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ABSTRACT
Objective: The search for market expansion challenges Brazilian craft breweries. 

Based on coopetition strategies, many join in seeking to overcome these challeng-

es. The challenge for gypsy breweries is even more significant, as they must produce 

beer in a non-gypsy brewery. Some tensions emerge from this relationship, such 

as space availability and costs. Methods: From the actor-network theory, we ana-

lyze the relationship between gypsy and non-gypsy breweries, deepening the anal-

ysis of their tensions. Based on a case study with craft breweries in Rio de Janeiro 

State. Results: As the results highlighted, the tension between them starts at a level 

not mentioned in the literature on coopetition. Conclusions: This extension expands 

the existing literature on coopetition by highlighting the influence of nonhuman el-

ements (e.g., factory, resources, equipment, and operations) in shaping inter-orga-

nizational relationships, with the factory being the main generator of this tension. 

The study offers insights into how actors (human and nonhuman) navigate,  interact, 

and negotiate tensions to achieve mutual goals. By applying ANT to analyze coope-

tition dynamics, the study contributes to the theoretical framework by demonstrat-

ing how this approach can enhance understanding of complex mechanisms, pro-

cesses, and relationships through which coopetition dynamics unfold in practice.
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INTRODUCTION
Coopetition is based on simultaneous cooperation 

and competition between companies in the same 

segment (Silva et al., 2023). This dynamic relation-

ship alters and outlines the balance and strength of 

cooperative and competitive interactions (Dahl, 2014; 

Padula & Dagnino, 2007). Despite being a beneficial 

strategy for the business ecosystem, balancing these 

dynamic relationships is challenging (Tidström, 2014), 

especially when considering the tensions between 

partners and competitors (Tidström, 2014; Wegner & 

Mozzato, 2019).

The coopetition process reflects the coexistence of 

cooperation between competitors, generation tension 

and conflict between them (Nguyen et al., 2022). This 

dual process refers to a hybrid relationship of compe-

tition and cooperation ‘to jointly create value’ while 

competing ‘to capture a part of that value’ (Bouncken 

et al., 2015, p. 591). Coopetition actors can be indi-

viduals, technologies, organizations, or other entities 

cooperating and competing in different activities, in-

teractions, relationships, or processes for different rea-

sons (Bengtsson & Kock, 2014; Gnyawali & Charleton, 

2018).

The definition of market-oriented coopetition 

guides this study as “a paradoxical relationship be-

tween two or more actors in a network” (Robert et al., 

2018, p. 575). Despite being a topic that is currently 

widely studied, as well as the tension between com-

panies that, according to Tidström (2014), is “natural in 

coopetitive business relationships that simultaneously 

involve cooperation and competition,” (p. 261) some 

gaps have not yet been deepened, such as tensions 

between competition and cooperation among small 

companies (e.g., Lundgren-Henriksson & Tidström, 

2021). Despite this, research opportunities exist to fo-

cus on how companies can deal with the tensions and 

paradoxes that arise in coopetition (Silva et al., 2023).

Tensions represent a negative side of commercial 

and market relations, as well as conflicts, competition, 

burdens, discussions, crises, and problems (Tidström, 

2014). The number of members, relationships, and re-

sources they hold are critical to the network’s survival 

(Wegner & Mozzato, 2019). Thus, coopetitive tensions 

can be marked as paradoxical, sometimes as negative 

consequences of paradoxes, or as an opposing rela-

tionship between two or more elements (Lundgren-

Henriksson & Tidström, 2021). Tensions are character-

ized by decision-making (centralized or decentralized 

in the network), network unity and diversity, network 

flexibility and stability, and internal and external legit-

imacy of the network of cooperating and competing 

actors (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Lundgren-Henriksson 

& Tidström, 2021; Tidström, 2014). In addition, it high-

lights positive, negative, or mixed results by being 

positive and negative between companies that use a 

coopetition strategy (Schmidt et al., 2019).

The craft microbreweries sector exemplifies the 

coopetition strategy (Kraus et al., 2019). The collab-

oration, co-sharing, interdependence and comple-

mentarity of individuals, technologies, processes, and 

organizations that operate in craft beer production 

provides an ideal context to study this phenomenon 

(Silva et al., 2023) since this is a common strategy 

among them (Monticelli et al., 2018) — more analy-

sis of the balance between stresses and performance 

(Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). Previous studies have con-

nected dynamic capabilities, processes, routines, and 

governance to coopetition (Silva et al., 2023). On the 

other hand, much of the potential for gaining coopeti-

tion advantages lies in the recognized types of knowl-

edge, culture, processes, apprehension, interactions, 

and tensions between multiple actors (Bouncken 

et al., 2015; Lundgren-Henriksson & Tidström, 2021; 

Tidström, 2014). An analysis at the tensions between 

craft breweries has yet to be done, especially when 

considering gypsy breweries (those that do not have 

their own factory and need to produce in the factories 

of other breweries) and non-gypsy breweries (those 

who own their factory).

Given this research gap, this study explores the 

establishment of coopetition, answering the ques-

tion: ‘How do coopetition relationships manage the 

tensions between gypsy and non-gypsy breweries?’ 

This study aims to analyze how tensions occur in the 

coopetition relationships between these types of craft 

breweries. This research carried out a qualitative case 

study applying the actor-network theory (ANT) ap-

proach in the Brazilian market. Brazil is the third largest 

producer of all types of beer in the world (Beverage 

Industry, 2018) and Rio de Janeiro State (RJ) is one of 

the pioneers in the production of craft beers.

The authors consider a sociotechnical perspec-

tive based on the actor-network theory (ANT) (Latour, 

2005, 2011; Law, 1992) to analyze and translate these 

tensions between craft breweries considering dif-

ferent actors, routines, processes, and relationships. 

ANT is empirically realistic and allows an interpretive 

understanding of how an event or phenomenon de-

velops through the practices and relationships of dif-

ferent actors (Callon, 1986; Latour, 2005; Law, 1992). 

Therefore, the theoretical-methodological approach 

of ANT offers insights and paths based on exploratory 

and analytical procedures. The tools given to the re-

searcher can reveal the production of knowledge and 
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interpret phenomena in a descriptive, relational, and 

interactive way (Silveira et al., 2022).

The literature on coopetition states that tensions 

occur at the individual, intraorganizational, and in-

terorganizational levels (Raza-Ullah et al., 2014; 

Schweizer et al., 2023). As the main finding of the 

research, the analysis pointed out that tension arises 

from the factory, a nonhuman actor-network that, by 

becoming an obligatory crossing point (OPP), estab-

lishes a fourth level of tension in coopetition relations: 

between humans and nonhumans.

The next section provides a broad overview of ac-

tors (stakeholder) relationships to explain the co-com-

petitive tension in microbrewery research and its 

need for understanding this process. This section also 

discusses why this research focuses on coopetition 

among gypsy and non-gypsy breweries consider-

ing all actors involved. In the sequel, the conceptual 

approach of ANT theory is then discussed as a com-

prehensive framework for understanding networked 

coopetition, tracing network interactions, and exam-

ining the dynamics of actors (stakeholder) relation-

ships. Therefore, the translation processes (elements 

from ANT) (Callon, 1986) are the main methodological 

and theoretical support for understanding the phe-

nomenon, suggesting alternative ways to advance 

studies on tensions in coopetition between gypsy 

and non-gypsy breweries. Afterward, the gypsy and 

non-gypsy breweries in Rio de Janeiro State are pre-

sented, and the translation process analyses ends with 

the discussion and conclusions.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Coopetition 
Research on coopetition involves understanding an-

tecedents and motives, dynamics, tensions, value 

creation and value appropriation, and outcomes and 

evaluation (Peng et al., 2018). Coopetition, combining 

elements of competition and cooperation, presents 

a paradoxical nature (Chen, 2008), where compa-

nies capable of integrating their resources effective-

ly and managing uncertainties gain an advantage in 

their markets (Klein et al., 2020; Monticelli et al., 2018; 

Padula & Dagnino, 2007).

