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Abstract

:

The continuous worsening environmental pollution and rapid depletion of natural resources exerts pressures on the economies to adopt circular economy principles in order to improve and protect the natural environment. Given the importance to humanity and social responsibility, this study examines how CETP is achieved through zero waste practices and IP. Zero waste practices are also tested as a mediator between IP and CETP. Furthermore, we also tested the moderating role of enviropreneurship on the relationship between zero waste practices and CETP. Data were collected from 273 front-line managers of manufacturing concerns and analyzed through SPSS 25.0 and SEM. Results proved that IP plays an essential role in explaining CETP and zero waste practices. Zero waste practices directly affectCETP, and also act as a mediator between IP and CETP.
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1. Introduction


The continuous deterioration of natural resources and increasing level of global warming and environmental pollution [1] have forced economies to adopt mechanisms that ensure the protection of natural resources and human well-being [2]. In this regard, circular economy principles have strategic importance for business organizations to cope with the changing environmental circumstances [3]. Circular economiesarebased on the mechanism through which business organizations efficiently utilize their resources for purchasing, production and reprocessing [4]. Circular economies are embedded in a series of business operations and practices that ensure environmental sustainability [5]. Therefore, circular economy target performance (CETP) has gained strategic importance for the business world in the recent decades [6]. In today’s business world, it has been largely acknowledged that stakeholders demand the incorporation of operational strategies, i.e., zero waste practices [5,7]. Stakeholders’ tendencies toward the protection of the natural environment exerts pressure on business organizations to implement zero waste practices in order to respond to various stakeholders’ growing demands for the protection of the natural environment and to fulfill the regulatory requirements [8]. There exist multiple social and cultural pressures that stimulate organizations to develop plans for the protection of the natural environment that are ecological and zero waste business strategies. Most of the research in the field of the natural environment extensively considered zero waste practices; however, limited empirical studies focused on its preconditions and determinants. The IP receive scholarly attention and stimulate organizations to concentrate on CETP. DiMaggio and Powell [9] presented an institutional theory and propounded significant justifications and understanding about organizational actions [10]. Institutional theory highlighted three main forces, i.e., coercive force, mimeticpressuresand normsthat induce organizations to respond in a positive way. However, these three pressures are key foundational determinants to adopt zero waste practices and improve CETP [11]. The association between IP and CETP is rarely deliberated in the existing literature; however, some empirical deliberation on the indirect link between IP and environmental performance is available [12,13]. Therefore, this is an emerging area in the field that requires in-depth empirical inquiry to recognize the clear relationship between IP and CETP, and the aim of this study is to consider this research gap.



It is self-evident that modern organizations achieved CETP with the help of corporate level practices which support the social, economic and environmental stance [14]. Therefore, a new approach named zero waste practices has emerged due to the incorporation of environmentally friendly practices as one of the important elements of strategic business decisions [7]. Existing studies deliberated that organizations gained sustainable improvement for CETP through zero waste practices [1,2]. Although there is an emergent scholarly attention in studying zero waste practice mechanisms and their possible benefits to different stakeholders, so far, limited studies have been taken to explore the outcomes of zero waste practices. The CETP appeared as an emerging ecological stance that is essential for the protection of the natural environment, which is the outcomes of zero waste practices.



The CETP becomes necessary for organizations to meet the demands of stakeholders [6]. CETP gained strategic importance for the business world in the recent decades. In today’s business world, it has been largely acknowledged that stakeholders exert pressure on businesses for the formulation of zero waste practices [7]. The existing literature recommends that zero waste practices have significant predictors of CETP [11]. However, for the achievement of CETP organizations must incorporate environmental thinking into zero waste practices at all operational processes, such as material procurement, product design, production process, product end-of-life and delivery and packaging [6,11].



The aim of the current study was to highlight the role of IP and zero waste practices for the enhancement of CETP of manufacturing concerns. This study analyzed the role of IP for the formulation of zero waste practices, which in turn helps the business gain CETP. This study would be helpful for the management of manufacturing concerns to respond to the various stakeholder demands regarding the natural environment in order to improve the CETP. The current study proposes the direct effect of IP on zero waste practices and CETP. Furthermore, this study also highlights the intervening role of zero waste practices between the IP and CETP link. Finally, the moderation viaenviropreneurshipis checked. The current study is broken up into five different sections. The first section is an introduction and the second section covers background information, studies of literature and methodology. The results are discussed in Section 3 of the current study. Section 4 and Section 5 address the discussion and conclusions of the study.




