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Abstract
PURPOSE: Triple bottom line framework (TBL)—encompassing social, environmental, and economic—is a fundamental objective 
for social enterprises (SEs) to ensure their long-term viability, address societal challenges, and contribute to sustainable development 
goals (SDGs). Nevertheless, SEs often encounter obstacles in attaining these objectives due to resource constraints and inadequate 
capabilities that hinder their operational effectiveness. Additionally, there is a lack of research on understanding the relationship 
between these factors, particularly within the context of emerging countries. Grounded in the social resource-based view (SRBV) 
theory and social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO), this study seeks to investigate how SEs can orchestrate their resources and 
capabilities to enhance sustainable performance effectively. METHODOLOGY: This study employed a quantitative approach to 
investigate the relationships between resources, capabilities, SEO, and sustainable performance among social enterprises in Greater 
Jakarta, Indonesia. 438 data were collected using a structured survey questionnaire designed with items measured on a 5-point 
Likert scale. Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM) was used to analyze the model. FINDINGS: A total 
of 438 responses were obtained from social enterprises in Indonesia. The findings suggest that social resources, social capabilities, 
and social entrepreneurial orientation have a positive influence on sustainable performance. The findings also reveal that social 
resources and social capabilities influence the achievement of SEO. Furthermore, the findings indicate that SEO mediates the 
relationship between social capabilities and sustainability performance more effectively than social resources. This implies that 
SEO enhances sustainable performance by reinforcing organizational capabilities, including strategic decision-making, resource 
optimization, and risk management. IMPLICATIONS: This study contributes to the literature on sustainability by emphasizing 
the critical role of resources, capabilities, and social entrepreneurial orientation in the success of SEs. It offers valuable insights for 
SEs on how to navigate challenges and make strategic decisions to meet sustainable outcomes. Moreover, the findings have practical 
implications for researchers, enterprises, and policymakers to improve the structural support and operational environment for SEs. 
ORIGINALITY AND VALUE: This study provides a unique integration of the SRBV theory. It contributes new insights into the 
role of resources, capabilities, and social entrepreneurial orientation for TBL enterprises. 
Keywords: triple bottom line (TBL), social enterprises, social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO), resource-based view (RBV), 
social resource-based view (SRBV), resource orchestration, capability orchestration, sustainable performance, strategic capabilities, 
emerging economies, sustainable development goals (SDGs), partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM)
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INTRODUCTION

Resilient People, Resilient Planet: A Future Worth Choosing, a report developed by the United Nations (UN) Secretary 
General, emphasizes the world’s commitment to achieving global sustainability. The commitment stems from the 
acknowledgment of prevailing unsustainable practices, including the excessive use of resources and the release of hazardous 
pollutants into the environment (Ahmed et al., 2020; Kraus et al., 2020). The unsustainable utilization of resources has 
resulted in negative impacts on the environment, ecosystems, and public health (Rasul, 2021), as well as significant adverse 
effects on business operations and the economy (World Bank & ADB, 2021). They present considerable risks to the well-being 
of people and the planet (U.N., 2012). Building on this urgency, all UN member states collectively adopted the Sustainable 
Development Goals (SDGs) in 2015. These goals offer a comprehensive framework that aims to eradicate poverty, protect 
the environment, and promote prosperity (Tjahjadi et al., 2021). Three important priorities are highlighted: (1) promoting 
sustainable production and consumption practices, addressing climate change, and adhering to various environmental 
limits; (2) empowering people to make sustainable decisions and fostering responsible behavior; (3) optimizing resource 
management to meet the demand of the 21st century across multiple sectors (Sala, 2020; U.N., 2012). This sustainable 
development could be accomplished through an integrated policy framework that encompasses all three pillars known as 
the “people, planet, profit” or „triple bottom line” (Elkington, 1998; Satar, 2022; U.N., 2012).

The triple bottom line (TBL) framework and sustainability are intricately connected, as both seek to achieve long-term 
goals while protecting the interests of present and future generations simultaneously (Ruggerio, 2021; Stenn, 2017). At its 
core, TBL highlights three primary objectives: social, environmental, and economic, each of which is essential in fostering 
sustainability (Hourneaux et al., 2018). The attainment of TBL requires environmentally sustainable approaches for 
resource utilization. Other important strategies include reducing resource intensity, ensuring cost efficiency, maintaining 
high product quality, and significantly enhancing profitability (Prahalad & Hart, 1999). This framework has been widely 
adopted worldwide, leading to changes in how enterprises approach and integrate sustainability into their operations 
(Høgevold et al., 2019; Solovida & Latan, 2021). These changes have impacted various aspects of business, including the 
costs associated with production and the provision of final services, as well as the costs incurred in the distribution of 
goods. The pursuit of using sustainable resources involves ensuring broad accessibility to resources and replacing raw 
materials with more sustainable alternatives. Enterprises also emphasize the importance of collaboration within their 
supply chain to cultivate new markets that are accessible to others. This suggests that they value both competitive and 
collaborative advantages (Longoni et al., 2024).

Despite its widespread use, the relationships between the dimensions of TBL – social, environmental, and economic 
– remain largely unexplored. The dimensions of TBL in sustainability studies have mostly been examined independently 
in prior research. While TBL is fundamentally a  multifaceted concept that integrates the three dimensions (Naegler 
et al., 2021), a significant number of studies tend to focus predominantly on a singular dimension, such as economic 
(Madaleno & Vieira, 2020), or on a dual perspective, such as the economic and social dimensions, thereby neglecting the 
environmental dimension in their analyses (Solovida & Latan, 2021). 

This study, therefore, discusses and analyzes the three dimensions simultaneously to provide a comprehensive and 
better understanding of their interconnectedness. Focusing on social enterprises in Indonesia, this examination explores 
how these enterprises achieve and balance the three aspects of the TBL, while also identifying the key resources and 
capabilities required to achieve these objectives. This analysis is grounded in the social resource-based view (SRBV) 
theory, which will be discussed further in the next section. Furthermore, this study discusses the mediating role of social 
entrepreneurial orientation in linking resources and capabilities to sustainability outcomes. The next section outlines 
the research background and the development of hypotheses, which leads to the proposed conceptual framework. The 
research methodology is subsequently detailed through the use of Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling 
(PLS-SEM), followed by a presentation of results, a discussion of key findings, and practical recommendations.

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

Triple bottom line (TBL) enterprises prioritize the pursuit of social, environmental, and economic objectives concurrently. 
Nonetheless, achieving these objectives for social enterprises, particularly those in emerging countries, can be challenging. 
Among these challenges, achieving environmental objectives presents difficulties stemming from resource and capability 
limitations. One prominent hurdle is the establishment of sustainable supply chains, which require the procurement of 
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eco-friendly resources (Ruggerio, 2021). This process is further complicated by limited access to these resources and the 
substantial costs associated with acquiring them, making it difficult for social enterprises to fully implement sustainable 
practices (Bacq & Eddleston, 2018; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019). To overcome these challenges, social enterprises need to 
embrace sustainable development practices that align with the objectives of the triple bottom line (Rasul, 2021).

Social factors are as significant as environmental dimensions in achieving TBL objectives. Various indicators that 
represent important social dimensions have been identified within the literature, encompassing social welfare, social 
impacts, social missions (Gali et al., 2020), enhancements to quality of life (Hutchins & Sutherland, 2008), energy, 
education (Tate & Bals, 2018), community health and security, and social well-being (Yusliza et al., 2020). Despite the 
diverse social objectives proposed by academics in this field, accomplishing them remains a hurdle. Several critical issues 
are evident in social enterprises in Indonesia, including insufficient opportunities for skill development (Council, 2021) 
and a lack of practical experience, which culminates in a workforce that is insufficiently equipped to meet the demands of 
social enterprise operations (Council & ESCAP, 2020). These limitations can potentially hinder the effectiveness of social 
enterprises in achieving their social goals and, in turn, their TBL objectives.

