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ABSTRACT

Cooperative-based Microfinance Institutions (MFIs) are reconfiguring their
financial services through digital channels while operating under resource con-
straints, competitive pressure, and recurring disruption, which makes organiza-
tional capabilities decisive for service continuity and entrepreneurial renewal.
However, empirical evidence on how psychological, relational, and strategic
capabilities jointly shape Transformational Entrepreneurship Behaviour (TEB)
in this setting remains limited. This study examines the relationships among
psychological capital, leader–member exchange, organizational ambidexterity,
Competitive Advantage Strategy (CAS), organizational resilience, and TEB, and
interprets the results in terms of digital service transformation. A quantitative
cross-sectional survey of 897 respondents from 223 cooperative-based MFIs
across Indonesia was analysed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation
Modelling (PLS-SEM) in SmartPLS 4. CAS had significant positive effects on
organizational resilience and TEB, while organizational resilience and ambidex-
terity were significantly and positively related to TEB. Psychological capital,
leader–member exchange, and ambidexterity did not significantly predict orga-
nizational resilience. Organizational resilience significantly mediated the rela-
tionship between CAS and TEB, whereas the other indirect effects were non-
significant. Adjusted R² values were 0.536 for CAS, 0.526 for organizational re-
silience, and 0.621 for TEB. The findings indicate that differentiated, efficient,
and threat-aware strategies, supported by resilience and ambidextrous capabil-
ities, form the organizational base on which digital service transformation and
entrepreneurial renewal in cooperative microfinance depend. Managerial im-
plications for service continuity, digital service portfolio design, and capability
building are outlined.
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1. INTRODUCTION
The increasing complexity of global economic conditions, environmental uncertainty, and disruptions

caused by the COVID-19 pandemic have intensified challenges to the sustainability of Microfinance Institu-
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tions (MFIs). These institutions play an important role in supporting micro and small enterprises (MSEs) by
providing financial accessibility, facilitating entrepreneurial activities, and encouraging socioeconomic devel-
opment. However, limited organizational resources, intense market competition, and unexpected environmental
changes often threaten their operational continuity. Under these circumstances, organizational resilience has
become a critical capability that enables institutions to anticipate disruptions, respond effectively to emerging
challenges, and adapt to changing business environments [1]. Strengthening resilience is therefore essential for
cooperative-based MFIs seeking to maintain competitiveness while contributing to sustainable economic and
community development.

The same pressures are reshaping how MFIs deliver their services. Financial technology, digital
banking, and online lending have changed customer expectations about speed, convenience, and trust, and
financial technology adoption is being pursued by microfinance institutions as a route to efficiency and produc-
tivity. Digital service transformation, understood here as the redesign, delivery, and management of financial
and supporting services through digital channels and platforms, therefore becomes a strategic question for
cooperative-based MFIs rather than a purely technical one. Digital services are consequently only as depend-
able as the organizational capabilities that operate, protect, and renew them, a view consistent with IT service
management practices such as service catalogue and helpdesk management.

Organizational resilience alone may be insufficient to ensure long-term sustainability without en-
trepreneurial capabilities that encourage proactive decision-making, innovation, and strategic risk-taking. Trans-
formational entrepreneurship behaviour (TEB) extends conventional entrepreneurial orientation by emphasiz-
ing the creation of economic value alongside broader social and community development through innovative
initiatives, proactive business practices, and responsible risk-taking [2, 3]. For cooperative-based MFIs, TEB
is particularly relevant because their operational objectives involve both organizational growth and financial
services supporting underserved communities, which requires organizational capabilities, effective leadership
relationships, and competitive strategies that support institutional adaptability.

Psychological capital, characterized by hope, optimism, self-efficacy, and individual resilience, is an
important resource for maintaining positive organizational behaviour during uncertainty [4]. Leader–Member
Exchange (LMX) emphasizes trust, mutual support, and effective relationships between organizational leaders
and employees [5, 6]. Organizational ambidexterity enables institutions to balance the exploitation of existing
resources with the exploration of new opportunities [7, 8]. Competitive Advantage Strategy (CAS) encourages
organizations to develop differentiated services, improve operational efficiency, and respond strategically to
competitive pressures. These capabilities are also the ones on which the operation and renewal of digital
services rest.

