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Abstract. The purpose of this research is to determine the factors that influence 
whistleblowing intentions, namely seriousness level of violation, personal costs, 
and professional commitment. This research uses primary data, by distributing 
questionnaires to employees who work in the Local Government Work Unit 
(SKPD) of the Provincial Government of DKI Jakarta and West Sumatra with a 
total of 117 respondents. By using multiple regression analysis, this study found 
that seriousness level of  violation, personal costs, and professional commitment 
have a positive effect on whistleblowing intentions. personal cost has a positive 
effect on the intensity of violations due to the existence of protection to 
whistleblowers. This research is expected to provide input for regulators to 
increase the effectiveness of the implementation of the whistleblowing system 
in government agencies by increasing the effectiveness of protection for 
whistleblowers and the professional commitment of employees. 
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1   Introduction 

 
Whistleblowing is a disclosure made by employees or former employees of an 

organization for an illegal, immoral, or without legal legitimacy practice under the control of 
their leadership to individuals or organizations that can have the effect of remedial action  [1]. 
Meanwhile, a whistleblower is a person (employee/former employee in the organization) who 
performs an act of disclosing/notifying the public or top management about an alleged 
illegal/unethical act [2]. 

The implementation of whistleblowing in Indonesia is still faced with the bad fate of the 
perpetrators of disclosing fraud (whistleblowers) such as being ostracized in the organization 
until they become prisoners for revealing the fraudulent act. An example of a whistleblower 
case that ended tragically was the corruption case committed by Gayus Tambunan, in this case 
Susno Duadji was judged as a whistleblower because he had uncovered a major scandal 
involving two major agencies, namely the Police and the Directorate General of Taxes, the 
Indonesian Ministry of Finance. Susno Duadji, who revealed the alleged corruption, was 
finally fired from the police and sentenced to 3.5 years. 

The examples of cases described above provide an indication that the role of 
whistleblowing actors is quite important in disclosing or reporting a case of fraud in an 
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organization. This role is needed to detect early fraud or violations that occur in an 
organization. Although the whistleblowers are very at risk of retaliation and easy status 
changes to become a suspect with accusations of defamation. Therefore, the discussion of the 
factors that influence employees or members of the organization in carrying out 
whistleblowing intentions is still an interesting discussion. Even though there are laws that 
protect whistleblowers of violations or fraud, there are still other factors that make 
whistleblowers reconsider their intention to report  [3]. 

There are several factors that make someone want to do whistleblowing. The factor that is 
considered to affect a person's intention to do whistleblowing is seriousness level of violation. 
Employees in a company who are aware of fraud will be more likely to do whistleblowing if 
the fraud is serious [4]. It can be concluded that the higher seriousness level of violation, the 
higher the intention of a person to report the fraud, because fraud that is considered serious 
will have a large impact on the organization and society [5]. Based on the results of research 
conducted by [6] that seriousness level of violations proved to have a positive effect on 
whistleblowing intentions. 

The second factor that is considered to be able to influence a person's intention to carry out 
whistleblowing intentions is personal cost. Personal cost is an employee's perception of the 
risk of retaliation and sanctions from members of the organization, which can reduce the 
employee's intention to report wrongdoing [7]. Members of the organization in question may 
come from management, superiors, or colleagues. The personal costs felt by a whistleblower 
can be in the form of the risk and inconvenience of reporting and retaliation [8]. A person's 
perception of personal cost greatly influences that person's intention to take whistleblowing 
actions. According to [9], the greater a person's perception of personal cost, the less interest 
that person will be to take whistle-blowing actions. However, if the person feels that the 
impact they will receive is small, it will increase the person's tendency to take whistleblowing 
actions. 

The third factor that is considered to be able to influence a person's intention to carry out 
whistleblowing intentions is professional commitment. Professional Commitment is the level 
of individual loyalty to his profession as perceived by the individual [10]. Whistleblowing can 
be described as a process that involves personal factors. The higher the professional 
commitment, the higher it will be to consider Whistleblowing to be an important thing. The 
researcher uses a combination of several independent variables that have been studied 
previously and is a renewal of the relationship between the new independent variable and the 
dependent variable. Professional commitment is believed to be able to influence employee 
intentions to carry out whistleblowing. Professional commitment is one of the important 
variables for an employee to do what is best for the organization. Research by Taylor and  [9] 
provides empirical evidence that moral intensity is associated with reporting unethical acts 
(whistleblowing) with two reporting measures, namely likelihood of reporting and 
perseverance in reporting. 

Based on the background that has been described, the authors will conduct research on 
employees in regional work units in DKI Jakarta, West Sumatra and on several auditors with 
the title “The Effect of Seriousness Level Of Violation, Personal Cost, and Professional 
Commitment on Whistleblowing Intention”. 

 
1.1 Formulation of the Problems 
 

1. Does seriousness level of violation affect the whistleblowing intention? 
2. Does personal costs affect whistleblowing intentions? 



