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Abstract

Environmental degradation and the need for sustainability reporting have placed
accounting at the center of corporate responsibility. The increasing exploitation of
natural resources and rising greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in Nigeria have
intensified the demand for greater transparency in environmental accounting and
reporting. This study investigates management perceptions of environmental accounting
and its impact on sustainable development in Nigeria. Employing Pearson correlation
analysis and Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression, the findings reveal a strong
positive relationship between environmental accounting practices and sustainability
outcomes. Organizations that integrate environmental reporting effectively monitor
emissions, resource consumption, and regulatory compliance, leading to improved
environmental performance. Conversely, firms neglecting environmental disclosures
face reputational and regulatory risks. The study advocates for the adoption of
international recognized frameworks, such as the International Standards of Accounting
and Reporting (ISAR), coupled with real-time graphical indicators to enhance corporate
accountability. Strengthening environmental reporting mechanisms will not only align
firms with sustainability objectives but also contribute to long-term economic and
environmental stability

Keywords: Environmental Accounting, Sustainability Reporting, Sustainable
Development, Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions, Corporate Environmental
Responsibility, Regulatory Compliance, Climate Change Mitigation.

Introduction

Environmental concerns have emerged as a central issue in corporate governance,
particularly in developing economies like Nigeria, where industrial activities exert
significant pressure on ecological sustainability. Environmental Accounting and Reporting
(EAR) has gained recognition as a critical tool for integrating environmental costs into
financial decision-making, enhancing corporate transparency, and fostering long-term
sustainable development (Gray, 2010). The growing need for corporate social
responsibility (CSR) and sustainability reporting has led to increasing regulatory and
stakeholder pressure on firms to disclose their environmental performance (Deegan,
2014). However, the extent to which management perceives EAR as a strategic asset
rather than a regulatory burden remains a subject of debate.
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The Nigeria economy faces environmental challenges, like every other country, in various
categories which including: industrial pollution, deforestation, and inadequate waste
management (Adegbite et al., 2021). Despite the existence of regulatory agents such as
the Financial Reporting Council (FRC) guidelines and the Nigeria Stock Exchange (NSE)
sustainability disclosure requirements, corporate compliance with EAR remains
inconsistent (Uwuigbe et al., 2018). The management perception of EAR significantly
influences its adoption and implementation, as organizational leaders play a crucial role
in shaping corporate environmental policies and strategies (Tilt, 2016). Some executives
view EAR as an essential component of sustainable business practices, while others
regard it as an additional cost that yields limited financial benefits, understanding these
perceptions is crucial for evaluating the effectiveness of EAR in driving sustainable
development in Nigeria.

Furthermore, previous studies suggest that EAR can enhance corporate financial
performance by improving investors’ confidence, mitigating environmental risks, and
ensuring regulatory compliance (Clarkson et al., 2011). However, challenges such as
inadequate regulatory enforcement, lack of technical expertise, and resistance to change
have limited the adoption of EAR in Nigeria (Okafor & Amodu, 2020). Given these
concerns, it is essential to examine how management executives perceive the impact of
EAR on sustainability and the factors influencing their willingness to adopt environmental
reporting practices.

This study seeks to examine management perception of EAR and its perceived impact
on sustainable development in Nigeria, by assessing the attitudes of corporate
executives, identifying the key drivers and barriers to EAR adoption, and analyzing its
influence on corporate sustainability. This research work will contribute to the corporate
environmental responsibility and provide recommendations and strengthen EAR concept
in Nigeria.

Purpose of the study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between environmental
accounting and reporting on sustainable development in Nigeria. Specifically, the

objectives were to:

Does environmental accounting and reporting enhance sustainable development in
Nigeria?

How does management perception of Environmental Accounting and Reporting impact
corporate sustainability practices in Nigeria?

What are the consequences for non-compliance with environmental accounting and
reporting standards?
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Research Hypotheses

Three null research hypotheses stated below were tested to achieve the objectives and
purpose of this study.

