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Abstract: The COVID-19 pandemic has severely impacted micro-enterprises, key drivers of
developing economies, by causing financial instability, market uncertainty, and operational
disruptions. These challenges highlight the urgent need for strategic adaptability and resilience. This
study explores Strategic Entrepreneurship by integrating environmental, organizational, and
individual dimensions into a framework that captures opportunity-seeking and profit-seeking
behaviors. Specifically, this research examines the effects of Knowledge Management Capability
(KMC) on Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO), Entrepreneurial Finance (EF), Entrepreneurial
Marketing (EM), and Business Resilience (BR), as well as the impact of EO, EF, and EM on BR. Using
a quantitative approach, data were collected from 125 culinary micro-enterprises in Bandung, and
analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM). The study findings
revealed that KMC significantly influences EO, EF, EM, and BR. Furthermore, EO, EF, and EM
contribute to strengthening BR, with EF emerging as the most influential factor, underscoring the
critical role of financial strategy in sustaining micro-enterprises during the crisis. This study refines
the Strategic Entrepreneurship model, bridging entrepreneurship and strategic management, and
providing empirical insights from an emerging economy. From a policy perspective, the findings
advocate for inclusive financial policies, digital knowledge-sharing infrastructures, and capacity-
building initiatives to support micro-enterprises in navigating future disruptions.

Keywords: knowledge management capability; entrepreneurial orientation; entrepreneurial finance;
entrepreneurial marketing; business resilience; culinary micro-entreprises

1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has caused widespread disruptions globally, resulting in substantial
changes and posing serious challenges to the sustainability and growth of businesses. The disruption
primarily stems from government policies in countries affected by the pandemic, which have
introduced various restrictions on community activities. These measures include widespread
lockdowns, travel and mobility restrictions, enforced quarantines, limitations on public gatherings,
and constraints on MICE (meetings, incentives, conventions, and exhibitions) events. Consequently,
several businesses have been forced to temporarily halt their operations due to regulatory constraints
and operate with reduced capacity [1].

In this context, businesses across the globe have reacted in various manners [2,3]. According to
[4], the pandemic has caused substantial changes in mobility, international trade, consumption
patterns, and lifestyle norms. Company has also encountered limited operational hours, decreased
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client base, diminishing revenues, and employee disengagement [5]. Various strategies employed by
individuals and governments to mitigate the impact of the pandemic have been extensively [4,6].
However, much of this research focuses on economic effects at the national level or under specific
conditions, predominantly in industrialized nations like the United States [6]. In contrast, there
remains a noticeable gap in studies examining the pandemic’s impact on businesses in developing
countries [5]. This gap highlights the urgency of research on entrepreneurship in these regions, given
the complex interplay of factors that shape entrepreneurial activities in developing economies [7].

Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) play a crucial role in driving Indonesia’s
economic growth as a developing country, accounting for 99% of all business entities. According to
data from the Indonesian Chamber of Commerce and Industry, in 2023, the number of MSME actors
reached approximately 66 million, contributing 61% to Indonesia’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP),
equivalent to IDR 9,580 trillion, and employing around 117 million workers, representing 97% of the
total workforce. A micro-enterprise, as outlined in Government Regulation No. 7 of 2021 on Micro,
Small, and Medium Enterprises, is defined as a business entity with an annual turnover of up to IDR
2,000,000,000 (two billion rupiahs) and a maximum capital of IDR 1,000,000,000 (one billion rupiahs),
excluding the value of land and buildings used for business operations.

In the 2021 Taste Atlas Awards, Bandung was awarded fifth position in the category of “Best
City in Asia for Traditional Food.” The number of domestic and international travelers visiting the
city has been increasing at a rapid pace throughout history. However, the pandemic in 2019
precipitated a precipitous decline. The data on tourist arrivals in Bandung shows that foreign tourists
decreased by 88.05% from 252,842 in 2019 to 30,210 in 2020. Similarly, the number of domestic tourists
decreased by 60.7% from 8,175,221 in 2019 to 3,214,390 in 2020. In 2022, tourism remained the largest
contributor to the Regional Original Income (PAD), generating a total revenue of IDR 708,203,430,685,
as reported by the Bandung City Tourism Office. The culinary sector emerged as the most significant
contributor within this, with a total of IDR 334,973,160,369.

The pandemic has severely affected many culinary micro-enterprises, which accounts for their
considerable contribution. Culinary micro-enterprises represent 48.57% of the MSMEs in Bandung.
According to the Cooperatives and Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises Service, the number of
MSMEs grew by 351.33% (527 businesses) in 2018, compared to just 150 businesses in the previous
year. This was succeeded by a decrease of 31.69% (360) and 25.55% (268) in 2019 and 2020,
respectively. The number decreased by 60.97% (722) in 2022, despite a significant increase of 690.3%
(1,850) in 2021.

In such a situation, companies must shift their focus from pursuing competitive advantage to
ensuring their survival; every strategy they formulate should be tailored to support the recovery
process during the crisis [8]. Understanding the post-crisis recovery processes of micro-entreprises is
crucial as significant economic drivers and contributors to societal recovery [9,10]. Furthermore, the
persistent impacts of the pandemic demand the adoption of innovative approaches across all aspects
of entrepreneurial activities for micro-enterprises [11]. Businesses are increasingly accepting business
resilience (BR) to recover from major disruptions [12]. This need for resilience is especially evident
when dealing with unexpected events [13].

Exploring strategies to withstand sporadic crises and effectively address regular hazards is a
crucial field of analysis. Company must develop resilient structures to successfully manage the
obstacles [14]. This supports the ability to withstand market or environmental disruptions while
maintaining efficient resource allocation [15,16].

Entrepreneurial attitude must be possessed in the current competitive environment, which may
be achieved by the strategic selection and implementation of initiatives. This mentality embodies a
conceptualization of business and the potential that exploits the benefits of unpredictability [17]. [18]
suggest that entrepreneurial attitudes can be strengthened through strategic behaviors that maximize
opportunities and build a sustainable competitive advantage for the future. The integration of
entrepreneurship with strategic management is often regarded as a hallmark of global transformation,
particularly in emerging economies [19,20].
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Entrepreneurship scholars highlight the importance of Strategic Entrepreneurship (SE) as an
approach that integrates opportunity-seeking and advantage-seeking behaviors to enhance business
resilience. Prior research suggests that firms leveraging SE principles were better able to withstand
economic downturns, such as during the 2008 financial crisis ([18] and the COVID-19 pandemic [21].
These studies highlight the role of adaptability and strategic resource allocation in fostering resilience
[17].

