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Abstract 

This study's primary objective is to identify the determinants of environmental auditing (EA) 

adoption intention in environmentally sensitive industries. Its novelty lies in developing and testing 

an integrated model that extends the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) by incorporating four 
contextual factors: Coercive Pressure, Stakeholder Pressure, Internal Resources, and Corporate 

Culture. For its methodology, the research analyzed survey data from 336 senior managers using 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). The findings confirm that the three core TPB constructs - 
Attitude, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control - are all direct, positive, and 

significant predictors of EA intention, with Attitude emerging as the strongest. Crucially, the study 
finds that the four contextual factors only influence intention indirectly, as their effects are fully 

mediated by the TPB constructs; Corporate Culture and Internal Resources exhibited the greatest 

total indirect effects. This research provides a significant improvement over existing models by 
empirically demonstrating this dual-pathway mechanism, suggesting that efforts to promote EA in 

Vietnam must focus not only on external pressures but also on cultivating positive managerial 

attitudes and enhancing internal organizational capabilities. 
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1- Introduction 

The profound socio-environmental crises of the past three decades have firmly embedded the concept of Corporate 

Social Responsibility (CSR) into the business lexicon [1]. Consequently, companies whose operations impact the 

environment face mounting pressure from governments and society to not only adopt corrective measures but also to 

transparently report on these efforts [2]. However, as most sustainability reporting remains voluntary, stakeholders are 

increasingly concerned about the credibility of such disclosures, creating a "credibility gap" [3]. This gap underscores 

the critical need for independent, third-party verification to oversee corporate environmental activities, a role fulfilled 

by EA [4]. 

The term "environmental auditing" first emerged in the United States in the late 1970s and early 1980s [5]. By the 

mid-1980s, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) had recognized auditing as a critical tool for improving 

environmental performance [6], and by the end of the decade, audit organizations also acknowledged their 

responsibilities concerning environmental policy [7]. As Tomlinson & Atkinson [8] noted, the term "audit" was 

effectively transferred from the financial lexicon to the language of environmental science. Today, EA is recognized as 

a vital instrument for assessing and mitigating environmental crises, enhancing public oversight, saving costs, and 

improving management efficiency [2, 9-12]. For these reasons, EA has gained increasing prominence within the suite of 

environmental management tools [9]. 
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In the context of its socio-economic integration and development, Vietnam is grappling with increasingly severe and 

complex environmental challenges, including air and water pollution, solid waste management, and the impacts of 

climate change. According to an IQAIR report [13], Vietnam ranked among the top 10 countries with the highest air 

pollution in Asia by the end of 2024 and was 36th out of 177 countries globally. Water pollution has become a major 

threat to the nation's economy and public health, with a World Bank [14] report estimating it could reduce the annual 

GDP by 3.5% by 2035. Concurrently, the volume of solid waste is surging, placing immense pressure on collection and 

treatment systems, with urban solid waste increasing by approximately 15% annually (National Environment Report, 

2023). Vietnam is also heavily affected by climate change, with extreme weather events such as floods, droughts, and 

saltwater intrusion occurring with greater frequency and intensity. 

In response to these pressing issues, the Vietnamese National Assembly enacted the 2020 Law on Environmental 

Protection (LEP), which replaced the 2014 version with several groundbreaking amendments. Notably, the 2020 LEP 

officially introduced the concept and certain provisions of EA into the legal framework. Crucially, however, the law 

merely encourages enterprises to conduct EA on a voluntary basis rather than mandating it. Due to this non-compulsory 

nature, EA has yet to realize its full potential as an effective, widely-used environmental management tool and remains 

a nascent concept in Vietnam. 

To understand the drivers of such voluntary adoptions, academic literature has frequently turned to behavioral 

theories, with the TPB being a dominant framework. The TPB posits that an individual's intention to perform a behavior 

- in this case, a manager's intention to adopt EA - is determined by three core psychological constructs: their Attitude 

toward the behavior, the Subjective Norms surrounding it, and their Perceived Behavioral Control over its 

implementation. While the TPB has proven robust in explaining a significant portion of behavioral intention, a critical 

gap persists in the literature. The standard TPB model often overlooks the powerful contextual factors, both external and 

internal, that shape the organizational environment where decisions are made. It is argued that a manager's attitude, 

perceived norms, and sense of control do not form in a vacuum; they are heavily influenced by the institutional pressures 

and organizational realities they face. 

For instance, existing research has often treated institutional forces (like coercive government pressure or stakeholder 

demands) and organizational factors (like the availability of internal resources or an existing corporate culture) as 

separate, direct drivers of adoption, rather than as upstream variables that influence a manager's psychological readiness. 

Few studies have attempted to integrate these external and internal contextual factors with the core TPB constructs to 

understand the mechanisms of their influence. It remains unclear whether these contextual factors impact adoption 

intention directly, or if their influence is mediated through the TPB's core beliefs. 

Therefore, to address these gaps, this study develops and tests an integrated model that extends the TPB. The 

researcher investigates the determinants of EA adoption intention in Vietnam's environmentally sensitive industries by 

incorporating four crucial contextual factors: Coercive Pressure, Stakeholder Pressure, Internal Resources, and Corporate 

Culture. The primary objective is to determine how these external and internal factors interact with the established TPB 

constructs (Attitude, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control) to shape a manager's ultimate intention to 

adopt EA. This approach allows for a more nuanced understanding of the dual pathways - both psychological and 

contextual - that drive corporate environmental responsibility. 

2- Literature Review and Hypotheses Development 

2-1- Environmental Auditing 

The concept of EA has been defined by various international and national bodies, each emphasizing a systematic 

approach to evaluating environmental performance and compliance. These definitions provide the foundational 

framework for understanding its purpose and process. 