Ho1: There is no significant relationship between environmental accounting and reporting
and sustainable development in Nigeria.

Ho2: There is no significant relationship between management perception of
Environmental accounting and reporting and sustainable development in Nigeria.

Ho3: There is no significant relationship between non-compliance with environmental
accounting and reporting sustainable development in Nigeria.

The findings of this research contribute to the growing discourse on sustainable corporate
practices, regulatory enforcement, and environmental responsibility in Nigeria. By
assessing management perceptions, the study provides valuable insights into how
Nigeria companies can strengthen their environmental reporting mechanisms to align with
global sustainability standards.

Literature Review

Concept of Environmental Accounting and Reporting

Environmental accounting and reporting have gained global attention as organizations
and policymakers recognize the need to integrate environmental concerns into financial
reporting. Deegan (2002), environmental accounting is a mechanism for identifying,
measuring, and disclosing an organization environmental impact and financial
implications. this encompasses the assessment of greenhouse gas emissions, energy
consumption, resource utilization, and waste management (Gray et al., 1995).
Environmental reporting refers to the disclosure of information to stakeholders, including
investors, regulators, and the general public. This disclosure enhances transparency and
allows for better decision-making regarding sustainability initiatives (Adams, 2004). The
Global Reporting Initiative (GRI, 2001) emphasize on standardized environmental
reporting practices which enable comparability across industries, and ultimately fostering
corporate responsibility.

Sustainable Development and Corporate Environmental Responsibility
Sustainable development is defined by the United Nations as meeting present needs
without compromising future generations’ ability to meet their own needs (UNCTAD,
2003). Corporate sustainability aligns with this concept by encouraging businesses to
operate in a manner that minimizes environmental degradation while maintaining
profitability (Hahn & Kihnen, 2013).

The adoption of environmental accounting plays a crucial role in achieving sustainable
development. Clarkson et al. (2008) argue that firms that integrate environmental
considerations into their financial decisions tend to experience long-term benefits such as
cost savings, regulatory compliance, and enhanced corporate reputation. However, the
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extent to which environmental accounting influences sustainable development depends
on managerial perception and commitment (Kolk, 2008).

Management Perception of Environmental Accounting in Nigeria

The perception of Nigeria business managers regarding environmental accounting and
reporting varies across industries. Some managers recognize environmental accounting
as a strategic tool that enhances competitiveness, while others perceive it as a regulatory
burden (Jaggi & Zhao, 1996). In a study conducted by O’Dwyer (2003), corporate
executives in developing economy, including Nigeria, expressed concerns over the cost
implications of environmental reporting, arguing that compliance with sustainability
regulations increases operational expenses without immediate financial returns.

Adams (2004) found that companies that voluntarily disclose environmental information
often gain a competitive advantage, as investors and consumers increasingly favor
environmentally responsible firms. Nigeria firms operating in the sector such as oil and
gas, manufacturing, and agriculture industries face significant environmental challenges,
making environmental accounting crucial for mitigating risks and improving public
perception (Freedman & Jaggi, 2005). According to Islam and Deegan (2010), their study
revealed that media pressure and stakeholder activism significantly influence managerial
attitudes toward environmental disclosure. The Nigeria organizations that face public
scrutiny over environmental degradation, such as oil spills in the Niger Delta, are more
likely to engage in environmental reporting as a means of maintaining legitimacy.

Impact of Environmental Accounting on Sustainable Development in Nigeria
Empirical studies suggest that environmental accounting contributes to sustainable
development by promoting responsible corporate behavior, reducing environmental risks,
and fostering regulatory compliance (Edward, 2011). Nigeria businesses that integrate
environmental reporting into their corporate strategy demonstrate a higher level of
resource efficiency and waste reduction (Muller & Sturn, 2001). However, the major issue
is the lack of standardized reporting frameworks and weak enforcement of environmental
regulations (Al-Tuwaijri et al., 2004). In Nigeria, while regulatory bodies such as the
National Environmental Standards and Regulations Enforcement Agency (NESREA)
have established guidelines for corporate environmental responsibility, compliance
remains inconsistent due to limited enforcement mechanisms and managerial resistance
(UNCTAD, 2003). Another challenge is the low level of awareness and expertise among
Nigeria corporate organizations regarding environmental accounting principles (Pallant,
2004). Moreover, the perception that environmental disclosure is only necessary for large
multinational corporations has hindered its adoption among small and medium-sized
enterprises (SMEs) in Nigeria (Kolk, 2008).