The attainment of environmental and social objectives had a  significant impact on the achievement of economic 
goals, highlighting the interconnectedness of these three objectives. These interconnected dimensions emphasize the 
need for a  holistic approach associated with TBL. Achieving these objectives requires the mobilization of sufficient 
resources, including effective risk management and access to financial assets necessary for capital investment, technology 
advancement, and operational efficiency (Pinheiro et al., 2021). Nevertheless, within the context of social enterprises, 
the acquisition of these resources presents a  considerable obstacle. Studies conducted in Indonesia have identified 
several barriers, including limited access to financial resources, rising energy costs, technological constraints, inefficient 
production processes, inadequate managerial capabilities, and difficulties in sourcing raw materials (Council, 2020, 
2021; Maksum et al., 2020). These limitations hinder the efficient allocation of resources and limit the capability of social 
enterprises to achieve their full economic potential. 

Social resource-based view (SRBV) theory 

Glavas and Mish (2015) assert that employing a strategy for resource management, grounded in the resource-based view 
(RBV) theory, allows conventional or traditional businesses to achieve a competitive advantage (Kabue & Kilika, 2016). 
However, in the context of social enterprises, the emphasis extends beyond this objective, as they must use resources 
and capabilities to provide social value while also attaining sustainability (Bacq & Eddleston, 2018). The social resource-
based view (SRBV) theory, in this regard, elucidates the mechanisms by which social enterprises implement socially 
sustainable practices, minimizing environmental costs and providing positive impacts throughout their value chain. The 
implementation encompasses three interrelated strategies: (1) the proactive approach of pollution prevention aimed at 
reducing waste, emissions, and effluents; (2) the concept of product stewardship focused on lowering overall product costs; 
and (3) the principle of sustainable development designed to foster organizational growth while mitigating environmental 
impact (Solovida & Latan, 2021). In addition, strategically leveraging these capabilities, social enterprises not only foster 
innovative capabilities but also develop meaningful social and environmental impacts. This innovation-driven approach 
enables them to address persistent social problems in emerging countries and protect the environment (Guo & Wang, 
2022; Nair & Bhattacharyya, 2019). Based on these perspectives, the adoption of SRBV as the theoretical basis of this 
study is derived from the pursuit of competitive advantage that drives sustainable performance through social sustainable 
practice (Wang et al., 2022). 

The relationship between resources, capabilities, and sustainable performance 

The management of organizational resources is essential not merely for enhancing performance but also for securing 
a  competitive advantage. For social enterprises to achieve this objective, it is crucial that they conduct a  thorough 
evaluation of their internal strengths and limitations, thereby enabling them to manage their resources effectively (Othman 
& Arshad, 2015). Enhancing the efficiency of core businesses can facilitate the acquisition of social resources through the 
efficient use of resources, minimizing detrimental outputs such as pollution, reengineering, or creating new processes to 
benefit society (Rangan et al., 2015), and generating sustainable products (Othman & Arshad, 2015; Tate & Bals, 2018). 

Social enterprises can draw upon a diverse array of resources (Tate & Bals, 2018). A study conducted in Indonesia 
revealed several significant resources that impact social enterprises, including physical, financial, and experiential resources 
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(Council, 2021; Harsanto et al., 2022). The importance of physical resources is highlighted by scholars, emphasizing their 
role in an organization’s competitive capabilities in the market (Alhazmi et al., 2018; Alsyouf et al., 2021). Physical resources 
play a crucial role in mitigating the adverse effects of organizational operations within the framework of environmental 
management (Roxas, 2021). Such resources include labor, equipment, machines, plants, raw materials, financial assets 
(Othman & Arshad, 2015; Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019), and information technology (Pee & 
Kankanhalli, 2016), all of which are crucial for ensuring operational efficiency and sustainability. 

Similarly, experiential resources are important to enhance the performance of organizations (Ramon-Jeronimo et 
al., 2019). In social enterprises, skills, knowledge, and abilities cultivated through experiences and education are crucial. 
These capabilities are not only fundamental for recognizing and assessing market opportunities and risks but also for 
comprehending the organizational resources and effectively synthesizing existing resources (Chadwick et al., 2015). 

Like other profit-driven organizations, social enterprises must also secure financial resources to remain competitive 
in the market (Sinthupundaja et al., 2019). Access to financial resources, such as private credit coverage, is crucial for 
funding and sustaining business operations (Sahasranamam & Nandakumar, 2020; Urbano et al., 2020). In the absence 
of sufficient resources, social enterprises may struggle to maintain their competitive advantage within the marketplace.

Likewise, capabilities are as important as resources, as they enable the social enterprises to solve societal problems 
such as inequality, poverty, and social conflicts (Sinthupundaja et al., 2019) and fulfill their social, environmental, and 
economic objectives (Bacq & Eddleston, 2018). A variety of attributes can be categorized as capabilities that encompass 
social and economic goals-oriented, environmentally-related management (Sinthupundaja et al., 2019), entrepreneurial 
skills (Zainol & Al Mamun, 2018), informational capabilities (Magesa et al., 2020), management capabilities (Tate & 
Bals, 2018), and innovation capabilities (Testi et al., 2018), among other attributes.

Many studies have identified entrepreneurial capabilities in different skills, behaviors, and competencies (Ņikitina et 
al., 2020). Zainol and Al Mamun (2018) proposed opportunity recognition, management, commitment, conceptualization, 
and relationship as the key components of entrepreneurial capabilities. While Nikitina et al. (2020) identified three core 
areas: (i) ideas and opportunity capability, which include factors such as identifying opportunities, creativity, vision, 
ideas recognition, ethics, self-awareness, self-efficacy, and sustainable thinking; (ii) resources capability, which include 
motivation and perseverance, resources management, financial and economic knowledge and skills, and initiative; and 
(iii) into action capability, which include planning and management, risk management, collaboration, and experiential-
based learning. 

Informational capabilities play a  crucial role in enabling social enterprises to make informed business decisions. 
It pertains to the ability for social enterprises to seek, nurture, and discern information derived from culture, social, 
and economic perspectives (Magesa et al., 2020). Furthermore, it facilitates collaboration among enterprises and their 
stakeholders by improving the sharing and dissemination of information (Tate & Bals, 2018). Informational capabilities 
encompass a range of practices, including the ability to acquire significant market insights (Lans et al., 2014), identify 
potential customers, establish and expand networks, and continuously monitor products and industry trends (Ramon-
Jeronimo et al., 2019). Leveraging these capabilities empowers social enterprises to foster strategic decision-making 
processes, fortifying their market positioning and, consequently, promoting sustainable performance. 

Another aspect of social capabilities examined in this study pertains to management capabilities, which encompass 
the ability to develop, organize, and oversee management systems (Lans et al., 2014). A substantial number of studies have 
explored these capabilities, including Tate and Balls (2018), which emphasize the importance of stakeholder management 
capabilities. Other scholars highlight the governance, resources, legal form, learning, and monitoring capabilities 
(Weerawardena & Sullivan Mort, 2006), management commitment, and employee involvement (Wong et al., 2014), along 
with the processes of recruiting, training, and retaining employees that are consistent with social and organizational 
objectives (Rahdari et al., 2016). 

