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ABSTRACT 

Background and Purpose: Conventionally, service platforms with a business-to-customer (B2C) 

orientation are expected to outperform product platforms with a customer-to-customer (C2C) 

orientation in supply chain resilience. However, COVID-19 has revealed that this is not always the case. 

Remarkably, the supply chain disruptions during COVID-19 were experienced differently for various 

reasons by various firms. In this vein, the supply chain resilience may be incomplete and requires a 

deep dive to find an updated theoretical positioning 

 

Methodology: Through Rasch Psychometric Modeling, this research studied 14 platform businesses to 

understand their supply chain resilience during the pandemic. 

 

Findings: The results indicate that four supply chain resilience factors perform differently between 

product and service platforms: operations cost, offering quality, flexibility, and timely deliveries. 

Moreover, three supply chain resilience factors perform differently between B2C and C2C platforms: 

market position, offering flexibility and timely deliveries.  
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Contributions: This study have identified the vital areas of SCRes significant for dealing with the post-

COVID-19 situation, especially from two perspectives- product & service platforms and B2C & C2C 

platforms 

 

Keywords: Platform business, platform economy, supply chain resilience, pandemic, B2C, C2C. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Supply Chain Resilience (SCRes) is the ability to react to unexpected disruptions and maintain 

the level of supply chain operations (Li et al., 2017; Kochan & Nowicki, 2018). Gartner's global 

survey of 2022 stated that only 21 per cent of their respondents had a highly resilient supply 

chain network. This reinforces that SCRes will remain a priority for many years, even after the 

current pandemic crisis (Rahman & Thelen, 2019). Most supply chain managers acknowledge 

that being supply chain resilient is a necessity rather than a want in today’s uncertain and 

complex world (Modgil et al., 2022; Ozdemir et al., 2022). In 2021, PWC shared that SCRes 

is not just about being reactive but also proactive to gain a competitive edge in the present 

market. Therefore, avoiding or bouncing back from the disruption is now a critical business 

competency and leadership skill (Ali et al., 2021; Modgil et al., 2022). 

Platform businesses have emerged as a popular business model in recent years, with the 

increase in e-commerce and digitalization (Li et al., 2022). A platform business is a digital 

intermediary or an online website facilitating value exchange between multiple groups, 

typically buyers and sellers or producers and consumers (Li et al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2020). 

These businesses leverage technology to connect buyers and sellers, creating a network effect 

that increases the platform's value over time. The success of platform businesses has been 

attributed to their ability to create a highly efficient and scalable model that can quickly adapt 

to changing market conditions (Sousa & Rocha, 2019). Furthermore, platforms can achieve 

high user engagement, creating significant entry barriers for competitors (Ameen et al., 2021). 

Most successful platform businesses, including Amazon, Netflix, eBay, Uber, and Airbnb, have 

disrupted traditional industries and transformed the way business trade and transactions are 
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carried out, leading to the notion of a Platform Economy (Broekhuizen et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 

2020). 

There is an interesting contrast of SCRes between product and service platforms and 

business-to-customer (B2C) and customer-to-customer (C2C) platforms (He & Zhang, 2022; 

Täuscher & Laudien, 2018). Regarding product and service platforms, product-based platforms 

are focused on creating a marketplace for exchanging physical goods. In contrast, service-based 

platforms facilitate the exchange of intangible services (Kapoor et al., 2021). Research has 

shown that service-based platforms face unique challenges in terms of quality control and 

standardization of services, as services are often personalized and difficult to standardize 

(Ameen et al., 2021; Lin et al., 2021). In contrast, product-based platforms face challenges in 

terms of logistics and inventory management (He & Zhang, 2022). Next, in terms of B2C and 

C2C platforms, B2C platforms connect businesses with end customers, while C2C platforms 

facilitate direct customer transactions (Gupta et al., 2022). B2C platforms require significant 

investments in marketing and branding to establish consumer trust, as consumers often prefer 

to purchase from established and reputable businesses (Belleflamme & Toulemonde, 2016). In 

contrast, C2C platforms face unique challenges related to trust and risk, with even more 

emphasis on ratings and reviews to ensure the quality of the transactions (Park et al., 2021). 

The key objective of this study is to do a relative analysis between (a) product and 

service platforms and (b) B2C and C2C platforms in terms of their differential performance on 

SCRes for the post-COVID-19 era. The dichotomy originating from the different platform 

types provides a unique and relevant theoretical addition (Lin et al., 2021; Park et al., 2021). 