2. Literature Review


2.1. IP and CETP


DiMaggio and Powell [9] proposed an institutional theory and suggested substantial and valuable arguments and in-depth understanding of external forces that have major influence on the decision making of an organization. Institutional theory focuses on the notion of the organizational field and classified it into three main categories, i.e., coercive, normative and mimetic. These three pressures/forces have the influencing power to form the organizational strategies, actions and decisions [8]. Coercive pressure is defined as pressure exerted on a specific organization by other organizations [9]. Coercive pressures are comprised as firm-specific and industry-specific pressures. Existing studies [15] disclose that coercive pressures in the form of regulatory pressures have significant effect on an organization’s ecological stance. Besides regulatory pressures such as legal requirements, this includes customer expectations and various stakeholders’ requirements whose demands must be satisfied in order to accomplish legitimacy [8,9]. On the other hand, normative pressures are the outcomes of professionalization [16]. Normative pressures have three sources which include professional networks, industry relations and educational institutions. These pressures have influential rolesin the decisions of the businesses regarding the natural environment. Mimetic pressures are concerned with organizational efforts to imitate the actions of other firms due to their best performance in the market [17]. Organizations imitate the behavior of other firms due to reasons such as complex customer demand, limited market experience, insufficient organizational capabilities and an unpredictable business environment [18]. These pressures compel organizations to adopt the principles of the circular economy in order to sustain their environmental performance and remain competitive [19].



Institutional forces are the primary concern that affects the CETP of the firms in a more positive way [20]. Therefore, IP are the significant predictor of CETP. The coercive dimension of IP is a positive determinant of the EP of an organization [21]. Those organizations who fail to respond to these forces successfully have outcomes that threaten legality; therefore, organizations pay attention to these forces in order to increases CETP. On the other hand, mimetic forces also improve the organization’s perspective towards the natural environment. IP induces organizations to adopt friendly environmental strategies regarding their products and processes which are in line with the natural environment [22]. The following hypothesis was formulated for the current study:



H1. 

IP has a significant relationship with CETP.






2.2. IP and Zero Waste Practices


Existing studies explained various factors that encourage organizations to formulate strategies and practices that support the natural environment [8]. IP are also one of the important factors that exert pressures on business organizations for zero waste practices [23]. IP influences organizations in the form of coercive, normative and mimetic forces. IP such as pressures from suppliers, customers and regulatory authorities compel organizations to formulate zero waste practices [24]. However, the environmental perspectives of various stakeholders also exert pressures which compel organizations to develop friendly environmental practices such as zero waste practices [25]. IP forced organizations to make relationships with their stakeholders for the formulation of environmental strategies [26]. An organization’s relationship with various stakeholders provides information about the stance of stakeholders regarding environmental sustainability, and then the organization can respond accordingly, which is meaningful for the development of zero waste practices. The following hypothesis was formulated for the current study:



H2. 

IP has a significant relationship with zero waste practices.






2.3. Mediating Role of Zero Waste Practices


It has been largely acknowledged that CETP gained strategic importance for the success of an organization [27]. The reason behind this acknowledgment is IP exerted by various stakeholders [22]. For a positive response to these pressures and to successfully meet the demands of various stakeholders, organizations formulate strategies for the improvement of CETP. Business organizations introducing green and zero waste practices in their operations are highly following the stakeholder theory [28]. Considering this theory, businesses are required to adopt such practices that are beneficial for the environment as it is the basic demand of stakeholders [29]. The involvement of stakeholders in green and zero waste practices makes it obligatory for the company to adopt them too. Stakeholders’ priority to green practices must be focused on by the company in their actions. Institutional forces are the primary concern that affects the environmental stance of firms in a more positive way [30].



Zero waste practices are a valuable organizational resource that further contributes toCETP [31], and zero waste practices act as mediation for the association between IP and CETP. There are two basic reasons for the mediating effect of zero waste practices between the IP and CETP link. The first logic is that IP compels organizations to engage in more green and zero waste practices that play important role for CETP [32]. The second reason is that various external forces exert pressure on the firm to manage, direct and implement strategies and practices that contribute to the protection of the environment and, thus, enhances the CETP [26,33].



H3. 

Zero waste practices have a direct impact on CETP.





H4. 

The relationship between IP and CETP is mediated by zero waste practices.






2.4. Moderatoinof Enviropreneurship


Enviropreneurship is stated as an entrepreneurial orientation that addresses environmental related issues and provides awareness toward environmental and societal needs [34]. Organizations’ operational efficiencies are increased with the help of enviropreneurial strategy, which helps for achieving societal and environmental awareness [35]. Excessive awareness and sensitivity of the natural environment can positively contribute to the sustainable practices of an organization [36]. Enviropreneurship capability, along with other valuable resources, plays an important role in the formulating of environmental related strategies [37]. Therefore, enviropreneurship strengthens the effect of zero waste practices on CETP by providing necessary information about various stakeholders’ perspectives regarding the protection of the natural environment.



