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Introduction 

Worldwide fraud losses are estimated to be nearly four trillion dollars for 2017 (ACFE, 2018). Uncovering a fraud early, in 

the hopes of minimizing losses, assumes the ability to identify ethical violations. Identifying ethical violations early is often 

accomplished by whistleblowers. Sadly, potential whistleblowers often decide not to report ethical wrongdoing because of 

the likelihood of retaliation (Miceli and Near, 1994; Near and Jensen, 1983; Parmerlee et al., 1982; Dhamija and Rai, 2018). 

Values are a personal characteristic that potentially influence the ethical decision–making process (Webber, 1990; Shafer 

et al., 2001; Shawver and Clements, 2015). Although there are extensive studies that examine ethical decision–making 

processes, there is little research that explores the impact of an individual’s values preferences on ethical decision–making 

in an accounting context, and none that explores how an individual’s values impact whistleblowing intentions. Therefore, 

this study makes a significant contribution to existing whistleblowing literature by examining the impact of value 

orientations on the ethical intentions of accountants to whistleblow in three hypothetical situations.  

The authors are, respectively, professor at King’s College and professor at Florida Southern College. Both authors declare 

that there are no conflicts of interest. No research funding was obtained for this research. All procedures performed in 

studies involving human participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the institutional and/or national 

research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards. 

Informed consent was obtained from all individual participants included in the study.  

Specifically, three of the four steps in Rest’s Four Component Model of Ethical Decision–making are applied in order to 

explore reactions to three situations, one of asset misappropriation, another of corruption, and a third of financial statement 

fraud. Specifically, we attempt to find evidence of one or more values that may influence an accountant to identify ethical 

violations, to determine that the action should be reported (moral judgment) and/or to determine that the action would likely 

be reported (moral intention) in certain hypothetical situations. 

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: In the next section, we present a theoretical discussion of ethical 

decision–making literature, personal values literature, and our hypotheses. In the third section, we describe our 

methodology. In the fourth section, we present our results and discussion. In the final section, we offer conclusions and 

suggestions for future research. 

Literature Review 

Rest’s Four–Stage Model of Ethical Decision–Making 

Rest’s (1986) Model describes the psychological processes that must occur for an individual to engage in moral behavior. 

In the first step, ethical evaluation (also referred to as moral sensitivity), an individual must interpret each situation in terms 

of what actions were possible and who would be affected by each action (Rest, 1986). In step two, moral judgment, an 

individual must make a judgment about what ought to be done in that situation.  In step three, moral intention, an individual 

indicates an intention to act (i.e., what would be done) by giving priority to moral values above other personal values (Rest, 

1986). Ethical intentions can be an important determinant of ethical behavior. In step four, an individual must have sufficient 

ego strength to follow through on the intention by engaging in a moral behavior (Rest, 1986). This paper examines the 

interpretation made by accountants to determine if individual value systems impact ethical evaluations, whistleblowing 

judgments, and ethical intentions to whistle blow for three situations.  
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The Rokeach Value Survey 

The Rokeach Value Survey (RVS) has been one of the most widely used instrument for measuring personal values (Weber, 

1990). Milton Rokeach (1973: 5) defines a value as “an enduring belief that a specific mode of conduct or end–state of 

existence is personally or socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end–state of existence.” Rokeach 

(1973) identifies that values may influence attitudes, evaluations, moral judgments, justification of self to others, and may 

impact attempts to influence others (Rokeach, 1973).  

The RVS consists of two lists of eighteen alphabetically arranged values that are identified as "terminal values" (end–states 

of existence) and "instrumental values" (modes of conduct). An individual taking the survey identifies his or her own 

internalized system of values by ranking the eighteen terminal values and then ranking eighteen instrumental values. 

Rokeach (1973) further divides the instrumental values into moral values and competence values. Terminal values are 

further divided into personal values and social values. Although Rokeach created the conceptual framework, he did not 

empirically test his theory.  

