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Abstract: The purpose of the study is to predict the intention and behavior towards environmentally
friendly businesses (EFB) among low-income families in rural Peninsular Malaysia within the framework
of the theory of planned behavior (TPB). Data were collected from 420 low-income household heads
through structured interviews. The results reveal a significant impact of environmental concern (EC) and
eco-literacy (EL) on the attitude towards the environment (ATE); normative belief (NB) and motivation
(MO) on subjective norms (SUN); and skills and knowledge (SK) on perceived behavioral control
(PBC). Additionally, there was a positive and statistically significant effect of ATE, SUN, and PBC on
the intention towards environmentally friendly business (ITEFB) and the ITEFB on environmentally
friendly business adoption behavior (EFBAB). This study provides empirical evidence with a proposed
research model to address the environmental issues through improving the socioeconomic condition
of low-earner families. The Malaysian government and relevant agencies should focus on improving
EL, EC, MO towards EFB, and the SK regarding EFB among the low-income households.
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1. Introduction

The poverty level and inequality in income distribution in Malaysia have been ignored due to
rapid economic growth, and the reduction of overall inequality has not been pursued and monitored
as a main objective of the national politics [1]. For national poverty statistics, research carried out by
Abdullah [2], who used three measures of the poverty lines, noted that the official income of the poverty
line is too low, which underestimates the extent of poverty in Malaysia. Lee and Khalid [1] highlighted
that there is a rising trend in the inequality of earning in both the private and public sectors in Malaysia
despite the rapid economic growth. Saari, Dietzenbacher, and Los [3] reported the increase of inequality
in the distribution of income across rural and urban areas, as well as skilled and unskilled workers in
Malaysia. Recently, the focus has been on the poorest 40% of the population, as enhancement in the
household’s living standards in this segment has lagged behind in addressing inequality in income
distribution. It is therefore crucial to examine the income generating alternatives for the low-income
rural households in Malaysia, which is in line with the government’s recent initiatives to reduce
poverty and improve the income of low-income households.
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The rapid economic growth in Malaysia is accompanied by social inequality and environmental
degradation [4]. Moreover, climate change is widely considered as the leading threatening environmental
problem [5]. There are many climatic environmental problems, such as global warming, changes of climatic
pattern, environmental degradation, ozone depletion, ecosystem imbalance, and ecological problems,
which are prevalent in the scientific literature [6,7]. Scientists are extensively looking for the best options
to minimize the impacts [8]. The public awareness, knowledge, perception, attitudes, adaptation
behavior, and other individual engagements are empowered in the research community to provide an
alternative option to lessen the threatening environmental problems [8,9]. The behavioral responses to
the effects of climate change and good understanding of environmental issues can lessen the influence
of individual action in reducing the climate change conditions [10]. The rural communities could benefit
by adopting green economic activities that can address environmental and socio-economic issues.
Eco friendly business (EFB) can generate sustainable development through sustainable income [11].

The EFBs improve the life quality of customers, employees, the communities in which they operate,
and the environment through the adoption of principles, policies, and practices [12]. To minimize
the adverse effects of climate change and to protect the environment, EFB practices are commenced
among entrepreneurs. EFB practices can be implemented from the production of environmentally
friendly products as well as green processes of entire economic activities [12]. However, not all EFBs
are suitable for low-income households, because they need to be introduced to viable and low-cost
EFBs such as bee-keeping, foresting, community foresting, nurseries, solar panel installation and repair,
and green composting. For the green entrepreneurs, it starts with identifying the EFB idea, followed by
setting up the EFB and creating green value chains and green marketing. It is about adopting the most
updated environmentally friendly products and process to produce the goods (green products and
processes) and services (green services) in a sustainable way. Thus, this study can fill the gaps through
the development of high economy standards to solve the problems of the environment. These factors
contribute to the tightening of international and national environmental standards, as well as increasing
the production of competitive products in the marketplace [13].

The earlier studies of green initiatives commonly concentrated on three crucial areas: (1) green
supply chain [14,15], (2) green purchasing [16–20], and (3) green vehicles [21–24]. Therefore, this research
intended to investigate the determinants that affect the intention and behavior of poor families in
the rural area of Malaysia. This study highlights the current research gaps, as the use of the theory
of planned behavior (TPB) has been adapted to a very limited extent in the context of low-income
households. In this regard, this study integrates theoretical assumptions from the literature review
with empirical evidence that contributes towards environmentally friendly business practices.

2. Literature Review

In understanding the link between the intention and behavior towards environmentally friendly
business (EFB) within the framework of the theory of planned behavior (TPB), it is important to explain
the review of the literature as below.

2.1. Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB)

The TPB by Ajzen [25] is the most adopted theory to explore the attitude–behavior relation. TPB has
five dimensions that clarify human intention and behavior, including attitudes towards behavior,
subjective norms, perceived behavioral control, intention, and behavior [25]. Numerous earlier studies
have adopted TPB to examine the intention towards environmentally friendly consumption [16–18].
Apart from the dimensions proposed in TPB, previous studies have adopted a wide range of variables
supported by empirical findings, such as environmental value [26], environmental awareness [21,27],
social preferences for environmental quality [22], and convenience [28]. The next section presents the
details of selected indicators and findings of earlier studies.
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2.2. Attitude towards the Environment (ATE)

An individual’s ATE is the evaluative response that reflects that person’s beliefs about their
behavior. The two key components of attitude are as follows: (a) the beliefs about the consequences of
performing a specific behavior, and (b) the corresponding judgments about the potential consequences
of such behavior [25]. To some extent, pro-environmental behavior reflects the sacrifice of self-interest
for collective benefits; therefore, the corresponding judgments about the potential consequences of
such behavior might not be favorable. Several studies have examined the ATE and the intention
regarding energy conservation [29], willingness to pay higher prices for environmentally friendly
products [30], and green vehicles [24]. Earlier studies also reported the positive effect of ATE on the
intention towards environmentally friendly products [24,26]. Under the premises of TPB and the
findings of earlier studies, this study formulated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis (H1). ATE has a positive effect on intention towards environmentally friendly business (ITEFB).

2.3. Factors Affecting ATE

Earlier studies revealed that the ATE is affected by self-efficacy, environmental concern (EC),
and eco-literacy (EL) [31–33]. However, this study only selected EC and EL. This is because self-efficacy
has been studied as a component of motivation, which is related to performance [34], and it is linked to
a person’s belief about their capabilities to perform a task [35]. Thus, self-efficacy is believed to be able
to explain the changes in PBC rather than the ATE of a person.

