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were found to be paramount. 16 
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1. Introduction 1 

The current market environment is placing increasing demands on enterprises. To achieve 2 

a sustainable competitive advantage, organizations must not only ensure superior product and 3 

service quality but also significantly reduce order fulfillment times. Consequently,  4 

both individual firms and entire supply chains are actively seeking new development 5 

opportunities. In an era defined by globalization and dynamic market changes, organizations 6 

are increasingly turning to new solutions, such as resource sharing, to enhance their capabilities. 7 

In this unpredictable context, supply chain ambidexterity is emerging as a critical factor for 8 

success. Defined as the organizational ability to simultaneously pursue contradictory objectives 9 

(Gibson, Birkinshaw, 2004), ambidexterity addresses an essential modern challenge: 10 

consumers demand increasing product variety delivered quickly and efficiently, while 11 

operational stability seeks to maintain low costs and high quality. Supply chain ambidexterity, 12 

therefore, is the capacity to achieve both efficiency (cost minimization and process 13 

optimization) and flexibility (rapid response to demand changes and capacity for innovation). 14 

In essence, it is the skill of balancing operational stability with innovation, enabling  15 

an organization to maintain and develop its current activities while simultaneously creating new 16 

solutions for long-term growth (Pelagio Rodriguez, Hechanova, 2014). 17 

One potential strategy for fostering this dual capability is resource sharing, a practice in 18 

which physical or immaterial assets are shared among entities within the supply chain (Soosay 19 

et al., 2008). This can range from sharing physical infrastructure, such as warehouses or 20 

transport, to collaborating on equipment, training services, research and development,  21 

or co-developing new products. Such relationships may be established directly between 22 

participants or through a third party, such as a logistics service provider (LSP). 23 

A review of the world literature reveals a significant research gap concerning the connection 24 

between these two concepts. Although resource sharing is known to offer benefits such as 25 

increased efficiency, flexibility, and innovation, it also presents challenges, such as trust, 26 

intellectual property protection, and coordination, and its specific impact on ambidexterity is 27 

poorly understood. Until now, resource sharing in supply chains and supply chain ambidexterity 28 

have been investigated mainly independently. 29 

Therefore, this paper aims to recognize and explore the relationship between supply chain 30 

ambidexterity and the strategic implementation of resource sharing. In addition, it seeks to 31 

identify and analyze the key factors that decisively influence the success of resource sharing 32 

practices within complex supply chain networks. By addressing these objectives, this work 33 

provides crucial insight into how collaboration helps supply chains become both efficient and 34 

flexible. 35 
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To achieve these objectives and address the identified research gap, this study is guided by 1 

the following specific research questions: 2 

RQ1: What is the observed relationship between the degree of resource sharing and the level 3 

of supply chain ambidexterity? 4 

RQ2: What factors are perceived by supply chain professionals as critical for the successful 5 

implementation and operation of resource sharing practices in the supply chain? 6 

RQ3: What are the main barriers that hinder or limit the adoption and development of 7 

resource sharing practices in supply chains? 8 

The remainder of this article is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a comprehensive 9 

review of the literature, beginning with the initial concepts of organizational ambidexterity (2.1) 10 

and its specific application in the ambidextrous supply chain (2.2). This is followed by  11 

an analysis of resource sharing practices (2.3). Essentially, subsection 2.4 synthesizes these 12 

topics to explore the theoretical links between resource sharing and the ambidextrous supply 13 

chain, establishing the foundation for our empirical inquiry. Section 3 details the research 14 

methodology used in this study. Section 4 presents the core results of our investigation.  15 

These findings are then interpreted and contextualized in Section 5, the Discussion. Finally, 16 

Section 6 offers a summary of the entire study, highlighting key conclusions, implications, 17 

limitations, and avenues for future research. 18 

2. Literature review 19 

2.1. Ambidexterity 20 

Ambidexterity is a recurring theme in organizational literature (Gibson, Birkinshaw, 2004) 21 

and is widely regarded as a necessary condition for sustained success (Kristal et al., 2010;  22 

Lin et al., 2013). At its core, ambidexterity refers to the capacity to pursue two seemingly 23 

contradictory objectives simultaneously (Chen et al., 2016; Lee, Rha, 2016; Gibson, 24 

Birkinshaw, 2004). The primary and most established contrast within this field concerns the 25 

challenge of merging exploitation and exploration (Lee, Rha, 2016; Aslam et al., 2020; Shams 26 

et al., 2021; Wamba et al., 2020) 27 

Exploitation focuses on the use and refinement of existing resources, knowledge, processes, 28 

and competencies (Chen et al., 2016; Im, Rai, 2008; Kristal et al., 2010; Lee, Rha, 2016;  29 