Prominent international organizations were the first to establish formal definitions. The International Chamber of 

Commerce (ICC, 1989) described EA as: "...a management tool comprising a systematic, documented, periodic and 

objective evaluation of how well environmental organization, management and equipment are performing with the aim 

of helping to safeguard the environment by: (i) facilitating management control of environmental practices; and (ii) 

assessing compliance with company policies, which would include meeting regulatory requirements". This framing by 

the ICC has not been without criticism. Hillary [15], for instance, highlights a fundamental paradox. While the ICC 

promotes EA as an internal management tool intended for company use, it also aims to bolster its legitimacy and 

credibility among the public. The conflict arises because the former role implies confidentiality, whereas the latter 

necessitates transparency and disclosure. In essence, the conditions required to achieve public trust are directly 

undermined by the "internal use only" designation. 

The International Organization for Standardization, in its ISO 14010 standard (1996), defined an EA as: "...a 

systematic, documented verification process of objectively obtaining and evaluating audit evidence to determine whether 

specified environmental activities, events, conditions, management systems, or information about these matters conform 
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with audit criteria, and communicating the results of this process to the client". While the ICC (1998) definition focuses 

more on the purpose (a management tool to help the company), the ISO definition focuses on the methodology (a rigorous 

verification process). Crucially, the ISO 14010 definition specifies that the results are communicated “to the client”, 

which frames the audit as a confidential management service. This aligns with the critique from scholars like Hillary 

[15], who argue that such an internal focus conflicts with the broader goal of using EA to build public trust and ensure 

transparency.  

In the national context of Vietnam, the concept has been formally integrated into its legal framework. According to 

Article 74, Clause 1 of the 2020 Law on Environmental Protection, EA is defined as "the systematic and comprehensive 

review and evaluation of the environmental management effectiveness and pollution control of production, business, 

and service establishments." The inclusion of an EA definition in the 2020 Law on Environmental Protection marks a 

pivotal moment, formally recognizing it as a legitimate environmental management tool within Vietnam's legal 

landscape. Notably, the definition's emphasis on “environmental management effectiveness” suggests a shift from mere 

compliance checking towards a more performance-oriented evaluation, which aligns with contemporary environmental 

management principles. However, when compared to international standards like ISO 14010, the legal definition lacks 

procedural specificity. It does not mandate critical components such as the objective collection of audit evidence or a 

documented verification process, creating ambiguity about how a “systematic” review should be conducted in practice. 

Furthermore, the definition leaves the “audit criteria” unspecified. It is unclear whether the evaluation of “effectiveness” 

should be benchmarked against national regulations, international standards like ISO 14001, or internal corporate goals. 

This ambiguity poses a challenge for standardized implementation and comparability across enterprises. These 

ambiguities are particularly salient given that Article 75 of the same law only encourages, rather than mandates, the 

adoption of EA. The combination of a broad, procedurally vague definition and a voluntary implementation framework 

creates a significant 'implementation gap. Sustainability auditing plays a critical role in enhancing environmental 

accountability and stakeholder trust, yet firms still face challenges in measuring environmental performance and 

designing effective audit mechanisms, particularly in emerging economies [16].These challenges underscore the 

importance of understanding the drivers that encourage firms to adopt environmental auditing systems.. 

2-2- Factors Influencing the Intention to Adopt Environmental Auditing 

Ajzen's [17] TPB is one of the most influential social-psychological models, widely employed to explain and predict 

human behavioral intentions across numerous domains. It has proven particularly robust in explaining the adoption of 

environmental accounting and auditing by firms. According to the theory, intention is the immediate antecedent of 

behavior and is influenced by three core constructs: Attitude, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral Control. 

2-2-1- The Core Constructs of the Theory of Planned Behavior 

(1) Attitude (ATT): ATT refers to an individual's overall positive or negative evaluation of performing a specific 

behavior [17]. In the context of corporate environmentalism, a substantial body of research indicates that a more 

favorable attitude towards environmental protection corresponds with a higher likelihood of adopting pro-environmental 

practices. This attitude is often shaped by the firm's perception and assessment of how environmental issues might 

impact business performance or long-term sustainability [18]. Furthermore, ATT encompasses not only subjective 

feelings about environmental matters but also the perceived alignment between the firm's values and the outcomes of 

pro-environmental behaviors [19].  

(2) Subjective Norms (SN): SN are defined as the perceived social pressure to engage or not to engage in a behavior 

[17]. This construct reflects the expectations of significant others, such as regulators, customers, investors, and the 

community. Empirical studies have consistently demonstrated the positive influence of SN on the implementation of 

environmental management accounting and auditing [20, 21]. For instance, Setthasakko [22], in a study of Thai 

enterprises, found that SN, alongside pressure from stakeholders and regulatory bodies, were critical determinants of 

environmental accounting implementation. 

(3) Perceived Behavioral Control (PBC): PBC refers to the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behavior, 

stemming from an individual's confidence and the availability of resources and opportunities [17]. Watson et al. [23] 

provided empirical evidence that PBC positively affects the intention to implement environmental accounting. This sense 

of control is influenced by factors such as the firm's strategic vision and environmental commitment, which are crucial 

for mobilizing the necessary resources [24]. Moreover, existing management structures and organizational frameworks 

determine how easily an innovation like EA can be deployed [25]. 

Accordingly, the following hypotheses are proposed: 

H1.1: Attitude towards EA positively influences the intention to adopt EA. 

H1.2: Subjective Norms regarding EA positively influences the intention to adopt EA. 

H1.3: Perceived Behavioral Control over the adoption of EA positively influences the intention to adopt EA. 
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2-2-2- Contextual Antecedents to the TPB Framework 

While the core TPB constructs are powerful predictors, research suggests their formation is significantly influenced 

by broader contextual factors. For a comprehensive understanding, especially within the Vietnamese context, it is crucial 

to examine the antecedents that shape attitudes, norms, and perceived control. While recent research has effectively 

demonstrated the outcomes of environmental audits, such as their role in improving corporate information disclosure in 

response to stakeholder concerns [26], less is understood about the psychological and contextual factors that determine 

a firm's initial intention to adopt these practices. These insights highlight the growing organizational motivations behind 

environmental auditing and provide a foundation for understanding determinants of EA adoption in emerging economies 

This study extends the TPB model by integrating four critical contextual factors: Coercive Pressure, Stakeholder 

Pressure, Corporate Culture, and Internal Resources. 

