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Abstract

The main objective of this research is to examine the effect of organizational culture, environmental uncertainty, and manager’s personnel 
value on environmental disclosure through the environmental organizational structure of manufacturing companies on the Indonesia 
Stock Exchange. This research uses the structuration and contingency theory. The sample in this study focused on the level of heads or 
managers or directors of manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. The research data was obtained through an 
online questionnaire distributed to heads or managers. The total sample of this study is 161 manufacturing companies. The data comprising 
of 64 respondents was completed and can be processed. Empirical testing used Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) through Partial 
Least Square (PLS). The result shows that environmental uncertainty and management personnel value have a positive effect on the 
environmental organizational structure, as well as the environmental organizational structure has a positive effect on the environmental 
disclosure. However, organizational culture has no effect on the environmental organizational structure. This research can provide benefits 
for manufacturing companies. The limitation include the low level of response from the respondents. Also the results cannot be generalized 
due to its specific focus on the manufacturing companies. 

Keywords: Organizational Culture, Environmental Uncertainty, Manager Personnel Values, Environmental Disclosure, Environmental 
Organizational Structure
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Al-Shaer (2018) showed that non-financial information, 
in this case, environmental information, has the ability to 
improve investment decisions. Du (2018) revealed that the 
disclosure of environmental information has a significant 
negative relationship with the discounting of foreign shares. 
This shows that disclosure of environmental information 
provides valuable and additional information to reduce 
the information asymmetry between domestic and foreign 
investors, thereby reducing the discount on foreign shares. 
Chandok & Singh (2017) concluded that the environmental 
disclosure of the website has a relationship with leverage, 
firm size and systematic risk. However, profitability and 
environmental disclosure has an inverse relationship.

Previous research has shown that there are differences 
in the theoretical interpretations of environmental 
disclosure with an emphasis on stakeholder theory that 
has been most commonly used in the study (Eljayash, 
2017). Hassan & Guo (2017) described that companies 
that disclose environmental information in independent 
environmental reports tend to be able to provide a higher 
level of environmental information than companies that 
combine information on financial and environmental 
disclosures in their annual report. D’Amico et al. (2014) 
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1. Introduction

Giannarakis et al. (2019) showed that corporate 
governance has an effect on the environmental disclosure. 
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revealed that between environmental disclosures, the 
presence of minority shareholders and large auditors has 
a negative and statistically significant relationship as well 
as the list of companies, including in foreign markets. 
Papagiannakis & Lioukas (2012) examined in Greece, 
the research demonstrated that the personnel values   of the 
top managers influence responses indirectly, through the 
formation of their environmental attitudes, while the direct 
relationships are not significant. Subjective norms, which 
express stakeholder expectations, affect the environmental 
responsiveness of companies, with a stronger influence 
than attitude. Rao et al. (2012) conducting research in 
Australia revealed that there is a positive relationship 
between the level of environmental reporting and the 
proportion of independent and female directors on the 
board. However, there is a negative relationship between 
the level of environmental reporting and institutional 
investors and the board size. 

Caprara & Steca (2007), Schwartz (2010), Ganapathy 
& Kabra (2017) argue that the personnel values   are 
important for understanding human agency: they drive 
human judgment, decisions, and actions. Kotey & Meredith 
(1997) revealed that the values of personnel managers have 
an important influence on their perceptions and behavior 
in how to influence the responses and performance of 
the company’s environment (Kotey & Meredith, 1997). 
Personnel values as well as attitudes have been associated 
with a clear impact on corporate social responsibility 
initiatives (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004), environmental 
responsiveness initiatives (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004), 
environmental responsiveness (Papagiannakis & Lioukas, 
2012), the company’s environmental performance (Aragon-
correa & Hiz, 2016) and environmental aspects, of a 
particular company (Álvarez-Gil et al., 2007). 