Enviropreneurship is a management tendency toward environmental related activities and awareness [37] and considers environmental orientation that addresses the needs of environmental activities [35,38]. Top management becomes a source of shifting the business operations toward innovative ways, particularly considering environmental and societal needs [37,39]. Besides giving importance to the environmental aspect, management can utilize environmental knowledge as input for making environmental related strategies such as zero waste practices [40,41]. Enviropreneurship is an important capability for achieving societal and environmental awareness [39] that is embedded in an organization’s practices and routines [42]. Organizations successfully accomplish CETP when they have valuable knowledge about the environmental changes demanded by various stakeholders. Enviropreneurship helps the alignment of zero waste practices toward CETP. On the basis of these arguments, it is anticipated that enviropreneurship has an important effect on the relationship of zero waste practices and CETP, i.e., if there is a high level of enviropreneurship capability, zero waste practices positively and strongly contribute toward CETP, while, if the top management has lower enviropreneurship capability, then a weaker relationship is expected between zero waste practices and CETP.



H5. 

Enviropreneurship moderates the connection between zero waste practices and CETP.






2.5. Theoretical Framework


Figure 1 shows the relationship between constructs used in the current study. In the current study we used four variables, i.e., IP (independent variable), zero waste practices (mediating variable), enviropreneurship(moderator variable) and CETP (dependent variable).





3. Methodology


The current study is based on cross sectional design and we tested the study hypotheses with the help of the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) approach. Furthermore, correlation analysis was conducted to confirm the correlation among the study constructs. Coefficient of correlation determined the direction of the relationship between variables in one to one relation, irrespective of their significant level or to what extent one variable depended on another variable. After the confirmation of direction, in the next step we conducted the SEM to find the significance and strength of dependency of one variable to another variable.



3.1. Sample and Procedure


For the purpose ofthecurrent study, we approached the Ministry of Chamber of Commerce in order to elucidate the research objectives and obtain data collection permission. Front-line managers of manufacturing businesses with 2 years of experience were included in the sampling frame. A list of 1860 front-line managers was provided by the representatives of the Ministry of Chamber of Commerce. The list contained the names, mailing address, email addresses and designations of the respondents. With the help of systemic random sampling, every fifth respondent was selected as a study sample. The current study considered the privacy of the selected participants regarding the information they were shared during data collection.



Data were collected from the respondents through an online procedure using the application Google Docs. For this purpose, online survey forms were designed. To overcome the issue of common method bias we administered surveys in two waves, i.e., T1 and T2 with a temporal interval of two weeks [43]. Weblinksused for the surveys were sent to the selected respondents via email. The questionnaire was designed in both English for the better understanding of the constructs (Questionnaires’ items are presented in Appendix A). Respondents were approached between January and April 2022 via email. In the first wave (T1), the survey was administered to512 respondents selected as a study sample. During (TI), data were collected on IP, zero waste practices and enviropreneurship. During the first wave, only 312 useable responses were received, having a 60.94% response rate. With the interval of two weeks, the second wave (T2) of data collection was initiated. In the second wave, the survey was administered to only 312 respondents. The managers were requested to rate the CETP of their organizations. Finally, 273 responses were finalized which are complete in all respects.




3.2. Study Measures


3.2.1. IP


In order to obtain the responses of respondents regarding the construction of IP, we used 16 items in the study survey. This16 item scale was adapted from the research work of Zhu and Geng [16] and Phan and Baird [30]. The items generated α value of 0.79.




3.2.2. Zero Waste Practices


In order to obtain the responses of respondents regarding the construction of zero waste practices, we used 07 items in the study survey. This07 item scale was adapted from Zaman [44].




3.2.3. CETP


The responses regarding CETP were obtained with the help of 06items developed and validated by Bai and Sarkis [6]. These items generated an alpha value of 0.81.




3.2.4. Enviropreneurship


Enviropreneurship was used as a moderating variable and was measured with a five-item scale, which was adapted from the work of Menguc and Ozanne [45]. The alpha value of 0.80 was generated.






4. Results


In the first step of the study analyses we confirmed the correlation between constructs using the coefficients obtained through the correlation analysis. Table 1 shows the coefficients of correlation confirmed the positive direction of relationship among all the study constructs.



The findings revealed that IP has significant positive direction toward zero waste practices, enviropreneurship and CETP (0.34, 0.27 and 0.23), respectively. Furthermore, zero waste practices also have positive direction with enviropreneurship and CETP (0.25 and 0.32), respectively. Finally, enviropreneurship, which moderates on zero waste practices and CETP link, is also positively correlated with CETP (0.19). Based on the findings of the correlation analysis, in the next step we tested the study hypotheses with the help of path analysis.