Researchers suggest several challenges to understanding the dimensionality of the RVS. One controversy is whether 

rankings or ratings of the RVS variables is preferable (e.g., Munson and McIntyre, 1979; Reynolds and Jolly, 1980; Crosby 

et al., 1990). Rankings have been criticized as imposing an artificial contrast on the data (Alwin and Krosnick, 1985) by 

forcing respondents to make trade–offs in choosing values they feel as important that they would not otherwise make. For 

example, Crosby et al. (1990) identifies that an individual may feel that conformity and self–direction are important even 

though they are logically opposite. “Since a goal of the data reduction is to uncover underlying value dimensions in the 

respondent's ‘psycho–logic’ (not the researcher's), ratings would seem to be preferred, as they impose fewer constraints on 

the data” (Crosby et al., 1990, pg 124).  

There are few studies that have explored the impact of values preferences on ethical decisions made in an accounting context. 

Brief et al. (1996)  found that the more a manager values a comfortable life and/or pleasure, the more likely he or she would 

misrepresent the financial statements, while the more a manager values self–respect, the less likely he or she would 

misrepresent the financial statements. Shafer et al. (2001) found the individual items of the RVS have little influence on 

auditor judgment to concede to client pressure to manipulate the financial statements. Weber (1990) suggests that values 

may impact responses to ethical dilemmas, and a majority of the managers in that study exhibited a personal value 

orientation instead of social orientation and preferred competence value orientation instead of a moral instrumental value 

orientation. Shawver and Clements (2015) found that values preferences have no impact on ethical evaluations or ethical 

intentions but did find some support that competence values affect moral judgment to avoid unethical actions involving 

asset misappropriation, corruption and accounting fraud. Since the relationship between the four factors and behavior has 

been mixed (Brief et al., 1996; Wright et al., 1997), further study in this area is warranted. Therefore, we provide testable 

hypotheses for these value domains.  

Most ethical dilemmas involve a conflict between what is best for society and what is best for an individual (Wright et al., 

1997). Individuals who prefer person–centered terminal values have more concern for consequences for themselves rather 

than for consequences for society (Wright et al., 1997). Therefore, we present H1a, H1b and H1c: 

H1a:  There is a negative relationship between an individual's preferences for person–centered terminal values and 

ethical evaluation.  

H1b:  There is a negative relationship between an individual's preferences for person–centered terminal values and 

whistleblowing judgment.  

H1c:  There is a negative relationship between an individual's preferences for person–centered terminal values and 

ethical intentions to whistleblow.  

Wright et al. (1997) found support that society–centered values are positively associated with perceptions of moral intensity 

of ethical issues. Wright et al. (1997) suggest that individuals with a strong preference for society–centered terminal values 

are likely to emphasize the societal consequences of ethical issues. Therefore, we present H2a, H2b and H2c: 

H2a:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for society–centered terminal values and 

ethical evaluation. 



Journal of Forensic and Investigative Accounting 

Volume 11: Issue 2, Special Edition, 2019 
 

234 

H2b:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for society–centered terminal values and 

whistleblowing judgment. 

H2c:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for society–centered terminal values and 

ethical intentions to whistleblow. 

The instrumental–values domain is comprised of competence and moral values. Wright et al. (1997) found a positive 

relationship between moral values and perceived moral intensity of ethical issues which suggests that the greater one's 

preference for moral instrumental values, the greater the perception of moral intensity on a broad range of issues. Wright et 

al. (1997) suggest that a preference for moral values may lead to an emphasis on interpersonal relationships to achieve a 

desired end–state while a preference for competence values achieves a desired end–state through individual creativity or 

intelligence. Individuals with a high preference for moral values may be sensitive to the consequences of actions and how 

these consequences affect others. Therefore, we present H3a, H3b, and H3c: 

H3a:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for moral values and ethical evaluation. 

H3b:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for moral values and whistleblowing 

judgment. 

H3c:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for moral values and ethical intentions to 

whistleblow. 

Wright et al. (1997) found no relationship between competence values and perceived moral intensity of ethical issues. While 

the focus of moral values is interpersonal in nature, the violation of these values may bring feelings of guilt. The focus of 

competence values is intrapersonal, and the violation of these values may bring feelings of shame or inadequacy (Rokeach, 

1973: 8). In an effort to avoid shame or inadequacy, adherence to these values could encourage ethical behaviors. Therefore, 

we present H4a, H4b, and H4c: 

H4a:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for competence values and ethical 

evaluation. 