Coopetition involves a spectrum of strategies 

that combine cooperation and competition, varying 

in degrees at different levels and areas of interaction 

(Bengtsson & Kock, 1999; 2000). Ranging from com-

plete coopetition to complete cooperation, the level 

of cooperation inversely affects the level of coopeti-

tion and vice versa (Bengtsson & Kock, 2000). Recent 

perspectives consider coopetition as a dynamic and 

paradoxical relationship between competing entities, 

where cooperation and competition coexist, leading 

to strategic changes and opportunities (Bengtsson & 

Kock, 2014). This approach promotes innovation, re-

duces resistance among competitors, and promotes 

sustainable strategies by encouraging companies to 

navigate both competitive and cooperative realms for 

mutual benefit. Furthermore, coopetition evolves over 

time, influenced by industry or institutional chang-

es, promoting strategic adaptations and redefining 

competitive rules through continuous interactions 

(Bengtsson & Kock, 2000; Dahl, 2014).

The tensions inherent in coopetition also play a 

significant role in the strategic landscape. When deal-

ing with the duality between competing and coop-

erating, companies face complex challenges that re-

quire delicate balance and astute management skills 

(Gnyawali & Ryan Charleton, 2018). Managing these 

tensions effectively is essential to maximizing the 

benefits of coopetition, as they can serve as drivers of 

innovation and strategic progress when approached 

constructively (Bengtsson & Kock, 2014).

Tensions in coopetition
Coopetition can lead to ambiguity in the relation-

ship between organizations (Bengtsson & Raza-Ullah, 

2016). Expectations may not be clearly defined, which 

can result in tensions related to how to cooperate and 

compete in a balanced way (Bengtsson & Johansson, 

2014; Tidström, 2014). Tensions can be emotional. 

Ambivalent emotional tensions can vary in intensity 

and persistence in different contexts (Raza-Ullah et al., 

2014). Tensions can be influenced by contextual fac-

tors, such as the type of industry, the nature of coop-

etition, and the characteristics of the organizations in-

volved (Bengtsson et al., 2016; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). 

It is important to highlight that tension is a human 

phenomenon. Nonhuman factors can be tension gen-

erators; however, they cannot perceive it (Raza-Ullah 

et al., 2014; Sheep et al., 2017). Furthermore, tensions 

can be individual, organizational, or interorganization-

al (Raza-Ullah et al., 2014):

(1) Individual tensions: individuals involved in coo-

petition may experience contradictory or ambiva-

lent emotions, such as positive feelings of collabo-

ration and negative feelings of competition. These 

individual tensions can arise due to the duality of 

coopetition, where participants need to balance 

the pursuit of collaborative and competitive goals.

(2) Organizational tensions: organizations involved 

in coopetition may face internal tensions, as differ-

ent parts of the organization may have diverging 
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interests regarding cooperation and competition. It 

can result in conflicts of interest between different 

business units or departments, creating organiza-

tional tensions.

(3) Interorganizational tensions: tensions can also 

occur between organizations involved in coopeti-

tion. While there is a desire to collaborate in certain 

respects, organizations also compete with each 

other. This tension between cooperation and com-

petition can create distrust and rivalry between the 

involved parties.

Individual and organizational tensions are con-

sidered internal tensions, tension experienced by 

lower levels of the organization, such as employees, 

non-professional management, and owners doing 

everything from producing to selling and deliver 

(Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). While coopetition occurs 

between units or departments within the company, 

different opinions and interests arise regarding the 

value of cooperating with a competitor (Bengtsson & 

Kock, 2000). This divergence of opinion can lead to 

frustration and tension within the organization, es-

pecially when operational levels need to understand 

strategic decisions made by top management (Raza-

Ullah et al., 2014). This internal tension can involve 

positive and negative feelings for employees, as they 

may not fully understand or support strategic deci-

sions (Nguyen et al., 2022; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). 

Beyond this, tensions occur between individuals, 

units, departments, organizations, and market seg-

ments through several human and nonhuman ac-

tions (e.g., individual and organizational processes) 

(Nguyen et al., 2022). In short, internal tension refers 

to tensions within the organization arising from dif-

fering opinions and a lack of understanding of stra-

tegic decisions. 

On the other hand, external tension refers to 

the difficulties top-level managers face in dealing 

with the duality of cooperation and competition 

with other companies in the same market segment 

(Bengtsson et al., 2016; Raza-Ullah et al., 2014). This 

tension arises from balancing value creation against 

competition for maximum value sharing. The diffi-

culty of balancing knowledge sharing, and knowl-

edge protection can also arise, especially in R&D 

alliances between competitors (Estrada et al., 2016). 

Furthermore, the differences in cultural and eco-

nomic interests of the two companies may further 

increase the difficulty of working together, resulting 

in external tension. Thus, external tension originates 

from the variable contributions of different vertical 

and horizontal coopetitors over time (Raza-Ullah et 

al., 2014). Coopetitors try to resolve or balance this 

tension constantly via the orchestration of individ-

ual coopetitors in pursuit of similar goals (Geurts et 

al., 2022). Therefore, coopetition occurs between or-

ganizations within the same market segment, when 

different opinions and interests arise regarding the 

value of cooperating with a competitor (Silveira et al, 

2019; Monticelli et al., 2022).

Basically, external tension refers to the difficulties 

top-level managers play out in multilateral coopeti-

tion through a combination of cooperation-inducing 

and competition-inducing mechanisms (Geurts et 

al., 2022). In contrast, internal tension refers to ten-

sions between generalists (actors who contribute a 

range of resources, bits of knowledge, and experi-

ences through dispersed efforts over time) and spe-

cialists (actors who contribute few resources, bits of 

knowledge, and experiences in a concentrated effort, 

often at one point in time) with divergent views and 

opinions inside the same organization (Bengtsson 

et al., 2016; Geurts et al., 2022; Raza-Ullah et al., 

2014; Silva et al., 2023). Therefore, coopetition en-

ables companies (or individuals) to pursue difficult 

yet highly rewarding opportunities that cannot be 

attained of singular format. However, these simulta-

neous choices can result in direct or contradictory 

goals, determining coopetitive tensions.

Tension between competitors can be managed 

(Tidström, 2014). However, to manage tensions in 

coopetition, it is important to consider the particu-

larities of the relationship, the characteristics of the 

companies involved, and the specific circumstances. 

Many approaches are suitable for all cases. Therefore, 

it is necessary to adapt strategies according to the 

needs and challenges of the situation (Tidström, 

2014). Table 1 presents some strategies to manage 

tensions.