4.1. Construct Reliability and Validity


The outcomes presented in Table 2 confirmed that construct validity and reliability established as the values of Alpha, Loading, CR and AVE meet threshold level, proving that reliability and validity is not an issue.




4.2. Hypotheses Testing


After the satisfactory results of correlation, reliability and validity for the study constructs, in the next step we tested the study hypotheses with the help of SEM. The outcomes of SEM are presented in Table 3.



The current study formulated five hypotheses, of which three hypotheses proposed direct relationship. Table 3 contains the outcomes of the direct relationship between IP, zero waste practices and CETP. The findings of the path analysis confirmed that IP has direct and significant positive effect on CETP (0.26*). These findings accepted the proposed relationship of study H1. Secondly, the study H2 proposed direct association between IP and zero waste practices. The findings also confirmed that the proposed direct relationship between IP and zero waste practices is positive at a significant level (0.41*). Therefore, we accepted the study H2. Finally, we proposed direct effect of zero waste practices for CETP. The outcomes of the path analysis also confirmed the direct effect of zero waste practices on CETP. The findings presented in Table 3 revealed that zero waste practices has positive significant effect on CETP (0.33*). Hence, we accepted the study H3.



Furthermore, the study H4 formulated the mediation effect of zero waste practices between IP and CETP. The mediating role of zero waste practices was tested through the indirect effect of zero waste practices using SEM with the help of path analysis. The findings presented in Table 4 show that the standardized indirect effect of zero waste practices was significant for the direct effect of IP and CETP (0.18*). On the basis of outcomes generated through the path analysis of the indirect effect of zero waste practices, we accepted the study H4.



The findings of the moderating effect of enviropreneurshiparepresented in Table 5. The outcomes of hierarchical regressions revealed that enviropreneurship is significantly moderate on the association between zero waste practices and CETP. The analysis was conducted using three steps. In the first step, control variables were regressed for CETP. In the second step, along with control variables, we included the independent variable (zero waste practices) and moderating variable (enviropreneurship) in the regression. Finally, we included the interaction term, i.e., zero waste practices x enviropreneurship in the regression to observe the strength of the moderation effect of enviropreneurship. As per the suggestion of Aiken et al. [46], we also conducted slope analysis. Figure 2 reveals that zero waste practices increase CETP in the existence of enviropreneurship. The findings revealed that enviropreneurship is positively moderate on zero waste practices and CETP links. Hence, we accepted the study H5.





5. Discussion


The study in hand sought to determine manufacturing concerns’ degree of CETP with the help of SEM analysis, and in line with study findings, we established a comprehensible tendency toward CETP. As [47] documented, organizational stance in the 1990s was mostly focused on growth, international commerce and business expansion, without the consideration for environmental issues. However, deliberation on these environmental issues was considered by various scholars who studied the organizational strategies and practices toward environmental protection [29,31].



Therefore, the current study proposed five hypotheses that are statistically significant. The proposed hypotheses contained both direct and indirect relationships among the study constructs. For instance, the study H1 confirms that IP have statistically significant direct effects on the CETP of manufacturing concerns (H1. IP→CETP = 0.26). These findings suggested that business organizations are committed to improve CETP in response to various stakeholders demands. The findings of the current study are in line with the existing studies regarding the pressures exerted by various stakeholders for the improvement of the environment [16].



The study H2 proposed the relationship of IP and zero waste practices. The findings based on SEM analyses also confirm that IP directly and significantly determines the zero waste practice activities of business organizations (H2. IP→zero waste practices = 0.41). Business organizations go for green practices to satisfy customers, suppliers, employees and government agencies. In this regard, business organizations include zero waste practice options in the circular economy [4,5]. The outcomes of study H2 suggested that IP perceived by business organizations are the foundation for green business strategies including zero waste practices.



As the study H3 proposed, there is a direct effect of zero waste practices on CETP. Therefore, the research finding provides evidence for the direct effect of zero waste practices on the CETP of manufacturing concerns (H3. Zero waste practices → EP = 0.33). The direct impact of zero waste practices on CETP suggested that business organizations enhance CETP through zero waste practices. Incorporation of green business strategies makes it possible for business organizations to improve CETP with the help of friendly environmental business operations [11].



