Wellbeing Washing


Abstract
This paper aims to investigate the phenomenon of wellbeing washing, where organisations claim to prioritise the wellbeing of their employees but fail to implement such claims in practise. Specifically, we focused on wellbeing disclosures in ESG reports, particularly those of S&P 100 organisations. Drawing on legitimacy theory, we examined the association between disclosures regarding employee wellbeing and the ratings of employees on the Glassdoor website. We found that, overall, wellbeing disclosures in ESG reports are negatively associated with contemporaneous Glassdoor ratings of current employees. This indicates a mismatch between the two sources of voluntary disclosures and suggests the existence of wellbeing washing. Additionally, we found that organisations that disclose a high level of wellbeing, regardless of their actual employee satisfaction, have a significantly higher market valuation, as measured by Tobin's Q. This supports the concept of wellbeing washing in which strategic disclosures are used to mislead the market and increase the value of an organisation.





Introduction
Workplace wellbeing is crucial for employees to maintain good health, as well as for managers and organisations, with evidence indicating that low wellbeing at work negatively impacts performance and overall productivity (Kowalski and Loretto, 2017). Prioritising employees’ wellbeing has numerous advantages for organisations, including increased employee productivity and reduced turnover rates (Krekel, Ward and De Neve, 2019). Over the last twenty years, several concepts representing various forms of workplace wellbeing or positive affective experiences have been developed, all sharing the common trait of being linked to favourable judgments (positive attitudes) or pleasant experiences (favourable feelings, moods, emotions, flow states) in the workplace (Fisher, 2010). 
Recently, organisations have faced increasing demands from various groups—including their employees, clients, shareholders, and communities—to publicly express their positions on major political and social issues (Argenti, 2020). In light of these expectations, it is essential to recognise that employees’ wellbeing is a crucial element of the social issues organisations are pushed to address. Organisations are subject to various social demands regarding how they treat their employees (Hersel et al., 2019). When dealing with these demands, organisations may respond in different ways: truly change to meet these demands, pretending to agree to the demands without actually making any substantial change, or choosing not to respond at all (Durand, Hawn and Ioannou, 2019). 
Whole Foods, Pinterest, and Adidas have all faced public criticism from their former and current employees, saying that the organisations’ public shows of support don’t address fundamental unfairness within the organisations (Dowell and Jackson, 2020). Many workers feel that these public statements from the executive leadership don’t always match their actions; for example, in relation to Black Lives, some organisations seem to have used them to make a profit rather than addressing problems related to equality, inclusion and diversity (Dowell and Jackson, 2020). The growing problem related to organisations' inconsistency between what they say and what they do in relation to wellbeing and their possible strategic use of wellbeing claims for financial and reputation benefit is the focus of this study. 
In particular, we aim to investigate ‘wellbeing washing’, where organisations disclose employee wellbeing initiatives but fail to implement them effectively, as evidenced by employee satisfaction toward the organisation. More precisely, this study examines whether there is an inconsistency between organisations’ disclosures on employee wellbeing and employees’ satisfaction with their organisations and whether this inconsistency has financial benefits in terms of market value (e.g., Tobin’s Q). This scenario is possible, as merely 13% of S&P 100 organisations (our sample selection) have portions of their Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) information assured by a public company auditing firm (CAQ, 2021)[footnoteRef:1]. This situation raises concerns about ‘wellbeing washing’, where organisations may disclose positive wellbeing initiatives and underreport negative outcomes, thus questioning the integrity of their commitments. [1:  The Centre of Audit Quality (CAQ) is an impartial public policy organisation that represents the interests of auditors of public companies and addresses issues related to the audits of these firms.] 

Our study makes three key contributions. Firstly, while past research has studied greenwashing (Delmas and Burbano, 2011; Wu, Zhang and Xie, 2020; Torelli Balluchi and Lazzini, 2020; Barrymore, 2022; Zhang, 2022; Ioannou, Kassinis and Papagiannakis, 2023), ours is the first paper to explore wellbeing washing. By presenting evidence that wellbeing washing might happen, especially within the most prominent organisations in the S&P index, we shed light on a practice that investors and users of ESG reports should consider. 
Secondly, our study significantly built on the findings of a 2023 survey by the Institution of Occupational Safety and Health, which found that 51% of employees view ‘wellbeing washing’ as a major issue in their workplaces (IOSH, 2023). We further explored these initial insights by conducting comprehensive tests across multiple dimensions, extending beyond overall job satisfaction to examine employee satisfaction on culture and values, work-life balance, senior management, compensation and benefits, and career opportunities. 
Finally, this study also contributes to the literature by performing a sophisticated analysis to explore market reaction to organisations’ high wellbeing disclosures, considering employee ratings. This analysis is crucial as it reveals whether organisations use wellbeing disclosures to mask internal issues and enhance their market value. The findings have important implications for investors and stakeholders, emphasising the need for genuine corporate social responsibility practices. 
Wellbeing Washing
Wellbeing washing refers to the practice where organisations publicly promote their employee wellbeing initiatives but fail to implement them effectively, as shown by employee satisfaction levels. According to Delmas and Burbano (2011), organisations frequently engage in greenwashing to mislead stakeholders about the environmental measures they take. Similarly, wellbeing washing involves creating a false perception of corporate responsibility regarding employee wellbeing. Such practices occur when organisations are under external pressure, which may lead them to participate in wellbeing washing. 
The demand comes from market participants such as investors, competitors, and consumers, as well as nonmarket participants such as NGOs and regulators (Delmas and Burbano, 2011). Additionally, some organisations may disclose more information to boost their public image, as there is evidence that emerging market multinational organisations are progressively employing ESG reporting as a strategy to legitimise themselves internationally (Tashman, Marano and Kostova, 2019)[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  ESG refers to environment, social, and governance. Disclosure related to employees is under the social pillar of ESG (Deloitte, 2021). ] 