This paper analyses the leading SCRes factors observed and practised and ranks them in the 

order of difficulty based on product, service, B2C and C2C platforms. In this paper, Rasch 

Measurement Theory (RMT) was used to study 14 platform businesses and is based on these 

two research questions: 

 

RQ1: What SCRes factors perform differently between the product and service platforms, and 

which are most challenging to overcome? 

RQ2: What SCRes factors perform differently between the B2C and C2C platforms, and which 

are most challenging to overcome? 

 

The remaining paper is structured as follows. Section 2 presents the theoretical backdrop. 

Rasch's methodology is illustrated in Section 3, followed by results presented in terms of 

product-service and B2C-C2C platforms in Section 4. Finally, the paper concludes with a 
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discussion of results with their implications and future research in Sections 5 and 6, 

respectively. 

 

2.0 LITERATURE REVIEW 

SCRes in today’s Volatile, Uncertain, Complex, and Ambiguous (VUCA) business 

environment is at the heart of contemporary supply chain management research (Ali et al., 

2021; Modgil et al., 2022). In 2018, McKinsey reported that almost 75 per cent of organizations 

experience a supply chain disruption yearly. This disruption in Platform Economy adversely 

impacts the availability of materials, a network of suppliers, and customer service (Scholten et 

al., 2020; Wong et al., 2020). However, the disruptions being faced in the supply chain now 

are more wide-ranging, including the COVID-19 pandemic, BREXIT, the Ukraine-Russia war, 

and global economies’ stagflation (Seville, 2018; Soomro et al., 2020). 

Since the 2000s, researchers and policymakers have discussed the concept of SCRes 

(Pettit et al., 2010; Ponomarov & Holcomb, 2009) for platform businesses. Scholars have 

debated the various SCRes strategies, both reactive and proactive, that can improve supply 

chains' efficiency, effectiveness, and adaptability (Ali et al., 2021; Gunasekaran et al., 2015). 

Some studies have discussed the impact of emerging technologies, including Artificial 

Intelligence (AI), to predict disruptions and counter-response in terms of supply chain 

management (Modgil et al., 2022). The literature on supply chain management also includes 

frameworks and tools using the concept of digital twins and simulations (Min, 2019). Despite 

all that, the COVID-19 pandemic resulted in chaos and proved that the concept of SCRes needs 

a rethink with new dynamism (Adobor & McMullen, 2018; Kochan & Nowicki, 2018). Focus 

on vulnerability, agility, flexibility, and sustainability is important; SCRes conceptualization is 

still in the evolution phase and needs modern-day antecedents, attributes, and capabilities that 

are fit for global disruptions like the pandemic (Sá et al., 2020; Scholten et al., 2020). 

It is well established that an increase in supply chain capabilities and a decrease in supply 

chain vulnerabilities over time have fared well for most platform businesses (Jain et al., 2017; 

Kochan & Nowicki, 2018; Vanany et al., 2024). This study is focused on developing this 

narrative further on SCRes by a sharp contrast between product, service, B2C and C2C 

businesses, especially regarding production cost, product placement, market positioning, 

product quality, production flexibility, and timely deliveries. 
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2.1 SCRes and Product-Service Platforms 

The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the importance of SCRes for businesses, especially 

for platform businesses that rely on a network of suppliers, producers, and service providers to 

operate (Belleflamme & Toulemonde, 2016; Gupta et al., 2022). Research has shown that the 

characteristics of SCRes differ between product and service platform businesses. Product-

based platforms rely on complex supply chains that involve transporting goods from multiple 

sources to a central location before being delivered to the end customer (Huang et al., 2017; 

Sinniah & Soomro, 2022). These supply chains are vulnerable to disruptions, such as natural 

disasters, labour disputes, and transportation breakdowns, that can lead to delays and shortages. 

Product-based platform businesses must invest in inventory management, transportation 

planning, and supply chain analytics to mitigate risks and anticipate and respond to potential 

disruptions (He & Zhang, 2022). 

In contrast, service-based platforms rely on suppliers and partners, including 

freelancers, contractors, and third-party service providers. Service-based platforms are 

vulnerable to disruptions caused by the availability of these suppliers and their skills and 

qualifications (Chen et al., 2009). The COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted the challenges of 

SCRes for service-based platforms, as many service providers could not work due to 

lockdowns and travel restrictions (He & Zhang, 2022). To address these challenges, service-

based platforms need to invest in diversifying their supply chain and building a resilient 

network of service providers to ensure continuity of service. 