More recent studies show the use of emerging 

technologies such as artificial intelligence and block-

chain to support multi-competitor coopetition by en-

hancing governance (e.g., Narayan & Tidström, 2020; 

Woolley, 2023). These technologies address concerns 

related to proprietary data protection, knowledge 

leakage, and information asymmetries, reducing ten-

sion between collective value creation and individual 

value appropriation (Woolley, 2023). The formal role 

of institutional agents is highlighted by Monticelli et 

al. (2022), who highlight that these agents promote 

cooperation among competitors and improve export 

performance. These agents help minimize tension 

and foster cooperative performance.
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Coopetitive interorganizational 

relationships between microbreweries

Coopetition relationships happen between compet-

itors, suppliers, complementary businesses, govern-

ment agencies, local people, and customers (Chim-Miki 

& Batista-Canino, 2017). However, the most challenging 

relationship, without a doubt, is between competitors. 

The craft beer industry is no different. Unlike the indus-

trial beer market, which has few (and large) breweries, 

the craft beer market comprises several small produc-

ers (Associação Brasileira das Cervejarias Artesanais 

[ABRACERVA], 2017).

In some cases, such as in Porto Alegre City, several 

brewers got together and, with the support of private 

social service entities, such as Brazilian Support Service 

for Micro and Small Businesses (SEBRAE), took the first 

steps in organizing and seeking greater professional-

ization in the sector. From then on, the creation of the 

Associação Gaúcha de Microcervejeiros (AGM) and 

Associação dos Cervejeiros Artesanais (ACERVA) con-

tributed even more to the consolidation of the sector 

(Monticelli et al., 2018).

Many breweries joined individually, understanding 

they could gain scale, reduce costs, and expand knowl-

edge. The union of a group of five breweries strate-

gically located in a region undergoing revitalization in 

Porto Alegre demonstrated that coopetition generates 

a competitive advantage based on dynamic capabili-

ties (Teece et al., 1997). Such dynamic capabilities were 

developed from processes and routines such as col-

lective purchases, shared distribution expenses, shared 

production, education of consumers and other beer 

producers, group interaction, and a business roundta-

ble with entrepreneurs from the food and drink sector 

in the hospitality industry (Silva et al., 2023).

Despite the individual and collective gains from 

coopetition, the process has tensions (Silva et al., 2023). 

These tensions will be analyzed from the perspective 

of the relationship between two types of breweries: 

gypsy breweries — those that develop recipes but need 

to use the production structure of another brewery, 

and non-gypsy breweries — that have their factory 

to produce their recipes. The next section details the 

methodology used for this analysis. 

METHOD
This study was guided by qualitative research proce-

dures, considering the case study method and ANT ad-

equate to investigate tensions among brewers (gypsy 

and non-gypsy), equipment, routines, processes, and 

relationships — all of them can be considered as ac-

tors. Thus, the exercise carried out in this research was 

to observe and question the associations and relation-

ships developed between human beings (brewers) and 

nonhumans (equipment, routines, processes, and re-

lationships), accompanying the actors, and preserving 

the actions carried out by the social, natural, and ma-

terial in these translations, processes, and descriptions. 

Actor-network theory (ANT) explores the relation-

ships and interactions between human and nonhuman 

actors within a network. It emphasizes the idea that 

both human and nonhuman entities (such as tech-

nologies, objects, and institutions) play active roles in 

shaping social phenomena. ANT considers these enti-

ties as ‘actors’ and focuses on how they form connec-

tions, influence each other, and contribute to the con-

struction of social realities. ANT seeks to understand 

Table 1. Strategies to manage coopetition tensions.
Strategy Aspects References

Address the underlying 
issues

Trust and commitment are key factors influencing the management of tensions in coopetition. It is 
important to work on these aspects to strengthen the relationship between the parties. It can be done 
through open communication, transparency, and meeting deadlines. Mutual trust reduces conflict and 
promotes cooperative behavior.

Celuch et al. (2010); 
Ndubisi (2011)

Use different styles of 
management

Different styles of managing tensions can be applied, such as compromise and collaboration. Compromise 
involves finding mutually agreeable solutions where both parties compromise. Collaboration, in turn, 
seeks to achieve optimal results that satisfy all parties involved. These styles can be chosen based on the 
situation and the specific needs of the coopetition.

Fang et al. (2011); 
Osarenkhoe (2010)

Consider the 
similarities and 
differences between 
companies

The similarity between companies generally favors closer cooperation and more efficient interactions. 
However, it is important to recognize that similarity can also lead to tensions, especially if companies 
compete for the same customers. Understanding cultural and procedural differences and seeking 
convergence points can help manage similarity-related tensions.

Bengtsson et al. (2003); 
Morris et al. (2007)

Valuing personal 
relationships

The existence of personal relationships between the actors involved in coopetition can reduce the risk 
of opportunistic behavior and strengthen mutual trust. Investing in developing personal relationships can 
be beneficial for managing tensions in coopetition.

Uzzi (1997); Kemp and 
Ghauri (1999); Zaheer et 
al. (1998)

Build mutual trust
Trust is an essential element for successful cooperation. It can be developed through sharing resources, 
communicating effectively, and fulfilling commitments. Mutual trust reduces conflict and promotes 
cooperative behavior.

Parkhe (1991); Zaheer et 
al. (1998) 

Cultivate commitment
Commitment is essential for strengthening coopetition. The parties must realize that they are responsible 
for the goals and activities that contribute to the results of the relationship. A high level of commitment 
from both parties contributes to the viability of the cooperation over time.

Morris et al. (2007); Ndubisi 
(2011)

Consider institutional 
factors

Institutional factors, such as social norms and the regulatory context, can also influence tensions in 
coopetition. Understanding and respecting these factors can facilitate interaction between competing 
companies in a cooperative relationship.

Mele (2011); Oliver (1991) 

Note. Developed by the authors.
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the dynamic and symmetrical nature of these relation-

ships, challenging traditional distinctions between the 

social and the material (Latour, 2005; Law & Hassard, 

1999); its ontology is relational, whereby actors are 

treated symmetrically, and humans and nonhuman are 

placed on an equal analytical footing (Law & Singleton, 

2013, 2014).

Therefore, the study is characterized by qualitative 

longitudinal research and used the interpretative case 

study methodology (e.g., Stake, 2006; Walsham, 1995) 

to guide data collection and analysis. Moreover, the 

study was carried out through several practical pro-

cesses of observation, annotation, interview, and im-

age capture, added to the operational process of tran-

scriptions, encodings, descriptions, and translation and 

analysis. The researchers followed the actors through 

their construction, assembly, association, and decon-

struction in society, relations, and the market (Latour, 

2005; Silveira et al., 2022). The data was collected main-

ly through semi-structured interviews and monitoring 

the social networks of the microbreweries and the dif-

ferent actors (members) participating in each context 

analyzed. The immersion in the research field occurred 

at different times, between September 2018 and March 

2019. Data collection interviews with eight non-gypsy 

and seven gypsy breweries totalized 15 microbrewer-

ies. The interview searched what is happening or how 

and why the relation occurs. The interviewer seeks 

to understand what interviewers know, believe, ex-

pect, desire, comprehend, searching the relation and 

their role in the development of the Fluminense Rio de 

Janeiro craft beer market. Each interview lasted around 

60 minutes and it was held in breweries. The paths 

chosen are described in the next section, followed by 

the collection, coding, and analysis of the data. The re-

searchers chose a case study of gypsy and non-gypsy 

breweries in the Rio de Janeiro State market due to the 

pioneering spirit that took place in the region. 

Although interpretative case studies do not follow 

positivist premises (Tonelli, 2016), they also have cri-

teria to ensure their quality and methodological rigor. 

