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Purpose. This paper investigates the multifaceted aspects of 
sustainability considered by social enterprises in selecting 
resources for social program management. It delves into the 
interplay among the three pillars of sustainability, social, eco-
nomic, and environmental, and their influence on the adop-
tion of collaborative social enterprise program management 
resources in Pakistan.
Design/Methodology/Approach.  In this study, a survey 
questionnaire approach was used. A total of 300 responses 
were received from the respondents working in Pakistan’s so-
cial enterprises. Data were gathered from project and program 
managers active in Pakistani social enterprises. Purposive and 
convenient sampling techniques were employed. The data was 
analyzed through partial least square structural equation mod-
eling (PLS-SEM) using the PLS 3.3 software.  
Findings. The study suggests that enterprises placing a high-
er emphasis on sustainability are more inclined to engage in 
green innovations. A notable correlation exists between the 
high valuation of economic and institutional sustainability 
and the propensity of investors to embrace green innovations.
Practical and Social Implications. This research highlights 
the emerging niche of integrating sustainability principles 
with project and program management practices, underscor-
ing the significant hurdles faced by managers in implementing 
these principles. Moreover, it reveals that collaborative social 
program management resources considerably impact the sus-
tainability dimensions within social enterprises.
Originality of the Study. This research makes a distinctive 
contribution by exploring the nature and impact of a novel 
program management resource, a collaborative social program 
management resource, and its association with sustainability.
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1. Introduction

Social enterprises (SE) have been key players in promoting sustainable 
and equitable development for many years. Further, this function has been 
highlighted in the context of industrialized nations’ local development 
processes, where SEs has been functioning as beneficial social innovation 
incubators, particularly in times of economic crises. However, their capac-
ity to have a social influence on the region and within the community is at 
the core of this mission (Tomei et al., 2024). In addition, the field of social 
enterprise research has grown dramatically over the last 20 years, with a 
particular emphasis on the establishment and expansion of these enter-
prise-based organizations, moreover, SE has seen significant expansion 
(Pless, 2012; Terjesen et al., 2012; Slitine et al., 2024).

To solve societal issues and promote sustainable development, social 
entrepreneurs have been instrumental. Furthermore, following worldwide 
patterns, commercial organizations, decision-makers, and academics are 
becoming more interested in and involved with SEs in developing nations 
was a realistic and promising solution to a variety of intricate and perva-
sive societal development issues (Gupta & Srivastava, 2021).

Although, numerous academicians and scholars have been inspired to 
delve into the vast and emerging topic of social entrepreneurship by its 
evolution. In one such study, more than 307 papers and works of literature 
on social entrepreneurship were gathered and examined. A cluster map 
resulting in 140 distinct definitions of a social enterprise was constructed 
(Alegre et al., 2017).  However, according to social enterprise alliance, an 
organization employing a market-based method to address a social or en-
vironmental issue qualifies as a SE (Social Enterprise Alliance, 2018). Be-
sides, Abu-Saifan (2012, 25) proposed the following definition in a study. 
“A social entrepreneur is a mission-driven person who, through an entre-
preneurial oriented entity that is financially independent, self-sufficient, or 
sustainable, uses a set of entrepreneurial behaviors to deliver social value 
to the less privileged.” However, SEs varies in their dedication to social 
and economic goals, resulting in a spectrum of outcomes, and it strives to 
balance the creation of social value with financial sustainability (Battilana 
et al., 2015; Stevens et al., 2015; Dacin et al., 2010). In addition, social en-
trepreneurship refers to the process of integrating resources in an innova-
tive way to explore and utilize entrepreneurial opportunities, realize social 
value, promote social change, and meet social needs (Yan et al., 2022).

Studies that establish a connection between social entrepreneurship and 
sustainability are becoming more popular in the nascent field of academic 
research on social entrepreneurship because of how crucial these concepts 
are (Kamaludin et al., 2021). Sustainability is defined as the shared respon-
sibility to optimize current resources and ensure a viable future for all and 
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a normative result that sustainable development need to achieve (Gime-
nez et al., 2012; Kleindorfer et al., 2005; Redman & Charles, 2014). As the 
globe faces more and more pressing environmental, social, and economic 
concerns, businesses are realizing that in order to secure long-term suc-
cess, they must incorporate sustainability concepts into their strategies and 
operations. (Adams & Nicholas, 2007; Eccles & Krzus, 2010; Lozano, 2015). 
In addition, the potential for financial and reputational gains, stakeholder 
expectations, and regulatory obligations are some of the drivers driving 
the adoption of sustainability indicators (Hahn & Kühnen, 2013; Van Mar-
rewijk, 2003). Besides, sustainability is characterized as a process aiming 
to foster a community that prioritizes natural resource conservation and 
promotes democracy (Gladwin et al., 1995). 

Beyond being merely a tool, sustainability represents a strategic means 
for businesses to contribute to the stewardship of human and natural re-
sources, enhancing the overall health of society and the economy (Mitch-
ell et al., 2007). Given the complexity of contemporary environmental and 
social issues, organizations are compelled to adopt innovative strategies 
and practices (Pope et al., 2004; Wilkins, 2003). In light of a growing global 
population, climate change, pollution, and natural resource depletion, sus-
tainability has become a foundational aim for modern enterprises (Boons 
et al., 2013). Organizations that support the triple bottom line (TBL), en-
compassing environmental, social, and economic aspects, operate sustain-
ably (Dao et al., 2011; Elkington, 1998). This study aims to forge a strategy 
that blends the diverse facets of sustainability within the framework of 
project management. By adopting this approach, the goal is to unearth the 
components that bolster sustainability efforts (Carvalho & Rabechini Jun-
ior, 2011). The convergence of sustainable development with project man-
agement principles has sparked interest from both practitioners and schol-
ars. Furthermore, it is posited that the application of project management 
principles can spearhead the creation of viable and enduring solutions to a 
broad spectrum of challenges (Silvius et al., 2013). 