The growing importance of incorporating green finance concepts into the rapidly changing financial environment is demonstrated by the inclusion of ESG factors in investment choices. ESG has become more widely accepted in the business sector during the last 20 years (Wu, Zhang and Xie, 2020). However, the evaluation of organisations’ ESG outcomes presents a challenge, as organisations may engage in false or misleading disclosure; this is the practice of taking actions that, whether on purpose or not, give stakeholders a misleadingly positive impression of an organisation's environmental and social performance (Barrymore, 2023; Chatterji et al., 2016).
Legitimacy Theory
The foundation of legitimacy theory in organisational studies is frequently attributed to Dowling and Pfeffer (1975). Legitimacy occurs when organisations aim to create consistency between the rules of appropriate behaviour in the broader social system of which they are a part and the societal values connected to or represented by their activities (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975; Suchman, 1995). Thus, it is as if a contract exists between organisations and society, allowing them to operate. The legitimacy of the organisation will be threatened if there is a real or potential difference between the two value systems (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975). 
Clegg, Kornberger and Rhodes (2007) discussed how organisations’ adoption of codes of conduct and formal ethical systems serve a crucial function for the organisation to be seen as legitimate by society. They claimed that organisations are expected to adopt these codes ceremonially because, by adopting these codes, organisations seek to improve their prospects of survival, preserve stability, attract resources, and acquire legitimacy.
Deegan (2002) indicated how and why managers may use reports with an external emphasis to the advantage of an organisation. Tilling and Tilt (2010) investigated the use of voluntary social and environmental reporting by tobacco organisations as a means of managing their legitimacy. The study highlighted how organisations use both qualitative and quantitative disclosures to bridge legitimacy gaps. Deegan (2019) underlined a crucial insight from legitimacy theory: if managers consistently include social and environmental disclosures in their suite of legitimising approaches, it should raise serious red flags and serve as a basis for a ‘call to action’. The concept of ‘wellbeing washing’ could be applied to understanding legitimacy theory. 
The use of legitimacy theory provides a framework for critically evaluating whether an organisation's wellbeing initiatives reflect genuine efforts or are primarily designed as strategies to influence stakeholders' perceptions of the organisation through the disclosed information (i.e., impression management). A better understanding of how organisations may use wellbeing disclosures to project a positive image while not always improving actual employee wellbeing is possible when legitimacy theory is applied to the phenomenon of wellbeing washing. This critical viewpoint enables stakeholders to identify and call out such practices, advocating for more authentic and impactful wellbeing initiatives.
Hypotheses development 
Human resource management research and policy must prioritise and give heightened attention to the wellbeing of employees (Guest, 2017), as human resources are fundamental to the health and prosperity of any organisation (O’Donohue, Hutchings and Hansen, 2018). The accessibility of health and wellbeing programmes has the potential to effectively communicate the level of care employers hold for their employees, which, in turn, can foster reciprocal respectful working relationships, leading to enhanced wellbeing and job satisfaction (Fida et al., 2022). Employee wellbeing activities allow organisations to achieve a common agenda with their employees, serving as a mechanism for pursuing mutually beneficial goals (Nayani et al., 2022). According to Daniels et al. (2021), there is potential for workplace health and wellbeing practices to be optimised to enhance psychological health and wellbeing inside the workplace. Positive psychology interventions appear to improve an organisation’s healthcare performance through increased support, interaction, and wellbeing (Kletter et al., 2021).
[bookmark: Wei]Fida et al. (2022) observed that while organisations may implement health and wellbeing initiatives with the primary intention of improving the health and wellbeing of their employees, there is also an indication that social interactions inside the organisation are enhanced, and there is a reduction in the incidence of bullying over time. This reduction contributes to the long-term satisfaction and wellbeing of employees. There are other benefits to wellbeing initiatives. Organisations will likely experience higher performance and reduced expenditures due to valuing employee wellbeing (Guest, 2017). Organisations that prioritize employee satisfaction tend to outperform those with less employee-friendly cultures, as measured by Return on Assets (ROA) and Return on Equity (ROE) (Fauver, McDonald and Taboada, 2018). Furthermore, organisations that prioritise the wellbeing of their employees tend to exhibit superior levels of innovative performance (Wei, Nan and Wei 2020). Finally, organisations that demonstrate high employee satisfaction are more likely to maintain crucial competencies and recruit new employees possessing those capabilities (Rad and Yarmohammadian, 2006).
Organisations may increase their social disclosure to satisfy investors. Due to social pressures, institutional investors may advocate for organisations to enhance their environmental and social performance levels (Dyck et al., 2019). However, organisations are not the only source of information about wellbeing, as employees can use the Glassdoor website to evaluate the organisation they work(ed) for. This is particularly interesting because employees have an information advantage that external individuals do not, given their position as insiders within the organisation (Hales, Moon and Swenson, 2018). Kyiu, Tawiah and Boamah (2023) provided evidence that employee insights can benefit investors by strengthening an organisation’s information environment. Previous studies also indicated that employee ratings on Glassdoor are informative (Hales, Moon and Swenson, 2018; Dube and Zhu, 2021; Lee et al., 2021; Kim and Ra, 2022; and Kyiu, Tawiah and Boamah, 2023). 
Given the existence of two sources of wellbeing information, we were interested first in assessing whether they were aligned. On one hand, it is possible a positive association exists – this would suggest both sets of disclosure are consistent. On the other hand, it is possible that organisations make disclosures that are not consistent with the employees’ perceptions. A negative association would suggest an attempt of organisations’ claim to emphasise the wellbeing of their employees but a failure to implement such claims – we call this wellbeing washing. Given these two possible scenarios, we stated our hypothesis in a non-directional way, as follows:
organisations’ disclosures on employee wellbeing in ESG reports are associated with employees’ disclosures on Glassdoor. 
Once we have established the existence of a misaligned wellbeing disclosure (wellbeing washing), we aimed to examine its effect on the organisation’s market value as captured by Tobin’s Q. We hypothesised that:
Wellbeing washing would be associated with higher levels of Tobin’s Q.
We examined these associations using a multilevel model, panel data, and then we discussed the results and how they relate to theory and practice.
Method
Sample and procedure
The sample selected in this study is the S&P 100 organisations from 2018 to 2022. The S&P 100 index is specifically constructed to evaluate the financial performance of prominent organisations with substantial market capitalisation in the United States (S&P Global, nd). We initially aimed to collect 500 ESG reports. Nevertheless, not all organisations published ESG reports every year, leading to a shortfall of 23 reports. Furthermore, five ESG reports were available only on organisations’ websites and were not convertible to PDF format. We also encountered four unparsed ESG reports; these reports might be scanned hard copies. This results in a final sample of 468 ESG reports. In collecting these reports, we used different sources. Our primary step was downloading publicly available ESG reports from each organisation’s website. We checked the Responsibility Reports website if we did not find a report on the organisation’s website [footnoteRef:3]. Lastly, we referred to the Corporate Register database for missing reports. [footnoteRef:4] [3:  Responsibility Reports is an internet-based archive comprising a comprehensive collection of 18,941 reports pertaining to corporate responsibility, sustainability, corporate social responsibility, and environmental, social, and governance (ESG) practises. These reports have been sourced from a diverse range of 3,923 multinational corporations operating worldwide. Available at: https://www.responsibilityreports.com/]  [4:  Corporate Register is a comprehensive online directory that encompasses corporate responsibility (CR) reports from various companies, both historical and current.  Available at: https://www.corporateregister.com/. 
] 