Consequences of Non-Compliance with Environmental Accounting and Reporting
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The failure to comply with environmental accounting standards can result in financial
penalties, reputational damage, and legal sanctions (Bebbington et al., 2000). According
to The Greenhouse Gas Protocol (2004), organizations that neglect environmental
reporting are exposed to litigation risks, particularly in sectors with high pollution levels.
In Nigeria, non-compliance with environmental disclosure requirements has led to
conflicts between businesses and local communities (UNCTAD, 2003). The oil and gas
sector, in particular, has faced criticism and regulatory fines for environmental
degradation. Stakeholder activism has forced some corporations to improve their
reporting practices to avoid reputational crises (Freedman & Jaggi, 2005). According to
KPMG (2020), the firms that ignore environmental accountability often experience
reduced investor confidence. Many institutional investors now consider environmental,
social, and governance (ESG) criteria before making investment decisions, making
environmental accounting a key determinant of corporate sustainability.

Environment and Financial Performance

The effective environmental accounting policy enables businesses to deliver
competitively priced goods and services that meet consumer needs while simultaneously
reducing ecological impacts (UNCTAD, 2003). This approach integrates environmental
and financial performance, ensuring that sustainability initiatives contribute to long-term
economic value. The relationship between environmental responsibility and financial
success is established by measuring a company's environmental performance relatively
to its financial outcomes (Schaltegger & Burritt, 2018).

Research indicates that environmental conscious companies, can enhance their
practices while simultaneously reducing operational risks and improving financial
performance (Adams, 1998). Businesses that implement sustainable operations, such as
efficient resources use for emissions reduction, often experience lower production costs,
improved profit margins, and enhanced stakeholder trust (Porter & Van der Linde, 1995),
such firms produce the same output with fewer resources and reduced emissions, giving
them a competitive edge in terms of operating efficiency and public reputation (Clarkson
et al., 2011). Additionally, enterprises that adopt sustainable management strategies face
lower liability risks, resulting in reduced insurance and contingency costs (Freedman &
Jaggi, 2005).

Environmental Accounting Predictor of Financial Performance

Environmental accounting serves as a critical tool for forecasting how environmental
issues impact future financial performance, thereby aiding in strategic investment
decisions (KPMG, 2020). Businesses that adopt resource-efficient models and low-
carbon strategies enhance their future cash flows, ultimately increasing shareholder value
(loannou & Serafeim, 2017). Lower capital expenditures on pollution control and energy
efficiency and contribute to higher net margins and long-term financial sustainability
(Epstein & Buhovac, 2014). Despite the growing relevance of environmental accounting,
the lack of standardized frameworks poses challenges in comparing corporate
environmental performance across industries (UNCTAD, 2003). Adams (1998) found no
global consensus on how to account for environmental impacts, making it difficult to
measure progress over time or benchmark inter-firm sustainability performance. The
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absence of a universal environmental disclosure framework results in inconsistent
reporting comparability and reliability of sustainable metrics (GRI, 2021).

Quantifying Environmental and Financial Performance: The United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) advocates for the Net Value-Added
(NVA) Approach, a quantitative method for linking environmental and financial
performance (UNCTAD, 2003). This approach measures a company's environmental
impact relative to the economic value generated from its operations over a specific period.
It is expressed as:

Environmental Performance

VA=

Financial Performance

Where:

Environmental Performance is measured using energy consumption (gigajoules),
emissions reductions, and resource efficiency.

Financial Performance is assessed using net value added (Net Sales — Cost of Goods
Purchased).