This perspective combines elements from entrepreneurial orientation (EO), entrepreneurial
finance (EF), and entrepreneurial marketing (EM) with knowledge management capability (KMC) as
a core driver of long-term sustainability. However, existing research primarily focuses on large firms
or developed economies, leaving a gap in understanding how micro-enterprises in emerging markets
navigate crises through SE strategies. Recent studies highlight the lack of empirical research on how
micro-enterprises in developing economies apply SE principles to overcome economic shocks. For
instance, [21] discusses the role of entrepreneurial strategies in crisis management, while [22]
emphasizes the importance of knowledge-based entrepreneurship in fostering resilience among
small businesses. These findings underscore the need for further investigation in this area.

This study aims to advance the understanding of strategic entrepreneurship by integrating
environmental, organizational, and individual dimensions into a dynamic framework. Specifically,
this study aims to analyze the impact of Knowledge Management Capability (KMC) on
entrepreneurial orientation (EO), entrepreneurial finance (EF), entrepreneurial marketing (EM), and
the influence of each of these variables on BR to determine the most important factors in micro-
enterprise survival during crises.

2. Theoretical Background and Hypotheses Formulation

The model built through the theory of strategic entrepreneurship is appropriate for connecting
and knowing the extent of the influence of the capabilities owned by the company when implemented
through the entrepreneurial process in producing the goals that the company wants to achieve. This
developing and dynamic field of research necessitates a more complete model of strategic
entrepreneurship to include multidimensional and larger domains in sustainable development. The
diverse range of disciplines, functions, and contexts in entrepreneurship research creates substantial
possibilities for exploring several levels of complexity [23]. Meanwhile, the notions of actions and
strategic management are complementary rather than interchangeable [24,25]. Within strategic
framework, entrepreneurial activities are essential for identifying and leveraging the most suitable
opportunities to gain a competitive advantage [17]. The core aim of entrepreneurial endeavors is to
identify and actively pursue opportunities [26], whereas the primary focus of strategic management
lies in creating competitive advantages and generating wealth [17]. Strategic entrepreneurship
combines both. According to [27], the strategic entrepreneurship framework consists of three key
components: resource or factor inputs, the resource orchestration process, and the resulting
outcomes.Research manuscripts reporting large datasets that are deposited in a publicly available
database should specify where the data have been deposited and provide the relevant accession
numbers. If the accession numbers have not yet been obtained at the time of submission, please state
that they will be provided during review. They must be provided prior to publication.

The first step includes the identification of the resources or elements that function as inputs to
the strategic entrepreneurship process. These can include environmental variables and resources
inside a company. The focus of this research is on KMC, an organizational resource serving as the
essential basis for the entrepreneurial process. The strategic philosophy of knowledge management
has been prominent in allowing company to cultivate the necessary skills to effectively traverse the
growing dynamism and uncertainty of the business environment [28]. Knowledge management
capability is developed through the foundation of infrastructure and the implementation of effective
processes [29]. Despite the relatively recent inception [30], the notion of knowledge management
capability has rapidly attracted the interest of managers and scholars from many fields who
acknowledge the importance as a subject of corporate interest [31]. This is seen as an innovative
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feature in the domains of management and new subfield of specialization [32]. In the modern
economy, organizational competitiveness has shifted from relying on physical and tangible assets to
emphasizing knowledge as its foundation [33]. Businesses that can efficiently use the information
inherent in the organizations and implement the concept in operations, manufacturing, and services
acquire a competitive advantage. As a result, managing knowledge effectively is emerging as a
critical component of organizational operations [34].

The second step of the process, known as resource orchestration, includes measures
implemented to enable the efficient administration of resources [17]. This includes organizing the
resource portfolio, integrating resources, and maximizing capabilities [35]. These activities include
the systematic arrangement of resources, integration into capabilities, and utilization to generate
value for consumers through the principles of entrepreneurial orientation (EO), entrepreneurial
finance (EF), and entrepreneurial marketing (EM). These variables function as mechanisms that use
information to propel strategic activities. In the strategic entrepreneurship model, EO serves as the
fundamental basis that directs the utilization of other resources and skills. However, the variable can
also be regarded as a component of a dynamic process including continuous activities in the
execution of entrepreneurial plans. EO is evident in the leadership style of business owners [36].

The selection of EO, EF, and EM as variables for the orchestration process of the strategic
entrepreneurship model was based on multiple factors. [37,38] highlight that businesses adopting an
entrepreneurial approach often attain higher levels of performance. EO assesses the degree of
entrepreneurial involvement in activities such as innovation, proactive behavior, and risk-taking [39—
41]. Effective implementation mitigates the likelihood of operational failure [42] and confers a
competitive edge [43]. In addition, the presence of financial resources is essential for achieving
business success. Sufficient financial resources positively influence the viability of innovation and
enhance the efficiency of organizational operations [44].

The probability of successful innovation in small company is also enhanced by a robust finance
structure to stimulate economic growth. In contrast, inadequate finance systems lead to a state of
inactivity, rendering several MSMEs incapable of engaging in competition [45]. EF is crucial for
improving entrepreneurial performance [46]. EM has become a convincing alternative because of the
foundation in the theory and practice of company functioning in highly uncertain environments [47].
The concept is an expanding area receiving a substantial acknowledgment [48,49]. Meanwhile, EM
shows the interconnection of entrepreneurship, marketing, and innovation [50].

Concerning the third step, the processes and actions influencing strategic entrepreneurship lead
to variety of potential outcomes to enhance the wealth of the owners Within this framework,
supplementary economic activities, such as job creation, technological progress, and economic
stability and growth, are positively influenced, thereby contributing to societal benefits. Additionally,
social benefits may arise [17], with competitive advantage serving as the ultimate objective.
Businesses that fail to establish a competitive advantage are unlikely to attain business resilience (BR).
The critical role of innovation in the global economy, the contribution of entrepreneurial activity to
economic development, and the essential function of strategic management in ensuring survival and
achieving success collectively underscore the growing relevance of strategic entrepreneurship in
contemporary discourse [17].

2.1. Knowledge Management Capability (KMC) as an Independent Variable

This research considers knowledge management capability (KMC) as an input and independent
variable. KMC represents a business resource that equips organizations with the ability to innovate,
demonstrate proactivity, and take calculated business risks [51,52]. Existing research on EO in micro
and small businesses have identified innovation, proactivity, and risk-taking as crucial elements for
the success of company in competitive economic conditions [38,53,54]. According to [38], company
effectively using knowledge-based resources and showing an entrepreneurial attitude can achieve
strong performance. Similarly, [55] stated that resource capabilities were seen as valuable assets for
participating in entrepreneurial activities. Corporate entities also obtain intangible knowledge assets
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for unique activities. [56]) reported that an inadequate allocation of resources and expertise within a
company could affect the ability to fully and efficiently accept the entrepreneurial method.