Previous studies on social accounting have examined 
firm characteristics, such as media attention (Deegan 
et al., 2002; Islam & Deegan, 2010); and the importance 
of stakeholders (Deegan & Blomquist, 2006; Liesen et al., 
2015); as the main driver of the environmental disclosure. 
Adams (2002) and Husillos and Larrinaga (2011) described 
these characteristics as external factors, not internal factors, 
such as organizational structure and personnel commitment 
(Adams, 2002; Buhr, 2002; Adams & Mcnicholas, 2006; 
Contrafatto, 2014). Adams (2002) suggested that internal 
organizational processes and personnel attitudes towards 
environmental disclosure are the key factors for further 
investigation to better understand environmental disclosure. 
However, internal contextual factors receive far less 
attention than the external factors (Adams, 2002; Husillos 
& Larrinaga, 2011). Environmental disclosures that focus on 
external factors may explain reasons that are still “largely 
unclear why individuals do and do not support and develop 

social accounting and accountability and how initiatives are 
developed or contested” (Gray et al., 2014).

Sewell (1992) revealed that the values of personnel 
managers that affect environmental disclosure should be 
analyzed in the context of organizational structure. This 
is because organizational structure is very important in 
understanding agency potential. Sewell (1992) described 
structures that empower agents to make themselves visible in 
various organizational contexts, namely practices, routines, 
commitments, and habits. This is because only with the 
support of this structure, agents can see their values, desires 
and intentions (Orlikowski, 2000; Sewell, 1992; Whittington, 
2015). Whittington (2015) states that it is this determinant 
of the role of structure that makes Giddens (1984) refer to 
the mediating role of structure in actors: structure always 
underlines the agency of social action (Giddens, 1984). In this 
case, the effect of structural mediation on actor agency can 
represent structural constraints. The structure can determine 
the direction and intensity of agency effects (Archer, 2003; 
Giddens, 1984). 

Previous researches have examined the issue of 
environmental disclosure such as by (Ifada et al., 2021; 
Nguyen et al., 2020; Nguyen, 2020). Ifada et al. (2021) 
investigated environmental performance, independent 
board of commissioners, and firm size on environmental 
disclosure in mining companies in Indonesia for the 
period between 2017 to 2019 by using secondary data. 
Nguyen et al. (2020) examined the business sector, 
firm size, corporate manager perceptions, profitability, 
financial leverage, community pressure, pressures 
from stakeholders, government pressure influencing 
environmental information disclosure on the Ho Chi Minh 
City Stock Exchange about 120 companies. Nguyen, 
(2020) examined the stakeholders pressure, corporate 
characteristics, coercive pressure of government agencies, 
environmental awareness of senior managers and 
accountant qualifications of environmental accounting. 
This research is different from previous researches. This is 
because this study investigates factors from the manager’s 
side, organizational culture influences environmental 
disclosure through the environmental organizational 
structure of manufacturing companies with a survey.

The research focuses on investigating organizational 
culture, environmental uncertainty, manager’s personnel 
value, environmental organizational structure and 
environmental disclosure in manufacturing companies in 
Indonesia. This research provides several contributions. 
The first contribution is to develop knowledge, especially 
management accounting related to environmental disclosures. 
Other contribution is related to the environmental disclosure 
made by the companies from the manager’s perspective 
especially from manufacturing companies.
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2. Literature Review

2.1. Structuration Theory

Structuration theory is a theory that rejects dualism 
(contradiction) and tries to find a linkage after a sharp 
clash between functional structures and phenomenological 
constructionism occurs. Reflexive activity monitoring is 
a chronic feature of day-to-day actions and involves the 
behavior of not only individuals but also of others. In other 
words, actors not only constantly monitor the flow of their 
activities and expect others to do the same for themselves; 
they also routinely monitor the social and physical aspects of 
the context in which they move. By rationalization of action 
actors – it also routinely maintain a continuous ‘theoretical 
understanding’ of the fundamentals of their activities.  
As already noted, having such an understanding should not 
be confused with discursive reasoning for a particular item 
of behavior, or even with the ability to determine that reason 
discursively. However, it is expected by competent agents 
of others and a major criterion of competence applied to 
everyday behavior - that actors will usually be able to explain 
most of what they do (Giddens, 1979, 1984). Structures are 
rules and resources, organized as characteristics of a social 
system. Structures exist only as ‘structural properties’. 
Meanwhile, the system is a reproducible relationship between 
actors or collectivities, organized regularly by the social 
practices. However, the concept of structuration is a provision 
that governs the continuity or transformation of structures, 
and therefore the reproduction of the system (Giddens, 1979). 
Structuration theory represents the perspective of entrepreneurs 
to understand how they actually use the resources provided by 
the entrepreneurial ecosystem (Scheidgen, 2021).

