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ABSTRACT 

Whistleblowing is a critical mechanism for promoting accountability and ethical 

conduct in organisations. In South Africa, however, whistleblowing remains 

underutilised despite the widespread availability of formal reporting systems. This 

study examines the psychological factors that shape employees’ intentions to report 

wrongdoing. It focuses on moral courage, referent support, and confidence in 

anonymity. 

The study is grounded in a Theory of Planned Behaviour framework. A quantitative 

research design was adopted. Survey data were obtained from 470 valid responses 

collected from employees across multiple organisations. Covariance‑based 

structural equation modelling was used to analyse the data. 

The findings show that perceived referent support is the strongest predictor of 

whistleblowing intention. Moral courage also exerts a significant influence, although 

its effect is secondary to social endorsement. Confidence in anonymity does not 

emerge as an independent driver of intention. Instead, it operates as a contextual 

condition that shapes how whistleblowing is enacted rather than whether it occurs. 

These results challenge linear and additive assumptions embedded in dominant 

whistleblowing models, particularly those that emphasise formal anonymity 

provisions. They demonstrate that moral conviction and social endorsement must 

align for procedural safeguards to be effective. Whistleblowing intention follows a 

threshold‑based and configurational logic. Intention is most likely to emerge when 

moral conviction and social legitimacy are jointly present at sufficient levels. 

This study contributes to whistleblowing theory by demonstrating the primacy of 

social and moral factors over formal mechanisms. It also offers practical insights for 

organisations operating in high‑risk contexts. Strengthening ethical leadership and 

cultivating supportive organisational climates may be more effective than investing 

solely in reporting systems. 

 

 

 

 

KEYWORDS 

Whistleblowing intention; Referent support; Moral courage; Anonymity confidence; 

Theory of Planned Behaviour  



iii 

 

Plagiarism Declaration 

I declare that this research project is my own work. It is submitted in partial fulfilment 

of the requirements for the degree of Master of Business Administration at the 

Gordon Institute of Business Science, University of Pretoria. It has not been 

submitted before for any degree or examination in any other University. I further 

declare that I have obtained the necessary authorisation and consent to carry out 

this research.  

 

24103952 

04 March 2026 

  

 

 

  



iv 

 

Contents 
ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................... ii 

KEYWORDS ......................................................................................................... ii 

Plagiarism Declaration ......................................................................................... iii 

List of Tables ....................................................................................................... x 

List of Figures ...................................................................................................... xi 

List of Abbreviations............................................................................................ xii 

Chapter 1: Definition of the Problem and Purpose ............................................... 1 

1.1 Background ................................................................................................ 1 

1.1.1 Organisational Misconduct and the Limits of Formal Control .................... 1 

1.1.2 Whistleblowing Risk, Retaliation, and the South African Context .............. 2 

1.2 Research Problem ...................................................................................... 3 

1.3 Academic Rationale of the Study ................................................................ 4 

1.4 Business Rationale of the Study ................................................................. 5 

1.5 Purpose Statement ..................................................................................... 6 

1.6 Objectives and Significance of the Study .................................................... 6 

1.7 Scope and Delimitation of the Study ........................................................... 7 

1.8 Research Paper Layout .............................................................................. 7 

Chapter 2: Theory and Literature Review ............................................................ 8 

2.1 Introduction ................................................................................................. 8 

2.2 Conceptualising Whistleblowing ................................................................. 8 

2.2.1 Evolving Definitions and Theoretical Reorientation .................................. 9 

2.2.2 Internal and External Whistleblowing ....................................................... 9 

2.3 Fear of Retaliation, Barriers, and Motivational Tensions ........................... 10 

2.3.1 Fear of Retaliation as a Primary Deterrent ..............................................10 

2.3.2 Organisational and Social Barriers Beyond Retaliation ........................... 11 

2.3.3 Motivational and Enabling Mechanisms ..................................................12 

2.3.4 Integrative Synthesis and Theoretical Implications ..................................12 

2.4 Theoretical Frameworks for Whistleblowing ............................................. 13 

2.4.1 The TPB:  A Contextual Analysis .............................................................14 

2.4.2 Extending TPB: The Role of Moderators .................................................15 



v 

 

2.4.3 Complementary Theoretical Perspectives ...............................................16 

2.5 Whistleblowing Intention ........................................................................... 17 

2.5.1 Defining Whistleblowing Intention ...........................................................17 

2.5.2 Intention Versus Behaviour in Whistleblowing Research .........................18 

2.5.3 Justification for Focusing on Intention .....................................................18 

2.5.4 Analytical Scope of Whistleblowing Intention ...........................................19 

2.6 Moral Courage .......................................................................................... 19 

2.6.1 Moral Courage and Ethical Orientation ...................................................20 

2.6.2 Sectoral and Contextual Moderators of Moral Courage ...........................20 

2.6.3 Moral Courage as a Psychological Moderator of the Attitude ..................21 

2.6.4 Organisational Climate and the Enablement of Moral Courage ...............21 

2.6.5 Synthesis and Proposition .......................................................................21 

2.7 Referent Support ...................................................................................... 22 

2.7.1 Conceptualising Referent Support ..........................................................23 

2.7.2 Leadership as a Normative Referent .......................................................23 

2.7.3 Peer Support, Loyalty Norms, and Informal Sanctions ............................23 

2.7.4 Family as an External Referent ...............................................................24 

2.7.6 Synthesis and Proposition .......................................................................24 

2.8 Anonymity confidence .............................................................................. 25 

2.8.1 Conceptualising Anonymity confidence ...................................................25 

2.8.2 Anonymity Confidence and Perceived Behavioural Control .....................26 

2.8.3 Organisational Trust and the Credibility of Anonymity .............................26 

2.8.4 Anonymity as a Conditional Enabler ........................................................26 

2.8.5 Synthesis and Proposition .......................................................................27 

2.9 Comparative Influence and Conditional Necessity of the Moderators ....... 28 

2.9.1 Comparative Influence of Psychological Moderators ...............................28 

2.9.2 Conditional and Non-Compensatory Dynamics .......................................29 

2.9.3 Integrative Implications ...........................................................................30 

2.10 Conceptual Model and Propositional Integration .................................... 30 

2.11 Literature Gaps and Theoretical Contribution ......................................... 31 

2.12 Conclusion .............................................................................................. 32 

Chapter 3: Research Questions and Hypotheses .............................................. 34 

3.1 Introduction ............................................................................................... 34 

3.2 Research Questions and their Hypotheses............................................... 34 



vi 

 

3.3 Visual Summary of Hypothesised Relationships ....................................... 35 

Figure 3.1: Psychological Moderators and the Corresponding Hypotheses......35 

3.4 Chapter Conclusion .................................................................................. 35 

Chapter 4: Research Methodology .................................................................... 36 

4.1 Introduction ............................................................................................... 36 

4.2 Research Design ...................................................................................... 36 

4.2.1 Research Philosophy ..............................................................................36 

4.2.2 Research Approach ................................................................................37 

4.2.3 Research Design Purpose ......................................................................37 

4.2.4 Methodological Choice ............................................................................37 

4.2.5 Research Strategy ..................................................................................37 

4.2.6 Research Time Horizon...........................................................................38 

4.3 Population ................................................................................................ 38 

4.4 Unit of Analysis ......................................................................................... 38 

4.5 Sampling Method ...................................................................................... 39 

4.6 Sample Size ............................................................................................. 39 

4.7 Measurement Instrument .......................................................................... 39 

4.8 Pilot study design and execution (Four Stages) ........................................ 40 

4.9 Data Collection Procedure, Ethics, and Data Storage .............................. 41 

4.10 Data Analysis Plan ................................................................................. 41 

4.10.1 Data Screening, Cleaning, and Preparation ..........................................42 

4.10.3 Validity and Reliability Analysis .............................................................43 

4.10.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis ...................................................................44 

4.10.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Model Validation ....................44 

4.10.6 Overview of Hypothesis Testing Strategy ..............................................47 

4.10.7 Hypothesis Testing ................................................................................47 

4.10.8 Comparative Effects (H4): Planned Comparisons .................................47 

4.10.9 Conditional Necessity (H5): Nested Model Comparisons ......................48 

4.10.10 Multicollinearity Diagnostics (φ, VIF) and Robustness Checks ............49 

4.10.11 Reporting Strategy ..............................................................................49 

4.10.12 Hypothesis Closure and Integration ....................................................50 

4.11 Limitations .............................................................................................. 50 

4.11.1 Design Related Limitations ....................................................................50 



vii 

 

4.11.2 Methodological Limitations ....................................................................51 

Chapter 5: Findings............................................................................................ 54 

5.1 Introduction ............................................................................................... 54 

5.2 Data Preparation and Coding ................................................................... 54 

5.2.1 Coding and Data Entry ............................................................................54 

5.2.2 Pilot Feedback and Instrument Refinement.............................................54 

5.2.3 Data Cleaning .........................................................................................54 

5.2.4 Outlier Diagnostics and Removals ..........................................................55 

5.3 Profile of the Respondents ....................................................................... 55 

5.4 Descriptive Statistics and normality in the constructs ............................... 57 

5.4.1 Moral Courage (MC) ...............................................................................57 

5.4.2 Referent Support (RS) ............................................................................58 

5.4.3 Anonymity Confidence (AC) ....................................................................59 

5.4.4 Whistleblowing Intention (WI) ..................................................................59 

5.5 Construct Validity ...................................................................................... 60 

5.5.1 Validity Testing of the Moral Courage Construct ......................................61 

5.5.2 Validity Testing of Referent Support Items ...............................................61 

5.5.3 Validity Testing of Anonymity Confidence Items .......................................61 

5.5.4 Validity Testing of Whistleblowing Intention Items ....................................62 

5.6 Reliability Analysis .................................................................................... 62 

5.7 Exploratory Factor Analysis ...................................................................... 63 

5.8 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Model Fit ................................... 64 

5.8.1 Initial CFA Model (Model A) .....................................................................65 

5.8.2 Second CFA Model (Model B) .................................................................68 

5.8.3 Final CFA Model (Model C) .....................................................................70 

5.8.4 Exploratory Mediation (Model D) .............................................................75 

5.9 Robustness Checks .................................................................................. 76 

5.10 Hypothesis Testing Results (based on Model C) .................................... 77 

5.10.1 Research Question 1 ............................................................................77 

5.9.2 Research Question 2 ..............................................................................78 

5.9.3 Research Question 3 ..............................................................................78 

5.9.4 Synthesis of Hypothesis Testing Results .................................................79 

Chapter 6: Discussion of Results ....................................................................... 81 



viii 

 

6.1 Introduction ............................................................................................... 81 

6.2 Demographic Context of the Sample ........................................................ 81 

6.3 Overview of Key Findings ......................................................................... 82 

6.4 Discussion by Research Question ............................................................ 83 

6.4.1 Research Question 1 ..............................................................................83 

6.4.2 Research Question 2 ..............................................................................86 

6.4.3 Research Question 3 ..............................................................................87 

6.4.4 Summary of Hypothesis Testing (H1–H5) ................................................88 

6.5 Integration with the TPB ........................................................................... 89 

6.6 Alignment with and Divergence from Prior Literature ................................ 90 

6.7 Contextual Interpretation: South African Organisational Environment ...... 92 

6.8 Theoretical Contributions of the Study ...................................................... 93 

6.9 Chapter Conclusion .................................................................................. 94 

Chapter 7: Conclusions and Recommendations ................................................ 95 

7.1 Introduction ............................................................................................... 95 

7.2 Summary of the Research Focus and Its Significance .............................. 95 

7.3 Research Context and Its Relevance ....................................................... 96 

7.4 Established Knowledge and Identified Research Gaps ............................ 97 

7.5 Research Questions Addressed ............................................................... 98 

7.6 Research Methodological Approach ......................................................... 98 

7.7 Synthesis of Key Findings ........................................................................ 98 

7.8 Contribution to Theory and Scholarly Debate ......................................... 100 

7.9 Practical Managerial Implications and Stakeholder Alignment ................ 101 

7.10 Limitations of the Study ........................................................................ 103 

7.11 Directions for Future Research ............................................................. 105 

7.12 Chapter Conclusion .............................................................................. 106 

References ...................................................................................................... 107 

Appendices ...................................................................................................... 117 

Appendix A: Coding Book ............................................................................. 117 

Appendix B: Consistency matrix ................................................................... 120 



ix 

 

Appendix C: Legal and Governance Frameworks ........................................ 121 

Appendix D: LinkedIn Whistleblowing Post Analytics and Ethics .................. 122 

Appendix E: Pilot Feedback and Change Log .............................................. 124 

Appendix F: Outlier removal ......................................................................... 126 

Appendix G: Correlation Tables for Validity Testing ..................................... 127 

1. Moral Courage ........................................................................................... 127 

2. Referent Support ....................................................................................... 127 

3. Anonymity Confidence ............................................................................... 128 

4. Whistleblowing Intention ............................................................................ 129 

Appendix H: Reliability Analysis for All Constructs ....................................... 131 

1. Moral Courage (MC) .................................................................................. 131 

2. Referent Support (RS) ............................................................................... 131 

3. Anonymity Confidence (AC) ....................................................................... 132 

4. Whistleblowing Intention (WI) ..................................................................... 133 

Appendix I: Factor Analysis .......................................................................... 134 

1. Moral Courage ........................................................................................... 134 

2. Referent Support ....................................................................................... 135 

3. Anonymity Confidence ............................................................................... 136 

4. Whistleblowing Intention ............................................................................ 137 

Appendix J: Exploratory Mediation Results .................................................. 139 

Appendix K: Robustness Check,  Alternative Structural Specification .......... 140 

Appendix L: Nested Structural Model Diagnostics (H5 Testing) ................... 141 

 

 



 

x 

 

List of Tables 

Table 4.1: Summary of the Four‑Stage Pilot Process 

Table 5.1: Demographic and Organisational Profile of Respondents 

Table 5.2: Descriptive Statistics for Moral Courage Items 

Table 5.3: Descriptive Statistics for Referent Support 

Table 5.4: Descriptive Statistics for Anonymity Confidence 

Table 5.5: Descriptive Statistics for Whistleblowing Intention 

Table 5.6: Summary of Reliability Coefficients for All Constructs 

Table 5.7: Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results 

Table 5.8: Reliability and Convergent Validity Statistics for Model A 

Table 5.9: Fornell–Larcker Discriminant Validity Assessment for Model A 

Table 5.10: HTMT Ratios for Model A 

Table 5.11: AMOS Fit Indices for Model A  

Table 5.12: Reliability and Convergent Validity Statistics for Model B 

Table 5.13: Fornell–Larcker Discriminant Validity Assessment for Model B 

Table 5.14: HTMT Ratios for Model B 

Table 5.15: AMOS Fit Indices for Model B  

Table 5.16: Reliability and Convergent Validity Statistics for Model C 

Table 5.17: Fornell–Larcker Discriminant Validity Assessment for Model C 

Table 5.18: HTMT Ratios for Model C 

Table 5.19: Error Covariances Added in Model C 

Table 5.20: Model Fit Indices for the Final Measurement Model (Model C) 

Table 5.21: Variance Inflation Factors for Latent Predictors 

Table 5.22: Summary of Research Questions, Hypotheses, and Empirical Outcomes  

  



 

xi 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 2.1: Theory of Planned Behaviour  

Figure 2.2: Conceptual Model for the Study 

Figure 3.1: Psychological Moderators and the Corresponding Hypotheses 

Figure 5.1: Initial Measurement Model (Model A): Standardised AMOS Output 

Figure 5.2: Refined Measurement Model (Model B): Standardised AMOS Output 

Figure 5.3: Final Measurement Model (Model C): Standardised AMOS Output 

Figure 6.1: Integrated Summary of Hypothesis Testing Outcomes 

Figure 7.1: Final Model of the Study 

Figure 7.2: Stakeholder Map for Enabling Whistleblowing Intention 

  



 

xii 

 

List of Abbreviations 

α Cronbach’s alpha 

AC Anonymity Confidence 

AGFI Adjusted Goodness – of   Fit Index 

AVE Average Variance Extracted 

β Standardised Regression Coefficient 

CB-SEM  Covariance-Based Structural Equation Modelling 

CFA Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

CFI Comparative Fit Index 

CMIN/DF Chi Square / Degrees of Freedom 

CR Composite Reliability 

EFA Exploratory Factor Analysis 

GFI Goodness of Fit Index 

H Hypothesis 

HTMT Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio 

MC Moral Courage 

PCLOSE Probability of Close Fit 

RQ Research Question 

RMSEA Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 

RS Referent Support 

SEM Structural Equation Modelling 

SRMR Standardised Root Mean Square Residual 

TLI Tucker–Lewis Index 

TPB Theory of Planned Behaviour 

VIF Variance Inflation Factor 

WI Whistleblowing Intention 

 



 

1 

 

Chapter 1: Definition of the Problem and Purpose 

1.1 Background 

Whistleblowing is widely recognised as a cornerstone of organisational accountability and 

ethical governance. It is commonly examined through the presence of formal reporting 

channels, legal protections, and governance frameworks. However, persistent evidence 

of internal silence across sectors and jurisdictions suggests that these structural 

explanations are insufficient. This background section situates whistleblowing within its 

organisational and institutional context. It outlines the persistence of misconduct despite 

formal controls. It then examines how risk, retaliation, and context in South Africa shape 

disclosure decisions. 

1.1.1 Organisational Misconduct and the Limits of Formal Control 

Organisational misconduct remains a persistent global risk, manifesting in procurement 

fraud, financial misreporting, abuse of authority, systemic corruption, and other forms of 

misconduct (Arroyo et al., 2025; Duong et al., 2025). These failures are rarely attributable 

to the absence of governance structures. Instead, wrongdoing often persists because it 

remains unreported. 

This dynamic is evident across jurisdictions. In the United States, a large-scale municipal 

bond fraud scheme involving collusion among major financial institutions remained 

concealed despite formal oversight mechanisms. Disclosure occurred only after an insider 

came forward, resulting in a USD 70 million settlement (Constantine Cannon LLP, 2024). 

The case illustrates a recurring governance weakness: formal controls may exist, yet 

internal silence allows misconduct to endure. 

South Africa reflects similar patterns. The Steinhoff scandal starkly illustrates this dynamic 

in the South African context. Accounting irregularities and governance failures were 

reportedly evident internally long before the company’s collapse, yet disclosure did not 

occur until losses exceeded R200 billion, affecting pension funds, employees, investors, 

and broader market confidence (The Citizen, 2024). The magnitude of harm demonstrates 

that delayed whistleblowing does not merely postpone corrective action; it significantly 

amplifies organisational and societal damage. 

Similar patterns are evident in other high profile South African cases, including Eskom and 

South African Airways. In these organisations, misconduct became publicly known only 

after prolonged internal awareness and institutional silence, despite the presence of 
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formal reporting channels and regulatory oversight (News24, 2023; Daily Maverick, 2021). 

In each case, governance mechanisms existed but failed to activate timely disclosure. 

This silence is embedded within a broader institutional context. In 2023, South Africa 

scored 41 out of 100 on the Corruption Perceptions Index,citeze ranking 83rd globally 

(Transparency International, 2023). Such a score signals more than reputational harm. It 

reflects weakened institutional trust, limited confidence in enforcement, and elevated 

organisational risk. In environments characterised by these conditions, reliance on audits 

and regulatory oversight alone is insufficient. Effective internal detection mechanisms are 

essential. 

Whistleblowing constitutes one of the most effective internal detection mechanisms 

available to organisations. It involves disclosure by individuals with privileged access to 

information, often before harm becomes irreparable (Ceva & Bocchiola, 2020). Empirical 

evidence shows that approximately 43% of occupational fraud is detected through 

whistleblower tips, exceeding detection rates from audits and internal controls (ACFE, 

2024; EY, 2024). However, the existence of whistleblowing systems does not ensure their 

use. Wrongdoing is frequently visible internally, yet remains unreported 

1.1.2 Whistleblowing Risk, Retaliation, and the South African Context 

The persistent underutilisation of whistleblowing systems is best explained by the risks 

associated with disclosure. Research consistently shows that whistleblowers face 

significant psychological, social, and structural retaliation, including career stagnation, 

social exclusion, reputational harm, and dismissal (Curtis et al., 2021; Heese & Pérez 

Cavazos, 2021; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). Although formal protections often exist, 

employees frequently view them as symbolic rather than effective in practice (Stubben & 

Welch, 2020; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

South African cases illustrate these risks with clarity. Cynthia Stimpel’s disclosure of 

corruption at South African Airways resulted in professional ostracism, loss of 

employment, and reputational damage (Stimpel, 2021; Daily Maverick, 2021). More 

severe consequences are evident in the assassination of Babita Deokaran following her 

report of procurement irregularities within the Gauteng Department of Health 

(Corruption Watch, 2025). These cases persist despite formal legal protections, 

demonstrating that whistleblowing is not a neutral procedural act. It is a decision taken 

under fear, vulnerability, and power unevenness (SAHRC, 2025; Human Rights Watch, 

2026). 
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South Africa has developed an extensive legal and governance framework to support 

whistleblowing, including the Labour Relations Act of 1995, the Protected Disclosures Act 

of 2000, the Financial Intelligence Centre Act of 2001, and the Companies Act of 2008 

(Republic of South Africa, 1995, 2000, 2001, 2008). The King IV Report on Corporate 

Governance further promotes ethical conduct and disclosure (Institute of Directors in 

Southern Africa, 2016). These national frameworks align with international governance 

norms, such as United Nations Sustainable Development Goal 16, which emphasises 

accountable and transparent institutions (United Nations, 2015). A consolidated overview 

of these frameworks is provided in Appendix C. 

Legal protection and procedural access do not reliably translate into disclosure behaviour, 

particularly where trust in enforcement is weak, and retaliation is perceived as credible 

(Nwoke, 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Zhang et al., 2025). Employees may recognise 

wrongdoing, understand reporting procedures, and accept ethical expectations, yet still 

refrain from reporting. 

Collectively, global and South African evidence reveals a persistent paradox: formal 

whistleblowing frameworks are widely present, yet disclosure frequently fails to occur 

when wrongdoing is known. This disconnect suggests that the core challenge lies neither 

in awareness nor in system availability. Instead, it reflects a failure of these systems to 

generate whistleblowing intention at critical moments. 

Understanding this failure, therefore, requires attention to the psychological conditions 

that shape employees' decisions about whether to speak up. Examining the relative 

influence and interaction of these conditions in high risk environments, such as South 

Africa, is essential for strengthening ethical governance and organisational accountability. 

This paradox shifts attention from the availability of whistleblowing mechanisms to the 

conditions under which employees form an intention to use them, giving rise to the central 

research problem addressed in this study. 

1.2 Research Problem 

Empirical evidence shows that insider disclosures outperform audits and formal controls 

in detecting fraud (Stubben & Welch, 2020; EY, 2024). However, within South African 

organisations, formal reporting channels and statutory protections coexist with recurring 

governance failures and sustained internal silence (Transparency International, 2023). 
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The central research problem is therefore not the absence of whistleblowing mechanisms, 

but their failure to generate disclosure when wrongdoing is known. High profile South 

African cases suggest that misconduct is often visible internally for extended periods 

before becoming publicly known. Employees may recognise unethical or illegal behaviour 

and have access to reporting systems, yet disclosure frequently does not occur. 

This disconnect between formal whistleblowing frameworks and employees’ willingness 

to act on them exposes a critical gap in existing whistleblowing research. While the 

presence and design of reporting systems are well-documented, less is understood about 

the conditions under which employees form the intention to use them. Addressing this gap 

requires a shift from structural explanations toward a behavioural and psychological 

examination of whistleblowing intention, which provides the academic rationale for the 

present study. 

1.3 Academic Rationale of the Study 

The academic contribution of this study lies in advancing explanation rather than restating 

the importance of whistleblowing. While whistleblowing is well established in ethics, 

governance, and compliance research, much of the literature continues to focus on legal 

protection, policy design, and normative expectations. Far less attention is paid to the 

conditions under which employees form an intention to report wrongdoing (Curtis et al., 

2021; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). As a result, existing research offers limited insight into why 

formal whistleblowing systems frequently fail to prompt disclosure when misconduct is 

known. 

Recent scholarship increasingly treats whistleblowing as a behavioural decision shaped 

by psychological and social conditions. However, findings remain fragmented. Some 

studies emphasise formal protections as primary enablers, while others identify fear of 

retaliation as the dominant inhibitor (Heese & Pérez Cavazos, 2021). What remains 

insufficiently theorised is why employees facing similar systems and risks respond 

differently. Fear of retaliation is often treated as a fixed constraint rather than a context 

dependent influence that interacts with ethical judgment and social legitimacy (Lee et al., 

2021). 

Context further limits existing theory. Whistleblowing research is largely concentrated in 

Western institutional environments, raising concerns about its applicability in settings 

characterised by weak enforcement (Nwoke, 2019; Latan et al., 2023). By examining 

whistleblowing intention and its psychological determinants within the South African 
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context, this study addresses these limitations. It contributes to a more contextually 

grounded and behaviourally precise explanation of the formation of intention. 

While this contribution is primarily theoretical, the failure of whistleblowing systems to 

translate into disclosure also has direct organisational and governance consequences. 

Understanding whistleblowing intention is therefore not only an academic concern but a 

practical one, which motivates the business rationale for the study outlined in the following 

section. 

1.4 Business Rationale of the Study 

From a business perspective, weak whistleblowing intention represents a failure of 

governance and risk management. Empirical evidence consistently shows that 

whistleblower disclosures are the most effective mechanism for detecting organisational 

misconduct, often identifying wrongdoing before losses escalate beyond recovery (ACFE, 

2024; EY, 2024). In contrast, delayed disclosure is associated with compounded financial, 

legal, and reputational damage. 

The Steinhoff case again illustrates this risk. The absence of timely internal disclosure 

allowed accounting manipulation to continue unchecked, ultimately resulting in one of the 

largest corporate collapses in South African history (The Citizen, 2024). Comparable 

global evidence indicates that early whistleblowing is associated with the containment of 

fraud, the recovery of misappropriated funds, and reduced regulatory penalties (ACFE, 

2024). These outcomes highlight the preventive and value-preserving potential of 

whistleblowing when the intention to report exists. 

Despite this, many South African organisations publicly articulate ethics and 

whistleblowing frameworks and report alignment with recognised governance standards. 

Large listed entities routinely disclose whistleblowing policies and reporting mechanisms 

as evidence of compliance (Johannesburg Stock Exchange Group, n.d.; Sasol, n.d.; 

Standard Bank Group, n.d.). Yet the persistence of governance failures suggests that 

formal policy does not consistently translate into effective use. 

Without a clear understanding of why employees choose not to disclose wrongdoing, 

whistleblowing frameworks risk remaining symbolic. In such cases, compliance is 

signalled on paper, while organisational risk accumulates in practice (Kenny & Fotaki, 

2023). Whistleblowing should therefore be understood not only as an ethical safeguard 

but also as a strategic risk management mechanism. 
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Understanding the psychological conditions that enable or suppress whistleblowing 

intention is thus central to organisational sustainability. This practical concern directly 

motivates the present study and underpins its focus on intention formation rather than 

system design alone.This practical concern informs the purpose of the study, which is set 

out in the following section. 

1.5 Purpose Statement 

The purpose of this study is to examine the psychological factors that influence 

employees’ intention to report organisational wrongdoing through formal whistleblowing 

mechanisms.  

Accordingly, the study focuses on whistleblowing intention as a behavioural outcome 

rather than as a procedural response to system design. Drawing on the Theory of Planned 

Behaviour (TPB), it examines how ethical judgement, social influence, and perceived 

feasibility shape employees’ readiness to report wrongdoing (Ajzen, 1991; Lee et al., 

2021). By doing so, the study seeks to provide a more behaviourally grounded explanation 

of why whistleblowing systems are used or avoided in practice. 

1.6 Objectives and Significance of the Study 

The primary objective of this study is to develop a contextually grounded understanding 

of the psychological factors that influence whistleblowing intention within South African 

organisations. Specifically, the study seeks to explain why employees may refrain from 

reporting wrongdoing despite the presence of formal whistleblowing mechanisms and 

statutory protections. 

To achieve this objective, the study examines the role of moral courage, perceived referent 

support, and anonymity confidence in shaping whistleblowing intention within an TPB 

framework (Ajzen, 1991; Lee et al., 2021). It further evaluates the relative influence of 

these factors and considers whether whistleblowing intention depends on their combined 

presence rather than on additive effects alone. 

The study is significant both academically and practically. Academically, it advances 

behavioural explanations of whistleblowing intention by examining a an under researched 

context. In addition, by clarifying how psychological conditions interact under perceived 

retaliation risk (Nwoke, 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). In practice, it provides insight into 

how organisations can move beyond procedural compliance toward whistleblowing 

systems that support ethical voice and effective governance. 
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1.7 Scope and Delimitation of the Study  

This study is confined to whistleblowing intention within South African organisations and 

adopts a cross organisational perspective. It focuses exclusively on formal whistleblowing 

intended to trigger organisational response or corrective action. Informal behaviours, such 

as gossip, venting, unmanaged social media disclosures, or other non-institutionalised 

communication, are excluded. 

The study further limits its scope to internal whistleblowing conducted through formally 

established organisational reporting mechanisms. Disclosures to external parties, 

including the media or regulatory bodies, are not examined. In addition, the study 

investigates employees’ intention to report wrongdoing rather than past whistleblowing 

behaviour. Intention is widely used as a proxy for behaviour in whistleblowing research, 

particularly where actual disclosure is difficult or unsafe to observe (Black et al., 2022). 

The study does not assess the design, effectiveness, or implementation quality of 

organisational whistleblowing systems. Its focus is on the psychological conditions that 

shape employees’ readiness to report wrongdoing. A quantitative research design is 

employed to ensure analytical focus while maintaining relevance to organisational 

governance and risk management. 

1.8 Research Paper Layout  

This study is structured into five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the background, research 

problem, rationale, purpose, objectives, scope, and significance of the study. Chapter 2 

reviews the whistleblowing literature and theoretical foundations, identifying a research 

gap. Chapter 3 formulates the research questions and hypotheses to ensure conceptual 

alignment. Chapter 4 presents the research methodology, including the design, sampling, 

measurement, data collection, and analysis, with attention to validity and reliability. 

Chapter 5 reports the empirical findings, while Chapter 6 interprets these findings in 

relation to existing literature and examines their theoretical and managerial implications. 