Despite extensive research on organizational resilience, ambidexterity, and competitive advantage,
their interconnected relationships with transformational entrepreneurship behaviour remain insufficiently ex-
amined within cooperative-based microfinance institutions. Previous studies have explored organizational re-
silience as a capability for anticipating, coping with, and adapting to environmental disruptions [9–11], and
organizational ambidexterity and competitive strategies in relation to innovation and organizational perfor-
mance [12–14]. Research on digital transformation has examined its effects on enterprise performance and
on resilience, but it says comparatively little about the combination of psychological, relational, and strategic
capabilities that allows cooperative-based MFIs to sustain and renew their services. Limited empirical atten-
tion has therefore been devoted to integrating these capabilities within a unified framework explaining TEB
in the service context of Indonesian cooperative-based MFIs, where organizational sustainability depends on
balancing financial competitiveness with socioeconomic responsibilities.

This study examines relationships among psychological capital, LMX, organizational ambidexterity,
CAS, organizational resilience, and TEB, including resilience’s mediating role [15, 16]. Survey data from 897
respondents across 223 Indonesian cooperative-based MFIs are analysed using PLS-SEM. Although the model
includes no separate digital service construct, digital service transformation provides the context for interpret-
ing these capabilities and their IT service management implications. Integrating psychological, organizational,
and strategic perspectives, the study contributes theoretically by linking organizational resilience to transforma-
tional entrepreneurial outcomes; empirically by assessing organizational determinants and resilience’s media-
tion, and managerially by identifying capabilities relevant to service continuity, digital renewal, and sustainable
entrepreneurial development in cooperative-based MFIs. The findings offer a basis for prioritizing organiza-
tional capabilities when planning and managing digital services.
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Transformational Entrepreneurship Behaviour and Organizational Capabilities

Transformational entrepreneurship behaviour (TEB) integrates proactive behaviour, innovation, and
risk-taking with broader socioeconomic and community development objectives [17]. Unlike entrepreneurship
primarily oriented toward financial performance, transformational entrepreneurship emphasizes the creation of
sustainable economic and social value through collaborative and adaptive business practices [18, 19]. Within
cooperative-based MFIs, TEB reflects the ability to develop innovative financial services, identify emerging
market opportunities, and support the socioeconomic advancement of MSEs [20]. Digital technologies have
become a principal arena for entrepreneurial transformation, as entrepreneurship and digital technology increas-
ingly converge [21]. Its implementation requires organizational capabilities that facilitate strategic adaptation
and sustainable business transformation [22, 23]. Organizational resilience refers to an institution’s capacity
to anticipate disruptions, cope with uncertainty, and adapt to changing environmental conditions [24]. It is
closely associated with organizational ambidexterity, which enables institutions to simultaneously exploit ex-
isting resources and explore emerging business opportunities, while CAS supports institutional sustainability
by strengthening operational efficiency, service differentiation, and strategic market positioning [11].

2.2. Digital Service Transformation and Service Management in Cooperative Microfinance
Digital service transformation refers to the redesign, delivery, and management of services through

digital channels, platforms, and supporting information systems [25]. In financial services it spans digital
credit, savings, and payment channels, digital customer interaction, and the data and security arrangements that
sustain them [26]. Digital transformation in banking changes service quality, operational efficiency, customer
experience, and exposure to cyber and financial risk, and user adoption of digital financial services depends
on trust, security, and privacy concerns. For microfinance, financial technology adoption has been studied as a
route to efficiency and productivity, risk governance and maturity have been modelled for ultra-micro financial
institutions, big data and fintech frameworks address operational efficiency, financial inclusion, and scalability,
and the perceived benefits and risks of financial technology shape its adoption by micro, small, and medium
enterprises.

IT service management provides the managerial counterpart of this transformation. It treats services
as managed outcomes whose design, delivery, support, and continuity depend on defined processes, such as
service catalogue and helpdesk management, and on organizational capabilities that convert technology invest-
ment into service performance. Recent work emphasizes adaptive service design, digital service ecosystems
that raise enterprise competitiveness, cyber-resilient IT service organizations in which leadership and employee
capability protect continuity, digital resilience frameworks that combine digital innovation, adaptive capabil-
ity, and collaboration, digital financial management as a source of adaptability, and links between information
management, digital innovation, and organizational resilience.

Figure 1. Positioning of the measured capabilities within the digital service transformation of
cooperative-based MFIs
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These streams suggest that the dependability and renewal of digital services rest on organizational
capabilities in addition to technology. Figure 1 positions the capabilities measured in this study within that
logic. Organizational resilience, measured through anticipation, coping, and adaptation capabilities, corre-
sponds to the capacity to maintain service continuity and recover from disruption. Organizational ambidex-
terity, measured through exploitation and exploration, corresponds to the balance between operating existing
digital channels efficiently and exploring new digital service offerings.