In our study, we supplemented ESG report data with information from Glassdoor, where employees anonymously rate and comment about their employers. We gathered all employee ratings for the S&P 100 organisations from 2018 to 2022. This dataset included ratings on various aspects: the organisation’s overall rating, culture and values, work-life balance, senior management, compensation and benefits, and career opportunities. Additionally, it encompassed data on whether employees would recommend their workplace, approve of the CEO, and their view on the business outlook. Initially, we had 807,671 employee reviews for the S&P 100 from 2018 to 2022. We excluded reviews from years corresponding to missing ESG reports, as these could not be linked to their respective ESG data. To submit a review, an employee must rate the organisation overall but does not have to submit any sub-rating. We noticed that 222,887 reviews lacked one or more sub-ratings. So, to avoid inconsistent numbers in our sample, we excluded incomplete reviews. Focusing on complete reviews ensures that the data reflects employees' comprehensive and deliberate assessments of their workplace. Following other scholars who conducted studies on Glassdoor reviews, we excluded former employees’ reviews (Hales, Moon and Swenson, 2018; Jing et al., 2019; Kim and Ra, 2022) as our main analysis. Finally, we dropped observations with data missing control variables.
Measures
Dictionary Construction (Organisations’ Wellbeing Disclosure)
The main purpose of this dictionary is to proxy for wellbeing disclosure by identifying the frequency of terms related to wellbeing in ESG reports. This measure indicates the level of disclosure these organisations exhibit on the wellbeing of their employees. The development of this dictionary on wellbeing is based on a comprehensive range of credible sources. Initially, we extracted relevant terms from established theories in the field of wellbeing (e.g., Karasek Jr, 1979; Siegrist, 1996; Demerouti et al., 2001; Ashkanasy and Daus, 2002). Next, we integrated terminology identified in systematic reviews that examined interventions and programmes designed to improve employees’ wellbeing (e.g., Daniels, Watson and Gedikli, 2017; Rojatz, Merchant and Nitsch, 2017; Watson et al., 2018; Eby et al., 2019; Daniels et al., 2021; Kletter, Harris and Brown, 2021). Keywords related to diversity, equity, and inclusion were also sourced from research by Goldman and Zhang (2022). Additionally, we incorporated the key dimensions of wellbeing as outlined by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD, 2020). Finally, we proposed synonym terms drawn from the acquired sources to introduce variety to the vocabulary used.
Once all the relevant terms were compiled, we organised them into appropriate categories associated with the concept of wellbeing in organisations and their key associated factors. These wellbeing categories were also derived from the same sources utilised for constructing the list of terms. The five categories were: (i) Diversity, Equity and Inclusion, (ii) Human Resource Management Practices and Wellbeing Initiatives, (iii) Mental Health and Associated Indicators, (iv) Resources, and (v) Job/occupational risk factors. We described them in Appendix 1 in the online appendix. Each category was clearly and precisely defined to aid the appropriate classification of terms (see Appendix 1 for variables definitions).[footnoteRef:5]  [5:  Collectively, we decided to classify dictionary terms into wellbeing categories based on the definitions provided in this research. We independently designated each word to a specific category and then conduct a comparison of our individual classifications. The objective is to determine the level of alignment among us regarding the classification of words. In instances where inconsistencies arose, we engaged in discussions to reach an agreement on the correct category for the terms in question.
] 

