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As sustainable development has become a worldwide concern in dealing with tensions between economic development and
resource sustainability, green entrepreneurship as a potential solution is gaining popularity. ,is paper investigates the per-
ceptions of green policies and their impact on green entrepreneurial behavior. Furthermore, green self-efficacy is identified as a
psychological mechanism linking green entrepreneurship policies and green entrepreneur behavior and moral reflectiveness as a
boundary condition. Building on the policy acceptance model (PAM), the relationships between two policy perceptions and two
green entrepreneurial behaviors, the mediating effect of green self-efficacy, and the moderating effect of moral reflectiveness are
explored. Results support the mediation and moderation effects, implying that governmental institutions can strive to improve
entrepreneurs’ perceived usefulness and ease of use in terms of public policies to strengthen their engagement in green
entrepreneurial behaviors.

1. Introduction

Despite the rapid economic growth over the last several
decades, concern remains that the overexploitation of nat-
ural resources driven by human industrialization has been
causing degradation of the environment and ecological
system. Since a large part of the world’s economy depends on
the sustainability of natural systems [1], environmental
challenges such as pollution and deforestation will even-
tually threaten the viability of my economic systems [2–4].
Responding to these challenges, green entrepreneurship—a
form of enterprise development that takes into account
ecological and economic benefits—draws increasing atten-
tion from scholars and business entrepreneurs.

In a narrow sense, green entrepreneurship is considered
to deal with a start-up company that offers green products
and services in innovative ways. On the other hand, as green
entrepreneurs can also be present in established firms, green
entrepreneurship is widely defined as “an innovative,
market-oriented, and personality-driven form of value

creation through green innovations and products exceeding
the start-up phase of a company” [5]. In short, green en-
trepreneurship is a more recent type of entrepreneurship
model which is beneficial to both economic and ecological
development. ,e ultimate goal of green entrepreneurship is
to achieve sustainable economic development for human
society [6].

A close examination of green entrepreneurship suggests
a combination of various behaviors, including green vision,
engaging in green innovation, identifying green opportu-
nities, taking the risk, dealing with resources, decision-
making and problem-solving, and dealing with growth [7].
,e literature has shown that environment-related market
failures can motivate green entrepreneurial behaviors [8].
Because of the unique characteristics of many environmental
resources, they are often not easy to adapt to
market allocation, which leads to environmental market
failures [8]. As such, the key to achieving environmental
entrepreneurship lies in overcoming barriers to the efficient
functioning of markets for environmental resources. Among
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the alternative forces to stimulate green entrepreneurial
behavior are policies initiated by government agencies of
different levels [9, 10]. With legitimate authority and power,
government policies can accelerate the process of identifying
and analyzing green entrepreneurial opportunities and
engaging in green entrepreneurship. In fact, many gov-
ernments have issued policies to encourage and support
green entrepreneurial behaviors in recent years [11, 12]. For
example, Germany imposes a car tax on the amount of
harmful gases produced by cars. ,e French government
imposes an energy tax on companies to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions. [13] In China, the payment mechanism of
Environmental Services (PES) is one of the important
measures to address cross-border environmental pollution
problems [14]. Accordingly, numerous policy studies have
been conducted in a bid to understand the impact of gov-
ernment policies on green entrepreneurship, mostly from a
macro perspective [15–20], leaving the microbehavioral
consequences unexplored. Yet, the final success of green
entrepreneurship has to be achieved through entrepreneurs’
behavior.

However, implementing green policies successfully re-
quires more than the government’s authority. ,e positive
relationship between green entrepreneurship policy and
green entrepreneurial behavior is not guaranteed [21]. ,e
extant literature has reported that entrepreneurs’ positive
attitudes and intentions are predictors of green entrepre-
neurial behaviors, while not all policies will stimulate en-
trepreneurs’ positive attitudes toward green
entrepreneurship [22, 23]. ,erefore, a better understanding
of the cognitive mechanisms linking green entrepreneurship
policies and green entrepreneurial behavior is necessary.

