 0.185 + 0.614GadvX3.
The regression model indicates that the best fit line for the relationship existed. If other independent variables remain constant, the MSE profitability (ProftY) increased by 0.614 units for each unit increase in horizontal coopetition in generic advertising (GadvX3). The increase was shown to be statistically significant at a 95% confidence interval. It implies that the more the MSEs coopete in generic advertising, the more profitability is expected. 

Correlation analysis between GadvX3 and ProftY was done to check the relationship's strength, direction, and associated statistical significance. The correlation coefficient was positive, strong, and statistically significant. The correlation coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.373. The R2 indicated that if other independent variables are kept constant, the coopetition in warehousing influences the profitability of the MSE by 37.3%. The influence was statistically significant at a 95% confidence interval.
The study by Lindström and Polsa (2015)  on SMEs’ coopetition success factors and outcomes indicated that the SMEs profitability was positively linked to the collaborative advertising by involved firms. Williams and Capps (2020) concluded that generic advertising positively impacted the profitability of the firms involved by reducing the price elasticity of the advertised products by adjusting the price. The results from this study confirm these conclusions for the firms at the levels of MSEs.
Generic advertising is not as common in the handicraft market. Advertisements in trade shows and media (TV and Radio) are very uncommon. Social media like Facebook, Instagram, Tik Tok, and the like have very rare ads related to handicrafts. The results of this study serve as an eye opener to businessmen and policymakers alike that generic advertising reduced the costs of advertisement and is effective in improving profitability by attracting a large number of customers far and near.

5.4.3   The Influence of the Duration of Coopetition on the Profitability of an Individual MSE

The regression analysis of profitability on the duration of coopetition indicated that:

ProftY = 1.185+ 0.595DuratX4.
If other independent variables remain constant, the regression model indicates that the best fit line for the relationship existed. The MSE profitability (ProftY) increased 0.595 units for each unit increase in the duration of coopetition (DuratX4). The increase was statistically significant at a 95% confidence interval. It implies that the more duration the MSEs coopete, the more profitability is expected. 
Correlation analysis between DuratX4 and ProftY was done to check the relationship’s strength, direction, and associated statistical significance. The correlation coefficient was positive, strong, and statistically significant. The correlation coefficient of determination (R2) was 0.350. The R2 indicated that if other independent variables are kept constant, the duration of coopetition influences the profitability of the MSE by 35.0%. The influence was statistically significant at a 95% confidence interval. 
This observation is important since, according to Guimarães et al. (2021), coopetition is a long-term strategy for MSEs' profitability and growth. The changing landscapes in business require that the customers are acquired and maintained through marketing and customer services. It’s unfortunate that today businesses that are so specialized and that are not produced in large quantities have personality intrinsic in them. The person that supplies is central to building the credibility of the products’ quality, price, and timely delivery. This is especially true in the export market where long term relationship of the suppliers is crucial.
5.4.4   The Resource Interdependence on Profitability
Resource interdependence was a moderator and was treated like another independent variable. The best fit line for regression of profitability on resource interdependence was in the following form: 
ProftY = 3.489 - 0.049ResM.
For every unit increase in ResM, ProftY decreases by 0.0049 units, and the effect was not statistically significant (p = .543). The results indicated that the correlation coefficient was positive, and the correlation coefficient of determination (R2) was .002. The R2 suggests that resource interdependence accounts for only 0.002% of the variance in profitability. The correlation was not statistically significant. 
The independent variables and the interactive variable were centred to avoid the multicollinearity that could arise from the main independent and interactive variables. The centred interactive variables were then used to test the hypotheses. Then the hierarchical regression analysis of ProftY on each of the centred independent variables, centred moderator (ResM) and centred interacting variable was performed. The hierarchical regression tries to find out if the interacting variables are statistically significant in changing the regression coefficients of the predictors and the correlation coefficient of determination (R2 Change) between ProftY and the independent variables. This type of regression is proper when working with an independent variable and a potential moderating variable.

When analysing the additive and moderated MLR models, the change in the coefficients of the independent variables ranged from -5.6 to 3.3. It was evident that the interaction effect of the moderation term on the regression coefficients was not statistically significant (p = .818). However, the moderated variable “duration of coopetition” registered a negative change indicating that the more the MSE depends on another MSE for resources, the less it is likely to be profitable. 

The result from this study on resource interdependence is especially crucial in that an MSE is secure when coopeting with another MSE that is either larger than itself or is growing faster than it. There is that free-ride phenomenon that may be present in the firm that coopetes while one that is stronger than it in resource control if there is a willingness to share resources at affordable costs (which is the essence of coopetition). This stronger firm is aiding the weaker one, and the results from this study show that the effect on profitability is positive. 
5.4.4.1 The Moderation effect of Resource Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of TranspX1 on ProftY 

The hierarchical regression analysis of ProftY on centredTranspX1, on the centred moderator (ResM), and the product of centredTranspX1 and centredResM was performed. The results were not statistically significant in changing the values of profitability when the independent variable changed by one unit. The change in the correlation coefficient of determination was also low, and the effect was not statistically significant.