2.3.1. Environmental Concern (EC)

Environmental consideration is embedded in one’s mind, and EC refers to the perceptions of
oneself as a part of a natural environment [36]. EC has recently gained the interest of the community.
Nowadays, consumers are interested in ecological or green products, due to their positive perception
of healthier options in sustaining the environment for the upcoming generation. People are willing
to change their brand selection for ecological purposes, which can reduce the damage towards the
environment by avoiding pollution [37].

EC is the key determinant of ATE, and it is linked with the consciousness of negative impacts
on nature [38,39]. It is recommended that EC is associated with a person’s basic beliefs [30,40].
Prior research indicated that EC is linked to eco-friendly behavior such as buying harmless items,
recycling, and donating funds to the agencies working towards environmental sustainability [38,41].
EC could also indirectly influence behavior [42]. An earlier study confirmed that EC has a direct
influence on attitudes towards environmentally friendly items [43]. EC can directly influence the
attitude towards green hotels [44]. Cabuk, Tanrikulu, and Gelibolu [45] and Chen [46] concluded that
EC is the main contributor to the users’ attitude towards organic food. As the current environmental
conditions are deteriorating and present severe issues, the issue must be addressed through eco-friendly
behavior by ecologically concerned consumers. EC is an important factor to examine the ATE of
the rural people’s intention and behavior towards EFB. In line with the previous studies, this study
hypothesizes the following:

Hypothesis (H2). EC has a positive effect on ATE.

2.3.2. Eco-Literacy (EL)

EL refers to the knowledge of facts and relationships that affect the environment. The in-depth
knowledge of environmental issues and their effects on nature could change the people’s ATE. Studies
highlighted that knowledge of environmental issues can positively influence consumer intention and
actual buying behavior of eco-friendly products [47,48]. Knowledge of organic food can positively
affect the creation of ATE [49]. Previous research proposed that EL can moderate the relationship
between ecological attitude and green behavior, and it clarified the effect of EL on consumer ecological
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behavior [37]. People’s knowledge about the environment could encourage the adoption of green
behavior and becoming involved in eco-friendly business. The following hypothesis is predicted:

Hypothesis (H3). EL has a positive effect on ATE.

2.4. Mediating Effect of ATE

Previous studies found that EC, EL, ATE, and ITEFB are connected. EC and EL have significant
positive effect on the ATE [31–33]. Similar studies found that ATE has a positive effect on intention
based on the tested relationship between EC, EL, and ATE and ATE with intention. Therefore, this
paper intends to measure the mediating effects of ATE between EC, EL, and ITEFB. Thus, the following
hypotheses are suggested:

Hypothesis (H4). The ATE can mediate the effect of EC on the ITEFB.

Hypothesis (H5). The ATE can mediate the effect of EL on the ITEFB.

2.5. Subjective Norms (SUN)

SUN signify the apparent public tension to reacting to the external opinions that influence a
person’s action [24]. Rivis and Sheeran [50] indicated that the SUN are the way people’s desired
behavior is determined by their beliefs. Ridha & Wahyu [51] found that SUN were more predictive of
the intentions to perform normative behaviors. In this regard, SUN are considered to be an individual’s
perceptions about the social force imposed by people who are important to perform or not perform
certain behaviors [52]. It can be described as others’ views and thoughts on the proposed behavior.
These perceptions play a crucial role, and they could pressure someone to perform a particular
behavior such as adopting EFB. SUN are an individual’s perception about what the closest people
think (e.g., family, friends, colleagues, and relatives) about their behavioral performance [51,53,54].
Earlier studies reported on the positive effect of SUN on the intention towards environmentally friendly
products [17,24,55,56]. Under the premises of TPB and findings of earlier studies, the second hypothesis
is created:

Hypothesis (H6). SUN has a positive effect on ITEFB.

2.6. Factors Affecting SUN

Previous studies found that normative beliefs (NBs) [57,58] and motivation (MO) to comply [58]
can affect the SUN. NBs are the perception of what others want the person to perform, and the MO
to comply is based on the person’s perceptions. This study operationalized SUN as perceived social
pressure to conduct a behavior; NB and MO to comply were selected.

2.6.1. Normative Belief (NB)

NB refers to the belief that others think or assume that a person should decide whether to perform
or not for the targeted behavior [59]. NBs can be defined as someone who believes that the most
significant people will evaluate their behaviors. This evaluation will help them to identify their
advantage and disadvantage so that they can improve their behaviors. The rationale for the effects of
NBs is that an individual may decide to involve themselves in a specific behavior, although it is initially
not good or favorable to them [60]. Under the premises of TPB, the following hypothesis is suggested:

Hypothesis (H7). NB has a positive effect on SUN.
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2.6.2. Motivation (MO)

MO refers to an individual’s MO to comply with society [59]. An individual who thinks that he or
she should perform a behavior will be aware of the social pressure [30,61]. It is believed that a person
will sense or undergo social pressure to execute a behavior to obtain the approval of people who are
important to him or her. The MO by the family, friends, and relatives could encourage an individual to
adopt EFB. Under the premises of TPB, the following hypothesis is predicted:

Hypothesis (H8). MO has a positive effect on SUN.

2.7. Mediating Effect of SUN

Previous studies found NB and MO to have a significant positive effect on intention [58]. Several
studies [32,62] found that SUN can affect the intention. This study intended to measure the mediating
effect of SUN between NBs, MO, and ITEFB. Thus, the following hypotheses are suggested:

Hypothesis (H9). SUN can mediate the effect of NB on the ITEFB.

Hypothesis (H10). SUN can mediate the effect of MO on the ITEFB.

2.8. Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC)

Individuals may have a positive attitude towards a behavior and positive subjective norm, but
the TPB theorized that a person also needs perceived control to perform a behavior. PBC refers to
an individual’s perception towards his or her abilities and the sense of control over a situation [25].
The performance of the behaviors, to some extent, depends on the availability of necessary opportunities
and resources [25,63], which represent an individual’s actual control over a specific behavior.
Therefore, PBC could be influenced by previous experience, convenience perception, and time
barriers, which increase or decrease the perceived level of feasibility of a behavior [64]. Numerous
studies reported that PBC has positive effect on intention [24,65,66]. It is assumed that a higher level
of PBC will lead to a stronger intention to perform an environmentally friendly behavior. Under the
premises of TPB and findings of previous studies, the next hypothesis is as below:

Hypothesis (H11). PBC has a positive effect on ITEFB.

