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Abstract: 

Promoters of corporate Social and Environmental Accountability (SEA) should be 

conversant with stakeholders’ attitudes toward enhanced accountability. However, 

little is known about current attitudes, or their determinants. This study presents a 

survey of the attitudes of corporate managers across India towards 16 key 

contemporary environmental management issues. It sought to explore whether 

respondents from India, characterised by their level of development, differ in their 

attitudes, towards environmental management. Exploratory factor analysis of the 

items revealed four distinct environmental factors for Indian respondents. Results 

indicated that significant differences did exist among the respondents on 7 of the 

16 questions raised. The findings indicate that Indian respondents were stronger in 

their support, and categorised several issues to be more important than other 

environmental factors.  
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1. Introduction 

Scant social and environmental accountability (SEA) research focuses on 

a non-western and especially Asian emerging economies context 

(Kuasirikun and Sherer, 2004; Kuasirikun, 2005). SEA research was 

widely promoted in the 1970s, lost it prominence in the 1980s, re-

emerging from mid-to late 1990s (Deegan, 2007) gaining attention 

particularly among academic accountants in Western countries (Gray, 

Kouhy, and Lavers 1995a, 1995b; Gray, Owen and Adams 1996; Guthrie 

and Parker, 1990, Adams and Kuasirikun, 2000). Although research in the 

area of social and environment accounting may be increasing, most 

studies focus on Western countries (Adams and Kuasirikun, 2000; 

Adams, Hill and Roberts 1998; Deegan and Gordon, 1996; Gray et al, 
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1995b, 1996; Guthrie and Parker, 1990). Most SEA studies (Adams and 

Zutshi, 2004; Deegan, 2002; Gray, 2006; Ho and Taylor, 2007; Holland 

and Foo, 2003; and Parker, 2005) examine the extent of social and 

environmental disclosures and their determinants, including those 

examining the Indian situation (Aurora and Puranik, 2004; 

Balasubramanian, Kimber and Siemensma 2005; Priyadarshini and Gupta, 

2003; Raman, 2006; and Sahay, 2004). Cummings (2006) suggests that 

future research should focus on broader geographical locations and 

explore the underlying determinants that shape environmental beliefs and 

attitudes. Fukukawa, Shafer and Lee (2007) also suggest that future 

studies should assess support for social and environmental accountability 

and its determinants among stakeholders from a diverse group of nations. 

This study contributes on the little researched area of managerial attitudes 

towards SEA in an Indian context.
  

Only two studies (Belal and Owen, 

2007; Kuasirikun, 2005) appear to examine managerial attitudes from an 

Asian emerging economy perspective. There is no published work 

examining managerial attitudes towards SEA in an Indian context. This 

study is motivated by the above challenge to obtain a better understanding 

of managerial attitudes toward SEA within Asia, but particularly Indian 

managerial attitudes 

2. Background of the study 

According to Kisenyi and Gray (1998), there is a lack of understanding of 

SEA within emerging economies. This study is motivated by the perceived 

need to obtain a better understanding of managerial attitudes toward SEA 

within Asian emerging economies in general and particularly on Indian 

managerial attitudes toward SEA. Pachauri (2006) argues that 

organisations operating in emerging economies have a responsibility to 

address some of the problems of poverty, human rights violations, 

corruption, inequalities and social exploitation that confront many 

emerging economies. By holding business organisations to account, Belal 

and Momin (2009) suggest that SEA has the potential to promote equality, 

social justice, transparency and accountability. Studying attitudes will 

enable a better understanding of the relationship (if any) among social and 

environmental factors, such as culture, ethics, education, law and law 

enforcement, and attitudes towards environmental management and 

whether those attitudes vary across industries (Thorne and Saunders, 

2002). Most studies focus on environmental issues while social issues are 

not given much importance (Parker, 2005). To this end, this study includes 

both social issues and environmental issues. 

The focus is on India. The reason is that India, after China, is one of the 

most important emerging economies in Asia in terms of economic growth. 

According to the annual report of the ministry of finance (Government of 
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India) Indian economy has grown (annual growth in GDP) by 9.0 percent 

in 2007-08, 6.7 per cent in 2008-09 and 7.2 percent in 2009-2010 

(www.finmin.nic.in). India is an investment destination for many 

developed countries and is rated as the best destination for outsourcing 

(www.ibef.org).  

Despite these figures, Indian environmental practices are far behind those 

of developed economies (Aurora and Puranik, 2004; Balasubramanian et 

al, 2005; Priyadarshini and Gupta, 2003; Raman, 2006; and Sahay, 2004). 