The final aspect of capabilities discussed in this study is innovativeness, which is a  determinant factor for social 
enterprises, given its capacity to foster economic growth through entrepreneurial activities (Hatak et al., 2016; Pinheiro et 
al., 2021). Innovation refers to the implementation of innovative concepts encompassing models, products, and services 
aimed at addressing societal challenges while promoting collaboration (Testi et al., 2018). It not only enhances the 
competitiveness of production processes but also enables social enterprises to capitalize on opportunities to penetrate 
new markets (Galindo-Martín et al., 2020).

While both social resources and social capabilities hold considerable significance, social enterprises in Indonesia 
encounter substantial challenges that hinder their growth and sustainability. Of the primary limitations, one stems from 
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inefficiencies in factors such as high production costs, difficulties in acquiring raw materials, energy pricing, and sales 
competencies (ILO, 2019). Additionally, lack of access to funding and financial resources remains a persistent challenge, 
with many social enterprises struggling to secure financial support (Council, 2021; Desiana et al., 2022; Katsushi, 2020). 
Another difficulty arises from factors such as difficulties in acquiring entrepreneurial expertise (Council & ESCAP, 2020), 
a lack of multi-sector collaboration, and inadequate networks (Council, 2021). Past studies also revealed that technological 
advancements have been one of the contributors to the country’s lack of informational capabilities (ILO, 2019; Magesa et 
al., 2020; World Economic Forum, 2019). Addressing these challenges is crucial, as is the need to find effective approaches 
to investigate these relationships. By examining the relationship between resources, capabilities, and the three dimensions 
of the triple bottom line—social, environmental, and economic—this study aims to provide valuable insights for social 
enterprises to thrive in today’s dynamic environment. Hence, this study proposes the following hypotheses:

H1. Social resources have a positive relationship with sustainable performance in social enterprises in Indonesia.
H2. Social capabilities have a positive relationship with sustainable performance in social enterprises in Indonesia.

The relationship between social resources, social capabilities, and social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO)

The significance of social impact in business strategy is underscored by two perspectives: the social resource-based 
view (SRBV) and social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO). While both approaches share a  common objective of 
generating social, environmental, and economic impacts, they differ in their strategic approach. The SRBV emphasizes 
the significance of resources and capabilities in attaining objectives (Tate & Bals, 2018), whereas SEO highlights the 
importance of an enterprise’s ability to identify and pursue new opportunities (Gali et al., 2020; Halberstadt et al., 2020). 
Both approaches strive to achieve social impacts, which are considered important for social enterprises (Halberstadt et 
al., 2020; Tate & Bals, 2018).

Social enterprises often shape and strengthen their unique resources and capabilities through their social 
entrepreneurial orientation. In this context, social enterprises develop their capabilities to create products and services that 
address social needs while ensuring financial viability, thereby fostering sustainable performance. SEO, in particular, helps 
enterprises enhance their capabilities in identifying opportunities and risks and adopting innovative strategies to tackle 
social challenges. Additionally, it has the ability to effectively utilize various organizational resources – including financial, 
human, social capital, and social networks – to enhance operational efficiency and sustainability (Turpin & Shier, 2020). By 
integrating these approaches, social enterprises can strategically leverage their resources and entrepreneurial capabilities 
to achieve social, environmental, and economic performance, ultimately reinforcing their role as key drivers of positive 
social change. Drawing upon the above discussion, the following hypotheses are developed:

H3. Social resources have a positive relationship with social entrepreneurial orientation in social enterprises in Indonesia.
H4. Social capabilities have a positive relationship with social entrepreneurial orientation in social enterprises in Indonesia.

The relationship between SEO and sustainable performance 

The preceding discussions surrounding social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO) reveal a  scholarly consensus that 
social enterprises equipped with the SEO capabilities are better positioned to achieve organizational objectives. Prior 
research has also established a positive correlation between SEO and organizational sustainable performance (Monteiro et 
al., 2017). The potential for enhancing SEO within social enterprises can foster sustainable performance (Alvarez-Torres 
et al., 2019; Gali et al., 2020). Several factors of SEO contribute to these objectives, with proactiveness, risk-taking, and 
social innovation identified as critical factors (Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Gali et al., 2020; Satar & Natasha, 2019). 

Proactiveness enables social enterprises to create new environments and transform the business landscape (Dai 
et al., 2014), as well as to influence the market through the introduction of innovative products, services, processes, 
and technologies (Zhai et al., 2018). At the same time, risk-taking enables social enterprises to recognize and effectively 
manage the inherent risks associated with assessing business opportunities and initiatives (Adel & Habib, 2018; Chavez 
et al., 2020). Social innovation is another facet of SEO, recognized as essential in today’s dynamic environment (Satar & 
Natasha, 2019). The integration of social innovation is strongly linked to an enterprise’s social mission in achieving social 
impact (Kraus et al., 2017). Social innovation enables social enterprises to develop innovative methods for addressing 



 135 

Capability and resource orchestration of triple bottom line enterprises: Mediating role of social entrepreneurial orientation

social needs, integrating social mission-driven and business-driven approaches to formulate sustainable solutions 
(Halberstadt et al., 2020). 

The comprehensive integration of proactiveness, risk-taking, and social innovation fortified the enterprise’s strategic 
orientation and enhanced its ability to achieve TBL objectives—social, environmental, and economic. These perspectives 
lead to the formulation of the following hypothesis in this study:

H5. Social entrepreneurial orientation has a positive relationship with sustainable performance in social enterprises in
Indonesia.

The mediating role of social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO) 

Past research has investigated the mediating role of social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO) (Adel & Habib, 2018; 
Khedhaouria et al., 2020), specifically exploring its role within the framework of a resource-based view theory (Miao 
et al., 2017). In social enterprises, SEO serves as a foundational framework for the attainment of environmentally and 
socially responsible outcomes (Turpin & Shier, 2020). It fosters the cultivation of creative problem-solving skills, ethical 
decision-making, and an emphasis on sustainability-related goals (Roxas, 2021). Scholars suggest that the presence of SEO 
as a mediator enables the efficient allocation of resources and the development of effective capabilities that contribute to 
successful social, environmental, and economic performance (Miao et al., 2017). 

Despite extensive research in this field, a significant gap remains in the literature regarding the mediating role of SEO in 
the relationship between various organizational resources and sustainable performance. In particular, existing studies have 
not sufficiently explored how SEO mediates the impact of physical resources, experiential resources, and financial resources 
on sustainable performance. Furthermore, there is a lack of studies investigating SEO as a mediator between entrepreneurial 
capability, informational capability, management capability, and innovativeness in relation to sustainable performance 
(Miao et al., 2017). Thus, this study seeks to investigate these relationships and proposes the following hypotheses:

H6. Social entrepreneurial orientation mediates the relationship between social resources and sustainable performance
in social enterprises in Indonesia.

H7. Social entrepreneurial orientation mediates the relationship between social capabilities and sustainable performance
in social enterprises in Indonesia.