KMC is the capacity to effectively manage knowledge by integrating the concept among
members and coordinating individual activities [29]. In theory, [31] suggested that company using
knowledge-based resources would achieve favorable outcomes by participating in competitive
activities. Essential aspects of company performance should be enhanced by the development of
effective knowledge management capability. In addition, learning effect should be conducted, which
includes an increase in the capacity to generate value over time. Several research observed that KMC
contributed to profitability, as evidenced by an increase in return on investment (ROI) and return on
equity (ROE) [57,58]. The significance of KMC in improving the financial and non-financial
performance of company, regardless of the scale, is shown by [59].

KMC enhances profitability and growth, promotes innovation, improves customer satisfaction,
increases product or service quality, and provides greater flexibility in resource utilization for
MSMEs [59]. The process of acquiring information on current customer demands, competitor
strategies, and supplier capabilities contributes significantly to the generation of new knowledge.
This improves the effectiveness and efficiency of company, resulting in non-financial improvements
[60-62]. Additionally, knowledge resources are used to determine the necessary actions to mitigate
risks when pursuing opportunities and minimizing potential financial losses [63].

Innovative products and services are offered to consumers by establishing, identifying, and
updating knowledge base through KMC. Additionally, company is capable of capitalizing on the
value of knowledge, which is essential for the promotion of innovative thinking and the stimulation
of corporate investment [59]. The efficient and precise application of KMC provides a strategic
competitive edge [64], empowering organizations to extract valuable lessons from past achievements,
interpret competitor actions, and adaptively shape future strategies [65]. According to [47]), company
that implements EM are capable of transforming resources into distinct advantages. Strong KMC are
essential for the effective utilization of resources, even in the face of substantial constraints.

Within the framework of strategic management literature, KMC is defined as the infrastructure
and processes employed to transform inputs into intended outcomes [66]. The development of the
KMC concept offers a significant competitive edge, as knowledge has evolved into a strategic
resource essential for building organizational capabilities [28]. Key benefits include the ability to
commercialize innovative products, enhance coordination, and foster innovation. Additionally, it
enables organizations to anticipate unexpected challenges, adapt to dynamic market conditions, and
minimize redundancies in information and knowledge management. These advantages form a
critical basis for assessing the contribution of KMC to organizational effectiveness [29], leading to the
formulation of the following hypotheses.

H1. There is a positive relationship between KMC and EO.

H?7. There is a positive relationship between KMC and EF.

HS8. There is a positive relationship between KMC and EM.

HO. There is a positive relationship between KMC and BR.

2.2. Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and Entrepreneurial Finance (EF)

[41] reported that EO introduced “proactive’ innovations ahead of competitors, engaged in
product market innovation, and conducted risky businesses [38]. This concept is the processes,
practices, and decision-making methods used to act entrepreneurially, as stated by [67], who
identified autonomy and competitive aggressiveness. These variables are perceived as strategic
orientation reflecting the competitive strategies of a company, including risk-taking, innovativeness,
proactiveness, competitive aggressiveness, and autonomy. Each dimension has the potential to
fluctuate independently. The effort exerted to engage entrepreneurial behavior is referred to as EO
[68]. Conversely, there is no agreement regarding the definition of EF. [69] explained the variable as
a financial activity that combined proactive profit strategies, innovative investment, and hazardous
financing to improve company performance. [70] defined the concept as a discipline that analyzed
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the mobilization and allocation of financial resources, risk management, and optimization of
contracts to generate and enhance value within the context of entrepreneurship.

Numerous research emphasized the importance of EO in the context of organizational success.
Company that adopts the concept [37,38] can take risks, act proactively, and innovate in strategic
decision-making processes [39,40,41]. Additionally, the risk of business failure is reduced and
competitive advantage can be enhanced through the appropriate implementation of EO [42,43]. The
propensity for risk-taking is a critical aspect of the variable at the organizational level. This is
connected to the readiness to allocate considerable resources to company with the potential for high
returns but associated with high risk [71]. [72] reported that organizations prioritizing risk
established a competitive advantage or acquired new capabilities. [73] also stated that proactive
company pursued funding opportunities by adopting a more strategic method to financial resource
management. Conversely, smaller and financially fragile businesses are more prone to closures or
major economic disruptions [74-76].

The financial decision-making process is more flexible with autonomy within EO. Autonomous
entrepreneurs have greater flexibility in determining financing strategies that are consistent with the
vision stated. [67] showed that autonomy facilitated the implementation of more rapid financial
decisions and improved the ability to adapt to market fluctuations.

H2. There is a positive relationship between EO and EF.

2.3. Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) and Entrepreneurial Marketing (EM)

EO and EM are two concepts closely interconnected in the field of entrepreneurship. EM is a
marketing strategy that incorporates entrepreneurial principles to identify and capitalize on market
opportunities. [47] defined the concept as the marketing process of a company that prioritized the
identification and utilization of opportunities in uncertain environments in the presence of resource
scarcity. In this context, proactive company recognizes and capitalizes on developing market
opportunities. [47]) also emphasized that the capacity to take advantage of market gaps and develop
market-leading strategies was closely associated with proactivity, as opposed to adhering to
established trends.

Company with a high degree of EO implemented audacious and risky strategies, such as
entering new markets or experimenting with untested methods. [71] observed that risk-taking was
essential to EO since the variable motivated company to experiment with inventive strategies.
Autonomy empowers individuals or marketing teams to implement innovative ideas without being
impeded by bureaucratic procedures. [67] reported that autonomy within EO enabled more rapid
and adaptable responses to market changes and opportunities. Additionally, company showing
robust competitive aggressiveness implements assertive marketing strategies to increase share. [77]
stated that competitive aggressiveness could be a critical factor in outperforming competitors,
particularly in saturated markets.

H3. There is positive relationship between EO and EM.

2.4. Business Resilience (BR) as a Dependent Variable

Resilience is a multidimensional and multidisciplinary concept that includes a variety of
disciplines, such as economics, urban development, and business. Even though the concept was
relatively new [78,79]). [80] suggested that resilience capacity was largely responsible for the ability
to survive and flourish. This ability allows company to profit from circumstances with substantial
negative consequences. Additionally, BR establishes a foundation for the development of adequate
strategic diversity, which enables company to implement a diverse array of options and results. The
variable also functions as a mechanism to make informed decisions among available alternatives [13].

Resilience refers to the ability to demonstrate resourcefulness by leveraging internal and external
resources to address a wide range of contextual and developmental challenges [81]. This concept
encompasses the capacity to adapt to ongoing risks while effectively withstanding and recovering
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from periodic disruptions [82]. It is characterized by two key dimensions: agility ([81] and
organizational resilience ([83]).