Glassdoor Data (Employees’ Wellbeing)
We used Glassdoor ratings as a proxy for employees’ wellbeing, following other studies that used Glassdoor data as a proxy for employee satisfaction (Hales, Moon and Swenson, 2018; Lee et al., 2021; Mayew and Zhang, 2022; Kim and Ra, 2022). Glassdoor is an online platform that allows employees to rate their employer anonymously. We analysed six metrics from Glassdoor employee ratings: overall organisation rating, culture and values, work-life balance, senior management, compensation and benefits, and career opportunities. Appendix 2  in the online appendix, provides a screenshot from Glassdoor.com for Amazon.com, Inc., as an example, showing how these ratings appear in practice.
Control Variables 
The data we used in this study spans from 2018 to 2022. In all models, we incorporated multiple controls that had the potential to influence the dependent variable. Cash is measured as cash and equivalents divided by total assets. The inclusion of public information disclosure is associated with an increase in liquidity, as evidenced by the positive relationship between the precision of public information disclosure and liquidity (Kim and Verrecchia, 1994). Leverage is measured as total debt to total assets. For instance, leverage has been widely used in papers examining Glassdoor data (Dube and Zhu, 2021). We also included the log of the number of reviews submitted by employees for an organisation. It has been included in Hales, Moon and Swenson (2018) when examining Glassdoor data. Return on Assets (ROA) was another control which is the ratio of income before extraordinary items to total assets. According to Stamolampros et al. (2019), a statistically significant positive association exists between employee ratings on Glassdoor and an organisation’s return on assets (ROA) within the US tourism and hospitality industry. Size is measured as the log of total assets used by Kyiu, Tawiah and Boamah (2023). Finally, we also included Tobin_Q which is calculated as market value plus total liabilities divided by total assets. It has been evidenced that ESG disclosure ultimately enhances an organisation’s financial performance, as measured by Tobin’s Q (Chen and Xie, 2022) (see Table 1 in the online appendix for more information on the sample selection).

