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Abstract

Whistleblowing is not a new phenomenon but recent technological advances, which
make corrupt behaviour difficult to hide, have exposed whistlebl ving as a burgeoning
problem on several levels: international, national and local. Whistle.lowing presents
problems not only for the organisation which must deal with the offender, contain any
damage to its reputation and manage the problems that enabled the corrupt behaviour
in the first place; but it presents problems for the whistleblower. While ultimately an
organisation may benefit from a whistleblower’s actibn, the whistleblower’s journey is
rarely without sacrifices. Individual whistleblowers must call upon personal strengths to

report misconduct despite probable adverse consequences.

To explore an aspect of contemporary whistleblowing, this research relies on the theory
of Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) which identifies five characteristics of
whistlenlowing behaviour: altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, civic virtue and
conscientiousness (Organ 1990, 1997). Van Dyne, Graham and Dienesch (1394) whose
research tested OCB theory, argued that loyalty to the organisation was also an
important characteristic. In alater study Paine and Organ (2000) concluded that in
Australia, OCBs and loyalty to the organisation are negated by the Australian ethos of

“mateship”. These concepts are a springboard for the proposed research.

Using qualitative research methods, this research proposes to investigate how self-
identified whistleblowers, who have worked in the public sector, speak about their
ersonal qualities and experiences in the workplace to justify their actions. Semi-
structures interviews will also explore, from the respondent’s perspective, the
organisational processes that hindered or assisted their actions. How the organisation
managed the reporting process and expedited the complaint; and the influences exerted

by the workplace culture and the group to which the whistleblower belongs will also be

explored.
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Chapter1

Introduction

"“Work means everything to me. It is a vocation; it is

intrinsically part of me. Itis integrated into me.” (Paul)

Whistleblowing is not a3 new phenomenon although the abundance of recent
reports appears to indicate differently (Vinten, 2003). History has recorded
examples from such diverse societies as medieval China, Ancient Persia and
Venice (Trimmer, 2003) where citizens were exhorted to report the corrupt,
incompetent, unethical or illegal behaviour of public officials who then faced the
possibility of grim and sometimes fatal retribution. Corruption in Australia was
noted soon after the arrival of the First Fleet where officers of the New South
Wales Corps monopolised the rum trade for their own profit (Grabosky &

Larmour, 2000).

In the workplace, the scope for corrupt or unethical behaviour is broad and can
have disastrous c-onsequences. Generally, every workplace has a set of prescribed
and acceptable behaviours for workers which contribute to its smooth operation.
Sometimes, these are not in the form of strict rules, rather ways of behaving and
managing the company’s business which have evolved over time. From time to
time, some people may engage in behaviour which is questionable or even
unacceptable. The behaviour may impede or damage the well-being of the
workplace or the workers or the customers or shareholders, and is deemed to be
unacceptable ard is dealt with by the forces operating in the workplace which

regulate it and cause it to cease. The smooth flowing of the workplace relies upon




this procedure. There is, however, some misbehaviour which goes unnoticed by

most workers and can be damaging.

Misconduct can occur in every workplace whatever the size or type, to a greater
or lesser degree. The consequences of misconduct range from the mild to the
dangerous and they may impact on no-one or they may impact on entire
populations. Furthermore, the understanding of what constitutes ‘misconduct’
differs from person to person and from workplace to workplace. Someone will
notice something which he/she deems to be imgroper and will resolve to draw it
to the attention of an authority. The response to misconduct varies according to
the perception of th.2 person who is defining the problem, or the role they
perform in the workplace. From the noticing of misconduct to the actual

reporting, there are a number of phases or staps and the decision to report is not

taken lightly.

The process of reporting misconduct is different from one workplace to another.
The act of reporting may be challenging or even dangerous 1o the wellbeing of the
individual worker in some cases. Maiy employers or departments already have
streamlined and effective reporting procedures, which ensure a degree of support
or assistance to the worker. While other employers have no such protocols and
the worker who sees misconduct runs the gauntlet of the office culture as well as
engaging in the main struggle of whether to report or not. It is this second

struggle which is the focus of this thesis.

In accordance with the modern trend to categorise actions and ascribe them
labels, the practice of reporting on misconduct has been labelled whistleblowing,
which is the name used in this paper. While the name is relatively new, the

practice is not.



Whistleblowers can report corrupt behaviour either internally or externally,
therefore, it is defined as "the act of disclosing any information that an employee
reasonably believes evidences a violation of any law, rule or regulation,
mismanagement, corruption, abuse of authority, or threat to public health and
safety at the worksite” (Vinten, 2000). Australian researcher Sally McDonald
takes one step further and defines a whistleblower as “a person who idantifies an
incompetent, unethical or illegal situation in the workplace and reports it to

someone who may have the power to stop the wrong” (McDonald, 2002).

The consequences for many whistleblowers can be personally damaging: Stanley
Adams, for example informed on his company Hoffman-La Roche for their anti-
competitive practices in 1973 and suffered greatly as a consequence {Vinten,
2003). He reported his observations to the European Commission and
consequently was imprisoned in Switzerland, lost his livelihood, and suffered the
loss of his wife to suicide (Vinten, 2003). His intentions were laudable, yet the
outcome for him was that he was blamed and vilified across Europe. At this time,
whistleblowing was not a widely reported phenomenon, and therefore not a
widely accepted practice, nor was there any effective legislative or internal

company protection in Britain, Europe or Australia.

Since those early years, the recorded instances of whistleblowers being vilified or
physically harmed at the hands of either their colleagues or their management
have grown, therefore the increase in numbers has given the practice of reporting
misdeeds or corruption a measure of credibility, to the extent that it has achieved
“an unprecedented degree of political and organisational respectability” (Vinten,
2003). In recognising this fact governments both internationally and in Australia
have prepared to enact legislation and establish effective procedures to protect
whistleblowers ("In the Public Interest,” 2004; Lewis, 2004; "Public Interest
Disclosure Bill 2001," 2002; Unravelling Corruption li: Exploring changes in the
public sector perspective 1993 - 1999, 2001; Zipparo, 1999). A consequence of the
legislation is that organisations and companies have taken steps to incorporate

effective internal procedures to manage and protect whistleblowers.




Whistleblower activity raises a number of concerns both for the organisation and
for the individual. When problems of dishonesty and unethical or corrupt
behavicur exist, a series of actions is set in train. Firstly, a person observes an
individual or a group engage in a misdeed or some sort of corruption. Secondly,
the observer must decide to report it. Thirdly, there must be a responsible person
to whom the whistleblower is able to report, and who has the power to act, and
who will protect the whistleblower. Procesces are then set in motion to address
and rectify the problem. This is the situation with the most advantageous
outcome. However, research has shown that at every stage of the process
obstacles could deter the potential whistleblower from acting on their knowledge,
thus the misconduct remains unaddressed (Barnett, Cochran, & Taylor, 1993;
Maria & Jan, 1997; Newman, 1993; Phuttipaitoon & Kleiner, 2003; Rothschild &
Miethe, 1999; Zipparo, 1999).