Lee et al., 2020a). The objective of exploitation is operational efficiency, cost reduction, 30 

selection, and implementation, typically oriented towards ensuring short-term success (Aslam 31 

et al., 2020; Gu et al., 2021; Kristal et al., 2010). 32 
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In contrast, exploration centres on the search for new opportunities (Lee, Rha, 2016),  1 

the development of new competencies (Lee et al., 2020a), and the acquisition of new knowledge 2 

(Kristal et al., 2010) through experimentation, risk-taking, and innovation (Lee, Rha, 2016;  3 

Lee et al., 2020a; Gu et al., 2021). This aims to build future competitiveness and ensure long-4 

term survival (Aslam et al., 2020; Kristal et al., 2010). 5 

These two strategies essentially compete for limited organizational resources and require 6 

different mindsets and organizational procedures (Gu et al., 2021; Gupta et al., 2006; Lin et al., 7 

2013). An exclusive focus on exploitation can lead the organization into a "competence trap," 8 

risking obsolescence as the market evolves. Conversely, excessive exploration, without 9 

sufficient exploitation to fund it, threatens operational efficiency and risks falling into a "failure 10 

trap" through costly, unsuccessful ventures (Kristal et al., 2010; Hadi et al., 2025; Gupta et al., 11 

2006; Shams et al., 2021). 12 

Organizational ambidexterity (OA) refers to a firm's capacity to balance exploitation and 13 

exploration throughout the entire business unit (Chen et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2020a). The pursuit 14 

of OA is widely considered a requirement for creating more sustainable operations, developing 15 

durable practices (Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022), and achieving superior business performance 16 

and competitive advantage (Chen et al., 2016; Lin et al., 2013). 17 

In modelling OA, two main approaches dominate the literature: Structural Ambidexterity 18 

and Contextual Ambidexterity. Structural Ambidexterity involves creating dual structures or 19 

separate organizational units (subsystems). Under this model, each unit specializes in a different 20 

activity, one focused on exploitation and the other on exploration. Alternatively, structural 21 

ambidexterity can be achieved temporarily by sequentially switching the organization's focus 22 

between these activities (Shams et al., 2021; Chen et al., 2016; Gibson, Birkinshaw, 2004; 23 

Gupta et al., 2006). Simultaneously, Contextual Ambidexterity is defined as a behavioural 24 

capacity to simultaneously demonstrate alignment (exploitation) and adaptability (exploration) 25 

within the same business unit (Lee, Rha, 2016; Aslam et al., 2020; Gibson, Birkinshaw, 2004; 26 

Im, Rai, 2008). Contextual ambidexterity is achieved not by separating tasks but by building 27 

organizational systems and processes that encourage individual employees to make their own 28 

decisions about how to allocate their time across conflicting demands (Gibson, Birkinshaw, 29 

2004; Lee et al., 2020b). This capability is shaped by an organizational context built on  30 

a combination of stretch, discipline, support, and trust (Lin et al., 2013; Gibson, Birkinshaw, 31 

2004). 32 

2.2. Ambidextrous Supply Chain 33 

The concept of organizational ambidexterity has naturally been extended beyond the 34 

boundaries of a single firm to the broader context of the supply chain (SCM) (Aslam et al., 35 

2018; Kristal et al., 2010). An ambidextrous supply chain (SCA) strategy represents a deliberate 36 

strategic choice, often by the focal firm, to simultaneously pursue exploitation and exploration 37 

practices across its network. This involves balancing SC exploitation (characterized by 38 
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efficiency, cost reduction, and reliability) with SC exploration (characterized by flexibility, 1 

innovation, and the search for new competencies) (Aslam et al., 2018; Kristal et al., 2010;  2 

Lee, Rha, 2016; Wamba et al., 2020). 3 

SCA is increasingly viewed as a critical dynamic capability (Aslam et al., 2020; Lee, Rha, 4 

2016). Firms that successfully implement an SCA strategy tend to perform better.  5 

This is attributed to their ability to achieve combinatory competitive capabilities, that is,  6 

the capacity to simultaneously reach high levels of quality, delivery speed, flexibility, and low 7 

cost, rather than being forced to trade one objective for another (Kristal et al., 2010). 8 

Furthermore, SCA is instrumental in building Supply Chain Resilience (SC-Resilience) by 9 

enabling the network to more effectively mitigate the negative impacts of disruptions (Aslam 10 

et al., 2020; Lee, Rha, 2016; Wamba et al., 2020). 11 

Within the SCA framework, two capabilities are highlighted as particularly crucial:  12 

Supply Chain Agility (SC-Agility) and Supply Chain Adaptability (SC-Adaptability).  13 

SC-Agility is the ability to respond rapidly to short-term, temporary changes, such as volatile 14 

market demand or sudden supply-side disruptions (Aslam et al., 2018; Dubey et al., 2018; 15 