Research framework

The framework designed for this study was underpinned by a literature review encompassing four dimensions, including 
social resources, social capabilities, social entrepreneurial orientation, and sustainable performance. Furthermore, it 
employs a  multidimensional, higher-order model that aims to simplify the model, reduce model complexity (Hair et 
al., 2022), and enhance the instrument’s capability to predict psychological and behavioral outcomes (Lindner et al., 2015). 
The use of higher-order constructs also aligns with previous studies in this field, such as those undertaken by Gali et al. 
(2020), Masud et al. (2019), Ramon-Jeronimo et al. (2019), and Sinthupundaja et al. (2019). In this study, social resources 
have three lower-order components (physical, experiential, and financial resources). Social capabilities have four lower-
order components (entrepreneurial, managerial, informational, and innovativeness). Social entrepreneurial orientation 
(SEO) as a  mediation dimension branches into three lower-order components (proactiveness, risk-taking, and social 
innovation). Finally, sustainability performance was categorized into social, environmental, and economic performance. 
Figure 1 illustrates the research framework, while Table 1 provides descriptions of the variables.
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Figure 1. Research framework

Table 1. Description of variables

Variable description Sample manifest variables Source
Physical Resources Better technology equipment; availability of production 

capacities; improved access to key sources
Othman & Arshad, 2015; Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 

2019; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019
Experiential Resources Managerial experience in the current business, experience 

in running a business
Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019; Staniewski, 2016

Financial Resources Financial resources availability associated with the social 
entrepreneurship activities

Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019; Sinthupundaja et al., 
2019; Tate & Bals, 2018

Entrepreneurial Capability Capabilities to generate revenue, achieve environmental 
and/or social objectives

Sinthupundaja et al., 2019; Tate & Bals, 2018

Management Capability Communication ability with stakeholders; support from 
stakeholders

Bacq & Eddleston, 2018; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019

Informational Capability Capability of acquiring important market information; 
capability of identifying prospective customers; social 
network capability related to the market, capability in 
monitoring competitive products in the market

Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019

Innovativeness Continuous renewal and social innovation, new 
development, and ideas to increase social impact and 
solve social issues

Hatak et al., 2016; Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019

Social Entrepreneurial 
Orientation

Social proactiveness
Social risk-taking
Social innovation

Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Gali et al., 2020; 
Halberstadt et al., 2020; Kraus et al., 2017; 
Sinthupundaja et al., 2019

Social Performance Social element/ awareness / cognitive, such as stakeholder 
welfare; health and safety awareness of the community; 
and intellectual property rights

Bacq & Eddleston, 2018; Gali et al., 2020; Kraus et 
al., 2017; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019; Tate & Bals, 
2018

Environmental Performance Waste reduction; resource consumption reduction; 
environmental improvement 

Sinthupundaja et al., 2019; Tate & Bals, 2018 

Economic Performance Higher revenue; higher profits; affordable product 
innovation; high sales growth; good reputation

Gali et al., 2020; Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019; 
Sinthupundaja et al., 2019; Tate & Bals, 2018

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study aims to investigate the relationships between factors essential for sustainable performance, utilizing a research 
design designed to provide a thorough assessment and test the hypotheses derived from the theoretical framework. This 
investigation focuses on social enterprises in Indonesia as the primary unit of analysis, with the characteristics of these 
enterprises conforming to the criteria set forth by the Indonesian government. The government defines a social enterprise 
as having the following characteristics: (i) the enterprise is required to derive its major income from the sale of items 
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or the provision of paid services; (ii) the principal objective of the enterprise is a “social mission,” an “environmental 
mission,” or a combination of both (Council & ESCAP, 2020). Furthermore, this study focuses on several key industries 
that represent the most prominent and prevalent areas of social enterprise activity in Indonesia. This includes education, 
which constitutes 15% of the sector, agriculture (16%), and the creative industry (22%) (Council & ESCAP, 2020). 

The question statements delineated in this study employ a  5-point Likert scale. The Likert scale is favored, as it 
captures a  broader spectrum of transactional coping behaviors compared to alternative assessment methods (Bougie 
& Sekaran, 2019). Furthermore, it allows for both relative and absolute evaluations to be conducted on various attitude 
measurements (Maeda, 2015). The 5-point Likert scale has been employed in prior research addressing a  comparable 
subject to this study, including the works of Bacq and Eddleston (2018), Hatak et al. (2016), and Sinthupundaja et al. (2019).

A  purposive sampling technique was utilized to identify participants who fulfilled the predetermined criteria 
(Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, 2018). These individuals occupy positions ranging from low to top managerial levels within 
social enterprises located in Jakarta, Bogor, Depok, Tangerang, and Bekasi. In addition, snowball sampling was used to 
enhance the methodology used in this study. This technique enables researchers to access targeted populations through 
peer networks or referrals, thereby ensuring a diversity of perspectives aligned with the study’s objectives (Lohr, 2021).

This study employed the Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) method due to its ability 
to handle large sample sizes and complex models involving multiple constructs and mediation paths. The method is 
particularly suitable for exploratory research, especially in contexts where the interrelationships among constructs are 
not well-defined, as it helps explain the causal relationships and provides deeper insight into the phenomenon under 
investigation (Hair Jr et al., 2021). It also assists in handling non-normal data (Hair Jr et al., 2021) and in examining the 
predictive value of exogenous variables (Kock, 2016). Furthermore, this method is consistent with prior studies within 
the same field, including studies by Aranda-Usón et al. (2019), Maletič et al. (2018), Masud et al. (2019), and Ramon-
Jeronimo et al. (2019).

The proposed assessment for the PLS-SEM involves a  two-stage process. The initial phase involves a  thorough 
evaluation of the measurement model, with a focus on assessing reliability and validity. The subsequent phase involves 
analyzing the structural model, focusing on assessing the path analysis, confidence interval, variance inflation factor, and 
effect size (Hair Jr et al., 2021). 

RESULTS 

Following a data cleaning process that rectified data entry errors, addressed missing values, and removed outliers, a total 
of 438 valid data points were gathered from the social enterprises in the Greater Jakarta area of Indonesia. Upon evaluating 
this dataset, it was observed that 55.02% of the survey participants identified as female, while 44.98% identified as male. The 
present findings contradict earlier research concerning social enterprises in the country, which indicated that the majority 
of respondents were male (Council & ESCAP, 2018). This observation suggests a significant increase in the participation 
of women in this field compared to previous periods. The findings indicate that most respondents were young adults, 
specifically those aged 24 to 33. This finding aligns with previous studies, which indicate that a significant proportion of 
participants in social enterprises falls within the 25-34 age range (Council & ESCAP, 2018, 2020). Additionally, the analysis 
indicates that 74.43% of respondents held an undergraduate degree, with 64.84% classifying their roles within the social 
enterprises as low-level management positions. Although the representation of high- and middle-level managers in this 
study was limited, the existing literature substantiates that low response rates are commonly observed and often deemed 
acceptable in surveys that encompass different levels of management. This phenomenon can be attributed to factors 
such as restricted availability, gatekeeping practices, and the substantial volume of unsolicited inquiries they encounter 
(Borgholthaus et al., 2025). Additionally, the response rates of high-level managers generally fall around 32%, which is 
considered acceptable (Cycyota & Harrison, 2006). 
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Table 2. Demographic profile of respondents and social enterprises

Variable Description Frequency Percentage

Profile of the respondent
Gender Male 197 44.98

Female 241 55.02
Age Below 24 74 16.89

24 – 33 212 48.40
34 – 43 105 23.97
Above 43 47 10.73

Education High School Graduate 89 20.32
Undergraduate 326 74.43
Graduate 23 5.25

Position in the Organization High-Level Managers 46 10.50
Middle-Level Managers 108 24.66
Low-Level Manager 284 64.84

Profile of the social enterprises
Business industry Creative industry 350 79.91

Agriculture 72 16.44
Education 16 3.65

Business location Jakarta 253 57.76
Bogor 22 5.02
Depok 19 4.34
Tangerang 134 30.59
Bekasi 10 2.28

Business establishment Less than 5 years 191 43.61
5 -10 years 212 48.40
11 – 15 years 14 3.20

The findings also revealed a  diverse range of social enterprise sectors, including the creative industry (79.91%), 
agriculture (16.44%), and education (3.65%). These results are consistent with the British Council’s (2021) findings, which 
identified creative industries as the leading social enterprise sector in Indonesia, while agriculture and education ranked 
second and third, respectively. Table 2 presents the demographic profiles of the respondents and the social enterprises. 

