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ABSTRACT 

This study aims to empirically examines the phenomenon about the influence of reporting models (structural 

and reward model), reporting channels (anonymous and non-anonymous), and retaliation on someone 

propensity to blow the whistle (PBW).The data obtained by true experimental research methods which 

participants act as senior accountant in the company. Subject in this study are 69 auditing students who received 

4 different treatments. The results show that level of retaliation has negative influence on someone PBW. Non-

anonymous reporting channel (NARC) and reward models (RM) are effective to encourage whistleblowing 

(WB) intention in conditions of low level of retaliation. However, anonymous reporting channel (RC) and 

structural model are effective to encourage WB intention in conditions of high level of retaliation. 

Keywords: Whistleblowing Reporting Models, Whistleblowing Reporting Channels, Retaliation, 

Whistleblowing Intention. 

I. INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, the existence of fraud in companies

remains to be major problem in Indonesia. Fraud is 

increasingly prevalent in recent years both in the 

government sector and in private companies. Based on 

figure 1.1, a survey conducted by the Association of 

Certified Fraud Examiners (ACFE) in 2016, it was 

found that the most common cases of fraud were 

corruption as much as 67%, while for asset 

missappropriation as much as 31%, and for financial 

statement fraud at 2% [1].  

Source: Indonesia Chapter (2017) 

Figure 1. The Most Type of Fraud in Indonesia 

It is something that is done by the parties involved 

that are no in accordance with what should be done. 

Fraud that occur will definitely result in large losses. In 

order to achieve the company objectives, each company 

seeks to instill in all employees to behave honestly and 

report fraud if they know it. The source of the largest 

reporting came from internal parties namely company 

employees by 47.5%, amounting to 21.5% came from 

anonymous parties, and the rest came from outside 

parties [1]. WB system can be a platform that can solve 

that problem. WB is one of response that arises because 

it is believed to help detect wrongdoings in a company. 

WB is defined as real behavior carried out by 

someone not just intentions but also by actions that 

reflect someone character when he/she faced with 

company wrongdoings [2]. A whistleblower is 

someone who knows the wrongdoing in the company 

and intends to report to another party. Whistleblowers 

are someone who tries to correct wrongdoings that 

he/she found in their work place by raising their 

concern in public [3]. A whistleblowers have an 

important role in disclosing wrongdoings that occur 

public companies. Whistleblower has an vital role, 

especially in the faced of wrongdoings in the complex 

world of organization [4].  

The WB phenomenon was initially known to the 

public after cases emerged in several large companies 

in the US such as Enron and WorldCom. It is known 

that fraud has occurred which has a major impact on the 

sustainability of the company resulting in losses of up 

to billions of dollars. In this case it also involved 

interference from Big4 public accounting firms.  For 

example in the Enron case that triggered Sherron 

Watskin, the whistleblower dared to disclose fraud by 

making a written letter to Kenneth Lay, who was then 

Director, about intentional mistakes in accounting 

practices run by the company. 

The emergence of several cases that had a major 

influence on the world economy, made the SEC of the 

US, issued a regulation, namely the Sarbanex Oxley 

Act of 2002 (SOX).The SOX regulates that every 
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public company implement a procedure for handling 

complaints. The policy on complaints systems is 

considered part of the internal control system in the 

company [5]. 

However, implementing a WB system in order to 

be effective and able to detect and prevent fraud in an 

organization is not an easy matter [6]. Employees often 

become aware of a wrongdoing, but there are several 

factors that influencing someone intention to report it 

such as WB reporting models, reporting channel, and 

retaliation [7].  Retaliation may take many forms, 

ranging from attempted coercion of the whistleblower 

to with-draw accusations of wrongdoing to the outright 

exclusion of the whistleblower from the organization. 

Retaliation seems to block WB action in the 

organization. The potential dilemma that a 

whistleblower has is a struggle between doing what is 

right and suffering the consequences, or just being 

silent and pretending that there is nothing [8]. Further 

pointing out the main reason for not reporting errors is 

that corrective action will not be taken, fearing the 

report will not be kept confidential, and fear of 

retaliation [9]. 

Several studies have been conducted to investigate 

the factors that influence of WB, including the type of 

WB reporting channel [10], [11], [12], [13] and 

retaliation [14], [15], [16].  The power of retaliation 

affects the tendency of people to report violations [14]. 

Retaliation had a negative impact on the interest in WB 

[15]. But other studies show different results, 

retaliation has not influence on WB intention [16]. 

Retaliation does not show a significant main effect on 

PBW. Several studies have also been conducted to see 

the effect of the WB reporting models [17]. The 

existence of an ARC can reduce the desire of 

employees to report violations through NARC [12]. 

Reward systems have a positive effect on disclosing 

company's wrongdoing [13]. But the research 

conducted by [11] shows that giving RM has no 

significant effect on WB intention. 