H4b:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for competence values and 

whistleblowing judgment. 

H4c:  There is a positive relationship between an individual's preferences for competence values and ethical 

intentions to whistleblow. 

Methodology 

Developing and validating the survey 

The purpose of this study is to evaluate whether differences in individuals' values systems explain ethical evaluation, 

whistleblowing judgments and whistleblowing intentions. An experimental survey was developed with twelve scenarios of 

potentially unethical behaviors. This preliminary survey was created with four statements for each of the three ACFE types 

of frauds (asset misappropriation, corruption, and financial statement fraud). Utilizing a seven–point Likert scale that ranged 

from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree,” a group of professional accountants were asked to respond to the following 

statement, “This situation occurs in many organizations today.” The statement with the highest mean in each fraud category 

was chosen to be included in the current study. The final survey was pilot tested using a sample of professional accountants. 

Each of the three situations is believed by the authors to be unethical. However, the first scenario, “The warehouse supervisor 

places company owned inventory in his personal vehicle,” could have been ethical if placing the inventory in the vehicle 

had been authorized by a supervisor or other company official. The three situations selected for the study can be found in 

Appendix B. “The warehouse supervisor…” scenario represents asset misappropriation. “The controller removes…” 

scenario represents financial statement fraud. “The purchasing agent…” scenario represents corruption. 

Administering the survey 

Accounting professionals attending state society–sponsored continuing education classes were invited to participate in this 

controlled experiment. Of the 387 attendees, 277 agreed to participate, providing a seventy–two percent response rate. Table 

I provides additional selected demographic information about the participants of this study. Of the participants, 262 (ninety–

five percent) identified themselves as a CPA; fifty–six percent identified themselves as male; forty percent identified 
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themselves as female; four percent preferred not to answer this question; and most identified themselves as older than fifty 

(seventy percent). [see Table I, pg 242] 

Appendix A presents a seven–point Likert scale version of the RVS. Appendix B presents a number of statements about 

each vignette, utilizing a seven–point Likert scale rated from one, “strongly disagree,” to seven, “strongly agree.” Each 

participant was asked in the main survey to evaluate whether or not they feel the action in the scenario is ethical by 

responding to, “This action is ethical,” make a whistleblowing judgment by responding to the statement, “Most staff 

accountants should report this situation through a confidential hotline,” and indicate a whistleblowing intention by 

responding to, “Most staff accountants would report this situation through a confidential hotline.” The action is expected to 

be seen as more unethical (with a response closer to one) and to be seen as one where the participant would agree that the 

action should be reported and would intend to whistleblow (with a response closer to seven). Since social desirability 

response bias is a concern when evaluating ethical dilemmas, these statements were worded in the third person. [see 

Appendix A, pg 240; Appendix B, pg 241] 

The dependent variables in this study are (1) making an ethical evaluation, (2) making a moral judgment to report an 

unethical action, and (3) indicating an intention to whistle blow. Means are calculated for each of these variables. This 

approach is consistent with techniques used by Merchant and Rockness (1994), Brief et al. (1996), Wright et al. (1997) and 

Shawver and Clements (2015) to average perceptions across issues on an individual subject basis. Using this technique, the 

measurements for ethical evaluation, whistleblowing judgment and whistleblowing intention are at an individual level rather 

than at an issue–specific level.  

Individuals' values preferences were assessed on a Likert–scaled version of the RVS. The original version of the RVS used 

a ranking schema rather than a rating (e.g., Likert) system. Munson and McIntyre (1979) tested both rating and ranking 

versions of the RVS and identified that the Likert–scale version provides data that is more readily analyzed by parametric 

tests. We computed our subjects' values preferences as the average of values within each values domain based on Weber's 

(1990) classification. This approach is consistent with techniques used by Wright et al. (1997) and Shawver and Clements 

(2015). Table II identifies all the means, standard deviations and Cronbach’s Alpha for each of the value domains. All 

Cronbach’s Alphas exceed 0.80. [see Table II, pg 243] 

Table III identifies the means and standard deviations for each of the dependent variables used in this study. Participants 

identified these three actions as unethical with means of 1.823 for asset misappropriation, 1.805 for corruption, and 1.881 

for financial statement fraud. Participants identified that an accountant should report these unethical actions with means of 