Even though the moderating impact in the correlation between ProftY and TranspX1 was not statistically significant, the lower the resource interdependence, the stronger the correlation. This relationship suggests that as more resources are leveraged across MSEs, the willingness of MSEs to cooperate increases. This necessitates the MSE to select carefully the MSE with which to cooperate since the most suited MSE is one of identical size, the one with low resource interdependence (Guimarães et al., 2021; Omoruyi, 2018).
5.4.4.2 The Mmoderation effect of Resource Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of WhX2 on ProftY 

Hierarchical regression analysis of ProftY on centredWhX2 centredResM and centredWhX2* centredResM indicated that the regression coefficient for the interaction term was not statistically significant (p = .439). The change in the correlation coefficient of determination due to moderation was very small (.002) and not statistically significant (p = .439). 
The regression of ProftY on centredWhX2 varied positively with the corresponding values of correlation coefficients from a low degree of moderation to a high level of moderation. The greater the pooling of resources among MSEs, the more ready MSEs were to coopete. Since the most suitable MSE to work with is one of equal size, then the MSE must carefully pick the MSE with whom to partner with (Omoruyi, 2018).
5.4.4.3 The Moderation effect of Resource Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of GradvX3 on ProftY

As for the previous cases, the results from the hierarchical regression analysis of ProftY on centredGadvX3 centredResM and then on centredGadvX3*centred ResM showed that the interaction coefficient was not statistically significant (p = .826). However, the change in a correlation coefficient of determination was statistically significant (p = .001). 

The moderating effect in the correlation between ProftY and centred GadvX3 was statistically significant, and the lower the resource dependence, the stronger the correlation. This relationship demonstrates that the more MSEs pool their resources, the more willing they are to cooperate in the generic advertisement. The micro-enterprises can benefit greatly from coopetitive adverting, especially in penetrating the export market. 
5.4.4.4 The Moderation effect of Resource Interdependence among MSEs (ResM) on the Influence of DuratX4 on ProftY

The results from the hierarchical regression analysis of ProftY on centredDuratX4, centredResM, and then on centredDuratX4*centredResM showed that the interaction term was still not statistically significant in influencing the coefficients (p = 853). The change in the correlation coefficient of determination of ProftY and centredDuratX4 was small (.073) but significant (p = .001). This relationship indicates that the lower the resource dependence, the stronger the correlation. 

The strong correlation, notwithstanding the moderation effect, agrees with the conclusion raised by Beata (2012) and  Cygler et al. (2018).  Beata and Cygler et al noted that the factor of time in the interaction is required to develop value within the specific value-chain sector. Coopetition is driven by three aspects, namely trust, understanding between partners, and identification in the relationship. Long-term coopetition is most suitable when MSE works with another MSE that is almost equal size in terms of resource interdependence. 
5.5      Discussion on the MLR Model Summary
The regression analysis of the profitability (ProftY) on the independent variables before and after moderation showed that the moderator’s coefficients were not statistically significant since in moderation, all p-values were more than .05 at a 95% confidence interval. Therefore, the additive model was good enough to predict the influence of each of the independent variables on the MSE’s profitability.

The standardized unit change in coopetition in transportation impacted a change of .253 units in the profitability of the MSE, and about 34.6% of profitability was accounted for by coopetition in transportation if other variables are kept constant. Likewise, the standardized unit change in coopetition in warehousing influenced a change of .290 units in the profitability of the MSE and about 47.5% of profitability was accounted for by coopetition in warehousing if other variables are kept constant. 
The standardized unit change in coopetition in generic advertising influenced a change of .278 units in the profitability of the MSE and about 37.7% of profitability was accounted for by coopetition in generic advertising if other variables are kept constant. The results show also that the standardized unit change in the duration of coopetition influenced a change of .197 units in the profitability of the MSE and about 35.4% of profitability was accounted for by the duration of coopetition if other variables are kept constant. 

The analysis shows that coopetition in transportation, coopetition in warehousing, coopetition in generic advertising, and the duration of coopetition significantly influenced the profitability of the MSE. The correlation analysis of ProftY and independent variables with and without moderating variables indicate that the change in the proportion of the profitability that the independent variables would predict (R2– value) was small and not statistically significant. 
5.6      Updated Conceptual Framework 

This study aimed to add information on the influence of horizontal coopetition on the profitability of MSEs. The study was accomplished by determining the influence of coopetition in outbound logistics (transportation and warehousing), coopetition in generic advertising, and duration of coopetition on profitability. 
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Figure 5.2: The Updated Model of this Study
Source: Field Data, (2021)
The resource interdependence variable was thought to moderate the influence. After the hypotheses testing and discussion of the results, the study demonstrated that resource interdependence had no statistically significant moderating influence on the levels that the independent variables influenced the MSE’s profitability, as exhibited in the updated model (Figure 5.1).
CHAPTER SIX

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

6.1      Overview
This chapter presents the conclusions of the study based on the research objectives. The conclusion is drawn from the data findings, analysis, and discussions from previous chapters. It also provides recommendations as well as the theoretical and practical implications to owners of MSE in handicrafts and the business community. Finally, the chapter covers the limitations of this study and highlights recommendations for future research areas in the field of coopetition in MSEs.
6.2      Summary of Key Findings
When analysing the duration of coopetition, horizontal coopetition in outbound logistics, and horizontal coopetition in generic advertising as variables influencing profitability of an MSE, the study confirmed the positive and significant influences. The outbound logistics under this study entailed the transportation and warehousing of goods to the customer. The MLR model showed that if variables are taken independently or collectively, there was a positive and significant increase in MSE’s profitability. The model has also shown that if variables are taken collectively, the chance of about 62.8% existed that the enterprises will be profitable.
Generally, resource interdependence as a moderator was not statistically significant in moderating the influence of independent variables on profitability since it accounted for only 0.2% of the variation in profitability. Partial regression and complete MLR analyses indicated that the moderator did not significantly change the influence the independent variables had on profitability. However, the partial correlation analysis showed that moderator’s influence was significant in generic advertising and the duration of cooperation.
6.3      Study Implications and Conclusion
In this section, the theoretical implications, implications for researchers, managerial and practical implications, implications for policymakers, and implications for MSE owners are drawn from the findings and discussion. The section also addresses the conclusion drawn from the results of this study
The managerial and practical implications address how coopetition can be adopted as the business strategy to improve profitability. This study will help policy-makers adequately address the policy issues and how policies should be designed to encourage coopetition to reach more markets, especially exports. The deductions from this study will help MSE owners address the need for a mind-set change to accommodate the coopetition as a strategy for profitability that can trigger sustainability and growth.
6.3.1   Theoretical Implications

The previous studies in coopetition mainly employed game theory, resource-based perspectives, network approach, and resources dependence theory. No study on coopetition and firm’s profitability applied the theory of coopetition (TOC) and resources dependence theory (RDT) as theoretical frameworks. This research mainly introduces these two theories as a framework for studying coopetition in MSEs.