Chapter 7 concludes the study by synthesising key insights, outlining practical 

recommendations, acknowledging limitations, and proposing directions for future 

research. 
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Chapter 2: Theory and Literature Review 

2.1 Introduction 

Whistleblowing occupies a central position in contemporary debates on governance, 

ethics, and organisational accountability. Employees are often considered the primary 

source of information about wrongdoing. This is due to their proximity to internal processes 

and decision making (Near & Miceli, 1995; Stubben & Welch, 2020; Kang, 2023). In 

principle, this positioning suggests that, once observed, wrongdoing should be reported 

through formal organisational channels as an expected response. 

Empirical evidence consistently challenges this assumption. Across sectors and 

jurisdictions, whistleblowing remains rare, selective, and highly contingent, even in 

organisations with formal reporting mechanisms and statutory protections (Kenny & 

Fotaki, 2023; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). This persistence of silence, despite 

substantial policy investment, calls into question the sufficiency of predominantly legalistic 

and procedural accounts of whistleblowing. As a result, attention has shifted toward 

behavioural and psychological explanations of whistleblowing intention, emphasising the 

role of perceived risk, social context, and moral evaluation in shaping reporting decisions. 

Among these, the Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) has emerged as one of the most 

widely applied frameworks. TPB posits that intention is determined by attitudes, subjective 

norms, and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991; Zhang et al., 2025). TPB may 

produce inconsistent findings (Black et al., 2022), particularly in high risk environments 

characterised by fear of retaliation and weak institutional trust (Nwoke, 2019). 

This chapter evaluates TPB for whistleblowing. Whistleblowing intention is shaped by 

psychological moderators that condition how TPB components operate under risk. 

Accordingly, the chapter reviews the literature on moral courage, referent support, and 

anonymity confidence as key moderators of whistleblowing intention. It concludes with an 

integrated conceptual framework that informs the research questions and hypotheses 

developed in the following chapter. 

2.2 Conceptualising Whistleblowing 

Whistleblowing has traditionally been framed as a procedural reporting mechanism 

embedded within organisational compliance systems. In this view, employees disclose 

wrongdoing through authorised channels to enable corrective action (Near & Miceli, 1985). 

While this framing provides definitional clarity, it understates the ethical, social, and 
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political risks associated with reporting misconduct. Contemporary scholarship 

increasingly challenges this procedural understanding.  

This section traces the evolution of whistleblowing theory from early administrative 

definitions to perspectives that emphasise value and ethical resistance. It further 

examines how reporting channels shape whistleblowing intention. 

2.2.1 Evolving Definitions and Theoretical Reorientation 

Early definitions of whistleblowing emerged from administrative and legal traditions. Near 

and Miceli (1985) defined whistleblowing as the disclosure of illegal, immoral, or 

illegitimate practices by organisational insiders to authorities capable of effecting change. 

This definition remains influential and continues to anchor much empirical research. 

However, subsequent research has exposed key limitations in this procedural framing. It 

implicitly assumes organisational receptiveness, managerial integrity, and effective 

protection mechanisms. In practice, these conditions are frequently absent. 

Whistleblowers often experience retaliation, marginalisation, and long‑term career 

damage, even when disclosures follow prescribed procedures (Curtis et al., 2021; Heese 

& Pérez Cavazos, 2021; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

In response, recent scholarship has reframed whistleblowing as a form of ethical 

resistance enacted under conditions of vulnerability and power asymmetry (Ceva & 

Bocchiola, 2020). This perspective foregrounds moral agency, personal risk, and the 

disruption of organisational norms. Empirical studies support this reorientation, 

demonstrating that ethical awareness alone does not predict whistleblowing intention 

when anticipated personal costs are high (Latan et al., 2019; Arroyo et al., 2025). 

Whistleblowing is therefore better understood as a behaviour aimed at protecting 

collective interests, rather than as a purely technical reporting act (Quayle, 2021; 

Zimmermann, 2025). Building on this conceptual reorientation, the following subsection 

distinguishes between internal and external whistleblowing as analytically distinct 

reporting pathways. 

2.2.2 Internal and External Whistleblowing 

The distinction between internal and external whistleblowing remains central to both 

research and policy. Internal whistleblowing refers to disclosures made through 

organisational channels, while external whistleblowing involves reporting to regulators, 

oversight bodies, or the media (Lee et al., 2021; Near & Miceli, 1985). This definitional 
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distinction remains widely used in contemporary whistleblowing research, including in high 

risk institutional contexts (Latan et al., 2023; Lee et al., 2021; Vandekerckhove et al., 

2025). Organisational frameworks typically privilege internal reporting as safer and more 

responsible and often seek to keep reporting inside formal channels to manage risk and 

control exposure (Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

However, empirical work shows that internal reporting does not always ensure protection 

and may still increase the risk of retaliation (Kaptein, 2022; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Employees may therefore shift toward external routes when internal mechanisms are 

perceived as ineffective, symbolic, or unsafe (Latan et al., 2023). 

Behavioural research shows that channel choice reflects underlying evaluations of social 

legitimacy and perceived safety, rather than procedural preference alone (Lee et al., 2021; 

Zhang et al., 2025). When subjective norms discourage dissent or perceived behavioural 

control is low, internal credibility decreases. 

This evidence suggests that the distinction between internal and external factors obscures 

the psychological processes underlying whistleblowing decisions. Reporting channel 

structures provide options, but they do not eliminate the risks of whistleblowing. 

Understanding intention, therefore, requires attention to the moral, normative, and control 

related conditions that shape employees’ willingness to speak up. 

2.3 Fear of Retaliation, Barriers, and Motivational Tensions 

The persistence of organisational silence cannot be attributed solely to moral indifference 

or to procedural barriers to reporting mechanisms (Heese & Pérez Cavazos, 2021; Kenny 

& Fotaki, 2023; Near & Miceli, 1995). Employees frequently recognise wrongdoing but 

remain silent because they judge anticipated personal costs to outweigh perceived 

benefits (Kaptein, 2022; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). At the centre of this cost-benefit 

evaluation lies fear of retaliation, which functions not as an isolated reaction but as a 

structural condition that shapes whistleblowing intention (Brotzeller et al., 2024). 

2.3.1 Fear of Retaliation as a Primary Deterrent 

Fear of retaliation is widely identified as the most salient deterrent to whistleblowing 

intention across sectors and national contexts (Kaptein, 2022; Brotzeller et al., 2024). 

Crucially, fear operates primarily in an anticipatory manner, shaping intention before 

ethical deliberation is completed (Latan et al., 2021). Employees internalise organisational 

cues, observed prior whistleblowing outcomes, and informal workplace narratives to 
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forecast the likely consequences of speaking up (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). This anticipatory 

calculus helps explain why whistleblowing remains rare even where formal reporting 

mechanisms exist (Heese & Pérez Cavazos, 2021; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025) 

The literature further demonstrates that the risk of retaliation is unevenly distributed. 

Employees in lower hierarchical positions, those on temporary contracts, and those with 

limited labour market mobility face disproportionately higher risk (Tavares et al., 2024; 

Brotzeller et al., 2024). This undermines normative framings of whistleblowing as a purely 

moral act; instead, whistleblowing intention is structurally constrained by organisational 

power asymmetries (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

In the South African context, statutory whistleblower protection exists, yet empirical 

evidence indicates persistent distrust in its practical effectiveness (Nwoke, 2019). High 

profile cases of retaliation operate as symbolic deterrents, reinforcing fear and normalising 

organisational silence (Nwoke, 2019; Bora & Gherghina, 2025). 

Fear of retaliation, therefore, constitutes the central deterrent, whose influence is amplified 

and sustained by intersecting organisational and social barriers. 

2.3.2 Organisational and Social Barriers Beyond Retaliation 

Fear of retaliation is intensified by organisational and social conditions that signal the 

futility or illegitimacy of reporting. When wrongdoing implicates senior leadership or 

powerful coalitions, reporting is widely perceived as ineffective or dangerous (Curtis et al., 

2021). Under such conditions, silence becomes a rational, self protective response rather 

than a moral failure (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Formal reporting mechanisms may further undermine intention when they are perceived 

as insecure, symbolic or procedurally hollow (Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). Unreliable 

processes, weak investigative follow up, and the absence of visible protection erode 

confidence, producing what has been described as ‘performative compliance’ (Kaptein, 

2022). This creates a paradox in which the existence of reporting channels fails to 

enhance perceived safety (Butler et al., 2020). 

Social dynamics compound these effects. Loyalty norms, group identification, and 

expectations of conformity discourage the reporting of ingroup misconduct (Anvari et al., 

2019). Empirical studies show that fear of peer ostracism frequently outweighs formal 

assurances of protection (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). Cognitive barriers further entrench 
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silence, particularly when employees believe that reporting will not lead to meaningful 

change (Bora & Gherghina, 2025). 

Despite these deterrents, whistleblowing sometimes persists, indicating the presence of 

offsetting motivational and contextual nuances. 

2.3.3 Motivational and Enabling Mechanisms 

Despite pervasive deterrents, whistleblowing persists, revealing a central tension in the 

literature (Near & Miceli, 1995). Research identifies individual level enablers, such as 

moral identity, moral courage, and public service motivation, as factors that sustain ethical 

action under conditions of risk (Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Latan et al., 2023). 

However, findings in this area are inconsistent. Some studies report strong positive 

relationships between moral conviction and whistleblowing intention (Valentine & Godkin, 

2019), while others show that moral resolve deteriorates under sustained organisational 

hostility (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). These contradictions suggest that individual motivation 

alone is insufficient. 

Relational enablers help clarify this inconsistency. Support from leaders, peers, or family 

reduces isolation and reframes whistleblowing as legitimate rather than deviant (Arroyo et 

al., 2025; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). Ethical leadership reinforces this effect by signalling that 

integrity will be rewarded rather than punished (Ogunfowora et al., 2021). Contextual 

mechanisms, such as training, procedural clarity, and credible responses to prior 

disclosures, further reduce uncertainty (Bora & Gherghina, 2025). Nevertheless, the 

literature shows that these enabling conditions are fragile and readily undermined by 

contradictory organisational behaviour (Kaptein, 2022). 

These mechanisms do not eliminate risk but reconfigure its interpretation, suggesting that 

intention emerges from the interaction between deterrents and enabling resources. 

2.3.4 Integrative Synthesis and Theoretical Implications 

Taken together, the literature positions whistleblowing intention as a contingent and 

contested outcome rather than a linear behavioural choice. Fear of retaliation structures 

perceived risk, while organisational and social barriers reinforce silence. Motivational and 

enabling mechanisms may counter these deterrents, but seldom do so independently 

(Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Latan et al., 2021). Consequently, favourable ethical attitudes or 

formal protections do not reliably translate into an intention to whistleblow under conditions 

of risk. 
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This synthesis reveals a key limitation in existing research. Whistleblowing deterrents and 

enablers are predominantly examined as discrete variables, rather than as interdependent 

processes. In the absence of an integrative lens, findings remain fragmented and 

occasionally contradictory. What is lacking is a coherent theoretical explanation of how 

ethical judgement, social legitimacy, and perceived feasibility interact under risk. 

The problem, therefore, is not the absence of explanatory factors, but the absence of a 

framework capable of systematically organising them. The following section critically 

reviews behavioural intention theories applied to whistleblowing. Attention is given to their 

capacity to integrate fear, risk, and organisational context into a unified explanatory model. 

2.4 Theoretical Frameworks for Whistleblowing 

This section performs three functions. First, it explains why the TPB, while widely applied, 

is insufficient on its own in organisational environments characterised by elevated risk. 

Second, it introduces moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence as 

pathway-level moderators rather than parallel predictors. Third, it establishes the basis for 

examining whether whistleblowing intention depends on the alignment of these 

mechanisms rather than on their independent strength. 

Understanding whistleblowing intention requires a framework that integrates ethical 

evaluation, social legitimacy, and perceived capacity to act despite risk. Existing 

whistleblowing theories illuminate specific dimensions of disclosure behaviour but remain 

fragmented and highly context sensitive. No single framework has demonstrated stable 

predictive power across environments marked by power asymmetry, retaliation risk, and 

weak institutional trust (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Nwoke, 2019). 

Within this landscape, the TPB has emerged as the most widely applied framework for 

modelling whistleblowing intention (Ajzen, 1991; Lee et al., 2021). Its strength lies in 

integrating attitudinal, normative, and control related determinants into a structured 

framework. However, whistleblowing represents a theoretically demanding case for TPB, 

given its moral salience, social visibility, and embeddedness within organisational power 

relations. This section, therefore, critically evaluates TPB, identifies its limitations under 

conditions of institutional fragility, and justifies its extension as the study’s anchoring 

framework. 
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2.4.1 The TPB:  A Contextual Analysis 

The TPB proposes that behavioural intention is shaped by three interrelated determinants: 

attitude toward the behaviour, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 

1991). Intention represents the proximal antecedent of behaviour and reflects an 

individual’s readiness to act, given their evaluation of the action and perceived capacity to 

perform it. 

TPB has been widely applied in whistleblowing research because it accommodates 

determinants consistently identified in empirical studies, including moral evaluation of 

wrongdoing, social legitimacy of dissent, and perceived exposure to retaliation. Figure 2.1 

presents the established TPB model as articulated by Ajzen (1991) and applied in 

contemporary whistleblowing research (Lee et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2025). 

 

Figure 2.1: Theory of Planned Behaviour 

Source: Ajzen (1991), Lee et al. (2021), Zhang et al. (2025) 

While the model provides a useful conceptual overview, whistleblowing differs from many 

behaviours for which TPB was originally developed. Unlike routine or low risk behaviours, 

whistleblowing involves ethical conflict, interpersonal exposure, and organisational power 

disproportionateness. As a result, the operation of TPB constructs in whistleblowing 

contexts is contingent rather than linear. 

Within TPB, attitude reflects an individual’s overall evaluation of whistleblowing as 

desirable or undesirable. Empirical evidence generally supports a positive relationship 
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between favourable attitudes and whistleblowing intention (Black et al., 2022; Zhang et 

al., 2025). Employees who view whistleblowing as morally justified tend to report stronger 

intentions. However, this relationship weakens where institutional trust is low or retaliation 

is perceived as credible (Nwoke, 2019). Moral conviction may therefore be necessary, but 

insufficient, in such environments. 

Subjective norms capture the perceived expectations of significant referent groups, 

including supervisors, colleagues, and family members. These norms influence intention 

by signalling whether whistleblowing is socially legitimate or deviant. Ethical leadership 

and peer support have been shown to strengthen whistleblowing intention by legitimising 

the act (Lee et al., 2021). Conversely, in collectivist or high power distance settings, loyalty 

expectations and deference to authority may suppress reporting even when wrongdoing 

is recognised (Bergemann & Aven, 2023; Bates et al., 2025). Subjective norms are 

therefore contextually conditional rather than uniformly enabling. 

Perceived behavioural control (PBC) reflects beliefs about one’s capacity to report 

wrongdoing, taking account of both internal abilities and external constraints. Across 

whistleblowing studies, PBC has emerged as one of the most consistent predictors of 

reporting intention (Chordiya et al., 2020; Park & Kim, 2025). Empowerment, access to 

confidential reporting, and perceived protection against retaliation enhance PBC. 

Importantly, PBC extends beyond the formal existence of reporting mechanisms. It is 

shaped by psychological safety, trust in organisational systems, and prior experiences of 

reporting or retaliation (Stubben & Welch, 2020; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025).  

Collectively, TPB provides a useful behavioural scaffold but lacks sensitivity to risk and 

institutional fragility. It is therefore best understood as necessary but insufficient for 

explaining whistleblowing intention in such organisational environments. 

2.4.2 Extending TPB: The Role of Moderators 

Recent scholarship demonstrates that TPB pathways are conditioned by psychological 

and contextual moderators that shape whether ethical judgment, social endorsement, and 

perceived feasibility align in practice. Organisational protection mechanisms enhance 

perceived control only when they are credible and consistently enforced (Chordiya et al., 

2020). Ethical leadership and peer support strengthen normative legitimacy, while fear of 

retaliation can override favourable attitudes and perceived control (Curtis et al., 2021; 

Nwoke, 2019). 
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These findings highlight a limitation of standard TPB applications. By treating 

whistleblowing primarily as a function of internal beliefs, such models underestimate the 

role of organisational cues in translating beliefs into intention. Leadership behaviour, 

institutional trust, and procedural credibility do not merely influence TPB constructs; they 

condition their effectiveness (Vadera et al., 2025). 

Accordingly, this study extends the TPB by incorporating moral courage, referent support, 

and anonymity confidence as moderators. Moral courage is associated with ethical 

resolve and the willingness to act despite personal risk, thereby conditioning the 

translation of ethical evaluation into intention (Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Ogunfowora et 

al., 2021). Referent support conditions the normative pathway by shaping whether 

whistleblowing is perceived as socially legitimate or deviant, particularly through 

leadership behaviour and peer endorsement (Curtis et al., 2021; Ogunfowora et al., 2021). 

Anonymity confidence conditions perceived behavioural control by influencing beliefs 

about safety, feasibility, and exposure to retaliation, rather than by the formal existence of 

reporting channels alone (Chordiya et al., 2020; Sarikhani & Ebrahimi, 2022). These 

constructs do not replace TPB’s core structure. Instead, they allow whistleblowing 

intention to be examined as context sensitive rather than mechanistic. 

On this basis, the next chapter formulates hypotheses that test the influence, relative 

strength, and conditional alignment of these moderators within the extended TPB 

framework. 

2.4.3 Complementary Theoretical Perspectives 

While the TPB provides the primary integrative framework for this study, complementary 

theoretical perspectives illuminate specific mechanisms of whistleblowing behaviour. 

Together, they deepen understanding but also expose fragmentation, reinforcing the need 

for a unifying behavioural framework. 

Prosocial Organisational Behaviour frames whistleblowing as a form of helping, motivated 

by concern for collective welfare. Public service motivation predicts whistleblowing 

intention (Latan et al., 2023); however, in high risk contexts, this relationship is attenuated 

by the risk of retaliation, limiting motivation based explanations (Tavares et al., 2024). 

Organisational Justice Theory emphasises fairness and managerial responsiveness. 

Employees are more inclined to report wrongdoing when leadership is perceived as just 

and supportive (Kaptein, 2022; Manesh et al., 2024). This explanatory power diminishes 
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when leaders are implicated, thereby limiting its relevance in contexts of power 

asymmetry. 

Social Exchange Theory highlights trust and reciprocity. Perceived organisational 

protection boosts whistleblowing intention in high trust settings (Chordiya et al., 2020), but 

this effect collapses where safeguards lack credibility (Latan et al., 2023). Structural 

models such as the Fraud Triangle and Pentagonal explain misconduct through 

opportunity, pressure, and rationalisation, but offer limited insight into reporting behaviour, 

as awareness does not reliably lead to disclosure under risk (Latan et al., 2019; Kusyk & 

Schwartz, 2025). 

Frequency based models further challenge linear assumptions. Kaptein (2022) 

demonstrates a curvilinear relationship between observed wrongdoing and 

whistleblowing, with repeated exposure reducing internal reporting but increasing external 

disclosure. This finding reinforces the inadequacy of linear explanations. 

These perspectives are insightful but limited. Each highlights a mechanism, moral 

motivation, fairness, trust, or exposure, but none explains ethical evaluation, legitimacy, 

and feasibility in combination, underscoring the need for an integrative theoretical 

framework. 

The following section defines whistleblowing intention as the study’s primary dependent 

construct and justifies its selection as the empirical focus. 

2.5 Whistleblowing Intention  

Whistleblowing intention is the central outcome variable in this study. It represents the 

psychological point at which ethical evaluation, social consideration, and perceived 

feasibility converge into a readiness to act. While actual whistleblowing behaviour is the 

ultimate expression of ethical voice, intention is widely recognised as the most appropriate 

analytical focus, particularly in high risk organisational contexts. 

This section defines whistleblowing intention, distinguishes it from behaviour, and justifies 

its analytical primacy. It deliberately does not examine the specific psychological drivers 

of intention in detail, as these are addressed systematically in Sections 2.6 to 2.8. 

2.5.1 Defining Whistleblowing Intention 

Whistleblowing intention refers to an employee’s conscious readiness to disclose 

observed wrongdoing through formal reporting channels. It reflects a deliberate cognitive 
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orientation toward reporting, rather than the act of disclosure itself (Ajzen, 1991). This 

definition aligns with contemporary whistleblowing intention studies that operationalise 

intention as a prospective likelihood of reporting under specified conditions (Lee et al., 

2021; Latan et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2025). In behavioural models, intention is the most 

immediate precursor to action, capturing an individual’s commitment to act considering 

perceived risks and constraints. 

In the whistleblowing literature, intention is typically conceptualised as the considered 

likelihood of reporting wrongdoing when specific conditions (Near & Miceli, 1995; Latan et 

al., 2019). This acknowledges that whistleblowing is rarely impulsive, involving moral 

deliberation, anticipation of consequences, and evaluation of organisational responses. 

Importantly, whistleblowing intention does not imply the inevitability of action. Rather, it 

reflects the commitment an individual is prepared to make at a given point in time, given 

their assessment of social, psychological, and organisational constraints, as discussed in 

the next section. 

2.5.2 Intention Versus Behaviour in Whistleblowing Research 

A clear distinction exists between whistleblowing intention and behaviour. Behaviour, the 

observable outcome, is difficult to measure due to underreporting, confidentiality 

constraints, and bias (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). Research consistently identifies an intention 

and behaviour gap, in which individuals may intend to report wrongdoing but refrain 

because of threats of retaliation, career harm, or social exclusion (Nwoke, 2019; Manesh 

et al., 2024). This gap is especially pronounced in hierarchical and low trust organisations. 

Focusing on intention separates ethical resolve from structural constraint, allowing 

analysis of psychological and social factors without attributing non reporting to moral 

failure. 

2.5.3 Justification for Focusing on Intention 

From a theoretical perspective, whistleblowing intention aligns with models such as the 

TPB, which posits intention as the central mechanism through which evaluations, social 

pressures, and constraints influence behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). Empirical research shows 

that intention varies with ethical orientation, organisational climate, and safety perceptions 

(Black et al., 2022; Latan et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2025), making it a sensitive indicator 

of ethical readiness. In high risk settings, intention often reflects the limits of moral agency, 

particularly when reporting systems lack credibility or retaliation is anticipated, thereby 

capturing ethical resistance that may not culminate in observable behaviour. 
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2.5.4 Analytical Scope of Whistleblowing Intention 

Whistleblowing intention may be directed toward internal or external reporting channels. 

Prior research indicates that internal whistleblowing is more strongly shaped by 

organisational trust, leadership signals, and social context, whereas external reporting 

often reflects perceptions of internal ineffectiveness (Kaptein, 2022). Consistent with this 

distinction, the present study focuses exclusively on internal whistleblowing intention. 

Within this study, whistleblowing intention is positioned as the central outcome construct. 

At this stage, intention is not used to explain variation in individual behaviour. Rather, it 

captures employees’ readiness to act and serves as the focal point through which 

underlying psychological and social conditions operate. Intention reflects the point at 

which ethical judgement, perceived social endorsement, and perceived safety converge 

sufficiently for disclosure to become conceivable. 

The remainder of the chapter specifies these conditions. Section 2.6 examines moral 

courage as an ethical and attitudinal enabler; Section 2.7 analyses referent support as a 

normative mechanism conferring social legitimacy; Section 2.8 considers anonymity 

confidence as a control related and facilitative condition affecting feasibility rather than 

motivation. The relative and combined influence is synthesised later and formalised in the 

conceptual model presented in Section 2.9. 

2.6 Moral Courage  

Moral courage has emerged as a central construct in contemporary whistleblowing 

research as scholarship has shifted away from procedural and rationalist explanations 

toward psychologically grounded accounts of ethical action. Rather than viewing 

whistleblowing as a compliance driven behaviour, recent studies conceptualise it as a 

morally demanding act requiring individuals to act in accordance with ethical principles 

despite foreseeable personal and professional risk (Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Sumanth 

et al., 2024). 

This shift is particularly relevant in high risk organisational environments, where fear of 

retaliation, career harm, and social exclusion frequently suppresses ethical voice. In such 

contexts, whistleblowing cannot be explained solely by awareness of wrongdoing or 

access to reporting channels; it requires the capacity to sustain ethical resolve under 

pressure. Moral courage constitutes this capacity. 
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Consistent with the extended TPB framework adopted in this study, moral courage is 

positioned as a psychological moderator of the attitudinal pathway, strengthening the 

translation of ethical evaluation into whistleblowing intention. 

2.6.1 Moral Courage and Ethical Orientation 

Moral courage is commonly defined as the willingness to act ethically despite anticipating 

negative consequences (Valentine & Godkin, 2019). Unlike general moral values, moral 

courage emphasises action under threat, distinguishing moral conviction from ethical 

enactment. 

Research suggests that ethical orientation influences moral courage. Nayır et al. (2018) 

demonstrate that individuals with an idealistic ethical orientation, prioritising universal 

moral principles and harm avoidance, are more likely to exhibit moral courage and support 

whistleblowing despite personal cost. By contrast, those with relativistic orientations, who 

weigh ethical decisions against situational and personal consequences, are more likely to 

remain silent in risky situations. 

However, subsequent research cautions against treating ethical orientation as 

determinative. Moral courage is not a fixed trait but a context sensitive disposition shaped 

by organisational signals, perceived risk of retaliation, and social support (Black et al., 

2022; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). Even individuals with strong moral convictions may fail to 

act courageously when organisational conditions render whistleblowing excessively costly 

or futile. This distinction is critical. Moral courage predisposes individuals toward ethical 

action but does not guarantee an intention to whistleblow. 

2.6.2 Sectoral and Contextual Moderators of Moral Courage 

The expression of moral courage varies across organisational sectors and institutional 

environments. In a study of Turkish public sector employees, Nayır et al. (2018) find that 

public sector employees often exhibit higher levels of ethical idealism due to public service 

norms and societal accountability.  This theoretically supports moral courage. In practice, 

however, bureaucratic hierarchies, legal constraints, and strong loyalty expectations may 

suppress its enactment. Restrictions on external disclosure within public organisations 

further discourage whistleblowing, even among ethically motivated employees. 

Whereas in a multi-country study of employees in private sector organisations in the 

United States and Indonesia, Latan et al. (2023) show that, although ethical idealism tends 

to be lower, performance-driven cultures and formal accountability mechanisms can 
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enable ethical action when protection is perceived as credible. Where job insecurity is high 

and retaliation is anticipated, moral courage remains constrained. These findings indicate 

that moral courage is necessary but context dependent, with its influence shaped by 

perceived risk and organisational survivability. 

2.6.3 Moral Courage as a Psychological Moderator of the Attitude 

Within the TPB, attitudes toward a behaviour are expected to predict intention (Ajzen, 

1991; Zhang et al., 2025). As this relationship may be weakened by fear of retaliation and 

social sanctions, employees may endorse whistleblowing ethically while declining to act. 

Recent research positions moral courage as the mechanism that strengthens the attitude–

intention pathway. Sumanth et al. (2024) argue that moral courage enables individuals to 

act on ethical evaluations when facing personal risk. In this sense, it facilitates the 

translation of ethical approval into intention. Without moral courage, favourable attitudes 

are easily neutralised by anticipated consequences. Moral courage, therefore, functions 

as a bridge between ethical belief and behavioural readiness. 

2.6.4 Organisational Climate and the Enablement of Moral Courage 

Although moral courage is an individual level construct, its expression is strongly shaped 

by organisational climate. Ethical leadership, psychological safety, and credible anti-

retaliation practices reduce the perceived cost of acting (Sumanth et al., 2024; Vadera et 

al., 2025). 

Where leaders respond visibly and consistently to misconduct, employees are more willing 

to sustain ethical resolve. Conversely, symbolic ethics programmes and unenforced 

policies undermine moral courage by signalling that ethical action lacks protection (Kenny 

& Fotaki, 2023). Moral courage, therefore, requires organisational reinforcement. In hostile 

environments, even ethically committed individuals may adopt strategic silence. 

2.6.5 Synthesis and Proposition 

The literature indicates that moral courage plays a foundational yet contingent role in 

whistleblowing intention. It strengthens ethical evaluation and supports the attitudinal ? 

retaliation risk, leadership response, and social endorsement. Where these conditions are 

unfavourable, ethical resolve may not generate intention. 

Moral courage thus operates as an attitudinal enabler rather than a standalone 

determinant of whistleblowing intention. It is most effective when supported by favourable 
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norms and credible protection, and may be necessary but insufficient under conditions of 

uncertainty and risk. 

The analysis presented above informs the following proposition: 

Proposition 1: The degree of an employee’s moral courage positively influences 

whistleblowing intention by strengthening attitudes toward whistleblowing. 

Employees with higher moral courage are more likely to sustain favourable ethical 

evaluations of whistleblowing and to form intentions to report wrongdoing. However, this 

influence is conditional. Moral courage alone is insufficient where organisational 

conditions penalise ethical voice (Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; 

Vadera et al., 2025). This proposition positions moral courage as a necessary, but not 

sufficient, psychological foundation for whistleblowing intention, preparing the ground for 

analysis of social and normative reinforcement in the following section. 

While moral courage enables individuals to sustain moral resolve, whistleblowing intention 

is rarely formed in isolation. Ethical action is socially evaluated and normatively 

constrained. The next section, therefore, examines referent support and its role in shaping 

subjective norms, highlighting how social endorsement can legitimise or inhibit the 

expression of moral courage. 

2.7 Referent Support  

While moral courage enables ethical resolve, whistleblowing intention is rarely formed in 

isolation. Whistleblowing is a socially visible and normatively evaluated act. Employees 

assess not only whether reporting is morally justified, but whether it is socially legitimate 

and relationally sustainable. Accordingly, perceived support from salient referent groups 

plays a critical role in shaping whistleblowing intention. 

Within the TPB, this social evaluation is captured through subjective norms, the perceived 

expectations of important others regarding whether a behaviour should be performed 

(Ajzen, 1991). In whistleblowing contexts, subjective norms are especially salient because 

reporting wrongdoing may disrupt group cohesion, challenge authority, and expose 

individuals to social sanctions. 

This section posits that referent support is the primary normative mechanism that enables 

or suppresses whistleblowing intention. It argues that social endorsement not only 
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encourages ethical action but also confers legitimacy and reduces perceived social risk, 

thereby facilitating intention even in high risk environments. 

