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Abstract 

This study examines the relationship between perceptions of corporate fraud, Environmental, Social, 
and Governance (ESG) disclosure credibility, and investment decision-making. Drawing on theories 
of corporate governance, signalling, and legitimacy, it investigates whether prior experiences and 
perceptions of financial misrepresentation influence investor trust in ESG disclosures. A structured 
questionnaire was distributed to 133 respondents across professional sectors, with data analysed 
using descriptive statistics and Chi-square tests to explore associations between demographic 
characteristics, perceptions of ESG-washing, and investment preferences. The findings reveal that 
demographic variables such as gender, age, and professional sector do not significantly shape 
attitudes toward ESG-washing or trust in ESG disclosures. However, a statistically significant 
relationship emerges between perceptions of misleading financial reporting and the impact of ESG-
washing on investment trust, indicating that prior exposure to or awareness of corporate misconduct 
heightens scepticism toward non-financial disclosures. These results underscore the interconnected 
nature of financial and sustainability reporting credibility, highlighting the importance of integrated 
corporate governance strategies to strengthen investor confidence. The study contributes to the 
literature by bridging empirical insights with theoretical debates on transparency, integrity, and 
market trust, offering policy recommendations for enhancing the reliability of ESG communication. 

Keywords: ESG-washing; accounting; sustainability reporting credibility; corporate governance; 
investment decision-making; financial misrepresentation 
 

1. Introduction 

Corporate misconduct, whether manifested in the form of financial fraud or in the more recent 
emergence of environmental, social, and governance (ESG)-washing, continues to pose a significant 
threat to the credibility and stability of global markets. Such practices undermine the reliability of 
corporate disclosures, distort the allocation of resources, and weaken the relationship of trust 
between corporations, investors, and the wider public. While financial fraud has a long-documented 
history, with cases spanning from early market speculation to modern-day accounting scandals, ESG-
washing represents a contemporary but equally pressing risk to market integrity [1,2]. Both practices 
share a common reliance on exploiting information asymmetries and deficiencies in monitoring 
systems, allowing the projection of compliance and ethical behaviour without the corresponding 
substantive action [3]. 

Over the past two decades, the rapid growth of ESG-focused investment has reshaped 
expectations for corporate accountability and transparency. Policymakers, investors, and civil society 
actors increasingly demand robust sustainability reporting, recognising its capacity to capture 
material non-financial risks and opportunities that conventional accounting systems may overlook 
[4,5]. In principle, high-quality ESG reporting should empower stakeholders to make more informed 
decisions, align capital flows with sustainable business practices, and enhance long-term value 
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creation. However, in practice, the coexistence of voluntary disclosure regimes and fragmented 
global reporting standards has left considerable room for selective, and at times misleading, 
communication of ESG performance [6]. In this context, ESG-washing has emerged as a reputational 
and financial hazard, capable of influencing investor behaviour in ways analogous to the market 
effects of misstated financial statements [7]. 

Academic research increasingly recognises parallels between financial fraud and ESG-washing, 
emphasising their mutual dependence on the fragile nature of trust and the centrality of transparency 
in sustaining capital markets [8,9]. When investor confidence is compromised, both types of 
misconduct can have cascading effects — from reduced market participation to systemic instability 
— that extend beyond the immediate actors involved. This conceptual convergence underscores the 
necessity for integrated governance frameworks, combining the verification of both financial and 
non-financial disclosures within a unified assurance architecture. In such a system, internal audit 
functions, external assurance providers, and regulatory oversight bodies play complementary roles 
in safeguarding disclosure integrity. Nevertheless, there remains a notable gap in empirical research 
examining how these governance structures influence investor decision-making in the specific 
context of ESG-washing [10]. 

The present study seeks to address this gap by analysing the perceptions and experiences of 
professionals engaged in investment-related decisions, focusing on the prevalence, detection, and 
consequences of both financial fraud and ESG-washing. Using survey-based empirical data, the 
analysis investigates how these forms of misconduct affect trust in corporate disclosures, alter 
investment preferences, and interact with evolving regulatory frameworks. By embedding the 
findings within a historical and theoretical perspective, the study aims to enrich academic 
understanding while offering practical guidance for regulators, policymakers, and corporate leaders 
committed to maintaining transparency and protecting market integrity. 