The previous premise of TOC claimed that more cooperation of competing firms was done away from the customers in the value chain. This theoretical premise evolved from the value proposition concept, which considered business as value creation and appropriation endeavours. Value creation was assumed to be more prone to cooperation and was thought to happen away from consumers during the business pre-production and production phases. 
In this phase, the coopetition was theorised to be more cooperative. Value appropriation was thought to be more prone to competition and was thought to occur closer to customers during the post-production phase of business. As a result, the value proposition theoretical approach positioned competition and cooperation at distinct stages of the business process, making the post-production phase of business less prone to coopetition. This perspective was one of the main flaws in TOC.

Various typologies were proposed as remedies for this flaw. One typology suggested coopetition as a continuum condition with the fiercest competition at one end, strongest cooperation at another, and varying degrees of competition and cooperation between them. This typology had a flaw since it failed to explain the simultaneity of competition and cooperation at both extremities of the continuum. The improvement of this typology was proposed where the right balance between competition and cooperation in either phase was theorised to exist, leading to improved joint and firm performance. 

The results from this study have shown that coopetition  occurs in all phases of business cycle, even near to the customer during the value appropriation phase of business, and the correct mix of competition and cooperation in any phase may lead to improved joint and firm profitability. This study, therefore, contributes to TOC by demonstrating the existence of horizontal coopetition in post-production activities that influences the profitability of the MSEs. It will reinforce the theoretical assertion that competition and cooperation exist even in the post-production phase.  
The RDT explains how one firm controls resource that are desperately needed by another and exercises power over it. When used as the framework in studying the moderating effect of the coopetition influence in MSE’s profitability, the RDT can be conceptualized as a way MSEs acquire power through exchanging and sharing resources. The affinity to coopete that is created by resource interdependence would theoretically moderate the mutual relationship between firms, in our context, coopetition. It was shown empirically that the level of coopetition between firms did not significantly vary if the variance in resource control increased between the firms. This premise is another theoretical contribution to this coopetition study. It is conclusive within the limit of this study that the resource interdependence between MSEs has low influence to the influence of MSEs’ horizontal coopetition to profitability.
Most research on SME coopetition focused either on vertical coopetition, coopetition between asymmetric enterprises, or coopetition in SMEs and large enterprises. There is a lack of research on the relationship between horizontal coopetition and business profitability at the levels of MSEs. Those few studies that concentrated on horizontal coopetition focused on coopetition between medium and large firms, not in MSEs, preventing the theory of coopetition from applying across all enterprises’ categories. The results from this study add knowledge on horizontal coopetition at the level of MSEs with the empirical evidence from the handicraft industry. It is conclusive that horizontal coopetition is a strategy to increase profitability for the firms dealing with handicrafts at the level of MSEs.
6.3.2   Implication for Researchers
The primary study’s contributions for researchers address the methodologies used in the previous studies compared to the methodology of this study. The methodological aspect of this study has contributed to the literature on coopetition through the use of the positivism philosophy. The study was designed to be objective, particular, and quantitatively analysed to test the related hypotheses, the very essence of the positivism paradigm. The main variables in the study were coopetition and profitability and were in line with positivism philosophy since they are objective, particular, and observable social reality. 
Objective epistemology was applied where knowledge was gained through logical reasoning and quantitative analysis to test the proposed hypotheses. Quantitative studies were scant, especially those related to coopetition in firms’ outbound logistics, coopetition in generic advertising, and the duration of coopetition. Previous studies in coopetition were more qualitative, and the conclusions were subjective. 
Previous quantitative studies on the influence of MSEs’ coopetition in outbound logistics on profitability are scanty and used simple linear regression (SLR) and correlation analyses. Studies on the influence of coopetition in generic advertising on MSE’s profitability were also scanty and were mainly qualitative.  Even the previous studies on the influence of the duration of coopetition on MSEs profitability were few and mainly used qualitative analysis.
The earlier studies indicated that total transportation and warehouse costs together formed the most significant component of outbound logistics. Other studies also showed that coopetition in transportation, warehousing, and generic advertising directly influenced the profitability of SMEs. Other researchers also concluded that, since coopetition was a viable strategy for the firms to develop sustainably, the induced firm’s profitability increased with the increased duration of coopetition in sales, distribution and logistics activities between coopeting firms.

These previous conclusions on various coopetition aspects were yet to be validated in different research settings, like in a developing economy and firms at the level of MSEs. Since the studies were so far done in developed economies within the high technology sectors, between large and medium firms, using qualitative analysis methods, this study intended to contextualise the research in Africa, in MSEs, and engage quantitative analysis to confirm the deductions that emanated from this previous research.