2.7.1 Conceptualising Referent Support 

Referent support refers to an employee’s perception that significant others approve of or 

would support their decision to report wrongdoing. These referents typically include 

supervisors, organisational leaders, colleagues, and, in some contexts, family members 

(Lee et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2025). 

Crucially, referent support is not uniform. Different referent groups exert distinct and 

sometimes conflicting pressures. Leadership may formally encourage whistleblowing, 

while peers discourage it through informal loyalty norms. Family members may offer moral 

encouragement yet emphasise financial security and risk avoidance. Whistleblowing 

intention, therefore, reflects a negotiated social assessment rather than compliance with 

a single normative signal. 

2.7.2 Leadership as a Normative Referent 

Leadership constitutes the most symbolically significant referent group, signalling whether 

whistleblowing reflects integrity or betrayal. Ethical leadership is consistently associated 

with stronger whistleblowing intention by shaping perceptions of legitimacy and protection 

(Ogunfowora et al., 2021; Sumanth et al., 2024). 

Leadership influence operates primarily through behavioural cues rather than formal 

policy. Visible responses to misconduct, alignment between values and action, and 

treatment of prior whistleblowers function as normative signals. When leaders act 

decisively and fairly, whistleblowing is reframed as responsible conduct rather than 

disloyalty. Conversely, ambiguous or punitive leadership suppresses whistleblowing 

intention, even where formal mechanisms exist. In such contexts, silence becomes the 

socially rational response (Curtis et al., 2021). 

2.7.3 Peer Support, Loyalty Norms, and Informal Sanctions 

Peers are a more immediate and emotionally salient referent group. Peer support can 

legitimise whistleblowing by providing validation and reducing isolation. However, peers 

may also deter reporting when it threatens group cohesion or exposes collective 

wrongdoing. Strong loyalty norms and walls of silence often override formal ethical 

expectations. In tightly knit teams, reporting misconduct may be perceived as a betrayal, 

leading to ostracism, stigma, or informal retaliation (Bergemann & Aven, 2023). These 
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sanctions frequently originate from uninvolved colleagues, amplifying their deterrent 

effect. 

Empirical studies show that fear of peer disapproval suppresses whistleblowing intention 

even when employees believe leadership would formally support reporting (Bryce et al., 

2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). This finding underscores the limits of policy focused 

approaches that overlook informal social dynamics. 

2.7.4 Family as an External Referent 

Although external to the organisation, family members often function as moral and 

emotional referents. Family support can embolden whistleblowers by providing validation 

and reassurance, particularly when organisational support is weak (Zhang et al., 2025). 

However, family influence is ambivalent. In economically precarious risk environments, 

family members may discourage whistleblowing due to concerns about income loss, 

employability, or personal safety (Hennequin, 2023). In such cases, family based 

subjective norms reinforce risk aversion rather than ethical action. 

This duality reinforces the relational nature of whistleblowing intention. Employees weigh 

not only organisational consequences but also the broader social impact of their decisions. 

2.7.6 Synthesis and Proposition 

The literature demonstrates that whistleblowing intention is socially embedded. 

Employees assess not only moral justification but also anticipated social support or 

sanction. Referent support plays a central role in legitimising whistleblowing and reducing 

perceived social risk. Its influence shapes perceptions of approval and relational safety. 

Importantly, referent support does not merely add to ethical motivation. It conditions it. 

Moral courage may generate ethical clarity, but without social endorsement, intention is. 

However, its effect is bounded by credibility. Where endorsement is perceived as symbolic 

or unlikely to withstand retaliation, referent support may fail to translate into intention 

despite apparent approval. 

Accordingly, the following proposition is proposed: 

Proposition 2: Perceived support from key referents, particularly leadership and peers, 

positively influences whistleblowing intention by shaping subjective norms that 

legitimise reporting wrongdoing. 
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When employees believe that salient others will endorse and support whistleblowing, they 

are more likely to form intentions to report misconduct. Conversely, the absence of 

referent support can suppress whistleblowing intention, even when moral courage is high, 

and reporting channels are available (Curtis et al., 2021; Bergemann & Aven, 2023). 

While referent support confers social legitimacy, whistleblowing intention also depends on 

perceived feasibility and safety. Even ethically committed and socially supported 

employees may remain silent if reporting is viewed as unsafe. The following section, 

therefore, examines anonymity confidence and its role in shaping perceived behavioural 

control in whistleblowing decisions. 

2.8 Anonymity confidence  

Even where employees possess moral resolve and perceive social endorsement, 

whistleblowing intention may not materialise if reporting is viewed as unsafe or impractical. 

Within the TPB, such feasibility judgements are captured through PBC. PBC is defined as 

beliefs about one’s capacity to perform a behaviour without unacceptable personal cost 

(Ajzen, 1991). 

In whistleblowing contexts, PBC is closely associated with beliefs about the effectiveness 

of protection mechanisms and the credibility of anonymity provisions (Ajzen, 1991; Lee 

et al., 2021). Among these, anonymity confidence has received particular attention 

because it directly shapes whether employees believe reporting can occur without 

personal exposure (Stubben & Welch, 2020; Heese & Pérez Cavazos, 2021). This 

section, therefore, examines anonymity confidence as a control-related moderator of 

whistleblowing intention, recognising that its influence is context dependent rather than 

uniformly decisive. 

2.8.1 Conceptualising Anonymity confidence 

Anonymity confidence refers to an employee’s belief that their identity will remain 

protected when reporting wrongdoing (Young et al., 2021). It encompasses perceptions 

of confidentiality, traceability, enforcement credibility, and organisational follow through. 

Anonymity is not merely a technical feature of reporting systems, but a psychological 

judgement shaped by organisational history, informal narratives, leadership behaviour, 

and prior whistleblowing experiences (Bora & Gherghina, 2025). Employees often 

distinguish between the formal availability of anonymous channels and their perceived 

reliability. This distinction is critical. When anonymity is viewed as symbolic or fragile, 
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employees may conclude that reporting remains unsafe despite formal assurances 

(Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

2.8.2 Anonymity Confidence and Perceived Behavioural Control 

Within the TPB, PBC influences intention by shaping beliefs about feasibility and 

anticipated difficulty. In whistleblowing, the belief is closely tied to whether disclosure can 

occur without detection and retaliation. Research suggests that anonymity confidence can 

reduce psychological barriers to whistleblowing by lowering fear and increasing perceived 

safety (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 2020). Anonymous systems, such as 

third-party hotlines or encrypted platforms, are therefore promoted as enablers of 

reporting. 

However, findings are mixed. In some contexts, anonymity enhances whistleblowing 

intention; in others, employees remain sceptical about whether anonymity can be 

preserved, particularly in small teams or specialised roles where reporters may be 

identifiable (Butler et al., 2020; Heese & Pérez Cavazos, 2021). Accordingly, the effect of 

anonymity confidence appears contingent on organisational context and underlying trust 

conditions, rather than uniformly decisive (Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

2.8.3 Organisational Trust and the Credibility of Anonymity 

Anonymity confidence is strongly shaped by organisational trust. Where organisations 

demonstrate consistent non-retaliation, transparent investigations, and credible 

responses, anonymity mechanisms are more likely to be trusted (Kaptein, 2022). 

Conversely, in low trust environments, anonymity guarantees may be viewed sceptically. 

Studies in emerging economies report that employees often assume that anonymity will 

eventually be compromised (Nwoke, 2019; Bora & Gherghina, 2025). 

Importantly, concerns also intersect with social dynamics. Even where identity is 

technically concealed, fear of suspicion or indirect identification may suppress intention, 

particularly where whistleblowing violates loyalty norms (Bergemann & Aven, 2023). 

These findings indicate that perceived behavioural control in whistleblowing is both 

socially constructed and procedurally shaped. 

2.8.4 Anonymity as a Conditional Enabler 

The literature suggests that anonymity confidence may enable whistleblowing intention by 

reducing perceived execution risk. However, there is limited consensus that anonymity 

alone is sufficient to motivate reporting. Some scholars frame anonymity as a primary 
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facilitator, particularly in contexts with high retaliation (Chordiya et al., 2020). Others argue 

that anonymity shapes how whistleblowing occurs rather than whether intention forms 

(Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). This divergence indicates that anonymity confidence 

operates as a conditional enabler rather than an independent driver. 

2.8.5 Synthesis and Proposition 

Anonymity confidence is widely recognised as a component of perceived behavioural 

control. It shapes beliefs about safety and feasibility when contemplating disclosure 

through formal mechanisms and operates within TPB through the perceived behavioural 

control pathway (Ajzen, 1991; Lee et al., 2021). In whistleblowing contexts, anonymity 

confidence is therefore conceptually concerned with whether reporting is perceived as 

practically executable without unacceptable personal exposure, rather than with moral 

evaluation or social approval. 

However, the literature does not establish a settled or uniform account of the role that 

anonymity confidence plays in whistleblowing intention. While anonymity may reduce 

perceived execution risk by alleviating fears of identification and retaliation, empirical 

findings remain mixed as to whether this translates directly into intention formation (Butler 

et al., 2020; Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 2020). Studies conducted in 

environments characterised by low institutional trust further suggest that formal 

assurances of anonymity may be interpreted cautiously. This is particularly where 

confidence in enforcement or follow through is uncertain (Nwoke, 2019; Vandekerckhove 

et al., 2025). 

Consequently, these inconsistencies indicate that the role of anonymity confidence in 

whistleblowing intention is not uniformly articulated across empirical contexts, warranting 

further examination rather than definitive theoretical specification. Anonymity confidence 

remains theoretically relevant to feasibility judgements, yet its precise contribution to 

intention formation cannot be assumed a priori. 

On this basis, the following proposition is proposed. 

Proposition 3: Greater confidence in the anonymity of reporting mechanisms positively 

influences whistleblowing intention by strengthening perceived behavioural control. 

This proposition reflects the expectation that anonymity enhances perceived feasibility 

and reduces barriers to action, while remaining open regarding the magnitude or 

independence of this effect. While moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 
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confidence each plausibly influence whistleblowing intention, the literature does not 

establish their relative strength or clarify whether they operate independently or in 

combination (Curtis et al., 2021; Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Zhang et al., 2025). The 

following section, therefore, synthesises these moderators comparatively. 

2.9 Comparative Influence and Conditional Necessity of the Moderators 

The preceding sections have examined moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 

confidence as distinct psychological moderators of whistleblowing intention within an 

extended TPB framework. While each construct is theoretically grounded, the literature 

does not provide a settled account of their relative influence or clarify how these 

mechanisms operate in relation to one another. Existing studies frequently examine these 

factors in isolation, leaving unresolved questions regarding comparative salience and the 

conditions under which one mechanism may outweigh or constrain another. Section 2.9, 

therefore, adopts a comparative perspective, synthesising these moderators to examine 

their relative influence and potential configurational significance in shaping whistleblowing 

intention. 

2.9.1 Comparative Influence of Psychological Moderators 

Much of the literature implicitly treats psychological enablers as additive. However, 

evidence suggests that the influence of moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 

confidence shifts with organisational risk, social norms, and institutional trust (Kenny & 

Fotaki, 2023; Nwoke, 2019; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). This variability challenges 

assumptions of stable or uniform effects across contexts. Several studies emphasise 

referent support, particularly leadership and peer endorsement, as central to the 

legitimisation of whistleblowing and the reduction of social costs (Lee et al., 2021; Curtis 

et al., 2021).  

Other studies highlight moral courage as a critical ethical resource, enabling individuals to 

sustain favourable attitudes toward whistleblowing despite fear of retaliation (Valentine & 

Godkin, 2019; Sumanth et al., 2024). However, findings in this stream are uneven. Under 

conditions of elevated retaliation risk, moral resolve frequently fails to translate into 

intention. This raises questions about its explanatory reach when considered in isolation 

(Baumert et al., 2020; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

A further body of research focuses on anonymity confidence, arguing that perceived safety 

enhances control beliefs and lowers the disclosure threshold (Chordiya et al., 2020; 
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Stubben & Welch, 2020). However, this effect weakens where anonymity is distrusted or 

traceability is anticipated. Taken together, these strands do not identify a single dominant 

moderator. Rather, they indicate that the salience of moral courage, referent support, and 

anonymity confidence is context dependent (Anvari et al., 2019; Latan et al., 2023). The 

absence of convergence underscores the need for comparative analysis rather than 

assumed equivalence. 

From this synthesis, the following proposition is supported: 

Proposition 4: The psychological moderators influencing whistleblowing intention differ 

in their relative influence across organisational contexts. 

This proposition reflects the inconclusive state of existing evidence and positions relative 

influence as an empirical issue rather than a theoretical claim. This comparative pattern 

points to non-compensatory dynamics in the interaction of these moderators, as discussed 

in the next section. 

2.9.2 Conditional and Non-Compensatory Dynamics 

Beyond questions of strength, recent scholarship challenges the assumption that 

psychological moderators are fully compensatory. Additive models imply that the presence 

of one enabler can offset the absence of others (Anvari et al., 2019; Latan et al., 2023). 

Empirical findings complicate this view. Strong moral conviction does not reliably generate 

whistleblowing intention when social disapproval is anticipated (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Likewise, perceived organisational support may fail when reporting is viewed as unsafe. 

Conversely, anonymity confidence is often insufficient when whistleblowing lacks moral or 

social legitimacy (Bergemann & Aven, 2023). 

These patterns indicate threshold rather than additive dynamics, in which ethical resolve 

and social endorsement must jointly reach a sufficient level before whistleblowing intention 

becomes viable. In such cases, strength in one dimension cannot compensate for the 

absence of another (Anvari et al., 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). However, the literature 

does not establish whether all three conditions must co-occur or whether substitution is 

possible under specific contexts. This uncertainty highlights a second unresolved issue 

concerning conditional necessity. 

The discussion leads to the following proposition: 



 

30 

 

Proposition 5: Whistleblowing intention may be conditionally dependent on the joint 

presence of moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence, such that 

the absence of any one weakens intention. 

This proposition formalises a configurational perspective, recognising that intention may 

emerge from aligned psychological conditions rather than isolated drivers. 

2.9.3 Integrative Implications 

The comparative and conditional perspectives developed here challenge linear and single 

factor explanations of whistleblowing intention. Intention is better understood as an 

emergent outcome shaped by the interaction of moral conviction, social legitimacy, and 

perceived feasibility under conditions of risk (Anvari et al., 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Questions of relative influence and conditional dependence cannot be resolved solely by 

theory. They require conceptual integration and systematic empirical examination (Latan 

et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2025). The following section synthesises Propositions 1 to 5 into 

a coherent TPB-based framework for systematic testing. 

2.10 Conceptual Model and Propositional Integration 

Drawing on the TPB, Sections 2.6 to 2.9 demonstrate that whistleblowing intention is 

shaped by the interaction among moral resolve, social legitimacy, and perceived 

feasibility. The dimensions are operationalised as moral courage, referent support, and 

anonymity confidence. Figure 2.2 presents the conceptual model for the study. The model 

extends the TPB by specifying how psychological moderators condition its core pathways.  

 

Figure 2.2 Conceptual Model for the Study 

Source: Author’s own, adapted from Ajzen (1991); Lee et al. (2021); Zhang et al. (2025) 
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The figure illustrates an extended TPB model in which moral courage, referent support, 

and anonymity confidence moderate the attitudinal, normative, and perceived behavioural 

control pathways influencing whistleblowing intention. Importantly, the model does not 

assume that these moderators are equivalent or substitutable. As synthesised in 

Section 2.9, the literature indicates that their influence varies across contexts and that 

intention may depend on their combined presence rather than additive effects. Relative 

influence and conditional necessity are therefore treated as empirical questions. 

Taken together, Propositions 1 to 5 articulate a coherent framework that moves beyond 

compliance centric and single factor explanations. While the conceptual model advances 

theoretical integration, it also highlights unresolved issues concerning comparative 

influence, conditional dependence, and contextual validity. The following section identifies 

the specific gaps addressed by this study. 

2.11 Literature Gaps and Theoretical Contribution 

Research on whistleblowing intention remains under integrated. Although many studies 

identify correlates, limited clarity regarding interaction, dominance, and collapse into 

silence under risk (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Zhang et al., 2025). This study developed a 

more integrated and context sensitive explanation. 

First, TPB dominates whistleblowing research; its application remains mechanistic. 

Attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural control are typically modelled as 

independent predictors. This treatment leaves the processes shaping these pathways 

under-specified (Ajzen, 1991; Curtis et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2021). Psychological enablers 

are frequently treated as parallel predictors rather than pathway level conditions (Chordiya 

et al., 2020; Valentine & Godkin, 2019). This contributes to explanatory gaps in which 

favourable attitudes or formal protections fail under risk (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; 

Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Second, the literature on the relative remains unresolved. Studies show that moral 

conviction, social endorsement, and perceived protection matter, but rarely test their 

comparative salience or conditional effects (Black et al., 2022; Latan et al., 2023). Additive 

assumptions obscure the effects of priority and trade-offs (Zhang et al., 2025). 

Third, dominant models remain linear despite contrary evidence. Moral conviction often 

fails under anticipated retaliation or social disapproval (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023), and 

anonymity mechanisms are less effective when trust is low (Bergemann & Aven, 2023). 
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These patterns suggest threshold or alignment effects, yet few studies have tested non-

substitutability or jointly necessary effects (Latan et al., 2023; Near & Miceli, 1995). 

Finally, whistleblowing research is conducted in high trust institutional settings in Western 

Europe and North America (Kang, 2023; Zhang et al., 2025). The applicability of these 

models in high retribution contexts remains uncertain. In settings such as South Africa, 

power asymmetries and scepticism toward protection mechanisms reshape the 

psychological calculus of reporting (Bora & Gherghina, 2025; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; 

Nwoke, 2019). 

This study makes four interrelated contributions. It positions psychological enablers as 

pathway level conditions within TPB. It introduces a comparative logic distinguishing 

relative influence. It advances a conditional necessity perspective that challenges linear 

models. Finally, it situates these contributions within a high risk organisational context, 

enhancing contextual and external validity (Ajzen, 1991; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Zhang et 

al., 2025). Whistleblowing intention is thus reconceptualised as a configurational 

judgement shaped by the alignment of ethical resolve, social legitimacy, and perceived 

feasibility, rather than as a predictable response to the presence of formal policy. 

2.12 Conclusion 

This chapter has developed a theoretically grounded explanation of whistleblowing 

intention. It has been shown that whistleblowing cannot be adequately understood as a 

procedural response to reporting channels or legal protections alone. Instead, prior 

research indicates that intention is shaped by ethical judgement, social legitimacy, and 

perceived feasibility within organisational contexts characterised by risk and power 

asymmetry (Heese & Pérez Cavazos, 2021; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

By critically evaluating the TPB, the chapter has identified limitations in its application to 

high risk whistleblowing contexts. In response, moral courage, referent support, and 

anonymity confidence were introduced as psychological mechanisms that condition the 

attitudinal, normative, and control related pathways of TPB (Ajzen, 1991; Curtis et al., 

2021). 

Importantly, the chapter has highlighted that these mechanisms may not operate 

independently or in an additive manner. Existing studies suggest that ethical resolve, 

social endorsement, and perceived safety may each be necessary, yet individually 

insufficient, for whistleblowing intention to emerge (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Latan et al., 
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2023). This insight motivates a comparative and conditional examination of these factors 

rather than assuming uniform effects. 

The conceptual framework developed in this chapter provides a coherent basis for 

empirical testing. It also addresses gaps in the literature on theoretical integration, 

contextual validity, and the behavioural foundations of whistleblowing in high risk 

institutional settings, such as South Africa. The next chapter translates this framework into 

aligned research questions and hypotheses. 
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Chapter 3: Research Questions and Hypotheses 

3.1 Introduction 

The preceding chapter developed an extended TPB framework to explain whistleblowing 

intention as a judgment shaped by moral, social, and feasibility related considerations. 

Moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence were identified as 

psychological mechanisms that condition the core TPB pathways. The chapter also 

highlighted unresolved questions regarding their relative influence and potential 

interdependence. 

This chapter translates Propositions 1 to 5 into aligned research questions (RQ) and 

Hypotheses (H) 1 to 5, with each hypothesis derived directly from its corresponding 

proposition. Alignment between the research questions, hypotheses, constructs, and 

analytical methods is summarised in the consistency matrix provided in Appendix B. 

3.2 Research Questions and their Hypotheses 

RQ1: How do moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence influence 

whistleblowing intention through the core TPB pathways? 

H1: Moral courage positively influences whistleblowing intention by strengthening 

attitudes toward whistleblowing. (adapted from Baumert et al., 2020; Lee et al., 

2021; Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Zhang et al., 2025) 

H2: Perceived support from key referents positively influences whistleblowing intention by 

strengthening subjective norms.  (adapted from Curtis et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2021; 

Zhang et al., 2025) 

H3: Anonymity confidence positively influences whistleblowing intention by strengthening 

perceived behavioural control.  (adapted from Chordiya et al., 2020; Lee et al., 

2021; Stubben & Welch, 2020; Zhang et al., 2025) 

RQ2: Do moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence differ in their relative 

influence on whistleblowing intention? 

H4: The psychological moderators influencing whistleblowing intention differ in their 

relative influence across organisational contexts. (adapted from Anvari et al., 2019; 

Curtis et al., 2021; Latan et al., 2023; Zhang et al., 2025) 
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RQ3: Is whistleblowing intention conditionally dependent on the joint presence of moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence? Derived from Proposition 5. 

H5: Whistleblowing intention is conditionally dependent on the joint presence of moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence, such that the absence of 

anyone weakens intention. (adapted from Latan et al., 2023; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; 

Near & Miceli, 1995; Zhang et al., 2025) 

3.3 Visual Summary of Hypothesised Relationships 

Figure 3.1 presents a visual summary of the proposed relationships, showing how each 

psychological moderator conditions a specific TPB pathway. The figure links the 

conceptual framework developed in Chapter 2 to the empirical analysis that follows. 

 

Figure 3.1: Psychological Moderators and the Corresponding Hypotheses 

Source: Author’s own 

The figure illustrates the hypothesised relationships between the moderators and 

whistleblowing intention, including their comparative influence and conditional necessity. 

3.4 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter translates the theoretical propositions developed in Chapter 2 into a concise 

set of research questions and hypotheses. The next chapter outlines the research 

methodology employed to empirically test these proposed relationships.  
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Chapter 4: Research Methodology 

4.1 Introduction 

This chapter outlines and justifies the methodological choices used to empirically test the 

extended TPB model of whistleblowing intention. 

A mono-method quantitative survey design was adopted to estimate the relative and 

cumulative effects of moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence on 

whistleblowing intention. Data were analysed using covariance-based structural equation 

modelling (CB-SEM), which enabled simultaneous estimation of latent psychological 

constructs and their structural relationships (Hair et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2021). 

The chapter proceeds by detailing the research design, population and sampling strategy, 

measurement instrument, data collection procedures, and analytical approach, with 

attention to validity, reliability, and model robustness. 

4.2 Research Design 

This section sets out the research design adopted for the study and explains why it is 

appropriate for answering the research questions and testing the hypotheses. It clarifies 

the philosophical stance, the logic of the approach, and the overall design purpose. It also 

establishes the link between the theoretical model and the analytical strategy used later 

in the chapter. 

4.2.1 Research Philosophy 

This study adopted a positivist research philosophy, premised on the assumption that 

latent psychological constructs can be empirically measured through observable 

indicators. The focal constructs: moral courage, referent support, anonymity confidence, 

and whistleblowing intention were operationalised using validated psychometric measures 

grounded in the TPB (Ajzen, 1991). 

A post-positivist interpretation was adopted, recognising that empirical observation is 

probabilistic and subject to measurement error. This orientation supports theory-driven 

hypothesis testing using confirmatory statistical techniques and is appropriate for 

modelling intention-based psychological processes in organisational contexts (Siponen & 

Tsohou, 2018; Lee et al., 2021). 
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4.2.2 Research Approach 

A deductive research approach was adopted. The extended TPB provided a priori 

propositions regarding the relationships among attitudes, subjective norms, perceived 

behavioural control, and whistleblowing intention, as well as the moderating roles of moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence (Ajzen, 1991). 

This approach ensured coherence among theory, operationalisation, and hypothesis 

testing and is consistent with quantitative research designs that require predefined 

constructs and rule bound measurement (Takona, 2024; Lee et al., 2021). 

4.2.3 Research Design Purpose 

A descripto-explanatory research design was employed. The descriptive component 

summarised employees’ perceptions relevant to whistleblowing intention, while the 

explanatory component tested hypothesised relationships within the extended TPB 

framework (Ajzen, 1991; Zhang et al., 2025). 

This combination enabled contextual grounding alongside theory-driven explanation, 

aligning with calls to examine both prevalence patterns and underlying mechanisms in 

whistleblowing research (Black et al., 2022; Kang, 2023). 

4.2.4 Methodological Choice 

A mono-method quantitative design was employed. Quantitative measurement is 

appropriate for testing TPB-based causal pathways and modelling latent psychological 

constructs. This approach supports objectivity, replicability, large sample inference, and 

rigorous statistical evaluation (Kandel, 2020; Takona, 2024). The use of validated 

psychometric scales ensured that constructs were theoretically grounded and 

psychometrically sound (Sarikhani & Ebrahimi, 2022; Black et al., 2022; Heggestad et al., 

2019).  

4.2.5 Research Strategy 

A survey strategy was employed. Surveys enabled efficient measurement of cognitive, 

normative, and contextual perceptions from a large respondent base. Furthermore, 

maintaining confidentiality was crucial given the sensitivity of whistleblowing research. 

Structured surveys are the primary approach in studies examining ethical reporting, 

perceptions of protection, and trust signalling (Stubben & Welch, 2020; Vandekerckhove 

et al., 2025). This approach also facilitated the simultaneous modelling of structural and 
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moderating pathways, aligning with contemporary TPB applications (Zhang et al., 2025; 

Park & Kim, 2025). 

4.2.6 Research Time Horizon 

A cross-sectional time horizon was implemented. Data were collected at a single point in 

time to capture employees’ current beliefs, perceptions, and whistleblowing intentions. 

Cross-sectional designs are common in TPB research, as intention represents an 

immediate cognitive assessment rather than a temporally evolving trait (Ajzen, 1991). 

Although temporal causality cannot be established, this approach is appropriate for 

intention based studies and ethically suitable in whistleblowing contexts (Lim, 2024; Park 

& Kim, 2025). 

4.3 Population 

The target population comprised employees in South Africa’s formal sector, spanning 

public, private, and non-governmental organisations. This population provided the 

organisational conditions required to examine whistleblowing intention and its 

psychological moderators. Formal sector organisations typically maintain reporting 

systems and compliance mechanisms, making them appropriate settings for studying 

intention formation (Kang, 2023; Latan et al., 2023). Credible reporting channels and 

perceived protection shape employees’ willingness to report wrongdoing and strengthen 

perceived behavioural control (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 2020; Park & Kim, 

2025; Zhang et al., 2025). The South African formal sector further strengthens this focus, 

given persistent governance challenges and ongoing reforms to whistleblower protection, 

which heighten the relevance of intention-based determinants (Nwoke, 2019; Public 

Affairs Research Institute, 2024). 

4.4 Unit of Analysis  

The unit of analysis was the individual employee (adults aged 18 years and older) in formal 

employment. The psychological moderators examined, moral courage, referent support, 

and anonymity confidence, are individually experienced and vary across employees. This 

individual-level focus enabled the use of self‑report psychometric instruments to measure 

beliefs and perceptions that are not externally observable (Black et al., 2022; Arkorful, 

2022). Limiting participation to adults in formal employment ensured relevance to 

individuals with access to structured reporting systems, while constraining generalisability 

to the informal sector. 
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4.5 Sampling Method  

A purposive, non‑random sampling method was employed to recruit participants with 

relevant exposure to formal organisational whistleblowing processes. While non‑random 

sampling limits statistical generalisability, it strengthens construct validity by ensuring 

experiential relevance (Saunders & Lewis, 2018; Kang, 2023). Recruitment spanned 

public, private, and non‑profit sectors and included diverse demographic groups, reducing 

potential sampling bias. 

4.6 Sample Size 

The sample size was determined based on prior empirical benchmarks, statistical power 

considerations, and suitability for multivariate analysis. Comparable whistleblowing 

studies employing survey based designs and structural equation modelling report sample 

sizes ranging from approximately 217 to 365 respondents (Sarikhani & Ebrahimi, 2022; 

Potipiroon & Wongpreedee, 2021). Other well-established studies have applied similar 

models using samples of 228 respondents in single sector settings, as well as substantially 

larger samples in public sector surveys (Latan et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2021). 

To ensure appropriateness for factor analysis and CB-SEM, established methodological 

guidelines were followed (Pallant, 2020). A minimum of 300 cases is recommended for 

factor analysis, with approximately five to ten respondents per item. Although a minimum 

of 250 responses was initially considered, a target sample of 400 was set to accommodate 

factor analysis, moderation testing, and potential data loss during data screening. 

This buffer ensured that the final cleaned sample exceeded recommended thresholds for 

statistical power, model stability, and construct validity (Pallant, 2020). Exceeding the 

minimum statistical requirements further strengthened the robustness of the modelling of 

whistleblowing intention and its psychological moderators (Pallant, 2020; Saunders & 

Lewis, 2018). The achieved sample size is therefore consistent with established 

thresholds for CB-SEM and provides adequate power to detect medium effect sizes 

across the specified structural paths while supporting reliable parameter estimation. 

4.7 Measurement Instrument  

A structured, self-administered questionnaire was used to measure whistleblowing 

intention and its antecedents. Core TPB constructs, attitude, subjective norms, and 

perceived behavioural control were operationalised using items adapted from established 

TPB applications (Ajzen, 1991; Lee et al., 2021; Black et al., 2022). Moral courage was 
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measured using items adapted from established research on moral agency (Valentine & 

Godkin, 2019; Baumert et al., 2020). Referent support (supervisors, peers, and family) 

was assessed using subjective-norm-based items reflecting perceived social 

endorsement (Ajzen, 1991; Curtis et al., 2021; Sumanth et al., 2024). Anonymity 

confidence was measured using items assessing perceived credibility, accessibility, and 

reliability of anonymous reporting channels (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 

2020). All items were rated on five-point Likert scales (1 = Strongly disagree; 5 = Strongly 

agree), consistent with validated TPB instruments (Sarikhani & Ebrahimi, 2022; Park & 

Kim, 2025). 