However, despite the obstacles, there are still people who blow the whistle. This
research is seeking to find out why, focussing on the second action or step, that is,
the decision of potential whistleblowers to report misconduct. This is the precise
moment when the personal attributes or qualitics of the observer, the potential
whistleblower, are most evident. This is the time when their personal qualities
are exercised; when they weigh up the decision to report the misconduct against
the possible and indeed likely repercussions; when they search their consciences
and examine their values; when they test their loyalties to themselves and to their
company; when they swallow their nerves; and when they follow the treacherous

path of the whistleblower.

Therefore the purpose of this thesis s to examine the motivation behind the act
of reporting on misconduct in the workplace. This will take place through a series
of semi-structured interviews with people who identify themselves as
whistleblowers. Each of the participants will have made a report of misconduct
within the public sector, in the full knowledze that they would be likely to suffer
some sort of repercussions for doing so. Firstly an e tamination of the transcripts

of the interviews will be made to analyse the stories of the participants and to



identify their personal characteristics. Then those personal characteristics will be
considered against the characteristics named within the theory of Organisational
Citizenship Behawviours, that is, altruism, courtesy, sportsmanship, civic virtue and
conscientiousness. Furtherthe matter of loyalty to the organisation will be
examined through the transcripts of the interviews; and finally the concept of
‘mateship’ as it is apphed to the Australian ethos, will be looked at as a potentially
limiting factor in the demonstration of Organisational Citizenship Behaviours such

as whistleblowing in Australia

The chapters to follow will explain and demonstrate the circumstances of the
whistleblowing incidents and examine the personal characteristics of the people
who identify themselves as whistleblowers in Western Australia. Chapter 2 will
provide a review of the recent literature both in the area of whistleblowing and
the theory of Organisational Citizenship Behaviours. It will also make an
assessment of the available legislation. Chapter 3 explains the methodology of
the entire study and the rationale underlying the decisions and choices in the data
collection process In Chapter 4 there is a very brief outline of the whistleblowing
events which took place and an introduction to the whistleblowers and their
personalities. The focus of this research is on the personal qualities of the
whistleblowers and so the precise circumstances of their whistleblowing action
are not relevant excepi to provide a context for their courage. Chapter 5 presents
the findings from the interviews and the themes which arose from each of the
interviews. They are: the meaning of work; the personal characteristics of the
whistleblower; the 1deal characteristics and responsibilities of an employee; and
the legislative and internal protections. Chapter 6 continues with the discussion
relative to the findings and allows the researcher the scope to examine the
findings within the context of the theory of Organisational Citizenship Behaviour.
Chapter 7 pre<ents a »eries of suggestions which came from the participants for
the protections and support of whistleblowers. The existence of t.is chapteris a
testament to the generosity of the whistleblowers who have all suffered greatly in
a variety of ways for their actions and yet are still able to think of the plight of
people in similar circumstances. Chapter 8 draws all the elemants together in a

conclusion.



Chapter 2

Review of Literature

“We have got the Ombudsman, the Auditor General, the
[Office of] Public Sector Standards - all these agencies. It
sounds overwhelming but it is nothing. They do nothing.
it is a1 archipelago of dots in a vast ocean of

incompetence and corruption.” {Charles)

Although whistleblowing has received wide attention in the mass media and
public policy, little systematic research has been conducted on the extent of the
observing and reporting organisational misconduct, the character of
Whistleblowers and the consequences of whistleblowing for the individual
Whistleblower, the work organisation in which it occurs and the wider society
(Miethe, 1999). This chapter will review the literature in the area with the
purpose of uncovering research 1n the workplace which builds our understanding
of the nature and character of the person who reports workplace misconduct, the
Whistleblower. Moreover, 1t will be examined to identify the conditions under
which whistleblowing will be more likely to take place, including the influence
exerted by the internal procedures of the organisation on the character of the
Whistleblower. The review will also outline the development of the theory of
Organisational Citizenship Behaviours and link them to the selfless and

courageous act of whistlebiowing.

For the purpose of this review, misconduct as stated elsewhere, is defined as
those behaviours which are deemed to be either unethical or illegal or both,

which occur in a workplace setting, which come to the attention of an employee,



and which compel the employee to report them either to a person within the
organisation or to an external body Whistleblowing is therefore defined as “the
disclosure by organisation members (former or current) of illegal, immoral or
illegitimate practices under the control of their employers, to persons or

organisations that may be able to effect action (Micel & Near, 1985).

The literature is also examined to understand workplace culture and the
citizenship behaviours of the potential Whistleblower, and to identify successful
and positive schemes within organisations which encourage Whistletlowers.
Further, the review considers the legislation in both the Commonwealth and the
State jurisdictions and assesses the protection it provides for the Whistleblower
within the Australian workplace for which it is designed. Ultimately, the review
seeks to examine the practices surrounding whistleblowing within the context of
the effective functioning of the workplace and particularly to highlight the

characteristics of the whistleblowers.

The literature is reviewed within the context of the theory of organisational
behaviour (OB), with particular emphasis on the theory of Organisational
Citizenship Behaviour (OCB) and the perceptions by employees of their own
control of their work environment. The theories underpin the understanding of
workplace structure and the dynamics of the work environment and the
interrelationship between the individual and the workplace. The literature
covered will encompass research and academic writing becth nationally and
internationally in the area from the last two decades, beginning with the recent

literature on the theory of OCB and its application to the Whistleblower.

Organisational Behaviour and Organisational Citizenship Behaviour

Organisational Behaviour (OB) is that behaviour which “investigates the impact
that individuals, groups and structure have on behaviour within organisations, for

the purpose of applying such knowledge towards improving an organisation’s



effectiveness” (Robbins, 1991). Early writing on OB reflected on workplaces and
the manner in which workplace productivity can be predicted by an
understanding of the theory of organisational behaviour (O'Brien, 1984). From a
sociological perspective, the theory considers group behaviour, group dynamics,
power, conflict, communication and inter-group behaviour (Robbins, 1991).
Because OB relates to human bechaviour, it cannot be said to be an absolute
science, but a science contingent on those behaviours it studies (Robbins, 1991).
Embedded within this theory is the implied understanding that an effective
workplace would encourage the reporting of misconduct for the purpose of
ensuring the best outcome for the organisation. The characteristics of the
employee who would speak out are examined in a branch of the OB theory, which
1s the theory of Organisational Citizenship Behaviour (OCB). This refers to the
prosocial or ethical behaviours of an employee and is defined as “individual
behaviour that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognised by the formal
reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of
the organisation” (Organ, 1988). It is this theory against which whistleblowing

behaviour will be examined.