2.9. Factors Affecting PBC

Ajzen [25] explained that PBC consists of two components, which is perceived control and power
beliefs. Perceive control represents a person’s perception that he or she has the opportunities or
resources to carry out certain behavior, while power beliefs pertain to the extent of a one’s perception
to utilize the opportunities and resources to achieve a certain outcome. This study contemplated
determining the intention and behavior towards EFB adoption. Hence, it focused on start-up resources
and skills and knowledge as the important factors to determine PCB.

2.9.1. Start-Up Resources (SR)

It is important to have enough resources when setting up any business entities apart from a belief
that there is the opportunity to succeed. The availability of resources and opportunities could motivate
a person to develop the intention and translate it into behavior. The TPB explained that control beliefs
(SR) are important for the development of any intentions [25]. Han, Hsu, and Sheu [58], researched the
intention to visit green hotels among general lodging customers and found that control beliefs have a
significant positive effect on perceived behavior control. By considering the previous theoretical and
empirical findings, the following hypothesis is postulated:

Hypothesis (H12). SR has a positive effect on PBC.
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2.9.2. Skills and Knowledge (SK)

SK can be referred to as the extent of a person’s knowledge to utilize the opportunities and
resources to achieve a certain outcome. When a person has more knowledge on how to utilize available
resources and opportunities in achieving something, the person will have a higher level of intention
to perform it. As explained by the TPB, intention or behavior is influenced by the person’s level of
confidence to perform it [63,67]. Han, Hsu, and Sheu [58] found that perceived power can affect the
intention to visit green hotels. As a consequence, this study came up with the proposed hypothesis:

Hypothesis (H13). SK has a positive effect on PBC.

2.10. Mediating Effect of Perceived Behavior Control

SR and SK are found to have significant positive effect on intention [58]. Several studies [32,62]
found that perceived behavior control can affect intention. Therefore, this study intends measuring
the mediating effects of PBC between SR and SK with ITEFB. Thus, the following hypotheses
were suggested:

Hypothesis (H14). PBC can mediate the effect of SR on the ITEFB.

Hypothesis (H15). PBC can mediate the effect of SK on the ITEFB.

2.10.1. ITEFB and Environmentally Friendly Business Adoption Behavior (EFBAB)

A person’s intention can be translated to behavior, given that it is a sound intention and achieving
it is feasible. Ajzen [25] stated that intention represents a person’s MO in the intensity and persistence
in performing a behavior. When the intention is stronger, there is a higher possibility to achieve the
intended behavior. TPB and its components are almost inevitable in behavioral studies. Moreover,
these constructs have been used in various behavioral studies including waste separation behavior [65],
purchase intention and behavior towards environmentally friendly vehicles [24], and willingness to
pay for environmentally friendly products [66]. All of the three studies found that intention can affect
behavior. Hence, this study postulated the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis (H16). ITEFB has a positive effect on EFBAB.

2.10.2. Mediating Effect of ITEFB

The TPB and the findings of previous studies presented above illustrated how ATE, SUN, and PBC
could affect intention. It was found that ATE [24,26,29,68], SUN [17,24,55], and PBC [24,65,66] can
affect intention. It was also found that intention can affect behavior [24,65,66]. Therefore, this study
intended to measure the mediating effect of ITEFB between ATE, SUN, PBC, and EFBAB. Accordingly,
the following hypotheses are presented:

Hypothesis (H17). The ITEFB can mediate the effect of ATE on EFBAB.

Hypothesis (H18). The ITEFB can mediate the effect of SUN on EFBAB.

Hypothesis (H19). The ITEFB can mediate the effect of PBC on EFBAB.

3. Research Methodology

The study employed a survey questionnaire, collecting data using a structured questionnaire to
examine the impact of explanatory variables on the intention and behavior towards EFB. This study
considered low-income households as the population of the study who have income from RM1500
to RM3000 (the median for monthly household income in the rural areas has increased at 5.3% per



Sustainability 2020, 12, 7338 7 of 18

annum from RM3123 in 2014 to RM3471 in 2016) [69]. This study obtained the database of Malaysian
low-income households with specific details including name, address, and contact details from
selected Financial Institutions such as Majlis Amanah Rakyat (2690 Households), Majlis Agama Islam
dan Adat Istiadat Melayu Kelantan (150 Households), Amanah Ikhtiar Malaysia (158 Households),
and e-Kasih under the Implementation and Coordination Unit of the Prime Minister’s Department
(519 Households) Malaysia.

The team that managed collection of data contacted the selected leader of households to explain
the survey’s reason or purpose and arranged the appointments for interview before continuing with
the fieldwork. The selected respondents were contacted via phone call, as they provided their phone
number in their details. This interview was conducted face to face, the purpose and instructions for
which are explained, after handing over the questionnaires, and the respondents were asked to write
down their views [70]. All of the respondents were representing the low-income households that were
willing to contribute to this study through the distribution of questionnaires.

3.1. Sample Size

The sample size was calculated using G-Power software (Available: https://www.gpower.hhu.de).
It revealed the power of 0.95, with an effect size of 0.15, which requires a sample size of 172 to analyze
the model with ten constructs. Reinartz, Haenlein, and Henseler [71] mentioned that the minimum
sample size of PLS-SEM is 100. This study collected data from 420 low-income households, which
is higher than the sample size calculated using G-Power and recommended by Reinartz, Haenlein,
and Henseler [71].

3.2. Research Instrument

The questionnaire was the main data collection instrument, which was adopted based on past
studies with minor modification. The items for enterprise SR were adopted from Clark and Douglas [72].
Perceived benefits and risks were measured using six items adopted from Park and Ohm [73]. The EC
scales with six items were adopted from Cheung et al. [31] and Maichum et al. [32]. The EL scale with six
indicators was accepted from Maichum et al. [32] and Mostafa [33]. The six items for NBs were adopted
from Wu and Chen [57]. A total of seven items were adopted from Dimov [74] and Benzing et al. [75]
to measure MO. The seven items for SR were adopted from Liñán [76] and Miralles et al. [77]. The ATE
scale with six items was adopted from Ha and Janda [78] and Maichum et al. [32]. The five items for
SUN were adopted from Wu and Chen [57] and Maichum et al. [32], and six items for the PBC scale
were adopted from Maichum et al. [32]. The respondents rated their opinion using the five-point Likert
scale from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5), except the items for enterprise recourses that
used the option of “Yes” or “No”.

