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Abstract

The accounting field and profession have emphasis the demand for professional accountant to build
and develop ethical attitudes early in their career, even before they enter the profession which the
accounting profession is closely related with whistleblowing element. To understand the factors that
influences an accountant for decision to whistle blow is very crucial for both management and
organisations. This study is to investigate the factors that influence an accountants’ intention to
whistleblowing in Malaysia. This study narrowed the factors into several categories which are
organisational factors (organisation size and job level), individual factors (locus of control) and situational
factors (seriousness of wrongdoings). A total of 157 accountants had participate in an experimental design
adopting four vignettes constituting four different types of wrongdoing. The result indicate that, different
kind of unethical behavior reflect different level of intention to whistleblowing. The job level, locus of
control and seriousness of wrongdoing were found to be significant factors that were be able to influence
accountants’ intention to whistleblowing.
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1. Introduction

Whistleblower plays a significant role to expose any fraud, mismanagement, corruption, or any other
wrongdoings made by the company or management. It is very important especially in the cases that threaten
public health and safety, environment, financial integrity and human rights. However, not everyone are
having the courage to become a whistleblower as it is like putting themselves to risk. This is because, to
become a whistleblower, it may cause that whistleblower to be fired, blacklisted, arrested, sued, or when
worse become to worst it can lead to assault or homicide. Therefore, the act or policy regarding
whistleblowing on the corporate wrongdoings is needed (Eaton & Akers, 2007).

The researchers had come out with many theories and opinions that can be related to whistleblowing.
One of the opinions from the previous study states that, “hot” cognitions play important role in decision
making on whistleblowing and it is vital for managers to understand that emotions were most influential on
whistleblowing decisions only after internal attempts to halt the activities that had failed (Henik, 2008). In
a psychology view, the decision to blow the whistle is not an easy one and it is quite difficult (Miceli &
Near, 1984). In May 2010, the Malaysian Parliament had passed the Whistleblower Protection Act 2010
effective on December 2010. According to National Key Result Area (NKRA), the act is a law of Malaysia
to beat and combat the corruption and other wrongdoings by encouraging and facilitating disclosures of
improper conduct in the public and private sector, to protect persons making those disclosures from
detrimental action, to provide for the matter disclosed to be investigated and dealt with and to provide for
the remedies connected therewith.

Even though there are several studies have been conducted regarding the factor encouraging and
influence to be a whistle blower, but it needs to be continuously conducted the research extensively to get
understanding on certain particular questions about whistleblowing especially in Malaysia. Therefore, to
understand the factors that influences an accountant for decision to whistle blow is very crucial for both

management and organisations.

1.1. Prosocial behaviour theory.

The theory of procosial behaviour approach of whistleblowing is based on the bystander intervention
theory. This study is based on the study by Latane and Darley (1968). Many previous literature on
whistleblowing are using this theory (see Ahmad, 2011; Brennan & Kelly, 2007; Dozier & Miceli, 1995).
The bystander intervention theory can be used in determine the decision process. Latane and Darley (1968)
had illustrated five steps of the decision process for whistleblowing behavior. Firstly, the observer has to
be aware of the event. Next, the observer also needs to decide that the event is an emergency event. Third,
the observer must decide whether he or she is responsible for helping. After that, choose the appropriate
method to help and finally is the observer implements the intervention which is the action is undertaken
(Brennan & Kelly, 2007). The other theories related to whistleblowing intention are the organizational
theory (Kaplan & Shultz, 2007) and a study on the reciprocal influence of whistleblower and co-workers
(Greenberger, Miceli, & Cohen, 1987).
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1.2. Factors influencing whistleblowing intention.
1.2.1. Size of organisation:

Prosocial behaviour theory suggests that intention to whistleblowing in smaller organisations would
be higher than larger organisations due to the diffusion of responsibility. The employee in the large firm
would less likely to whistleblowing. Two previous studies (Dennis & Blaire, 2008; Nadzri, Jeremy, &
Robert, 2011) shared the same perception that in line with bystander theory which stated that the employee
in small firm would feel more responsible and concerned with the wellbeing of the company (Miceli &
Near, 1984; Keenan, 2000). Hence, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1: There is a significant relationship between size of organizations and intention to whistleblow.

1.2.2. Job levels:

Individuals who held higher position are tend to do more whistleblowing compared with employees
at lower levels due to the role prescriptions of supervisors (Rothwell & Baldwin, 2007 and Miceli, Near &
Dozier,1991). On the study conducted by Keenan (2002) also stated that different level of position will
have different tendency in whistleblowing which is the upper-levels managers are more likely to
whistleblow compared to the middle-level and lower-level. In term of the research on power, which is the
minority influence literature, Greenberger et al. (1987) mentioned that, the individual who in higher
position will have a greater influence and able to prevent organizational wrongdoing. Therefore, the study
expects that high job level will increase the intention to blow the whistle which lead to the following
hypothesis:

H2: Accountants holding higher managerial positions have high whistleblowing intention than those in
lower managerial positions.