There has been no consistency from the revious 

research caused this research to be still interesting and 

relevant to be studied. In addition, the opposite results 

of the variable above give the author attention to 

reexamine whether the reporting models and retaliation 

had an effect on the PBW. 

This study is different from previous studies 

because this study uses samples with the expected 

criteria for sample obtained completely in accordance 

with the research to be conducted. This study aims to 

examine which models and reporting lines are more 

effective between structural model with anonymous 

reporting lines and reward model with non-anonymous 

reporting lines and the influence of retaliation. This 

study uses an experimental method to examine the 

effect of WB reporting lines (anonymity and non-

anonymity) and reporting models (structural model and 

reward models) that are influenced by the retaliation of 

interest in reporting fraud. This research uses a 

semantic differential scale to measure WB intentions 

because this measurement is suitable for use in 

attitudinal studies. The data gathered by semantic 

differential can give powerful picture of the 

respondent's attitude toward the subject being studied. 

Rather than using a likert scale like previous study that 

might range from very satisfied to very dissatisfied. 

Semantic differential scale are posed within the context 

of evaluating attitudes. 

II. LITERATURE STUDY AND HYPOTHESIS

DEVELOPMENT

Theory of Planned Behavior/TPB 

The TPB predicted an individual's intention to 

engage in a behavior at a specific time and place. TPB 

was perfected by Ajzen in 1991. TPB uses three 

constructs as antecedents of intention, namely attitude 

towards the behavior, subjective norms, and the 

feelings about the ability to control everything that 

affects to do the behavior [18]. If someone perceives 

that the result of doing a behavior is positive, he/she 

will have a positive attitude towards that behavior, and 

vice versa. 

WB is a behavior planned for a whistleblower 

because the WB action depends on the intention 

planned by the whistleblower whether to do a WB or 

not. TPB is one theory that supports WB. Someone 

decides to do a WB because of the interest to behave 

which is determined by three factors that have been 

mentioned in the TPB. The three factors are attitude 

which is a person's belief in good or bad reporting 

wrongdoings, subjective norms, namely the presence or 

absence of support and attention from the people 

around if reporting wrongdoings, and prescribed 

behavioral control which is the level of obstacles that 

will be faced when doing WB. Behavioral control is the 

most important factor to consider when encouraging 

WB [19] 

Fraud 

Fraud is an illegal or unlawful act carried out by a 

person or group where the action will harm another 

person or organization and is carried out with the aim 

of gaining personal gain. Fraud is also caused by three 

factors, namely pressure, opportunity, and 

rationalization [20]. First, pressure is one of the things 

that drives someone to do fraud. In general, someone is 

encouraged to commit fraud due to needs, financial 

problems, or even greed. Second, opportunity is a 

situation that opens a person to commit fraud. This can 

arise because the company's internal control is not 

optimal. A company must create good internal control 

so that all individuals in the company can be monitored 

and have little chance of fraud. The last, rationalization 

is an important element in encouraging fraud. There are 

attitudes, characters, or a set of ethical values that allow 

management or employees to act dishonestly, or an 

environment that is sufficiently pressing to trigger 

someone to rationalize dishonest actions. The attitude 

of rationalization will make the perpetrator seek 

justification for the actions taken. 

Whistleblowing 

WB is defined as real behavior carried out by 

someone not just intentions but also by actions that 
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reflect a someone character when he/she faced with 

company wrongdoings by reports wrongdoing to 

another or third party that have the power to be able to 

do something about it [21]. The whistleblower is faced 

with a dilemma between choosing to blow the whistle 

or not because it is not only promotes justice, but can 

also be considered disloyal. They can face positive or 

negative consequences as a resuls from their decision 

to blow the whistle. On the positive side, the 

whistleblower who has revealed wrongdoings will be 

considered as heroic person because he/she already 

upholding the truth. On the negative side, 

whistleblower will be considered as someone who is 

not loyal to the company. Whisleblower actions in 

stopping wrongdoings in the company will be 

considered as wrong action because it is considered 

adisloyalty [22]. If the employees still decide to report, 

he/she will receive retalitation as a result of the report 

he/she has done.  

In the TPB, WB behavior that is displayed by a 

person arises because of the intention to behave, while 

behaving is determined by attitude, namely someone's 

belief about right whether or not to report fraud and its 

consequences, subjective norms, namely the level of 

support and attention of people around if reporting 

fraud, and perceived behavioral control, namely the 

level of obstacles to be faced if someone reports fraud 

and the importance of considering these constraints. 

Structural Model 

Structural model is a fraud reporting model that 

provides an official and legal reporting line directly to 

the the board of directors. The structural model 

encourages employees to become part of the company 

monitoring system because this model is based on 

understanding that WB is easier and more acceptable 

when company provide an authorized and visible 

channel for employees to report fraud to the board of 

directors. Direct reports to the board of directors will 

encourage effective WB because it can reduce the risk 

of information blocking and filtering by company 

executives [23].  