3.3. Common Method Variance (CMV)

In order to avoid single source bias, the researchers stated all items for extraneous variables
in a five-point Likert scale, while endogenous variables were stated in a seven-point Likert scale
as suggested by Podsakoff et al. [79]. The Harman’s one factor test was also executed for CMV as
recommended by Podsakoff et al. [79], where one fixed factor extracted from all the main constructions
should explain less than 50% of the variance. The results reveal that one component can explain 30.49%
of the variance, which is below the maximum threshold of 50%. The results also confirm that there is
no high correlation between variables that indicate the absence of common method bias [80].

3.4. Multivariate Normality

The Web Power online tool was used to test multivariate normality. The Web Power calculates
Mardia’s multivariate skewness and kurtosis coefficients and p-values, which were lower than 0.05,
which confirmed the multivariate non-normality.

https://www.gpower.hhu.de
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3.5. Data Analysis Method

PLS-SEM is a causal modelling approach that aimed to maximize the explained variance of dependent
variable [81]. This study employed PLS-SEM because of its exploratory nature and non-normality issue.
In order to maximize the explanation of variance PLS-SEM was estimated. The results of the study are
in line with the recommendation of Hair, Ringle, and Sarstedt [82] for PLS modelling, that consider
reliability, internal consistency, convergent validity, discriminant validity, average variance extracted
(AVE), effect size, path coefficient estimates, and predictive relevance.

4. Summary of Findings

4.1. Demographic Profile

The data were collected from 420 low-income households in the rural areas of Peninsular Malaysia
with a total of 56.9% female and 43.1% male. Around 65% of the respondents were in the age range of
31 to 50 years old. Around 80% completed secondary school and above. More than 60% respondents
have business management experience through earlier employment.

4.2. Reliability and Validity

Table 1 exhibits the descriptive statistics of the studied variables as well as reliability of the
constructs. To measure internal consistency, “Cronbach’s alpha” values are obtained. It indicates
that all reliability values are larger than 0.85, which confirms internal consistency. Apart from the
Cronbach’s alpha values, composite reliability is also calculated for reliability, which exceeds the
cut-off point of 0.7 [81]. In addition, the Dillon–Goldstein rho values for all constructs are more than
0.8, which further confirm the reliability of the items.

Table 1. Reliability and Validity.

Variables No. Items Mean SD CA DG rho CR AVE VIF

EC 6 4.4032 0.56047 0.915 0.915 0.934 0.704 1.090
EL 6 3.5964 0.74315 0.928 0.931 0.944 0.736 1.090
NB 6 3.7345 0.72540 0.930 0.935 0.945 0.739 1.676
MO 7 3.3745 0.74348 0.937 0.940 0.949 0.727 1.676
SR 7 0.5350 0.35830 0.853 0.875 0.886 0.528 1.090
SK 7 3.1629 0.73046 0.935 0.936 0.947 0.720 1.090

ATE 6 3.7802 0.67493 0.938 0.939 0.951 0.764 1.347
SUN 5 3.4276 0.66813 0.892 0.896 0.921 0.699 1.506
PBC 7 3.3500 0.66787 0.924 0.924 0.939 0.688 1.674
ITGB 6 3.4611 0.66373 0.933 0.934 0.947 0.749 1.000
GBAB 8 4.3271 1.01769 0.957 0.962 0.964 0.768 -

Note: EC: Environmental Concern; EL: Eco-Literacy; NB: Normative Beliefs; MO: Motivation; SR: Startup Resources;
SK: Skills and Knowledge; ATE: Attitude towards Environment; SUN: Subjective Norms; PBC: Perceived Behavioral
Control; ITGB: Intention Towards Green Business; GBAB: Green Business Adoption Behavior; SD: Standard
Deviation; CA: Cronbach’s Alpha; DG rho—Dillon-Goldstein’s rho; CR—Composite Reliability; AVE—Average
Variance Extracted; VIF—Variance Inflation Factor; Source: Author’s data analysis.

The value of average variance extracted (AVE) must be greater than 0.50 to obtain a convergent
validity. Table 1 shows that the AVE values for all constructions are greater than 0.50, which confirms
an existence of convergent validity. This study also tested the variance inflation factors (VIF) for
the multicollinearity problem. The VIF values for all the variables are below the 3.33 threshold [83],
which indicates the absence of multicollinearity problems.

According to the Fornell–Larcker criterion, in order to have discriminant validity the AVE value
of the construct needs to be ≥0.50. Table 2 shows that all constructs exceed the threshold value.
The Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT) also confirms discriminant validity, because none of the
correctional value do not exceed cut off value of 0.90. Table A1 shows that all items’ loadings are ≥0.7,
except for 1 item (SR-6), which has the loading value of 0.648. The items with standardized loadings
of less than 0.7 were kept for further analysis and deleted some items that are below 0.5. Table A1
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also shows that all the items’ loadings are larger than the total cross-loadings, which confirmed the
discriminant validity.

Table 2. Discriminant Validity.

EC EL NB MO SR SK ATE SUN PBC ITGB GBAB

Fornell–Larcker Criterion
EC 0.839
EL 0.288 0.858
NB 0.339 0.665 0.860
MO 0.189 0.505 0.635 0.852
SR 0.019 0.354 0.322 0.297 0.726
SK 0.175 0.479 0.461 0.535 0.288 0.849

ATE 0.374 0.425 0.449 0.431 0.230 0.495 0.874
SUN 0.326 0.313 0.341 0.324 0.044 0.381 0.391 0.836
PBC 0.222 0.410 0.416 0.508 0.211 0.558 0.488 0.564 0.829
ITGB 0.323 0.191 0.200 0.272 −0.017 0.310 0.364 0.514 0.431 0.865
GBAB 0.279 0.248 0.212 0.252 0.118 0.352 0.418 0.401 0.361 0.594 0.877

Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
EC -
EL 0.309 -
NB 0.364 0.722 -
MO 0.206 0.545 0.682 -
SR 0.067 0.388 0.354 0.328 -
SK 0.189 0.513 0.496 0.572 0.320 -

ATE 0.402 0.451 0.480 0.460 0.248 0.527 -
SUN 0.359 0.339 0.367 0.349 0.099 0.413 0.426 -
PBC 0.240 0.440 0.449 0.545 0.226 0.598 0.524 0.618 -
ITGB 0.348 0.205 0.214 0.292 0.075 0.332 0.389 0.563 0.463 -
GBAB 0.289 0.271 0.231 0.273 0.153 0.380 0.446 0.431 0.387 0.622 -

Note: EC: Environmental Concern; EL: Eco-Literacy; NB: Normative Beliefs; MO: Motivation; SR: Startup
Resources; SK: Skills and Knowledge; ATE: Attitude towards the Environment; SUN: Subjective Norms; PBC:
Perceived Behavioral Control; ITGB: Intention towards Green Business; GBAB: Green Business Adoption Behavior;
Source: Author’s data analysis.