Wamba et al., 2020). In contrast, SC-Adaptability refers to the ability to adjust the fundamental 16 

design of the supply chain, including its structure and resource base, to meet long-term changes 17 

in the market environment (Aslam et al., 2018; Dubey et al., 2018; Wamba et al., 2020). 18 

2.3. Resource Sharing 19 

Resource sharing (RS) stands as a basic mechanism for inter-firm collaboration within the 20 

supply chain (Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022; Cao et al., 2010). It is broadly defined as the process 21 

of utilizing and jointly investing in capabilities and assets with supply chain partners.  22 

Firms engage in the sharing of both tangible (physical) and intangible resources. Physical 23 

resources typically include production equipment, facilities, and technology (Cao et al., 2010), 24 

while intangible resources encompass valuable assets such as knowledge, know-how, strategic 25 

information, and organizational capital (Cao et al., 2010; Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022; Brandon-26 

Jones et al., 2014; Dubey et al., 2018; Klein, Rai, 2009). 27 

Organizations gain competitive advantage not only from their internal assets, but from the 28 

synergetic combination of resources, knowledge, and capabilities developed in partnership with 29 

other firms (Klein, Rai, 2009; Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022; Cao et al., 2010; Im et al., 2019; 30 

Paulraj et al., 2008). Collaboration, therefore, provides access to partners' critical resources that 31 

might otherwise be unreachable (Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022; Cao et al., 2010; Klein, Rai, 32 

2009). 33 

Within this collaborative background, information sharing (IS) is a crucial intangible 34 

resource that must be timely, accurate, complete, and relevant to be effective (Brandon-Jones 35 

et al., 2014). Integration of high-quality information sharing with technological resources, such 36 

as IT infrastructure and connectivity, creates the essential capability of Supply Chain Visibility 37 

(SCV) (Brandon-Jones et al., 2014; Dubey et al., 2018), which is necessary for effective 38 
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coordination, alignment, and risk management across the network (Brandon-Jones et al., 2014; 1 

Patnayakuni et al., 2006). 2 

2.4. Resource Sharing and Ambidextrous Supply Chain 3 

Resource sharing (RS) functions as a key enabling mechanism for the ambidextrous supply 4 

chain (SCA) by directly addressing the challenge of resource shortage (Gupta et al., 2006). 5 

Access to external resources from partners, such as specialized teams, additional production 6 

capacity, or unique knowledge, serves to mitigate the internal resource constraints that firms 7 

typically face. This functionality is crucial for organizations seeking to pursue exploration and 8 

exploitation within their supply chain simultaneously (Gupta et al., 2006; Kristal et al., 2010). 9 

The resources subject to sharing include both intangible and tangible assets. Although 10 

intangible assets are critical, the literature equally emphasizes physical assets (Cao et al., 2010). 11 

RS definitions explicitly include tangible assets such as manufacturing equipment, facilities, 12 

and technology (Cao et al., 2010). Effective collaboration often requires specific investments 13 

in complementary assets, creating "relational assets" that partners could not generate 14 

independently (Cao et al., 2010; Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022). This integration is also evident in 15 

logistics practices (Beske-Janssen et al., 2014), such as Vendor-Managed Inventory (VMI) or 16 

co-managed inventory, where the sharing of intangible data is essential for the co-management 17 

of tangible physical inventory (Cao et al., 2010). 18 

A specific mechanism of resource sharing in inter-firm relationships is Knowledge-Sharing 19 

Ambidexterity (KSA), which involves the simultaneous engagement in both exploitative and 20 

exploratory knowledge sharing (Im, Rai, 2008; Im et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2020b).  21 

KSA, considered a form of resource-sharing ambidexterity, has been shown to lead to higher 22 

relationship benefits (Im et al., 2019). Joint use of both exploitative and exploratory knowledge 23 

enables partners to integrate their know-how, skills, and efforts (Im et al., 2019). This, in turn, 24 

promotes the development of combinative capabilities (Lee et al., 2020b), supporting both 25 

short-term and long-term value creation pursuits (Im et al., 2019). 26 

Information technology (IT) represents another essential resource in this dynamic (Dubey 27 

et al., 2018). Ambidextrous use of IT is considered critical for achieving SC resilience (Gu et 28 

al., 2021). Exploitative IT use focuses on automation and efficiency within existing processes 29 

(Gu et al., 2021), while exploratory IT use facilitates more dynamic information sharing, 30 

enabling process reconfiguration and agile responses to disruptions (Gu et al., 2021).  31 

The complementary use of both forms supports both standardized, rapid responses 32 

(exploitation) and long-term knowledge acquisition (exploration) (Gu et al., 2021). 33 