Reward Model 

RM is a fraud reporting model that provides 

monetary payments to those who report. WB can be 

influenced by several factors, one of which is giving 

rewards. Giving material or non-material rewards to 

employees who want to do a WB aims to motivate 

employees to reveal fraud that occur. RM has influence 

in encouraging individuals to report WB to another or 

third party that have the power to be able to do 

something about it [13]. The company motivates 

employees to be able to carry out their duties properly 

so they can achieve personal and corporate goals act 

honestly and report fraud to the authorities. Therefore, 

giving rewards to employees is intended to motivate 

employees to do WB.  

Anonymous Reporting Channel 

ARC is a WB reporting channel where the identity 

of the reporter will be hidden. Providing anonymous 

reporting lines is expected to provide security for 

reporters so that employees can report fraud without 

fear. The effectiveness of anonymous reporting lines 

depends on the level of fraud and the employee's desire 

to report his/her findings to the right recipient [7]. The 

existence of this ARC will reduce the personal cost 

because the confidentiality of the reporter's identity will 

reduce the level of retaliation that will be received. 

Whistleblower have the need to feel safe both 

physically and mentally from any threat of retaliation. 

Therefore, ARC are provided to minimize the threat of 

retaliation for the whistleblower.  

Retaliation Rate 

Whistleblower can be threatened because of their 

report about fraud that have occurred. It is possible that 

whistleblower feel threaten and take revenge or often 

referred to as retaliation. Retaliation is a disturbance 

such as  acts of intimidation, harassment, threats, and 

discrimination that occurs to someone because 

someone is acting in opposition, making a complaint, 

testifying, participating in a court process or law [15]. 

Predictors or correlates of retaliation against 

whistleblowers fall into one of four broad categories 

such as whistleblower characteristics, actions taken by 

the whistleblower in reporting organizational 

wrongdoings, situational or environmental variables 

related to organizations, and fraud characteristics [24],. 

Conceptual Framework 

The conceptual framework in this study is as follows: 

Figure 2.1. Conceptual Framework 

 

HypothesisDevelopment  

The effect of Anonymous Reporting Channel and 

Structur        Models on PBW 

Structural model is a fraud reporting model that 

provides an official and legal reporting line directly to 

the the board of directors. A direct path to the board of 

directors will encourage effective WB because it avoids 

the blocking and filtering of information by company 

executives [23]. The structural model encourages 

employees to become part of the company monitoring 

system because this model is based on understanding 

that WB is easier and more acceptable when company 

Reporting 

Models 
PBW (Y) 

Theoretical Basis : TPB 

The Effect of Reporting Models And 

Retaliation in Boosting PBW: An 

Experimental Approach 

Retaliation 

Research
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provide an authorized and visible channel for 

employees to report fraud to the board of directors. But 

in reality this structural model is not effective in 

encouraging WB because individuals will be afraid of 

retaliation which may be got if they report wrongdoing. 

Whistleblower needs for security and protection 

from physical and emotional retaliation, and guarantees 

that physical needs must be fulfilled. Therefore the 

existence of an anonymous reporting channel will 

fulfill whistleblower needs for security. Anonymous 

reporting channel make whistleblower report 

wrongdoings feel more comfortable and secure without 

fear because their identities are protected. In the study 

of [25], the results show that respondents' intention to 

report fraud is greater through the internal structural 

reporting channels.  

H1: The existence of the anonymous plot under the 

condition of the structural model more effective that 

NARC under the conditions of the model reward in 

encouraging individuals to report wrongdoings. 

The Effect of Non-Anonymous Reporting Channel 

and Reward  Models on PBW 

RM provide effective monetary payments for WB 

and evidence shows that rewards are effective in 

motivating wrongdoing disclosure. This indicates that 

the reward model will improve the detection of 

wrongdoing or fraud. Study of [13] proven that RM has 

influence in encouraging individuals to report WB to 

another or third party that have the power to be able to 

do something about it.   

Research of [25] has raised the issue of the 

significant effect of employment rewards as an 

incentive to report organizational wrongdoing to 

eliminate the negative consequences of retaliation on 

whistleblowers. In this situation, whistleblowers will 

not hide their identities if they want to receive awards 

for fraudulent reporting. Reward model seems to 

change the paradigm that the anonymous reporting 

channel in a structural model is the most effective 

channel to encourage someone to do WB. Based on the 

above studies, in the condition of reward models, 

individuals will be more daring to show their identity 

because they are motivated to get an award. 

H2: The existence of NARC under conditions of RM 

more effective than ARC under structural model 

conditions in encouraging individuals to report 

wrongdoings. 

The Effect of Retaliation Rate on PBW 

Retaliation is a form of consequence for 

whistleblowers to keep their mouths shut when they 

know of wrongdoing in an organization [24]. The 

purpose of retaliation itself is to pressure or threaten the 

whistleblower so he does not report fraud he found. If 

associated with the TPB, fear of retaliation can be a 

strong reason not to do WB or remain silent. They did 

not dare to do a WB because they were afraid of the 

impact they would receive. These considerations are 

separate reasons for someone whether they will remain 

silent or do WB. Likewise, it also relates to subjective 

norms which explain that behavior carried out by 

someone is behind the consideration of whether the 

action or behavior can be accepted by outsiders or not. 