4.3. Path Analysis

Table 3 shows the path coefficients value for EC and EL on the ATE of Malaysian low-income
households in rural areas (Hypothesis 2 & 3) are 0.274 and 0.346, respectively, with the p-value ≤ 0.001.
The results showed that the low-income households’ level of EC and EL has a positive effect on their
ATE. EL has a bigger effect on the ATE compared to EC. The r2 value indicates that a significant
proportion of 24.9% for the variation of respondents’ ATE can be described by their level of EC and
EL. The Q2 value of 0.180 indicates that the respondents’ level of EC and EL has medium predictive
relevance for the respondents’ ATE.

The coefficient values for NB and MO on SUN (Hypothesis 7 & 8) are 0.227 and 0.179, respectively,
with the p-value = 0.05 at 5% level of significance. The findings show that the low-income households’
level of NB and MO has a positive effect on their SUN. The standardized regression coefficients show
that NB has a relatively higher effect on SUN compared to MO. Even though the f 2 values of 0.036 and
0.022, respectively, show the small effect of NBs and MO on SUN, the NBs have a relatively bigger
effect on SUN. The r2 value is 0.136, which indicates the proportion of 13.6% for the variation in
respondents’ SUN, which can be explained by their level of NBs and MO. The value of Q2 indicates
that the respondents’ level of NBs and MO has medium predictive relevance (Q2 = 0.205) shown for
the respondents’ SUN.
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Table 3. Path Coefficients.

Hypo Beta CI—Min CI—Max t p r2 f 2 Q2 Decision

Factors affecting Attitude towards Environment
H2 EC→ ATE 0.274 0.205 0.338 6.683 0.000

0.249
0.092 Accept

H3 EL→ ATE 0.346 0.273 0.423 7.811 0.000 0.146 0.180 Accept

Factors affectingSubjective Norms
H7 NB→ SUN 0.227 0.137 0.318 4.059 0.000 0.036 Accept
H8 MO→ SUN 0.179 0.077 0.286 2.822 0.002 0.136 0.022 0.205 Accept

Factors affectingPerceived Behavioral Control
H12 SR→ PBC 0.055 −0.006 0.123 1.402 0.081 0.004 0.205 Reject
H13 SK→ PBC 0.542 0.474 0.612 12.779 0.000 0.314 0.392 0.205 Accept

Factors affectingIntention towards Green Business
H1 ATE→ ITGB 0.146 0.058 0.225 2.813 0.003 0.023 Accept
H6 SUN→ ITGB 0.372 0.295 0.460 7.310 0.000 0.309 0.133 0.170 Accept
H11 PBC→ ITGB 0.149 0.059 0.241 2.743 0.003 0.019 Accept

Factors affectingGreen Business Adoption Behavior
H16 ITGB→ GBCF 0.594 0.537 0.644 18.664 0.000 352 0.544 0.347 Accept

Beta CI—Min CI—Max t p Decision

Mediating Effect of Attitude towards Environment
H4 EC→ ATE→ ITGB 0.040 0.015 0.065 2.550 0.006 Mediation
H5 EL→ ATE→ ITGB 0.050 0.020 0.081 2.655 0.004 Mediation

Mediating Effect of Subjective Norms
H9 NB→ SUN→ ITGB 0.085 0.048 0.125 3.495 0.000 Mediation
H10 MO→ SUN→ ITGB 0.067 0.030 0.110 2.619 0.005 Mediation

Mediating Effect of Perceived Behavioral Control
H14 SR→ PBC→ ITGB 0.008 0.000 0.022 1.166 0.122 No Mediation
H15 SK→ PBC→ ITGB 0.081 0.032 0.133 2.680 0.004 Mediation

Mediating Effect of Intention towards Green Business
H17 ATE→ ITGB→ GBAB 0.086 0.034 0.137 2.675 0.004 Mediation
H18 SUN→ ITGB→ GBAB 0.221 0.171 0.275 6.942 0.000 Mediation
H19 PBC→ ITGB→ GBAB 0.089 0.034 0.146 2.668 0.004 Mediation

Note: EC: Environmental Concern; EL: Eco-Literacy; NB: Normative Belief; MO: Motivation; SR: Startup Resources;
SK: Skills and Knowledge; ATE: Attitude towards the Environment; SUN: Subjective Norms; PBC: Perceived
Behavioral Control; ITGB: Intention towards Green Business; GBAB: Green Business Adoption Behavior; Source:
Author’s data analysis.

The coefficient value for the SR on perceived behavior control is 0.055 with the p-value of 0.081
at the 5% significance level. The findings indicate that low-income households’ level of SR has a
positive but insignificant effect on their perceived behavior control (Hypothesis 12). SK on perceived
control behavior (Hypothesis 13) has the coefficient value of 0.542 with p-value of less than 0.05, which
indicates a positive and significant effect. The standardized regression coefficients show that SK have a
larger effect compared to SR. The f 2 value of 0.004 shows a very small effect of SR, and 0.392 indicates
a large effect of SR on perceived behavior control. The r2 value is 0.314 with a proportion of 31.4%
for the variation in respondents’ perceived behavior control, which can be explained by their level of
SR and skills and knowledge. The values of Q2 indicate that the respondents’ level of SR and SK has
medium predictive relevance (Q2 = 0.205) for the respondents’ perceived behavior control.