Competitive advantage strategy, measured through opportunity exploitation, threat neutralisation, cost
efficiency, differentiation, and cost advantage, corresponds to the design of differentiated and efficient service
portfolios. Psychological capital and leader–member exchange describe the human and relational conditions
under which employees operate and trust digital services, while TEB, measured through proactive, innovative,
and risk-taking behaviours, describes the entrepreneurial renewal of service offerings. This mapping is inter-
pretive, as the study measures organizational capabilities and TEB, with digital service transformation serving
as the context in which their relationships are interpreted.

2.3. Psychological Capital and Organizational Resilience
Psychological capital (PsyCap) represents positive psychological resources comprising hope, opti-

mism, self-efficacy, and resilience, which strengthen individuals’ ability to manage uncertainty, maintain moti-
vation, and respond constructively to organizational challenges [27, 28]. Resilience as a component of PsyCap
refers to an individual’s capacity to recover from setbacks, whereas organizational resilience refers to the in-
stitution’s capacity to anticipate, cope with, and adapt to disruption, and the two are treated here as distinct
constructs at different levels. In cooperative-based MFIs, employees and managers with strong psychological
capital may contribute to organizational adaptability by maintaining confidence and commitment during oper-
ational disruptions, and in technology-enabled service delivery, perceived organizational support and service
culture have been shown to influence frontline employee performance [29]. Accordingly, psychological capital
is expected to strengthen institutional capabilities for responding to environmental uncertainty.
H1: Psychological capital positively influences organizational resilience.

2.4. Leader–Member Exchange and Organizational Resilience
Leader–Member Exchange (LMX) emphasizes the quality of reciprocal relationships between orga-

nizational leaders and employees, characterized by trust, communication, loyalty, and mutual support [30].
Leadership styles that inspire and develop employees are associated with stronger engagement in service or-
ganizations, and IT leadership has been linked to e-service quality [31–33]. Within cooperative-based MFIs,
effective leader–member relationships may facilitate coordinated decision-making, including decisions on ser-
vice incidents and digital channel changes, and reinforce organizational capacity to manage uncertainty.
H2: Leader–member exchange positively influences organizational resilience.

2.5. Organizational Ambidexterity and Organizational Resilience
Organizational ambidexterity describes the simultaneous pursuit of exploitation, which strengthens

operational efficiency and resource utilization, and exploration, which encourages organizational learning and
innovation [34–36]. Previous studies suggest that ambidextrous capabilities, including those built on infor-
mation technology capabilities and digital technology affordances, enhance organizational adaptability and
strengthen responses to environmental disruptions [37–39]. Consequently, balancing existing operational ca-
pabilities with innovation may contribute to organizational resilience.
H3: Organizational ambidexterity positively influences organizational resilience.

2.6. Competitive Advantage Strategy and Organizational Resilience
Competitive advantage strategy refers to organizational efforts to establish superior market position-

ing through differentiation, cost efficiency, resource utilization, and strategic responsiveness. Resource-based
perspectives emphasize that valuable organizational capabilities and resources can generate competitive ad-
vantages that strengthen organizational sustainability [40, 41]. Previous research highlights the relationship
between strategic innovation, competitive capabilities, and organizational resilience, including under condi-
tions of information technological turbulence, and digital strategies are also reported to sustain competitive
advantage in firms and small enterprises [4, 42, 43]. In cooperative-based MFIs, competitive strategies may
therefore support institutional resilience by improving operational efficiency, maintaining customer relation-
ships, and enabling responses to market uncertainty.
H4: Competitive advantage strategy positively influences organizational resilience.
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2.7. Organizational Resilience and Transformational Entrepreneurship Behaviour
Organizational resilience provides the adaptive capacity required to sustain entrepreneurial activities

during uncertainty and disruption. Resilient organizations can anticipate environmental changes, reorganize
resources, and develop innovative responses that support organizational transformation [44]. Transformational
entrepreneurship requires similar capabilities because proactive initiatives, innovation, and strategic risk-taking
depend on institutional readiness to respond to emerging opportunities, and entrepreneurial capability, technol-
ogy resilience, and competitive resilience have been linked in digitally exposed settings [45, 46]. Accordingly,
organizational resilience is expected to facilitate transformational entrepreneurial behaviour in cooperative-
based MFIs.
H5: Organizational resilience positively influences transformational entrepreneurship behaviour.