2.2. Contingency Theory

The contingency approach as a theory began in the 
mid-1960s and this approach developed very rapidly in 
the field of management accounting (Otley, 1980). Several 
studies related to management accounting claim that 
contingency theory is a very dominant paradigm (Cadez & 
Guilding, 2008). Contingency formulations were built in 
the organizational theory literature in the early mid-1960s, 
while contingency theory was in the accounting literature 
in the mid-1970s (Otley, 1980). Contingency Theory has a 
foundation deriving from the organizational theory which 
considers contextual variables only at the organizational 
level. There is a view that studies based on the contingency 
theory that are better at constructing and refining theories 
with the core of organizations (Chenhall, 2003). Contingency 
theory discusses valuable factors that helps in understanding 
organizational effectiveness by examining the relationships 

and interactions between the organization, the environment, 
the structure and the design of the suitability of management 
control and accounting systems. Although this theory arises 
from organizational theory with new factors (variables), 
contingency theory has been criticized for its simplicity. 
Salawu et al. (2021) revealed that a company can create a good 
name as a result of its efforts and achieve social acceptance. 
This in turn will generate competitive advantage and will 
result in the creation of a smooth operating environment 
in addition to winning the interest of the investors who are 
so interested in maintaining an environmentally embracing 
contingency approach to environmental disclosure (Salawu 
et al., 2021). 

2.3.  Organizational Culture and  
Environmental Organization Structure

Organizational culture refers to shared assumptions, 
values   and norms (Schein, 2003). Organizational culture 
is a source of sustainable competitive advantage (Barney, 
1991) and empirical research shows that it is a key factor 
for organizational effectiveness (Denison & Mishra, 1995; 
Gordon, 1992). Specifically, Denison & Mishra (1995);  
Fey & Denison (2003) identify and validate four 
dimensions of organizational culture that are conducive 
to organizational effectiveness, namely adaptability, 
consistency, involvement and mission. Adaptability refers 
to the degree to which an organization has the ability to 
change behavior, structures and systems to survive after 
environmental changes. Consistency refers to the extent 
to which the members’ beliefs, values   and expectations 
are consistently held. Involvement refers to the level of 
participation of organizational members in decision making. 
Mission refers to the existence of a shared definition of the 
organizational goals. Organizational culture influences 
organizational structure (Zheng et al., 2013; Islam et al., 
2015). Thus the hypothesis proposed is as follows:

H1: Organizational culture effects on the Environmental 
Organizational Structure.

2.4.  Environmental Uncertainty and 
Environmental Organization Structure

Environmental uncertainties and information 
characteristics are required by the key decision makers. 
When environmental uncertainty is low, decision makers try 
to find information for coordination and control (Thompson, 
1967). With increasing environmental uncertainty, decision 
makers seek additional information for planning. Previous 
research has dealt with the environmental uncertainty 
and organizational structure (Miller, 1988). Gordon and 
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Narayanan (1984) stated that environmental uncertainty is 
one of the variables influencing organizational structure. 
The underlying theory is the contingency theory, which 
explains the influence between environmental uncertainty 
and environmental organizational structure (Otley, 1980). 
Environmental uncertainty effects organizational structure 
(Lysonski et al., 1995). From this description, the following 
hypothesis is proposed:

H2: Environmental uncertainty effects on the 
environmental organizational structure.

2.5.  Manager’s Personnel Values   and 
Environmental Organization Structure

The previous discussion shows that the influence of 
managers’ personnel values on environmental disclosure 
must be analyzed in the context of the organizational 
structure, because structure is very important in 
understanding agency potential (Sewell, 1992). In this 
case, the influence of structural mediation on the agency of 
actors can represent structural boundaries, the structure can 
determine the direction and intensity of the agency effects 
(Archer, 2003; Giddens, 1984).