4.8 Pilot study design and execution (Four Stages) 

A pilot study was conducted to refine the survey instrument prior to full deployment. The 

pilot assessed item clarity, structure, sequencing, and respondent burden, consistent with 

best practice in quantitative instrument validation and whistleblowing research 

(Appelbaum et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2021; Kang, 2023). 

The pilot was implemented in four stages, using an iterative review process that included 

cognitive pretesting, expert review, supervisory input, and a final pilot administration. This 

approach aligns with recommendations to pre-test questionnaires for clarity and response 

burden (Saunders & Lewis, 2018). Refinements focused on reducing item repetition, 

addressing ordering and priming effects, improving clarity of wording, and confirming 

survey functionality across devices. 

Table 4.1: Summary of the Four Stage Pilot Process 

Stage Type of 

Review 

No of 

Respondents  

Key Findings and Actions 

1 Cognitive 

Pretest 

4 Identified minor repetition and ordering effects. Near duplicate 

items were removed. 

2 Expert 

Review 

1  

(MBA Level) 

Assessed grammar, clarity, and respondent burden. The item 

count was reduced, and the syntax was improved. 

3 Supervisor 

Review 

1 Identified a risk of priming in ethics related items. The item order 

was randomised, and constructs were interleaved. 

4 Final Pilot 13 Tested flow, clarity, and technical performance across devices. 

Layout refinements were implemented, and attention checks were 

confirmed to be effective. 

Source: Author’s own 
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All pilot responses were excluded from the final dataset. Detailed pilot feedback and the 

associated change log are reported in Appendix E. 

4.9 Data Collection Procedure, Ethics, and Data Storage 

Data collection commenced after formal ethics clearance was obtained from the University 

of Pretoria’s Faculty Research Ethics Committee. This confirmed that the study met 

institutional requirements for research involving human participants. Data were collected 

using a self administered online survey distributed through professional networks, 

particularly LinkedIn and UP Alumni Connect. As shown in Appendix D, LinkedIn provided 

the main interactions with Impressions of 11,755, indicating the number of times the post 

was displayed. There were 523 clicks to the survey, suggesting most of the 541 resulted 

directly from the LinkedIn post. This approach enabled broad sectoral and geographical 

reach while maintaining targeted access to formal-sector employees. To reduce 

organisational clustering, the survey was not distributed within the researcher’s employing 

institution. 

Online surveys are appropriate for whistleblowing research because they support 

anonymity and reduce social desirability bias (Evans & Mathur, 2018; Chordiya et al., 

2020). To facilitate participation , the questionnaire was mobile optimised for devices. The 

survey landing page included an informed consent statement. This outlined the study 

purpose, confidentiality assurances, voluntary participation, and the right to withdraw at 

any stage without penalty. 

Although online distribution may have excluded individuals without access to professional 

networks, the focus on formal-sector employees limited this risk. No personally identifiable 

information was collected. All data were stored in a secure, access-restricted cloud 

environment. Access was limited to the researcher and supervisory team. Data handling 

and storage complied fully with the Protection of Personal Information Act (POPIA, n.d.). 

Recruitment reach and engagement analytics are reported in Appendix D. 

4.10 Data Analysis Plan 

This section outlines the analytical procedures used to test the research questions and 

hypotheses. The analysis was designed to ensure measurement integrity and theory 

driven hypothesis testing. Transparency was prioritised given the use of latent 

psychological constructs (Kang, 2023; Takona, 2024). 
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A sequential confirmatory logic approach was followed. Data screening and preparation 

preceded inferential testing (Lim, 2024). Measurement validity was established using 

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) (Lee et al., 

2021). Once measurement properties were confirmed, the structural model was estimated 

using CB-SEM  to test hypothesised relationships while accounting for measurement error 

(Byrne, 2016; Lee et al., 2021). This staged approach ensured that conclusions regarding 

whistleblowing intention were grounded in reliable measurement and coherent model 

specification (Lee et al., 2021; Lim, 2024).  

4.10.1 Data Screening, Cleaning, and Preparation 

Prior to analysis, the dataset was systematically screened to support robust multivariate 

analysis. This was particularly important for CFA and CB-SEM, which are sensitive to data 

quality issues (Lim, 2024; Lee et al., 2021). Survey responses were exported from 

Microsoft Forms to Excel for preliminary inspection and subsequently imported into SPSS 

Version 30 for formal screening. Checks included identification of out of range values, 

inconsistent coding, and contradictory responses. Frequency distributions and descriptive 

diagnostics were used to detect anomalies. All reverse-coded items were recoded prior to 

analysis. Response quality was assessed for inattentive patterns, including straight lining, 

which may distort covariance structures (Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023). 

Outliers were identified using standardised z scores. (univariate) and Mahalanobis 

distance (multivariate) [D²]. Extreme cases were removed only where there was clear 

evidence of undue influence on model stability. Decisions were supported by residual and 

graphical diagnostics. This conservative approach balanced data integrity with statistical 

robustness and was implemented prior to reliability, validity, and structural analyses (Hair 

et al., 2019; Pallant, 2020). 

Additional procedures enhanced data integrity. Reverse-coded items were used to detect 

acquiescence bias (Evans & Mathur, 2018). A repeated item was assessed for response 

consistency, and an instructional integrity check identified inattentive responding. Cases 

showing clear evidence of inattention were excluded from the final analytic sample 

(Kaptein, 2022; Latan et al., 2023). 

4.10.2 Descriptive Statistics and Distributional Diagnostics 

Descriptive statistics were computed in SPSS to summarise respondent demographics 

(such as, sex, age, tenure, sector, organisational role) and whistleblowing related 
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variables (such as., awareness of reporting channels). These statistics contextualised the 

sample and support the interpretability of subsequent inferential analyses (Howard, 2016). 

Distributional diagnostics were conducted prior to model estimation to assess suitability 

for maximum likelihood (ML) estimation (Nye, 2023). Skewness and kurtosis values within 

±2 treated were considered acceptable for large samples (Howard, 2016). Although ML 

estimation is robust to moderate departures from normality, this step ensured that the 

assumptions were sufficiently met for reliable CB-SEM implementation (Nye, 2023). 

4.10.3 Validity and Reliability Analysis 

Validity 

Construct validity was assessed prior to hypothesis testing using item–total correlations. 

This approach is recommended for questionnaire based organisational research (Pallant, 

2020). Item–total correlations were examined to ensure that each item aligned with its 

intended construct. A minimum threshold of r ≥ .30 was applied, reflecting a moderate and 

meaningful association between items and their respective scales (Pallant, 2020). 

This criterion is widely used in whistleblowing and TPB research using self report survey 

instruments and is commonly implemented before multivariate modelling to establish 

preliminary convergent validity (Near & Miceli, 1995; Latan et al., 2019; Chordiya et al., 

2020; Lee et al., 2021). The procedure is particularly appropriate where instruments are 

adapted to new institutional or national contexts, as it confirms that items function as 

theoretically intended within the study setting. Only items that met both statistical 

thresholds and conceptual relevance criteria were retained for subsequent analysis.  

Reliability 

Internal consistency reliability was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha for all multi item 

scales prior to inferential analysis. Cronbach’s alpha assesses the extent to which scale 

items measure a common underlying construct and is appropriate for cross-sectional 

survey data (Pallant, 2020). A minimum threshold of α ≥ .70 was adopted, consistent with 

established standards in organisational and behavioural research (Pallant, 2020; Hair et 

al., 2019). 

Item level diagnostics were conducted where necessary. Corrected item–total correlations 

and alpha if deleted statistics, to identify indicators that weakened scale reliability. 

Decisions regarding item retention were informed by both statistical evidence and 

theoretical coherence. This procedure aligns with established practices in whistleblowing 
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research, where scale refinement precedes structural model estimation to enhance 

measurement reliability (Chordiya et al., 2020; Sarikhani & Ebrahimi, 2022).  

4.10.4 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Prior to Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA), content and face validity were established 

through expert review and pilot testing. Subject matter experts in whistleblowing, 

behavioural ethics, and South African organisational practice reviewed the survey 

instrument for clarity, relevance, and contextual appropriateness (Appelbaum et al., 2018; 

Kaptein, 2022). Pilot feedback informed refinements to item wording and response 

structure to ensure sectoral and cultural suitability, consistent with established validation 

procedures (Latan et al., 2023). 

EFA was conducted in SPSS as a preliminary diagnostic step. This assessed whether the 

adapted scales demonstrated coherent empirical structures within the South African 

organisational context. EFA is particularly important when established instruments are 

applied in new populations, as construct dimensionality may shift across contexts 

(Howard, 2016). 

Data suitability was assessed prior to extraction using Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity and the 

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure. A statistically significant Bartlett’s test indicated 

sufficient inter item correlations, while KMO values ≥ .60 were considered acceptable and 

≥ .70 preferable (Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023). 

Although Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was used for initial extraction, interpretive 

caution was exercised because PCA does not distinguish between shared and unique 

variance. Consistent with methodological guidance (Howard, 2016), PCA findings were 

treated as exploratory, with confirmatory claims made only through CFA (Howard, 2016). 

Factor loadings of ≥ .50 were preferred (Howard, 2016; Hair et al., 2019). Items with weak 

loadings, substantial cross loadings, or conceptual misalignment were considered for 

removal. The EFA results informed subsequent CFA specification and ensured that the 

measurement model rested on empirically defensible indicators (Nye, 2023). 

4.10.5 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Model Validation 

Following the exploratory assessment of scale structure, confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) was conducted to evaluate the hypothesised measurement model. CFA provides a 

rigorous, theory driven approach for assessing whether observed indicators represent 
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their intended latent constructs. It is a standard prerequisite for structural equation 

modelling (Byrne, 2016; Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023). 

The analysis was estimated using maximum‑likelihood procedures in AMOS (Version 30), 

consistent with established CFA practice for covariance‑based models (Byrne, 2016; Hair 

et al., 2019). To ensure transparency and analytical rigour, the measurement model was 

evaluated using a staged modelling approach rather than a single specification. 

Three CFA models were therefore estimated sequentially. Model A represented the initial 

measurement model. Model B incorporated theory‑guided refinements informed by 

empirical diagnostics. Model C represented the final validated measurement model 

retained for subsequent structural analysis. This staged approach supports systematic 

evaluation of measurement quality while limiting post‑hoc model fitting and preserving 

theoretical coherence (Hair et al., 2019; Howard, 2016; Pesämaa et al., 2021). The 

analysis focused on the following components: 

(a) Indicator Reliability 

Standardised factor loadings (λ) were examined, with higher loadings indicating stronger 

relationships between indicators and their latent constructs. Both unstandardised and 

standardised loadings were reported, consistent with recommended practice (Nye, 2023). 

(b) Internal Consistency Reliability 

Internal consistency was assessed using: 

• Cronbach’s alpha (α ≥ .70) 

• Composite Reliability (CR ≥ .70) 

These thresholds are aligned with contemporary reliability guidance in psychometric 

research (Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023). 

(c) Convergent Validity 

Convergent validity was evaluated using: 

• Average Variance Extracted (AVE ≥ .50) 

allowance for slightly lower AVE if CR remained strong and the theoretical justification was 

compelling (Nye, 2023) 

(d) Discriminant Validity 
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Discriminant validity was assessed using two complementary approaches: 

1. Fornell–Larcker Criterion: The square root of the average variance extracted (√AVE) 

for each construct should exceed its correlations with other constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). 

2. Heterotrait–Monotrait Ratio (HTMT): HTMT < .85 (= strict criterion); HTMT < .90 (= 

acceptable for theoretically related constructs) (Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023) 

When the Fornell–Larcker criterion and HTMT diverged, HTMT was prioritised as the more 

appropriate indicator of discriminant validity, supported by theoretical justification 

(Henseler et al., 2015; Hair et al., 2019; Hair et al., 2021). 

(e) Global Model Fit 

Global fit was evaluated using a multi index approach: 

• χ² and df (reported but not relied upon due to large sample sensitivity) 

• CMIN/DF (< 3 good; < 5 acceptable) 

• CFI, TLI (≥ .95 good; ≥ .90 acceptable) 

• SRMR (≤ .06 good; ≤ .08 acceptable) 

• RMSEA (≤ .06 good; ≤ .08 acceptable), 90% CI included 

• PCLOSE (> .05), indicating failure to reject close approximate fit. 

These benchmarks reflect widely accepted SEM guidelines (Amos Development 

Corporation, 2021; Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023). 

(f) Model Specification 

Model refinements, including removal of weak indicators and allowance of theoretically 

justified correlated residuals, were applied conservatively. Post hoc modifications were 

minimised and transparently reported to avoid capitalising on chance and undermining 

generalisability (Byrne, 2016; Nye, 2023). Attention was paid to contextual validity. 

Constructs such as perceived organisational protection, fear of retaliation, and 

whistleblowing intention were interpreted within the South African organisational context. 

This approach recognised that construct validity requires theoretical and cultural 

coherence in addition to statistical adequacy (Zhang et al., 2025; Sarikhani & Ebrahimi, 

2022). 
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4.10.6 Overview of Hypothesis Testing Strategy 

Hypothesis testing followed a structured analytical strategy. Measurement validity was first 

established through EFA and CFA before evaluating structural hypotheses. Structural 

relationships were examined using CB-SEM, supplemented with targeted procedures for 

comparative and necessity-based hypotheses. This design ensured alignment between 

theoretical propositions and analytical techniques, thereby reducing post hoc decision 

making and strengthening methodological transparency. 

4.10.7 Hypothesis Testing 

Following validation of the measurement model, the structural model was estimated using  

CB-SEM in AMOS. This tested the direct effects specified in H1–H3. This method is 

appropriate for theory driven research requiring simultaneous estimation of multiple latent 

relationships, control of measurement error, and evaluation of overall model fit (Nye, 2023; 

Howard, 2016). 

Hypotheses H1–H3 were evaluated by estimating direct structural paths from: 

• moral courage to whistleblowing intention 

• referent support to whistleblowing intention 

• anonymity confidence to whistleblowing intention 

These correspond respectively to the TPB pathways of attitude, subjective norm, and 

perceived behavioural control. Statistical support was assessed using standardised 

coefficients (β), significance levels (p < .05), and explained variance (R²). Emphasis was 

placed on theoretical coherence rather than rigid numerical thresholds (Nye, 2023). 

4.10.8 Comparative Effects (H4): Planned Comparisons  

To evaluate H4, planned comparisons of the standardised structural path coefficients from 

the CB-SEM model were conducted. These comparisons assessed whether moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence differed in their predictive strength 

for whistleblowing intention. Standardised coefficients (β) allow direct comparison among 

latent predictors by placing effects on a common metric, thereby enhancing interpretability 

in SEM models (Nye, 2023). 

Pairwise comparisons of β values were conducted to assess relative effect magnitudes. 

Interpretation was guided by theoretical expectations and empirical effect size. Arbitrary 

cut-off thresholds were avoided (Howard, 2016). Standardised coefficients (β) from each 

predictor to whistleblowing intention were examined pairwise to identify which 
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psychosocial determinant exerted the strongest influence. The approach aligns with 

contemporary SEM guidance, which recommends comparing standardised paths directly 

when assessing relative influence (Nye, 2023). 

The analysis provided an empirical test of H4 by determining whether the three 

psychological moderators exerted unequal effects within the extended TPB framework. 

4.10.9 Conditional Necessity (H5): Nested Model Comparisons 

To evaluate H5, which posits that moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 

confidence may operate as jointly necessary rather than merely additive determinants of 

whistleblowing intention, nested model comparisons were conducted in AMOS. A full 

structural model including all three moderators was first estimated. Each moderator was 

then removed sequentially, and changes in model fit and explained variance were 

assessed (Nye, 2023). Deterioration in model fit or explanatory power following removal 

was treated as evidence of conditional dependence.  

This procedure enabled formal evaluation of whether whistleblowing intention depended 

on the combined presence of the moderators rather than on isolated effects. 

Model comparisons utilised: 

• ΔCFI, with changes ≥ .01 interpreted as meaningful loss of fit 

• Δχ², interpreted cautiously due to sample size sensitivity 

• Changes in R², indicating shifts in predictive precision 

• Structural stability, examining whether retained paths shift substantially when a 

predictor is removed (Howard, 2016) 

Nested comparisons enable evaluation of necessity in a theoretically grounded manner, 

avoiding conflation of statistical significance with conceptual indispensability. This 

approach aligns with methodological guidance that necessity should be inferred from 

meaningful degradation model fit following exclusion of a predictor, rather than from the 

statistical significance of individual paths alone (Siddaway et al., 2019). 

Adopting this strategy allowed the analysis to move beyond additive assumptions and 

examine whether removing any moderator fundamentally reduces the model’s 

explanatory power. The nested model procedure, therefore, operationalised H5 by 

assessing whether exclusion of a moderator produced a meaningful deterioration in model 

fit and explained variance, consistent with a necessity rather than purely additive logic. 
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4.10.10 Multicollinearity Diagnostics (φ, VIF) and Robustness Checks 

Given potential conceptual overlap among latent predictors, multicollinearity was 

assessed using latent correlations (φ) and variance inflation factors (VIF). Multicollinearity 

can reduce parameter precision, inflate standard errors, and distort structural path 

estimates (Howard, 2016). Latent correlations were examined to assess construct 

distinctiveness, and VIF values were calculated from predictor correlations. Thresholds of 

VIF < 5 were considered acceptable, with VIF < 3.3 preferred for psychological constructs 

(Nye, 2023). 

Robustness checks complemented these diagnostics. Sensitivity analyses evaluated 

whether structural estimates were not unduly sensitive to outliers, minor deviations from 

normality, or limited model refinements. Where theoretically justified, exploratory multi-

group SEM procedures were considered to assess the stability of relationships across key 

demographic subgroups. Robustness assessments were reported transparently, in line 

with contemporary methodological expectations for rigorous SEM reporting (Howard, 

2016; Nye, 2023). 

These procedures strengthened confidence that the estimated relationships reflected 

substantive psychological effects rather than artefacts of multicollinearity, sampling 

variability, or distributional irregularities. 

4.10.11 Reporting Strategy 

The reporting strategy prioritised transparency, coherence, and replicability. All 

benchmarks for measurement quality, including Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, 

average variance extracted (AVE), standardised loadings, and discriminant validity 

criteria, were specified in Chapter 4 to prevent redundancy in Chapter 5. 

Model fit indices for CFA and SEM (χ², CMIN/DF, CFI, TLI, RMSEA, and SRMR) were 

pre-specified in line with established SEM guidelines (Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023). Pre-

specification promoted reduced confirmation bias and ensured consistent model 

evaluation. Estimation decisions, model refinements, and data handling procedures were 

documented systematically to support replicability. 

Multiple analytical procedures, including factor analysis, reliability diagnostics, regression 

diagnostics, and structural equation modelling, were applied to enhance methodological 

rigour (Heggestad et al., 2019). A detailed methodological audit trail was maintained to 

facilitate transparency and external scrutiny (Siddaway et al., 2019). This structure 
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ensured that the results chapter remained focused on interpretation and theoretical 

implications rather than methodological repetition. 

4.10.12 Hypothesis Closure and Integration 

The data analysis plan ensured that each hypothesis (H1–H5) was tested using methods 

aligned with its theoretical intent. Measurement integrity was established through EFA and 

CFA prior to structural evaluation, ensuring that latent constructs validly represented their 

underlying psychological dimensions. Direct effects were tested using CB-SEM, 

comparative influence was assessed through planned coefficient comparisons, and 

conditional necessity was evaluated using nested model logic rather than reliance on path 

significance alone. 

This integrated, multi-stage strategy promotes transparency and methodological rigour. It 

also ensures coherence between theory, analysis, and interpretation. It aligns with 

contemporary quantitative research standards, strengthens the validity of the study’s 

conclusions, and supports future replication or extension within whistleblowing research 

and, more broadly, organisational psychology (Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023; Siddaway et al., 

2019). 

4.11 Limitations 

Despite rigorous methods, several limitations inherent to the research design and analytic 

strategy warrant acknowledgement. These constraints do not invalidate the findings. They 

define the study's empirical scope and support transparent interpretation (Appelbaum et 

al., 2018; Wisdom et al., 2012). Recognising these boundaries protects methodological 

integrity. It also frames the conclusions within what the data can reasonably sustain. While 

the study prioritises contemporary literature, foundational theoretical and methodological 

sources predating 2020 were intentionally retained where they remain canonical, with their 

relevance reinforced through integration with recent empirical scholarship; this balance 

supports both conceptual continuity and empirical currency. 

4.11.1 Design Related Limitations 

Cross-sectional and Mono Method Quantitative Design 

The study employed a cross-sectional, mono-method survey design. This limits causal 

inference. It also prevents analysis of temporal change. Cross-sectional surveys remain 

common in behavioural ethics and whistleblowing research. They are efficient and useful 

for prediction (Evans & Mathur, 2018; Kaptein, 2022). However, the design cannot 
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distinguish whether associations reflect durable psychological processes or context 

sensitive responses. It also cannot test directionality over time (Lim, 2024; Lee et al., 

2021). This limitation is well recognised in whistleblowing scholarship (Kang, 2023; Latan 

et al., 2023). Accordingly, the findings should be interpreted as associational rather than 

causal. 

Context Specific Focus 

The study was conducted within the South African formal employment sector. This setting 

has distinctive socio-legal and organisational features. Much of the whistleblowing 

literature is drawn from Europe, North America, and East Asia. Transferability may 

therefore be imperfect (Nwoke, 2019; Okafor et al., 2020). The constructs may travel, but 

the mechanisms that activate them can differ. The findings are thus context bound. They 

may not generalise to informal sector environments, other national settings, or jurisdictions 

with different regulatory frameworks. 

4.11.2 Methodological Limitations 

Self-Report Measures and Common Method Concerns 

The exclusive use of self reported questionnaire data introduces risk. Social desirability 

bias and self presentation effects are plausible. Common method variance is also a 

concern (Evans & Mathur, 2018; Appelbaum et al., 2018). Anonymity safeguards, 

attention checks, reverse-coded items, and validated scales were used. These steps 

reduce risk. They do not remove it. The topic itself can shape disclosure patterns, even 

under anonymity. Whistleblowing remains sensitive, and some distortion may persist 

(Kaptein, 2022; Sarikhani & Ebrahimi, 2022). 

Outlier Removal and Data Cleaning Decisions 

Extreme multivariate outliers were removed to protect model stability. This follows SEM 

best practice (Kline, 2016; Hair et al., 2019). The decision is analytically justified. It may, 

however, reduce the visibility of legitimate extreme perspectives. It can also narrow 

variance. Post cleaning diagnostics indicated acceptable measurement properties. 

Distributional assumptions and model stability were also supported. This reduces, but 

does not eliminate, the concern that cleaning decisions shaped the final estimates. 

Refinement During Measurement Validation 

During instrument validation, a limited number of items were removed through a staged, 

theory guided process. This process spanned pilot testing, reliability analysis, exploratory 

factor analysis, and confirmatory factor analysis. The aim was measurement integrity, not 
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statistical cosmetic improvement. The approach strengthened construct validity, internal 

consistency, and parsimony. It aligns with best practice in SEM (Hair et al., 2019; Howard, 

2016). 

Item removal was not driven by post hoc model fitting. It was also not driven by significance 

led optimisation. Indicators were removed only where weaknesses persisted across 

stages. These weaknesses included low item-total correlations, weak factor loadings, or 

conceptual misalignment. This protects theoretical coherence. It also reduces the risk of 

capitalising on chance. The process prioritised measurement integrity over indicator 

retention (Hair et al., 2019; Pallant, 2020). 

Although item deletion reduced indicator breadth, the retained items remained coherent. 

They were also psychometrically robust. This increases confidence that observed 

structural relationships reflect substantive mechanisms rather than measurement 

artefacts. It does not guarantee full coverage of the construct. 

Sampling Constraints 

Purposive, non-probability sampling was used. This reflected access constraints and the 

sensitivity of the topic (Wisdom et al., 2012). The strategy suits theory driven SEM work. 

However, it limits statistical generalisability. Selection effects are possible. Individuals with 

stronger ethical identities, higher institutional trust, or more favourable attitudes toward 

reporting may be overrepresented (Kandel, 2020; Evans & Mathur, 2018). The findings 

therefore support inferences within the sampled population, not population-level 

prevalence claims. 

Measurement Adaptation and Cultural Interpretation 

The instruments were rigorously pilot tested. Yet their origins in international contexts 

remain relevant. Constructs such as moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 

confidence can carry culturally specific meanings. These meanings may not be fully 

captured through local adaptation alone (Siponen & Tsohou, 2018; Takona, 2024). This 

limitation is common in cross-cultural whistleblowing research. Interpreting construct 

equivalence across contexts warrants caution (Zhang et al., 2025; Latan et al., 2023). The 

study tests a model in context. It does not claim that the constructs operate identically 

across contexts. 
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Demographic Data Constraints 

Key demographic variables were collected. However, differentiation by race, ethnicity, 

nationality, and linguistic background was not included. This is a limitation. Whistleblowing 

processes are socially embedded. Prior research indicates that retaliation risk, institutional 

trust, and reporting intentions can be shaped by social position and perceived access to 

protection (Miceli et al., 2008; Chordiya et al., 2020). Without this granularity, subgroup 

analysis is constrained. This matters in South Africa’s diverse labour context. 

Intention Rather Than Behaviour 

Consistent with much of the literature, the study examined intention rather than observed 

reporting behaviour. This is practically necessary. Actual disclosures are rare and difficult 

to verify. It is also theoretically justified for intention based models. However, the intention–

behaviour gap is well documented. It limits inference from intention to realised reporting 

action (Black et al., 2022; Zhang et al., 2025). The model, therefore, explains motivational 

readiness. It does not confirm behavioural follow through. 

In sum, these limitations define the interpretive boundaries of the study. They do not 

undermine internal validity. They clarify the scope of inference. They also strengthen 

transparency. The next chapter presents the empirical findings. It begins with confirmatory 

factor analysis. It then proceeds to structural equation modelling and hypothesis testing, 

consistent with the analytic plan established in this chapter. 
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Chapter 5: Findings 

5.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents the empirical findings on the influence of psychological moderators, 

moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence on employees’ whistleblowing 

intention within South African organisations. The results are reported in a structured 

sequence, beginning with data preparation and screening, followed by sample 

characteristics, descriptive statistics, and assessment of reliability and validity. The 

chapter then presents the results of hypothesis testing using CB-SEM, including 

comparative and conditional analyses, before concluding with a summary of key empirical 

outcomes. 

5.2 Data Preparation and Coding 

5.2.1 Coding and Data Entry 

Survey responses were coded according to a predefined coding framework to ensure 

consistency across constructs and variables. The full coding book is provided in Appendix 

A. The primary constructs, moral courage, referent support, anonymity confidence, and 

whistleblowing intention, were measured using a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree). Reverse-coded items were recoded prior to analysis. 

Demographic variables (sex, age group, role, tenure, and sector) were coded according 

to the established framework. 

5.2.2 Pilot Feedback and Instrument Refinement 

As outlined in Section 4.8, a four-stage pilot study was conducted to refine the survey 

instrument prior to full deployment. The iterative process informed minor wording 

adjustments and structural refinements, enhancing clarity, logical sequencing, and 

technical consistency. 

5.2.3 Data Cleaning 

A total of 541 responses were initially received. Following systematic screening and 

cleaning procedures, 470 valid responses remained for analysis. Industry classifications 

were reviewed, and closely related terms were merged where appropriate; however, these 

responses were retained under a general category rather than recoded separately. 

An attention check item was embedded in the questionnaire (“Please select ‘Agree’ for 

this question”). Thirty-one responses failed this check and were removed. Invariant 

response patterns were also assessed by identifying identical responses across construct 
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items, including reverse-coded items. Nine such records were identified and removed, 

some of which overlapped with attention check failures. Consistency checks were 

conducted using repeated items; responses that showed discrepancies of more than 2 

scale points were flagged, resulting in the exclusion of 21 items. The dataset was also 

screened for duplicate entries; no duplicates were detected. As the survey design required 

all items to be completed, no missing data were present. 

Several records failed to meet more than one of the screening criteria outlined above. 

Accordingly, 55 records were removed prior to loading the dataset into SPSS, resulting in 

an initial analytical sample of 486 cases. 

5.2.4 Outlier Diagnostics and Removals 

Consistent with the procedures outlined in Chapter 4, extreme outliers were identified and 

removed prior to inferential analysis. Multivariate screening revealed additional extreme 

responses on the Moral Courage and Anonymity Confidence constructs. Sixteen of the 

486 cases (3.3%) were removed due to substantial deviation from expected construct 

distributions, particularly on items MC1, MC2, MC3, and AC5. Full outlier diagnostics and 

removal criteria are reported in Appendix F. 

Outlier removal followed established SEM guidance, recognising that extreme cases can 

distort factor structures and compromise model stability (Hair et al., 2019; Pallant, 2020). 

Following removal, 470 valid responses remained for analysis. This conservative 

approach enhanced parameter stability and strengthened confidence in subsequent factor 

and structural analyses. 

5.3 Profile of the Respondents  

This section analyses the demographic and organisational profiles of the respondents to 

assess the sample's analytical suitability for examining whistleblowing intention.  Table 5.1 

presents the demographic and organisational characteristics of the respondents. 

Table 5.1. Demographic and Organisational Profile of Respondents 

Item Answer Frequency % Frequency 

Sex Female 236 50.2 

Male 234 49.8 

Age Group Under 35 years 116 24.7 

36–45 years 225 47.9 

46–60 years 120 25.5 

61+ years 9 1.9 
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Job Role / 

Position 

Operational / Administrative 111 23.6 

Supervisor / Team leader 41 8.7 

Middle Management 147 31.3 

Senior Management / Executive / Director 171 36.4 

Years of 

Experience in 

the 

Organisation 

Less than 1 year 47 10.0 

2–5 years 136 28.9 

6–10 years 74 15.7 

Over 10 years 213 45.3 

Sector of 

Employment 

Private Sector 284 60.4 

Public Sector  167 35.5 

Non-Profit Sector  19 4.0 

Industry Agriculture, forestry, and fishing 9 1.9 

Banking, Finance and Insurance 55 11.7 

Education 36 7.7 

Electricity, gas, and water supply 12 2.6 

Information Technology 70 14.9 

Manufacturing 59 12.6 

Mining 33 7.0 

Oil & Gas, Chemical, or Petrochemical 38 8.1 

Public Administration or Service 59 12.6 

Retail 9 1.9 

Other 90 19.1 

Awareness of 

the 

whistleblowing 

process 

Not at all aware 58 12.3 

Slightly aware 65 13.8 

Moderately aware 84 17.9 

Very aware 148 31.5 

Extremely aware 115 24.5 

Note: n= 470 

Balanced gender representation is evident, with female respondents comprising 50.2 per 

cent of the sample and male respondents 49.8 per cent. This balance reduces the risk of 

systematic bias associated with gendered response patterns and supports stable 

parameter estimation. 