The study in hand also proposed the indirect effect of IP on the CETP of manufacturing concerns. The results support the proposed mediating role of zero waste practices between IP and CETP link. For instance, the study H4 confirms that IP have statistically significant indirect effects on the CETP of manufacturing concerns (H4. IP→zero waste practices→CETP = 0.18). These findings suggested that IP are the foundational forces for the CETP of business organizations, not the sole factor for the improvement of CETP, because without the incorporation of zero waste practices organizations are unable to protect the natural environment.



Finally, this study also proposed the moderating role of enviropreneurship on the association between zero waste practices and the CETP of manufacturing concerns. H5 of the study proposed that enviropreneurship strengthened the effect of zero waste practices on CETP. The outcomes of hierarchical regression analyses statistically confirm that the interaction term has a significant effect on EP (H5. Zero waste practices x enviropreneurship = 0.26).



5.1. Theoretical Contribution


Manufacturing concerns are operated in an open system where these concerns respond to various stakeholders including customers, suppliers and government institutions. Hence, strict environmental regulations regarding the protection of the natural environment in response to manufacturing concerns formulate strategies based on the approach of zero waste practices. Therefore, this research theoretically contributes to the existing literature on zero waste practices that play a dominant role in the improvement of CETP. This study also contributes by explaining the role of IP for the formulation of operational strategies based on a zero waste practices approach. To achieve these objectives we developed a comprehensive research model for manufacturing concerns in order to test both the direct and indirect impact of IP on CETP. Secondly, we also investigated how IP stimulates business organizations to formulate business strategies based on a zero waste practices approach. This study contributes to the literature as there are no studies which present such a relationship.



Third, the important contribution of this study is to highlight the indirect effect of IP on stimulating manufacturing concerns for the adoption of zero waste practice mechanisms. A zero waste practices approach is an important environmentally friendly business strategy that enables the business organization to respond to the various environmental related demands of stakeholders [48,49]. However, limited deliberation has been made in the existing literature for the role of zero waste practices, particularly regarding their determinants and outcomes. Therefore, this study contributes to fill this gap by examining IP as potential determinants of zero waste practices and CETP as an outcome. The findings support the study’s proposed assumptions regarding the determinant and outcome of zero waste practices and extend the scarce existing literature on this specific topic.



Finally, the current study also explains the moderating role of enviropreneurship and contributes to the existing literature. To implement zero waste practices there is dire need of management initiatives and awareness regarding the protection of the natural environment. Enviropreneurship has an influencing role on the formulation of business practices [34,36]. Therefore, enviropreneurship strengthens the organizational stance towards CETP through the adoption of zero waste practices.




5.2. Practical Contribution


The current study recommends that the management of manufacturing concerns must concentrate on the stance of stakeholders regarding the protection of the natural environment. First, the findings suggested that management can improve the CETP in response to IP via zero waste practices. By doing so, CETP can only be achieved when organizations adopt a zero waste practices approach.



It is self-evident that IP will set strong foundation for developing both CETP and zero waste practices. CETP related to the extent to which an organization makes efforts for the protection of the natural environment by adopting environmentally friendly business practices. Hence, CETP is achieved with IP through organizations formulating zero waste practices, doing the right things, and avoiding wrong doings. Organizations exercise green and zero waste practices and concentrate on the demands of stakeholders regarding the environment.
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Appendix A


Zero waste



Our firm



	(1)

	
design products for reuse;




	(2)

	
design products for recycling;




	(3)

	
motivate and provide training to our customers toward sustainable consumption;




	(4)

	
train our employees about sustainable production practices;




	(5)

	
engage with suppliers that use zero waste extraction and processes;




	(6)

	
recycle and recover resources form end of life products;




	(7)

	
use technologies that prevent waste and environmental pollution.







Circular Economy Target Performance



Our firm



	(1)

	
reduced waste water;




	(2)

	
reduced solid wastes;




	(3)

	
decreased consumption for materials;




	(4)

	
decreased energy consumption;




	(5)

	
improved environmental image.







Institutional Pressures



The extent to which your organization has….



	(1)

	
Compliance with international environmental standards;




	(2)

	
Compliance with national/regional environmental regulations;




	(3)

	
Compliance with national/regional resource saving and conservation regulations;




	(4)

	
Respond to the pressures from suppliers, partners, and clients with respect to environmental issues;




	(5)

	
The green strategies of same product producers;




	(6)

	
Formulate green strategies of substitute product producers;




	(7)

	
Compete in the industry;




	(8)

	
Awareness of best practices in the industry;




	(9)

	
Environmental awareness of employees;




	(10)

	
Environmental awareness of customers;




	(11)

	
The media focus on your industry;




	(12)

	
The public environmental awareness (community, NGO, etc.);




	(13)

	
The legitimization of your organization’s activities;




	(14)

	
The focus on performance and accountability;




	(15)

	
The focus on environmental policy in the organizational vision and/or mission statement;




	(16)

	
Professional groups’ attention to environmental issues.