Pozzebon (2004) identified four criteria for evaluating 

interpretive research, considering its ontological and 

epistemological assumptions: (1) authenticity, (2) plau-

sibility, (3) criticality, and (4) reflectivity, as illustrated in 

Table 2.

Table 2. Critical-interpretive research quality indicators.
Criterion Description Technique adopted

Authenticity
The researcher must have contact with the field to interact with 
participants and access documents.

Several sources of evidence collected were used during the field 
research, namely: (a) interviews with relevant actors; (b) participant 
observations with field notes; (c) access to documents such as audio 
messages, news, social media, and website content.

Plausibility
Refers to the capacity of the text to make sense for the readers, that 
is, to have good development and structure for their understanding, 
in addition to being relevant to them.

Diagrams and summary tables were used to facilitate the 
understanding of the actor-network formation process and 
explain the translation processes associated with the relationships 
and tensions between gypsy and non-gypsy microbrewery 
entrepreneurs.

Criticality
The text should encourage readers to question a study’s prevailing 
and conventional views.

The research sought to highlight the tensions in the analyzed case, 
such as the view of different actors (users, entrepreneurs, and 
stakeholders) about the information from interviews versus those 
from the news, documents, and observations made.

Reflectivity
The author must contribute to the study by describing his activities 
and views on this research, revealing his role, as well as his 
idiosyncrasies and personal assumptions.

The researchers presented their position on the analyzed case, 
describing their routines, activities, processes, and relations.

Note. Developed by the authors.

Some gypsy breweries were listed for their relevance 

in the market and for being open to receiving research-

ers to conduct interviews with those responsible. Thus, 

a non-probabilistic sample was used using the criteria 

of accessibility and typicality defined by Vergara (1998, 

p. 49), resulting in in-depth interviews with eight gypsy 

brewers from the Rio de Janeiro State.

To complete this research, those responsible for 

breweries that rent their idle space (non-gypsies) or built 

breweries that serve as incubators for gypsies were inter-

viewed. Twenty-eight were found in Rio de Janeiro State, 

and seven were selected for interviews. Again, using the 

criteria established by Vergara (1998, p. 49), accessibility 

and typicality, prominence in the market and receptivity 

to research1.

The interviews with gypsy and non-gypsy brewers 

(actors) are considered relevant to the description of 

coopetition tensions. They were developed between 

September 2018 and March 2019, and divided into two 

phases. In the first phase, pilot interviews were carried 

out (September 2018 to October 2018), and in the sec-

ond phase, between February 2019 and March 2019, the 

subjects, the daily number of interviews and the means 

of contact carried out in person were evaluated. in per-

son, telephone call or video call depending on the avail-

ability of each participant during the research collection. 

Thus, 15 interviews with codes were created to preserve 
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the identity of the interviewees. Appendices A and B 

detail this interview script with their categories.

The interviews were recorded, later transcribed, and 

organized into categories for analysis by the authors. In 

addition, the researchers observed some gypsy brewer-

ies in sales places, such as bars, food fairs, beer events, 

and other spaces such as supermarkets, convenience 

shops, and social media where the researchers found 

gypsy brewers offering their products to the consumer. 

This process made it possible to reach individuals at dif-

ferent times and locations. Thus, the snowball technique 

was applied (for example, Walsham, 1995) with different 

actors involved. Therefore, a registration system was es-

tablished in a field notebook, resulting in 80 pages after 

10 hours of observing the events, monitoring the virtual 

communities, and interviewing brewery entrepreneurs.

To analyze this data, we used the actor-network the-

ory translation process as an analytical lens to under-

stand the phenomenon of coopetition between gypsy 

and non-gypsy brewers. The starting point of the de-

scription is considering the coopetition as a black box. 

From there, we identify human and nonhuman actors 

and their relationships. Based on the relations, we orga-

nized the four phases of translation according to Callon 

(1986) and identified the obligatory passing point (OPP). 

An OPP refers to a crucial juncture or a specific location 

within a network where various elements converge and 

are required to pass through for an action or process to 

continue (Callon, 1986). 

Some notions are important for the analysis that will 

follow actors, human and nonhuman, network, black 

box, and translation. Actors are not fixed entities, they 

have flow and movement throughout the network, al-

though they can have stability and continuity. It includes 

humans and nonhumans and leaves traces that can be 

followed. Actors are also networks (Latour, 1997, 2005, 

2011). For Latour (1999), nonhumans can include a wide 

range of things such as technologies, objects, animals, 

institutions, and even ideas. The key insight of ANT is to 

treat humans and nonhumans symmetrically, meaning 

that these entities are both seen as active participants in 

the construction of social reality. The network is formed 

by the association, even if transient, of heterogeneous el-

ements and depends on different relationships to exist 

(Latour, 2005, 2011).

A black box refers to a concept used to describe the 

process by which certain elements within a network be-

come stabilized and taken for granted, thereby hiding the 

complexity of their inner workings; it means that its inter-

nal mechanisms, associations, and dependencies are no 

longer questioned or visible (Latour, 1999). That’s why we 

use the translation processes. Translation means under-

standing how actors mobilize, bring together, and keep 

together the various elements of the network (Callon, 

1986).

Callon (1986) suggests four moments (or movements) 

to explain the translation process: problematization, inter-

essement, enrolment, and mobilization. The distinctions 

between these four movements are not given a priori 

immediately and do not imply an implicit temporal dif-

ferentiation (Bergström & Diedrich, 2011). Throughout 

this process, the identity of actors, the possibilities of in-

teraction, and the margins of maneuvers are negotiated 

(Bruce & Nyland, 2011). There are struggles over identities 

and interests that can be studied empirically (Bergström & 

Diedrich, 2011). Callon (1986) describes the first phase of 

how actors become essential in a network at the prob-

lematization. A topic or issue that disturbs (or starts to dis-

turb) the network needs to be stabilized, even temporarily. 

Problematization aims to identify the network’s actors 

and define each one’s identities by a shared understand-

ing or obligatory passage point (OPP). This moment de-

scribes an actor’s efforts to persuade others to accept their 

vision (Alcouffe et al., 2008). The interessement (Callon, 

1986) aims to stabilize the actors’ roles. There is still flexibil-

ity for previously recognized entities to integrate into the 

problematized plan or to reject participation (completely 

or in part), defining their identities, orientations, motives, 

and interests in new ways (Dambrin & Robson, 2011). The 

interessement involves an actor (‘actant’) attempting to 

convince others that the benefits he/she/it has defined for 

them align with his/her/its benefits (Bergström & Diedrich, 

2011).

At the enrolment movement, the enroller actor seeks 

to define and coordinate the roles of the other actors 

(Callon, 1986). According to Bergström and Diedrich 

(2011), enrolment is a movement that defines a group of 

interconnected roles and assigns them to the players who 

accept them. The fourth movement refers to the mobili-

zation of allies in the relational arrangement. The selection 

of a spokesperson is the result of a chain of intermediaries 

and equivalences (Bergström & Diedrich, 2011). The rep-

resentative actor reinforces the roles, identities, and pur-

poses previously negotiated by speaking on behalf of the 

different actors, resulting in indifference. After the agree-

ment is established, each entity’s room for maneuver will 

be clearly defined.