In addition, it is also influenced by whether the 

behavior will have a positive or negative impact on 

him. The existence of high retaliation power will make 

someone afraid to do WB. This means that the intention 

to do a WB will be low. 

Several previous studies have examined the effect 

of retaliation on WB, but the study still shows 

inconsistent results. Study of [14] found that the power 

of retaliation can affect the tendency of people to report 

violations. Study of [15] also found that retaliation had 

a negative impact on the interest in WB. But other 

studies show different results, [16] concludes that 

retaliation has not influence on WB intention. Study of 

[17] also found that retaliation did not show a

significant main effect on the PBW. Based on the

description above, the researcher formulated the

hypothesis as follows:

H3 : Retaliation has a negative effect on 

Whistleblowing Intention. 

The Effect of NARC and RM on the level of low 

retaliation to PBW 

Retaliation is a threat to the WB of the behavior 

carried out. Whistleblower will certainly feel safe if a 

company creates a safe and protected atmosphere from 

retaliation. When retention in a company is low, 

employees do not feel afraid to report violations. In 

addition, the company also seeks to provide rewards to 

those who report fraud. 

By giving a reward, it will provide a satisfaction 

for a whistleblower in disclosing fraud. Study of [26] 

and [13] have result that a person will be motivated to 

conduct a WB in a RM with a NARC. This is because 

someone does not mind showing their identity because 

they are motivated to get rewards when reporting fraud. 

NARC under the RM conditions are expected to be 

more effective when applied to companies or 

organizations that have low levels of retaliation.  

H4: RM with NARC will be more effective than 

structural models with ARC in encouraging 

individuals to report wrongdoings if on the low level 

of retaliation condition. 

The Effect of ARC and Structural Modeling 

Channel on high levels of retaliation to PBW 

The structural model encourages employees to 

report fraud to the board of directors. However, the 

reporting structure of the structural model is still not 

effective in encouraging WB because whistleblower 

are afraid of the retaliation of reported parties. 

Retaliation is the threat from the party who commits a 

violation to the reporting party or whistleblower 

because the actions that he/she has taken. Retaliation 

plays an important role in deciding to do WB.  

The existence of an ARC will fulfill whistleblower 

need for safety. Study of [7] proved that when 

whistleblowers get retaliated after using NARC, the 

intention to report fraud using an ARC is stronger than 

using NARC. Research by [26] also proves that 

someone will be motivated to do WB in a structural 

model situation when on an anonymous reporting 

channel. 
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Base to develop a hypothesis, the studies can be 

concluded that if it is at a high level of retaliation, 

someone is reported to be more likely to choose to 

report fraud through ARC under the structural model 

conditions so that whistleblower will feel safe because 

his identity is hidden. Thus, this study proposes the 

following hypothesis: 

H5: Structural models with ARC will be more effective 

than RM with NARC in encouraging individuals to 

report wrongdoings if on the high levels of retaliation 

condition. 

III. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research Design

This research is a research with experimental 

research methods. The type of experimental research 

used was a true experimental. Experimental research is 

a research design to investigate a phenomenon by 

engineering conditions or treatments through certain 

procedures and then observing the results of the 

treatment and interpreting them. 

This study uses an experiment 2x2 between 

subject. The experimental design can be seen in table 

3.1. The treatment given is a NARC on the RM and 

ARC on the structural model under a low or high level 

of retaliation condition. The treatment that will be given 

to participants is: 
Group treatment 1: Reporting at a low level of retaliation, 

with ARC under structural model conditions. 

Group treatment 2: Reporting at a low level of retaliation, 

with NARC under RM conditions. 

Group treatment 3: Reporting at a high level of retaliation, 

with ARC under structural model conditions. 

Group treatment 4: Reporters at a high level of retaliation, 

with NARC under RM conditions. 

Table 3.1 Experimental Design 

Retaliation Rate 

Low High 

Reporting 

Models 

Structural and 

Anonymous 

Group 1 Group 3 

Reward and Non-

Anonymous 

Group 2 Group 4 

Subject 

The population were accounting students at 

Sriwijaya University who had taken and passed audit 

courses. Accounting students selected as populations 

because students who have taken an audit course are 

more aware of their role in observing, participating or 

having knowledge about fraud in financial statements 

and experiencing ethical conflict situations. The sample 

used in this study are students who have had the criteria 

are (1) An accounting student at Sriwijaya University 

who has taken and passed audit course as its specialty, 

(2) Currently in 7th semester (Batch 2016), and (3)

Campus domicile in Palembang. Based on criterias, the

samples are 69 students.