(1) Coercive pressure (CP): Organizations are compelled to comply with environmental regulations to avoid legal 

sanctions, penalties, and fines [27]. The threat of such actions, even if infrequent, can severely damage a firm's public 

image and customer relations [28]. Consequently, firms may adopt EA as a defensive mechanism to mitigate these 

regulatory risks. Furthermore, governments may offer legal incentives to encourage voluntary EA adoption, motivating 

firms that might not otherwise consider it [29]. Research has consistently shown a strong link between robust 

environmental enforcement and EA implementation, with weak enforcement acting as a major barrier [30, 31]. Studies 

in emerging economies also highlight growing organizational efforts to integrate environmental auditing as part of 

sustainable development practices, particularly in environmentally sensitive industries such as oil and gas production in 

Iraq [32]. These findings support the relevance of environmental auditing as an essential governance tool in developing 

countries and reinforce the importance of understanding determinants of EA adoption in contexts like Vietnam.In 

addition, CP shapes ATT by encouraging managers to view environmental initiatives as beneficial for risk reduction 

and responsible conduct [33, 34]. It directly influences SN by creating a clear societal and legal expectation of 

compliance that managers feel pressured to adhere to [35, 36]. Thus, the hypotheses are formulated as follows: 

H2.1: Coercive Pressure positively influences the Attitude towards adopting EA. 

H2.2: Coercive Pressure positively influences Subjective Norms regarding the adoption of EA. 

H2.3: Coercive Pressure positively influences Perceived Behavioral Control over the adoption of EA. 

H2.4: Coercive Pressure is positively associated with the intention to adopt EA. 

(2) Stakeholder Pressure (SP): In an era of global sustainability, firms face increasing pressure from a wide range of 

stakeholders including customers, partners, investors, and community groups to demonstrate environmental 

responsibility. A primary way to do this is by obtaining environmental management system (EMS) certifications like 

ISO 14001, which often require EA reports as part of their framework [37, 38]. EA serves as an effective tool to detect 

threats that could harm an organization's legitimacy, image, and customer relationships [39, 40]. Empirical studies 

confirm that pressure from customers and the public are primary drivers for adopting environmental practices [41, 42]. 

Li et al. [43] emphasize that firms implement environmental audits not only to comply with regulations but also to 

enhance transparency, stakeholder confidence, and long-term performance, particularly within sustainability-oriented 

management systems. Moreover, SP is a key determinant of SN, as it represents the explicit and implicit expectations 

of influential external groups [44, 45]. It can also indirectly foster a positive ATT, as firms that initially respond to 

pressure to manage their image may gradually internalize environmental values and integrate them into their core 

strategy [46]. Finally, it can impact PBC; clear frameworks promoted by stakeholders (e.g., ISO 14001) can enhance a 

firm's confidence in its ability to report, while complex demands can lower perceived control over sensitive data [47, 

48]. Consequently, the study proposes the following hypotheses: 

H3.1: Stakeholder Pressure positively influences the Attitude towards adopting EA. 

H3.2: Stakeholder Pressure positively influences Subjective Norms regarding the adoption of EA. 

H3.3: Stakeholder Pressure positively influences Perceived Behavioral Control over the adoption of EA. 

H3.4: Stakeholder Pressure is positively associated with the intention to adopt EA. 

(3) Corporate Culture (CC): An organization's underlying values and norms are critical in determining whether EA 

is embraced as a strategic tool or merely as a superficial administrative procedure. When EA aligns with an organization's 

core values, its adoption is prioritized and rapid [49]. Conversely, a surface-level culture can lead to EA being used 

simply for "greenwashing" without deep integration [50]. A long-term, efficiency-oriented culture positively influences 

the strategic adoption of EA [51]. Nevertheless, CC is a powerful internal antecedent. A pro-environmental culture 

fosters a positive Attitude among managers, who see EA as intrinsically valuable [52]. It is also the strongest source of 

internal SN, where commitment from senior leadership creates a powerful expectation for the rest of the organization to 

follow [53]. Finally, a supportive culture that provides robust information systems and clear structures enhances PBC 

by making the implementation process seem more feasible and manageable [54]. Based on the above discussion, the 

following hypotheses are developed: 
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H4.1: A supportive Corporate Culture positively influences the Attitude towards adopting EA.  

H4.2: A supportive Corporate Culture positively influences Subjective Norms regarding the adoption of EA.  

H4.3: A supportive Corporate Culture positively influences Perceived Behavioral Control over the adoption of EA.  

H4.4: A supportive Corporate Culture is positively associated with the intention to adopt EA 

(4) Internal Resources (IR): The implementation of EA requires significant financial and human resources. Costs can 

include hiring external auditors, investing in cleaner technology, and dedicating employee time to the process. Firms 

with greater financial resources are more likely to adopt environmental management practices like EA [55, 56]. A strong 

internal environmental control system and skilled human capital are also key enablers [51, 57]. This aligns with the 

Resource-Based View (RBV) of the firm, which posits that unique internal capabilities are essential for achieving 

competitive advantage [58]. The availability of resources directly impacts the TPB constructs. Financial slack and 

technical capabilities enhance PBC by giving firms the confidence and ability to undertake voluntary initiatives [59, 

60]. Abundant resources also allow firms to adopt a proactive environmental strategy, which fosters a more positive and 

opportunity-seeking ATT toward EA, rather than a reactive, pressure-driven one [61]. In line with the theoretical 

reasoning presented, the hypotheses are stated as follows: 

H5.1: Internal Resources positively influence the Attitude towards adopting EA. 

H5.2: Internal Resources positively influence Subjective Norms regarding the adoption of EA. 

H5.3: Internal Resources positively influence Perceived Behavioral Control over the adoption of EA. 

H5.4: Internal Resources are positively associated with the intention to adopt EA. 

Based on the literature review, this study proposes a research model depicted in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Research Model 

3- Theoretical Framework 

This study develops an integrated model grounded in several complementary theories. The TPB serves as the core 

framework explaining behavioral intention, while Institutional Theory, Stakeholder Theory, Organizational Culture 

Theory, and Resource-Based View provide the theoretical foundation for the contextual factors that influence the primary 

TPB constructs. 