Furthermore, the link between resource sharing and SCA is strongly manifested through the 34 

dynamic capability of Supply Chain Adaptability (Aslam et al., 2020; Wamba et al., 2020). 35 

Defined as the ability to reconfigure the structure and resource base of the supply chain to meet 36 

long-term market shifts (Aslam et al., 2020; Wamba et al., 2020), adaptability inherently relies 37 

on the management of shared physical resources. This capability can be achieved by 38 
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reconfiguring assets (Lee, Rha, 2016; Aslam et al., 2018), such as identifying new supply bases 1 

(Wamba et al., 2020), or by shifting fixed costs to variable costs through outsourcing to 3PLs 2 

(Wamba et al., 2020). Practices such as establishing joint logistics systems or sharing 3 

warehouses are specific examples of leveraging RS to improve adaptability (Wamba et al., 4 

2020). 5 

Although the literature suggests strong theoretical links, particularly in the contexts of 6 

knowledge and IT, there remains a clear gap in empirically validating the relationship between 7 

the overall degree of resource sharing and the achieved level of supply chain ambidexterity.  8 

To address this gap, this study will test the following hypotheses: 9 

H1: A positive relationship exists between the degree of resource sharing in a supply chain 10 

and its level of ambidexterity, such that increased sharing leads to growth in both 11 

efficiency (exploitation) and flexibility (exploration) of the chain. 12 

H2: There is a positive relationship between the degree of resource sharing and the 13 

perceived impact of that sharing on the adaptability and innovation of the supply chain. 14 

3. Methods 15 

The analysis presented in this paper uses empirical data gathered through a diagnostic 16 

survey. The research was conducted between July 2025 and October 2025, employing a dual-17 

mode survey that used both CAWI (Computer-Assisted Web Interview) and CATI (Computer-18 

Assisted Telephone Interview) methods. The final sample comprised 150 respondents from  19 

150 firms. The participating companies were segmented by size: 93 small, 27 medium,  20 

and 30 large enterprises. 21 

The survey instrument captured responses using a 5-point Likert scale for each question 22 

(Table 1). To facilitate analysis, aggregated variables were constructed to represent the average 23 

response for the key aspects under study. A reliability analysis confirmed the internal 24 

consistency of these constructs, allowing them to be treated as composite indices (as detailed 25 

in Table 2). Thus, the following indices were developed: 26 

Resource Sharing Indices (from Q1): 27 

 Index 1: Physical Resources (Q1.1.1-Q1.1.5). 28 

 Index 2: Human Resources (Q1.2.1-Q1.2.5). 29 

 Index 3: Information Resources (Q1.3.1-Q1.3.5). 30 

 Index 4: Financial Resources (Q1.4.1-Q1.4.5). 31 

 Index 5: Knowledge and Know-how (Q1.5.1-Q1.5.5). 32 

Ambidexterity Orientation Indices (from Q2): 33 

 Index 6: Exploitation Level (Q2.1-Q2.4). 34 

 Index 7: Exploration Level (Q2.5-Q2.8). 35 
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Perceived Impact Indices (from Q3 & Q4): 1 

 Index 8: Impact of Sharing on Efficiency (Q3.1-Q3.4). 2 

 Index 9: Impact of Sharing on Adaptability (Q4.1-Q4.4). 3 

Table 1. 4 
Questions from the survey questionnaire on the sharing of resources, ambidexterity orientation 5 

indices, and the impact of sharing resources on efficiency and adaptability 6 

No. Question 

Q1 To what extent does your company engage the following stakeholder groups in different areas of its 

operations? 

Resources / Partners 
With 

suppliers 

With 

customers 

With logistics 

providers 

With companies within 

the same capital group 

With 

competitors 

Physical Resources 1.1.1 1.1.2 1.1.3 1.1.4 1.1.5 

Human resources 1.2.1 1.2.2 1.2.3 1.2.4 1.2.5 

Information resources 1.3.1 1.3.2 1.3.3 1.3.4 1.3.5 

Financial resources 1.4.1 1.4.2 1.4.3 1.4.4 1.4.5 

Knowledge and know-

how  
1.5.1 1.5.2 1.5.3 1.5.4 1.5.5 

Q2 To what extent does your company plan to: 

2.1 implement improvements to current technologies, products, and services 

2.2 strengthen cooperation with existing partners 

2.3 focus on reducing operational costs 

2.4 conduct efficiency analyses 

2.5 increase the number of alternative suppliers 

2.6 develop production in new geographical locations 

2.7 modernize currently used technologies 

2.8 accept orders for products and services that go beyond the current offer 

Q3 How resource sharing has affected current efficiency and operational optimization in the supply chain 

3.1 Reduction of operational costs 

3.2 Shortening of the total order fulfillment time 

3.3 Reduction of inventory levels throughout the supply chain 

3.4 Better utilization of existing resources 

Q4 How resource sharing has affected adaptability and innovation in the supply chain 

