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 Abstract 

Environmental responsibility is an important element of business sustain-
ability. It is operationalised through environmental accounting and re-
porting, which have become inevitable management tools in modern 
business. International reporting frameworks, legislation, and the re-
quirements of stakeholders, necessitate thinking about environmental 
information which businesses should report. Decisions on reporting envi-
ronmental information is associated with managerial attitudes and 
expectations. The lack of research, especially in European countries, on 
the importance of environmental reporting for a company’s management, 
is the reason for conducting this study. Therefore, the main objective of 
the research was to investigate managerial attitudes regarding the 
importance of environmental information for companies stakeholders. A 
survey was used to collect data. The analysis of the distribution of 
managers’ responses shows that most respondents believe environmental 
information is part of corporate social responsibility. From the standpoint 
of the companies it is ethical to collect and report environmental 
information. Through the factor analysis of managerial attitudes, research 
indicates variables of the highest importance in the extracted factor: the 
usefulness of environmental information for different stakeholders, the 
importance of exploring stakeholders’ interests, and the importance of 
ensuring the quantity and quality of environmental information. The 
extracted factor, labelled as “the importance of environmental reporting” 
was further defined as a dependent variable in a simple linear regression 
model in which industry and size of the company were defined as 
independent variables. Research identifies only the industry of the 
company as positively and significantly related to dependent variable. 

© 2017 L&H Scientific Publishing, LLC. All rights reserved.
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1 Introduction 

Environmental accounting is associated with the monitoring, measuring and reporting of environmental in-
formation, i.e. information on the impact companies’ have on the environment. The goal of establishing envi-
ronmental accounting is to improve corporate environmental performance and long-term environmental sus-
tainability. Environmental accounting upgrades companies’ existing environmental management systems, and 
therefore environmental accounting development can be perceived as “the new instrument of environmental 
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management” (Schaltegger et al., 2002). The discussion regarding environmental accounting began in the 
early 1970s when interest in issues of corporate social responsibility was rising, and the first substantive ex-
periments with social accounting and auditing were made (Gray, 2009). Whilst social accounting enjoyed 
considerable experimentation and currency in the 1970s it fell off the public agenda in the 1980s, so much so 
that there was considerable hostility to the concept during the 1980s and beyond (Gray, 2001). The natural 
disasters of the 1980s (e.g. Bhopal, Chernobyl, and Exxon Valdez) increased interest in the topic of environ-
mental accounting, because corporate activities were causing environmental problems on a global scale. This 
is the period in which companies started to report information on their environmental objectives, activities 
and impacts in separate statements from financial statements. The 1990s saw the increasing recognition that 
environmental issues need to be managed holistically within business, and be subject to normal management 
routines and disciplines, which consequently influenced on the development of standards for environmental 
management (Houldin, 2003). As environmental accounting became established in the 1990s, it was widely 
recognized as a key topic in accounting research. From the 1990s to today, the role of environmental 
accounting has been viewed as measuring environmental performance, which exceeds regulatory standards in 
the area of environmental protection. The discussion started in the area of managing environmental costs (e.g. 
US EPA, 1995) and the effects of environmental decisions (e.g. Boyd, 1998), as well as achieving corporate 
environmental effectiveness (e.g. Bidwell and Verfaillie, 2000) and competitiveness (e.g. Esty and 
Charnovitz, 2013). Considering that accounting provides the most important corporate system of information 
collection and analysis, in environmental accounting context it means that someone has the duty to give an 
explanation for how resources have been used (Schaltegger and Burritt, 2000). Therefore, the ultimate goal of 
environmental accounting is to prepare environmental reports for interested users. According to the European 
Environmental Agency (EEA), environmental reports are “the principal vehicle for company communication 
on the environment and a fair and credible reflection of the company’s environmental activities” (EEA, 1998). 
Environmental reports are provided to inform stakeholders about companies’ environmental responsibility, 
ensure business transparency and create the reputation of responsible partners that contribute to environmen-
tal protection and the quality of life of the local community. A pre-requisite for good environmental reporting 
is the establishment of an environmental management system and also the foundation for any substantive en-
vironmental accounting (Gray et al., 2014). Therefore, the integration and synergies between environmental 
management system and environmental accounting are needed in encompassing environmental aspects. A 
disclosure of environmental information can be viewed as an instrument, which can help in the management 
of precious environmental resources (Batra, 2013). Environmental reporting can be considered as business 
practice that demonstrates companies’ commitment to addressing environmental issues. However, the imple-
mentation of environmental accounting, collecting environmental data and preparing environmental reports is 
not an easy task. There are many obstacles that can affect this process. Through previous research, authors 
discuss various influencing factors. Doody (2010), for example, points out that knowledge deficiency, owner 
and manager attitudes, human resources, finance, customer attitudes, operational structure of a company as 
well as legislation and accreditation, as the barriers in implementing environmental practices. Hillary and 
Burr (2011) point out that not engaging employees in the process of environmental management, lack of in-
ternal skills, knowledge and experience, complexity of the management system, unclear benefits, limited hu-
man resources and costs of external support, as the main barriers to environmental management implementa-
tion in SMEs, which are likely to be affected in the implementation of environmental reporting processes. 
Interest, knowledge and managers’ commitment are playing a key role in adopting and implementing envi-
ronmental reporting practice. Therefore, the objective of this study is to identify managerial attitudes regard-
ing the importance of the reporting of environmental information to different stakeholders, based on frequen-
cy response analysis and factor analysis, and to test their dependence on selected variables of company char-
acteristics. Since there is a lack of managerial attitudes research in the area of environmental accounting and 
reporting, this study contributes to understanding the possible obstacles in the process of introducing the obli-
gation to report to all companies, as well as ensuring the quality of reporting. 
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2 Theoretical background 