Due to „improved literacy‟, ‟enlightened professionalism,‟ social 

awakening and government legislations and regulations, social 

responsiveness in India has increased in the last five years 

(Balasubramanian et al, 2005).  In turn, these developments have resulted 

in increasing numbers of educated consumers, social awakening, various 

green and social non government organisations (NGOs) and a growing 

middle class with disposable income. The result is that Indian companies 

are changing their attitude towards SEA practices (Sahay, 2004), although 

environmental reporting by Indian companies still lags that found in 

western developed economies. What is reported is generally unsystematic, 

piecemeal and inadequate (Sahay, 2004). 

The Bhopal disaster (December 1984) exposed the environmental fragility 

of companies as well as indifferent environmental behaviour of 

multinationals in India (Sahay, 2004). Though environmental laws existed 

prior to this disaster, the Indian Parliament enacted the comprehensive 

Environment (Protection) Act (1986) to meet the challenges of 

environmental governance, generating new rules and regulations which 

businesses are obliged to meet. In view of emerging legislation, rules and 

regulations, companies found it advantageous to obtain ISO 14001 

certification, which obliges them to at least meet all legislative 

requirements and install an environmental management system (Sahay, 

2004). However, pollution is increasing with economic growth, reaching 

what Sahay (2004) describes as “unbearable proportions”.  

As emphasised earlier, environmental reporting by Indian companies still 

lags that found in western developed economies. Lack of public pressure, 

low levels of public accountability relative to that in the UK, USA, and 

Australia, and a lack of pressure from other stakeholders to engage in 

social and environmental activities, may be reasons why most 

organisations are not taking SEA seriously. Using a sample of 58 (out of 

Sixty five questionnaires distributed to top and middle level managers of 

the randomly selected organisations through friends and relatives), 

randomly chosen, publicly listed, environmentally sensitive Indian 

Pharmaceutical and Biotech companies, this study will investigate 

managerial attitudes towards SEA with the purpose of better 

understanding of  Indian managerial attitudes toward SEA.  
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3. Relevant prior SEA literature 

Historically, most of the social and environmental reporting (SER) studies 

use the content analysis method to examine motivations and determinants 

of SER. While this trend still continues, recently CSR researchers have 

moved on to examine managerial and other stakeholders‟ perceptions of 

SER  directly by using methods such as questionnaires or in depth 

interviews (Belal and Owen, 2007; Islam and Deegan, 2008). Existing 

SEA studies are reviewed under two categories (i) those based in Western 

developed economies and (ii) SEA Studies in emerging economies. This 

categorisation is in response to the differences in the level of socio-

economic (Xiao, Gao, Heravi and Cheung, 2005) and technological 

development (Williams and Pei, 1999) between these two groups of 

economies. Because of these differences the driver behind corporate 

attitudes or perceptions in emerging economies could be somewhat 

different from that in the developed economies.  Also, Western developed 

economies have a culture distinct from that of Asian emerging economies 

(Cohen, Pant and Sharp, 1993) and that difference has consequences for 

ethical behaviour which in turn, influences attitudes towards SEA. 

3.1 Attitudes and perceptions in western developed 
economies  

Attitudes toward social and environmental issues have been solicited 

mainly in western developed countries such as Spain (Corraliza and 

Berenguer, 2000); Australia (Cummings, 2006); USA (Fukukawa, et al, 

2007; Shafer, 2006); Ireland (O‟Dwyer, 2002) and the UK (Petts, Herd 

and O‟Heocha, 1998). A summary of previous studies on managerial 

perceptions and/or attitudes found in Western developed economies is 

presented in Table I.  

Table 1: Research on SEA Attitudes of Managers in Developed 
Economies  

Theme Brief Description SEA studies 

Perceptions/attitudes 

towards SEA studies.  

Predominantly quantitative studies 

which directly explore attitudes and 

determinants behind CSR mainly 
via questionnaire survey with MBA 

students and using regression 

analysis. 

Petts et al 1998; Corraliza 

and Berenguer, 2000; 

O‟Dwyer, 2002; 
Cummings, 2006; Shafer, 

2006, Fukukawa et. al., 

2007.   

 
Scant research has been undertaken with respect to managerial attitudes 

toward social and environmental issues. Most studies (Cummings, 2006; 

Petts et al 1998; Shafer, 2006) examine attitudes towards environmental 

issues, with the exception of Fukukawa et al, (2007) who examine 

attitudes towards environmental as well as social issues. In doing so, they 
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consider the relationship between personal values and support for social 

and environmental accountability. Two distinct factors are revealed: 

endorsement of the general proposition that organisations and executives 

should be held accountable for the social and environmental impacts of 

their actions; and agreement that government should adopt and enforce 

formal SEA standards. Findings indicate that the cultural value of 

universalism is positively associated with general support for SEA, but 

not with support for government enforcement of accountability standards. 

Fukukawa, et al, (2007) also find that gender has a significant impact on 

support for government enforcement of SEA standards.  