Enviropreneurship



Our organization...



	(1)

	
has a cultural emphasis on circular economy target performance in environmentally friendly products;




	(2)

	
has a high rate of environmentally friendly product introductions;




	(3)

	
has a bold, innovative and environmentally friendly product development approach;




	(4)

	
has a proactive posture to the environmental market;




	(5)

	
has a strong inclination for high risk, high potential return projects in the field of environmentally friendly products.









References


	



Çankaya, S.Y.; Sezen, B. Effects of green supply chain management practices on sustainability performance. J. Manuf. Technol. Manag. 2019, 30, 98–121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Murray, A.; Skene, K.; Haynes, K. The circular economy: An interdisciplinary exploration of the concept and application in a global context. J. Bus. Ethics 2017, 140, 369–380. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Abou Taleb, M.; Al Farooque, O. Towards a circular economy for sustainable development: An application of full cost accounting to municipal waste recyclables. J. Clean. Prod. 2021, 280, 124047. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pigosso, D.C.; McAloone, T.C. Making the transition to a circular economy within manufacturing companies: The development and implementation of a self-assessment readiness tool. Sustain. Prod. Consum. 2021, 28, 346–358. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pietzsch, N.; Ribeiro, J.L.D.; de Medeiros, J.F. Benefits, challenges and critical factors of success for Zero Waste: A systematic literature review. Waste Manag. 2017, 67, 324–353. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bai, C.; Sarkis, J.; Yin, F.; Dou, Y. Sustainable supply chain flexibility and its re- lationship to circular economy-target performance. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2020, 58, 5893–5910. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mungai, E.M.; Ndiritu, S.W.; Rajwani, T. Do voluntary environmental management systems improve environmental performance? Evidence from waste man- agement by Kenyan firms. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 265, 121636. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hoejmose, S.U.; Grosvold, J.; Millington, A. The effect of institutional pressure on cooperative and coercive ‘green’supply chain practices. J. Purch. Supply Manag. 2014, 20, 215–224. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



DiMaggio, P.; Powell, W.W. The iron cage revisited: Collective rationality and institutional isomorphism in organizational fields. Am. Sociol. Rev. 1983, 48, 147–160. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tina Dacin, M.; Goodstein, J.; Richard Scott, W. Institutional theory and institutional change: Introduction to the special research forum. Acad. Manag. J. 2002, 45, 45–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Agyabeng-Mensah, Y.; Tang, L.; Afum, E.; Baah, C.; Dacosta, E. Organisational identity and circular economy: Are inter and intra organisational learning, lean management and zero waste practices worth pursuing? Sustain. Prod. Consum. 2021, 28, 648–662. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rivera, J. Institutional pressures and voluntary environmental behavior in developing countries: Evidence from the Costa Rican hotel industry. Soc. Nat. Resour. 2004, 17, 779–797. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jain, N.K.; Panda, A.; Choudhary, P. Institutional pressures and circular economy performance: The role of environmental management system and organizational flexibility in oil and gas sector. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2020, 29, 3509–3525. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Mammadli, M. Environmentally Responsible Business Approaches in Azerbaijan. Sustainability 2022, 14, 6227. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shi, G.V.; Baldwin, J.; Koh, S.L.; Choi, T.Y. Fragmented institutional fields and their impact on manufacturing environmental practices. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2018, 56, 431–446. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhu, Q.; Geng, Y. Drivers and barriers of extended supply chain practices for energy saving and emission reduction among Chinese manufacturers. J. Clean. Prod. 2013, 40, 6–12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gold, S.; Seuring, S.; Beske, P. Sustainable supply chain management and inter-organizational resources: A literature review. Corp. Soc. Responsib. Environ. Manag. 2010, 17, 230–245. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Delmas, M.; Toffel, M.W. Stakeholders and environmental management practices: An institutional framework. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2004, 13, 209–222. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sharma, M.; Luthra, S.; Joshi, S.; Kumar, A.; Jain, A. Green logistics driven circular practices adoption in industry 4.0 Era: A moderating effect of institution pressure and supply chain flexibility. J. Clean. Prod. 2023, 383, 135284. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Van Opstal, W.; Smeets, A. Circular economy strategies as enablers for solar PV adoption in organizational market segments. Sustain. Prod. Consum. 2023, 35, 40–54. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Gunarathne, A.N.; Lee, K.H.; HitigalaKaluarachchilage, P.K. Institutional pressures, environmental management strategy, and organizational performance: The role of environmental management accounting. Bus. Strategy Environ. 2021, 30, 825–839. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Martinez-Ferrero, J.; Garcia-Sanchez, I.M. Coercive, normative and mimetic isomorphism as determinants of the voluntary assurance of sustainability reports. Int. Bus. Rev. 2017, 26, 102–118. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Simpson, D. Institutional pressure and waste reduction: The role of investments in waste reduction resources. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2012, 139, 330–339. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhu, Q.; Sarkis, J. The moderating effects of institutional pressures on emergent green supply chain practices and performance. Int. J. Prod. Res. 2007, 45, 4333–4355. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jain, S.; Singhal, S.; Jain, N.K.; Bhaskar, K. Construction and demolition waste recycling: Investigating the role of theory of planned behavior, institutional pressures and environmental consciousness. J. Clean. Prod. 2020, 263, 121405. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dubey, R.; Gunasekaran, A.; Ali, S.S. Exploring the relationship between leadership, operational practices, institutional pressures and environmental performance: A framework for green supply chain. Int. J. Prod. Econ. 2015, 160, 120–132. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Sassanelli, C.; Rosa, P.; Rocca, R.; Terzi, S. Circular economy performance assessment methods: A systematic literature review. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 229, 440–453. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Polonsky, M.J. A stakeholder theory approach to designing environmental marketing strategy. J. Bus. Ind. Mark. 1995, 10, 29–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Buysse, K.; Verbeke, A. Proactive environmental strategies: A stakeholder management perspective. Strateg. Manag. J. 2003, 24, 453–470. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Phan, T.N.; Baird, K. The comprehensiveness of environmental management systems: The influence of institutional pressures and the impact on environmental performance. J. Environ. Manag. 2015, 160, 45–56. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Franco-García, M.L.; Carpio-Aguilar, J.C.; Bressers, H. Towards zero waste, circular economy boost: Waste to resources. In Towards Zero Waste; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2019; pp. 1–8. [Google Scholar]