Overall, both product-based and service-based platform businesses must prioritize SCRes 

to ensure their operations can continue in the face of disruption. While the specific challenges 

may differ, businesses that invest in building a resilient supply chain will be better equipped to 

weather unforeseen events and maintain business continuity (Li et al., 2022; Rahman & Thelen, 

2019). Dynamic Capabilities Theory states that organisations purposefully create, extend and 

modify their resource base (Arend & Bromiley, 2009; Teece & Pisano, 1994). As per this, 

SCRes in service platform businesses is better than product platform businesses, as service 

platforms can modify their resource base more efficiently and faster. During COVID-19, 

business operations of service platforms were better than product platforms, largely for the 

same reason (Xia & Bechwati, 2010). 

 

2.2 SCRes and B2C-C2C Platforms 

The SCRes of B2C and C2C platform businesses can differ significantly due to the nature of 

their business models. B2C platforms often have a more complex and centralized supply chain, 
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making them more vulnerable to disruptions caused by natural disasters, transportation 

breakdowns, or supplier failures (Huang et al., 2017; Gupta et al., 2022). In addition, the 

COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated the challenges of SCRes for B2C platforms as they 

struggled to manage the increased demand for certain products and the disruption to global 

supply chains (Täuscher & Laudien, 2018). To mitigate these risks, B2C platforms must invest 

in diversified supply chains, build relationships with reliable suppliers, and develop 

contingency plans to respond to disruptions (Soomro et al., 2024; Xia & Bechwati, 2010). 

In contrast, C2C platforms have a more decentralized and dispersed supply chain, which 

can make them more resilient to localized disruptions. C2C platforms rely on a network of 

individual sellers, which can adapt quickly to changes in demand and supply (He & Zhang, 

2022). However, C2C platforms face quality control and trust challenges, as they rely on the 

sellers to accurately describe their products and services. C2C platforms need to invest in trust 

mechanisms, such as user ratings and reviews, to ensure the quality of the transactions (Li et 

al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2020). 

Overall, B2C and C2C platform businesses must prioritize SCRes to ensure their 

operations can continue in the face of disruption. While the specific challenges may differ, 

businesses that invest in building a resilient supply chain will be better equipped to weather 

unforeseen events and maintain business continuity (Chen et al., 2009; Huang et al., 2017). By 

understanding their business model's unique challenges and opportunities, platform businesses 

can develop strategies that maximize their chances of success. Here again, in terms of the 

Dynamic Capabilities Theory, organisations adapt, change and implement their internal and 

external firm-specific competencies into new competencies based on the surroundings 

(Rachinger et al., 2019). Thereon, the SCRes for the post-COVID-19 era can be reinforced by 

building new competencies for B2C and C2C platform businesses (Gupta et al., 2022; Rahman 

& Thelen, 2019). 

 

3.0 RESEARCH DESIGN 

3.1 Data Collection 

This paper used the Rasch Psychometric Modeling technique, which gives a new analysis 

perspective to the multidimensional construct of SCRes. In terms of literature, there is a lack 

of studies using Rasch analysis to understand supply chain disruptions (Behzadi et al., 2020; 

Novak et al., 2021; Sá et al., 2020). This technique was used as it ranks the difficulty of 

different items in a construct, which in this paper translates to the difficulty ranking of six 

SCRes factors during the time of the pandemic.  
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Fourteen platform businesses were studied based on the research objectives of this 

study. Eight were product platforms (57%), and six were service platforms (43%). Of these 14 

firms, nine were B2C platforms (64 per cent), whereas five were C2C platforms (36 per cent). 

Six main questions were part of the SCRes construct (SCRes 1-6) that aimed to enquire about 

respondents' agreement with statements regarding supply chain disruptions during the COVID-

19 pandemic. The scale followed was a 5-point Likert Scale (1- Strongly Disagree, 2- Partially 

Disagree, 3- Neutral, 4- Partially Agree, 5- Strongly Agree). The survey was conducted in 

English, and the respondents represented senior management profiles. The use of the Rasch 

technique for data analysis is progressively becoming prevalent in social sciences, and this 

research study takes advantage of that (Adobor & McMullen, 2018; Singh et al., 2019). 