This ratio provides insight into the enterprise ability to adapt to environmental changes
while maintaining economic viability. GRI (2001) emphasizes that this metric helps
organizations quantify their environmental burden per unit of economic value, facilitating
more informed sustainability strategies.

The integration of environmental and financial performance is becoming increasingly
critical as businesses recognize the economic benefits of sustainability. Companies that
effectively manage environmental risks not only improve profitability and operational
efficiency but also enhance investors’ confidence and regulatory compliance
(Schaltegger & Burritt, 2018). The standardized environmental accounting frameworks
are necessary to ensure comparable, transparent, and meaningful sustainability
reporting, thereby reinforcing the link between corporate responsibility and financial
success (KPMG, 2020).

Principles of Environmental Accounting Statements

Environmental accounting provides a framework for systematic recording and analyzing
organizations reporting environment and financial performance. This approach is
essential for assessing sustainability, guiding decision-making, and meeting stakeholder
expectations (Edward, 2011). The principles of environmental accounting revolve around
key elements, items, indicators, recognition and measurement criteria.

Elements in environmental accounting refer to broad categories which encompass
financial and environmental concerns that stakeholders consider significant. These
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include global warming contributions, energy requirements, waste management, assets,
liabilities, equity, income, and expenses. Each element represents a fundamental aspect
of environmental performance and financial sustainability.

Items in Environmental Accounting: The items, or the group of items, represents
specific data related to an element. For instance, within the element of greenhouse gas
emissions, specific items include carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), and nitrous oxide
(N2O). Similarly, energy requirements may be broken down into different energy sources,
while financial elements like income and expenses may be itemized based on specific
categories such as cost of goods sold or revenue from sustainable products. A single
element can consist of multiple items, each providing granular insight into environmental
and financial performance.

Indicators in Environmental Accounting: Indicators serve as measurable parameters
that track and demonstrate performance related to an element by recognizing and
measuring its associated items. These indicators enable organizations to monitor
changes over time, normalize fluctuations, and establish comparability. For example,
greenhouse gas emissions can be expressed in metric tons of CO, equivalents per unit
of revenue, while energy consumption may be reported per unit of net value added.
Environmental indicators are typically structured as ratios, with an environmental item in
the numerator and a financial item in the denominator, facilitating integration into
corporate financial reporting (GRI, 2001).

Recognition and Measurement: Accurate recognition and measurement of
environmental and financial data are critical for enhancing organizational productivity,
profitability, and sustainability (Edward, 2011). An item qualifies for recognition when it
meets defined criteria and possesses a measurable value in physical or monetary terms.
The case where direct measurement is impractical, reasonable estimates are used to
maintain the reliability of environmental accounting data. Measurement involves
determining the specific physical or monetary value at which an item is to be recognized,
ensuring consistency in environmental reporting.

Theoretical Framework

This study is based on Legitimacy theory which posits that organizations seek to operate
within the boundaries of societal norms and expectations to maintain their legitimacy
(Suchman, 1995). According to Deegan (2002), businesses must align their activities with
public expectations to secure continuous support from stakeholders. In the context of
environmental accounting and reporting, legitimacy theory suggests that organizations
disclose environmental information as a strategic response to social pressures and
regulatory requirements. In Nigeria, where environmental concerns such as oil spillage,
deforestation, and greenhouse gas emissions have generated public outcry, companies
face increasing pressure to demonstrate environmental responsibility (Freedman & Jaggi,
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2005). Firms engage in sustainable reporting because of ethical considerations to
maintain social acceptance and avoid regulatory sanctions (O’'Dwyer, 2003).

