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    ABSTRACT

    The purpose of this study is to determine the influence of Personal Cost, The Magnitude of Consequences, Organizational Commitment, and Rewards on Whistleblowing Intentions, with Locus of Control as a moderating variable. The study population consists of all employees working at the District/City Trade Offices throughout East Java Province. The sampling method used in this study was random sampling, with a sample size of 31 respondents. The data analysis technique used was moderated regression analysis. The results of the study indicate that Personal Cost has no effect on Whistleblowing Intentions; The Magnitude of Consequences has no effect on Whistleblowing Intentions; Organizational Commitment has no effect on Whistleblowing Intentions; Reward has a positive effect on Whistleblowing Intentions; Locus of Control does not moderate the relationship between Personal Cost and Whistleblowing Intentions; Locus of Control does not moderate the relationship between The Magnitude of Consequences and Whistleblowing Intentions; Locus of Control does not moderate the relationship between Organizational Commitment and Whistleblowing Intentions; and Locus of Control does not moderate the relationship between Reward and Whistleblowing Intention.
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INTRODUCTION


Whistleblowing is
considered an effective means of disclosure because the majority of fraud cases
are uncovered through whistleblowing; the majority of fraud and misconduct
cases in both public-sector organizations and private companies are uncovered
through whistleblowing. According to a report by the Association of Certified
Fraud Examiners (ACFE), 38.9% of fraud cases were detected through complaint
channels (Asriansyah, 2023).


Whistleblowing
systems are intended to minimize the occurrence of fraud, but this does not
align with the reality on the ground, where whistleblowing systems have not yet
been able to reduce corruption cases; in fact, as recently as 2019, corruption
ranked first among the most damaging types of fraud in Indonesia (ACFE
Indonesia, 2020). This is evidenced by numerous studies that are inconsistent
and contradictory to research suggesting that whistleblowing systems can reduce
fraud; one such study, conducted by Cahyo and Sulhani (2017), demonstrated that
the implementation of whistleblowing systems has no effect on the detection of
fraud. 


This study will
examine several variables believed to influence Whistleblowing Intentions.
According to Brief and Motowidlo (1986), whistleblowing is a form of action
taken by an organizational member to report policies, procedures, and
directives that they believe to be unethical, illegal, or detrimental to their
organization to an individual or another unit with the authority to take
corrective action. Meanwhile, intention is a strong desire to do something that
originates from within oneself (Kreshastuti et al, 2014). Thus, whistleblowing
intentions refer to a person’s desire to report guidelines, procedures, or
policies that may be unethical or illegal to a specific body or department
responsible for such matters, either within or outside the organization.
Whistleblowing intentions are triggered by several factors.


The first factor is
Personal Cost. This factor is defined as organizational members’ perception of
reciprocal risk in the form of retaliation or other actions by fellow members,
which can reduce the likelihood of reporting wrongdoing or fraud. Winardi
(2013) argues that Personal Cost   is   not   merely   the   impact   of  
retaliatory   actions   by   the   perpetrator   of   fraud,  but   also  
the   decision   to   become   a   whistleblower—which   is   viewed   as  
an   unethical   act;   for   example,   reporting   fraud   committed   by  
someone   in   a   higher   position   is   considered   unethical   because  
it   is   seen   as   an   act   of   defiance. Research findings by Odiatma
(2017) and Hariyani et al. (2019) indicate that Personal Cost has a negative
effect on Whistleblowing Intentions. 


The second factor is
the Magnitude
of Consequences.
Ahmad et. al. (2012) defines it similarly to one of the moral intensity models
developed by Jones (1991). The Severity of the Misconduct is defined based on
the potential effects of the violation, including financial and non-financial
losses. The likelihood that organizational members will report (whistleblow on)
fraud or wrongdoing increases as their assessment of the seriousness of the
violation increases (Miceli & Near, 1985). The results of a study conducted
by Sutedjo and Purnamasari (2020) indicate that the Magnitude of Consequences
has a positive effect on Whistleblowing Intentions.