This study went further than the previous studies by engaging the MLR model in quantitative analysis. This study concludes that coopetition is a viable model for developing the economy. It is conclusive also that the duration of coopetition and horizontal coopetition in both outbound logistics and generic advertising influence profitability of the coopeting firms as small as MSEs. 
6.3.3   Managerial and Practical Implication to the MSEs’ Owners 
The business endeavour aims to capture value, sustainably remain in business, and grow. This study confirmed that an individual MSE to capture value in the markets also depends on the joint value creation achieved by coopetition with another MSE since proper and strategic resources combination creates more value than the sum of the values created by individual efforts in isolation. This gives power to each MSE over the markets, according to the RDT. The results from this study validated the conclusion reached by Bengtsson and Kock (2014) and Tidström and Rajala (2015) that proper management and balance between competition and cooperation in either phase of business (pre-production, production, and post-production) has the potential to achieve higher joint and firm’s performance in profitability.

Horizontal coopetition in outbound logistics and generic advertising activities increases the ability of each MSE to deliver value to the customer through the reduction of the downstream costs. This study concludes that the mutual dependence in business between similar firms is a cooperation component of horizontal coopetition. Its influence on the firm’s profitability increases with the increased duration of coopetition. 
Since the results from this study suggest that coopetition is a profitable model, MSE owners should therefore focus on the customers’ needs. MSE owners must see the other similar MSEs, not as competitors but as complementors, co-value creators, and appropriators. They should focus in bringing in more customers that will make more sales and, therefore, more profits.  Owners of the MSEs should consider the value proposition of the coopetition built-in in the value-net framework and exploit it. Since it's shown that resource interdependence does not moderate the coopetition in the efforts to create an appropriate value in coopetition, managers should not fear coopeting with rivals in a business environment.

MSE owners should understand that if the competition component of coopetition is operating alone, it may create contention that generates self-interest focus, mistrusts, and hostile intents that are counterproductive to the interacting firms’ performance. To mitigate this, inter-firm cooperative propensity is essential. If, on the other hand, cooperation component of coopetition is operating alone, it has some shortcomings like reduced flexibility in business, over-commitment of time and resources to the partner, and the inertia to change caused by being satisfied with the partnership. Some levels of competition are vital to reduce this tendency. 
6.3.4   Implications for Policymakers  

This study empirically showed that the propensity to coopete in the handicraft industry is intrinsic in all MSEs irrespective of sizes, nature of clusters, the products offered to the markets and the nature of the markets, and resources interdependence. Empirical results have also indicated that the export markets, though very large, are not well exploited, and probably the coopetition model can be well applied by local MSEs to appropriate more value by engaging more in the export market

These observations call for policies that build a favourable operating environment that encourages MSEs to coopete, especially in generic advertising, while promoting the brand advertising to attract customers to the local MSEs. The same effort should be directed to logistics in handing the products to the markets, especially in export markets. Cost implications may be the inhibiting factors that have made very few MSEs reach the export markets, so purposeful efforts by the government should be exerted to support MSEs in exporting products coopetitively. Policies should build an entrepreneurial culture that leads to a greater understanding of opportunities offered to work together to take advantage of economies of scale rather than working in isolation.

MSEs should be facilitated through better policy interventions that enhance learning and knowledge sharing on opportunities offered by the coopetition model and its impact on their business, especially in the export markets. As tourism flourishes in developing countries like Tanzania, efforts should be made to ensure parallel growth in auxiliary activities like handicrafts as they touch the very existence and development of a large poor community.
6.3.5   Conclusion   

The study concludes that coopetition is a viable model that can aid MSEs to be profitable and sustainable in a business environment that is dominated by fierce competition from medium and large enterprises. It is a viable business model in developing economies (like Tanzania) as much as it is in Europe and everywhere else. It is also applicable to firms as small as the MSEs in handicrafts. 

The result of this study shows that horizontal coopetition in the post-production process has an influence on the profitability of MSEs. Coopetition in transportation, warehousing, and in generic advertising has a significant influence on the profitability of MSEs. The study also shows that the duration of coopetition between the MSEs has a significant influence on the MSE’s profitability. It can be concluded that resource interdependence has no significant influence on the way coopetition influences that profitability. MSEs should not worry about the dependence that would otherwise create exploitation and free-ride tendency.
6.4      Recommendation for Future Research

This research intended to understand the influence of horizontal coopetition on the MSEs’ profitability in the post-production phase of business. Only four independent variables were investigated, namely duration of coopetition and coopetition in transportation, warehousing, and generic advertising. The resource interdependence was taken as the only moderator. Other variables like coopetition in customer service involving deliveries and order fulfilment and coopetition in brand advertising were not considered. It is recommended that future research address coopetition in these variables in outbound logistics and marketing.

When doing partial regression of profitability on independent variables, it was found that the independent variables were also influenced by MSE’s attributes like the cluster type, the product type, the markets served, the firm size, and the firm's age. These attributes were not factored in when doing the complete moderated MLR analysis. It is recommended that future research address these MSEs’ attributes to the MLR model. The MSEs’ attributes need to incorporate to get more refined results.
The context of this study is another limitation. The study was conducted in Tanzania, just one country, and in one place, Arusha. It cannot be said with absolute certainty that the model employed in this study and its findings can also be applicable in other areas in Tanzania and other countries similar to Tanzania due to contextual differences. This study was done specifically in MSEs engaged in handicrafts in Arusha city. The business environment in the city is different from the rural areas where a lot of handicrafts are also produced and sold to tourists. These contextual limitations inhibit the generalisation of MSEs engaged in the handicraft industry. 