Buhr (2002) examined two cases where changes 
championed by Corporate Social Responsibility Managers, 
consisting of new sustainability reporting initiatives, were 
not successfully communicated throughout the organization. 
The consequence of this lack of internal communication 
is that plans for improving the quality of environmental 
reporting have no effect. Contrafatto & Burns (2013) 
outlines that although “agency is the key”, the structural 
element means that corporate social responsibility managers, 
are able to “gather some momentum. Different studies have 
demonstrated the relevance of organizational structure and 
the way in which it supports value-driven change.” -values, 
managerial intentions of managerial personnel to introduce 
new social reporting practices (Adams, 2002; Adams & 
Mcnicholas, 2006; Buhr, 2002; Contrafatto & Burns, 2013). 
Manager’s personnel values has a positive effect on the 
environmental organizational structure (Luque-Vílchez  
et al., 2019). Based on the description above, the hypothesis 
proposed is as follows:

H3: Manager’s Personnel Value effects on the 
Environmental Organizational Structure.

2.6.  Environmental Organization Structure and 
Environmental Disclosure

Giddens,(1984) revealed that the organizational structure 
of the environment and environmental uncertainty is a 
determinant of environmental disclosure. The notion of 
structural duality, as formulated by (Giddens, 1979, 1984, 

1990), establishes that both institutions and structures are 
very important. to explain social life. The duality of structure 
refers to the combined effect of agency and structure. Ideas 
originating from the structure of duality have yielded results 
in areas such as socio-politics (Baek, 2010; Beck et al., 
2010; Sewell, 1992), organizational studies (Orlikowski, 
2000; Whittington, 2015), and accounting (Coad et al., 
2014; Dillard & Pullman, 2017; Englund et al., 2017). 
Thus, all organizational structures have an influence on 
the environmental disclosure; the sustainability vision of 
the company (Adams & Mcnicholas, 2006a; Contrafatto & 
Burns, 2013); a commitment to the social environment of 
the company (Adams, 2002; Husillos & Larrinaga, 2011); 
authority functions of the environmental management 
within the company’s organizational structure (Buhr, 2002; 
Contrafatto & Burns, 2013). Environmental organizational 
structure has a positive effect on the environmental disclosure 
(Luque-Vílchez et al., 2019). Thus the hypothesis proposed 
is as follows:

H4: Environmental Organization Structure effects on 
environmental disclosure. 

The conceptual framework of this study is depicted in 
Figure 1.

3. Research Methods

3.1. Data

This study used primary data. The data was collected 
from 161 manufacturing companies by using questionnaires 
which were listed on the Indonesia Stock exchange via 
online questionnaires. 

3.2. The Measurement of Variables

3.2.1. Organizational Culture

This organizational culture was adapted from 
(McDermott & Stock, 1999; Naor et al., 2008; Stock et 
al., 2007). This instrument consists of four dimensions, 
namely development culture, group culture, rational culture 
and hierarchical culture. This measure indicates how the 
organizational culture is, on a Seven-point scale from 1 
“strongly disagrees” to 7 “strongly agrees”.

3.2.2. Manager’s Personnel Value

Manager Personnel Values are “concepts and beliefs; 
about desirable behavior; that transcend a given situation; 
guide evaluation of behavior and are ranked according to 
its relative importance” (Hemingway & Maclagan, 2004).  
The values   chosen to measure the personnel values   of 
managers in this study are those related to the goal of 
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universalism, which is defined as “understanding, respect, 
tolerance, and protection for the well-being of all people and 
for nature” (Schwartz, 2003). These values are the hallmark 
of self-transcendence (Bardi & Schwartz, 2003), namely 
the personnel’s concern for self-transcendence in society. 
This variable has also been used to explain responses to 
the environment (Papagiannakis & Lioukas, 2012), and 
environmental strategies (Fernández et al., 2006). We used 
the original questionnaire developed by (Schwartz, 2003), to 
measure the value of self-transcendence using a Questionnaire 
with a Likert scale (from 1: strongly disagree until 7: strongly 
agree) which measures universalism and virtue.