Stakeholder Theory: Stakeholder theory, introduced by Freeman (1984), argues that
organizations must consider the interests of all stakeholders, not just shareholders, in
their decision-making processes. This theory emphasizes the role of employees,
consumers, investors, regulatory agencies, and local communities in shaping
corporate environmental policies and reporting practices. The Nigeria, businesses
operate in a complex stakeholder environment where government regulations,
community activism, and investors’ expectations influence corporate environmental
behavior. For instance, multinational corporations operating in Nigeria oil sector face
stakeholder pressures from international regulatory bodies, local environmental
activists, and financial institutions advocating for sustainability (Kolk, 2008). The research
suggests that companies that engage in proactive environmental reporting tend to
experience higher stakeholder trust, brand loyalty, and long-term financial benefits
(Bebbington et al., 2000). Conversely, firms that neglect environmental accountability
may face stakeholder backlash, reputational damage, and potential legal
consequences (Edward, 2011). Moreover, stakeholder theory explains the growing
demand in Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) disclosure among Nigeria
companies.

Institutional Theory: Institutional theory explains how organizations adopt certain
practices due to external institutional pressures such as regulations, industry norms,
and cultural expectations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). This theory suggests that
companies engage in environmental accounting and reporting due to coercive,
normative, and mimetic pressures. Coercive pressures come from regulatory
authorities and legal mandates. The Nigeria, agencies such as the ‘National
Environmental Standards and Regulations Enforcement Agency’ (NESREA) require
businesses to comply with environmental disclosure guidelines, the company that fail to
comply risk penalties, lawsuits, or loss of operating licenses (UNCTAD, 2003).

Research Methodology

This study employed a survey research design, utilizing both primary and secondary
data sources to investigate the research objectives. Primary data were obtained directly
from respondents in Nigeria, while secondary data were derived from existing literature
and prior research contributions.

Sample Size Determination
A sample size of 400 respondents was determined using Yamane's (1967) formula for
sample size determination, applied to a population of approximately three million people.
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This technique ensures a representative sample while maintaining statistical reliability.

Data Collection and Analysis

Data were collected through structured surveys administered to selected respondents.
The collected data were analyzed using:

Pearson Correlation Coefficient — to measure the strength and direction of relationships
between variables.

Student’s t-test — to compare means and test statistical significance.

Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) — to assess differences across multiple
dependent variables simultaneously.

All statistical analyses were conducted at a 95% confidence level, ensuring the
robustness and reliability of findings.

r
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Research Results and Findings

This section presents the research findings based on the analysis of primary data
collected through structured questionnaires. A total of 379 valid questionnaires were
retrieved, representing 95% of the distributed surveys. The responses provided insights
into key areas such as environmental accounting and reporting, reductions in emissions,
material and energy usage, deforestation, and corporate alignment with government
sustainability programs. The detailed statistical results are provided in Tables 4.01 and
4.02 in the appendix and table 5.1 and 5.02 in appendix.

Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis 1

Null Hypothesis (H,): There is no significant relationship between environmental
accounting and reporting and  sustainable  development in  Nigeria.
Alternative Hypothesis (H;): There is a significant relationship between environmental
accounting and sustainable development in Nigeria.

To evaluate this hypothesis, the Pearson Correlation Coefficient (r) was computed to
assess the strength of the relationship between environmental accounting (independent
variable) and sustainable development (dependent variable). The calculated correlation
coefficient (r = 0.74) suggests a strong positive relationship.

To further test the significance of this correlation, a Student t-test was applied as follows:

rv/n — 2

T /1o
,_074/379-2 0.74x1944  14.38

_ _ — — 2313
/1= (0.74)2 +/0.4524 0.6725
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At a 0.05 significance level, the critical t-value is 1.96. Since the calculated t-value (2.313)
is greater than 1.96, the null hypothesis (H,) is rejected. This confirms that there is a
statistically significant relationship between environmental accounting and sustainable
development in Nigeria.

Hypothesis 2

Management’s perception of Environmental Accounting and Reporting has no significant
impact on sustainable development in Nigeria.

Alternative Hypothesis (H,): There is a significant impact on Management’s perception of
Environmental Accounting and Reporting on sustainable development in Nigeria.

A multiple regression model is used to assess the relationship between management
perception of EAR and sustainable development.