The third factor is
organizational commitment. Organizational commitment reflects an employee’s
level of loyalty, which manifests as a strong emotional bond that motivates
employees to behave in accordance with the organization’s goals and interests.
Employees who demonstrate a high level of dedication to the organization are
motivated to go the extra mile and take on additional responsibilities for the
advancement and success of their company (Kreshastuti, 2014). A strong
attachment to the organization makes employees more likely to become
whistleblowers when they detect fraud. Organizational commitment has a
significant effect on the intention to whistle-blow (Husniati, 2017).


The fourth factor is
the provision of rewards. According to Reinforcement Theory, people are
motivated to perform an action because they will receive a reward as
compensation for what they have done. The frequency with which rewards are
received for   positive   actions   increases   the likelihood   that a person
will repeat those positive actions. The provision of rewards is one method
organizations use to encourage individuals’ intent to engage in whistleblowing.
Rewards are defined as a form of recognition or positive response given to an
individual as appreciation for their work achievements and the level of
dedication they have demonstrated (Sujanto, 2009:54).


The final
factor is Locus of Control. Locus of Control was proposed by Rotter (1966), who
explained that every individual has control over the various factors that shape
their life. Locus of Control is divided into internal Locus of Control and
external Locus of Control (Aube et al., 2007). Patten (2005) states that
individuals with an internal Locus of Control perform better than those with an
external Locus of Control. It can be said that auditors with an external Locus
of Control tend to be more stable when facing stress, allowing them to avoid
dysfunctional audit behaviors. Locus of Control has a positive effect on
Whistleblowing Intentions (Gumelar and Manggar, 2022)..


 


LITERATURE
REVIEW


Theory
of Planned Behavior (TPB)


The Theory of Planned Behavior is a psychological theory proposed
by Ajzen (1991). Ajzen (1991) explains the relationship between attitudes and
behavior; given the perceived differences in understanding between attitudes
and behavior, it can be concluded that a person’s attitudes in ethical
decision-making form the basis of planned behavior theory, which also takes
into account the specific characteristics of each organization. Brief and
Motowidlo (1986), the fundamental factor driving individual behavior is the
presence of an intention to perform a specific action.


Ajzen (1991) identified three main components that shape behavior.
First, attitude toward the behavior is an individual’s personal
evaluation—whether positive or negative—of a specific action they intend to
perform. If an individual views an action positively, a desire to perform that
same action will arise within them. Second, the subjective norm is defined as
an individual’s belief regarding a specific behavior that is influenced by the
evaluations of significant others. The subjective norm is a concept that
explains how a person’s behavior is based on the attitudes of agreement and
disagreement they hold. Third, perceived behavioral control refers to the ease
or difficulty of engaging in a specific behavior.


Planned behavior theory links beliefs to behavior. This theory
explains how interest in a behavior and the behavior itself can be shaped.
Interest in a behavior is defined as an indication of an individual’s readiness
to exhibit that behavior (Lestari and Yaya, 2017). The Theory of Planned
Behavior posits that the stronger a person’s attitudes, norms, and perceived
behavioral control, the higher their intention to perform a specific action.
This suggests that neither internal nor external challenges faced by employees
will diminish that intensity.


 


Personal
Cost and Whistleblowing Intentions  


Personal cost is viewed as an act of retaliation by members of an
organization in response to a report that has been filed (Bagustianto and
Nurkholis, 2015). Personal cost is one of the main reasons people are reluctant
to report suspected fraud, because they believe their reports will not be
addressed and management may not protect them from the threat of retaliation,
especially in cases involving top management (Septianti, 2013). Personal Cost
is not only the result of retaliatory actions by those who commit fraud, but
also stems from the perception that the decision to report such actions is
unethical because it goes against one’s superiors (Sabang, 2013). Consequently,
an individual’s perception of a high Personal Cost leads to a reduced
willingness to engage in whistleblowing. Thus, the hypotesis is:


H1: Personal Cost has a negative
effect towards Whistleblowing Intentions.