 

3.2 Rasch Measurement Theory 

Rasch Measurement Theory (RMT) is based on probabilistic models of latent variables, which 

are informed by Item Response Theory (IRT) (Rasch, 1982). This mathematical model explains 

the latent traits of unobservable characteristics and how they relate to observed outcomes. The 

mathematical features of RMT, developed by Rasch, provide a framework for psychometric 

testing and measurement that can accommodate a range of possibilities (Thissen & Orlando, 

2001). RMT has been applied in empirical studies in supply chain and operations management 

(Aziz et al., 2015; Boone et al., 2014). However, further research using RMT is necessary to 

extensively investigate phenomena and differences between samples (Marais & Andrich, 

2008). Rasch (1982) devised the Rasch Rating Scale Model (RRSM), the expression of which 

is: 

 

𝐿𝑛 (
𝑃𝑛𝑖𝑗

𝑃𝑛𝑖(𝑗−1)
) = 𝛽𝑛 −  (𝛿𝑖 + 𝜏𝑗) 

where 

𝑃𝑛𝑖𝑗= probability of the observed category j 

𝑃𝑛𝑖(𝑗−1) = probability of the observed category j-1 

𝛽𝑛= measurement of the ability of subject n 

𝛿𝑖= measurement of difficulty of item i 

𝜏𝑗 = differential of difficulty of observed category in relation to the previous j-1 
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The invariance feature built into Rasch supports items that measure the construct differently 

(Azizan et al., 2020). To ensure that there is no bias, Differential Item Functioning (DIF) is 

used to analyze whether a group of subjects with a common feature has a significantly different 

calibration in the difficulty of an item compared to another group (Schauberger & Mair, 2020). 

The use of the RRSM is ideal for measuring latent variables, such as SCRes, because it 

combines measurements obtained by respondents from various platform businesses. The 

positioning of SCRes items on a linear continuum allows for measuring their ability and 

difficulty levels. Similarly, the DIF analysis identified different difficulty levels in the two 

groups: product with service and B2C with C2C platforms. 

 

3.3 Measurement Scale and Fit Diagnosis 

In this study, the construct of SCRes is based on six elements: operations cost (SCRes 1), 

market placement (SCRes 2), market position (SCRes 3), offering quality (SCRes 4), offering 

flexibility (SCRes 5) and timely deliveries (SCRes 6). The constructs' items were adapted from 

the SCRes studies and metrics of Behzadi et al. (2020), Jabbour et al. (2013) and Ozdemir et 

al. (2022). 5-point Likert scale used is based on these levels: 1 (very little extent), 2 (little 

extent), 3 (some extent), 4 (great extent), 5 (very great extent). The software Winsteps version 

4.4.8 has been used for data analysis. Table 1 shows the technical specifications of this study, 

and Table 2 lists the measurement items of SCRes. 

 

Table 1: Technical specifications 

No. Tecnical Description 

1 Data Type Primary 

2 Data Collection Method Survey 

3 Data Collection Period October 2022 - December 2022 

4 Sample Size 44 Platform Business 

5 Data Handling Rasch Winsteps software, version 4.4.8 
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Table 2: Measurement of SCRes 

No. Items Item Brief Item Description 

1 SCRes1 
Operations 

Cost 
Our organization maintained the total operations cost. 

2 SCRes2 
Market 

Placement 

Our organization responded successfully in placing offerings in a 

market, that is, from conception to availability at the final point of 

sale. 

3 SCRes3 
Market 

Position  

Our organization managed its position in the market by introducing 

new offerings to attract customers 

4 SCRes4 
Offering 

Quality 

Our organization maintained quality by supplying sustainable 

offerings. 

5 SCRes5 
Offering 

Flexibility 
Our organization remained flexible in its offering 

6 SCRes6 
Timely 

Deliveries 
Our organization successfully managed timely deliveries. 

 

Based on Linacre (2009) Rasch modelling approach, Fit Diagnosis is conducted. Andrich 

thresholds confirm the discrepancies (if any) in the difficulty level of items and groups. Three 

types of analysis were carried out to confirm the process of the RRSM: (a) Principal 

Component Analysis of Rasch Residuals (PCAR), in which the values of the indicators 

obtained (Variance explained 48.3 per cent, Unexplained variance in first contrast 5.04 per 

cent) allows discarding the presence of multi-dimensionality tensions, (b) the Point-Measure 

(PTM) correlation positive sign confirms the adequacy of the measurements as shown in Table 

3 and (c) the reliability and validity analysis was assessed by using Rasch estimators of the 

instrument. The six items have Person Reliability of 0.89 and an Item Reliability of 0.92, 

respectively. The Cronbach Alpha for the measures is 0.94. As the values are above 0.70, it 

satisfies the Rasch standard levels, confirming the reliability and validity of the measurement. 