SD=B0+B1MP+e

Where:

SD = Sustainable Development (dependent variable)

MP = Management’s Perception of EAR (independent variable)

0= Intercept
B1 = Coefficient of MP
€ = Error term

The p-value of B1 is less than 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis (HO) and conclude that
management’s perception of EAR has a significant impact on sustainable development.
If the p-value is greater than 0.05, we fail to reject HO, meaning no significant impact is
detected.

Pearson Correlation: Both tables (appendix) show a strong Pearson correlation between
the percentages of responses for accountants and managers. However, the p-values
(around 0.15 and 0.088) indicate that with these few observations, the correlation results
may not reach conventional significance levels.

Paired t-tests: For both tables, Table 5.1 (and similarly for Table 5.02), the paired t-tests
comparing counts between accountants and managers yield non-significant results (p-
values well above 0.05). This suggests that Management’s perception of Environmental
Accounting and Reporting has no significant impact on sustainable development in
Nigeria

Hypothesis 3

Null Hypothesis (Ho): There is no significant relationship between non-compliance with
environmental accounting and reporting sustainable development in
Nigeria.
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Alternative Hypothesis (H;): There are consequences for non-compliance with
environmental accounting and reporting.

A one-way between-groups Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted
to analyze the perceptions of different stakeholder groups regarding the consequences
of non-compliance with environmental accounting regulations. The respondents were
classified into three groups:

Preparers (Accountants) — 97 respondents

Auditors — 95 respondents

Users of accounting information (e.g., stockbrokers, financial analysts, bankers,
educators, consumers, community members, business partners, employees, civil society
organizations, and regulators) — 195 respondents

Given the sufficient sample size (n = 387), MANOVA was considered appropriate for
hypothesis testing. The dependent variables were derived from questionnaire responses,
while the independent variable was occupation.

Multivariate Test for Hypothesis 3

Wilks’ Lambda was employed to assess the statistical significance of differences among
the respondent groups (Pallant, 2004). The results from Table 4.05 indicate:

Wilks’ Lambda value = 0.574

Significance level (p-value) = 0.000

Since the p-value (0.000) is less than 0.05, there is a statistically significant difference in
perceptions between preparers, auditors, and users of accounting information regarding
the consequences of non-compliance with environmental accounting and reporting.

Conclusion and Recommendations

This study examined the perception of management towards the impact of environmental
accounting and reporting on sustainable development in Nigeria. The findings provide
empirical evidence that environmental accounting plays a significant role in achieving
business objectives. The first hypothesis test confirmed a strong positive relationship (r =
0.74) between environmental accounting and sustainable development, as indicated by
the significant t-value (2.313 > 1.96) at the 0.05 significance level. This underscores the
critical role of environmental reporting in promoting responsible resource utilization,
reducing emissions, and ensuring corporate accountability in Nigeria (Clarkson et al.,
2008).

Similarly, the hypothesis test, using Multivariate Analysis of Variance (MANOVA),
revealed significant differences in stakeholder perceptions regarding the consequences
of non-compliance with environmental accounting regulations. The Wilks’ Lambda value
(0.574, p = 0.000) indicates that preparers, auditors, and users of accounting information
hold distinct views on the repercussions of poor environmental disclosure. These results
confirm that inadequate environmental reporting can result in reputational damage, legal
penalties, financial risks, and loss of stakeholder trust (Deegan, 2002). The study further
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highlights unsustainable consumption of natural resources, high greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions, and deforestation as major challenges affecting Nigeria business climate.
These environmental issues necessitate the compliance with sustainability policies to
mitigate long-term risks. Companies that proactively engage in environmental accounting
not only improve their corporate image but also gain competitive advantages, such as
investor confidence, regulatory approval, and operational efficiency (Freeman, 1984).
However, the findings also suggest that some companies engage in symbolic compliance,
where environmental reporting is done merely to satisfy regulatory requirements rather
than drive real environmental improvements (Islam & Deegan, 2010). This highlights the
need for regulatory enforcement, transparency in reporting, and greater stakeholder
involvement in environmental governance.
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Appendix

Table 4.01: Environmental accounting and reporting can accentuate reductions in emissions,
material usage, energy usage, tree felling, e.t.c.