Environmental reporting and its later development into sustainability reporting, has been the most important 
aspect of accounting and the environment as well as responding to environmental issues, especially for the 
last two decades. (Gray et al., 2014). Although environmental reporting has a relatively long history, from the 
1970s til today, it has only become widespread since the 1990s, especially in Western Europe. Stronger legal 
requirements related to environmental protection and environmental responsibility of companies, as well as 
the development of a range of voluntary environmental reporting guidelines, seems to be the important early 
drivers to environmental reporting development. Today, the reporting of environmental information has 
become mandatory for certain large undertakings and groups in the European Union (by the Directive 
2014/95/EU), regulated by internationally recognised standards (i.e. GRI Sustainability Reporting Standards). 
Environmental reporting has become a tool for promoting companies’ communication, demostraing their 
accountability regarding environmental issues, and providing useful information for decision-making. It 
refers to the systematic and holistic statements of environmental burden and environmental efforts in 
organisations’ activities, such as environmental policies, objectives, programs and their outcomes, 
organisational structures and systems for the environmental activities, in accordance with the general 
reporting principles of environmental reporting (Ministry of the Environment, Japan Government, 2004). 
Motivating forces for environmental reporting can be both internal and external, tangible and intangible, 
financial or ethical, and the reasons for reporting have been changing over the years. The Global Reporting 
Initiative (2011) has determined that some of the main motives for the reporting are: a) to show commitment 
and to be transparent, b) to demonstrate the ability to participate in competitive markets, c) to plan activities, 
become more sustainable and position the company, and d) to comply with regulations. Environmental 
reports are the principal vehicle for company communication on the environment (EEA, 1998). Through 
environmental reports, stakeholders are informed about environmental responsibility of the company. 
Environmental reports ensure business transparency and create the reputation of a company as a responsible 
partner that contributes to environmental protection and the quality of life of the local community. They are 
considered to be responsible business practice that demonstrates company’s commitment to solving 
environmental issues. Environmental reporting is a contemporary management tool that companies can use to 
provide information to external stakeholders and to find opportunities to improve internal processes, gain 
benefits and ensure its own sustainability. Environmental reports enable: greater distinction of companies in 
terms of environmental risk, which is the purpose sought by the business community; and (b) adequate 
accountability to the community, which is the purpose sought by the regulating entities, non-government 
organisations, and by society (Borges and Bergamini, 2001). Companies report environmental information to 
respond to stakeholder expectations and contribute to the welfare of society (Morsing and Schultz, 2006), to 
manage their own legitimacy (Reverte, 2009), to preserve their reputation (Reynolds and Yuthas, 2008), and 
to make profitability in the long run by reducing information asymmetry (Merkl-Davies and Brennan, 2007; 
Du et al., 2010). Environmental reporting as an important part of sustainability reporting “instils discipline 
and helps a company think about and define its long-term vision and raises awareness of sustainable practices 
in the whole organisation” (ACCA, 2013). Environmental reports are the result of functioning an internal 
system for collecting, analysing and processing data on the company’s environmental aspects. They are the 
source of environmental information not only for external stakeholders, but also for internal users. They are a 
management tool for assessing environmental performance and deciding on further steps for improving 
business processes and reducing corporate environmental impacts. Environmental reporting is based on 
continuous environmental management and collection of environmental data. Hence, it is a systematic and 
formal approach to addressing environmental impacts and integrating environmental issues into business 
processes. Because of the growing pressure for the companies to consider environmental effects of their 
operations, accounting and disclosure of environmental matters have rapidly been emerging as an important 
dimension of environmental management (Batra, 2013). Recording environmental activity data, their analysis 
and control, as well as reporting, are essential for business decision-making and environmental performance 
measuring. Therefore, it is important for companies to collect and monitor data in absolute and relative values. 
From an environmental impact point of view, the most important are collected absolute data, as these absolute 
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indicators illustrate the consumption of natural resources and the generation of waste and emissions (such as 
the total amount of fresh water consumed each year, the total amount of wastewater generated each year), 
while relative (normalised) indicators represent an company’s environmental performance in terms of its size, 
production output or number of employees (such as amount of fresh water consumed per unit product 
manufactured or service provided, amount of wastewater generated per unit product manufactured or service 
provided), and may also link physical and monetary terms together (IFAC, 2005). It is also important to point 
out that the stakeholders’ interest is increasingly concerned with the quality of reported information and the 
models of its measurement. Quality should reside in the manner in which the disclosed information 
transforms stakeholders’ knowledge of the firm’s corporate strategy (Brammer and Pavelin, 2008). The 
quality of information enables stakeholders to make sound and reasonable assessments of performance, and 
take appropriate action (GRI, 2006). Environmental information, as well as other sustainability information, 
should be verified through external assurance procedures. The aim of the assurance is to provide useful and 
reliable information leading to better decision-making. The KPMG survey from 2015 has shown that global 
average of assurance rates for carbon data is 62% (KPMG, 2015). A survey conducted in 2014 on a sample of 
companies whose reports were available through the GRI database found that the companies in the service 
sector, energy supply sector, production of construction materials and wood industry are leaders in the 
practice of assurance of sustainability reports (Krivačić, 2014). These companies originate from the most 
developed European countries such as Sweden and Germany. Although service companies are leaders of such 
business practices, it has been determined that this does not apply to hotels. A survey conducted by Janković 
and Krivačić in 2014 confirmed that the hospitality industry is definitely lagging behind in sustainability 
reporting practice compared to other companies, and only a small number of them are assuring their 
sustainability reports. Based on all of this, it is evident that environmental reporting, as an inevitable part of 
sustainability reporting, is a challenge for companies, since companies have to identify the environmental 
aspects that will be reported, apply the selected reporting guidelines or standards, define and report the 
objectives to be achieved, disclose negative environmental aspects, demonstrate achieved environmental 
performance, and ensure traceability and accuracy of environmental information. By accepting this challenge 
and directing efforts to achieving the right quality and quantity of environmental information, a company can 
achieve its own benefits, in a socially acceptable way. Specifically, a company that manages its 
environmental impacts easily reconciles its own interest in achieving profits with the requirements of the 
environment in which it operates. By securing market competitiveness, the interests of the owners are realised. 
If this is the case, and companies are environmentally efficient, they would also meet the expectations of the 
community.  