Despite the priority for SEs to serve the community effectively, their 
financial sustainability remains a concern. Numerous studies have exam-
ined the impact of mission drift on SEs, yet further research is necessary to 
devise efficient management strategies for this challenge (Battilana et al., 
2015; Grimes, 2010; Smith et al., 2013; Staessens et al., 2019). However, the 
factors impacting the sustainability of SE remain relatively understudied; 
earlier studies focused on the role of dynamic capabilities and innovation 
in enhancing the sustainability of SE (Desiana et al., 2022). Besides, a study 
has also been conducted on how SE gradually transforms itself to better 
deliver on sustainable development and the mobilization of local citizens 
(Tomei et al., 2024). However, the influence of collaborative social resourc-
es on social enterprise is rarely explored in the developing country context, 
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like Pakistan, which is a gap that this study addressed. Therefore, the main 
goal of this study is to investigate how collaborative social program man-
agement resources affect the social, economic, and environmental sustaina-
bility aspects of social enterprises in Pakistan. Fundamentally, the purpose 
of this study is to provide a thorough response to the following important 
question: Do collaborative social program management resources influ-
ence the environmental, social, and economic sustainability elements of 
social businesses in Pakistan? 

The study presents a new way of looking at how to use outside networks 
and resources to improve the sustainability performance of social busi-
nesses by emphasizing the value of cooperative social program manage-
ment resources. This methodology not only broadens the current body of 
knowledge about sustainable project management, but it also offers useful 
perspectives for social businesses that aim to improve their sustainability 
outcomes. Furthermore, the study extends the discourse on sustainability 
in emerging economies by concentrating on the Pakistani context and pro-
viding pertinent implications for scholars, practitioners, and policymakers 
who are interested in the sustainability transformations of social businesses.

This introduction is followed by a thorough literature analysis in Sec-
tion 2, which establishes the foundation for the study’s theoretical frame-
work and hypotheses. In-depth information about the methodology used 
for data collection and analysis is provided in Section 3 of the study. Sec-
tion 4 presents the results, which offer empirical insights into how collabo-
rative social program management resources affect the sustainability fea-
tures of SE. In Section 5, these discoveries are discussed together with their 
practical consequences. The study’s conclusions are presented in Section 
6, which also summarizes the major findings and their implications for 
the field. In closing, Section 7 discusses the shortcomings of the present re-
search and suggests avenues for further investigation, laying the ground-
work for continued investigation in this important field of the study.

2. Empirical Literature Review

2.1 Collaborative Social Program Management Resource

The capacity to integrate both formal and informal social program man-
agement resources is a crucial element of a collaborative social program. 
It enables organizations to collect and interpret information from external 
sources, which can enhance their existing team and organizational resourc-
es (Tansley & Newell, 2007). According to Björk et al. (2011), networking 
activities significantly contribute to project success. Furthermore, Burns 
(2003) highlights that obtaining information from the external environ-
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ment allows organizations to acquire new knowledge and secure a com-
petitive advantage.

The collaborative social program management (PM) resource has been 
recognized as a novel capability essential for the success of nonprofit or-
ganizations within their sector. Unlike private entities, nonprofit missions 
face fewer restrictions in resource allocation (Reed et al., 2006). Moreover, 
case studies indicate the existence of two distinct types of collaborative so-
cial Program Management resources: formal and informal. These resources 
enable non-government organizations to orchestrate programs that serve 
community interests (Nanthagopan et al., 2016).

Given the competitive forces at play, organizations that depend solely 
on internal operations find themselves at a disadvantage (Liu & Liu, 2008). 
The ability to effectively leverage external knowledge is therefore pivotal 
for their continued viability (Grant, 1996; Liu & Liu, 2008). Through for-
mal avenues, such as project advisories, nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs) can reap benefits from the management of collaborative projects. 
Likewise, the capacity to extract insights from a range of informal exter-
nal interactions is often cited as an informal collaboration social resource 
(Nanthagopan et al., 2016). Engaging with various individuals and organi-
zations allows an entity to deepen its understanding of diverse work fac-
ets. This resource further facilitates the promotion of project marketing and 
development efforts (Nanthagopan et al., 2016).

2.2 Sustainability Dimensions

The concept of sustainability was first formulated in 1987 by the UN’s 
World Commission on the Environment and Development. It describes a 
process that enables society to satisfy the needs of the present generation 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own 
needs (Cassen, 1987). Sustainability is a comprehensive concept that en-
compasses environmental, social, and economic aspects. The notion of the 
Triple Bottom Line (TBL) is anchored in these dimensions (Dao et al., 2011; 
Elkington, 1998). Recognized as the triple bottom line, the environmental, 
economic, and social factors are essential for enduring sustainability (Choi 
& Ng, 2011; Vos, 2007).

The environmental dimension of the TBL emphasizes the sustainable 
use of natural resources and the promotion of renewable trends. Achieving 
this goal involves strategies to reduce the consumption of non-renewable 
resources and greenhouse gas emissions (Glavič & Lukman, 2007; Rug-
gieri et al., 2016). Innovations in technology and services aim to mitigate 
adverse environmental impacts, incorporating ecological processes and 
technologies such as waste management and recycling (Delai & Takahashi, 
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2011; Galdeano-Gómez et al., 2013; Pretty et al., 2011). For operations to be-
come more sustainable and resource-efficient, businesses are encouraged 
to adopt green technology and innovation (Galdeano-Gómez et al., 2013; 
Khan et al., 2016).