Organ’s 1994 literature review found that organisational behaviour was
inextricably linked to an employee’s understanding of citizenship behaviour, and
not his personality (Organ, 1994). The behaviours in question included altruism,
courtesy, sportsmanship, civic virtue and conscientiousness (Organ, 1990, 1997).
This was supported by Van Dyne, Graham and Dienesch who found that those
people who would report misconduct or unethical behaviour did so because they
were guided by “ideal standards of virtue” and not their individual personalities
(Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994). They found that the multilevel nature of
the theory of OCB (that is the individual, the group and the organisational levels)
provides a framework for examining specific work behaviours which are excluded
from the traditional measures of job performance (Van Dyne et al., 1994). This
underlines Organ’s 1988 definition, stated above, that the theory is based upon

intangible values not formally rewarded or even noted in the workplace.




The definition of OCB was further refined as “behaviour which benefits the
organisation and/or is intended to benefit the organisation, which is discretionary
and which goes beyond role expectations” (Van Dyne, Cummings, & Parks, 1995).
Certainly research completed by Sims and Keenan showed that the majority of
people who would report misconduct are loyal and have the organisation’s best
interests at heart and report misbehaviour in order to avoid further wrongdoing
or damage (Sims & Keenan., 1998). This idea was examined in a large LS study in
2002, which for nd that incidents of reporting misconduct occurred in lox
organisation, where management were not supportive of ethical behaviours and
where employees subsequently found that misconduct was allowed to flourish

(Holmes, Langford, Welch, & Welch, 2002).

Newman in her research into the creation of a just work environment, found that
organisations which had a focus on matters other than profit, namely customer
need, employee need and community citizenship, were more likely to have an
ethical work environment, where the OCB behaviours of staff and management
were allowed to develop (Newman, 1993). She found that the “voice” of
employees’ or the adequate opportunity to state their views, relating to their
commitment and the identification with the goal and values of the company, was
- a significant factor in the employees’ opinion of the workplace (Newman, 1993).
The Newman study showed that the attitude of the organisation or more
particularly the management, is influential in the promotion and acceptance of

OCB behaviours (Newman, 1993).

The majority of the research discussed in this review was been predominantly
conducted in the US and therefore can be said to apply specifically to American
workplaces and American workers. In order to establish-the presence of OCBs in
other nations, further research from Organ in collaboration with Julie Beth Paine,
in 2000, examined the OCBs of £nglish speaking individuals in 26 different
_countries. They found that in Anstralia, that OCBs and loyalty to the organisation
cannot exist due to the Australian ethos of “mateship”. They reported that loyalty

to the organisation was not strong in Australia and the organisation would need



to develop initiatives to foster such loyalty, unlike the American workplace (Paine
& Organ, 2000). Further they found the “ideal of mateship underlies
everything...so individuals will go out of their way to be loyal to their mates
..however that does not include loyalty to the organisation” (Paine & Organ,
2000). They then reported that alternative names for OCB in Australia were “Tall

Poppy” or “Crawler”, which are pejorative terms in the Australian vernacular.

The findings from Paine and Organ were made from a sample of one respondent
{n:=1), that is the smallest of samples, and cannot be said to be a definitive
conclusion about the Australian workplace. it was however, included in an
international report from the foremost expert in the field of OCB, Dennis Organ,
50 it is important to examine the Australian workplace in order to determine the

attitudes and OCBs from a larger sample, to confirm or refute the claim.

The Australian ethos of “mateship”

The cultural differences of Australia’s ethos of “mateship” owe their development
to the stories and writings about the Anzacs (Australian and New Zealand Army
Corps) in the First World War where it has been said that the Australian identity
was forged (Lake, 1992). It has been suggested that mateship is prominent in the
way Australians think of themselves and that it is linked to solidarity particularly in
times of conflict but is ‘limited to those with whom one has a special connection’
(Page, 2002). Mateship has two important aspects which could equally apply to
the workplace or to a conflict. Firstly, it establishes a sense of the Other, that is
one who is definitely not a mate and in a workplace context could be seen to he
the manager; and secondly it enables individuals to endure the unendurable,
which is particularly apposite in a war situation but could apply in a work situation

where misconduct is present (Page, 2002).

Moreover, it is said the “mateship” concept can be said to encompass the

Australian notion of egalitarianism and anti-authoritarianism which arose from
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the very earliest days of the convict beginnings (Gabriel, 2004; Kapferer & Morris,
2003). It is also underpinned by the hardships endured by the early settlers who
worked together to establish communities outside the major cities {(Kapferer &
Morris, 2003). Much is made of the cohesiveness and supportiveness which is still
evident in rural Australia today. The Snowy Mountain Scheme in the 1950s and
1960s is also credited with continuing and strengthening the ethos of “mateship”
although it was outside a situation of war as it attracted a large number of
immigrants to Australia from 30 countries, who overcame their disparate

backgrounds to work together (Griffin, 2003).

This is closely linked with another distinctive aspect of the Australian ethos which
is the concept of ‘dobbing” or “telling tales” or reporting on workmates. There is
a perception that the culture of the Auctralian workplace actually sustains the
corrupt practices which would, in another culture, give rise to the decision of a
person to come forward and blow the whistle (Maria & Jan, 1997). “Dobbers,
dogs, finks and rats” are terms in the Australian vernacular, which are a reflection
of the cultural manifestations which may possibly deter potential Whistieblowers
from coming forward and reporting misconduct (Maria, 1996). Yet, Australian
research by Zipparo contradicted this, when it reported that 88% of respondents
disagreed with the statement that ‘people who report corruption in their
workplace are troublemakers’ (Zipparo, 1999). Further, Zipparo asserted that
nine percent of her respondents said they would not make a report because of
peer pressure and only 8 people out of the 800 in the study called the reporting
‘unAustralian’ or ‘dobbing’ (Zipparo, 1999). This suggested that there was a
discrepancy between perceptions of the general public and those people in the
workforce. Given that part of the Australian mythology values preserving the
status quo or ‘not dobbing on your mate’, this indicates there is a need for further

research in this area to determine if there is any basis for this or if it is just a myth.

Self Serving Whistleblowing

At this point, it is important to note that the behaviours covered by the OCB

theory can be viewed as either ingratiating behaviours or citizenship behaviours,
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and supervisors will respond differently depending upon their perception of the
behaviours and the labels they ascribe to them. In 1994, Eastman found that
without knowing the motivations behind the employees’ actions, it was not
possible for the supervisor to determine accurately whether the behaviour was
ingratiating and self-interested or a result of pro-social or citizenship hehaviour
(Eastman, 1954). Schnake had already found that in the long term, OCB
motivated by self-interest produced dysfunctional outcomes {Schnake, 1991).
However, in a later study, Bolino took a less stern view when he concluded that
information which was made known for self-serving reasons, did make a

contribution to the workplace but it was less effective than well-intentioned OCBs

{Bolino, 1999).