 
 

3. Does professional commitment affect whistleblowing intentions? 
 
1.2 Research Objectives 
 

The research objectives to be achieved are to test about: 
1. The effect of seriousness level of violation on the whistleblowing intention. 
2. The effect of personal costs on whistleblowing intentions. 
3. The effect of professional commitment on whistleblowing intentions. 

 
1.3 Benefit of the Research 
 

With the implementation of this research, of course, it is hoped that it can provide benefits 
for several related parties, including the following: 

For Literature. For the development of the accounting literature, this study provides input 
on what factors influence whistleblowing intentions. 

For the Practice Environment. (a) In the results of this research, it is hoped that the 
company's management will benefit from using the results of this study as consideration in 
making decisions and other policies so that it is expected to improve the whistleblowing 
system that can be applied in companies. (b) Employees will get information that can be 
learned so that later they can be more confident in carrying out whistleblowing acts c. For 
Accounting Students It is hoped that this research can be studied again and can also be used as 
an additional reference source to find out what preparatory matters can affect whistleblowing 
both in the government sector and private companies. 

For the Government. Provide additional information and input on the importance of 
Seriousness Level of Violation that will occur, Seriousness Level of Violation, Personal Cost, 
and Professional Commitment whether it can influence the formation of Whistleblowing 
Intentions so that fraud can be detected early. 
 
 
2 Review of Related Literature and Hypothesis Development  
 
2.1 Theory of Planned Behavior 
 

The Theory of Planned Behavior is the result of the development of The Theory of 
Reasoned Action (TRA) which explains that a person's intention to behave is shaped by two 
main factors, namely attitudes towards behavior and subjective norms. In the Theory of 
Planned Behavior (TPB) proposed by [11] perfecting The Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) 
regarding the behavior carried out by individuals arises because of the intention of the 
individual for the behavior and the individual caused by several internal and external factors 
of the individual. 

The Theory of Planned Behavior explains that an individual's intention to behave is 
determined by three factors: 
a. Attitude to Behavior, this factor is the attitude of an individual in doing something will be 

in accordance with the attitude that is owned by a behavior. 
b. Subjective Norms, when a person's actions or behavior will be influenced by the 

environment. 
c. Perception of Behavioral Control, a factor that explains how a person can understand that 

the behavior he shows is the result of his own control.  



 
 

The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) is one of the theories that supports 
whistleblowing by trying to explain the relationship between attitudes and one's behavior. TPB 
emerged as an answer to the failure of attitude determinants in predicting actual 
actions/behaviors directly. TPB proves that interest (intention) is more accurate in predicting 
actual behavior and at the same time can be a proxy that connects attitudes and actual 
behavior. 

 
2.2   Whistleblowing 
 

According to [12] whistleblowing is the act of an employee or former employee to disclose 
what he or she believes to be illegal or unethical behavior to higher management/top 
management (internal whistleblowing) or to authorities/authorities outside the organization or 
to the public. (external whistleblowing). The party who does the whistleblowing is called the 
whistleblower. Whistleblower is someone who does see and witness an illegal/deviant act 
committed by a fellow member of his organization [13]. According to [14] a whistleblower 
has an important role as whistleblowers who can reveal various scandals, malpractices and 
corruption that occur in an organization. A person's intention to do whistleblowing can be 
measured from the intention to do whistleblowing, the desire to try whistleblowing, the plan to 
do whistleblowing, the effort to carry out internal whistleblowing and efforts to carry out 
external whistleblowing if internally it is not possible to use it  [15]. 

 
2.2 Seriousness Level of Violation 
 

Seriousness level of violation is a measure of the extent to which ethical issues are taken 
seriously by a function of the objective characteristics of the situation, the real judgment of 
others about the problem and the individual's tendency to exaggerate or minimize the 
seriousness of a problem. Each individual in the organization has different reactions to 
violations that occur in an organization. A violation can cause harm to the organization's 
internal and external parties. The greater the loss that will be created from an act of violation, 
the greater the desire of the organization to report alleged violations [5]. 

According to (Near, J.P. and Miceli, 1995) organizational members who know or observe 
wrongdoing or fraud, especially if the wrongdoing act is serious, then they will be more likely 
to want to take whistleblowing actions. This is because for him, the company will be affected 
in the form of large losses if the wrongdoing is large or serious. So it can be seen that the low 
or high level of seriousness of a fraud will determine whether someone will do whistleblowing 
or not. The seriousness of the violation can be seen from how big the impact caused by the 
fraud. 

 
2.4   Personal Cost 
 

[17] in Afuan define personal cost as an employee's view of the risk of 
retaliation/retaliation or sanctions from members of the organization, which can reduce 
employee interest in reporting wrongdoing. Members of the organization in question may 
come from management, superiors, or colleagues. The personal costs felt by a whistleblower 
can be in the form of the risk and inconvenience of reporting and retaliation (Lee and Xiao, 
2018). Some retaliation can occur in intangible forms, such as unbalanced work appraisals, 
barriers to salary increases, termination of employment contracts, or being transferred to 
unwanted positions [9]. 