At this point, “the network can act as a single unit, 

which can be distinguished from its environment as an 

object (actor-network) with its own consistent identity” 

(Callon & Law, 1997, p. 170). However, each entity com-

prises a network in and of itself. Therefore, every change 

in an actor network’s entities results in changes to the 

network’s organizational structure (Sayes, 2014). As a re-

sult, the stability of the network is not only dependent on 

the connections between its pieces.
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Finally, it should be noted that rather than four sep-

arate, linearly sequenced movements, the translation 

approach considers the arrangement of any network a 

complex process with multiple, cumulative, and conjunc-

tive progressions of convergent, parallel, and divergent 

activities (Alcouffe et al., 2008). Therefore, to realize this 

process, we describe the gypsy and non-gypsy micro-

brewery study case.

GYPSY AND NON-GYPSY BREWERIES 
IN RIO DE JANEIRO STATE
Brazil is the third largest beer producer in the world, with 

about 16 billion liters per year, behind only the United 

States and China, the world’s largest consumer markets 

(Ministério da Agricultura e Pecuária [MAPA], 2023). The 

beer market encompasses beers produced on a large 

scale and sold in different parts of the world. The craft 

beers are made in micro and small breweries in a small-

er volume than the production of large breweries. In ad-

dition, craft beer favors manufacturing through manual 

processes and without preservatives, mixing water, yeast, 

hops, and malted barley. Moreover, the master brewers 

can use their creativity in choosing original ingredients 

to give a different flavor to their production. The quality 

and the authentic taste are the great attractions of craft 

beer to face the dominance of the beer market by the big 

breweries, which sold the beer produced on a large scale 

(SEBRAE, 2016).

In Brazil, craft beer production has more than 1,700 

registered breweries. The highest concentration of brew-

eries is in the Southeast (46.2%) and South (39.7%) re-

gions. Data collected from the Ministério da Agricultura 

e Pecuária (MAPA, 2023) for 2022 presented the number 

of craft breweries by state: São Paulo (387), Rio Grande 

do Sul (310), Minas Gerais (222), Santa Catarina (215), 

Paraná (161), and Rio de Janeiro (120). The Midwest has 

an expanding market, and the Northeast concentrates the 

smallest number of craft breweries. Still, it is a place that is 

establishing development, even at a slower pace (MAPA, 

2023).

The Beer Yearbook prepared by MAPA (2023) high-

lights that the number of breweries in the country (1,729) 

is different from the number of existing labels (42,831); 

that is, there are a greater number of brands than brewer-

ies. This phenomenon is due to the gypsy breweries that 

produce their labels in the idle spaces of other breweries 

with their factories (ABRACERVA, 2023).

The gypsy brewery, also known as a collaborative or 

associated brewery, where brewers do not have their own 

factory, rent the idle space of a third brewery to produce 

their beer in a larger volume than that brewed at home 

(Roncolato, 2016). The initial investment of a gypsy brew-

ery is around ten times lower than investing in a factory 

of its own. This brewery model promotes the expansion 

of production, transforming homemade production into 

a volume production for sale and professionalized (Silva, 

2017).

Source: Authors’ collection.

Figure 1. Gypsy brewery.

For commercialization, the gypsy brewer needs to 

legalize the recipe in the MAPA and it is also neces-

sary to register the company to sell the beer (Torrente, 

2016). After creating the company, the search process 

for the factory that will produce the recipe begins. Such 

partnerships take two forms. The first is a commercial 

agreement in which the gypsy, in addition to producing 

the beer, must purchase a batch of beer produced by 

the factory that is receiving him. The payment is at the 

end of production, and the gypsy will distribute its own 
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carry out a collaborative work of trading experience 

between all those involved. Ultimately, it is earned 

by renting the idle tank to continue producing when 

the revenue is not in production (Roncolato, 2016). 

Figures 1 and 2 show differences between gypsies’ 

and non-gypsies’ spaces. One side of the relation is 

the gypsy brewery (see Figure 1). It does not need 

a massive structure for the commercialization of its 

beer. On the other side, there is a non-gypsy brewery 

(see Figure 2) with a significant structure to produce 

and commercialize its beer. The differences exemplify 

an unbalance in the relationship between gypsies and 

non-gypsies.

beer. In the second form, the factory owner will carry 

out the entire process using the gypsy’s recipe: pur-

chase of inputs, production, stock, and distribution, and 

the gypsy will pay per liter of beer produced. However, 

this does not mean that the gypsy will not accompany 

the beer production; in this model, he transfers the bur-

den of searching for resources to the factory receiving 

him and monitors the production process.

The relationship established between the two beer 

brands should provide benefits for both. The micro-

brewery that receives the gypsy recipe in its tanks 

can exchange knowledge and innovation with the 

gypsy brewers who develop more daring recipes and 

Source: Authors’ collection.

Figure 2. Brewery factory.

Gypsy breweries, for not having to manage a facto-

ry and its operating costs, focus their efforts on brand 

development and product innovation, turning their at-

tention to developing new markets through participa-

tion in brewing events and the search for partners to 

produce and distribute their beer (Chaves, 2016).

Since 2014, Rio de Janeiro has had a beer route 

that promotes tourism in craft breweries in the coun-

tryside, such as Petrópolis, Teresópolis, Nova Friburgo, 

Cachoeiras de Macacu, Guapimirim, and Santa Maria 

Madalena. The craft market is characterized by the 

predominance of gypsy breweries and the need to es-

tablish relationships between factories and gypsies to 

sustain it.

The growth in craft beer consumption across the 

country has been reflected in the development of gypsy 

microbreweries producing their beers in Rio de Janeiro. 

According to the Association of Microbreweries of Rio 

de Janeiro (AMACERVA-RJ), there is an estimate that 

there are more than 175 craft beer producers in the 

state, including factories and gypsy breweries. These 

numbers extrapolate data from the MAPA. However, 

this number needs to be more accurate. Therefore, the 

association sought to regularize the numbers and work 

toward developing the sector with legal entities and 

among the producers themselves (Zobaran, 2017).

The authors applied a survey on the social networks 

Facebook and Instagram, finding the existence of 180 

microbreweries in the state of Rio de Janeiro, divided 

into the following classifications:

• 126 gypsy microbreweries;

• 28 microbreweries that are factories that receive 

gypsies;

• 26 microbreweries that are factories that do not 

receive gypsies.

This research employs ANT translation as a meth-

odological process to trace collective actions and rela-

tionships between microbreweries. This methodology 

guides the entire process of examining actors’ relation-

ships for coopetition in the two types of microbrew-

eries (gypsy and non-gypsy). In this way, this research 

reveals how cooperation emerges between competing 

(or conflicting) actors (stakeholders) and how tensions 

occur between them. These relationships are obtained 

through joint activities and interacting/debating/tens-

ing/opposing actions (Nguyen et al., 2022; Ralandison 
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et al., 2021). The following section discusses the ANT 

translation process used to fulfill the research objectives.

ANT TRANSLATION PROCESS
It is well known that actors’ (stakeholders) relation-

ships constantly change throughout the production 

and commerce development process (Lundgren-

Henriksson & Tidström, 2021; Silva et al., 2023). By 

tracking collective actions for specific goals related to 

coopetition tensions in the ANT translation processes, 

this research revealed actors’ (stakeholders) assemblag-

es, combinations, and interactions in networking pro-

cesses, influencing their relationships and tensions in 

these routines.

The main actor determines possible problems, con-

troversies, routines, decisions, tensions, and relation-

ships (Callon, 1986). In this case study, the decision to 

be resolved is related to the following question from 

gypsy and non-gypsy breweries: ‘How do coopetition 

relationships occur between gypsy and non-gypsy 

breweries’? 