 


The Magnitude of Consequences and Whistleblowing
Intentions


The Severity of an Error is an individual’s assessment of the
seriousness of an error that could cause harm to an organization (Miceli and
Near, 1985). Each member of an organization may have a different perception of
the Severity of an Error. The formation of perceptions regarding the severity
level is not only related to the magnitude of the losses that will be incurred
but also takes into account the type of fraud that has occurred (Bagustianto
and Nurkholis, 2015). Studies by Busra et al. (2019),
Setyawati et al. (2015), Ridho and Rini (2016), and Kusumawardhani and Sari
(2021) show that the variable Severity of the errors has
a positive effect on whistleblowing intentions. Therefote,
the following hypothesis is:


H2: Stronger the Magnitude
of Consequences positively affects Whistleblowing Intentions.


 


Organizational
Commitment and Whistleblowing
Intentions


Organizational commitment reflects the emotional bond and loyalty
of employees that drive actions aimed at ensuring the company’s survival,
including reporting fraud through whistleblowing. Highly committed employees
tend to be motivated to uphold the organization’s integrity when they observe
misconduct.


This relationship becomes even stronger when the severity of the
misconduct is taken into account. Chen & Lai, (2014) demonstrates that
individuals are more likely to engage in whistleblowing when faced with serious
misconduct. Additionally, Waspodo et al., (2025) confirm that organizational
loyalty encourages reporting when violations threaten the company’s reputation.
In situations involving serious misconduct, organizational commitment
significantly increases employees’ intention to engage in whistleblowing.
Therefore, the hypothesis that can be formulated is:


H3: Higher Organizational Commitment
positively affects Whistleblowing Intentions.


 


The
Provision of Reward and Whistleblowing
Intentions


Astuti (2021) states that rewards are a method that can be used to
motivate individuals to do good, improve their performance, and enhance their
work output. Recipients of rewards will feel valued and respected for their
performance or contributions, which will encourage them to continue performing
well and making positive contributions. Consequently, offering substantial
rewards leads to an increased willingness to engage in whistleblowing, as
employees feel more valued. Hadinata
and Azzahrah (2021), Hariyani et al. (2019), and Usman and Rura (2021) shows
that the variable of reward provision has a positive effect on whistleblowing
intentions. The hypothesis is:


H4: The
provision of Reward is positively influence
Whistleblowing Intentions.


 


Locus of
Control as a Moderating  


Locus of Control is the degree to which individuals believe they
are the determinants of their own fate (Robbins, 2007:139).
Meanwhile, Sabang (2013) explains that personal cost is not only the result of
retaliatory actions by those who commit fraud, but also stems from the
perception that deciding to report such actions is unethical. When faced with
high personal costs, individuals with a high Locus of Control’s
motivation tend to adhere to their personal ethical standards and sense of
moral responsibility. These convictions mitigate the negative impact of
personal costs, so the intention to engage in whistleblowing does not necessarily
plummet even when the risks are high (Daud and Tumirin, 2024).


When individuals are confronted with large-scale (high-severity)
violations, those with high Locus of Control will respond far more proactively.
They feel a personal responsibility to act and believe that their reporting can
bring about positive change or they efforts make a difference (Fathmaningrum et
al., 2025). Thus, the presence of Locus of Control will strengthen or amplify
the positive effect of the severity of the violation on the intention to
report.


Organizational Commitment as an individual’s internal drive to
take action to support the organization’s success in accordance with its goals
and to prioritize the organization’s interests. Individuals with high Locus of Control
believe that they have control over situations and that their personal
decisions have a real impact. Organizational commitment provides a reason or
motivation to report or the desire for a clean organization, while
high Locus of Control
provides the confidence and courage (self-efficacy) to act, believing that
reporting is both worthwhile and effective (Magribi,
2021).