It is recommended that similar studies be conducted in more tourist areas in Tanzania and other countries in Africa. It is also recommended that more research on the influence of coopetition on profitability be done on MSEs that operate in a rural setting. The conclusions from these future studies will confirm and establish more evidence to justify the suitability of coopetition model in business for MSEs in developing countries. 
As research on the relationship between coopetition and firms’ profitability intensifies, the duration of coopetition and more moderating variables at the MSEs’ levels need to extensively be researched. More empirical data from industry-specific cases like handicrafts are recommended to vindicate what is generated in this study since it will add more understanding and knowledge to the coopetition theory. 
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APPENDICES
Appendix 1: Survey Questionnaire

Survey Questionnaire 

Dear Respondent,

I am Twazihirwa Tunzo Mnzava, a a Doctoral Candidate of the Open University of Tanzania. 

I am currently conducting a study on the influence of cooperation among competitors (Co-opetition) on the performance of Micro and Small Enterprises in Arusha Handicraft Industry. 

You are kindly requested to respond to the questionnaire which is intended for this academic purpose only. Please be assured that all the responses will be treated with the utmost confidentiality.

In case you need any clarification on this questionnaire, kindly feel free to contact me through the mobile phone number: +255717225082, or email addresses: tunzo.mnzava@gmail.com 
Thank you for your cooperation.
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General Information
1. Name of the enterprise: 


__________________________________

2. Location of the enterprise: 

__________________________________

Please respond to questions 3 to 6 by putting a tick (√) in the cell that is most appropriate response.

3. Which cluster does the enterprise belong to?

       Open Markets  FORMCHECKBOX 
 
Handcraft/Curio shop  FORMCHECKBOX 
    Art Centre Duty-Free  FORMCHECKBOX 

4. What is the major category of goods sold in the enterprise?

Home décors  only  FORMCHECKBOX 
   Fashion Accessories only  FORMCHECKBOX 
   Home décors  & Fashion Accessories  FORMCHECKBOX 

5. Which markets does the enterprise serve?

The local markets only  FORMCHECKBOX 
   Export markets only  FORMCHECKBOX 
   Local and Export markets  FORMCHECKBOX 

6. How many employees are there in the enterprise? 

      Not more than 5  FORMCHECKBOX 
      Between 6 and 20  FORMCHECKBOX 

 Between 21 and 35  FORMCHECKBOX 

      Between 36 and 50  FORMCHECKBOX 



Specific Information

Please circle the number in the box which corresponds to the most appropriate response to the given statement. 

1= Strongly Disagree (SD), 2 = Disagree (D), 3 = Neutral (N), 4 = Agree (A) and 5 = Strongly Agree (SA)

	
	Description
	SD
	D
	N
	A
	SA

	7. 
	The business is in high competition with other similar businesses.

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	8. 
	The business operates aggressively in its actions against other similar businesses.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	9. 
	The business collaborates with other similar businesses to achieve customers’ satisfaction.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	10. 
	The business collaborates with other similar businesses in marketing operations.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	11. 
	The business transports its goods without cooperating with other similar businesses.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	12. 
	The cooperation with other similar businesses in goods transportation depends on whether the markets is local or export.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	13. 
	The business collaborates with other similar businesses in maintaining an adequate level of stocks.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	14. 
	The cooperation with other similar businesses in keeping the stock depends on whether the market is local or export.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	15. 
	The business advertises the handcrafts categories jointly with other similar businesses. 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	16. 
	The business advertises individual products jointly with other similar businesses.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	17. 
	The business sells more when it jointly advertises with its competitors than when it advertises independently. 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	18. 
	Generally, sharing with a competitor in transporting goods to customers reduces costs.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	19. 
	Sharing the warehouse in stock-keeping with a competitor reduces cost.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	20. 
	Advertising alone is more expensive than advertising together with competitors.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	21. 
	The sales volume of the business has improved through cooperating with other similar businesses.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


Please circle the number in the box which corresponds to the most appropriate response to the given statement.

1 = Extremely Short - Less than 1 year (ES), 2 = Short-Medium - Between 1 and 3 years (SM), 3 = Medium-Long - Between 3 and 5 Years (ML), 4 = Long - Between 5 and 7 Years (L),  5 = Extremely Long - More than 7 years (EL)

	
	
	ES
	SM
	ML
	L
	EL

	22. 
	How long has the business been in operation?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	23. 
	How long has the business been operating jointly with other similar businesses? 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


Please circle the number in the box which corresponds to the most appropriate response to the given statement.

1 = One Time (OT),
2 = Rare (RA), 
3 = Medium Frequency (MF), 
4 = Frequent (FE),  5 = Very Frequent (VF)

	
	
	OT
	RA
	MF
	FE
	VF

	24. 
	How often does the business repeat working jointly with other similar businesses?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


Please circle the number in the box which corresponds to the most appropriate response to the given statement.

1 = Not at all (N),
2 = To a Small Extent (SE),
3 = To a Medium Extent (ME), 

4 = To a Remarkable Extent (RE),
5 = To an Extreme Extent (EE)

	
	
	N
	SE
	ME
	RE
	EE

	25. 
	The length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses makes it easier to solve goods delivery challenges.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	26. 
	The length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses increases the customers for the products.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	27. 
	The length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses makes the business sell more varieties of products.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	28. 
	To what extent does the length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses improve performance?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	29. 
	To what extent have you gained market knowledge from your competitor?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	30. 
	To what extent have you learned product development from your competitor?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	31. 
	To what extent have you learned marketing and sales techniques from your competitor?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	32. 
	To what extent has the relationship with the competitor led to transport facilitation?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	33. 
	To what extent has the relationship with the competitor led to generic advertising cost effective?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	34. 
	To what extent has the relationship with the competitor led to warehousing facilitation?
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5