2. Literature Review 

The study of corporate misconduct has long been a focal point in accounting, finance, and 
governance research, tracing its origins from early financial fraud cases such as the South Sea Bubble 
in the 18th century to contemporary scandals involving multinational corporations. Historical 
analyses demonstrate that fraudulent practices often emerge from a combination of weak regulatory 
oversight, misaligned incentives, and information asymmetry between managers and stakeholders 
[11,12,14]. The collapse of firms such as Enron and WorldCom in the early 2000s catalysed major 
reforms, including the Sarbanes–Oxley Act, which sought to restore market trust by enhancing 
corporate accountability and strengthening internal controls [13]. These landmark events established 
the importance of reliable disclosures as a cornerstone of efficient capital markets. 

In parallel, the rise of the sustainability agenda has introduced new dimensions to corporate 
transparency, particularly through Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) reporting. 
Frameworks such as the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI), the Sustainability Accounting Standards 
Board (SASB), and, more recently, the Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive (CSRD) have 
aimed to standardise ESG disclosures and improve their comparability [26]. Yet, despite regulatory 
advancements, scholars have documented persistent variability in reporting quality, with some firms 
engaging in symbolic rather than substantive compliance [7,21,22]. This phenomenon, widely 
referred to as ESG-washing, mirrors the mechanisms of traditional financial fraud by distorting 
information flows and misrepresenting performance to stakeholders [2,32,33]. 

Theoretical perspectives provide important insights into why both financial fraud and ESG-
washing persist despite formal regulation. Agency theory posits that information asymmetry 
between principals (shareholders) and agents (managers) incentivises opportunistic behaviour when 
monitoring is weak [14]. Legitimacy theory suggests that organisations may engage in selective 
disclosure to maintain societal approval, even if such disclosures are misleading [18]. Stakeholder 
theory emphasises the multiplicity of audiences for corporate reporting, each with differing 
expectations, creating both pressures and opportunities for misrepresentation [19]. Behavioural 
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finance further illustrates that investor decision-making is influenced by trust, reputation, and 
signalling cues, meaning that both accurate and misleading disclosures can significantly affect capital 
flows [20,38]. 

Empirical evidence has confirmed that perceived corporate integrity influences both investor 
trust and market valuations [15,37,39]. For instance, studies on greenwashing have shown that 
exaggerated sustainability claims can erode investor confidence, leading to reputational damage and 
long-term value destruction [21,22]. Notable real-world cases, such as the Volkswagen emissions 
scandal and controversies around green bonds’ actual environmental impact, illustrate how ESG-
washing can undermine market stability by misdirecting capital toward non-sustainable activities. 
These examples underscore the parallels between traditional financial misrepresentation and ESG-
related misconduct, particularly in their shared reliance on exploiting credibility gaps in reporting. 

Nevertheless, despite the substantial body of literature on corporate fraud and, separately, on 
ESG-washing, few studies have examined the interplay between these phenomena in shaping 
investor perceptions and decision-making. While prior research has investigated the role of 
mandatory versus voluntary reporting [34,35], and the effects of assurance mechanisms on 
stakeholder trust [6,10,25], the interaction between historical experiences of financial fraud and 
attitudes toward ESG disclosures remains underexplored. This represents a significant research gap, 
as prior exposure to misleading financial reporting may influence how stakeholders interpret 
sustainability information and assess its credibility. 

The present study addresses this gap by integrating historical and theoretical insights with 
empirical survey data to investigate how perceptions of financial misrepresentation affect trust in 
ESG disclosures and, ultimately, investment decisions. By situating ESG-washing within the broader 
continuum of corporate integrity challenges, the research contributes to a more nuanced 
understanding of how traditional and sustainability-related misconduct jointly shape market trust. 
This approach also responds to calls in the literature for a more holistic view of corporate 
transparency, one that unites financial and non-financial reporting within a unified governance 
framework [4,27,28]. 

3. Data and Methods 

The empirical analysis in this study is based on primary data collected through a structured 
questionnaire designed to assess perceptions of ESG-washing, trust in ESG disclosures, investment 
preferences, and the influence of prior perceptions of corporate financial misconduct. The 
questionnaire was distributed between 01/10/2024 and 06/03/2025, for postdoc purposes, to a 
purposive sample of professionals engaged in auditing, corporate finance, public administration, 
academia, and sustainability consulting. 