Data Analysis
Drawing on legitimacy theory, we examined whether an association exists between organisations’ disclosures on employee wellbeing in ESG reports and employee disclosures on Glassdoor. Based on the structure of our data, we used a multilevel model. Multilevel modelling is a statistical technique that extends ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, as the OLS method is limited in its ability to accurately estimate models that involve nested data (Robson and Pevalin, 2015). In our case, we have one ESG report each year, and we want to study the association of the wellbeing disclosures in that specific report with thousands of employee reviews done for that specific organisation and year. Thus, we have two levels of data: a higher level (organisations) and a lower level (employees).
Consequently, employee reviews need to be nested with organisations to accurately examine the association between the two. This is because while the analysis of data obtained from employees allows us to explore the effects of certain characteristics on outcomes of interest at the micro-level, it is probable that these micro-level effects exhibit substantial variation when observed across larger units at the macro-level, which is organisations (Robson and Pevalin, 2015). 
Given that we were interested in assessing employee wellbeing, our dependent variables focus on employee ratings for organisations using Glassdoor data. Employees Overall Rating was the main dependent variable of interest, as it measures the overall rating of an organisation. Next, we considered five employees’ ratings related to the following specific aspects: (i) Culture and Values, (ii) Work Life Balance, (iii) Senior Management, (iv) Compenation and Benefits, and (v) Career Opportunities. 
In relation to the independent variables we focused on wellbeing disclosures included in organisations’ ESG reports in line with the five categories described above. The examination of ESG reports using textual analysis has proven beneficial for extracting significant information about organisations, as evidenced by many prior studies (Baier, Berninger and Kiesel, 2020; Ignatov, 2023). 
After having established the possible misalignment between organisations’ disclosure as per ESG reports and employees’ Glassdoor rating, we analysed market reactions to this in terms of Tobin’s Q. We first categorized each organisation based on the misalignment (using the medians) and hence divided the sample into four groups: Group HH includes organisations with high wellbeing disclosure and high employee rating (both above the medians of the respective year); Group HL includes organisations with high wellbeing disclosure and low employee rating (disclosure above median, rating below median); Group LH includes organisations with low wellbeing disclosure and high employee rating (disclosure below median, rating above median); Group LL includes organisations with low wellbeing disclosure and low employee rating (both below the median). Then we estimated two regression models including Tobin’s Q as the dependent variable for our data from 2018 to 2022. In the first model, we used as reference group organisations with low wellbeing disclosure and low ratings (LL).  In the second model, we used as reference group organisations with high wellbeing disclosure and high ratings (HH).  These models allowed us to investigate the possible association of wellbeing washing with market value.
Results
Preliminary and descriptive analysis
Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics and correlations of the variables in this study. The statistical data presented in this analysis is derived exclusively from reviews provided by current employees. The obtained mean value for the variable overall rating was 3.902. This value is close to the one found by Kyiu et al. (2023), who reported an average overall rating of 3.340 for employee reviews within the S&P 500. Approximately 2% of the words in ESG reports matched with our wellbeing dictionary. This is close to Baier et al. (2020), who conducted a textual analysis on 10-K reports from 25 organisations.
As shown, we found a significant positive correlation among the different employee ratings, indicating a consistent pattern in how employees view their work environment. We also found that the employees’ Glassdoor overall rating was negatively associated with a number of wellbeing found in the ESG reports. This indicates that higher disclosure of employees’ wellbeing in ESG reports is not aligned with better employee perceptions, per Glassdoor ratings, and suggests that organisations behave in a way consistent with wellbeing washing. This is our first insight into the association predicted in the hypothesis, for which we present multivariate tests in the next section (see Table 2 of the online appendix for more information about the descriptive).
Multivariate tests
In the analysis shown in Table 2, we found a consistent negative association between organisations’ ESG wellbeing disclosures and employees' ratings on Glassdoor. Specifically, columns 2, 3, 4, and 6 show significant negative coefficients across the board. This suggests that higher levels of wellbeing disclosure are often met with less favourable employee perceptions. This misalignment suggests a violation of legitimacy theory, where the inconsistency between the organisation's claims and the employees' perceptions indicates that the organisation is failing to meet societal norms and values. The legitimacy of the organisation is undermined by this disparity since employees started to doubt the sincerity and reliability of the organisation's stated commitments to their wellbeing. Interestingly, organisations’ disclosure related to MentalHealth_ESG stands out as the only dimension not significantly associated with Glassdoor ratings. 
In all columns control variables mostly show a negative association with the dependent variables except for Cash, which shows a positive and significant association in columns 1,5 and 6. That means organisations with high liquidity get more favourable ratings.
In the first two models, the ICC is more than 0.10, which means the proportion of the total variance between organisations or employees’ reviews variance. The ICC ranges typically from 0 to 1; however, according to Robson and Pevalin (2015), multilevel models with ICCs lower than 0.10 have been published. Nezlek (2008) cautions against relying solely on a low ICC value as a justification for not employing multilevel modelling. Instead, Nezlek recommends researchers focus on the underlying data structure when determining the appropriateness of multilevel modelling rather than relying solely on the ICC value. 
We calculated the t-tests to assess the differences in means of the variables by year and t-test between current and former employees (see Table 3-Panel A and B- in the online appendix). Therefore, as an additional analysis, we examined the association between organisations’ wellbeing disclosures and the ratings of organisations by former employees on Glassdoor. In Table 4 of the online appendix, we re-estimated our hypothesis and the results suggested that while there are some associations between organisations' wellbeing disclosures and former employees’ ratings on Glassdoor, these associations are generally weak. This might indicate that wellbeing factors captured in organisation disclosures are not directly associated with how former employees perceive the organisations in various dimensions. It could also suggest that former employees’ perceptions are influenced by broader factors beyond what is typically reported in ESG reports. The perception of employees’ ratings by former employees could be less directly related to current wellbeing disclosures by organisations in their ESG reports and more reflective of past experiences. 
Market reaction to wellbeing washing
Table 3 shows the analysis of market reactions to organisations' wellbeing disclosures and employee ratings on Glassdoor. Additional statistical data supporting these findings can be found in Table 3 Panel C included in the online Appendix. The sample of 100 organisations for the years 2018 to 2022 was divided into four groups (LL, HH, HL, and LH).  Results of the regressions on Tobin’s Q in column 1 using Group LL as the referent group (organisations with low wellbeing disclosure and low Glassdoor rating) support our hypotheses. Both organisations with high disclosure and high ratings (HH) and organisations with high disclosure and low ratings (HL) showed a significant positive coefficient on Tobin’s Q above and beyond the effect of the control variables. Results also showed that organisations with low wellbeing disclosure and high employee ratings have a negative effect on Tobin’s Q.  Column 2 of  Table 3 presents the results of regressions on Tobin’s Q using organisations with high wellbeing disclosure and high Glassdoor ratings (HH) as the referent group. Organisations with high disclosure and low ratings (HL) showed a non-significant coefficient with Tobin’s Q, indicating no statistically significant association with market valuation compared to the referent group.
Discussion 
Based on more than 500,000 voices of employees (current and former), who work(ed) in the S&P 100 from 2018 to 2022, we conducted an analysis that highlights the complex association between disclosures on employees’ wellbeing in ESG reports and employees’ perceptions on Glassdoor. The results suggested a mismatch between organisations’ wellbeing disclosure and current employees’ satisfaction. The paper analysed employee wellbeing disclosures in the ESG reports of organisations, particularly those in the S&P 100 index. Due to their leading roles and high public visibility, these organisations are ideal candidates for such an examination. We compared these disclosures with employee ratings on Glassdoor to determine if organisations that report extensively on employee wellbeing topics have more satisfied employees. 
The findings revealed that Glassdoor ratings mainly have negative associations with organisations' wellbeing disclosures. This could arise for various reasons. Employees might feel disappointed when organisations focusing on wellbeing disclosures in ESG reports fail to meet their high expectations. There’s also a risk of scepticism, especially if these wellbeing disclosures in ESG reports’ efforts are perceived as simply wellbeing washing. Additionally, difficulties in effectively implementing ESG plans can contribute to employee dissatisfaction. 
Additionally, because current employees (i.e., employees who are still working at the organisation when they provide their Glassdoor ratings) may have different beliefs and motivations than former employees (i.e., employees who provide Glassdoor ratings after they no longer work for the organisation), we estimated our model using former employees data. The analysis revealed that, overall, the association between organisations’ wellbeing disclosures and former employees’ ratings is not statistically significant. This suggests that there might be a weak or non-existent theoretical link between former employees’ perceptions and organisations' wellbeing disclosures. For instance, former employees’ ratings may reflect experiences or perspectives not directly related to the aspects of the current wellbeing disclosures by organisations.
In addition, the study found that the market gives more weight to organisations’ disclosures potentially overlooking employee ratings. These findings contribute to legitimacy theory by illustrating how organisations use high wellbeing disclosures to align with societal norms and enhance their legitimacy, despite actual employee dissatisfaction (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975; Suchman, 1995). This strategic manipulation of perceptions allows organisations to boost their market valuation by projecting a positive image, even if it does not reflect the true state of employee wellbeing. Further, the findings of the study align with Delmas and Burbano's (2011) exploration of the drivers of greenwashing, underscoring the critical need for authenticity in environmental efforts. Our findings, supported by the rich body of literature (Dube and Zhu, 2021), emphasize the critical role of transparency and authenticity in organisation communications regarding workplace initiatives.
 The results suggested that the market can be misled by high wellbeing disclosures, even when employee ratings are low (HL), supporting the idea that organisations reap benefits from wellbeing washing. Behavioral finance suggests that investors are influenced by external cues and do not always act rationally (Akyildirim et al., 2023). The market prioritizes these disclosures, indicating that organisations may disclose extensive information about employee wellbeing primarily to increase market value, despite actual employee dissatisfaction.