The dynamic actors’ (stakeholder and entrepre-

neurs) relationships manifested in three ways, revealing 

different tensions and types of coopetition occurring at 

a network level in the two brewery types. Coopetition 

emerged between activities, routines, produce pro-

cesses, interfirm relationships, and the brewery com-

munity. Thus, the translation process contributed to 

identifying three central actors-networks in the coop-

etition process in the craft brewery market in the state 

of Rio de Janeiro: the gypsy brewers, the non-gypsy 

brewers, and the factory. Table 3 details the four trans-

lation phases performed at the gypsy and non-gypsy 

breweries relationships that highlight our findings.

Table 3. Translation phases.

Translation phases Gypsy and non-gypsy breweries

Problematization

The problematization is brought into play in coopetition when, on the one hand, a brewer (gypsy) needs a place to produce without the 
high costs of a factory and, on the other hand, a brewer (non-gypsy) has idle space in his factory. The choice of a place to produce gypsy 
beer goes through a process of building trust. In efforts to demonstrate trust, non-gypsies define roles in the coopetition relationship to 
become the obligatory passage point (OPP). However, a relationship of trust will be established with the factory (equipment and people). 
What matters to non-gypsy is the factory technology, the factory staff, and the factory certificates and credentials. The OPP is the factory.

Interessement

The factory stabilizes the identity of the other actor-networks, gypsy and non-gypsy. The gypsy, as the actor-network, has the advantage 
of not having the factory, and the non-gypsy is responsible for the factory’s costs. The factory establishes itself as an essential actor, first 
to produce gypsy beer and, secondly, as an advantage of the gypsy not to worry about the production costs related to the factory since 
the non-gypsy brewer takes care of the costs. Thus, the factory establishes itself as an OPP, and more than that, the factory defines the 
roles of the other actors.

Enrollment

The gypsy brewer promotes alliances to coordinate roles. The gypsy brewer assigns himself the role of creating new recipes and thus 
moves the craft beer market. As they are not committed to maintaining the factory, gypsies can experiment with more recipes and launch 
new products alone or in conjunction with other breweries or factories. However, gypsies are linked to the factory’s production time and 
a market requirement of always presenting an innovation. Thus, although gypsies become an OPP when the craft beer market refers to 
innovation and new recipes, the factory remains.

Mobilization
The human actors-networks reinforce their roles and close the black box of coopetition between gypsies and non-gypsies. All utter the 
same speech: it is only with the existence of the coopetition relationship that the craft beer market innovates and remains active. With 
this unified discourse, the human actors agree to have roles that disguise the existing tensions involving the nonhuman actor (factory).

Note. Developed by the authors.

The actor-network concept represents a hetero-

geneous network of interests and aligned actions, in-

cluding people, artifacts, organizations, paths, facts, and 

other elements. Therefore, the human and nonhuman 

actors are a collective group that acts and interacts as 

a coordinated network in motion (Latour, 2005; Silveira 

et al., 2022). The analysis of translations provides guide-

lines for understanding the routines, activities, and in-

teractions of the relationships between breweries’ pro-

duction process, equipment, individuals, and factories.

The physical structure represents the factory and 

equipment, the first characteristic differentiating gyp-

sy from non-gypsy breweries. In the factories are the 

resources, processes, routines, equipment, machines, 

supplies, and raw materials that support the responsible 

brew master hired and other work teams that depend 

on this structure. Individuals have as their main char-

acteristic the management of these resources because 

they know the production processes, administrative 

routines, and operational activities of production, dis-

tribution, and commercial craft beer. At the same time, 

individuals are represented by brewers, master brewers, 

administrative employees, commercial partners, tech-

nical supporters, partners/investors, and consumers. 

Therefore, the translated evidence highlights the broad 

relevance of the factory agency for establishing rela-

tionships, routines, activities, and processes in the mi-

crobrewery market.

It brings market recognition to these craft breweries 

and much knowledge about the craft beer market and 

how production works between gypsy and non-gyp-

sy brewers (Silva, 2017; Silva et al., 2023). Thus, these 

models are consolidated in the craft beer market. Non-

gypsies have labels known to the public. To do so, they 

invested time and money. As a result, they know the 

working dynamics of the craft beer market: consum-

ers and suppliers (Monticelli et al., 2018). In addition, 

because they own the factories and have beer labels 
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known to the consuming public, they have autonomy 

for production and distribution processes (Monticelli et 

al., 2018; Silva et al., 2023). They can welcome gypsy 

brewers and produce their beer simultaneously.

In this way, the factory and brewers (entrepreneurs) 

are the actors: nonhuman and human entities that 

perform or mediate some action or make a difference 

in the heterogeneous network, leaving a trail in rou-

tines, processes, activities, and relationships (Callon, 

1986; Latour, 2005, 2011; Law, 1992, 2004). Thus, Figure 

3 presents the OPP the actors use to reach their pro-

posed objectives in this relationship process.

Translations Phases

Emergence of cooperation Emergence of conflict

Problematization

Seeking common interests and goals in coopetition relationships processes (tensions
and conflicts)

Obligatory Passage Point (OPP)

A brewer (gypsy) needs a place to produce without the high costs of a factory and, on
the other hand, a brewer (non-gypsy) has idle space in his factory. The OPP is the
factory (pieces of equipment, physical infrastructure, productive mechanisms, and
technology) - ”a main actor" in coopetition relationships.

Source: Developed by the authors.

Figure 3. Coopetition relationship process in gypsy and non-gypsy craft breweries.

Usually of those seven, four are with the gypsies, 

and three with my beer” (non-gypsy factory represen-

tative 5). 

There are factories with a focus on work aimed at 

gypsies, with a larger simultaneous production space, 

as one of the respondents reported: “… simultaneously 

we serve up to nine [gypsies] because that is the num-

ber of fermenters we have; a large part of our produc-

tion, about 85% of our production, is gypsy” (non-gyp-

sy factory representative 3).

However, after all, what is the factory? It is the 

equipment for beer production: fermentation tanks 

(fermenters) and others, the spaces destined for the ad-

ministrative part of the brewery, and the spaces to store 

the beer production. Some non-gypsy breweries have 

a factory connected to a bar. But not just that. The brew 

master and the register at MAPA are linked to the facto-

ry. The factory is also a place of learning. Representative 

2 from the non-gypsy brewery reinforce that:

There was a lot of exchange of experience in all the 

factories where we worked. There are always ex-

changes and learning, very experienced and atten-

tive brewers. When I started working, even though I 

had a brewer’s vision, I was not used to day-to-day 

life, and this relationship with structured factories 

added to the process of learning and experience 

(non-gypsy factory representative 2).

The relationship between gypsy and non-gypsy 

breweries is a model of non-ownership, in which gyp-

sy brewers use the benefits of the factory, that is, fer-

menters, spaces, government certificates, and others, 

without having to build the factory, as well as not incur 

maintenance costs (Silva et al., 2023). They also benefit 

from the social capital and reputation that non-gypsy 

possess (Silva, 2017). As for the non-gypsies, in addition 

to not having idle space in the factory, which implies 

sharing costs, they benefit from the constant launch of 
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new labels and closer contact with the public that the 

gypsies have. Non-gypsy brewers also build their rep-

utations on gypsy and the innovations they produce. 

These innovations favor the craft beer market.

Gypsies have a preference because they bring new 

ideas, suggestions, and creations. Gypsy brewers 

are creative and very collaborative, helping in the 

production process. They [the gypsies] monitor the 

tank control at most, which is online, where they 

check the temperature, pH, extract, supporting and 

implementing new processes and forms of produc-

tion (non-gypsy factory representatives 1 and 4).