5.859 for asset misappropriation, 5.391 for corruption, and 5.422 for financial statement fraud. Although participants 

identified that an accountant should report these actions, participants indicated a lower intention to follow through on 

reporting these unethical actions with means of 4.518 for asset misappropriation, 4.036 for corruption, and 4.271 for 

financial statement fraud. These participants indicated the highest preferences for competence values with a mean of 5.930, 

followed by personal values with a mean of 5.842, moral values of 5.794, and social values of 5.482. [see Table III, pg 244] 

Table IV identifies the correlation matrix for all of the dependent and independent variables used in this study. Using the 

averages of all three situations, ethical evaluations are negatively correlated to whistleblowing judgment, whistleblowing 

intention and competence values. This indicates that a decrease in ethical evaluation correlates to an increase in 

whistleblowing judgment and an intention to report these actions. The values preferences among the four values domains 

(personal, social, moral, competence) are partially correlated. Further, preferences among the four values domains (personal, 

social, moral, competence) are positively correlated to whistleblowing judgment and intention to report these actions 

indicating that as an individual identifies a preference for these values domains, they are more likely to make a moral 

judgment that these unethical actions should be reported. [see Table IV, pg 245] 

Results and Discussion 

Regression analysis was used to test hypotheses regarding relationships between values and whistleblowing judgment and 

ethical intentions. Tests of hypotheses were conducted using univariate regression with the mean, by subject, of ethical 

evaluation, whistleblowing judgment and whistleblowing intention as the dependent variables, and the individual's values 

preferences among the four values domains (personal, social, moral, competence) as the independent variables. In Table V, 

we report three separate univariate models with the four values domains (personal, social, moral, competence) as 

independent variables. We find support that competence values significantly affects whistleblowing judgment, but none of 

the other three value orientations have a significant effect on whistleblowing judgment. We find no support that any of the 
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four values domains have a significant effect on ethical evaluations or on whistleblowing intentions. Therefore, H4b is 

supported but H1a, H1b, H1c, H2a, H2b, H2c, H3a, H3b, H3c, H4a, and H4c are not supported. [see Table V, pg 245] 

In Table VI, we present models that confirm theoretical relationships between the steps in Rest’s model of ethical decision–

making. A univariate regression model confirms that whistleblowing judgment is dependent on ethical evaluation. Then, 

we report the results of a hierarchical stepwise regression following Rest’s four component model of ethical decision–

making. The benefit of using this approach is to examine all three steps into one regression model to see the incremental 

increase in significance as we move from one step to the next in Rest’s model. Moral sensitivity, whistleblowing judgment, 

and whistleblowing intention are correlated. In the model, ethical evaluation (step 1) was entered first, followed by moral 

judgment to whistleblow (step 2), with intention to whistleblow entered as the dependent variable. This model confirms that 

moral judgment to whistleblow is dependent on ethical evaluation; and whistleblowing intention is dependent on 

whistleblowing judgment. [see Table VI, pg 246] 

In Table VII, we present a hierarchical regression in steps consistent with Rest’s model. We included the dependent variable 

of whistleblowing intention and entered ethical evaluation in the first step, followed by whistleblowing judgment in the 

second step, followed by the four values domains in the third step. The results of the hierarchical regression analysis confirm 

prior results that value orientations suggested by prior research have little impact on decisions to whistleblow. These results 

are similar to those found by Wright et al. (1997) and Shawver and Clements (2015). Wright et al. (1997) found support 

that personal, social, and moral values impact ethical evaluations for low moral intensity issues, while an individuals’ value 

orientation did not affect the ethical evaluations of medium or high moral intensity issues. Shawver and Clements (2015) 

found that values preferences have no impact on ethical evaluations or ethical intentions to complete unethical actions. 

Neither of these studies examined the impact of values preferences on whistleblowing intentions. This is the first study to 

confirm that values preferences had no significant effect on whistleblowing intentions of professional accountants. [see 

Table VII, pg 246] 

To further examine the robustness of the results, we examined the differences between our demographic variables of gender 

and age for the variables in this study. We separated the age of the participants into two groups, those under fifty and those 

over fifty. We found no significant differences between the ethical evaluations, whistleblowing judgment, or whistleblowing 

intentions between the two groups separated by age or gender. We then added our age and gender variables as a fourth step 

in our hierarchical regression. Neither age nor gender emerged as significant indicators of whistleblowing intention in this 

model.  