Cummings (2006) and Shafer (2006) find that the New Ecological 

Paradigm (NEP) plays a significant role in the formation of attitudes 

toward environmental accountability. Cummings (2006) indicated 

significant differences towards environmental attitudes among Australian, 

Chinese and Indonesian respondents. Australian respondents were more 

cautious of supporting a candid view on environmental issues but Chinese 

respondents favoured a more centralised approach to decision making 

regarding the environment. It was also found that age factor was a 

possible influence on respondent beliefs. Shafer (2006) argued that 

commitment to the Dominant Social Paradigm (DSP) in Western societies 

posed a threat in imposing greater standards of corporate environmental 

accountability. The study suggested that attitudes toward the DSP and 

New Ecological Paradigm (NEP) play a significant role in the formation 

of attitudes toward environmental accountability. 

With an objective of better understanding of employee attitudes to the 

environmental compliance and influence on business responsiveness, 

Petts and O‟Heocha (1998) explore the links between management and 

non-management attitudes to the environment and organizational 

responses within small and medium enterprises (SMEs). The study finds 

that personal attitudes might motivate, activate and help operationalise 

business responses.  

3.2 Attitudes and perceptions in emerging economies 

Attitudes have been solicited in Bangladesh (Belal and Owen, 2007), 

Thailand (Kuasirikun, 2005), China (Liangrong and Song, 2008), Hong 

Kong (Jaggi and Zhao, 1996) and Ghana (Rahaman, 2000; Rahaman, 

Lawrence and Roper, 2004). A summary of previous studies on 

managerial perceptions/attitudes of emerging economies is presented in 

Table 2. 
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Table 2: Research on SEA Attitudes of Managers in Emerging 
Economies  

 

Management perceptions and interpretations of SEA are explored by 

Rahman et al (2004); Kuasirikun (2005); and Liangrong and Song (2008); 

in studies based in emerging economies. Kuasirikun (2005) evaluate 

perceptions of current accounting as well as attitudes to social and 

environmental accounting among Thai accounting professionals and find 

that although managers are concerned about the protection of 

environment, that concern is not reflected in voluntary environmental 

disclosures (pp. 1045-1046). Kuasirikun (2005) argued that changing 

perceptions will have to involve a change in the nature of the Thai 

accounting profession and suggests ways in which the future development 

of SEA practice might be given further momentum in the Thai context. 

Liangrong and Song (2008) investigate how Chinese executives and 

managers perceive and interpret SEA, the extent to which firms‟ 

characteristics influence managers‟ attitudes towards their SEA rating, 

and whether their values in favour of SEA are positively correlated to 

firms‟ economic performance. Liangrong and Song (2008) found that 

managers‟ personal sorts were not significant but managers‟ corporate 

social responsibility orientation was positively correlated with their firms‟ 

performance in determining their SEA choice.  In a Ghanaian setting, 

Rahaman (2000) explores senior management perceptions of SEA finding 

that most Ghanaian organisations make very little or no disclosures about 

environmental issues. The lack of disclosure is found to be the result of 

pressure from international lending agencies (such as the World Bank and 

the IMF), management philosophy, government regulation and the desire 

to achieve listing on international stock markets. In a later study, Rahman 

et al (2004) find that the main driver behind SER practices in the Volta 

River Authority is external pressure from international lending institutions 

such as the World Bank. 

Belal and Owen (2007) and Islam and Deegan (2008) explore perceptions 

of managers of Bangladeshi companies.  Using 23 semi-structured 

interviews, Belal and Owen (2007) suggest that the main determinants 

behind Bangladeshi SEA come from a desire to manage powerful 

stakeholder groups but the ultimate driving force behind the emerging 

Theme Brief Description SEA studies 

Perceptions/attitudes 

towards SEA studies. 

Predominantly qualitative 

studies which directly explore 

corporate attitudes and 

determinants behind CSR 

mainly via in-depth interviews 

with relevant corporate 

managers. 

Rahaman, Lawrence 

and Roper, 2004; 

Kuasirikun, 2005; Belal 

and Owen, 2007; Islam 

and Deegan, 2008; 

Liangrong and Song, 

2008.   
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SEA agenda in Bangladesh is „outside forces‟ via parent company 

instructions and pressure from international buyers. Islam and Deegan 

(2008) re-examine determinants behind SEA in Bangladesh. They 

conclude that the Bangladesh Garments Manufacturer and Exports 

Association (BGMEA) faced pressure from particular stakeholders (such 

as international buyers) since the early 1990s in terms of their social 

performance which shaped their social policy and disclosure, thus echoing 

the findings of Belal and Owen (2007).  