According to [84], the most resilient company consistently maintains the dynamic equilibrium
between four innovation strategies, namely entrepreneurship, exploration, knowledge management,
and collaboration [46]. In the context of MSMEs, [38,54] emphasized that EO was a contributing factor
to the ability to endure in competitive environments. To facilitate the accumulation of experience in
managing failure, this orientation motivates company to implement more precise strategies when
confronted with periodic crises [85]. The formulation of strategies designed to identify early warning
signals of environmental changes is indicative of an EO [86]. This effective method identifies new
opportunities for resource-constrained company, such as micro and small enterprises.

Company is capable of maintaining profitability and adapting strategies in response to
unexpected obstacles through the effective utilization of capital [87]. [88] observed that larger MSMEs
with greater access to financial resources tend to be more resilient during economic downturns. The
availability of financial resources has been recognized as a pivotal element in enhancing the resilience
of MSMEs [89]. Similarly, [90] reported that the financial position at the onset of an economic crisis
was a more significant factor in determining resilience than age or size.

EM is defined by [91,92] as the process by which company pursues opportunities in uncertain
market environments, frequently operating under resource constraints. In situations of substantial
environmental change and restricted resources, this variable has been determined to be the most
effective [93]. EM prioritizes innovative strategies for resource optimization, innovation, risk
management, and value creation, adopting a “big picture” perspective. The variable collectively
represents the diverse strategies and responses of MSMEs [94]. [95] also argued that EM was highly
regarded by capitalists and particularly well-suited to smaller company. This is due to the variable’s
significant influence on financial performance, which fosters the establishment of a robust and
sustainable business, drives growth, and enhances customer satisfaction [96].

H4. There is a positive relationship between EO and BR.

HS5. There is a positive relationship between EF and BR.

H6. There is a positive relationship between EM and BR.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework.

3. Research Methodology
3.1. Sampling and Data Collection

[97] emphasized that defining a clear target population was essential to ensure the accuracy of
the selection and sampling processes. In this research, several criteria were established to identify
culinary micro-enterprises suitable for inclusion in the population. These included 1) Registration
with the Bandung City Cooperative and UMKM Service as a micro-enterprises operating in the
culinary subsector of Bandung City between 2018 and 2023; 2) Having a maximum business capital
of IDR 1,000,000,000 (one billion rupiah), excluding land and buildings designated for operational
use, and generating annual revenue not exceeding IDR 2,000,000,000 (two billion rupiah); 3) Utilizing
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information and communication technology alongside digital financial tools (including social media
platforms, e-commerce systems, and digital payment solutions); 4) Managing the business in a
structured manner, including employing at least one staff member and executing management
functions, and; 5) Having business partners or collaborators. Based on the criteria, 181 culinary micro-
enterprises in the culinary subsector were identified as meeting the requirements for inclusion in the
population.

Probability sampling was used, specifically adopting the simple random method. The Slovin
formula, as referenced by [98], was utilized to determine the sample size, yielding a total of 125
culinary micro-enterprises as respondents. Meanwhile, data collection took place between November
and December 2024 through surveys and distribution of questionnaires using Google Forms. The
responses were measured on a five-point Likert scale, with values assigned as follows: 1 for Strongly
Disagree, 2 for Disagree, 3 for Neutral, 4 for Agree, and 5 for Strongly Agree, allowing for a nuanced
evaluation of participants’ perceptions.

For the analysis, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was adopted using Partial Least Squares
(PLS) with the SmartPLS 3.0 software. This multivariate quantitative method was used to test
different hypotheses related to the influence of a variable on another and to show the relationships
[99]. Each variable was classified and presented in Table 1 to facilitate hypothesis testing.

3.2. Variables and Indicators

This research uses an independent variable namely knowledge management capability (KMC)
[29], and four dependent variables, including entrepreneurial orientation (EO) [67], entrepreneurial
finance (EF) [100], and business resilience (BR) [101]. The respondents were asked a total of 74
questions based on the five variables examined, as presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Operational Variables.

Variable Dimension Indicator

Knowledge management infrastructure which consists of sub-dimensions:

Technology Easy to learn, technology as a source of learning
information, utilizing technology to compete

Organizational Knowledge interaction and sharing, new knowledge

structure facility, knowledge sharing reward system

Culture Believes in mistakes as a source of learning, mutual

Knowledge . . .
trust, company encourages asking questions, believing

Management o .

> in imitation as a source of learning

Capability . ; . .

(KMC) Knowledge management process which consists of sub-dimensions:

[29] Acquisition Extracting knowledge from customers, extracting
knowledge from partners, extracting knowledge from
employees

Conversion Turning knowledge into products/services, transferring
knowledge, absorbing knowledge
Aplication Easy to practice, saves activity, improve competitive
ability
Protection Protection policy, protection procedures
Proactiveness Initiative, excels at opportunity identification, quick to
. take action

Entrepreneurial X X X ; ; : .

. . Innovativeness Actively innovating, creative business operations,

orientation .

(EO) looking for new ways

[67] Risk taking Risk perception, risk taking, exploration and

experimentation for opportunities

Competitive Competitive  business, aggressive  competition,
aggressiveness outperforming the competition
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Autonomy Employees work independently, employee initiative,
employees are given authority and responsibility,
employees have access to important information,
employees are free to communicate

- Effective financial resource management entails the

Entrepreneurial mobilization of capital, strategic allocation of resources,

finance (EF) risk mitigation, optimization of financial agreements,

[100] and the creation and enhancement of value within the
context of entrepreneurship

Proactiveness New ways to improve business, different ways of
making products, anticipate problems and create
opportunities

Calculated Risk-Taking ~Willing to take risks, can predict risk, analyze
environmental conditions

Innovativeness New innovation, prioritize creativity, changes in design

Entrepreneurial
marketing

(EM)

([47])

Opportunity focus Quick to seize new opportunities, search for new
opportunities, knowing market demand information

Resource leveraging Utilize your closest contacts, work harder, positioning
employees with many positions

Customer intensity Proximity to customers, customer satisfaction,
providing new information to customers

Value creation Creating more value through service, providing
something different, use of social media for advertising
messages

Company resilience =~ The ability to manage and adapt effectively to
disruptions in the supply chain, respond swiftly to
unexpected challenges, and maintain a high level of
situational awareness demonstrates organizational

Business resilience and flexibility in dynamic environments

Resilience (BR)  Agility The capacity to address customer demands effectively,

[101] adjust production systems efficiently, make prompt
and informed decisions, actively seek information to
support organizational restructuring, and interpret
market changes as opportunities reflects a dynamic and
adaptive organizational approach

4. Result

4.1. Respondent Characteristics

Respondent characteristics, including gender, age of the entrepreneur, educational background,
type of business, number of employees, and duration of operation, are presented in Table 2. The
results report that 73.6% and 26.4% of respondents are male and female, respectively. Therefore, male
show resilience, perseverance, and patience in managing and sustaining businesses.

Table 2. Profile of Respondents.