In predicting the ITEFB among the poor families in the rural areas in Malaysia, it was found that
the ATE, SUN, and PBC (Hypothesis 1, 6 & 11) have the coefficient values of 0.146, 0.372, and 0.149,
respectively, with the p-values of less than 0.05 (more than the 5% level of significance). It implies
that all of them have positive and significant effects on intention. Based on the f 2 value, all three
variables have a small effect size on the ITEFB. The Q2 reflects that the respondents’ level of ATE, SUN,
and perceived behavior control has medium predictive relevance (Q2 = 0.170) on the respondents’
ITEFB. The r2 value indicates that 30.9% of variation in respondents’ intention is explained by the ATE,
SUN, and perceived behavior control.

The 16th hypothesis of this study tested the effect of ITEFB on EFBAB. The path coefficient of this
relationship is 0.594 with the p-value ≤ 0.001, which means that intention has a positive and significant
effect on behavior. The ITEFB has a large effect on the EFBAB (f 2 = 0.544) and above the medium level
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of predictive relevance (Q2 = 0.347). The r2 indicates that 35.2% of variance in the adoption behavior is
explained by the ITEFB.

4.4. Mediating Effects

This section presents the mediating effects of ATE, SUN, perceived behavior control, and ITEFB.
Table 3 presents the findings that revealed EC (Hypothesis 4) and EL (Hypothesis 5) have significant
indirect effect on ITEFB (p-value < 0.05). It can be said that the ATE can mediate the relationship
between EC, EL, and ITEFB. Both NBs (Hypothesis 9) and MO (Hypothesis 10) have significant indirect
effects on the ITEFB. It is revealed that SUN can mediate the relationship between NBs, MO, and ITEFB.
For the mediating effect of PBC, the SR (Hypothesis 14) have insignificant indirect effect (p-value > 0.05),
while SR (Hypothesis 15) have significant indirect effect on the ITEFB. There is a mediating effect of
PBC between SR and intention, while the relationship between SR and intention is not mediated. It was
found that the ATE (Hypothesis 17), SUN (Hypothesis 18), and PBC (Hypothesis 19) have significant
indirect effect on the EFBAB. It is proven that the ITEFB can mediate the relationship between the ATE,
SUN, PBC, and EFBAB.

4.5. Importance–Performance Matrix Analysis (IPMA)

IPMA was employed for the ITEFB and EFBAB as the target constructs. The importance score
refers to the total effect values, and performance values indicate the level of performance of the
constructs, as shown in Table 4. IPMA scores range from 0 “low performance” to 100 “highest
performance”. The findings showed that EC, NBs, and SUN are the outmost significant determinants
that can impact the ITEFB and EFBAB.

Table 4. Performance and Total Effects.

Target Construct Intention towards Green Business Green Business Adoption Behavior

Variables Total Effect Performance Total Effect Performance

Environmental Concern 0.047 81.158 0.043 81.158

Eco-Literacy 0.045 62.797 0.041 62.797

Normative Beliefs 0.078 66.655 0.071 66.655

Motivation 0.060 49.826 0.054 49.826

Start-up Resources 0.015 53.446 0.014 53.446

Skills and Knowledge 0.074 54.078 0.068 54.078

Attitude towards Environment 0.143 59.266 0.131 59.266

Subjective Norms 0.369 60.596 0.338 60.596

Perceived Behavioral Control 0.149 58.764 0.137 58.764

Intention towards Green Business - - 0.915 55.340

Source: Author’s data analysis.

5. Discussion and Implication

The focal study aimed to investigate the key determinants that can influence the poor households’
intention and behavior towards EFB in the rural areas in Malaysia. This study is motivated by
the previous research on green efforts that highlighted three main areas such as (1) green supply
chain [14,15], (2) green purchasing [16–20], and (3) green vehicles [21–24]. The EFB concepts should
incorporate the aspects of poverty such as low-working capital, lack of education or skills, and a
relatively lower level of entrepreneurial competencies, because this study focused on the potentials of
EFB to eradicate poverty. This study could not obtain any empirical papers that focused on feasibility
analysis and recommended a low-cost business model for the poor.

The finding revealed that EC and EL have significant positive effect on the ATE. Individuals and
households with high level of EC and EL tend to have positive ATE. This finding has strengthened the
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theory that is in compliance with the prior findings of Qader and Zainuddin [34], Chen and Tung [44],
and Cabuk, Tanrikulu, and Gelibolu [45]. The confirmation of the hypothesis has provided insight into
the determination of ATE among low-income rural households. The governments should give more
information on the effect of negative ATE and create regulations to ensure that the green products and
services are labelled and conveyed to the public. The knowledge and interest in the environment could
assist the government’s initiatives to achieve sustainable development.

It was noted that a similar relationship is observed between NBs, MO, and SUN. The findings are
similar to the findings from earlier studies on the TPB model such as Tan et al. (2012) and Hernandez
and Mazzon [61]. It is proven that social pressure from family and friends could influence the SUN
of the respondents. Apart from that, this study considered that the internal factor, which is MO,
is influential. The belief that a person can contribute to the betterment of the environment can act as a
good motivator to practice environmentally friendly behavior.

It was found that PBC can be influenced by SR and not by SR. The TPB affirmed that control
beliefs and perceived power could influence the perceived behavior control. Though SK are in
compliance with the theory and prior findings of Baker et al. [67] and Han, Hsu, and Sheu [58],
SR are found to be contradicting. It means that the perception of having access to SR such as internet,
ideas, marketing expertise, advertising, and expert opinions on technical matters and finance and
accounting could not convince others to become environmentally friendly. Several previous studies
predicted that the availability of resources, technologies, and government support has significant
positive influence on customer’s perceived behavior control, specifically their intention to adopt
internet banking. When there is the presence of self-efficacy with resources in which technologies and
government support are used to predict PBC, self-efficacy was reported as significant and positive.
Hence, self-efficacy is considered a strong predictor of PBC.

In predicting the ITEFB, all three variables of TPB, which are ATE, SUN, and PBC, were found
to be significant and positive, while SUN are considered as the biggest influencer. The findings
are consistent with the previous findings of Laroche et al. [68], Paladino and Baggiere [29], Vermeir
and Verbeke [17], Chen [55], Oliver and Lee [26], Afroz et al. [23], Zhang et al. [65], Afroz et al. [24],
and Al Mamun et al. [66]. This finding has strengthened the theory of TPB and provided empirical
evidence on the effects of the ITEFB among low-income families. The government agencies should
consider communicating the importance of being environmentally friendly, creating socially responsible
community towards environment, and empowering low-income households with resources to be
environmentally friendly in promoting EFB. This effort could increase the possibility of others adopting
EFB. This study found that the effort could be translated into behavior in which the ITEFB can
significantly affect the EFBAB. Ajzen [25] explained that the intention and perception of control must
be compatible to predict a set of behaviors. In this case, the intention was to initiate EFB. This study
has confirmed the theory and findings of earlier studies.