Wahyuningsih (2017) explains that the provision of rewards is a
form of recognition given to an individual or group. The more frequently an employee
receives rewards for positive actions, the greater the likelihood that the
employee will repeat those positive actions. Thus, an individual’s locus of
control influences the relationship between organizational commitment and
whistleblowing intentions. Therefore, the hypotheses are:


H5: Locus of Control negatively
moderates the effect of Personal Cost on Whistleblowing
Intentions. 


H6: Locus of Control positively moderates the effect of
the Magnitude of Consequences on      Whistleblowing
Intentions.


H7: Locus of Control positively moderates the effect of
Organizational Commitment on Whistleblowing Intentions.


H8: Locus of Control positively moderates the effect of
the Provision of rewards on Whistleblowing Intentions
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Figure 1.
Conceptual Framework


 


METHODOLOGY


This study is
a quantitative study, in which data will be collected by distributing a
questionnaire to employees working at the District/City Trade Offices
throughout East Java Province using a Likert scale. The measurement of
whistleblowing intentions is using an indicator framework designed by Hardianto
et al. (2012), which includes indicators of behavioral belief and outcome
evaluation regarding whistleblowing. The indicators of personal costs are
Retaliation & Intimidation Risk, Career & Financial Cost, Social &
Psychological Cost and Protection Need & Reporting Commitment (Ramadhany,
2017). 


The
indicators Magnitude of Consequences are Environmental Awareness &
Compliance, Risk Assessment & Control Capability, Monitoring &
Oversight System, and Operational & Strategic Impact of Wrongdoing
(Bagustianto dan Nurkholis, 2015). Affective Commitment, Continuance Commitment
and Normative Commitment are the indicators of Organizational Commitment
(Mangifera dan Isa, 2017). Motivational & Performance Impact, Fairness
& Appropriateness of Compensation, Intrinsic Reporting Driver, Career-Based
Whistleblowing Incentive, and Extrinsic Whistleblowing Dependency are the
indicators used in this research of the provision of rewards (Nugrohaningrum,
2018). The indicators of locus of control are intenal and external locus of
control (Spector, 1988). 


Descriptive
analysis provides an overview of the variables used in this study as reflected
in the respondents’ answers. Descriptive statistical analysis was used to
obtain an overview of the variables in this study. Respondents’ responses were
analyzed based on the minimum, maximum, and mean values of the variables
measured using a Likert scale. 


A validity
test is used to determine whether a questionnaire is valid (Sujarweni, 2015:157).
If the questions in a questionnaire are able to elicit the data intended to be
measured, then the questionnaire is valid (Sujarweni, 2015:158). Significance
testing was conducted using the Pearson product moment correlation by comparing
the calculated r value (Pearson correlation item value) with the table r value
for degree of freedom (df) = n² (where n is the sample size), with a
significance level set at 5%. If the table r value is less than the calculated
r value, then the item can be considered valid (Ghozali, 2016:153). A
reliability test measures the consistency and stability of respondents’ answers
to the questions that make up the dimensions of a variable in a questionnaire
(Sujarweni, 2015:110). This research instrument can be considered reliable if
it has a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of < 0.6; otherwise, it can be
considered unreliable. 


After
conducting validity and reliability tests, the data analysis techniques used in
this study included tests of classical assumptions (tests for normality,
multicollinearity, heteroscedasticity, and autocorrelation). This was followed
by a model fit test (F-test), a coefficient of determination test (R²), and a
hypothesis test (t-test). To test for moderating variables, a moderating
regression analysis was usedProvide clear and concise versions of your methods
of conducting research, population and samples, and data analysis tools.


 


RESEARCH
RESULT 


Vallidity
Test Results


The
following test is validity test. Based on the Pearson Product-Moment
correlation table (Table 2) with a sample size of N = 31. All variable
indicators were found to be valid. A summary of these outcome stands
as presented in Table 2 below:


Table 1. Validity
Test



 
  	
  Variables

  
  	
  Indicators

  
  	
  N

  
  	
  Pearson Correlation

  
  	
  Sig. (2 Tailed)

  
  	
  Remarks

  
 

 
  	
  Whistleblowing
  Intentions (WI)

  
  	