Closely linked with the dislike of the ingratiating motives of the whistleblower is
the view that whistleblowing is ‘informing’. It was reported by Gerald Vinten that
some commentators, for example American economist Milton Friedman
considered Whistleblowers to be no more than informers, with all of the negative
connotations of that word, so they deserver no support (Vinten, 2003). Friedman
has modified his stance somewhat and has now said that the purpose of the free
enterprise system is for companies to crezce profits, provided that they do this by
the rules of compiete transparency, and the maintenance of proper accounts that
are not “aggressive or creative” (Monteiro, 2004). The inference is that Friedman
considered that correct corporate governance would oversee the management of
the company and therefore there would be no need for a Whistleblower. Implicit
in his comment was the understanding that a Whistleblower would perform a
valuable service if he/she were to attract attention to aggressive or creative

management lacking in adequate transparency.

Frederick Elliston in 1982 (cited in Vinten 2003) drew comparisons between
Whistleblowing and civil disobedience. Later, Elliston refined his criticisms to the
practice of anonymous Whistleblowing which he likened to “snitching” because it
undermined group cohesiveness and group solidarity (Elliston, 1982). There is

considerable scone for research into the ethical dilemma wherein respondents

12



who agreed that a Whistleblower should be allowed to report his/her misgivings
about wrong doing, but must then agree to work alongside them and give them

their trust.

Early writing from Dozier and Miceli (1985) explained Whistleblowing as a form of
prosocial behaviour determined by the mind of the Whistleblower in conjunction
with the situational variables which lead to whistleblowing (Dozier & Miceli,
1985} The literature does, however, ask the question: “Are Whistleblowers
heroes or traitors?” (Latimer, 2002b). It is important to remember that the
research reviewed in this field has focussed on whistleblowing which is "open,
principled dissent by employees” and has not considered those Whistleblowers
who make false or malicious claims of malpractice or corruption (Martin, 2004).
As previously discussed, there are a number of researchers who regard
whistleblowing, by definition, to be the act of a disloyal employee {Jubb, 1999;
Vandekerchove & Commers, 2004). However, most of the research in this area
characternised the Whistleblower as a conscientious and loyal servant of the
organisation (Maria, 1996; Maria & Jan, 1997; Miceli & Near, 1984; Qusqas &
Kleiner, 2001, Rothschild & Miethe, 1999). In fact, a report from Colin Grant
suggests that Whistleblowers, because of their courage determination and

sacrifice, should be seen as secular saints (Grant, 2002).

Internal Procedures

Once the Whistleblower has noted the misconduct and resolved to report it, the
determination to proceed appears to hinge on knowledze of and confidence in
internal procedures, if they exist (Barnett, Cochran, & Taylor, 1993; Berry, 2004,

King, 1999; Sims & Keenan., 1998).

Micelr and Near conducted a meta-analysis of the whistleblowing literature and
found that organisations can encourage the use of internal channels to facilitate

whistleblowing by providing sufficient information to the employees about the

13



internal procedures and hy reassuring potential Whistleblowers that they will not
suffer retaliation (Near & Miceli, 1996). This was supported by a Danish study
which found the company’s internal procedures to be more effective when they
were referred to on a regular basis and embraced by the management team
rather than being just being another company document to which lip service was

paid {Lindgreen, 2004).

Organisational Level

Within the structure of the organisation, the theory of Organisational Behaviour
identifies three main levels of behaviour, being the organisational level, the group

level and the individual level (Robbins, 1991).

The organisational level of operation is directly influenced by the attitude of
management (King, 1999) This s true of organisations whether they are in
Australia, North America, Europe or Asia (Barnett et al., 1993; Berry, 2004; Chiu,
2003; Lindgreen, 2004; Lindsay, Lindsay & Irvine, 1996), where the approach of
management also directly effects the efficiency of internal communications

established within the entire organisation (Lindgreen, 2004; Lindsay et al., 1996).

The effectiveness of internal procedures was thus improved by the attitude of
managers at all levels which encouraged employees to come forward without fear
of retaliation or reprisal (Barnett et al., 1993; Duffy, 2003; Lindsay et al., 1996).
The procedures were not necessarnly improved by being formal or informal, but
the common factor shared by all successful internal procedures was the active
support given to the process by management at all levels and the trust employees

felt towards their semor officers (King, 1999).

Belgian research investigated the ethical position, which claims loyalty and

institutionalised whistleblowing to be conflicting (Vandekerchove & Commers,
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2004). The researchers perhaps surpnisingly, found that the two positions were
entirely compatible and one state of mind was a pre-requisite for the second.
They found that the employees’ loyalty was to the “corpus” of the organisation,
its goals, its mission statement, its values and ideals, rather than to the physicality
of the organisation, and therefore the Whistleblower was de ~~ strating his/her

loyalty when he/she reported misconduct (Vandekerchove & 1ers, 2004).

Loyalty can aiso be more applicable to the work group. Referring back to the
theory of OB, a group is defined as “two or more individuals, interacting and
interdependent, who come together to achieve particular objectives” (Robbins,
1991). Groups can be either formal, where the tasks are stipulated and directed
towards organisational goals, or informal which develop in response to the need
for social contact. Being a member of a group can also confer on the individual

security, status, self-esteem, affiliation, power and goal achievement (Robbins,

1991).

Membership of the work group is further examined in a meta-analysis conducted
by Hosmer into issues of trust between colleagues, where it was found that trust
was essential for understanding interpersonal and group behaviour, managerial
effectiveness, economic exchange and social or political stability (Hosmer, 1995).
Therefore the relationship which exists between co-workers is influential. Further
research conducted in 1997 using 260 individuals from 49 work groups within
eight organisations found that group cohesiveness played a large part in the
amount of OCB demonstrated (Kidwell, 1997). The presence or absence of a well-
structured workplace with safe reporting procedures, may nat directly induce or
deter an employee to report misconduct, but it is a significant factor which the
potential Whistleblower considers when deciding either to report or ignore
misconduct (Callahan, Dworkin, Fort & Schipani, 2002). In 2004, an ethnographic
study of employee-driven workgroups in a small childcare organisation found that
groups imposed on their members strong informal controls to conform and be
homogenous when they managed their own work environment (Summers, 2004),

In general, however, in a large workplace, where the employees are clustered

15



either unintentionally or deliberately into group or teams, there will be a person

in the role of leader or supervisor.

The role of the supervisor in the smooth running of the organisation and the

maintenance of the level of trust in the organisation is very important, particularly

at the team level (Ambrose & Schminke, 2003; Tepper, Duffy, Hoobler, & Ensley,
2004). The supervisor also has an impact on the individual-level and team-level
outcomes. These findings supported the research from Shamir in 2003 in a
longitudinal analysis of the trust felt by cadets for their superior, when he found
that cooperative working environments can be created when the workers had
trust in their supervisor. Trust in a superior reflected the cadets’ trust in the
system, and that team processes also played a major role in the development of

trust in the superior (Shamir, 2003).