As per Wright and Linacre (1994) methodology, individual validity analysis was confirmed 

with Outfit Mean Square of Residuals (MNSQ) and Outfit Z-Standardized (ZSTD), which for 

all six items was at the recommended level as shown in Table 3. This Fit Diagnosis confirms 

the fit of data to the Rasch Measurement Theory, and hence, the measures used represent the 

properties of the model.  
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Table 3: Calibration of items 

No. Items 
Measure

ment 

STD 

ERROR 

INFIT 

MNSQ 

INFIT 

ZSTD 

OUTFIT 

MNSQ 

OUTFIT 

ZSTD 
PTM 

1 SCRes1 .22 .17 .80 -.95 .77 -1.03 .48 

2 SCRes2 .39 .16 1.02 .16 1.12 .63 .46 

3 SCRes3 .47 .14 1.22 1.23 1.20 1.06 .46 

4 SCRes4 .68 .13 .95 -.26 .92 -.41 .64 

5 SCRes5 .37 .22 1.19 .83 .95 -.09 .35 

6 SCRes6 .22 .17 .71 -1.49 .69 -1.48 .50 

 

4.0 RESULTS 

The responses from 14 platform businesses were clustered according to their product-service 

orientation (eight product and six service platforms) and B2C-C2C orientation (nine B2C 

platforms and five C2C platforms). These groups were analysed using the RRSM of the DIF 

to identify whether there are significant differences in SCRes among the two pairs of 

comparison (Bond & Fox, 2003; Linacre, 2009). The statistical Welch’s t-test of difference in 

means was deployed to gauge differential behaviour and its interpretation. The hypothesis of 

differences in the item’s differential behaviour is accepted when the significance value is under 

0.05. Furthermore, differences are considered based on the DIF Contrast value: DIF contrast 

less than 0.43 is considered small, DIF Contrast between 0.43 and 0.64 is considered moderate, 

and DIF Contrast more than 0.64 is deemed large (Linacre, 2002; Wright & Linacre, 1994). 

The DIF analysis is conducted in two phases. In the first phase, product-service 

orientation has been compared regarding SCRes. Table 4 shows the SCRes item's significance 

value and DIF Contrast for probability under 0.05, which confirms the existence of differences 

between the product and service platform groups for four items: SCRes 1 ‘operations cost’, 

SCRes 4 ‘offering quality’, SCRes 5 ‘offering flexibility’ and SCRes 6 ‘timely deliveries’. 

The first inter-group difference of SCRes 1 ‘operations cost’ probability value is 0.0063 

(significant at P < 0.05), and the DIF Contrast value is 0.47, indicating a moderate difference. 

The positive direction of comparison from product to service reveals that achieving supply 

chain resilience in terms of SCRes 1 ‘operations cost’ is more difficult in product platforms 

than service platforms. The second inter-group difference of SCRes 4 ‘offering quality’ has a 

probability of 0.0074 (significant as P < 0.05) and a DIF contrast of 0.82, indicating a large 

difference. In the positive direction of comparison from service to product, the findings reveal 
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that achieving supply chain resilience in terms of SCRes 4 ‘offering quality’ is more difficult 

in service platforms than in product platforms.  

Likewise, the third inter-group difference of SCRes 5 ‘offering flexibility’ has a 

probability of 0.0101 (significant as P < 0.05) and a DIF contrast of 0.95 (also categorised as a 

large difference). The positive direction of comparison from product to service, the third 

finding of the study, reveals that achieving supply chain resilience in terms of SCRes 5 

‘offering flexibility’ is more difficult in product platform businesses than service platforms. 

The fourth inter-group difference of SCRes 6 ‘timely deliveries’ has a probability of 0.0030 

(significant as P < 0.05) and a DIF contrast of 1.06 (also categorised as a large difference). The 

positive direction of comparison from product to service, the fourth finding of the study, reveals 

that achieving supply chain resilience in terms of SCRes 6 ‘timely deliveries’ is more difficult 

in product platform businesses than service platforms. 

In the second stage, the two sets of platform businesses- B2C and C2C platforms have 

been compared in terms of SCRes. As shown in Table 5, the SCRes item is based on the 

response between the respondents with its significance value and DIF Contrast, which has a 

probability of less than 0.05. The results confirmed the differences between these platform 

groups for three SCRes items: SCRes 3 ‘market position’, SCRes 5 ‘offering flexibility’ and 

SCRes 6 ‘timely deliveries’. 

Correspondingly, the B2C-C2C difference results show the probability value 

(significant as P < 0.05) of SCRes 3 ‘market position’ (0.0161), SCRes 5 ‘offering flexibility’ 

(0.0074) and SCRes 6 ‘timely deliveries’ (0.0170). The DIF Contrast value of 0.49 for SCRes 

3 is moderate, whereas a DIF Contrast Value of 1.10 and 0.82 for SCRes 5 and SCRes 6 

indicates a large difference. Furthermore, the positive direction of comparison from C2C to 

B2C for SCRes 3 and SCRes 6 indicates that all these SCRes items are more challenging for 

C2C platforms than for B2C platforms. Conversely, the positive direction of comparison from 

B2C to C2C indicates that SCRes 5 item is more challenging for B2C than C2C platform 

businesses. 
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Table 5: DIF of product and service platforms 

No. Items Groups  

DIF 

Con-

trast 

T of 

Welch 

Probab

ility 
Items 

1 SCRes1 Product Service .47 2.83 .0063 
Our organization maintained the 

total operations cost. 