Following the examination of the respondents’ demographic profile, the subsequent step included analyzing the data 
using PLS-SEM with SmartPLS version 4. This analysis employed a two-stage approach, consisting of the measurement 
model followed by the structural model. During the initial phase, the measurement model is employed to analyze the 
loading of the indicators corresponding to each research construct (Hair Jr et al., 2021). Hair et al. (2019) assert that 
an item exhibiting a factor loading within the range of 0.50 to 0.70 demonstrates acceptable reliability levels, whereas 
loadings that surpass 0.70 are considered to be well-defined. Items with values below 0.5 are excluded from the model. 
The study’s findings, presented in Table 3, indicated that the item loadings ranged from 0.564 to 0.887. The results suggest 
an acceptable outcome between the indicators and the latent construct being examined (Hair, Risher, et al., 2019; Jun et 
al., 2021). Although it is typically advisable for item loadings to exceed 0.7 (Hair, Risher, et al., 2019) or 0.708 (Hair Jr et 
al., 2021), it is not uncommon for scholars, particularly within the social sciences, to observe indicator loadings below 
these thresholds (Hulland, 1999). In this study, six items were eliminated, including one from the higher-order items and 
five from the lower-order items. These items were removed since they contain values that did not meet the minimum 
requirement of 0.5 suggested by Hair et al. (2021). Figure 2 illustrates the findings using SmartPLS 4.
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Figure 2. The measurement model

Following a thorough examination of the indicator loading, the assessment of construct reliability and validity was 
conducted using SmartPLS, such as composite reliability (CR) and average variance extracted (AVE). Composite reliability 
evaluates the items or indicators in relation to their loadings. The existing literature indicates that a composite reliability 
(CR) assessment falling within the range of 0.70 to 0.90 is deemed acceptable (Hair Jr et al., 2021). The results presented 
in Table 3 indicate that the composite reliability of all constructs ranges from 0.778 to 0.875, suggesting that the model’s 
composite reliability is both acceptable and valid. 

This study further examined the convergent validity, commonly known as average variance extracted (AVE). 
The designation “AVE” refers to the mean value of the extracted variance associated with items pertinent to a specific 
construct. The findings of this study indicated that AVE values vary from 0.500 to 0.777. Values between 0.5 and 0.6, 
while not as desirable as 0.7, remain acceptable (Hair Jr et al., 2021). This indicates that the construct exhibits moderate 
convergent validity.

Another approach to the measurement model is discriminant validity, particularly through heterotrait-monotrait 
(HTMT) analysis. Hair Jr et al. (2021) define HTMT as the average values of indicator correlations across all constructs. 
The HTMT cutoff value of 0.90 or 0.85 serves as a criterion for discerning structural models that encompass constructs that 
are conceptually closely related (Henseler et al., 2015). An HTMT value that surpasses 0.90 signifies a lack of discriminant 
validity. This study evaluated the datasets related to HTMT analysis using SmartPLS. The findings presented in Table 
4 revealed that the majority of the HTMT values ranged from 0.336 to 0.851. The values fell below the conservative 
threshold of 0.90, indicating that the results of HTMT were considered acceptable.
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Table 3. Reliability and validity constructs
Higher-order construct Lower-order construct Item Loading CR AVE

Physical Resources PR1 0.764 0.830 0.620
PR2 0.846
PR3 0.749

Experiential Resources ER1 0.813 0.814 0.594
ER2 0.774
ER3 0.723

Financial Resources FR1 0.876 0.875 0.777
FR2 0.887

Entrepreneurial Capabilities EC1 0.734 0.801 0.505
EC2 0.758
EC3 0.767
EC4 0.564

Informational Capabilities IC1 0.743 0.814 0.523
IC2 0.753
IC3 0.726
IC4 0.668

Management Capabilities MC1 0.778 0.800 0.572
MC2 0.760
MC3 0.729

Innovativeness IN1 0.699 0.803 0.577
IN2 0.815
IN3 0.762

Social Proactiveness SPR1 0.659 0.800 0.502
SPR2 0.748
SPR3 0.788
SPR4 0.627

Social Risk-Taking SRT1 0.793 0.791 0.560
SRT2 0.668
SRT3 0.777

Social Innovation SIN1 0.595 0.791 0.563
SIN2 0.844
SIN3 0.788

Economic Performance ECP1 0.804 0.814 0.525
ECP2 0.781
ECP3 0.687
ECP4 0.611

Environmental Performance ENP1 0.762 0.831 0.551
ENP2 0.740
ENP3 0.729
ENP4 0.737

Social Performance SOP1 0.725 0.799 0.500
SOP2 0.752
SOP3 0.620
SOP4 0.724

Social Resources Physical Resources PR 0.744 0.778 0.541
Experiential Resources ER 0.807
Financial Resources FR 0.647

Social Capabilities Entrepreneurial Capabilities EC 0.691 0.799 0.501
Informational Capabilities IC 0.803
Management Capabilities MC 0.707
Innovativeness IN 0.619

Social Entrepreneurial Orientation Social Proactiveness SPR 0.877 0.790 0.561
Social Risk-Taking SRT 0.699
Social Innovation SIN 0.651

Sustainable Performance Economic Performance ECP 0.805 0.845 0.646
Environmental Performance ENP 0.798
Social Performance SOP 0.808



 141 

Capability and resource orchestration of triple bottom line enterprises: Mediating role of social entrepreneurial orientation

Table 4. Discriminant Validity (Heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT)) analysis

ECP ER ENP IC IN MC PR SOP EC FR SPR SRT SIN

ECP
ER 0.676
ENP 0.612 0.660
IC 0.605 0.638 0.648
IN 0.531 0.622 0.524 0.538
MC 0.630 0.851 0.617 0.598 0.586
PR 0.643 0.532 0.468 0.553 0.663 0.387
SOP 0.734 0.681 0.655 0.723 0.499 0.558 0.451
EC 0.751 0.545 0.584 0.588 0.455 0.429 0.494 0.648
FR 0.528 0.478 0.363 0.439 0.467 0.424 0.336 0.404 0.698
SPR 0.641 0.481 0.605 0.647 0.491 0.554 0.438 0.675 0.722 0.473
SRT 0.668 0.697 0.630 0.527 0.491 0.629 0.443 0.624 0.607 0.479 0.763
SIN 0.617 0.628 0.644 0.593 0.419 0.791 0.414 0.743 0.622 0.487 0.543 0.554

Note: 438 Dataset. PR=Physical Resources; ER=Experential Resources; FR=Financial Resources; EC=Entrepreneurial Capabilities; IC=Informational Capabilities; 
MC=Management Capabilities; IN=Innovativeness; SPR=Social Proactiveness; SRT=Social Risk-Taking; SIN=Social Innovative; ECP=Economic Performance; 
SOP=Social Performance; ENP=Environmental Performance.