3.2.3. Environmental Uncertainty

Previous studies used the varying strengths of the 
external environment as an index to measure environmental 
uncertainty (Liao et al., 2011). Environmental uncertainty 
instruments by environmentalists (Liao et al., 2011) are more 
suitable and are thus adapted. This measure is a seven-point 
Likert scale consisting of five items (see attachment). These 
items reflect the size and variety of customers, suppliers and 
competition.

3.2.4. Environmental Organizational Structure

Environmental organizational structure through 
corporate environmental practices (Adams, 2002; Adams & 
Mcnicholas, 2006; Buhr, 2002; Contrafatto & Burns, 2013). 
Environmental practices that are more developed in an 
organization will require higher environmental commitments, 
dynamics, habits, and routines in this organization. The 
questionnaire items use a seven-point Likert scale 1(Very 
undeveloped) to a scale of 7 (Highly developed).

3.2.5. Environmental Disclosure

This study uses seven categories related to the 
environmental disclosure from (Clarkson et al., 2008). These 

instruments are related to the environmental disclosure using 
a 7 Likert scale, a scale of 1 “Very not applied” to a scale of 
7 “Highly applied”.

3.3. Method of Analysis Data

The data analysis used the Partial Least Square (PLS) 
method, and equation model of Structural Equation Modeling 
(SEM) based on component. The analysis of the outer model 
with loading factor, AVE, communality >0.5, discriminant 
with cross loading >0.5; reliability with Cronbach alpha 
>0.60, and composite reliability >0.7. The last analysis is 
hypothesis testing with the probability value <0.05. The 
following equation of this study:

SOL = α + β1 BO + β2 KPL + β3 NPM + ε

PL = α + β1 SOL + ε

Note: BO: Organizational Culture; KPL: Environmental Uncertainty; 
NPM: Manager’s Personnel Values; SOL: Environmental Organization 
Structure; PL: Environmental Disclosure.

4. Results 

4.1. Respondent Profile

Data in Table 1 shows that in terms of gender, the 
respondents are dominated by men, as many as 43 people 
(67.2%), and women as many as 21 people or 32.8%. 
Furthermore, based on the age of the respondents, there 
were 53 people aged between 30 to 40 years (82.8%), 
10 people aged between 41 to 50 years (15.6%) and 
>51 years as many as 1 person (1.6%). Further, in 
terms of educational background, 53 participants hold 
a bachelor degree (82.8%) and 11 participants hold a 
master degree (17.2%). The last part of the respondent’s 
profile is related to the division. Most of them work in 
the financial division as many as 20 people (31.25%). 

Figure 1: Conceptual Framework

Organizational Culture
H1

Environmental 
Organization 

Structure

H4

H2

Environmental 
Disclosure

Manager’s Personnel 
Value

Environmental 
Uncertainty

H3
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maximum value is seven. The highest mean variable is 5.88 
and the highest standard deviation is 1.35. 

4.3. The Analysis of the Inner Model

Table 3 shows the analysis of the inner model. The inner 
model analysis include the model fit, the path coefficient, 
and R2. The analysis of model fit aims to examine if the 
model fits with the data (Figure 2). 

In testing the hypotheses above, the coefficient 
parameters and significant values   generated with the bias 
confidence interval are corrected for 95% and 90% of  
the independent variables, respectively. From Figure 2 and  
Table 4, we can see the results for all the hypotheses proposed 
in this study. All of the proposed hypotheses show a positive 
effect. From the results of the analysis, this test reveals that 
the coefficient (β) for the BO → SOL relationship is 0.03 
with a p value = 0.42. This means that Hypothesis 1 (H1) is 
not accepted or rejected.