In this study, we build on the policy acceptance model
(PAM) to explore the green entrepreneurs’ policy imple-
mentation process. Pierce and colleagues adopt the tech-
nology acceptance model (TAM) to PAM in their study of
the American health care policy acceptance [24]. Drawing
from the PAM framework, we identify green entrepreneur’s
policy perceptions (perceived ease of use and perceived
usefulness) as antecedents of their green self-efficacy, which
in turn results in their green entrepreneurship behaviors
(task-related and proactive green entrepreneurial behav-
iors). ,e PAM suggests that both policy perception vari-
ables are positively related to attitudes, thus influencing
green entrepreneurship behaviors [24]. However, a more
relevant variable on individuals’ cognition that motivates
performance is self-efficacy. ,erefore, green self-efficacy is
introduced as a meditation variable. In addition, I also
examine the boundary condition—entrepreneurs’ moral
reflectiveness—for the effects of policy perceptions. ,e
proenvironment idea or behavior is related to ethical values
since the sustainability of natural systems is beneficial to all
human beings. ,e concept model is shown in Figure 1.

,is study contributes to the literature on green en-
trepreneurial behavior in several ways. First, to my
knowledge, this is the first study extending the PAM to
understand green entrepreneurship policy acceptance.
Furthermore, to better understand the behavioral conse-
quences, we differentiate between task-related green

entrepreneurial behavior and proactive entrepreneurial
behavior. Last but not least, this study enriches the policy-
behavior relationship by including in the model a mediating
mechanism of green self-efficacy and a boundary condition
of moral reflectiveness.

2. Theoretical Foundation and
Research Hypotheses

2.1.+ePAMandGreen Self-Efficacy. A useful framework to
understand the adoption of policy change is the policy
acceptance model (PAM). PAM is an extension of the
original technology acceptance model (TAM), which at-
tempts to predict and explain technology acceptance and use
through the user’s particular beliefs [25]. Although the TAM
is designed to understand technology acceptance at first, it
has been successfully adopted to understand many other
kinds of acceptance processes. Zhang et al. extend the TAM
to the field of Green Human Resource Management [26].
Cho uses TAM to analyze the acceptance of digital adver-
tising policy [27]. ,e PAM focuses on the field of public
policy by including the traditional constructs of TAM and
additional variables in relation to the domain of policy
research. According to the PAM framework, policy accep-
tance and use are affected by attitude toward use, which is
shaped by perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness
[24]. Although these relationships seem to be self-evident at
first glance, little research has been done to apply the PAM
model to examine specific policies in the green area.
However, a study extended the PAM to analyze the impact of
cooperating green policies [28]. ,e findings of this study
confirmed the positive effects of employees’ policy per-
ceptions on workplace green behavior, which indicates the
possibility of adopting the PAM to the field of green public
policy or, more specifically, green entrepreneurship policy.

In the PAM framework, perceived ease of use is con-
sidered as the degree to which an entrepreneur believes that
following a particular green entrepreneurship policy will be
free of effort [24]. Accepting new policies is not always easy.
Entrepreneurs care about the effort they need to exert since
time and resources are limited and they cannot afford to take
too much risk. When an entrepreneur feels that following a
particular policy only requires little time and resources, his
or her level of perceived ease of use of policy will be high. In
addition, perceived usefulness is referred to as the extent to
which an entrepreneur believes that following a particular
green entrepreneurship policy will enhance his or her en-
trepreneurial performance [24]. Budiningsih et al. think that
entrepreneurs are the persons who pursue business success
[29]. Stefko et al. prove that they are motivated by the
improvement of entrepreneurial performance [30]. ,ere-
fore, they will perceive public policy from the perspective of
useless. Davis’s research suggests that both perception
variables noted above are positively related to attitudes [31].
Zheng proposes individual’s outcome perceptions/expect-
ations—for example, a perceived increase in resource cost
predicts their acceptance attitude [32]. Kallbekken et al.
realize the significance of expected effectiveness in influ-
encing attitudes toward behavior [33]. However, a more
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relevant variable on individuals’ cognition about performing
a certain task or behaviors is self-efficacy, which has been
neglected [34]. Self-efficacy refers to an individual’s own
judgment of capability to participate in a particular activity
to attain a particular goal [34]. Previous research reports that
higher self-efficacy is the result of environment evaluation.
[35]. ,erefore, it is very likely that PEOU and PU are
positively related to green self-efficacy.