The sample is predominantly composed of mid-career and senior employees. Nearly half 

of respondents (47.9 per cent) are in the 36–45 age group, while 25.5 per cent are aged 

46-60 years. In addition, 45.3 per cent of respondents reported more than ten years of 

organisational tenure. These characteristics are analytically relevant, as individuals at 
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these stages are more likely to have sustained exposure to organisational processes, 

ethical incidents, and formal reporting mechanisms. 

Hierarchical diversity is also evident. Senior management, executives, and directors 

constitute 36.4 per cent of the sample, while middle management accounts for 31.3 per 

cent. Operational, administrative, and supervisory roles are also represented. This 

distribution enables examination of whistleblowing intention across organisational levels, 

including roles in which disclosure decisions may carry significant professional and 

relational consequences. 

Sectoral representation reflects the study’s focus on formal organisational settings. 

Respondents were drawn primarily from the private sector (60.4 per cent), followed by the 

public sector (35.5 per cent) and the non-profit sector (4.0 per cent). Industry 

representation spans finance, information technology, manufacturing, mining, public 

administration, and other sectors, reducing the likelihood that observed patterns are driven 

by sector-specific compliance environments. 

Variation is also observed in respondents’ reported awareness of whistleblowing 

procedures. While a substantial proportion indicated high awareness, lower levels of 

awareness were also reported. This variation provides contextual grounding for 

subsequent analyses by reflecting differing degrees of familiarity with formal reporting 

mechanisms within the sample. 

5.4 Descriptive Statistics and normality in the constructs 

This section presents descriptive statistics for the study constructs to summarise central 

tendency, dispersion, and distributional characteristics prior to inferential modelling. 

5.4.1 Moral Courage (MC) 

Table 5.2 presents item-level descriptive statistics for the moral courage construct. Mean 

values ranged from 4.24 to 4.72, indicating generally high endorsement across items. 

Standard deviations ranged from 0.509 to 0.721, reflecting sufficient variability to preclude 

uniform response patterns. 

Skewness values ranged from −1.583 to −0.637, indicating moderate negative skewness, 

while kurtosis values ranged from −0.347 to 1.609, reflecting distributions that were largely 

mesokurtic to mildly leptokurtic. All values fell within the ±2 threshold for acceptable 

normality (Howard, 2016; Nye, 2023). 
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Table 5.2: Descriptive Statistics for Moral Courage Items 

Item Code Mean  SD Skewness Kurtosis 

I believe it is important to report 

wrongdoing and/or unethical behaviour 

at the workplace. 

MC1 4.72 0.509 –1.583 1.609 

I feel a personal responsibility to act 

ethically. 

MC2 4.59 0.547 –0.853 –0.347 

Reporting unethical behaviour at work is 

important to me. 

MC3 4.31 0.677 –0.637 0.010 

I have a moral obligation to blow the 

whistle. 

MC4 4.24 0.721 –0.773 0.553 

The results indicate that moral courage is generally expressed at relatively high levels, 

with sufficient variation across items to preclude uniform response patterns. 

5.4.2 Referent Support (RS) 

Descriptive statistics for referent support are reported in Table 5.3. Mean scores ranged 

from 2.89 to 4.20, indicating variation in perceived support across referent groups. Higher 

mean values were observed for family and supervisory support, while lower mean values 

were associated with items reflecting concern about social exclusion. 

Skewness values ranged from −1.169 to −0.041, indicating an overall tendency toward 

agreement. Kurtosis values ranged from −0.933 to 0.223, reflecting largely mesokurtic 

distributions. All values were within acceptable thresholds for normality. 

Table 5.3: Descriptive Statistics for Referent Support 

Referent Support Items Code Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 

I am confident that my colleagues would 

support me if I reported unethical behaviour. 

RS1 3.60 1.048 –0.518 –0.333 

I am confident that my supervisor would 

support my decision to report unethical 

behaviour. 

RS2 3.86 0.999 –0.777 0.223 

I am confident that my family would support 

my decision to report unethical behaviour 

within my organisation. 

RS3 4.20 0.917 –0.968 0.189 

I am confident that reporting misconduct 

would not negatively affect my career 

progression. 

RS4 3.16 1.126 –0.102 –0.788 
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I am NOT concerned that I would be socially 

excluded if I reported unethical behaviour. 

RS5 2.89 1.117 0.030 –0.933 

Overall, the referent support construct demonstrated acceptable variability and 

distributional properties, supporting its inclusion in subsequent inferential analysis. 

5.4.3 Anonymity Confidence (AC) 

Table 5.4 reports descriptive statistics for the anonymity confidence items. Mean values 

ranged from 3.24 to 4.33, indicating moderate to high confidence overall, with meaningful 

variation across items. Higher mean scores were observed for items referring to assured 

anonymity, while lower mean scores were associated with trust-based items assessing 

the perceived reliability of anonymity mechanisms. 

Skewness values ranged from −1.169 to −0.041, and kurtosis values ranged from −0.906 

to 0.919. These distributions indicate no severe departures from normality. 

Table 5.4: Descriptive Statistics for Anonymity confidence 

Anonymity Confidence Items Code Mean  SD) Skewness Kurtosis 

I trust that my identity would remain anonymous if 

I reported wrongdoing. 

AC1 3.24 1.142 –0.041 –0.906 

I believe anonymous reporting channels are 

readily accessible and easy to use. 

AC2 3.53 1.121 –0.380 –0.804 

I believe that anonymous reporting systems in my 

organisation are reliable. 

AC3 3.43 1.062 –0.260 –0.658 

I would use an anonymous hotline or reporting 

system if I needed to report misconduct. 

AC4 4.08 0.915 –1.049 0.851 

I would feel confident reporting misconduct if I were 

assured of anonymity. 

AC5 4.33 0.806 –1.169 0.919 

Collectively, the anonymity confidence construct demonstrated acceptable dispersion and 

acceptable distributional characteristics, supporting its inclusion in further statistical 

analysis. 

5.4.4 Whistleblowing Intention (WI) 

Descriptive statistics for whistleblowing intention are summarised in Table 5.5. Mean 

values ranged from 3.44 to 3.99, indicating moderate to moderately high levels of reported 

intention. Higher mean scores were observed for internal reporting to supervisors and 



 

60 

 

senior management, while lower values were recorded for the item reflecting risk 

tolerance. 

Skewness values ranged from −0.880 to −0.403, indicating mild negative skewness, and 

kurtosis values ranged from −0.646 to 0.235. All values fell within the ±2 threshold for 

acceptable normality. 

Table 5.5: Descriptive Statistics for Whistleblowing Intention 

Whistleblowing Intention Items Code Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation  

Skewness Kurtosis 

If I witnessed wrongdoing at work, I would 

report it to my immediate supervisor. 

WI1 3.99 0.972 –0.880 0.235 

If I saw unethical behaviour, I would report it 

to a senior manager or executive. 

WI2 3.82 1.039 –0.741 –0.204 

If necessary, I would report wrongdoing to an 

external authority outside my organisation. 

WI3 3.83 1.045 –0.728 –0.244 

Reporting wrongdoing / unethical behaviour is 

worth the risk. 

WI4 3.44 1.133 –0.403 –0.646 

Collectively, the whistleblowing intention construct demonstrates adequate variability and 

acceptable distributional properties, supporting its suitability for subsequent inferential 

modelling. 

Taken together, the descriptive statistics indicate that the constructs demonstrate 

adequate variation and acceptable distributional properties for subsequent analysis. 

Building on this descriptive overview, the next section evaluates construct validity to 

determine whether the measurement items adequately represent their intended latent 

constructs prior to confirmatory modelling. 

5.5 Construct Validity  

Construct validity was assessed prior to confirmatory modelling to evaluate whether the 

survey items adequately represented their intended latent constructs. Validity testing was 

conducted using item–total correlation analysis, consistent with established practice in 

questionnaire-based behavioural research (Pallant, 2020). 

Full correlation matrices used for validity testing are reported in Appendix G. 



 

61 

 

5.5.1 Validity Testing of the Moral Courage Construct 

Construct validity for the Moral Courage scale was assessed using Pearson bivariate 

correlations between each item and the overall construct score (MC_Total). All four items 

demonstrated strong, positive, and statistically significant correlations with the total score 

(p < .001), indicating satisfactory convergent validity. Item–total correlations ranged from 

r = 0.692 to r = 0.836. 

MC3 (“Reporting unethical behaviour at work is important to me”) exhibited the strongest 

association with the total score (r = 0.836), followed by MC4 (“I have a moral obligation to 

blow the whistle”) (r = 0.828). MC1 and MC2 also demonstrated substantial correlations 

(r = 0.733 and r = 0.692, respectively). These results indicate that all items function as 

valid indicators of the Moral Courage construct. 

5.5.2 Validity Testing of Referent Support Items 

Construct validity for Referent Support was evaluated using item–total correlations with 

the overall Referent Support score (RS_Total). All items showed statistically significant 

positive correlations (p < .001), with coefficients ranging from r = 0.524 to r = 0.763. 

The strongest associations were observed for RS1 (colleague support) and RS2 

(supervisor support), each exceeding r = 0.76. RS3 (family support) demonstrated the 

weakest correlation (r = 0.524), although this value remained above the recommended 

threshold for acceptable convergence (Pallant, 2020). Collectively, the results indicate that 

all Referent Support items contribute meaningfully to the construct. 

5.5.3 Validity Testing of Anonymity Confidence Items 

Construct validity for Anonymity Confidence was assessed using Pearson correlations 

between each item and the overall Anonymity Confidence score (AC_Total). All five items 

demonstrated statistically significant positive correlations (p < .001), with item–total 

correlations ranging from r = 0.458 to r = 0.784. 

AC3 (“I believe that anonymous reporting systems in my organisation are reliable”) 

showed the strongest association with the total score (r = 0.784), followed by AC1 (r = 

0.770). AC5 (“I would feel confident reporting misconduct if I were assured of anonymity”) 

exhibited the weakest correlation (r = 0.458) but remained statistically significant and 

above the minimum threshold for retention at this stage. 
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5.5.4 Validity Testing of Whistleblowing Intention Items 

Construct validity of the Whistleblowing Intention scale was evaluated by examining item–

total correlations with the overall scale score (WI_Total). All four items demonstrated 

positive and statistically significant correlations with the total score (p < .001), with 

coefficients ranging from r = 0.564 to r = 0.772. 

WI2 (“If I saw unethical behaviour, I would report it to a senior manager or executive”) 

exhibited the strongest association with the overall construct (r = 0.772), followed by WI4 

(“Reporting wrongdoing is worth the risk”) (r = 0.723). WI1 also demonstrated a strong 

correlation (r = 0.728). WI3 showed the weakest association (r = 0.564), though it 

remained above the acceptable threshold for item retention at this stage. 

These results indicate that all items demonstrate acceptable construct validity prior to 

reliability refinement and confirmatory factor analysis. 

5.6 Reliability Analysis 

Internal consistency reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha for all multi-item 

constructs. Reliability coefficients are summarised in Table 5.6, with full item-level 

diagnostics reported in Appendix H. Thresholds of α ≥ 0.70 were applied, consistent with 

established standards in organisational and behavioural research (Pallant, 2020; Hair et 

al., 2019). 

The Moral Courage scale demonstrated good internal consistency (α = 0.774). Referent 

Support (α = 0.706) and the original Anonymity Confidence scale (α = 0.706) also 

exhibited acceptable reliability. Whistleblowing Intention initially produced marginal 

reliability (α = 0.645), below the commonly accepted threshold of 0.70. 

Item-level diagnostics indicated that WI3 (“If necessary, I would report wrongdoing to an 

external authority outside my organisation”) displayed the lowest corrected item–total 

correlation (0.242) and the highest alpha-if-deleted value (0.70). Removal of this item 

increased the reliability of the Whistleblowing Intention scale to α = 0.70. On this basis, 

the refined three-item scale (WI1, WI2, WI4) was retained. 

A similar pattern was observed for Anonymity Confidence. AC5 (“I would feel confident 

reporting misconduct if I were assured of anonymity”) exhibited the weakest corrected 

item–total correlation (0.245) and the highest alpha-if-deleted value (0.729). Its removal 

improved scale reliability from 0.706 to 0.740. The final Anonymity Confidence scale, 

therefore, comprised four items (AC1–AC4). 
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Table 5.6. Summary of Reliability Coefficients for All Constructs 

Construct Number of 

Items 

Final Items Used Cronbach’s 

Alpha 

Moral Courage 4 MC1, MC2, MC3, MC4 .77 

Referent Support 5 RS1, RS2, RS3, RS4, RS5 .71 

Anonymity Confidence (original) 5 AC1, AC2, AC3, AC4, AC5 .71 

Anonymity Confidence (final) 4 AC1, AC2, AC3, AC4 .74 

Whistleblowing Intention (original) 4 WI1, WI2, WI3, WI4 .65 

Whistleblowing Intention (final) 3 WI1, WI2, WI4 .70 

The table presents the final reliability coefficients for all constructs following item 

refinement. These refinements were implemented prior to factor analysis and structural 

modelling to ensure adequate internal consistency while maintaining theoretical 

coherence.  

5.7 Exploratory Factor Analysis 

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted as a preliminary diagnostic step to 

examine the underlying factor structure of the measurement scales prior to confirmatory 

modelling. The analysis assessed whether the adapted instruments demonstrated 

coherent empirical structure within the South African organisational context. 

Data suitability for factor analysis was first evaluated. Inspection of the correlation matrices 

indicated that each item correlated with at least one other item at r > 0.30, satisfying the 

minimum inter-item correlation criteria (Pallant, 2020). Sampling adequacy was assessed 

using the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity. KMO 

values ranged from 0.627 for Whistleblowing Intention to 0.751 for Moral Courage and 

Referent Support, with Anonymity Confidence also meeting the adequacy threshold (KMO 

= 0.719). Bartlett’s tests of sphericity were statistically significant for all constructs (p < 

.001), supporting factor extraction. 

Principal Components Analysis (PCA) was used for initial factor extraction, with factor 

loadings of ≥ 0.50 preferred (Howard, 2016; Hair et al., 2019). Items exhibiting weak 

loadings, substantial cross-loadings, or conceptual misalignment were considered for 

removal. These criteria were applied conservatively to preserve theoretical coherence. 
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Table 5.7 summarises the key EFA results, including retained items, KMO values, 

percentage of variance explained, and factor loading ranges. The table is retained in full. 

Detailed EFA outputs are reported in Appendix I. 

Table 5.7: Summary of Exploratory Factor Analysis Results 

Construct Items 

Retained 

KMO Variance 

Explained (%) 

Factor Loading 

Range 

Moral Courage 4 .751 60.11 .699–.828 

Referent Support 5 .751 46.95 .485–.804 

Anonymity Confidence 4 .719 55.47 .624–.832 

Whistleblowing Intention 3 .627 63.09 .685–.853 

Note. All Bartlett’s tests of sphericity were significant (p < .001). 

All four constructs demonstrated coherent unidimensional structures at the exploratory 

stage. Moral Courage exhibited strong factor loadings (0.699 - 0.828), explaining 60.11 

per cent of the variance. Referent Support loaded onto a single factor with loadings 

ranging from 0.485 to 0.804 and explained 46.95 per cent of the variance. Following the 

removal of AC5, Anonymity Confidence demonstrated improved coherence, with loadings 

between 0.624 and .832 and variance explained of 55.47 per cent. Whistleblowing 

Intention also exhibited a robust single-factor solution, with loadings ranging from .685 to 

.853 and explaining 63.09 per cent of the variance. 

Collectively, the EFA results provide preliminary support for the proposed measurement 

structure and justify progression to confirmatory factor analysis. These findings informed 

subsequent CFA specification but did not, at this stage, determine final indicator retention. 

5.8 Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) and Model Fit 

Following the exploratory assessment of scale structure, confirmatory factor analysis 

(CFA) was conducted to evaluate the measurement model. CFA was used to assess how 

well the observed indicators represented their respective latent constructs in the empirical 

data (Byrne, 2016). 

A staged sequence of CFA models was examined to evaluate measurement performance 

and model stability. Model A represented the initial measurement model. Model B reflected 

targeted refinement based on empirical results. Model C represented the final 

measurement model retained for subsequent structural analysis.  
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5.8.1 Initial CFA Model (Model A) 

5.8.1.1 Overview of Model Specification 

The initial CFA model (Model A) specified four latent constructs: Moral Courage (MC), 

Referent Support (RS), Anonymity Confidence (AC), and Whistleblowing Intention (WI). 

Each construct was modelled using the items retained after construct validity and reliability 

assessment. Specifically, Moral Courage was measured using four indicators (MC1–

MC4), Referent Support using five indicators (RS1–RS5), Anonymity Confidence using 

four indicators (AC1–AC4), and Whistleblowing Intention using three indicators (WI1, WI2, 

WI4). 

Model A was estimated using maximum-likelihood procedures in AMOS (Version 30). All 

latent constructs were specified as correlated, consistent with theoretical expectations and 

prior empirical research (Byrne, 2016; Hair et al., 2019).  

 

Figure 5.1 Initial Measurement Model (Model A): Standardised AMOS Output 

5.8.1.2 Measurement Model Results (Model A) 

Inspection of the standardised factor loadings indicated uneven indicator performance 

across constructs. Moral Courage items demonstrated consistently strong loadings, all 

exceeding recommended thresholds. In contrast, several indicators within Referent 
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Support, Anonymity Confidence, and Whistleblowing Intention exhibited weaker loadings 

and elevated error variances. 

Within Referent Support, RS3 (family support) and RS5 (concern about colleagues’ 

reactions) displayed comparatively low standardised loadings. For Anonymity Confidence, 

AC4 showed reduced indicator reliability. WI4 (“Reporting wrongdoing is worth the risk”) 

also loaded more weakly relative to the other Whistleblowing Intention indicators. These 

patterns suggested potential redundancy and conceptual overlap among some items. 

Modification indices further indicated clustering of residuals within the Referent Support 

and Anonymity Confidence constructs, suggesting shared wording effects or overlapping 

content rather than distinct latent variance. 

5.8.1.3 Reliability and Convergent Validity for Model A 

Table 5.8 Reliability and Convergent Validity Statistics for Model A 

Construct CR α AVE 

Moral Courage (MC) .779 .773 .475 

Referent Support (RS) .715 .697 .356 

Anonymity Confidence (AC) .739 .725 .427 

Whistleblowing Intention (WI) .668 .658 .409 

Composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha values were acceptable for most constructs. 

However, average variance extracted (AVE) values for all four constructs fell below the 

recommended threshold of 0.50, indicating that, at this stage, the indicators did not 

sufficiently capture latent construct variance relative to measurement error (Hair et al., 

2019). 

5.8.1.4 Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity was assessed using both the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the 

heterotrait–monotrait (HTMT) ratio. 

Table 5.9: Fornell–Larcker Discriminant Validity Assessment for Model A 

Construct MC RS AC WI 

MC .689 
   

RS .400 .597 
  

AC .413 .000 .654 
 

WI .438 .757 .127 .639 
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Table 5.10: HTMT Ratios for Model A 

Construct Pair HTMT 

WI–RS .773 

WI–MC .432 

WI–AC .129 

AC–RS .000* 

*The zero HTMT value reflects constrained covariances specified in Model A. 

Results indicated violations of discriminant validity, particularly between Referent Support 

and Intention, reflecting substantial shared variance between these constructs. This 

overlap suggested that the structure required refinement prior to structural analysis. 

5.8.1.5 Global Model Fit 

Table 5.11 presents the global fit statistics for the initial CFA measurement model (Model 

A). All fit indices are interpreted using the criteria defined in Section 4.10. 

Table 5.11: AMOS Fit Statistics for Model A 

Index Value Threshold Interpretation 

χ² (101) 740.58 - Poor (large misfit) 

CMIN/DF 7.33 < 3 good; < 5 acceptable Poor 

GFI .838 > .90 Below threshold 

AGFI .782 > .85 Below threshold 

CFI .756 > .90 Poor 

TLI .710 > .90 Poor 

RMSEA .116 < .08 Poor 

RMR .202 < .08 Poor 

Source: AMOS 30 

Overall model fit indices indicated poor fit. Incremental fit indices (CFI and TLI) fell below 

recommended cut-off values, while the RMSEA exceeded acceptable thresholds. Taken 

together with indicator-level diagnostics, these results indicated that Model A did not 

adequately represent the observed data and required theory guided refinement. 

Accordingly, Model A was not retained as the final measurement model and served as the 

basis for subsequent model refinement. 
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5.8.2 Second CFA Model (Model B)  

5.8.2.1 Overview of Model Refinements 

Based on the results of Model A, a refined CFA model (Model B) was specified to address 

areas of local misfit while preserving theoretical coherence. Refinements were guided by 

a combination of standardised factor loadings, modification indices, and conceptual 

considerations (Byrne, 2016; Hair et al., 2019). 

Two indicators exhibiting weak psychometric performance in Model A were removed. 

Specifically, RS3 (family support) was removed from the Referent Support construct, and 

AC4 from the Anonymity Confidence construct. In addition, covariances were specified 

among the exogenous latent constructs (Moral Courage, Referent Support, and 

Anonymity Confidence), reflecting their conceptual relatedness and consistent with prior 

research. 

 

Figure 5.2: Refined Measurement Model (Model B): Standardised AMOS 30 Output 

5.8.2.2 Measurement Model Results 

Inspection of the standardised factor loadings indicated improved indicator performance 

across constructs. All retained indicators loaded positively and significantly on their 

respective latent variables, with loadings generally exceeding recommended thresholds. 

Error variances were reduced relative to Model A, particularly within the Referent Support 

and Anonymity Confidence constructs. 
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Despite these improvements, residual diagnostics continued to indicate localised areas of 

strain, suggesting that further refinement might be required to achieve satisfactory 

discriminant validity and overall model fit. 

5.8.2.3 Reliability & Convergent Validity 

Table 5.12: Reliability and Convergent Validity Statistics for Model B 

Construct CR α AVE 

Moral Courage (MC) .779 .773 .475 

Referent Support (RS) .733 .723 .418 

Anonymity Confidence (AC) .744 .730 .501 

Whistleblowing Intention (WI) .723 .714 .471 

Source: AMOS 30 

Composite reliability and Cronbach’s alpha values improved across all constructs 

relative to Model A. Average variance extracted (AVE) values also increased but 

remained below the recommended threshold of .50 for some constructs. These 

results indicated partial improvement in convergent validity but suggested that the 

measurement model had not yet fully stabilised. 

5.8.2.4 Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity was reassessed using both the Fornell–Larcker criterion and 

the HTMT ratio. 

Table 5.13: Fornell–Larcker Discriminant Validity Matrix for Model B 

Construct MC RS AC WI 

MC .690 
   

RS .414 .647 
  

AC .422 .834 .708 
 

WI .650 .855 .667 .686 

 

Table 5.14: HTMT Ratios for Model B 

Construct Pair HTMT 

AC–RS .848 

WI–RS .867 

WI–AC .667 
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WI–MC .650 

RS–MC .414 

AC–MC .422 

While discriminant validity improved relative to Model A, violations persisted between 

Referent Support and Whistleblowing Intention. HTMT ratios were reduced but remained 

elevated for theoretically related constructs, indicating that further model refinement was 

warranted. 

5.8.2.5 Model Fit Indices 

Table 5.15 reports the global model fit indices for the refined CFA measurement 

model (Model B). All indices are evaluated using the criteria defined in Section 4.10. 

Table 5.15: AMOS Fit Indices for Model B 

Index Value Interpretation 

χ² (71) 237.05 Improved but still 

high 

CMIN/DF 3.339 Acceptable 

GFI .930 Good 

AGFI .896 Acceptable 

CFI .929 Good 

TLI .909 Acceptable 

RMSEA .071 Acceptable 

RMR .050 Good 

Model B demonstrated improved global fit compared to Model A, with incremental fit 

indices approaching acceptable thresholds and a reduction in RMSEA. However, overall 

fit remained marginal, and the model did not yet meet all recommended criteria for a final 

measurement model. Accordingly, Model B was not retained and served as an 

intermediate step toward further refinement of the measurement structure. 

5.8.3 Final CFA Model (Model C) 

5.8.3.1 Overview of Model Specification 

Following iterative refinement, the final CFA model (Model C) was specified. The model 

retained only indicators demonstrating consistent psychometric performance while 

preserving the theoretical meaning of each construct. Moral Courage (MC) was measured 

using four indicators (MC1–MC4), Referent Support (RS) using four indicators (RS1, RS2, 



 

71 

 

RS4, RS5), Anonymity Confidence (AC) using three indicators (AC1–AC3), and 

Whistleblowing Intention (WI) using three indicators (WI1, WI2, WI4). 

Covariances among the exogenous latent constructs (MC, RS, and AC) were retained to 

reflect conceptual relatedness supported by whistleblowing theory and prior empirical 

research (Byrne, 2016; Hair et al., 2019). 

 

Figure 5.3: Final Measurement Model (Model C): Standardised AMOS Output 

Source: AMOS 30 

Inspection of the standardised solution indicates substantially improved measurement 

quality compared to earlier models. Moral Courage exhibits stable and strong factor 

loadings across all retained indicators (λ ≈ .55–.79). Referent Support demonstrates 

acceptable indicator performance, with all loadings exceeding minimum thresholds (λ ≈ 

.59–.76). 

Anonymity Confidence is anchored by two strong indicators (AC1 and AC3; λ ≈ .77–.80). 

AC2 displays a borderline loading (λ ≈ .48) but was retained to preserve construct breadth 

and theoretical coverage. Whistleblowing Intention demonstrates adequate convergence, 

with all retained indicators loading at acceptable levels (λ ≈ .59–.77). 
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5.8.3.2 Reliability and Convergent Validity 

Table 5.16: Reliability and Convergent Validity Statistics for Model C 

Construct CR α AVE √AVE 

Moral Courage (MC) .781 .776 .476 .690 

Referent Support (RS) .746 .742 .498 .706 

Anonymity Confidence (AC) .735 .719 .491 .701 

Whistleblowing Intention (WI) .740 .736 .490 .700 

Source: AMOS 30 

All constructs demonstrated acceptable internal consistency, with Cronbach’s alpha 

and composite reliability values exceeding recommended thresholds. Average 

variance extracted (AVE) values improved substantially relative to Models A and B 

and approached the recommended benchmark of .50. In line with established 

guidance, AVE values marginally below .50 were considered acceptable where 

composite reliability was strong, and indicator loadings were satisfactory (Hair et al., 

2019).  

5.8.3.3 Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity was assessed using both the Fornell–Larcker criterion and the 

(HTMT) ratio. 

Table 5.17: Fornell–Larcker Discriminant Validity Matrix for Model C 

Construct MC RS AC WI 

MC .690 
   

RS .400 .706 
  

AC .413 .838 .701 
 

WI .639 .764 .658 .700 

Source: AMOS 30 

Table 5.18: HTMT Ratios for Model C 

Construct Pair HTMT 

AC–RS .850 

WI–RS .769 

WI–AC .667 

WI–MC .643 
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RS–MC .402 

AC–MC .419 

Source: AMOS 30 

While minor Fornell–Larcker criterion violations persisted between theoretically related 

constructs, HTMT ratios fell within acceptable limits. Consistent with contemporary SEM 

guidance, HTMT was prioritised as the more robust assessment of discriminant validity 

(Henseler et al., 2015; Hair et al., 2019). On this basis, discriminant validity was 

considered acceptable for the final measurement model. 

5.8.3.4 Local Model Fit Adjustment 

To address minor shared method variance or content overlap identified in Model B, four 

theoretically justified correlated residuals were specified based on elevated modification 

indices. These residual covariances were applied conservatively and remained limited in 

scope, ensuring that the substantive meaning and structural integrity of the latent 

constructs were not compromised. 

Table 5.19: Error Covariances Added in Model C 

Residual Pair Covariance Std. 
Corr. 

Rationale 

e_{RS2} ↔ e_{WI1} .157 .397 Shared referent (supervisor) and reporting context; 
method cue overlap 

e_{RS4} ↔ e_{AC2} .172 .194 No career impact vs. channels easy to access: 
organisational process framing overlap 

e_{AC3} ↔ e_{WI4} .114 .197 Systems reliable vs. worth the risk: perceived certainty–
risk linkage 

e_{WI4} ↔ e_{WI1} −.095 −.170 Wording nuance within WI (risk appraisal vs. supervisor 
directed intention) 

Source: AMOS 30; Author’s own 

All covariances reflected shared wording or contextual overlap rather than substantive 

construct redundancy. No covariances were specified between theoretically unrelated 

constructs. 

5.8.3.5 Global Model Fit 

Table 5.20 presents the global model fit indices for the final CFA measurement 

model (Model C). All indices are evaluated using the criteria defined in Section 4.10. 

Table 5.20: Model Fit Indices for the Final Measurement Model (Model C) 

Index Value 90% CI / Note Verdict 

χ² (55) 141.78 - Best among models 

CMIN/DF 2.578 - Good 
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GFI / AGFI .954 / .924 - Good / Good 

CFI / TLI .961 / .945 - Excellent 

RMSEA .058 [.046, .070] Good 

RMR .038 - Good 

PCLOSE .125 - Close fit not rejected 

Source: AMOS 30 

Model C demonstrated the best overall fit among all estimated models. Incremental 

fit indices indicated excellent fit (CFI = 0.961; TLI = 0.945), while absolute fit indices 

were within acceptable limits (RMSEA = .058; CMIN/DF = 2.578). Collectively, these 

results indicate that Model C provides an adequate and well-specified representation 

of the observed data. 

At the measurement level, MC and RS remain empirically distinct constructs. While 

AC is conceptually proximate to RS, once overlapping method and content variance 

is accounted for, AC retains stable measurement properties, although its direct 

structural contribution remains negligible. Accordingly, Model C was retained as the 

final validated measurement model and was used as the basis for subsequent 

structural model estimation.  