Appendix 2: Empirical Literature Review Summary

	Author, Year and Country
	Main Study Objective
	Analysis Method(s)
	Findings

	Mira, Robert, Chiambaretto, and Roy (2016)
France


	To investigate the inter-firm coopetition impact on value creation and appropriation 
	Ordinary Least Squares Regression (OLS) model
	1. Horizontal coopetition strategies had positive impacts on a firm’s product performance in the market 

2. The impact was more pronounced in large firms than in SMEs.

	Bouncken, Fredrich, and Kraus (2019)
German
	To study the inter-firm coopetition and firm’s  performance in both innovation and marketing 
	1. Fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis (fsQCA) 

2. Necessary Condition Analysis (NCA)
	Coopetition among SMEs improved performance in profitability 

	Kwateng, Manso, and Osei-Mensah (2014)
Ghana
	The optimization of outbound logistics using the third-party logistics services providers 
	1. Descriptive statistical analysis 

2. Inferential analysis -  linear regression analysis model 
	Third-party employment in outbound logistics is not beneficial in cost reduction and in inducing profitability.

	Liberatore and Miller (2016)
USA
	To study the influence of outbound logistics on profitability
	1. Linear regression and correlation analyses, 

2. One-way analysis of variance (ANOVA)
	1. Outbound logistics performance directly influenced the profitability of firms 

2. Total transportation and warehouse costs together form the largest component of outbound logistics 

	Hoang and Nguyen (2018)
Viet Nam
	To study the influence of logistics costs on profitability
	Multiple Linear Regression Analysis (MLR)
	1. There is a positive relationship between logistics service and firm financial performance 

2. That logistics costs were among the main factors influencing the firm’s profitability

	Lindström and Polsa (2015)
Finland
	To explore the coopetition success factors and outcomes
	Qualitatively Analysis.  


	1. The firm’s performance was linked to the advertisement that was collaboratively done by competing firms

	Williams and Capps (2020)
USA
	To study the impact of generic promotion of sorghum in the USA market
	Single-equation regression analysis
	2. That generic advertising positively impacted profitability through a reduction of price by adjusting up the price

	Cygler et al. (2018)
Poland.


	To study the relationship between the duration of collaboration as an aspect that influences coopetition
	Qualitative analysis methods
	The duration of the coopetitive relationship in particular areas of the firm’s activities is related to the type of benefits to the coopeting partners

	Fredrich et al. (2019)
Germany
	To explore the interdependence between coopeting enterprises and slack resources as antecedents of coopetition
	Qualitative analysis:  Fuzzy-set qualitative comparison analysis (fsQCA)
	Interfirm learning requires absorptive learning ability, whereas organizational slack resources and interdependence between enterprises are essential for coopetition

	Chai et al. (2019)
Germany
	To look at the antecedents and drivers of coopetition, and one of the antecedents was resource interdependence 
	The MLR model was used
	Interfirm interdependence has a favourable impact on the amount of interfirm cooperation.

	Klimas et al. (2021) 

ADDIN CSL_CITATION {"citationItems":[{"id":"ITEM-1","itemData":{"DOI":"10.1016/j.emj.2021.04.005","ISSN":"02632373","abstract":"Collaboration with competitors offers unique advantages such as increasing market, innovation, and financial performance. However, the degree of coopetition adoption varies between firms, as does the ability to achieve intended outcomes. We address this variety through the lens of strategic frames, essential for understanding business environment interpretations that managers develop, interactions with other actors that they engage in, and the subsequent performance firms may achieve. We examine associations between external and internal coopetition factors as perceived by coopeting managers. To single out the coopetition factors seen by respondents as the most relevant and to evaluate their mutual associations, we apply traditional regression analyses on survey data collected from 352 high-technology firms in Poland. To fully embrace the causal complexity, we advance our regression-based insights by using a complementary necessary condition analysis (NCA) and bottleneck analysis. Our results suggest that coopeting managers place higher importance on customer-driven rather than on resource-driven coopetition factors when considered as sufficient leveraging factors. Still, the complementary NCA reveals internal resources as critical factors for the perception of external factors of coopetition. Finally, we identify external technological development as the most limiting bottleneck for the perception of most internal coopetition factors, highlighting coopetition as a technology-driven strategy.","author":[{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Klimas","given":"Patrycja","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""},{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Czakon","given":"Wojciech","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""},{"dropping-particle":"","family":"Fredrich","given":"Viktor","non-dropping-particle":"","parse-names":false,"suffix":""}],"container-title":"European Management Journal","id":"ITEM-1","issue":"xxxx","issued":{"date-parts":[["2021"]]},"publisher":"Elsevier Ltd","title":"Strategy frames in coopetition: An examination of coopetition entry factors in high-tech firms","type":"article-journal"},"uris":["http://www.mendeley.com/documents/?uuid=c37d1990-73fe-408c-8975-1f4ff4cf106a"]}],"mendeley":{"formattedCitation":"(Klimas et al., 2021)","plainTextFormattedCitation":"(Klimas et al., 2021)","previouslyFormattedCitation":"(Klimas et al., 2021)"},"properties":{"noteIndex":0},"schema":"https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/master/csl-citation.json"}(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021)(Klimas et al., 2021) 
	To investigate the coopetition entry factors.
	1. Necessary condition analysis (NCA) 

2. Bottleneck analysis 
	Resources slack is an important aspect since, without it, companies would be unable to benefit from coopetition.