We consider an entrepreneur’s green self-efficacy as his
or her own judgment of the capabilities to engage in green
entrepreneurship to achieve both environmental and eco-
nomic goals. When judging whether they are able to do
something, individuals not only assess their abilities based
on social experience and vicarious experience but also
compare their own abilities with those needed for a certain
activity [36]. In the process of green entrepreneurship, ca-
pabilities like green technological knowledge and green
creativity are all essential elements considered in the eval-
uation [38]. Moreover, green entrepreneurship policies re-
quiring companies to meet strict standards to protect the
environment even make the goal of green entrepreneurship
more difficult to reach. If entrepreneurs have to spare much
effort owing to such policies, they tend to view green en-
trepreneurship as challenging and arduous. Conversely, if
they perceive the policies to be easy to abide by, they are
likely to form high levels of self-efficacy regarding green
entrepreneurial endeavors.

On the other hand, green entrepreneurship policies do
not put forward only obligations and burdens. To encourage
green entrepreneurial adventures, some policies come with
resources and opportunities to help green entrepreneurs solve
problems and overcome barriers, which makes green entre-
preneurship easier. ,ese policies drive entrepreneurs to set
high expectations in their green entrepreneurial performance.
,erefore, we propose the following hypothesis.

H1. Entrepreneurs’ perceived (green entrepreneurship
policy) ease of use is positively related to their green self-
efficacy.

Albert Bandura argues that emotional arousal is one of
four main antecedents of self-efficacy [37]. Individuals are
more likely to expect success when they are not bothered by
negative arousal [37]. ,erefore, the profitable imple-
mentation of green entrepreneurship policy triggers positive
feelings like excitement, thus affecting green self-efficacy
positively. ,erefore, we propose the following hypothesis.

H2. Entrepreneurs’ perceived (green entrepreneurship
policy) usefulness is positively related to their green self-
efficacy.

,e cost-benefit paradigm from behavioral decision
theory can also explain the importance of perceptions when
studying green entrepreneur policy adoption progress. It
explains people’s choice-making through a process of a
cognitive trade-off between the effort required and the
benefit attained [38–40]. ,e least effort but the most re-
warding policy is the easiest and exciting to implement, thus
impacting entrepreneurs’ green self-efficacy.

2.2. +e Moderating Effect of Moral Reflectiveness. Green
entrepreneurial behaviors involve moral values and beliefs.
Previous studies have found that individuals who give
considerable thought to morality and moral matters will be
more committed to prosocial or proenvironmental behav-
iors [41–43]. Muhammad Abbas’ research shows that two
types of moral identity (internalization and symbolization)
are related to environmentally friendly behaviors [44]. Moral
reflectiveness helps an individual to care about morality. It is
considered an individual difference in the amount of morally
guided reflection people participate in concerning their daily
experiences and the extent to which they contemplate moral
issues in their daily life [42]. Previous studies have found that
moral reflectiveness has a direct impact on green behavior.,
Afsarl finds that moral reflectiveness partially mediated the
relationship between perceived CSR and employee pro-
environmental behavior [45]. However, it is also likely to act
as a boundary condition [46].

Human evaluation of themselves and their behavior can
be motivated by either intrinsic motivation or integrated
extrinsic motivation [47]. Intrinsic motivation is based on
people’s inherent tendency to positively engage in activities
to feel a sense of fulfillment. Moral reflectiveness belongs to
intrinsic motivation because even if an individual has no
benefit or pressure, he or she will do what is ethically and
morally right to feel a sense of meaningfulness. On the
contrary, extrinsic motivation refers to a tendency to par-
ticipate in activities leading to some separate outcome such
as reward, approval from others, or the avoidance of pun-
ishment. In this regard, policies that contain the public
expectation and corresponding rewards are extrinsic mo-
tivations [48]. In general, policy perception and moral re-
flectiveness function in vastly different ways in affecting
individuals’ evaluation of themselves and their behaviors.

Moral reflection and perceptions of green policy may
replace each other in motivating green self-efficacy. Entre-
preneurs with low moral standards are more concerned with
the instrumental values of policies.,erefore, they care more
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Figure 1: ,e concept model.
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about PU and PEOU. On the other hand, for entrepreneurs
with high moral standards, the instrumental values of these
policies become less relevant.