5.8.3.8 Multicollinearity Check for Structural Predictors (VIF) 

Although Model C is specified as a measurement model, the estimated latent 

covariances permit a preliminary assessment of multicollinearity in the subsequent 

structural model, in which Whistleblowing Intention (WI) is regressed on Referent 

Support (RS), Moral Courage (MC), and Anonymity Confidence (AC). Based on the 

RS–AC–MC latent correlation matrix, variance inflation factors (VIFs) were 

computed and are reported in Table 5.21. 

Table 5.21: Variance Inflation Factors for Latent Predictors 

Predictor VIF 

AC 3.44 

RS 3.40 

MC 1.22 

Source: AMOS 30 

All VIF values fall below the conservative threshold of 5, indicating no problematic 

multicollinearity. The comparatively higher VIFs for AC and RS reflect their strong 
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theoretical and empirical association (φ = 0.838) rather than redundancy within the 

constructs. This pattern anticipates attenuation of AC’s direct effect on WI when RS is 

included in the structural model and is therefore consistent with a theoretically plausible 

indirect pathway (AC to RS to WI) examined in the structural phase. The diagnostic 

evidence, therefore, informs the interpretation of subsequent mediation findings. 

5.8.3.9 Comparative Measurement Improvements (Initial to Final Model) 

Progressive refinement from Model A to Model C yielded a stable and parsimonious 

measurement solution. Weak indicators were systematically removed, while retained 

items demonstrated strong standardised loadings (generally ≥ .60) and adequate content 

coverage. Construct reliability consistently met accepted thresholds, with AVE values 

converging toward recommended cut offs. Discriminant validity was supported by HTMT 

ratios below recommended limits, notwithstanding expected proximity among theoretically 

related constructs. Substantial improvements were observed in both global and local fit. 

Targeted residual correlations resolved the remaining misfit without materially increasing 

model complexity. Collectively, these refinements enhanced measurement precision while 

preserving theoretical coherence. 

5.8.3.10 Rationale for Selecting Model C for Hypothesis Testing 

Model C was retained for hypothesis testing because it offers the most appropriate 

balance between statistical fit, theoretical coherence, and parsimony. The model yields 

reliable and interpretable latent constructs, acceptable discriminant validity under HTMT 

criteria, and well resolved local fit, evidenced by minimal residual correlations. 

Measurement refinement was conducted through a staged, theory guided process across 

pilot testing, EFA, and CFA. A complete audit trail of item retention and removal decisions 

is provided in Appendix M. Multicollinearity diagnostics confirm no problematic overlap 

among structural predictors, while appropriately reflecting the conceptual proximity 

between Anonymity Confidence and Referent Support within whistleblowing contexts. 

Model C thus constitutes a psychometrically sound baseline for structural analysis. 

5.8.4 Exploratory Mediation (Model D) 

To examine the mechanism implied by the validated measurement model, an exploratory 

mediation model (Model D) was estimated by replacing the AC and RS covariance 

specified in Model C with a directional path (AC to RS), while retaining WI regressed on 

AC, RS, and MC. Bias-corrected bootstrapping (5,000 samples) was applied to assess 

indirect effects. This specification was motivated by the strong association between 
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Anonymity Confidence and Referent Support (r = 0.838) and the absence of a significant 

direct AC to WI effect in Model C, an empirical pattern consistent with indirect only 

mediation. 

Model D demonstrated acceptable, though comparatively weaker, fit relative to Model C 

(χ²(57) = 203.55; CFI = 0.935; TLI = 0.911; RMSEA = 0.074). Structural estimates 

indicated strong, statistically significant effects for AC to RS (β = 0.837, p = .001), RS to 

WI (β = 0.719, p = .001), and MC to WI (β = 0.441, p < .001), whereas the direct AC to WI 

path remained non-significant. The indirect effect (AC to RS to WI) was large and 

statistically significant (Std. β = 0.602, p < .001), with substantial explained variance for 

both Referent Support (R² = 0.701) and Whistleblowing Intention (R² = 0.670). 

Collectively, these findings indicate that Referent Support mediates the relationship 

between Anonymity Confidence and Whistleblowing Intention in this specification. 

Mediation was not prespecified for the study and lies outside the original hypothesis set. 

As such, Model D is treated as a supplementary and exploratory model. Accordingly, 

Model C, therefore, remains the primary measurement and structural baseline, with Model 

D providing additional directional insight into the operating mechanism. Full mediation 

results and estimation details are reported in Appendix J. 

5.9 Robustness Checks 

The stability of Model C’s structural conclusions was evaluated through an alternative 

specification. A direct path from Anonymity Confidence to Whistleblowing Intention 

(ACtoWI) was introduced, allowing AC to compete directly with Referent Support and 

Moral Courage, while maintaining the validated measurement model and estimation 

approach. 

Results indicated that Referent Support remained the dominant predictor of 

whistleblowing intention, followed by Moral Courage. Although the AC to WI path reached 

statistical significance, its magnitude was substantially smaller than that of Referent 

Support and did not alter the relative ordering of predictors. Explained variance in 

Whistleblowing Intention remained substantial and comparable to Model C (R² = .647). 

Estimation diagnostics revealed no improper solutions: error variances were positive, 

standardised estimates remained below unity, and standard errors were stable. 

These findings indicate that the primary structural conclusions are robust to reasonable 

alternative specifications. Full estimation results for the alternative structural specification 
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are reported in Appendix K. Additionally, the results provide a stable foundation for 

subsequent exploratory mediation analysis. Accordingly, Model C provides a 

psychometrically sound and theoretically basis for the structural hypothesis tests reported 

in Hypothesis testing. 

5.10 Hypothesis Testing Results (based on Model C) 

Hypothesis testing was conducted using structural equation modelling based on the final 

validated measurement model (Model C). Structural relationships among the constructs 

were estimated simultaneously to account for interdependencies and shared variance, 

consistent with established SEM practice (Hair et al., 2019). 

The results are reported at the level of individual hypotheses below. A consolidated 

overview of the research questions, hypotheses, and empirical outcomes is provided in 

Table 5.22. 

5.10.1 Research Question 1  

RQ1: How do moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence influence 

whistleblowing intention through the core TPB pathways? 

H1: Moral courage positively influences whistleblowing intention by strengthening 

attitudes toward whistleblowing. 

H1 was supported. Moral Courage exerted a significant positive effect on Whistleblowing 

Intention (β = 0.401, p < .001), indicating that ethical obligation and moral commitment 

strengthen favourable attitudes toward reporting wrongdoing. 

H2: Perceived support from key referents positively influences whistleblowing intention by 

strengthening subjective norms. 

H2 was strongly supported. Referent Support emerged as the most powerful predictor of 

Whistleblowing Intention (β = 0.641, p < .001), underscoring the central role of subjective 

norms and perceived social endorsement in motivating whistleblowing behaviour. 

H3: Anonymity confidence positively influences whistleblowing intention by strengthening 

perceived behavioural control.  

H3 was not supported. Anonymity Confidence did not exert a significant direct effect on 

Whistleblowing Intention (β = −.045, n.s.) once Moral Courage and Referent Support were 

controlled. This indicates that control related perceptions do not independently motivate 

intention in the final model. 
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RQ1 Summary. Whistleblowing intention is driven primarily by normative (RS) and 

attitudinal (MC) mechanisms, while control related perceptions (AC) do not operate as a 

direct determinant. 

5.9.2 Research Question 2 

RQ2: Do moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence differ in their relative 

influence on whistleblowing intention? 

H4. The psychological moderators influencing whistleblowing intention differ in their 

relative influence across organisational contexts. 

H4 was supported. Standardised path coefficients revealed a clear hierarchy: 

Referent Support (β = 0.641) exerted the strongest influence, followed by Moral 

Courage (β = 0.401), whereas Anonymity Confidence had a negligible, non-

significant direct effect (β = −.045). These results confirm that perceived social 

support outweighs both ethical disposition and channel related confidence in 

shaping whistleblowing intention. 

5.9.3 Research Question 3 

RQ3: Is whistleblowing intention conditionally dependent on the joint presence of moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence?  

H5. Whistleblowing intention is conditionally dependent on the joint presence of 

moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence, such that the absence 

of anyone weakens intention. 

H5 examined whether whistleblowing intention depends on the presence of all three 

psychological moderators. H5 was tested using nested structural model 

comparisons, with the full structural model (Model C) treated as the baseline. Each 

moderator was removed in turn, and changes in explanatory power (R² for 

whistleblowing intention) and model adequacy were assessed. Detailed nested 

structural diagnostics supporting the test of H5 are reported in Appendix L. 

In the baseline model (Model C), moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 

confidence jointly accounted for 71.7% of the variance in whistleblowing intention 

(R² = 0.717), indicating excellent model fit. 

Removing referent support resulted in a clear reduction in explanatory power, with 

R² declining to .673, alongside weaker fit indices. The remaining predictors did not 
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compensate for this loss. This pattern indicates that referent support is a necessary 

and non-substitutable condition for whistleblowing intention. 

Removing moral courage also weakened the model. Explanatory power became 

unstable, with R² inflating beyond acceptable bounds, indicating suppression effects 

and model misspecification. This change demonstrates that moral courage plays an 

important stabilising role in the model. However, it is not sufficient in isolation, as 

normative support remains essential. 

By contrast, removing anonymity confidence had no material impact on explanatory 

power or structural stability. R² remained effectively unchanged at .710, and model 

fit remained strong. This indicates that anonymity confidence is not a necessary 

condition when moral and normative mechanisms are present. 

Overall, H5 is partially supported. Whistleblowing intention depends primarily on 

perceived social endorsement and moral conviction, whereas anonymity confidence 

is a facilitative but nonessential factor. This pattern supports a threshold based 

interpretation of intention rather than an additive one. 

5.9.4 Synthesis of Hypothesis Testing Results  

Table 5.22 summarises the results for RQ 1 – RQ 3 and their associated hypotheses 

based on the final structural model (Model C). The table shows that hypotheses relating 

to referent support and moral courage are supported, with both constructs exhibiting 

statistically significant relationships with whistleblowing intention. In contrast, the 

hypothesis regarding confidence in anonymous reporting channels is not supported by the 

final model. 

Detailed model diagnostics and nested model comparisons are reported in Appendix L. 

Table 5.22: Summary of RQs, Hypotheses, and Empirical Outcomes 

Research 

Question 

Hypothesis Key Result Conclusion 

RQ1 H1 Moral courage positively predicts whistleblowing 

intention  

Supported 

RQ1 H2 Referent support is the strongest predictor of 

whistleblowing intention  

Supported 
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RQ1 H3 No significant direct effect on intention Not supported 

RQ2 H4 RS > MC > AC  Supported 

RQ3 H5 RS and MC reduce explanatory power when 

removed; AC does not 

Partially supported 

Note: Results are based on the final structural model (Model C).  

Together, these results establish which hypothesised relationships are retained and which 

are not under the final model specification. Chapter 6 builds on these findings by 

interpreting their implications for whistleblowing theory and practice and situating the 

results within the broader literature. 
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Chapter 6: Discussion of Results 

6.1 Introduction 

This chapter presents a theoretically grounded interpretation of the empirical findings 

reported in Chapter 5. The focus is on explanation rather than repetition of statistical 

outcomes. The discussion integrates the results with the conceptual framework developed 

in Chapter 2 and situates them within the broader whistleblowing literature. 

Guided by the research questions and hypotheses formulated in Chapters 2 and 3, the 

chapter examines how moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence 

influence whistleblowing intention within the TPB. Attention is given to their relative and 

conditional influence, rather than to isolated or additive effects. This approach enables a 

clearer understanding of why certain mechanisms exert greater explanatory power under 

conditions of organisational risk. 

The discussion is contextualised within South African organisations and comparable 

emerging economy environments. This contextual lens helps explain why whistleblowing 

intention forms unevenly despite the presence of formal reporting systems and legal 

protections. The chapter, therefore, addresses not only what shapes whistleblowing 

intention but also why social and ethical mechanisms, rather than procedural safeguards, 

dominate in practice. 

6.2 Demographic Context of the Sample  

The demographic profile presented in Chapter 5 indicates that the study drew on a diverse 

cohort of respondents across gender, age, organisational tenure, and hierarchical levels. 

Such diversity is important because whistleblowing decisions are shaped by exposure to 

organisational power and authority relations, as well as perceived career vulnerability 

(Near & Miceli, 1995). More recent research confirms that hierarchical position shapes 

both perceived risk and willingness to report wrongdoing, with lower-level employees 

experiencing heightened vulnerability to retaliation (Batolas et al., 2023). Empirical 

evidence further demonstrates that material and career costs, particularly job loss and 

income instability, remain central deterrents to disclosure (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

However, the study was not designed to test the differential effects of the proposed model 

across demographic subgroups. Demographic variables were therefore treated as 

descriptive context rather than explanatory moderators. This decision is theoretically and 
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methodologically consistent with the study’s objectives, which focused on examining 

psychological mechanisms of intention formation rather than group based variation. 

Prior research cautions against overinterpreting demographic differences in 

whistleblowing behaviour without a strong theoretical justification, as such effects are 

often inconsistent and highly context dependent (Curtis et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2021). 

Accordingly, the value of the demographic profile in this study lies in demonstrating that 

the tested relationships are grounded in a heterogeneous organisational sample rather 

than a narrowly defined population. 

By situating the findings within a diverse cohort, the study strengthens the model's 

credibility and contextual relevance of the model without diluting its theoretical focus. This 

approach aligns with theory driven modelling practices in which demographic 

characteristics provide contextual grounding rather than primary explanatory leverage 

(Ajzen, 1991; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Consistent with the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 2, the findings are 

interpreted through the attitudinal, normative, and perceived behavioural control pathways 

of the TPB. Attention is given to the relative and conditional influence of the psychological 

moderators. 

6.3 Overview of Key Findings  

A central finding is the dominance of referent support. Perceived support from supervisors, 

peers, and the organisation was the strongest influence on whistleblowing intention. This 

aligns with the theoretical positioning of normative endorsement in Chapter 2 and the 

expectations set out in H2 (Lee et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2025). Whistleblowing appears 

to be socially authorised rather than purely individually reasoned. Employees formed 

intentions by anticipating whether they would be supported or exposed by those who 

influence their professional outcomes. In high risk environments, social legitimacy can 

outweigh procedural assurance (Curtis et al., 2021; Bergemann & Aven, 2023). 

Moral courage played a meaningful but secondary role. It strengthened ethical evaluation 

and willingness to report, consistent with its role in the attitudinal TPB pathway (Zhang 

et al., 2025). However, it did not override perceived organisational risk. Moral conviction 

alone was insufficient where punitive consequences were anticipated. Moral courage, 

therefore, supports ethical readiness but does not neutralise organisational threat 

(Baumert et al., 2020; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 
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The most counterintuitive finding concerns anonymity confidence. It showed no significant 

independent direct effect once referent support and moral courage were taken into 

account. This should not be interpreted as irrelevant. Rather, anonymity confidence 

appears to operate conditionally. In low trust environments, it is interpreted through 

organisational credibility and experience rather than as an independent safeguard. As a 

result, anonymity claims may be viewed as uncertain or symbolic (Stubben & Welch, 2020; 

Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Overall, the findings support a threshold-based logic of whistleblowing intention. 

Employees appear to decide whether speaking up is ethically justified and socially 

legitimate before they consider how reporting might occur, consistent with conditional 

extensions of the TPB that emphasise non additive effects (Lee et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 

2025). In this sequence, moral courage strengthens ethical readiness, while perceived 

referent support determines whether ethical voice is viewed as organisationally survivable 

(Anvari et al., 2019). Procedural safeguards, including anonymity mechanisms, shape 

feasibility only after intention has formed, rather than acting as primary initiators of 

disclosure. This ordering helps explain why whistleblowing systems frequently 

underperform in high-risk environments: procedural design cannot compensate for the 

absence of moral conviction and social endorsement (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; 

Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

6.4 Discussion by Research Question 

This section interprets the findings in relation to the study’s research questions, examining 

how the psychological moderators influence whistleblowing intention within the TPB 

framework. The discussion evaluates whether the results confirm, qualify, or challenge 

the theoretical propositions developed in Chapter 2, with interpretation grounded in the 

context of South African workplaces. 

6.4.1 Research Question 1 

RQ1: How do moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence influence 

whistleblowing intention through the core TPB pathways? 

Research Question 1 examined whether moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 

confidence influence whistleblowing intention through the attitudinal, subjective norm, and 

perceived behavioural control pathways of the TPB. The findings provide differentiated 
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support for Hypotheses H1 to H3, demonstrating that social endorsement outweighs both 

individual morality and procedural safeguards in shaping whistleblowing intention. 

H1: Moral courage positively influences whistleblowing intention by strengthening 

attitudes toward whistleblowing. 

Moral courage was positively associated with whistleblowing intention, consistent with its 

conceptualisation as an attitudinal driver within the TPB. Employees with higher moral 

courage were more likely to perceive whistleblowing as a morally necessary and 

personally meaningful response rather than a discretionary reaction to wrongdoing. 

This finding aligns with prior research that positions moral courage as an internal 

antecedent of ethical behaviour under conditions of moral conflict and personal risk 

(Baumert et al., 2020; Valentine & Godkin, 2019). Higher moral courage strengthened 

evaluative commitments to act, even in the face of anticipated adverse consequences. 

However, support for H1 requires qualification. Although moral courage positively shaped 

attitudes, it did not emerge as the dominant predictor of intention. Consistent with critiques 

of individualistic ethical models, the findings indicate that moral conviction alone is 

insufficient in contexts characterised by power asymmetry and fear of reprisal (Kenny & 

Fotaki, 2023). Moral courage enables ethical judgment but does not necessarily translate 

into ethical action. 

This limitation is particularly relevant within the South African organisational context. As 

Near and Miceli (1995) and Zimmermann (2025) argue, models that privilege individual 

moral agency risk underestimating structural constraints that sustain organisational 

silence. Accordingly, H1 is supported, but moral courage functions as a necessary 

attitudinal foundation rather than a sufficient trigger of whistleblowing intention. 

H2: Perceived support from key referents positively influences whistleblowing intention by 

strengthening subjective norms.   

This hypothesis was strongly supported and emerged as the most influential mechanism 

in response to Research Question 1. Referent support was the strongest predictor of 

whistleblowing intention, surpassing both attitudinal and control based variables. 

Employees were significantly more likely to intend to report wrongdoing when they 

believed that peers, supervisors, managers, or organisational leaders would approve of 

or support their decision. 
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This finding aligns with research emphasising the salience of subjective norms in ethical 

decision making (Curtis et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2021). Consistent with this literature, 

whistleblowing appears to be a socially embedded decision shaped by anticipated 

relational and professional consequences. 

Supporting Anvari et al. (2019), whistleblowing is best understood as a collective and 

relational process in which employees assess whether speaking up will be legitimised and 

protected by influential organisational actors. In this sense, subjective norms operate not 

merely as social pressure, but as signals of organisational safety. 

This dynamic is particularly pronounced in South African organisations, where formal legal 

protections coexist with distrust, perceived risk of retaliation, and a culture of silence 

(Nwoke, 2019). The findings indicate that, without credible referent support, employees 

may refrain from reporting even when the moral judgment is clear and procedures are in 

place. H2 therefore provides the strongest empirical explanation of whistleblowing 

intention within the present model. 

H3: Anonymity confidence positively influences whistleblowing intention by strengthening 

perceived behavioural control.  

H3 was not supported as a direct effect. After accounting for moral courage and referent 

support, anonymity confidence did not exert an independent direct influence on 

whistleblowing intention. This is a pivotal finding. It challenges the procedural assumption 

that anonymity elevates intention to report wrongdoing (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & 

Welch, 2020).  

However, the finding does not suggest that anonymity is irrelevant. Instead, it indicates 

that anonymity confidence may not translate into intention once moral and normative 

conditions are modelled simultaneously. This matters because it resolves a tension in the 

literature. One stream implies that anonymous channels should raise intention by 

strengthening perceived behavioural control (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 

2020). Another stream cautions that channel features only influence behaviour when 

employees regard them as credible and enforceable in practice (Bora & Gherghina, 2025; 

Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). The present results provide empirical leverage on this 

contradiction. They suggest that perceived behavioural control in whistleblowing is 

credibility-bound rather than purely procedural.  
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Measurement refinement strengthens this interpretation. The weak performance of one 

anonymity indicator suggests scepticism regarding practical anonymity. Respondents 

appear to distinguish between formal assurances and credible protection. This aligns with 

evidence from low trust environments, where employees discount safeguards when 

enforcement is uncertain (Nwoke, 2019; Bora & Gherghina, 2025). Accordingly, the key 

contribution is not simply that H3 is unsupported. Anonymity confidence cannot be treated 

as a standalone lever for intention in high risk settings once legitimacy and support 

conditions are accounted for. 

6.4.2 Research Question 2  

RQ2: Do moral courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence differ in their relative 

influence on whistleblowing intention? 

Research Question 2 examined whether moral courage, referent support, and anonymity 

confidence differ in their relative influence on whistleblowing intention.  

H4: The psychological moderators influencing whistleblowing intention differ in their 

relative influence across organisational contexts 

The findings support H4 and reveal a clear hierarchy of influence. Referent support 

emerged as the dominant predictor of whistleblowing intention,  followed by moral 

courage, while anonymity confidence did not contribute independent motivational value 

once social and moral conditions are considered. This pattern indicates that 

whistleblowing intention forms primarily through social legitimacy rather than procedural 

assurance. 

Moral courage strengthens ethical evaluation and willingness to act (Ajzen, 1991; Baumert 

et al., 2020). However, ethical readiness did not automatically become intention when 

employees anticipate social and organisational consequences. Consistent with Kenny and 

Fotaki (2023), organisational conditions can constrain individual moral agency. The 

present findings support this view. Moral courage clarifies what ought to be done but does 

not ensure action. 

Referent support operates differently by simultaneously conferring legitimacy and 

survivability. It shapes subjective norms and signals whether speaking up will be defended 

or punished (Curtis et al., 2021). In this sense, referent support does not merely influence 

intention; it authorises it. Without social endorsement, whistleblowing remains 

professionally risky even when wrongdoing is evident (Bergemann & Aven, 2023). 
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The weak independent role of anonymity confidence is also theoretically significant. 

Anonymity addresses feasibility and execution rather than legitimacy. Where social 

endorsement is weak, anonymity cannot compensate. This challenges assumptions that 

anonymous channels can substitute for a supportive ethical climate (Chordiya et al., 2020; 

Stubben & Welch, 2020). As argued by Vandekerckhove et al. (2025), mechanisms 

influence behaviour through credibility rather than design alone. 

Overall, the comparative pattern supports a relational interpretation of whistleblowing 

intention. Employees appear to evaluate whether they will be supported before 

considering how to report. This ordering is consistent with high risk contexts characterised 

by distrust, where social cues outweigh formal safeguards (Nwoke, 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 

2023). 

These findings confirm that the relative influence of psychological moderators is not fixed 

but contingent, reinforcing the need to examine whistleblowing intention through a 

comparative rather than single factor lens. Accordingly, H4 was supported. 

6.4.3 Research Question 3 

RQ3: Is whistleblowing intention conditionally dependent on the joint presence of moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence? 

H5: Whistleblowing intention is conditionally dependent on the joint presence of moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence, such that the absence of anyone 

weakens intention. 

This question reflects theoretical developments that frame whistleblowing as a 

configurational phenomenon. It is shaped by combinations of enabling conditions rather 

than isolated predictors (Anvari et al., 2019; Latan et al., 2023). The present findings 

provide partial support for this configuration logic. 

Moral courage and referent support functioned as necessary enabling conditions, whereas 

anonymity confidence did not. This distinction separates motivational prerequisites from 

implementation facilitators. Intention was not the additive outcome of moral, social, and 

procedural factors; instead, it depended primarily on ethical readiness and social 

legitimacy. 

Referent support emerged as indispensable. When perceived support was absent, 

intention weakened substantially, even where moral conviction was present. This 

reinforces the view that whistleblowing is socially risky and requires normative validation 
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before ethical intention becomes actionable (Curtis et al., 2021; Bergemann & Aven, 

2023). It also reflects Bergemann and Aven’s (2023) argument that group dynamics shape 

whether dissent is treated as a legitimate voice or disloyalty. 

Moral courage also played a stabilising role. It strengthened ethical readiness. However, 

it did not operate as a substitute for social legitimacy. This aligns with research showing 

that moral agency is activated through interactions between internal resolve and external 

cues (Baumert et al., 2020). Ogunfowora et al. (2021) similarly emphasise the role of 

external signals in enabling ethical action. In high risk settings, moral conviction may still 

fail when employees anticipate retaliation, abandonment, or reputational harm. 

By contrast, anonymity confidence did not function as a necessary condition once moral 

courage and referent support were present. This challenges literature that positions 

anonymous systems as foundational motivators (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 

2020). The findings suggest a different interpretation. Anonymity may reduce execution 

risk. It may make reporting easier. However, it does not reliably initiate intention. Intention 

appears to form earlier, when employees judge the act to be morally required and socially 

acceptable. This distinction clarifies why procedural reforms often fail to generate 

disclosure in practice (Heese & Pérez Cavazos, 2021; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

In summary, whistleblowing intention depends on the joint presence of moral courage and 

referent support, while anonymity confidence remains facilitative but non-essential. H5 is 

therefore partially supported. 

6.4.4 Summary of Hypothesis Testing (H1–H5) 

This section synthesises the results of hypothesis testing across Research Questions 1 to 

3. Rather than restating individual statistical findings, the outcomes are consolidated in 

the final hypothesised structure shown in Figure 6.1, which visually summarises 

supported, unsupported, and partially supported relationships. 
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Figure 6.1: Integrated Summary of Hypothesis Testing Outcomes 

Source: Author’s own 

As shown in Figure 6.1, moral courage (H1) and referent support (H2) demonstrate 

supported direct relationships with whistleblowing intention, while anonymity confidence 

(H3) does not exhibit a supported direct effect. The figure also shows the comparative 

dominance of referent support (H4) and partial support for a synergistic or threshold effect 

(H5), reflecting the non-additive nature of the psychological moderators. 

This synthesis concludes the hypothesis testing phase by depicting the overall pattern of 

empirical support across all research questions. Building on this integrated structural 

summary, the next section interprets these results within the extended TPB and the 

broader whistleblowing literature. 

6.5 Integration with the TPB 

The findings provide qualified support for the TPB while also revealing its limits in 

emerging economy organisational contexts. TPB remains a useful behavioural framework. 

However, the results show that its three core pathways, attitudinal, normative, and 

perceived behavioural control, do not contribute equally to whistleblowing intention. 

The attitudinal pathway is supported but constrained. Moral courage exerted a significant 

positive effect on whistleblowing intention by strengthening ethical evaluation and 

readiness to act. This is consistent with TPB and with research linking moral conviction to 

ethical decision making (Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Baumert et al., 2020). However, 

ethical approval alone did not reliably translate into intention when anticipated retaliation 

remained credible. Moral courage strengthened moral resolve but did not override 
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organisational threat. This finding qualifies individualistic applications of TPB that 

underplay structural and relational constraints (Nwoke, 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

The subjective norm pathway clearly dominates the formation of intentions. Perceived 

referent support emerged as the strongest predictor of whistleblowing intention, indicating 

that employees assess the social legitimacy of speaking up early in the decision process. 

This aligns with TPB’s emphasis on normative influence (Ajzen, 1991) and with 

whistleblowing research highlighting the social visibility and relational risk associated with 

disclosure (Lee et al., 2021; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). In this study, subjective norms 

functioned not merely as social pressure, but as signals of organisational safety and 

survivability. 

The perceived behavioural control pathway operates conditionally rather than 

independently. Anonymity confidence did not exert a significant direct effect on 

whistleblowing intention once moral courage and referent support were considered. This 

challenges procedural interpretations of TPB that treat control beliefs as universally 

enabling. In whistleblowing contexts characterised by low institutional trust, perceived 

control appears to depend less on the formal availability of reporting mechanisms than on 

confidence in organisational responses and the credibility of enforcement (Stubben & 

Welch, 2020; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Taken together, the findings support a threshold-based extension of TPB. Whistleblowing 

intention did not increase linearly with the addition of safeguards. Instead, intention 

emerged when moral conviction and social legitimacy jointly exceeded a critical level. 

Procedural safeguards, including anonymity systems, shaped feasibility and execution 

only after intention had formed. This re-weighting extends TPB beyond additive 

assumptions toward a context-sensitive and relational explanation of ethical voice (Anvari 

et al., 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

6.6 Alignment with and Divergence from Prior Literature 

Overall, the findings align with core strands of whistleblowing research while refining 

dominant assumptions about how intention forms under conditions of risk. They confirm 

the centrality of social and moral mechanisms, while challenging compliance centric 

perspectives that privilege procedural design. 

The dominant influence of referent support aligns strongly with prior research. Studies that 

apply the TPB consistently show that perceived approval from supervisors and peers 
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strengthens whistleblowing intentions by reducing anticipated social and career risks 

(Curtis et al., 2021; Lee et al., 2021). Potipiroon and Wongpreedee (2021) similarly 

demonstrate that organisational and supervisory support enhances ethical voice. 

This study extends that literature by showing that referent support is not merely influential 

but structurally dominant. When all factors were modelled simultaneously, perceived 

social endorsement outweighed both moral courage and anonymity confidence. This 

supports relational accounts that conceptualise whistleblowing as a socially negotiated act 

rather than an individual moral response (Anvari et al., 2019; Bergemann & Aven, 2023). 

Whistleblowing intention depended primarily on whether ethical voice was perceived as 

legitimate and survivable within the organisational environment. 

The positive role of moral courage aligns with prior scholarship, but its limits are clarified. 

Moral courage strengthened ethical readiness, consistent with Valentine and Godkin 

(2019) and Baumert et al. (2020). However, its influence was secondary once social 

endorsement was taken into account. This helps reconcile inconsistent findings in the 

literature, where moral traits predict intention in some contexts but not in others (Curtis et 

al., 2021; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). Moral courage served as a necessary ethical foundation, 

but it was not a sufficient trigger in the face of a credible threat. 

The most notable divergence concerns anonymity confidence. Prior research frequently 

argues that anonymous reporting mechanisms increase whistleblowing intention by 

strengthening perceived behavioural control (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 

2020). In contrast, this study found no significant independent direct effect after 

accounting for moral and social conditions. 