4.1 Speed of response to market changes and demand fluctuations 

4.2 Ability to cope with unexpected disruptions  

4.3 Effectiveness and frequency of introduction of new solutions and innovations 

4.4 Possibility of entering new markets or implementing new technologies 

Source: own calculations based on Author’s research. 7 

The analytical approach involved several statistical methods. Descriptive statistics, mainly 8 

mean and standard deviation, were calculated to determine the central tendency and the 9 

distribution of responses for key research indices. This descriptive approach, supplemented by 10 

frequency distribution analysis, was also used to identify critical success factors and barriers 11 

related to resource sharing, thus addressing RQ2 and RQ3. As detailed in Table 2, the reliability 12 

of these indices was assessed using Cronbach's Alpha prior to the main analysis. 13 

Finally, to test the research hypotheses, a non-parametric correlation analysis was 14 

conducted, as detailed below. Given the ordinal nature of the data gained from these scales, 15 

Spearman's rank correlation coefficient (Spearman, 1904) was selected as the primary statistical 16 

method. This non-parametric approach was considered appropriate as it allows not only the 17 

identification of a statistically significant relationship but also the determination of its strength 18 

and direction. 19 
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Table 2. 1 
Results of reliability analysis 2 

Index Combined questions Cronbach’s Alpha Value 

Index 1 Q1.1.1, Q1.1.2, Q1.1.3, Q1.1.4, Q1.1.5 0.878 

Index 2 Q1.2.1, Q1.2.2, Q1.2.3, Q1.2.4, Q1.2.5 0.856 

Index 3 Q1.3.1, Q1.3.2, Q1.3.3, Q1.3.4, Q1.3.5 0.701 

Index 4 Q1.4.1, Q1.4.2, Q1.4.3, Q1.4.4, Q1.4.5 0.763 

Index 5 Q1.5.1, Q1.5.2, Q1.5.3, Q1.5.4, Q1.5.5 0.843 

Index 6 Q2.1, Q2.2, Q2.3, Q2.4 0.742 

Index 7 Q2.5, Q2.6, Q2.7, Q2.8 0.410 

Index 8 Q3.1, Q3.2, Q3.3, Q3.4 0.784 

Index 9 Q4.1, Q4.2, Q4.3, Q4.4 0.670 

Source: own calculations based on Author’s research. 3 

4. Results 4 

The analysis begins with a descriptive overview of the resource-sharing practices between 5 

the surveyed firms (Table 3). The overall mean across all resource-sharing activities is 2.11, 6 

indicating a generally low-to-moderate level of participation in the sample's sharing practices 7 

(on a 5-point scale). When analysed by resource type, Knowledge and know-how are the most 8 

commonly shared assets, with the highest total mean score (2.47). This is followed by Physical 9 

Resources (2.11). From the perspective of collaborative partners, companies share more 10 

strongly with their suppliers (2.36) and logistics providers (2.34). The highest-rated activity 11 

was sharing knowledge and know-how with suppliers (2.81). 12 

Table 3. 13 
Mean scores for the extent of resource sharing, by resource type and partner 14 

Resources / Partners 
With 

suppliers 

With 

customers 

With 

logistics 

providers 

With companies 

within the same 

capital group 

With 

competitors 

Total 

mean 

Physical Resources 2.50 1.99 2.39 2.05 1.61 2.11 

Human resources 2.36 1.91 2.39 1.82 1.65 2.03 

Information resources 1.98 1.81 2.17 2.16 1.68 1.96 

Financial resources 2.15 1.91 2.03 2.19 1.55 1.96 

Knowledge and know-how  2.81 2.65 2.70 2.30 1.88 2.47 

Total mean 2.36 2.06 2.34 2.10 1.67 2.11 

Source: own calculations based on Author’s research. 15 

The mean scores (Table 4) for both the Exploitation Level (2.99) and the Exploration Level 16 

(2.87) are moderate. This indicates a slight lack of a strong, proactive orientation towards either 17 

ambidextrous dimension within the sampled firms. 18 
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Table 4. 1 
Mean scores for ambidexterity orientation and perceived impact indices 2 

Index Index 6: Exploitation Level  Index 7: Exploration Level  

Mean 2.99 2.87 

Source: own calculations based on Author’s research. 3 

In contrast, the perceived impact of resource sharing was rated more positively (Table 5). 4 

The Impact of Sharing on Efficiency achieved the highest mean score among these constructs 5 

(3.30). Similarly, the Impact of Sharing on Adaptability also scored highly (3.17). This suggests 6 

that while firms may be moderate in their ambidextrous orientation, they perceive a distinct 7 

positive contribution of resource sharing to both efficiency (exploitation) and adaptability 8 