3-1- Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) 

Developed by Ajzen [17], TPB is a highly influential and robust framework for predicting and explaining deliberate 

human behavior across various fields. The theory posits that the intention to perform a behavior is the most direct 

determinant of that behavior and is shaped by three principal factors: ATT toward the behavior, SN, and PBC. 

(1) ATT toward the behavior: refers to the degree of an individual's favorable or unfavorable evaluation of the 

behavior in question. It is formed from the individual's beliefs about the consequences of the behavior and their 

evaluation of these outcomes. 

(2) SN are an individual's perception of social pressure from significant others (e.g., colleagues, superiors, peers) 

regarding whether to perform the behavior. These are shaped by normative beliefs (what others expect) and the 

individual's motivation to comply with those expectations. 
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(3) PBC is the extent to which an individual feels they possess the capabilities, resources, and opportunities necessary 

to perform the behavior. This construct is formed from control beliefs and the perceived power of those factors to 

facilitate or inhibit performance. 

This theory is the foundational theory of this research model with the Intention to Adopt EA is the primary outcome 

variable that TPB seeks to predict, ATT, SN, and PBC act as the core mediating variables. The contextual factors are 

hypothesized to influence the intention to adopt EA through these three TPB constructs. 

3-2- Institutional Theory 

Developed by DiMaggio & Powell [62], Institutional Theory explains why organizations often act not just for 

economic efficiency but also to gain social legitimacy and acceptance. The theory posits that organizations within a field 

tend to become more similar over time (a process called isomorphism) through three mechanisms:  

(1) Coercive Isomorphism: Pressure from other organizations upon which they are dependent and from cultural 

expectations in society (e.g., complying with laws and regulations). 

(2) Mimetic Isomorphism: Imitating the structures and practices of other successful or legitimate organizations in 

response to uncertainty. 

(3) Normative Isomorphism: Pressure brought about by professions, where professional bodies and industry 

associations promote certain norms and practices. 

This theory explains the "why" behind external pressures. It provides the theoretical rationale for the coercive 

pressure. It also supports the Stakeholder Pressure variable, as pressure from industry associations (normative pressure) 

and the imitation of industry leaders (mimetic pressure) are key institutional forces. 

3-3- Organizational Culture Theory 

Systematized comprehensively by Schein [63], Organizational Culture Theory posits that the internal culture of an 

enterprise significantly influences its behavior, performance, and capacity for innovation. Culture is composed of three 

interconnected levels: 

(1) Artifacts: Visible organizational structures and processes (e.g., dress code, symbols, office layout). 

(2) Espoused Values: The stated goals, strategies, and philosophies of the organization. 

(3) Basic Underlying Assumptions: The unconscious, taken-for-granted beliefs and values that are the ultimate source 

of behavior. The ability of a firm to adopt new changes or technologies like EA is therefore heavily influenced by its 

internal culture. 

This theory directly underpins the Corporate Culture variable in the research model. It provides the framework for 

arguing that a firm's internal values and assumptions will shape managers' Attitude towards EA, create internal 

Subjective Norms (i.e., "the way we do things around here"), and influence Perceived Behavioral Control by either 

enabling or constraining innovative actions. 

3-4- Resource Based View (RBV) 

Pioneered by Wernerfelt [64] and later refined by Barney [65] with the VRIO (Value, Rarity, Inimitability, 

Organization) framework, the RBV conceptualizes the firm as a bundle of resources. It argues that a firm's sustainable 

competitive advantage is derived from owning and effectively deploying valuable, rare, and difficult to imitate internal 

resources (e.g., financial capital, physical assets, human capital, and organizational knowledge). 

This theory is the basis for the Internal Resources variable. It explains why internal resources are critical. According 

to RBV, possessing sufficient financial, human, and technological resources is not just a facilitator but a strategic 

determinant of a firm's ability to undertake voluntary, value-creating initiatives like EA. This directly impacts PBC by 

giving managers the confidence and capability to implement the audit. 

3-5- Stakeholder Theory 

Initiated by Freeman [66], Stakeholder Theory revolutionized corporate governance thinking. It posits that a firm's 

long-term success depends not only on satisfying shareholders but also on managing and balancing the interests of all 

its stakeholders (e.g., employees, customers, suppliers, financiers, communities, and government bodies). The firm must 

create value for this entire network. In essence, EA is a tool for transparency and for verifying a firm's environmental 

activities to these external parties, serving as a mechanism to respond to stakeholder demands. 

This theory is the primary foundation for the Stakeholder Pressure variable. While Institutional Theory explains the 

mechanisms of pressure, Stakeholder Theory identifies the actors who exert that pressure. It explains why a firm must 

be responsive to these groups to maintain its legitimacy and social license to operate. It therefore justifies why 

expectations from customers, communities, and partners directly influence the SN surrounding EA adoption. It works in 

tandem with Institutional Theory to provide a comprehensive view of external pressures. 
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4- Research Methodology 

This study adopts a post-positivist approach, which supports using empirical methods to systematically investigate 

social phenomena [67]. The survey instrument was first developed based on an extensive literature review and then 

refined through two qualitative stages: semi-structured interviews with 12 academic and industry experts, followed by a 

pilot test with 15 senior managers to ensure clarity and validity (Table 1). Data for the main study were collected between 

January and February 2025 from manufacturing firms in Vietnam, chosen for their significant environmental impact. 

The study's sample was drawn purposively from Vietnam's manufacturing, mining, and processing sectors. These 

industries were prioritized as they are officially classified as "environmentally sensitive" and are the primary contributors 

to industrial pollution. Therefore, they are the key targets for environmental regulation and the most relevant population 

for studying EA adoption intention. Questionnaires were distributed to senior decision-makers (e.g., CEOs, Plant 

Managers, Heads of Legal/Environmental departments), yielding 336 valid responses from 390 surveys sent (an 86.2% 

response rate). 