Characteristics Frequency % Characteristics Frequency %
Gender Type of Business
1. Male 92 73.6 1. Restaurant 5 0.04
2. Female 33 264 2. Food stalls 8 6.4
Age 3. Culinary carts 93 74.4
1. <25 yearsold 0 0 4.  Various cakes and 10 12

snacks
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Characteristics Frequency % Characteristics Frequency %
2. 26-35yearsold 35 28 5. Beverage/ coffee shop 1 3.2
3. 36 -45 years old 43 34.4 Number of Workers
4. 46 - 55 years old 31 248 1. 1-3people 70 56
5. >55 years old 16 128 2. 4-6people 50 40
Education background 3. 7-9people 5 4
1. Elementary 3 24 4. >9individuals 0 0
school
2. Junior high 12 9.6 Work Experience
school
3. Senior high 62 496 1. 6years 33 26,4
school
4. Diploma 20 16 2. 7-13years 61 48,8
5. Bachelor 28 224 3. 14-20years 20 16
6. Magister 0 0 4. 21-27 years 10 8
7. Doctor 0 0 5. >27years 1 0,8

In the distribution of respondents, 34.4% are between the ages of 36 and 45, while 49.6% have
completed a senior high school education in terms of educational heritage. This presents a challenge
in enhancing the quality of human resources to support business growth by improving the capacity
and skills required. The culinary cart businesses are the principal source of livelihood for 93
respondents, with 74.4% conducting the operation. In addition, 56% of respondents employ between
one to three employees. The micro culinary company in Bandung City have persevered and thrived
in the face of significant challenges since 48.8% have been in business for 7 to 13 years.

4.2. Outer Model Results

The outer model evaluation is performed to show that the measurement instruments are valid
and reliable. A valid loading factor value exceeds 0.7 [102]. According to [99], certain indicators,
including the knowledge-sharing reward system (X1.6) must be eliminated from the model due to
loading factor of less than 0.5 (0.235). Subsequently, the model must be retested for convergent
validity. In Figure 2, each indicator of the variables has a loading factor exceeding 0.5 since the
validity test is satisfied.

The knowledge-sharing reward system indicator (X1.6) was regarded as less suitable for micro-
enterprises by respondents, primarily due to limited financial resources. This is consistent with [103],
where formal human resource management practices, such as reward systems, are frequently
disregarded. Short-term results and business sustainability are the primary objectives of company,
as opposed to structured human resource development. Furthermore, Table 3 presents the outcomes
of the Fornell-Larcker criterion analysis, which indicates that the square root of the Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) should surpass the correlations with other constructs to ensure discriminant validity
[104].

Table 3. Fornell Larcker.

Variable KMC EF EO EM BR
KMC 0.855
EF 0.568 0.811
EO 0.544 0.694 0.881
EM 0.556 0.457 0.475 0.781

BR 0.611 0.665 0.647 0.598 0.944

d0i:10.20944/preprints202502.1294.v1
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Figure 2. Outer Model.

According to [99], Average Variance Extracted (AVE) represents the average variance of each
measurement item contained within a variable and reflects the extent to which the variable, as a
whole, can explain the variation in its measurement items. The recommended minimum AVE value
is 0.50. The results show that the indicators for the variables KMC, EO, EF, EM, and RB have
Cronbach’s alpha values above 0.7. Similarly, the composite reliability values for all variables in this
study exceed 0.7. [105] states that to achieve good reliability, both composite reliability and
Cronbach’s alpha values must be greater than 0.7.

The outer model evaluation was conducted using a variety of criteria, such as the loading factor,
AVE, cross-loading, Cronbach’s alpha, and composite reliability as shown in Table 4. The constructs
are accurately measured by the indicators designated for each variable, which show strong reliability.
Therefore, the subsequent phase of the research process includes the assessment of the interior model.

Table 4. Construct reliability.

Variable AVE CR CA
KMC 0.731 0.961 0.936
EO 0.609 0.886 0.921
EF 0.657 0.920 0.894
EM 0.776 0.960 0.972
BR 0.891 0.942 0.923

4.3. Inner Model Results

The inner model evaluation referred to as structural analysis, is performed to guarantee the
accuracy and robustness of the structural model developed. A method known as robust regression is
implemented when the data contains irregular errors or anomalies with the potential to distort the
model [106]. This method is essential for the analysis of data impacted by outliers, allowing for the
creation of a model impervious to anomalies. Inner model evaluation can be seen from several
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indicators including: Coefficient of Determination (R?); Predictive Relevance (Q?); and Goodness of
Fit Index (GoF) as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. R-Square, Q-Square, and GoF.

Variable R2 Q2 GoF
EO 0.296 0.128
EF 0.534 0.341 0.565
EM 0.351 0.220
BR 0.603 0.354

The predictive relevance test (QQ?) is designed to evaluate whether the model demonstrates good
predictive capability. The Q-square test in Smart-PLS can be performed using the blindfolding
procedure. The Q-square test results indicate that if Q? > 0, the variables and data utilized in the study
effectively predict the model; conversely, if Q? < 0, the variables and data fail to predict the model
adequately [105]. According to Table 5, the R-square test result for the business resilience variable is
0.603, indicating a moderate level but on the brink of strong. This suggests that KMC, EO, EF, and
EM account for 60.3% of the variance in BR, while the remaining 39.7% is attributed to external
variables. EF has the second-highest R? value at 0.534, classified as moderate. This implies that KMC
and EO can account for 53.4% of the variance in EF, while the remaining 46.6% is attributed to external
variables.

The predictive capability of the model is evaluated using Q? test. The blindfolding procedure is
used to administer Q2 test in SmartPLS. A Q? value greater than 0 suggests that the variables and data
have a high degree of predictive power. Meanwhile, Q? value less than 0 shows that the model is not
predictively accurate ([105]. The Q? values for all variables are greater than 0, signifying that the
model is well-predicted. [99] proposed a formula for calculating the GoF index. The square root of
the average communalities and R? values are used to determine GoF.

GoF = ,/Average Communality x Average R?

GoF = ,/(0.717)(0.446) = 0.565

[107] defined small, medium, and large GoF values as 0.1, 0.25, and 0.38 or higher, respectively.
The GoF value was 0.565, suggesting that the model accurately showed the real-world phenomenon.
A total of 9 hypotheses comprise the path coefficient results, which evaluate the direct impact of
independent variables on the dependent. The f-square test also referred to as the effect size, is used
to assess the intensity of the direct influence at the structural level. According to [99], F-square values
of 0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 were considered to indicate small, medium, and large effects, respectively. The
second hypothesis has the highest path coefficient, with a value of 0.547, quantifying the concept for
the high effect size category. This is succeeded by the initial hypothesis classified as having a high
effect size with a value of 0.544. The eighth hypothesis has the third-highest path coefficient of 0.422
in the moderate effect size category. Meanwhile, path coefficient values of 0.287, 0.271, 0.259, 0.245,
0.227, and 0.181 are assigned to the remaining hypotheses five, seven, six, three, four, and nine
classified as having a small effect size. These results suggest that variables in the model have positive
path coefficients. Therefore, the stronger the influence of a specific independent variable on the
dependent, the greater the path coefficient value.