(exploration). 9 

Table 5. 10 
Mean scores for ambidexterity orientation and perceived impact indices 11 

Index Index 8: Impact of Sharing on Efficiency  Index 9: Impact of Sharing on Adaptability  

Mean 3.30 3.17 

Source: own calculations based on Author’s research  12 

To test the research hypotheses, a Spearman's rank correlation was performed. A strong, 13 

positive, and highly significant correlation was found between all five types of shared resources 14 

and the Exploitation Level (Table 6). The strongest relationships were observed for Financial 15 

Resources (0.571) and Knowledge and know-how (0.545). 16 

In contrast, the relationship with the Exploration Level was notably weaker and less 17 

consistent, with only Financial Resources (0.367) and Knowledge and Know-how (0.376) 18 

showing a significant positive correlation. These mixed results, combined with the low 19 

reliability of the Exploration Level index (as shown in Table 2), led the analysis to focus on the 20 

perceived impact of sharing rather than on orientation. 21 

Table 6. 22 
Spearman's correlation coefficients showing the relationship between the exploitation level 23 

(Index 6), the exploration level (Index 7), and the type of shared resources (Index 1-5) 24 

 Index 6: Exploitation Level  Index 7: Exploration Level  

Index 1: Physical Resources 0.468*** 0.081 

Index 2: Human resources 0.493*** 0.059 

Index 3: Information resources 0.477*** 0.193* 

Index 4: Financial resources 0.571*** 0.367*** 

Index 5: Knowledge and know-how  0.545*** 0.376*** 

p-value: p < 0.001, then ***; 0.001 ≤ p < 0.01, then **; 0.01 ≤ p < 0.05, then *. 25 

Source: own calculations based on Author’s research. 26 

The results of correlating resource sharing with its perceived impacts (Table 7) show strong 27 

support for the research hypotheses. The efficiency (exploitation) component of Hypothesis 1 28 

is strongly supported: all five resource-sharing indices are positively and highly significantly 29 

correlated with Impact on Efficiency. Knowledge and know-how (0.562) and Financial 30 

Resources (0.527) demonstrated the strongest links. Clear support was also found for 31 
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Hypothesis 2, which predicted a positive link between sharing and perceived impact on 1 

adaptability and innovation. All five types of resource-sharing are positively and significantly 2 

correlated with Impact on Adaptability. Again, Knowledge and know-how (0.502) and 3 

Financial Resources (0.404) achieved the highest correlation coefficients. In summary,  4 

the correlation analysis confirms that while the orientation towards exploration is weakly 5 

related to sharing, the perceived impact of sharing on both efficiency (H1) and 6 

adaptability/innovation (H2) is strong, positive, and statistically significant across all types of 7 

shared resources. 8 

Table 7. 9 
Spearman's correlation coefficients showing the relationship between the impact of sharing on 10 

efficiency (Index 8), the impact of sharing on adaptability (Index 9), and the type of shared 11 

resources (Index 1-5) 12 

 
Index 8: Impact of Sharing 

on Efficiency 

Index 9: Impact of Sharing on 

Adaptability 

Index 1: Physical Resources 0.441*** 0.348*** 

Index 2: Human resources 0.472*** 0.372*** 

Index 3: Information resources 0.408*** 0.298*** 

Index 4: Financial resources 0.527*** 0.404*** 

Index 5: Knowledge and know-how  0.562*** 0.502*** 

p-value: p < 0.001, then ***; 0.001 ≤ p < 0.01, then **; 0.01 ≤ p < 0.05, then *. 13 

Source: own calculations based on Author’s research. 14 

 15 

Figure 1. Percentage distribution of responses, mean, and standard deviation: Factors enabling effective 16 
resource sharing. 17 

Source: own preparation based on Author’s research. 18 

The analysis of enabling factors (Figure 1) that address RQ2 reveals that relational factors 19 

are paramount. "Mutual trust between partners" was identified as the most critical enabler, 20 

achieving the highest mean score (4.33). The response distribution confirms this, with the vast 21 
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majority rating it as "Very important" or "Important". This is followed by "Open and regular 1 

communication" (4.07). However, the standard deviation bars for these relational factors are 2 

notably wide, indicating a diversity of opinion on their importance, despite the high mean. 3 

 4 

Figure 2. Percentage distribution of responses, mean, and standard deviation: Barriers to resource 5 
sharing. 6 

Source: own preparation based on Author’s research. 7 

The barrier analysis (Figure 2) addressing RQ3 indicates that relational and knowledge-8 

protection fears are the most significant obstacles. The most critical barriers identified by the 9 

respondents were "Lack of trust or fear of partner's dishonesty" (4.03), "Fear of losing 10 

confidential knowledge" (4.03), and "Fear of losing control" (4.00). Furthermore, the standard 11 

deviation data reveal a strong consensus (0.70) among respondents on the high importance of 12 