2.8. Organizational Ambidexterity and Transformational Entrepreneurship Behaviour
Organizational ambidexterity enables institutions to balance operational improvements with innova-

tive entrepreneurial initiatives. By exploiting established capabilities while exploring new opportunities, or-
ganizations can strengthen proactive behaviour and develop innovative products and services [47, 48]. In
cooperative-based MFIs, ambidextrous capabilities allow institutions to maintain existing financial services
while identifying new market segments, exploring digital service offerings, and responding to evolving cus-
tomer needs, in line with transformational entrepreneurship [49, 50]. Thus, organizational ambidexterity is
expected to promote TEB.
H6: Organizational ambidexterity positively influences transformational entrepreneurship behaviour.

2.9. Competitive Advantage Strategy and Transformational Entrepreneurship Behaviour
Competitive advantage strategy encourages organizations to develop distinctive capabilities, improve

service quality, and respond proactively to competitive pressures. Strategies emphasizing differentiation, effi-
ciency, and market opportunities can facilitate innovative business practices and entrepreneurial transformation,
and e-marketing strategy and business innovation improve service quality and income in micro, small, and
medium enterprises [51, 52]. For cooperative-based MFIs, competitive strategies may encourage accessible
financial solutions, innovative services, and new entrepreneurial opportunities for underserved communities,
an aim that digital micro-entrepreneurship programs also pursue. These initiatives are consistent with trans-
formational entrepreneurship, which integrates organizational competitiveness with broader socioeconomic
objectives [53, 54]. Therefore, competitive advantage strategy is expected to strengthen transformational en-
trepreneurship behaviour.
H7: Competitive advantage strategy positively influences transformational entrepreneurship behaviour.

Figure 2. Research Model
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Based on the theoretical foundations and hypotheses developed above, Figure 2 illustrates the pro-
posed research model, which integrates seven hypothesized direct relationships to explain the organizational
and strategic determinants of TEB in cooperative-based MFIs. The estimated model additionally included
paths from psychological capital, leader–member exchange, and ambidexterity to competitive advantage strat-
egy, which accounts for the variance explained in CAS reported in Section 4.3.

3. RESEARCH METHOD
3.1. Research Design

This study employed a quantitative, cross-sectional research design to examine the relationships
among Psychological Capital (PsyCap), Leader–Member Exchange (LMX), Organizational Ambidexterity
(AMB), Competitive Advantage Strategy (CAS), organizational resilience (OR), and Transformational En-
trepreneurship Behaviour (TEB). A survey-based approach was adopted to collect primary data from cooperative-
based MFIs across Indonesia. PLS-SEM was employed to evaluate the proposed relationships because of its
suitability for examining complex models involving multiple latent constructs and higher-order dimensions.
PLS-SEM is also widely applied in information technology and management research, including studies of cy-
bersecurity resilience and organizational performance [55, 56]. The measured constructs are those listed above;
digital service capability and IT service management maturity were not measured as separate constructs, and
the digital service transformation perspective is applied at the level of interpretation and implications.

3.2. Population and Sample
The study involved 223 cooperative-based MFIs operating across five geographical regions of Indone-

sia: Sumatra and Banten (Regional 1), Jakarta and West Java (Regional 2), Central Java, Yogyakarta, and East
Java (Regional 3), Kalimantan and Sulawesi (Regional 4), and Bali and Nusa Tenggara (Regional 5). The
participating institutions operated under the guidance of PT KB Bukopin Tbk and were characterized by orga-
nizational sizes of more than five but fewer than 20 employees, with annual credit disbursements ranging from
IDR 200 million to IDR 15 billion. Using purposive sampling, 897 respondents were recruited, including MFI
managers, operational coordinators, account officers, and collectors. Respondents were distributed across the
five regions, comprising 27%, 18%, 45%, 6%, and 4%, respectively. Approximately 69% were male, while
31% were female, and 88% were married. Work experience was five years or less for 17% of respondents, six
to ten years for 55%, eleven to fifteen years for 16%, and more than fifteen years for 12%. Data were collected
over seven months, from September 2022 to March 2023, during the pandemic recovery period, using struc-
tured questionnaires administered through Google Forms. The sample size was planned on a 5% significance
level, an effect size of 0.15, and a statistical power of 95% with four predictors.

3.3. Measurement Instruments
Six constructs were measured using established multidimensional indicators adapted from the relevant

literature and translated from English into Indonesian. PsyCap comprised hope, optimism, resilience, and self-
efficacy, while LMX included affect, loyalty, contribution, and professional respect. Organizational ambidex-
terity was represented by exploration and exploitation, whereas CAS encompassed opportunity exploitation,
threat neutralisation, cost efficiency, differentiation, and cost advantage [38]. OR was measured through antici-
pation, coping, and adaptation capabilities, while TEB consisted of transformational proactive, innovative, and
risk-taking behaviours. All indicators were assessed using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The complete measurement items are provided in Supplementary Material A.