 
 

Personal costs may be based on subjective assessments [9], which means that perceptions 
of personal costs between employees may differ depending on their respective assessments. 
However, according to [16] the uniformity of the role of retaliation can still be traced, 
organizational members who lose their jobs or get disturbed after reporting wrongdoing may 
view reporting as an act that must be paid handsomely and punished [9] 

 
2.5   Professional Commitment 
 

[10] define professional commitment as the relative strength of individual identification 
with involvement in a profession and including belief in and acceptance of the goals and 
values of the profession, willingness to exert effort for the sake of the organization, and desire 
to maintain membership of a profession. According to Larkin translated by [18] states that:: 
"Professional commitment is the level of individual loyalty to the profession as perceived by 
the individual”. According to Spector in [19] states that: "Professional commitment is a 
variable that reflects the degree of relationship considered owned by individuals towards 
certain professions in the organization”. Professional commitment requires an employee to 
uphold the values and norms that apply in accordance with existing professional standards. 

 
2.6   Conceptual Framework 
 

The importance of this research is to determine the factors that influence whistleblowing 
intentions and the relationship of independent variables that are able to provide significant 
explanations for the independent variables. A framework of thought needs to be made to make 
it easier for readers to know the research model that is being built in a research. The following 
Figure 1 provide an overview of this research as a whole: 
 

 
Fig. 1. The Conceptual Framework of Research 

 
2.7   Hypotheses Development  
 
2.7.1 The Effect Of Seriousness Level of Violation on Whistleblowing Intention 
 

An organization will have a direct negative impact on more serious violations than for less 
serious violations. Organization members who observe an alleged violation will be more likely 
to do whistleblowing if the violation is serious [16]. According to [15] the level of fraud can 
affect the intention to do whistleblowing by using the Theory of Planned Behavior. According 



 
 

to [11] intention is assumed to capture the motivational factors that influence a behavior, 
which is indicated by how hard an individual plans to try to perform the behavior. Based on 
the Theory of Planned Behavior, intention is used as a factor to predict whistleblowing 
actions. 

The seriousness of the error can be judged by how much loss can be experienced by the 
organization. Individuals tend to report serious errors rather than non-serious errors due to the 
individual's perception that the organization will experience greater losses if it is not reported 
immediately. In addition, individuals also feel they have a responsibility to protect their 
workplace from dangers and threats of loss [20]. The perception of each member of the 
organization on the seriousness of fraud may differ from one another. The shaper of the 
perception of the seriousness of fraud in addition to relating to the magnitude of the value of 
fraud, also cannot be separated from the type of fraud that occurs [7]. Research conducted by 
[13]; and [7] show that the level of seriousness of fraud affects a person's intention to do 
whistleblowing. So, based on this description, the following hypothesis is formulated: 
H1 : Seriousness level of violation has a positive influence on the Whistleblowing intention 
 
2.7.2 The Effect of Personal Cost on Whistleblowing Intention 
 

 Personal Cost is an employee's perception of the risk of retaliation that will be 
received if he reports an act of violation/fraud that occurs within his organization [17]. One of 
the considerations for employees to report fraud in the procurement of goods/services as 
previously explained is the threat or retaliation from the perpetrators of fraud. 

The threat of retaliation that may be received by an employee if he discloses fraud in the 
procurement of goods/services as described by  [9], can be in the form of mutation to another 
section that is not in accordance with the competencies possessed and getting an unfair 
performance appraisal. In addition, postponing promotion can also be a form of personal cost 
that will be received by the employee. [21] say that the view of the threat of retaliation will put 
potential whistleblowers in a dilemma between doing what is right and suffering the 
consequences or just being silent and pretending not to know what happened. The dilemma of 
doubt determines this attitude which in the end can distort interest in reporting the fraud [7]. In 
the research of [22] and (Andika et al., 2021) it shows that personal cost has a positive effect 
on the intention to do whistleblowing. In this day and age, the whistleblowing system must be 
applied to large companies and state-owned enterprises. To help and protect the 
whistleblower, the company usually keeps the name of the fraud reporter secret. Moreover, 
there is legal protection against whistleblowers based on Law no. 31 of 2014 concerning the 
protection of witnesses and victims and how effective is the legal protection for 
whistleblowers in disclosing corruption cases in Indonesia, thereby making employees more 
confident, brave and confident to do whistleblowing. 

Based on this explanation, the hypothesis is formulated: 
H2 : Personal cost has a positive effect on Whistleblowing intentions 
 
2.7.3 The Effect of Professional Commitment on Whistleblowing Intentions 
 

Professional commitment is the belief in and acceptance of the goals of the profession and 
the willingness to exert great efforts on its behalf [24]. [24] emphasizes the importance of the 
study of professional commitment because a person's career is a major part of their life and 
professional commitment has important implications at the individual and organizational 
levels. Professional Commitment has a relationship with Whistleblowing Intentions, namely 



 
 

there are indications that employees who are more committed to their profession are more 
likely to carry out whistleblowing. Professional commitment will affect their perception of the 
importance of reporting suspicious actions. According to research by [25], there is a 
significant relationship between the level of effective professional commitment and 
professional goals or desires, where the higher the level of professional commitment, the 
higher the likelihood of someone doing whistleblowing. Thus, the higher a person's level of 
professional commitment, the higher the assumption that whistleblowing is important. 
Therefore, it is suspected that there is a relationship between the level of professional 
commitment and the importance of whistleblowing and their likelihood to do whistleblowing. 
This is consistent with the results of research conducted by [26],[25], and [27] which state that 
the level of professional commitment has a positive effect on intentions to whistleblowing. 