The TBL’s social dimension is dedicated to fostering and maintaining the 
human and social capital of the communities in which it operates (Dyllick 
& Hockerts, 2002). This aspect of sustainability involves improving quality 
of life, social integration, and ensuring equal access to education (Kiel et 
al., 2017; Littig & Grießler, 2005). It underscores the importance of the well-
being of individuals and communities, often described as the social dimen-
sion of management (Choi & Ng, 2011; Delai & Takahashi, 2011; Khan et 
al., 2016). Social sustainability addresses various operational dimensions 
of an organization, including its impact on the environment, human capi-
tal, and job creation (Galdeano-Gómez et al., 2013; Khan et al., 2016). It 
also encompasses the organization’s societal impact through social impact 
reports and corporate social responsibility initiatives (Elkington, 1998; 
Wood, 1991). This concept arises from common social challenges faced by 
organizations in socially driven projects (Barone et al., 2000; Dhaoui, 2014; 
Handelman & Arnold, 1999), influencing factors such as employee motiva-
tion (Drumwright, 1994) and the effectiveness of sustainability marketing 
efforts (Berens et al., 2005; Ellen et al., 2006). Through their actions, compa-
nies contribute to a more sustainable society and foster a shared sense of 
purpose among community members (Kim, 2018).

The economic dimension of the TBL pertains to an organization’s strat-
egy and operations, focusing on enhancing the supply chain to create value 
and manage costs (Bansal, 2005). Economic sustainability involves man-
aging the financial and environmental impacts of organizational activities 
(Svensson & Wagner, 2015; Wagner & Svensson, 2014). This domain, linked 
to a company’s financial performance and its external engagements (Sheth 
et al., 2011), is a prominent area of research. The current economic chal-
lenges heighten concerns about long-term viability and financial security 
among individuals and organizations (Choi & Ng, 2011). Sustainable de-
velopment considers a holistic approach to environmental, social, and eco-
nomic factors, necessitating integrated support and coordination to achieve 
these objectives (Bansal, 2005; Evans et al., 2017; Norman & MacDonald, 
2004). Despite the potential benefits of sustainability, organizations con-
tinue to grapple with the complexities of the TBL (Carrillo-Hermosilla et 
al., 2010; Kiel et al., 2017). 
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2.3 Sustainability in Project Management

Recognizing the multifaceted social, environmental, and economic con-
sequences of initiating and maintaining infrastructure projects has become 
crucial. The absence of a unified framework for the assessment and evalu-
ation of sustainability in projects is seen as an obstacle to effective analysis 
(Cole, 2005; Deakin et al., 2002; Thomson et al., 2011). Researchers empha-
size the importance of evaluating a project’s environmental impact as es-
sential for fostering a sustainable and stakeholder-responsive environment 
(Pope et al., 2004; Wilkins, 2003). Such evaluations are necessary to ensure 
transparency and guide all decision-makers involved in the project. These 
assessments should be performed openly and transparently (El-haram et 
al., 2007; Mathur et al., 2008; Thomson et al., 2011).

Despite the availability of key concepts and methodologies, the ap-
plication and quantification of sustainability principles pose significant 
challenges (El-haram et al., 2007; Singh et al., 2012; Thomson et al., 2011). 
For instance, the focus of greening tools must shift from merely achieving 
goals to realizing final objectives and outcomes (Gladwin et al., 1995). The 
unresolved technical and conceptual issues surrounding the implementa-
tion and measurement of sustainability principles highlight the need for 
continued development and adoption of sustainable practices and models 
(El-haram et al., 2007; Singh et al., 2012; Thomson et al., 2011). Moreover, 
the creation and evaluation of sustainable indicators are vital for achieving 
the objectives outlined in the Sustainable Development Agenda (Hardi et 
al., 1997).

The field of sustainable development, despite its extensive body of re-
search, still requires further investigation. This necessity stems from the 
complexities involved in measuring and managing the impacts on the envi-
ronment (Singh et al., 2012; Welsch, 2005). Sanchez (2015) suggests a meth-
odology that enables organizations to allocate resources more efficiently, 
aiming to meet their sustainability goals and objectives. Many companies 
have formulated strategies and mission statements that highlight the sig-
nificance of sustainable development. Yet, integrating these social and en-
vironmental considerations into their programs and initiatives remains a 
formidable challenge (Sarkis et al., 2012).

2.4 Theoretical Framework and Hypotheses Development

This study’s theoretical framework combines the Triple Bottom Line 
(TBL) framework with the Resource-Based View (RBV) framework to in-
vestigate how Collaborative Social Program Management Resources affect 
the sustainability aspects of Social Enterprises (SEs). Collaborative social 
program management resources are conceived of in this framework as 
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strategic assets that have the potential to improve an organization’s sus-
tainability in terms of its social, economic, and environmental aspects. The 
TBL paradigm highlights the significance of striking a balance between 
economic performance and social equality as well as environmental protec-
tion, while the RBV contends that a firm’s competitive edge is derived from 
the strategic management of rare and valuable resources. This integrated 
approach offers a fresh perspective on the contribution of cooperative re-
sources to the attainment of sustainability goals, especially in the context 
of SEs that must simultaneously uphold their financial sustainability and 
carry out their social missions.

According to this study, the three fundamental hypotheses help deter-
mine the complex relationship between social program management re-
sources and the sustainability dimensions within social enterprises, taking 
into account the extensive literature review conducted on the essential as-
pects of Collaborative Social Program Management Resources, Sustaina-
bility Dimensions, and their integration within Project Management. They 
are as follows:

H1: Social Program resources have a positive effect on the economic 
sustainability of SE.

H2: Social Program resources have a positive effect on the social sustain-
ability of SE.

H3: Social Program resources have a positive effect on the environmen-
tal sustainability of SE.

 Figure 1. Theoretical Research Framework
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The purpose of formulating these hypotheses is to add to the body of 
knowledge on project management techniques and sustainable develop-
ment by investigating the complex effects of collaborative social program 
management resources on the sustainability dimensions inside social busi-
nesses. This research aims to provide deeper understanding of how coop-
erative efforts and resources can be strategically exploited to improve the 
sustainability results of social businesses, especially in light of Pakistan’s 
dynamic socio-economic landscape, through empirical validation.