Table 1. Observed Variables in the research model 

No. Code Content Source 

FACTOR 1: COERCIVE PRESSURE (CP) 

1 CP1 
We feel significant pressure from government agencies (e.g., Department of Natural Resources and Environment) to improve our 

environmental performance 

[27, 31, 34, 
62] 

2 CP2 We anticipate that future legislation will make environmental auditing mandatory for our industry. 

3 CP3 To receive necessary permits or licenses, our company must demonstrate compliance with environmental regulations. 

4 CP4 We could face legal penalties or fines if we fail to comply with environmental laws and standards. 

FACTOR 2: STAKEHOLDER PRESSURE (SP) 

5 SP1 The local community closely monitors our environmental activities and expects us to protect the local environment. 

[27, 34, 41, 

62, 66] 

6 SP2 Leading competitors in our industry have set a standard for environmental performance that we feel pressured to follow. 

7 SP3 Our customers increasingly demand environmentally friendly products and expect us to be transparent about our environmental impact. 

8 SP4 
Non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and environmental groups exert significant influence on our company's environmental 

policies. 

FACTOR 3: CORPORATE CULTURE (CC) 

9 CC1 Our company's top management is strongly committed to environmental protection and sustainability 

[31, 49, 50, 

51, 57, 63] 

10 CC2 Environmental responsibility is a core value that is deeply embedded in our company's identity 

11 CC3 Our company's mission and vision statements explicitly include a commitment to environmental sustainability 

12 CC4 In our company, protecting the environment is considered everyone's responsibility, not just the job of a specific department 

FACTOR 4: INTERNAL RESOURCES (IR) 

13 IR1 Our company has sufficient financial resources to invest in environmental auditing activities. 

[31, 42, 

56-60, 65] 
14 IR2 Our company possesses the necessary technology and information systems to monitor and report on our environmental performance. 

15 IR3 We can easily access external experts or consultants if we need assistance with environmental auditing 

FACTOR 5: ATTITUDE (ATT) 

13 ATT1 Adopting Environmental Auditing would bring significant strategic benefits to our company 

[17, 18, 21, 

24, 36] 
14 ATT2 I believe that adopting Environmental Auditing is a wise business decision for our company. 

15 ATT3 Implementing Environmental Auditing would help our company improve operational efficiency and reduce costs in the long run 

FACTOR 6: SUBJECTIVE NORMS (SN) 

13 SN1 Our key customers and business partners think that we should adopt Environmental Auditing 

[17, 18, 21, 

36] 

14 SN2 Our top management and board of directors believe that adopting Environmental Auditing is an important and expected action 

15 SN3 
Companies in our industry are generally expected to be environmentally responsible and implement practices like Environmental 

Auditing 

16 SN4 
Government regulatory bodies encourage and expect companies like ours to proactively adopt environmental practices like 

Environmental Auditing 

FACTOR 7: PERCEIVED BEHAVIORAL CONTROL (PBC) 

13 PBC1 Our company has capabilities to successfully implement Environmental Auditing 

[17, 18, 31, 
36, 51] 

14 PBC2 The decision to adopt Environmental Auditing is completely within our company's control. 

15 PBC3 We have sufficient knowledge and information about how to proceed with adopting Environmental Auditing. 

FACTOR 8: INTENTION TO ADOPT ENVIRONMENTAL AUDITING (IA) 

13 IA1 We are actively planning to implement Environmental Auditing 

[17, 18, 21, 

36] 

14 IA2 I will strongly recommend and support the decision to adopt Environmental Auditing in our company. 

15 IA3 Adopting Environmental Auditing is a high priority for our company going forward 

16 IA4 Our company will make a significant effort to adopt Environmental Auditing in the near future. 
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The data were analyzed using SPSS and AMOS (version 25.). The analysis began with an assessment of the 

measurement model, testing for reliability (Cronbach's Alpha) and validity through both Exploratory Factor Analysis 

(EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). Subsequently, the research model and its associated hypotheses were 

tested using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). 

5- Results and Discussion 

5-1- Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 

The descriptive statistics of the survey sample, summarized in Table 2, highlight the profile of the respondents and 

their respective firms, underscoring the sample's suitability for the research objectives. 

Regarding the respondents' job positions, the sample is predominantly composed of senior level managers with direct 

decision-making authority or significant influence over corporate environmental strategies. Specifically, Chief Executive 

Officers (CEOs) constituted the largest group, accounting for 43.16% (n=145) of the respondents. This was followed by 

Plant and Production Managers at 34.52% (n=116). Cumulatively, these two key leadership groups represent 77.68% of 

the total sample, ensuring that the collected data provide a high-level perspective on the drivers of EA adoption. 

In terms of industry sector, the sample was intentionally focused on industries with a substantial environmental 

footprint, where the adoption of EA is a particularly salient issue. Manufacturing enterprises represented the vast majority 

of the firms at 78.27% (n=263). Other environmentally significant sectors, such as Mining (10.71%) and Processing 

(6.85%), were also well-represented. This strategic focus on high impact industries ensures the practical relevance and 

applicability of the research findings to firms facing the most acute environmental pressures. 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics of the Sample 

 Frequency Percent (%) 

Position 

Chief Executive Officers 145 43.16 

Plant and Production Managers 116 34.52 

Quality Management Director 35 10.42 

Head/Deputy Head of the Legal Department 19 5.65 

Head/Deputy Head of the Environmental Department 21 6.25 

Manufacturing 

sectors 

Manufacturing industry 263 78.27 

Mining industry 36 10.71 

Processing industry 23 6.85 

Other 14 4.17 

Total  336 100 

5-2- Measurement Model Assessment 

To evaluate the internal consistency and reliability of the measurement scales used in the research model, a reliability 

analysis was conducted using Cronbach's Alpha coefficient with the aid of SPSS 25. Following the widely accepted 

criterion in social science research, a Cronbach's Alpha value of 0.7 or higher is required for a scale to be considered 

reliable [68]. 