3 Literature review 

Recently, the issues of managerial attitudes on environmental reporting have become increasingly important 
as a research field. Papers from the 1990s and early 2000s investigate the involvement of accountants in 
corporate responses to the environmental agenda, the existence of an environmental reporting expectations 
gap between environmental information preparers and users, and the interpretation of managerial perceptions 
of the environmental reporting presence and absence through the lens of organisational legitimacy theory. In 
this context, the research of Bebbington, Gray, Thomson and Wolters (1994) confirmed that accountants have 
low levels of involvement in their company's environmental activities and appear to experience a conflict 
between their awareness of environmental issues and an inability to translate this into action within their 
corporate life. By investigating the perceptions of management accountants on the environmental reporting 
practices in Hong Kong, Jaggi and Zhao (1996) found that although managers were concerned about the 
protection of the environment, that concern was not reflected in voluntary environmental disclosures. They 
also commented that management accountants did not show much enthusiasm to convert their attitude to 
action. Deegan and Rankin (1999) explored whether a potential information demand/supply imbalance is due 
to differing perceptions between report users and report preparers. In comparing the responses, the authors 
have found out significant differences between the views of users and the preparers in relation to various 
issues associated with corporate environmental performance reporting. Cormier and Magnan (2003) also 



D. Krivačić and S. Janković / Journal of Environmental Accounting and Management 5(4) (2017) 327-341 

 

  