Based on this, the hypothesis is formulated: 
H3: Professional Commitment has a positive effect on Whistleblowing intentions 
 
 
3 Research Methods 
 
3.1   Research Design 
 

This research is a type of hypothesis testing research, where research explains the causality 
of the relationship between variables, which is usually called a causal study [28]. The time 
horizon used in this study is a cross section, where data from each respondent is only collected 
once in order to answer research questions. The method chosen and will be used in this 
research is by using the survey method. The survey method is a method in which the data 
collection method is obtained from a set of objects of interest that have been determined 
previously [29]. In a survey, information is obtained by using a questionnaire whose data is 
collected from respondents or the population that will be the research sample. 

Questionnaires are a way of obtaining data by providing a set of written questions to be 
answered by the respondents. Each question consists of various indicators that become a 
measuring tool for a variable. In this study there are two variables, namely the independent 
and dependent variables. Violation Seriousness Level, Personal Cost, and Professional 
Commitment as independent variables and Whistleblowing Intention as the dependent 
variable. The scale used for measurement is the Likert scale which is expressed with an 
interval of 1 to 5. The Likert scale was chosen by us because the Likert scale is a scale used to 
measure the perception, attitude or opinion of a person or group regarding an event or social 
phenomenon, based on the definition operations that have been set by the researcher. 
 
3.2   Variables and Measurement 
 

This study uses 4 variables, which consist of the Seriousness of the Violation, Personal 
Cost, Professional Commitment, and Whistleblowing Intention. 

 
3.2.1 Seriousness Level of Violation 
 

This first variable is an independent variable that will affect the dependent variable. 
According to [16] organizational members who know or observe wrongdoing or fraud, 
especially if the wrongdoing act is serious, then they will be more likely to want to take 
whistleblowing actions. This variable will use the same indicators as  [7]; and [15]. In this 



 
 

variable there are 5 question items that will be presented in the questionnaire. Each respondent 
will be asked to answer the questions (indicators) using an interval scale of 1-5 that has been 
developed by [29], with an answer range of 1 being strongly disagree, 2 is disagreeing, 3 is not 
agreeing, 4 is agreeing, 5 is strongly agree. 

 
3.2.2 Personal Cost 
 

Personal cost is one of the reasons why people do not want to report suspected violations 
because they believe that their reports will not be followed up, they will experience retaliation, 
or management will not protect them from the threat of retaliation, especially the types of 
violations that involve managers [30]. The threat of retaliation can take the form of rejection 
from co-workers, transfer to another department, rejection of salary increases, unfair 
performance appraisals (assessed as having low performance), even extreme forms of work 
termination [9]. In this variable there are 7 question items presented in the questionnaire. The 
measurement of the personal cost variable developed a questionnaire instrument that had been 
used by [31]. The instrument in the form of a questionnaire is measured using a 5-point Likert 
scale, and consists of 7 questions that must be filled out by the respondents. 

 
3.2.3 Professional Commitment 
 

[10] define professional commitment as the relative strength of individual identification 
with involvement in a profession and includes belief in and acceptance of the goals and values 
of the profession, willingness to exert effort for the sake of the organization, and desire to 
maintain membership of a profession. Professional commitment is defined as the liking 
formed by a person towards his profession [10] in [24]. A person who is committed to the 
profession believes in and accepts the goals of the profession and is willing to make various 
efforts to achieve the goals of the profession without being asked. In this variable there are 8 
question items that will be presented in the questionnaire. This variable is measured based on 
professional characteristics according to Kalber L. and Forgaty and [32] using a 5-point Likert 
scale from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 

 
3.2.4 Whistleblowing Intention 
 

According to [12] whistleblowing is the act of an employee or former employee to disclose 
what he or she believes to be illegal or unethical behavior to higher management/top 
management (internal whistle-blowing) or to authorities/authorities outside the organization or 
to the public (external whistle-blowing). This variable is the dependent variable in this study. 
This variable measurement model follows the modified research questionnaire model of  [11], 
[7], and [15].  The intention to take whistleblowing action consists of 5 statement items, 
namely: 1) the intention to carry out whistle-blowing actions, 2) the desire to try to carry out 
whistle-blowing actions, 3) plans to take whistleblowing actions, 4) hard efforts to carry out 
internal whistleblowing, and 5) endeavor to carry out external whistleblowing if internal 
whistleblowing is not possible. Similar to the previous variables, each respondent in this 
variable will answer each question using an interval scale of 1-5. 

 
3.3   Sample Collection Method 
 



 
 

[29] states that the sample is part of the number and characteristics possessed by the 
population. The population of this research is the employees in the regional work units in DKI 
Jakarta, West Sumatra, and to several external auditors.  