With respect to emerging economy SEA, Kuasirikun (2005) and 

Liangrong and Song (2008)  find that although managers are concerned 

about protection of  the environment, that concern is not reflected in 

voluntary environmental disclosures. Managers do not show much 

enthusiasm to convert their attitude to action. Rahaman (2000) also 

reports very little or no disclosure on environmental issues by the 

Ghanaian managers. He comments that this is due to management 

philosophy and lack of government regulation. The ultimate driving force 

behind emerging countries‟ SEA is coming from „outside forces‟ via 

parent company instructions and pressure from international buyers (Belal 

and Owen, 2007; Islam and Deegan, 2008) and external pressure from 

international lending institutions (Rahman et al, 2004). The relevant 

literature review identifies that the corporate attitudes in emerging 

economies could be somewhat different from corporate motivations in the 

developed economies because of the differences in the level of socio-

economic (Xiao et al, 2005) and technological development (Williams 

and Pei, 1999) between these two groups of countries. 

In summary, few studies have investigated managerial 

perceptions/attitudes towards SEA. From perspective of developed 

economies, most literature focuses on the USA, Europe and Australia. 

Although previous studies examine social and environmental disclosures 

to understand social and environmental reporting (SER) practices in 

emerging economies, a limited number of studies examine the managerial 

perceptions/attitudes towards SEA directly via questionnaires and 

interviews. Most of the studies are descriptive and measure the extent and 

volume of disclosures contained within annual reports. However, concern 

has been raised in the CSR literature that exclusive focus on annual 

reports might not capture all social and environmental issues (Bebbington 

& Unerman, 2008; Guthrie et al, 2008). Belal and Momin (2009) argue 

that while this observation might be valid from the context of Western 

developed economies it might not hold in the context of emerging 

economies because of differences in the level of socio-economic (Xiao et 

al, 2005) and technological development (Williams and Pei, 1999) 

between these two groups of countries. Various authors (Belal and Owen, 

2007; Islam and Deegan, 2008; Rahman et al 2004) argue that, consumer 

pressure, or pressure from NGOs or civil society groups, are the driving 
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force of SER in organisations in developed economies whereas the 

driving force of SER in organisations in emerging economies which 

depend on foreign loans and aid, is the external pressure from “powerful” 

international lending institutions (Rahman et al 2004), pressure from 

particular stakeholders (such as international buyers) to upgrade their 

social performance, which shaped their social policy (Belal and Owen, 

2007) and pressure from „outside forces‟ via parent company‟s 

instructions and pressure from international buyers (Islam and Deegan, 

2008). Sandhu, Ozanne, Smallman and Cullen (2010) also report that 

managers in their study attribute environmental responsiveness to a 

variety of external pressures. The majority of Indian (emerging economy) 

managers report that environmental responsiveness is becoming a 

necessary precondition for internationalization and also meeting supply 

chain criteria, especially when exporting to developed countries. But New 

Zealand (developed economy) managers mainly report compliance with 

environmental regulations and pressures from protest groups such as 

environmental NGOs. 

Although some research into managerial attitudes towards environmental 

accountability has been undertaken in emerging Asian economies such as 

Bangladesh, China and Thailand no such work has been undertaken in 

India. Therefore, using data from Indian Pharmaceutical and Biotech 

companies this study aims to examine the managerial attitudes towards 

environment accountability from the Indian perspective.  

4. Research method to assess managerial attitudes 

Similar to Bebbington, Gray, Thomas and Walter (1994), Deegan and 

Gordon (1996), Kuasirikun (2005) and Fukukawa et al (2007) the 

research method used in this study is a questionnaire. Questionnaires are 

useful as they can stimulate interesting insights into respondent‟s attitude 

towards SEA (Kuasirikun, 2005). As individuals tend to respond to the 

questions asked in ways that they feel to be socially desirable, it has been 

argued by Arnold, Feldman and Purbhoo (1985) that responses from 

respondents to questionnaires may be viewed as contaminated („socially 

desirable responding‟ Arnold and Feldman, 1981; Arnold et al, 1985). 

However, questionnaire results are considered useful here as the 

obligations on the respondents to respond to the questionnaire in a 

„socially desirable‟ or conditioned manner were minimised by conducting 

the survey with the respondents through a researcher external to their 

organisations as did Kuasirikun (2005). Different techniques available to 

prevent social desirability response bias in the survey questionnaire were 

considered during the survey development process. The questionnaires 

were circulated to selected members of academic staff at Macquarie and 
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Newcastle Universities for comments which were incorporated in the final 

version of survey instrument.  

The questionnaire draws on different issues arising from environmental 

accountability literature to ascertain managerial attitudes towards these 

issues and how these issues influence attitudes towards the environmental 

accountability of Indian managers. Accordingly, the questionnaire was 

structured and divided into two sections, managerial attitudes toward 

environmental accountability; and demographic questions. Interval 

response scales were used. Quantitative results were obtained using factor 

analysis with principal component extraction and Cronbach‟s Alfa test. 