331

confirmed that there was an information gap between managers and investors. They argued that this 
information gap can be reduced (by managers) by providing investors with an adequate and related 
information. The researchers concluded that this will enable managers to obtain users’ trust, and brings many 
benefits to a firm such as allowing it to lower its cost of capital, raising its stock valuation multiples, 
increasing stock liquidity and attracting interest by institutional investors. Furthermore, in the early 2000s the 
research of Wilmshurst and Frost (2000) identified positive associations of CFO responses against the 
environmental disclosures within their company's annual report with shareholders' right to information, 
customer concerns, supplier concerns, financial institution concerns, community concerns and the provision 
of a “true and fair” view of the operations of the firm. On the other hand, O’Dwyer’s research (2002), which 
interprets managerial perceptions of corporate social disclosure presence and absence through the lens of 
organisational legitimacy theory, indicates that while corporate social disclosure may occasionally form part 
of a legitimacy process, ultimately this is misguided as it is widely perceived as being incapable of supporting 
the achievement of a legitimacy state. Consequently, for many managers, the continued practice of corporate 
social disclosure is deemed somewhat perplexing. In the late 2000s, several authors focused on the 
managerial perceptions and attitudes towards social and environmental reporting and environmental 
management. Belal and Owen (2007) therefore explore perceptions of corporate managers on the current state 
of, and future prospects for, social and environmental reporting in Bangladesh. They suggest that the main 
determinants behind reporting come from a desire to manage powerful stakeholder groups but the ultimate 
driving force behind the emerging reporting agenda is “outside forces” via parent company instructions and 
pressure from international buyers. Islam and Deegan (2008) re-examine determinants behind social and 
environmental reporting in Bangladesh. They conclude that the Bangladesh Garments Manufacturer and 
Exports Association have 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). Belal, in co-operation with Roberts, also conducted research (2010) to 
examine the perceptions of a diverse set of non-managerial stakeholders in the context of a developing 
country (Bangladesh). The authors determined that interviewees generally believed that the motivation and 
practice of social reporting in Bangladesh is developing in response to pressures from international markets 
and is producing largely cosmetic responses. The study which sought to explore whether respondents from 
Australia, the People's Republic of China and Indonesia, characterised by differing levels of development, 
also differ in their attitude toward environmental issues, was conducted by Cummings (2008). The author 
determined that Australian respondents were more cautious of supporting a forthright view on environmental 
issues, whilst Chinese and Indonesian respondents favoured a more centralised approach to decision making 
regarding the environment. Recent research investigates attitudes towards environmental accountability, 
disclosure and management. Bhattacharyya (2011) sought to explore whether respondents from India, 
characterised by their level of development, differ in their attitudes, towards environmental management. The 
research was expanded in 2012 when Bhattacharyya and Stanton conducted a survey of the attitudes of 
corporate managers across India, toward social and environmental key contemporary management issues. 
With respect to environmental attitudes, respondents categorised a few issues to be more important over other 
environmental factors. The result indicated that the important variables are “improved environmental 
disclosures can help our corporation gain support of shareholders”, “improved environmental disclosures can 
help my corporation save costs” and “improved environmental disclosures can help our corporation gain a 
competitive edge”. This implies that the true nature of a respondent’s attitude towards environmental issues is 
more business orientated than ethically-led. The importance of understanding the reasons behind managers’ 
decisions of releasing social and environmental information, and stakeholders’ perception of the importance 
and usefulness of this information, as an important step to improve the practices of this kind of disclosure, is 
demonstrated in the study of Elsakit and Worthington (2012). Some papers investigate the correlation 
between attitudes and the environmental practice of companies. While some determined that there is no 
significant association between attitudes and environmental management practices (Weerasiri and Zhengang, 
2012), others confirmed that managerial attitudes play a mediating role in the institutional environment and 
companies’ environmental sustainability orientation linkages because the cognitive, regulatory and normative 
elements of the institutional environment are strongly linked to positive managerial attitudes toward 
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environmental sustainability, which in turn, positively influences the firm’s overall environmental 
sustainability orientation (Roxas and Coetzer, 2012). The research of (Thoradeniya et al., 2013) conducted 
from a developing country perspective (Sri Lanka) indicates that psychological variables influence managers’ 
intention to engage in sustainability reporting. While managers have the intention to engage in sustainability 
reporting, the majority of companies have not taken the next step towards sustainability reporting. The newest 
paper of (Bhattacharyya in cooperation with Cummings, 2014) presents a survey of the attitudes of corporate 
managers across Australia and India. The study sought to explore whether respondents from these countries, 
characterised by differing levels of development, differ in their attitudes towards environmental responsibility. 
Although results indicated overall positive attitudes towards environmental reporting by both the groups of 
respondents, the findings indicate that Indian respondents were stronger in their support, while Australian 
respondents moderately supported most of the environmental issues. Some of the latest research (Hossain et 
al., 2016) examines non-managerial stakeholders’ perceptions of the barriers to corporate social and 
environmental responsibility practices in a developing country context. The findings of the study reveal that 
corruption and politics, lack of coordination, lack of government initiatives and unsatisfactory 
implementation of laws are perceived as major barriers that hinder social and environmental responsibility 
practices in Bangladesh. An exploratory analysis of managerial perceptions of social and environmental 
reporting in Chinese state-owned enterprises was conducted by (Zhao and Patten, 2016). The findings 
indicate that managers perceive that a variety of coercive, normative and mimetic pressures interplay to 
influence social and environmental reporting. The managers perceive peer institutions as exerting the greatest 
pressures for reporting and indicate that the government is seen as playing a facilitating role. The findings 
also reveal that the managers almost uniformly see the purpose of the reporting as a tool of image 
enhancement, particularly with respect to the general public. In the Croatian context, there is a little research 
related to managerial attitudes towards sustainability reporting in general, as well as environmental reporting. 
The research of (Petrić and Pranić, 2010) examined the attitudes towards selected environmental issues in the 
Croatian lodging sector. A strong positive sentiment towards environmental issues was expressed, but hotel 
characteristics, such as lodging type, size, quality rating, location etc., did not significantly alter the strength 
of sentiment felt towards the environment. The research of managerial attitudes towards environmental 
reporting, was conducted by Krivačić in 2013. The survey determined that managers have a positive attitude 
regarding the purpose of environmental reporting, that their attitudes on the motives for environmental 
reporting is uniform, and that those managers whose companies measure eco-efficiency and report about 
environmental impacts, also have positive attitudes on the benefits of such activities. A Research area that is 
less explored, relates to managerial attitudes relating to the importance of environmental information for 
company stakeholders. Since “the establishment of environmental accounting is fundamental assumption and 
framework that each operating system should provide to management in order to ensure informational 
foundation for environmental management” (Peršić, 2011), then it is obvious that managerial attitudes are 
relevant for data collection, processing and reporting of environmental information. This research contributes 
to previous research by determining managerial attitudes towards the usefulness of environmental information 
for different stakeholders, as well as the importance of ensuring the quantity and quality of environmental 
information. 