Furthermore, it can be seen that the value of the 
coefficient (β) on the effect of MPA → SOL is 0.22,  
p is 0.10. This means that hypothesis 2 (H2) is fully 
supported. Hypothesis 2 (H2) is accepted. Environmental 
uncertainty has a positive and significant effect on 
the organizational structure of the environment which 
supports previous research (Miller, 1988, 1991, Gordon & 
Narayanan, 1984). 

This is in line with the influence of Manager’s  
Personnel Values and Environmental Organizational 
Structure NPM → SOL (H3) where the coefficient value (β) 
is 0.36 with p value < 0.01. Therefore hypothesis 3 (H3) is 
accepted. The results of this study support previous research 
(Adams, 2002; Adams & Mcnicholas, 2006; Buhr, 2002; 
Contrafatto, 2014).

Likewise, the last hypothesis SOL → PL (H4) which 
reveals the effect of Environmental Organization Structure 
has a positive and significant effect on Environmental 
Disclosure. The coefficient value (β) is 0.83 with p value 
<0.01. This means that hypothesis 4 (H4) indicates that 
the hypothesis is accepted. The results of this study 
support previous research (Buhr, 2002; Contrafatto & 
Burns, 2013).

Table 1: Respondent Profile (N = 64)

Description Total Persentage (%)

Gender Male 43 67.2
Female 21 32.8

Age 30–40 year 53 82.8
41–50 year 10 15.6
>51 year 1 1.6

Level  
Education

Bachelor 53 82.8
Master 11 17.2

Division Financial 20 31.25
Human Resources 7 10.94
General 5 7.81
Marketing 3 4.69
Production 12 18.75
Environmental 9 14.06
Other 8 12.5

Those working in the production are 12 people (18.75%), 
those in the environment are 9 people (14.06%), those 
in the Human resources division are 7 people (10.94%); 
those in the general division are 5 people (7.81%); those  
in the marketing division are 3 people (4.69%) and 
participants working in other divisions are 8 people 
(12.5%). See Table 1 below.

4.2. Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistic of the variables. 
The minimal value is one, the highest value from the 

Table 3: The Model of Fitness Analysis

Model Fit Indices 

No Criteria

1 Average path coefficient (APC) = 0.368, P = 0.001
2 Average R-square (ARS) = 0.408, P = 0.001
3 Average block VIF (AFIF) = 1.236, Good if < 5

Table 2: Descriptive Statistic

Variables N Min Max Mean Std 
Deviation

Organizational 
Culture

64 1 7 5.73 1.35

Environmental 
Organizational 
Structure

64 1 7 5.46 1.34

Environmental 
Uncertainty

64 1 7 5.63 1.15

Manager’s 
Personnel 
Value

64 2 7 5.88 1.05

Environmental 
Disclosure

64 1 7 5.53 1.33
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Table 4: Result of Hypothesis

Hypothesis Coefficient p-value Result
BO → SOL (H1) 0.03 0.42 Not Supported
KPL → SOL (H2) 0.24 0.10 Supported
NPM → SOL (H3) 0.36 0.01 Supported
SOL → PL (H4) 0.83 0.01 Supported

Note: BO: Organizational Culture; KPL: Environmental Uncertainty; 
NPM: Manager’s Personnel Values; SOL: Environmental 
Organization Structure; PL: Environmental Disclosure.

Figure 2: Results from Partial Least Square
Source: Processed Data.

Note: BO = Organizational Culture; KPL = Environmental Uncertainty; NPM = Manager's Personnel Values; SOL = Environmental 
Organization Structure; PL = Environmental Disclosure.

4.4. Discussion

4.4.1.  Organizational Culture and Environmental 
Organizational Structure

The first hypothesis proposes that “Organizational 
Culture influences the Environmental Organizational 
Structure”. Based on empirical evidence, it can be 
concluded that H1 is rejected. This hypothesis neither 
supports previous research nor does it support contingency 
theory. This finding does not support previous studies from 
(Zheng et al., 2013; Islam et al., 2015).