 
3.4   Data Collection Method 

 
Based on the data sources, this study uses primary data, namely data that are direct 

answers from the respondents concerned obtained from questionnaires, in order to obtain 
relevant, reliable, objective data, and can be used as a basis in the analysis process. 
Respondents who do not understand (ask) certain statements from the questionnaire, the 
researcher provides an explanation of the intent of these statements. The data collection 
technique used in the study was to provide questionnaires electronically to the respondents. 
Questionnaires will be distributed as many as 140 questionnaires with the aim of respondents 
being among employees in regional work units in DKI Jakarta, West Sumatra and to several 
auditors. Respondents will choose one of the alternative answers that have been provided to 
answer the questionnaire questions. 
 
3.5   Data Analysis Method 
 

The data analysis technique used in this study is multiple regression analysis to examine 
the effect of Seriousness Level of Violation (X1), Personal Cost (X2), Professional 
Commitment (X3) on Whistleblowing Intention (Y) The mathematical model in this study can 
be formulated as follows: 

 
Y = α + β1X1 + β2X2+ β3X3+  €                                            (1) 
 
Description :  
Y : Whistleblowing Intention (WB) 
X1 : Seriousness Level of Violation (KP) 
X2  : Personal Cost (PC) 
X3       : Professional Commitment (KPR) 
α : Constant 
β1-β3  : Multiple regression coefficient 
€ : Standard Error 
 
 
4   Results and Discussion  
 
4.1   Description of Data/Research Object 

 
Respondents who became the object of research were employees who worked in the 

Provincial Government of DKI Jakarta and West Sumatra. Samples were taken by distributing 
questionnaires via google docs link sent directly via whatsapp. The number of samples in this 
study were 117 respondents who were taken randomly. Table 1 shows a general description of 
the characteristics of the respondents: 

 
 
 



 
 

Table 1. Respondent Characteristic Profile 
No Respondent Profile Criteria Frequency Percentage 
1 Gender Male 51 43,6% 

Female 66 56,4% 
Total 117 100% 

2 Age 21 – 30 Years 34 29,1% 
31 – 40 Years 50 42,7% 

>41 Years 33 28,2% 
Total 117 100% 

3 Last Education High School (SMA/SMK) 10 8,5% 
Associate Degree (D3) 49 42% 

Bachelor (S1) 48 41% 
Master (S2) 10 8,5% 
Doctor (S3) 0 0% 

Total 117 100% 
4 Working Period 1-5 Years 43 36,8% 

6-10 Years 28 23,9% 
11-20 Years 46 39,3% 

Total 117 100% 
 
4.2   Descriptive Statistics Test Results  
 

In this study, researchers used descriptive statistical tests. Analysis using descriptive 
statistics is used to summarize the answers that have been given to respondents in the form of 
statements in the questionnaire. In this descriptive statistics section, the minimum, maximum, 
mean, mode and standard deviation values will be shown. The following are the results of 
descriptive statistical tests obtained based on the processed data. The descriptive statistics are 
shown in the Table 2: 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics Test Result 
Descriptive Statistics 

 N Minimum Maximum Sum Mean Std. Deviation 
AVGKP 109 1.80 5.00 403.20 3.6991 .65242 
AVGPC 109 1.57 5.00 415.57 3.8126 .73686 
AVGKPR 109 2.88 5.00 436.25 4.0023 .52346 
AVGWB 109 2.20 5.00 436.40 4.0037 .61943 
Valid N (listwise) 109      

 
From the table above, it can be seen and explained about the results of statistical 

calculations of the independent and dependent variables as follows: 
a. In the variable Seriousness Level of Violation (KP) the minimum data is 1.80 and the 

maximum is 5.00 with an average (mean) of 3.6991 and a standard deviation of 0.65242. 
b. In the variable Personal Cost (PC) the minimum data is 1.57 and the maximum is 5.00 with 

an average (mean) of 3.8126 and a standard deviation of 0.73686. 
c. In the variable Professional Commitment (KPR) the minimum data is 2.88 and the 

maximum is 5.00 with an average (mean) of 4.0023 and a standard deviation of 0.52346. 
d. In the variable Whistleblowing Intention (WB) the minimum data is 2.20 and the 

maximum is 5.00 with an average (mean) of 4.0037 and a standard deviation of 0.61943. 
This indicates that the quality of the data from this study is quite good, because the mean 

value is greater than the standard deviation value which indicates that the standard error of 
each variable is small. 