Experiment Procedure

The data in this study were obtained from 

experimental research, that is data obtained by giving 

treatment through certain procedures and then 

observing the results of the treatment. Before the 

experimental process is carried out, the researcher 

prepares the experimental case sheet and the 

experimental answer sheet. Participants are placed in a 

room supervised by an experimental instructor. In this 

study, 69 people will be given the same case with 4 

different treatments randomly. Participants will work 

on the experimental case and answer the questions 

provided.  

The procedure that was made was adopted from 

[27] which had been adapted to the conditions in this

study. This experimental study designed participants to

act as senior accountants in the company. As a senior

accountant of a company, whether the participant will

report violations committed by the company's CFO.

The fraud committed by the CFO was aimed at

achieving earnings forcast during the quarter.

The success of the state given by the researcher to 

the subject of the study was tested by manipulating 

checks. In this study only research subjects who passed 

the manipulation test can use the data by the researcher, 

so that the validity of the study can be believed. 

Data Analysis Method 

Homogeneity Test 

The homogeneity test of variance was carried out 

using the Levene Test. The decision criteria taken that 

if the significance value produced is more than 0.05, it 

can be said that the variation of data is homogeneity. 

The homogeneity test used aims to determine the 

homogeneity of variance for each level of retaliation 

compared both at the level of low retaliation and at the 

level of high retaliation. 

Hypothesis Testing 
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) Test 

ANOVA test is a data processing procedure that is 

carried out to test the difference in average values of 

several groups. The relationship between one 

dependent variable with one or more independent 

variables can be tested using ANOVA, especially to 

determine the main influence and the effect of 

interaction of the independent variable on the 

dependent variable. ANOVA test will be used to (1) 

compare the effectiveness of ARC under structural 

model conditions and NARC under conditions of RM 

when they are at a high level of retaliation, (2) compare 

the effectiveness of ARC under structural model 

conditions and NARC under RM conditions if they are 

at a low level of retaliation. Furthermore, to find out the 

significance of the significant group mean, a post-hoc 

follow-up analysis was carried out so that the 

researcher could compare the mean of each group and 

be able to answer the hypothesis [28]. 

Operational Definition of Variables and Variable 

Measurement 

Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is the willingness to WB 

intention, which is reporting fraud in a company by 

employees in the company. WB in this study refers to 

internal WB. Participants were asked to rate their 

intention to report fraud committed by the CFO on a 

semantic differential scale with the score between 0 to 

10, because it is the most reliable way to get 

information on respondent’s attitude and action 

towards PBW. Participant responses were measured 
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using a semantic differential scale, where in negative 

polar is very impossible and in positive polar is very 

possible. The higher the participant gives the 

assessment number, the higher tends to want to reveal 

the fraud that he found, on the contrary the lower the 

assessment number, the more likely he is not to disclose 

the frauds he finds. 

The dependent variable was measured using self-

assessment using semantic differential scale 

instruments because this measurement is suitable for 

use in attitudinal studies. The data gathered by semantic 

differential can give  powerful picture of the 

respondent's attitude toward the subject being studied. 

Semantic differential scale are posed within the context 

of evaluating attitudes. 

Independent Variable 

Reporting Model 

ARC is a reporting channel where the identity of 

the reporting fraud only interested parties can find out. 

ARC and NARC are manipulated by including 

statements regarding the reporting channel. This 

manipulation uses manipulation from research by [27] 

which was adopted from the research of [25]. 

Manipulation of structural model statements was 

adopted from the research of [25].  

The NARC is a reporting channel that allows to 

know the identity of the whistleblower. RM is a 

mechanism where an organization will give an award 

to individuals who report fraud. Statement 

manipulation for structural models and reward models 

using manipulations used in [27] and manipulation of 

reward model was adopted from [13]. 

Retaliation Rate 

The retaliation rate is the threat of retaliation that 

received by the whistleblower. Retaliation can be in the 

form of physical, mental, and office threats. This 

retaliation rate variable is manipulated by giving 

situations and questions related to the level of 

retaliation in the company. Case manipulation and 

questions for the level of retaliation were adopted from 

[14] study.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSSION
Data Collection Results

This section explains the data obtained and data 

that passes the manipulation check. The data obtained 

were 69 participants. After being seen, there were 8 

participants who failed to answer the manipulation 

check, so that the participants who passed were 61 

participants. The 61 participants included 16 

participants in group 1, 14 participants in group 2, 15 

participants in group 3, and 16 participants in group 4. 

Table 4.1 presents the sample criteria in the study: 

Table 4.1 Research Sample Criteria 

Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistics GPA 

According to table 4.2 indicates that the 

respondents’ distribution regarding to GPA mean for 

each group are well distributed. 

Table 4.3 Homogenity Test Result 
Levene 

Statistic 

df1 df2 Sig. 

1,962 3 57 0,130 

Before conducting the ANOVA test, it is first tested 

and proven that the population variance is the same. To 

see the results of testing the same population 

assumptions can be seen in table 4.3. P-value as 0,130 

is greater than the significance level (0,05), so it can be 

concluded that all population variances are the same. 