3. Methods 

3.1 Data Collection and Sampling

To methodically examine the influence of Collaborative Social Program 
Management Resources on the sustainability aspects of Social Enterprises 
(SEs) in Pakistan, this study used a quantitative research approach. The 
data was collected through an online survey questionnaire developed 
in Google docs and self-administered questionnaire. Through the use 
of a survey questionnaire, data collection from SEs included manag-
ers, coordinators, presidents, CEOs, monitoring and evaluation officers, 
program and project staff was accomplished. This ensured the acquisi-
tion of relevant and accurate information regarding their opinions and 
experiences. The duration of the data collection was during the year Feb 
2020 to October 2020 in all regions in Pakistan. In order to maximize re-
sponse rates and accommodate the preferences of all possible respond-
ents, a dual-mode strategy was selected. To ensure a thorough grasp 
of the phenomenon under research, 900 people working in Pakistan’s 
social business sector were given the questionnaires. 

However, in this study a total of 300 SEs participated. The SE includ-
ed in the study include categories such as education, healthcare, en-
vironmental conservation, poverty alleviation, livelihood, community 
development. These individuals represented a wide range of positions 
and responsibilities.  For the identification of SEs the outreach and re-
cruitment methods used to contact the SEs (e.g., industry associations, 
directories, referrals); however, a government registered directory is not 
available regarding SEs. According to a British Council report in 2016, 
there may already be as many as 448,000 social enterprises functioning 
in Pakistan. However, the researcher does not agree with this number 
due to the relatively small and unrepresentative sampling process. De-
spite this discrepancy, growth in the social enterprise sector in Pakistan 
is anticipated. With 300 valid answers obtained from the delivered sur-
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veys, the study had a response rate of about 33 percent. This sample size is 
considered enough for carrying out significant statistical analysis since it 
reflects the overall response trends seen in comparable studies conducted 
throughout the nation. As a result, they were a rich source of information 
about the sustainability effects of collaborative social program manage-
ment resources.

Purposive and convenient non-probability sampling approaches were 
incorporated in the sample procedure. With this strategy, the researcher is 
allowed to make sure that the respondents had the necessary training and 
expertise to give meaningful answers. The unit of research analysis is So-
cial enterprise in Pakistan, and has been established for over 5  years. The 
other criteria are that SE should be primarily based in Pakistan.  Organiza-
tion should be not for profit SE. The firm should be legally registered as 
a not for profit organisation and the primary goal is to carry out a social 
mission. 

3.2 Measurement and Instrumentation

A structured questionnaire was used as the assessment tool to gather 
information about the management resources of collaborative social pro-
grams and how they affect the social, economic, and environmental sus-
tainability of SEs. The questionnaire was split into two sections: scale-based 
questions about the study’s constructs and demographic data. To guaran-
tee the applicability and precision of the measures, the scales were taken 
from the body of existing literature and modified. For the scale-based ques-
tions, respondents were asked to indicate how much they agreed or disa-
greed with each statement using a five-point Likert scale that went from 
“1” (strongly disagree) to “5” (strongly agree). Before completing the ques-
tionnaire, potential respondents were offered screening questions to make 
sure they met the requirements. The following were the filter questions:  1. 
The organization has been in existence for over five years; 2. SE should be 
primarily based in Pakistan. 3. Organization should be not for profit SE. 
4. The firm should be legally registered as a not-for-profit organization.  5 
The primary goal is to carry out a social mission.  The variables, their items, 
and the references used to create the scale for this study are displayed in 
Table 1. Additionally, Table 2 provides a detailed description of previous 
research on the social program management resources. 
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Table 1. Total measurements 

S# Concepts Code Variables References Total 
Items

1 Collaborative
SMR1

Social PgM Resource
Coordination meeting 
with Govt bodies

Jugdev and 
Mathur (2006), 
Nanthagopan, et 
al., (2016), and Pact 
(1996)

11

SMR2 Advice from sponsors

SMR3 SE intra and consortium summits

SMR4 Programme official info dissemination

SMR5 PgM formal meeting

SMR6 Joint programme with partner Org. 

SMR7 Networking with stakeholders

SMR8 Beneficiary incorporation in program

SMR9 Programme social marketing

SMR10 Community of practice

SMR11 Community-level advocacy

2 Sustainability

Social sustainability
  

Tam, (2018), Silvius 
et al. (2013, 2016)

05

SS_socialsus1 Local labour and decent work

SS_socialsus2 Health & Safety conditions

SS_socialsus3 Development of the community

SS_socialsus4 Diversity & equal opportunity

SS_socialsus5 Human rights

Economic sustainability 05

ES_Ecosus1 Profitability for investors

ES_Ecosus2 Employment opportunity

ES_Ecosus3 Value for money

ES_Ecosus4 Donation/grants for Local SEs

ES_Ecosus5 Local area economic growth

Environmental sustainability  05

EnS_Envsus1 Supplier Know-how and partnership

EnS_Envsus2 Energy consumption and or pollution in 
programme implementation processes.

EnS_Envsus3 Energy consumption as programme 
design parameter

EnS_Envsus4 Water & pollution consumption as 
programme design parameter

EnS_Envsus5 Waste management in program design

Total Instrument of the Questionnaire 
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Source: Researcher own

Table 2. Social resources used in previous researches

 Social Resources Indicators  Studies
Project Advise from Govt Nanthagopan et al. (2016); Reilly (2013); Agg (2006); Coston (1998); 

Pact (1996); Salamon (1995); Lipsky and Smith (1990); OECD 
(1988); De Laat (1987); Thomas (1985)

Project Advisorr from Sponsors Nanthagopan et al. (2016); Low et al. (2001); Pact (1996); Berg 
(1993); Gray (1997); Godfrey et al. (2002)

Intra and consortium summits Nanthagopan et al. (2016)

Official Information Releases Nanthagopan et al. (2016); Ron et al. (2005); Pact (1996)

Formal interactions Nanthagopan et al. (2016); Steelcase Inc (2010); Shuya (2009); 
Rogers (1974)

Informal Interactions Delone, 2009; Meyer (1997); Pact (1996); Nanthagopan, Williams, 
and Page (2016); Alter and Hage, (1993).