The second phase of the PLS-SEM methodology involves a structural model that illustrates the relationships among 
latent variables (Sung & Park, 2018). PLS-SEM assessed these relationships through percentile bootstrapping (Chin 
W, 1998), employing a  computation based on 10,000 bootstrap samples (Streukens & Leroi-Werelds, 2016). Multiple 
analyses were performed using this methodology, including significance level, t-value, p-value, confidence interval, 
variance inflation factor (VIF), and the effect size (f²). A hypothesis is deemed valid if the beta value corresponds with the 
hypothesis direction, the t-value is larger than or equal to 1.645, and the p-value is less than or equal to 0.05. Furthermore, 
collinearity among predictors was assessed using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). A VIF value less than 3.3 is considered 
acceptable (Hair et al., 2017; Hair, Black, et al., 2019; Hair Jr et al., 2021). The confidence interval (CI) must not include 
zero between the lower limit (LL) and upper limit (UL) of the interval (Hair, Risher, et al., 2019). Effect size (ƒ²) values of 
0.35 are considered large; 0.15 represents medium; and 0.02 represents a small effect for direct relationships (Chin, 2010; 
Cohen, 1988). For indirect relationships, effect size values of 0.25 signify a large effect, 0.09 denotes a medium effect, and 
0.01 represents a small effect (Hair Jr et al., 2021; Kenny, 2018). 

This study proposed seven hypotheses, with the findings outlined in Table 5. Hypothesis 1 examines the direct 
relationship between social resources and sustainable performance. The findings indicated a  statistically positive 
outcome, as shown by the parameters (β = 0.229, SE = 0.047). The t-value of 4.921 is well above the threshold of 1.645 
(Hair, Risher, et al., 2019), and the p-value of 0.000 confirms significance at the 5% level (Hair, Risher, et al., 2019). The 
VIF value of 2.040 falls below the threshold of 3.3, indicating no collinearity issues in the model (Hair et al., 2017). These 
results ensure that social resources contribute to sustainable performance. The confidence interval (CI) did not include 
zero between the lower level (LL = 0.152) and upper level (UL = 0.305), indicating satisfactory findings. The effect size 
was 0.067, indicating a small effect. 

Hypothesis 2 examines the direct relationship between social capabilities and sustainable performance. The findings 
demonstrated that the path coefficient and confidence interval all pointed to a positive outcome (β = 0.332, SE = 0.052, t = 
6.329, p = 0.000, LL = 0.245, UL = 0.418). The VIF values were 2.57, which is below the recommended threshold of 3.3 set 
by Hair et al. (2021). This evidence suggests that the predictor’s construct does not exhibit collinearity issues, allowing for 
a confident interpretation of the results. Regardless, the results may require further evaluation, given that the constructs 
might share some conceptual proximities that contribute to the observed VIF levels. The effect size was 0.111, indicating 
a small effect. The findings suggest that both H1 and H2 are supported, indicating a positive relationship between social 
resources, social capabilities, and sustainable performance in social enterprises in Indonesia. 
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Table 5. Direct and indirect relationship of the constructs

Hypothesis 
              Relationship 

Beta 
coefficient

SE t-value p-value LL UL VIF ƒ² Decision

H1 Social Resources → Sustainable Performance 0.229 0.047 4.921 0.000 0.152 0.305 2.040 0.067 Supported

H2 Social Capabilities → Sustainable Performance 0.332 0.052 6.329 0.000 0.245 0.418 2.573 0.111 Supported

H3 Social Resources → Social Entrepreneurial 
Orientation 

0.159 0.060 2.638 0.004 0.061 0.257 1.993 0.023 Supported

H4 Social Capabilities → Social Entrepreneurial 
Orientation

0.558 0.056 9.986 0.000 0.466 0.649 1.993 0.291 Supported

H5 SEO → Sustainable Performance 0.334 0.044 7.541 0.000 0.260 0.406 1.859 0.156 Supported

H6 Social Resources → SEO → Sustainable 
Performance 0.053 0.023 2.340 0.010 0.020 0.093 - 0.002 Supported

H7 Social Capabilities → SEO → Sustainable 
Performance

0.186 0.029 6.430 0.000 0.143 0.238 - 0.030 Supported

Hypotheses 3 and 4 examine the relationship between social resources and social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO), 
as well as the relationship between social capabilities and SEO, respectively. The findings revealed that hypothesis 3 was 
supported and deemed satisfactory (β = 0.159, SE = 0.060, t = 2.638, p = 0.004, VIF = 1.993, LL = 0.061, UL = 0.257). The 
effect size was 0.023, indicating a small effect. Hypothesis 4 yields a substantial result (β = 0.558, SE = 0.056, t = 9.986, p = 
0.000, VIF = 1.993, LL = 0.466, UL = 0.649) with an effect size of 0.291, indicating a medium effect. While both findings 
indicate a positive relationship between the constructs, the results reveal that social capabilities exert a greater influence 
on SEO for social enterprises in Indonesia than social resources. 

Hypothesis 5 examines the relationship between SEO and sustainable performance in social enterprises. The results 
indicated a favorable relationship among the constructs, thereby supporting H5 (β = 0.334, SE = 0.044, t = 7.541, p = 
0.000, VIF = 1.859, LL = 0.260, UL = 0.406). Furthermore, the effect size (f = 0.156) of this relationship falls within the 
medium range. These findings emphasize the importance of SEO in enhancing sustainable performance within the 
context of the study.

Hypotheses 6 and 7 examine the mediating role of SEO in the relationship between social resources, social capabilities, 
and sustainable performance. The findings for hypothesis 6 revealed a statistically positive outcomes (β = 0.053, SE = 
0.023, t = 2.340, p = 0.010, LL = 0.020, UL = 0.093). Similarly, the result for hypothesis 7 also showed a positive outcomes 
(β = 0.186, SE = 0.029, t = 6.430, p = 0.000, LL = 0.143, UL = 0.238). The effect size for hypothesis 6 was 0.002, indicating 
no effect, whereas hypothesis 7 had an effect size of 0.030, indicating a small effect. This suggests that, although the path 
relationship for hypothesis 6 is present, its practical impact on the coefficient of determination is negligible and should be 
interpreted with caution (Hair Jr et al., 2021). Nonetheless, hypothesis 6 is supported and can still contribute to the overall 
model. The findings also indicate that SEO mediation has a more significant impact on the relationship between social 
capabilities and sustainable performance compared to its effect on the association between social resources and sustainable 
performance. It highlights the significance of social capabilities through SEO for enhancing sustainable performance.

DISCUSSION

The findings derived from the PLS-SEM analysis provide empirical evidence of both direct and indirect relationships with 
sustainable performance. The analysis of direct relationships between social resources and sustainability performance 
reveals that, although the effect of these resources – namely, physical, entrepreneurial, and financial – was small, they 
still positively influence sustainability performance in social enterprises in Indonesia. These findings align with prior 
investigations conducted by Roxas (2021), Pee and Kankanhalli (2016), Alsyouf et al. (2021), and Aboelmaged (2018). 
They suggest that key physical resource factors, including the utilization of advanced technologies, access to essential 
supply sources, and the availability of manufacturing capacity, are crucial for social enterprises to be competitive in the 
market. In contrast to these findings, a  previous study presented a  contradictory perspective (Klimas, 2019). Klimas 
(2019) argued that physical resources were not as significant as the other forms of resources in enhancing the performance 
of enterprises. In particular, when physical resources exhibit a  lack of uniqueness, they become easily imitated by 
competitors, and their impact on sustainable performance becomes less significant (Adnan et al., 2018). Instead, social 
enterprises can enhance their entrepreneurial capabilities by developing skills in building brand reputation and fostering 
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innovation  capabilities. This strategic approach will empower them to tackle social and environmental challenges 
effectively. Despite the importance of physical resources on sustainable performance not being universally accepted, 
and their effect may appear small, recognizing and leveraging the resources – physical, entrepreneurial, and financial 
– is still crucial for social enterprises (Aboelmaged, 2018; Roxas, 2021). Effectively managing these resources enables 
enterprises to allocate them in ways that enhance operational efficiency, address social and environmental challenges, and 
promote sustainability (Maletič et al., 2018). This strategic approach can significantly contribute to the resilience of social 
enterprises in Indonesia in achieving their objectives (Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019; Roxas, 2021).