Participant Characteristics 

Table 4.4 Demographic Characteristics 
Data Level Frequency % 

Gender Male 22 36,07 

Female 39 63,93 

The data obtained were 69 participants and 8 

participants failed in answering the manipulation 

check, so that the data processed were 61 participants. 

All participants have taken and passed the audit 

specialty course. 

Table 4.5 Result test of ANOVA 

  Dependent Variable : whistleblowing intention 

r Sum of  Square Df F Sig 

Variable Control 

GPA 185,336 43 .628 .827 

Gender .249 1 .036 .855 

No Description Amount 

1 Participant : 69 

Group 1: participants who received 

treatment 1 
18 

Group 2: participants who received 

treatment 2 
17 

Group 3: participants who received 
treatment 3 

17 

Group 4: participants who received 

treatment 4 
17 

2 
Participants who failed to answer the manipulation 

check : 
8 

Group 1: participants who received 
treatment 1 

2 

Group 2: participants who received 
treatment 2 

3 

Group 3: participants who received 

treatment 3 
2 

Group 4: participants who received 

treatment 4 
1 

3 Participants who passed the manipulation check : 61 
Group 1: participants who received 

treatment 1 
16 

Group 2: participants who received 
treatment 2 

14 

Group 3: participants who received 

treatment 3 
15 

Group 4: participants who received 

treatment 4 
16 

Group N Minimum Maximum Mean 

Group 1 16 2.97 3.93 3.28 

Group 2 14 3.00 3.67 3.267 
Group 3 15 2.98 3.68 3.26 

Group 4 16 2.94 3.75 3.256 
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Table 4.5 shows the test results of demographic 

variables namely GPA and gender. The GPA variable 

has a p-value as 0,827, greater than the significance 

value of 0,05. The gender variable has a p-value as 

0,855, greater than the 0,05 significance level. These 

results indicate that the GPA and gender variables do 

not affect individual PBW.  

Hypothesis testing 

Main Effect Results and Interpretations 
Table 4.6 ANOVA Test Result Tests of Between-

Subjects Effects 
Source Sum of 

Square 
Df F Sig. 

Main Effect 

Retaliation 11,193 1 4,207 .045 

Reporting Model and 
Reporting Channel 

42,883 1 16,117 .000 

Interacton Effect 

Retaliation* Reporting 

Model and Reporting 
Channel 

72,041 1 27,075 .000 

Error 151,667 57 27,075 .000 

Corrected Total 281,091 60 

Table 4.6 presents the results of the main effect and 

interaction effect two treatments, namely retaliation 

and reporting models with reporting channels. The test 

between subject effects shows the following results: 

1) Retaliation has a p-value as 0,045, judging from

the average, low and high retaliation show

different values. The average for low retaliation is

7,31 while high retaliation has an average of 6,41.

These results indicate that a person's intention to

WB at a low retaliation rate is different than at a

high retaliation rate.

2) The combination of reporting models and

reporting channels has p-value > 0,001. Judging

from the average, structural model under ARC and

RM under NARC show different values. The

average for structural models with ARC is 7,72

while RM with NARC have an average of 5,96.

These results indicate that someone's PBW with

ARC under the structural model is more effective

when compared to NARC under the RM.

Interaction Test Results and Interpretation 

This section will present the results of interaction 

tests between variables in the 2x2 experimental design 

between subjects. Post Hoc test results show that: 

1) The p-value between group 1 and group 2 as 0,104

is not significance level. Whereas from the

average, group 1 has an average of 7,08 and group

2 has an average of 7,58. On average both have

significance differences. These results indicate that

H2 is accepted and H1 is rejected.

2) The p-value between group 3 and group 4 as

0,0001 is significance level. Whereas from the

average, group 3 has an average of 8,40 while

group 4 has an average of 4,54. From these results

indicate that H5 is accepted.

Table 4.7 Mean (Standard Deviation) and 

Number of Participants per Cell 
Retaliation Rate Mean 

Low High 

Reporting 
Model and 

Reporting 

Channels 

Structural 

and 
Anonymous 

7,08 

(2,153) 
16 

8,40 

(1,001) 
15 

7,72 

Reward dan 

Non-
Anonymous 

7,58 

(1,373) 
14 

4,54 

(1,704) 
16 

5,96 

Retaliation Rate 7,31 6,41 

Figure 4.1. Whistleblowing Intention 

Table 4.8 ANOVA Test Result (Comparison) 
Source Mean Diff (I-J) SE Sig. 

Group 1-Group 2 -0,497 0,332 0,104 

Group 3-Group 4 3,857 0,430 0,000 

Result Discussion 
The Effect of Reporting Models and Reporting 

Channels on PBW 

The combination of the reporting model and the 

reporting path has a prob-value 0,001 (less than 0,005), 

so the reporting model and the reporting channels affect 

the person's PBW. Judging from the average, structural 

model under ARC and RM under NARC showed 

significantly different values. The average for 

structural models with ARC is 7,72 while RM with 

NARC have an average of 5,96. These results indicate 

that someone's PBW with ARC under the structural 

models is higher when compared to NARC under RM. 