In the first hypothesis, entrepreneurial orientation (EO) is positively and significantly influenced
by knowledge management capability (KMC), as evidenced by a p-value of 0.000, which is less than
the threshold of 0.050 (Table 6). This supports the initial hypothesis by confirming a positive and
substantial relationship between KMC and EO. These results were consistent with [51,52], where
KMC was an entrepreneurial resource enabling the company to innovate, take proactive measures,
and accept risk. The second hypothesis test also shows that entrepreneurial finance (EF) is
significantly and positively influenced by EO, with a p-value of 0.000. This hypothesis is confirmed
because the p-value is less than 0.050, with a significant and positive relationship. According to [108],
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resource enhancement, particularly in the context of finance, is a fundamental aspect of EO.
Entrepreneurs continue to confront a significant obstacle in the form of capital access essential for the
establishment and expansion of company.

Table 6. Hypothesis testing result.

Hypothesis Path coeff T-Statistic P-value f-square
Hi KMC - OE 0.544 7.710 0.000 0.421
Ho OE - EF 0.547 7.675 0.000 0.452
Hs OE > EM 0.245 3.097 0.001 0.065
Ha OE 2 BR 0.227 2.573 0.005 0.061
Hs EF - BR 0.287 3.082 0.001 0.096
He EM - BR 0.259 3.438 0.000 0.109
Hz KMC - EF 0.271 3.610 0.000 0.111
Hs KMC - EM 0.422 5.749 0.000 0.193
Ho KMC - BR 0.181 2.369 0.009 0.045

The third hypothesis shows that EO has a positive and significant impact on entrepreneurial
marketing (EM), with a p-value of 0.001. This relationship is also considered positive and significant
since the p-value is less than 0.050. The results are consistent with [67], where innovativeness is
indicative of an inclination to investigate novel concepts, experiment, as well as create novel products
and processes. According to the fourth hypothesis, EO has a statistically significant and positive
impact on BR, with a p-value of 0.005. The fourth hypothesis is adopted since the value is less than
the 0.050 threshold. According to [38,54], the EO of SMEs is a significant factor in the ability to
withstand competitive environments.

The fifth hypothesis suggests that EF has a positive and significant impact on BR, with a p-value
of 0.001). This confirms a positive and significant relationship between EF and BR, supporting the
fifth hypothesis since the p-value is less than 0.050. The results were consistent with [89], which
emphasized the significance of access to finance in improving resilience. Similarly, [88] reported that
larger MSMEs with improved financial access were more resilient during economic downturns. The
sixth hypothesis shows that EM has a positive and significant impact on BR, with a p-value of 0.000
less than 0.050. According to [109], EM assists organizations in evaluating the environment and
comprehending the changes from external disruptions to devise suitable countermeasures.

The seventh hypothesis reports that EF is positively and significantly influenced by KMC, with
a p-value of 0.000. This hypothesis is supported since the p-value is less than 0.050. [59] showed the
importance of KMC in improving the financial and non-financial performance of company, including
large company and MSMEs. The eighth hypothesis reported that KMC had a significant and positive
impact on EM, with a p-value of 0.000. This hypothesis is adopted since the p-value is less than 0.050.
[59] stated that KMC offered innovative products and services to consumers to create, identify, and
update knowledge base. The variable advocates for the recognition of knowledge, which is a crucial
element in the promotion of innovative thinking and the direction of corporate investment. The ninth
hypothesis shows that KMC has a significant and positive impact on BR, as evidenced by a p-value
of 0.009. The hypothesis is adopted since the p-value is less than 0.050. This discovery is consistent
with the research conducted by [28], where the development of KMC can offer a competitive
advantage and contribute to the long-term survival of a company.

5. Discussion

In micro and small enterprises, knowledge management capability (KMC) is administered
humanistically, and the technology used is classified as non-automation. KMC variable encompasses
two dimensions: knowledge management infrastructure and knowledge management processes [29].
Knowledge management infrastructure is a repository of information accumulated over the course
of company history and can be used to inform contemporary decision-making [110].
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Knowledge management capability should be analyzed in the context of company capabilities,
with infrastructure functioning as a fundamental building block [111]. Errors are the most evident
sub-dimension of company culture, as evidenced by the indicators, according to the descriptive
analysis. In a competitive market with limited resources, micro-enterprises frequently experience
substantial pressure to survive. In this context, the capacity to learn from errors is an essential
distinguishing characteristic. Owners and employees of culinary micro-enterprises who adopt the
concept regard errors in recipes, customer service, or marketing strategies as valuable learning
opportunities. [29] reported that errors were considered essential inputs for performance
enhancement, innovation, and learning. The knowledge management process, on the other hand, is
an integral part of a company’s business operations that transforms individual knowledge into
organizational knowledge. This knowledge can be widely shared across the organization and
effectively applied [59]. Conversely, individuals who withhold knowledge can obstruct the flow of
valuable information, hinder collaboration, and stifle innovation, making it essential for
organizations to address knowledge hiding in order to foster an entrepreneurial climate that
encourages knowledge sharing, teamwork, and innovative efforts [112].

The most influential sub-dimension is the application sub-dimension, specifically the capacity
to coordinate activities. [29] identified knowledge application as a critical factor in the transformation
of the concept into tangible value. [28] analyzed the concept by emphasizing the significance of using
knowledge to improve efficiency and productivity. Micro-enterprises can enhance competitiveness
and resilience by efficiently leveraging knowledge to streamline and optimize operations, thereby
saving time, resources, and costs. For instance, the reduction of waiting times and the improvement
of customer satisfaction are achieved by streamlining service processes, automating order-taking, or
using fundamental technology to expedite payments. Culinary micro-entrepreneurs must prioritize
the sub-dimension of knowledge protection within the knowledge management process. There is a
limitation of policies and procedures to protect knowledge from theft, unlawful exploitation, or
improper use. However, knowledge protection is crucial when knowledge is utilized to create or
sustain a competitive advantage [113].

Significant academic interest has been generated by research on the impact of KMC to enhance
entrepreneurial characteristics. [114] reported that KMC enabled company to offer the knowledge
resources required to identify and capitalize on new business opportunities. Entrepreneurial training
and capacity enhancement should focus on equipping business owners with effective knowledge
management strategies. This approach ensures that they are capable of mentoring and passing down
their unique expertise to succeeding generations, thereby safeguarding the continuity of essential
practices [115].