,erefore, when entrepreneurs are less morally con-
cerned, their perceptions of policy values (i.e., easy to use
and useful) can boost their self-efficacy in engaging in green
entrepreneurship behavior. When entrepreneurs have
strong moral reflectiveness, the influence of two green en-
trepreneurship policy perceptions on green self-efficacy will
weaken. Based on these arguments, we propose the following
hypotheses.

H3. Entrepreneurs’ moral reflectiveness moderates the
effect of perceived (green entrepreneurship policy) ease of
use on their green self-efficacy, such that the effect will
weaken as moral reflectiveness increases.

H4. Entrepreneurs’ moral reflectiveness moderates the
effect of perceived (green entrepreneurship policy) useful-
ness on their green self-efficacy, such that the effect will
weaken as moral reflectiveness increases.

2.3. Green Self-Efficacy and Green Entrepreneurial Behavior.
Prior studies believed that self-efficacy is an important
proximal determinant of human motivation, affect, and
action [49]. Previous studies have confirmed that self-effi-
cacy is positively related to entrepreneurs or entrepreneurial
behavior [34]. Zhao finds that the effects of perceived
learning from entrepreneurship-related courses, previous
entrepreneurial experience, and risk propensity on entre-
preneurial intentions were fully mediated by entrepreneurial
self-efficacy [50]. ,erefore, in the context of green entre-
preneurship, green self-efficacy is likely to be associated with
green entrepreneurial behavior.

In this study, we divide green entrepreneurial behavior
into task-related green entrepreneurial behavior and pro-
active green entrepreneurial behavior. Such division of green
entrepreneurial behavior is in line with a motivation theory.
Individuals are motivated by either extrinsic factors or in-
trinsic factors [46]. Task-related green entrepreneurial be-
havior is the proenvironmental behaviors stipulated by
extrinsic factors. For example, meeting particular standards
of products is a kind of task-related green entrepreneurial
behavior. In fact, as environmental degradation becomes
more severe, the government often requires entrepreneurs to
pay attention to ecological protection, society calls for social
responsibility of companies, and markets demand more
green services and products, all of which motivate green
entrepreneurial behavior [51]. However, proactive green
entrepreneurial behavior is motivated by intrinsic deter-
minants including entrepreneurs’ own beliefs, values, and
willingness. In fact, starting a green business can not only
save costs on the premise of ensuring product quality but
also build a good reputation among customers and improve
the core competitiveness of enterprises in the market [52].
Furthermore, except for gaining profits, some green en-
trepreneurs consider improvement of ecological sustain-
ability as one of company’s ultimate goals [53]. Such
entrepreneurs may proactively take entrepreneurial mea-
sures that even exceed government regulations regarding

environmental sustainability [54]. For example, ElonMusk’s
electric car product Tesla is committed to abandoning its
dependence on oil, while most governments simply require
automotive products to reduce energy consumption. For
entrepreneurs like him, green entrepreneurship behavior is
not only a business but also personal responsibility [54].

,ere is another reason why it is necessary to divide
green entrepreneurial behavior into two types. Green self-
efficacy may have different functions when impacting green
entrepreneurial behavior [34]. Flannery and May propose
that self-efficacy impacts not only one’s level of effort and
persistence on a specific task but also one’s choice of ac-
tivities [37]. A high level of self-efficacy expectations re-
garding performance in a specific behavioral setting leads
individuals to approach that setting, whereas low self-effi-
cacy expectations lead individuals to avoid that setting [48].
,erefore, for entrepreneurs who do not will to take green
actions, when they feel more confident about their ability to
respond to outside pressure, they will engage in stress re-
duction activities. However, if they lack self-efficacy, they
may avoid doing green entrepreneurial activities as much as
possible. ,erefore, self-efficacy predicts task-related green
entrepreneurial behavior.

H5. Entrepreneurs’ green self-efficacy is positively re-
lated to their task-related green entrepreneurship behaviors.

Besides, it was proposed that self-efficacy decreases the
anxiety of failure [34]. It may empower entrepreneurs to
actively participate in green entrepreneurship activities.
Besides, it was found that self-efficacy makes individuals feel
the success is easy to obtain [34]. ,erefore, they may set
higher goals and do more green activities than asked.