It is means that H1 is accepted, so that H2 is rejected. 

The effectiveness of ARC depends on the level of 

risks and the employee's desire to report his/her 

findings to the right recipient. ARC maybe favoured by 

people who are fearful of the risks of being identified. 

ARC can provide a sense of security to encourage 

someone to not hesitate to report the wrongdoings 

because the reporting identity is hidden. In TPB, 

someone will consider the impact that will faced when 

do WB. Every individual has a need for security, both 

physical and emotional security. In relation with the 

need for security, the company must provide security 

and protection guarantees to all company employees 

who report wrongdoings. Whistleblower needs for 

security and protection from retaliation such as  acts of 

intimidation, harassment, threats, and discrimination 

that occurs to someone when someone is acting in 

opposition, making a complaint, testifying, 

7.08 8.4 7.58
4.54

0

5

10

Structural and ARC on The Low

Level of Retaliation Condition

Structural and ARC on The High

Level of Retaliation Condition

RM dan NARC on The Low Level

of Retaliation Condition

RM dan NARC on The High level

of Retaliation Condition
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participating in a court process or law, and guarantees 

that physical needs must be fulfilled. These risks often 

make a person think twice about reporting or even 

reluctant to report wrongdoings that he/she encounters. 

A person tends not to be motivated to do WB because 

he/she thinks that his/her security will be threatened. 

The results of this study in line with [25]. This 

study adopted manipulation case of reporting model 

and reporting channels statements from [25] study. The 

existence of structural reporting model and an RAC 

will fulfill whistleblower needs for security thus make 

individuals will be more willing to reveal violations 

because the identity of the reporter is kept secret and 

only interested parties can find out. ARC make the 

identity of whistleblower protected, so whistleblower 

may feel more comfortable and secure without fear 

after report wrongdoings. 

The Effect of Retaliation Rate on PBW 

Retaliation has a prob-value of 0,045 (less than 

0,05), then H3 is accepted. Retaliation has a negative 

effect on intention to do WB. Judging from the 

averages, low and high retaliations show different 

values. The average for low retaliation is 7,31 while 

high retaliation has an average of 6,41. These results 

indicate that a person's PBW at a low retaliation rate is 

different than at a high retaliation rate. Someone tends 

to report fraud at a lower retaliation rate. The results of 

this study shows the effect of retaliation, WB intention 

and TPB is true.This is because someone will feel safer 

and not afraid to report fraud. 

If associated with the TPB, someone is more likely 

to report any wrongdoings as a whistleblower if he/she 

knows that te consequence of his/her actions is 

rewarded by another people. Otherwise, if he/she 

knows that the action will bring negatives things like 

retaliation, he/she may also does a negative reaction 

towards the WB action. Individuals who reveal 

wrongdoings in their company will be faced with 

retaliation. Fear of retaliation can be a strong reason so 

they decide remain silent because retaliation of 

whistleblowers appear from the negative perception of 

the act of “betrayal”.They were afraid of the impact 

they would receive.  Retaliation may be a coercion to 

silence the whistleblower or stop the WB action. 

Predictors or correlates of retaliation against 

whistleblowers fall into one of broad categories such as 

actions taken by  whistleblower in reporting the 

company wrongdoings. They will faced with 

responsible choices to perform WB action and accept 

threats, pressures and indications others that can 

endanger themselves, family, relatives and his/her 

friends or instead prefer silence and do not want take 

any action. These considerations might be driven to 

keep the whistleblower silent, and prevent the 

whistleblower from taking other actions.  

Normative beliefs refer to how someone 

understands the expectations of others that are 

important to them with respect to BW. In carrying out 

an action, a person will consider whether the action or 

behavior is acceptable to others or not. The existence of 

high retaliation power will make someone afraid report 

wrongdoings because such as  acts of retaliation that 

occurs to someone when someone is acting in 

opposition, making a complaint, testifying, 

participating in a court process or law. The results of 

this study are in line with the results of [15]. Study of 

[15] also classifies retaliation into conditions of

concern about strong retaliation (penalty) and concerns

about weak retaliation (affiliation). From this results, it

can be concluded that to encourage someone to report

a fraud, the company can reduce the level of retaliation

by providing disciplinary action to those who take

retaliation.

The Effect of ARC and Structural Models on PBW

In Conditions of High Levels of Retaliation

H5 compares group 3 and group 4. Group 3 is the 

treatment of high retaliation with ARC under the 

structural model conditions. Group 4 is the treatment at 

high retaliation rates with NARC under RM. The p-

value between group 3 and group 4 as 0,001 is 

significant level. Whereas if seen from the average, 

group 3 has an average of 8,40 while group 4 has an 

average of 4,54. From these results indicate that 

hypothesis 5 is accepted. Under conditions of high 

retaliation, structural models with ARC are more 

effective than RM with NARC in encouraging someone 

to report wrongdoings.  