  WI.01

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,620

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  WI.02

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,708

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  WI.03

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,643

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  WI.04

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,493

  
  	
  0,005

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  WI.05

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,805

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  WI.06

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,682

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  WI.07

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,556

  
  	
  0,001

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  Personal
  Cost (PC)

  
  	
  PC.01

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,901

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PC.02

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,668

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PC.03

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,835

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PC.04

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,628

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  Magnitude
  of Consequences (MC)

  
  	
  MC.01

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,571

  
  	
  0,001

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  MC.02

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,571

  
  	
  0,001

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  MC.03

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,471

  
  	
  0,008

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  MC.04

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,598

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  MC.05

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,443

  
  	
  0,013

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  MC.06

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,656

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  Organizational
  Commitment (OC)

   

  
  	
  OC.01

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,661

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  OC.02

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,699

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  OC.03

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,499

  
  	
  0,004

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  OC.04

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,436

  
  	
  0,014

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  OC.05

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,775

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  Provision
  of Rewards (PR)

  
  	
  PR.01

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,547

  
  	
  0,001

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PR.02

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,804

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PR.03

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,691

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PR.04

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,582

  
  	
  0,001

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PR.05

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,469

  
  	
  0,008

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PR.06

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,787

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PR.07

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,805

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  PR.08

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,787

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  Locus
  of Control (LC)

  
  	
  LC.01

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,613

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  LC.02

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,656

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  LC.03

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,663

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  LC.04

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,619

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  LC.05

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,604

  
  	
  0,000

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  LC.06

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,525

  
  	
  0,002

  
  	
  Valid

  
 

 
  	
  LC.07

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  0,376

  
  	
  0,037

  
  	
  Valid

  
 




Source:
Proceed Data (2025)


 


Reability
Test Results


Table 2. Reliability Test Results





 
  	
  Variables

  
  	
  Cronbach’s Alpha

  
  	
  Description

  
 

 
  	
  Whistleblowing Intentions

  
  	
  0,766

  
  	
  Reliable

  
  	 

 

 
  	
  Personal Cost

  
  	
  0,815

  
  	
  Reliable

  
  	 

 

 
  	
  Magnitude of Consequences

  
  	
  0,709

  
  	
  Reliable

  
  	 

 

 
  	
  Organizational Commitment

  
  	
  0,763

  
  	
  Reliable

  
  	 

 

 
  	
  Provision of Rewards

  
  	
  0,740

  
  	
  Reliable

  
  	 

 

 
  	
  Locus of Control

  
  	
  0,749

  
  	
  Reliable

  
  	 

 

 
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
 







Source:
Proceed Data (2025)


 


The
subsequent test is a reliability test. Based on Table 3, it can be seen that
the Whistleblowing Intentions variable has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.766,
the Personal Cost variable has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.815, the Magnitude
of Consequences variable has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.709, the
Organizational Commitment variable has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.763, the
Reward variable has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.740, and the Locus of Control
variable has a Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.749. All variables have Cronbach’s
alpha values greater than 0.6, so it can be concluded that all of these
variables are reliable.


 


Descriptive
Analysis Test


Table 3. Descriptive Analysis Results





 
  
   	
   Variables

   
   	
   N

   
   	
   Min

   
   	
   Max

   
   	
   Mean

   
   	
   Deviation Std

   
  

 
 
  	
  Whistleblowing
  Intentions 

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  1

  
  	
  4

  
  	
  3,44

  
  	
  0,575

  
 

 
  	
  Personal
  Cost 

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  1

  
  	
  4

  
  	
  2,82

  
  	
  1,175

  
 

 
  	
  Magnitude
  of Consequences

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  1

  
  	
  4

  
  	
  3,54

  
  	
  0,601

  
 

 
  	
  Organizational
  Commitment
  

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  1

  
  	
  4

  
  	
  2,81

  
  	
  1,066

  
 

 
  	
  The
  Provision of Rewards

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  1

  
  	
  4

  
  	
  3,55

  
  	
  0,735

  
 

 
  	