The environmental accountability questionnaire consisted of 18 questions 

(see appendix A). Where six items (items B9, B10, B11, B12, B13 and 

B17) measured respondent‟s attitude towards different aspects of 

environmental reporting and disclosure, items B3 and B16 measured 

respondent‟s attitude towards trade sanctions and environmental taxes. 

Respondent‟s attitude towards increased government regulations, 

independent verification, compliances and enforcement of environmental 

regulations are measured by items B18, C8, B14, B4, B8 and B15. Item 

B2 and B1 measured respondent‟s attitude towards local culture and 

values. The remainder of the items measured respondent‟s attitude 

towards environmental management systems, recording of greenhouse gas 

emissions and policy decisions.  

The limitations of such a questionnaire and such a quantitative analysis 

are well-appreciated in the research literature (Bebbington et al, 1994). 

However, the aim was to gain initial insights into current Indian 

managerial attitudes towards SEA, which could be built upon through in-

depth interviews. A questionnaire is used in the study because it can 

stimulate interesting insights into current Indian managerial attitudes 

towards SEA. Copies of the survey were handed to middle/top level 

corporate/branch managers of Indian organisations drawn from the 

pharmaceutical and biotech industry in the cities of Calcutta and Delhi.  

This industry was selected on the basis of evidence that social perceptions 

suggested that organisations operating in this industry are more likely to 

be considered socially and environmentally sensitive (Elkington, 1994). 

For the study, a sample of 65 organisations drawn from the 

pharmaceutical and biotech industry was randomly selected from a list 

provided by “Data Stream Advance 4”.  

Given the operational environment in India it was prudent to have a 

personal approach to deliver and collect questionnaires as mailed 

questionnaires will most likely remain unanswered without a personal 

approach in India. Sixty five questionnaires were distributed to top and 

middle level managers of the selected organisations through friends and 

relatives. Fifty-eight questionnaires were subsequently returned with 
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responses (a response rate of 89 percent).  At the time of delivery, 

respondents were informed that completion of the questionnaire was 

voluntary.  

The questionnaire was conducted with anonymity for the respondents by a 

researcher external to their organization to minimise the obligations on the 

respondents to respond to the questionnaire in a „socially desirable‟ or 

conditioned manner (Kuasirikun, 2005). As the questionnaire was 

delivered to the respondents by a third person external to their 

organisations, the results of the questionnaire are considered useful here 

in that the obligations on the respondents to respond to the questionnaire 

in a „socially desirable‟ or conditioned manner were minimised as 

suggested and commented by Kuasirikun (2005). 

5. Findings 

5.1 Analysis of scale items 

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of the participants. Respondents‟ 

positions ranged from vice president to assistant manager, with 12% 

holding a director‟s position and 55% being managers. The majority of 

respondents (39 out of 58) were aged between 25 and 44 years and 49 out 

of 58 (84.5 %) were male. All respondents identified themselves as 

Indians with an Indian cultural background, many respondents having a 

Master‟s degree (43%). Of the employing companies, 58% were part of a 

consolidated group. The preliminary analysis indicated that overall the 

data had moderate levels of skewness (between -1.395 and -0.254) and 

Kurtosis (between 3.37 and 0.035) indicating normal distribution. The 

findings enabled the researcher to explore the responses to each question 

in the survey and understand the symmetry of the data. 

 

Table 3: Descriptive Statistics of the Participants 

Characteristic Attribute Frequency 

N=48 

Percent 

Gender Male 49 84.5 

 Female  9 15.5 

Age Under 25 2 3.4 

 25-34 years 17 29.3 

 35-44 years 22 37.9 

 45-54 years 13 22.4 

 55+ years 4 6.9 

Place of Birth India 58 100 

 Other countries   0 0 

Education Obtained Non-university post-secondary 1 1.7 

 Bachelor‟s degree 25 43.1 
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Characteristic Attribute Frequency 

N=48 

Percent 

 Master‟s degree 25 43.1 

 Other  7 12.1 

Occupation  Director 7 12.1 

 Manager 32 55.2 

 Chief Executive Officer 1 1.7 

 Other   18 31.0 

 

The mean response (3.59 to 4.20) to environmental accountability items 

(presented in Table 4) suggests that respondents were supportive of 

environmental accountability. Responses mostly favoured specific issues 

such as environmental behaviour (B2), trade sanctions being imposed on 

countries not complying with international environmental agreements( 

B3), corporations acquiring ISO14001 accreditation(B5), keeping records 

of greenhouse gas emissions (B6), consulting various stakeholder groups 

when making environmental policy decisions (B7), local companies being 

exposed to the same degree of environmental compliance requirements as 

foreign companies operating in India (B8), stand-alone environmental 

reporting and the opinion that weak enforcement by authorities causes 

poor organizational compliance with environmental regulations (4.19). 