To address the research gap identified in the literature, this study employs a quantitative 
research design based on primary survey data. The methodological approach was selected to capture 
stakeholders’ perceptions of ESG-washing, trust in ESG disclosures, and the influence of prior 
experiences with financial misrepresentation on investment decision-making. A survey instrument 
was deemed suitable for this purpose, as it enables the systematic collection of comparable responses 
from a diverse respondent base while allowing for the measurement of attitudes, beliefs, and 
behavioural intentions [1,37]. 

3.1 Survey Design and Instrument 

The questionnaire was developed following an extensive review of existing literature on 
corporate fraud, ESG reporting, and greenwashing practices [2,6,21,32]. Questions were designed to 
reflect the theoretical constructs discussed in Section 2, including trust in corporate reporting, 
perceived frequency of misleading financial disclosures, and attitudes toward mandatory and 
voluntary ESG reporting. The instrument comprised both closed-ended and multiple-choice items, 
structured to facilitate descriptive, inferential, and cross-tabulation analyses. Demographic questions 
were included to capture respondent characteristics such as gender, age group, educational 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 15 August 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202508.1170.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202508.1170.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 4 of 16 

 

background, and professional sector, allowing for the examination of potential differences in 
perceptions across subgroups. 

3.2 Sampling and Data Collection 

The survey was disseminated electronically to a targeted sample of professionals, academics, 
and investors across multiple sectors, including finance, academia, and the public sector. This 
purposive sampling strategy was adopted to ensure that participants possessed sufficient familiarity 
with financial reporting and sustainability disclosures to provide informed responses. While the non-
probability sampling limits generalisability, it provides valuable insights into the perceptions of a 
relevant and engaged respondent group [15]. 

3.3 Variables and Measures 

Key variables include: 

• Perceived frequency of misleading financial reporting (measured on a Likert scale ranging from 
“never” to “very frequently”). 

• Perceptions of ESG-washing (categorised as “systematic,” “occasional,” “rare,” or “non-
existent”). 

• Trust in ESG disclosures (distinguishing between mandatory and voluntary reporting). 
• Impact of ESG-washing on investment trust (ordinal categories reflecting the degree of negative 

influence). 
• Demographic characteristics (gender, age, education, professional sector). 

These variables were operationalised to align with established constructs in prior research 
[15,21,32] while enabling cross-tabulations to examine potential relationships between demographic 
factors, previous experiences, and ESG-related perceptions. 

3.4 Analytical Procedures 

The analysis was conducted in three stages. First, descriptive statistics were computed to 
summarise respondent demographics and the distribution of key variables. Second, cross-tabulations 
with Chi-square tests were used to explore associations between demographic characteristics and 
attitudes toward ESG-washing, trust in disclosures, and investment behaviour. This approach is 
consistent with earlier research that examines socio-demographic influences on perceptions of 
corporate transparency [3,38]. Third, a targeted inferential analysis was performed to test the 
relationship between the perceived frequency of misleading financial reporting and the impact of 
ESG-washing on investment trust. Statistical significance was assessed at the 5% level (p < 0.05), and 
results are reported in Section 4. 

This structured methodological approach allows the study to systematically link theoretical 
insights from the literature to empirical findings, providing a robust basis for interpreting the 
relationship between historical perceptions of fraud, ESG disclosure credibility, and investment 
decision-making. 

4. Results 

The analysis is presented in two main parts: first, the descriptive statistics outlining respondents’ 
demographic and attitudinal profiles, and second, the results of inferential tests examining 
associations between perceptions of financial misrepresentation, ESG-washing, trust in disclosures, 
and investment behaviour. 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

As we mentioned, the empirical analysis draws on 133 completed questionnaires from 
professionals engaged in finance, auditing, corporate governance, and sustainability-related fields. 
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This targeted sampling aimed to capture informed perspectives on the prevalence, impact, and 
governance challenges of financial fraud and ESG-washing. The questionnaire combined frequency-
based measures with evaluative questions, allowing for both quantitative pattern recognition and 
interpretation within established theoretical frameworks (see Appendix A). 