This divergence reflects a boundary condition rather than a contradiction. As 

Vandekerckhove et al. (2025) argue, formal channel design does not guarantee perceived 

credibility. In contexts characterised by low institutional trust, anonymity assurances may 

be discounted or viewed as symbolic (Nwoke, 2019; Bora & Gherghina, 2025). Anonymity, 

therefore, appears to shape how reporting occurs rather than whether intention forms. 

6.6.1 South Africa in Relation to Comparable Emerging Economy Contexts 

South Africa shares key structural features with other emerging economy organisational 

contexts, while also exhibiting distinctive characteristics that sharpen the interpretation of 

the findings. Like many emerging economies, it combines relatively advanced formal 

governance frameworks with persistent enforcement gaps, power asymmetries, and 

credible fears of retaliation (Nwoke, 2019; Okafor et al., 2020). 
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Research conducted in comparable contexts consistently shows that formal 

whistleblowing mechanisms often fail to generate disclosure when organisational trust is 

weak. Studies in Nigeria, Indonesia, and other emerging economies indicate that fear of 

retaliation, loyalty norms, and scepticism toward protection mechanisms suppress 

whistleblowing intentions despite the formal availability of reporting channels (Latan et al., 

2019; Okafor et al., 2020; Bora & Gherghina, 2025). In such contexts, perceived 

leadership and peer support frequently outweigh procedural assurances. 

The present findings converge strongly with this literature. Whistleblowing intention in 

South Africa formed primarily when ethical concerns were socially legitimised rather than 

procedurally enabled, consistent with the findings of Latan et al. (2023). Anonymity 

confidence did not compensate for the absence of perceived organisational backing. 

South Africa is a particularly salient case because it coexists with advanced governance 

codes and highly visible whistleblower retaliation. Public inquiries and high-profile cases 

have reinforced perceptions that legal protection does not reliably translate into safety in 

practice (Nwoke, 2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). This may intensify scepticism toward 

anonymity mechanisms relative to other emerging economy contexts. 

Overall, the findings suggest that, in South Africa and comparable institutional 

environments, whistleblowing intention is shaped primarily by relational trust rather than 

by institutional design. Social endorsement serves as a proxy for protection when 

confidence in enforcement is low. This reinforces the need for whistleblowing models that 

move beyond universal procedural assumptions and incorporate leadership signalling, 

institutional credibility, and lived organisational experience. 

6.7 Contextual Interpretation: South African Organisational Environment 

The South African organisational context provides an essential lens for interpreting these 

findings. Although formal whistleblower protections and reporting frameworks exist, 

empirical and practitioner evidence continues to highlight persistent fear of retaliation and 

limited trust in enforcement mechanisms. Nwoke (2019) argues that such conditions 

shape whistleblowing decisions differently from those observed in high trust environments. 

The present findings are consistent with this interpretation. 

Within this context, the dominance of referent support is theoretically coherent. Employees 

appear to rely more on immediate organisational cues than on formal procedural 

assurances. Leadership behaviour, peer reactions, and informal norms become key 
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signals guiding decision making. Subjective norms, therefore, operate as a practical 

substitute for institutional trust and function as proxies for perceived safety where 

organisational credibility is contested (Curtis et al., 2021; Nwoke, 2019). 

The limited direct role of anonymity confidence also aligns with this contextual reality. 

Although anonymous reporting channels may formally exist, their credibility is evaluated 

through lived organisational experience. Vandekerckhove et al. (2025) emphasise that 

trust signals and organisational responses determine whether systems are believed. Bora 

and Gherghina (2025) highlight the importance of beliefs about enforceability. Where 

employees doubt that anonymity will be protected or that retaliation will be addressed, 

confidence in reporting mechanisms does not translate into an intention to report. 

Overall, the findings reveal contextual fragility in whistleblowing systems. In South Africa, 

ethical voice appears to depend less on formal compliance design and more on relational 

trust and perceived organisational legitimacy. This reinforces the need for context 

grounded whistleblowing models in emerging economy settings (Kang, 2023; Latan et al., 

2023). 

6.8 Theoretical Contributions of the Study 

This study makes four interrelated theoretical contributions.  

First, it establishes the primacy of referent support in shaping whistleblowing intention. 

Social endorsement outweighs both moral courage and anonymity confidence, reinforcing 

relational theories of ethical action (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Zhang et al., 2025). 

Second, the study refines the role of moral courage. Moral courage matters, but it is 

socially contingent. Moral conviction strengthens intention only when organisational 

legitimacy is perceived, helping to reconcile inconsistent findings in prior research (Curtis 

et al., 2021; Latan et al., 2023). 

Third, the study reconceptualises anonymity confidence as a boundary condition rather 

than a primary driver. This challenges compliance centric assumptions and explains why 

anonymous systems often underperform in low trust contexts (Stubben & Welch, 2020; 

Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Finally, the study advances a configurational, threshold-based explanation of 

whistleblowing intention. Intention emerges when ethical and social conditions jointly 

exceed a critical level. Procedural safeguards then shape how reporting occurs, not 
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whether it occurs. This contribution sharpens TPB based whistleblowing theory and 

improves explanatory precision in high risk organisational environments. 

6.9 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter has interpreted the study’s findings in relation to the research questions, 

theoretical framework, and existing literature. The discussion demonstrates that 

whistleblowing intention is shaped primarily by perceived social endorsement and moral 

conviction, rather than by procedural safeguards alone. Referent support emerged as the 

dominant mechanism, indicating that employees are more likely to intend to report 

wrongdoing when ethical voice is perceived as socially legitimate and organisationally 

survivable. 

Moral courage played a meaningful but constrained role. It strengthened ethical readiness 

and favourable attitudes toward whistleblowing but did not override anticipated 

organisational risk in the absence of social support. Anonymity confidence operated 

differently. It did not function as an independent motivational driver once moral and social 

conditions were taken into account. Instead, it acted as a facilitative condition that shapes 

feasibility after intention has formed. 

Collectively, the findings support a threshold based and relational account of 

whistleblowing intention. Intention emerges when moral conviction and social 

endorsement align sufficiently, whereas procedural safeguards influence how reporting 

occurs rather than whether it occurs. This interpretation helps explain the persistent 

underutilisation of whistleblowing systems despite extensive formal protections, 

particularly in high risk organisational environments. The next chapter consolidates these 

insights into overall conclusions, practical implications, and directions for future research. 
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Chapter 7: Conclusions and Recommendations  

7.1 Introduction 

This chapter synthesises the study's findings and integrates them with the theoretical 

arguments developed in Chapters 2 and 6. The objective is not to restate results, but to 

consolidate their implications for whistleblowing theory, organisational practice, and future 

research. 

This study contributes to whistleblowing scholarship by demonstrating that whistleblowing 

intention is best understood as a threshold-based behavioural outcome, rather than as a 

linear response to the presence of reporting mechanisms or formal protections. 

In doing so, the chapter directly resolves the research problem articulated in Chapter 1 by 

demonstrating that whistleblowing intention is shaped primarily by social legitimacy and 

ethical resolve, rather than by procedural safeguards alone. The discussion explicitly 

reflects the threshold-based and configurational logic established in Chapter 6, according 

to which intention emerges when moral and social conditions align at a sufficient level. 

The remainder of the chapter is structured as follows: Section 7.2 summarises the study’s 

focus and significance. Section 7.3 situates the findings within the South African 

organisational context. Sections 7.4 and 7.5 revisit the research gaps and questions 

addressed. Sections 7.6 and 7.7 synthesise the methodological approach and key 

findings. Sections 7.8 and 7.9 outline the study’s theoretical and practical contributions. 

Sections 7.10 and 7.11 acknowledge limitations and identify directions for future research. 

Section 7.12 concludes the chapter and the study.  

7.2 Summary of the Research Focus and Its Significance 

This study makes several closely connected contributions to the whistleblowing literature. 

Together, they deepen understanding of how whistleblowing intention forms in 

organisational environments characterised by risk and uncertainty. 

At a theoretical level, the study advances a threshold based and relational account of 

whistleblowing intention. Extending TPB (Ajzen, 1991; Zhang et al., 2025), the findings 

indicate that intention does not emerge simply from the accumulation of enabling 

conditions. Instead, it forms when moral conviction and perceived social endorsement 

align at a level sufficient to offset anticipated organisational risk. This challenges additive 
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and procedure centred explanations of whistleblowing and foregrounds social legitimacy 

as a central condition of ethical voice (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

The study also makes a clear empirical contribution by clarifying the relative influence of 

key antecedents. Referent support emerged as the strongest predictor of whistleblowing 

intention, outweighing both moral courage and anonymity confidence. Moral courage 

strengthened ethical readiness, consistent with prior research (Valentine & Godkin, 2019; 

Baumert et al., 2020), but its effect was constrained in the absence of social support. 

Anonymity confidence operated differently. It did not independently motivate intention, but 

shaped how reporting might occur once intention had formed. This configuration helps 

reconcile inconsistent empirical findings and explains why formal whistleblowing systems 

often remain underutilised despite extensive safeguards (Chordiya et al., 2020; Kenny & 

Fotaki, 2023). 

A further contribution lies in the contextual focus on South African organisations and 

comparable settings in emerging economies. The findings demonstrate that when 

enforcement is uncertain and retaliation is perceived as credible, relational trust serves as 

a substitute for formal protection (Nwoke, 2019). This moves the literature beyond 

universal design assumptions and highlights the importance of leadership behaviour, 

organisational response, and lived experience in shaping employees’ willingness to speak 

up (Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Finally, the study contributes methodologically by modelling whistleblowing intention as a 

multivariate and conditional process. By examining moral, social, and procedural factors 

simultaneously, the study avoids single-factor explanations and offers a more realistic 

account of ethical decision-making in practice. 

Taken together, these contributions position the study as a substantive extension of 

contemporary whistleblowing scholarship. They provide a coherent explanation for why 

whistleblowing intention forms unevenly across organisational contexts and establish a 

strong foundation for the practical implications and future research directions that follow. 

7.3 Research Context and Its Relevance 

The South African organisational context provides a theoretically informative setting for 

examining whistleblowing intention. Despite the presence of legal and governance 

frameworks, whistleblowers continue to face retaliation and professional harm. This has 

contributed to persistent distrust in enforcement mechanisms (Nwoke, 2019). 
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This institutional environment challenges assumptions embedded in much of the 

whistleblowing literature, which is largely grounded in regulatory settings. In South Africa, 

formal compliance structures and legal protections coexist with enforcement gaps and 

pronounced power asymmetries. These conditions shape how employees interpret risk, 

feasibility, and personal exposure when considering disclosure (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

The findings show that under such conditions, anonymity confidence is frequently 

discounted unless accompanied by credible social endorsement and ethical leadership. 

This helps explain why anonymity mechanisms, although necessary, do not reliably initiate 

whistleblowing intention when organisational trust is weak. Procedural assurances alone 

appear insufficient without perceived organisational backing. 

By foregrounding this context, the study responds directly to calls for more context 

sensitive whistleblowing research in emerging economies and high risk institutional 

environments (Nwoke, 2019; Zimmermann, 2025). The findings underscore the 

importance of grounding whistleblowing theory in lived organisational realities rather than 

assuming uniform institutional conditions. 

7.4 Established Knowledge and Identified Research Gaps 

Prior research establishes that attitudes, subjective norms, and perceived behavioural 

control influence whistleblowing intention, commonly examined through TPB based 

models (Ajzen, 1991; Lee et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2025). Moral courage, subjective 

norms, and anonymity mechanisms have also been identified as relevant antecedents 

(Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Chordiya et al., 2020). 

However, three gaps remain. First, the comparative strength of psychological 

determinants is rarely examined, limiting insight into which mechanisms dominate under 

conditions of risk. Second, whistleblowing intention is typically modelled additively rather 

than configurationally, obscuring threshold effects and conditional dependence (Anvari et 

al., 2019). Third, empirical evidence from low trust environments remains limited, 

constraining theoretical generalisability. 

This study addresses these gaps by simultaneously examining moral courage, referent 

support, and anonymity confidence within a single integrative model. It explicitly evaluates 

their relative and joint influence within the South African organisational context. By doing 

so, the study moves beyond additive assumptions and clarifies which psychological 

mechanisms meaningfully shape whistleblowing intention under elevated risk. 
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7.5 Research Questions Addressed 

The study addressed three interrelated research questions. First, it examined how moral 

courage, referent support, and anonymity confidence influence whistleblowing intention. 

Second, it assessed the comparative strength of these psychological moderators. Third, 

it evaluated whether their combined presence is necessary to enable whistleblowing 

intention. 

These questions guided the development of the conceptual framework and the analytical 

strategy employed. They were derived from the core problem identified in Chapter 1, 

namely, the persistent failure of formal whistleblowing systems to generate disclosures.  

By focusing on intention rather than behaviour, the study examined the decision point at 

which silence or ethical voice is determined. This emphasis ensured conceptual continuity 

across the study, aligning the problem statement, theoretical framework, empirical 

analysis, and conclusions. Such alignment reinforces the methodological and theoretical 

coherence running throughout the study. 

7.6 Research Methodological Approach 

A quantitative research design was employed to test the hypothesised relationships 

among the study variables. Data were collected using a structured questionnaire that 

incorporated validated measurement scales derived from prior whistleblowing and TPB 

research (Latan et al., 2023). This design was appropriate given the study’s focus on 

theory testing and comparative evaluation of psychological constructs. 

 CB-SEM served as the primary analytical technique. CB‑SEM enabled the simultaneous 

estimation of multiple latent constructs and supported examination of comparative and 

conditional effects among psychological determinants (Hair et al., 2019). This approach 

was particularly suited to testing the study’s emphasis on relative influence and threshold 

dynamics.  

7.7 Synthesis of Key Findings 

The synthesis of findings confirms that the mere availability of reporting mechanisms does 

not drive whistleblowing intention, but by a judgment process shaped primarily by social 

legitimacy and ethical resolve. Among the psychological determinants examined, 

perceived referent support exerts the strongest influence on whistleblowing intention, 
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followed by moral courage. Anonymity confidence does not exert a significant independent 

direct effect once moral and social conditions are taken into account. 

This hierarchy of influence is theoretically significant and is summarised visually in Figure 

7.1. It indicates that whistleblowing intention forms when employees believe that speaking 

up will be socially endorsed and organisationally survivable. Perceived referent support 

functions as the primary signal of legitimacy, shaping whether ethical concerns can be 

expressed without unacceptable personal cost (Near & Miceli, 1995; Chordiya et al., 2020; 

Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). Where such support is absent, intention remains suppressed even 

among employees who recognise wrongdoing and hold strong moral convictions. 

Moral courage plays a complementary but constrained role. It strengthens ethical 

evaluation and reinforces favourable attitudes toward whistleblowing, consistent with prior 

findings linking moral courage to ethical intention (Zhang et al., 2025; Valentine & Godkin, 

2019). However, moral courage does not override anticipated retaliation or social 

exclusion, confirming evidence that ethical resolve alone is insufficient under conditions 

of credible organisational threat (Curtis et al., 2021; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Anonymity confidence operates differently from moral and social determinants. Rather 

than initiating whistleblowing intention, it functions as a facilitative condition that shapes 

perceived feasibility once intention has already formed. This interpretation aligns with 

research demonstrating that anonymity can reduce execution risk but does not 

compensate for weak organisational trust or the absence of social endorsement (Chordiya 

et al., 2020; Stubben & Welch, 2020; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Taken together, the findings support a threshold based and configurational interpretation 

of whistleblowing intention, as illustrated in Figure 7.1. Intention emerges only when moral 

conviction and social endorsement jointly exceed a critical level. Procedural safeguards 

then influence how reporting occurs, not whether it occurs. This logic explains the 

persistent underutilisation of whistleblowing systems despite robust legal and 

organisational frameworks, particularly in environments such as South Africa (Nwoke, 

2019; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 
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Figure 7.1: Final Model of the Study 

Source: Author’s own  

The figure illustrates the relative and configurational influence of moral courage, referent 

support, and anonymity confidence on whistleblowing intention. Moral courage and 

referent support function as prerequisite conditions for intention formation, while 

anonymity confidence operates as a facilitative boundary condition influencing execution 

rather than initiation. 

7.8 Contribution to Theory and Scholarly Debate 

This study contributes to whistleblowing theory by refining how whistleblowing intention is 

conceptualised and explained in high risk organisational contexts. Rather than treating 

whistleblowing as a function of system availability or legal protection, the study positions 

intention as a socially embedded ethical judgement shaped by interacting psychological 

conditions. Figure 7.1 provides a conceptual synthesis of this contribution. 

First, the study establishes the primacy of perceived referent support in the formation of 

whistleblowing intention. By demonstrating that social endorsement outweighs both moral 

courage and anonymity confidence, the findings reinforce relational accounts of 

whistleblowing that emphasise subjective norms, legitimacy, and organisational signalling 

(Near & Miceli, 1995; Chordiya et al., 2020; Zhang et al., 2025). This challenges 

individualistic explanations that privilege personal ethics while underestimating social and 

organisational constraints. 

Second, the study refines the role of moral courage within whistleblowing theory. Moral 

courage contributes meaningfully by strengthening ethical attitudes and increasing 

readiness to act, as reflected in prior empirical work (Valentine & Godkin, 2019; Zhang et 
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al., 2025). However, its influence is context dependent. As illustrated in Figure 7.1, moral 

courage alone does not cross the intention threshold in the absence of perceived social 

support, helping to reconcile inconsistencies in the literature, in which moral traits predict 

intention in some contexts but not in others (Curtis et al., 2021; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Third, the study reconceptualises anonymity confidence as a boundary condition rather 

than a primary motivational driver. While anonymity has been widely promoted as central 

to whistleblowing effectiveness, the findings show that it facilitates execution only after 

moral and social thresholds have been crossed. This challenges compliance centric 

assumptions embedded in both policy and theory and aligns with evidence that formal 

protections are often discounted in low trust environments (Chordiya et al., 2020; Stubben 

& Welch, 2020; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Finally, the study advances a configurational and threshold based extension of the TPB. 

Although TPB remains a useful organising framework (Ajzen, 1991), the findings 

demonstrate that its pathways do not contribute equally to risk. Subjective norms dominate 

intention formation, attitudes play a supportive role, and perceived behavioural control 

operates conditionally. This re-weighting, captured in Figure 7.1, sharpens TPB’s 

explanatory precision and enhances its relevance for whistleblowing research in 

institutional environments such as South Africa (Nwoke, 2019; Zhang et al., 2025). 

7.9 Practical Managerial Implications and Stakeholder Alignment 

This section articulates the study's practical and managerial implications by aligning its 

findings with the key stakeholders involved in whistleblowing, as illustrated in Figure 7.2. 

Consistent with the study’s threshold based explanation, the implications emphasise 

alignment across individual, organisational, and institutional actors rather than reliance on 

procedural design alone. 
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Figure 7.2: Stakeholder Map for Enabling Whistleblowing Intention 

Source: Author’s own 

At the centre of the stakeholder map is the employee as a potential whistleblower. The 

findings show that employees do not form whistleblowing intention simply because 

reporting mechanisms exist. Instead, intention develops through moral judgement and risk 

appraisal. Employees must believe that speaking up is ethically justified and that doing so 

will not result in disproportionate harm to them personally or professionally. From a 

managerial perspective, this implies that employees require consistent signals that ethical 

voice is legitimate, expected, and survivable, rather than exceptional or risky behaviour. 

The next layer of stakeholders comprises primary organisational actors, including peers, 

line managers, and senior leadership. These actors play a decisive role in shaping 

whistleblowing intention by signalling whether ethical voice is socially legitimate. The study 

demonstrates that perceived referent support is the strongest driver of intention. 

Accordingly, leaders and managers shape whistleblowing not primarily through formal 

authority, but through everyday responses to ethical concerns, visible support for those 

who raise issues, and consistent treatment of wrongdoing. Where these signals are 

absent or ambiguous, whistleblowing intention remains suppressed, even in the presence 

of strong moral conviction. 

Procedural and functional stakeholders, such as ethics and compliance functions, internal 

audit, human resources, and whistleblowing hotlines, occupy a facilitative role within the 

stakeholder system. Their primary contribution lies in reducing execution risk and 
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stabilising reporting once intention has formed. The findings indicate that these 

stakeholders are most effective when they reinforce trust through responsiveness, 

confidentiality, and follow through, rather than relying on system availability alone. 

Procedural safeguards support whistleblowing only when embedded within credible 

ethical leadership and a consistent organisational response.  

The outer layer of the stakeholder map includes institutional actors such as boards, audit 

committees, regulators, courts, and enforcement bodies. These stakeholders influence 

whistleblowing intention indirectly by shaping confidence in protection, oversight, and 

accountability. Their role is to signal that wrongdoing will be taken seriously and that 

retaliation will carry consequences. Weak enforcement or inconsistent oversight 

undermines confidence in protection mechanisms and reinforces employee scepticism 

toward formal safeguards. 

Taken together, the stakeholder map highlights that effective whistleblowing systems 

depend on coherence across stakeholder levels rather than isolated interventions. 

Whistleblowing intention emerges when moral conviction and social endorsement jointly 

exceed a critical threshold, while procedural and institutional mechanisms shape how 

reporting occurs thereafter. This implies that organisational investments in whistleblowing 

mechanisms will remain ineffective unless moral conviction and social endorsement are 

simultaneously strengthened, as procedural safeguards alone do not trigger 

whistleblowing intention. 

7.10 Limitations of the Study 

Several limitations should be acknowledged. These relate to the study’s theoretical scope, 

research design, measurement approach, and contextual focus. Many were anticipated in 

Chapter 4, yet they define important boundaries for interpretation. 

First, the study examined whistleblowing intention rather than actual behaviour. Within the 

TPB, intention represents the most immediate antecedent of behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). 

However, prior research demonstrates that ethical intention does not always translate into 

action, particularly in organisations characterised by fear of retaliation and power 

asymmetries (Vadera et al., 2025). The findings should therefore not be interpreted as 

direct predictors of observed whistleblowing behaviour. 

Second, the study focused on three psychological moderators, moral courage, referent 

support, and anonymity confidence. This boundary was deliberately chosen to maintain 
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parsimony and analytical clarity. The model does not claim theoretical completeness. 

Other factors identified in prior research, including ethical leadership, organisational 

justice, moral intensity, power distance, job security, and organisational identification, 

were excluded to preserve focus (Bergemann, 2024; Near & Miceli, 1995; Valentine & 

Godkin, 2019).  

Third, the study relied on self reported survey data. This introduces potential common-

method and social-desirability bias. Although validated scales were used and the 

measurement model demonstrated acceptable reliability and validity (Chapter 5), 

respondents may have overstated ethical intentions or understated fear based concerns. 

This limitation is common in whistleblowing research, where moral norms influence self 

presentation (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023; Near & Miceli, 1995). 

Fourth, the research adopted a cross-sectional design, with data collected at a single point 

in time. This limits causal inference and prevents assessment of how whistleblowing 

intention evolves following organisational events or leadership changes. The structural 

model, therefore, identifies theoretically informed associations rather than temporal or 

causal dynamics (Hair et al., 2022). 

Fifth, the study did not differentiate respondents across certain demographic and 

occupational characteristics, such as ethnicity, nationality, religious affiliation, or detailed 

job roles. Prior research suggests that whistleblowing intention may vary across functional 

roles (Potipiroon & Wongpreedee, 2021; Kang, 2023). The absence of this differentiation 

limits the granularity. 

Sixth, while the South African context represents a conceptual strength, it also constrains 

generalisability. Institutional fragility, enforcement gaps, and historical patterns of 

retaliation may shape whistleblowing intention differently from high trust regulatory 

environments. The findings should therefore be generalised cautiously to other legal and 

cultural contexts (Kang, 2023; Zimmermann, 2025). 

Finally, an additional limitation concerns the conceptualisation of anonymity confidence. 

The study did not directly measure trust in the long-term enforcement of anonymity 

protections. The removal of item AC5 during validation suggests that respondents 

distinguish between formal assurances and credible protection. This indicates that 

anonymity confidence may operate through more complex, trust based mechanisms than 

are captured in the present model (Near & Miceli, 1995; Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 
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7.11 Directions for Future Research 

Building on the limitations identified, several avenues for future research emerge. 

First, future studies should examine mediating mechanisms within whistleblowing 

intention models. Constructs such as psychological safety, ethical climate, and public 

service motivation may mediate the relationship between organisational context and 

whistleblowing intention (Potipiroon & Wongpreedee, 2021; Latan et al., 2023). Explicitly 

testing mediation would strengthen theoretical explanations and clarify causality. 

Second, longitudinal designs are recommended to examine how whistleblowing intention 

develops over time and whether it translates into actual reporting behaviour. Such 

approaches would help address the intention–behaviour gap and assess how 

organisational responses reshape ethical decision trajectories (Vadera et al., 2025). 

Third, future research would benefit from qualitative or mixed methods approaches. 

Interviews, focus groups, or case studies could provide deeper insights into how 

employees interpret organisational signals regarding support, retaliation, and moral 

legitimacy, processes that surveys may capture only partially (Kenny & Fotaki, 2023). 

Fourth, comparative cross national research, particularly across emerging economies, is 

strongly encouraged. Research conducted in institutional contexts with similar governance 

challenges but differing institutional arrangements could test whether the primacy of 

referent support and the threshold logic identified in this study are context specific or 

generalisable (Anvari et al., 2019; Kang, 2023). 

Fifth, further theoretical development should explore configurational and threshold based 

models of whistleblowing intention. Moving beyond additive linear relationships reflects 

growing recognition that whistleblowing decisions arise from interactions among moral, 

social, and structural conditions rather than from single dominant predictors (Anvari 

et al., 2019). 

Relatedly, future research should reconceptualise anonymity confidence as a relational or 

mediated construct rather than a direct predictor. Qualitative and longitudinal designs 

could examine whether scepticism toward anonymity systems reflects prior organisational 

experience, perceived risk of retaliation, or broader deficits in institutional trust. (Kenny & 

Fotaki, 2023; Vandekerckhove et al., 2025). 

Finally, future studies could examine whether demographic and occupational 

characteristics condition the relationships identified in this model. Although such variables 
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were not theorised as moderators in the present study, the findings provide a robust 

baseline for multi-group or subgroup analyses using larger samples. 

7.12 Chapter Conclusion 

This chapter synthesised the study’s findings by integrating the empirical results with the 

theoretical framework developed earlier. It addressed why whistleblowing intention 

remains uneven and frequently absent in South African organisations, despite the 

presence of formal reporting mechanisms and legal protections. 

The findings demonstrate that whistleblowing intention does not arise solely from 

procedural availability. Instead, intention forms through a threshold-based judgment 

process shaped by moral conviction, social legitimacy, and perceived survivability. 

Employees are unlikely to report wrongdoing unless they view speaking up as morally 

justified, socially endorsed, and personally feasible. 

Perceived referent support emerged as the strongest influence on whistleblowing 

intention. Leadership behaviour, peer norms, and informal organisational cues functioned 

as primary signals of legitimacy. Where such support was present, ethical concerns 

translated into intention. Where it was absent, intention remained suppressed, even when 

wrongdoing was recognised. 

Moral courage played a necessary but limited role. It strengthened ethical evaluation but 

did not override anticipated retaliation or social exclusion. Ethical resolve alone was 

therefore insufficient in high-risk environments. 

Confidence in anonymity operated as a facilitative condition rather than a driver of 

intention. It shaped perceived feasibility after intention had formed but did not 

independently motivate whistleblowing. 

Taken together, the findings support a configurational interpretation of whistleblowing 

intention. Intention emerges only when moral conviction and social endorsement jointly 

exceed a critical threshold, while procedural safeguards shape the subsequent reporting 

process. 

This study contributes to whistleblowing scholarship by demonstrating that whistleblowing 

intention is best understood as a threshold-based behavioural outcome rather than a 

linear response to formal protections. Although grounded in South Africa, the behavioural 

dynamics identified are likely to be relevant in other high-risk, compliance-intensive 

environments.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Coding Book 

Table A.1 Demographic Variables 

Variable 
Name 

Survey 
Question 

Response Options Coding 

Sex Sex Female, Male 1 = Female; 2 = Male 

Age 
Group 

Age Group Under 35 years; 36   45 years; 46   60 
years; 61+ years 

1=Under35;2=36 45;3=46 60;4=61+ 

Job Role Job Role/ 
Position 

Operational / Administrative; Supervisor / 
Team leader; Middle Management; 
Senior Management / Executive / 
Director 

1 = Operational / Administrative 

2 = Supervisor / Team leader 

3 = Middle Management 

4 = Senior Management / Executive 

Tenure Years of 
Experience 

Less than 1 year; 2 –5 years; 6–10 years; 
Over 10 years 

1 = Less than 1 year 

2 = 2 –5 years 

3 = 6–10 years 

4 = Over 10 years 

 

Sector Sector of 
Employment 

Private Sector; Public Sector / State 
Owned Enterprise (SOE) / Local 
Government; Non Profit Sector   NGO / 
NPO/ charities / religious organisations 

1=Private;  

2=Public;  

3=Non Profit 

Industry Industry Agriculture, forestry, and fishing; 
Banking, Finance and Insurance; 
Education; Electricity, gas, and water 
supply; Information Technology; 
Manufacturing;  

Mining; Oil & Gas, Chemical, or 
Petrochemical; Public Administration or 
Service; Retail;  

Other 

1=Agriculture, forestry, and fishing; 
2=Banking, Finance and Insurance; 
3=Education;  
4=Electricity, gas, and water supply; 
5=Information Technology; 
6=Manufacturing;  
7=Mining;  
8=Oil & Gas, Chemical, or 
Petrochemical;  
9=Public Administration or Service; 
10=Retail;  
11=Other 

Policy 
Aware 

Awareness of 
the 
whistleblowin
g process 

Not at all aware 

Slightly aware 

Moderately aware 

Very aware 

Extremely aware 

1=Not at all aware; 

2=Slightly aware; 

3=Moderately aware; 

4=Very aware; 

5=Extremely aware 
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Main Survey Variables 

All main survey items except reverse coded Q18 were measured on a 5 point Likert scale, 

coded as: 

• 1 = Strongly Disagree 

• 2 = Disagree 

• 3 = Neutral 

• 4 = Agree 

• 5 = Strongly Agree 

 

 

Varia

ble  

Surve

y Q# 

SPSS 

Name 

Item Wording Likert 

Scale 

Construct Notes 

Q1 1 MC1 I believe it is important to report 

wrongdoing and/or unethical 

behaviour at the workplace. 

1 5 Moral Courage Consistency 

check 

Q2 2 RS1 I am confident that my colleagues 

would support me if I reported 

unethical behaviour. 