The reliability and convergent validity of the measurement model were rigorously assessed. Internal consistency was 

evaluated using both Cronbach's Alpha and Composite Reliability (CR). As detailed in Table 3, the Cronbach's Alpha 

values for all constructs ranged from 0.724 to 0.935. These values are well above the commonly accepted 0.70 threshold, 

indicating strong internal consistency. This was further supported by the Composite Reliability (CR) values, which 

ranged from 0.748 to 0.935 and also surpassed the 0.70 benchmark. 

Convergent validity, which measures the extent to which items of a specific construct share a high proportion of 

variance, was assessed using factor loadings and the Average Variance Extracted (AVE). All individual item factor 

loadings were significant and ranged from 0.783 to 0.974, exceeding the recommended minimum of 0.70. The AVE 

values for each construct ranged from 0.527 to 0.818. All AVE values were above the suggested 0.50 threshold, 

signifying that each construct explains more than half of the variance of its corresponding indicators. 

Additionally, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure confirmed sampling adequacy, with all factors scoring above 

0.60, confirming the data's appropriateness for factor analysis. In conclusion, these results provide robust evidence for 

the reliability and convergent validity of the measurement model, establishing a strong foundation for the subsequent 

structural model analysis. 
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Table 3. Factors loading, Cronbach’s Alpha, Reliability and Convergent Validity 

Factors Items 
Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Factor 

loadings 
KMO 

Composite 

reliability 

Average variance 

extracted 

Coercive Pressure (CP) 

CP1 

0.935 

0.904 

0.858 0.935 0.784 
CP2 0.921 

CP3 0.933 

CP4 0.903 

Stakeholder Pressure 
(SP) 

SP1 

0.903 

0.872 

0.849 0.903 0.701 
SP2 0.884 

SP3 0.896 

SP4 0.869 

Internal Resources (IR) 

IR1 

0.931 

0.906 

0.857 0.931 0.818 IR2 0.924 

IR3 0.946 

Corporate Culture (CC) 

CC1 

0.844 

0.818 

0.766 0.846 0.580 
CC2 0.825 

CC3 0.870 

CC4 0.790 

Attitude (ATT) 

ATT1 

0.871 

0.834 

0.716 0.875 0.701 ATT2 0.878 

ATT3 0.906 

Subjective Norms (SN) 

SN1 

0.888 

0.786 

0.833 0.890 0.672 
SN2 0.888 

SN3 0.897 

SN4 0.888 

Perceived Behavioral 
Control (PBC) 

PBC1 

0.724 

0.654 0.635 0.748 0.527 

PBC2 0.924    

PBC3 0.841    

Intention to Adopt EA 

(IA) 

IA1 

0.929 

0.892 

0.856 0.903 0.757 
IA2 0.893 

IA3 0.933 

IA4 0.931 

Source: Results from SPSS 26.0 and AMOS 25.0 

5-3- Correlation and Discriminant Validity Analysis 

The correlation analysis results are presented in Table 4. All constructs show positive and statistically significant 

correlations at either the 0.01 or 0.05 level, indicating meaningful relationships among the variables. IR are positively 

correlated with CP (r = 0.413, p < 0.001), SP (r = 0.369, p < 0.001), CC (r = 0.184, p < 0.01), and ATT (r = 0.624, p < 

0.001). IR also exhibits strong relationships with SN (r = 0.548, p < 0.001), PBC (r = 0.660, p < 0.001), and IA (r = 

0.668, p < 0.001). 

CP correlates significantly with ATT (r = 0.543, p < 0.001), SN (r = 0.442, p < 0.001), PBC (r = 0.310, p < 0.01), 

and IA (r = 0.455, p < 0.001). Similarly, SP shows significant positive correlations with ATT (r = 0.599, p < 0.001), SN 

(r = 0.421, p < 0.001), PBC (r = 0.417, p < 0.001), and IA (r = 0.484, p < 0.001). CC has strong positive correlations 

with ATT (r = 0.801, p < 0.001), SN (r = 0.440, p < 0.001), PBC (r = 0.539, p < 0.001), and IA (r = 0.538, p < 0.001). 

As expected, the three TPB components are strongly interrelated: ATT correlates highly with SN (r = 0.542, p < 

0.001) and PBC (r = 0.612, p < 0.001). SN and PBC are also strongly associated (r = 0.633, p < 0.001). The outcome 

variable, IA, shows strong correlations with ATT (r = 0.744, p < 0.001), SN (r = 0.777, p < 0.001), and PBC (r = 0.809, 

p < 0.001). 

Overall, the results indicate strong and positive associations across all constructs. These findings provide preliminary 

support for the hypothesized relationships and justify further testing through structural equation modeling. 
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Table 4. Correlation coefficient among core variables 

 IR CP SP CC ATT SN PBC IA 

IR 0.905        

CP 0.413*** 0.885       

SP 0.369*** 0.494*** 0.837      

CC 0.184** 0.202** 0.220*** 0.953     

ATT 0.624*** 0.543*** 0.599*** 0.801*** 0.941    

SN 0.548*** 0.442*** 0.421*** 0.440*** 0.542*** 0.820   

PBC 0.660*** 0.310*** 0.417*** 0.539*** 0.612*** 0.633*** 0.839  

IA 0.668*** 0.455*** 0.484*** 0.538*** 0.744*** 0.777*** 0.809*** 0.870 

Note: In the table, *** denotes a significance level of p<0.001, and ** denotes p<0.01 

Source: Results from AMOS 25.0 

5-4- Structural Model and Hypothesis Testing 

5-4-1- Assessment of Structural Model Fit 

As presented in Table 5 and Figure 2, the results indicate an excellent fit between the model and the empirical data. 
The chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (CMIN/DF) was 1.537, which is well below the recommended threshold of 
<3. Other fit indices also met or exceeded the established criteria: the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI) was 0.901 (>0.8), 

the Comparative Fit Index (CFI) was 0.975 (>0.9), and the Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) was 0.971(>0.9). Finally, the Root 
Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) was 0.040, comfortably below the <0.08 threshold. Collectively, these 
indices confirm that the structural model is robust and provides a strong basis for testing the proposed hypotheses. 