Although there was strong support for trade sanctions on countries not 

complying with international environmental agreements, environmental 

taxes as a way of achieving reductions in greenhouse gases was not 

strongly supported. In summary, respondents are concerned about 

environmental accountability however they categories some issues to be 

more important than others. 

 

Table 4: Mean Environmental Score Responses 

Scale item description Mean Std. Dev. 

B1 My environmental behaviour depends on my values. 3.33 .735 

B2 My environmental behaviour is influenced by local 

culture.  

4.21 .642 

B3 Trade sanctions should be imposed on countries not 

complying with international environmental 

agreements. 

4.12 .703 

B4 The degree of pressure from our stakeholders 

determines the level of environmental compliance by 

our corporation. 

3.76 .844 

B5 Corporations in our industry should acquire 

ISO14001 - the international standard for 

environmental management systems.  

4.14 .868 

B6 A register to record the amount of greenhouse gas 

emissions should be maintained by our corporation. 

4.34 .579 
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Scale item description Mean Std. Dev. 

B7 I should consult with stakeholder groups on 

environmental policy decisions.     

4.16 .790 

B8 Local companies should be exposed to the same 

degree of environmental compliance requirements as 

foreign companies operating in India. 

4.09 .823 

B9 Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because we believe our operations do not 

have significant environmental impact. 

3.93 .769 

B10 Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because it does not have resources to do 

so. 

3.69 .959 

B11 Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain a competitive edge.        

3.69 .598 

B12 Improved environmental disclosures can help my 

corporation save costs.  

3.81 .805 

B13 A stand-alone environmental report (separate from the 

annual report) should be published by the 

corporations operating in our industry. 

4.09 .844 

B14 Corporation‟s environmental performance should be 

subject to independent verification by a government 

authority. 

3.98 1.000 

B15 Weak enforcement by authorities causes poor 

organizational compliance with environmental 

regulations. 

4.19 .687 

B16 Environmental taxes could be an important way of 

achieving reductions in greenhouse gases.      

3.91 .884 

B17 Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain support of shareholders. 

3.76 .709 

B18 Government regulations will encourage more negative 

environmental disclosure. 

2.36 .485 

 

5.2 Factor analysis 

To identify the factors behind their perceptions, factor analysis with 

principal component extraction was employed. Principal component with 

varimax rotation was used to identify the underlying dimensions for the 

variables of environmental accountability (Gnanadesikan, 1997). To 

assess the uni-dimensionality of the measures Cronbach‟s Alfa test was 

undertaken to test the internal consistency or reliability of the items, in 

order to achieve an adequate measure of each variable (Nunnally and 

Bernstein, 1994).  

The environmental accountability factor analysis resulted in four factors 

that collectively explained 65.71% of the total variance (see Table 5 for 

results). Within this construct Factor 1 consists of three items that load in 

the range of 0.89 to 0.93. All the three items in this factor represent the 
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benefits of improved environmental disclosure and hence this factor is 

labeled as “Improved environmental disclosure”. Factor 2 consists of five 

items that load in the range of 0.43 to 0.80. The five items represent the 

different roles of environmental accountability such as environmental 

performance, environmental report, taxes and regulations. Hence, this 

factor is labeled as “Different facets of environmental role”. Factor 3 

consists of three items that load in the range of 0.55 to 0.74 with the three 

items representing important aspects of environmental accountability, 

namely environmental values, compliances and management system. 

Hence, this factor is labeled as “Environmental values, compliances and 

management system”.  

 

Table 5: Principal Component Analyses of Environmental 
Accountability 

Items Factors 

Improved environmental disclosure  1 2 3 4 

B17: Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain support of shareholders. 

.93    

B12: Improved environmental disclosures can help my 

corporation save costs. 

.92    

B11: Improved environmental disclosures can help our 

corporation gain a competitive edge.        

.89    

Reliability score .93    

Different facets of environmental role     

B14: Corporation‟s environmental performance should 

be subject to independent verification by a 

government authority. 

 . 80   

B16: Environmental taxes could be an important way 

of achieving reductions in greenhouse gases.      

 .73   

B15: Weak enforcement by authorities causes poor 

organizational compliance with environmental 

regulations. 

 .63   

B13: A stand alone environmental report (separate 

from annual report) should be published by the 

corporations operating in our industry. 

 .60   

B2: My environmental behaviour is influenced by 

local culture. 

 .43   

Reliability score  .70   

Environmental values, compliances and 

management system 

    

B1: My environmental behaviour depends on my 

values. 