3.4. Data Analysis
Data were analyzed using SmartPLS version 4.0.8.9 in two stages, the measurement model followed

by the structural model. The measurement model was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability,
and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) to establish internal consistency and convergent validity, and discrimi-
nant validity was examined using the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT).
The structural model was assessed through Variance Inflation Factors (VIF), path coefficients, coefficients of
determination (R²), effect sizes (f²), predictive relevance (Q²), and Standardized Root Mean Square Residual
(SRMR). Values of 0.75, 0.50, and 0.25 were read as substantial, moderate, and weak R², and f² values of 0.02,
0.15, and 0.35 as small, medium, and large effects. Bootstrapping with 500 resamples was employed to eval-
uate the statistical significance of direct and indirect relationships at a 5% significance level, with t statistics
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above 1.96 indicating significance. The analysis also examined the mediating role of organizational resilience
in the relationships between the proposed antecedents and TEB, consistent with established PLS-SEM proce-
dures [57, 58]. The estimated model comprised ten structural paths, namely the seven hypothesized paths and
the paths from psychological capital, leader–member exchange, and ambidexterity to CAS [59].

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1. Measurement Model Assessment

The measurement model was evaluated to determine the reliability and validity of the first-order di-
mensions representing the six research constructs. Internal consistency was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha
and Composite Reliability (CR), while convergent validity was examined through AVE.

Table 1. Measurement Model Assessment
Dimension Alpha CR AVE
ADC 0.851 0.931 0.870
AFFECT 0.835 0.901 0.752
ANTC 0.840 0.904 0.758
CC 0.844 0.906 0.763
CONTRIBUTE 0.723 0.843 0.642
DIFF 0.870 0.911 0.721
EFFICACY 0.860 0.896 0.593
EP 0.788 0.875 0.703
EXPL 0.930 0.945 0.743
EXPR 0.872 0.904 0.614
HOPE 0.830 0.887 0.663
KB 0.776 0.855 0.596
LOYALTY 0.762 0.818 0.602
NA 0.892 0.933 0.823
OPTIMISM 0.897 0.924 0.708
PB 0.845 0.895 0.682
PROF RESPECT 0.748 0.857 0.666
RESILIENCE 0.735 0.834 0.561
TIB 0.835 0.901 0.752
TPB 0.837 0.902 0.754
TRTB 0.907 0.935 0.781

As presented in Table 1, all 21 first-order dimensions exceeded the conventional reliability threshold
of 0.70, with Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from 0.723 to 0.930 and composite reliability values ranging
from 0.818 to 0.945. The AVE values ranged from 0.561 to 0.870, indicating acceptable convergent validity
across the dimensions. Discriminant validity was established for all constructs: the square root of the AVE
of each construct exceeded its correlations with the other constructs in the Fornell–Larcker assessment, and
the HTMT assessment supported the same conclusion. These results support the reliability and validity of the
measurement model.

4.2. Structural Model Assessment
Following the measurement model evaluation, the structural model was assessed to examine collinear-

ity, explanatory power, effect sizes, predictive relevance, and model fit. Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) were
used to identify potential collinearity among predictors, while adjusted coefficients of determination (R²) as-
sessed the explained variance of endogenous constructs. The relative contributions of individual relationships
were examined using effect sizes (f²). Table 2 consolidates these results with the reported model-level indicators
to provide a concise assessment of structural performance.
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Table 2. Structural Model Assessment
Structural Path VIF f2 Effect size
PC → OR 1.192 0.035 Small
LMX → OR 1.235 0.032 Small
AMB → OR 1.958 0.025 Small
CAS → OR 2.185 0.334 Medium
OR → TEB 2.136 0.035 Small
AMB → TEB 1.951 0.032 Small
CAS → TEB 2.699 0.296 Medium
Model Indicators
Adjusted R2 (CAS) 0.536
Adjusted R2 (OR) 0.526
Adjusted R2 (TEB) 0.621
SRMR 0.078

As shown in Table 2, the VIF values ranged from 1.192 to 2.699, below the threshold of 5 and above
0.20, indicating no collinearity among the predictors. The adjusted R² values for CAS, organizational resilience,
and TEB were 0.536, 0.526, and 0.621, respectively, indicating moderate explanatory power, and the predictive
relevance of all endogenous constructs was positive (Q² > 0). The largest effect sizes among the hypothesized
paths were observed for CAS on organizational resilience (f² = 0.334) and CAS on TEB (f² = 0.296), both
medium, while the remaining hypothesized paths exhibited small effects (f² between 0.025 and 0.035). Across
the ten structural paths of the estimated model, six effects were small, three were medium, and one was large,
the large effect being the contribution of ambidexterity to CAS. The SRMR value of 0.078 was below the
threshold of 0.10, indicating acceptable model fit.