The experiential dimension, another aspect of social resources investigated in this study, yielded unique findings. 
Although the findings suggest that these resources provide a positive influence on sustainable performance, the effect 
was small. A  study conducted by the British Council (2021) indicates that over 40% of individuals engaged in social 
enterprises in Indonesia lack experience. These inadequacies often result in poor decision-making, ineffective resource 
management, and inadequate risk assessment (Chadwick et al., 2015). This obstacle highlights a significant gap in the 
operational resources of social enterprises, which frequently undervalue or overlook experiences. The skills, knowledge, 
and abilities gained from various experiences can help identify market opportunities and risks, enhance an organization’s 
understanding of its strengths, and encourage the creative use of available resources. The broader implications of experiential 
resources are evident in a study in emerging economies, which revealed that prior work experience significantly enhances 
confidence and self-efficacy in pursuing entrepreneurial endeavors (Matos & Hall, 2020). Therefore, raising awareness 
about the importance of experience in social enterprises is crucial for fostering innovative ideas that enable them to 
remain competitive in the market.

The availability of adequate financial support and funding from investment for social activities is as important 
as other resources to ensure growth and sustainability. Nevertheless, previous research concerning Indonesian social 
enterprises indicates that they encountered challenges in securing finance and funding (Council, 2021; Desiana et al., 
2022; Katsushi, 2020). These challenges are often attributed to a lack of information on financing opportunities and the 
burden of collateral requirements imposed by formal financial institutions, which many social enterprises struggle to 
meet (Saraswati et al., 2024). As a result, these obstacles impede the growth of social enterprises and limit their capabilities 
to compete in the market. Considering the obstacles faced by social enterprises in the country, researchers emphasize that 
financial resources are critical to the enterprises’ capacity to address societal issues, scale their business, and achieve long-
term impact (Council & ESCAP, 2018, 2020). This perspective aligns with the findings of this study, which indicated that 
financial resources positively influenced sustainable performance. Therefore, addressing the financial barriers of social 
enterprises and for the government to assist in this matter is essential. The government has the capacity to facilitate 
progress by enacting initiatives that bolster the ecosystem, including the creation of private finance infrastructure aimed 
at fostering social impact (Saraswati et al., 2024). These initiatives have demonstrated success in Central and Eastern 
Europe (European Commission, 2020). Other initiatives can include providing access to cost reduction, microfinance 
loans, market potential and market data, and sales prospects. The implementation of these programs has proven effective, 
consistently offering support to social enterprises in India (Sengupta et al., 2018). Beyond offering financial support, the 
government has the capacity to enhance the visibility of social enterprises’ objectives within its agenda and to facilitate 
their growth through the enactment of relevant laws and regulations (Bacq & Eddleston, 2018).

Several social capabilities factors were taken into consideration in this investigation, including entrepreneurial, 
informational, management, and innovation capabilities. Social enterprises in Indonesia emphasize entrepreneurial 
capabilities through effective internal governance and operational efficiency, along with a  strategic commitment to 
their social and economic missions. These capabilities, when integrated with social and environmental objectives, offer 
a competitive advantage for enterprises (Sinthupundaja et al., 2019; Tate & Bals, 2018). Similarly, informational capabilities 
make a  positive contribution to sustainable performance. Prior investigations have demonstrated that the strategic 
utilization of information empowers enterprises to improve their market position (Lans et al., 2014). These capabilities 
enable them to gather valuable market information, observe competitive dynamics, build relationships with customers, and 
effectively engage with stakeholders (Tate & Bals, 2018), all of which play a significant role in improving decision-making 
and fostering sustainable performance (Magesa et al., 2020; Whitmore et al., 2017). Developing strategic management 
practices in social enterprises also enable them to effectively coordinate and manage abilities in achieving objectives (Bacq 
& Eddleston, 2018; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019). Furthermore, innovative strategies such as improving current products 
in response to market demand and adopting new ideas for production processes allow social enterprises to efficiently 
address social issues (Council & ESCAP, 2018), and economic challenges (Sinthupundaja et al., 2019). These capabilities, 
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in turn, enable social enterprises to enhance their performance and growth rate (Clemente-Suárez et al., 2021; Saraswati 
et al., 2024) and achieve favorable outcomes (Hendarman & Cantner, 2018). 

The analysis of the relationship between social entrepreneurial orientation (SEO) and sustainable performance 
also yielded favorable outcomes. This is characterized by acceptable path analysis results and a moderate effect size. The 
higher effect size than other direct factors associated with sustainable performance in this study demonstrates that SEO 
significantly enhances the performance of social enterprises. These findings align with previous research by Alvarez-
Torres et al. (2019), Gali et al. (2020), Halberstadt et al. (2020), and Monteiro et al. (2017), which emphasize the important 
role of SEO on sustainable performance. Their perspectives on SEO underscore its critical role as a  strategic tool for 
social enterprises to enhance their operations, thereby fostering advancements in sustainable performance (Martínez-
Climent et al., 2019). Through proactivity, risk-taking behaviors with efficacy, and cultivation of innovation, SEO enables 
social enterprises to navigate challenges better, effectively address societal problems, and adapt to changing environments 
(Saraswati et al., 2024). 

This study further clarifies the role of SEO as a mediating factor in the observed relationships. Two relationships 
were examined. First, SEO mediates the relation between social resources and sustainability performance; second, SEO 
mediates the relationship between social capabilities and sustainability performance. The results demonstrated that both 
relationships were positively influenced by SEO, highlighting the significance of SEO as a mediator between these variables. 
Nonetheless, two primary distinctions exist between these relationships. The observation that the impact on social 
capabilities demonstrated a small effect, whereas social resources exhibited no apparent effect, is noteworthy. The fact that 
SEO had little effect as a mediator between social resources and sustainable performance resembles observations made 
in European social enterprises, especially in countries with lower purchasing power parity, where there is a tendency to 
prioritize capability development over strategies that require significant resources (European Commission, 2020). Despite 
being conceptually relevant, the influence of SEO as a mediator without effective execution may prove to be insignificant. 
Furthermore, resources might have a more profound impact on sustainable performance when directly linked, rather 
than relying on SEO as a mediator. The role of SEO as a mediator between social capabilities and sustainable performance 
demonstrated a larger effect size, indicating a significantly heightened importance of its influence. The findings align with 
the management capabilities theory proposed by Helfat and Martin (2015), which posits that SEO serves as a mediating 
factor in improving social enterprises’ decision-making capabilities. This enhancement enables them to embrace risk-
taking, engage in proactive decision-making, stimulate innovation, and adeptly leverage their capabilities to execute 
strategic initiatives that bolster the organization’s sustainability performance. These perspectives were supported by 
scholars such as Deslatte and Swann (2020), Huebeck (2023), Imran et al. (2019), and Khedhaouria (2015).