H6. Entrepreneurs’ green self-efficacy is positively re-
lated to their proactive green entrepreneurship behaviors.

3. Materials and Methods

To test the hypotheses proposed in this study, we collected
data from green technical entrepreneurs whose firms are
located in five high-tech science parks in central China.
Initial company background and contact information were
obtained through the administrative offices of the park,
based on which we selected 405 companies that focus on
research and new product development in environmental
consulting and service, green technology, clean energy
production, eco-agriculture technology, green infrastructure
building, etc. ,en, we contacted these companies via emails
and/or phone calls, with 294 agreeing to participate in the
study. ,e contact person of these potential participating
companies provided the e-mail address of either the founder
or a member of the entrepreneurial team, to which we sent
an online survey link. To increase the response rate, I also
sent several reminders to those who did not respond to the
survey. ,ere were 272 responses received, with 245 com-
plete cases that were then used in the final analysis.

In the final sample, there were 70% of males, 87.3% of
them had a bachelor’s degree or above, and their average age
was about 32 (SD� 7.31). ,e average company age was
about three (SD� 7.30), and the average size (number of
employees) was 30 (SD� 25.67).
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3.1. Measures. All measures adopted in the study were
translated and back-translated into Chinese. Adapting J. A.
Flaherty and M. Gavilia’s methods, we pay close attention to
the content, semantic, technical, criterion, and conceptual
equivalence of two languages to make sure the translation is
correct [55]. Respondents rated all items on a 7-point scale
ranging from 1, “strongly disagree”, to 7, “strongly agree.”
Both policy perception variables—perceived ease of use and
perceived usefulness—were measured with items adapted
from prior studies [24]. Specifically, six items were used to
rate perceived ease of use. A sample item is “implementing
changes in policies concerning green entrepreneurship will
be easy for me and/or my team” (α� 0.85). Another six items
were used to measure perceived usefulness. A sample item is
“the changes in the green policy would enable me to manage
my work behavior more efficiently” (α� 0.88).

(1) Green Self-Efficacy. ,is variable was measured with
four items adapted from prior studies [17]. A sample
item is “I can achieve most of the environmental
goals and perform effectively on environmental
missions” (α� 0.82).

(2) Moral Reflectiveness. Five items from prior studies
were adopted to rate respondents’ level of moral
reflectiveness [42]. A sample item is “I regularly
think about the ethical implications of my decisions”
(α� 0.86).

(3) Task-Related Green Entrepreneurship Behavior. We
developed three items based on Keogh and Polonsky
to measure task-related green entrepreneurial be-
havior [54]. A sample item is “I solve environmental
problems that have not been solved by turning en-
trepreneurial ideas into green products, technolo-
gies, and services.” (α� 0.846).

(4) Proactive Green Entrepreneurship Behavior. Simi-
larly, three items from prior studies were adopted to
measure proactive green entrepreneurial behavior
[56]. A sample item is “I frequently look at future
industry trends, understand green development
opportunities, and take early action to manage
change” (α� 0.889).

(5) Control Variables. I included respondents’ age,
gender (male� 0; female� 1), and education level as
demographic controls. In addition, I also controlled
for company size and age in line with previous
entrepreneurship research.

3.2. Analyses. Before testing for hypotheses, confirmatory
factor analyses were conducted to assess the discriminability
of the measures using Lisrel. Specifically, a six-factor model
with items loaded on their respective factors produced a
satisfactory fit (χ2� 475.78 [df� 309, p � 0.000), CFI� 0.97;
SRMR� 0.048; RMSEA� 0.047), which was significantly
better than two alternative models that combined either
two policy perception variables (χ2�1184.04 (df� 314,
p � 0.000), CFI� 0.86; SRMR� 0.09; RMSEA� 0.11)

or two green entrepreneurship behavior variables
(χ2� 710.70 (df� 314, p � 0.000), CFI� 0.94; SRMR� 0.061;
RMSEA� 0.072). Lastly, a single-factor model that all items
were loaded on one factor resulted in the worst fit
(χ2� 3108.62 (df� 324, p � 0.000), CFI� 0.55; SRMR� 0.15;
RMSEA� 0.19). Together, these results supported the hy-
pothesized six-factor model. Further tested hypotheses with
hierarchical multiple regression models enter main effects
first, followed by the interaction effects [57].,emoderation
effects were examined with grand-mean centered variables
[58].