 
 

4.3   Data Quality Test Results  
 

Validity test is used to show the extent to which the measuring device is able to measure 
the object that has been determined so as to be able to obtain the required data properly. The 
validity test in this study was carried out with 25 statements consisting of 5 statements for the 
Violation Seriousness Level variable (X1), 7 questions for the Personal Cost variable (X2), 8 
statements for the Professional Commitment variable (X3), and 5 statements for the 
Whistleblowing Intention variable. (Y). To find out whether each item in the instrument used 
is valid or not, it can be known by correlating the item score with the total score which is the 
sum of each item score. In calculating the validity test, this study uses the help of statistical 
tools in the SPSS for Windows Version 25 program. The results of the validity test for each 
variable described in Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and Table 6: 

 
Table 3. Validity Test Result of Whistleblowing Variable 

Correlations 
 Whistlebl

owing 
Whistleblo

wing 
Whistleblo

wing 
Whistlebl

owing 
Whistlebl

owing 
TOTWB 

Whistleblo
wing 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .815** .796** .567** .745** .884** 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 109 109 109 109 109 109 

Whistleblo
wing 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.815** 1 .892** .649** .720** .922** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 109 109 109 109 109 109 

Whistleblo
wing 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.796** .892** 1 .642** .778** .928** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 
N 109 109 109 109 109 109 

Whistleblo
wing 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.567** .649** .642** 1 .718** .808** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 
N 109 109 109 109 109 109 

Whistleblo
wing 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.745** .720** .778** .718** 1 .889** 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 
N 109 109 109 109 109 109 

TOTWB Pearson 
Correlation 

.884** .922** .928** .808** .889** 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
N 109 109 109 109 109 109 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

Table 4. Validity Test Result of Seriousness Level of Violation Variable 
Correlations 

 

Seriousness 
Level of 

Violation 

Seriousness 
Level of 

Violation 

Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation 

Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation 

Seriousness 
Level of 

Violation 

TOTKP 



 
 

Correlations 

 

Seriousness 
Level of 

Violation 

Seriousness 
Level of 

Violation 

Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation 

Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation 

Seriousness 
Level of 

Violation 

TOTKP 

Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation  

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .717** .557** .710** .196* .827** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 .000 .000 .000 .041 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation  

Pearson 
Correlation 

.717** 1 .832** .720** .131 .876** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000  .000 .000 .173 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation  

Pearson 
Correlation 

.557** .832** 1 .685** .148 .818** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000  .000 .124 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation  

Pearson 
Correlation 

.710** .720** .685** 1 .226* .820** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000  .018 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Seriousnes
s Level of 
Violation  

Pearson 
Correlation 

.196* .131 .148 .226* 1 .188 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.041 .173 .124 .018  .050 

N 109 109 109 109 117 109 
TOTKP Pearson 

Correlation 
.827** .876** .818** .820** .188 1 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .050  

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 5. Validity Test Result of Personal Cost Variable 

Correlations 
 Personal  

Cost 
Personal  

Cost 
Personal  

Cost 
Personal  

Cost 
Personal 

Cost 
Personal 

Cost 
Personal 

Cost 
TOTPC 

Personal 
Cost 

Pearson 
Correlation 

1 .584** .675** .640** .604** -.063 .527** .759** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

 .000 .000 .000 .000 .515 .000 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Personal 
Cost 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.584** 1 .656** .690** .664** .010 .578** .838** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000  .000 .000 .000 .921 .000 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Personal 
Cost 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.675** .656** 1 .816** .606** .062 .693** .882** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000  .000 .000 .524 .000 .000 



 
 

Correlations 
 Personal  

Cost 
Personal  

Cost 
Personal  

Cost 
Personal  

Cost 
Personal 

Cost 
Personal 

Cost 
Personal 

Cost 
TOTPC 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Personal 
Cost 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.640** .690** .816** 1 .700** -.010 .629** .875** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000  .000 .915 .000 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Personal 
Cost 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.604** .664** .606** .700** 1 -.131 .480** .783** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .000  .174 .000 .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
Personal 
Cost 

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.063 .010 .062 -.010 -.131 1 .030 .003 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.043 .161 .124 .018 .024  .041 .050 

N 109 109 109 109 109 117 109 109 
Personal 
Cost 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.527** .578** .693** .629** .480** .030 1 .770** 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .760  .000 

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
TOTPC Pearson 

Correlation 
.759** .838** .882** .875** .783** .003 .770** 1 

Sig. (2-
tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .977 .000  

N 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 109 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

 
Table 6. Validity Test Result of Professional Commitment 

 
 



 
 

Based on the validity test in table 2-5 shows that the output value of sig (2 tailed) per 
variable <0.05 so that the validity test in this study can be declared valid and this research can 
be continued. 
 
4.4  Reliability Test Results  
 

Reliability testing is done to get answers that are consistent or stable from time to time. 
The reliability test was carried out using the SPSS 25 for windows program. To perform the 
reliability test, the Cronbach Alpha Reliability measurement method was used, an instrument 
can be said to be reliable if the alpha value is greater than 0.70 and vice versa. Table 7 shows 
the results of the reliability test using SPSS 25 for windows. 
 

Table 7. Reliability Test Result 
Variable Question Items Croanbach Alpha Conclusion 

Seriousness Level of Violation (X1) 5 0.796 Reliable 
Personal Cost (X2) 7 0.844 Reliable 
Professional Commitment (X3) 8 0.866 Reliable 
Whistleblowing Intention (Y) 5 0.931 Reliable 

 
From the results of the reliability test above, it can be seen that each Cronbach Alpha value 

for the X1 variable is 0.796, the X2 variable is 0.844, the X3 variable is 0.866 and for the Y 
variable is 0.931. The value of the four variables is greater than 0.70 which means that all 
variables X and Y are reliable. 
 