[Frequency Percent
SD 37 0.8
ID 126 33.2
A 112 29.6
SA 104 7.4
Total 379 100.0

Field survey, 2012

Table 4.02: Organizations can key into governments’ sustainable development programmes
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Frequency Percent
SD le6 17.4
ID 132 34.8
A 100 06.4
SA |81 01.4
Total 379 100.0

Field survey, 2012

Table 4.03: Pearson correlation coefficient result on Environmental Accounting and Reporting and
Sustainable Development

\Variable Cal X yX?2 >XY r—cal.
>Y Y2

ENV_ ACC 1041 3213 2894 0.74

SUS_DEV 954 2790

Source: SPSS analysis

Table 4.04: Descriptive Statistics on the Consequences of Noncompliance with environmental
accounting and reporting (Hypothesis 2)

Occupation [Mean Std. Deviation N
Noncompliance withPreparers 3.4330 .81531 97
environmental accounting and  Auditors 3.0105 .53584 95
reporting will increase risk and Accounting information }2.2256 79972 195
legal liabilities. users

Total 2.7209 191030 387
Non-reporting of relevant Preparers 3.1753 193553 97
environmental accounting Auditors 3.5053 .52336 95
information impedes  Accounting information 2.4667 .69806 195
stakeholders’ patronage. users

Total 2.8992 .85635 387
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Source: Field Study (2012)

Table 4.05 Multivariate Tests®

|Effect Value F Hypothesis df  [Error df Sig.
Intercept Wilks' .049 3723.7872 2.000 383.000 .000
Lambda
OCCuU Wilks' 574 61.1772 4.000 766.000 .000
Lambda

a. Exact statistic

b. The statistic is an upper bound on F that yields a lower bound on the significance level.

c. Design: Intercept + OCCU

Table 5.1: Companies will benefit from environmental Disclosures

Respondents
Responses Accountants | Percentages | Managers | Percentages
Agreed 54 69% 75 76%
Disagreed 6 8% 12 12%
| don’t Know 18 23% 12 12%
Total 78 100% 99 100%

Source: Questionnaires Administer

Table 5.02: Disclosure of Environmental and sustainability Information will become a
normal practice in the near future.

Respondents
Responses | Accountants | Percentages | Managers | Percentages
Agreed 59 76% 72 73%
Disagreed 8 10% 14 14%
Jont 12 15% 9 9%
Total 79 101% 95 96%

Source: Questionnaires Administer

16




Transnational Advanced Research Academic Journal (TARAJ)
Vol. 1 Issue 14" July 2025, Pages 1 — 18.

Table 5.03: Regression Analysis Results
SUI']']ITIH[y ~

OLS Regression Results

Percentage R-squared: 9.632

oLs Adj. R-squared: 0.493

Least Squares F-statistic: 4.571

Tue, 08 Apr 2025 Prob (F-statistic): ©.e381

14:45:46 Log-Likelihood: -50.631

No. Observations: 12 AIC: 109.3

Df Residuals: 8 BIC: 111.2
Df Model: 3
Covariance Type: nonrobust

std err

intercept 7.0417 12.337
Agreement_Level 26.3750 7.123
Role_Manager -0.1667 11.631 26.655
Question_Normal Practice Future -8.1667 11.631 26.655

Omnibus: Durbin-Watson:
Prob(Omnibus): Jarque-Bera (JB):
Skew: Prob(JB):
Kurtosis: Cond. No.

== .
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Wilks® lambda

Pillai's trace
Hotelling-Lawley trace
Roy's greatest root

Wilks® lambda

Pillai's trace
Hotelling-Lawley trace
Roy's greatest root

Wilks® lambda
Pillai's trace

Hotelling-Lawley trace
Roy s greatest root

Multivariate linear model

0.0000
1.4074
4503599627370495.5000
4503599627370495 .0000

0.0000
1.2500
2251799813685247.2500
2251799813685247 .0000

1501199875790164.2500
1501199875790164 . 2500
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1.0000
1.0000
1.0000
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