Company can be more innovative and responsive to market changes with the implementation
of a robust knowledge management system. This was evident during the pandemic, when online
sales increased the income of culinary micro-entrepreneurs. The success of micro-entrepreneurs is
attributed to the capacity to leverage a variety of e-commerce platforms, including Shopee Food,
GrabFood, GoFood, and Instagram. The use of social media platforms for customer information and
knowledge sharing has a positive effect on the growth of SME performance and profitability [116].
Employees can be educated on the utilization of best practices in work procedures, such as the
development of visually appealing product images for online sales platforms or the utilization of
profit-and-loss monitoring applications for cash flow management, by usign information obtained
from YouTube, Google, and social media. Micro-enterprises respond to and recover from internal
and external disruptions by developing innovative solutions to address competitive business
challenges through the effective application of knowledge. Company must establish a structured
framework for organizing, integrating, and disseminating knowledge, as these processes help
minimize redundancy and replace outdated knowledge-both of which are crucial for attaining
superior performance [62]. Entrepreneurs are the architects of capacity creation for productivity and
growth [117].
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Proactiveness, innovativeness, risk-taking, competitive aggressiveness, and autonomy are the
five dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation (EO). The dimension of competitive aggressiveness is
the most prominent in the investigation of culinary micro-enterprises, particularly as evidenced by
indicators of outperforming competitors. [67] defined competitive aggressiveness as a propensity to
directly and assertively challenge competitors to establish or preserve a market advantage. The
indicator of outperforming the competition pertains to the degree to which the company endeavors
to exceed the competitors in fields including innovation, pricing, service, and product quality.
Aggressive pricing strategies, such as offering lower prices than competitors or substantial discounts,
may be implemented by culinary micro-enterprises to attract additional consumers. For example, a
food stall may provide exclusive discounts during specific hours to attract a greater number of
customers than the adjacent competitors. There is autonomy to generate ideas, execute initiatives,
and achieve desired results with minimal or no interference from senior management [67].

Micro-enterprises are frequently distinguished by the more flexible and straightforward
company structures, which allow proprietors and employees to make decisions quickly without the
need to navigate intricate bureaucratic procedures. Owners and employees can adapt to market
fluctuations and customer preferences due to autonomy. For instance, new menu items or
promotional campaigns may be promptly implemented. Autonomy also provides culinary micro-
enterprises with the ability to more effectively adjust to changing environments, such as economic
fluctuations or evolving consumer preferences. Micro-enterprises with high EO are innovative,
consistently creating new products and services in line with the evolving requirements of the market.
In uncertain conditions, innovation is essential for preserving competitiveness and relevance.
Innovation through the introduction of new technologies and exploitation of new markets can create
value for the company [118]. [119] reported that innovative strategies could lead to benefits, such as
the successful implementation of new methodologies and technologies, enhanced performance,
improved net profits, and increased revenue.

Culinary micro-enterprises have the opportunity to innovate through the creation of cakes with
trendy cartoon character toppings, the provision of healthier menu options without sugar and flour,
as well as the production of artisanal bread made from whole wheat and natural ingredients.
Additionally, risk-taking is accepted as a critical element of EO since micro-enterprises must take
significant risks to experiment with novel strategies or enter new markets [120]. Resilience is
developed by consistently adapting and developing strategies to surmount obstacles facilitated by
the capacity to take calculated risks and learn from failures. Flexibility and openness to new
experiences is linked to independence, risk-taking, initiative and the entrepreneur’s desire to set up
their own business [121].

Entrepreneurial finance (EF) is the only variable directly measured by its indicators. In this
research, EF includes the acquisition of capital, as well as the effective management and utilization
to guarantee the survival and development of a business. Risk management is identified as a critical
element of EF for culinary micro-enterprises. These businesses maintain operational continuity and
increase the resilience to economic challenges by identifying and mitigating financial risks. According
to [41], risk management is a critical component of EF, allowing businesses to remain adaptable and
resilient in the presence of economic and market uncertainty.

Culinary micro-enterprises must be proficient in the proactive identification of potential
financial risks, including fluctuations in raw material prices, changes in government regulations, or
shifts in consumer preferences. For instance, numerous culinary micro-enterprises have collaborated
with raw material suppliers to mitigate the risk of supply disruptions, as evidenced by the COVID-
19 pandemic, reducing reliance on a single source.

The implementation of EF strategy is distinguished by revenue diversification, long-term
financial planning, and flexible cash flow management [100]. Financial hazards can have a more
significant impact on micro-enterprises than on larger businesses due to limited resources [70]. Micro-
enterprises can effectively navigate financial challenges and sustain operations due to increased
access to capital. Therefore, these organizations are obligated to investigate a diverse array of funding
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alternatives, such as government-subsidized microloans, crowdfunding, and company capital.
Resilience against business challenges can be enhanced to achieve operational continuity by
implementing adaptive financial management strategies, securing access to alternative funding
sources, and innovating financial management with risk recognition and mitigation.

Entrepreneurs must also be able to optimize financial contracts obtained either through banking,
crowdfunding, or other investors. Maintaining their trust through timely loan installment payments
and transparency of the company’s financial statements. Increasing value can be realized by updating
the menu based on customer feedback, improving operational processes, or adopting technology for
higher efficiency. Through EF, entrepreneurs can develop more effective and adaptive financial
strategies, allowing them to overcome financing challenges and take advantage of existing growth
opportunities [70]. EF helps in determining when and how to invest funds for expansion, product
development, and operational improvements. This approach is not only helpful in the early stages of
a business but is also essential for long-term sustainability and success.

In a fragmented and dynamic context, entrepreneurial marketing (EM) necessitates
entrepreneurs to function as change agents and innovators [47]. The dimension of resource
leveraging, specifically the indicator of assigning employees to multiple duties, was the most
prominent. [47] defined resource leveraging as the innovative utilization of existing resources to
accomplish the highest possible outcomes. Assigning employees to multiple duties is a prevalent
method to optimize limited resources. This may include employees assuming responsibilities such
as administering the cashier, serving customers, and cooking, which facilitates the optimization of a
small workforce and reduces labor costs. Operational hazards are also mitigated by using employees
capable of multitasking. Reassigning to more urgent duties can be conducted in a particular area of
the business experiencing challenges to ensure company stability.

The innovativeness dimension, particularly the indicator of prioritizing creativity, received high
scores from respondents. In this research, innovativeness is defined as the utilization of creativity to
create new products, processes, or business models allowing organizations to remain competitive
and adapt. [38] showed the significance of innovation in the development of strategies enabling
micro-businesses to be distinguished in competitive markets. Similarly, [122] reported that company
prioritizing innovation and creativity overcome crises and obstacles.