Source: Researcher 2019 based on literature review
Appendix 3: MSE Distribution in Each Market (This Study)
	Cluster Type
	Cluster 1
Open Markets. 
	Cluster 2
Curio & Duty-Free Shops
	Cluster 3
Hotels
	Total

	# of Mkts
	13
	22
	10
	45

	 
Number of MSEs in Each Markets
	Markets Code
	#MSE
(N1p)
	Markets Code
	#MSE
(N2p)
	Markets Code
	#MSE
(N3p)
	

	
	Mkt11
	9
	Mkt21
	5
	Mkt31
	4
	 

	
	Mkt12
	8
	Mkt22
	8
	Mkt32
	6
	 

	
	Mkt13
	8
	Mkt23
	9
	Mkt33
	5
	 

	
	Mkt14
	5
	Mkt24
	7
	Mkt34
	5
	 

	
	Mkt15
	7
	Mkt25
	8
	Mkt35
	4
	 

	
	Mkt16
	5
	Mkt26
	6
	Mkt36
	5
	 

	
	Mkt17
	9
	Mkt27
	6
	Mkt37
	7
	 

	
	Mkt18
	7
	Mkt28
	7
	Mkt38
	7
	 

	
	Mkt19
	6
	Mkt29
	9
	Mkt39
	8
	 

	
	Mkt110
	9
	Mkt210
	4
	Mkt310
	9
	 

	
	Mkt111
	6
	Mkt211
	9
	 
	 
	 

	
	Mkt112
	8
	Mkt212
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	Mkt113
	7
	Mkt213
	9
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt214
	7
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt215
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt216
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt217
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt218
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt219
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt220
	7
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt221
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt222
	7
	 
	 
	 

	Total MSEs
	94
	 
	143
	 
	60
	N = 297


Appendix 4: Sample Size from Each Market
	Cluster Type
	Cluster 1
Open Markets
	Cluster 2
Curio & Duty-Free Shops
	Cluster 3
Hotels
	Total

	# of Markets
	13
	22
	10
	45

	Number of MSEs in Each Markets
	Markets Code
	Sample Size (n1p)
	Markets Code
	Sample Size (n2p)
	Markets Code
	Sample Size (n3p)
	

	
	Mkt11
	5
	Mkt21
	3
	Mkt31
	3
	 

	
	Mkt12
	4
	Mkt22
	5
	Mkt32
	4
	 

	
	Mkt13
	4
	Mkt23
	5
	Mkt33
	3
	 

	
	Mkt14
	3
	Mkt24
	4
	Mkt34
	3
	 

	
	Mkt15
	4
	Mkt25
	5
	Mkt35
	3
	 

	
	Mkt16
	3
	Mkt26
	4
	Mkt36
	3
	 

	
	Mkt17
	5
	Mkt27
	4
	Mkt37
	5
	 

	
	Mkt18
	4
	Mkt28
	4
	Mkt38
	5
	 

	
	Mkt19
	3
	Mkt29
	5
	Mkt39
	5
	 

	
	Mkt110
	5
	Mkt210
	2
	Mkt310
	6
	 

	
	Mkt111
	3
	Mkt211
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	Mkt112
	4
	Mkt212
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	Mkt113
	4
	Mkt213
	5
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt214
	4
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt215
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt216
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt217
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt218
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt219
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt220
	4
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt221
	3
	 
	 
	 

	
	 
	 
	Mkt222
	4
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL MSEs
	51
	 
	84
	 
	40
	n = 175


Appendix 5:  Variables, Measurement Items, and Scale 

	Variable
	No. of Items
	Measurement Items
	Measurement
	Sources

	Coopetition tendency
	4
	7. The business is in high competition with other similar businesses.
	Likert’s 5-Point Scale 1= Strongly Disagree (SD), 

2 = Disagree (D), 

3 = Neutral (N), 

4 = Agree (A),

5 = Strongly Agree (SA)
	Bouncken and Fredrich (2012), Ritala (2012)

	
	
	8. The business operates aggressively in its actions against other similar businesses.
	
	

	
	
	9. The business collaborates with other similar businesses to achieve customers’ satisfaction.
	
	

	
	
	10. The business collaborates with other similar businesses in marketing operations.
	
	

	Coopetition in transportation
	2
	11. The business transports its goods without cooperating with other similar businesses.
	
	Anil Vashisht (2013)

Bengtsson and Kock (2014), 

Bouncken et al. (2015), 

Flanagan et al. (2018), 

Hoang and Nguyen (2018), 

Jakobsen (2019).

	
	
	12. The cooperation with other similar businesses in goods transportation depends on whether the market is local or export.
	
	

	Coopetition in warehousing
	2
	13. The business collaborates with other similar businesses in maintaining an adequate level of stocks.
	
	

	
	
	14. The cooperation with other similar businesses in keeping the stock depends on whether the market is local or export.
	
	

	Generic advertising
	3
	15. The business advertises the handcrafts categories jointly with other similar businesses. 
	
	Abiodun (2011), 

Jørgensen and Sigué (2015),  

	
	
	16. The business advertises individual products jointly with other similar businesses.
	
	

	
	
	17. The business sells more when it jointly advertises with its competitors than when it advertises independently. 
	
	

	Profitability
	4
	18. Generally, sharing with a competitor in transporting goods to customer reduces costs.
	
	Anil Vashisht (2013), 

Ritala (2012), 

Tulsian (2014), 

Yazdanfar and Öhman(2015).

	
	
	19. Sharing the warehouse in stock-keeping with a competitor reduces cost.
	
	

	
	
	20. Advertising alone is more expensive than advertising together with competitors.
	
	

	
	
	21. The sales volume of the business has improved through cooperating with other similar businesses.
	
	

	Duration of Co-opetition
	7
	22. How long has the business been in operation?
	Likert’s 5-Point Scale

1 = Extremely Short (ES), 

2 = Short-Medium  (SM), 

3= Medium-Long (ML), 

4= Long (L), 

5 = Extremely Long (EL)
	Cygler and Dębkowska (2015), 

Kozicka et al. (2019),

Thao, von Arx, and Frölicher (2019).