4.3. Hypothesis Testing
The proposed structural relationships were evaluated through bootstrapping to examine the signif-

icance of direct and indirect effects. Table 3 presents the reported t-statistics, p-values, and corresponding
hypothesis decisions for the seven direct relationships and four indirect pathways involving organizational
resilience. The analysis identifies which psychological, relational, and strategic factors are associated with
organizational resilience and transformational entrepreneurship behaviour in cooperative-based MFIs.

Table 3. Direct and Indirect Effect Testing Results
Relationship t-stat. p-value Decision
Direct Effects
H1: PC → OR 1.060 0.145 Not supported
H2: LMX → OR 1.032 0.151 Not supported
H3: AMB → OR 1.008 0.157 Not supported
H4: CAS → OR 4.122 0.000 Supported
H5: OR → TEB 2.781 0.037 Supported
H6: AMB → TEB 2.108 0.018 Supported
H7: CAS → TEB 7.607 0.000 Supported
Indirect Effects
PC → OR → TEB 0.884 0.188 Not significant
LMX → OR → TEB 0.827 0.204 Not significant
AMB → OR → TEB 0.725 0.234 Not significant
CAS → OR → TEB 2.576 0.047 Significant

As presented in Table 3, four of the seven proposed direct relationships were statistically significant.
Competitive advantage strategy demonstrated significant positive relationships with organizational resilience
(β = 0.601) and TEB (β = 0.541), while organizational resilience (β = 0.170) and ambidexterity (β = 0.156)
were also positively associated with TEB. Conversely, psychological capital, leader–member exchange, and
ambidexterity did not significantly predict organizational resilience, with path coefficients between 0.054 and
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0.125. The indirect-effect analysis identified a significant pathway from CAS to TEB through organizational
resilience, whereas the corresponding pathways involving psychological capital, leader–member exchange,
and ambidexterity were nonsignificant. Because the direct CAS–TEB path also remained significant, resilience
operates as a partial mediator of the effect of CAS on TEB. In the full estimated model, psychological capital,
leader–member exchange, and ambidexterity were significantly and positively associated with CAS, so that
these factors are associated with resilience and TEB mainly through the strategic capability rather than directly.

4.4. Structural Model Interpretation
Figure 3 illustrates the estimated structural relationships among the research constructs, distinguishing

statistically supported and unsupported direct paths, and Figure 3 compares the t statistics and effect sizes of
the seven hypothesized paths.

Figure 3. PLS-SEM Structural Model

As illustrated in Figure 3, the structural model identifies competitive advantage strategy as an impor-
tant construct associated with both organizational resilience and transformational entrepreneurship behaviour.
The significant relationships of organizational resilience and ambidexterity with TEB indicate that adaptive
and innovative capabilities are relevant to entrepreneurial transformation, whereas the nonsignificant pathways
from psychological capital, leader–member exchange, and ambidexterity to organizational resilience show that
not all theoretically proposed antecedents are empirically supported. Figure 4 shows that the two CAS paths
stand clearly apart from the others on both criteria. Their t-statistics exceed 4.0 and their effect sizes fall in
the medium range, whereas the remaining significant paths, from organizational resilience and ambidexter-
ity to TEB, lie between 2.1 and 2.8 and carry small effects, and the nonsignificant paths to resilience have
t-statistics near 1.0. The figure indicates a hierarchy of influence in which strategy dominates and resilience
and ambidexterity contribute modestly.

Figure 4. Test statistics (a) and effect sizes (b) of the seven hypothesized paths
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4.5. Discussion
The findings highlight the importance of competitive advantage strategy in explaining organizational

resilience and transformational entrepreneurship behaviour among Indonesian cooperative-based MFIs. The
significant relationship between CAS and organizational resilience (H4) suggests that competitive capabilities
are associated with stronger institutional adaptability, in line with earlier evidence on competitive strategy
and resilience. Similarly, the significant relationship between CAS and TEB (H7) indicates that competitive
strategies may encourage innovative initiatives, proactive decision-making, and entrepreneurial transformation,
consistent with the resource-based perspective.