Table 5. Model fitting results 

Fit index Recommended Threshold Observed Value Evaluation Result 

CMIN/DF <3 1.848 Excellent 

GFI >0.8 0.882 Excellent 

CFI >0.9 0.961 Excellent 

TLI >0.9 0.955 Excellent 

RMSEA <0.08 0.050 Excellent 

Source: Results from SPSS 26.0 and AMOS 25.0 

 

Figure 2. Results of the Structural Equation Modeling Analysis 
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5-4-2- Hypothesis Testing Results 

The results of hypothesis testing are summarized in Table 6. The findings indicate that ATT, SN, PBC all exert 

significant positive effects on the IA, supporting H1.1, H1.2, and H1.3 (β = 0.428, 0.401, and 0.395, respectively; p < 

0.001). This confirms the central role of TPB constructs in predicting adoption behavior. 

Regarding CP, the results show significant positive effects on ATT (β = 0.169, p < 0.001), SN (β = 0.151, p < 0.01), 

supporting H2.1, H2.2. However, CP does not significantly influence PBC (β = -0.086, p > 0.1), IA (β = 0.004, p > 0.1), 

leading to rejection of H2.3 and H2.4. These findings suggest that while regulatory pressure enhances positive attitudes 

and social expectations toward environmental auditing, it does not necessarily enhance perceived control over adoption. 

SP was found to positively influence ATT (β = 0.276, p < 0.001), SN (β = 0.136, p < 0.05), and PBC (β = 0.163, p < 

0.01), supporting H3.1, H3.2, and H3.3. However, the effect of SP on IA was not significant (β = 0.063, p > 0.2), resulting 

in rejection of H3.4. This indicates that stakeholder expectations shape beliefs and perceived capability, yet do not 

directly translate into adoption intention. 

CC positively influences ATT (β = 0.383, p < 0.001), SN (β = 0.317, p < 0.001), and PBC (β = 0.434, p < 0.001), 

supporting H4.1, H4.2, and H4.3. However, CC does not show a direct significant effect on IA (β = 0.088, p > 0.1), 

leading to rejection of H4.4. These results imply that a supportive culture strengthens psychological readiness, though 

its influence on intention is indirect. 

Finally, IR significantly impacts ATT (β = 0.436, p < 0.001), SN (β = 0.381, p < 0.001), and PBC (β = 0.565, p < 

0.001), supporting H5.1, H5.2, and H5.3. In contrast, IR does not significantly affect IA directly (β = 0.078, p > 0.2), 

resulting in rejection of H5.4. This suggests that resource availability enhances readiness and perceived capability, yet 

intention depends more strongly on mediating psychological factors. 

Overall, the results demonstrate that ATT, SN, and PBC play a central role in shaping the intention to adopt 

environmental auditing, while CP, SP, CC, and IR mainly exert indirect effects through these behavioral antecedents. 

Table 6. Results of Hypothesis Testing 

Hypotheses Path S.ES Sig. Conclusion 

H1.1 IA  ATT 0.428 0.000 Accepted 

H1.2 IA  SN 0.401 0.000 Accepted 

H1.3 IA  PBC 0.395 0.000 Accepted 

H2.1 ATT  CP 0.169 0.000 Accepted 

H2.2 SN  CP 0.151 0.008 Accepted 

H2.3 PBC  CP 0.086 0.111 Rejected 

H2.4 IA  CP 0.004 0.928 Rejected 

H3.1 ATT  SP 0.276 0.000 Accepted 

H3.2 SN  SP 0.136 0.017 Accepted 

H3.3 PBC  SP 0.163 0.008 Accepted 

H3.4 IA  SP 0.063 0.208 Rejected 

H4.1 ATT  CC 0.383 0.000 Accepted 

H4.2 SN  CC 0.317 0.000 Accepted 

H4.3 PBC  CC 0.434 0.000 Accepted 

H4.4 IA  CC 0.088 0.180 Rejected 

H5.1 ATT  IR 0.436 0.000 Accepted 

H5.2 SN  IR 0.381 0.000 Accepted 

H5.3 PBC  IR 0.565 0.000 Accepted 

H5.4 IA  IR 0.078 0.293 Rejected 

Source: Author compiled from AMOS 25.0 

The results in Table 7 show that the model explains a substantial proportion of variance in the dependent constructs. 

ATT has an R-square value of 0.698, indicating that 69.8% of its variance is explained by the predictors, with an adjusted 

R-square of 0.694. SN recorded an R-square of 0.480 and an adjusted value of 0.473, suggesting a moderate level of 

explanatory power. PBC demonstrated an R-square of 0.645 and an adjusted R-square of 0.641, reflecting strong 

predictive accuracy. Finally, IA achieved the highest explanatory power with an R-square of 0.826 and an adjusted value 

of 0.822, indicating that the model explains 82.2% of the variance in adoption intention. Overall, the R-square 

coefficients confirm that the structural model has strong explanatory capability, particularly for IA and ATT. 
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Table 7. R-square Coefficients 

 R-Square R-square adjusted 

ATT 0.698 0.694 

SN 0.480 0.473 

PBC 0.645 0.641 

IA 0.826 0.822 

Source: Results from AMOS 25.0 

5-5- Discussion of Findings 

This research developed and tested an extended TPB model to explain managers’ intention to adopt environmental 

auditing in Vietnam. The findings confirm the central role of the TPB constructs and highlight the importance of 

contextual forces that shape beliefs rather than exert direct influence. These results provide meaningful theoretical and 

practical insights into voluntary environmental governance in a developing economy. 

First, attitude, subjective norms, and perceived behavioral control all positively and significantly influence intention. 

This aligns with the foundational assertions of Ajzen [17] and supports evidence from prior studies that applying TPB 

is effective in predicting environmental and sustainability-related decisions [18, 21, 23]. Attitude emerged as the 

strongest predictor, reinforcing earlier findings that perceived strategic value plays a decisive role in sustainability 

adoption, particularly in emerging markets where environmental initiatives are often discretionary rather than mandated. 

This result also echoes Yakhou & Dorweiler [24], who emphasized the strategic importance of environmental systems 

for operational improvement. 