Attitudes of supervisors can also be influenced by their perceptions of OCB, and
whether it is self-serving or altruistic. It is likely that the impact of the
supervisor’s attitude will be felt on the co-workers and could influence their
perception of their colleagues and therefore their ability to work cooperatively
and harmoniously (Tepper et al., 2004). The study from Tepper et al concluded
that the bullying actions of some supervisors actually promoted behaviours
similar to OCBs in some employees to decrease the likelihood of their being
further victimised (Tepper et al., 2004). They also found that the ingratiating
behaviours described by Eastman were evident where the bullied employee was
trying to curry favour with an abusive supervisor (Tepper et al., 2004). The
presence of these behaviours somewhat clouds the issue of the effective

functioning at the group level of the organisation in which the whistleblowing

action may take place.

While an effective supervisor is crucial to the success of the team, support for
peers from cne another is also necessary, for the generation of a pleasant work

environment and for the success of managing difficult situations. Research from

|6



Paine and Organ showed that the nature of the work itself may encourage
cooperative working relationships between empioyees, and indeed may be
necessary for the successful completion of the task (Paine & Organ, 2000).
Moreover, findings from Lepine and Van Dyne found that in the presences of
OCBs, workers used helping behaviours to motivate, train and even compensate
for low performances from their peers (Lepine & Van Dyne, 2001). However, they
did find that helping behaviours disappeared when the peers saw the co-worker
continuing to perform at I+ levels, with the consequence that were replaced by

rejection (Lepine & Van Dyne, 2001).

What are the Personal Characteristics of the Whistleblower?

Within the framework of organisational behaviour the question is: What type of
person blows the whistle? The literature in this area is broad so this review
concentrates on the aspects of the individual in the workplace which are not
related to psychological aspects of behaviour, such as personality; rather, it
examines a range of personal characteristics that need to exist in an individual
who decides to blow the whistle on corrupt practices. These include prosocial
behaviours, personal courage or ‘ego strength’, conscience, moral development
and a belief in the integrity of the action of reporting the corrupt practices.

Another characteristic is the loyalty of the employee.

There is a view that whistleblowing is undertaken by the employee who has
chosen to place his personal integrity over his loyalty to the organisation (Elliston,
1682). This view is challenged by the research of Robert Larmer, who found that
whistleblowing was entirely compatible with loyalty and indeed may demonstrate
greater loyalty to the organisation than not blowing the whistle (Larmer, 1992).
This was borne out by later studies (Faunce, Bolsin, & Chan, 2004; Vandekerchove

& Commers, 2004).
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Early research from the US found that the potential from co-workers to influence
the would-be Whistleblower to conform was high and that there would be
pressure to be a “team player” (Greenberger, Miceli, & Cohen, 1987). They found
that the success of the whistleblowing was dependent upon the personal
characteristics of the Whistleblower (Greenberger et al., 1987). Research from
Trevino and Victor (1992} found that while participants regarded peer reporting of
unethical behaviours as laudable and highly ethical, they sirﬁultaneously
evaluated those who reported to be unlikeable (Trevino & Victor, 1992). This
finding highlights the disparity between a research finding in the academic world
and a real life situation. Research from the UK addressing precisely this disparity,
examined actual behaviours among accountants and HR professionals, rather than
hypothetical, and found that employee action in the face of an ethical dilemma,
was impacted by concerns for their current and future employment at the hands
of their management (Lovell, 2002}. He concluded then that that the ideal of

ethical work practices was not a reality in the workplace (Lovell, 2002).

At the same time, research undertaken by Michelson and Mouly focussed on the
impact of rumour and gossip in the workplace among co-workers. They found in
this under-researched area that informal communications between employees,

- that is grapevine activity, rumour and gossip, can be either beneficial or
destructive or both to the individual and to the organisation {(Michelson & Mouly,
2002). An understanding of the effect of these mechanisms on individual
behaviour, can be applied to the decision making process for the Whistleblower,
where an employee can effectively isolate him/herself from the group by
reporting misconduct; thus, in some cases making him/herself the target for office
rumour and gossip. Research by Hafen found that gossip acts as a regulatory
mechanism within the organisation on the OCBs of the employees which detract
from the desired but unwritten goals of citizenship (Hafen, 2004). This research
demonstrated that the presence of gossip and rumour may be one of the strong

deterrents to a potential Whistleblower.
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From the early days of research into the whistleblowing phenomenon, Miceli and
Near based the profile of a Whistleblower on their 1984 research, finding that
Whistleblowers were more likely to be better educated and to hold positions of
greater power or authority (Miceli & Near, 1984). In 1985, Dozier and Miceli
added to the profile concluding that prosocial behaviours were also a strong
feature of the person whois likely to inform on misconduct {Dozier & Miceli,
1985). Miceli and Near added to this in 1988 with seven characteristics of a
Whistleblower. They found that Whistleblowing was more likely when observers
of wrong doing (1) held professional positions, (2) had more positive reactions to
their work, {3) had longer service, (4) were recently recognised for good
performance, (5) were male (though race was unrelated to whistleblowing), (6)
were members of larger work groups, and (7) were employed by organisations

perceived by others to be responsive to complaints(Miceli & Near, 1988).

This profile was an early guide for understanding of Whistleblowers; however, the
advancement of the research has revealed that a wider variety of individuals
reported misconduct than first thought. Indeed, subsequent research focussing
on the personal qualities of the Whistleblower, demonstrated that the
educational level and the position in the organisation had little influence on

whistleblowing (Maria, 1996).

In contrast to Maria’s conclusions, it was seenin the study completed in 1998 by
Dworkin and Baucus, that the length of tenure in an organisation was a significant
factor in whistleblowing. They found that people who blew the whistle generally
had worked for the organisation for less time than the rest of their co-workers in
that organisation, and that they had greater evidence of wrongdoing and were
more effective in bringing about change in organisational practices (Dworkin &
Baucus, 1998). This directly contradicts one interpretation of the OCB theory
which is that the person who blows the whistle is a person with sound citizenship
behaviours and who would report misconduct if they saw it whether they were at
the company for any length of time. The findings from Dworkin and Baucus infer

that only the employees who had not been employed for long and consequently
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had no accumulated loyalty to the organisation or had not yet been included into
the inner circle of employees engaging in misconduct, were more likely to blow
the whistle. The immediate conclusion to be drawn could be that the presence of
OCB does not play a part in the decision to report, or that OCB may only come
into play in the presence of other conditions. Later researchers argued that there
can be no profile of a Whistleblower (Rothschild & Miethe, 1999) apart from
his/her perceptions of responsibility to the organisation. These findings indicate
that further study is needed to survey the attitudes of the Whistleblower to
determine if the length of tenure actively influenced their decision to speak out

because they had more or less to lose.

Somers and Casal (1994) tested the notion that whistleblowing was more likely to
occur, the greater the commitment to the organisation, in their study of the
concept of the employee being either a reformer or an organisation man. Their
study questioned 613 accountantsin the upper echelons of their organisations,
about targets of reported «wrongdoing and the form of the relationship between
commitment and whistlebloving (Somers & Casal, 1994). They found that
moderate levels of commitment to an organisation were consistent with the
propensity to report wrongdoing wiile very high and very low levels of

commitment inhibit whistleblowing (Somers & Casal, 1994).