The distribution of responses regarding the frequency with which inaccurate or manipulated 
financial statements mislead investors is noteworthy (Figure 1). A combined 45.9% of respondents 
reported encountering such practices either very frequently (22.6%) or frequently (23.3%), while 33.8% 
indicated they observe them rarely and 19.5% stated almost never. These results underscore the 
continued salience of fraudulent reporting despite decades of regulatory refinement, echoing the 
argument by Rezaee [30] and Perols et al. [31] that fraudulent practices adapt to oversight 
mechanisms and persist by exploiting emergent informational asymmetries. 

 

Figure 1. Frequency of misleading financial reporting. 

Turning to the perceived prevalence of ESG-washing, the data reveal that 31.6% believe such 
practices occur systematically and 30.1% consider them common, though not always intentional (Figure 
2). In contrast, 25.6% regard ESG data as reliable, while 12.8% express no opinion. These findings are 
consistent with Lyon and Montgomery’s [32] conceptualisation of greenwashing as a deliberate 
strategic communication and with Testa et al.’s [33] analysis of institutional complexity, which 
enables selective ESG disclosure. Within the lens of legitimacy theory, such practices can be 
interpreted as symbolic attempts to preserve organisational legitimacy, while stakeholder theory 
emphasises their role in selectively influencing key constituencies. 
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Figure 2. Perceived prevalence of ESG-washing. 

When respondents were asked about the comparative reliability of ESG disclosures, 63.2% 
expressed greater trust in mandatory reporting frameworks, 21.1% believed voluntary disclosures can 
be more detailed, and 15.8% had no opinion (Figure 3). This preference aligns with findings by 
Ioannou and Serafeim [34] and Christensen et al. [35], who demonstrate that regulatory compulsion 
enhances comparability and reduces the scope for selective omission. Behaviourally, mandatory 
frameworks may function as credibility heuristics, leading stakeholders to assign greater weight to 
such disclosures when evaluating corporate performance. 

 

Figure 3. Trust in mandatory vs. voluntary ESG disclosures. 
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The influence of ESG compliance on investment decisions further illuminates the interplay 
between ethical and financial considerations (Figure 4). While 36.8% of respondents stated that ESG 
criteria do not influence their decision-making, 33.8% indicated they would invest in non-compliant 
firms but with reservations, and 29.3% preferred not to invest in such firms at all. This distribution 
suggests that although values-based screening is not universal, it remains a substantial determinant 
for a significant proportion of investors, supporting the observations of Statman and Glushkov [36] 
and Riedl and Smeets [37] regarding the integration of sustainability criteria into investment practice. 

 

Figure 4. ESG compliance and investment preferences. 

The reported effects of ESG-washing on trust are especially pronounced (Figure 5). A majority 
(54.9%) indicated it affects their trust negatively, 21.8% stated it does not particularly affect their trust, 
and 23.3% expressed no opinion. These findings resonate with Guiso et al. [38], who argue that trust 
is a critical intangible asset in financial markets, and with Krüger [39], who shows that negative CSR-
related events can depress firm valuation over the long term. The results emphasise that reputational 
damage from ESG-washing can be as detrimental as that stemming from overt financial fraud. 
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Figure 5. Impact of ESG-washing on trust. 

Taken collectively, these findings demonstrate the interconnectedness of financial fraud and 
ESG-washing: both are sustained by information asymmetries, both exploit verification gaps, and 
both exert measurable influence on investor behaviour and market efficiency. The strong preference 
for mandatory ESG disclosures further reinforces scholarly calls for integrated assurance frameworks 
that combine financial and non-financial reporting under a coherent regulatory architecture, thereby 
enhancing credibility and mitigating the systemic risks associated with declining stakeholder trust. 

4.2 Extended Analysis (Cross-tabulations) 

To deepen the analysis, a series of cross-tabulations with Chi-square tests were conducted to 
explore whether demographic characteristics and prior perceptions of financial misrepresentation are 
associated with attitudes toward ESG-washing, trust in ESG disclosures, and investment behaviour. 
This approach is consistent with previous research highlighting that socio-demographic factors and 
past experiences can influence how individuals interpret corporate transparency and sustainability 
reporting credibility [1,2]. 