Practical Implications
For managers, these results underscore the importance of genuine wellbeing practices over mere disclosures. While high disclosures can temporarily enhance market perceptions, they may lead to employee dissatisfaction if not backed by real improvements, ultimately threatening long-term legitimacy and employee turnover (Griffeth, Hom, and Gaertner, 2000). Managers should prioritize enhancing employee wellbeing over merely focusing on wellbeing disclosures. This observation echoes Asare's (2020) advocacy for sustained investment in diversity and inclusion initiatives, suggesting that cutting budgets in these areas can undermine employee perceptions and organisational trust.
Investors should critically assess ESG disclosures and seek additional sources of information to verify the authenticity of an organisation’s commitment to employee wellbeing. Relying solely on high disclosures can be misleading, as organisations might use these disclosures to boost market value without addressing underlying employee dissatisfaction which can eventually hurt the organisation's performance (Krekel, Ward and De Neve, 2019). Incorporating employee feedback and satisfaction data from platforms like Glassdoor into ESG assessment frameworks can provide a more accurate picture of an organisation's commitment to wellbeing.
Strengths, limitations, and future research directions 
The use of two independent data sources, which offers an overall view by capturing insights from both organisations' disclosures and employee feedback, is one of the study's main strengths. By hearing from both sides, this dual approach offers a more nuanced and balanced understanding of the relationship between organisational outcomes and wellbeing efforts. 
The study also employed a sophisticated multi-level model that enabled in-depth examination of data at several levels (e.g., individual employees and the organisational level). More than 500,000 employee reviews (both current and former) from 100 organisations were analyzed, which increased the findings’ generalizability and robustness. In addition, the research incorporates perspectives from current as well as former employees, providing a comprehensive understanding of worker experiences and satisfaction.
Although these strengths, the study contains a number of limitations. Firstly, the detailed and varied nature of business wellbeing programs might not be well captured by a textual analysis of wellbeing disclosures. Although valuable, textual analysis is not always free of mistakes and may not accurately convey the underlying meaning or significance of the content that was revealed (Loughran and McDonald, 2016). Secondly, the sample may not be representative of the total employee population because it is skewed toward employees who posted their reviews on Glassdoor, which could lead to self-selection bias that may affect the results (Chen, Li, & Talluri, 2021). These limitations indicate the necessity of using more varied data sources and approaches in future studies to validate and extend the findings of the study.
Future research could build on our findings by incorporating longitudinal data to examine changes in wellbeing disclosures and employee ratings over time. This approach would allow for a more robust analysis of causality and the long-term effects of wellbeing washing (Fida et al., 2022; Ployhart and Vandenberg, 2010). Additionally, expanding the sample beyond S&P 100 organizations to include smaller organisations and those in different geographic regions could provide a more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon. 
Incorporating primary data, such as conducting direct interviews with managers about their wellbeing initiatives, allows for a nuanced exploration of how these initiatives are perceived and implemented within organisations (e.g., Clementino and Perkins, 2021). This approach not only enriches the data quality but also offers a deeper understanding of the managerial perspectives on employee wellbeing practices. Future research could also investigate the long-term impacts of wellbeing washing on market valuation and organisations’ performance.
Conclusions
There is considerable concern that corporate social washing strategies, which aim to present a socially excellent public image, are reflected in the increased pressure for ESG information (Asare 2020; Dowell and Jackson 2020). Institutional investors seem to regard organisations’ environmental and social impacts highly and pressure them to enhance such impacts (Dyck et al., 2019). Managers’ ESG preferences are associated with ESG policies and outcomes; however, greenwashing is suggested because investors’ ESG preferences are associated with policies but not outcomes, which means investors’ ESG preferences are not implemented by organisations (Barrymore, 2023). 
Our study showed the possibility of organisations’ ‘wellbeing washing,’ where organisations report their commitment to wellbeing but fail to implement wellbeing initiatives effectively. We also found that the market seems to be misled by wellbeing disclosure. Irrespective of employees’ wellbeing the disclosure of wellbeing commitment has a positive effect on Tobin’s Q. 
Our study makes several key contributions to the literature: it introduces the concept of wellbeing washing among major S&P organisations, extends the IOSH survey findings on wellbeing washing by analysing different employee satisfaction dimensions, and analyses market reactions to high wellbeing disclosures versus employee ratings.
[bookmark: Akyildirim]
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Appendix 1
	Variable Name
	Definition
	Source