  Locus
  of Control

  
  	
  31

  
  	
  1

  
  	
  4

  
  	
  2,57

  
  	
  1,183

  
 







Source:
Proceed Data (2025)


         


In contrast, the variables Personal Costs (Mean = 2.82; SD =
1.175), Organizational Commitment (Mean = 2.81; SD = 1.066), and Locus of
Control (Mean = 2.57; SD = 1.183) fall into the moderate category. Interestingly,
these three variables with moderate mean values have relatively high standard
deviations (> 1.000). This indicates a high degree of variation or
dispersion in the respondents’ answers regarding personal risk, organizational
commitment, and perceived self-control.


 


Normality
Test


Table 4. Normality Test Results
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Source: Proceed Data
(2025)


In Table 4, the results of the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test show
a p-value of 0.200, which means the significance level is > 0.05. Based on
this p-value, it can be concluded that the regression model follows a normal
distribution and is appropriate for use because the normality assumption holds.


 


Multicollinearity Test


Table 5. Multicollinearity Test Results





Source: Proceed Data (2025)


 


Table 5
shows that the variables Personal Cost, Error Severity Level, Organizational
Commitment, and Reward Provision each have tolerance values > 0.10 and VIF
values < 10. It can be concluded that there is no multicollinearity among
the four independent variables in this study.


 


Autocorrelation
Test


Table 6. Autocorrelation Test Results





Source: Proceed Data (2025)


 


As seen on table 6, the Durbin-Watson value is 2.057. When
compared to the DW table using a 5% confidence level, with a sample size of 31 and
a variable (K) of 4, yields du value of 1.7352. Therefore, the conclusion is
that du < DW < 4 - dl, or 1.7352 < 2.057 < 2.2648, which means
there is no autocorrelation.


 


 


 


 


 


Heteroscedasticity Test


Table 7. Heteroscedasticity Test Results





Source: Proceed Data (2025)


 


Table 7 shows
significance values of 0.768 for the Personal Cost variable, 0.305 for the
Error Severity variable, 0.689 for the Organizational Commitment variable, and
0.939 for the Reward variable. Since all independent variables have
significance probabilities above 0.05, the regression model does not exhibit
heteroscedasticity.


 


Goodnest-of-fit
Test


Table 8. Goodnest-of-fit Test Results





Source: Proceed Data (2025)


 


Based on the
ANOVA table (table 8), the significance value is less than the significance
level of 0.05 (040 < 0,05), thus model of this hypotesis is accepted. This
indicates that, all predictors included in the model have a significant effect
on the dependent variable. It can be concluded that this regression model has
goodness of fit for predicting the Whistleblowing Intentions variable at a 95%
confidence level. The analysis can proceed to testing the coefficient of
determination (R2) and the t-test.


 


Coefficient
of Determination (R2) Test


Table 9. Coefficient of
Determination (R2) Test Results


Source: Proceed Data (2025)


Table 9 shows
an Adjusted R-Square value of 0.311, or 31.1%, which means that Whistleblowing
Intentions can be explained by Personal Cost, Severity of the Misconduct,
Organizational Commitment, Reward, and Locus of Control to the extent of 31.1%,
while 69.9% is explained by other variables outside the scope of this study’s
model.


 


Moderating
Regression Analysis (MRA)  


Table 10. Moderating Regression
Analysis (MRA) Test
Results





Source: Proceed Data (2025)


 


The result of Moderating Regression Analysis (MRA) test
(table 10) as follow: the Personal Cost variable yielded a significance value
of 0.154, which is greater than 0.05; therefore, it can be concluded that
hypothesis H1 is declined or the Personal Cost variable has no effect on
Whistleblowing Intentions. The Magnitude of Consequences variable yielded a
significance value of 0.379, which is greater than 0.05; therefore, it can be
concluded that H2 is not supported. The Organizational Commitment variable
yielded a significance value of 0.526, which is greater than 0.05; therefore,
it can be concluded that hypothesis H3 is rejected. The Reward Provision variable
yielded a significance value of 0.044, which is less than 0.05; therefore, it
can be concluded that hypothesis H4 is accepted.