The analysis revealed that gender was not significantly associated with perceptions of ESG-
washing (χ²(3) = 2.17, p = 0.540). Both male and female respondents displayed similar levels of 
scepticism, with roughly two-thirds in each group believing ESG-washing occurs either 
systematically or occasionally. This suggests that perceptions of ESG-washing may be shaped by 
shared exposure to professional discourse and public debate rather than gender-based differences. 

Similarly, no statistically significant relationship was found between age group and trust in 
mandatory versus voluntary ESG disclosures (χ²(6) = 3.02, p = 0.551). Although younger respondents 
(18–30 years) showed a slightly higher tendency to trust mandatory disclosures fully, the differences 
were not meaningful. This finding diverges from certain prior studies that suggested generational 
variation in regulatory trust [3] and may indicate a convergence of attitudes across age cohorts. 

In the same vein, the professional sector was not significantly associated with investment 
preferences (χ²(4) = 2.51, p = 0.638). While private sector respondents were marginally more inclined 
to invest regardless of ESG compliance, and academic respondents somewhat more cautious, the 
variation did not reach statistical significance. This pattern suggests that ESG investment preferences 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 15 August 2025 doi:10.20944/preprints202508.1170.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202508.1170.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 9 of 16 

 

are more strongly influenced by individual beliefs and the perceived credibility of disclosures than 
by professional affiliation. 

A notable finding emerged in the relationship between perceived frequency of misleading 
financial reporting (Q7) and the impact of ESG-washing on investment trust (Q13). Here, a 
statistically significant association was observed (χ²(8) = 15.98, p = 0.040). Respondents who reported 
that distorted financial data frequently or very frequently mislead investors were substantially more 
likely to indicate that ESG-washing would negatively affect their investment trust. This supports the 
theoretical argument that trust in ESG disclosures is embedded within broader assessments of 
corporate integrity, and that prior perceptions of financial misconduct can heighten vigilance toward 
ESG misrepresentation [4]. 

Overall, these results suggest that while demographic factors did not significantly shape ESG-
related attitudes in this sample, prior perceptions of financial fraud play a decisive role in shaping 
the impact of ESG-washing on investor trust. This reinforces the need for policy measures that 
address the credibility of both financial and non-financial disclosures as part of a unified corporate 
governance strategy. 

Detailed cross-tabulation outputs, including cell counts, row percentages, and associated Chi-
square statistics, are presented in Appendix B Tables B1, B2, B3, and B4 to provide transparency and 
facilitate replication of the analysis. 

5. Discussion 

The findings of this study contribute to the growing body of literature examining how 
perceptions of corporate transparency and ESG credibility influence investment-related decision-
making. The descriptive results indicated that a considerable proportion of respondents believe ESG-
washing is present in corporate communication, with approximately two-thirds perceiving it as 
either systematic or occasional. This aligns with prior research suggesting that stakeholders are 
increasingly aware of the strategic manipulation of sustainability narratives to project a more 
favourable image than warranted by actual practices [40,41]. Such perceptions, when widespread, 
can undermine the legitimacy of ESG disclosures, reducing their intended effect as tools for 
stakeholder engagement and informed decision-making. 

In terms of trust in ESG disclosures, the majority of respondents expressed greater confidence in 
mandatory reporting compared to voluntary disclosures. This is consistent with regulatory trust 
theory, which posits that legally mandated frameworks tend to be perceived as more reliable due to 
the oversight mechanisms and penalties for non-compliance [42]. However, our cross-tabulation 
results revealed that these preferences were relatively uniform across age groups, suggesting a 
possible convergence of views irrespective of generational differences. This contrasts with earlier 
studies that have documented generational gaps in trust toward institutional frameworks [43], 
potentially reflecting the widespread public discourse on sustainability reporting in recent years, 
which may have harmonised attitudes. 

Similarly, professional affiliation did not significantly influence ESG-based investment 
preferences. While minor variations were observed—such as slightly higher caution among 
academics and a greater inclination among private sector respondents to invest despite non-
compliance—these differences were not statistically meaningful. This finding may suggest that 
personal values and perceptions of disclosure credibility carry more weight in shaping investment 
intentions than professional background alone [44]. It also implies that policy interventions aimed at 
strengthening ESG disclosure quality could have a broadly uniform effect across occupational 
groups. 