	Dependent variables
	
	

	Overall_Rating
	The organisation’s overall rating submitted by employees.
	Glassdoor

	CultureValues
	The organisation’s culture and values rating submitted by employees. 
	Glassdoor

	WorkLifeBalance
	The organisation’s work/life balance rating submitted by employees.
	Glassdoor

	SeniorManagement
	The organisation’s senior management rating submitted by employees.
	Glassdoor

	CompensationBenefits
	The organisation’s compensation and benefits rating submitted by employees.
	Glassdoor

	CareerOpportunities
	The organisation’s career opportunities rating submitted by employees.
	Glassdoor

	Tobin_Q
	Tobin’s Q is calculated as market value plus total liabilities divided by total assets. Tobin’s Q is winsorised at the 1% level in each tail.
	LSEG

	Independent variables
	
	

	OverallWellbeing_ESG
	The number of all wellbeing words -as identified in appendix 1in the online appendix -found in the ESG report divided by the total number of words in the ESG report multiplied by 100.
	ESG reports

	DEI_ESG
	The number of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion words -as identified in appendix 1in the online appendix - found in the ESG report divided by the total number of words in the ESG report multiplied by 100.
	ESG reports

	HRM_ESG
	The number of Human Resource Management Practices and Wellbeing Initiatives words -as identified in Appendix 1in the online appendix - found in the ESG report divided by the total number of words in the ESG report multiplied by 100.
	ESG reports

	MentalHealth_ESG
	The number of Mental Health and Associated Indicators words -as identified in Appendix 1in the online appendix - found in the ESG report divided by the total number of words in the ESG report multiplied by 100.
	ESG reports

	Resources_ESG
	The number of Resources words -as identified in Appendix 1in the online appendix- found in the ESG report divided by the total number of words in the ESG report multiplied by 100. 
	ESG reports

	Risk_ESG
	The number of Job/Occupational Risk Factors words -as identified in Appendix 1in the online appendix - in the ESG report divided by the total number of words in the ESG report multiplied by 100.
	ESG reports

	Control variables
	
	

	Cash
	Cash and equivalents divided by total assets. 
	LSEG

	Lev
	Leverage is total debt to total assets. 
	LSEG

	N_Reviews
	Log the number of reviews submitted by employees for an organisation.
	LSEG

	ROA
	Return on Assets is the ratio of income before extraordinary items to total assets.
	LSEG

	Size
	The organisation’s size is measured as the log of total assets
	LSEG


Note. LSEG refers to London Stock Exchange Group plc, it is a global provider of financial market data and infrastructure. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlations
Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation. Bold coefficients represent significance at the 5% level or less using a two-sided test. See Appendix 1 for variable definitions
	
	Variable
	M
	SD
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12

	Glassdoor
	1 Overall Rating
	3.902
	1.146
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2 Culture and Values
	3.830
	1.283
	.759
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	3 Work Life Balance
	3.618
	1.317
	.621
	.623
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	4 Senior Management
	3.472
	1.336
	.740
	.751
	.614
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	5 Compensation and Benefits
	3.818
	1.153
	.596
	.540
	.430
	.544
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	6 Career Opportunities
	3.771
	1.234
	.706
	.646
	.497
	.669
	.580
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ESG
	7 Overall Wellbeing
	2.312
	0.763
	-.076
	-.073
	-.049
	-.058
	-.070
	-.058
	1.000
	
	
	
	
	

	
	8 Diversity, Equity and Inclusion
	0.703
	0.371
	.009
	.028
	.022
	.020
	-.020
	.011
	.620
	1.000
	
	
	
	

	
	9 Human Resource Management Practices and Wellbeing Initiatives 
	0.224
	0.099
	-.075
	-.069
	-.064
	-.065
	-.038
	-.060
	.453
	.195
	1.000
	
	
	

	
	10 Mental Health
	0.569
	0.453
	-.080
	-.091
	-.068
	-.068
	-.038
	-.058
	.732
	.085
	.165
	1.000
	
	

	
	11 Resources 
	0.755
	0.254
	-.074
	-.077
	-.037
	-.059
	-.104
	-.066
	.594
	.170
	.374
	.214
	1.000
	

	
	12 Risk Factors
	0.051
	0.030
	.037
	.043
	.040
	.024
	.045
	.017
	.090
	-.021
	.071
	.066
	.040
	1.000






Table 2: The Association Between ESG Wellbeing Disclosures and Organisations’ Rating in Glassdoor
	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	
	Overall_Rating
	CultureValue
	WorkLifeBalance
	SeniorManagement
	CompensationBenefits
	CareerOpportunities

	DEI_ESG
	-0.008***
	-0.009***
	0.001
	-0.008***
	0.000
	-0.006**

	
	(-3.10)
	(-3.30)
	(0.42)
	(-3.02)
	(0.08)
	(-2.29)