	



Kerdlap, P.; Low, J.S.C.; Ramakrishna, S. Zero waste manufacturing: A framework and review of technology, research, and implementation barriers for enabling a circular economy transition in Singapore. Resour. Conserv. Recycl. 2019, 151, 104438. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Afum, E.; Agyabeng-Mensah, Y.; Baah, C.; Agyapong, G.K.; Armas, J.A.L.; Al Farooque, O. Prioritizing zero-waste performance and green differentiation advantage through the Prism of circular principles adoption: A mediated approach. J. Clean. Prod. 2022, 361, 132182. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Menon, A.; Menon, A. Enviropreneurial marketing strategy: The emergence of corporate environmentalism as market strategy. J. Mark. 1997, 61, 51–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Moghimi, S.M.; Alambeigi, A. Investigation of the role of NGO network functions in enviropreneurship activities in Iranian environmental NGOs. J. Environ. Stud. 2013, 39, 63–72. [Google Scholar]

	



Masudin, I. A literature review on green supply chain management adoption drivers. J. Tek. Ind. 2019, 18, 103–115. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Thoo, A.C.; Abdul Hamid, A.B.; Rasli, A.; Zhang, D.W. The moderating effect of enviropreneurship on green supply chain management practices and sustainability performance. In Advanced Materials Research; Trans Tech Publications Ltd: Bäch, Switzerland, 2014; Volume 869, pp. 773–776. [Google Scholar]

	



Namagembe, S.; Ryan, S.; Sridham, R. Enviropreneurial orientation in SME supply chains: Construct measurement development. World J. Entrep. Manag. Sustain. Dev. 2017, 13, 128–150. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Khan, E.A.; Royhan, P.; Rahman, M.A.; Rahman, M.M.; Mostafa, A. The impact of enviropreneurial orientation on small firms’ business performance: The mediation of green marketing mix and eco-labeling strategies. Sustainability 2020, 12, 221. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Paulraj, A. Understanding the relationships between internal resources and capabilities, sustainable supply management and organizational sustainability. J. Supply Chain Manag. 2011, 47, 19–37. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Oluleye, B.I.; Chan, D.W.; Olawumi, T.O.; Saka, A.B. Assessment of symmetries and asymmetries on barriers to circular economy adoption in the construction industry towards zero waste: A survey of international experts. Build. Environ. 2023, 228, 109885. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Azmi, N.J.M.; Rasi, R.Z.R.; Ahmad, M.F. Review of enviropreneurial value chain (EVC) based on SCOR model and NRBV theory. Procedia-Soc. Behav. Sci. 2015, 172, 411–418. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Podsakoff, P.M.; MacKenzie, S.B.; Podsakoff, N.P. Sources of method bias in social science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2012, 63, 539–569. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zaman, A.U. A comprehensive review of the development of zero waste management: Lessons learned and guidelines. J. Clean. Prod. 2015, 91, 12–25. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Menguc, B.; Ozanne, L.K. Challenges of the “green imperative”: A natural resource-based approach to the environmental orientation–business performance relationship. J. Bus. Res. 2005, 58, 430–438. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Aiken, L.S.; West, S.G. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 1991. [Google Scholar]