 Linkage with Stakeholders Nanthagopan et al. (2016); Dalaibuyan (2010); Jugdev and Mathur 
(2006); Madon (1999).

Beneficiary Incorporation Nanthagopan et al.  (2016); Pact (1996)
Project Marketing Nanthagopan et al. (2016); Jackson and Smith (2014); Rothschild 

and Milofsky (2006); Pact (1996).

The community of Practice 
through Online Social Networks

Nanthagopan et al. (2016); Briones et al. (2011); Hird (2010); Waters 
(2009); Waters et al. (2009); Kent (2008); Eyrich et al. (2008); Jugdev 
and Mathur (2006); Christ (2005); Kent and Taylor (1998); Bortree 
and Seltzer (2009.

Community-level advocacy Pact (1996) 

3.3. Demographics 

A further look at the sample’s demographics, as illustrated in Figure 2, 
indicates that the social entrepreneurs prioritize service delivery, with 75.5% 
of their workforce providing services and 24.5% delivering physical goods. 
The geographic representation was distributed over a number of regions, 
with the highest concentrations in AJK (28.5%) and Islamabad (26.2%) and 
the lowest concentrations in Punjab (2.2%), KP (11.3%), and Sindh (11.9%). 
This geographic diversity guarantees a thorough comprehension of the sus-
tainability consequences in a variety of locations. With 43.4% of the firms 
administering less than two programs and a smaller percentage (3.0%) in-
volved in nine or more programs, the enterprises also demonstrated a broad 
spectrum of programmatic engagement across the sector.

A significant proportion of the social firms surveyed (23.8%) had be-
tween 100 and 149 employees, notwithstanding the wide range of organi-
zational sizes among them. This implies that the majority of the sector’s 
businesses are mid-sized, but the entire range of employee counts, from 
less than 10 to 250–300, highlights the organizational diversity of the in-
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dustry. The age distribution of these businesses further demonstrated their 
established presence in the industry; of them, 57.9% had been in operation 
for more than 20 years, while the remaining businesses had been in opera-
tion for less than five years to between 11 and 20 years, indicating a mix of 
recently founded and established businesses in the social enterprise space.

Gender diversity in the sector is indicated by the study’s finding that 
the gender distribution within these businesses is primarily male (71.5%), 
with women making up 28.5% of the total. It is also clear that there is a 
wide range of age groups represented, with 45.0% of participants being 
between the ages of 25 and 34 and 34.4% being between the ages of 35 
and 44, respectively. This indicates that a younger demographic is active 
in social businesses. In addition, there was a wide range of experience 
among the respondents; notably, a sizable portion (57.3%) had between 0 
and 5 years of experience, suggesting a relatively new viewpoint in the in-
dustry. The majority of the people working in these social enterprises had 
higher education backgrounds; 49.7% of them had a Master’s degree and 
26.8% a Bachelor’s degree, showcasing a well-educated workforce. Ad-
ditionally, the positions that respondents hold within their organizations, 
from CEOs/Owners (2.6%), to Program Managers (19.5%) and a variety 
of other positions like Program Coordinators (23.8%) and Program Field 
Staff (17.5%), also demonstrate the range of leadership styles and areas of 
expertise that are present in the industry. The wide range of functions that 
social enterprises play highlights the intricacy of these businesses and the 
various strategies they use to fulfill their social missions.

One of the most important factors for these businesses was finan-
cial support; 95.4% of them had funding. In order to maintain the 
numerous projects and programs targeted at making a social impact, 
funding is essential. As a result, the sample distribution used in the 
study not only offers an overview of the situation of social enter-
prises in Pakistan today, but it also creates a solid basis for future 
research into the effects of cooperative social program management 
on sustainability. This study provides important insights into the dy-
namics of sustainable practices within the social enterprise sector by 
illuminating the diversity of enterprises contributing to the sustain-
ability discourse, as evidenced by the differences in operation size, 
geographic location, program involvement, organizational age, and 
financial backing. 



152



153

Figure 2. Demographic Distribution of Social Enterprises in the Study

3.4. Data Analysis Methods/Tests

The study employed Smart PLS Version 3.3 software for data analysis, 
enabling a thorough investigation of the correlations among the variables 
under investigation via confirmatory factor analysis and structural model 
evaluation. In order to confirm the validity and reliability of the constructs, 
the analysis concentrated on assessing the measurement model for conver-
gent and discriminant validity. Furthermore, an analysis of the structural 
model was conducted to verify the conjectures regarding the connections 



154

between the sustainability aspects of SEs and the management resources 
for collaborative social programs. In order to ascertain the effectiveness 
of the collaborative resources in impacting the results of economic, social, 
and environmental sustainability within the setting of Pakistani social 
businesses, this required evaluating the predictive relevance (Q2) and the 
model fit (SRMR).

4. Results 

4.1 Modeling of Structural Relationships (SEM)

Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) stands 
out as a pivotal method for deciphering complex models and the interrela-
tions between underlying constructs, providing a robust framework for 
validating academic theories (Hair et al., 2017). Originating from the pio-
neering work of geneticist Sewall Wright in 1921, its capacity to uncover 
causal correlations among variables has revolutionized its application in 
quantitative research, making it particularly valuable for probing theoreti-
cal constructs within social and behavioral sciences (Worthington & Whit-
taker, 2006). The distinction between Variance-Based SEM (PLS-SEM) and 
Covariance-Based SEM (CB-SEM), the former being celebrated for its ver-
satility in handling complex models and non-normally distributed data, 
underscores PLS-SEM’s critical role in researching complex, multifaceted 
environments (Henseler et al., 2009).

In the context of this study, employing PLS-SEM offers significant ben-
efits, chiefly due to its proficiency in analyzing the intricate relationships 
among various dimensions of sustainability. The method’s adaptability 
is instrumental in managing the diversity and volume of data, ensuring 
the delivery of reliable insights without the prerequisite of extensive data-
sets. Moreover, PLS-SEM’s predictive precision is essential for elucidating 
the nuanced connections within the theoretical framework, affirming the 
method’s suitability despite potential criticisms. Its efficacy in accommo-
dating non-normally distributed data further validates the choice of PLS-
SEM, establishing it as an indispensable tool in navigating the unique chal-
lenges presented by the study’s objectives.