Further study is warranted to determine if those people with moderate
commitment were reporting because they had no pressure of a financial interest
in the organisation which may have compromised th2 attention they were able to
give to their OCBs, and felt therefore that they were able to answer within the
framework of OCB. What then does contemporary research say are the personal
characteristics of a Whistleblower and what conditions or structures need to exist
in the workplace to encourage the person with the ‘right’ qualities to come

forward?
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The literature investigating the personal characteristics of the employee in the
workplace largely covers the area of the personélity in the workplace from a
psychological perspective. However, that not being the focus of this study, the
review centres on the behaviours of individuals within their workplace setting and
the personal qualities individuals may have which facilitate their speaking up to

report misconduct.

The structure of any organisation is such that an individual exercises a degree of
autonomy and control over his or her own work output within the constraints set
down by the organisational structure (Robbins, 1991). The personal control or
authority an individual may exercise is dependent to a large degree on the
structure of the organisation, as well as the employee > personal traits. Robbins
explains that the personal characteristics of employees include their biographical
details their abilities, their personalities and their learning; biographical details
being age, gender, marital status, the number of dependents they have, tenure
with the company; their abilities being intellectual abilities, physical abilities and
fitness for the job; and learning including an understanding of the way the

employees learn and make use of their experiences (Robbins, 1991).

Locus of Control

One factor which can be enhanced by the organisation but is manifest in an
individual 15 the locus of control, a theory enunciated by Rotter in 19656 and tested
by Trevino in combination with the cognitive moral stage of the individual
(Trevino, 1986). The theory is characterised by Chui as the employee’s perception
of control (Chiu, 2003). He applied the theory of locus of control to his research,
reporting that whistleblowing practices in China depended on the existence of a
strong internal locus of control (Chiu, 2003). He found that while the culture of
Chinese professionals generally militated against whistleblowing, there was still
recopnition that an intention to report misconduct, where there was clear
evidence of wrongdoing may be sanctioned by management. He claimed that the
element of an internal locus of control was significant. Accordingly, he

hypothesised the locus of control explained part of the variance of whistleblowing



intention, and his research found that individuals who had their own personal
determmation of nght and wrong (an internal locus of control), were more likely
to take responsihility for the consequences of their actions, than those with an
external locus of control or a set of values externally imposed by the organisation

(Chiu, 2003).

It was further refined by Premeaux and Bedeian in the same year as either
internal locus of control where the employee believes that he exercises control
over his own life, or external locus of control where the individual believes that
his destiny s Largely beyond his control and is determined by fate, chance or

powerful others (Premeaux & Bedeian, 2003).

The concept of locus of control can also be linked to the notion of empowerment,
which was a component of the research by Zhu, May ard Avolio. They found that
a clear link between the presence of ethical leadership and individual outcomes
such as psychological empowerment (Zhu, May, & Avolio, 2004). They proposed a
model to explain how ethical leadership behaviour influences employees’
organisational commitment anc trust through empowerment although they did
note that the application of the model may vary between public and private

sector organisations (Zhu et al., 2004).

Confidence in internal procedures

The literature shows that a fluid situation exists where corrupt practices are
noted, the employee decides to report the behaviour, then the designated
responsible person or the management decides on a course of action with all of
the expected consequences (Phuttipaitoon & Kieiner, 2003). At any point, the
behaviour of the people involved would be influenced by a range of factors, which
may halt the process or may advance it to the next stage and finally to a

satisfactory conclusion (McDonald, 2002; Zipparo, 1999).
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In 1984 ground breaing research from Miceli and Near in the US found that
employee knowledge of the internal procedures and their confidence in them,
contributed to the Whistleblower’s decision to speak out (Miceli & Near 1984). A
further study in the private sector by Barnett Cochran and Taylor found that the
existence of Internal Disclosure Poiicies and Procedures (IDPP) positively
contributed to the decision of potential Whistleblowers to speak out (1993).
Further research has underlined these findings (Callahan & Collins, 1992; Lewis,

2004; Lindsay et al., 1996; Trimmer, 2003).

Research in Australia by Zipparo (1999) then McDonald (2002) indicated a cause
and effect mechanism which may have prevented the reporting of corruption
because of fears for the safety of the Whistleblower, a situation with two
immediate consequences: the unchecked continuance, of the corrupt behaviour;
and an increase in stress for the potential Whistleblower. An electronic survey of
Whistleblowers in 2003 found that there were factors influencing each of the
steps in the reporting process which were mitigated by the preparedness of each
party to properly address the issue (Duffy, 2003). This meant that Whistleblowing
could be moderated by the internal management plan .o deal with such issues
and by the degree of protection offered to the Whistleblower by the organisation
and under law. The research found that part of the recognised procedure within
the organisation was to have a designated person to receive the reportora
Hotline through which the Whistleblower may choose to report either
anonymously or openly (Duffy, 2003). These findings echo the earlier results
(Barnett et al., 1993, Lewis, 2004; Lindsay et al., 1996; McDonald, 2002; Zipparo,
1999). Therefore it can be concluded that the existence of a recognised internal
process will make the choice of the Whistleblower easier to make, but it does not

identify the personal characteristics which prompt the report in the first place.

Further research in the US found that even though a company may have a code o:
ethics, they often made decisions in their own self-interest in the face of
Whistleblower complaints about illegal or unethical practices by retaliating

against the Whistleblower through terminating him (Phuttipaitoon & Kleiner,
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2003). This clearly shows that some employees have the right to be fearful and to

lack confidence in internal procedures.

A further area of interest in the literature is that of the Whistleblower who acts
externally, that is he goes to an outside body to report misconduct. This could be
to an Equal Opportunity Commission, a union body, an Occupational Health and
Safety Administration, the media or law enforcement agencies. There is evidence
from research already discussed which shows that organisations attempt to
prevent external Whistleblowing by having internal channels through which
misconduct can be reported (Barnett, 1992; Barnett et al., 1993; Dworkin &
Baucus, 1998; Keenan, 1990; Miceli & Near, 1984, 1985, 1988). However, some
employees choose, through fear of retaliation, to report externally (Barnett et al,,
1993; King, 1999; Miceli & Near, 1985). Indeed it was found that the greater the
size of the organisational the more likely the Whistleblower to report externally
(Barnett, 1992). Barnett also found that of 240 large organisations he researched,
there was a greater perception among executives, that employees had reported
misconduct externally, than in fact had occurred (Barnett, 1992). These findings
clearly indicated the need for further research which could objectively and

accurately measure incidences of external whistleblowing

Failure to Act

An Australian study on the effects of whistleblowing found that the failure to act
on the part of the potential Whistleblower had similar personal health
consequences to those experienced by the person who had actually blown the
whistle. A survey of health professionals found that those individuals who saw
misconduct fell into two categories: those who reported it; and those who did not
(McDonald, 2002). The research reported that physical consequences for both
groups were similar with an increase in sleeplessness, fatigue, headaches, heart
problems and an elevation in blood pressure typically being reported; and
psychological problems ranging from anger, disillusionment and anxiety
(McDonald, 2002). Interestingly, but not unexpectedly, those individuals who saw

misconduct but did not report it also experienced a higher percentage of
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emotional problems including guilt, shame and unworthiness (McDonald, 2002).
Research has previously been undertaken to determine the adverse health effects
on people who blow the whistle in the health industry (Lennane, 1993).
McDonald’s research into the adverse health effects for non-Whistleblowers is the
first of its type so it is not able to be determined whether the findings could be
applied to the wider population who may not necessarily have the same codes of
conduct to safeguard patients from harm as nurses. Similar research must be
undertaken in the broader work environment to determine if the findings could

be applied more generally.