	



Hernandez, P. Mexico’s Maquiladora expansion during the 1990s: An environmental assessment. Ecol. Econ. 2004, 49, 163–185. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dziekański, P.; Wyszkowski, A.; Prus, P.; Pawlik, A.; Maitah, M.; Wrońska, M. Zero Waste as a Determinant of Shaping Green Economy Processes on the Example of Communes of Eastern Poland in 2010–2020. Energies 2022, 16, 19. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dziekański, P.; Prus, P.; Sołtyk, P.; Wrońska, M.; Imbrea, F.; Smuleac, L.; Błaszczyk, K. Spatial Disproportions of the Green Economy and the Financial Situation of Polish Voivodeships in 2010–2020. Sustainability 2022, 14, 13824. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]








[image: Sustainability 15 02952 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Theoretical Framework. 
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Figure 2. Slope Analysis. 
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Table 1. Correlation and descriptive statistics.
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	Constructs
	Mean
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8





	Gender
	0.11
	0.83
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Age
	35
	---
	0.09
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	



	Work experience
	2.8
	0.86
	0.08
	0.03
	1
	
	
	
	
	



	Education level
	2.6
	0.93
	0.06
	0.05
	0.04
	1
	
	
	
	



	Institutional pressures
	3.9
	0.95
	0.09
	0.11
	0.06
	0.07
	1
	
	
	



	Zero Waste Practices
	3.6
	0.93
	0.07
	0.09
	0.03
	0.05
	0.34 **
	1
	
	



	CETP
	3.9
	0.97
	0.05
	0.07
	0.08
	0.09
	0.23 *
	0.32 **
	1
	



	Enviropreneurship
	3.7
	0.92
	0.09
	0.03
	0.06
	0.09
	0.27 **
	0.25 *
	0.19 *
	1







Note: SD (Standard Deviation); CETP (Circular Economy Target Performance). ** = p < 0.000 * = p < 0.05.
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Table 2. Validity Test.
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	Item
	Alpha
	FL
	CR
	A-V-E





	Institutional pressures
	16
	0.81
	0.74–0.92
	0.84
	0.70



	Zero Waste Practices
	07
	0.78
	0.72–0.90
	0.82
	0.73



	CETP
	06
	0.83
	0.78–0.92
	0.86
	0.75



	Enviropreneurship
	05
	0.76
	0.73–0.95
	0.83
	0.71







Note: CETP (Circular Economy Target Performance).
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Table 3. Results of SEM (Path Analysis).
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	Specifications
	Estimates
	L.L
	U.P





	Standardized direct impact
	
	
	



	IP→CETP
	0.26 *
	0.13
	0.18



	IP→ Zero Waste Practices
	0.41 *
	0.22
	0.34



	Zero Waste Practices → CETP
	0.33 *
	0.25
	0.40







Note: * = p < 0.000.













[image: Table] 





Table 4. Results for indirect effect of zero waste practices.
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Specification

	
Estimate

	
LL

	
UP






	
Standardized direct impact

	

	

	




	
IP→CETP

	
0.13

	
0.05

	
0.27




	
IP→ Zero Waste Practices

	
0.44 *

	
0.39

	
0.58




	
Zero Waste Practices→ CETP

	
0.33 *

	
0.19

	
0.50




	
Standardized indirect effects




	
IP→ Zero Waste Practices →CETP

	
0.18 *

	
0.07

	
0.27








Note: * = p < 0.000.
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Table 5. Outcomes of moderation analysis using hierarchical regressions.
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	Step 1
	Step 2
	Step 3





	Moderation of Enviropreneurship
	
	
	



	Gender
	0.030
	0.012
	0.008



	Age
	0.025
	0.022
	0.018



	Work Experience
	0.009
	0.007
	0.008



	Educational Level
	0.035
	0.036
	0.044



	Institutional pressures
	
	0.32 **
	0.35 **



	Enviropreneurship
	
	0.24 **
	0.28 **



	Zerowaste practices x enviropreneurship
	
	
	0.26 **



	R2
	0.008
	0.193
	0.199



	Adjusted R2
	0.005
	0.161
	0.177



	∆ R2
	0.009
	0.165
	0.030



	∆ F
	4.174
	79.61
	17.23







Note: ** = p < 0.000.
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