	
	
	23. How long has the business been operating jointly with other similar businesses? 
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	24. How often does the business repeat working jointly with other similar businesses?
	Likert’s 5-Point Scale

1= One Time (OT), 

2= Rare (RA), 

3= Medium Frequency (MF),

4 = Frequent (FE), 
5 = Very Frequent (VF)
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	25. The length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses makes it easier to solve goods delivery challenges.
	Likert’s 5-Point Scale

1 = Not at all (N), 

2 = To a Small Extent (SE), 

3= To a Medium Extent (ME), 

4 = To a Remarkable Extent (RE), 
5 = To an Extreme Extent (EE)
	

	
	
	26. The length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses increases the customers for the products.
	
	

	
	
	27. The length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses makes the business sell more varieties of products.
	
	

	
	
	28. To what extent does the length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses improve performance?
	
	

	
	
	29. The length of time of collaboration with other similar businesses makes it easier to solve goods delivery challenges.
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	Resource interdependence
	6
	30. To what extent have you gained market knowledge from your competitor?
	Likert’s 5-Point Scale

1 = Not at all (N), 

2 = To a Small Extent (SE), 

3= To a Medium Extent (ME), 

4 = To a Remarkable Extent (RE), 
5 = To an Extreme Extent (EE)
	Bouncken and Fredrich, 2016), 

Gnyawali and Park (2009), 

McConnell et al. (2009), 

Ritala (2012), 

Soontornthum et al., 2020).

	
	
	31. To what extent have you learned product development from your competitor?
	
	

	
	
	32. To what extent have you learned marketing and sales techniques from your competitor?
	
	

	
	
	33. To what extent has the relationship with the competitor led to transport facilitation?
	
	

	
	
	34. To what extent has the relationship with the competitor led to generic advertising cost effective?
	
	

	
	
	35. To what extent has the relationship with the competitor led to warehousing facilitation?
	
	


Source: Summary from the Questionnaire, 2021
Appendix 6: Correlation and Significance Comparison Table

	
	Total Score for the Validity Test  (AA)

	
	Pearson Correlation
	Sig. (2-tailed)

	COOP_03
	.634**
	0.001

	COOP_04
	-0.033
	.683

	COOP_05
	.306**
	0.001

	COOP_06
	.320**
	0.001

	COOP_07
	0.096
	.227

	COOP_08
	.233**
	.003

	COOP_09
	.303**
	0.001

	COOP_10
	.544**
	0.001

	COOP_11
	.441**
	0.001

	COOP_12
	.733**
	0.001

	COOP_13
	.745**
	0.001

	COOP_14
	.757**
	0.001

	COOP_15
	.254**
	0.001

	COOP_16
	.389**
	0.001

	COOP_17
	.728**
	0.001

	COOP_18
	.747**
	0.001

	COOP_19
	.603**
	0.001

	COOP_20
	.718**
	0.001

	COOP_21
	.705**
	0.001

	COOP_22
	.366**
	0.001

	COOP_23
	.558**
	0.001

	COOP_24
	.541**
	0.001

	COOP_25
	.773**
	0.001

	COOP_26
	.789**
	0.001

	COOP_27
	.769**
	0.001

	COOP_28
	.736**
	0.001

	Total Score for the Validity Test
	1
	


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


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

Appendix 7: Item-Total Statistics

	
	Scale Mean if Item Deleted
	Scale Variance if Item Deleted
	Corrected Item-Total Correlation
	Squared Multiple Correlation
	Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

	COOP_03
	76.05
	358.238
	.611
	.681
	.905

	COOP_04
	75.53
	377.149
	-.073
	.271
	.913

	COOP_05
	76.16
	364.994
	.260
	.288
	.909

	COOP_06
	76.72
	369.116
	.295
	.255
	.909

	COOP_07
	73.43
	373.208
	.056
	.324
	.911

	COOP_08
	73.78
	367.768
	.185
	.233
	.910

	COOP_09
	73.91
	362.435
	.242
	.448
	.910

	COOP_10
	75.11
	345.413
	.484
	.417
	.906

	COOP_11
	75.70
	351.706
	.373
	.653
	.908

	COOP_12
	75.14
	330.563
	.689
	.774
	.901

	COOP_13
	75.38
	330.490
	.704
	.837
	.901

	COOP_14
	75.44
	331.856
	.718
	.861
	.901

	COOP_15
	73.32
	366.966
	.206
	.161
	.910

	COOP_16
	75.22
	352.717
	.311
	.437
	.910

	COOP_17
	74.92
	331.417
	.684
	.684
	.901

	COOP_18
	74.74
	328.145
	.703
	.751
	.901

	COOP_19
	75.38
	342.200
	.549
	.698
	.905

	COOP_20
	74.52
	334.416
	.675
	.623
	.902

	COOP_21
	75.33
	336.970
	.663
	.599
	.902

	COOP_22
	74.10
	359.408
	.309
	.563
	.909

	COOP_23
	75.30
	351.399
	.513
	.714
	.905

	COOP_24
	74.38
	350.846
	.492
	.724
	.906

	COOP_25
	75.09
	336.111
	.742
	.821
	.901

	COOP_26
	74.89
	333.417
	.758
	.884
	.900

	COOP_27
	74.82
	332.475
	.734
	.903
	.901

	COOP_28
	75.01
	341.000
	.704
	.824
	.902
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