1 5 Referent 

Support 

 

Q3 3 AC1 I trust that my identity would remain 

anonymous if I reported 

wrongdoing. 

1 5 Anonymity 

Confidence 

 

Q4 4 WI1 If I witnessed wrongdoing at work, I 

would report it to my immediate 

supervisor. 

1 5 Whistleblowing 

Intention 

 

Q5 5 RS2 I am confident that my supervisor 

would support my decision to report 

unethical behaviour. 

1 5 Referent 

Support 

 

Q6 6 RS3 I am confident that my family would 

support my decision to report 

unethical behaviour within my 

organisation. 

1 5 Referent 

Support 

 

Q7 7 AC2 I believe anonymous reporting 

channels are easy to access and 

use. 

1 5 Anonymity 

Confidence 
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Q8 8 MC2 I feel a personal responsibility to act 

ethically. 

1 5 Moral Courage  

Q9 9 AC3 I believe that anonymous reporting 

systems in my organisation are 

reliable. 

1 5 Anonymity 

Confidence 

 

Q10 10 RS4 I am confident that reporting 

misconduct would not negatively 

affect my career progression. 

1 5 Referent 

Support 

 

Q11 11 Delete

d 

To help us ensure data quality of this 

survey, please select 'Agree' for this 

question. 

1 5 Data Quality Attention 

check 

Q12 12 WI2 If I saw unethical behaviour, I would 

report it to a senior manager or 

executive. 

1 5 Whistleblowing 

Intention 

 

Q13 13 AC4 I would use an anonymous hotline or 

reporting system if I needed to report 

misconduct. 

1 5 Anonymity 

Confidence 

 

Q14 14 AC5 I would feel confident reporting 

misconduct if I were assured of 

anonymity. 

1 5 Anonymity 

Confidence 

 

Q15 15 WI3 If necessary, I would report 

wrongdoing to an external authority 

outside my organisation. 

1 5 Whistleblowing 

Intention 

 

Q16 16 MC3 Reporting unethical behaviour at 

work is important to me. 

1 5 Moral Courage Consistency 

check 

Q17 17 MC4 I have a moral obligation to blow the 

whistle. 

1 5 Moral Courage  

Q18 18 RS5 I am concerned that I would be 

socially excluded if I reported 

unethical behaviour. 

5 1 Referent 

Support 

Reverse 

coded 

Q19 19 WI4 Reporting wrongdoing / unethical 

behaviour is worth the risk. 

1 5 Whistleblowing 

Intention 
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Appendix B: Consistency matrix 

Title: Establishing the relative and cumulative impact of psychological factors on 

whistleblowing in South Africa. arch Questions–Methods Alignment Table (Final Corr 

Research Questions / 

Hypotheses 

Literature Review (Key 

Sources) 

Data Collection Tool Analysis Method 

RQ1: How do MC, RS, 

and AC influence WI 

through the core TPB 

pathways? 

Ajzen (1991); Lee et al. 

(2021); Kenny & Fotaki 

(2023); Zhang et al. (2025); 

Latan et al. (2023) 

Structured 

questionnaire – 

Section B (MC, RS, 

AC, WI) 

CB-SEM : direct 

structural paths (H1–

H3) 

H1:  Valentine & Godkin (2019); 

Baumert et al. (2020); Kenny 

& Fotaki (2023) 

MC items (MC1–MC4) CB-SEM : direct path 

(MC to WI) 

H2:  Ajzen (1991); Lee et al. 

(2021); Curtis et al. (2021); 

Bergemann & Aven (2023) 

RS items (RS1–RS5; 

refined to RS1, RS2, 

RS4 in CFA) 

CB-SEM : direct path 

(RS to WI) 

H3:  Chordiya et al. (2020);. 

Stubben & Welch (2020);; 

Vandekerckhove et al. (2025) 

AC items (AC1–AC5; 

refined to AC1–AC4 in 

CFA) 

CB-SEM : direct path 

(AC to WI) 

RQ2: Do MC, RS, and 

AC differ in their relative 

influence on 

whistleblowing intention? 

Zhang et al. (2025); Latan et 

al. (2023); Kenny & Fotaki 

(2023) 

All Section B items CB-SEM : planned 

comparison of 

standardised path 

coefficients (β values) 

H4:  Latan et al. (2023); Zhang et 

al. (2025);  

All Section B items CB-SEM : comparison 

of MC to WI, RS to WI, 

AC to WI 

RQ3: Is WI conditionally 

dependent on the joint 

presence of MC, RS, and 

AC? 

Anvari et al. (2019); 

Bergemann & Aven (2023); 

Kenny & Fotaki (2023); 

Zhang et al. (2025) 

All Section B items CB-SEM : nested 

model comparisons 

(conditional necessity 

testing) 

H5:  Anvari et al. (2019); Latan et 

al. (2023); Kenny & Fotaki 

(2023); Zhang et al. (2025) 

All Section B items CB-SEM : sequential 

removal of predictors; 

changes in model fit 

(ΔCFI), R², and 

structural stability 
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Appendix C: Legal and Governance Frameworks 

Legal and Governance Frameworks Supporting Whistleblowing in South Africa 

Framework / Act  Relevant 

Section(s) 

Relevance to Whistleblowing 

Protected Disclosures Act 26 

of 2000 (Republic of South 

Africa, 2000) 

Sections 1, 3, 

6 

Establishes procedures for protected disclosures; 

prohibits occupational detriment against whistleblowers; 

provides confidentiality safeguards. 

Companies Act 71 of 2008 

(Republic of South Africa, 

2008) 

Section 159 Provides protection for good faith disclosures by 

employees, directors, shareholders, and suppliers; 

reinforces internal reporting mechanisms within 

companies. 

Labour Relations Act 66 of 

1995 (Republic of South 

Africa, 1995) 

Section 

186(2)(d) 

Recognises whistleblowing-related occupational 

detriment as an unfair labour practice, strengthening 

employment-level protection. 

Financial Intelligence Centre 

Act 38 of 2001 (Republic of 

South Africa, 2001) 

Section 29 Requires reporting of suspicious or unusual 

transactions; includes confidentiality and immunity 

protections for persons making reports in good faith. 

King IV Code of Corporate 

Governance for South Africa 

(Institute of Directors in 

Southern Africa, 2016) 

Principle 13 Encourages ethical leadership and organisational 

integrity; calls for safe, accessible mechanisms for 

reporting unethical or unlawful conduct. 

Sustainable Development 

Goal 16 (United Nations, 

2015) 

Targets 

16.5, 16.6, 

16.10 

Promotes accountable and transparent 

institutions, anti-corruption, and the protection of 

fundamental freedoms; provides an international 

governance context supporting whistleblower 

protection. 
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Appendix D: LinkedIn Whistleblowing Post Analytics and Ethics 

A multi channel recruitment strategy was implemented, with LinkedIn as the primary 

outreach platform. The campaign included a public post, targeted direct messages, and 

shares within professional communities. Analytics from LinkedIn were monitored 

throughout the campaign to assess reach, engagement, and effectiveness. 

Table D:1 Analysis of the Post metadata 

Metric Value Notes / Interpretation 

Post Date 13 November 2025 Initial public post launch 

Cutoff Date 24 December 2025  Last day of accepting responses 

Impressions 11,755 Number of times the post was displayed 

Members Reached 2,689 Unique LinkedIn members who saw the post 

Link Visits 523 Clicks on the embedded survey link 

Profile Viewers from 

Post 

84 Users who viewed the profile via the post 

Reactions 40 Likes, applause, etc. 

Comments 10 Public engagement, feedback 

Reposts 6 Shares to other networks 

Top Job Title (Reactions) CIO (2.2%), Managing director 

(2%), Process Engineer (1.5%) 

Indicates sectoral reach 

Top Location (Reactions) Johannesburg (35.8%), Durban 

26% 

Geographic diversity 

Top Industry (Reactions) Mining (10.1%), IT Services (9.4%), 

Oil and Gas (9.2%), Government 

Administration (6%) 

Sectoral diversity 

Company Size 10,0001+ employees (30%), 10001 

5000 employees (15.8%), 5001  

10,000 employees (8.1%) 

Company size diversity 

Seniority Senior (29.4%), Entry (19.4%), 

Manager (15.5%), Director (12%) 

 

Source: LinkedIn analytics dashboard, Nov–Dec 2025 campaign window. 
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Figure D.2 Survey Consent statement 
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Appendix E: Pilot Feedback and Change Log 

Overview of Pilot Process – The four stage pilot process. 

• Stage 1: Cognitive pretest with four respondents (formal sector, diverse roles) 

• Stage 2: Expert review by MBA graduate (quantitative methods) 

• Stage 3: Supervisor consultation (order effects, priming) 

• Stage 4: Final pilot with 13 respondents (including two from Stage 1) 

Anonymised Feedback by Stage 

Stage 1: Cognitive Pretest (n = 4) 

Feedback Themes: 

• Perceived repetition of questions 

• Ordering effects (similar items grouped together) 

• Minor formatting and spacing issues 

• Completion time: 10–14 minutes 

Illustrative Comments: 

• “Some of the questions seem repetitive. Review the order as well.” 

• “Spaces that need to be checked.” 

• “A few which read similarly from different sections, but I assumed they meant to 

measure different areas.” 

• “Felt long.” 

Stage 2: Expert Review (MBA, Quantitative Methods) 

Feedback Themes: 

• Excessive repetition beyond validity checks 

• Minor grammar and structure issues 

Illustrative Comments: 

• “Decrease questions; minor changes to grammar and structure for clarity.” 

Stage 3: Supervisor Consultation 

Feedback Themes: 
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• Priming and response set bias due to item order 

• Need for randomisation and interleaving of constructs 

Illustrative Comments: 

• “Mix questions up from all the constructs. Have everything engaged throughout. 

Just create a huge stew of questions.” 

Stage 4: Final Pilot (n = 13) 

Feedback Themes: 

• Survey flow and navigation worked as intended 

• Completion time: 5–10 minutes 

• No major spelling or grammar issues 

• Questions generally clear 

• Minor comments on impression of length due to page breaks 

• Attention check item worked as intended 

Illustrative Comments: 

• “It flowed very well.” 

• “No, I did not [spot any grammar mistakes].” 

• “Four pages gave impression that this is long, while it’s not.” 

• “The 2nd paragraph of the intro has two ‘and’s in a sentence. Otherwise, all Ok in 

my view.” 

• “Only the one where you said I must choose ‘agree’.” 

• “Looks good & easy to go through.” 
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Appendix F: Outlier removal 

Outliers by Item 

Table F.1. Outliers removed by item and value 

Item Value Rows (ascending) Count % of N 

MC1 1 101, 277, 405 3 0.62% 

MC2 1 117, 405 2 0.41% 

 
2 8, 218, 281 3 0.62% 

MC3 1 230, 405 2 0.41% 

MC4 1 230 1 0.21% 

AC5 1 76, 87, 139, 178, 211, 230, 246, 361, 405, 482 10 2.06% 

Notes. Percentages by item–value sum to more than the overall deletion rate because 

some rows were flagged by multiple items (such as Rows 230 and 405; see overlap 

below). 

Counts are de-duplicated within each item–value combination; percentages are of the total 

sample. N= 486 (Underlying 𝑵obtained from the initial dataset uploaded to SPSS)  

Overall (unique across all items). 16 cases were removed, to 3.29% of the sample. 

Cross-item overlap. 1x row (flagged in MC3, MC4, AC5) and 1 x row (flagged in MC1, 

MC2, MC3, AC5) were the most recurrent extremes. 
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Appendix G: Correlation Tables for Validity Testing 

1. Moral Courage 

 

Correlations 

 MC1 MC2 MC3 MC4 MC_Total 

MC1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,436** ,498** ,442** ,733** 

Sig. (2 tailed)  <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 

MC2 Pearson Correlation ,436** 1 ,401** ,394** ,692** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001  <.001 <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 

MC3 Pearson Correlation ,498** ,401** 1 ,625** ,836** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001  <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 

MC4 Pearson Correlation ,442** ,394** ,625** 1 ,828** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001  <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 

MC_Total Pearson Correlation ,733** ,692** ,836** ,828** 1 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001  

N 470 470 470 470 470 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 

 

 

2. Referent Support 

Correlations 

 RS1 RS2 RS3 RS4 RS5 RS_Total 

RS1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,603** ,253** ,416** ,313** ,763** 

Sig. (2 tailed)  <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 
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RS2 Pearson Correlation ,603** 1 ,258** ,401** ,338** ,762** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001  <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

RS3 Pearson Correlation ,253** ,258** 1 ,246** ,122** ,524** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001  <.001 ,008 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

RS4 Pearson Correlation ,416** ,401** ,246** 1 ,287** ,709** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001  <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

RS5 Pearson Correlation ,313** ,338** ,122** ,287** 1 ,627** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 ,008 <.001  <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

RS_Total Pearson Correlation ,763** ,762** ,524** ,709** ,627** 1 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001  

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 

 

3. Anonymity Confidence 

Correlations 

 AC1 AC2 AC3 AC4 AC5 AC_Total 

AC1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,382** ,619** ,338** ,147** ,770** 

Sig. (2 tailed)  <.001 <.001 <.001 ,001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

AC2 Pearson Correlation ,382** 1 ,425** ,285** ,031 ,666** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001  <.001 <.001 ,502 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

AC3 Pearson Correlation ,619** ,425** 1 ,348** ,173** ,784** 
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Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001  <.001 <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

AC4 Pearson Correlation ,338** ,285** ,348** 1 ,423** ,676** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001  <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

AC5 Pearson Correlation ,147** ,031 ,173** ,423** 1 ,458** 

Sig. (2 tailed) ,001 ,502 <.001 <.001  <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

AC_Total Pearson Correlation ,770** ,666** ,784** ,676** ,458** 1 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001  

N 470 470 470 470 470 470 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 

 

4. Whistleblowing Intention 

Correlations 

 WI1 WI2 WI3 WI4 WI_Total 

WI1 Pearson Correlation 1 ,599** ,138** ,341** ,728** 

Sig. (2 tailed)  <.001 ,003 <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 

WI2 Pearson Correlation ,599** 1 ,190** ,383** ,772** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001  <.001 <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 

WI3 Pearson Correlation ,138** ,190** 1 ,237** ,564** 

Sig. (2 tailed) ,003 <.001  <.001 <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 

WI4 Pearson Correlation ,341** ,383** ,237** 1 ,723** 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001  <.001 

N 470 470 470 470 470 
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WI_Total Pearson Correlation ,728** ,772** ,564** ,723** 1 

Sig. (2 tailed) <.001 <.001 <.001 <.001  

N 470 470 470 470 470 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed). 
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Appendix H: Reliability Analysis for All Constructs 

1. Moral Courage (MC) 

Original Scale (4 items, MC1–MC4) 

• Cronbach’s Alpha: α = 0.774 to Good internal consistency. 

• CITC values: Ranged from .490–.660, indicating strong item discrimination. 

• Alpha if deleted: .673–.762 to No item removal improves reliability. All four items 

retained. 

Item Diagnostics (MC) 

ITEM CITC ALPHA IF DELETED 

MC1 .566 .732 

MC2 .490 .762 

MC3 .660 .673 

MC4 .626 .697 

 

2. Referent Support (RS) 

Original Scale (5 items, RS1–RS5) 

• Cronbach’s Alpha: α = 0.706 to Acceptable reliability. 

• CITC: Ranged from .297–.595, with RS3 and RS5 showing weaker contributions. 

• Alpha if deleted: RS3 (0.716) and RS5 (0.697) highest, but deletion does not 

meaningfully improve α. All five were retained. 

Item Diagnostics (RS) 

ITEM CITC ALPHA IF DELETED 

RS1 .586 .604 

RS2 .595 .603 

RS3 .297 .716 

RS4 .484 .648 

RS5 .371 .697 
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3. Anonymity Confidence (AC) 

Original Scale (5 items, AC1–AC5) 

• Cronbach’s Alpha: α = 0.706 to Acceptable but marginal. 

• CITC: AC1–AC4 ranged .415–.609; AC5 lowest at .245. 

• Alpha if deleted: Highest for AC5 (0.729) to Removing AC5 improves reliability. 

AC5 removed. 

Original Item Diagnostics (AC – 5 items) 

ITEM CITC ALPHA IF DELETED 

AC1 .567 .608 

AC2 .415 .680 

AC3 .609 .591 

AC4 .487 .649 

AC5 .245 .729 

 

Final Scale (4 items, AC1–AC4) 

• Cronbach’s Alpha: α = 0.740 to Improved and acceptable. 

• CITC: Ranged from .401–.631, all above .30 threshold. 

• Alpha if deleted: .601–.730 to No further improvement by deleting items. The final 

scale consists of AC1–AC4. 

Final Item Diagnostics (AC – 4 items) 

ITEM CITC ALPHA IF DELETED 

AC1 .595 .620 

AC2 .463 .703 

AC3 .631 .601 

AC4 .401 .730 
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4. Whistleblowing Intention (WI) 

Original Scale (4 items, WI1–WI4) 

• Cronbach’s Alpha: α = 0.645 to Acceptable but modest. 

• CITC: WI1–WI4 ranged from .242–.548, with WI3 the weakest (0.242). 

• Alpha if deleted: Highest for WI3 (0.696) to Removing WI3 improves reliability. WI3 

removed. 

Original Item Diagnostics (WI – 4 items) 

ITEM CITC ALPHA IF DELETED 

WI1 .500 .528 

WI2 .548 .487 

WI3 .242 .696 

WI4 .436 .569 

 

Final Scale (3 items, WI1–WI2–WI4) 

• Cronbach’s Alpha: α = 0.696 to Improved and acceptable. 

• CITC: Ranged .405–.589, all exceeding .30 threshold. 

• Alpha if deleted: .504–.748 to No further improvement. The final scale consists of 

WI1, WI2, and WI4. 

Final Item Diagnostics (WI – 3 items) 

Item CITC Alpha if deleted 

WI1 .559 .552 

WI2 .589 .504 

WI4 .405 .748 
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Appendix I: Factor Analysis 

1. Moral Courage 

Table I.1. Correlation Matrix for Moral Courage Items 

 
MC1 MC2 MC3 MC4 

MC1 1.000 .436 .498 .442 

MC2 .436 1.000 .401 .394 

MC3 .498 .401 1.000 .625 

MC4 .442 .394 .625 1.000 

The correlation matrix indicated that all items were sufficiently interrelated, with each item 

displaying at least one correlation above .30. 

The Kaiser confirmed sampling adequacy–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) measure, KMO = 0.751, 

classified as “middling.” Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ²(6) = 517.623, p < 

.001, indicating suitability for factor analysis. 

Table I.2. KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Moral Courage Items 

TEST VALUE INTERPRETATION 

KAISER–MEYER–OLKIN (KMO) .751 Middling (adequate) 

BARTLETT’S TEST OF 

SPHERICITY 

χ²(6) = 517.623, p < 

.001 

Significant; suitable for 

PCA 

One component was extracted with an eigenvalue greater than 1, accounting for 60.11% 

of the total variance. 

Table I.3. Eigenvalues and Variance Explained for Moral Courage Items 

COMPONENT EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE EXPLAINED CUMULATIVE % 

1 2.405 60.113 60.113 

2 .678 16.954 77.067 

3 .548 13.706 90.773 

4 .369 9.227 100.000 
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All items loaded strongly on this component (MC1 = 0.763, MC2 = 0.699, MC3 = 0.828, 

MC4 = 0.805), supporting one dimensionality. 

Interpretation: Moral Courage is unidimensional, with strong item–factor relationships and 

substantial explained variance. 

2. Referent Support 

Table I.4. Correlation Matrix for Referent Support Items 

 
RS1 RS2 RS3 RS4 RS5 

RS1 1.000 .603 .253 .416 .313 

RS2 .603 1.000 .258 .401 .338 

RS3 .253 .258 1.000 .246 .122 

RS4 .416 .401 .246 1.000 .287 

RS5 .313 .338 .122 .287 1.000 

The correlation matrix showed that all items were sufficiently interrelated, with each item 

correlating at least .30 with another item. 

The correlation matrix showed that all items were sufficiently interrelated, with each item 

correlating at least .30 with another item. 

Sampling adequacy was KMO = 0.751 (middling). Bartlett’s test was significant, χ²(10) = 

444.762, p < .001. 

Table I.5. KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Referent Support Items 

TEST VALUE INTERPRETATION 

KAISER–MEYER–OLKIN (KMO) .751 Middling (adequate) 

BARTLETT’S TEST OF 

SPHERICITY 

χ²(10) = 444.762, p < 

.001 

Significant; suitable for 

PCA 

One component with an eigenvalue > 1 was retained, explaining 46.95% of the variance. 

Table I.6. Eigenvalues and Variance Explained for Referent Support Items 

Component Eigenvalue % Variance Explained Cumulative % 
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1 2.347 46.950 46.950 

2 .885 17.706 64.655 

3 .725 14.498 79.154 

4 .647 12.935 92.088 

5 .396 7.912 100.000 

All items loaded positively on the factor (RS1 = 0.801, RS2 = 0.804, RS3 = 0.485, RS4 = 

0.699, RS5 = .581), indicating one dimensionality (with RS3/RS5 relatively weaker but 

acceptable). 

Interpretation: Referent Support is unidimensional; monitor RS3 and RS5 in CFA or future 

refinement. 

3. Anonymity Confidence 

Table I.7. Correlation Matrix for Anonymity Confidence Items (Final 4 item scale) 

 
AC1 AC2 AC3 AC4 

AC1 1.000 .382 .619 .338 

AC2 .382 1.000 .425 .285 

AC3 .619 .425 1.000 .348 

AC4 .338 .285 .348 1.000 

The correlation matrix indicated adequate inter item associations (each item ≥ .28 with at 

least one other). 

Sampling adequacy was KMO = 0.719 (middling). Bartlett’s test was significant, χ²(6) = 

414.483, p < .001. 

Table I.8. KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Anonymity Confidence Items 

Test Value Interpretation 

Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) .719 Middling (adequate) 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity χ²(6) = 414.483, p < .001 Significant; suitable for PCA 

A single component exceeded eigenvalue > 1, explaining 55.47% of the variance. 
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Table I.9. Eigenvalues and Variance Explained for Anonymity Confidence Items 

COMPONENT EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE EXPLAINED CUMULATIVE % 

1 2.219 55.473 55.473 

2 .740 18.512 73.985 

3 .663 16.565 90.549 

4 .378 9.451 100.000 

All items loaded strongly on the factor (AC1 = 0.812, AC2 = 0.691, AC3 = 0.832, AC4 = 

0.624), confirming a unidimensional structure. 

Interpretation: The revised four item Anonymity Confidence scale is unidimensional and 

psychometrically sound. 

 

4. Whistleblowing Intention 

Table I.10. Correlation Matrix for Whistleblowing Intention Items 

 
WI1 WI2 WI4 

WI1 1.000 .599 .341 

WI2 .599 1.000 .383 

WI4 .341 .383 1.000 

The correlation matrix showed adequate inter item relationships. 

Sampling adequacy was KMO = 0.627 (adequate). Bartlett’s test was significant, χ²(3) = 

292.566, p < .001. 

Table I.11. KMO and Bartlett’s Test for Whistleblowing Intention Items 

TEST VALUE INTERPRETATION 

KAISER–MEYER–OLKIN (KMO) .627 Adequate 

BARTLETT’S TEST OF 

SPHERICITY 

χ²(3) = 292.566, p < 

.001 

Significant; suitable for 

PCA 
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One component was extracted with an eigenvalue greater than 1, accounting for 63.09% 

of the variance. 

Table I.12. Eigenvalues and Variance Explained for Whistleblowing Intention Items 

COMPONENT EIGENVALUE % VARIANCE EXPLAINED CUMULATIVE % 

1 1.893 63.092 63.092 

2 .709 23.624 86.716 

3 .399 13.284 100.000 

All items loaded meaningfully on the component (WI1 = 0.834, WI2 = 0.853, WI4 = 0.685), 

supporting one dimensionality. 

Interpretation: Whistleblowing Intention is unidimensional with strong item–factor relations 

and high explained variance for a three-item scale. 
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Appendix J: Exploratory Mediation Results 

• Structural paths (Std., BC 95% CI):  

o AC to RS = 0.84 [.75, .91], p = .001 

o RS to WI = 0.72 [.49, 1.05], p = .001 

o MC to WI = 0.44 [.32, .57], p < .001 

o AC to WI = −.04 [−.36, .19], p = 0.804 (ns) 

• Fit: CFI = 0.935, TLI = 0.911, RMSEA = .074 [.063, .085], CMIN/DF = 3.571, RMR 

= 0.093. 

 

Figure J:1 Exploratory Mediation Model (Model D) 

The model is estimated using bias corrected bootstrapping (5,000 samples) and is 

presented for exploratory interpretation. 
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Appendix K: Robustness Check,  Alternative Structural Specification  

This appendix reports a robustness check conducted on Model C, the final confirmatory 

baseline, to assess whether the substantive conclusions are sensitive to reasonable 

variation in structural specification. Specifically, a direct path from AC to WI was 

introduced, allowing AC to compete directly with RS and MC, while the measurement 

model and estimation approach were held constant. 

Structural Stability 

As reported in Table K.1, RS remained the strongest predictor of WI, followed by MC. 

Introducing a direct AC to WI path did not change the relative ordering of predictors. 

Although the AC to WI path reached statistical significance, its effect size was materially 

smaller than that of RS and did not alter the substantive interpretation of the model. 

Table K.1: Regression Weights,  Alternative Structural Specification 

Path Estimate S.E. C.R. p 

WI ← MC .904 .124 7.309 *** 

WI ← RS .464 .054 8.629 *** 

WI ← AC .106 .038 2.79 .006 

The proportion of variance explained in WI remained high (R² = 0.647) and comparable to 

that observed in Model C, indicating that overall explanatory power was preserved under 

the alternative specification. 

Estimation Diagnostics 

Model diagnostics indicated no estimation concerns. All error variances were positive and 

statistically significant. Standardised coefficients remained below unity, and no evidence 

of inflated standard errors or convergence problems was observed. These results suggest 

that the alternative specification is statistically well behaved. 

Summary 

Allowing AC to enter the structural model as a direct predictor does not materially affect 

the dominance of RS or the model's overall explanatory performance. The primary 

structural conclusions, therefore, remain stable under reasonable alternative 

specifications. On this basis, Model C provides a sound and reliable baseline for the 

exploratory mediation analysis reported in Model D. 
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Appendix L: Nested Structural Model Diagnostics (H5 Testing) 

This appendix reports the structural diagnostics underlying the test of H5 (Section 5.8.3). 

H5 assessed whether MC, RS, and AC are jointly necessary for WI. The hypothesis was 

evaluated using nested structural model comparisons within a  CB-SEM framework. 

Analytical Approach 

The full structural model (Model C) served as the baseline. Three reduced models were 

estimated by removing one predictor–intention path at a time while retaining all remaining 

paths and covariances among exogenous constructs. Necessity was assessed using 

changes in R², global model fit, and evidence of structural instability. Meaningful loss of 

explanatory power or instability was interpreted as evidence of necessity. 

Baseline Model (Model C) 

Model C included MC, RS, and AC as predictors of WI. 

Reduced Model C–RS 

Removing RS to WI reduced explanatory power (R² = 0.673) and weakened model fit (CFI 

= 0.951; RMSEA = .065). Remaining predictors did not compensate for this loss, indicating 

that RS is a necessary and non-substitutable condition. 

Reduced Model C–MC 

Removing MC to WI produced model instability, with R² exceeding unity, indicating 

suppression and misspecification rather than genuine improvement. This suggests that 

MC plays a stabilising role but is not sufficient in isolation. 

Reduced Model C–AC 

Removing AC to WI had negligible impact (R² = 0.710; CFI = 0.962; RMSEA = .057). The 

structural behaviour of MC and RS remained stable, indicating that AC is not a necessary 

condition once moral and normative mechanisms are present. 

Summary 

Nested comparisons show that removing RS or MC degrades or destabilises the model, 

whereas removing AC does not. These results support the conclusion that H5 is partially 

supported: WI depends primarily on social endorsement and moral conviction, with AC 

functioning as a facilitative but non essential condition. 
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Appendix M: Measurement Item Retention and Removal Audit Trail 

Item Code Construct Stage of 

Removal 

Analytical 

Stage 

Primary Reason for 

Removal 

Near duplicate 

items 

(unnumbered) 

Multiple 

constructs 

Pilot Stage Cognitive 

pre test 

Removed to reduce 

redundancy, respondent 

burden, and item overlap 

identified during pilot testing. 

WI3 Whistleblowing 

Intention 

Reliability 

analysis 

Cronbach’

s alpha & 

item–total 

correlation 

Exhibited weakest item–total 

correlation (0.242); removal 

improved internal 

consistency (α increased 

from .65 to .70) and reduced 

construct heterogeneity 

associated with external 

reporting. 

AC5 Anonymity 

Confidence 

Reliability 

analysis 

Cronbach’

s alpha & 

item–total 

correlation 

Demonstrated weakest item–

total correlation (0.458); 

removal improved scale 

reliability (α increased from 

0.71 to 0.74) and reduced 

conditional wording 

ambiguity. 

AC5 Anonymity 

Confidence 

Pre EFA Explorator

y Factor 

Analysis 

Removal strengthened one 

dimensionality and increased 

factor loadings (0.624 -

0.832), improving explained 

variance. 

WI3 Whistleblowing 

Intention 

Pre EFA Explorator

y Factor 

Analysis 

Removal yielded a clear 

single factor solution with 

strong loadings (0.685–

0.853). 
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RS3 Referent 

Support 

CFA Model 

B 

Confirmat

ory Factor 

Analysis 

Weak standardised loading 

(λ = .34) and introduced non-

organisational variance via 

family based referent effects. 

AC4 Anonymity 

Confidence 

CFA Model 

B 

Confirmat

ory Factor 

Analysis 

Low loading (λ = 0.45) and 

conceptual overlap with the 

behavioural intention items 

compromise discriminant 

validity. 

RS5 Referent 

Support 

CFA Model 

C 

Confirmat

ory Factor 

Analysis 

Persistently weak loading 

and residual measurement 

noise despite theoretical 

relevance as a reverse-

coded indicator. 

Note. Item removals were undertaken sequentially and conservatively. No indicators were 

removed solely to improve model fit indices. Case level exclusions arising from outlier 

diagnostics are reported separately and do not constitute item deletion. 

 