The lack of significance of values may be partially attributable to similar homogeneous preference of values within this 

sample of accountants (Shawver, 2015; Shafer et al., 2001). Although we find limited support that these four values domains 

impact whistleblowing judgment and no support that these values impact ethical evaluations and whistleblowing intentions 

of accountants, we do feel further research in this area is valuable. Although prior research identifies that values influence 

ethical decisions clarification of the significance of values in decision processes may be needed (Shafer et al., 2001). It is 

possible that values may be too abstract to be predictors of complicated behaviors such as fraudulent financial reporting 

(Brief et al., 1996). 

The study has some limitations. First, all of the participants were at continuing professional education seminars in one state 

and may not represent accountants in all states. A second limitation is that certain other scenarios involving potential 

unethical behavior may have different results. A third limitation is that since only forty percent of the participants identify 

themselves as female, and seventy percent identify themselves over the age of forty, the results are biased as to gender 

and/or age. Future research could survey other types of accountants such as internal auditors and CFOs, could attempt have 

a different balance of gender and/or age, and could extend the survey to other geographical areas. Factor Analysis is a 

common procedure to test psychological processes; however, our data did not factor as the theoretical literature suggests. 

There is very little research examining the impact of value structures with this being the first study that has examined the 

impact of value structures on whistleblowing intentions of accountants. Therefore, this limitation also provides an 

opportunity for future studies to explore why accountants’ value structures may differ from other groups of individuals.  

Conclusions 

Rokeach (1973) suggests that a small number of terminal and instrumental values are determinants of virtually all kinds of 

behavior. This is the first study to explore the impact of those values on the whistleblowing judgments and whistleblowing 

intentions of accountants. This study found limited support that competence values impact whistleblowing judgment, and 
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no support that personal, social, moral, or competence values impact ethical evaluations or whistleblowing intentions. The 

lack of significance of values may be partially attributable to similar homogeneous preference of values within this sample 

of accountants or the values measured by the RVS (as currently worded) are unable to capture the importance of these items 

(Shawver and Clements, 2015).  

Competence values include the following: ambitious, broad–minded, capable, independent, intellectual, logical, loving and 

responsible. Our results indicate that these values have an impact on moral judgment, which is the belief that the whistle 

should be blown. Unfortunately, there is no support that the same values have an impact on moral intention, which is the 

belief that the whistle would be blown. If the value preferences of accountants would equate to the likelihood of the need to 

whistleblow and/or the desire to whistleblow, it is possible that some frauds would be uncovered sooner. Given these 

findings, future research is necessary to determine which values would impact a willingness to whistle blow when necessary. 

Possibly, future research could explore specific values mentioned in the AICPA or IMA codes of conduct or determine 

whether CPE or ethics education could increase the perceived importance of these values when making whistleblowing 

decisions. It is our hope that the future will see whistleblowing as a more acceptable practice and that those who are 

competent will in fact become more willing to whistle blow. [see Table II, pg 243] 
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Appendix A 

Please indicate how important the following attributes are to you by circling one answer for each of the items using the 

following scale:  

Not important at all    1  2  3  4  5  6  7    Very Important 

A Comfortable Life (a prosperous life)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Equality (brotherhood and equal opportunity for all) 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

An Exciting Life (a stimulating, active life)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Family Security (taking care of loved ones)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Freedom (independence and free choice)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Health (physical and mental well–being)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Inner Harmony (freedom from inner conflict)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Mature Love (sexual and spiritual intimacy)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

National Security (protection from attack)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Pleasure (an enjoyable, leisurely life)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Salvation (saved; eternal life)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Self–Respect (self–esteem)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

A Sense of Accomplishment (lasting contribution) 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Social Recognition (respect and admiration)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

True Friendship (close companionship)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Wisdom (a mature understanding of life)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

A World at Peace (a world free of war and conflict) 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