"Lack of trust". 13 
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5. Discussion 1 

The primary objective of this study was to recognize the relationship between resource 2 

sharing (RS) and supply chain ambidexterity (SCA). The results provide strong empirical 3 

support for this connection. 4 

The findings do not provide a basis for rejecting Hypothesis 1. A statistically significant, 5 

positive correlation was found between all five types of resource sharing and the Impact on 6 

Efficiency. This addresses the "exploitation" dimension of ambidexterity. The strongest links 7 

were observed with "Knowledge and know-how" and "Financial Resources". This aligns with 8 

traditional supply chain literature, where collaboration is primarily viewed as a mechanism for 9 

process optimization (Im, Rai, 2008; Im et al., 2019), cost reduction (Wamba et al., 2020;  10 

Im et al., 2019; Kristal et al., 2010; Aslam et al., 2020), and the use of partner assets to improve 11 

existing operations (Lee, Rha, 2016; Cao et al., 2010). 12 

Similarly, no basis was found for rejecting Hypothesis 2. A positive and significant 13 

relationship was confirmed between all types of RS and the Impact on Adaptability, which 14 

directly measures perceived outcomes of flexibility and innovation. This finding addresses the 15 

exploration dimension and helps fill the identified research gap, providing empirical evidence 16 

that RS is not only an efficiency tool but also a critical mechanism for improving the supply 17 

chain's ability to adapt, innovate, and respond to market changes (Im et al., 2019). This supports 18 

the theoretical arguments that RS facilitates access to diverse knowledge and capabilities,  19 

thus fostering the dynamic capability of adaptability (Im et al., 2019; Wamba et al., 2020; 20 

Aslam et al., 2020; Lee, Rha, 2016). 21 

Collectively, the inability to reject both H1 and H2 suggests that resource sharing serves as 22 

a key mechanism for supply chain ambidexterity, enabling firms to simultaneously pursue 23 

contradictory goals of exploitation (efficiency) and exploration (adaptability). 24 

A particularly insightful finding appears from comparing the descriptive results for 25 

ambidextrous orientation (Table 4) and perceived impact (Table 5). The mean scores for the 26 

firms' strategic orientations towards Exploitation (2.99) and Exploration (2.87) were neutral. 27 

This suggests that ambidexterity may not be a conscious, formalized strategy for many of the 28 

sampled firms. 29 

However, these same firms reported a clearly positive perceived impact of resource sharing 30 

on both Efficiency (3.30) and Adaptability (3.17). This paradox suggests that while managers 31 

may not be actively formulating a dual ambidextrous strategy, they are experiencing the dual 32 

benefits of ambidexterity (both efficiency and flexibility) as a positive outcome of collaborative 33 

resource sharing (Aslam et al., 2020; Gibson, Birkinshaw, 2004). 34 

The analyses of enablers (Figure 1) and barriers (Figure 2) provide clear answers to RQ2 35 

and RQ3, strongly validating the Relational View (Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022; Patnayakuni  36 

et al., 2006; Paulraj et al., 2008; Klein, Rai, 2009). The findings demonstrate that relational 37 
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factors are paramount, outweighing formal or technical ones. The most critical enabler 1 

identified by respondents was "Mutual trust between partners" (Klein, Rai, 2009; Patnayakuni 2 

et al., 2006; Beske-Janssen et al., 2014). Concurrently, the most significant barrier was "Lack 3 

of trust or fear of partner's dishonesty" (Payán-Sánchez et al., 2022; Patnayakuni et al., 2006; 4 

Klein, Rai, 2009). This dual finding places trust as a priority upon which the success or failure 5 

of resource-sharing centres depends. Although technical factors such as "Integrated IT systems" 6 

were believed to be important, they are secondary to the establishment of relational capital 7 

(Klein, Rai, 2009; Patnayakuni et al., 2006; Brandon-Jones et al., 2014; Paulraj et al., 2008;  8 

Gu et al., 2021). This explains the low overall level of resource sharing (Total mean 2.11) 9 

observed in Table 3, although the benefits are perceived as positive (Table 5). The difficulty in 10 

building the necessary trust (Figure 2) acts as a significant bottleneck, preventing firms from 11 

realizing this potential (Paulraj et al., 2008; Patnayakuni et al., 2006; Klein, Rai, 2009). 12 