1.2.3. Locus of control:

According to Curtis & Taylor (2009) and Chiu (2003), the personal characteristics of locus of control
are a vital antecedent of the possibility to blow the whistle. To be a whistle-blower is consider as a good
manner, which is influenced by internal locus of control. Curtis and Taylor (2009) also support that the
person who possess internal locus of control is more likely to involve in whistleblowing behavior.
Therefore, this study proposes the following hypothesis:

H3: Accountants with internal locus of control will be more likely to whistleblow.

1.2.4. Seriousness of wrongdoing:

The study conducted by Miceli et al. (1991) indicates that each members in organization will act
differently based on different types of wrongdoing. In Ayers and Kaplan's (2005) study, the seriousness of
wrongdoings are closely related to the individual intention to report the wrongdoing and be a whistleblower
(Ayers & Kaplan, 2005). The finding also consistence with Ahmad (2011) research that using internal
auditors as the sample. Both of this previous studies using a similar experimental approach "vignettes".
This study will use similar experimental approach and expects that accountants will demonstrate similar
behavior.

H4: Accountants tend to have high intention of whistleblowing when seriousness level is higher.
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1.3. Research framework.
Figure 01 below shows the relationship between both dependent and independent variables that will

be tested in this study.

Size of the
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Figure 01.Research Framework

2. Problem Statement

The whistleblower intention not only depends on specific factor, the decisions are dependent on
complex psychological and sociological factors which indicate that no two individual whistleblowers are
alike (Gobert & Punch, 2000). The accountants themselves might have no intention or vice versa to be a
whistleblower due to factor that might influence them such as organizational, individual, situation, and
demographic factors. Therefore, studies of these four factors on the accountant’s whistleblowing intention
need to be conducted. Malaysia is still having a limited literature and discussion on the issue arise regarding
the whistleblowing activities in organization. Previous studies of whistleblowing in Malaysia (Patel, 2003;
Ahmad, 2011) only examined auditors as subjects. To achieve the objective of whistleblowing policies in
the organization, it is important for the management to understand the factors that might be a catalyst to
increase the intention of accountant to be a whistleblower in Malaysia. Without any intention to blow the

whistle, the organization might face difficulties especially when the case is material to the organization.

3. Research Questions
The following are the research questions for this study:

= What are the factors that influence the accountants to whistleblowing?

4. Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research study is to examine the factors that influence whistle blowing intention

among accountants in Malaysia. There are four main research objectives to be addressed in this study:
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= To study the factors those influence the accountants to blow the whistle. The factors that will be
included in our research study are:
» Organisational factors: size of organisation and job level influence intention among
accountants in Malaysia to whistleblowing in their own organization.
> Individual factors: locus control and intention of accountant’s to whistleblowing.
»  Situational factors: seriousness of wrongdoing and intention among accountants in Malaysia

to whistleblowing in their organisation.

5. Research Methods

5.1. Sample selection.
The convenience sampling process is run by selecting a sufficient number of element from the
population then the result obtain will be concluded to present a whole population actual result. The final
sample of this study is 157 samples which were distributed to accountants in Malaysia and also from various

type of organization to reflect our investigation which is the factor lead to the intention of whistleblower.

5.2. Measurement of dependent variable.

The measurement for whistleblowing intention is by using vignettes (Ahmad, 2011) and it will use
two character. First character will be the first person which is the individual who engage with
whistleblowing, while the other character is the individual who would take the action. The respondent will
be given four vignettes which is different situation to determine the likelihood of their engagement in
whistleblowing. The scale will be used is five-point likert scale, which will be defined as 1= “Less likely”
to 5 = “Very likely”. These are similar to ones used by Ahmad (2011) and Kaplan et al. (2007).