A World of Beauty (beauty of nature and the arts) 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Ambitious (hardworking and aspiring)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Broad–minded (open–minded)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Capable (competent; effective)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Clean (neat and tidy)     1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Courageous (standing up for your beliefs)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Forgiving (willing to pardon others)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Helpful (working for the welfare of others)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Honest (sincere and truthful)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Imaginative (daring and creative)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Independent (self–reliant; self–sufficient)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Intellectual (intelligent and reflective)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Logical   (consistent; rational)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Loving (affectionate and tender)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Loyal (faithful to friends or the group)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Obedient (dutiful; respectful)    1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Polite (courteous and well–mannered)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Responsible (dependable and reliable)   1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Self–controlled  (restrained; self–disciplined)  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   
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Appendix B 

For each of the following situations, assume you are a staff accountant at your company and you have recently witnessed 

or became aware of each situation. Please indicate how strongly you agree or disagree with the following statements by 

circling one answer using the following scale:  

Strongly Disagree     1   2   3   4   5   6   7     Strongly Agree 

 

The warehouse supervisor places company owned inventory in his personal vehicle. 

This action is ethical. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Most staff accountants should report this situation through a confidential 

hotline. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Most staff accountants would report this situation through a confidential 

hotline. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

  

The controller removes several past due invoices from the box of "invoices to be processed" and states 

that these invoices should not be processed or recorded in the accounts payable ledger until next 

quarter.  

This action is ethical. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Most staff accountants should report this situation through a confidential 

hotline. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Most staff accountants would report this situation through a confidential 

hotline. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

  

A purchasing agent often chooses businesses that are owned by personal friends or family to provide 

services to the company without disclosing the personal relationship.  

This action is ethical. 1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Most staff accountants should report this situation through a confidential 

hotline. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   

Most staff accountants would report this situation through a confidential 

hotline. 

1   2   3   4   5   6   7   
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Panel A: Gender of Participants

Gender

Number of 

Participants Percent of Total

Female 111 40%

Male 156 56%

Prefer Not to Answer 10 4%

Total 277 100%

Panel B: Age of Participants

Age

Number of 

Participants Percent of Total

20-29 5 2%

30-39 29 10%

40-49 47 17%

50-59 106 38%

Over 60 89 32%

Prefer Not to Answer 1 0%

Total 277 100%

TABLE I

Demographics
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Items Mean Std. Dev. Cronbach Alpha

Competance Values 0.803                  

Ambitious (hardworking; aspiring) 5.99 1.076

Broad-minded (open-minded) 5.73 1.047

Capable (competent; effective) 6.25 .824

Independent (self-reliant; self-sufficient) 6.09 1.018

Intellectual (intelligent; reflective) 5.86 1.068

Logical (consistent; rational) 6.00 1.002

Loving (affectionate; tender) 5.92 1.114

Responsible (dependable; reliable) 6.44 .792

Moral Values 0.846                  

Cheerful (lighthearted, joyful ) 5.58 1.166

Clean (neat; tidy) 5.42 1.266

Courageous (standing up for your beliefs) 5.89 1.081

Forgiving (willing to pardon others) 5.67 1.190

Helpful (working for the welfare of others) 5.86 1.189

Honest (sincere; truthful) 6.60 .790

Imaginative (daring; creative) 5.06 1.279

Obedient (dutiful; respectful) 5.33 1.314

Polite (courteous; well-mannered) 5.92 1.086

Personal Values 0.833                  

A Comfortable Life (a prosperous life) 5.78 1.081

A Sense of Accomplishment (lasting contribution) 5.90 1.120

An Exciting Life (a stimulating, active life) 5.20 1.373

Family Security (taking care of loved ones) 6.51 .962

Freedom (independence; free choice) 6.44 .842

Happiness (contentedness) 6.29 .926

Inner Harmony (freedom from inner conflict) 6.03 1.085

Mature Love (sexual and spiritual intimacy) 5.79 1.171

Pleasure (an enjoyable, leisurely life) 5.59 1.212

Salvation (saved; eternal life) 5.29 1.913

Self-Respect (self-esteem) 6.26 .930

Social Recognition (respect; admiration) 4.87 1.406

True Friendship (close companionship) 5.86 1.198

Wisdom (a mature understanding of life) 5.97 1.058

Social Values 0.854                  

A World at Peace (a world free of war and conflict) 5.44 1.543

A World of Beauty (beauty of nature and the arts) 5.03 1.431

Equality (brotherhood; equal opportunity for all) 5.50 1.450

National Security (protection from attack) 5.97 .978

Table II

Items Comprising Value Constructs
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Ethical Evaluation

Variable  Mean 

 Std. 