	HRM_ESG
	0.005*
	0.011***
	0.005*
	0.009***
	0.003
	0.011***

	
	(1.74)
	(3.47)
	(1.73)
	(2.98)
	(0.87)
	(3.39)

	MentalHealth_ESG
	0.001
	-0.005
	0.003
	-0.002
	-0.007
	-0.000

	
	(0.18)
	(-0.87)
	(0.45)
	(-0.30)
	(-1.22)
	(-0.06)

	Resources_ESG
	-0.006*
	-0.012***
	-0.009***
	-0.009***
	-0.003
	-0.001

	
	(-1.94)
	(-4.06)
	(-3.14)
	(-2.87)
	(-0.98)
	(-0.38)

	Risk_ESG
	-0.004*
	-0.007***
	-0.008***
	-0.009***
	0.002
	-0.011***

	
	(-1.67)
	(-2.59)
	(-2.89)
	(-3.20)
	(0.72)
	(-4.04)

	Cash
	0.019***
	0.004
	0.005
	0.007
	0.034***
	0.012**

	
	(3.46)
	(0.66)
	(0.81)
	(1.23)
	(6.07)
	(2.10)

	Lev
	-0.033***
	-0.026***
	-0.032***
	-0.040***
	-0.043***
	-0.024***

	
	(-4.21)
	(-3.37)
	(-4.15)
	(-5.06)
	(-5.62)
	(-3.01)

	N_Reviews
	-0.075***
	-0.081***
	-0.024
	-0.042***
	0.029*
	-0.062***

	
	(-4.76)
	(-5.08)
	(-1.53)
	(-2.71)
	(1.89)
	(-3.99)

	ROA
	-0.020***
	-0.024***
	-0.033***
	-0.018***
	-0.045***
	-0.011**

	
	(-4.26)
	(-5.13)
	(-7.07)
	(-3.85)
	(-9.62)
	(-2.42)

	Size
	-0.218***
	-0.252***
	-0.120***
	-0.214***
	-0.161***
	-0.150***

	
	(-15.40)
	(-17.69)
	(-8.63)
	(-15.18)
	(-11.67)
	(-10.71)

	Tobin_Q
	-0.027***
	-0.040***
	0.007
	-0.034***
	0.002
	-0.020***

	
	(-4.45)
	(-6.49)
	(1.15)
	(-5.52)
	(0.35)
	(-3.24)

	_cons
	-0.366***
	-0.384***
	-0.140***
	-0.362***
	-0.076**
	-0.377***

	
	(-8.40)
	(-8.00)
	(-3.53)
	(-8.84)
	(-1.98)
	(-9.50)

	var (_cons)
	0.129
	0.168
	0.099
	0.108
	0.090
	0.098

	var (Residual)
	0.923
	0.909
	0.917
	0.933
	0.911
	0.939

	N
	338,556
	338,556
	338,556
	338,556
	338,556
	338,556

	ICC
	0.123
	0.156
	0.098
	0.104
	0.090
	0.094

	Prob > chi2
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000
	0.000


The regressions are estimated using multilevel model regression for the coefficient estimates where employees are level one, and firms are level two. Standardized Coefficients are reported first, followed by z-statistics in parenthesis. Var (cons) shows the random intercept or the between-group variance of the (Level 2) variable, which is firms. var(Residual) shows the between-employees reviews within-group (Level 1) variance. The Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) Shows the proportion of the total variance due to the between-firms or between-cluster (the observations of employee rating) variance.* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. See the definition of the variables in Appendix 1.

Table 3: The Association Between Standardized Tobin's_Q and High Low ESG Wellbeing Disclosures and Organisations’  Rating in Glassdoor
	Dependent 
	(1)
	(2)

	Variables>
	Tobin_Q
	Tobin_Q

	LL
	
	-0.015***

	
	
	(-16.95)

	LH
	-0.003***
	-0.016***

	
	(-5.12)
	(-19.38)

	HL
	0.015***
	0.000

	
	(18.89)
	(0.55)

	Cash
	-0.255***
	-0.255***

	
	(-171.06)
	(-171.06)

	Lev
	0.203***
	0.203***

	
	(93.08)
	(93.08)

	N_Reviews
	0.082***
	0.082***

	
	(17.54)
	(17.54)

	ROA
	0.372***
	0.372***

	
	(321.94)
	(321.94)

	Size
	0.060***
	0.060***

	
	(14.88)
	(14.88)

	HH
	0.012***
	

	
	(16.95)
	

	_cons
	-0.216**
	-0.216**

	
	(-2.34)
	(-2.34)

	var (_cons)
	0.851
	0.851

	var (Residual)
	0.072
	0.072

	N
	338,556
	338,556

	ICC
	0.922
	0.922

	Prob > chi2
	0.000
	0.000


The regressions are estimated using multilevel model regression for the coefficient estimates where employees are level one, and firms are level two. Standardised coefficients are reported first, followed by z-statistics in parenthesis. HH: High wellbeing disclosure and High overall rating, HL: High wellbeing disclosure and Low overall rating, LH: Low wellbeing disclosure, and High overall rating LL: Low wellbeing disclosure and Low overall rating.Var (cons) shows the random intercept or the between-group variance of the (Level 2) variable, which is firms. var(Residual) shows the between-employees reviews within-group (Level 1) variance. The Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) Shows the proportion of the total variance due to the between-firms or between-cluster (the observations of employee rating) variance.* p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. See the definition of the variables in Appendix 1.