The interpretation of the strength of the correlation coefficients provides critical guidance 13 

for managerial resource allocation. While all forms of sharing are beneficial, the "Knowledge 14 

and know-how" category demonstrated the strongest link to both efficiency (0.562) and 15 

adaptability (0.502). From a decision-making perspective, this suggests that investments in 16 

intangible assets, such as inter-organizational training, joint R&D, and shared knowledge 17 

platforms, offer a higher "return" on ambidexterity than sharing physical infrastructure, which 18 

showed comparatively lower correlation values (e.g., 0.348 for adaptability). Consequently, 19 

managers facing budget constraints should prioritize the development of "relational capital" and 20 

IT systems that facilitate the flow of know-how. Furthermore, the high correlation between 21 

financial resource sharing and efficiency (0.527) indicates that joint investment mechanisms 22 

are key secondary priorities. 23 

6. Summary 24 

This study was motivated by the increasing demands of the modern market, which forces 25 

supply chains to seek new solutions, such as resource sharing (RS), to achieve a competitive 26 

advantage. While the literature has established supply chain ambidexterity (SCA), the ability to 27 

be simultaneously efficient (exploitative) and flexible (explorative), as a critical success factor, 28 

the empirical link between RS and SCA remains poorly understood. This paper aimed to 29 

address this gap by investigating the relationship between the degree of resource sharing and 30 

ambidextrous outcomes, and by identifying the key factors that enable and hinder such 31 

collaboration. 32 

Based on a dual-mode survey of 150 supply chain professionals, the study employed 33 

descriptive statistics and Spearman's rank correlation to test the research hypotheses.  34 

The findings revealed that the overall level of resource sharing among firms is relatively low 35 
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(M = 2.11), with "Knowledge and know-how" being the most shared asset and "Suppliers" the 1 

most common partners. 2 

The correlation analysis provided no basis to reject the research hypotheses. A strong, 3 

positive relationship was confirmed between all types of resource sharing and the perceived 4 

impact on both Efficiency (H1) and Adaptability/Innovation (H2). This empirically confirms 5 

that resource sharing is a key function of ambidexterity, supporting both exploitation and 6 

exploration. Furthermore, the analysis of enablers and barriers (RQ2 and RQ3) confirmed the 7 

Relational View's priority. "Mutual trust" was identified as the most critical enabler. In contrast 8 

"Lack of trust" and "Fear of losing confidential knowledge" were the most significant barriers, 9 

suggesting that relational capital is the core for successful collaboration. 10 

For supply chain professionals, this study provides key takeaways. Resource sharing should 11 

not be viewed only as a cost-saving tactic (exploitation). The data clearly show that it is  12 

an equally powerful tool for driving innovation and adaptability (exploration). Managers who 13 

collaborate build more flexible and innovative supply chains. Managerial efforts and 14 

investments should be prioritized. Although IT integration and contracts are necessary, the data 15 

suggest that resources are best spent on activities that build mutual trust and open 16 

communication, as these are the true enablers and most significant barriers to successful 17 

collaboration. 18 

This research reveals a significant strategic paradox: firms report a clearly positive impact 19 

of resource sharing on ambidextrous outcomes (M > 3.1), but lack a conscious, formalized 20 

strategic orientation towards either exploitation or exploration (M < 3.0). This suggests that for 21 

many Polish firms, supply chain ambidexterity is currently an emerging or reactive property 22 

rather than a deliberate strategic choice. To move beyond accidental benefits, practitioners must 23 

transition to a proactive, ambidextrous strategy where resource sharing is treated as a core 24 

competency for long-term resilience. 25 

Furthermore, the findings highlight a significant relational barrier that explains the 26 

relatively low overall engagement in resource sharing (M = 2.11). Although sharing knowledge 27 

and know-how is confirmed as the most effective driver of both efficiency and adaptability,  28 

it is also the domain where concerns regarding lack of trust and fear of losing control are most 29 

critical. This situation creates a collaborative dilemma, in which firms demonstrate the 30 

hesitation to engage in the very practices that offer the highest potential for competitive 31 

advantage. Therefore, the most critical managerial implication of this study is that the success 32 

of an ambidextrous supply chain depends less on technical or financial alignment and more on 33 

psychological and cultural capacity to establish mutual trust. 34 

This study is subject to several limitations that offer opportunities for future research.  35 

First, the research is based on perceptual data from a single respondent per firm. Although this 36 

provides valuable managerial insight, it does not capture objective performance metrics.  37 

Future research should aim to correlate resource sharing with objective, financial, or operational 38 

KPIs. Second, a significant limitation was the low reliability of the Exploration Level scale 39 
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(Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.410). This methodological issue prevented a reliable analysis of the 1 

orientation of exploration and required a turn to the H2 testing using the perceived impact scale. 2 

Future studies should focus on developing and validating a reliable scale for ambidextrous 3 

orientation specific to the SCM context. Finally, the sample of 150 firms from a single national 4 

context limits the generalizability of the findings. Future research could replicate this study in 5 

different countries or in specific industries. 6 
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