4.1.1 Partial Least Squares Path Modeling (PLS-SEM)

Henseler et al. (2017) and Becker et al. (2023) describe Partial Least 
Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) as a robust sta-
tistical approach that employs both an inner and an outer model to 
analyze data. The inner model, or structural model, leverages exist-
ing literature to establish the relationships between different vari-



155

ables, providing a theoretical framework for how these variables 
interact with each other. Conversely, the outer model, also known 
as the measurement model, is where the hypothesized relationships 
between observed variables and their underlying latent constructs 
are defined and tested. 

Table3. Measurement Model

Construct Item Code Load-
ings

Outer 
weight

Cronbach 
Alpha

Rho CR AVE

Collaborative social resources 0.969 0.982 0.973 0.781

SMR1 0.862 0.097

SMR11 0.872 0.106

SMR2 0.889 0.086

SMR3 0.894 0.088

SMR4 0.900 0.138

SMR5 0.900 0.151

SMR6 0.891 0.133

SMR7 0.893 0.136

SMR8 0.896 0.101

SMR9 0.838 0.093

Economic Sustainability 0.886 0.922 0.915 0.682

ES_Ecosus1 0.742 0.125

ES_Ecosus2 0.866 0.333

ES_Ecosus3 0.862 0.250

ES_Ecosus4 0.831 0.261

ES_Ecosus5 0.823 0.227

Environmental Sustainability 0.930 0.943 0.946 0.78

EnS_Envsus1 0.877 0.224

EnS_ Envsus2 0.889 0.244

EnS_ Envsus4 0.861 0.160

EnS_ Envsus5 0.903 0.270

EnS_ Envsus3 0.884 0.230

Social Sustainability 0.946 0.956 0.959 0.823

SS_socialsus1 0.915 0.223

SS_socialsus2 0.907 0.260

SS_socialsus4 0.889 0.196

SS_socialsus5 0.914 0.235

SS_socilsus3 0.911 0.188

Note: SMR 10 has been removed due low loading
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This dual-model structure of PLS-SEM makes it an indispensable tool in 
empirical research, allowing for a thorough exploration and dissection of 
the intricate web of interactions among variables. By integrating these two 
models, PLS-SEM offers researchers a comprehensive method for investi-
gating complex relationships, enhancing our understanding of the dynam-
ics at play within various research domains.

I. Measurement Model (Outer Model)

In the measurement model assessed using Smart PLS Version 3.3, the 
confirmatory factor analysis focused on evaluating both convergent and 
discriminant validity, revealing significant insights into the model’s reli-
ability and construct validity. The first table showcases the Average Vari-
ance Extracted (AVE) ranging from 0.682 to 0.823 for each latent variable, 
surpassing the minimum acceptable threshold of 0.5, as suggested by For-
nell and Larcker (1981). This indicates a strong level of convergent validity, 
demonstrating that each construct significantly reflects its associated indi-
cators. Moreover, factor loadings and composite reliability all exceeded the 
benchmark of 0.7, while Cronbach’s alpha and rho A values also surpassed 
this critical point, indicating a high level of internal consistency and reli-
ability across the measurement constructs (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). 
Such results underscore the robustness of the constructs, confirming their 
adequacy in capturing the essence of the underlying phenomena being 
studied.

Table 3, therefore, plays a pivotal role in illustrating the strength and ap-
propriateness of the measurement model. The data presented highlight not 
only the reliability of each construct within the study but also the rigorous 
methodological approach undertaken to ensure these constructs accurately 
measure what they are intended to. This meticulous evaluation forms the 
cornerstone of the study’s empirical analysis, laying a solid foundation for 
the subsequent examination of the relationships between constructs within
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Figure 3. Measurement Model 

 the broader structural model. The attention to detail in exceeding the 
established benchmarks for factor loadings, composite reliability, and va-
lidity measures provides a high level of confidence in the subsequent find-
ings derived from this model. Whereas fig. 3 shows the factor loadings and 
path coefficient of the study.

 i. Discriminant Validity

The discriminant validity assessment, Table 4 delineates the unobserved 
variable correlation and the square root of AVE for each construct, fulfilling 
the criteria for discriminant validity. This analysis demonstrates that each 
construct is sufficiently distinct from the others, as evidenced by the square 
root of the AVE being greater than the inter-construct correlations, align-
ing with the standards set by Chin (1998) and Fornell and Larcker (1981). 
This distinctiveness is crucial for affirming that each construct captures a 
unique aspect of the phenomenon under investigation without significant 
overlap with other constructs, ensuring the clarity and specificity of the 
constructs within the model.
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  Table 4. Discriminant validity (Unobserved variable correlation Sq. root AVE)
C Social Res Eco Sus Envir Sus Social Sus

C Social PgM Res 0.884

Eco Sus 0.166 0.826

Envir Sus 0.159 0.309 0.883

Social Sus 0.203 0.091 0.031 0.907

 
Table 5, presenting the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT), further 
corroborates the discriminant validity of the model. The HTMT val-
ues do not exceed the recommended threshold of 0.85, reinforcing 
the distinctiveness of the constructs. This finding is vital for the mod-
el’s validity, confirming that the relationships modelled are between 
truly distinct constructs rather than variations of a single construct. 
The successful validation of discriminant validity through both the 
second and third tables not only enhances the credibility of the meas-
urement model but also reinforces the integrity of the study’s overall 
structural analysis, ensuring that the complex relationships explored 
are based on accurately defined and distinct constructs.