4 Data and methodology 

Data for exploring managerial attitudes regarding environmental reporting and its implementation in practice 
for Croatian companies came from a survey of a sample of 73 companies reporting environmental infor-
mation. Research was done from September till November 2015. A questionnaire was sent to 2.214 compa-
nies, and was filled by 164 companies (7%). The majority of the sample were production companies (53%) 
and service companies (30%), while fewer were commercial companies (7%) and companies of other indus-
tries (10%). According to the size of the company, measured by the number of employees, the sample was 
mostly medium-sized (50%) and large companies (40%), and the smallest number of the sample were small 
companies. 
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Fig.1 Companies according industry Fig.2  Companies according size 

 

  

Fig.3 Reporting environmental information Fig.4 Reporting in accordance with standards or not 

 
From these 164 companies, 73 confirmed that they had implemented environmental reporting (45%). Ana-

lysed companies report environmental information in their annual reports (22%) or prepare an independent 
environmental report (19%). Although it was expected that the companies in the sample would report envi-
ronmental information along with other non-financial information within corporate responsibility or sustaina-
bility reports, only 11% of them applied these business practices. Environmental information is also posted 
through corporate websites (12%). 

When reporting environmental information, only 9% of companies followed internationally accepted re-
porting guidelines or standards. Less than half of the respondents (45%) had a steady stream of reporting, that 
was once a year. When preparing environmental information, requests of the stakeholders analysed only 4% 
of companies. After the release of environmental reports, only 7% of the companies collected feedback from 
the stakeholders. 

5 Results 

The respondents whose companies report environmental information were asked about their attitudes to the 
importance of environmental information for the business and sustainability of their companies. In the pro-
cess of collecting data, the Likert’s scale with five levels of intensity was used. The respondents confirmed 
the importance of environmental information for the business and sustainability of their companies. The mode 
of the responses (Table 1) shows that most respondents agreed with the statement. 