4.4.2.  Environmental Uncertainty and Environmental 
Organization Structure

Hypothesis two (H2) states that the environmental 
uncertainty influences the environmental organizational 

structure which is empirically proven. Therefore 
hypothesis 2 is accepted. The result of research supports 
previous research related to environmental uncertainty 
and organizational structure (Miller, 1988). Gordon & 
Narayanan (1984) stated that environmental uncertainty is 
one of the variables influencing the organizational structure. 
This research also supports the contingency theory. The 
underlying theory is the contingency theory, which explains 
the relationship between environmental uncertainty and 
environmental organizational structure (Otley, 1980). 
Environmental uncertainty effects organizational structure 
(Gordon & Narayanan, 1984; Lysonski et al., 1995).

4.4.3.  Manager’s Personnel Values and  
Environmental Organizational Structure

Hypothesis 3 (H3) states that “Manager’s Personnel 
Values has an influence on the Environmental Organizational 
Structure”. Based on the evidence from this study it can be 
concluded that H3 is accepted. Whittington (2015) describes 
the transformation of manager personnel values   into actual 
changes in the social interactions. The mediating effect of 
structure on agency can reveal structures that determine the 
direction and intensity of an agency’s influence (Archer, 
2003; Giddens, 1984). The findings of this study support the 
structural theory.

This study supports the previous research (Adams, 2002; 
Buhr, 2002; Contrafatto & Burns, 2013). Adams (2002) 
conducted a research by means of the interviews with 
seven large multinational companies in the chemical and 
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pharmaceutical sector in the UK and Germany to identify 
internal contextual factors that influence the nature and extent 
of reporting. Buhr (2002) revealed that the dimensions of 
dominance and the nature of the agent-structure interaction 
are used to understand the initiation process. For the 
two companies studied, environmental reporting appears  
to be largely a tool for increasing organizational transparency 
regarding environmental performance. However, environ-
mental reports also serve another purpose. Both cases 
demonstrate the company’s refusal to produce environmental 
reports that must be addressed (Contrafatto, 2014). This 
finding supports previous research by (Luque-Vílchez et al., 
2019) which showed that manager’s personnel values has a 
positive effect on the environmental organizational structure. 

4.4.4.  Environmental Organization Structure  
and Environmental Disclosure

Hypothesis four (H4) states that the environmental 
organizational structure has an effect on the Environmental 
Disclosure. The results of this study, shows empirical 
evidence which states that this fourth hypothesis is 
accepted. This hypothesis supports the structuration theory. 
Giddens (1984) guides the hypothesis about the role 
played by managers’ personnel values and environmental 
organizational structure and environmental uncertainty as 
a determinant of the quality of environmental disclosure. 
Environmental organizational structure has a positive and 
significant effect on environmental disclosure (Buhr, 2002; 
Contrafatto & Burns, 2013). This study supports previous 
research by (Luque-Vílchez et al., 2019) which showed that 
environmental organizational structure has a positive effect 
on environmental disclosure.

5. Conclusion

The first hypothesis of this study shows the 
insignificant relationship between organizational culture 
and environmental organizational structure. The second 
hypothesis reveals that the environmental uncertainty 
has a positive and significant effect on the environmental 
organizational structure. The higher the environmental 
uncertainty, the higher will be the organizational structure 
of the environment. This is in line with the third and 
fourth hypotheses which reveal that the manager’s 
personnel values affect the environmental organizational 
structure. The higher the manager’s personnel values, 
the higher the environmental organizational structure 
is. The environmental organizational structure affects 
environmental disclosure, which shows a positive and 
significant effect.

This study has several limitations. The first weakness 
is this research only focused on manufacturing companies 

listed on the Indonesian Stock Exchange. Not many research 
participants were involved. Second, this study cannot be 
generalized, because it only focuses on manufacturing 
companies. This study has an R square (R2) of 68%, 
which means that there are other factors that can affect 
environmental disclosure.

This study has several suggestions for future research. 
The first suggestion is that further research can employ 
qualitative methods for example case studies with more 
detailed interviews on this topic or other type of qualitative 
methods. Future research should focus on one sector and be 
more specific, for example a focus on the financial or mining 
sector. The next suggestion is that further researchers can 
test other variables that have not been tested in this study, for 
example corporate governance, organizational commitment, 
and other factors.
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