4.5   Normality Test Results 
 

The normality test used in this study is the Kolmogorov Smirnov test. This normality test 
aims to determine whether the data in the regression model is normally distributed or not. 
Table 8 shows the results of data normality test. 
 

Table 8. Normality Test Result 
One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 

 Unstandardized 
Residual 

N 109 
Normal Parametersa,b Mean .0000000 

Std. Deviation .26376548 
Most Extreme Differences Absolute .095 

Positive .095 
Negative -.075 

Test Statistic .095 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .016c 
Exact Sig. (2-tailed) .259 
Point Probability .000 
a. Test distribution is Normal. 
b. Calculated from data. 
c. Lilliefors Significance Correction. 

 
Based on the output of Kolmogorov Smirnov's normality results, in the table above, it can 

be seen that the significant value based on the Exact Sig method test is 0.259 or 25.9% Exact 



 
 

Sig value > 0.05, it can be concluded that the residual data is normally distributed. In other 
words, the regression model of this study is normally distributed. 
 
4.6   Classic Assumption Test 
 
4.6.1 Multicollinearity Test Results 
 

The multicollinearity test aims to test whether in the regression model that is formed there 
is a high or perfect correlation between the independent variables or not. In this study, the 
multicollinearity test used TOL (Tolerance) and VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) values. 
Detection of multicollinearity values can be done by looking at the VIF value from the results 
of the regression analysis. If the VIF value is < 10, the data in the study is free from 
multicollinearity symptoms. Table 9 shows the results of the multicollinearity test: 
 

Table 9. Multicollinearity Test Result of Coefficientsa 
Coefficientsa 

Model Collinearity Statistics 
Tolerance VIF 

1 (Constant)   
AVGKP 0.505 1.980 
AVGPC 0.897 1.115 

AVGKPR 0.486 2.059 
 

Based on the test results in the table above, it can be seen that all VIF values of all 
independent variables in this study have VIF values < 10. This shows that the regression 
model is reliable and objective, so it can be concluded that the regression model is free from 
multicollinearity symptoms. 
 
4.6.2 Heteroscedasticity Test Results 
 

In this study, the heteroscedasticity test used the Glejser test. Table 10 shows the results of 
the heteroscedasticity test: 

Table 10. Heteroscedasticity Test Result 
Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized  
Coefficients 

Standardized  
Coefficients 

T Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) .530 .149  3.561 .001 

AVGKP -.035 .037 -.126 -.954 .342 
AVGPC .007 .024 .029 .294 .770 
AVGKPR -.059 .047 -.170 -1.265 .209 

a. Dependent Variable: ABSRES 
 
A data is said to contain heteroscedasticity if its significance value is less than 0.05. From 

the results of the Glejser test the data of this study were obtained that all the significance 
values of all variables were above 0.05. So from the results of the Glacier test it can be 
concluded that the residual data does not occur heteroscedasticity. 
 
 



 
 

4.6.3 Autocorrelation Test Results 
 

The autocorrelation test used in this study was the Durbin-Watson test. The autocorrelation 
test is used to determine whether or not there is a correlation between the residuals in an 
observation and other observations in the regression model. The prerequisite that must be met 
is the absence of autocorrelation in the regression model. Table 10 shows the Autocorrelation 
Test Result and Fig.2 shows the multiple regression model. 
 

Table 10. Autocorrelation Test Result 
Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

Durbin-Watson 

1 .905a .819 .813 .26751 2.022 
a. Predictors: (Constant), AVGKPR, AVGPC, AVGKP 
b. Dependent Variable: AVGWB 

 

 
Fig. 2. Multiple Regression Model 

 
Table 10 showsthat the multiple regression model has met the assumption of free 

autocorrelation. This can be seen from the calculated DW value of 2.022 which is in the area 
where there is no autocorrelation, which is in the range of DL < DW < 4-DU which is 1.6125 
< 2.022 < 2.2356, the value of 2.2356 is obtained from the result of subtracting 4 minus 
1.7644. So it can be concluded that there is no autocorrelation in the data. 
 
4.7 Hypothesis Test 
 
4.7.1 Coefficient of Determination Test Result 
 

Test the regression model or test the coefficient of determination between the variables of 
Seriousness of Violation, Personal Cost, and Professional Commitment as the independent 
variable on Whistleblowing Intention as the dependent variable. Table 11 shows the result of 
coefficient of determination result. 
 

Table 11. Coefficient of Determination Test Result 
Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square Adjusted R 
Square 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

Durbin-Watson 

1 .905a .819 .813 .26751 2.022 
a. Predictors: (Constant), AVGKPR, AVGPC, AVGKP 
b. Dependent Variable: AVGWB 



 
 

 
The table above explains that Adjusted R Square (coefficient of determination) = 0.813 

means that the variation of the independent variable is able to explain the variation of the 
dependent variable is 81.3%. While the rest (100% - 81.3% = 18.7%) are variations of other 
independent variables that affect Whistleblowing Intentions that are not included in this study.  
 