Table 5. HTMT (Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio)
C Social Res Eco Sus Envir Sus                     Social Sus

C Social PgM Res

Eco Sus 0.161      

Envir Sus 0.158 0.340    

Social Sus 0.200 0.101 0.065  

II. Structural Model 

Table 6 and Figure 4 illustrate how the structural model of this study, 
which was examined using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 
Modeling (PLS-SEM), includes a thorough validation of multicollinearity 
among independent variables, a crucial first step. By use the Variance Infla-
tion Factor (VIF) statistics, it was verified that every VIF value was below 
the cutoff of 5, following the recommendations of Cassel et al. (1999) and 
Martínez-Navalón et al. (2019). This ensured that there were no problems 
with multicollinearity that could skew the analysis. In addition, the pre-
dictive power of the model was assessed; the R-squared values for social, 
environmental, and economic sustainability were found to be 0.41, 0.25, 
and 0.28, respectively. These figures support the findings of Henseler et al. 
(2009) by showing a strong influence of independent factors on dependent 
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ones. According to Loureiro (2014), the predictive relevance demonstrated 
by Q2 results (0.312, 0.342, and 0.346) validates the model’s effectiveness 
in forecasting results. Furthermore, a satisfactory match between the mod-
el and the observed data was indicated by the model fit index, or SRMR 
(Standardized Root Mean Square Residual), which was determined to be 
0.073. This value is well within the acceptable range of less than 0.80 as 
recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999).

Table 6.  Values of R2, VIF, Q2, F2 and SRMR

Construct R2 Adj. R2 VIF Q2 f2 SRMR

Eco Sus 0.28 0.24 2.22 0.312 0.28

0.073Envir Sus 0.25 0.22 2.89 0.342 0.25

Social Sus 0.41 0.38 3.23 0.346 0.43

Fig. 4 Structural Model (Path coefficient and T statistics)

Table 7 presents the findings of the structural model, which further 
demonstrate the important impact of collaborative social program manage-
ment resources on several sustainability parameters. With path coefficient 
values for social, economic, and environmental sustainability standing at 
0.166, 0.157, and 0.203, respectively, the analysis supported the proposed 
hypotheses H1, H2, and H3. These coefficients support the structured hy-
potheses of the study by highlighting the beneficial and significant effects 
these resources have across sustainability aspects along with their related 
T values (2.321, 2.286, and 3.056).       
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Table 7.  Hypothetical Paths

Hypothesis Relationships Beta Mean SE t-Value Pvalue Decision

H1 CSMR -> ECOSUS 0.166 0.182 0.072 2.321 0.020 Accept

H2 CSMR -> ENVSUS 0.157 0.169 0.069 2.286 0.022 Accept

H3 CSMR -> SocialSUS 0.203 0.209 0.066 3.056 0.002 Accept

 
Essentially, the structural model emphasizes how important collaborative 
social program management resources are to improving organizational 
sustainability practices. The study firmly validates the predicted beneficial 
effects across economic, environmental, and social sustainability by care-
fully verifying the model’s integrity through tests on multicollinearity, pre-
dictive power, and model fit. These results highlight the importance of co-
operative approaches in promoting sustainable development goals and not 
only validate the theoretical framework put forth at the outset but also add 
insightful empirical evidence to the discourse on sustainability practices.

5. Discussion 

In the context of Pakistani social enterprises, the study presents a novel 
theoretical framework that explores the multifaceted connection between 
the social, economic, and environmental dimensions of sustainability and 
the adoption of collaborative social program management resources. This 
study is unique in that it looks at how collaborative resources affect sus-
tainability results from the perspective of project management within so-
cial enterprises and sustainability. The goal of the study is in line with the 
more general goals of incorporating sustainability into an organization’s 
daily operations, especially in developing nations like Pakistan. The paper 
provides empirical data on how collaborative social program management 
resources affect the sustainability dimensions inside social enterprises by 
evaluating three hypotheses.

First, the study proposed that the economic sustainability of social en-
terprises (SEs) is positively impacted by social program resources. The re-
sults validated this prediction by demonstrating a noteworthy correlation 
that emphasizes the use of cooperative resources in strengthening the sus-
tainability’s economic pillars. This is consistent with research by Bansal 
(2005), who highlighted how corporate sustainable development plans 
change over time. Moreover, Kleindorfer et al. (2005)’s discussion of the 
significance of sustainable operations management highlights the role that 
innovative practices play in boosting economic sustainability, adding to 



161

the ongoing conversation about the economic aspects of sustainability in 
the social enterprise sector.

Secondly, the study that examined how social program resources affect-
ed SEs’ social sustainability produced encouraging findings, supporting the 
theory that cooperative resources improve social sustainability. This find-
ing implies that social companies that use collaborative management tech-
niques will be more successful in achieving their social goals. The results 
are consistent with the literature’s emphasis on the value of social capital 
and cooperative networks in accomplishing social sustainability objectives. 
For instance, according to the study of Battilana et al. (2015), productive 
tensions in hybrid organizations such as social enterprises. By highlighting 
the concrete advantages of cooperative social program management on the 
social fabric of the communities that social businesses serve, this study adds 
to the body of knowledge and validates the findings of previous research on 
the significance of social capital and collaborative networks.

Thirdly, the study’s findings supported the research’s hypothesis, 
which held that social program resources have a positive effect on SEs’ 
environmental sustainability. This emphasizes how important it is for so-
cial enterprises to use collaborative management techniques to encourage 
environmental stewardship. The potential for social businesses to make a 
substantial contribution to environmental sustainability objectives through 
creative program management techniques is shown by the positive associ-
ation found between collaborative social program management resources 
and environmental sustainability. This conclusion is especially pertinent 
to Pakistan, where creative solutions are required for sustainable growth 
due to environmental issues. Ruggieri et al. (2016), who talked about the 
meta-model of inter-organizational cooperation for the shift to a circular 
economy, repeated this. The findings of the research emphasize the critical 
role that cooperative management techniques play in encouraging ecologi-
cal responsibility among social enterprises and highlight the substantial 
contributions that creative program management techniques have the po-
tential to make to environmental sustainability goals.