Locus of Control variable moderates the effect of Personal
Cost on Whistleblowing Intentions yielded a significance value of 0.955, which
is greater than 0.05; therefore, it can be concluded that hypothesis H5 is
decline. That is, the Locus of Control variable does not moderate the effect of
Personal Cost on Whistleblowing Intentions. Locus of Control moderates the
effect of the Magnitude of Consequences on Whistleblowing Intentions, yielding
a significance value of 0.798, which is greater than 0.05; therefore, it can be
concluded that hypothesis H6 is not supported, meaning that the Locus of
Control variable does not moderate the effect of the Magnitude of Consequences
on Whistleblowing Intentions. Locus of Control moderates the effect of
Organizational Commitment on Whistleblowing Intentions. Since the p-value of
0.176 is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that null hypothesis H7 is
rejected. Locus of Control variable does not moderate the effect of
Organizational Commitment on Whistleblowing Intentions. Locus of Control
moderates the effect of Reward Provision on Whistleblowing Intentions. Since
the p-value of 0.343 is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that hypothesis
H8 is rejected. Therefore, Locus of Control variable does not moderate the
effect of Reward Provision on Whistleblowing Intentions.


 


DISCUSSION


The test
results show that Personal Cost does not influence Whistleblowing Intentions
because individuals do not entirely agree that reporting an act of fraud
requires considering the risks they will face. Personal Cost does not deter
individuals from whistleblowing because it is perceived as a form of retaliation
they might face, whereas each individual has their own principles guiding their
response to whistleblowing. This aligns with the concept of perceived
behavioral control in the Theory of Planned Behavior. Consequently, the
assessment of Personal Cost is highly subjective; each individual’s assessment
varies depending on their perceptions and expectations (Jaya et al., 2022).


Understanding
that the consequences faced by the whistleblower could result in physical,
economic, and psychological harm can influence ethical decision-making. The
fact that locus of control does not moderate the relationship between personal
cost and the intention to engage in whistleblowing may be because a
whistleblower will consider the sanctions or retaliation they will face after
reporting a violation. The results of this study support the findings of
Maghribi, (2021) showing that the locus of control variable does not moderate
the effect of personal cost on whistleblowing intentions.


The test
results show that the Magnitude of Consequences has no effect on Whistleblowing
Intentions. Respondents no longer consider the magnitude or materiality of the
impact resulting from misconduct or fraud; rather, they view fraud as a
reprehensible act that must be reported. Thus, it is hoped that a
zero-tolerance policy toward fraud can reduce or eliminate an individual’s
intention to commit fraudulent acts. This aligns with the concept of perceived
behavioral control in the Theory of Planned Behavior. Thus, this implies that
respondents no longer assess the Magnitude of Consequences or fraud; as long as
fraud occurs and harms the organization, and management is involved, this is
sufficient grounds for engaging in whistleblowing (Odiatma, 2017).


 Moreover,
when a violation is particularly serious and involves a large scale, potential
whistleblowers tend to assume that others (such as supervisors, auditors, or
law enforcement officials) must already be aware of it and will take action.
This leads to a diffusion of responsibility, in which individuals feel they
have no personal obligation to report it. This indicates that respondents’
perceptions of the magnitude of the loss or the severity of a violation are not
the primary determinants of their intention to report. 


The test
results show that Organizational Commitment does not influence Whistleblowing
Intentions; respondents agree that misconduct or fraudulent acts need to be
addressed without considering the level of employee loyalty to the company.
Another possible factor is that Organizational Commitment does not influence
Whistleblowing Intentions because respondents do not yet trust the company’s
response in following up on whistleblower reports. There are three basic models
of commitment that underlie differences in individual motives for committing to
an organization: affective commitment (referring to emotional attachment),
continuance commitment (referring to consideration and sacrifice), and
normative commitment (Allen and Meyer, 1996).