4.7.2 F Test (Simultaneous Test) 
 

Simultaneous F test is a form of testing carried out to see the effect simultaneously or 
simultaneously between the independent variables on the dependent variable. Table 12 shows 
the results of the F Test or Simultaneous Test: 
 

Table 12. F-test Result 
ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 33.925 3 11.308 158.025 .000b 

Residual 7.514 105 .072   
Total 41.439 108    

a. Dependent Variable: AVGWB 
b. Predictors: (Constant), AVGKPR, AVGPC, AVGKP 
 

Based on the table above, it is known that the significant value is 0.000 or less than the 
probability value (p-value) of 0.000 (0.000 <0.05) this means that the independent variables 
have a significant effect simultaneously (simultaneously) on the dependent variable. In 
addition, the calculated F value, which is 158,025, is greater than the F-table value, which is 
2.69, so it can be concluded that together the independent variables have a significant effect on 
the dependent variable or KP, PC, KPR  jointly affect WB. 
 
4.7.3. Partial t-Test (Individual Test) 
 

This test is done by looking at the significance value of the relationship of each variable. 
The level of significance (α) that is set is 5%, which means that the tolerable error tolerance 
limit is 5%. In other words, the level of confidence from this propositional test is 95%. If the 
p-value <0.05, it can be said that the independent variable has a significant effect on the 
dependent variable. Table 13 shows the result of t-test. 

 
Table 13. t-test Result 

Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized 

Coefficients 
T   Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) -.486 .224  -2.164 .033 

AVGKP .314 .056 .330 5.651 .000 
AVGPC .096 .037 .115 2.612 .010 
AVGKPR .740 .071 .625 10.488 .000 

a. Dependent Variable: AVGWB 
 
Hypotheses : 
H0: there is no effect between X and Y 



 
 

Ha : there is an influence between X and Y 
Based on the significance value: 
H0 is rejected and Ha is accepted if the significance is < 0.05 
H0 is accepted and Ha is rejected if the significance is > 0.05 
 

Based on the results of the t-test above, it can be explained as follows: 
1. In the table above, the Sig value of Seriousness Level of Violation variable (X1) = 0.000 

<0.05 so H0 is rejected, which means the independent variable Seriousness Level of Violation 
(X1) partially has a positive and significant effect on Whistleblowing Intention (Y). 

2. In the table above, the Sig value of the Personal Cost variable (X2) = 0.010 <0.05 so H0 is 
rejected, which means that the independent variable Personal Cost (X2) partially has a positive 
and significant effect on the Whistleblowing Intention variable (Y). 

3. In the table above, the Sig value of the Professional Commitment variable (X3) = 0.000 <0.05 
so H0 is rejected, which means that the independent variable Professional Commitment (X3) 
partially has a positive and significant effect on the Whistleblowing Intention variable (Y). 
 
 
5   Conclusion 

 
Based on the results of the analysis that has been carried out in the previous chapter, it can 

be concluded as follows: 
1. Based on the results of the partial test, it proves that Seriousness Level of Violation 

variable has a positive and significant effect on Whistleblowing Intentions. Hypothesis H1 
can be accepted because the level of seriousness of violations has a positive effect on a 
person's intention to carry out whistleblowing intentions 

2. The results of the partial test prove that the Personal Cost variable has a positive and 
significant effect on Whistleblowing Intentions. Hypothesis H2 is acceptable because the 
level of seriousness indicates a positive relationship with a person's intention to carry out 
whistleblowing intentions. 

3. The results of the partial test prove that the Professional Commitment variable has a 
positive and significant effect on Whistleblowing Intentions. Hypothesis H3 can be 
accepted because professional commitment has a positive effect on a person's intention to 
carry out whistleblowing intentions. 

 
Limitations 

 
This research cannot be separated from limitations and weaknesses. On the other hand, the 

limitations and weaknesses found in this study are expected to be input for future research. 
The limitations found in this study, among others: 
1. The research sample is still limited in several SKPDs in the provincial governments of 

DKI Jakarta and West Sumatra, and the distribution of the questionnaire was carried out 
with only 117 samples. 

2. There is no right or wrong in filling out the questionnaire so that the measurement only 
relies on subjective measurements or is based on the respondent's perception only. 
Subjective measurement is prone to the emergence of bias or measurement error. 

 
 
 



 
 

Recommendation     
 
Based on the research result, the authors provide suggestions are as follows: 

1. For management 
This research can be used as material for evaluating performance related to decision 
making in working in an SKPD. And anticipation for management to reduce a level of 
violations that occur among employees in the realm of work. 

2. For future researcher 
a. Consider the addition of other variables that can affect the whistleblowing intention of 

employees in disclosing fraud that occurs in their work environment. 
b. Increase the number of samples in order to get varied answers and different points of 

view. 
c. For further researchers, in order to consider distributing questionnaires at the 

managerial level and it would be even better if they could reach respondents who are at 
a higher level of work. 

d. Make improvements and develop questionnaires and research instruments, to produce 
better variable measurements. 
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