6. Implications of the Study

By presenting a novel paradigm that combines the sustainability di-
mensions with collaborative social program management tools, the study 
makes a substantial theoretical contribution. By highlighting the mutually 
beneficial relationship between cooperative efforts and sustainable de-
velopment, this theoretical contribution enhances the body of knowledge 
already available on sustainability and project management in social en-
terprises. It emphasizes how important it is to comprehend sustainability 
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holistically, taking into account social, economic, and environmental fac-
tors. This is essential for both thorough comprehension and practical appli-
cation. This strategy invites more investigation into the interdependence 
of these factors and the possible trade-offs and synergies while pursuing 
sustainability goals in the particular setting of social businesses.

In practical terms, the study’s conclusions highlight how crucial it is 
to implement cooperative social program management tools in order to 
improve social enterprises’ sustainability performance. This elucidates a 
crucial approach for social companies, especially those operating in de-
veloping nations such as Pakistan, to harness external connections and co-
operative efforts to tackle sustainability obstacles. Social companies can 
strategically participate in collaborative relationships that transcend tradi-
tional organizational boundaries by using the practical insights offered by 
this study as a guide. Through this approach, organizations can leverage 
an expanded network of resources, know-how, and proficiency, leading to 
creative resolutions to sustainability issues and augmenting their influence 
on the social, financial, and ecological fronts.

This study emphasizes the vital role that managers and leaders play in 
creating an organizational culture that actively seeks and supports sustain-
ability through teamwork. It is recommended that managers acknowledge 
the strategic significance of collaborative social program management re-
sources and establish policies that enable cross-sector collaborations and 
information sharing. In order to do this, a collaborative project manage-
ment environment must be established, trust must be built between part-
ners, and competencies supporting collaborative project management 
must be developed. Additionally, managers must strike a balance between 
their obligations to the social and environmental sphere and the pursuit 
of economic viability. This is a difficult undertaking that calls for creative 
problem-solving and flexible management techniques. The study’s conclu-
sions highlight the necessity of a proactive and strategic approach to har-
nessing collaborative resources for sustainable growth and provide man-
agers with insights into how to successfully integrate sustainability into 
organizational processes.

7. Conclusion

The exploration of the Resource-Based View (RBV) in elucidating organ-
izational activities highlights its adaptability and significance in fostering 
innovative development within not-for-profit sectors, particularly social 
enterprises operating amidst uncertain environments (Kogut & Zander, 
2003). This study’s investigation into the novel program management re-
source, Collaborative Social Program Management (Collaborative Social 
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PgM), reveals its pivotal role in enhancing the tripartite sustainability di-
mensions, economic, social, and environmental, within social enterprises. 
The capacity of Collaborative Social PgM to harness external knowledge 
through expansive networks marks a crucial strategy for social enterprises 
to amplify their sustainability efforts, by facilitating the acquisition and in-
ternal generation of essential resources, including information, skills, tools, 
and practices.

The empirical findings underscore the substantial impact of collabora-
tive efforts on sustainability outcomes, advocating for the integration of 
stakeholders across public and private sectors to navigate external uncer-
tainties. This approach not only expands the research paradigm beyond 
traditional stakeholder management techniques but also proposes a spec-
trum of network-based engagement strategies aimed at mutual benefit. It 
underscores the opportunity for organizations to augment their sensing 
and scanning capabilities, thereby responding more adeptly to the unpre-
dictable needs of their clientele (Jugdev et al., 2011).

In the context of Pakistani social enterprises, the study’s novel theoreti-
cal framework melding collaborative social program management with 
sustainability’s core pillars offers a significant contribution to the discourse 
on sustainability in social enterprises. The empirical evidence provided not 
only validates the framework but also highlights the indispensability of col-
laborative efforts in bolstering social enterprises’ sustainability performance 
across economic, social, and environmental facets. This underscores the 
transformative potential of collaborative strategies in addressing sustain-
ability challenges, particularly within emerging economies like Pakistan.

Furthermore, this research broadens our comprehension of the dynamics 
between project management practices and sustainability outcomes, pro-
viding a blueprint for achieving sustainability goals in resource-constrained 
settings. The insights derived from this study bear significant implications 
for practitioners, policymakers, and scholars, laying the groundwork for fu-
ture endeavors aimed at integrating sustainability into the operational core 
of social enterprises. Through embracing collaborative strategies, social en-
terprises can navigate sustainability complexities, fostering innovation and 
catalyzing positive change within their communities and beyond.

7.1 Limitations and Future Directions

While this study gives valuable insights into the sustainability practices 
of Pakistani social enterprises, it is not without limitations. One of the main 
limitations is the research’s geographic emphasis, which is limited to social 
enterprises in Pakistan. The findings may not apply to social entrepreneurs 
operating in other cultural, economic, or environmental contexts due to 
this geographic restriction. In addition, the study’s data collection from a 
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certain subset of social companies may not adequately represent the vari-
ety of approaches and difficulties present in the industry as a whole.

The study’s methodological approach, which prioritizes quantitative 
analysis, is another source of constraint. The qualitative subtleties of the 
links between collaborative social program management resources and 
sustainability characteristics may not be fully captured by this approach, 
despite the fact that it offers insightful statistical information. To learn 
more about the mechanisms through which collaboration affects sustain-
ability outcomes in social enterprises, future research could benefit from 
using qualitative methodologies like case studies or in-depth interviews.

Future studies could go in a number of interesting areas. Examining 
how technology promotes cooperative social program management and 
how it affects sustainability results is one approach. Considering how 
quickly digital tools and platforms are developing, it could be vital to look 
into how technology can improve sustainability and teamwork in social 
companies. Further research might also look at how institutional support 
and policy frameworks affect the uptake and efficiency of collaborative 
practices in social enterprises. The creation of more hospitable conditions 
for sustainability-oriented collaboration in social businesses may be aided 
by an understanding of the interactions between institutional support, pol-
icy, and collaborative techniques. Finally, comparative research in various 
cultural and economic contexts may provide a deeper comprehension of 
the generalizability and particularity of the results, advancing the global 
discussion on sustainability in social enterprises.
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