,e materials and methods section should contain
sufficient detail so that all procedures can be repeated. It may
be divided into headed subsections if several methods are
described.

4. Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are reported in Ta-
ble 1, showing that most of the main study variables were
positively correlated with each other. For example, two
policy perception variables were correlated with green self-
efficacy, which in turn were correlated with two types of
green entrepreneurship behaviors.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 proposed two positive relationships
between policy perception and green self-efficacy. Table 2
represents the results of the regression models. Regarding
these hypotheses, Model 1 shows that both perceived ease of
use (β� 0.32, p< 0.01) and perceived usefulness (β� 0.30,
p< 0.01) were positively related to green self-efficacy, which
supported both hypotheses.

Next, we tested the two moderation effects proposed in
Hypotheses 3 and 4, which predicted that entrepreneurs’
moral reflectiveness would moderate the effects of perceived
ease of use and perceived usefulness on their green self-
efficacy. As shown in Model 2 of Table 2, the interaction
effects were both significant and negative (for perceived ease
of use×moral reflectiveness: β� −0.12, p< 0.01; for per-
ceived usefulness×moral reflectiveness: β� −0.11, p< 0.01),
indicating that policy perceptions had stronger effects on
green self-efficacy for those with lower levels of moral
reflectiveness.

Finally, we examined the associations of green self-ef-
ficacy with the two types of green entrepreneurship be-
haviors proposed in Hypotheses 5 and 6. As shown inModel
4, green self-efficacy was positively related to task-related
green entrepreneurship behavior (β� 0.26, p< 0.01); simi-
larly, Model 6 demonstrates a positive relationship between
green self-efficacy and proactive green entrepreneurship
behavior (β� 0.22, p< 0.01). In addition, for both task-re-
lated and proactive green entrepreneurship behaviors,
adding green self-efficacy into the model reduced the effect
size of both perceived ease of use and perceived usefulness,
suggesting that green self-efficacy partially mediates the
relationship between both policy perception variables and
green entrepreneurial behaviors. Taken together, these re-
sults supported all hypotheses.
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5. Conclusions

5.1. Discussion. As environmental issues have aroused the
government’s concern, recent years have witnessed the in-
crease of green entrepreneurship public policies. Green
entrepreneurial behavior is considered effective in sustaining
economic and environmental systems. ,e main purpose of
this research is to explore the process through which green
entrepreneurship public policy transforms into green en-
trepreneurial behavior. Based on prior literature and
frameworks about the acceptance of information systems
and policies [22–24], the PAM framework was adopted to
examine two policy perceptions, green self-efficacy, two
entrepreneurship behaviors, and moral reflectiveness as a
moderator. Results supported the mediated relationships
between policy perceptions, green self-efficacy, and behav-
ior. Furthermore, the positive relationship between policy
perceptions and green self-efficacy is moderated by

individual attributes of moral reflectiveness. In particular,
this study offers several important findings.

Firstly, consistent with the conclusions drawn by Pierce’s
studies, significant positive impacts of two types of per-
ceptions of green entrepreneurship policies (perceived ease
of use and perceived usefulness) on their green self-efficacy
were found [24]. ,e theoretical importance of perceived
usefulness and perceived ease of use as determinants of
recipients’ behavior is indicated by previous studies around
various kinds of acceptance processes. Zhang et al. find
Green Employee Behavior in China is affected by PU and
PEOU [26]. Cho proves that the acceptance of digital
advertising policy is greatly impacted by PU and PEOU [27].
Secondly, this study found positive relationships between
individuals’ green self-efficacy and their environmentally
friendly entrepreneurial behaviors, including task-related
green entrepreneurial behaviors and proactive entrepre-
neurial behaviors. It is in line with Bandura’s research that

Table 1: Descriptive statistics and correlations.