A detailed analysis of the respondent’s distribution of response (Table 2) shows that most respondents be-
lieved environmental information is part of corporate social responsibility and that is ethical that this infor-
mation is prepared and reported (47% fully agree and 40% agree with the statement, 11% are undecided, 
while only 1% disagree, and 1% fully disagree). 
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Table 1 Frequencies 

 VAR1 VAR2 VAR3 VAR4 VAR5 VAR6 VAR7 VAR8 VAR9 
Valid 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73 73
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mode 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 4.00 5.00
Std. Deviation .82461 .85497 .94924 1.04010 1.00928 .83265 1.04375 1.08329 1.05626

Table 2 Respondents' attitudes towards environmental reporting 

STATEMENT 

DISTRIBUTION OF 
RESPONDENTS’ RESPONSES 

Fully disa-
gree 

 
Fully 
agree 

1 2 3 4 5 

Environmental information is part of corporate social responsibility, so it is ethi-
cal to prepare and report them. 

1 1 8 29 34 

Environmental information should be prepared and report by the company, as it 
may be useful to its managers in business decision making processes. 

0 3 13 28 29 

Environmental information should be prepared and reported by the company, as 
it may be useful to its other employees as well. 

0 5 19 23 26 

Environmental information should be prepared and reported by the company, as 
it may be useful to different external stakeholders. 

1 7 17 23 25 

In preparing and reporting environmental information, the company should inves-
tigate and respond to the specific interests and requirements of internal and exter-
nal stakeholders.  

0 8 19 22 24 

Quantity and quality of environmental information the company should ensure by 
involving employees from different sectors (or departments) in its preparation 
and reporting. 

0 3 10 29 31 

The company should ensure a higher level of environmental information quality 
to the stakeholders by submitting it to an external audit. 

0 11 23 19 20 

Environmental information should be reported by the company in the form and 
manner in which the stakeholders are best suited. 

2 8 16 25 22 

The preparation and reporting of environmental information should be a custom-
ary but legally defined business practice. 

2 5 17 23 26 

 
Additionally, most respondents believed that the quantity and quality of environmental information should 

be provided by the involvement of employees from different sectors or departments in their preparation and 
publication (42% fully agree and 40% agree with the statement, 14% are undecided and 4% disagree).  

Respondents mostly agreed that companies have to create and report environmental information, as they 
may be useful to their managers in business decision making processes (40% fully agree and 38% agree with 
the stated purpose of environmental information, while 18% are undecided and 4% disagree with the state-
ment). 

Respondents had different attitudes regarding statement about the importance of environmental infor-
mation to employees (36% fully agree and 31% agree, but 26% are undecided and 7% disagree with the 
statement), and to different external stakeholders (34% fully agree, 32% agree, while 23% are undecided, 
10% disagree and 1% fully disagree). 

It is further determined that most of the respondents believed that environmental information of the com-
panies should be reported in the form and manner in which stakeholders are best suited (30% fully agree, 
34% agree, 22% are undecided, while 11% disagreed and 3% fully disagree), and that environmental report-
ing should be a customary but legally defined business practice (36% fully agreed, 31% agreed, 23% are un-
decided, while 7% disagreed and 3% fully disagreed). 
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Fig.5 Environmental information is part of corporate 

social responsibility, so it is ethical to prepare and report 

them. 

Fig.6 Quantity and quality of environmental information the 

company should ensure by involving employees from different 

sectors (or departments) in its preparation and reporting.

Fig.7 Environmental information should be prepared and report by the company, as it may be useful to its managers in business decision 

making processes. 

Fig.8 Environmental information should be prepared and re-

ported by the company, as it may be useful to its other em-

ployees as well. 

Fig.9 Environmental information should be prepared and reported 

by the company, as it may be useful to different external stake-

holders. 

Fig.10 Environmental information should be reported by the 

company in the form and manner in which the stakeholders 

are best suited. 

Fig.11 The preparation and reporting of environmental infor-

mation should be a customary but legally defined business prac-

tice. 
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Table 3 Correlation Matrix 

 VAR1 VAR2 VAR3 VAR4 VAR5 VAR6 VAR7 VAR8 VAR9 
Correlation VAR1 1.000 .593 .565 .673 .570 .681 .536 .569 .399