  .74  

B4: The degree of pressure from our stakeholders 

determines the level of environmental compliance by 

our corporation. 

  .66  

B5: Corporations in our industry should acquire   .55  
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Items Factors 

ISO14001 - the international standard for 

environmental management systems. 

Reliability score   .60  

Environmental reporting     

B10: Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because it does not have resources to do 

so. 

   .81 

B9: Our corporation does not report environmental 

information because we believe our operations do not 

have significant environmental impact. 

   .60 

Reliability score    .65 

 

The last factor for environmental accountability, Factor 4, is represented 

by two items that load in the range of 0.60 to 0.81. These two items 

represent the environmental reporting aspect of environmental accounting 

hence this factor is labeled as “Environmental reporting”. All the four 

factors/dimensions of environmental accountability measure a uni-

dimensional construct of environmental accountability. The items 

represent the four dimensions of “Improved environmental disclosure”, 

“Different facets of environmental role”, “Environmental values, 

compliances and management system”, and “Environmental reporting” 

loaded highly on their respective factors indicating good discriminant 

validity (Diamantopoulos, 2005). The reliability scores for all the four 

factors were in the range of 0.60 to 0.93, indicating moderate to 

acceptable reliability score for the item loading (Nunnally and Bernstein, 

1994).  

6. Discussion and conclusion 

This study attempts to obtain a better understanding of managerial 

attitudes toward SEA within developing Asian economies, but particularly 

Indian managerial attitudes. Responses to most of the social 

accountability items suggest that respondents to the study had moderate to 

strong support for most of the social accountability related items of the 

questionnaire. Narrow spread of standard deviation of the scaled items 

reflected greater consensus of attitude amongst Indian managers. The 

mean responses to most of the environmental accountability items suggest 

that respondents exhibited strong environmental support, favouring 

specific issues concerning environmental accountability such as, the 

acquisition of international standards for an environmental management 

system, keeping records of the amount of greenhouse gas emissions, 

consultation with the various stakeholder groups whilst making 

environmental policy decisions, stand alone environmental reporting and 

poor compliance with environmental regulations. This finding confirms 
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the findings of Cummings (2006) where Chinese respondents were 

stronger in their support of environmental issues. The mean response for 

the four environmental  items (B2, B4, B5 & B8) comprising the 

accountability factor was approximately 4.1 on the five-point scale, 

indicating strong support for the general proposition that corporations and 

executives should be held accountable for the environmental impacts of 

their actions.  

This study reveals an overall positive attitude towards environmental 

accounting amongst the sample of managers in India. The finding is in 

line with the findings of Kuasirikun (2005) which revealed an overall 

positive attitude towards social and environmental accounting amongst 

the managers auditors, and accounting-related professionals in another 

emerging economy (Thailand) and Liangrong and Song (2008) which 

depicted a positive attitude towards EA amongst Chinese managers.  

However, the results  contrast with the findings of Deegan, Geddes and  

Staunton (1996), which indicated that accountants in Australia did not see 

environmental reporting as part of their job and Gray et al (1996) which 

suggested a lack of awareness of environmental issues and their financial 

implications amongst accountants in Britain.  

With respect to environmental attitudes, the results indicated that Indian 

respondents were concerned about environmental accountability, and they 

categorized a few issues to be more important over other environmental 

factors. This result is also similar with the findings of another two studies 

of emerging economies (Kuasirikun, 2005; Liangrong and Song, 2008), 

which found that managers were concerned about protection of the 

environment.  The relatively lower standard deviation related to Indian 

respondents reflected greater consensus of attitude. Of the eighteen 

environmental questions presented, respondents were more prominent on 

eight questions, (mean score greater than 4.09). This finding is also 

similar to that of Cummings (2006) where Chinese and Indonesian 

respondents were more prominent on seven out of eighteen environmental 

questions presented. Significant differences did exist among the 

respondents on various questions.  

Exploratory factor analysis on environmental accountability revealed a 

four factor structure that explains 54.89% of the total variance.  From the 

analysis and description of the items under each factor, it appears that 

these four factors contribute to the understanding of the concept of 

environmental accountability of Indian managers. Factor 1 (Improved 

environmental disclosure) with average .91 loading is most important 

factor and “Improved environmental disclosures can help corporation gain 

support of shareholders” with .93 factor loading is the most important 

variable for Indian managers.   
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The result indicated that the true nature of respondent‟s attitude towards 

environmental issues is more business orientated than morally-led. 

(“Environmental values, compliances and management system” having 

the lowest reliability score .60 with “Improved environmental disclosure” 

having the highest reliability score of .93). The result confirm the findings 

of another study on emerging economies by Liangrong and Song (2008), 

in which they found that the attitude of Chinese managers towards SEA 

was associated with firms‟ economic performance rather than managers 

moral values.   