Organizational resilience also demonstrated a significant positive relationship with TEB (H5), indi-
cating that institutions capable of anticipating disruptions, managing operational difficulties, and adapting to
changing business conditions are more likely to demonstrate transformational entrepreneurial behaviour, which
supports the conceptualization of resilience as an adaptive organizational capability. The effect is small, how-
ever, and resilience matters less for entrepreneurial behaviour than strategy does. Furthermore, organizational
ambidexterity was significantly associated with TEB (H6), suggesting that the simultaneous pursuit of exploita-
tion and exploration is associated with proactive and innovative entrepreneurial activities, which reinforces the
importance of balancing established operational capabilities with emerging business opportunities in resource-
constrained organizations.

Conversely, psychological capital, leader–member exchange, and organizational ambidexterity did not
demonstrate significant direct relationships with organizational resilience (H1–H3), in contrast with theoreti-
cal expectations. One possible interpretation is that the resilience of cooperative-based MFIs is more closely
associated with their strategic and competitive capabilities than with individual psychological or relational re-
sources. The full model supports this reading, because these three factors were significantly associated with
CAS, with ambidexterity showing the largest effect, and CAS in turn carried the strongest effect on resilience.
Psychological, relational, and ambidextrous capabilities therefore appear to work through strategy rather than
directly on resilience. Nevertheless, the nonsignificant findings do not establish that these factors are unimpor-
tant; alternative relationships and contextual conditions may warrant further investigation.

The indirect-effect analysis additionally suggests that organizational resilience mediates the relation-
ship between CAS and TEB, whereas the indirect pathways involving psychological capital, leader–member
exchange, and ambidexterity were not statistically significant. Because the direct effect remains the larger of
the two, the role of resilience is less prominent than that of strategy. Overall, the findings demonstrate the
importance of organizational competitiveness, resilience, and ambidextrous capabilities in cooperative-based
MFIs while revealing limitations in the explanatory roles of several psychological and relational antecedents.

4.6. Implications for Digital Service Transformation
Read against the digital service literature, the results carry three implications for cooperative-based

MFIs. First, the dominance of CAS suggests that digital service transformation is likely to succeed when it is
anchored in a clear competitive strategy, meaning differentiated services, cost efficiency, and the neutralisation
of threats from banks and fintech entrants, rather than in technology adoption alone, in agreement with evidence
that digital innovation and digital strategies support competitive advantage and that digital banking adoption
does not by itself secure resilience. Second, the significant but modest role of resilience, which comprises an-
ticipation, coping, and adaptation, is consistent with the need for service continuity, incident management, and
cyber resilience in digital service organizations, and it indicates that these capabilities support entrepreneurial
renewal as well as continuity. Third, the significant effect of ambidexterity on TEB, together with its large ef-
fect on CAS, is consistent with the need to run existing digital channels efficiently while exploring new digital
service offerings, an interpretation that remains to be tested with direct measures of digital service capability.

The study did not measure digital service capability, IT service management maturity, or cyber re-
silience directly, so the digital service reading is an interpretation of capabilities that were measured, and it
frames testable propositions for future research instead of claiming findings about digital services themselves.

5. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS
The findings provide practical implications for managers of cooperative-based microfinance institu-

tions in Indonesia. First, managers should prioritize competitive advantage strategies by strengthening service
differentiation, operational efficiency, and market responsiveness to improve organizational resilience and TEB.
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In digital terms, this means designing a differentiated and cost-efficient digital service portfolio, such as dig-
ital savings, credit, and payment services that fit the needs of micro and small enterprise customers, rather
than adopting technology without a strategic purpose. Second, MFIs should enhance organizational resilience
through effective risk management, financial preparedness, and adaptive decision-making. For digital services,
resilience should be anchored in IT service management practices, including service catalogue, helpdesk, inci-
dent, and continuity management, and in employee cybersecurity capability and leadership that protect service
continuity. Third, managers should promote organizational ambidexterity by balancing the exploitation of ex-
isting resources with the exploration of new market opportunities and innovative financial services. A practical
form is a digital service roadmap that keeps core channels reliable and efficient while piloting new services on
a limited scale.

Furthermore, MFI managers should strengthen human resource capabilities and collaborative relation-
ships through employee development, effective communication, and knowledge sharing, although psycholog-
ical capital and leader–member exchange were not significant direct predictors of organizational resilience in
this study. Such initiatives may serve as complementary managerial practices rather than established direct
determinants of resilience, and their value is likely to be realized through strategy. Digital financial literacy and
customer trust are part of the same agenda, because adoption of digital financial services depends on them. Fi-
nally, MFIs should integrate competitive strategies with socioeconomic development objectives by expanding
responsible financing opportunities, supporting MSEs, and strengthening cooperation with financial institutions
and relevant stakeholders, including the apex institutions that guide them, for example through shared digital
service platforms and common risk governance.