Second, the contextual variables - coercive pressure, stakeholder pressure, internal resources, and corporate culture - 

did not directly influence intention but instead operated through the TPB constructs. My findings show that these 

contextual factors explain a significant portion of the variance in Attitude, Subjective Norms, and Perceived Behavioral 

Control. Therefore, the model doesn't "merely shift" variance; it explains that variance, providing a much richer 

understanding of how managerial intentions are formed. We have clarified this in the "Discussion" section. This finding 

is consistent with research in similar institutional settings that highlights the indirect nature of institutional and resource 

conditions in shaping managerial decision-making [27, 34]. It suggests that external pressure alone is insufficient to 

trigger adoption unless it also alters managers’ beliefs, confidence, and social expectations. The strong influence of 

corporate culture and internal resources on perceived behavioral control and attitude also aligns with the RBV and 

organizational culture theory, confirming that firms with stronger internal capabilities and sustainability-oriented values 

are more ready to adopt advanced environmental practices [57, 58]. 

Third, the insignificant direct effects of coercive and stakeholder pressures contrast with findings from several studies 

in developed contexts where regulatory systems and external stakeholders decisively shape environmental behavior [6, 

37]. The difference may stem from Vietnam’s voluntary regulatory approach and evolving enforcement mechanisms, 

which reduce the power of external forces to compel immediate action. Instead, the pressures appear to influence 

perceptions gradually, consistent with institutional theory’s view that legitimacy concerns in developing economies often 

evolve through normative rather than strictly coercive channels. This result also resonates with Setthasakko [22], who 

found that weak enforcement environments limit direct compliance behavior in Southeast Asian markets. 

Together, these findings suggest that environmental auditing adoption in Vietnam depends primarily on internal belief 

development and capability building rather than direct policy pressure. This reinforces the importance of both raising 

awareness and strengthening institutional support structures to translate social expectations into tangible organizational 

commitment. 

6- Conclusions 

This study has successfully identified the factors influencing the intention to adopt EA in Vietnam through an 

integrated structural model. The results not only reinforce the value of the TPB but also expand the understanding of the 

role contextual factors play in shaping this intention. 

Theoretical Contributions: Theoretically, this research contributes to the body of knowledge by testing and validating 

an extended TPB model within the context of a developing economy. It demonstrates that exogenous factors, such as 

institutional pressures and organizational characteristics, influence intention indirectly, thereby providing a more 

comprehensive and nuanced picture of the mechanisms of behavior formation. 

Practical Implications: From a practical standpoint, the study offers important implications for both corporate 

managers and policymakers: 

For Corporate Managers: To promote EA adoption, a dual strategy is recommended. First, directly influence the 

psychological antecedents by clearly communicating the strategic benefits of EA to foster a positive Attitude, while 

actively engaging in dialogue with stakeholders to meet social expectations and strengthen Subjective Norms. Second, 
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build a solid foundation by investing in resources (human, financial, technological) to enhance Perceived Behavioral 

Control, and most critically, by fostering a Corporate Culture that views sustainable development as a core value. In 

addition, the most powerful (indirect) lever identified in this study is Corporate Culture. To practically reshape culture 

to be more supportive of EA, managers can: (1) Demonstrate Leadership Commitment: Integrate environmental 

performance into the official corporate mission and values, signaled consistently from the C-suite; (2) Link EA to Core 

Strategy: Frame EA not as a compliance "cost" but as a tool for efficiency, risk management, and long-term value 

creation. This directly builds a positive Attitude; (3) Embed in KPIs: Include environmental performance metrics in 

managerial performance reviews and key performance indicators (KPIs) to align incentives. 

For Policymakers: A crucial finding in this research is that legal coercion, while effective in shaping norms, does not 

enhance managers' Perceived Behavioral Control. This suggests that a policy of "sticks" (fines, penalties) without 

"carrots" (support) is insufficient. Regulators must understand that coercion creates pressure to act, but not the capacity 

to act. Therefore, to be effective, regulations should be two-pronged: 

Enforcement (the "Stick"): Continue to apply clear, consistent coercive pressure to signal the importance of 

compliance, which strengthens Subjective Norms. 

Enablement (the "Carrot"): Simultaneously launch supportive programs that directly build PBC. This includes 

providing technical workshops, clear implementation guidelines, and financial subsidies for EA adoption, particularly 

for small and medium-sized enterprises. 

6-1- Limitations and Directions for Future Research 

This study is subject to certain limitations which should be acknowledged: 

First, the data was collected using a cross-sectional design, which limits the ability to establish definitive causal 

relationships. Second, my findings are specific to environmentally sensitive, high-impact industries. The drivers of EA 

adoption in service-based sectors (such as banking, IT, or tourism) may differ, as their environmental footprint is less 

direct. Future research should test this model in those contexts, where stakeholder pressure and corporate image 

(Attitude) may play an even more dominant role than coercive pressure. A well-documented "intention - behavior gap" 

may exist, meaning that stated intentions do not always translate perfectly into action. 

Second, methodologically, this study employed Covariance-Based SEM (CB-SEM), as its primary aim was theory 

testing and model fit confirmation. Given our robust sample size (N=336), this choice is well-justified. However, we 

acknowledge that Partial Least Squares SEM (PLS-SEM) is a viable alternative, particularly for predictive modeling or 

if the data violated assumptions of multivariate normality. Future research could replicate this study using PLS-SEM to 

validate the predictive relevance of the proposed model. 

Therefore, these limitations suggest several avenues for future inquiry. A longitudinal study could be conducted to 

track the transition from intention to behavior over time, offering a more dynamic view of the adoption process. 

Furthermore, future research could expand the model by examining the moderating role of contextual factors, such as 

firm size or industry sector, to yield more specific and in-depth conclusions.  

Finally, unlike some international studies that indicate a diminished role for Subjective Norms, this research reveals 

it to be a direct and significant predictor in Vietnam, a result that is consistent with recent local research [21]. This may 

reflect the unique characteristics of the Vietnamese business environment, where relationships and pressures from the 

community, business partners, and regulatory bodies play a crucial role in shaping corporate behavior. 
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