2 SCRes4 Service Product .82 2.80 .0074 

Our organization maintained 

quality by supplying sustainable 

offerings. 

3 SCRes5 Product Service .95 2.66 .0101 
Our organization remained 

flexible in its offering. 

4 SCRes6 Product Service 1.06 3.10 .0030 
Our organization successfully 

managed timely deliveries. 

 

Table 4: DIF of B2C and C2C platforms 

No. Items Groups  
DIF 

Contrast 

T of 

Welch 

Probab

ility 
Items 

1 SCRes3 C2C B2C 0.49 2.38 .0161 

Our organization managed its 

position in the market by 

introducing new offerings to attract 

customers. 

2 SCRes5 B2C C2C 1.10 2.18 .0074 
Our organization remained flexible 

in its offering. 

3 SCRes6 C2C B2C 0.82 2.56 .0170 

Our organization successfully 

managed timely deliveries. 

 

 

5.0 DISCUSSION 

This paper has seven main findings: four about SCRes differences between product and service 

platforms, and the other three relate to the SCRes factors, which perform differently between 

B2C and C2C platforms. 

The first finding confirms that the supply chain resilience in SCRes 1- Operations Cost 

is significant and more difficult for product platforms than service platforms. This finding 

resonates with the studies by authors Ali et al. (2021) and Zhao et al. (2020). The primary 

reason is that product platforms typically involve physical goods that must be manufactured, 



Journal of Nusantara Studies 2025, Vol 10(2) 300-322 ISSN 0127-9386 (Online) 
http://dx.doi.org/10.24200/jonus.vol10iss2pp300-322 

312 

shipped, and delivered, making them more vulnerable to supply chain disruptions than service 

platforms with associated costs. The complexity and fragmentation of the global supply chain 

can create added cost challenges, from sourcing raw materials to delivering finished products 

(Gupta et al., 2022; Soomro et al., 2024). 

The second finding confirms that the supply chain resilience in SCRes 4- Offering 

Quality is significant and more difficult for service platforms than product platforms. This 

finding echoes the studies by authors Ozdemir et al. (2022) and Rahman and Thelen (2019). 

Predominately, service platforms are highly dependent on their human capital, which means 

that the quality and performance of the service are often closely tied to the skills and expertise 

of individual service providers. This can make it challenging to ensure consistent quality across 

different providers and over time, especially if the service platform has a large and 

geographically dispersed network of providers (Shishodia et al., 2023; Vanany et al., 2024). 

The third finding confirms that the supply chain resilience in SCRes 5- Offering 

Flexibility is significant and more difficult for product platforms than service platforms. This 

finding shares a point of view with studies by Li et al. (2022) and Scholten et al. (2020). The 

primary reason is that product platforms often have longer lead times than service platforms, 

which can adversely affect response to supply chain disruptions. The time required to 

manufacture and deliver physical products can make it challenging to quickly adjust production 

levels or shift production to different locations in response to changing conditions (Pettit et al., 

2010; Ponomarov & Holcomb, 2009). 

The fourth finding also confirms that the supply chain resilience in SCRes 6- Timely 

Deliveries is significant and more difficult for product platforms than service platforms. This 

finding resonates with the studies by authors Broekhuizen et al. (2021) and Elwood (2021). 

This is because product platforms may face challenges in managing the logistics and 

transportation of goods, which can impact the timely delivery of products. Unlike service 

platforms, which typically involve the delivery of digital or intangible services, product 

platforms may require the coordination of multiple carriers, customs brokers, and other 

intermediaries to transport goods across borders or between different locations. This can create 

a greater risk of delays or disruptions due to logistical challenges or transportation bottlenecks 

(Jain et al., 2017; Munoz & Dunbar, 2015). 
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Table 6: DIF of B2C and C2C platforms 

No. Items  

SCRes Contrast 

Product 

Platforms 

Service 

Platforms 

B2C 

Platforms 

C2C 

Platforms 

1 SCRes1 
Our organization maintained the 

total operations cost. 

Found it 

relatively 

difficult 

Found it 

relatively 

easy 

No contrast 

identified 

No contrast 

identified 

2 SCRes2 

Our organization responded 

successfully in placing 

offerings in a market, that is, 

from conception to availability 

at the final point of sale. 