Voluntary disclosure of environmental information is often dismissed by 

critics as biased attempts to manipulate public perceptions. Real progress 

on SEA may ultimately depend on the ability of governments to impose 

and enforce reporting mandates (Fukukawa et al, 2007). The Canadian 

Democracy and Corporate Accountability Commission (CDCAC, 2002) 

also documented a high level of support amongst Canadian investors, for 

the establishment of formal social and environmental accountability 

standards. Frost and English (2002) state that mandatory reporting can 

improve disclosure; there is greater scope for disclosure of social and 

environmental issues and their interaction with the broader community by 

companies. It is unlikely that companies will practice this under a 

voluntary regime. It could be inferred that environmental attitudes within 

the Asian region, are formulated and shaped more by government policy 

rather than individual initiatives (Cummings, 2006). The current study 

documents strong support for the proposition that companies and 

executives / managers, should be held accountable for the environmental 

impacts of their actions, and at least a moderate level of support for 

government enforcement of SEA standards among a sample of Indian 

managers. 

The limitation of the study is that the questions used in the survey do not 

represent the entire framework on which attitudes toward environment 

accountabilities of Indian managers are formed. Furthermore, culture was 

not explicitly explored as a possible factor. Little research has been 

undertaken so far on the association between culture and social and 

environmental attitudes. Future research could include social aspects  and 

undertake further empirical research among various developed and 

emerging economies, and explore the underlying cultural contexts in more 

detail that shape social and environmental beliefs and attitudes.  
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Appendix A 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

SOCIAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL ACCOUNTABILITY 

 
Section A: Demographic Questions 
(Please place a tick  in the appropriate box. Please complete the questionnaire in 

pen). 

 

1.  What is your gender? 

 Male  

 Female  

 

2.  In What Age Group Are You? 

 Under 25  

 25-34 years 

  35-44 years 

  45-54 years 

  55+ years 

 

3.  What is your Country of Birth? 

 India 

 Other (please specify)  ________________________ 

 

4.  What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 Non-University post-secondary 

  Bachelor‟s degree 

 Master‟s degree 

 Professional degree   

 Other (please specify) __________________ 

5. What is your managerial level?  

___________________ 
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Section B: Managerial attitude toward environmental accountability 

The following survey contains a number of statements regarding 

contemporary environmental issues affecting organisations. Please 

indicate whether you as an individual agree/disagree with the 

following statements, by placing a circle on a response from 1 

(Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree). 

Stakeholder: A person, group, organization, or system who affects or can 

be affected by an organization's actions. e.g. customer, employee. 

Greenhouse gases: Carbon dioxide (CO2), Methane (CH4), Nitrous 

oxide(N2O), Hydro fluorocarbons (HFC), Per fluorocarbons (PFC), Sulfur 

hexafluoride (SF6)] 
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Statement Strongly 
Disagree 

Dis-
agree 

Indifferent Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. My environmental behaviour depends on my 
values. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

2. My environmental behaviour is influenced by 

local culture.  

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

3. Trade sanctions should be imposed on 

countries not complying with international 
environmental agreements. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

4. The degree of pressure from our stakeholders 

determines the level of environmental 

compliance by our corporation. 

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

5. Corporations in our industry should acquire 

ISO14001 - the international standard for 

environmental management systems.  

 

 

1 

 

 

2 

 

 

3 

 

 

4 

 

 

5 

6. A register to record the amount of greenhouse 

gas emission should be maintained by our 
corporation. 

 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 

 
3 

 

 
4 

 

 
5 

7. I should consult with stakeholder groups on 

environmental policy decisions.  

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

8. Local companies should be exposed to the 

same degree of environmental compliance 
requirements as foreign companies operating 

in India. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

9. Our corporation does not report 
environmental information because we 

believe our operations do not have significant 

environmental impact. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

10. Our corporation does not report 
environmental information because it does 

not have resources to do so. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

11. Improved environmental disclosures can help 

our corporation gain a competitive edge.        

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

12. Improved environmental disclosures can help 

my corporation save costs.  

1 

 

2  

3 

 

4 

 

5 

13. A stand alone environmental report (separate 

from annual report) should be published by 
the corporations operating in our industry. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

14. Corporation‟s environmental performance 

should be subject to independent verification 

by a government authority. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

15. Weak enforcement by authorities causes poor 
organizational compliance with 

environmental regulations. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

16. Environmental taxes could be an important 
way of achieving reductions in greenhouse 

gases.      

 
1 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 

17. Improved environmental disclosures can help 

our corporation gain support of shareholders. 

 

1 

 

2 

 

3 

 

4 

 

5 

18. Government regulations will encourage more 
negative environmental disclosure. 

 
1 

 

 
2 

 
3 

 
4 

 
5 