The research clearly demonstrates that there is a need to have a conjunction of
both personal characteristics leading to whistleblowing intention and adequate

internal processes to manage Whistleblower information.

Barriers to blowing the whistle

A quantitative study in Australia was made on the attitudinal barriers to public
sector employees reporting corruption and how protective legislation might
impact upon those attitudes (Zipparo, 1999). She found that while the majority of
her respondents (93%) supported the idea of protective legislation, only 55%
beliteved the protection of Whistleblowers to be possible (Zipparo, 1999). Further,
only one third of her respondents had faith that their organisation would handle
reports of corruption appropriately (Zipparo, 1999). The question of ‘faith’ in the
organisation to handle Whistleblowing was an important one, but a limitation of
Zipparo’s study was that it did not consider this aspect rather it confined itself to

the quantitative aspects of the research. This is an area for further research.

A study of Whistleblowers in the Queensland pubiic sector in the years of the
Goss Government (1989 -1996), found that formal reprimand (in 40% of cases)
was the most popular form of official reprisal, although there was evidence to

suggest that there were subtle official reprisals like the unexplained loss of
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promotional opportunities, positions suddenly being made redundant or
compulsory referral to a psychologist (Maria, 1995). While this seemed puzzling
to the researchers when the Whistleblower was ‘doing the right thing’, the
reasons appeared to be that the Whistleblower was being publicly punished for
misreading the public sector requirement of loyalty (Maria, 1995). They also
found that the unofficial reprisals consisted largely of ostracism and banishment
from groups (Maria, 1995). The study showed smaller numbers of more damaging
reprisal, both official and unofficial, for the Whistleblower, including damage to
career, damage to personal honour and damage to personal life (Maria, 1995).
One limitation of this research was that it did not examine the issues surrounding
the blurring between official and unofficial reprisals and in particular had no scope

to investigate further the dynamics of the ostracism.

Australian legislatiori: What protection does it provide?

A review of the legislation in Australia reveals that the issue of Whistleblowing is
presented under various titles. In some legislation it is identified as Public Interest
Disclosure, in others it is called Whistleblowers Protection, and in still others, it is
named False Claims. For the purposes of this literature review the matter will be
called Whistleblowing, unless otherwise stated. The Senate Select Committee on
Public Interest Whistleblowing concluded that whistleblowing is a legitimate form
of civil action within a democracy ("In the Public Interest,” 2C04). Federal
Legislation was proposed to protect Whistleblowers in the form of the
Whistleblowers Protection Act 1991 (Cth) and Whistleblowers Protection Act 1993
(Cth) (Maria, 1995). Both of these bills were designed to encourage
Whistleblowers to make disclosures of corruption or fraud to the Anti-Corruption
Branch {(ACB), and provided legal protection for them. Both pieces of legislation
were abandoned in Federal Parliament and to date there has been no
replacement legislation federally, although there have been two Senate
Committees whose reports would normally be the basis for future legislation for
the protection of Whistleblowers

(http://www aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/history/uwb_ctte/pi/). The first
Committee made 39 recommendations for the establishment of a public sector

disclosure agency, but which has never been formed (Sawyer, 2003).

26



The Federal Government went some way to addressing the issue with the Public
Intcrest Disclosure Bill 2001 . 1t had a broad aim to provide a safe environment in
which a potential Whistleblower could come forward. Indeed, the Bill held that
“The objective of the proposed legislation, the Public Interest Disclosure Bill 2001
[2002], is to provide a comprehensive Commonwealth public sector
whistleblowing scheme. It aims to enable a person to report improper conduct in
the knowledge that the allegation will be duly investigated and that he or she will
not suffer from reprisals on account of disclosing such information” ("Public
interest Disclosure Bill 2001," 2002). The committee acknowledged that there
were existing provisions under S. 16 of the Public Service Act 1999 which covered
the problem of Whistieblowing, but noted in this Act that there were
shortcomings in terminology and lack of protection frem reprisals. The Public

Interest Disclosure £ill 2001 has never been passed.

There is however, some protection in common law with the case Tournierv
National Provincial and Union Bank of England [1924]1 KB 461, setting the
precedent (Latimer, 2002a). Nevertheless legislation in all six States, and one
territory (ACT), has been written to give the Whistleblower varying degrees of

legal protection (Latimer, 2002a).

Reports on the legislation in Australia shows there to be considerable disquiet
that all of the State legislations may be ineffective in promoting trust and
confidence: to very little use has been made by any Whistleblower (Hood, 1998;

Latimer, 2002a; Sawyer, 2003).

Research has assessed the impact of legislation on particular industries orin
individual states {Grabosky & Larmour, 2000; Hood, 1598; Warren & James, 1996).
Furthermore, surveys have been completed of specific industries with a view to
addressing perceived shortcomings of internal or industry-wide procedures (Baxt,
1996; Duffy, 2003; Trimmer, 2003). There are also reports written by experts in

their fields on the need for effective procedures in the workplace for protecting



and managing Whistleblowers (Maria, 1996} Independent Commission Against
Corruption 2001). No research has been identified which examines why no
Whistleblower has spoken out under the existing legislation. There is a gap in the
literature examining the shortcomings in the legislation nationally, and linking this
to the confidence of the potential Whistleblower to come forward. There is alsoa
dearth of research examining the role played by the designated person within an

organisation.

Do Whistleblowers need or deserve protection?

The research from Callahan & Collins found that their respondents sided with the
Whistleblower in seven out of nine cases in a qualitative questionnaire, and
between 62% and 94% of respondents supported a successful legal outcome for
Whistleblowers in the courts (Callahan & Collins, 1992). This attitude was
supported by later research from de Maria (1996) who found that Whistleblowers
suffered considerably, both personally and financially for their reporting, often
knowing in advance that this would happen, yet reporting in spite of it. David
Lewis found that all of the legislauicn in Australia contained provisions to protect
the Whistleblower from retaliatior from the employer (Lewis, 2004), which clearly

points to the provision in law for the Whistleblower not to be blamed, and to be

protected.