Employees who are aware of indications of 

wrongdoings feel that they need to report the 

wrongdoings but they can’t do it because the risk be 

faced. Therefore, they need a model and reporting 

channels that provides the necessary they needs. The 

structural model encourages employees to report fraud 

to the someone who has the power to handle it. 

However, the reporting structure that relies on the 

structural model is not effective in encouraging WB 

because whistleblower are afraid of the retaliation of 

reported parties. Retaliation plays an important role in 

deciding to do WB. Because of that, the existence of an 

anonymous reporting channel will fulfill whistleblower 

need for safety. Combination between structural 

reporting model and anonymous reporting channels 

make someone decide to do WB. The structural 

reporting system has clear governance directly to the 

top management of the company so that top 

management can deal effectively with reports of 

wrongdoings while anonymous reporting channels may 

protecting the reporter's identity. The existence of 

anonymous reporting channels make individuals will 

be more willing to reveal wrongdoings because the 

identity of the reporter is kept secret and only interested 

parties can find out.  

This results in line with [26]. Study of [26] also 

uses the same research method with this research which 

classifies reporting model into stuructural model and 

RM, and reporting channels into ARC and NARC. The 

intention to report wrongdoings using an ARC is 

stronger than using NARC when whistleblowers get 

retaliated after using NARC. Someone is more likely to 

choose to report fraud through ARC under the 

structural model conditions so that whistleblower will 

feel safe because his identity is protected. Structural 
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reporting model and ARC be favoured by people who 

are fearful of the risks of being identified. 

NARC and RM on PBW In Conditions of Low 

Levels of Retaliation 

H4 compares group 1 and group 2. Group 1 is the 

treatment of low retaliation with ARC under the 

structural model. Group 2 is the treatment at low 

retaliation rates with NARC under RM. The p-value 

between group 1 and group 2 as 0,104 is not significant 

level. Whereas if seen from the average, group 1 has an 

average of 7,08 and group 2 has an average of 7,58. 

Based on the results, it can be concluded that H4 is 

accepted. This result means that in conditions of low 

levels of retaliation, RM with NARC will be more 

effective than structural models with ARC in 

encouraging individuals to report wrongdoings. 

Someone does an action based on the belief about 

the presence or absence of factors that facilitate and 

obstruct the individual in carrying out a particular 

action. This is according to the TPB which states that 

an individual will avoid an action if the action is 

deemed inappropriate and is not supported by those 

around him/her. Whistleblower needs for protection 

from retaliation and guarantee that they needs must be 

fulfilled. In low level of retaliation, its means that 

company will fulfill whistleblower needs for security. 

The company guarantees protection against reporters 

from all forms of threats, intimidation, punishment or 

unpleasant actions from any party. Whistleblower may 

be more willing to reveal wrongdoings because the 

whistleblower will certainly feel safe if a company 

protects them from retaliation. When retaliation in a 

company is low, employees do not feel afraid to report 

violations. In addition, the company also seeks to 

provide rewards to those who report wrongdoings.The 

company gives monetary incentives, promotions, 

prospects of being hired elsewhere for people who 

report wrongdoings. People are motivated to perform 

certain behaviors because they are associated with the 

existence of an reward.  

This results in line with research conducted by 

[13]. This study uses manipulation of reward model that 

was adopted in [13] research. Someone does not mind 

showing their identity because they are motivated to get 

rewards when reporting fraud. It will increase 

employee loyalty to the company and give a special 

sense of satisfaction to the whistleblower. Reward will 

motivate employees to report fraud if they know that a 

colleague is cheating to immediately report it, and can 

also minimize fraud. 

V. CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

Conclusion

The effectiveness of reporting model (structural 

and reward model) and reporting channels (anonymous 

and non-anonymous) depends on the effect of each 

reporting model and reporting channel when someone 

reporting wrongdoings. Level of retaliation has 

negative influence on PBW. NARC and RM are 

effective on PBW in conditions of low level of 

retaliation. However, in conditions of high level of 

retaliation, ARC and structural model are effective on 

PBW. 

Limitations & Suggestions 

Limitations in this research are the research 

method in this study was experimental research 

method. Experimental research is difficult to generalize 

in real situation. This is caused by experimental 

research conditions that are very controlled (artificial), 

so the situation is not like in real situation (artificiality 

of experiments). 

The suggestions for further research are proposed 

to add congenital factors like religious and moral 

competence in experimental case because congenital 

factors might influence decision, in this case their PBW 

in order to provide more information or knowledge 

regarding WB intention. 

Implications 

Company may pay more attention about the level 

of retaliation because it will affect reporting models and 

reporting channels that will be used by whistleblower 

to report wrongdoings and also the importance of 

protection for whistleblower to reduce the level of 

retaliation and encourage someone to report if they 

know there are a wrongdoings. 
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