VAR2 .593 1.000 .811 .628 .620 .584 .474 .498 .384
VAR3 .565 .811 1.000 .684 .602 .591 .588 .612 .467
VAR4 .673 .628 .684 1.000 .789 .687 .587 .691 .444
VAR5 .570 .620 .602 .789 1.000 .649 .491 .655 .494
VAR6 .681 .584 .591 .687 .649 1.000 .562 .497 .544
VAR7 .536 .474 .588 .587 .491 .562 1.000 .461 .650
VAR8 .569 .498 .612 .691 .655 .497 .461 1.000 .333
VAR9 .399 .384 .467 .444 .494 .544 .650 .333 1.000

a. Determinant = .001 
 
More consensus has been found in the respondents’ attitudes towards the statement that the concrete inter-

ests and demands of internal and external stakeholders should be explored when drafting and reporting envi-
ronmental information. Most respondents agreed with this statement (33% fully agree, 30% agree), although 
26% are undecided and 11% disagree. The statement with which more respondents disagreed, in comparison 
to other statements, is the one which a higher level of environmental information should be ensured to stake-
holders by submitting it to an external audit. Although slightly more than half of the respondents agree (27% 
fully agree and 26% agree), 32% are undecided, and 15% disagree with the statement. 

Collected data related to managerial attitudes on environmental reporting are further processed by 
conducting factor analysis. Since the Likert’s scale was used in their collection, it is customary to initially 
check the internal consistent level of reliability by calculating the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. The 
calculated Cronbach’s alpha coefficient reached a value of 0.921. Given that the goal is to achieve the alpha 
value of about 0.8 (Gliem and Gliem, 2003), the calculated Cronbach’s alpha indicates a good internal 
consistency of the elements on the scale. Subsequently, a factor analysis of interdependence has been 
performed within a set of variables which is attempted to be explained by a smaller number of common 
factors. First, the appropriateness of the data collected for its application was examined, the correlation matrix 
was calculated (Table 3), and then the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin’s Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) and 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity (Table 4) was performed. The correlation matrix shows that there is a positive 
correlation between the variables. The KMO measure compares the values of correlations between variables 
and those of the partial correlations. Its value can be in range from 0 to 1, while the values between 0.8 and 1 
indicate the sampling is adequate for the factor analysis (http://www.statisticshowto.com/kaiser-meyer-olkin/). 
The calculated value of the KMO test was 0.867, which indicates a conclusion on the adequacy of the correla-
tion matrix for the factor analysis.  

 

Fig.12 In preparing and reporting environmental infor-

mation, the company should investigate and respond to the 

specific interests and requirements of internal and external 

Fig.13 The company should ensure a higher level of environmen-

tal information quality to the stakeholders by submitting it to an 

external audit. 
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Table 4 KMO and Bartlett's Test 

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .867
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 445.305

df 36
Sig. .000

Table 5 Communalities 

 Initial Extraction 
VAR1 1.000 .624 
VAR2 1.000 .629 
VAR3 1.000 .702 
VAR4 1.000 .773 
VAR5 1.000 .692 
VAR6 1.000 .669 
VAR7 1.000 .554 
VAR8 1.000 .564 
VAR9 1.000 .418 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

Table 6 Total Variance Explained 

Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 

Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 5.625 62.504 62.504 5.625 62.504 62.504
2 .887 9.851 72.356    
3 .614 6.826 79.181    
4 .531 5.900 85.082    
5 .453 5.032 90.113    
6 .308 3.423 93.536    
7 .266 2.953 96.489    
8 .187 2.077 98.566    
9 .129 1.434 100.000    

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 

 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity compares the observed correlation matrix to the identity matrix, i.e. a matrix in 
which all the elements on the diagonals are equal to 1 and all the elements outside the diagonal are equal to 0 
(http://stats.idre.ucla.edu/spss/output/factor-analysis/). In order to reject the hypothesis that the correlation 
matrix is identity matrix, statistical significance should be less than 0.05. In this case determined statistical 
significance is 0.000), which means that some variables are correlated and allows the conduction of factor 
analysis. 

The principal component factor analysis was applied in the research. The basis for its implementation is an 
unreduced correlation matrix where units are used for initial communalities. The communalities of the varia-
bles in the factor analysis is shown in Table 5. From the analysed variables, one factor was extracted, which 
explains 62.5% of the total variance (Table 6). Component matrix (Table 7) contains factor loadings that rep-
resent coefficients of correlation between extracted factor and variables. 

The extracted factor can be labelled as “the importance of environmental reporting”. The variables with 
the highest factor loading refer to the usefulness of environmental information for different stakeholders, the 
importance of exploring stakeholders’ interests, and the importance of ensuring the quantity and quality of 
environmental information by involving employees from different company sectors in their preparing and 
reporting. 
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Table 7 Component Matrix 

 Component 1 
VAR1 .790 
VAR2 .793 
VAR3 .838 
VAR4 .879 
VAR5 .832 
VAR6 .818 
VAR7 .744 
VAR8 .751 
VAR9 .647 

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
a. 1 components extracted. 