5.3. Measurement of independent variable.
Table 01. Measurement of independent variables
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Independent Variable
Mo, Variables Concept Measurement
1. Organisational Factors In determine willingness or intention tofe For size of organisation, the measurement is referring
> Size of Organisation  |whistleblowing the organisational factors to the number of employee which is an ordinal data
> lob Level need to put into test (Ahmad, 2011). In the will be used. It will be divided into several range that
research regarding whistleblowing need the respondent to tick either one which are:
conducting Brennan and Kelly (2007), they|a) Less than 500 employees
defined organisational size as a numbers of|b) 501 — 1000
employees and it is categorised into three|c) 1001 — 3000
size groupings. Using the number of|d) More than 3001
employee to represent the size of In the previous literature by Brennan and Kelly (2007)
organisation is consistent with the previous also did use the same measure, but in difference range
study (Ahmad, 2011; Rothwell & Baldwin, of the size.
2007; Brennan & kelly, 2007). . For job level the data will be used is ordinal data as
Job level becoming one of the other well. The level of job will be prescribed into a few level
elements of organisational factors. Different of job position:
job levels have different power he or she can|a) Junior
possesses, According to Near & Miceli|b) Senior
(1995), how much the power that the|c) Manager
individual person is possess or be endowed|d) Others (Higher than manager)
with, will determine the extent of the This kind of level of seniority are similar used by Brennan
individual to highlight or mitigate the and Kelly (2007) and Ahmad (2011}
wrongdoing.
2, Individual Factor Locus of control is an individual's belief]The five-point likert scale will be used which will be defined as 1
> Locus of control regarding how much power he has over the|= “Strongly Disagree” which are associated with internal traits
events in one’s life. It is a dimension of|land 5 = “Strongly Agree” which means greater degree of
personality and do explain an individual’s|external personality.
traits and) behavior (Rotter, 1966). Thus, it
will determine the level of intention due to
the internal locus of control or external locus
of control.
3, Situational Variables Situational variables will be referred to the|The respondents will be given in four vignettes with difference
> Seriousness of|seriousness of wrongdoing. It became one of|scenarios to measure the level of seriousness. Each 5-point likert
wrongdoing the element contribute to whistleblowing|scale will use with the following end point: 1 = “Not at all serious
because according to the previous study the|to 5 = “Very serious” (Ahmad, 2011) to determine the decision-
more serious the issue, the higher the|making behavior
tendency to be whistleblowing (Ayers &
kaplan, 2005).

6.

Findings

6.1. Descriptive result.

Majority of the respondents are working with the current organization less than 2 years (29.9%). As
the tenure increased, the percentage of the respondent decreased. For tenure of 2 to 5 years, the percentage
was 26.8% and followed by 6 to 10 years 26.1% and lastly 17.2% for 11 years or more. The job level of
the respondents was categorized to junior executive, senior executive, manager and other. Most of the
respondents are holding junior executive position in their organization. The percentage was 54.1%, which
is more than half of the respondents. Many of the respondents worked in small organizations that consist
of 1 to 500 employees which is 41.4%. As the size increased, the percentage was decreased. Only 30.6%
from 501 to 1000 employees, 16.6% from 1001 to 3000 employees and 11.5% of respondents from more

than 3000 employees organizations.

Table 02. Respondents' profile (N=157)

Variables Measurement Frequency (N) Percent (%)
Female 88 56.1
Gend
ender Male 69 439
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Total 157 100.0
<25ylo 52 33.1
25-35y/o 61 38.9
Age 36-45 y/o 25 15.9
46 and older 19 12.1
Total 157 100.0
Less than 2 Years 47 29.9
2-5 Years 42 26.8
Tenure 6-10 Years 41 26.1
11 Years or More 27 17.2
Total 157 100.0
Junior Executives 85 54.1
Senior Executives 41 26.1
Job Level Manager 26 16.6
Others 5 3.2
Total 157 100.0
1-500 Employees 65 41.4
501-1000 Employees 48 30.6
Size 1001-3000 Employees 26 16.6
More than 3000 Employees 18 115
Total 157 100.0

6.2. Reliability analysis.

The range value of reliability is from 0 to 1. Based on the table, we can see that all variables obtain

reliability coefficients of more than 0.80 by using the Cronbach's Alpha method. The value of above 0.8

for all this variable is considered good for the all item in the variables. In other words, this shows that the

items in the scale are suitable to be used in this study.

Table 03. Reliability analysis

Item Cronbach's Alpha N of Items
Whistleblowing intention | .827 8
Serlousn?ss of 953 4
wrongdoing

Locus of control .895 16

6.3. Test of difference/significance.
Table 04. Kruskal-Wallis test

Vignettes 1 Vignettes 2 Vignettes 3 Vignettes 4
Mean | Asymp. | Mean | Asymp. | Mean | Asymp. | Mean | Asymp.
Rank | Sig Rank | Sig Rank | Sig Rank | Sig
Size of | 1-500 79.86 | .332 77.67 | .191 91.03 | .044 79.34 | .288
organisation | Emp. 83.73 73.11 70.98 81.90
501-1000 | 79.96 78.88 68.88 85.13
Emp.
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1001-3000 | 61.89 99.67 71.56 61.19
Emp.