No contrast 

identified 

No contrast 

identified 

No contrast 

identified 

No contrast 

identified 

3 SCRes3 

Our organization managed its 

position in the market by 

introducing new offerings to 

attract customers. 

No contrast 

identified 

No contrast 

identified 

Found it 

relatively 

easy 

Found it 

relatively 

difficult 

4 SCRes4 

Our organization maintained 

quality by supplying 

sustainable offerings. 

Found it 

relatively 

easy 

Found it 

relatively 

difficult 

No contrast 

identified 

No contrast 

identified 

5 SCRes5 
Our organization remained 

flexible in its offering. 

Found it 

relatively 

difficult 

Found it 

relatively 

easy 

Found it 

relatively 

difficult 

Found it 

relatively 

easy 

6 SCRes6 

Our organization successfully 

managed timely deliveries. 

 

Found it 

relatively 

difficult 

Found it 

relatively 

easy 

Found it 

relatively 

easy 

Found it 

relatively 

difficult 

 

The fifth finding confirms that the supply chain resilience in SCRes 3- Market Position is 

significant and more difficult for C2C platforms than B2C platforms. This finding reverberates 

with the studies by authors He and Zhang (2022) and Singh et al. (2019).  One reason is that 

C2C platforms typically rely on more individual suppliers and sellers, who may have less 

formalized supply chains and less experience managing disruptions. This can make it more 

challenging for the C2C platform to coordinate and manage its supply chain, especially during 
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a disruption. Another reason is that C2C platforms often rely on the availability of individual 

consumers to supply goods or services, which can be more unpredictable than relying on 

established businesses with more stable supply chains (Kochan & Nowicki, 2018; Pettit et al., 

2010). 

Next, the sixth finding confirms that the supply chain resilience in SCRes 5- Offering 

Flexibility is significant and more difficult for B2C platforms than C2C platforms. This finding 

reverberates with the studies by authors Täuscher and Laudien (2018) and Gupta et al. (2022). 

B2C platforms often have more complex and longer supply chains than C2C platforms, with 

multiple intermediaries and suppliers involved. This can make it harder to adjust quickly to 

changes in demand, supply, or disruptions in the supply chain. In contrast, C2C platforms may 

have a more streamlined supply chain with fewer intermediaries and suppliers, making it easier 

to adjust quickly to changes (Li et al., 2017; Pettit et al., 2019). 

Finally, the seventh finding confirms that the supply chain resilience in SCRes 6- 

Timely Deliveries is significant and more difficult for C2C platforms than B2C platforms. This 

finding reverberates with the studies by authors Pettit et al. (2019) and Ameen et al. (2021). 

C2C platforms may also have more variable demand patterns, making planning and managing 

delivery times more difficult. Unlike B2C platforms, which may have more stable and 

predictable demand patterns, C2C platforms may have to deal with more fluctuating demand 

based on the availability of individual sellers and the unique products and services offered. 

This can make it more challenging to ensure timely deliveries, especially during periods of 

high demand or unexpected disruptions (Adobor, 2019; Wong et al., 2020). A consolidated 

version of the study findings has been captured in the form of the SCRes Contrast Grid in Table 

6. 

 

6.0 THEORETICAL CONTRIBUTIONS AND MANAGERIAL IMPLICATION 

This study provides a set of theoretical and practical contributions. Theoretically, this study 

can (1) extend the literature on Supply Chain Management and Operations Management by 

ranking the SCRes factors for platform businesses (Corrales-Estrada et al., 2021; Shin & Park, 

2021) and (2) provide empirical evidence that verifies the relatively complicated and 

manageable SCRes factors in a volatile and uncertain environment like COVID-19 based on 

product & service and B2C & C2C platforms (Belleflamme & Toulemonde, 2016; Huang et 

al., 2017). In practice, this study (1) showcases the potential and vulnerabilities of SCRes for 

platform economy in the context of pandemic disruption and (2) assists platform users, 
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platform operators and policymakers in gaining insights on key areas of resilience for platform 

businesses. 

 

6.1 Theoretical Contributions 

This study on SCRes of platforms businesses is focused on the following theoretical 

contributions: The study contributed to the theory by categorizing product and service 

platforms in the SCRes area, which has made it possible to bring together the empirical support, 

which to a large extent is scarce. Specifically, grouping B2C and C2C platforms in the SCRes 

area has added further empirical data, which is deficient. On the same note, the study recognizes 

differences in operations cost, offering quality, flexibility, and timely deliveries between the 

product and service platforms and identifies differences in market position, offering flexibility 

and timely deliveries between B2C and C2C platforms extending the findings of Rahman and 

Thelen (2019) and Sousa and Rocha (2019) and Senna et al. (2023). Moreover, it orients a 

measuring instrument not used to evaluate the SCRes for the post-COVID-19 era between 

product-service orientation and B2C-C2C orientation of digital platforms. 