This study has presented the mediating effects within the TPB model and found that ATE can
mediate the relationship between EC, EL, and ITEFB. SUN can mediate the relationship between NBs,
MO, and ITEFB, while PBC can mediate the relationship between SR with the intention towards EFB.
It was found that the ITEFB can mediate the relationship between the ATE, SUN, PBC, and EFBAB.

6. Conclusions

Overall, it was found that the ATE, SUN, and PBC were able to determine the behavioral outcomes.
Therefore, this study has investigated the determinants that influence the intention and behaviors
towards EFB among poor families in the rural areas in Malaysia. Overall, the findings suggested that
the TPB model could explain the relationship as well as the cause and effect in achieving the EFBAB.
This study has filled up the gaps in the literature by expanding the existing findings that focus on the
“green supply chain, green purchasing and green vehicles”. The results indicate that the proposed
research framework will be a good model in promoting the EFB to eradicate poverty. This study
has presented the practical implication from the EFB development aspect in which the government
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and agencies work on the presented model to develop EFB. At the same time, the awareness of
environmental issues should be increased, and the cultivation of positive ATE should be embarked
upon. Additionally, the development that is solely on EFB is not sustainable if there is no need for
green products and services. The presence of increased and stable demand could make it possible
for EFB sustainability that will lead to a sustainable green economy. Accordingly, it sheds some light
on achieving the results between environmental management and economic performance towards
sustainability. Indeed, it represents the qualities of management concepts that focus on market
development by reducing costs and increasing eco-efficiency.

This study was limited to poor families in the rural areas without considering other populations
from other income levels and urban areas. For the intention to translate into behaviors, it will take more
time, and the outcomes might not be desirable. A cross-sectional design was adopted in this research,
which limited the researchers to obtain more varied behavior responses. Given the wide range of
potential for environmentally friendly business and the limited theoretical and empirical research
that has been conducted to date on the intention and behavior, research broadening the investigation
to include other potential variables is required. Based on the limitations, it is recommended that
future researchers should address other income groups and the rural–urban gap, as well as adopting
a longitudinal study to determine whether the investigation could provide a different picture of
intention and behavior. On the other hand, the research could select samples from other countries
and higher education settings. This would enable comparisons to the current study and provide more
comprehensive perspectives on EFB. This study found that SR is an insignificant predictor of PBC.
Hence, future researchers should consider the self-efficacy part in the equation to investigate whether
the predictor could provide changes in the relationship.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Loadings and Cross-Loading.

EC EL NB MO SR SK ATE SUN PBC ITGB GBAB

EC—Item 1 0.740 0.273 0.295 0.187 0.080 0.185 0.330 0.263 0.276 0.301 0.227
EC—Item 2 0.813 0.290 0.327 0.183 0.065 0.121 0.310 0.272 0.244 0.255 0.224
EC—Item 3 0.862 0.239 0.273 0.162 0.020 0.110 0.311 0.291 0.181 0.283 0.254
EC—Item 4 0.874 0.214 0.277 0.136 −0.023 0.141 0.291 0.270 0.121 0.253 0.213
EC—Item 5 0.873 0.217 0.277 0.137 −0.028 0.157 0.325 0.264 0.141 0.268 0.243
EC—Item 6 0.862 0.206 0.250 0.141 −0.026 0.163 0.305 0.279 0.143 0.259 0.236
EL—Item 1 0.254 0.827 0.562 0.404 0.284 0.378 0.357 0.301 0.343 0.161 0.186
EL—Item 2 0.279 0.853 0.568 0.427 0.320 0.421 0.413 0.306 0.383 0.179 0.215
EL—Item 3 0.263 0.881 0.544 0.419 0.290 0.405 0.381 0.275 0.352 0.188 0.235
EL—Item 4 0.269 0.870 0.584 0.440 0.281 0.391 0.334 0.227 0.328 0.133 0.235
EL—Item 5 0.220 0.860 0.573 0.429 0.327 0.424 0.359 0.226 0.349 0.165 0.217
EL—Item 6 0.187 0.855 0.596 0.484 0.318 0.446 0.329 0.268 0.346 0.152 0.185
NB—Item 1 0.278 0.640 0.846 0.554 0.327 0.426 0.400 0.250 0.374 0.156 0.193
NB—Item 2 0.263 0.612 0.839 0.533 0.323 0.389 0.361 0.240 0.363 0.146 0.122
NB—Item 3 0.366 0.552 0.856 0.552 0.243 0.395 0.459 0.313 0.345 0.196 0.225
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Table A1. Cont.