The most notable empirical relationship identified was between prior perceptions of financial 
reporting misconduct and the impact of ESG-washing on investment trust. Respondents who 
believed that investors are frequently or very frequently misled by distorted financial data were 
significantly more likely to report that ESG-washing would negatively influence their willingness to 
invest. This pattern reinforces theoretical perspectives that link trust in non-financial disclosures to 
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broader corporate integrity frameworks [45,46]. It suggests that scepticism toward ESG claims may 
be heightened in contexts where financial misrepresentation is perceived as prevalent, creating a 
spillover effect from financial to sustainability reporting domains. 

These results carry important implications for corporate governance and regulatory policy. First, 
they underscore that bolstering the credibility of ESG disclosures cannot be achieved in isolation; 
rather, it must be integrated into a holistic strategy addressing the integrity of both financial and non-
financial reporting [47]. Second, the absence of significant demographic effects indicates that such 
strategies could be effective across a wide spectrum of stakeholder groups, enhancing the efficiency 
of regulatory interventions. Third, the linkage between perceived financial fraud and ESG-washing 
sensitivity suggests that rebuilding investor trust may require demonstrable improvements in 
transparency and accountability across all disclosure channels, supported by independent 
verification mechanisms [48]. 

6. Conclusions 

This study examined the interplay between perceptions of ESG-washing, trust in ESG 
disclosures, and investment behaviour, with particular attention to how demographic characteristics 
and prior experiences with financial misrepresentation shape these perceptions. The findings provide 
nuanced insights into the determinants of stakeholder trust in sustainability communication and its 
potential consequences for capital allocation decisions. 

The analysis revealed that demographic characteristics, including gender, age, and professional 
affiliation, did not significantly influence attitudes toward ESG-washing, trust in ESG disclosures, or 
ESG-based investment preferences. This suggests that scepticism toward ESG-washing and 
preferences for mandatory disclosures may be widely shared across societal groups, potentially 
reflecting the pervasive public discourse and heightened awareness of corporate sustainability 
practices in recent years [40,41]. 

By contrast, prior perceptions of financial misrepresentation emerged as a significant predictor 
of how ESG-washing influences investment trust. Respondents who believed that investors are 
frequently misled by distorted financial reporting were substantially more likely to state that ESG-
washing would reduce their willingness to invest. This finding supports the argument that trust in 
ESG disclosures is embedded in broader assessments of corporate integrity, with scepticism toward 
one domain of disclosure likely to spill over into others [45,46]. 

From a policy perspective, these results underscore that enhancing the credibility of ESG 
disclosures requires a holistic approach to corporate reporting integrity. Measures to strengthen 
sustainability reporting — such as alignment with international standards, third-party assurance, and 
clearer definitions of materiality — should be implemented alongside continued reforms to financial 
reporting oversight [47,48]. This integrated approach could mitigate the reputational risks associated 
with ESG-washing and improve investor confidence across both financial and non-financial 
dimensions. 

For corporate managers and investor relations teams, the findings highlight the strategic 
importance of authentic ESG engagement. In an environment where stakeholders increasingly 
question the veracity of corporate claims, organisations must demonstrate consistency between their 
disclosed sustainability commitments and observable operational practices. Failure to do so risks not 
only reputational damage but also diminished access to capital from increasingly discerning 
investors [49]. 

Future research could build on this work by employing longitudinal designs to track whether 
sustained regulatory changes and evolving market norms alter the relationship between perceived 
corporate integrity and stakeholder trust. Additionally, cross-country comparative studies could 
explore how variations in legal frameworks, cultural attitudes, and media coverage shape the 
dynamics identified here, further refining the understanding of ESG disclosure credibility in global 
capital markets [50–52]. 
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DOAJ Directory of open access journals 
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ESG Environmental, Social, Governance 
CSRD  Corporate Sustainability Reporting Directive 
CSR Corporate Social Responsibility 
OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 

Appendix A 

Appendix A.1. Respondent Demographics 

This appendix summarises the demographic composition of the respondents and presents 
descriptive statistics for the principal survey variables. A total of 133 valid responses were collected 
from professionals engaged in auditing, corporate finance, public administration, academia, and 
sustainability consulting. Percentages are calculated relative to the total number of respondents. 

Table A1 presents the distribution of respondents by gender, age group, and professional sector. 