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 Mean SD
1 Gender 0.30 0.46
2 Age −0.091 31.74 7.31
3 Education 0.067 0.168∗∗ 2.31 0.81
4 Firm size −0.016 0.076 0.074 29.11 25.67
5 Firm age −0.119 −0.075 0.002 0.349∗∗ 2.94 1.83

6 Perceived
usefulness −0.081 0.031 −0.009 −0.073 0.028 (0.88) 5.72 1.60

7 Perceived ease of
use 0.011 −0.106 −0.058 −0.040 −0.180∗∗ 0.337∗∗ (0.85) 5.61 1.37

8 Green self-efficacy 0.060 0.059 0.013 −0.073 −0.079 0.368∗∗ 0.345∗∗ (0.82) 5.22 1.70

9 Moral
reflectiveness −0.103 0.034 −0.076 −0.069 −0.068 0.159∗ 0.169∗∗ 0.009 (0.86) 3.92 1.75

10
Task-related green
entrepreneurship

behavior
0.044 −0.037 −0.010 −0.013 0.006 0.301∗∗ 0.270∗∗ 0.369∗∗ 0.101 (0.85) 5.34 1.58

11
Proactive green
entrepreneurship

behavior
0.029 −0.062 0.023 −0.053 −0.052 0.304∗∗ 0.250∗∗ 0.303∗∗ 0.170∗∗ 0.546∗∗ (0.89) 5.27 1.80

Note. N� 245. Reliability values are presented in parentheses on the diagonal. ∗p< 0.05; ∗∗p< 0.01.

Table 2: Hierarchical regression results.

Variable
Green self-efficacy Task-related GEB Proactive GEB

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6
Intercept 4.54 (0.54)∗∗ 4.70 (0.52)∗∗ 5.25 (0.5)∗∗ 4.08 (0.59)∗∗ 5.54 (0.60)∗∗ 4.54 (0.67)∗∗
Gender 0.31 (0.22) 0.21 (0.21) 0.24 (0.21) 0.16 (0.21) 0.19 (0.24) 0.12 (0.24)
Age 0.02 (0.01) 0.02 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) −0.01 (0.01) −0.02 (0.02) −0.02 (0.02)
Education level 0.03 (0.12) 0.04 (0.12) 0.01 (0.12) 0.00 (0.12) 0.11 (0.14) 0.11 (0.14)
Firm size 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Firm age −0.01 (0.06) 0.01 (0.06) 0.04 (0.06) 0.04 (0.06) −0.02 (0.07) −0.02 (0.07)
Perceived usefulness (PU) 0.30 (0.07)∗∗ 0.30 (0.06)∗∗ 0.23 (0.07)∗∗ 0.15 (0.07)∗ 0.27 (0.07)∗∗ 0.21 (0.08)∗∗
Perceived ease of use (PEU) 0.32 (0.08)∗∗ 0.34 (0.08)∗∗ 0.22 (0.08)∗∗ 0.13 (0.08)† 0.18 (0.09)∗ 0.11 (0.09)
Moral reflectiveness (MR) −0.12 (0.06)∗ 0.04 (0.06) 0.06 (0.05) 0.12 (0.06)† 0.14 (0.06)∗
PU×MR −0.11 (0.03)∗∗
PEU×MR −0.12 (0.04)∗∗
Green self-efficacy 0.26 (0.06)∗∗ 0.22 (0.07)∗∗
R2 0.21∗∗ 0.30∗∗ 0.13∗∗ 0.19∗∗ 0.14∗∗ 0.17∗∗

Note. Table entries represent unstandardized coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. †p< 0.10; ∗p< 0.05; ∗∗p< 0.01.
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individuals with high self-efficacy will do more work and
work harder [37]. ,e partial mediate relationship of green
self-efficacy may be explained by PU and PEOU’s direct
impact on environmentally friendly entrepreneurial be-
haviors. Lastly, entrepreneurs’ moral reflectiveness inter-
acted with policy perceptions to affect their green self-
efficacy. ,e relationship between perception and self-effi-
cacy was stronger for those with low moral reflectiveness. It
can be explained by motivation theory that individuals’
actions are either influenced by intrinsic or extrinsic factors
[46]. To conclude, the results found in the paper can also be
explained by Bandura’s reciprocal determinism model,
which proposes that intrinsic factors like cognitive process
and outside environment operate as interacting determi-
nants that influence each other bidirectionally [34]. In this
paper, internal and external factors will interact to influence
green entrepreneurial behavior. To be specific, for entre-
preneurs who are willing to start green businesses, if they
lack external support or their inner self-efficacy is not high
enough, they will suspend their entrepreneurial plan. ,e
green entrepreneurship policy plays the extrinsic motivator
role to increase their inner self-efficiency level and further
prompts proenvironment entrepreneurial activities. How-
ever, with high moral reflectiveness, entrepreneurs are
willing to overcome various difficulties to act greenly even
when they lack confidence or outside support.

