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Abstract

Cooperation has become an efficient way of improving firms competence in business
environment. However, the new concept of cooperating with enemies certainly associated
with some risks. Based on the framework of Game Theory, this paper intends to analyze the
consequences of resources sharing occurred among competitors. First of all, the reasons for
coopetition are elaborated; secondly, examining the possible consequences and risks from
coopetition for firms. In particular, synergy, leverage ability and negative-reverse-impact are
discussed in terms of resources sharing conflicted for firms. Through Nash Equilibrium, the
suitable strategies are created for firms, meanwhile, this paper suggests how resources are
strategically shared and coordinated under the situation of coopetition.
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