Employees
with a very high level of organizational commitment often view whistleblowing
as a form of disloyalty that could damage the image, reputation, or financial
stability of the organization where they work. This
suggests that employee loyalty and commitment to the company do not
automatically lead to their intention to report misconduct. Highly committed
employees are believed to face a loyalty dilemma, in which they perceive that
whistleblowing could harm the organization’s reputation. 


The test
results show that the provision of rewards has a positive effect on
whistleblowing intentions, as respondents are more likely to be interested in
the rewards offered if they become whistleblowers. Substantial rewards offered
by companies to whistleblowers make individuals more inclined to engage in
whistleblowing, as such reinforcement in the form of rewards, which are
positive consequences—increases the likelihood that the behavior will be
repeated. This aligns with the concept of perceived behavioral control in the
Theory of Planned Behavior. Thus, offering rewards or incentives can motivate
individuals to take the actions expected by the company.


Rewards 
increase  the  reporting  of  fraud: the  higher  the  reward,  the  more 
motivated  a  person  is  to  report  or  disclose  fraud (Sabatini, 2024).
Also, in a previous study on incentives, research conducted by Usman and Rura
(2021) showed that incentives influence the tendency to report violations.


A
whistleblower believes that they themselves determine their own fate (Hadinata,
2021).
When considered in relation to the personal cost associated with the intention
to engage in whistleblowing, a whistleblower’s intention to report violations
will be influenced by various pressures from both within and outside the
organization, as well as the sanctions they may face. Consequently, this will
result in a lower intention to engage in whistleblowing. Recognizing that the
consequences of reporting could result in physical, economic, and psychological
harm to the whistleblower will influence their ethical decision-making. The
fact that locus of control does not moderate the relationship between personal
cost and the intention to blow the whistle may be because a whistleblower will
consider the sanctions or retaliation they will face after reporting a violation.


A
whistleblower believes that they themselves determine their own fate
(Kusumawardani, 2021). When considering the severity of the wrongdoing in
relation to the intention to blow the whistle, a whistleblower’s intention to
report a violation is influenced by the magnitude of the impact the wrongdoing
or fraud will have. This, in turn, affects the intention to blow the whistle.
Understanding the extent of the harm caused to the organization influences an
individual’s decision-making.


Reshie (2020)
explains that a whistleblower believes that they themselves determine their own
fate. When linked to the process of organizational commitment regarding the
intention to engage in whistleblowing, a whistleblower’s intention to report
violations will be influenced by the extent of the employee’s loyalty to the
organization where they work. The presence or absence of a whistleblower’s
sense of ownership toward the organization will thus influence their ethical
decision-making. The fact that locus of control does not moderate the
relationship between organizational commitment and the intention to engage in
whistleblowing may be because a whistleblower feels that the organization where
they work is not their top priority, so they are less concerned if the organization
experiences negative consequences.


Whistleblowers
believe they are the ones who determine their own fate. When this is linked to
the provision of rewards for the intention to blow the whistle, a
whistleblower’s intention to report violations will be influenced by the reward
or compensation they will receive. This, in turn, will affect their intention
to blow the whistle. Knowing the reward they will receive will thus influence
their ethical decision-making.


 


CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS


Given that the
majority of hypotheses were rejected (only 1 out of 8 was accepted), an
in-depth review of the theoretical foundation (literature review) is necessary.
Re-evaluate whether the relationships between variables—particularly the role
of Locus of Control as a moderator—are indeed relevant to the research subject
under study. Since Locus of Control failed to moderate all relationships,
consider replacing or adding other moderating or mediating variables that are
more contextually relevant to the dynamics of organizational whistleblowing
(e.g., Whistleblowing Channel, Perceived Organizational Support, or Ethical
Climate).


 


 ADVANCED RESEARCH


Based on the
research carried out, the researcher offers recommendations that may be taken
into consideration. Recommendations for future research include extending the
data collection period to 30 working days, given that the respondent population
covers the whole of East Java; furthermore, questionnaires could be distributed
offline to mitigate the risk of emails not being received.
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