6. CONCLUSION
This study examined the relationships among psychological capital, leader–member exchange, orga-

nizational ambidexterity, CAS, organizational resilience, and TEB within cooperative-based MFIs in Indone-
sia. Using survey data from 897 respondents representing 223 MFIs, the findings demonstrated that CAS
was positively and significantly associated with organizational resilience and TEB. Organizational resilience
and ambidexterity also exhibited significant positive relationships with TEB, whereas psychological capital,
leader–member exchange, and ambidexterity showed nonsignificant direct relationships with organizational
resilience. The mediation results further indicated that organizational resilience mediated the relationship be-
tween CAS and TEB, while the other examined indirect relationships were nonsignificant. Interpreted through
the digital service lens, the findings indicate that the organizational base for digital service transformation in co-
operative microfinance lies first in competitive strategy, and then in the resilience and ambidextrous capabilities
that sustain and renew services. Practically, managers should prioritize competitive strategies, strengthen insti-
tutional resilience through service continuity and risk governance, and balance existing operational capabilities
with innovative business opportunities.

Nevertheless, this study has several limitations. The purposive sampling approach and concentration
of respondents in particular Indonesian regions may limit the generalizability of the findings, and the sam-
ple comprises institutions that were operating during data collection from September 2022 to March 2023, so
dormant or closed institutions are not represented. Additionally, the cross-sectional research design restricts
causal interpretation, while self-reported questionnaires and translated measurement items may introduce re-
sponse and measurement biases. Organization-level constructs were measured through individual perceptions,
respondents nested within institutions were analysed at the individual level, and common method bias and
clustering were not formally tested. TEB was measured through proactive, innovative, and risk-taking be-
haviours, so the community and socioeconomic outcomes discussed in the literature were not measured, and
cooperative-specific features such as member ownership and governance were not modelled.

Significance was assessed with 500 bootstrap resamples, and replication with a larger number of re-
samples and reported confidence intervals would strengthen the inference. The study also did not measure
digital service capability, IT service management maturity, or cyber resilience directly. Future research should
employ longitudinal designs, probability-based sampling, multilevel analysis, out-of-sample predictive assess-
ment, and broader institutional coverage, and should add direct measures of digital service capability, service
continuity, and cyber resilience to test the propositions advanced here.
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Yönetim Akademisi Dergisi, vol. 5, no. 3, pp. 602–621, 2022.

[43] A. H. Pratono, “The strategic innovation under information technological turbulence: the role of organisa-
tional resilience in competitive advantage,” Competitiveness Review: An International Business Journal,
vol. 32, no. 3, pp. 475–491, 2022.

[44] N. Al-Qadasi, G. Zhang, I. Al-Jubari, M. A. Al-Awlaqi, and A. M. Aamer, “Entrepreneurship educa-
tion and entrepreneurial behaviour: Do self-efficacy and attitude matter?” The International Journal of
Management Education, vol. 22, no. 1, p. 100945, 2024.

[45] C. D. Duong, K. Wach, N. X. Vu, S. T. Ha, and B. N. Nguyen, “Entrepreneurial education, govern-
ment policies and programmes, and entrepreneurial behaviour: A serial moderated mediation model,”
Entrepreneurial Business and Economics Review, vol. 10, no. 4, pp. 37–54, 2022.

[46] J. Cui and R. Bell, “Behavioural entrepreneurial mindset: How entrepreneurial education activity impacts
entrepreneurial intention and behaviour,” The International Journal of Management Education, vol. 20,
no. 2, p. 100639, 2022.

[47] W. Alakaleek, Y. Harb, A. A. Harb et al., “The impact of entrepreneurship education: A study of en-
trepreneurial outcomes,” The International Journal of Management Education, vol. 21, no. 2, p. 100800,
2023.

[48] A. Martı́n-Navarro, F. Velicia-Martı́n, J. A. Medina-Garrido, and P. R. Palos-Sánchez, “Impact of effectual
propensity on entrepreneurial intention,” Journal of Business Research, vol. 157, p. 113604, 2023.

[49] Y. H. S. Al-Mamary and M. M. Alraja, “Understanding entrepreneurship intention and behavior in the
light of tpb model from the digital entrepreneurship perspective,” International Journal of Information
Management Data Insights, vol. 2, no. 2, p. 100106, 2022.

International Journal of Cyber and IT Service Management (IJCITSM), Vol. 6, No. 2, October 2026, pp.
255–269



International Journal of Cyber and IT Service Management (IJCITSM) ❒ 269
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