More than

3000 Emp.

Job Level Junior 84.59 | .085 81.30 | .255 89.22 | .002 80.49 | .866

Exec. 78.09 67.77 62.90 75.73
Senior 60.17 88.71 64.98 81.40
Exec. 89.30 81.50 110.20 68.00
Manager

Others

The Kruskal-Wallis test found out that, only in vignettes 3 was a significant difference within the
firm size in whistleblowing intention with p=0.04. The firm size of ‘1-500 employees’ recorded a highest
mean rank score than the other group of firm size which indicates that the smaller firms are more influence
the accountants’ intention to whistleblow. However, as only 1 out of 4 is came out with a significant
difference, it will be consider that the firm size are not becoming a vital factor in influencing the accountant
to whistleblow. Thus, the hypothesis is not accepted. This finding was contradict with study by Brennan
and Kelly (2007) which found that firm size able to influence the intention of whistleblowing.

The Kruskal-wallis test also showed that there are significant difference in vignettes 1 and 3.
Vignettes 3 strongest significance difference as the p value is below 0.05. Whereas the other vignettes
showed that, the p values were higher than 0.1. In vignettes 1 and 3, the ‘others’ position which exclude
junior executives, senior executives and manager give higher mean rank score. Therefore, even though it is
significant our suggested hypothesis is not accepted. This findings is different with previous literature by
Ahmad, 2011; Keenan, 2002) where in their research found that those in higher than manager is more
tendency in whistleblowing. It may be due to the higher management alert and acknowledge the

responsibility given to them that encourage them to whistleblowing than lower management.

6.4. Correlation analysis.

Based on the correlation result by Spearman rho test, the hypothesis 3 is partially accepted. By
possessing external traits, only for vignettes 1 & 2 show significant relationship between locus of control
and whistleblowing intention. Whereas, vignettes 4 and vignettes 5 are not significant. Therefore, it can be
conclude that the hypothesis of locus of control in determining the accountant’s intention is partially
accepted. The result is similar with the previous literature by Chiu (2003) and Miceli et al. (1991) found
that there is a relationship between locus of control with the intention to whistleblow, due to the condition
of threat of retaliation. It shows that when the individuals are having a control over their life and able to

make their own decision, the tendency to whistleblowing will increase.

Table 05. Spearman's rank order correlation locus of control

Locus Whistleblowing | Whistleblowing | Whistleblowing | Whistleblowing
of Intention Intention Intention Intention
Control | (Vignettes 1) (Vignettes 2) (Vignettes 3) (Vignettes 4)
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Correlation 1) 15y | _1g4° 352" 098 014
Coefficient

Sig. @ 021 000 222 864
tailed)

N 157 157 157 157 157

Table 06. Spearman'’s rank order correlation seriousness of wrongdoing

Seriousness Whistleblowing Whistleblowing | Whistleblowing | Whistleblowing
of Intention Intention Intention Intention
Wrongdoing | (Vignettes 1) (Vignettes 2) (Vignettes 3) (Vignettes 4)

Correlation | ; 4, 111 265%* 341 138

Coefficient

Sig.

. 1 .001 .00 .08
(2-tailed) 66 0 000 085
N 157 157 157 157 157

Spearman rho correlation coefficient test shows that vignettes 2, 3 & 4 are having significant
influence on the accountants’ intention to whistleblowing as the result shows positive significant correlation
at level 0.05. However, for vignettes 1 are having no significant relationship. Thus, our hypothesis proposed
that seriousness of wrongdoing having significant influence over the attention to whistleblowing is
accepted. When an accountant are facing or found the wrongdoings that have a high impact to the user,
they tend whistleblowing. This shows that this finding is consistent with the several studies. The study by
Ahmad (2011), he found that the seriousness of wrongdoing is giving a significant influence on the intention
to whistleblowing. Contradict with the study by Brennan and Kelly (2007), they found that the situational

factors are not significantly influence the intention to whistleblowing.

7. Conclusion

Based on the findings, only locus of control and seriousness of wrongdoing is accepted. Whereas,
the others are contradicted with the hypothesis. This study shows that when the individuals are having a
control over their life and able to make their own decision, the tendency to whistleblowing will increase
and when an accountant are facing or found the wrongdoings that have a high impact to the user, they tend
whistleblowing. In term of size of organization, this study found that size of organization is not significantly
influence the intention to whistleblowing. Only vignettes 1 gave significant differences. Therefore,
hypothesis 1 is not accepted. The size of organization is not the factors to trigger the accountants’ intention
to blow the whistle.

Hypothesis 2 on job level is also not accepted. This study previously proposed that the higher
managerial position will be more likely to whistleblowing. However, this study found that the ‘others’
position are more potential in whistleblowing. The ‘others’ here refer to the others position exclude junior
executives, senior executives and manager. It does not specifically refer to higher than manager only as it
can be the position which is lower than junior executives. However, in term of triggering the intention, job
level is partially able to influence the intention in whistleblowing due to significant result in vignettes 1 and
3.
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