5.2. +eoretical Implications. ,is study contributes to the
green behavior literature in three important ways. Firstly, the
PAM was extended to the field of green entrepreneurship
public policy. We adopted the model and applied it at the
microlevel to explain how entrepreneurs’ perceived ease of
use and perceived usefulness of green entrepreneurship
policy deferentially influence their green entrepreneurial
behaviors. ,e main purpose is to unpack individuals’
psychological mechanisms when facing green entrepre-
neurship public policy.

Secondly, we extended the self-efficacy theory in the field
of green entrepreneurship. Self-efficacy can predict a lot of
behaviors. Houmann and Gavin prove that self-efficacy is
positively related to an individual’s creativity performance
[59]. However, it is the first time the mediated effects of
green self-efficacy between two kinds of policy perceptions
and green entrepreneurial behaviors have been examined
and confirmed.

,irdly, a framework for the study of green entrepre-
neurial behavior from a policy perspective was established.
,ere is not much research on green entrepreneurial mo-
tivation, and there is less research from the perspective of
macro policy. Previous research investigated motivators
such as market opportunities and personal characteristics in
explaining green entrepreneurial behaviors. ,is study ex-
tends these findings by showing that entrepreneurs’ per-
ceptions of green entrepreneurship policy (i.e., perceived
usefulness and perceived ease of use) significantly impact
their behaviors.

Fourthly, this paper divides green entrepreneurial be-
havior into task-related green entrepreneurial behaviors and

proactive entrepreneurial behaviors, which is in line with a
motivation theory. Task-related green entrepreneurial be-
havior is the behavior driven by extrinsic motivation, which
is influenced by extrinsic policy pressure. However, pro-
active entrepreneurial behavior is the behavior driven by
intrinsic motivation, which mainly depends on inner belief.

What’s more, the moderating effect of moral reflec-
tiveness was confirmed. Previous studies suggest that moral
reflectiveness may have a direct impact on green entre-
preneurial behavior. ,is research illustrates that individ-
uals’ personal values (moral reflectiveness) can moderate the
effects of their perceptions of green entrepreneurship public
policy on their green entrepreneurial behaviors through
their attitudes toward the policy.,is is also aligned with the
motivation literature that moral reflectiveness can function
as an intrinsic motivator to change their attitudes toward the
policy [60].

5.3. Practical Implications. Furthermore, our study has also
some practical implications. On the one hand, it helps green
entrepreneurship policymakers to make better policies. ,e
conclusion running through empirical research on policy
implementation is that the acceptance and adoption of new
policies are hard, as it is difficult for policymakers to predict
people’s perceptions and attitudes toward new policies. ,e
willingness to implement new policies can be influenced by
various factors largely beyond the reach of the policy, such as
social pressures and culture [21]. However, strengthening
people’s perceived usefulness and ease of use may signifi-
cantly increase the possibility of successful green entre-
preneurship policy implementation. On the other hand, this
research has demonstrated that sometimes entrepreneurs do
not only focus on their performance; he or she can be
motivated to conduct proactive entrepreneurial green
behaviors.

5.4. Limitations and Future Research. ,is study has also
some limitations which deserve to be considered in future
research. Firstly, the data came from a narrow demographic
population in China. ,is limit of the research also raises
questions about the standard of behavior in different
countries. Although we have carefully chosen a general
measure of green behavior that can apply to a variety of
countries or regions, future research may be fruitful to use
more representative samples to examine the process of green
entrepreneurship and public policy acceptance within a
particular country or region. Furthermore, this study did not
explore the factors that affect the two policy perceptions, so
the framework for studying green entrepreneurial behavior
from a macro policy perspective is not comprehensive
enough. Future research may be fruitful if other factors
affecting policy perceptions are taken into account, such as
knowledge level and age.
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