Deviation 

Asset Misappropriation Ethical Evaluation 1.823          1.509        

Corruption Ethical Evaluation 1.805          1.508        

Financial Statement Fraud Ethical Evaluation 1.881          1.500        

Ethical Evaluation Average 1.836          1.106        

Whistleblowing Judgment

Variable  Mean 

 Std. 

Deviation 

Asset Misappropriation Whistleblowing Judgment 5.859          1.543        

Corruption Whistleblowing Judgment 5.391          1.799        

Financial Statement Fraud Whistleblowing Judgment 5.422          1.721        

Whistleblowing Judgment Average 5.554          1.332        

Whistleblowing Intention

Variable  Mean 

 Std. 

Deviation 

Asset Misappropriation Whistleblowing Intention 4.518          1.610        

Corruption Whistleblowing Intention 4.036          1.757        

Financial Statement Fraud Whistleblowing Intention 4.271          1.710        

Whistleblowing Intention Average 4.280          1.393        

Values

Variable  Mean 

 Std. 

Deviation 

Social Values 5.482          1.124        

Personal Values 5.842          0.669        

Competence Values 5.930          0.676        

Moral Values 5.794          0.786        

Descriptive Statistics

Table III
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Table IV

Correlation Matrix

Variable Ethical 

Evaluation

Whistleblowing 

Judgment

Whistleblowing 

Intention Social Values

Personal 

Values

Competence 

Values Moral Values

Ethical Evaluation 1

Whistleblowing Judgment -0.216** 1

Whistleblowing Intention -0.135* 0.524** 1

Social Values -0.073 0.167** 0.125* 1

Personal Values -0.093 0.243** 0.188** 0.635** 1

Competence Values -0.125* 0.304** 0.216** 0.536** 0.701** 1

Moral Values -0.086 0.245** 0.199** 0.614** 0.727** 0.649** 1

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

Dependent Variable:  Ethical Evaluation

t Sig.

Social Values -0.482 0.630     

Personal Values 0.074 0.941     

Competence Values -0.895 0.372     

Moral Values -0.213 0.832     

Adjusted R2 -0.001

Dependent Variable:  Whistleblowing Judgment

t Sig.

Social Values 0.334       0.739     

Personal Values -0.669 0.504     

Competence Values 3.184       0.002     *

Moral Values 1.271       0.205     

Adjusted R2 0.100     

Dependent Variable:  Whistleblowing Intention

t Sig.

Social Values (0.338)      0.736     

Personal Values (0.044)      0.965     

Competence Values 1.834       0.068     

Moral Values 1.151       0.251     

Adjusted R2 0.041

Table V

Univariate Regression Analyses
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Dependent Variable:  Whistleblowing Judgment

Model Variable t Sig. Adj R2

1 Ethical Evaluation Average -3.663 0.000 * 0.043        

Dependent Variable:  Whistleblowing Intention

Model Variable t Sig. Adj R2 F Change Sig F Chg.

1 Ethical Evaluation Average -2.293 0.023    * 0.015        

2 0.270        95.520      0.000    *

Ethical Evaluation Average -0.501 0.617    

Whistleblowing Judgment Average 9.773    0.000    *

Table VI

Hierarchical Regression

Dependent Variable:  Whistleblowing Intention

Model Variable t Sig. Adj R2 F Change Sig.

1 Ethical Evaluation Average -2.120 0.035    * 0.014        

2 0.267        87.566 0.000    *

Ethical Evaluation Average -0.587 0.557    

Whistleblowing Judgment Average 9.358    0.000    *

3 0.260        0.447 0.744

Ethical Evaluation Average (0.533)   0.594    

Whistleblowing Judgment Average 8.459    0.000    *

Social Values (0.577)   0.564    

Personal Values 0.250    0.803    

Competence Values 0.392    0.696    

Moral Values 0.593    0.554    

Table VII

Hierarchical Regression
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