Table A1. Demographic characteristics of the sample (n = 133) 

Variable Category n % 
Gender Male 114 85.7% 

 Female 19 14.3% 
Age group 18–30 years 9 6.8% 

 31–45 years 44 33.1% 
 46–60 years 42 31.6% 
 61+ years 38 28.6% 

Professional sector Private sector 46 34.6% 
 Public sector 44 33.1% 
 Academic community 43 32.3% 

Table A2 summarises the main substantive variables analysed in the study, corresponding to 
selected items from the questionnaire. 
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Table A2. Descriptive statistics for the main study variables. 

Variable Category n % 

Q7 – Frequency of misleading 
financial reporting 

Rarely 45 33.8% 

 Frequently 31 23.3% 

 Very frequently 30 22.6% 

 Almost never 26 19.5% 

Q9 – Perceived prevalence of ESG-
washing 

Yes, systematically 42 31.6% 

 Yes, but not always intentional 40 30.1% 

 No, ESG data is reliable 34 25.6% 

 No opinion 17 12.8% 

Q14 – Trust in mandatory vs. 
voluntary ESG disclosures 

Yes, absolutely 84 63.2% 

 No, often voluntary are more detailed 28 21.1% 

 No opinion 21 15.8% 

Q12 – ESG compliance and 
investment preferences 

ESG does not affect my decision 49 36.8% 

 Would invest, but with reservations 45 33.8% 

 Prefer not to invest 39 29.3% 

Q13 – Impact of ESG-washing on 
trust 

Negatively 73 54.9% 

 No opinion 31 23.3% 

 Does not particularly affect 29 21.8% 

Appendix B 

Appendix B.1. Cross-Tabulation Outputs 

Table 1. Gender × Perceived ESG-washing (Q9). 

Gender 
ESG-washing does 
not occur (reliable 
data) 

Don’t know / 
No opinion 

Yes, but not always 
intentional 

Yes, 
systematically 

Male 30 (26.3%) 13 (11.4%) 36 (31.6%) 35 (30.7%) 

Female 4 (21.1%) 4 (21.1%) 4 (21.1%) 7 (36.8%) 

χ²(3) = 2.16, p = 0.540; Note: No statistically significant association was observed; male and female respondents 
showed similar perceptions of ESG-washing. 
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Table 2. Age group × Trust in mandatory vs voluntary ESG disclosures (Q14). 

Age group No, voluntary are often more detailed No opinion Yes, absolutely 

18–30 1 (11.1%) 1 (11.1%) 7 (77.8%) 

31–45 7 (15.9%) 6 (13.6%) 31 (70.5%) 

46–60 8 (19.0%) 8 (19.0%) 26 (61.9%) 

61+ 12 (31.6%) 6 (15.8%) 20 (52.6%) 

χ²(6) = 4.94, p = 0.551; Note: No statistically significant differences between age groups; trust levels in mandatory 
disclosures appear consistent across cohorts. 

Table 3. Professional sector × ESG-based investment preferences (Q12). 

Sector 
Would invest but with 
caution 

Would prefer not to 
invest 

ESG does not affect my 
decision 

Academic 
community 

14 (32.6%) 14 (32.6%) 15 (34.9%) 

Public sector 13 (29.5%) 11 (25.0%) 20 (45.5%) 

Private sector 18 (39.1%) 14 (30.4%) 14 (30.4%) 

χ²(4) = 2.54, p = 0.638; Note: No significant association between professional sector and ESG-based investment 
preferences. 

Table 4. Fraud frequency (Q7) × ESG-washing impact on investment trust (Q13). 

Perceived fraud frequency Strong negative impact Moderate impact No significant impact 

Very frequently 0 (0.0%) 1 (100.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Frequently 16 (53.3%) 9 (30.0%) 5 (16.7%) 

Occasionally 21 (46.7%) 11 (24.4%) 13 (28.9%) 

Often 25 (80.6%) 2 (6.5%) 4 (12.9%) 

Almost never 11 (42.3%) 8 (30.8%) 7 (26.9%) 

χ²(8) = 16.19, p = 0.040; Note: Statistically significant association; respondents perceiving frequent or very 
frequent financial misrepresentation reported stronger negative impacts of ESG-washing on investment trust. 
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