MSMEs that implement innovative marketing strategies show improved adaptability to market
fluctuations and evolving consumer preferences to promptly address trends [123,124]. For instance,
during the COVID-19 pandemic, culinary micro-entrepreneurs demonstrated innovation by
developing products or services that aligned with evolving consumer demands, such as offering new
menus focused on healthier food options. Many culinary micro-businesses in Bandung survived the
pandemic by employing EM strategies to accommodate consumer preferences during lockdowns.
The manner of business operation is being revolutionized by digital innovation [125], which is
essential for the resilience of proprietors. This transformation sustains sales and fortifies customer
relationships. Involving customers in brainstorming sessions enables them to contribute unique ideas
and suggestions, fostering innovation while simultaneously cultivating a sense of ownership and
loyalty, which enhances their commitment to the product and drives word-of-mouth advocacy,
ultimately strengthening the development process [126].

The concept of business resilience (BR) can be categorized into two main perspectives. The first,
as [127] said relates to recovery from unexpected events and resumption of previous operations.
While the second, as stated by [79] includes the pursuit of new opportunities under pressure. [82]
describe the important role of corporate resilience and agility as critical factors in improving BR.
Agility reflects an organization’s ability to adapt quickly to changing conditions, while resilience
signifies its capacity to face challenges and recover from unexpected disruptions. Culinary micro-
enterprises are able to adapt and thrive in an uncertain environment to survive the crisis. The capacity
to improve commodities and services, diversify products, and increase supply chain flexibility must
be increased to build BR [127].
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Various strategies have been implemented to deal with supply chain challenges, including
forming several partnerships with raw material suppliers, increasing stock in anticipation of certain
seasons, such as Ramadan and Eid al-Fitr, and finding affordable substitute materials. For example,
snakehead fish as a substitute for mackerel. Supply chain disruptions and a decline in demand pose
risks to the capital chain, which can potentially jeopardize the survival of businesses [128]. According
to [129], resilience tends to strengthen in parallel with an organization’s capacity to adjust to
variations in both demand and supply. The cultivation of BR necessitates company adaptability and
flexibility [130]. According to [131], highlight resilience as an essential capability that allows
businesses to quickly process information, adjust to evolving conditions, and implement strategies
effectively.

The pandemic has led to market shifts posing a challenge in maintaining profitability since
online purchasing has become a new consumer habit. Several proprietors are undaunted by the
obstacles and remain optimistic about the capacity to navigate the crisis.

6. Conclusions

In conclusion, many significant discoveries were presented in this research. Initially, the
entrepreneurial orientation (EO) of culinary micro-enterprises was improved by knowledge
management capability (KMC). These businesses experience enhanced entrepreneurial finance (EF)
due to EO. Entrepreneurial marketing (EM) was also positively influenced by EO. In addition, EO
enhanced the resilience of culinary micro-enterprises in the face of business disruptions. EF and EM
contributed to business resilience (BR) and were stimulated by KMC. BR of culinary micro-
enterprises was directly enhanced by KMC. The findings validate that culinary micro-enterprises can
successfully apply strategic entrepreneurship to overcome the challenges brought by the COVID-19
pandemic. To facilitate entrepreneurial processes and establish BR, micro-enterprises capitalized on
resources by implementing effective KMC. In this context, EF had the most significant impact on BR.
This was because businesses using EF endured during periods of economic uncertainty or crisis by
effectively managing financial resources, including planning, cash flow management, and
investment decision-making. Micro-enterprises maintained adequate funds through effective
financial management to operate, pay employees, purchase basic materials, reduce unnecessary costs,
and respond to emergencies.

The complete entrepreneurial process, including EO and EM, was integrated with KMC to
accomplish company objectives. Culinary micro-entrepreneurs were required to systematically
acquire and document knowledge related to business operations, market trends, customer
preferences, as well as product and service innovations to establish and manage a strong knowledge
base. These included consumer data, recipes, effective marketing strategies, information on suppliers,
distribution networks, and guidelines for using digital e-commerce platforms.

Culinary micro-entrepreneurs could identify new business opportunities and respond to market
shifts, such as food trends or underserved market niches, by leveraging accumulated data and
insights. Company could sustain operations, remain competitive over the long term, and build
resilience to learn from prior successes and failures.

6.1. Theoritical and Policy Implications

This study strengthens the strategic entrepreneurship model by illustrating how micro-
enterprises in emerging economies integrate opportunity-seeking and advantage-seeking behaviors
to navigate crises. The strategic entrepreneurship model emphasizes the simultaneous orchestration
of knowledge management capabilities, entrepreneurial mindset, finance, and marketing capabilities
to maintain business resilience. This is in contrast to the traditional entrepreneurship framework that
focuses on innovation or risk-taking alone. This study shows how knowledge management
capabilities (KMC) drive entrepreneurial orientation (EO), entrepreneurial finance (EF), and
entrepreneurial marketing (EM), thus providing an understanding of how micro-enterprises
strategically align their resources to maintain competitiveness under conditions of uncertainty. This
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strategic entrepreneurship model highlights the need for an adaptive knowledge-based approach
that enables micro-enterprises to remain agile in a rapidly changing environment.

Therefore, from a policy perspective, these findings underscore the importance of multi-level
mechanisms and support that enable micro-enterprises to enhance their strategic entrepreneurship
capabilities. The government should design policies that are able to bridge financial assistance, with
a focus on integrated support systems, such as the development of digital infrastructure, access to
entrepreneurship training, and incentives for business collaboration. Encouraging partnerships
between micro-enterprises, financial institutions, and innovation hubs can further enhance
knowledge transfer and long-term sustainability.

For practitioners, this study reinforces the importance of embedding strategic thinking into daily
operations, ensuring that decision-making processes incorporate both short-term market
responsiveness and long-term growth strategies. Industry stakeholders, including incubators,
business associations, and investors, should prioritize initiatives that support technology adoption,
business model innovation, and financial literacy to enhance micro-enterprise resilience. By applying
the strategic entrepreneurship model, small businesses can build more sustainable competitive
advantages, even in volatile economic conditions.

6.2. Limitations and Future Research

This research presents empirical evidence on how entrepreneurial strategies contribute to
strengthening business resilience (BR) in micro-enterprises; however, several limitations must be
acknowledged. First, the research focuses solely on culinary micro-enterprises in Bandung,
Indonesia, which may limit generalizability across different sectors and geographical contexts. Future
research should explore various industries and geographic contexts to enhance the generalizability
of these findings. Additionally, since this study employs a cross-sectional design, it only captures
data at a specific moment, making it difficult to analyze how strategic entrepreneurial behaviors
develop over time. Implementing a longitudinal approach would allow for a more comprehensive
examination of the dynamic processes that contribute to business resilience. Furthermore, this study
focuses primarily on the direct effects of knowledge management capability (KMC), entrepreneurial
orientation (EO), entrepreneurial finance (EF), and entrepreneurial marketing (EM) on business
resilience (BR), without incorporating potential mediating or moderating factors that could further
explain these relationships.
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