The results indicated that respondents recognise the real purpose of environmental reporting, especially in 
relations with stakeholders. However, most of them do not involve stakeholders in the reporting process. That 
is the gap that should be further explored. The determined factor was further defined as a dependent variable 
in a simple linear regression model. Industry and size of the company were defined as independent variables. 
The calculated factor score coefficients are through a statistical data processing programme stored in the form 
of variable appropriate for regression analysis. The testing of defined dependent variable and independent 
variables was performed by the regression model whose basic formula (according to Hair Anderson, Tatham 
and Black, 1995) is as follows: 

eXbXbbY  22110                                   (1) 

With the implemented variables, in this case the regression formula takes the following record: 

eSIZEbINDbb  210MA      (2) 

where: 
MA: managerial attitudes 
b0: constant term (intercept) 
b1, b2: coefficient of exploratory variable 
IND: industry of the company 
SIZE: size of the company 
e: the difference between the estimated and observed value of the environmental reporting level for each 

company (error term) 

In order to determine the influence of independent variables on managerial attitudes, the correlation coef-
ficient of the independent variables included in the regression model was first calculated. The highest calcu-
lated correlation between independent variables is 0.413, which is a weak to moderate correlation and does 
not indicate the multicollinearity problem. Rejecting the multicollinearity problem of independent variables 
was also confirmed by the calculated Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), which value was 1.022 (Table 9). Dur-
bin-Watson’s test, which value was 1.136 (Table 8), found that there was no problem of auto-correlation error 
in the regression model. Heteroskedasticity was also not observed since the calculated significance (Sig = 
0.000) was lower than the established level of significance (5%). By testing the regression model (Table 8), it 
was found that only 7.3% of the variance of dependent variable (Adjusted R2 = 0.073) was explained by the 
variation of the independent variable, in particular the variable IND, which only showed statistically signifi-
cant at the level of 5% significance (Sig. = 0.007). Unlike this, the variable SIZE did not prove statistically 
significant (Sig. = 0.527). 

 The research data proved that managerial attitudes on environmental reporting are positive, and statistical-
ly significant in relation to the industry of the company. By contrast, the size of the company does not have a 
statistically significant impact on managerial attitudes towards environmental reporting, although there is a 
positive, but there is a weak correlation between managerial attitudes and size of the company. 
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Table 8 Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate Durbin-Watson 
1 .314a .099 .073 .96275059 1.136 

a. Predictors: (Constant), SIZE, IND 
b. Dependent Variable: MA 

Table 9 Regression Coefficients 

Model 
Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients 

t Sig. 
Collinearity Statistics 

B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) -.818 .492  -1.662 .101   

IND .280 .101 .317 2.762 .007 .978 1.022
SIZE .073 .115 .073 .635 .527 .978 1.022

a. Dependent Variable: MA 

4. Conclusions 

This study attempts to obtain a better understanding of managerial attitudes toward environmental reporting 
of Croatian managers. Responses to most of the environmental reporting items suggest that respondents to the 
study had positive attitude towards environmental reporting overall. These findings are in line with the 
findings of Wilmshurst and Frost (2000), as well as Petrić and Pranić (2010). Managers believe that the 
reasons for environmental reporting arise from the ethical responsibility of companies to a greater extent than 
for the benefits that such business practice can bring. This result indicates that the true nature of respondent’s 
attitudes towards environmental reporting is more ethically-led than business orientated. Factor analysis of 
the managers’ responses indicates the usefulness of environmental information for different stakeholders, the 
importance of exploring stakeholders’ interests, and the importance of ensuring the quantity and quality of 
environmental information by involving employees from different company sectors in their preparing and 
reporting are the highest ranked variables that describe the importance of environmental reporting. These 
findings can be comparable with the study of Belal and Owen (2007) or Bhattacharyya and Stanton (2012). 
However, most of companies do not involve stakeholders in the reporting process, so this is the area that 
should be further explored. The study also proves that managerial attitudes on environmental reporting are 
positive and statistically significant in relation to the industry of the company, but not in the relation to the 
size of the company. The limitation of the study is that the questions used in the survey do not represent the 
entire framework on which attitudes toward environment reporting of Croatian managers are formed. There-
fore, further research should focus on even more variables that can point to managerial attitudes as well as on 
the underlying factors that can have an impact on the environmental reporting practice. 
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