CONCLUSIONS

This study aimed to bridge the knowledge gap by enhancing the understanding of the triple bottom line (TBL) – 
encompassing social, environmental, and economic aspects – within the context of social enterprises in Indonesia. TBL 
framework has emerged as a  significant concept in recent years owing to apprehensions over the effects of business 
activities on the environment (Ruggerio, 2021). Scholars and policymakers worldwide have continually expressed their 
concerns about the escalating crises of environmental degradation, social issues, and economic difficulties (Sung & 
Park, 2018). TBL, conversely, emphasizes the attainment of social, environmental, and economic outcomes and ensures 
that development is sustainable. 

This study addresses a theoretical gap in literature. While most past studies on social enterprises have focused on 
one or two aspects of sustainability performance, this study investigates all three pillars of TBL. It also integrates the 
factors associated with resources and capabilities as outlined in the social resource-based view (SRBV) theory. These 
factors, including financial access, unique physical resources, and entrepreneurial capabilities, have been identified as 
the most prominent impediment for social enterprises in Indonesia (Council, 2021; Desiana et al., 2022; Harsanto et al., 
2022; Maksum et al., 2020; Saraswati et al., 2024). The findings revealed that optimizing the orchestration of these factors 
enables the social enterprises to enhance social, environmental, and economic performance, thereby fostering sustainable 
development. 

This study also investigates SEO, which is widely recognized for its potential to foster innovation and strengthen 
strategic adaptability in social enterprises. Nonetheless, there has been a lack of empirical research on the direct and indirect 
influence of SEO on sustainable performance in the Indonesian context. This research explores this relationship, aiming to 



 145 

Capability and resource orchestration of triple bottom line enterprises: Mediating role of social entrepreneurial orientation

fill the existing gap. The findings show that SEO influences both social resources and social capabilities on sustainability 
performance. Although the mediation paths were statistically acceptable, they differed in practical relevance. The 
mediation role of SEO between social resources and sustainability performance was negligible, suggesting that resource-
related strategies may contribute directly rather than through SEO. On the other hand, the mediation effect between 
social capabilities and sustainability performance was more meaningful. This implies that SEO improves sustainable 
performance by strengthening organizational capabilities, such as strategic decision-making, resource optimization, and 
risk management. These capabilities enable social enterprises to address social and environmental challenges effectively, 
leading to more favorable sustainability outcomes.

This study delineates significant implications for social enterprises and scholars regarding the enhancement of 
sustainable performance. It emphasizes the potential to concurrently utilize resources and capabilities, strategically 
harnessing them within a particular framework of the social entrepreneurial process. Furthermore, it underscores the 
integration of social entrepreneurial orientation into their strategy to influence the efficacy of each operational behavior, 
presenting a  valuable opportunity to bolster the success of social enterprises and, consequently, their sustainable 
performance. The results are pertinent and potentially replicable in other emerging markets with similar characteristics, 
which could improve the sustainability performance of social enterprises. The study further establishes the implications 
for policymakers, suggesting that they can enhance the visibility of social enterprises by integrating social objectives 
into the governmental agenda. This can be achieved through the formulation of programs and initiatives that bolster 
the ecosystem, including the establishment of private finance infrastructure, facilitating access to cost-reduction 
opportunities, microfinance loans, market potential and market data, sales prospects, essential raw materials, and 
pertinent laws and regulations.

This study is limited to particular geographic and sectoral areas, potentially impacting the generalizability of the 
findings. Additionally, it highlights specific influential factors and employs a quantitative methodology, which may not 
fully encapsulate the complexities of the underlying dynamics. Future research should investigate a variety of industries and 
include enterprises from a broader range of geographical locations. Furthermore, the examination of additional factors, 
including research and development (R&D), technological investment, and stakeholder engagement, may be investigated 
concerning sustainable performance (Adnan et al., 2018). Exploring the dynamic aspects of resource orchestration over 
time is also encouraged, particularly through longitudinal studies, as well as investigating other mediating and moderating 
variables. Furthermore, future research may employ qualitative methodologies to help elucidate the complexities and 
nuances associated with these phenomena.
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Appendix

Appendix 1. Measurement items
Construct Code Measurement Items Source
Social Resources
Physical Resources PR1 We use cutting-edge technology equipment (Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019)

PR2 We have access to valuable supply sources 
PR3 We meet capacity availability for production

Experiential Resources ER1 We achieve a very good entrepreneurship performance (Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019)
ER2 We have experience based on number of years
ER3 We have experience based on number of products being marketed

Financial Resources FR1 We have sufficient financial support for social activities (Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019)
FR2 We have sufficient funds derived from investments (Aranda-Usón et al., 2019)

Social Capabilities
Entrepreneurial 

Capabilities
EC1 We focus on social economic mission-driven commitments (Tate & Bals, 2018)
EC2 We implement strategies capable of sustaining social entrepreneurship’s 

multiple goals
EC3 We implement internal governance to drive social behaviour
EC4 We are able to maximize profits by minimizing costs (Masud et al., 2019)

Informational 
Capabilities

IC1 We capture important market information (Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019)
IC2 We identify potential customers
IC3 We maintain good relationship with customers
IC4 We monitor competitive products in the market

Management Capabilities MC1 We respond to the dynamic environment’s expectation (Helfat & Peteraf, 2015)
MC2 We have sufficient education in entrepreneurship 
MC3 We communicate effectively with various stakeholders (Helfat & Martin, 2015; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019)

Innovativeness IN1 We transform product development into new product or services (Hatak et al., 2016; Martínez-Román & Romero, 
2017; Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019)

IN2 We improve current products in response to market demand (Hatak et al., 2016; Ramon-Jeronimo et al., 2019)
IN3 We adopt new ideas of production process. (Martínez-Román & Romero, 2017; Ramon-Jeroni-

mo et al., 2019)
Social Entrepreneurial Orientation
Social Proactiveness SPR1 We use forecasting to prevent unexpected events (Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Sinthupundaja 

et al., 2019)SPR2 We use financial modelling to plan for the future.
SPR3 We monitor external influences regularly
SPR4 We recognize opportunities in every social problem (Kraus et al., 2017)

Social Risk-Taking SRT1 We manage the risks associated with our business (Dwivedi & Weerawardena, 2018; Sinthupundaja 
et al., 2019)SRT2 We perform cost & benefit analysis for every project we undertake

SRT3 We make careful decisions on resource allocation 
SRT4 We avoid taking the cautious approach if it means missing out on social 

opportunities. 
(Gali et al., 2020)

Social Innovation SIN1 Social innovation is crucial to our business (Gali et al., 2020; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019)
SIN2 We make investment in social innovation
SIN3 We regularly develop innovative approaches to solve societal issues

Sustainability Performance
Economic Performance ECP1 We have a high-profit growth rate (Gali et al., 2020; Maletič et al., 2017; Sinthupunda-

ja et al., 2019)ECP2 We have high sales growth
ECP3 We have a high return on investment (Maletič et al., 2017; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019)
ECP4 We have a good reputation

Environmental 
Performance

ENP1 We have achieved substantial progress in solving social problem (Bacq & Eddleston, 2018; Maletič et al., 2017; Sin-
thupundaja et al., 2019)ENP2 We generate stakeholder welfare 

ENP3 We improve health conditions of people in the community
ENP4 We protect the rights of persons in the community served.

Social Performance SOP1 We use resources efficiently (Maletič et al., 2017; Sinthupundaja et al., 2019)
SOP2 We reduce our use of resources.
SOP3 We reduce waste (liquid and solid).
SOP4 We enhance community environmental conditions. (Sinthupundaja et al., 2019)
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