Although the word ‘gypsy’ designates someone 

with no fixed residence, many gypsy breweries do not 

frequently change the place of production. They do not 

change the factory. Half of the interviewees (four gyp-

sies) work with only two factories. On the other hand, 

three gypsies produce with a single brewery. Only one 

gypsy brewery calls itself a nomadic gypsy, one that 

produces its beer with as many factories as possible: 

“Currently four, but we are going to five, six and seven 

soon. Concept of the nomadic gypsy is the gypsy who 

is really the one who runs. We do not stop, and if we 

have the opportunity to go somewhere, we go” (gypsy 

brewery representative 8).

The person in charge of the gypsy brewery 4 stated 

that the gypsy production model allows him not to be 

trapped in the structure of a single factory, letting him 

to experiment with other production sites: “… not being 

tied to a physical structure, it gives freedom to migrate 

to other factories” (gypsy brewery representative 11).

However, this is not so simple, as the choice of the 

place to produce depends on establishing relationships 

of trust, especially between the gypsy and the factory. 

The problematization is at stake, but the roles are still 

being defined. In efforts to demonstrate trust, non-gyp-

sies begin to define roles in the coopetition relation-

ship to become the OPP (obligatory passing point). 

However, a relationship of trust will be established 

with the factory (equipment, machines, and people). 

Problematization is when an ‘actant’ (or more) “estab-

lishes itself as an obligatory crossing point in the net-

work of relationships that he or they have been build-

ing” (Callon, 1986, p. 6).

All these processes went through relationships de-

veloped in a non-spontaneous and spontaneous way. 

The evidence demonstrates that routines, activities, 

processes, interactions, and coopetitive human rela-

tionships are mediated by the factory’s equipment, 

mechanisms, and physical infrastructure (nonhuman 

actors).

Those responsible for the factories consider the ad-

vantage of being a gypsy to be that they do not have 

to pay for the construction of the factory, mainte-

nance of equipment, staff, and a series of expenses that 

non-gypsies need to be concerned about. That is, the 

gypsy brewers do not need to pay attention to the fac-

tory, as reinforced by a representative from a non-gyp-

sy factory:

The biggest advantage [of not having a factory] is the 

investment cost. Setting up a factory today requires 

an investment of at least one million (reais) … Then 

you have maintenance costs, employees, electricity, 

water, inputs, transportation, etc. (non-gypsy facto-

ry representative 4).

This aspect denotes one of the tensions Raza-Ullah 

et al. (2014) pointed out regarding inter-organizational 

tensions. Some aspects stand out despite non-gypsies’ 

interest in occupying their idle space and time in the 

factory.

The factory is the nonhuman actor that the gypsy 

needs in order to produce. Despite the lack of concern 

for factory costs, which allows the gypsies the freedom 

to create a recipe, they must wait for the factory to pro-

duce, generating individual tension (Sheep et al., 2017). 

In some moments, to maintain the factory, non-gypsy 

produces more line beers without much freedom to 

create different recipes. In other words, the gypsies are 

who they are only because of the existence of factories.

We didn’t know what the business model was like for 

producing beer using the gypsy model; Everything 

we discovered along the way, that is, there was a 

six-month queue to start the process of producing 

gypsy beers. It was very difficult for you to become 

a gypsy (non-gypsy factory representative 1).

The gypsies are concerned about the cost savings 

they get when they come together to buy inputs, par-

ticipate in events, and exchange experiences with fac-

tories. Gypsy brewery representative 9 explains that 

“various partnerships arise and sometimes there are 

factories that bring together several gypsies, which 

reduces the cost … this partnership issue is also very 

important.” This reduction cost for both sides (gypsy 

and non-gypsy) based on the factory’s sharing is one 

of the benefits highlighted by the coopetition model 

(Monticelli et al., 2018; Silva et al., 2023).

The factory establishes itself as an essential actor, 

first by producing gypsy beer and, secondly, as an ad-

vantage for the gypsy not to worry about the produc-

tion costs related to the factory since the non-gypsy 
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brewer takes care of the costs. Thus, the factory estab-

lishes itself as an OPP and, more than that, the enroll-

ment happens: this is when an ‘actant’ (or more) pro-

motes alliances and negotiations in order “to define and 

coordinate the roles” (Callon, 1986, p. 10). Therefore, the 

factory (nonhuman actor-network) defines the other 

actors’ roles in this coopetitive craft beer production 

process.

Gypsies have disadvantages over factories, such as 

higher production costs, dependence on factory avail-

ability, and difficulties in logistics to distribute production, 

among others. All respondents claim that one of the ad-

vantages of gypsy brewers over factories is the freedom 

to create different recipes, as their production is small-

er. Incidentally, this is one of the hallmarks of the gypsy 

actor. This freedom is explored by non-gypsy brewery 

factory representative 2, who said, “The gypsy already 

has a little more freedom to create because he can brew 

a small amount of a newly created beer to try it out.” 

Gypsy brewery representative 10 reinforces it, affirming, 

“Freedom is the greatest advantage of the gypsy, so we 

have the beer recipe and produce it in any factory.”

Exploring new ways of production, raw materials, 

and recipes contributes to the gypsies to expand the 

craft beer market, partnerships, and commercial rela-

tionships, in addition to bringing new pricing strategies, 

management, performance measures, and marketing 

tools to the market (Mayo, 2003; Monticelli et al., 2018).

It fosters culture in a way because the fact that there 

are many different labels on the shelf encourages 

people to stop, or at least makes them curious. In the 

past, there was a very big limitation when I started to 

be very interested in craft beer. There was not even 

a craft beer shelf in the markets … Today, you have 

shelves with 200, 300, 400 labels. So, this brings cu-

riosity to consumption and encourages the market 

(gypsy brewery representative 8).

Moreover, the gypsy brewer becomes a temporary 

OPP when the craft beer market refers to innovation. 

The factory is still present since the “lack of commitment 

to the costs that the factory represents” (non-gypsy fac-

tory representatives 1, 2, 4, and 6), allows for coopetition 

through enrollment. This enrollment happens in one 

movement between groups (human and nonhuman 

actors) with interconnected roles that assign them to the 

players who accept them and participate in this coope-

titive process.

Consequently, the black box of coopetition between 

gypsy and non-gypsy brewers is closed when they all 

utter the same speech: it is only with the existence of 

this relationship that the craft beer market innovates and 

remains active, dependent on a solid physical infrastruc-

ture, and on active, engaged, and innovative process-

es and techniques. This representative actor reinforces 

the previously agreed-upon roles, identities, and goals 

by speaking on behalf of the numerous ‘actants’. Thus, 

mobilization occurs when an ‘actant’ (or more) becomes 

a representative spokesman, which means “to render 

mobile entities which were not so beforehand” (Callon, 

1986, p. 12). In this phase, a series of intermediaries and 

equivalences leads to the designation of a spokesman, 

so “the network can act as a single unit, which can be 

distinguished from its environment as an object (ac-

tor-network) with its own consistent identity” (Callon & 

Law, 1997, p. 170). Some evidence describes this process:

Big brands that exist today are gypsy, one or another 

that is not, but if in Rio de Janeiro there was not this 

gypsy movement, I do not know how the beer mar-

ket would be here (gypsy brewery representative 13).