The effect on the Whistleblower

Surprisingly, a meta-analysis by Near and Miceli found that the literature does not
support the contention that Whistleblowers do not generally suffer retaliation
(Near & Miceli, 1996). Thisis a cdntentious conclusion and which contravenes the
accepted understanding of this issue, so would need to be the subject of further
research. A later US study contradicted these results and found that well over
half of the respondents reported significant personal and employment

consequences after they had blown the whistle(Rothschild & Miethe, 1999).



Future employment prospects of the Whistleblower were canvassed by Qusgas &
Kleiner and they found that although provisions existed within public sector
organisations to ignore the incidence of Whistleblowing when assessing
candidates for future promotions, Whistleblowers were significantly
disadvantaged (Qusqas & Kieiner, 2001). Other research in this area is both
quantitative and qualitative and measures health, well-being, quality of life,
employment security and retaliation and reprisals. Recent Australian research
revealed that the physical effects of stress on the Whistleblower were felt by 70%
of the respondents and surprisingly, that 64% of the respondents who were aware
of misconduct but did not report it reported the same physical effects (McDonald,
2002). There is a surprising gap in the research literature on the impact on the
personal well-being of the Whistleblower and his/her personal life which pointed
to the need for further study into this aspect of Whistleblowing. It is reasonable
to expect that if Whistleblowers were significantly affected by the processes

stemming from their actions their families would also feel the effects.
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Chapter 3

Methodology

“I wasn’t going to show weakness and go on leave,
because everyone expected me to. | was going to ride it
out, because | knew | was telling the truth and | knew |

was right.” (Helen)

As previously stated, the aim of the research was to elicit the personal qualities of
individuals who had lived experiences of whistleblowing. To this end, it was
necessary to use an approach which fostered a responsive environment wherein
sometimes sensitive, and sometimes awkward conversations were able to be held
with people whose 5xperiences had left them mistrustful and ‘bruised’ or even
suffering ill health after their experience of whistleblowing. This chapter outlines
the methodology used in the research, looking firstly at the aim of the research,
the method of data collections and the participants. Then it examines the ethical
considerations which apply to this particular area of investigation and outlines the
limitations for the reporting of the circumstances and maintaining the
confidentiality of the interviewees. The previous chapter reviewed the literature
on whistleblowing and the theory of Organisational Citizenship Behaviours
through which the personal characteristics of the participants will be considered.
Therefore chapter 3 outlines those elements of the theory which are appropriate

to this research.

An interview using a semi-structured questionnaire was a relatively ‘calm’ method

to draw out the stories and thus the personal characteristics and experiences of
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whistleblowers in their organisations when they choose to inform, and further,
the reasons they chose to inform even when they knew they may suffer adverse
professional and personal consequences. Therefore, this research employed a
qualitative methodology from which to bring to light the personal qualities and
whistleblowing behaviour of the informants. Within the field of social research,
qualitative studies are able to provide the researcher with a great depth of
knowledge and understanding of the thought processes and reasons behind the
actions in which a participant may engage, rather than a purely statistical measure
of the actions (Patton, 1990}. Qualitative interviewing allows the researcher to
explore the points of view of the participants and to accept those points of view

as reality (Miller & Glassner, 1997).

For reasons of public accountability and legislative requirement, the workings of
the public sector are more readily accessed; therefore this study focussed on
whistleblowers who informed on misconduct in the public sector agencies at
different levels within the organisational hierarchy. Thus, individuals who
identified themselves as whistleblowers and blew the whistle on people or bodies

within the public service were those people to be interviewed.

Initially this research looked at the personal qualities (self-reported) of the people
who identified themselves as whistleblowers and sought to test the five
characteristics articulated in the theory of Organisational Citizenship Behaviours
(Organ, 1997) as well as loyalty to the organisation. This was to determine
whether or not these dimensions or others do in fact underpin the actions of
whistleblowers. The research then sought to investigate the reporting process in
each workplace and the person to whom the misconduct was reported. From
there it was interested in whether or not the organisation had internal procedures
for dealing with whistleblowing; and whether the whistleblowers being at
different levels of their workplace hierarchy, impacted the efficacy or
effectiveness of their whistleblowing. The research also set out to identify the
limitations if any of the Australian ethos of “mateship”. It has been previously

claimed that the Australian ideal of “mateship” precluded any form of prosocial
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behaviour unless it was related to the protection of, or support for, the person
considered to be a mate (Paine & Organ 2000). It was important therefore that

the research investigate the limiting influence of the ethos of ‘Mateship”.

The aim of the research was to reveal the personal characteristics of the
whistleblower through a thematic context analysis of interview data. Further, it
sought to make an assessment of the association or link between Organisational

Citizenship Behaviours and the action of whistleblowing.

The research was looking to identify the

e The personal characteristics of the whistleblowers, including the OCBs and

loyalty;
e The potentially limiting effects of “mateship”;
» The whistleblowers’ confidence in the internal procedures; and

e The experience of the whistleblowers within organisations after

whistleblowing has taken place.

e The use that each whistleblower made, if any, of the legislative support for

whistleblowers.

The ultimate aim was to find out what were the personal characteristics of the
whistleblowers which drove them to report misconduct and how they
distinguished themselves from the people who notice misconduct but do not
report it. The research sought to find out if the actions of the whistleblowers
show a relationship with the five personal dimensions articulated by Organ or
other factors, such as loyalty to the organisation in the light of the ethos of

“mateship”.
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Therefore the questions for investigation were:

1. What are the personal characteristics of the whistleblower which prompt

them to speak out against misconduct in their workplaces?

2. Are the Organisational Citizenship Behaviours of altruism, courtesy,
sportsmanship, civic virtue, conscientiousness and loyalty the only
motivations underpinning employees reporting misconduct or blowing

the whistle?

Previous quantitative research (Organ, 1990; Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch,
1994) has identified six main characteristics which are common to the people who
would speak up against misconduct. The current research sought to validate the

six characteristics in an Australian context, through a semi-structured interview,

An additional element of the semi-structured questionnaire was a consideration
by the participants of the presence of the Australian ethos of “mateship” and an
appraisal as to whether it was a factor in the decision to inform or not. The
question of legislative protections has been a subject of recent public discourse
and over recent years whistleblower protection legislation has been introduced
into most jurisdictions in Australia. Accordingly, legislative protections will also be
canvassed in the semi-structured questions, thus giving the respondents an

opportunity to address this area as well.

Participants

A sample of between five and ten participants was sought for this research. The
sample group was a purposeful sample, that is a sample selected ‘purposefully’ to

permit enquiry into and understanding of a phenomenon in depth (Patton, 1990).
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This allowed scope for the selection of individuals who, as a result of their own
experiences, were able to provide insights into the personal qualities of
whistleblowers (Patton, 1990). Participants were gathered through a variation of

the ‘snowballing’ technique (Patton, 1990).

Snowball sampling is an approach through which the researcher is able to locate
information-rich key informants (Patton, 1990). The process begins by the
researcher speaking to a small number of people who have blown the whi<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>