EC EL NB MO SR SK ATE SUN PBC ITGB GBAB

NB—Item 4 0.371 0.537 0.852 0.500 0.219 0.357 0.392 0.314 0.286 0.189 0.186
NB—Item 5 0.257 0.569 0.891 0.572 0.274 0.414 0.359 0.322 0.399 0.192 0.202
NB—Item 6 0.205 0.548 0.874 0.568 0.299 0.404 0.346 0.302 0.386 0.145 0.155
MO—Item 1 0.170 0.393 0.475 0.766 0.204 0.426 0.278 0.273 0.400 0.256 0.136
MO—Item 2 0.189 0.445 0.515 0.785 0.170 0.435 0.294 0.246 0.401 0.233 0.197
MO—Item 3 0.202 0.466 0.562 0.830 0.268 0.447 0.395 0.250 0.413 0.223 0.245
MO—Item 4 0.123 0.431 0.553 0.895 0.267 0.466 0.398 0.295 0.482 0.274 0.274
MO—Item 5 0.168 0.433 0.583 0.901 0.279 0.468 0.404 0.292 0.459 0.228 0.219
MO—Item 6 0.132 0.408 0.544 0.893 0.281 0.487 0.383 0.305 0.439 0.213 0.222
MO—Item 7 0.156 0.448 0.559 0.885 0.294 0.462 0.413 0.260 0.429 0.196 0.209
SR—Item 1 0.046 0.270 0.242 0.154 0.759 0.169 0.161 0.031 0.152 −0.036 0.049
SR—Item 2 0.040 0.276 0.265 0.193 0.798 0.219 0.176 0.036 0.194 0.006 0.121
SR—Item 3 −0.063 0.295 0.272 0.309 0.784 0.226 0.217 −0.037 0.191 −0.108 0.058
SR—Item 4 0.018 0.296 0.279 0.227 0.753 0.264 0.190 0.071 0.164 −0.017 0.061
SR—Item 5 0.033 0.176 0.145 0.181 0.589 0.151 0.075 0.074 0.095 0.027 0.119
SR—Item 6 0.034 0.210 0.168 0.179 0.648 0.187 0.147 0.098 0.104 0.082 0.134
SR—Item 7 0.014 0.242 0.217 0.257 0.729 0.239 0.166 −0.001 0.126 0.032 0.099
SK—Item 1 0.102 0.314 0.323 0.403 0.190 0.779 0.334 0.356 0.450 0.266 0.247
SK—Item 2 0.123 0.363 0.358 0.435 0.189 0.829 0.419 0.385 0.511 0.295 0.299
SK—Item 3 0.163 0.419 0.420 0.458 0.215 0.849 0.399 0.346 0.453 0.260 0.270
SK—Item 4 0.148 0.405 0.418 0.475 0.291 0.872 0.400 0.286 0.454 0.275 0.313
SK—Item 5 0.165 0.445 0.415 0.455 0.268 0.898 0.437 0.295 0.467 0.276 0.346
SK—Item 6 0.163 0.445 0.397 0.466 0.278 0.865 0.459 0.294 0.481 0.239 0.318
SK—Item 7 0.176 0.448 0.405 0.484 0.280 0.844 0.481 0.299 0.487 0.229 0.294

ATE—Item 1 0.285 0.403 0.385 0.413 0.259 0.442 0.833 0.305 0.411 0.264 0.364
ATE—Item 2 0.295 0.436 0.422 0.446 0.250 0.468 0.843 0.352 0.456 0.315 0.405
ATE—Item 3 0.341 0.316 0.371 0.376 0.151 0.402 0.863 0.350 0.419 0.316 0.386
ATE—Item 4 0.322 0.313 0.351 0.333 0.206 0.428 0.896 0.326 0.408 0.337 0.359
ATE—Item 5 0.359 0.380 0.414 0.332 0.181 0.426 0.906 0.350 0.415 0.331 0.354
ATE—Item 6 0.354 0.373 0.406 0.359 0.162 0.427 0.900 0.361 0.446 0.341 0.328
SUN—Item 1 0.196 0.174 0.217 0.214 −0.007 0.261 0.274 0.803 0.407 0.440 0.269
SUN—Item 2 0.196 0.256 0.284 0.266 0.024 0.290 0.316 0.838 0.462 0.396 0.332
SUN—Item 3 0.378 0.226 0.230 0.170 −0.004 0.245 0.353 0.802 0.375 0.461 0.388
SUN—Item 4 0.312 0.323 0.338 0.335 0.074 0.389 0.347 0.881 0.547 0.462 0.372
SUN—Item 5 0.275 0.316 0.345 0.352 0.085 0.393 0.340 0.854 0.552 0.388 0.311
PBC—Item 1 0.233 0.263 0.287 0.357 0.112 0.410 0.383 0.524 0.746 0.368 0.310
PBC—Item 2 0.249 0.334 0.348 0.390 0.150 0.460 0.407 0.557 0.779 0.420 0.339
PBC—Item 3 0.131 0.322 0.308 0.436 0.141 0.442 0.370 0.429 0.829 0.383 0.294
PBC—Item 4 0.205 0.386 0.365 0.440 0.172 0.475 0.432 0.430 0.851 0.331 0.287
PBC—Item 5 0.229 0.362 0.403 0.470 0.223 0.498 0.428 0.439 0.852 0.325 0.291
PBC—Item 6 0.120 0.358 0.348 0.434 0.187 0.479 0.415 0.445 0.881 0.343 0.299
PBC—Item 7 0.118 0.345 0.348 0.414 0.233 0.466 0.392 0.447 0.859 0.324 0.269
ITGB—Item 1 0.227 0.173 0.193 0.262 0.010 0.265 0.297 0.408 0.330 0.808 0.485
ITGB—Item 2 0.269 0.198 0.195 0.244 0.005 0.271 0.335 0.400 0.368 0.837 0.518
ITGB—Item 3 0.292 0.140 0.137 0.200 −0.042 0.266 0.341 0.494 0.398 0.884 0.523
ITGB—Item 4 0.320 0.167 0.187 0.227 −0.048 0.259 0.313 0.456 0.374 0.879 0.493
ITGB—Item 5 0.288 0.152 0.174 0.233 −0.016 0.255 0.307 0.445 0.359 0.887 0.517
ITGB—Item 6 0.279 0.166 0.159 0.252 0.006 0.293 0.298 0.459 0.403 0.893 0.544
GBAB—Item 1 0.144 0.287 0.263 0.273 0.162 0.378 0.384 0.324 0.319 0.413 0.796
GBAB—Item 2 0.154 0.297 0.270 0.280 0.159 0.390 0.400 0.333 0.349 0.428 0.806
GBAB—Item 3 0.192 0.287 0.246 0.295 0.178 0.391 0.415 0.311 0.347 0.505 0.878
GBAB—Item 4 0.259 0.248 0.204 0.217 0.120 0.299 0.348 0.332 0.295 0.527 0.930
GBAB—Item 5 0.254 0.203 0.149 0.200 0.098 0.293 0.351 0.347 0.322 0.532 0.933
GBAB—Item 6 0.246 0.193 0.161 0.235 0.085 0.304 0.376 0.380 0.355 0.564 0.913
GBAB—Item 7 0.324 0.139 0.129 0.158 0.028 0.231 0.335 0.387 0.278 0.584 0.879
GBAB—Item 8 0.330 0.139 0.119 0.152 0.044 0.237 0.351 0.384 0.285 0.568 0.867

Note: (1) EC: Environmental Concern; EL: Eco-Literacy; NB: Normative Belief; MO: Motivation; SR: Startup
Resources; SK: Skills and Knowledge; ATE: Attitude towards the Environment; SUN: Subjective Norms; PBC:
Perceived Behavioral Control; ITGB: Intention towards Green Business; GBAB: Green Business Adoption Behavior.
(2) The italic values in the matrix above are the item loadings and others are cross-loadings; Source: Author’s
data analysis.
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