Representatives of non-gypsy breweries agree with 

gypsy breweries about the results that gypsy breweries 

produce in the craft beer market in Rio de Janeiro.

This movement ends up generating more brands. If 

each gypsy had its factory, perhaps it would not have 

the variety of brands it has today (non-gypsy factory 

representative 7). 

The more gypsy breweries you have, the greater this 

disclosure, the greater the variety of styles, the great-

er the public interest, the greater the scope of this 

product in the general market … (non-gypsy factory 

representative 4).

The main contribution of gypsy breweries to the 

craft beer market perceived by the two human network 

actors in this relationship is to develop the craft beer 

culture with new recipes, packaging, labels, and pro-

motions. With this unified discourse, the human actors 

assume roles that disguise the existing tensions that en-

compass the nonhuman actor (factory), that is, having or 

not having power, ownership, and control of production 

processes, equipment, mechanisms, techniques, and 

routines of manufacture. Gypsy brewery representative 

9 explained that,

I believe that they [gypsy breweries] contribute main-

ly to one thing: creativity. 

In the end, the authors identified that besides being 

an OPP at various times, the factory is also an actor who 

is a mediator. Figure 4 demonstrates this path. 
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Mediators transform, translate, distort, and modify 

the meaning or elements that are supposed to carry a 

fact, process, or relationship (Lamine, 2017). Mediators, 

even in silence, are considered and recognized in many 

analyses as intermediaries in action; “What goes into 

them never defines exactly what comes out” (Latour, 

2005, p. 65). Craft beer, reputation, experience, knowl-

edge, and new flavors come from the factory. The fac-

tory is a mediator being disputed and participates in the 

dispute being an OPP in this coopetitive relationship 

process. 

CONCLUSIONS 
The study’s main objective is to analyze how tensions 

occur in the coopetition relationships between gypsy 

and non-gypsy craft breweries. The empirical findings 

in this research assist in deepening understanding of 

this relationship tensions by revealing the influence of 

factory (nonhuman actor) on the emergence of coop-

etition. Factory, equipment, mechanisms, and physical 

infrastructure become factors affecting/creating goal/

interest, compatibility/incompatibility, conflicts/ten-

sions, and a platform for developing relationships and 

coopetition between gypsy and non-gypsy breweries. 

In addition, using ANT to examine networking process-

es, this research applies the translation processes (this 

practice theory) to understanding coopetition in given 

production routines in the craft beer market.

According to the ANT perspective, actors act, pro-

duce and interact on behalf of their networks, and net-

works become actors that have a single agency to act 

collectively (Nguyen et al., 2022; Silveira et al., 2022). 

Thus, the translation process can produce ‘facts’ and 

stabilize fully to become a ‘black box.’ According to 

Latour (1997, p. 131), a ‘black box’ can be considered a 

taken-for-granted system where many elements and 

actors act as one. Therefore, this perception enabled 

this research to explore the emergence of coopetition 

at a network level, as a network was positioned as an 

actor that could cooperate or conflict with other actors 

or networks of humans or nonhumans (e.g., entrepre-

neurs, brewery masters, factories, recipes, processes, 

and physical equipment).

While coopetition has primarily been explored with-

in business networks, supply chain networks, marketing 

relationships, sharing knowledge, and dynamic capa-

bilities (Bengtsson & Kock, 2014; Monticelli et al., 2018; 

Robert et al., 2018 ; Silva et al., 2023; Silveira et al, 2019), 

this research expands the understanding of coopetition 

in a heterogeneous network of multiple actors (brew-

ers, physical infrastructure, equipment, mechanisms, 

and processes) collectively working for a business re-

lationship. However, there needs to be more tension 

in these productive, marketing, and commercial rela-

tionships. In these relationships, we have another level 

of tension between humans and nonhumans partici-

pating in these cooperative and competitive activities. 

Thus, we identified the tension between having a phys-

ical structure or not, that is, a factory, its equipment, 

and mechanisms to carry out the productive processes 

of craft beer. Therefore, this research provides insight 

into the role of dual relationships (human and nonhu-

man actors) in achieving goals and empowering gypsy 

and non-gypsy breweries.

This research is an initial effort to contribute specific 

empirical case studies highlighting an intervention of 

conflict or tensions in existing collaboration to secure 

individual interests. This research found that coopeti-

tion happens between human and nonhuman actors 

in collective relationships. Raza-Ullah et al. (2014) pro-

1. Existing conflicts/tensions related to the use of physical resources to produce craft beer.

2. Factory is an essential point
related to producing craft beer - For gypsies

reduce physical costs, for non-gypsies keep the
production capacity not idle.

5. Physical infrastructure
voice: Factory

(equipment, productive
mechanisms, and

technology). 

3. Involvement in the networking of collective
actions (human and nonhuman actors) to solve 

a black box in coopetition relationships
tensions in the brewery's craft .

4. Emerging coopetition related to the alliances tensions
and conflicts between craft beer entrepreneurs for
market development. Mobilization in favor of a single
discourse for market development for both gypsy and
non-gypsy brewers who compete for the market, but
cooperate in production.

6. Black-boxed solved – stability with
trust, alliance, and sharing costs and

physical infrastructure.

Source: Developed by the authors.

Figure 4. Obligatory passage points in gypsy and non-gypsy craft breweries’ coopetition.
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posed three levels of tension: individual, organiza-

tional, and interorganizational. However, this study 

highlights a fourth level: the nonhuman, in this case, 

the factory. The factory, as a nonhuman actor, gen-

erates tensions between individuals (brewery own-

ers), organizations (non-gypsy breweries dealing with 

the internal tension of own production versus gypsy 

production), interorganizations (between gypsy and 

non-gypsy breweries), and, in the end, the nonhuman 

— the factory.

For Nguyen et al. (2022) and Ralandison et al. 

(2021), there is a dynamic between actors that are 

brought together through networks to have estab-

lished cooperation between competitors/conflicting 

actors (stakeholders) or have generated conflicts be-

tween different actors. Networking becomes a factor 

that affects/creates the objectives/interests for the 

emergence of coopetition. Thus, using ANT transla-

tion process to examine networking processes, this 

research contributes with an application of practice, 

theory, and method to understanding coopetition in 

given situations like relationships and tensions. 

Considering the strategies to manage the tensions, 

the results of this research corroborate the studies by 

Bengtsson et al. (2003) and Morris et al. (2007), which 

consider the similarities and differences between 

companies. Gypsy and non-gypsy breweries benefit 

from cooperation and efficiently exploit these interac-

tions. Despite the tensions generated in the relation-

ship, mainly between the breweries and the factory 

(nonhuman actor), they have a win-win relationship.   

Therefore, these insights can provide valuable mana-

gerial implications for brewery owners in optimizing 

their resources, physical equipment, operations, and 

relationships to manage collaborative and competi-

tive interactions.

Some limitations are inherent to this research, 

mainly concerning the number of interviews and the 

regional selection. Based on that and the study’s find-

ings, expanding the analysis to other states in Brazil 

with greater representation, such as São Paulo and 

Rio Grande do Sul, and even different sectors, such 

as olive oil production, can bring new insights. By the 

end, it is suggested to analyze the intra-organization-

al tensions in craft breweries, considering that even 

non-gypsy ones are small organizations with few em-

ployees and are managed by the owners.

ENDNOTE
1. The full list of interviewees, script, interviews stages, 

and analyzed categories is available on https://www.

researchgate.net/publication/373446602_List_inter-

wied at Research Gate.
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