The outcomes indicate three supply chain resilience factors (operations cost, offering 

flexibility and timely deliveries) that are difficult to overcome for the product platforms. Cost 

challenges facing product platform businesses are more complex and multifaceted. It requires 

careful management and ongoing innovation to remain competitive and sustainable in the long 

term for businesses that transact in products compared to services (Soomro et al., 2024). 

Likewise, offering flexibility is difficult in product business as tangible items have a product 

life cycle and assembly line operations, whereas services can be modified more conveniently 

(Park et al., 2021; Zhao et al., 2020). The findings of this study confirm that offering quality 

as a supply chain resilience factor is difficult to overcome for service platforms. Services are 

intangible, and in social sciences, it is difficult to measure the efficacy and associated user 

satisfaction. Return on investment (ROI) is challenging to ascertain for service platforms for 

the same reason as compared to product platforms with more obvious quality levers and 

feedback patterns (Huang et al., 2017). 

The results reveal that two supply chain resilience factors (market position and timely 

deliveries) are convoluted for C2C platforms. In a C2C platform business, professionalism and 

credibility can vary significantly based on the individuals involved in the transaction (Huang 

et al., 2017). The platform can offer reasonable checks, but the onus on individuals increases, 

which is difficult to overcome in terms of SCRes compared to B2C platform businesses (Chen 

et al., 2009). Lastly, the study confirms that offering flexibility as a supply chain resilience 
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factor is difficult to overcome for B2C platforms. Businesses take pride in standard procedures, 

policies and structures. This often leads to inflexibility and less personalization in their 

offerings (Xia & Bechwati, 2010). Hence, offering repeated flexibility as an attribute of SCRes 

is often an uneasy process for B2C platforms as opposed to C2C platforms, where negotiating 

terms and conditions is relatively easy (He & Zhang, 2022). 

 

6.2 Managerial Implication 

This study has three managerial implications- platform users, operators, and policymakers. The 

first set of impacts is for the platform users. Customers rely on these platforms to access goods 

and services, and supply chain disruption impacts their needs and wants (Han et al., 2020; 

Polyviou et al., 2020). This study can help platform businesses develop better strategies for 

managing and mitigating disruptions, which can ultimately benefit the users of these platforms. 

For example, by investing in more resilient supply chains, platforms may reduce the likelihood 

of stockouts and price fluctuations, improving the user experience (Broekhuizen et al., 2021; 

Kapoor et al., 2021). 

The second set of implications is for the platform operators. The resilience of a platform's 

supply chain is a critical factor in the success of the platform (Vanany et al., 2024). This study 

can help platform operators and companies better understand the risks and vulnerabilities in 

their supply chains and develop strategies to mitigate them, improving the company's 

reputation (Hillmann & Guenther, 2021; Queiroz et al., 2022). Finally, the third set of 

implications is for the policymakers. This study can contribute to setting regulations and 

standards for the industry. Policymakers can use the findings of this research to inform their 

decisions on how to regulate the industry, to improve the resilience of digital platforms (Ameen 

et al., 2021; Sousa & Rocha, 2019). 

 

7.0 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

The pandemic was particularly challenging because of its uncertainty, ambiguity and intensity, 

which led to a rapid change of circumstances (Carroll & Conboy, 2020; Papadopoulos et al., 

2020). This disruption, however, generated immense opportunities for platform businesses 

(Senna et al., 2023). It would be unwise to not identify and not improve from the lessons we 

have learnt during these disruptions as we move forward with the increased scope of the digital 

economy (Shin & Park, 2021). The results of this study have identified the vital areas of SCRes 

significant for dealing with the post-COVID-19 situation, especially from two perspectives- 

product & service platforms and B2C & C2C platforms. In terms of limitation, this study 
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focused on COVID-19 alone as a context of disruption as it had a massive and recent impact. 

However, studying incoming disruptions like Artificial Intelligence will yield added literature 

contributions. In terms of future research, it will be beneficial to use this paper's study 

instrument to evaluate hybrid SCRes of hybrid platform businesses, including manufacturing-

related service business models and service-related manufacturing business models. It would 

also be of great value to investigate the differences in SCRes between other groups operating 

in the digital economy, including B2B and C2B platforms. 
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